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ABSTRACT

There is inconsistency in positioning general motivation constructs within the broader
leadership research. The main purpose of the current study was to review major social
constructs of motivation applied in leadership studies and then empirically investigate their
associations. Data was collected using self-reported measures from 316 business students
to test our theoretical models. Properties of the models, including validity and common
method bias, were assessed and controlled before hypothesis testing using variance-based
structural equation modeling. This study offers several original contributions. First,
reviewing the literature, we identify major social constructs of motivation central to
leadership studies including self-efficacy,
orientation, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Second, applying the regulatory focus

self-regulation, causal attributions, goal
perspective, we offer a new taxonomy of the constructs (promotional vs. preventive).
Third, using empirical data, we establish a nomological network amongst the six social
constructs of motivation. The study yielded an integrative theory of motivation by
establishing a network of cause-and-effect amongst six popular social constructs of
motivation in leadership research. Two complementary (promotional vs. preventive)
models of motivation were developed to predict dimensions of creative outcome (idea
generation and exploration). Forth, building on the findings, we provide early evidence for
further decomposition of general self-efficacy constructs into “promotional self-efficacy”
vs. “preventive self-efficacy”. Implications of the findings for leadership research were also
discussed.

©CIKD Publishing

A growing number of cognitive theories have highlighted the importance of motivation in the
regulation of human behavior (Bandura, 1997; Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Rodgers & Sullivan,
2001; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Meta-analytical and systematic reviews frequently recognize
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motivation as a strong predictor of leadership behavior and follower outcome (Badura et al.,
2020; Hameduddin & Engbers, 2022; Ritz et al., 2016). For example, through motivation,
transformational and transactional leadership have been shown to positively influence
performance (Masi & Cooke, 2000). Alternatively, self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation as
motivational constructs have been shown to positively mediate the effect of servant leadership
on the followers’ creative behavior (Bande et al., 2016; Zarei et al., 2022a). Therefore, it should
come with no surprise that across different leadership styles, motivation has been a focal
concept of research during the past decades (Andriani et al., 2018; Bande et al., 2016; Barbuto,
2005; Evans, 1970; Su et al., 2020; Walumbwa et al., 2011; Xu et al., 2022).

Leadership research suggests that the followers’ pathway to behavior goes through
motivation (Hughes et al., 2018). However, motivation is a complex multidimensional concept
that includes several sub-constructs (Clinkenbeard, 2012; Cook & Artino, 2016) including self-
efficacy (Bandura, 1997), causal attributions (McAuley et al., 1992), goal orientation (Elliot &
McGregor, 2001), self-regulation (Neal & Carey, 2005) intrinsic and extrinsic motivation
(Ryan & Deci, 2000). Therefore, prior to developing any hypothesis, it is crucial to review
these sub-constructs and understand their associations. Self-efficacy is the first one on the list
and refers to individuals’ judgement about their capabilities in performing a task (Silver et al.,
1995). Causal attributions are the next motivational construct. It considers how individuals
attribute the causes of their outcome to success or failure (Weiner, 1985). Goal orientation
involves the individuals’ cognitive tendencies that direct and guide behavior in achievement
settings. Self-regulation refers to the individuals’ capacity to control themselves, especially
regarding the preferred standards (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1997). Finally, intrinsic
motivation is defined as doing an activity for its inherent satisfaction (Ryan & Deci, 2000),
rather than doing it for some separable consequence, such as gaining rewards (extrinsic
motivation). In the literature review section, we have more to say about the associations
amongst the constructs of motivation.

Despite the efforts, there exists unresolved issues and gaps in the leadership scholarship on
motivation. First, leadership studies at times perceived motivation as an elastic and loosely
defined term that can get a variety of meanings. For example, from a desire to engage in
developmental activities to enhance learning experiences (Chow, 2018), get involved in an
inherently interesting activity to experience satisfaction and pleasure (Buch et al., 2014).
Second, motivation is perceived primarily as a unidimensional construct measured through
various measurements with different premises and purposes (Elangovan & Xie, 2000; Pool,
2000, Tjosvold & Moy, 1998) rather than a context- and task-specific multifaceted concept
consisting of a set of sub-constructs. Third and most importantly, leadership studies have
employed a wide selection of motivational constructs to predict a few behavioral outcomes
without fully considering the possible associations among the motivational constructs. For
example, leadership scholars frequently applied creative and general self-efficacy (Lei et al.,
2021; Yang et al., 2017), goal orientations (Tung & Yu, 2016), locus of control (Zhou & Wu,
2018), and intrinsic motivation (Chow, 2018) to predict creative and innovate behavior. That
is somewhat consistent with theory, as multiple motivation constructs simultaneously
contribute to predicting a behavioral outcome (Cook & Artino, 2016; Miltiadou & Savenye,
2003; Phillips & Gully, 1997). However, positioning motivational constructs within the
nomological network of leadership (a network of association between leadership and its
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antecedents and outcomes) without respecting the associations among the motivational
constructs gives rise to some potential concerns. Thus, this nexus needs further clarification
and investigation.

In this research, we addressed the gaps and contributed to the literature in two main key
ways: first, we reviewed leadership studies on motivation and developed two integrative
conceptual models (promotional vs. preventive) that include six major socio constructs of
motivation and their associations (Figure 2 and 3). Knowledge on motivation in leadership
studies is too fragmented. Therefore, we believe that leadership scholars can use the presented
integrative models to select and position their motivational constructs more accurately with
respect to other constructs. Second, we collected data and tested the models and their network
of cause-and-effect using a sample of business students in Iran. This might be the main
contribution of our work. To our knowledge, in the context of leadership, only a few studies
have looked into all the constructs of motivations simultaneously. Therefore, given that in our
study, we included and empirically tested the associations amongst all of the major constructs
of motivation, we believe that our models can be a competing alternative to the available
classical models (Phillips & Gully, 1997).

