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The motivation for
transformational leadership scale

An examination of the factor
structure and initial tests

Stephanie Gilbert, Patrick Horsman and E. Kevin Kelloway
Department of Psychology, Saint Mary’s University, Halifax, Canada

Abstract
Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to address the question of what motivates leaders to engage
in effective leadership behaviours by integrating transformational leadership theory and
self-determination theory. The authors propose that the type of enacted leadership behaviour
is related to level of self-determined motivation.
Design/methodology/approach – This study presents validity evidence for an 18-item scale of
motivation for transformational leadership based on Gagné and Deci’s (2005) six levels of
internalization. A total of 310 employees (mean age¼ 39, 64.5 per cent female, 46 per cent formal
leaders) completed the scale, other measures of leadership, and job satisfaction.
Findings – Results supported the theorized six-factor structure of the scale and provided evidence for
incremental validity in the prediction of job satisfaction and transformational leadership above and
beyond another measure of motivation to lead.
Research limitations/implications – The lack of amotivation and the presence of autonomously
controlled extrinsic motivation are predictive of effective leadership behaviour, a key finding with
implications for leadership selection. The study was limited by the use of self-report data. Future
studies should examine additional predictors and outcomes of the construct (e.g. subordinate attitudes
or performance and leader personality), and whether it is stable over time.
Originality/value – Leaders’motivation for role effectiveness is an unexplored area of research. This
study suggests that type of motivation can be important for effective leadership and provides a
validated scale for use in future leadership research and selection.
Keywords Structural equation modelling, Transformational leadership, Motivation,
Self-determination theory, Scale development, Role effectiveness
Paper type Research paper

Organizational leadership has attracted the attention of an increasing number of
organizational researchers, with an ever-growing list of leadership theories developing
over the past few decades. There is an extensive body of literature that considers how
leadership in organizations affects the behaviours and attitudes of followers (for a
review see Barling et al., 2011). Despite the vast amount of literature on this topic, there
is still much to be discovered about the nature of leadership, and on leadership
motivation in particular. One critical assumption of the leadership development
literature is that leaders want to engage in effective leadership behaviours. However,
the flaw in this assumption is that leaders who are motivated to take on formal
leadership roles are not necessarily motivated to engage in effective leadership
behaviours. There are many other incentives or “perks” to leadership roles which may
motivate individuals to emerge as leaders in the workplace. The current studyLeadership & Organization
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examines what motivates leaders to engage in effective leadership behaviours as
defined by transformational leadership theory and proposes that the type of enacted
leadership behaviour may be related to level of self-determined motivation. The current
study was based on the theory proposed by Gilbert and Kelloway (2014) which
integrated transformational leadership theory and self-determination theory into a
construct called motivation for transformation leadership. In support of this construct
we will begin by discussing the tenets of both transformational leadership theory and
self-determination theory, and how they are integrated into motivation for
transformational leadership. Next, we will propose other theoretically relevant
organizational variables, which may be related to transformational leadership. Finally,
we will present validation evidence from a new scale assessing motivation to be a
transformational leader, including its factor structure and relation to transformational
leadership behaviour.

Transformational leadership
One of the most widely researched leadership theories is Bass’s (1990) transformational
leadership theory (Barling et al., 2011). Transformational leadership has been defined
as superior leadership performance that occurs when leaders “broaden and elevate the
interests of their employees, when they generate awareness and acceptance of the
purposes and mission of the group, and when they stir their employees to look beyond
their own self-interest for the good of the group” (Bass, 1985, p. 21). Bass (1985)
suggested that the transformational leadership style comprises four dimensions,
namely, idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and
individualized consideration. Idealized influence occurs when leaders engender the
trust and respect of their followers by doing the right thing, thereby serving as a role
model (Bass, 1985). This dimension is often characterized by empowering followers,
making sacrifices for the good of the group, and involving followers in decision making
(Barling et al., 2011). Idealized influence is further separated into two components:
attributes by followers and leader behaviours. Attributional items assess the
perceptions of followers, such as having pride in being associated with the leader,
whereas behavioural items assess leader behaviours such as demonstrating
commitment to one’s beliefs and acting with integrity (Bass, 1999). These two scales
are very highly correlated and are usually combined into a single factor, consistent
with Bass’ (1985) original theory (Barling et al., 2011; Bass, 1999). In this study we also
conceptualize idealized influence as a single factor. Leaders who engage in inspirational
motivation “raise the bar” for their employees, encouraging them to achieve levels of
performance beyond their own expectations (Bass, 1985). Here, leaders inspire
employees to achieve a certain vision for themselves, which often makes work more
meaningful. Intellectual stimulation involves engaging the rationality of subordinates,
getting them to challenge their assumptions and to think about old problems in new
ways (Bass, 1985). Intellectually stimulating leaders may also empower their followers
to become involved in decision making and encourage them to voice their opinions
(Barling et al., 2011). Lastly, individualized consideration deals with treating employees
as individuals and helping them to meet their needs (Bass, 1985).

Bass (1985) also defined less effective styles of leadership, which he termed
“transactional leadership”. These less optimal styles of leadership include laissez-faire
leadership, both active and passive management by exception, and contingent reward
leadership. A laissez-faire leader is simply not involved in the tasks of leadership and
avoids decision making and other responsibilities associated with their position
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(Bass, 1985; Hater and Bass, 1988). Similarly, leaders engaging in management by
exception intervene only when there is a problem; but can assume either an active or
passive stance. In active management by exception (Bass, 1985), leaders actively
monitor employees to ensure that there are no deviations in performance. Leaders
engaging in passive management by exception do not intervene until problems are
either brought to their attention or become serious enough to demand action
(Bass, 1985). Finally, contingent reward is seen as a positive form of transactional
leadership in which leaders engage in goal setting and the provision of task-contingent
feedback to employees.

A large body of research literature supports the effectiveness of transformational
leadership behaviours in the workplace. Transformational leadership is related to
subordinate attitudes and behaviours such as satisfaction (Hater and Bass, 1988; Koh
et al., 1995), organizational commitment (Barling et al., 1996; Bycio et al., 1995; Koh et al.,
1995), trust in management (Barling et al., 1996), organizational citizenship behaviours
(Koh et al., 1995), and higher task performance (e.g. Howell and Frost, 1989; Kirkpatrick
and Locke, 1996; Sosik et al., 1997). Moreover, enhancing transformational leadership
skills may enhance personal outcomes such as psychological well-being (McKee et al.,
2009), workplace safety (Mullen and Kelloway, 2009), and work attitudes (Barling et al.,
1996). Organizational outcomes such as financial performance (Barling et al., 1996;
Howell and Avolio, 1993) and group performance (Barling et al., 1996) may also be
improved. Given the positive impact of transformational leadership, there is strong
support for promoting this leadership style in organizations.

Motivation
Motivation may be broadly defined as the processes that initiate behaviour, or what
“moves people to act” (Deci and Ryan, 2008, p. 14). Much of the leadership literature
examines how leaders can motivate subordinates in various ways. For example, self-
determination theorists examine how leaders can motivate subordinates by satisfying
their intrinsic needs (e.g. see Baard et al., 2004). Although we are beginning to
understand how leaders can motivate employees, there is a dearth of literature on how
leaders themselves are motivated to enact effective leadership behaviour. Specifically,
research is necessary to further understand leaders’ motivation for role effectiveness.
Within the context of this study, effective leaders are defined as transformational
leaders whose intent is to elevate the interests of followers through enacting intellectual
stimulation, inspirational motivation, individual consideration, and idealized influence
(Bass, 1985). Less effective leadership styles include transactional and laissez-faire
leadership, as defined by full-range transformational leadership theory (Bass, 1985).
We posit in this study that leaders who enact different styles of leadership may express
different types of motivation to be effective leaders. Self-determination theory posits
that there are various levels of motivation ranging along a continuum. In order to
address how different styles of leadership may be related to different types of
motivation, we must first describe self-determination theory.

Self-determination theory
Self-determination theory (Deci and Ryan, 1985, p. 2000) distinguishes between three
basic types of motivation (intrinsic, extrinsic, and amotivation) that each influence
behaviour differently. Moreover, there are different levels of each type of motivation,
ranging along a continuum of intentional activity from autonomous to controlled
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motivation (Deci and Ryan, 2000). Autonomy involves having the experience of choice
in one’s work, whereas control involves feeling a sense of pressure in what actions
one must engage in (Deci and Ryan, 1987). Amotivation does not involve any
intentional activity or motivation whatsoever, and thus does not lie on the autonomy to
control continuum.

