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Abstract Higher Education Institutions need to engage in planned change initiatives in order to enhance the
quality of higher education. However, gaining commitment for such change efforts is still problematic. Even though,
considerable scholarly work has been devoted to commitment to change over the years it remains as an issue.
Following this problem, the study aimed to investigates the impact of Psychological Capital (PsyCap) on dimensions
of commitment to change (i.e. Affective Commitment to Change, Continuance Commitment to Change, and
Normative Commitment to Change). The respondents of the study were undergraduates of Faculty of Management
Studies of Sabaragamuwa University of Sri Lanka. Data were collected through a standard and validated
questionnaire survey. Survey resulted in 396 usable questionnaires. SPSS 21 and Amos 16 were used to analyze data.
Results suggest that PsyCap positively and significantly related to affective commitment to change, normative
commitment to change and negatively affects continuance commitment to change. The results imply the importance
of Psychological capital in enhancing affective and normative commitment to change while minimizing negative
effects of continuance commitment. This research makes a novel contribution by being among the first to examine
the impact of Psychological Capital in explaining commitment to change among university students.
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1. Introduction
Commitment to change is a unique construct which has
more power in explaining behavioural support for a
change than commitment to organization [1,2], openness
to change [3] and readiness to change [4]. As mentioned
in [5] the uniqueness of the commitment to change can be
explained as “people want to see the change happen, and
will do whatever is necessary to see that it does happen”
(p.5). Therefore, commitment to change is undoubtedly,
one of the most important factors contribute in successful
change effort [4,6].
Although commitment plays a significant role in
change there are a small amount of studies which focused
on the issue of commitment to change [20]. Further, the
explanatory variable of this study is Psychological Capital
(PsyCap) which is considered as a new branch in
Psychology. However, current researcher could not come
across with a single research which attempts to combine
Psychological Capital and Commitment to Change in
Higher Education Institutions. Hence, this research makes
a novel contribution by being among the first to examine
the impact Psychological Capital on commitment to
change.

