
Running head: MOTIVATION & LEADERSHIP PREFERENCE 1 

Linnaeus University 

Faculty of Health and life sciences 

Department of Psychology 

Master Thesis 5PS22E, 30 ECTS 

Spring 2019 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Inherent Motivation and the Leadership Style 

Preferences of Millennials 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

                   Author: Molly McGregor & Julia Kobylinski 

  Supervisor: Rickard Carlsson 

Examiner: Jens Agerström 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



MOTIVATION & LEADERSHIP PREFERENCE 

 

2 

 

 

Abstract 

Existing research on leadership and motivation tends to focus primarily on how leadership 

style influences employee motivation with very little consideration for how follower 

characteristics may influence the preference of the leader. In an attempt to contribute to this 

research gap, this thesis examined whether motivation, as represented by extrinsic and 

intrinsic sources, influences an individual’s preference towards a transactional vs. 

transformational leadership style. This thesis provides further novelty by examining this 

concept on the largely understudied and newest generation to enter the labour market, the 

millennials. To investigate the main research question, 220 Swedish students participated in a 

questionnaire that was designed to assess their motivation and leadership style preference. As 

age, gender and personality were considered as potential predictors in this relationship they 

were also included in the questionnaire as control variables. A multiple regression analysis 

revealed intrinsic motivation to be a significant predictor of transformational leadership 

preference, and extrinsic motivation as a significant predictor of transactional leadership 

preference. These findings provide merit in both the academic and organisational sectors, not 

only contributing empirical evidence to this widely neglected research field, but also in the 

practical utility these results can provide for creating more informed leadership training 

decisions in a bid to recruit, retain and motivate the millennial generation as they enter the 

workforce. 

 

Keywords: Leadership, Motivation, Millennials, Leadership Training. 

 

 

 

Open Science Practices  

This master thesis earned the Open Data and the Open Materials badge for making the data 

and materials available at: https://osf.io/cjftk/files/, as well as the badge for preregistration: 

https://osf.io/cvtks. A member of Open Science Scandinavia (Rickard Carlsson) has verified 

that the open science practices adhere to the defined standards.  

 
 



MOTIVATION & LEADERSHIP PREFERENCE 

 

3 

 

Inherent Motivation and the Leadership Style Preferences of Millennials 

 

In recent decades, a considerable amount of research has examined the relationship 

between leadership style and a broad range of workplace outcomes such as employee well-

being, job satisfaction, and organisational commitment (Bass, 1997; Judge & Piccollo, 2004; 

Zhu, Avolio & Walumbwa, 2009). While these studies provide a worthy insight into which 

leadership styles may produce positive work outcomes, there has been very limited empirical 

research identifying the role follower characteristics play when evaluating the success of 

specific leadership styles (Zhu et al., 2009). Current leadership research and theory have been 

criticised as focusing “almost exclusively on the impact of leaders traits and behaviours on 

followers’ attitudes and behaviours” (Howell & Shamir, 2005, p. 96), seemingly dismissing 

the discernible contention that the leader-follower relationship is in fact an interactive and 

reciprocal process. One of the few studies examining the role of the follower in the leadership 

process highlight the importance of understanding this concept by demonstrating that work 

performance outcomes improve when a leadership style satisfies the implicit preferences of 

the followers (Epitropaki & Martin, 2005). Such findings highlight the practical advantages 

that may be acquired by organisations if further research strives to explore the relationship 

between follower characteristics and leadership preference (Zhu et al., 2009).  

While there exists a myriad of follower characteristics which may influence 

leadership preference, inherent motivation has been an extensively studied construct in this 

particular research domain (Downing, 2015). However, in alignment with the seemingly 

dominant trend of dismissing a follower-centric approach to leadership, most of this research 

examines how leadership style may influence the motivations of the follower with very few 

explicitly examining how an employee’s motivation may lead them to prefer a specific 

leadership style (Zhang & Bartol, 2010). As employee motivation has been recognised as an 

instrumental factor in predicting performance outcomes, turnover tendencies and 

organisational commitment (Downing, 2015) it is important that both researchers and 

organisational practitioners alike strive to gain an enhanced understanding of the motivational 

profiles of their employees. 

By examining and understanding how the motivational profiles of employees 

influence their leadership preferences, organisations can attempt to leverage on employee 

motivational needs as a means to improve organisational success. This research is especially 

warranted considering that in our modern-day society organisations are likely to have a 
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workforce comprised of four different generations of employees who are expected to exhibit 

varying motivational needs (Calk & Patrick, 2017). The most recent and potentially largest 

generational cohort to emerge in the labour force are the millennials (Calk & Patrick, 2017). 

Millennials or sometimes referred to as ‘Generation Y’ are characterized as those born 

roughly between 1982-2000, and account for around 76 million of the world’s population 

(Toossi, 2010). In 2018, the number of millennials in the workforce was estimated at 38.8 

million, accounting for almost half of all employees around the world (Meister & Willyerd, 

2010). While millennials are generally highly educated there have been current challenges 

facing many organisations in regard to how they can recruit, maintain and motivate 

millennial employees (Jenkins, 2008). At present, millennial employees tend to be in the 

early stages of their careers, with the majority of organisational leaders born in the Baby 

Boomers era (born between 1943-1964) and Gen X era (born between 1965-1980) (Calk & 

Patrick, 2017).  

These generational differences within the modern workplace can mean that leaders 

may not hold the same beliefs, attitudes, lifestyles, ethics, and expectations as their millennial 

subordinates. These younger employees have been characterised as “tech savvy, like 

informality, learn quickly, embrace diversity, and need supervision” (Twenge, Campbell, 

Hoffman, & Lance, 2010, p. 1120). Considering these specific characteristics of the 

millennial generation, the leadership practices which proved effective for young workers 

entering the labour market 20 years ago are perhaps no longer relevant (Twenge et al., 2010). 

Therefore, as millennials graduate from further education and begin to enter organisations it 

is vital that organisational leaders attempt to alter and adapt to the work requirements and 

values of a multi-generational workforce in an effort to recruit, motivate, and retain these 

individuals within the labour force (Scandura & Williams, 2000).  

With this apparent need to cater for generational differences, organisations can benefit 

and potentially gain a competitive advantage by understanding how the motivational 

characteristics of millennial employees may influence their preference for a specific type of 

leader (Lancaster & Stillman, 2002). Considering the importance of addressing this issue, the 

aim of this present thesis is to examine the inherent motivational characteristics of millennials 

and their relationship with leadership style preference.  

 

 

 

Literature Review 
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The following section will provide an enhanced discussion of the key themes 

highlighted in the introduction. Firstly, the topic of motivation will be defined and reviewed 

in line with the tenets of the Motivational Sources Inventory (MSI). Secondly, leadership will 

be addressed in terms of transformational and transactional leadership styles, and the concept 

of leadership style preference will be introduced. A review of the motivational needs of 

millennials along with their predicted leadership style preference will then be discussed. 

Finally, this section will conclude with a summary statement explaining the thesis aim and 

rationale followed by the projected research design models, research question and 

hypotheses. 

 

Motivation  

The concept of motivation is defined by Atkinson (1964, p. 2) as “the contemporary 

(immediate) influence on direction, vigor, and persistence of action”, and by Vroom (1964, p 

6), as “a process governing choice made by persons…among alternative forms of voluntary 

activity”. Essentially at the crux of these definitions is the emphasis on motivation as an 

entity which energizes individuals to guide and sustain their behaviour over time (Steers, 

Mowday, & Shapiro, 2004). In the organisational literature, researchers widely focus on 

defining and identifying the characteristics of employees by exploring intrinsic and extrinsic 

factors (Amabile, Hill, Hennessey, & Tighe, 1994). Extrinsic motivation describes an action, 

behaviour or activity which one partakes in as a means to acquire some kind of separable 

outcome (Ryan & Deci, 2000). These outcomes tend to be associated with external benefits 

or rewards that can increase one’s power or position. Such reward contingencies are 

characterized by task non-contingent rewards, task-contingent rewards, and performance 

contingent rewards (Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 1999). In the workplace, these reward 

contingencies normally pertain to outcomes or consequences related to salary, promotion 

opportunities, and occupational status (Twenge, Campbell, Hoffman, & Lance, 2010). 

Intrinsic motivation is considered to encompass four goals or behaviours employed by an 

individual as a means to satiate their intrinsic character: affiliation (satisfying interpersonal 

relationships), community feeling (helpfulness and bettering the world through activism and 

generosity), physical fitness (overall health) and self-acceptance (personal growth) (Kasser & 

Ryan, 1996). In the workplace, intrinsic values tend to relate to the process of work and the 

acquirement of non-material rewards which can include: opportunities for learning, 

participation in decision making, supporting and helping others or society, job security, social 
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rewards acquired from interpersonal relationships in the workplace, and autonomy from 

supervision (Miller, Woehr, & Hudspeth, 2002). 