Intrinsic motivation is at the most autonomous end of the continuum because the
individual chooses to engage in behaviour under their own volition (Deci and Ryan,
2008; Gagné and Deci, 2005). Intrinsic motivation occurs when the behaviour itself is
seen as enjoyable and satisfying. Intrinsically motivated individuals feel that the
behaviour is its own reward. For example, a leader who is intrinsically motivated to
behave as a good leader may choose to do so because he or she finds it enjoyable, fun,
or interesting. While intrinsic motivation is inherently autonomous, levels of extrinsic
motivation lie on a continuum from autonomous to controlled. Integrated regulation is a
type of extrinsic motivation, but is also described as autonomous because the
individual identifies with the importance of the work and sees it as an integral part of
him or herself (Gagné and Deci, 2005). A leader motivated by integrated regulation is
likely to feel that being a good leader is a part of who they are, that it fits with their life
goals, and is a means through which to reach self-actualization. Identified regulation is
also extrinsic motivation that is described as moderately autonomous, whereby the
individual’s behaviour corresponds with their personal goals and values, reflecting a
part of them (Gagné and Deci, 2005). Leaders motivated by identified regulation are
likely to see the value of behaving as a good leader, and thus to behave as such, even
though they do not find leadership inherently interesting.

In contrast to autonomous motivation, controlled motivation involves feeling a sense
of pressure to engage in specific activities. Introjected regulation is a moderately
controlled form of motivation whereby the individual’s ego is involved in deciding
whether or not to engage in a task (Gagné and Deci, 2005). If an individual feels that
their self-esteem is linked to their job performance, this represents introjected
regulation. Leaders motivated by introjected regulation may behave as a good leader
because they will feel guilty if they do not, or because they feel it is their duty to be a
good leader. External regulation is the most controlled form of extrinsic motivation and
it is necessary when a task is not inherently interesting to the individual, so external
contingencies like rewards and punishments are necessary for motivation. Here, an
individual may put effort into being a good leader in order to gain greater job security,
a promotion, or to avoid losing their job.

Self-determination theory also recognizes the possibility of amotivation – the state
that exists when an individual experiences a lack of control and alienation (Gagné and
Deci, 2005). Amotivated leadership behaviours are mechanical and not typically
sustained over a long period of time because the leader feels that good leadership is not
a priority.

Given the above-mentioned types of motivation, self-determination theory may be
theoretically conceptualized as a three-component model consisting of intrinsic
motivation, extrinsic motivation, and amotivation (Deci and Ryan, 1985, p. 2000) or as a
single-factor model of global motivation. Alternatively, Gagné and Deci (2005)
proposed a six-component model, which expands extrinsic motivation into four types
of regulation. Empirically, Gagné et al. (2010) found support for a four-factor model
comprised of intrinsic, identified, introjected, and external regulations in their
motivation at work scale, which did not measure amotivation. Scott et al. (2014) found
support for a five-factor model of self-determined safety motivation, which included
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intrinsic, identified, introjected, and external regulation as well as amotivation.
In both of these models, integration did not emerge as an independent factor, which
may be due to its similarity with either intrinsic motivation or identified regulation.
Deci and Ryan (2008) argued that integration may be very similar to intrinsic
motivation, in that both types of motivation involve a high level of choice and
autonomy, but differ in that integrated regulation is not fully intrinsic. Similarly,
studies have had difficulty empirically distinguishing between identification and
integration (Gagné et al., 2010; Ryan and Connell, 1989; Vallerand et al., 1992). Thus,
there may be evidence that integration is too conceptually similar to either intrinsic
motivation or to identification to emerge as a distinct factor, supporting a five-factor
model. However, although integrated regulation is similar to intrinsic motivation, it is
theoretically distinct because it is not based on interest in the behaviour itself, as in
intrinsic motivation, and rather has to do with fully integrating the value of the
behaviour (Deci and Ryan, 2008, p. 2000). Other research has been successful in
distinguishing integrated regulation from both intrinsic and identified regulations
(Wilson et al., 2006; McLachlan et al., 2011; Mallett et al., 2007). Therefore, although
there is some empirical evidence to support conceptualizing SDT as a one, three,
five, and six-component model of motivation when amotivation is included in its
conceptualization, we will seek support for the six-factor model as a starting point
because it is most consistent with the theoretical tenets of self-determination theory
(Deci and Ryan, 1985, p. 2000; Gagné and Deci, 2005).

Self-determination theory has been applied to understand motivation for various
behaviours in workplace contexts. For example, Scott et al. (2014) used the self-
determination theory framework to understand employee safety behaviours in the
workplace. This theory has also been applied to understand motivation in consultants,
teachers, employees and many other roles (Baard, 2002; Baard et al., 2004; Carson and
Chase, 2009). Given the applicability of this theory to various contexts, it seems valid
that this theory may also be applied effectively to motivation for effective leadership, as
defined by full-range transformational leadership theory.

Motivation for transformational leadership
Much of the existing leadership literature focuses on how leaders can motivate
subordinates, and a great deal of research supports the basic propositions of
transformational leadership theory (see Judge and Piccolo, 2004). However, we do not
know much about leaders’ own motivation. Once in a formal leadership role, what
makes a leader choose to engage in transformational, or transactional, leadership
behaviours? Individuals accept formal leadership roles for many reasons, including
increased pay, job security, seniority, or personal interest. Importantly, taking on a
formal leadership role does not mean that the individual is necessarily motivated to be
an effective leader. Likewise, Bass (2008) has argued that the qualities required to
emerge as a leader are not necessarily the same as those required to be effective in a
leadership position.

Recent leadership theories have addressed leader emergence and leader role
occupancy. For example, Chan and Drasgow (2001) suggest that individuals vary in the
extent to which they wish to assume a formal leadership role. These researchers
developed a theory called motivation to lead (MTL), which outlines three forms of
motivation to accept a formal leadership role. Affective-identity MTL refers to
individuals who enjoy leading; social-normative MTL refers to individuals who feel a
duty or responsibility to lead; and, non-calculative MTL refers to individuals who lead
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because they have an agreeable personality and prefer group harmony and not because
of the “perks” of being a leader (Chan and Drasgow, 2001). Chan and Drasgow (2001)
define MTL as an “individual-differences construct that affects a leader’s or leader-to-
be’s decision to assume leadership training, roles, and responsibilities and that affect
his or her intensity of effort at leading and persistence as a leader” (p. 482). While
motivation to participate in leadership activities may indirectly affect effort put forth to
lead effectively, a measure of motivation for holding a position of authority does not
directly assess motivation to be a high-quality effective leader; particularly when it
comes to the qualities defined by transformational leadership theory. Further, it is not
necessary to possess a formally defined leadership position in the management
structure in order to exhibit the behaviours of effective leadership. Indeed, the perfect
organizational succession plan would decree that those individuals who have displayed
the best leadership qualities would be the ones who are appointed to formal leadership
positions. Therefore, formality of leadership role and quality of leadership behaviour
should be considered independently. In order to address this gap in the literature,
the proposed construct of motivation for transformational leadership (Gilbert and
Kelloway, 2014) addresses leaders’ motivations to perform effectively by integrating
transformational leadership theory and self-determination theory.

We expect that transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership
behaviours may be motivated differently by each level of internalization.
Specifically, amotivated individuals engage in no intentional activity (Gagné and
Deci, 2005) and may be more likely to adopt a laissez-faire (Kelloway et al., 2006; Mullen
et al., 2011) leadership style, which itself is characterized by very little deliberate
leadership behaviour (Bass, 1985). Controlled motivation is likely related to the
transactional behaviours of active and passive management by exception. These
leaders are more likely to intervene only when necessary, which may be related to a
sense of pressure to act reflected by controlled motivation. Both types of leaders show
an interest in knowing about current or potential problems so that they may address
them or prevent them (Bass, 2008), perhaps in order to preserve their ego (as in
introjected regulation) or to avoid punishment (as in external regulation). In other
words, problems that occur may reflect badly on the leader or lead to negative
consequences, and so the leader actively addresses them. Thus, active and passive
management by exception may be most highly motivated by introjected and external
regulation. Contingent reward leaders follow a pattern of reinforcement for good
follower performance with the primary motivation of maintaining high performance
(Bass, 1990). These leaders lead based on external contingencies or exchanges, so their
primary motivation lies not in the inherent enjoyment but rather in the importance and
value of effective leadership behaviours for achieving positive outcomes (as in
autonomous regulation). As such, contingent reward is most likely related to identified
and integrated regulation, the two most autonomous forms of extrinsic motivation,
where leader behaviour is mostly consistent with the leaders’ values and goals (Gagné
et al., 2010). Finally, intrinsic motivation is likely related to transformational leadership
behaviour. By definition, transformational leaders are not concerned with their own
self-interest, but with the general well-being and development of followers (Bass, 2008).
This genuine interest in the development and success of followers by the leader
(Barling et al., 2011) characterizes intrinsic motivation (Gagné and Deci, 2005).
In support of this idea, empirical evidence also links autonomous motivation with
prosocial behaviours (Gagné, 2003; Smith et al., 1983), which characterize many
transformational leadership behaviours.
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Although Chan and Drasgow’s theory appears similar to this proposed theory of
motivation for transformational leadership, there are some important distinguishing
features. First, MTL examines factors which motivate leaders to take on formal
leadership roles, whereas motivation for transformational leadership examines factors
which motivate leaders to lead effectively once they are already in a leadership role.
In other words, the primary outcome of MTL is leadership role occupancy, whereas the
primary outcome of interest in motivation for transformational leadership is leader
effectiveness, and this effectiveness may manifest in a variety of positive outcomes for
the leader. As we are more interested in leader effectiveness than in leader position, we
surveyed a sample consisting of both formal and informal leaders to investigate the
quality of leadership in any role. This sample is appropriate because anyone can exert
influence on others at work, and we are examining the within-person variance in the
quality of those behaviours, which is unrelated to occupying a leadership position.