Literature Review

Major Social Cognitive Constructs of Motivation

Literature on cognitive psychology recognizes six major social cognitive constructs of
motivation including 1) self-efficacy, 2) causal attributions, 3) goal orientation, 4) self-
regulation, 5) intrinsic, and 6) extrinsic motivation (Clinkenbeard, 2012; Cook & Artino, 2016).
Motivation is task-oriented (Locke, 1968), and individuals go through three major evaluative
cognitive processes to assess their level of motivation toward a task (Miltiadou & Savenye,
2003; Phillips & Gully, 1997): goal orientation, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation play a key
role in task engagement; when individuals assess their reasons to become engaged in the task
(why should 1 do it?). Self-efficacy, causal attributions, and locus of control are the major
determinants of perceived capacity in task accomplishment; thus, they play a chief role when
individuals assess whether they can accomplish the task (can | do it?). Self-regulation involves
the techniques and strategies required to accomplish the task (how can | do it?). The three-stage
classification of motivational constructs described above makes intuitive sense but lacks
precision because most constructs actively contribute to the three evaluative cognitive
processes. Therefore, we argue for a new taxonomy; promotional versus preventive perspective
toward social and motivational constructs.

Regulatory Focus: Promotional and Preventive Motivational Constructs

Building on the premises of regulatory focus (Higgins, 1998), if an expected outcome is
perceived as consistent with individuals’ inner desires, they are more likely to approach the
occurrence or task. Conversely, if individuals consider the expected outcome undesirable, they
are more likely to avoid it. This simple notion emphasized by regulatory focus theory
profoundly impacts the individuals’ motivational pathway activation (Strack & Deutsch, 2004);
thus, their thoughts, feeling, and behavioral performance (Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Higgins,
1998). Albeit, given the contemporary design of organizations, the employee is not the one
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who does the job design and task selection in most cases. Thus, many have been given tasks
they ought to accomplish due to contractual principles.

Regulatory focus is a motivational principle rather than a set of motivational constructs. It
is based on the premise that individuals approach pleasure and avoid pain, and the way they
regulate this is called the regulatory focus. The theory recognizes two regulatory focuses a)
promotion focus and b) prevention focus (Higgins, 1998). Promotion focus has to do with the
individuals’ ideal-self; so is an attitude towards behaviors consistent with their inner motives
and desires. In this case, individuals become engaged in the task as it is perceived as inherently
valuable and pleasant. Prevention focus, however, has to do with ought-self. Individuals
experiencing this mood engage in a task due to personal or social obligations, so the task might
not necessarily be perceived as pleasant. Regulatory focus is built on such a fundamental notion
that almost all the realms of motivation can be studied through the lens of these principles
(Higgins, 1998). Accordingly, we labeled six major social constructs of motivation as either
promotional or preventive (see Figure 1).

Given the bipolarity of the motivational constructs (e.g., for goal orientation: a spectrum
from approach to avoidance), we applied our classification to the sub-construct level.
Promotional motivation sub-constructs are the ones that root in the individuals’ inner desires
to enhance their mastery and achievement of a goal (e.g., intrinsic motivation, control personal
and approach dimensions of goal orientation). Preventive motivation sub-constructs allow
individuals to accomplish a task out of obligation, fear of loss, or an outside source of
motivation (e.g., extrinsic motivation, control of external and avoidance dimensions of goal
orientation). Finally, according to the recent development of creativity literature, we labeled
idea generation as a promotional motivation sub-construct and idea exploration as a preventive
motivation sub-construct (Sowden et al., 2015).

Figure 1
An Integrative Conceptual Model of Major Socio Constructs of Motivation
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Self-efficacy
Self-efficacy is a judgment made by an individual about their capabilities to achieve future
success (Silver et al., 1995). Self-efficacy appraisal is considered an inferential process shaped,
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in part, by individuals’ preconceptions of their abilities (Bandura, 1997; Cetin & Askun, 2018;
Cohen & Abedallah, 2015; Islam & Ahmed, 2018) and that individual differences can impact
it (Phillips & Gully, 1997).

Goal Orientation and Extrinsic Motivation

Goal orientation is a social-cognitive theory of achievement motivation about individuals’
cognitive tendencies that direct and guide behavior in achievement settings—the notion of
goals giving an activity meaning and purpose. Conceptualized as a cognitive-dynamic focus of
competent-relevant behavior, dimensions of goal orientation have evolved into a
2(performance-mastery) X 2(avoidance-approach) achievement goal framework (Elliot &
McGregor, 2001). The 2 x 2 framework comprises individuals’ approaches to achievement
situations and is rooted in personal beliefs about whether abilities are malleable or fixed
(Dweck, 1986). Mastery goals focus on increasing competence and prefer challenging tasks,
whereas performance goals focus on demonstrating the individual’s skill and the ability for
recognition or praise. Approach goals emphasize positive motivation to look good and receive
favorable judgment from others. Avoidance goals are oriented toward avoiding failure or
avoiding demonstrating incompetence. Altogether, the distinct empirical profiles of goal
orientations represent different perceptual frameworks that influence cognitive, affect, and
behavior (i.e., self-efficacy). Within regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1997), a promotional
regulatory orientation will align with one’s approach goals that emphasize personal
advancement. Prevention focus aligns with avoidance goals that assure fulfilling responsibility
and avoiding undesired outcomes. Self-efficacy appraisal is considered an inferential process
shaped partly by individuals’ preconceptions of their abilities (Bandura, 1997). Accordingly,
we argue that this preconception of ability is captured, in part, by the individual difference in
goal orientation, a well-supported position by researchers (e.g., Cron et al., 2005; Gerhardt &
Brown, 2006; Robins & Pals, 2002).

