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Enhancing Psychological Capital (PsyCap) to Improve Job Satisfaction and

Retention: A Pilot Intervention Study

Purpose. This study examines the effectiveness of a brief, structured intervention
aimed at developing Psychological Capital (PsyCap) to enhance job satisfaction and reduce
turnover intention. Grounded in the state-trait framework, the intervention treats PsyCap
as a malleable psychological resource that can be strengthened through development efforts.

Methodology. One hundred working individuals were assigned to either an
intervention or control group. The intervention included two workshops and a follow-up
session, focusing on self-assessment, goal setting, and psychological skills training. PsyCap,
job satisfaction, and intention to quit were measured before and after the programme.
Linear mixed-effects models assessed the effects of group, time, and their interaction.

Findings. Significant interaction effects were found for all outcomes: the
intervention group showed greater increases in PsyCap and job satisfaction, and a larger
decrease in intention to quit. These findings support PsyCap’s state-like malleability and
suggest underlying trait-like stability. Overall, the results highlight the relevance of
PsyCap development for improving workplace attitudes.

Practical implications. While PsyCap interventions may offer promise for HR and
leadership use, these conclusions warrant caution due to the non-randomised design,
limited sample, and lack of follow-up. Further research is needed to confirm their
effectiveness and durability.

Originality/value. This pilot study offers initial controlled data on a PsyCap
intervention conducted in an applied setting. While preliminary, the results contribute to
the empirical literature on PsyCap development and its potential links to job satisfaction
and retention. Findings should be interpreted in light of methodological constraints, and

future replication is encouraged.
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Introduction

In today’s working world, employees and organisations face constant change.
Companies are becoming less hierarchical, and employees are expected to adapt quickly,
manage stress, and respond to challenges with flexibility and emotional strength. At the
same time, many organisations are under pressure to improve in areas like sustainability,
diversity, and staff well-being. These trends have increased interest in psychological
resources that help individuals thrive at work. One such resource is Psychological Capital,
often shortened to PsyCap (Luthans and Youssef-Morgan, 2017; Luthans, Youssef-Morgan,
and Avolio, 2015). PsyCap is made up of four personal strengths: hope (setting and
pursuing goals), self-efficacy (confidence in one’s abilities), resilience (recovering from
setbacks), and optimism (expecting positive outcomes). When combined, these qualities
represent a set of psychological resources that may support individuals in performing well
and experiencing greater well-being at work. Previous research has shown that PsyCap is
associated with outcomes such as job satisfaction, performance, and lower turnover
intentions (Avey et al., 2011; Kleine et al., 2019; Loghman et al., 2023).

The purpose of this study is to evaluate a new training programme that was
specifically developed to strengthen employees’ PsyCap. The programme has never been
scientifically tested before. It includes structured workshops, reflection exercises, and
follow-up activities designed to help participants develop their personal resources. Because
the programme is new, it is especially important to examine whether it actually works as
intended. To do this, the study compared two groups of participants: one group took part
in the PsyCap programme, and the other group did not. Both groups completed the same
psychological questionnaires before and after the programme. The main idea being tested
is whether the people who participated in the programme would show a greater increase in
their PsyCap levels compared to those in the control group (Luthans, Youssef, and Avolio,

2007).
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Theory

PsyCap, defined by Luthans et al. (2015; 2017) as “an individual’s positive
psychological state of development,” characterised by four components: hope (Snyder,
2000), self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977), resilience (Masten, 2001), and optimism (Seligman,
1998). Unlike fixed psychological traits such as personality or cognitive ability, PsyCap is
conceptualised as state-like - that is, relatively malleable, open to development, and
responsive to situational influences (Luthans et al., 2015; 2017). This distinction has
important implications for both theory and practice, as it positions PsyCap as a
psychological resource that can be actively cultivated through interventions. The
distinction between traits and states in psychology originates from the early work of
Gordon Allport and Raymond Cattell. Allport (1937) defined traits as enduring
dispositions that produce consistent patterns of behaviour, while states were viewed as
temporary conditions influenced by context or emotion. Cattell (1973) expanded on this by
distinguishing between source traits - stable, underlying personality dimensions - and state
traits, which reflect short-term psychological conditions. Within this framework, PsyCap
occupies a hybrid position: it is more dynamic than traditional traits, but more stable and

measurable than purely momentary states such as mood or affect (Luthans et al., 2015).
Empirical Studies