Job satisfaction
We hypothesized above that transformational leaders are more likely to be intrinsically
motivated, such that they enjoy their work and find it inherently interesting, satisfying,
and personally expressive. Thus, by definition, these types of leaders may be more likely to
be satisfied with their work. Several studies have found a positive effect of
transformational leadership on subordinate job satisfaction (Bass, 1985; Howell and
Frost, 1989). However, enacting transformational leadership, particularly when it is
autonomously motivated, may also positively influence leaders’ own job satisfaction
through several mechanisms. Compared to transactional and laissez-faire leadership,
transformational leadership yields the highest performance outcomes (Bass, 1985). High
leader performance may bring about satisfaction because it tends to lead to both intrinsic
and extrinsic rewards, according to self-determination theory and expectancy theories
(Deci and Ryan, 1985; Lawler and Porter, 1967). For example, inspirational motivation and
intellectual stimulation may promote a more productive work environment and higher
performance by followers, which may be intrinsically satisfying to leaders and may also
lead to extrinsic rewards such as promotion. Specifically in tasks which are important and
interesting to the individual, autonomous motivation has been related to superior job
performance as well as job satisfaction (Baard et al., 2004; Gagné and Deci, 2005).
In contrast, controlled motivation is related to higher performance only in boring and
mundane tasks and is not at all related to job satisfaction (Gagné and Deci, 2005).
By enacting idealized influence and individualized consideration, the leader may develop
more positive relationships with followers (Barling et al., 2011). Thus, transformational
leaders may contribute to their own job satisfaction by promoting an enjoyable and
healthy work environment. Based on this evidence, autonomously motivated leaders may
have greater leader performance, promote better performance in followers, and create a
more healthy work environment, which may in turn contribute to greater job satisfaction.

Hypotheses
The present study was devised in order to collect validity evidence for a new self-report
scale assessing motivation to be a transformation leader (MTFL). Based on our review
of the literature we thought it necessary to examine: the factor structure of the measure;
the nature of the relationship between full-range transformational leadership theory
and self-determination theory; and, the relationship between the MTFL and MTL
measures and their prediction of both job satisfaction as a measure of context specific
well-being and transformational leadership behaviour. This process began by first
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examining the factor structure of MTFL, which we expected to conform to that of the
underlying self-determination theory as proposed by Gagné and Deci (2005); thus the
following hypothesis is:

H1. Motivation for transformational leadership will be represented by a six-factor
structure which includes amotivation, external regulation, introjected
regulation, identified regulation, integrated regulation, and intrinsic motivation.

A second set of hypotheses was designed to examine the relation between MTFL and
full-range transformational leadership style. As proposed above, transformational,
laissez faire, contingent reward, and both active and passive management by exception
leadership behaviours may be tied to different levels of internalization of effective
leadership behaviours. Specifically, we expected individuals who are amotivated will be
more likely to engage in laissez faire or passive leadership behaviours (Kelloway et al.,
2006; Mullen et al., 2011) and less likely to engage in more active or transformational type
behaviours. We expected that external regulation and introjected regulation may lead an
individual to engage in management-based leadership styles such as passive and active
management by exception. Moving towards more internal forms of motivation, we
expected that a better style of leadership such as contingent reward is likely related most
highly to identified and integrated regulation because such individuals identify with the
role of being a leader and value good leadership, but leadership is still primarily based on
exchange. Finally, we expected that intrinsic motivation would be the best predictor of
transformational leadership behaviour because it represents a fully internalized
motivation which may generate the charisma and commitment necessary to become a
truly transformational leader. In summary H2a-H2d are as follows:

H2a. Amotivation will positively predict laissez-faire leadership.

H2b. External and introjected regulation will predict both passive and active
management by exception.

H2c. Identified and integrated regulation will predict contingent reward leadership.

H2d. Intrinsic motivation will predict transformational leadership behaviour.

A final series of hypothesis were also devised in order to examine the relationship
between Chan and Drasgow’s (2001) MTL construct and motivation for transformational
leadership. As discussed above, we expected that motivation to assume a leadership role
is different than motivation to be a good leader, and therefore there should be evidence of
discriminate validity between the two constructs. Further, we expected that motivation to
be a good leader would add incremental validity to the prediction of leadership style
(e.g. transformational leadership) and even job attitudes (e.g. job satisfaction). Therefore
hypotheses three, four, and five dealt with the dynamic between MTL and MTFL:

H3. Motivation for transformational leadership will show evidence of discriminate
validity from MTL.

H4. Motivation for transformational leadership will add incremental validity in
predicting transformational leadership over and above MTL.

H5. Motivation for transformational leadership will add incremental validity in
predicting job satisfaction over and above MTL.

These hypotheses formed the basis of the current research which was conducted using
the following method.
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Method
Participants
A total of 310 employees participated in this study. Participants worked part-time
(21.4 per cent), full-time (75.2 per cent), or casual (3.4 per cent) jobs and ranged in age
from 17 to 69, with an average age of 39. The majority of the sample was female
(64.5 per cent) and most had an undergraduate degree (26.9 per cent) and had been with
their organization for an average of 7.7 years. A total of 46 per cent of the sample held a
formal leadership position and, on average, participants worked with 36 other
employees in their department.

Measures
In addition to the following scales, the survey also included demographic questions
such as gender, age, leadership status (formal or informal leader), number of
subordinates, number of people working in the same department, education level, job
tenure, and employment status. All inter-scale correlations and reliability information is
presented in Table I.

Motivation for transformational leadership. The motivation for transformational
leadership scale was adapted from both the motivation at work (Gagné et al., 2010) and
the motivation for safety leadership (Scott et al., 2014) scales which address each level
of internalization. Both scales use three items to assess each type of motivation;
therefore our adapted scale totalled 18 items with three items measuring each of the
five facets of motivation and an additional three measuring amotivation. The scale
begins with the question stem “I put effort into being a good leader […]” and responses
are scored on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Items address each
type of motivation, including external regulation, introjected regulation, identified
regulation, integrated regulation, and intrinsic motivation. To measure amotivation, we
changed the question stem to “Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree on
how you feel about being a good leader”. We provided the following definition of a good
leader: “Being a good leader involves challenging, inspiring, and motivating others to
do their best, acting as a role model by doing the right thing, and treating others as
individuals and helping them to meet their needs”. We specified in the instructions that,
according to this definition, anyone could be a good leader in their workplace even if
they do not hold a formal leadership position. Therefore, participants were primed to
think about acting as leaders, regardless of their role. By assessing leadership in this
way, we hoped to capture motivation for effective leadership in both formal and
informal leadership roles. All scale items are presented in Table II.

Transformational leadership. Transformational leadership was assessed using the
36-item multifactor leadership questionnaire (Bass and Avolio, 1994). Items from the
scale that assess leader outcomes such as effectiveness, satisfaction, and extra effort
were removed in this study in order to shorten the survey instrument. All items
assessing full-range transformational leadership were retained. Respondents use a
scale from 0 (not at all) to 4 (frequently, if not always) for questions asking how they
think others in their workplace would rate them on their display of each leadership
behaviour. Sub-scales include inspirational motivation (e.g. talks optimistically about
the future), idealized influence (e.g. talks about their most important values and beliefs),
individualized consideration (e.g. helps me develop my strengths), intellectual
stimulation (e.g. gets me to look at problems from many different angles), active
management by exception (e.g. concentrates his/her full attention on dealing with
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mistakes, complaints, and failures), passive management by exception (e.g. sows that
he/she is a firm believer in “if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it”), contingent reward (e.g. makes
clear what one can expect to receive when performance goals are achieved), and laissez-
faire leadership (e.g. avoids making decisions).

MTL. MTL was assessed using Chan and Drasgow’s (2001) 27-item scale. This
measure addresses different reasons for wanting to hold a formal leadership role. All
responses use a five-point Likert-type scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree) and assess affective identity (e.g. I usually want to be a leader in the groups that
I work in), social normative (e.g. I was taught to believe in the value of leading others),
and non-calculative (e.g. I am only interested to lead a group if there are clear
advantages for me) forms of MTL.

Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was assessed using a single-item measure from
Wanous et al. (1997) asking “Overall, how satisfied are you with your job?” The item
was assessed on a seven-point scale from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 7 (very satisfied).
Although single-item measures are often discouraged because they are assumed to
have low reliability, they have been supported by previous research in measuring job
satisfaction (Nagy, 2002; Wanous et al., 1997). In general, if the meaning of a construct
is sufficiently narrow, unidimensional, and clear to the respondent, then a single-item
measure may be adequate (Sackett and Larson, 1990; Wanous et al., 1997). Single-item
measures of a construct also tend to be more robust and all-encompassing than

External regulation F1
… because others will reward me financially
(e.g. supervisor, colleagues, family, clients) 0.74 −0.07 −0.08 0.04 0.06 −0.02
… to avoid losing financial benefits 0.83 0.03 0.03 −0.01 −0.05 −0.02
… because I risk losing my job if I do not 0.54 0.20 0.03 −0.04 −0.01 0.07

Introjected regulation F2
… because otherwise I will feel guilty 0.06 0.77 0.00 0.01 0.02 −0.05
… because otherwise I will feel bad about myself −0.01 0.92 −0.04 −0.02 0.05 −0.04
… because otherwise I would be ashamed of myself −0.02 0.76 0.08 0.04 −0.08 0.07

Identified regulation F3
… because it has a lot of personal meaning to me 0.05 0.04 0.77 0.06 0.07 0.04
… because I believe it is worth the effort to be a
good leader 0.00 −0.04 0.78 0.05 −0.09 −0.09
… because it aligns with my values −0.03 0.01 0.85 −0.07 0.05 −0.02

Integrated regulation F4
… because it comes naturally to me 0.04 −0.03 −0.03 0.79 0.10 −0.02
… because I was born to be a leader −0.01 0.03 0.01 0.93 −0.10 0.03
… because it is part of my identity −0.03 0.02 0.08 0.60 0.06 −0.15

Intrinsic motivation F5
… because what I do as a leader is exciting −0.05 −0.05 0.05 0.03 0.77 0.00
… because the work I do as a leader is interesting −0.00 0.03 −0.06 0.00 0.92 0.02
… because I find it energizes me 0.05 0.02 0.09 0.01 0.74 −0.04

Amotivation F6
I put little effort into being a good leader −0.01 0.08 −0.02 −0.06 0.00 0.70
I do not care about being a good leader 0.02 −0.05 0.02 0.00 −0.01 0.90
I really feel like I would be wasting my time by being
a good leader −0.01 −0.01 −0.06 0.00 0.01 0.84

Table II.
ESEM standardized
factor loadings
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multiple-item measures (Nagy, 2002; Scarpello and Campbell, 1983) because they do not
draw the participants’ attention to specific components of a construct, but rather leave
it up to the participant to consider the relevant components of that facet for him or
herself. Job satisfaction is a particularly appropriate construct to assess using a single
item because the meaning of job satisfaction is relatively universal, such that
respondents should be able to answer the item with little difficulty or confusion.
Further, by using a single item, we are more likely to get a robust assessment of overall
job satisfaction.

Procedure
Out of the total 310 participants, 60 participants were recruited using an online
snowball sampling technique. An additional 250 participants were recruited by a
market research firm which administered the survey over the telephone to participants
who worked either full-time or part-time. All participants were able to submit a ballot
for a lottery draw for a $100 Visa gift card.

Results
Factor structure
H1 predicted that the motivation for transformational leadership would be represented
by a six-factor structure conforming to Gagné and Deci’s (2005) continuum which
includes each of: amotivation, external regulation, introjected regulation, identified
regulation, integrated regulation, and intrinsic motivation. This was tested using
exploratory structural equation modelling (ESEM) rather than confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA). Although the importance of CFA as a measurement model in a broader
structural equation model (SEM) is well recognized there are numerous examples of well-
established measures with good reliability being poorly represented by CFA models
(Marsh et al., 2009). Specifically, CFA is arbitrarily restrictive in that each indicator can
only load on one theoretical factor – requiring zero correlation between items across
factors which is a near impossibility when writing items for factors in a larger measure of
the same construct, especially when there are greater than five factors (Marsh et al., 2009).
ESEM allows one to preserve the benefits of CFA by applying exploratory factor
analysis within an SEM framework; which provides SEM parameters and standard
errors in addition to goodness of fit statistics and factor loadings (Marsh et al., 2009).
H1 was fully supported; the hypothesized six-factor structure was an exceptional fit to
the data ( χ2(60)¼ 92.88, p¼ 0.004; CFI¼ 0.99, RMSEA¼ 0.042, pclose¼ 0.776, 90 per cent
CI¼ 0.024-0.058) and all items loaded on their prospective factors cleanly (see Table II).
To support the inclusion of non-leaders in this analysis, we go onto test the measurement
invariance of the measure across the leader and non-leader samples.

Tests of equality of parameter estimates
Our sample included 137 leaders and 161 non-leaders (12 unidentified). We argue that
these groups can be combined because even subordinates can behave as leaders in some
capacity and therefore be motivated to act as a good leader. To support the inclusion of
the non-leaders in further analysis, we tested for the equality of parameter estimates
across the two groups using CFA conducted in Mplus v. 7.0. The χ2 difference value
compared the fit of the unconstrained model, where the parameters were allowed to freely
vary, to that of the constrained model where the parameters were constrained to equality
across the two groups. If the fit of the constrained model is not significantly worse than
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that of the unconstrained model, then the results support the equality of parameter
estimates across the two groups (Cheung and Rensvold, 2002; Kelloway, 2014). Here, we
conducted multi-group CFA, which compared the six-factor model fit across the leader
and non-leader samples. The unconstrained model, in which factor loadings were freely
estimated in each group, provided an acceptable fit to the data ( χ2 (252)¼ 393.96, po0.01;
CFI¼ 0.949; RMSEA¼ 0.06, ns) according to the criteria articulated by Hu and Bentler
(1998). All loadings were significant satisfying the criterion for configural invariance.
To test for metric invariance, we first constrained the factor loadings to equality
across the two groups. The resulting model provided a slightly worse fit to the
data ( χ2 (262)¼ 419.44, p o0.01; CFI¼ 0.944; RMSEA¼ 0.06) and a worse fit to
the data than did the unconstrained model suggesting a lack of metric equivalence
( χ2(difference) (10)¼ 25.48, po0.01). However, both Brannick (1995) and Kelloway (1995)
have noted that this difference test is inflated by sample size (which enters directly into the
calculation of the fit statistic). Cheung and Rensvold (2002) recommend using the ΔCFI
index with values of o0.01 indicating equivalent models. Based on this criterion, our data
satisfy the requirement of metric equivalence (ΔCFI¼ 0.005) suggesting that meaningful
cross-group comparisons can be made using the instrument. Based on these results,
we have combined the two samples in further analysis.

Relationships between motivation and leadership style
In order to examine H2a-H2d, which posited that different sources of motivation might
be more closely related to specific leadership styles than others, we used regression
analysis whereby the five motivation levels and amotivation were regressed onto each
type of leadership. We found support for H2a, which predicted that amotivation would
be the best predictor of laissez-faire leadership. This model accounted for 33.5 per cent
of the variance explained in laissez-faire leadership, F(6, 293)¼ 6.16, po0.001.
Amotivation was the only significant predictor of laissez-faire leadership among all
six predictors, β¼ 0.201, t(293)¼ 2.85, po0.001.

We found partial support for H2b, which predicted that external and introjected
regulation would be the best predictors of both passive and active management by
exception. In predicting passive management by exception, the six levels of motivation for
transformational leadership accounted for 32.9 per cent of the variance in the criterion,
F(6, 293)¼ 5.94, po0.001. In this model, introjected regulation did not add unique variance
(β¼ 0.10, t(293)¼ 1.69, pW0.05), however, external regulation positive predicted this form
of leadership (β¼ 0.138, t(293)¼ 2.43, po0.05) and intrinsic motivation was inversely
related to this leadership style (β¼−0.183, t(293)¼−2.58, po0.05). In predicting active
management by exception, all predictors together accounted for 21.2 per cent of the
variance explained in the criterion, F(6, 293)¼ 2.30, po0.05. Although introjected regulation
was not a significant predictor ( β¼ 0.024, t(293)¼ 0.395, pW0.05), external regulation was
the only significant predictor among the six predictors (β¼ 0.147, t(293)¼ 2.51, po0.05).