Prior research has consistently shown a positive relationship between mastery approach goal
orientations and students’ self-efficacy at different developmental stages (Anderman & Young,
1994; Pajares et al., 2000).

There is no consistent relationship between performance-approach goals and academic self-
efficacy beliefs of students, unlike mastery approach goals. Some studies found a positive
correlation, but others found a negative or nonsignificant one (Anderman & Young, 1994;
Elliot & Church, 1997). Yet, the regulatory focus of aligning oneself with one’s standards and
goals remains overlooked in the relationship between goal orientation and self-efficacy.

Hypothesis 1: Goal orientation (assessed through mastery-approach, performance-approach,
mastery-avoidance, and performance-avoidance) is related to self-efficacy.

H1la. Mastery-approach is related to self-efficacy.
H1b. Performance-approach is related to self-efficacy.
H1c. Mastery-avoidance is related to self-efficacy.
H1d. Performance-avoidance is related to self-efficacy.

In this study, we labeled general motivation consists of two dimensions (extrinsic vs.
intrinsic). Extrinsic motivation refers to the pursuit of activity as a means to an end, not for its
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own sake (Ryan & Deci, 2000). The dual nature of extrinsic motivation underscores a) the role
of benefits as underlying activity participation (i.e., teleological perspective) and b) to avoid
something negative once the activity is terminated (i.e., phenomenological perspective) (Deci,
1975). We argue that extrinsic motivation can be associated with why an individual approaches
learning with reluctance or choose easy tasks for which success is assured. In line with the
approach-avoidance theory of need achievement (Atkinson, 1964; Elliot & McGregor, 2001),
the avoidance disposition about the fear of failure drives avoidance-oriented persons to avoid
situations where they believe they are likely to fail. Hence, we posit that the satisfaction
associated with avoidance goals is related to extrinsic motivation.

Hypothesis 2: Extrinsic motivation is related to goal orientation (mastery-avoidance and
performance-avoidance dimensions)

H2a. Extrinsic motivation is related to mastery-avoidance.
H2b. Extrinsic motivation is related to performance-avoidance.

Causal Attributions

Causal attributions refer to how individuals ascribe causes to the success or failure of outcomes,
behavior, or events (Kelley, 1973; Weiner, 1985). Researchers have classified causal
attribution along three causal dimensions —controllability, stability, and locus of control- to
explain their reasons for success or failure (Weiner, 1985). The locus of causality refers to
one’s belief that internal (e.g., ability and effort) or external factors (e.g., fate and luck) guide
behavior. Stability emphasizes prototypical attributions characterized by fluctuations or
variability of a perceived cause over time. Lastly, controllability (personal vs. external) reflects
one’s effectiveness, given their beliefs about control over a situation. Individuals with an
extraversion personality and an inner motive are more sensitive to positive stimuli and
approach orientations (Turban et al., 2007); thus, internal locus of causality, stability, and
control-personal better fit as promotional sub-constructs, while control external as a preventive
sub-construct.

Collectively, the causal dimensions are meaningful to the extent that they contribute to
subsequent inferences the individual makes about future outcome/behavior expectancy (e.g.,
choice of attributional style and choice of coping approaches (McCaughan, 1978; Rudisill &
Singer, 1988) but do not constitute appraisal (Folkman & Lazarus, 1980; Lazarus & Folkman,
1984). Cognitions regarding the individual’s ability to deal with a particular situation (self-
efficacy) make up the appraisal—the process of evaluating coping strategies by considering
available options, whether a given response will accomplish the desired result, and whether a
person is able to execute a response, and the consequences of using a response (Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984). Attributions must be interpreted with regard to the personal significance (i.e.,
self-efficacy), which represents a mediating variable. That suggests self-efficacy is not solely
determined by mastery experiences but by how these experiences are appraised and causally
attributed. Hence, we posit that self-efficacy provides the pathway from attributions to behavior
(Bandura, 1986; McAuley, 1992) though the empirical relationship has direct and reciprocal
links (Schunk, 1982; Silver et al., 1995; Stajkovic & Sommer, 2000).
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Hypothesis 3: Causal attribution (assessed through the locus of causality, stability, control-
personal, and control external) is related to self-efficacy.

H3a. Locus of causality is related to self-efficacy.
H3b. Stability is related to self-efficacy.

H3c. Control personal is related to self-efficacy.
H3d. Control external is related to self-efficacy.

