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Abstract
This study aimed to explain how transformational leaders can enhance followers' proactive behavior. Proactive behaviors is defined as a set of self-initiated 
actions, which are oriented towards action and change, and focused on the future (Tornau & Frese, 2013). Based on Parker, Bindl, and Strauss' (2010) 
conceptual model, it was hypothesized that motivational states would mediate the impact of leadership on proactivity. The mediators explored were: role 
breadth self-efficacy (H1), self-direction/stimulation work values (H2), universalism/benevolence work values (H3) and positive affect (H4). Data were collected 
from 141 participants who work as volunteers for Brazilian local chapters of an international non-profit organization. The model was tested using structural 
equation modeling and the mediation hypotheses were tested by estimating the indirect effects using bias-corrected intervals. CFI (.91) and SRMR (.08) fit 
statistics indicate the model is plausible. The results gave support to H1, H2 and H4, but not to H3. Additionally, H2 is discussed based on specificities of the 
sample. In conclusion, the model of proactive goal regulation seems to provide a useful integrating framework for identifying how transformational leaders 
increase employee's proactivity.

In the past decades, managers have realized that employees are not merely passive and reactive to the work context (Crant, 2000). This active role has 

gained increasingly attention since it can contribute not only to personal achievements, but also to better organizational results (Bateman & Crant, 1999). Thus, 

it has proven increasingly important for researchers to study employee’s proactive behaviors: understood as a set of self-initiated actions, which are oriented 

towards action and change, and focused on the future (Tornau & Frese, 2013). 

In order to explain what leads people to pursue proactive goals, Parker et al. (2010) have stated that individual differences and contextual variables can 

increase proactivity indirectly, via motivational states:

• Can do motivation is related to an individual’s perception that it is possible to engage in proactive actions. 

• Reason to is about an individual’s belief that it is worth engaging in this kind of behavior. 

• Energized to motivation, in turn, is an affect-related path that boosts engagement in proactive behaviors.

In addition to the motivational aspects, a recent meta-analysis (Tornau & Frese, 2013) pointed out that the relationship between leadership and proative

behaviors should be thoroughly explored. Some studies have found no relationship between supervisor support and proactive behavior (Frese, Teng, & Wijnen, 

1999; Parker, Williams, & Turner, 2006), while others have indicated that transformational leaders can contribute to proactivity in the workplace (Belschak & 

Den Hartog, 2010; Griffin, Parker, & Mason, 2010; Strauss, Griffin, & Rafferty, 2009). This may be due to the fact that a  transformational leader aims to 

promote changes in followers, inspiring, empowering and encouraging them to go beyond expectations and to seek positive outcomes for the group and the 

organization (Bass, 1999; Bycio, Hackett, & Allen, 1995). 

Objetive

To explain how transformational leaders can enhance followers’ proactive work behaviors in the third sector by testing 

the mediational paths – can do, reason to, energized to – proposed by Parker, Bindl, and Strauss' (2010) conceptual model of

proactivity. This study intends not only to contribute to a better understanding of the complexity behind the relationship 

between leadership and proactivity. It also to looks for further evidence that the proposed model can explain motivation for 

proactive behavior in the third sector.
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direction/stimulation, 

universalism/benevolence)

Energized to
• Positive affect

Taking chargeH2/H3 H2/H3

Results

The SRMR (.05) and CFI (.97) fit indices met the cut-off criteria previously established, but the RMSEA (.12) index did not. The estimated indirect effect 

from transformational leadership to proactive behavior through role breadth self-efficacy was significant, supporting H1. The indirect effect of 

transformational leadership on proactive behavior through self-direction / stimulation and universalism / benevolence work values were not significant, 

rejecting H2 and H3. The indirect effect through positive affect was significant, supporting H4. 

The overall fit of the model did not entirely meet the criteria for a superior fit, but the results of this study indicate a promising model in explaining how 

leaders can enhance employees’ proactive behavior through different types of motivation. An examination of each specific indirect effect of 

transformational leadership on proactive behavior indicates that role-breadth self-efficacy (can do), and positive affect (energized to) significantly mediated 

this relationship, while self-direction/stimulation and universalism/benevolence work values (reason to) did not. 

It is relevant to highlight that the sample was entirely composed of volunteers of a non-profit organization, indicating that Parker, Bindl, and Strauss' 

(2010) model seems to explain motivation for proactive behavior not only in traditional workplaces, but also for a volunteer workforce in the third sector, 

normally underrepresented in studies focused on organizational and work settings (Olson-Buchanan et al., 2013). These findings contribute to the 

understanding of the role that leaders play in increasing followers’ proactive behavior at work. A better understanding of motivation for proactivity in the 

third sector is a great contribution to this research area and also to non-profit organizations, since it can provide a foundation for practices that may lead to 

better performance.

Conclusion

Method

Sample and Participant Selection: 132 volunteers for Brazilian local chapters of AIESEC, an international non-profit organization run by students and recent 

graduates of institutions of higher education. The sample was 68.9% female with an average age of 21.08 years (SD = 2.02) and a mean of 9.73 months (SD = 

8.89) of work experience at the organization.

Measures:

Proactive behavior: The 10 items of the taking charge scale developed by Morrison and Phelps (1999) were used to assess proactive work behavior, comprising 

individual, volunteer and constructive efforts of employees to provide a change related to how work is performed within their job, unit or organization.

Transformational leadership: Follower’s perception of team leader’s transformational behaviors were assessed using the 23 items of the Transformational 

Leadership Inventory – TLI (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990) adapted to Portuguese by back-translation. 

Role breadth self-efficacy: The 10-items role breadth self-efficacy scale (Parker, 1998) was used.

Work values: Two factors of the WVS-R (Revised Work Values Scale) (Porto & Pilati, 2010) were used to measure work values: universalism/benevolence (5 

items) and self-direction/stimulation (10 items). 

Positive affect: Positive affect was assessed by the job-related affective well-being scale (Van Katwyk, Fox, Spector, & Kelloway, 2000).

Data Analysis: Each hypothesis and also the overall fit of the model were tested by structural equation modelling technic using the Amos software. The 

maximum likelihood (ML) method with bias-corrected bootstrapping approach (1000 samples) was used. To test the mediation hypotheses we used Hayes’s

PROCESS (2012) macro for SPSS.
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