We also found partial support for H2c, which predicted that identified and
integrated regulation would be the best predictors of contingent reward leadership.
Motivation for transformational leadership as a whole accounted for 39.1 per cent of the
variance in contingent reward leadership, F(6, 291)¼ 8.73, po0.001. Identified
regulation was a significant predictor of contingent reward leadership ( β¼ 0.144,
t(291)¼ 2.03, pW0.05), but integrated regulation was not a significant predictor
( β¼ 0.090, t(291)¼ 1.52, pW0.05). Amotivation also emerged as a predictor of
contingent reward leadership ( β¼−0.219, t(291)¼−3.13, po0.05) such that those who
were amotivated reported less engagement in contingent reward behaviours.
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Finally, we did not find support for H2d, which predicted that intrinsic motivation
would be the best predictor of transformational leadership behaviour. Overall,
the combined motivation for transformational leadership sub-scales accounted for
57.3 per cent of the variance in transformational leadership style (F(6, 294)¼ 23.91,
po0.001), which is exceptional. However, intrinsic motivation was not a significant
predictor of transformational leadership style ( β¼−0.070, t(294)¼ 1.14, pW0.05), which
was best predicted instead by a combination of amotivation ( β¼−0.301, t(294)¼−4.89,
po0.001) and identified regulation ( β¼ 0.253, t(294)¼ 4.03, po0.001).

Motivation for transformational leadership vs MTL
H3-H5 were all engineered to address the utility of the motivation for transformational
leadership construct and whether or not it was distinct from the Chan and Drasgow
(2001) MTL construct. Hypothesis three predicted that motivation for transformational
leadership would show evidence of discriminate validity from MTL. The data largely
supported this hypothesis, as the vast majority of correlations between the two
constructs were moderate to low (r¼+/−0.30), with seven exceptions (r¼+/−0.31-0.61).
All correlations are presented in Table I.

H4 was supported in its prediction that motivation for transformational leadership
would add incremental validity in predicting transformational leadership over and
above MTL. This was tested via hierarchical regression analysis predicting
transformational leadership, and the results are presented in Table III. In step 1
affective identity, social normative, and non-calculative MTL were entered together as
the MTL construct, which accounted for 41.8 per cent of the variance in
transformational leadership, F(3, 73)¼ 17.49, po0.001. In this step, non-calculative
MTL was a significant predictor of transformational leadership and social normative
and affective identity MTL were not significant predictors. Step 2 saw the addition of
amotivation, external, introjected, identified, and integrated regulation, as well as
intrinsic motivation; all of which form the motivation for transformational leadership
scale. MFTL accounted for an additional 14.1 per cent of the variance in
transformational leadership beyond that of MTL, ΔF(6, 67)¼ 3.59, po0.05. In this
step, amotivation, external regulation, and identified regulation were significant unique
predictors of transformational leadership.

Job satisfaction Transformational leadership
B SEB β t B SEB β t

Step 1: MTL scales ΔR2¼ 0.103, F(3, 73)¼ 2.81* ΔR2¼ 0.418, F(3, 73)¼ 17.50**
Affective identity MTL 0.279 0.128 0.348 2.18* 0.125 0.065 0.247 1.92
Non-calculative MTL 0.224 0.153 0.243 1.47 0.213 0.078 0.366 2.75**
Social-normative MTL −0.209 0.121 −0.334 −1.73 0.046 0.061 0.117 0.751

Step 2: MFTL scales ΔR2¼ 0.177, F(6, 67)¼ 2.75* ΔR2¼ 0.141, F(6, 67)¼ 3.59**
Amotivation −0.059 0.147 −0.061 −0.404 −0.156 0.073 −0.253 −2.14*
External regulation 0.005 0.070 0.008 0.066 0.069 0.034 0.190 2.02*
Introjected regulation −0.183 0.061 −0.344 −3.00** −0.026 0.030 −0.076 −0.848
Identified regulation 0.311 0.154 0.296 2.02* 0.160 0.076 0.241 2.11*
Integrated regulation −0.075 0.094 −0.117 −0.801 0.009 0.046 0.023 0.202
Intrinsic motivation 0.012 0.093 0.017 0.126 −0.031 0.046 −0.070 −0.675
Notes: *po0.05; **po0.01

Table III.
Results of

hierarchical
regression analysis

predicting job
satisfaction and
transformational

leadership
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H5 was also supported in its prediction that motivation for transformational leadership
would add incremental validity in predicting job satisfaction over and above MTL.
A second hierarchical regression analysis predicted job satisfaction by entering
MTL in step 1, and motivation for transformational leadership in step 2. In step 1, MTL
accounted for 10.3 per cent of the variance in job satisfaction (F(3, 73)¼ 2.81, po ¼ 0.05).
In step 2, motivation for transformational leadership accounted for an additional
17.7 per cent of the variance in job satisfaction, ΔF(6, 67)¼ 2.75, po0.05. In this step,
introjected and identified regulation were the significant unique predictors of
job satisfaction.

Post-hoc analysis
In order to get a better understanding of how the motivation for transformational
leadership construct relates to transformational leadership behaviours, we decided to
conduct a post-hoc analysis at the sub-scale level. A hierarchical regression was
conducted with MTFL predicting inspirational motivation, idealized influence,
individualized consideration, and intellectual stimulation. The results are presented
in Table IV. Amotivation was a significant predictor of all four constructs, the
strongest of which was inspirational motivation. Identified regulation was a significant
predictor of intellectual stimulation, idealized influence, and individualized
consideration, while intrinsic motivation was a significant predictor of inspirational
motivation. These findings point towards a differential effect of the six components of
MTFL on the range of transformational leadership behaviours.

Discussion
We found support for a six-factor model of self-determined motivation for effective
leadership, which is fully representative of Gagné and Deci’s (2005) model. Our findings
are particularly significant in that they empirically distinguished between identified
and integrated regulation, which supports the theoretical difference between these two
levels of internalization. This difference has been difficult to establish in previous
studies of SDT (e.g. Gagné et al., 2010; Ryan and Connell, 1989; Vallerand et al., 1992).

We found full support for only one of our hypotheses regarding the relationships
between type of motivation and type of leadership style. As we hypothesized,
amotivation turned out to be the best predictor of laissez-faire leadership, and in fact,

Transformational leadership sub-scales
Intellectual
stimulation

Individualized
consideration Idealized influence

Inspirational
motivation

β t β t β t β t
R2¼ 0.207
F(6, 293)¼ 12.94**

R2¼ 0.157
F(6, 294)¼ 9.14**

R2¼ 0.297
F(6, 294)¼ 20.67**

R2¼ 0.257
F(6, 292)¼ 16.81**

Amotivation −0.193 −2.88** −0.214 −3.09** −0.233 −3.69** −0.330 −5.06**
External regulation 0.051 0.96 −0.043 −0.774 0.045 0.890 0.089 1.71
Introjected regulation −0.040 −0.73 −0.052 −0.917 0.058 1.12 −0.022 −0.416
Identified regulation 0.272 3.99** 0.171 2.43* 0.291 4.52** 0.096 1.45
Integrated regulation 0.041 0.708 0.101 1.71 0.101 1.88 0.053 0.959
Intrinsic motivation 0.047 0.706 0.023 0.339 0.027 0.429 0.127 1.94*
Notes: *po0.05; **po0.01

Table IV.
Post-hoc regression
results for
transformational
leadership sub-scales
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it was the only significant predictor of laissez-faire leadership among the six levels of
motivation. We found partial support for the hypothesis that external and introjected
regulation would be the best predictor of both passive and active management by
exception. Here, introjected regulation was not predictive of either style of leadership,
but external regulation predicted both styles. Interestingly, intrinsic regulation also
significantly predicted passive management by exception.H2c predicted that identified
and integrated regulation would be the best predictors of contingent reward leadership,
and this hypothesis was also partially supported as identified regulation and
amotivation were significant predictors but integrated regulation did not emerge as a
significant predictor of this leadership style. Finally, H2d predicted that intrinsic
motivation would be the best predictor of transformational leadership behaviour.
Overall, motivation for transformational leadership accounted for over half of the
variance in transformational leadership behaviour, but intrinsic motivation was not a
significant predictor of transformational leadership. Instead, transformational
leadership was predicted by amotivation and identified regulation.

The results described above are significant because they suggest that in predicting
transformational leadership behaviour, autonomously regulated extrinsic motivation
as well as amotivation may be more important than intrinsic motivation. This finding is
key because the organizational literature often emphasizes the importance of
promoting intrinsic motivation in order to motivate effective work behaviours
(see Gagné and Deci, 2005). However, we found that the most effective leadership
behaviours are actually not predicted by intrinsic motivation at all. Transformational
leadership was predicted negatively by amotivation and positively by identified
regulation. Retrospectively, the proposed link between intrinsic motivation and
transformational leadership may be somewhat contradictory. As purely intrinsic
motivation involves doing something purely for enjoyment, it may not be enough to
elicit the individual to sacrifice their own interests for the group, which is a
characteristic of highly transformational leaders. Instead, such a sacrifice may require
that leader performance integrates with one’s life goals and values, and is identified as
the ethically responsible choice. In this regard transformational leadership may require
an autonomous form of regulation that amounts not only to personal enjoyment, but
also to a moral responsibility to be an effective leader.

In the same vein, identified regulation was also a significant predictor of contingent
reward leadership, which is a positive form of leadership that may be similar in some
ways to transformational leadership (Avolio et al., 1999; Antonakis, 2001). Thus, the
lack of amotivation and the presence of autonomously controlled extrinsic motivation
are important for transformational and contingent reward leadership, which is the most
effective form of transactional leadership. These findings have implications for training
and leader selection, described below.

