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This research develops and validates an abbreviated version of the 35-item Revised Self-Leadership 

Questionnaire (RSLQ), as developed by Houghton & Neck (2002). Using six major dimensions from the 

RSLQ, and a sample of undergraduate students, we used an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to identify 

three factors believed to embody the RSLQ. The EFA produced a nine-item scale. This shortened survey 

was administered to a United States government agency workforce. A confirmatory factor analysis was 

performed using these nine items to validate our proposed Abbreviated Self-Leadership Questionnaire 

(ASLQ). Our analyses suggest that the nine-item ALSQ is a reliable and valid measure that inherits the 

nomological network of associations from the original version of the RSLQ.  

 
 

“Times of upheaval require not just more leadership but more leaders.  

People at all organizational levels, whether anointed or self-appointed,  

must be empowered to share leadership responsibilities.” 

-Rosabeth Moss Kanter 

 

he nature of leadership is changing in today’s dynamic and fast-paced organizations. The 

top-down, bureaucratic leadership approaches of the by-gone industrial era no longer 

make sense in a knowledge-based world marked by complexity and instability (Uhl-Bien 

& Marion, 2009; Uhl-Bien, Marion, & McKelvey, 2007). In these present times of economic 

uncertainty and fierce competition, many firms are shifting away from a traditional top-heavy 

leadership paradigm to embrace a new model of leadership that involves empowering employees 

T 
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at all organizational levels to take greater responsibility for their own work-related behaviors and 

actions (Pearce & Manz, 2005). The heroic leader high atop the vertical structure can no longer 

be expected to have all the knowledge and skills necessary to direct all aspects of knowledge-

based work. Instead, today’s highly-educated and motivated workers are more often encouraged 

to lead themselves and to share critical leadership roles that were once filled by a traditional 

vertical leader (Pearce & Manz, 2005).  

Not surprisingly, then, the concept of self-leadership, the process of influencing oneself 

to perform more effectively, has attracted a significant amount of attention over the past two 

decades (Neck & Houghton, 2006). Numerous practitioner-focused articles and books on the 

topic of self-leadership have been published (e. g., Blanchard, 1995; Drucker, 2005; Manz & 

Sims, 2001; Neck & Manz, 2010; Sims & Manz, 1996; Waitley, 1995) and self-leadership has 

been the focus of dozens of academic journal articles spanning more than two decades (e. g., 

Boss & Sims, 2008; Konradt, Andressen & Ellwart, 2009; Manz, 1986; Manz & Sims, 1987; 

Markham & Markham, 1995; Prussia, Anderson & Manz, 1998; Roberts & Foti, 1998; Stewart, 

Carson & Cardy, 1996). Moreover, the self-leadership concept is often included in management 

and leadership textbooks (e. g., McShane & Von Glinow, 2010; Nahavandi, 2009).  

Self-leadership has generated an impressive body of literature, yet the majority of these 

writings have been conceptual in nature. Empirical work has been slow to develop in part 

because a valid and reliable measurement scale was not available for many years (Neck & 

Houghton, 2006). Since the publication of the Revised Self-Leadership Questionnaire (RSLQ; 

Houghton & Neck, 2002), more empirical studies have been forthcoming (e. g., Curral & 

Marques-Quinteiro, 2009), and over the past several years the RSLQ has been validated across a 

number of samples and cultural settings (e. g., Ho & Nesbit, 2009), with the scale now having 

been translated into at least five different languages. Although the RSLQ has proven to be an 

effective measure of self-leadership, the scale’s length (35 items) has posed some data collection 

challenges to researchers. When self-leadership is being examined along with other variables of 

interest, overall survey length can very quickly become unwieldy, leading to rater fatigue and 

inaccuracy as well as incomplete and unusable surveys. To date, no brief and concise self-

leadership instrument has been developed. Thus, the purpose of the current study is to develop 

and present an Abbreviated Self-Leadership Questionnaire (ASLQ) that may prove useful as a 

general assessment of self-leadership for certain empirical research applications.  