1.1. Literature Review and Hypotheses
Commitment refers to “a force [mind set] that binds an
individual to a course of action of relevance to one or
more targets”. Further they explain this mind set includes
three different forms: desire (affective commitment),
perceived cost (continuance commitment) and obligation
(normative commitment) which is known as commitment
profile [7]. Therefore, [1] developed a new construct
called commitment to Change with same three dimensions.
Though, some researchers [8,9] tend to conceptualize
commitment to change as a unidimensional construct, [1],
argue it should be a three dimensional construct. As far as
the commitment to change studies are concerned, majority
of studies on commitment to change [e.g. [2,10,11,12,13,14]]
have borrowed a conceptual definition developed by [1] in
their three component commitment to change model.
Commitment to change is defined as “a force (mind-set)
that binds an individual to a course of action deemed
necessary for the successful implementation of a change
initiative” [1]. This force includes three dimensions called
affective, continuance and normative commitment to
change.
The first dimension of commitment to change is
Affective commitment to change (ACC). ACC refers to “a
desire to provide support the change based on its inherent
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benefits [1]. Affective commitment refers to the emotional
attachment; identification and involvement with the target
[7]. This commitment towards the change is developed
since the employee understands its worthiness to generate
positive outcomes to the organization [1,2]. Strong
affective commitment is highly correlated with the success
change implementation [1,10]. Therefore, affective
commitment is considered as a crucial form of
commitment in a planned change [15].
The second dimension of commitment to change is
continuance commitment to change (CCC). CCC can be
defined as “recognition that there are costs associated with
failure to provide the support for the change” [1].
Continuance commitment takes place due to lack of
alternatives and external pressure to go along with the
target [2]. According to [1] organizational participants feel
continuance commitment to change, when there is no
other option than go along with the change (i.e. lack of
alternatives). In addition to that, continuance commitment
to change is developed due to the fear of losing important
rewards [1,2]. As a result of this background continuance
commitment involves less commitment than is expected
from the employees [2]. Therefore, though there are some
views to justify the adequacy of continuance commitment
it does not sufficient to ensure higher level of support
towards a planned change [1,2]. The possible explanation
for this would be continuance commitment is based on
external pressure rather than recognizing the benefits of
the change or felt deepest obligation about the change [16].
Overall continuance commitment is less desirable in
organizational settings.
The third dimension of commitment to change is,
Normative Commitment to Change (NCC) which is
defined as “a sense of obligation to provide support for the
change” [1]. Normative processes are highly related to
organizational effectiveness [17]. Normative commitment
to change involves strong emotional obligation towards
the change [1]. Therefore, people are committed to the
change because of they want to, have to and ought to
support it [1,2]. Higher level of normative commitment
fosters the person to strongly engage in the change hence
it involves higher support than is required from them [2].
Therefore, as a conclusion, out of the three (03)
dimensions of commitment to change affective and
normative commitment to change are highly desirable
whereas continuance commitment to change is less
desirable during a planned change implementation.
Having defined the dependent variable, this section
discusses the predictor variable (i.e. Psychological Capital
- PsyCap) of the study. According to [18], PsyCap can be
defined as “ an individual’s positive psychological state of
development that is characterized by the following: (a)
having confidence (self – efficacy) to take on and put in
the necessary effort succeed at challenging tasks; (b)
making a positive attribution (optimism) about succeeding
now and in the future; (c) persevering toward goals and,
when necessary, redirecting paths to goals (hope) in order
to succeed; and (d) when beset by problems and adversity,
sustaining and bouncing back even beyond (resiliency) to
attain success” [18]
Contrary to traditional economic capital PsyCap open
avenues to gain competitive advantage [19]. Therefore,
self-efficacy, hope, optimism, and resiliency are
considered as very positive approach in developing
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organizational performance [18]. Those four traits are
found to be positive, unique, measurable, developable and
performance related [18]. First, self efficacy rooted the
scholarly work of Albert Bandura [18]. People with self
efficacy seek challenging tasks, extend motivation and
effort to see end result [18]. More than 100 scholarly work
conducted by Stajkovic & Lutnans concluded that self
efficacy has a positive correlation with performance.
Moreover, they found that self efficacy positively
correlate with organizational commitment [18]. As a
whole, “Self efficacy has substantial research backup as to
its positive impact in organizational settings” (18, p. 153).
The second dimension of psychological capital is hope.
Positive psychologist Risk Snyder initially developed
hope as a positive psychological state based on goals and
pathways [18]. People those who are high in hope
generate alternative ways of accomplishing a goal [18].
Though the hope and work related outcomes are emerging
there are researches combining hope and educational
performance [18].Third dimension in the positive
psychological movement is optimism [18]. Optimism
entails positive explanatory style of people in their life
events [18]. Seligman found that such positive
explanatory style leads to positive organizational
outcomes [18]. Last and fourth dimension of
Psychological capital is resiliency. Resiliency is the
capacity of bounce back from adverse situations and keep
continue in hard times [18]. Hence, high resiliency people
constantly thrive for high performance.
Confident, hopeful, optimistic, and resilient people
actively engage in achieving organizational goals [18].
Therefore, arguably organization participants with high
psychological capital should support change initiative
proposed by an organization since it is considered as an
important goal that should be attained by the organization.
Further, such positive psychological capacities should
positively impact on affective commitment and normative
commitment. Positive psychological capacities should be
able to reduce the continuance commitment. When people
have such positive psychological capacities they tend to
develop a commitment with inner sense. Thus it should
reduce the continuance commitment which is formed
without any desire or heartfelt obligation [20].
In the light of the above literature the following
hypotheses are deduced.
H1A: Overall Psychological capital (self efficacy, hope,
optimism, and resiliency) positively impact on Affective
Commitment to E-learning system of undergraduates.
H2A: Overall Psychological capital (self efficacy, hope,
optimism, and resiliency) negatively impact on Continuance
Commitment to E-learning system of undergraduates.
H3A: Overall Psychological capital (self efficacy, hope,
optimism, and resiliency) positively impact on Normative
Commitment to E-learning system of undergraduates.

2. Methods
The target respondents of the current study were
undergraduates of Faculty of Management Studies of
Sabaragamuwa University of Sri Lanka. Data were
collected when the Faculty implemented E-learning
system as a new change intervention. The population of
this study was all the students of Faculty of management
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Studies of Sabaragamuwa University of Sri Lanka. Based
on the probability sampling technique 420 questionnaires
were distributed among the students. The survey resulted
in 396 usable questionnaires, which resulted in a response
rate of 94%.

2.1. Measures
Commitment to change was measured by using [1]
eighteen item commitment to change scale. Out of 18
items six items assessed the affective commitment to
change, six assessed the continuance commitment to
change and six assessed the normative commitment to
change. The authors of three component model cited that
Cronbach’s alphas ranging from 0.94 for affective
commitment to change (six items) 0.94 for continuance
commitment to change to change (six items) and 0.86 for
normative commitment to change (six items).
Psychological Capital (PsyCap) was measured by using
twenty four (24) item Psychological Capital Questionnaire
(PCQ) developed by Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2007.
PCQ was obtained from [21]. Out of 24 items six measured
self efficacy, six measured hope, six measured optimism,
and six measured resiliency. As cited in [21] the internal
reliability (Cronbach’s α) of the self efficacy, hope, optimism,
resiliency sub scales as .87, .84, .80, .86 respectively.