 

Motivational Sources Inventory.  Barbuto and Scholl (1998) developed an 

integrative model, known as the Motivational Sources Inventory (MSI), to describe the key 

sources of employee motivation in the workplace (see Figure 1).  

 

 

Figure 1. Five Sources of Motivation by Barbuto & Scholl (compiled by author). 

 

This model combines the most dominant theories in the motivation literature, 

including: need-based motivation (Maslow, 1943; McClelland, 1965), value-based 

motivation, hygiene factor-based motivation (Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959), and 

intrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Intrinsic process motivation is described as an 

individual’s pursuit of certain types of work, or engagement in specific actions or behaviours 

solely for the purpose of enjoyment. The external self-concept motivational attribute 

describes an individual’s quest for affirmation of their traits, abilities and values. Internal 

self-concept describes a motivational characteristic which involves the individual establishing 

internal ‘ideal’ standards for themselves and engaging in behaviours in order to achieve these 

‘ideal’ standards. Instrumental motivation describes the idea that one’s actions will lead to 

tangible outcomes, such as monetary or promotional rewards. Finally, goal internalization 
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describes an individual as motivated by their own personal values, this value system 

functions to guide their behaviours and attitudes in the workplace (Leonard, Beauvais, & 

Scholl, 1998). All five of the MSI’s motivational sources are believed reside within every 

individual, albeit in various proportions (Barbuto & Scholl, 1998). An individual’s 

inclination towards inherent intrinsic motivation can be identified by combining the MSI 

subscale measurements of individual intrinsic process, internal self-concept, and goal 

internalization (Barbuto & Scholl, 1998). The inherent extrinsic motivational profile of an 

individual can be measured by combining the MSI subscales of instrumental motivation and 

external self-concept (Barbuto & Scholl, 1998). The MSI has been utilised to measure 

motivation and its relationship with a variety of organisational domains, such as conflict 

management (Barbuto Jr & Xu, 2006), leadership influence strategies (Moss & Barbuto Jr, 

2004), and employee locus of control (Barbuto & Story, 2008). Thus, the MSI’s practicality 

in the field of organisational research justifies its utility as a relevant measure of inherent 

motivation in this present thesis.  

 

Leadership  

The following section will introduce the concept of transformational and transactional 

leadership styles. Although there is a multitude of leadership theories to draw on, 

transformational and transactional leadership styles are among the most predominantly 

referenced in the leadership literature and will therefore be the sole focus of this thesis in 

relation to leadership style preference (Bono & Judge, 2004). 

 

Transformational leadership.  A key facet of transformational leadership is the 

motivation of employees through the achievement of the team or organisation's goals (Burns, 

1978). The transformational leader will attempt to enhance the awareness and interests of 

their followers in relation to the mission and purpose of the organisation, as a collective force 

(Bass, 1990). Thus, transformational leaders encourage their followers to consider their job 

role as a collective endeavour, rather than one based on self-interests (Bass, 1990). 

Furthermore, followers often have feelings of trust, admiration and loyalty towards their 

transformational leader, which in turn enhances their motivation to engage in extra-role 

behaviours (Bass, 1985). Transformational leadership is characterised by three key 

dimensions: intellectual stimulation, individualised consideration, and inspirational 

motivation (Bass, 1985). Intellectual stimulation describes leader’s encouragement towards 

followers to creatively provide novel solutions to old problems (Bass, 1985). Individualised 
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consideration pertains to the leader’s engagement as a mentor, and confidant, to whom the 

follower can seek feedback and recognition (Bass, 1985). Finally, inspirational motivation 

describes how the leader passionately encourages followers to follow the idealized goal of the 

organisation as a collective group (Hater & Bass, 1988). 

 

Transactional leadership.  Transactional leadership is characterized by the 

reciprocal exchanges which occur between the leader and follower as a means to enhance 

organisational effectiveness and generate individual gains (Burns, 1978). Transactional 

leaders tend to explain what is required by their followers and the rewards they will acquire if 

they adhere to and fulfil these requirements (Bass, 1990). Thus, the transactional leader uses 

extrinsic tools such as recognition, feedback, monetary rewards and promotional incentives 

as a means to reward well-performing employees and to get things done in the workplace 

(Bass, 1990). Conversely, the transactional leader will penalise in the form of threat or 

discipline if the employee does not adequately fulfil the goal requirements expected of them 

(Bass, 1990).  

 

Leadership style preference.  Leadership style preference is characterized by an 

individual's perceived preference for a specific style of leadership, in that this kind of leader 

will satisfy their expectations and needs (Ehrhart & Klein, 2001). Leadership style 

preferences are believed to have the capacity to predict an individual’s actual response to 

working with the identified ‘preferred’ leader (Erhart & Klein, 2001). Despite the practical 

utility of understanding employee leadership preferences, the research in this field is 

currently limited in scope. Boatwright and Forrest (2000) propose that the reason for this 

apparent gap is due to the overarching focus empirical research places on investigating 

effective leadership strategies as an outcome and function of the leader’s qualities, rather than 

a follower-centric approach. As a result, the role of the employee as a key facet in appraising 

and legitimizing effective leadership styles is left widely unacknowledged (Hollander, 1992). 

Such neglect of employee leadership preferences is surprising considering the seemingly 

palpable concept that without followers, there are no leaders (Boatwright & Forrest, 2000). 

Rather than viewing leadership as a solitary component the leader-follower relationship must 

therefore be considered as a reciprocal process which holds the capacity to influence an 

expanse range of work-related outcomes such as employee productivity, commitment, morale 

and job satisfaction (Boatwright & Forrest, 2000). 
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Millennial Motivation & Leadership Preference 

The following section will examine the motivational qualities of millennials through 

the dyadic (extrinsic/intrinsic) lens of the MSI and the extent to which these qualities may 

influence their preference for a specific leader. 

As millennials enter the workforce they are considered to bring with them: fresh 

ideas, new behaviours, and innovative solutions (Anderson, Baur, Griffith, & Buckley, 2017). 

While the existence of a distinct motivational profile of the millennial employee yields 

conflicting arguments, there appears to exist an agreement that millennials will differ 

characteristically from their previous-generation superiors (Anderson et al., 2017). It is well-

known that in order for a leader to be successful, they must adapt and customize their 

leadership style to align with the current situation and the requirements and needs of their 

followers (Fiedler & Garcia, 1987). Therefore, the practical utility of understanding the link 

between a millennials’ motivational characteristics and their subsequent leadership style 

preference, is of paramount importance to provide at least some contribution to the effective 

and successful leading of this particular generation. 

Boredom has been cited as a primary reason for millennials early exit from a job role, 

which may suggest they favour a leader who provides them with enhanced responsibility, 

role variation and the feeling that their contribution has a significant impact on both the 

organisation and other group members (Twenge, Campbell, Hoffman, & Lance, 2010). 

Therefore, the transformational leadership style may somewhat appeal to the intrinsic 

motivational profile of millennials, namely the individualized consideration and intellectual 

stimulation components of the model, which emphasize personal growth and creativity (Bass, 

1990). Furthermore, millennials exhibit a need for constant recognition and feedback from 

their superiors (Myers & Sadaghiani, 2010) while maintaining the feeling of autonomy and 

freedom from constant supervision, and are also found to value emotional support, guidance 

and individual consideration (Campione, 2015). These requirements may align well with the 

behaviours of the transformational leader who consider the unique and individual qualities of 

each follower and aims to inspire rather than control (Graen & Schiemann, 2013). 

On the other hand, Twenge (2010) suggests that millennial employees are also 

motivated by extrinsic rewards and namely the attainment of their own individual goals and 

success, rather than those of the organisation. This contention was further illustrated by 

Krahn & Galambos (2014) who compared Gen X work values with those of millennials and 

found that millennials had a stronger sense of ‘job entitlement’ and extrinsic value focus such 

as the attainment of rewards including money, promotion, status, prestige and respect 
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(Twenge, Campbell, Hoffman, & Lance, 2010). As transactional leaders utilise extrinsic tools 

such as promotional possibilities and tangible rewards as a tactic to encourage employee 

performance, their leadership style is likely to appeal to these motivational characteristics of 

the millennial individual (Bass, 1990). The rewards provided by the transactional leader are 

not always necessarily monetary but can also include intangible, psychological rewards such 

as flexi-time, feedback and goal setting initiatives (Lee & Lee, 2013). In fact, it is suggested 

that millennials are more likely to prefer these non-monetary rewards and tend to value 

leaders who utilize recognition and positive reinforcement into their reward incentives (Lee 

& Lee, 2013). The transactional leader is also characterised as conveying the goals and 

targets required by their followers to achieve in a way that is unambiguous and concrete 

(Moss & Ngu, 2006). Such communication techniques may appeal to the extrinsic 

motivational characteristics of millennials who are found to favour clear instructions and 

guidelines in their job role requirements (Twenge & Campbell, 2009). 