Amotivation was an important predictor for almost all forms of leadership, as it
significantly predicted laissez-faire leadership, contingent reward leadership, and
transformational leadership. Amotivation refers to a complete lack of intent to engage
in any behaviour (Gagné and Deci, 2005), which may explain its powerful effects on all
types of leadership. Leaders who are amotivated are highly unlikely to exhibit
leadership behaviours, regardless of type or level of effectiveness. Regardless of this
theoretical tenet of SDT, amotivation actually positively predicted laissez-faire
leadership. This finding suggests that amotivation does actually predict behaviour,
rather than simply the absence of behaviour, although it positively predicts only this
single less effective leadership style. This finding suggests the practical importance of
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screening out leader candidates who may be amotivated in leadership selection
procedures. Interestingly, within our small sample that included 132 formal leaders,
five of those leaders identified themselves as amotivated. This finding is notable
because if these results generalize to the population of leaders in the workplace it
suggests that a small portion of them may be completely unmotivated for good
leadership and, as such, are likely to be ineffective leaders. By screening out these
candidates, organizations may avoid selecting leaders who may be ineffective and
increase the probability of selecting an effective leader.

Intrinsic motivation was a significant predictor for only one leadership style, which
was passive management by exception. Following from the earlier discussion
regarding the nature of intrinsic motivation, those who are motivated to lead purely
because they enjoy it are likely to be more active rather than passive in their approach
towards leadership activities (i.e. actively seeking out subordinates and looking for
opportunities to lead), which may explain this particular negative relationship.
Laissez-faire leaders may not have the requisite skills, training, or experience to engage
in a contingent reward type of leadership nor experience the moral obligations
of autonomous regulation required to support the resource-heavy pursuits of
transformational leadership behaviours. The relationship between training, experience
and motivation for transformational leadership warrants future research attention.
Based on the current discussion, however, it is also theoretically possible that receiving
training in transformational leadership and on the individual and organizational
outcomes of good vs poor leadership may elicit a value or ethics-based response which
may explain the relationship between autonomously regulated motivation and
transformational leadership. This hypothesis should be examined in the context of
training, motivation, and leadership behaviours.

We found support for the discriminant validity of MTL from motivation for
transformational leadership, as correlations between the two constructs were largely
moderate to low. These findings provide support for the idea that motivation for
transformational leadership is a construct that is distinct from MTL and contributes
uniquely to the leadership literature.

Next, we examined whether motivation for transformational leadership would add
incremental validity in predicting transformational leadership over and above MTL.
Motivation for transformational leadership did account for significant additional
variance in transformational leadership above and beyond MTL, with amotivation,
external, and identified regulation as the three significant predictors in step 2 of the
analysis. Amotivation was the strongest predictor in this step, and thus, the lack of any
motivation at all may be the strongest predictor of whether or not a leader is effective.
The second strongest predictor was identified regulation, which may suggest that the
leaders’ belief that good leadership is important for their self-selected goals is more
likely to motivate transformational leadership behaviour than even more internalized
forms of motivation. In addition, it is notable that intrinsic motivation was not a
significant predictor of overall transformational leadership, as was predicted.
So, deriving spontaneous satisfaction and enjoyment by enacting good leadership
may not be a primary motivator for transformational leaders. These findings support
Gagné and Deci’s (2005) proposition that intrinsic motivation would best predict
behaviours that are interesting in their own right, whereas autonomous forms of
extrinsic motivation (identified and integrated) would best predict performance in tasks
requiring effort and discipline. However, intrinsic motivation may be important for
specific types of transformational leadership behaviour. Post-hoc analyses suggest that
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intrinsic motivation is an important predictor of inspirational motivation whereas
identified regulation is important in predicting idealized influence, individualized
consideration, and intellectual stimulation behaviours. Perhaps inspirational
motivation is a more enjoyable aspect of transformational leadership, whereas the
other behaviours require more effort or discipline, characterized by external regulation.
Interestingly, external regulation positively predicted transformational leadership
behaviours. This finding further supports the idea that in some cases, the presence of
an external contingency (e.g. reward for good leadership or punishment for bad
leadership) may be required to motivate leaders to be effective. In short, leaders may be
motivated to be transformational by a combination of two main factors: because
effective leadership helps them to meet their self-selected goals and because it helps
them to avoid punishment and obtain desirable outcomes. These findings may have
significant implications for the selection of leaders, which are discussed below.

Finally, we found support for the hypothesis that motivation for transformational
leadership would predict job satisfaction above and beyond the variance explained by
MTL. MTL alone accounted for significant variance explained in job satisfaction,
however motivation for transformational leadership accounted for a substantial
amount of additional variance explained in the criterion. Introjected and identified
regulation were the only two significant predictors of job satisfaction in step 2 of the
analysis, such that introjected regulation negatively predicted job satisfaction and
identified regulation positive predicted this attitude. These results suggest that
engaging in effective leadership because it is worth the effort, aligns with one’s values,
and has personal meaning plays a key role in promoting positive attitudes towards
work. Interestingly, these results suggest that high job satisfaction may be attained in
the absence of fully internalized regulation. However these results suggest that there is
a clear difference between autonomous and controlled motivation such that
autonomous motivation promotes job satisfaction and controlled motivation
diminishes it, as was predicted.

Implications
The analyses and results of this paper have several practical implications for both
research and practice. In terms of research-focused implications, we found evidence for
a six-factor model of MTFL, which supports Gagné and Deci’s (2005) theoretical
framework of self-determination theory. In finding support for this factor structure, we
also find support for integration as a unique component of self-determined motivation
for transformational leadership that is distinct from both intrinsic motivation and
identified regulation. Further, we found that amotivation, external regulation, and
identified regulation are the most important predictors of transformational leadership.
We did not find support for intrinsic motivation as a significant predictor of
transformational leadership, but this finding may have theoretical implications
whereby intrinsic motivation may predict certain types of effective leadership
behaviours but not others. Specifically, intrinsic motivation may best predict
behaviours that are interesting in their own right, whereas autonomous forms of
extrinsic motivation (identified and integrated) may best predict performance in tasks
requiring effort and discipline (Gagné and Deci, 2005). Although transformational
leadership as a whole may be characterized by inherent interest, certain behaviours
within this leadership style may be more interesting or enjoyable than others.
For example, articulating a meaningful vision to others, as in inspirational motivation,
may be a more energizing and personally expressive leadership activity, whereas
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idealized influence, individualized consideration, and intellectual stimulation
behaviours may require more conscious effort or discipline.

A final theoretical implication of this study is that leadership theories have largely
focused on leader emergence and leader role occupancy (Chan and Drasgow, 2001), but
have not examined motivation to be an effective leader. The current study addresses
this gap in the literature by developing and validating a scale to measure leaders’
motivations to both emerge as leaders and to perform well in a leadership role.
By integrating two prominent organizational theories, transformational leadership
theory and self-determination theory, this study extends beyond Chan and Drasgow’s
model of MTL to include motivation to be an effective leader as well as leader
emergence. As the findings above suggest, motivation for transformational leadership
is distinct from MTL based on discriminant validity as well as concurrent validity in
predicting transformational leadership and job satisfaction.

Our results also have practical implications for selection and training. We found
evidence that the relationships between motivation for transformational leadership and
actual leadership behaviour are similar in both the leader and non-formal-leader
groups, suggesting that the tool may have utility for selecting future leaders from a
population of non-leaders. In terms of leadership selection, our results suggest that it
may be very important to screen out amotivated candidates, because amotivation
seems strongly negatively related to all forms of leadership. Although it seems unlikely
that amotivated individuals will become leaders, 3.5 per cent of our sample of formal
leaders reported being amotivated. Further implications concern our finding that a
form of autonomous motivation as well as external regulation are significant predictors
of transformational leadership but intrinsic motivation is not a significant predictor.
This finding is significant for practice because it may be more realistic for organizations
to promote autonomous and controlled regulation than to promote intrinsic motivation.
However, there is evidence that organizations can support self-determined motivation by
manipulating the social context. For example, an autonomy-supportive social context
where the organization provides a meaningful rationale for tasks, offers choice to leaders
in decision making, and acknowledges the feelings of the leader may promote integrated
internalization (Deci et al., 1994). Organizations may be able to implement autonomy
support in leadership training and development in order to promote internalization by
leaders, and may also use similar strategies in succession planning when candidates are
being developed for future leadership positions.

Conclusion
The current study examined leaders’ motivation to enact effective leader behaviour, an
area of research that has not yet been explored. The results of this study suggest that
motivation for transformational leadership is important for leader outcomes and this
knowledge may inform leader selection procedures in order to select autonomously
motivated leaders, who may be more effective in leadership roles. Importantly, this study
has developed and validated a measure of motivation for transformational leadership,
which may be used in future research on the construct. Further, the measure may be
implemented as a selection tool or a tool to inform training and development needs.