Empirical studies support this dual nature. On the one hand, PsyCap has
demonstrated temporal consistency and predictive validity for outcomes such as job
performance (Avey, Reichard, Luthans, and Mhatre, 2011). On the other hand, multiple
studies - including controlled interventions - have shown that PsyCap can be significantly
enhanced over relatively short periods (Luthans, Avey, Avolio, and Peterson, 2010; Owens,
Johnson, and Mitchell, 2013). These findings support the view that PsyCap reflects
positive psychological capacities that are both developable and enduring, making it
particularly relevant in applied organisational contexts. Meta-analyses of PsyCap-based

interventions generally support this type of intervention (Lupsa et al., 2020; Loghman et
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al., 2025). These findings suggest that interventions aimed at enhancing psychological
capital can produce consistent and meaningful improvements across a range of
occupational and psychological outcomes.

Previous research has consistently linked PsyCap to job satisfaction (Avey et al.,
2011; Loghman et al., 2023), which is intuitive - individuals who perceive meaningful goals,
feel capable in their roles, maintain a positive outlook, and are equipped to handle
adversity are more likely to report higher satisfaction.

Turnover intention, conceptualised as a negative facet of job satisfaction, refers to
an individual’s conscious desire to voluntarily leave their organisation (Mobley et al., 1979;
Sjoberg and Sverke, 2000). Such intentions frequently precede actual resignations, which
can lead to substantial costs for organisations, including recruitment expenses, productivity
loss, and reduced morale among remaining employees (Hom et al., 2017). For instance,
Loghman et al. (2023) demonstrated in a recent meta-analysis that higher PsyCap levels

are associated with lower intentions to leave one’s job.
Interventions

It is important to note that the same intervention is likely to have positive effects on
more than one of the four components of PsyCap - hope, efficacy, resilience, and optimism -
even when it is designed to target a specific element. This overlap is partly due to the
interrelated nature of the PsyCap components, which tend to reinforce one another in
practice. Furthermore, interventions do not necessarily need to be explicitly framed within
the PsyCap theoretical model to yield beneficial effects. Exercises and methods that
originate from other psychological traditions or therapeutic approaches may also contribute
to increases in PsyCap. For example, interventions grounded in mindfulness practices or
Acceptance and Commitment Therapy (ACT) have been shown to improve key aspects of
psychological functioning that align closely with the dimensions of PsyCap, such as
cognitive flexibility, emotional regulation, and goal-directed persistence. These effects have

been documented even when PsyCap was not the explicit target of the intervention (e.g.,
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Fang and Ding, 2020; Biswal and Srivastava, 2022) This underscores the potential for
integrative approaches that draw on multiple psychological frameworks to foster the

development of PsyCap in diverse professional contexts.
The Present Study

The present study evaluates an intervention specifically designed to enhance among
working professionals. This intervention is entirely novel and has not previously been
subjected to empirical evaluation. For this reason, it is essential to rigorously and
continuously examine the extent to which the intervention produces its intended
psychological and behavioral effects.

The primary hypothesis guiding this research is that individuals who participate in
the intervention will show a statistically significant increase in their levels of PsyCap
compared to those in a control group who did not receive the intervention. In addition to
investigating changes in PsyCap, the study also explores whether the intervention leads to
improvements in job satisfaction and a reduction in participants’ intentions to leave their
current employment. It is hypothesised that, relative to the control group, those who
complete the intervention will report higher levels of job satisfaction and lower levels of
turnover intention, reflecting a broader positive impact on work-related attitudes and

motivation.
Hypotheses

This study proposes and tests the following hypotheses:

H1: The intervention group will demonstrate a significant increase in

psychological capital compared to the control group.

H2: The intervention group will exhibit increased job satisfaction over time

relative to the control group.

H3: The intervention group will report reduced intention to quit compared to

the control group.
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Method
Design

The intervention is grounded in the assumption that, although stable traits exist,
PsyCap is a trainable construct that can be purposefully developed within organisational
settings. PsyCap builds upon principles from positive psychology and organisational
behaviour. Each dimension contributes uniquely to how individuals respond to challenges
and opportunities at work. Hope involves setting goals, identifying strategies to reach
them, and sustaining motivation. Efficacy reflects confidence in one’s ability to perform
tasks successfully. Resilience refers to the capacity to recover from setbacks, while
optimism entails a general expectation of positive outcomes. The intervention aimed to
develop psychological capital (PsyCap) - a higher-order construct encompassing hope,
efficacy, resilience, and optimism - through a structured program involving assessment,
workshops, and follow-up.