Considering the evidence presented, it appears that millennials are an eclectic 

generational cohort reflecting both intrinsic and extrinsic motivational qualities. It is also 

apparent that both dimensions of this motivational dyad are aligned with specific leadership 

qualities. By this means, the intrinsic motivational qualities of the millennial can perhaps be 

satisfied by the transformational leader, and the extrinsic needs by the transactional leader. 

 

Personality and Demographic Variables 

While personality and demographic variables (age and gender) are not the principle 

focus of this present thesis, there is evidence to suggest that they may have the potential to 

influence the motivation-leadership preference relationship. Therefore, as a means to justify 

the inclusion of these variables in the research model the following section will assess the 

empirical evidence which lay support to this claim. 

Previous research has examined personality as a predictor of leadership style 

preference (Ehrhart & Klein, 2001; Moss & Ngu, 2006). Personality traits such as 

extraversion and conscientiousness are found to significantly predict employee’s preference 

for transformational leaders, and openness to experience and agreeableness are demonstrated 

as having a negative association with transactional leadership preferences (Moss & Ngu, 

2006). Despite these findings, there still remains limited research which explicitly examines 

the relationship between personality and preferred leadership style (Moss & Ngu, 2006). 

Nonetheless, it is still important for the validity of this present thesis that personality is 

considered as a potential predictor of leadership style preference. Researchers in the field of 
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personality consider the Big Five to encapsulate almost all personality scales, and the 

measure currently prevails as the most widely used and accepted tool of personality trait 

classification worldwide (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Costa Jr & McRae, 1992; Judge, Bono, 

Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002). Therefore, personality as characterised by the ‘Big Five’ traits 

(Openness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Neuroticism & Agreeableness) will be 

measured as a control variable. 

Although limited, there is evidence to suggest that gender may influence an 

individual's preference for leadership style (Vecchio & Boatwright, 2002). For example, 

research has shown that women show a stronger preference for transformational leadership 

compared to transactional leadership, particularly in relation to transformational leadership 

behaviours such as support, coaching and collaboration (Vecchio & Boatwright, 2002). 

Similarly, Boatwright and Forrest (2000) suggest that females possess a stronger affiliation 

towards leadership styles which satisfy and support their relational needs. However, more 

recent research has contradicted these findings suggesting that there are no gender differences 

between an individual’s preference for a transactional or transformational leadership style 

(Poulson, Smith, Hood, Arthur, & Bazemore, 2011). Such mixed results are also reflected in 

the motivation and gender literature (D’Lima, Winsler, & Kitsantas, 2014) with some studies 

implying that women are more extrinsically motivated than men (Davis, Winsler, & 

Middleton, 2006). However, it is important to note that these studies report the motivational 

profiles of males and females in an educational setting rather than the workplace, thus it is 

difficult to apply these findings to the present thesis. While it remains unclear the extent to 

which gender may influence both an individual's preference for leadership style and their 

motivational profile, gender will be controlled for in this present analysis in order to separate 

any potential effects it may exert on our results.  

Finally, age was also contemplated as a potential predictor variable in the motivation 

and leadership preference relationship. Despite the contention that in examining a specific 

generational cohort one can expect this group of individuals to share similar dispositions and 

values, it is important to consider that the millennial cohort birth year parameters cover an 

age range of 18 years (Kossek & Misra, 2008). Thus, while these individuals are likely to 

share comparable historical and social life references and experiences, those at the extreme 

ends of the millennial generational scale are most likely to exhibit marked differences in their 

characteristics (Markert, 2004). Inter-generational differences with regards to age have been 

examined within the millennial cohort, and the findings predominantly reflect differences in 

life circumstances and life events (Markert, 2004). For example, early millennials (currently 
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in their late teens/early twenties) are still likely to be dating, whereas late millennials (late 

twenties/early thirties) are more likely in a committed relationship, married, or have children 

(Markert, 2004). Thus, it is possible that these age-related life course differences have the 

potential to influence an individual’s inherent characteristics (Kossek & Misra, 2008). 

Maccoby (2004) proposes that employees with a family generally have an increased need for 

flexibility in their work environment and will subsequently display a decreased preference for 

traditional leadership styles. Likewise, it is likely that millennials in their early thirties for 

example will show a higher repertoire of previous work experience than millennials in their 

early twenties. Kuron and colleagues propose that millennials may differ in regard to work 

values depending on their level of work experience (Kuron, Lyons, Schweitzer, & Ng, 2014). 

The authors highlight variation in the emphasis pre-career and working millennials place on 

work-related motivators, reflecting differences in intrinsic and extrinsic factors such as 

interesting work, achievement, and salary expectations. Moreover, Arnett (2001) claims that 

individuals only begin to acknowledge themselves as ‘adults’ during their late twenties and 

early thirties. The author argues that this shift in identity co-occurs with enhanced feelings of 

individualism and self-responsibility. As these shifts in self-perception align with the 

individual qualities encouraged by the transformational leader such as freedom in one’s 

decision making and enhanced autonomy, it can be postulated that there may occur age 

related differences within the millennial cohort in relation to leadership preferences. Taking 

these findings into consideration, it is possible that age may act as a potential predictor 

variable in the motivation/leadership relationship and will therefore be controlled alongside 

personality and gender in the research model. 

 

Significance of this Study 

As the millennial generation already comprise almost half of the workforce 

worldwide it is important that current leaders try to understand and adapt their leadership 

style to the motivational needs of millennial employees as a means to recruit and retain these 

employees within their organisation. It is commonplace in the leadership preference literature 

that the employee is required to rate and express the effectiveness of their current leader, and 

the extent to which they are satisfied with that particular style of leadership (Boatwright & 

Forrest, 2000). While these results are useful, they merely provide an insight into follower 

satisfaction with their current leader rather than an understanding of an individual's ideal 

leader, and of increasing concern and rationale for this present thesis, there is found to be a 

distinct disparity between a follower’s ‘ideal’ leader and their current leader (Boatwright & 
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Forrest, 2000). As this present study will examine an individual's leadership style preference 

before they enter the workforce it has the potential to provide a worthy insight into leadership 

preferences from a solely follower-centric perspective, a finding which may contribute in the 

future to turning an individual’s ‘ideal’ leader into a reality. Additionally, in examining how 

motivational characteristics influence a millennial’s preference towards a specific leadership 

style, organisations can make better and informed decisions regarding leadership training and 

development targeted at managing this specific generational cohort. 

 

Research Question and Hypotheses 

To summarize this literature review, the transformational leader places emphasis on 

intrinsic motivations, encouraging followers to adapt and develop their values, self-

affirmations and psychological needs (Fein, Tznier & Vasiliu, 2010). Conversely, 

transactional leadership behaviours tend to involve adapting the workplace environment in a 

bid to enable employees to achieve the organisational goals whilst accumulating rewards, 

thus the transactional leader places a primary emphasis on the extrinsic motivations of the 

followers (Fein et al., 2010). Finally, age, gender and personality are follower characteristics 

which may have the potential to predict inherent motivation and leadership style preference. 

Figure 2 and Figure 3 depict the research design models which will be tested. 

Extrinsic and intrinsic motivation are hypothesised to predict an individual's preference for 

both transformational and transactional leadership styles when controlling for age, gender 

and personality. The hypothesised directions of these associations are indicated in the model 

and are denoted as follows: (+) = positive association; (-) = negative association. 

 

 

Figure 2. Motivation and Transformational Leadership (Model 1) 
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Figure 3. Motivation and Transactional Leadership (Model 2) 

 

Considering the importance of this research as affirmed in the literature review, this 

present thesis will examine the relationship between individual inherent motivation and 

leadership style preference in order to answer the following question: How does a 

millennial’s inherent motivation influence their preference for leadership style when 

controlling for age, gender and personality? The following hypotheses will also be tested: 

Hypothesis 1: Inherent intrinsic motivation should be positively associated with 

preference towards a transformational leadership style. 

Hypothesis 2: Inherent extrinsic motivation should be inversely associated with a 

preference towards a transformational leadership style. 

Hypothesis 3:  Inherent intrinsic motivation should be inversely associated with a 

preference towards a transactional leadership style. 

Hypothesis 4: Inherent extrinsic motivation should be positively associated with a 

preference towards a transactional leadership style. 