Limitations and future research directions
Limitations of the current study include the use of primarily self-report data, which
generates the possibility for mono-method bias. Future studies should use objective
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data, such as actual subordinate turnover, as outcomes of transformational leadership
and MTL. This study is also limited to using convenience samples for the intervention,
where random selection would be optimal. This method limited the number of formal
leaders who were included in the study.

Future research should examine whether motivation for transformational leadership
influences subordinate attitudes such as commitment and satisfaction or subordinate
performance. Further, future studies should address the question of whether
motivation for transformational leadership is stable over time, or whether it can be
promoted through leadership training interventions. Future studies may also examine
other predictors of MTL, which may include personality or situational variables. Other
outcomes of the construct may include engagement, job performance, or
innovativeness. The current research should be replicated in other samples and
work settings.

References

Antonakis, J. (2001), The Validity of the Transformational, Transactional, and Laissez-Faire
Leadership Model as Measured by the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ 5X),
doctoral dissertation, Yale University, New Haven, CT.

Avolio, B.J., Bass, B.M. and Jung, D.I. (1999), “Reexamining the components of transformational
and transactional leadership using the multifactor leadership questionnaire”, Journal of
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 72 No. 4, pp. 441-462.

Baard, P.P. (2002), “Intrinsic need satisfaction in organizations: a motivational basis of success in
for-profit and not-for-profit settings”, in Deci, E.L. and Ryan, R.M. (Eds), Handbook of Self-
Determination Research, University of Rochester Press, Rochester, NY, pp. 255-275.

Baard, P.P., Deci, E.L. and Ryan, R.M. (2004), “Intrinsic need satisfaction: a motivational basis of
performance and well-being in two work settings”, Journal of Applied Social Psychology,
Vol. 34 No. 10, pp. 2045-2068.

Barling, J., Christie, A. and Hoption, C. (2011), “Leadership”, in Zedeck, S. (Ed.), Handbook of
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 1, APA Books, Washington, DC.

Barling, J., Weber, T. and Kelloway, E.K. (1996), “Effects of transformational leadership training
on attitudinal and financial outcomes: a field experiment”, Journal of Applied Psychology,
Vol. 81 No. 6, pp. 827-883.

Bass, B. (1985), Leadership and Performance Beyond Expectations, Free Press, New York, NY.

Bass, B. (1990), “From transactional to transformational leadership: learning to share the vision”,
Organizational Dynamics, Vol. 18 No. 3, pp. 19-36.

Bass, B. (1999), “Two decades of research and development in transformational leadership”,
European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 8 No. 1, pp. 9-32.

Bass, B.M. (Ed.) (2008), The Bass Handbook of Leadership: Theory, Research, and Managerial
Applications, 4th ed., Free Press, New York, NY.

Bass, B.M. and Avolio, B.J. (1994), Improving Organizational Effectiveness through
Transformational Leadership, Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA.

Brannick, M.T. (1995), “Critical comments on applying covariance structure modeling”, Journal of
Organizational Behavior, Vol. 16 No. 3, pp. 201-213.

Bycio, P., Hackett, R.D. and Allen, J.S. (1995), “Further assessments of Bass’s (1985)
conceptualization of transactional and transformational leadership”, Journal of Applied
Psychology, Vol. 80 No. 4, pp. 468-478.

177

Factor
structure and
initial tests

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 T

A
SH

K
E

N
T

 U
N

IV
E

R
SI

T
Y

 O
F 

IN
FO

R
M

A
T

IO
N

 T
E

C
H

N
O

L
O

G
IE

S 
A

t 0
2:

26
 1

1 
N

ov
em

be
r 

20
16

 (
PT

)

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F12169-007
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F12169-007
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fjob.4030160303&isi=A1995RA02600002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fjob.4030160303&isi=A1995RA02600002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F135943299398410
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1348%2F096317999166789&isi=000084196100003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1348%2F096317999166789&isi=000084196100003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.81.6.827&isi=A1996WB94100019
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.80.4.468&isi=A1995RN70000003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.80.4.468&isi=A1995RN70000003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1559-1816.2004.tb02690.x&isi=000226429100003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2F0090-2616%2890%2990061-S&isi=A1990CP74700002


Carson, R.L. and Chase, M.A. (2009), “An examination of physical education teacher motivation
from a self-determination theoretical framework”, Physical Education and Sport Pedagogy,
Vol. 14 No. 4, pp. 335-353.

Chan, K. and Drasgow, F. (2001), “Toward a theory of individual differences and leadership:
understanding the motivation to lead”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 86 No. 3,
pp. 481-498.

Cheung, G.W. and Rensvold, R.B. (2002), “Evaluating goodness-of-fit indexes for testing
measurement invariance”, Structural Equation Modeling, Vol. 9 No. 2, pp. 233-255.

Deci, E.L. and Ryan, R.M. (1985), Intrinsic Motivation and Self-Determination in Human
Behaviour, Plenum, New York, NY.

Deci, E.L. and Ryan, R.M. (1987), “The support of autonomy and the control of behaviour”,
The Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 53 No. 6, pp. 1024-1037.

Deci, E.L. and Ryan, R.M. (2000), “The ‘what’ and ‘why’ of goal pursuits: human needs and the
self-determination of behaviour”, Psychological Inquiry, Vol. 11 No. 4, pp. 227-268.

Deci, E.L. and Ryan, R.M. (2008), “Facilitating optimal motivation and psychological well-being
across life’s domains”, Canadian Psychology, Vol. 49 No. 1, pp. 14-23.

Deci, E.L., Eghrari, H., Patrick, B.C. and Leone, D.R. (1994), “Facilitating internalization: the
self-determination theory perspective”, Journal of Personality, Vol. 62 No. 1, pp. 119-142.

Gagné, M. (2003), “The role of autonomy support and autonomy orientation in the engagement of
prosocial behavior”, Motivation and Emotion, Vol. 27 No. 3, pp. 199-223.

Gagné, M. and Deci, E.L. (2005), “Self-determination theory and work motivation”, Journal of
Organizational Behaviour, Vol. 26 No. 4, pp. 331-362.

Gagné, M., Forest, J., Gilbert, M., Aube, C., Morin, E. and Malorni, A. (2010), “The motivation at
work scale: validation in two languages”, Educational and Psychological Measurement,
Vol. 70 No. 4, pp. 628-646.

Gilbert, S. and Kelloway, E.K. (2014), “leadership”, in Gagné, M. (Ed.), The Oxford Handbook of
Work Engagement, Motivation, and Self-Determination Theory, Oxford University Press,
New York, NY, pp. 181-198.

Hater, J.J. and Bass, B.M. (1988), “Superiors’ evaluations and subordinates’ perceptions of
transformational and transactional leadership”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 73
No. 4, pp. 695-702.

Howell, J.M. and Avolio, B.J. (1993), “Transformational leadership, transactional leadership, locus
of control and support for innovation: key predictors of consolidated-business-unit
performance”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 78 No. 6, pp. 891-902.

Howell, J.M. and Frost, P.J. (1989), “A laboratory study of charismatic leadership”, Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, Vol. 43 No. 2, pp. 243-269.

Hu, L. and Bentler, P.M. (1998), “Fit indices in covariance structure modeling: sensitivity
to underparameterized model misspecification”, Psychological Methods, Vol. 3 No. 4,
pp. 424-453.

Judge, T.A. and Piccolo, R.F. (2004), “Transformational and transactional leadership: a meta-
analytic test of their relative validity”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 89 No. 5,
pp. 755-768.

Kelloway, E.K. (1995), “Structural equation modeling in perspective”, Journal of Organizational
Behavior, Vol. 16 No. 3, pp. 215-224.

Kelloway, E.K. (2014), Using Mplus for Structural Equation Modeling: A Researcher’s Guide,
Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, CA.

178

LODJ
37,2

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 T

A
SH

K
E

N
T

 U
N

IV
E

R
SI

T
Y

 O
F 

IN
FO

R
M

A
T

IO
N

 T
E

C
H

N
O

L
O

G
IE

S 
A

t 0
2:

26
 1

1 
N

ov
em

be
r 

20
16

 (
PT

)

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.89.5.755&isi=000224417300001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.86.3.481&isi=000170878300011
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1207%2FS15327965PLI1104_01&isi=000166046400001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fjob.322&isi=000228937200001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fjob.322&isi=000228937200001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.78.6.891&isi=A1993MP08600002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fjob.4030160304&isi=A1995RA02600003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1207%2FS15328007SEM0902_5&isi=000180828700005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fjob.4030160304&isi=A1995RA02600003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0708-5591.49.1.14&isi=000270862200002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0013164409355698&isi=000279970600006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2F0749-5978%2889%2990052-6&isi=A1989T886800005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2F0749-5978%2889%2990052-6&isi=A1989T886800005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2F978-1-4899-2271-7
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2F978-1-4899-2271-7
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1467-6494.1994.tb00797.x&isi=A1994ND85800006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F17408980802301866
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F1082-989X.3.4.424&isi=000077640200003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0022-3514.53.6.1024&isi=A1987L098800005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1023%2FA%3A1025007614869&isi=000184597200002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.73.4.695&isi=A1988Q972800015


Kelloway, E.K., Mullen, J. and Francis, L. (2006), “Divergent effects of passive and
transformational leadership on safety outcomes”, Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, Vol. 11 No. 1, pp. 76-86.