Self-Leadership: Conceptual Overview 

    Self-leadership (e. g., Manz, 1986; Neck & Houghton, 2006; Neck & Manz, 2010) is a 

process of behavioral and cognitive self-evaluation and self-influence whereby people achieve 

the self-direction and self-motivation needed to shape their behaviors in positive ways in order to 

enhance their overall performance. More precisely, self-leadership involves specific sets of 

strategies and normative prescriptions designed to enhance individual performance. Self-

leadership strategies operate within the theoretical context of several classic theories of self-

influence, including self-regulation (Kanfer, 1970; Carver & Scheier, 1981), self-control 

(Cautela, 1969; Mahoney & Arnkoff, 1978, 1979; Thoresen & Mahoney, 1974), intrinsic 

motivation theory (e. g., Deci and Ryan, 1985), and social cognitive theory (e. g., Bandura, 

1986). Self-leadership strategies are traditionally divided into three primary categories: behavior-

focused strategies, natural reward strategies, and constructive thought strategies (e. g., Neck & 

Houghton, 2006).  
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Behavior-focused Strategies  

Behavior-focused strategies provide specific approaches for identifying ineffective 

behaviors and replacing them with more effective ones through a process of self-observation, 

self-goal setting, self-reward, self-correcting feedback, and self-cueing (Neck & Houghton, 

2006). Self-observation allows for the examination of one’s own behaviors for the purpose of 

identifying behaviors to be changed, enhanced, or eliminated (Mahoney & Arnkoff, 1978, 1979; 

Manz & Sims, 1980). Self-goal setting encourages individuals to develop and adopt specific 

goals and related reward contingencies in order to energize and direct necessary performance-

related behaviors (Mahoney & Arnkoff, 1978, 1979; Manz & Sims, 1980). A plethora of goal 

setting research suggests that accepting specific, challenging, and realistic performance goals can 

significantly impact task-related performance (e. g., Locke & Latham, 1990). Next, individuals 

should link self-set rewards to goal attainment. Self-rewards may be as simple mentally praising 

oneself for a job well done or something much more tangible, such as treating oneself to a new 

outfit or a night at the movies.  Self-correcting feedback involves a constructive self-examination 

of failures and unproductive behaviors in order to reshape these behaviors in more positive 

directions. However, excessive self-punishment, including harsh and unrealistic self-criticisms, 

leading to feelings of guilt and inadequacy, is often counterproductive and should be avoided 

(Neck & Houghton, 2006; Manz & Sims, 2001). Environmental cues, such as to-do lists, Post-

it® notes, or inspirational wall hangings, can serve as an effective means of keeping attention 

and effort focused on the task at hand (Houghton & Neck, 2006; Neck & Manz, 2010). Self-

leadership’s behavior-focused strategies are especially helpful for managing necessary but 

potentially unpleasant behaviors, such as studying for a professional certification exam or 

finishing a major work project, that are nonetheless instrumental for long-term goal attainments.  

Natural Reward Strategies 

Natural reward strategies allow individuals to find enjoyment in a given task or activity, 

leading to increased feelings of competence, self-control, and sense of purpose (Deci & Ryan, 

1985). Individuals can employ natural rewards either by building more pleasant and enjoyable 

features into a task or activity so that the task itself becomes more gratifying or by shifting 

cognitive focus to the intrinsically rewarding aspects of the task (Neck & Houghton, 2006). 

Examples of shifting cognitive focus might include decorating one’s workplace with personal 

touches or jogging along a beautiful scenic mountain trail. Both are examples of building more 

pleasant features into a task, while choosing to concentrate attention on the aspects of a major 

project that are more interesting and less tedious.   

Constructive Thought Strategies 

Constructive thought strategies are aimed at reshaping certain key mental processes in 

order to facilitate more positive and optimistic thinking patterns and mental processes that can 

have a significant impact on individual performance (Neck & Houghton, 2006; Neck & Manz, 

1992, 1996). Strategies include identifying and eliminating dysfunctional beliefs and 

assumptions, engaging in positive self-talk, and constructive mental imagery. Dysfunctional 

beliefs and assumptions often result in habitually dysfunctional thought processes, which can 

lead to depression, unhappiness, and personal ineffectiveness (Burns, 1980; Ellis, 1977). 