 

Method 

The initial stages of the study involved the pre-registering of the thesis plan on the 

Open Science Framework. All the data and materials are openly available on 

(https://osf.io/cjftk/). Items included in the pre-registration were as follows: the research 

rationale, hypotheses, design and analytic approach. Pre-registration is an open research 

practice which allows the opportunity for a peer review of the proposal prior to any research 

commencing, the peer review is essentially to decide whether the research proposal is to be 

accepted, revised or rejected (Gonzales & Cunningham, 2015). Pre-registration is considered 

good scientific practice as not only does it lead to a reduction in false-positive publications, 

https://osf.io/cjftk/
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but the theoretical background and hypothetical rationale included in the research proposal 

tend to be more concise and well-established as they are developed prior to collecting or 

viewing any data or results (Gonzales & Cunningham, 2015). Upon completion of the study, 

both the complete data set, and analysis syntax were uploaded on the OSF. The final thesis 

paper was then prepared and submitted once again for peer review to ensure there were no 

deviations or modifications to the pre-registered research design without providing an 

adequate explanation for the disparities or changes (Center for Open Science, 2015). The 

present thesis had no deviations or modifications from the proposal pre-registered on the 

OSF. Any conclusions or results drawn from variables that were not included in our pre-

registered hypotheses have been explicitly stated as exploratory in nature. 

 

Participants 

The total sample size was 220 participants, with participant age ranging from 19-36 

years old (M = 23.6, SD = 3.13). One hundred and forty-five participants were female (M= 

23.3, SD = 3.21), and 75 were male (M = 24.1, SD = 2.9). The participants were Swedish 

students attending Linnaeus University in Växjö, Sweden. According to Schönbrodt and 

Perugini (2013) sample correlations converge to the population value with increasing sample 

size, but the estimates are often inaccurate in small samples. The authors suggest that in 

typical scenarios n should approach 250 for stable estimates. Therefore, we used this 

recommendation as the rationale for our projected sample size of 250 participants. Initially 

250 questionnaires were distributed, however it was expected that not all participants who 

completed the questionnaire would satisfy the age criteria (born 1982-2000). Therefore, it 

was decided that if over 10 participants did not meet the age criteria, data would be collected 

in batches of 30 until a sample of 250 participants was obtained. Following this sampling 

method, a total of 279 participants satisfying the age criteria were recruited. However, in the 

analysis stage, 59 of these participants had to be removed due to incomplete and/or missing 

data, thus bringing the final sample size to 220. 

 

Materials 

Participants completed a self-administered questionnaire (see Appendix A) that 

included the Motivation Sources Inventory (MSI; Barbuto & Scholl, 1998), the IPIP- NEO 

scale (Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, & Lucas, 2006) and the Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire Rater Form (MLQ; Bass, 1985), which was adapted to identify the preferred 

behaviour of a leader, rather than the actual behaviour of a leader. Unlike the IPIP-NEO, an 
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already translated Swedish version of the MSI and MLQ could not be obtained. Therefore, 

both scales were translated by the Swedish speaking researcher. As a means to verify these 

translations, both the original English questionnaires and their translated versions were 

further examined and corrected by three independent Swedish speakers at the university. The 

questionnaires were scored using specific scoring keys acquired from the literature (see 

Appendix B). 

 

Motivation.  The Motivation Sources Inventory (Barbuto & Scholl, 1998) offers a 

validated measure to investigate five sources of motivation: intrinsic process, instrumental, 

self-concept-external, self-concept-internal, and goal internalization motivation. The MSI 

contained 30 questions by which participants were required to answer using a five-point 

Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). An individual’s 

prevalence for inherent intrinsic motivation was measured by combining subscales 

measurements of individual intrinsic process (α = .52; ω = .55), internal self-concept (α = .65; 

ω = .65), and goal internalization (α =.7; ω = .7). The combination of these subscales 

produced an overall reliability of (α =.76; ω = .78). An individual’s prevalence for extrinsic 

motivation was measured by combining the subscales of instrumental motivation (α = .57; ω 

= .58) and external self-concept characteristics (α =.54; ω = .56). The combination of these 

subscales produced an overall reliability of: α =.67; ω = .68. When all subscales were 

combined the MSI showed an overall reliability of: α = .77, ω = .79. As Cronbach’s alpha 

and McDonalds omega exceeds .7, the scale can be considered as having good internal 

consistency (Taber, 2018). 

 

Personality.  The IPIP-NEO includes items that measure 30 facets of the Big Five on 

a 5-point scale (Donnellan, Oswald, Baird & Lucas, 2006). This present thesis used a 

Swedish translated version called the IPIP-30 NEO (Bäckström, 2010). This specific 

instrument is designed with six items representative of each Big Five personality trait, where 

participants were required to rate from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). The 

translated instrument produced a Cronbach’s alpha value of .6 and a McDonald’s omega 

value of .66. As both values lie below .7 the internal consistency of the scale is deemed as 

modest, but satisfactory (Taber, 2018). Cronbach’s alpha and McDonald’s omega for the trait 

subscales are as follows; α = .8, ω = .8 (Neuroticism), α = .77, ω = .77 (Extraversion), α = 

.72, ω = .73(Openness), α = .61, ω = .63 (Agreeableness), and α = .75, ω = .78 

(Conscientiousness).  
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Leadership preference.  The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-rater 

form) established by Bass (1985) provides a validated measure to identify specific leadership 

styles: laissez-faire, transactional, charismatic, and transformational behaviours. The 

questionnaire used in this present thesis was adapted to investigate the leadership style 

preferences of the participants. The questionnaire consisted of 45 leader behaviours by which 

participants were required to rate from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) according 

to their preference of leader. Although the questionnaire measured four leadership styles, this 

thesis only used the data correspondent to transformational and transactional leadership 

styles. The subscale for transformational leadership showed good internal consistency, α = 

.87, ω = .89, and the subscale for transactional leadership showed satisfactory internal 

consistency, α = .66, ω = .68 (Taber, 2018). When all subscales were combined the MLQ 

showed a good overall internal consistency with Cronbach’s alpha and McDonalds omega 

demonstrating values of above .7; α = .87, ω = .9 (Taber, 2018). 

 

Design and Procedure 

The study followed a cross-sectional design with two multiple regression models used 

in the analysis. A convenience sampling method was used whereby participants were 

approached in their university setting and asked to answer a set of questions using pen and 

paper. The questionnaire booklet included the MSI, MLQ, and IPIP-NEO, and an explanatory 

statement. Participants were also asked to provide their age and gender. All scales and 

instructions were in Swedish. The explanatory statement illustrated that participation was 

voluntary and that the information provided was anonymous. Participants were also informed 

of how long it would roughly take to complete the questionnaire (15minutes), as well as a 

general idea of the study purpose.  

 

Statistical considerations.  Model 1 applied transformational leadership preference 

as the dependent variable and Model 2 applied transactional leadership preference as the 

dependent variable. Both models included the same key independent variables and covariates. 

The two independent variables considered focal in all four of our research hypotheses were 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. The other independent variables were considered as 

controls: age, gender, personality (in total 5 variables). As this analysis tested four 

hypotheses, a more stringent alpha level of 1 % was used as the cut-off instead of 5%. 
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Additionally, as all our hypothesis were directional, one-sided significance tests were 

calculated. 

 

Results 

 

Confirmatory Findings 

In order to examine the correlation structure between all of the variables, a 

correlational analysis was initially conducted. To further examine the effect of intrinsic and 

extrinsic motivation on leadership style preferences, two multiple regression analyses using 

the Enter method were conducted. The first multiple regression analysis tested Model 1 and 

examined the relationship between inherent motivation (intrinsic/extrinsic motivation) and 

transformational leadership preference while controlling for personality (Big Five traits), age, 

and gender. The second multiple regression analysis tested Model 2 and examined the 

relationship between inherent motivation (intrinsic/extrinsic motivation) and transactional 

leadership preference while controlling for personality (Big five traits), age, and gender. As 

both analyses used the Enter method, all variables were entered in one step. Before 

conducting these analyses, statistical assumptions were investigated alongside any evidence 

of outliers. These preliminary analyses revealed no violations of normality, homoscedasticity, 

linearity or multicollinearity. Additionally, no outliers or influential observations were 

uncovered.  

Table 1 presents the results of the correlational analysis and includes the descriptive 

statistics and Pearson's correlation for all variables. A statistically significant positive 

association was found between intrinsic motivation and transformational leadership 

preference r (218) = .50, p < .001. The findings also indicate a significant positive association 

between extrinsic motivation and transactional leadership style preference r (218) = .43, p < 

.001. As Pearson’s correlation values lie between 0.4 and 0.6 for both findings, a moderate 

association between the variables can be assumed (Dancey & Reidy, 2007). Figure 4 and 5 

summarize the results of the correlational analysis in the form of density plots and scatter 

plots. These plots reflect the distribution of the data between each leadership style 

(transformational and transactional, respectively) and the two motivation variables 

(intrinsic/extrinsic). Figure 4 illustrates a moderately strong positive linear association 

between transformational leadership and intrinsic motivation with a few potential outliers. 