Self-regulation and Intrinsic Motivation

Self-regulation refers to controlling oneself, especially bringing the self into line with preferred
standards (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1997). It is a purposive process involving self-corrective
adjustments needed to stay on track for whatever purpose is being served. The corrective
adjustments that originate within the person represent strategies towards goal representations,
including a) goal-setting and b) impulse control. Self-regulation through goal-setting entails
establishing time frames and behavior targets needed to reach a goal (Miltiadou & Savenye,
2003). Set goals can add purpose to actions, though impulse control is sometimes imperative
to attenuate present-biased preferences by regulating behavior to avoid temptations, delay
gratification, and achieve desired goals (Locke & Latham, 1990). Goals enhance self-
regulation by affecting motivation, self-efficacy, self-evaluations of progress, and learning
(Bandura, 1997; Schunk, 1995). Howbeit, self-efficacy beliefs influence individuals’ selection
of action among alternatives, the amount of effort they expend towards its execution,
perseverance in the face of difficulties and challenges, and their success in performing a task
(Bandura, 1997; Dwyer & Cummings, 2001). Therefore, self-regulation plays a mediating role
in the ways self-efficacy impacts behavior, a notion that has received empirical support in
behavioral studies (Bandura, 2012). We posit, therefore, that:

Hypothesis 4: Self-regulation (assessed through goal setting and impulse control) is related to
self-efficacy.

H4a. Goal setting is related to self-efficacy.
H4b. Impulse control is related to self-efficacy.

The second construct in the general motivation class is intrinsic motivation and defined as
doing an activity for its inherent satisfactions rather than some separable consequence (Ryan
& Deci, 2000). Intrinsic motivation emerges from external events and directs ongoing
processes of seeking and attempting optimal challenges. Intrinsically motivated individuals
possess inner arousal to act for the challenge or fun entailed rather than for external rewards,
pressures, or products. Efficaciousness, an individual’s belief about performing a task, has been
identified as an antecedent of achievement-related behaviors such as intrinsic motivation (e.g.,
Bandura, 1977; De Young, 2000; Walker et al., 2006). Individuals who feel capable of carrying
out specific actions experience intrinsic satisfaction due to their competence assessments,
promoting the acquisition of new skills and personal development. Therefore, from a regulatory
focus perspective, they are more likely to be in the promotion rather than preventive mood
(Higgins, 1998). Research concurs that an individual’s achievement goals in achievement
situations explain a substantial amount of achievement motivation (i.e., persistence, interest,
and strategy) (Dweck & Legget, 1988; Elliot & Dweck, 1988). The previous literature has also
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revealed a close relationship between regulatory focus and intrinsic/extrinsic motivation.
Promotion focus could increase intrinsic motivation (Smith et al., 2009), and prevention focus
Is associated with extrinsic motivation (Vaughn, 2017).

Hypothesis 5: Self-regulation (goal setting dimension) is related to intrinsic motivation.
Hypothesis 6: Self-efficacy is related to intrinsic motivation.

Creative Outcome

According to creative cognition psychology, creative outcome results from the interaction
between idea generation and idea exploration cognitive processes. Idea generation has to do
with creating a novel idea, while idea exploration explores the relevancy of the generated ideas
(Finke et al., 1992). According to social cognitive learning theory (Bandura, 1997), self-
efficacy positively affects creative performance; for example, the more individuals feel capable
of exploring ideas, the more relevant ideas they can create.

Hypothesis 7: Self-efficacy is related to creative outcome (idea exploration dimension).

Intrinsic motivation is a strong predictor of a creative outcome. Based on the componential
framework of creativity (Amabile, 1983), individuals begin generating possible original
solutions after defining a creative task and retrieving relevant information. If the task is
compatible with their inner interest, they are more likely to search for less evident and obvious
solutions (Amabile, 1983), which results in a higher level of originality.

Hypothesis 8: Intrinsic motivation is related to creative outcomes (idea generation
dimension).

Literature suggests self-regulation as a determinant of creative outcome (De Stobbeleir et
al., 2011). Individuals who monitor their progress, look for feedback and control their
impulsive behaviors usually have a higher capacity to regulate their behavior in the face of
challenging conditions (Neal & Carey, 2005). According to creative cognition psychology, for
the idea exploration phase and enhancing the relevancy of an idea, it is essential to track the
previous thought with degrees of force to make the most sense of it (Finke et al., 1992).
Therefore, impulsive control as a dimension of self-regulation (Neal & Carey, 2005) can help
individuals control their unrestrained behaviors to explore ideas more deeply and efficiently.

Hypothesis 9: Impulsive control is related to creative outcome (idea exploration dimension).

Serial Mediation

This study posited serial mediation processes involving multiple constructs as follows. First,
for the promotional model (Figure 1), we posit that individuals with an approach goal
orientation (Elliot & McGregor, 2001) generate ideas with a higher level of originality, as they
are more likely to be in the promotion mood (Higgins, 1997). Furthermore, they want to master
the task at hand; thus, they get more deeply involved in the creative task as it is perceived as
inherently enjoyable (Amabile, 1983). Besides, in this case, the individuals set higher standard
personal goals (Hanfstigl et al., 2010) and have a stronger belief in their capabilities to reach
the goals (Tabernero & Hernandez, 2011).
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Hypothesis 10: The relationship between goal orientation (mastery-approach and
performance-approach dimensions) and creativity (idea generation dimension) is serially
mediated by self-efficacy, self-regulation (goal-setting dimension), and intrinsic motivation.

For the preventive model (Figure 1), we posit that individuals can still contribute to
creativity through a different motivational pathway and creative outcome. Individuals in the
preventative mode can initiate and pursue a creative task efficiently although influenced by the
fear of loss (Higgins, 1997) or extrinsic sources of motivation, such as financial incentives, and
such a mood is consistent with avoidance dimensions of goal orientation (Elliot & McGregor,
2001). Such individuals ought to make a conscious effort toward creative outcomes (Sowden
et al., 2015) and are more likely to control their impulsive behaviors (Neal & Carey, 2005),
which is necessary for fruitful idea exploration (Finke et al., 1992).