Through a process of identifying and altering these distorted beliefs, individuals can minimize 
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dysfunctional thinking processes and engage in more rational and effective cognitive processes 

(Burns, 1980, Ellis, 1975). Self-talk or self-dialogue may be defined as what we covertly tell 

ourselves (Ellis, 1962; Neck & Manz, 1992). Negative self-talk tends to correspond with 

negative emotional states, which in turn affect cognition (Ellis, 1977; Neck & Manz, 1992). By 

heightening awareness of the content of internal dialogues, individuals can effectively reduce or 

eliminate negative, irrational or pessimistic self-talk while encouraging more optimistic self-

dialogues (Seligman, 1991). Constructive mental imagery refers to the process of visualizing 

successful performance prior to actual performance (Manz & Sims, 1991; Neck & Manz, 1992). 

Individuals who visualize and mentally rehearse the successful performance of a task in advance 

are more likely to experience successful performance of the actual task than those who visualize 

failure or other negative outcomes (Finke, 1989).  Empirical research findings tend to support 

this assertion. For example, a meta-analysis of 35 empirical studies reported a significant 

positive effect for mental imagery on individual performance (Driskell, Copper, & Moran, 1994). 

Indeed, research across numerous disciplines (sports psychology, clinical psychology, education, 

and communication) provides support for the role of rational beliefs and assumptions, positive 

self-talk, and constructive mental imagery as effective means for improving individual 

performance (e. g., Neck & Manz, 1992).   

Recently, self-leadership theorists have identified some additional self-leadership strategy 

dimensions that reflect some important nuances of self-leadership (e. g., Georgianna, 2005, 

2007; Müller, 2006). For example, self-awareness strategies involve specific efforts to focus 

attention on oneself in order to selectively process self-related information resulting in 

knowledge about oneself (Georgianna, 2007; Carver & Scheier, 1998). Considered in this way, 

self-awareness may be seen as a complimentary or even prerequisite process in relationship to 

self-observation as described above. Likewise, volitional strategies go beyond the basic 

processes of self-goal setting to address the forming of goal implementation intentions that 

specify when, where and how goal striving will be initiated (Georgianna, 2007). When coupled 

with the behavior-focused strategies outlined above, volitional strategies may help individuals 

become even more effective at engaging in difficult or unpleasant tasks. Indeed, research has 

shown that goal implementation intentions may be instrumental for motivating relatively 

distasteful behaviors such as undergoing cancer screenings (Sheeran & Orbell, 2000) and 

engaging in breast self-examinations (Orbell, Hodgkins, & Sheeran, 1997). Finally, motivational 

strategies involve an intentional focus on performance outcomes such as performance-approach 

goals or, in other words, as a process of visualizing personal competency and effectiveness 

leading to successful performance (Georgianna, 2007). Motivational strategies may also involve 

the use of intermediate or more proximal goals in order to achieve longer-term or more distal 

goals as well as the use of self-rewards to facilitate goal striving (Georgianna, 2007). Although 

the additional strategies discussed here overlap somewhat with the three classic self-leadership 

strategy dimensions discussed above, they nevertheless make a substantial contribution to our 

overall understanding of self-leadership by addressing several subtle aspects of performance-

related cognitive and behavioral processes.  

In the years since its inception, the self-leadership concept has been investigated in 

several applied settings. For example, the effectiveness of self-leadership strategies has been 

examined in the context of appraisals (Neck, Stewart, & Manz, 1995), organizational change 

(Neck, 1996), self-leading teams (Neck, Stewart, & Manz, 1996), entrepreneurship (D’Intino, 

Goldsby, Houghton, & Neck, 2007), diversity management (Neck, Smith, & Godwin, 1997), job 

satisfaction (Houghton & Jinkerson, 2007; Roberts & Foti, 1998), non-profit management (Neck, 
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Ashcraft, & VanSandt, 1998), team performance and processes (Konradt, Andressen & Ellwart, 

2009; Stewart & Barrick, 2000), succession planning (Hardy, 2004), creativity and innovation 

(Carmeli, Meitar, & Weisberg, 2006; DiLiello & Houghton, 2006), and ethics (VanSandt & 

Neck, 2003). Neck and Houghton (2006) offer a more detailed review of self-leadership 

development, research, and applications over the past two decades.  