Similarly, Figure 5 depicts a moderately strong positive linear relationship between 

transactional leadership and extrinsic motivation with a few potential outliers. 
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In relation to the control variables, gender was found to indicate a significant negative 

association with both transformational leadership preference, r (218) = -.26, p < .001, and 

intrinsic motivation, r (218) = -.26, p <.001. The personality variable of openness showed a 

significant positive association between intrinsic motivation r (218) = .23, p <.001, and 

transformational leadership preference, r (218) = .27, p <.001. Agreeableness indicated a 

significant negative association between extrinsic motivation r (218) = -.27, p <.001, and 

transactional leadership preference r (218) = -.27, p < .001. Pearson’s correlation proved 

weak for all of the above-mentioned control variable relationships by indicating a value of 

below +0.3 and -0.3 (Dancey & Reidy, 2007). There were no statistically significant 

associations between age and the other variables.  

 

Table 1.  

Means, Standard Deviations and Pearson’s Correlation Matrix for all Variables (n = 220) 

 

Note: M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively 

* p < .001, ** Correlations between gender and all variables are point biserial, *** As gender is a binary 

nominal variable its values have been reported as a proportion  (a = female. b= male) rather than as a mean and 

standard deviation. 
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Figure 4. Density Plots, Scatter Plots and the Correlation Statistics for Motivation and 

Transformational Leadership Variables 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Density Plots, Scatter Plots and Correlation Statistics for Motivation and 

Transactional Leadership Variables 
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The next stage in the analysis was to conduct a multiple regression analysis for each 

research model, this was to determine whether the associations found between leadership 

style and motivation would withstand after controlling for personality, age and gender.  

Table 2 represents the values that emerged from the first regression analysis 

examining Model 1, i.e., whether motivation as measured by intrinsic and extrinsic 

dimensions can predict a preference towards a transformational leadership style.  

 

Table 2.  

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis Examining whether Intrinsic and Extrinsic 

Motivation Predicts Millennial Preference towards Transformational Leadership (N=220) 

Variable         B SE(B) β            t Sig.(p) 

Neuroticism         -.10 .13 -.05 -.76 .45 

Extraversion         -.06 .14 -.03 -.42 .67 

Openness         .35 .12 -.19 3.04 .00* 

Agreeableness         .24 .17 .09 1.45 .16 

Conscientiousness         .10 .16 .04 .65 .53 

Extrinsic         .18 .10 .12 1.83 .07 

Intrinsic         .48 .08 .39 6.01 .00* 

Gender         -1.97 1.32 -.10 -1.49 .14 

Age         -.24 .18 -.08 -1.35 .18 

Note. R2 = .318, * p < .001. 

 

The regression equation was statistically significant F (9, 219), 10.87, p = <.001, R2 

=.32, indicating that the model is a good predictor of the outcome. The regression analysis 

also revealed that 31.8% of the total variance can be explained by the predictor variables.  
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Intrinsic motivation is the variable with the strongest contribution to explaining the 

outcome when the variance explained by all the other variables in the model is controlled for. 

It was found that intrinsic motivation significantly predicted transformational leadership style 

preferences (β = .39, p < .001). Therefore, we can conclude that Hypothesis 1 has been 

supported, in that inherent intrinsic motivation is positively associated with transformational 

leadership style preference. However, extrinsic motivation had no significant relationship 

with transformational leadership style preference (β = .12, p > .01). Therefore, Hypothesis 2 

which states that extrinsic motivation had an inverse relationship with transformational 

leadership style preference was not supported by the results. 

 

Table 3 represents the values that emerged from the second regression analysis 

examining Model 2, i.e., whether motivation as measured by intrinsic and extrinsic 

dimensions can predict a preference towards a transactional leadership style. 

The regression equation was statistically significant F (9, 219), 7.32, p = <.001, R2 

=.25, indicating that the model is a good predictor of the outcome. The regression analysis 

also revealed that 24.9% of the total variance can be explained by the predictor variables. 

Extrinsic motivation is the variable with the strongest contribution to explaining the outcome 

than the other variables in the model. It was found that extrinsic motivation significantly 

predicted transactional leadership style preference (β = .37, p < .001). Hypothesis 3 

postulated an inverse relationship between intrinsic motivation and transactional leadership 

style preference, however our results revealed a non-significant association between the two 

variables, rendering Hypothesis 3 as unsupported by our results (β = .09, p >.01). However, 

we can conclude that Hypothesis 4 has been supported as extrinsic motivation was found to 

have a significant positive association with transactional leadership style preference.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



MOTIVATION & LEADERSHIP PREFERENCE 

 

23 

Table 3.  

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis Examining whether Intrinsic and Extrinsic 

Motivation Predicts Millennial Preference towards Transactional Leadership (N=220) 

Variable         B SE(B) β      t  Sig.(p)                                                   

Neuroticism         .13 .10 .09 1.28 .20                                                   

Extraversion         -.02 .11 -.01 -.18 .86                                                   

Openness         .06 .09 .05 .71 .48                                                   

Agreeableness         -.31 .13 -.17 -2.43 .02*                                                   

Conscientiousness         .02 .12 .01 .13 .90                                                   

Extrinsic         .40 .08 .37 5.38 .00**                                                   

Intrinsic         .08 .06 .09 1.33 .18                                                   

Gender         1.17 .10 .08 1.18 .24                                                   

Age         .16 .13 .07 1.20 .23                                                   

Note. R2 = .249, * p < .01, ** p < .001. 

 

Exploratory Findings 

As there were no specific hypotheses regarding the control variables in the pre-

registration any reported observations of these variables are purely exploratory in nature. In 

Model 1, the personality trait of openness was found to be a significant predictor of 

transformational leadership style preferences (β =.19, p < .001). In Model 2, the personality 

trait of agreeableness was found to be a significant predictor of transactional leadership style 

preferences (β = -.17, p = .02).  
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Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between millennials’ 

inherent motivational characteristics and their preference for a leadership style. Following an 

extensive review of the literature regarding motivation and leadership style preference it was 

highlighted that the motivational profile of millennials’ which reflect both extrinsic and 

intrinsic sources are likely to influence their preference for transactional and transformational 

leaders. This research was conducted partly to help bridge the research gap which currently 

exists in relation to leadership from a follower-centric perspective. However, it also helps to 

provide an empirical basis that can be utilised by organisations and practitioners to 

understand how motivation is associated with the leadership preferences of the upcoming 

generation in the labour market, and to subsequently align leadership development incentives 

and training programmes accordingly. Based on the empirical evidence congregated and 

analysed in this study, the following section will discuss the conclusions, implications, 

limitations and recommendations associated with these findings. 

 

Inherent Motivation and Transformational Leadership Preference 

The present thesis makes a clear distinction regarding the association between 

inherent motivation and leadership style preference. By this means, our line of research and 

hypotheses 1 and 2 anticipated a distinct positive and negative association between 

transformational leadership preference and intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, respectively. 

The results confirmed hypothesis 1, indicating a positive correlation between intrinsic 

motivation and transformational leadership style that remained both significant and a similar 

size even after adjusting for potential confounds. Although the research design does not allow 

for causal claims, the findings can still be beneficial in predicting potential relationships. 

Consistent with existing literature that illustrates a relationship between an individual’s 

motivational profile and their preference for a specific leader (Chou, 2012; Graen & 

Schiemann, 2013; Lee & Lee, 2013; Twenge & Campbell, 2009), the results of this thesis 

suggest that a millennials’ inherent intrinsic motivation can predict to an extent their 

preference for leaders to display transformational leadership styles. The findings contribute to 

previous evidence which suggests that certain qualities of the transformational leader such as 

encouraged personal growth, enhanced responsibility, and feelings of contribution to the 

organisation and team, are associated with an individual's intrinsic needs (Twenge, Campbell, 

Hoffman, & Lance, 2010).   
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Although the results confirmed intrinsic motivation as a significant predictor of 

transformational leadership preference, they did not support hypothesis 2 which proposed 

that extrinsic motivation would predict a lowered preference for transformational leadership 

style. Thus, suggesting that perhaps the relationship between motivation and leadership 

preference may not be so clearly defined. While previous research attains that 

transformational leadership predominantly appeals to the intrinsic needs of the individual 

(Twenge & Campbell, 2009), it may be unjust to assume that this style of leadership will be 

negatively received by an individual who is primarily driven by extrinsic motivations. Rather, 

an individual’s motivation may not be exclusively extrinsic or intrinsic, and while an 

individual may exhibit a primarily intrinsic motivational profile, it does not infer a complete 

absence of extrinsic motivational characteristics, and vice versa (Amabile, 1997). Therefore, 

one type of motivation does not necessarily have to attenuate the other, but rather they co-

exist within the individuals overall motivational profile (Amabile, Hill, Hennessey & Tighe, 

1994). Likewise, certain aspects of transformational leadership, although not overt in nature, 

may appeal to the extrinsic needs of an individual. For example, while transformational 

leadership is not commonly associated with the tangible rewards associated with extrinsic 

motivational sources such as monetary or promotional gains, the transformational leader will 

often attempt to motivate employees through rewards such as social and authority exchanges 

(Cardona, 2000). Thus, a key element of extrinsic motivation, reward attainment, may in fact 

be offered by the transformational leader, which in turn could serve to satisfy the extrinsic 

motivational needs of the follower (Liu, 2007). To summarize, the finding that extrinsic 

motivation is not a predictor of transformational leadership style preference may suggest that 

this style of leadership may still reflect some extrinsically appealing qualities, or alternatively 

the motivational profile of an individual is characteristic of an interplay between extrinsic and 

intrinsic sources. 