Prior to the program, participants completed a questionnaire (see Measurement
below), which generated individualized reports outlining their PsyCap profiles. These
reports served as a foundation for targeted self-reflection and goal setting. The first
workshop, held over two days, introduced the theoretical and practical foundations of
PsyCap. Participants explored the conceptual underpinnings and evidence base for
PsyCap, alongside strategies for enhancing each component. Drawing on Acceptance and
Commitment Therapy (Hayes et al., 2006) and the WOOP method (Oettingen, 2014),
participants engaged in values-based reflection exercises to consider how aligning behavior
with personal values could support well-being and development. Each participant received
a structured workbook designed to guide reflection and planning. Activities included gap
analyses to identify discrepancies between current and desired states, component-specific
prompts based on positive psychology coaching methods (Van Zyl et al., 2020), and the
formulation of individual action plans targeting one or two PsyCap dimensions. Plans

specified concrete goals, strategies, potential challenges, and sources of support.
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Group-based exercises promoted peer feedback and collaborative refinement of plans, while
brief mindfulness practices at the beginning and end of each day encouraged self-awareness
and emotional regulation.

Approximately one month later, the second two-day workshop focused on deepening
participants’ PsyCap development. The workshop began with structured reflection on
participants’ action plans and progress to date. Participants then conducted feedforward
interviews (Carrillo, Rubio-Aparicio, Molinari, Enrique, Sanchez-Meca, and Banos, 2019;
Ilies, Bono, and Bakker, 2024; Rechter, Kluger, and Nir, 2025), identifying strengths based
on prior successes and exploring how these could be leveraged in new contexts. A key
emphasis during these two days was placed on relational resilience. Participants performed
a social network analysis (Hartling, 2008) to evaluate the quality and diversity of their
interpersonal connections and engaged in listening skills training as a tool for strengthening
relations. Exercises involved practicing active constructive responses (Passmore and Oades,
2014) and silent listening (Kluger and Itzchakov, 2022) to improve trust and relational
depth. Also a gratitude exercise (Kirca, Malouff, and Meynadier, 2023) invited participants
to write letters of appreciation to individuals who had positively impacted their lives.
Sharing or delivering these letters reinforced the emotional benefits of gratitude. As in the
first workshop, mindfulness practices were used to bookend the training days.

Two months after the second workshop, a follow-up session was held in which
participants completed a second assessment. Comparing their initial and follow-up reports,
they reflected on observed changes, shared insights from their developmental journeys, and
discussed lessons learned, ongoing challenges, and future goals. Throughout the program, a
workbook played a central role in structuring reflection and action. It included guided
exercises for interpreting assessment results, templates for goal-setting and progress
tracking, and prompts inspired by cognitive-behavioral therapy, motivational interviewing,
and solution-focused approaches. The workbook functioned as both a personal

development guide and a tool for sustaining focus and accountability over time.
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Study Participants

To test the study’s three hypotheses, 50 individuals participated in the
psychological capital intervention by voluntarily enrolling in a course on psychological
capital. A convenience sample served as the control group (N = 50); these individuals were
recruited via LinkedIn and completed the same assessments at two time points without the
intervention. As an incentive for the control group, they were offered a three-hour lecture
after completing the second assessment. To ensure comparable measurement intervals, the
number of days between assessments was calculated for each participant. The intervention
group had a mean interval of 103.43 days (SD = 36.49), while the control group’s interval
was slightly shorter and more consistent (M = 98.64, SD = 3.01). An independent samples
t-test (Welch’s) showed no significant difference between groups, t(89.2) = 0.93, p = .36,
suggesting that the time elapsed between assessments was unlikely to explain differences in
outcomes. No data on participants’ age, gender, or other demographic variables were
collected, which precluded statistical control for these factors in the analysis. All
participants provided informed consent for their data to be used for research purposes. The
data included in this article are reported exclusively at the aggregate level, ensuring that
no individual participant can be identified.