Self-Leadership: Criticisms and Responses 

Due to its strong intuitive appeal and applied nature, self-leadership has enjoyed an 

enduring popularity among academics and business practitioners alike (Neck & Houghton, 

2006). Nevertheless, the self-leadership concept has been subject to two primary criticisms 

involving conceptual distinctiveness and measurement issues. The first criticism suggests that 

self-leadership is conceptually indistinct from and redundant with classic theories of motivation 

such as self-regulation. As mentioned above, self-leadership strategies are founded upon and 

operate within the context of other established theories of motivation and self-influence, leading 

some theorists to question whether or not self-leadership is a unique concept relative to these 

related theories. Similarly, some have argued that self-leadership is simply a recasting of 

individual difference variables included as a part of existing personality constructs such as 

conscientiousness (e. g., Markham & Markham, 1995, 1998; Guzzo, 1998). For example, 

Markham and Markham (1998) contend that “one of the major stumbling blocks of self-

leadership theory is its uniqueness when compared to more traditional views of similar 

psychological processes” (p. 197) and go on to conclude that “it is possible that various aspects 

of self-leadership simply recast previous personality traits…” (p. 198). Similarly, Guzzo (1998) 

expresses doubt as to whether “self-leadership is distinguishable from other, existing 

psychological constructs such as the personality dimension of conscientiousness…” (p. 214).  

Critics such as these who suggest that self-leadership is indistinct from classic theories of 

motivation and personality do not seem to appreciate the fact that self-leadership is a normative 

or prescriptive model rather than a deductive or descriptive theory (Neck & Houghton, 2006). 

Normative theories are common in applied fields such as business and offer prescriptions 

regarding how something should be done. Descriptive theories, on the other hand, provide 

explanations regarding the basic operation of various phenomena, but usually don’t provide 

specific normative advice for managing the given process. Indeed, normative and descriptive 

theories often provide differing perspectives on the same phenomenon (Hilton, 1980), with 

descriptive theories sometimes helping to explain how and why the prescriptions of normative 

models operate. As Neck and Houghton (2006) have argued, self-leadership consists of a 

particular set of behavioral and cognitive strategies that are based upon, related to, and yet 

distinct from other theories of personality, motivation, and self-influence, such as self-regulation 

theory and social cognitive theory.  

For example, self-regulation theory provides a broad descriptive view of human 

behavioral processes. This theory does not, however, suggest that self-regulation always operates 

effectively or always leads to successful performance outcomes. Indeed, Latham and Locke 

(1991) suggest that “although people are natural self-regulators in that goal-directedness is 

inherent in the life process, they are not innately effective self-regulators” (p. 240). Although 

self-regulation theory prescribes few strategies for increasing self-regulatory effectiveness, self-

leadership, operating within the conceptual framework of self-regulation, prescribes specific 
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behavioral and cognitive strategies aimed at enhancing individual self-regulatory effectiveness 

(Neck & Houghton, 2006).  

Research also supports the idea that self-leadership strategy dimensions are distinct from, 

yet related to, certain key personality traits (Neck & Houghton, 2006). For instance, Stewart and 

his colleagues (Stewart et al., 1996) reported an interaction effect between conscientiousness and 

self-leadership training, such that those scoring lowest in conscientiousness subsequently showed 

the greatest increase in self-leadership behaviors as a result of the training, thus supporting the 

proposition that self-leadership behaviors are amenable to change (e. g., Manz, 1986), whereas 

personality characteristics tend to be more stable (e. g., Costa & McCrae, 1994). More recently, 

Houghton, Bonham, Neck, and Singh (2004) used structural equations modeling to compare the 

hierarchical factor structures of self-leadership and a set of personality traits that included 

extraversion and conscientiousness. Their results provided additional empirical support for the 

idea that the self-leadership strategy dimensions are distinct from personality traits, especially at 

lower levels of abstraction (Houghton et al., 2004).  

The second criticism has focused on self-leadership measurement issues. In the early 

years of self-leadership research, the majority of self-leadership publications were either 

conceptual in nature or practitioner-focused, with relatively few empirical studies examining 

self-leadership in organizational contexts. As Markham and Markham (1998) commented, there 

was “a lack of widespread research use of these constructs either from a validation or predictive 

study perspective” (p. 208). This lack of early empirical research in the self-leadership domain 

was due in large part to the fact that a valid self-leadership measurement scale had not yet been 

developed.  Thus, in setting an agenda for future self-leadership research, Markham and 

Markham (1998) called for the construction and validation of individual self-leadership scales 

that are unique with respect to Big 5 personality dimensions. In subsequent years, self-leadership 

researchers responded to this call by developing self-leadership measurement scales that have 

been shown to have both construct and discriminant validity (e. g., Houghton & Neck, 2002), 

resulting in more published empirical self-leadership research in recent years (Neck & 

Houghton, 2006). In the following section, we provide a detailed overview of the developments 

in self-leadership measurement over the past decade, leading into a discussion of the purpose for 

the current study.  