 

Inherent Motivation and Transactional Leadership Preference 

Hypotheses 3 and 4 concerned the exploration of inherent extrinsic and intrinsic 

motivation as potential predictors of transactional leadership style. The findings support 

hypothesis 4 which suggests that inherent extrinsic motivation is a predictor of an 

individual’s preference towards a transactional leadership style. While no causal associations 

can be assumed from these results, these findings may suggest that qualities of the 

transactional leader such as rewards, clear instructions and guidelines (Twenge & Campbell, 

2009) may appeal to the extrinsic motivations of a millennial individual. 



MOTIVATION & LEADERSHIP PREFERENCE 

 

26 

Although our study confirmed inherent extrinsic motivation as a predictor of 

transactional leadership style preference, hypothesis 3 which suggests that inherent intrinsic 

motivation will be inversely correlated with this specific leadership style, was not confirmed. 

As previously mentioned, these findings may reveal the blurred line that exists between 

extrinsic and intrinsic motivational profiles or may reflect an overlap in the motivational 

qualities offered by the two respective leaders.  

 

Implications and Practical Application 

The implications of our thesis are two-fold, providing the groundwork for further 

research in the academic sector and an incentive for practical utility in the organisational 

field. A review of previous literature in this field revealed an established tendency for 

researchers to examine how the motivational characteristics of the follower are influenced by 

a specific style of leadership, rather than the contrary. Thus, the present thesis makes a 

necessary contribution to the gap which currently exists in the follower-leadership literature 

by examining leadership from a purely follower-centric perspective. Additionally, the 

implications of this present thesis can be applied to core areas of organisational functions, 

including recruitment, talent management, and positive work outcomes. 

From, a recruitment perspective, previous research has proposed that potential new 

recruits are to some extent, likely to base their employment decisions on their perceptions of 

their future leader (Rynes, 1991). Therefore, in a situation whereby a prospective employee 

has two potential job propositions, their perception of the future relationship they will have 

with the leader of that organisation may have the capacity to influence their final employment 

decision (Ehrhart & Klein, 2001). For example, an individual who favours clear guidelines, 

reward incentives, and feedback is more inclined, as our findings imply, to pursue 

employment opportunities with a transactional leader, rather than a transformational leader.  

In our modern-day society, the workplace is constantly changing in regard to 

organisational culture (Bjugstad, Thach, Thompson, & Morris, 2006). Traditional authority 

hierarchies are almost a notion of the past, with the space between leader and follower edging 

closer due to expanding social technologies and the easy accessibility of information, which 

serves to empower employees with knowledge about one’s company and leader that was 

formerly only privy to those in a superior position (Cross & Parker, 2004). Furthermore, 

well-known corporate scandals in recent years, such as those that occurred at Enron and 

Adelphia, have most likely disrupted the trust millennials place in top leadership, not to 

mention the already detrimental effects that frequent organisational downsizing, mergers and 
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acquisitions have endured on these relationships (Bjugstad et al., 2006). This pending demise 

of organisational hierarchy and respect for authority figures signals the need for a follower-

centric approach to motivating employees, as clearly in a climate of mistrust and uncertainty, 

a leader-focused approach at motivating employees seems like a fruitless endeavour. 

Mumford and colleagues (Mumford, Dansereau, & Yammarino, 2000) highlight that if a 

follower perceives similarities between themselves and their leader in terms of values and 

beliefs, the follower is less likely to seek empowerment, and rather, is more inclined to trust 

that their leader will act in their best interest. Similarly, according to Ehrhart & Klein (2001), 

as follower preference for a specific leader increases the follower is likely to (a) undertake 

and seek extra work (b) feel job satisfaction while working for that leader (c) establish close 

relationships with their leader, and (d) exhibit higher performance and productivity while 

working for that leader. Considering the benefits to be gained from understanding leadership 

from a follower-centric perspective, organisations should strive to establish a customized 

work environment aimed at developing and managing follower talent, which will in turn, 

foster organisational commitment (Ellis, 2004). After all, in matching leadership styles with 

follower preferences combined with an increased organisational commitment, organisations 

are effectively paving the way for successful future leaders who will learn the importance and 

benefits attained from a follower-tailored approach from their predecessors (Bjugstad et al., 

2006). 

Finally, in terms of practical assessment and implementation within organisations, the 

simplistic and broad nature of the concepts introduced in this thesis allow for easy 

implementation within the workplace. Thus, although the results provide only general 

directionality in terms of the association between millennial motivation and leadership style 

preference, the idea that follower inherent motivation can be easily and cheaply examined 

using the MSI (Barbuto & Scholl, 1998) supports the practical utility of this thesis. By this 

means, organisations can easily assess whether an employee is intrinsically or extrinsically 

motivated and then use the knowledge associated with each profile to subsequently align their 

leadership development training in order to satisfy the employee’s specific motivational 

needs. Examining the association between inherent motivation and preference for a specific 

leadership style provides a promising step towards aligning follower needs with leadership 

training incentives, a concept which tends to be largely overlooked in organisational training 

decision making (Downing, 2015). 
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Limitations 

As exemplified in the implications, this present thesis offers a useful contribution to 

the largely understudied field of motivation and leadership preferences. Nevertheless, there 

are several limitations which will be addressed in the present section. Firstly, our study 

examined Swedish speaking students only. While responding to questionnaires in one’s 

native language presents clear advantages, such as ensuring the participant has coherent 

comprehension of the questions (Harzing, 2005), the scope and applicability of the results are 

relatively confined to the Swedish-speaking population. Therefore, a notable limitation of this 

study is in its lack of generalisability across different cultural environments.  

Secondly, the recruitment of participants took place in a public university setting as 

opposed to a private space. Due to the social implications of this setting, it is possible that 

response bias could have arisen during the completion of the questionnaires (Zanes & 

Matsoukas, 1979). For example, social desirability bias may occur in situations whereby an 

individual will attempt to present themselves in a favourable manner when completing the 

questionnaire (Van de Mortel, 2008). Consequently, the participant may truthfully believe 

their responses (self-deception), or alternatively try to conform to socially acceptable norms 

of how one should be (Van de Mortel, 2008). According to Taylor and colleagues (2014), 

Swedish culture is defined by cooperation and a good quality of life. The author highlights 

that this is echoed in the Swedish educational system, wherein lies a strong focus on team 

work and support, with little emphasis on reward incentives or competition. Thus, it is 

possible that these Swedish cultural norms may have biased participant response in the 

motivational and leadership preference dimensions of the questionnaire in particular. 

Moreover, although response bias is a common and sometimes unavoidable pitfall associated 

with self-report measures (Nederhof, 1985), such social desirability bias may have been 

exacerbated in our study due to the lack of control over participants observing the answers of 

their acquaintances or discussing their responses with one another.  

 Finally, as aforementioned, our research design does not allow for causal claims in 

relation to the overall preference for the preferred leadership style and motivational profiles 

of millennials. Therefore, any conclusions drawn from our results are based on associations 

rather than absolute levels.  
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Recommendations for Further Research 

Several recommendations for future research will be discussed in the following 

section, with an initial focus on further method and design developments, followed by future 

research suggestions from an empirical perspective.  

Firstly, although this present thesis provides a useful insight into the association 

between inherent motivation and leadership style preference for millennial individuals’, it is 

important to note that the participants were all university students. While there is value in 

examining millennials before they enter the labour market, i.e. recruitment purposes, it would 

be interesting for future research to investigate whether the associations between motivation 

and leadership preferences are similar for millennial individuals who have already entered the 

labour market. Previous research has shown that there occurs a shift in inherent motivation 

throughout a person’s career, whereby older employees seem to be overall less extrinsically 

motivated than their younger counterparts (Inceoglu, Segers, & Bartram, 2012). Therefore, in 

order to understand whether the associations between these variables differ over time, and 

across different stages of life, future research could implement a longitudinal research design 

whereby millennial motivation and leadership preference are measured before and after entry 

into the labour market. Additionally, in order to achieve a higher degree of generalization, it 

would be advantageous to also increase the sample size in future research (Mayring, 2007). 

Finally, the function of this thesis could be enhanced and strengthened in future studies by 

including a descriptive analysis of results exploring the overall leadership preference and 

motivational profile of millennials. This would involve a more in-depth examination of the 

key variables and would subsequently allow one to identify whether this generational cohort 

gravitate towards one distinct motivational profile, and whether they demonstrate an overall 

preference towards a specific leadership style. 