Hypothesis 11: The relationship between extrinsic motivation and creativity (idea exploration
dimension) is serially mediated by goal orientation (mastery-avoidance and performance-
avoidance dimensions), self-efficacy, and self-regulation (impulsive control dimension).

Method

Data Collection Procedure and Sample

The study draws a sample from a collection of students with the help of professors from the
Islamic Azad University, Iran. The university is one of the largest in the country, with more
than 1.5 million pupils. A simple random sampling from a “group” of university students (including
masters and Ph.D.). Given access limits, the business administration department was our target sample.
The authors’ discussion with the university/department professors revealed that the curriculum of the
business students involved many forms of creativity tasks and was, therefore, appropriate to participate
in the survey. Sample size adequacy: Daniel Soper’s a-priori sample size calculation tool based on the
number of latent variables, indicator variables, assumed effect size of 0.1, and 5% probability resulted
in a minimum sample size of 100, given the structural complexity.

First, the goal of the survey was discussed in a panel of professors before inviting groups of
relevant students with a business administration background. The students’ email addresses
were accessed. The authors’ approach to the online survey began with a screening procedure
or pretesting to ensure respondents understood the questions and minimized skipping or
misinterpreting instructions for filling out the questionnaire. Before using the questionnaire
translated into the Persian language for the final survey, professional translators were involved
in backing translate into English to ensure the meaning and focus of the questions were not
altered. One of the authors screened the translated version to look for such problems as
difficulties with question-wording, leading questions, or bias due to question order. The final
questionnaire was subjected to pretesting on 65 respondents to determine whether the sample
needed refinement. The trial run did not show any fundamental problems in the survey design;
thus, the final questionnaire was deemed appropriate for the online survey.

Incentives for participation were offered and took the form of 1.5 additional points to their
overall course grade. The amounts are in keeping with the nature of any particular survey.
Professional codes of ethics were strictly adhered to, including respondents’ right to privacy,
understanding the purpose of our research, and the right to opt-out of the survey and data
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quality assurance. The authors used Qualtrics inbuilt features to allow respondents to skip
between questions as part of efforts committed to ensuring voluntary participation and honest
responses. Accordingly, “attention questions” were embedded in the survey to check for
“speedsters” or “straight line” answers and subsequently eliminated them to help ensure data
integrity in the final dataset.

Our final sample comprises 316 students and is well-balanced in terms of gender (female
51%; male 47%; others 2%), age distribution (M = 25.5; SD = 7.24), educational level
(associate degree 19%; bachelor’s degree 57%; master’s degree 13%; PhD 11%) and work
experience (yes 35%; no 65%). A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) test for each
construct (as a summative scale; Hair et al., 2006) on the age, gender, education level, and work
experience tested for potential demographic differences. ANOVA results suggest no significant
differences for any of the model constructs. The demographic variables are control variables
in subsequent analysis.

Measures

Motivation is task-oriented (Locke, 1968); therefore, the sample students were asked to answer
the questions imagining one fixed academic task to the end of the survey. Survey instruments
were designed on a five-point Likert scale.

Self-efficacy was measured with four items from Riggs et al.’s (1994) Personal Efficacy
Beliefs Scale. The items we selected were those with the highest factor loadings. For example,
a sample item is “most people in my line of work can do this job better than I can.”

Causal attributions were measured with 12 items from McAuley et al.’s (1992) revised
Causal Dimension Scale (CDSII). As McAuley et al. (1992) assert, this scale captures four key
characteristics of causal attributions: 1) locus of causality, 2) external control, 3) stability, and
4) personal control. A sample item was the cause(s) of my performance “reflects an aspect of
yourself...reflects an aspect of the situation”.

Goal orientation was assessed with 12 items from Elliot and McGregor’s (2001) 2X2
Achievement Goal Scale. The scale captures four goal orientation dimensions: 1) mastery-
approach, 2) mastery-avoidance, 3) performance-approach, and 4) performance-avoidance. A
sample item was “it is important for me to do better than other students.”

Two dimensions of motivation (general motivation) were measured using six items from
Gagné et al.’s (2010) Motivation at Work Scale (MAWS). The MAWS scale has a multi-
dimensional conceptualization of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (three items each),
postulated in self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000). A sample item was: the reason |
am doing this specific task is “Because I enjoy this work very much.”

Self-regulation was measured using six items with the highest factor loadings from a scale
developed by Neal and Carey (2005), e.g., “I set goals for myself and keep track of my
progress.” This scale measures two dimensions of self-regulation: impulse control and goal-
setting.

Finally, creativity as a multi-dimensional concept was measured using six items from De
Jong and Den Hartog’s (2010) Innovative Work Behaviour, e.g., “How often do you...generate
original solutions for problems?”. Following previous literature on creative cognition (Finke et
al., 1992), we employed only creativity-related dimensions (i.e., idea generation and
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exploration) rather than general innovation. Table 1 reports the descriptive statistics and
correlation matrix.