Self-Leadership Measurement 

 Anderson and Prussia’s (1997) Self-Leadership Questionnaire (SLQ) was the first 

published self-leadership assessment scale. The SLQ was developed based on early self-

leadership assessment prototypes created by Manz and Sims (1991). Although the 50-item 

Anderson and Prussia instrument represented an excellent first step in self-leadership scale 

development, the original SLQ was plagued by some inherent reliability and validity problems 

and therefore required additional refinement. Subsequently, Houghton and Neck (2002) 

developed and presented a Revised Self-Leadership Questionnaire (RSLQ). Ambiguous and 

ineffective questions from the Anderson and Prussia SLQ were either eliminated or rewritten, 

while additional items were added from Cox’s (1993) previously unpublished self-leadership 

scale.  

 The RSLQ has demonstrated reasonably good reliability and validity across a number of 

empirical studies (e. g., Carmeli et al., 2006; Curral & Marques-Quinteiro, 2009; Houghton, 

Bonham, Neck & Singh, 2004; Houghton & Jinkerson, 2007). Furthermore, the RSLQ has been 
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translated into at least six foreign languages including Chinese (Ho & Nesbit, 2009; Neubert & 

Wu, 2006), Afrikaans (van Zyl, 2008), Portuguese (Curral & Marques-Quinteiro, 2009), Turkish 

(Dogan & Sahin, 2008), Hebrew (Carmeli et al., 2006), and German (Andressen & Konradt, 

2007). Translated versions of the scale have generally shown good reliabilities and validities 

together with stable factor structures that further confirm the original findings of Houghton and 

Neck (2002) and support a significant degree of cross-cultural validity for the self-leadership 

construct itself. In a notable exception to these findings, Neubert and Wu (2006) reported that a 

Chinese translation of the RSLQ did not universally generalize to the Chinese culture and that a 

modified model of self-leadership including self-goal setting, visualizing successful 

performance, self-talk, self-reward, and self-punishment demonstrated the best fit among the 

alternative models they tested. Building upon the work of Neubert and Wu (2006), Ho and 

Nesbit (2009) further refined and modified a Chinese version of the RSLQ to better reflect the 

social and relations-based features of a collectivist culture, resulting in a considerably more valid 

and reliable instrument.  

Although additional studies are needed to further assess the reliability and validity of the 

RSLQ, in both its English and its translated versions, the research findings of the past several 

years have been very encouraging and to date appear to confirm the RSLQ as an effective 

measure of self-leadership. Yet despite its relatively strong psychometric properties, the RSLQ 

suffers from a major limitation of its potential effectiveness: scale length. The full RSLQ 

includes 35 items, which can become a challenging issue when self-leadership is being examined 

along with other variables of interest. Overall survey length can quickly become unwieldy, 

leading to rater fatigue, inaccuracy and missing survey data. While some researchers have simply 

chosen to shorten the scale themselves (e. g., Andressen & Konradt, 2007; Curral & Marques-

Quinteiro, 2009), a brief self-leadership scale has yet to be developed and validated. Thus, the 

purpose of the current study is to develop and present an Abbreviated Self-Leadership 

Questionnaire (ASLQ) that may prove useful as a general assessment of self-leadership.  

Methods 

Sample One: Scale Development and Exploratory Factor Analysis 

In order to create a succinct and abbreviated scale, we chose thirteen items from among 

the thirty-five items included in the RSLQ. We selected the one or two highest factor loading 

items for each of the eight primary dimensions (excluding self-punishment
i
) that emerged 

through the factor analysis of the RSLQ, as reported by Houghton & Neck (2002). The eight 

dimensions include: visualizing successful performance, self-goal setting, self-talk, self-reward, 

evaluating beliefs and assumptions, self-observation, focusing on natural rewards, and self-

cueing. All selected items had factor loadings greater than .727. We chose to use items from the 

RSLQ as a starting point for our abbreviated scale because, as noted above, the RSLQ has 

demonstrated good reliability and validity across several empirical studies and it is the most 

widely used measure of self-leadership currently available.  