3. Results
3.1. Results of the Preliminary Analysis
Sixty five (65%) percent of the sample were
represented by female students. Within this sample 24%
students were studying in year 1, 33% were in year II,
21% were in year III and the remaining 22% were in year
IV. Table I presents the means, standard deviations of the
variables which were used in this study. As shown in
Table 1, students believe the value and importance (i.e.
affective commitment) of e-learning for their education.
Normative commitment to change is at a moderate level
which means they have an average level of strong
obligation towards the e-learning system. Students
continuance commitment to e-learning system is at a low
level which means students are committed to the eleaning system not because of they are compelled to do so.
Rather, they have understood the inner value of it. Further,
it is clear that students’ level of psychological capital is at
a higher level.
Table 1. Mean and Standard Deviation of Variables
Variable
M
SD
Affective Commitment to Change
3.8
0.7
Continuance Commitment to Change
2.5
0.7
Normative Commitment to Change
3.1
0.6
Psychological Capital
3.8
0.6
M- Mean; SD – Standard Deviation.
Table 2. Reliabilities and Correlations among Variables
Variable
1
2
3
4
1. Affective Commitment to Change
(.87)
2. Continuance Commitment to Change
-.70** (.85)
3. Normative Commitment to Change
.37** -.45** (.84)
4. Psychological Capital
.63** -.68** .54** (.94)
Reliabilities are shown within diagonals. **p < 0.01 (1-tailed).

Table 2 reports internal reliabilities of the measures
(Cronbach’s alpha) and correlations between variables.
Internal reliabilities are shown in diagonals. All the
variables reported good internal consistency which
exceeds the minimum threshold of .70 [13].
As well as, psychological capital was significantly
correlate with all the variables (i.e. affective commitment
to change r = .63; continuance commitment to change r = .68; normative commitment to change r = .54).

3.2. Model Fit Indices
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) is used to verify
the already developed factor structure of a set of observed
variables [22]. Current study used already developed and
validated set of observed variables to measure the latent
variables (i.e. affective commitment to change,
continuance commitment, normative commitment to
change, Psychological Capital). Therefore, CFA is the
most appropriate statistical analysis in assessing the model
fit since it involves in affirming the model with sample
data [23].
CFA was performed by using AMOS 16.0 according to
the instructions of [24]. CFA results yield numerous
indices, which can be used to evaluate the goodness of fit
of the model [25]. Some of the frequently used indices are
chi-square to degrees of freedom (χ2/df), Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), Normed Fit
Index (NFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Tucker Lewis Index (TLI). Results of the models fit indices are
shown in Table 3.
Table 3. Summary of Model Fit Indices for CFA Model
RMSEA
CFI
NFI
TLI
Model
χ2/df
CFA

1.5

0.057

0.978

0.948

0.899

According to [26], the ratio of chi-square to degrees of
freedom (χ2/df) as a good measure of model fit. He
recommends it should be 2 (two) or less than 2 (two) for
the acceptable fit. Therefore chi – square to degrees of
freedom exemplifies good fit (i.e. 1.5). TLI, CFI and NFI
exceed or very close to 0.9. Hence those indices acquaint
with fairly acceptable fit [27]. After testing for the
satisfactory overall fit, the specified model has been
further evaluated for the convergent and discriminant
validity by following the instructions of [25, 28]. Average
Variance Extracted (AVE) is recommended to measure
the convergent validity [28]. High AVE value signifies the
indicators are truly converging around the latent construct
[23]. The value of AVE should exceed 0.5 for all
constructs [25,28]. Table V indicates that AVE values
ranged from 0.71 to 0.81 those which exceed the 0.5
minimum threshold values. Therefore, AVE values (see
Table 4) prove the convergent validity of the model.
Table 4. Average Variance Extracted Values of the Measurement
Model
Construct
AVE
Affective Commitment to Change

0.78

Continuance Commitment to Change

0.81

Normative Commitment to Change

0.71

Psychological Capital
0.80
AVE = {Sum of (standardized loadings squared)} / {[sum of
(standardized loadings squared)] + (sum of indicator measurement
errors)}. Source: Fornell and Larcker (1981).
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Disciminant validity is used to ensure the construct
validity [30]. Discriminant validity refers to the extent to
which one construct is differed from other construct [25].
According to [28], Average Variance Extracted (AVE) is
a good measure of discriminant validity. Moreover, they
explain theoretically different constructs should have low
correlations with each other. Therefore, low cross
construct correlations provide evidence for discriminant
validity. Further, if the average variance extracted is
higher than the Squared Inter Correlations (SIC) between
the construct and all other constructs that indicates the
discriminant validity [28]. Table 5 exhibits high
discriminant validity from all the constructs. For an
instance continuance commitment to change (CCC) had
the highest discriminant validity from all the other
constructs (i.e. .81). All constructs exhibited AVE values
which are greater than the squared inter correlations.
Hence, it provides evidence for discriminant validity.
Table 5. Discriminant Validity Matrix
Construct
1
2
3
4
1. ACC
0.78
2. CCC
0.50
0.81
3. NCC
0.48
0.59
0.71
4. Psycap
0.40
0.46
0.62
0.80
ACC- Affective Commitment to Change, CCC-Continuance
Commitment to Change, NCC- Normative Commitment to change,
PsyCap- Psychological Capital.