Table 1
Correlation Matrix
Variables M sD (1) @ @3) @ G 6 () ® O @) 1) @12 13 @14  wrho

Locus of causality (1) 351 0.89 .89/.80
Stability (2) 356 0.86 045" .90/.81
Control-personal (3) 376 082 052 0.55 .91/.83
Control-external (4) 226 1.04 0.00 -0.16" -0.25 .90/.91
Self-efficacy (5) 3.88 065 0.39° 041 043" -017" .83/.71
Mastery approach (6) 433 065 018 023" 034" -016" 044 .90/.77
Performance approach (7) 397 09 013" 015 018" -0.03 0.39" 043" .91/.83
Mastery avoidance (8) 3.69 097 014" 0.07 0.14" 0.12 017" 035" 032" .86/.87
Performance avoidance (9) 324 1.04 0.09 0.07 011" 019" 011" 017" 019" 040 .80/.80
Intrinsic motivation (10) 3.86 080 0.26" 0.31" 0.36 -0.09 0.43" 040" 027" 021" 0.08 .89/.80
Extrinsic motivation (11) 336 098 0.09 0.06 0.07 021" 0.8 004 013" 0.13° 028 024" .83/.83
Impulse control (12) 378 078 035  0.40 0.48" -0.04 035" 036" 021" 0277 018" 039" 014" .731.75
Goal-setting (13) 409 068 023" 034" 042" -018" 036" 037" 025" 017" 017" 047" 009 057 .89/.81
Idea generation (14) 401 071 015" 0.31" 0.29" -0.13" 034" 036" 017" 0.19° 0.06 0.41" 020" 040" 0.49 .92/.84
Idea exploration (15) 3.99 066 015" 0.24" 0.27" -0.16 031" 030" 015" 0.15 0.07 036" 022" 022" 035 058 .77.71

Note. Cronbach alphas/composite reliability are shown on the far-right column. N = 295 (based on listwise deletion from N = 316), Two-

tailed, * P < .05

Results

CFA model with the maximum likelihood method was used to examine the properties of the
15 latent variables using the Lavaan package in R (Version 0.6-10). Results with Satorra-
Bentler correction suggest a good fit (y? = 1070.62, degrees of freedom [df] = 840; root mean
square error of approximation [RMSEA] = .02, Clyq, .02 to .03; comparative fit index [CFI]
= .95; Tucker-Lewis’s index [TLI] = .94, standard root mean square residual [SRMR] = .04).
All Indicator loadings were significant at a = .05, thus providing validity evidence in favor of
the items used to represent the constructs. Reliability, a measure of internal consistency, was
assessed with Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability. As shown in Table 1, both reliability
statistics are above the .70 threshold, providing adequate reliability (Anderson & Gerbing,
1988). Fornell and Larcker’s (1981) approach was used regarding discriminant validity.
Foremost, a 95% confidence interval test for factor correlations showed that all factor
correlations did not include one in their confidence interval. Also, the AVE for each factor is
greater than the squared correlations for every pair of factor correlations. Hence there is no
problem with discriminant validity.

Common Method Bias

Common Method Bias (CMB) concerns the portion of the variance in our Model due to the
methods used in collecting data (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). Existing empirical literature shows
that shared variance in construct relationships can be attributed to CMB (Cote & Buckley,
1987). CMB concerns are heightened when constructs are measured with the same method
(Podsakoff & Organ, 1986), which attenuates or inflates construct correlations. To minimize
threats to the validity of this study’s results, we follow Podsakoff et al.’s (2003) procedure:
allowing all indicators to load unto latent common methods factor and their theoretical
construct. This procedure partitions response variance into trait, method, and random error
components, thus controlling for method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003), especially when using
self-reported measures.



264 Zarei & Issahaka

Model Fit
Given that we have two structural models, as shown in Figure 1, each model fit is discussed.

The promotional structural model (see Model 2 in Table 2) results indicate a good fit with the
data (y? = 514.27, df = 416; RMSEA = .02, Clyqs, .02 to .03; CFI = .96; TLI = .95; SRMR =
.05). For model comparison, a structural model without the latent common method factor
(Model 1) was also estimated, and the results indicate a good fit to the data (y? = 540.79, df =
418; RMSEA = .03, Clygy, .02 to .03; CFI = .95; TLI = .94; SRMR = .05). A chi-square
difference test indicates that the model with controlled method bias results in a significantly
lower chi-square (Ay? =27, Adf = 2, p < .01), suggesting a significant improvement in model
fit for Model 2. A revised model where nonsignificant predictor(s) was removed (Model 3) was
built from Figure 1 and had a close fit with the data (y? = 507.33, df = 408; RMSEA = .02,
Clggo, -02 to .03; CFI = .96; TLI =.95; SRMR = .05). Although the chi-square difference test
shows similar fit indices (Ay? = 7, Adf = 8, p > .05), Model 3 is retained in lieu of parsimony.

For the Preventive Structural Model with controlled method bias (Model 5), results indicate
a good fit to the data (y? = 267.73, df = 229; RMSEA = .02, Clyyq, .007 to .03; CFI = .98; TLI
=.97; SRMR = .04). Similarly, a structural model without the latent common method factor
(Model 4) was estimated for model comparison. The results suggest a good model fit (y? =
260.65, df = 251; RMSEA = .03, Clygq, .02 to .04; CFI = .95; TLI = .94; SRMR = .07), albeit
the chi-square difference test favors structural model controlled for method bias (Model 5)
(Ax? =108.38, Adf =20, p < .01). For parsimony, a revised that excludes non-significant paths
from Figure 1 (Model 6) had a close fit to the data (y? = 362.12, df = 224; RMSEA = .02,
Clygy, 006 to .03; CFI = .98; TLI = .97; SRMR = .04). Despite the identical fit indices (Ay? =