A number of multivariate techniques are available for empirically identifying factors (or 

groupings) and their associated survey items (or data cases). For example, canonical correlation 

analyses, which include discriminant analysis, are popular data reduction techniques. Principal 

components analysis (PCA) is similar to the canonical analyses in that both procedures involve 

linear combinations of correlated variables and variable weightings (Tabachink & Fidell, 2007). 
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Since the goal of this research is to reduce the thirty-five original RSLQ items by two-thirds, we 

are cognizant that the resultant factor structure will change considerably. Tabachink & Fidell 

(2007) note that PCA can be used in the initial stage of a study where the goal is to reduce or 

consolidate variables and to generate hypotheses about underlying factors. Therefore, we 

proceed with the PCA because it “should be used when the primary goal is to identify latent 

constructs and there is insufficient basis to specify an a priori model” (Fabrigar, Wegener, 

MacCullum, and Strahan, 1999: 283).  

The first sample was composed of 430 undergraduate students enrolled in a management 

course at a large university located in the mid-Atlantic region of the United States. All survey 

variables were measured on a Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). 

Results of the initial exploratory, principal components factor analysis using varimax rotation 

yielded three factors with eigenvalues greater than one, accounting for 73.2% of the variance. 

Nine items converged into three distinct factors as shown in Table 1.  

 

Table 1: Item Descriptions, Factor Loadings of Sample One 

Item (original dimension) Factor 1 

Behavior 

Awareness  

& Volition 

α = .70 

Factor 2 

Task 

Motivation 

 

α = .67 

Factor 3 

Constructive 

Cognition 

 

α = .54 

1. I establish specific goals for my own 

performance (self-goal setting).  
.798 .124 .118 

2. I make a point to keep track of how well I’m 

doing at work (self-observation).  
.737 .024 .128 

3. I work toward specific goals I have set for 

myself (self-goal setting).  
.787 .208 .137 

4. I visualize myself successfully performing a 

task before I do it (visualizing successful 

performance).  

.198 .881 .118 

5. Sometimes I picture in my mind a successful 

performance before I actually do a task 

(visualizing performance).  

.081 .899 .126 

6. When I have successfully completed a task, I 

often reward myself with something I like 

(self-reward).  

.202 .626 .121 

7. Sometimes I talk to myself (out loud or in 

my head) to work through difficult situations 

(evaluating beliefs and assumptions).  

.061 .112 .871 

8. I try to mentally evaluate the accuracy of my 

own beliefs about situations I am having 

problems with (self-talk).  

.301 .024 .768 

9. I think about my own beliefs and 

assumptions whenever I encounter a difficult 

situation (evaluating beliefs and 

assumptions).  

.207 .147 .844 
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We named each of the three factors to embody the meaning and the origins rooted in the 

classic self-leadership dimensions outlined above. Accordingly, we label factor one as Behavior 

Awareness and Volition (BAV), factor two as Task Motivation (TM), and factor three as 

Constructive Cognition (CC). Four of the original thirteen items selected failed to load cleanly 

on any of the interpretable factors and were therefore eliminated from the abbreviated scale. Two 

of the deleted items represented the RSLQ natural rewards dimension and two represented the 

RSLQ self-cueing dimension.   

Sample Two: Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

A government agency workforce, with nine regional offices, was invited to participate in 

the survey. The Tailored Design Method (Dillman, 2000) was used to deploy the online survey. 

Two e-mails were sent to the agency employees. The first e-mail included the informed consent 

notification, the purpose of the study, the approval and sponsorship of the study, confidentiality 

statement and a link to the online survey. The second e-mail served as a reminder. The reminder 

e-mail summarized the initial message, added a personal note and provided a four-day extension 

and a link to the online survey.  

We obtained 663 responses through the web-based survey link. Of these, 643 were fully 

completed surveys. Participants were 60% female, reported a mean age of 46 years, and had an 

average tenure of 12 years. A response rate check indicated a fairly representative percentage 

response from each of nine regional offices within the agency with no indications of any type of 

systematic non-response bias. The 35% response rate for this study is considered to be fairly 

good for an employee survey when considering the results from other federal employee surveys 

from similar study populations using e-mail surveys (Sheehan, 2001).  