3.3. Hypotheses Testing
This section describes the results of the hypotheses
testing.
Table 6. The Impact of Psychological Capital on Students Affective,
Continuance, and Normative Commitment To Change
H1
H2
H3
Variables
β
Sig.
β
Sig.
β
Sig.
PsyCap
.72
.027
-.82
0.19
0.52
0.00
R
.78
.89
.72
R2
.60
.79
.51
Adjusted R2
.59
.78
.50

As presents in Table 6, PsyCap explains 60% (R2 = .60,
p < 0.01) variation in affective commitment to change.
The Adjusted R2 reveals that how well the model
generalizes to the population. According to table VII the
difference between R2 and adjusted R2 is .01 (.60-.59)
which means in the population it would account for 1%
less variance in the outcome than in the sample.
Beta (β) values explain “what degree each predictor
affects the outcome if the effects of all other predictors
held constant” [31]. Moreover, if the t - test associated
beta values are significant those predictors significantly
contribute to the dependent variable. The beta value of
PsyCap was significant. Therefore, results revealed that
PsyCap significantly associate with affective commitment
to change (β = .72, p < 0.05). Therefore, hypothesis 01 is
supported.
As presents in Table 6 PsyCap can account for 79% of
the variation in continuance commitment to change (R2
= .79, p < 0.01). Adjusted R2 is .78 which means PsyCap
accounts for 78% variance in continuance commitment to
change for the population though it is 79% variance in the
sample. PsyCap was significantly associated with
continuance commitment to change (β = -.82, p < 0.05).
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Hence, it proves PsyCap negatively impact on continuance
commitment to change. The above evidence support
Hypothesis 2.
According to Table 6 PsyCap explains 51% (R2 = .51, p
< .01) variation in normative commitment to change.
Adjusted R2 is .50 (p < .01). Therefore, PsyCap can
account for 50% variance in normative commitment to
change for the population though it is 51% variance in the
sample. Further Beta values reveal that, PsyCap was
significantly associated with normative commitment to
change (β = .52, p < 0.01). This evident that PsyCap
positively impact on normative commitment to change.
Therefore, hypothesis 3 is supported.

4. Discussion
4.1. Conclusion
Using
the
Psychological
Capital,
researcher
hypothesized that Psychological Capital would be
positively related affective commitment to change,
normative commitment to change whereas negatively
related with continuance commitment to change. Even
though, there are no other research in relation to
psychological capital and commitment to change there are
evidence to argue the linkage of those two constructs. For
an instance PsyCap is positively correlated with many
positive organizational outcomes [18,19]. Affective and
Normative commitment are considered to be two positive
outcomes displayed by organizational participants. On the
other hand PsyCap should reduce the detrimental effects
of continuance commitment to change which is treated as
a negative mindset of organizational participants. Hence,
the findings of this research are aligning with the core
ideas of [18,19]. The study concluded that having
psychological capital leads to more positive types of
affective and normative commitment whereas it reduces
detrimental continuance commitment.

4.2. Theoretical and Practical Contributions
First, current research is based on Psychological Capital
which is considered as a new branch in Psychology. Thus,
it brings much novelty to the existing literature. Still many
practitioners try to encourage the commitment to change
through superficial newsletters or speeches rather than
finding a concrete solution [32]. Current study emphasizes
the importance of psychological capital, which will be a
long-lasting solution to improve the commitment to
change. Second, in the higher education institutions there
is no investigation to measure the impact of PsyCap on
commitment to change. Hence, it contributes novel
knowledge to higher educational institutions in successful
implementation of planned change initiatives

4.3. Limitations
Some limitations exist in this study. Firstly, data for this
study were collected from Faculty of Management Studies
of Sabaragamuwa University of Sri Lanka. Hence
generalizability for other institutions and other countries
may be an issue. The second limitation of this study is the
use of cross sectional research design and this might
hinders the assumption of causality. The third limitation of
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the study is the use of self – report on measuring both the
predictor and outcome variables thereby raising concerns
about common method variance [33].
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