Kirkpatrick, S.A. and Locke, E.A. (1996), “Direct and indirect effects of three core charismatic
leadership components on performance and attitudes”, Journal of Applied Psychology,
Vol. 81 No. 1, pp. 36-51.

Koh, W.L., Steers, R.M. and Terborg, J.R. (1995), “The effects of transformational leadership on
teacher attitudes and student performance in Singapore”, Journal of Organizational
Behavior, Vol. 16 No. 4, pp. 319-333.

Lawler, E.E. and Porter, L.W. (1967), “Antecedent attitudes of effective managerial performance”,
Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, Vol. 2 No. 2, pp. 122-142.

McKee, M., Driscoll, C., Kelloway, E.K. and Kelley, E. (2009), “Leading to wellbeing”, paper
presented at the Annual Meeting of the European Academy of Work and Organizational
Psychology, Santiago de Compostella.

McLachlan, S., Spray, C. and Hagger, M. (2011), “The development of a scale measuring integrated
regulation in exercise”, British Journal of Health Psychology, Vol. 16 No. 4, pp. 722-743.

Mallett, C., Kawabata, M., Newcombe, P., Otero-Forero, A. and Jackson, S. (2007), “Sport
motivation scale-6 (SMS-6): a revised six-factor sport motivation scale”, Psychology of Sport
And Exercise, Vol. 8 No. 5, pp. 600-614.

Marsh, H.W., Lüdtke, O., Muthén, B., Asparouhov, T., Morin, A.J.S. and Trautwein, U. (2009a),
“A new look at the big-five factor structure through exploratory structural equation
modeling”, Psychological Assessment, Vol. 22 No. 3, pp. 471-491.

Marsh, H.W., Muthén, B., Asparouhov, T., Lüdtke, O., Robitzsch, A., Morin, A.J.S. and Trautwein, U.
(2009b), “Exploratory structural equation modeling, integrating CFA and EFA: application
to students’ evaluations of university teaching”, Structural Equation Modeling, Vol. 16 No. 3,
pp. 397-438.

Mullen, J. and Kelloway, E.K. (2009), “Safety leadership: a longitudinal study of the effects
of transformational leadership on safety outcomes”, Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology, Vol. 82 No. 2, pp. 253-272.

Mullen, J., Kelloway, E.K. and Teed, M. (2011), “Inconsistent leadership as a predictor of safety
behaviour”, Work and Stress, Vol. 25 No. 1, pp. 41-54.

Nagy, M.S. (2002), “Using a single-item approach to measure facet job satisfaction”, Journal of
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 75 No. 1, pp. 77-86.

Ryan, R.M. and Connell, J.P. (1989), “Perceived locus of causality and internalization: examining
reasons for acting in two domains”, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 57
No. 5, pp. 749-761.

Sackett, P.R. and Larson, J.R. Jr (1990), “Research strategies and tactics in industrial and
organizational psychology”, in Dunnette, M.D. and Hough, L.M. (Eds), Handbook of
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 1, 2nd ed., Consulting Psychologists Press,
Palo Alto, CA, pp. 419-489.

Scarpello, V. and Campbell, J.P. (1983), “Job satisfaction: are all the parts there?”, Personnel
Psychology, Vol. 36 No. 3, pp. 577-600.

Scott, N., Fleming, M. and Kelloway, E.K. (2014), “Understanding why employees behave safely
from a self-determination theory perspective”, in Gagné, M. (Ed.), The Oxford Handbook of
Work Engagement, Motivation, and Self-Determination Theory, Oxford University Press,
New York, NY.

Smith, C.A., Organ, D.W. and Near, J.P. (1983), “Organizational citizenship behavior: its nature
and antecedents”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 68 No. 4, pp. 653-663.

179

Factor
structure and
initial tests

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 T

A
SH

K
E

N
T

 U
N

IV
E

R
SI

T
Y

 O
F 

IN
FO

R
M

A
T

IO
N

 T
E

C
H

N
O

L
O

G
IE

S 
A

t 0
2:

26
 1

1 
N

ov
em

be
r 

20
16

 (
PT

)

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0022-3514.57.5.749&isi=A1989AY82600001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.81.1.36&isi=A1996TX43600004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.68.4.653&isi=A1983RQ07300017
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1348%2F2044-8287.002009&isi=000296239600004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1348%2F096317908X325313&isi=000265825700002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1348%2F096317908X325313&isi=000265825700002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fjob.4030160404&isi=A1995RM22200002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fjob.4030160404&isi=A1995RM22200002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.psychsport.2006.12.005&isi=000249631500002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.psychsport.2006.12.005&isi=000249631500002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F02678373.2011.569200&isi=000289636000003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1744-6570.1983.tb02236.x&isi=A1983RJ12900006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1744-6570.1983.tb02236.x&isi=A1983RJ12900006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2F0030-5073%2867%2990026-8&isi=A1967ZJ65200002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2Fa0019227&isi=000281588600001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1348%2F096317902167658&isi=000174383800005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1348%2F096317902167658&isi=000174383800005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F1076-8998.11.1.76&isi=000236544100008
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F1076-8998.11.1.76&isi=000236544100008
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F10705510903008220&isi=000270094800002


Sosik, J., Avolio, B. and Kahai, S. (1997), “Effects of leadership style and anonymity on group
potency and effectiveness in a GDSS environment”, The Journal of Applied Psychology,
Vol. 82 No. 1, pp. 89-103.

Vallerand, R.J., Pelletier, L.G., Blais, M.R., Brière, N.M., Sénécal, C. and Vallières, E.F. (1992),
“The academic motivation scale: a measure of intrinsic, extrinsic, and amotivation in
education”, Educational and Psychological Measurement, Vol. 52 No. 4, pp. 1003-1017.

Wanous, J.P., Reichers, A.E. and Hudy, M.J. (1997), “Overall job satisfaction: how good are single-
item measures?”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 82 No. 2, pp. 247-252.

Wilson, P.M., Rodgers, W.M., Loitz, C.C. and Scime, G. (2006), “It’s who I am … really!’ The
importance of integrated regulation in exercise contexts”, Journal of Applied Biobehavioral
Research, Vol. 11 No. 2, pp. 79-104. doi: 10.1111/j.1751-9861.2006.tb0002.

Further reading
Bass, B.M. (1998), Transformational Leadership: Industrial, Military, and Educational Impact,

Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Lahwah, NJ.
Bass, B.M. and Avolio, B.J. (1997), Full Range Leadership Development: Manual for the Multifactor

Leadership Questionnaire, Mind Garden, Redwood City, CA.
Deci, E.L. (1975), Intrinsic Motivation, Plenum, New York, NY.
Deci, E.L., Connell, J.P. and Ryan, R.M. (1989), “Self-determination in a work organization”,

Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 74 No. 4, pp. 580-590.
Ware, J., Kosinski, M. and Keller, S. (1996), “A 12-item short-form health survey: construction of

scales and preliminary tests of reliability and validity”, Journal of Medical Care, Vol. 34
No. 3, pp. 220-233.

About the authors
Stephanie Gilbert is a PhD Candidate in Industrial/Organizational Psychology and a Part-time
Faculty Member at the Saint Mary’s University who studies leadership motivation and positive
organizational psychology. Stephanie Gilbert is the corresponding author and can be contacted
at: stephanie.gilbert@smu.ca

Patrick Horsman is a PhD Candidate in Industrial/Organizational Psychology and a Part-time
Faculty Member at the Saint Mary’s University who studies leadership motivation and selection.

E. Kevin Kelloway is the Canada Research Chair in the Occupational Health Psychology at the
Saint Mary’s University.

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

180

LODJ
37,2

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 T

A
SH

K
E

N
T

 U
N

IV
E

R
SI

T
Y

 O
F 

IN
FO

R
M

A
T

IO
N

 T
E

C
H

N
O

L
O

G
IE

S 
A

t 0
2:

26
 1

1 
N

ov
em

be
r 

20
16

 (
PT

)

mailto:stephanie.gilbert@smu.ca
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2F978-1-4613-4446-9
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1751-9861.2006.tb00021.x
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1751-9861.2006.tb00021.x
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.74.4.580&isi=A1989AJ16600006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.82.1.89&isi=A1997WM80300007
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F105649269543010
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1097%2F00005650-199603000-00003&isi=A1996TZ57700003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0013164492052004025&isi=A1992KC75800025
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.82.2.247&isi=A1997WU20100004