 All survey variables were measured on a Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = 

strongly agree). We used the nine items identified through the Sample 1 exploratory factor 

analysis. Three items were labeled for each dimension: Behavior Awareness and Volition 

(BAV1-3), Task Motivation (TM1-3), and Constructive Cognition (CC1-3). The coefficient 

alpha for the revised nine-item scale showed an acceptable reliability level of 0.73 (Nunnally and 

Bernstein, 1994) as an overall measure of self-leadership.  

Structural equation modeling (SEM) with maximum likelihood estimation was used to 

assess the overall model fit. Results revealed the following goodness of fit indices: χ2 = 37.83, df 

= 23, p < .05; comparative fit index (CFI ) = .99; normed fit index (NFI ) = .98; non-normed fit 

index (NNFI ) = .98; adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) = .97; and root mean square error of 

approximation (RMSEA) = .02. CFI, NFI, NNFI & AGFI indices greater than 0.90 and RMSEAs 

less than 0.08 indicate good model fit (Browne and Cudek, 1993; Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & 

Black, 1998). The SEM is shown in Figure 1.  

Discussion 

We developed and tested a 9-item abbreviated version (ASLQ) of the widely used 35-

item RSLQ. Three factors emerged in our exploratory factor analysis with three items loading on 

each factor. We named the three factors Behavioral Awareness and Volition (BAV), Task 

Motivation (TM), and Constructive Cognition (CC). We propose that these three factors 

encapsulate the heart of the classic self-leadership strategy dimensions (e. g., Neck & Houghton, 
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2006), while also reflecting some of the additional self-leadership strategies suggested more 

recently (e. g., Georgianna, 2007). As shown in Table 1, the BAV factor contains items from the 

self-observation and self-goal setting sub-dimensions of the RSLQ and reflects the classic 

behavior focused strategies dimension. However, these items seem particularly appropriate for 

capturing the concepts of self-awareness and volition as described by Georgianna (2007). 

Figure 1: Abbreviated Self-leadership Questionnaire 3-factor model 

 

All paths significant at p < 0.05; χ2 (23) = 37.83, p < .01; AGFI = .97 CFI = .99; RMSEA = .02; NNFI = 

.98; NFI = .98  

 

Behavior Awareness 
& Volition 

Task Motivation 

Constructive Cognition 

BAV1 

BAV2 

BAV3 

TM1 

TM2 

TM3 

CC1 

CC2 

CC3 

0. 49 

0. 42 

0. 66 

0. 47 

0. 92 

0. 61 

0. 36 

0. 80 

0. 44 
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Similarly, the TM factor is comprised of items from the visualizing successful performance and 

self-reward sub-dimensions of the RSLQ, thus representing both the behavior focused and 

constructive thought strategies dimensions. The TM factor also captures key motivational 

strategies such as a performance-approach goals and self-set rewards to facilitate goal strivings 

(Georgianna, 2007). Finally, the CC factor includes self-talk and evaluating beliefs and 

assumptions items from the original RSLQ and thus represents the classic self-leadership 

strategy dimension of constructive thought.   

Our results have important applications for self-leadership measurement. To begin, we 

suggest that the 9-item ASLQ will be most useful when a brief overall measure of self-leadership 

is required or when the use of the more in-depth 35-item RSLQ is not practical. As mentioned 

above, the coefficient alpha for the ASLQ was 0.73, above the acceptable reliability threshold 

established in the literature (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) and a fairly good number for such a 

brief scale covering such a diverse construct. However, we forward that the ASLQ is not 

especially useful for measuring self-leadership strategy dimensions in isolation. Although we 

found, through our EFA and CFA, three distinct factors representing three coherent and rationale 

groupings of self-leadership strategies, these factors were interpreted conceptually primarily to 

demonstrate how the abbreviated scale represents the overall construct of self-leadership. Due to 

the small number of items per factor and the resulting marginal scale reliabilities (see Table 1), 

we do not recommend that these abbreviated sub-scales be used in isolation to measure specific 

categories of self-leadership strategies. Instead, for those researchers who require a separate 

measure of a given self-leadership strategy dimension (e. g., constructive thought), we 

recommend using the appropriate measurement sub-scale of the original RSLQ.  