Aside from the method and research design, there are several lines of future empirical 

exploration that could widen the scope and utility of the present findings. This study focused 

on the two fundamental tenets of motivation, however a more in-depth examination of the 

five components of the MSI as identified by Barbuto and Scholl (1998) could provide 

researchers with an extended insight into how each motivational source aligns with specific 

leadership style characteristics. Subsequently, one could examine whether each of the unique 

motivational sources show specific affiliations with the leadership style subscales. In 

understanding these relationships organisations can provide a more tailored and precise 

examination into which elements of leadership styles are likely most appealing to the specific 

motivational needs of employees. Likewise, the scope of this present thesis focused on only 
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two specific leadership styles. While these leadership styles were selected on the basis of 

their strong theoretical background and organisational popularity, it would be creditable to 

include additional leadership styles. Furthermore, no hypotheses regarding the control 

variables were formulated in this present thesis, it was decided that an evaluation of their 

findings, albeit exploratory in nature, would not be relevant to the purpose of the current 

research and were therefore not extended or elaborated on in this present discussion section. 

Nevertheless, a proposal for future research would involve the further exploration of the 

personality variables, agreeableness and openness, which were found to show significant 

associations with both the motivation and leadership style preference variables.  

Finally, although the predictor variables used in this present thesis explain a 

substantial proportion of the variance in both models, it is still noteworthy to consider which 

other variables could likewise influence leadership style preferences. For example, research 

has implied that an individual’s general experience with leaders is likely to affect their 

leadership preferences in future employment. This argument was supported by Ritter and 

Lord (2007) who highlighted the concept of leader transference, a cognitive process whereby 

mental representations of previous leaders are stimulated and used in the assessment of new 

and comparable leaders. Moreover, Hartman and Harris (1992) argue that this effect can trace 

back to childhood, demonstrating that early leadership experiences (e.g. teacher, sports 

coach, parent) have the capacity to impact future leadership perceptions throughout one’s 

life. Additionally, cultural variation in leadership styles can also influence an individual’s 

leader perceptions. For example, although this present study examined Swedish speaking 

students, it is possible that some of these individuals come from varying cultural backgrounds 

or have perhaps lived in different countries. According to Can and Aktas (2012), differences 

in cultural values can influence how one perceives their leader in terms of authority 

interactions, dependency, and compliance. With leaders from individualistic cultures 

encouraging independence, autonomy, and self-determination, and leaders from collectivist 

cultures inciting dependent thinking, authority, and conformity with expectations (Can & 

Aktas, 2012).  

Therefore, as a means to gain a more holistic understanding of this important concept, 

future research should endeavour to expand the findings of the present thesis by examining 

which other follower characteristics may have the potential to influence leadership style 

preferences. 
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Conclusion 

To conclude this present thesis, it is apparent that a millennial’s inherent motivation 

has the potential to influence their leadership style preferences. While this statement is only 

applicable to the intrinsic/transformational, and extrinsic/transactional dyad, this thesis 

provides a worthy and insightful contribution to an area largely understudied in both the 

academic and organisational realm. Establishing the association between a millennial 

employee’s inherent motivational characteristics and their leadership style preference not 

only provides organisations with a theoretically grounded basis for creating more informed 

leadership training decisions, but can also assist them in recruiting, retaining and motivating 

this new and eclectic generation as they enter the workforce. 
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Appendix A 

 Questionnaire including the MSI, IPIP-NEO and MLQ. 

 

Tack för ditt deltagande i denna studien gjord vid Linneuniversitetet i Växjö/Kalmar. 

Studien är designad för att samla information om hur din typ av motivation samt 

personlighetsdrag påverkar dina preferenser för typ av ledarskap. Formuläret är helt 

och hållet anonymt, du behöver inte skriva ditt namn eller identifiera dig på något 

sätt. 

 
Kön:      Kvinna:  Man:        Annat:            Ålder: ______ 

 
Till vilken grad stämmer varje påstående överens på dig, i förhållande till hur du skulle 
beskriva dig själv just nu, och inte hur du kan tänkas önskas vara i framtiden. Använd 

följande bedömningsskala och gör en cirkel runt det nummer som stämmer bäst överens på 
dig: 

 

1 
Stämmer inte alls 

 

2 
Stämmer inte till 

viss del 

3 
Varken stämmer 
eller stämmer ej 

4 
Stämmer 

någorlunda 

5 
Stämmer helt och 

hållet 

Jag…      

1 Blir lätt stressad 1 2 3 4 5 

2 Är rädd för många saker 1 2 3 4 5 

3 Tycker att jag har svårt att hantera saker 1 2 3 4 5 

4 Blir lätt panikslagen 1 2 3 4 5 

5 Känner mig ofta nere 1 2 3 4 5 

6 Fruktar det värsta 1 2 3 4 5 

7 Känner mig bekväm tillsammans med andra 1 2 3 4 5 

8 Har lätt för att få vänner 1 2 3 4 5 

9 Undviker människor  1 2 3 4 5 

10 Pratar med en massa olika människor under en fest 1 2 3 4 5 

11 Gör en massa roliga saker 1 2 3 4 5 

12 Gillar inte ställen där det är fullt av folk 1 2 3 4 5 

13 Tror på betydelsen av konst 1 2 3 4 5 

14 Ser skönhet i sådant andra inte märker 1 2 3 4 5 

15 Har stark fantasi 1 2 3 4 5 

16 Undviker filosofiska diskussioner 1 2 3 4 5 

17 Har svårt att förstå abstrakta teorier 1 2 3 4 5 

18 Gillar inte att gå på museum 1 2 3 4 5 

19 Blir berörd av andra 1 2 3 4 5 
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Använd denna skala för att betygsätta din nivå av enighet med varje följande 
påstående. Det finns inga fel eller rätta svar. Använd följande bedömningsskala och gör en 

cirkel runt det nummer som stämmer bäst överens på dig 

 

1 
Stämmer inte alls 

 

2 
Stämmer inte till 

viss del 

3 
Varken stämmer 
eller stämmer ej 

4 
Stämmer 

någorlunda 

5 
Stämmer helt och 

hållet 

 

20 Är likgiltig inför andras känslor 1 2 3 4 5 

21 Använder andra för mina egna behov 1 2 3 4 5 

22 Ger inte tid till andra 1 2 3 4 5 

23 Är ointresserad av andra människors problem 1 2 3 4 5 

24 Känner sympati med de som har det sämre än jag själv  1 2 3 4 5 

25 Slösar bort min tid 1 2 3 4 5 

26 Genomför mina planer 1 2 3 4 5 

27 Arbetar hårt 1 2 3 4 5 

28 Fullföljer alltid mina uppgifter 1 2 3 4 5 

29 Vet hur man får saker gjorda 1 2 3 4 5 

30 Gör bara så mycket som jag måste 1 2 3 4 5 

Jag…      

1 Föredrar hellre att göra saker som är roliga 1 2 3 4 5 

2 Jobbkraven dikterar hur mycket jag anstränger mig på jobbet 1 2 3 4 5 

3 Det är viktigt för mig att andra gillar mitt beteende 1 2 3 4 5 

4 
Beslut jag fattar speglar den höga standaren jag har satt för 
mig själv 1 2 3 4 5 

5 
Jag skulle inte arbeta för ett företag om jag inte delade deras 
mål och vision 1 2 3 4 5 

6 
Om jag inte trivdes med mitt jobb skulle jag förmodligen leta 
efter ett annat jobb 1 2 3 4 5 

7 
 Jag tror på ordspråket: “En dags arbete motsvarar en dags 
betalning” 1 2 3 4 5 

8 
 När jag tar beslut grundar jag dessa på vad andra anser om 
dem alternativ jag har  1 2 3 4 5 

9 
Det är viktigt för mig att mitt jobb låter mig utöva mina unika 
färdigheter och kunskaper 1 2 3 4 5 
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10 
Jag måste tro starkt på något för att jag skall kunna arbeta 
mot att uppnå det 1 2 3 4 5 

11 
Jag skjuter ofta undan jobbrelaterade måsten för att göra 
något jag anser är roligare 1 2 3 4 5 

12 
Jag skulle arbeta hårdare om jag visste att mina resultat 
skulle resultera i högre lön 1 2 3 4 5 

13 
Jag skulle jobb hårdare på ett projekt om dess slutförande 
skulle ge mig personligt erkännande 1 2 3 4 5 

14 
Beslut jag fattar är baserade på dem krav jag sätter på mig 
själv 1 2 3 4 5 

15 
Om jag inte tror på något kommer jag inte heller att arbeta 
hårt för det 1 2 3 4 5 

16 
När jag väljer jobb väljer jag det jobb med dem mest 
intressanta arbetsuppgifterna  1 2 3 4 5 

17 
När jag väljer jobb väljer jag det jobb som erbjuder bäst 
förmåner 1 2 3 4 5 

18 Jag väljer jobb som ger mig mest synlig prestige utifrån  1 2 3 4 5 

19 Jag väljer jobb som ger mig mest personlig utmaning  1 2 3 4 5 

20 
När jag väljer företag att arbeta för väljer jag det företag som 
går i linje med mina personliga värderingar 1 2 3 4 5 