Measures
PsyCap

PsyCap was measured using a 21-item scale developed specifically for this
programme named HERO-IQ. The scale was based on existing definitions of the constructs
hope, efficacy, resilience, and optimism. The initial version of the scale was developed in
English and was found to be both reliable and valid (Evidensum, 2023). The overall scale
demonstrated high reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha = .94; Evidensum, 2023) and a good
factor structure (chi-square= 261 (df=150); RMSEA=.04).a In this study, both the control
group and the intervention group exhibited similarly high reliability for the adapted

Swedish version of the scale at both time points (Cronbach’s Alpha = .90).
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Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction was assessed using a Swedish version of a three-item scale (Hellgren
et al., 1997; Brayfield and Rothe, 1951) focusing on the affective dimension of satisfaction.
The scale has shown good reliability in prior studies (e.g., Annell et al., 2018). In this
study, Cronbach’s alpha was .91 and .89 for the intervention and control groups,

respectively, at Time 1, and .87 and .90 at Time 2.
Turnover Intention

Turnover intention was measured using a three-item scale designed to assess overall
turnover propensity (Hellgren, Sjoberg and Sverke, 1996). The items, originally adapted
from propensity-to-leave scales (Lyons, 1971; Camman, Fichman, Jenkins, and Klesh,
1979), were modified to be statements rather than questions. The scale has been widely
used and demonstrates good reliability (e.g., Sjoberg and Sverke, 2000). In this study,
Cronbach’s alpha at Time 1 was .88 for the intervention group and .91 for the control

group, increasing to .93 and .95, respectively, at Time 2.
Analysis

To test the study’s hypotheses regarding the effects of the intervention, particular
attention was given to the interaction between group (intervention vs. control) and time
(pre- vs. post-intervention), as this captures whether changes in the outcome variables
differ between groups - thus indicating intervention effects.

A linear mixed-effects model was used to analyze the effects of group and time on
PsyCap, job satisfaction, and intention to quit. Group and time were included as fixed
effects, along with their interaction. A random intercept for subjects was specified to
account for baseline individual differences and to reflect the nested structure of the data,
where repeated measurements were collected from the same individuals.

This nesting results in clustering, meaning that observations from the same
participant tend to be more similar than those from different individuals. The intraclass

correlation coefficient (ICC) quantifies this by estimating the proportion of total variance
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attributable to between-person differences. While not central to hypothesis testing, ICC
values are reported to provide insight into the degree of individual stability. For example, a
high ICC for PsyCap suggests trait-like consistency over time, consistent with its
conceptualization as a partly stable yet developable resource.

All analyses were conducted using the lme4 package (Bates et al., 2015). Data
preparation was performed with dplyr (Wickham et al., 2023), and visualizations were

created using ggplot2 (Wickham, 2016).
Results

Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 1. The control group showed minimal
change from Time 1 to Time 2 across all variables, with negligible effect sizes for
Psychological Capital (Cohen’s d = .02) and Job Satisfaction (Cohen’s d = .02), and a
small increase in Intention to Quit (Cohen’s d = .22). In contrast, the intervention group
demonstrated a large increase in Psychological Capital (Cohen’s d = .95), a moderate
improvement in Job Satisfaction (Cohen’s d = .63), and a moderate decrease in Intention
to Quit (Cohen’s d = .40).

To formally test our hypotheses regarding the effects of the intervention over time,
three linear mixed-effects models were estimated - one for each outcome variable:
Psychological Capital, Job Satisfaction, and Intention to Quit. The primary parameter of
interest was the Group (E Time interaction, which captures the differential change in
outcomes attributable to the intervention.

For PsyCap, the interaction effect was statistically significant (b = 0.32, SE = 0.07,
t = 4.35), indicating that the intervention group experienced a greater increase in PsyCap
over time compared to the control group. The main effects for group and time were not
significant. The intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) was 0.63, reflecting substantial
between-individual variation.

A similar pattern emerged for job satisfaction, where a significant interaction effect

was observed (b = 0.41, SE = 0.14, t = 2.90). This suggests that job satisfaction increased
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more in the intervention group than in the control group across time. Neither the main
effect of group nor time reached significance. The ICC for job satisfaction was 0.67, again
indicating meaningful variance at the individual level.

For intention to quit, the interaction effect was significant and negative (b = -0.57,
SE = 0.19, t = -3.02), demonstrating that participants in the intervention group reported a
greater reduction in their intention to quit than those in the control group. The main effect
of time approached significance (b = 0.24, t = 1.81), while the group effect was not
significant. The ICC was 0.69, suggesting considerable between-subject variability.

Taken together, these findings support the study’s hypotheses, indicating that the
PsyCap intervention had a positive and differential effect on participants’ PsyCap, job

satisfaction, and turnover intentions compared to the control condition.
Discussion

The results of this pilot study indicated that participants in the intervention group
showed greater improvements in PsyCap and job satisfaction, and a larger reduction in
intention to quit, compared to the control group. These differences were reflected in
significant interaction effects across all three models, whereas main effects for group and
time were not significant. This pattern may suggest that changes occurred over time in
response to the intervention; however, alternative explanations such as uncontrolled
baseline factors cannot be ruled out.