7, Adf =5, p >.01) Model 6 is retained in lieu of parsimony.
Table 2
Model Comparisons

Model Comparison
Model (x?, df) (Ax?, Adf) p-value RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR

Promotional structural model

Model 1 (without common method factor) 541, 418 - - .03 .95 .94 .05
Model 2 (with common method factor) 514, 416 27,2 .00 .02 .96 .95 .05
Model 3 (Model 2, significant paths only) 507, 408 7,8 .53 .02 .96 .95 .05
Preventive structural model

Model 4 (without common method factor) 362, 251 - - .03 .95 .94 .07
Model 5 (with common method factor) 268, 229 94,22 .00 .02 .98 97 .04
Model 6 (Model 5 but sig paths only) 261, 224 7,5 22 .02 .98 97 .04

Hypothesis Testing
The t-values and signs of the model’s standardized coefficients represented in Figure 2 and 3

were used for hypothesis testing. Table 3 summarizes the hypothesized relationships, structural
path coefficients, and the corresponding t-values. As shown in Table 2, common method bias
changed the magnitude of the observed associations—either attenuating or inflating the
standardized paths (Williams & Brown, 1994), ultimately altering the proportions of variance
explained by the model. However, this impact did not alter the outcome of our hypothesis tests.
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Promotional Model
Individuals oriented towards approach goals (mastery and performance) have higher levels of

self-efficacy (Hla: f=.38, p <.01 | Hlb: p =.36, p <.01). Of the causal attributions, locus of
causality (H3a: g = .33, p < .01), stability (H3b: g = .30, p < .01) and personal control (H3c: j
= .42, p < .01) positively affects self-efficacy. Self-efficacy effect on goal-setting was not
supported but has a positive effect on intrinsic motivation (H6: g = .41, p < .01). Goal-setting
had a positive effect on intrinsic motivation (H5: g = .38, p <.01). Intrinsic motivation had a
positive effect on idea generation (H8: g = .33, p <.01). Taken together, our findings show that
approach goal orientations and internal attributions indirectly affect idea generation (creativity)
through self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation.

Preventive Model

Our hypothesis regarding the association between extrinsic motivation and avoidance goal
orientation was partially supported. Extrinsic motivation is positively associated with
performance-avoidance goal orientation (H2b: f =.37, p <.01) but not mastery-avoidance goal.
Yet, mastery and performance-avoidance goal orientations had a significant positive impact on
self-efficacy (H1c: p = .38, p <.05| H1d: = .38, p < .01). Control external, a dimension of
causal attribution, did not significantly impact self-efficacy (H3d: g = -.18, p > .05). Self-
efficacy had a significant positive association with impulse control (H4b: g = .44, p <.01) and
idea exploration (H7: g = .33, p < .01). Finally impulse control positively affects idea
exploration (H9: f =.33, p <.01).

Table 3
Hypotheses and Standardized Structural Paths

Promotional Model Preventive Model
Hypotheses and Control Variables Model 1*  Model 22 Model 32 Model 48 Model 52 Model 6°
Promotional Model Paths
H1la: Mastery Approach Goal -> Self-Efficacy .64** 27* .38**
H1b: Performance Approach Goal - Self-Efficacy .50%* 31** .36%*
H3a: Locus of Causality > Self-Efficacy 45%* 31** .33%*
H3b: Stability > Self-Efficacy 54%* 19* .30%*
H3c: Control Personal - Self-Efficacy .63** .29%* A2%*
H4a: Self-Efficacy > Goal-Setting -.01 -.26 -
H6: Self-Efficacy - Intrinsic Motivation 15** A8** A4
H5: Goal-Setting = Intrinsic Motivation 12** A8** 50**
H8: Intrinsic Motivation > Idea Generation .66** .33** .36%*
Preventive Model Paths
H2a: Extrinsic Motivation - Mastery Avoidance Goal .00 -.00 -
H2b: Extrinsic Motivation - Performance Avoidance Goal 31** 37 37
H1lc: Mastery Avoidance Goal - Self-Efficacy 29%* .39* .38**
H1d: Performance Avoidance Goal > Self-Efficacy .18* .38** .38**
H3d: Control External - Self-Efficacy -.22%* -.18 -.18
H4b: Self-Efficacy - Impulse Control .29* A4** A4**
H7: Self-Efficacy - Idea Exploration 37* .32%* .33**
H9: Impulse Control - Idea Exploration 57** .33** .33**
Control Variables
Work Experience (1 = Yes, 2 = No) -.09%* -12* -.15% -.15% -12 -11
Gender (1 = Female, 2= Male) -.01 -.01 -.02 -.06 -.02 -.01
Age .27 -.08 .02 .15* A1 .09
Education (Level) -.01 -.02 -.01 -.04 -.08 -.09

Variance Explained (R?)
Mastery Approach Goal 41 .07 14
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Performance Approach Goal .25 .10 13

Locus of Causality .20 .10 A1

Stability .29 .04 .09

Control Personal .39 .08 .18

Intrinsic Motivation 44 A1 13

Goal-Setting .52 .23 .25

Self-Efficacy .55 .18 .19 .34 .39 .39

Control external .05 .03 .03

Mastery Avoidance Goal .09 .15 .15

Performance Avoidance Goal .03 15 15

Impulse Control .33 A1 A1

Extrinsic Motivation .10 14 13
N 295 295 295 316 316 316

Note. * Model not corrected for common method bias; the common method factor not included. 2 Corrected for common method variance, °
Revised Model corrected for common method bias, nonsignificant predictor paths were removed, See Figure 2 and Figure 3. * p <.05; ** p
<.01.