21 
Jag väljer att spendera min tid med dem som är mest roliga 
att umgås med 1 2 3 4 5 

22 På jobbet är min favoritdag dagen då lönen utbetalas 1 2 3 4 5 

23 
Dem som har flest vänner under deras livstid är dem som 
har levt det rikaste livet 1 2 3 4 5 

24 
Jag gillar att göra saker som får mig att känna att jag har 
presterat på ett personligt plan 1 2 3 4 5 

25 
En organisations vision behöver tala till mina personliga 
värderingar för att jag skall kunna jobba hårt  1 2 3 4 5 

26 
Om jag väljer mellan jobb är ett viktigt kriterium vilket jobb 
som kommer att vara roligast 1 2 3 4 5 

27 
Man borde alltid hålla ögon och öron öppna för bättre 
jobberbjudanden 1 2 3 4 5 

28 
Jag anstränger mig mest när jag vet att dem mest 
inflytelserika individerna kommer att märka det  1 2 3 4 5 

29 
Det är viktigt att mina färdigheter hjälper till att leda till en 
organisations framgång  1 2 3 4 5 
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Detta formulär används för att beskriva din ideala och föredragna ledare. Svara på alla 
frågor i formuläret. Om du är osäker eller inte kan svara på frågan, lämna den då blank. 

Fyrtiofem frågeställningar är beskrivna på nedanstående sidor. Bedöm hur varje 
frågeställning passar in på din föredragna och ideala ledare. Använd följande 

bedömningsskala och gör en cirkel runt det nummer du föredrar 

 

1 
Stämmer inte alls 

 

2 
Stämmer inte till 

viss del 

3 
Varken stämmer 
eller stämmer ej 

4 
Stämmer 

någorlunda 

5 
Stämmer helt och 

hållet 

 

30 

Om jag tror på min organisations uppdrag och uppdraget blir 
uppfyllt, spelar det ingen roll för mig om jag var ansvarig för 
framgången eller inte 

1 2 3 4 5 

Min ideala ledare…      

1 
Ger mig hjälp i utbyte mot mina ansträngningar 1 2 3 4 5 

2 
Granskar kritiska antaganden om huruvida de är lämpliga 
eller ej 1 2 3 4 5 

3 
Ingriper inte förrän problem blir allvarliga.  1 2 3 4 5 

4 
Inriktar uppmärksamheten mot oegentligheter, misstag, 
undantag och avvikelser från det normala.  1 2 3 4 5 

5 
Undviker att bli involverad när viktiga problem uppstår 1 2 3 4 5 

6 
Pratar om hans / hennes viktigaste värderingar och 
övertygelser 1 2 3 4 5 

7 
Är frånvarande när det behövs 1 2 3 4 5 

8 
Söker olika perspektiv när problem ska lösas 1 2 3 4 5 

9 
Talar på ett optimistiskt sätt om framtiden 1 2 3 4 5 

10 
Får mig att känna stolthet när jag associeras med 
honom/henne.  1 2 3 4 5 

11 
Diskuterar konkret om vem som är ansvarig för att nå̊ olika 
prestationsmål.  1 2 3 4 5 

12 
Inväntar att saker och ting skall gå̊ fel innan han/hon ingriper.  1 2 3 4 5 

13 
Pratar entusiastiskt om vad som behöver uppnås. 1 2 3 4 5 

14 
Betonar vikten av att vara starkt målinriktad.  1 2 3 4 5 

15 
Tillbringar tid till att handleda och coacha 1 2 3 4 5 

16 
Gör klart vad man kan förvänta sig att få när prestationsmål 
uppnås. 1 2 3 4 5 

17 
Tror starkt på uttrycket ”om det inte är trasigt, laga det inte”.  1 2 3 4 5 
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18 
Håller tillbaka sina egna intressen för gruppens bästa.  1 2 3 4 5 

19 
Behandlar mig som en individ snarare än bara som medlem i 
gruppen 1 2 3 4 5 

20 
Tydliggör att problem måste bli kroniska innan åtgärder 
vidtas.  1 2 3 4 5 

21 
Agerar på sätt som bygger min respekt 1 2 3 4 5 

22 
Koncentrerar sin fulla uppmärksamhet åt att hantera 
misstag, klagomål och misslyckanden. 1 2 3 4 5 

23 
Överväger moraliska och etiska konsekvenser av olika 
beslut.  1 2 3 4 5 

24 
Håller reda på alla misstag 1 2 3 4 5 

25 
Visar en känsla av styrka och tillit 1 2 3 4 5 

26 
Uttalar en övertygande framtidsvision 1 2 3 4 5 

27 
Belyser dem punkter där jag gjort fel så att jag kan uppfylla 
kraven som jobbet kräver 1 2 3 4 5 

28 
Undviker att fatta beslut 1 2 3 4 5 

29 
Anser att jag har unika behov, förmågor och ambitioner 1 2 3 4 5 

30 
Får mig att se på problem ur många olika synvinklar 1 2 3 4 5 

31 
Hjälper mig att utveckla mina starka sidor 1 2 3 4 5 

32 
Föreslår nya sätt att se på hur uppgifter kan genomföras 1 2 3 4 5 

33 
Väntar med att svara på viktiga frågor 1 2 3 4 5 

34 
Framhåller betydelsen av att ha en gemensam känsla för 
uppgiften 1 2 3 4 5 

35 
Uttrycker tillfredställelse när jag motsvarar förväntningarna 1 2 3 4 5 

36 
Visar självsäkerhet i att mål kommer att uppfyllas 1 2 3 4 5 

37 
Möter mina arbetsrelaterade behov på ett effektivt sätt 1 2 3 4 5 

38 
Använder metoder för ledarskap som är tillfredställande 1 2 3 4 5 

39 
Får mig att göra mer än vad som är förväntat av mig 1 2 3 4 5 

40 
Representerar mig effektivt till högre auktoritet 1 2 3 4 5 

41 
Samarbetar med mig på ett bra sätt 1 2 3 4 5 

42 
Förhöjer min önskan att lyckas 1 2 3 4 5 

43 
Är effektiv i att uppfylla organisatoriska krav 1 2 3 4 5 
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Stort tack för ditt deltagande! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

44 
Ökar min vilja att försöka mer 1 2 3 4 5 

45 
Leder en grupp på ett effektivt sätt 1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix B 

 Instrument Scoring Keys 

  

  

Motivation Sources Inventory (MSI) (Barbuto & Scholl, 1998) 

  

  

Intrinsic Motivation Construct 

  

Goal Internalisation 

  

5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30 

  

Intrinsic Process 

  

1,6, 11, 16, 21, 26 

  

Internal Self-Concept 

  

4, 9, 14, 19, 24 ,29 

  

  

Extrinsic Motivation Construct 

  

Instrumental 

  

 2, 7, 12, 17, 22 ,27 

  

External Self Concept 

  

3, 8, 13, 18, 23, 28 

  

 

Multi-factor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-5X-Short Form) (Avolio & Bass, 2002) 

  

Transformational Leadership Construct 

  

Idealised Influence (behaviour): 6, 14, 23, 

34 

  

Idealised Influence (attributed): 10, 18, 21, 

25 

  

Inspirational Motivation: 9, 13, 26, 36 

  

Intellectual Stimulation: 2, 8, 30, 32 

  

Individual Consideration: 15, 19, 29, 31 

  

Transactional Leadership Construct 

  

Contingent Reward: 1, 11, 16, 35 

  

Management by exception (active): 4, 22, 24, 

27 

  

Management by exception (passive): 3, 12, 

17, 20 

  

Laissez-faire: 5, 7, 28, 33 

  

Other Leadership Constructs 

  

Extra effort: 39, 42, 44 

  

Satisfaction: 38, 41 

  

Effective: 37, 40, 43, 45 
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IPIP-NEO 30 (Bäckström, 2010) 

  

  

Neuroticism 

  

Anxiety: 1, 2, 6 

  

Vulnerability: 3, 4 

  

Depression: 5 

Agreeableness 

  

Altruism: 19, 20(R), 22(R) 

  

Morality: 21(R) 

  

Sympathy: 23(R), 24 

  

  

Extraversion 

  

Friendliness: 7, 8, 9 (R) 

  

Gregariousness/Social: 10, 12(R) 

  

Cheerfulness:11 

  

Conscientiousness 

  

Self-discipline: 25(R), 26 

  

Achievement: 27, 30(R) 

  

Self-efficacy: 28, 29 

  

  

Openness 

  

Aesthetic openness: 13, 14, 18 

  

Imagination: 15 

  

Intellectual: 16, 17(R) 

  

  

 