PsyCap is described by Luthans et al. (2015) as state-like. This implies that while
it exhibits some degree of temporal stability, it is also malleable and responsive to targeted
development efforts. The significant interaction effect observed in the present study -
wherein participants in the intervention group demonstrated a substantially greater
increase in PsyCap over time compared to the control group - strongly supports this
conceptualization. Unlike enduring traits such as personality or intelligence, state-like
constructs are expected to vary depending on contextual inputs, such as structured

interventions, feedback, or environmental support. The absence of significant main effects
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for group or time further strengthens the interpretation that the observed improvements in
PsyCap were driven by the interaction between participation in the intervention and
temporal change, rather than by pre-existing group differences or general time effects.

These results align with the core assumptions of the state-trait model (Cattell,
1969), where states are defined as more dynamic, situation-sensitive psychological
resources, amenable to change over relatively short periods. PsyCap’s position as a
higher-order construct composed of hope, efficacy, resilience, and optimism reinforces this
perspective: each of these components has been shown individually to respond to
developmental inputs (e.g., training, reflection, feedback). The current findings
demonstrate that when these elements are addressed systematically, as in the present
intervention, meaningful psychological growth can occur.

Moreover, observed differences in job satisfaction and intention to quit may point to
possible spillover effects of the intervention. That these outcomes changed more in the
intervention group than in the control group suggests that strengthening positive
psychological resources could be linked to attitudinal outcomes. This is consistent with
previous research indicating that PsyCap may function as a personal resource with
potential relevance for organizational factors (Avey et al., 2011; Luthans and

Youssef-Morgan, 2017).
Limitations

Although the results suggest a potential effect, several limitations should be
acknowledged. First, the sample size was relatively small (N = 100), with 50 participants
in each group. Although the findings were statistically significant and broadly consistent
with theoretical expectations, the limited sample size reduces the generalizability of the
results and increases the risk of Type II errors in detecting smaller effects. Second, the
groups were not randomly assigned, which introduces the possibility of pre-existing
differences influencing the outcomes. This non-random allocation limits the ability to draw

strong causal conclusions. Future studies should aim to replicate these preliminary findings
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using larger and more diverse samples, ideally with random assignment, to enhance both
internal and external validity.

Second, all outcome measures were based on self-reports, which introduces the
possibility of common method bias and social desirability effects. While the constructs
examined - such as PsyCap and intention to quit - are inherently subjective, the use of
self-assessments may have inflated observed associations. Incorporating multi-source data
(e.g., supervisor ratings, behavioural indicators, or administrative data on actual turnover)
in future research would strengthen the validity of the findings.

Third, the observed improvements may be partly attributable to non-specific
intervention effects, such as increased attention, reflection, or motivation among
participants in the intervention group. This “Hawthorne effect” - wherein participants
improve simply because they are aware of being studied - cannot be ruled out. Although
the control group completed the same assessments and received a delayed incentive (a
lecture), they did not receive the same level of interaction or psychological engagement as
the intervention group. Future studies could benefit from using an active control condition
to better isolate the specific effects of the PsyCap intervention.

Fourth, the repeated-measures design enabled estimation of intra-class correlation
(ICC), which indicated moderate trait-like stability in PsyCap, suggesting stable individual
differences. At the same time, significant group (E time interactions point to possible
state-like change following the intervention. This supports the idea that PsyCap includes
both stable and malleable components. However, with only two time points and
single-indicator measurement, it is difficult to distinguish systematic change from
temporary fluctuation or measurement error (Nezlek, 2007).

Finally, while the design included pre- and post-measurements, it did not
incorporate long-term follow-up. As a result, it is unclear whether the gains in PsyCap and
the improvements in job satisfaction and turnover intention were sustained over time. The

state-like nature of PsyCap suggests that such gains may diminish without reinforcement.
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Longitudinal follow-up assessments would therefore be important to determine the

durability of intervention effects.
Practical Implications

The findings of this study highlight important implications for practice. Short,
structured interventions can deliberately strengthen psychological capital (PsyCap) by
combining assessment, reflection, goal-setting, and group work. These interventions are
scalable and time-efficient, making them well suited for modern HR and leadership
development.

For leaders, enhancing hope, efficacy, resilience, and optimism provides essential
resources to manage uncertainty, support others, and foster engagement. Because
leadership behaviors shape organizational culture, stronger leader PsyCap may have
cascading effects across teams and departments.