Figure 2
Promotional Model of Major Socio Constructs of Motivation

Figure 3
Preventive Model of Major Socio Constructs of Motivation

Control-External

Idea Exploration

0.33%*

-
M L4
.
Extrinsic Motivation

0.37%*

Performance Avoidance

Impulse Control
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Discussion

There exist different types of self-efficacy, such as task efficacy (described as one’s confidence
in their ability to perform a task), coping efficacy (defined as one’s confidence in their ability
to perform a task under challenging conditions: Rodgers & Sullivan, 2001), and creative self-
efficacy (Tierney & Farmer, 2002). Reviewing items such as “I have confidence in my ability
to solve problems creatively” from Tierney and Farmer’s (2002, p. 1141) creative self-efficacy
scale suggests that extant self-efficacy measures represent the same general self-efficacy,
however, customized for different functional areas and contexts, such as uncertainty or
creativity. On the contrary, our results provided early evidence for further decomposition of
general self-efficacy. We argue for the existence of different possible sub-dimensions of
general self-efficacy labeled here as “promotional self-efficacy” and “preventive self-
efficacy.” Building on the premises of social cognitive learning theory (Bandura, 1997) and
regulatory focus (Higgins, 1998), we define promotional self-efficacy as: “Individuals’
confidence in performing a pleasant task consistent with their inner motives and desires to
enhance their mastery level.” While preventive self-efficacy can be defined as: “Individual’s
confidence in performing a task that is not necessarily pleasant to avoid failure, out of
obligation or an outside source of motivation.”

This finding has potential implications for leadership research. Previous empirical findings
suggest that positive styles of leadership such as ethical leadership (Brown et al., 2005), servant
leadership (Greenleaf, 1970; Zarei et al., 2022b), transformational leadership (Bass &
Steidlmeier, 1999), and authentic leadership (Avolio & Gardner, 2005) through influencing
individuals’ promotion focus enhance their level of creativity (see Kark et al., 2018; Neubert
et al., 2008). Contributing to this line of research, we posit that both regulatory focuses
(promotional and preventive) can contribute to creativity but different dimensions. Further, we
suggest promotional and preventive self-efficacy as chief mediators between leadership and
different dimensions of creative outcome (earlier contributes to originality while later one to
relevancy).

Future Research Directions

The pathway from motivation to behavior goes through outcome expectation (Bandura, 1986)
and intention (Ajzen, 1991). We suggest future research exploring how promotional vs.
preventive self-efficacy sub-constructs can predict outcome expectation and intention given
organizational contexts and job designs (intrinsic and extrinsic motivation). Furthermore,
consistent with creativity literature, we expect the pathway to be moderated by perceived task
difficulty (Amabile, 1983) and emotion. Finally, we presume exploring promotional and
preventive self-efficacy antecedents can be an interesting avenue for future research.

Conclusion

The study reported a network of paths that depicts our efforts toward developing a holistic
model that explains the socio-motivational mechanisms influencing the relationship between
leadership and creativity. Grounding social cognitive theories, we retrieved six major
motivation constructs and developed a new taxonomy (promotional vs. preventive) by applying
regulatory focus theory. Further reviewing the literature, we hypothesized and empirically
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tested a complex network of cause-and-effect among the promotional and preventive
constructs.

All but two study hypotheses were supported (paths from extrinsic motivation to mastery-
avoidance goal; and self-efficacy to goal-setting). Regarding the first nonsignificant path, a
possible explanation is that extrinsic motivation (such as financial incentives) might not fully
stimulate individuals’ cognitive information processes to engage in a task and avoid loss
deeply. However, individuals also need intrinsic motivation toward the task.

In exploring associations among the six major social constructs of motivation applied in
leadership research, we reached two models (promotional vs. preventive model). We suggest
the promotional model as a better fit for investigating affect-based or organizational variables
that require a high degree of original, unparalleled, and unsystematic cognitive information
processing, such as the nexus of leadership and product design, innovation, job crafting, work
engagement, creativity, and trust. However, we suggest the preventive model as a better
alternative to explain the relationship between leadership and organizational variables that
require more conscious, systematic, and focused-based efforts, such as job assessment and
employee turnover.

We argued for two serial mediations to explain how cognitive and environmental factors
influence an individual’s learning and behavior—vViewing individuals as active information
processors who think about the relationship between their behavior and its consequences. The
cognitive processes at work mediate between observing the behavior (stimulus) and imitating
it or not (response), consequently influencing behavior. Thus, this showed serial mediation
processes involving multiple SCT constructs: individual’s 1) perceptions of own ability (i.e.,
self-efficacy and causal attributions), ii) reasons for task engagement (i.e., goal orientation,
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation), and iii) strategies adopted to accomplish a task (i.e., self-
regulation: goal-setting and impulse control).

Limitation

The study was based on a cross-sectional single-sourced sample. Although procedural and
statistical remedies of common method bias were applied, we have not cross-validated the
findings given our sample size, and therefore results may not be generalizable. In addition,
because the goal was to study the socio-motivational constructs at the dimensional level, we
did not consider possible alternative models that involve theoretical second-order structures,
though such models may also provide plausible explanations for our data. Even though given
points as an incentive can result in a higher level of participation, this would decrease the real
participation. Future research should take this into account.
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