PsyCap’s multi-level nature also makes it a unifying framework for individuals,
teams, and organizations. However, strengthening PsyCap alone is unlikely to generate
sustainable change. Employees’ experiences are shaped not only by personal resources but
also by job design and organizational context, where autonomy, task significance, skill
variety, and feedback play central roles (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Parker, 2014).
Although PsyCap can buffer against stressors, it cannot fully offset dysfunctional conditions
such as bullying, excessive demands, or poor leadership (Magwegwe, 2024; Glavanits,
Liptak, Kdlman, & Podr, 2025). PsyCap interventions are therefore most effective when
combined with supportive HR practices, effective leadership, and healthy work design.

Research on job design and organizational conditions (Hackman & Oldham, 1976;
Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001; Grant & Parker, 2009; Peccei, Van De Voorde & Van
Veldhoven, 2013; Parker, 2014; Lantz, Hansen & Antoni, 2015; Boxall & Purcell, 2016)
shows that enriched jobs, supportive leadership, and enabling climates are critical for
sustaining well-being and performance. Based on this pilot study, we propose that PsyCap

training is most effective when it complements these broader practices. By combining the
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development of personal resources with structural and cultural initiatives, organizations
can achieve more durable improvements in both well-being and performance.

One way this integration could be realised in practice is through a leadership
development program that combines PsyCap training with job design. Leaders would first
develop hope, efficacy, resilience, and optimism through reflection and goal-setting
exercises. They would then apply these resources in workshops aimed at increasing
autonomy, feedback, and skill variety in their teams. By leading small redesign projects
while modeling PsyCap behaviors, leaders strengthen both their own resources and the

work environment, creating more sustainable improvements in well-being and performance.
Conclusion

This study demonstrates that PsyCap can be enhanced through a brief, structured
intervention, leading to measurable improvements in job satisfaction and reductions in
intention to quit. The findings support the theoretical classification of PsyCap as a
state-like construct and offer strong justification for its inclusion in contemporary
leadership development and HR strategies. As organisations seek effective ways to promote
adaptability, engagement, and resilience in the workplace, PsyCap represents a promising

and actionable target for investment.
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Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations, and Cohen’s d for Psychological Capital, Job Satisfaction,

and Intention to Quit at Time 1 and Time 2

Control Intervention
Factor T1 M (SD) T2M (SD) d T1M(SD) T2M (SD) d
PsyCap 3.64 (0.47)  3.65 (0.45) .02 3.73(0.42) 4.06 (0.35) .95

Job Satisfaction ~ 4.03 (0.98)  4.01 (0.99) .02 4.21 (0.83) 4.60 (0.60) .63
Intention to Quit  2.09 (1.30) 233 (1.41) .22 1.73 (1.08) 1.41 (0.90) .40
Note. T1 = Time 1; T2 = Time 2; M = mean; SD = standard deviation. Cohen’s d for
repeated measures was calculated using the mean difference and a standard deviation
adjusted for pre-post correlation and unequal variances (Lakens, 2013).
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Table 2
Fized-FEffect Estimates From the Multilevel Models With Intraclass Correlation Coefficients,
95% Confidence Intervals, and p Values

Outcome Effect b SE t 95% CI P
PsyCap Intercept 3.64 0.06 60.17 [3.52, 3.76] < .001
Group (Intervention) 0.09 0.09 1.02 [-0.09, 0.27] 1.S.
Time (T2) 0.01 0.05 0.16 [-0.09, 0.11] n.S.
Group x Time 0.32 0.07 4.35 [0.18, 0.46] < .001
Job Satisfaction  Intercept 4.03 0.12 3293 [3.79,4.27] < .001
Group (Intervention) 0.19 0.17 1.08 [-0.14, 0.52] 1.S.
Time (T2) -0.01 0.10 -0.14 [-0.21, 0.19] n.s.
Group x Time 041 0.14 290 [0.14,0.68] < .01
Intention to Quit Intercept 2.09 0.17 1244 [1.76, 2.42] < .001
Group (Intervention) -0.36 0.24 -1.51 [-0.83, 0.11] 1.S.
Time (T2) 0.24 013 181 [-0.01,049]  ns.
Group x Time -0.57 0.19 -3.02 [-0.94,-0.20] < .01

Note. 1CC = .63 for PsyCap, .67 for job satisfaction, and .69 for intention to quit. 1CC
values indicate the proportion of variance attributable to between-person differences. n.s. =
not significant.
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