Developing a brief measurement scale to reflect a complex construct can be challenging 

and problematic. Not surprisingly, our scale development efforts and the resulting ASLQ are 

subject to certain limitations. First, we examined our 9-item scale using a sample of 

undergraduates and a sample of employees of a government agency. Thus, the generalizability of 

our findings cannot be speculated with certainty. However, we have no reasons to suspect that 

either students or government employees should be systematically different from other groups of 

interest in terms of their self-leadership behaviors and strategy use. Nevertheless, future research 

should examine whether our findings will generalize to other samples of interest. Second, 

although we examined the ASLQ’s stability using both EFA and CFA in two large samples 

respectively, we could have tested scale stability across time via test-retest reliability. Using this 

technique, a subset of one of the large samples would have completed the ASLQ a second time, 

which would have allowed for an assessment of scale reliability over the two administrations. 

Third, although we conceptually examined construct validity of the ASLQ, we did not examine 

the scale’s convergent validity (i. e., the scale should correlate with scores on another instrument 

designed to measure the same construct) and discriminant validity (i. e., the scale should be 

uncorrelated with other scales that are not designed to measure that construct). Finally, the 

ASLQ does not contain any items to directly measure the classic self-leadership strategy 

dimensions of natural rewards and self-cueing. Of the four items eliminated due to weak factor 

loadings in our EFA, two represented the RSLQ natural rewards dimension and two represented 

the RSLQ self-cueing dimension. The natural rewards dimension has been particularly 

troublesome for self-leadership scale developers. The natural rewards sub-scales in both the 

Anderson and Prussia (1997) SLQ and the Houghton and Neck (2002) RSLQ demonstrated the 

lowest sub-scale reliabilities of any sub-scale on either instrument. In addition, EFA factor 

loadings for the natural reward items were the lowest of all items included in the RSLQ and 
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suffered from relatively high cross-factor loadings. It is therefore not surprising that the natural 

reward items failed to fit well in the context of a brief scale. Similarly, self-cueing is a somewhat 

tangential self-leadership strategy that focuses more on altering a person’s behavioral 

environment than on directly altering a person’s behavior (cf. Neck & Manz, 2010). It is 

therefore understandable that the self-cueing items did not fit well in a brief scale designed to 

provide an overall measure of self-leadership.  We suggest that researchers who are particularly 

interested in the natural rewards or self-cueing dimensions of self-leadership should use the 

RSLQ and/or the natural rewards or self-cueing subscales.    

Despite these limitations, the ASLQ shows good promise as a brief self-leadership 

measurement scale. As mentioned above, we believe that the ASLQ will be especially useful for 

researchers who wish to measure self-leadership as one variable of interest in the context of a 

larger model and who therefore find it impractical to use the full 35-item RSLQ. Future research 

should continue to examine the psychometric properties of the ASLQ relative to the RSLQ and 

other scales of interest. In short, the ASLQ has great potential to facilitate future empirical self-

leadership research as our understanding and application of this popular normative model of self-

influence continues to expand into the future.  
 

About the Authors 

 

Jeffery D. Houghton is an associate professor of management and director of the Master of 

Science in Human Resources and Industrial Relations (MSIR) program at West Virginia 

University. His research interests include leadership, creativity, and individual differences. He 

holds a Ph.D. from Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University. Email: 

jeff.houghton@mail.wvu.edu 

 

David Dawley is an associate professor of management at West Virginia University. His research 

interests include organizational support and commitment. He holds a Ph.D. from Florida State 

University. Email: david.dawley@mail.wvu.edu  

 

Trudy C. DiLiello is the director of people and processes for the Specialty Center Acquisition, 

NAVFAC. Her research interests include creativity, innovation, and leadership. She holds a 

doctorate of public administration from the University of La Verne. Email: 

trudy.diliello@navy.mil 

 
Note: Partial funding for this research was provided by the Kennedy-Vanscoy Fund for Faculty 

Development in the College of Business and Economics, West Virginia University.  

 

References 

 

Anderson, J. S., & Prussia, G. E. (1997). The self-leadership questionnaire: Preliminary 

assessment of construct validity. The Journal of Leadership Studies, 4, 119-143.  

Andressen, P., & Konradt, U. (2007). Measuring self-leadership: Psychometric test of the 

German version of the revised self-leadership questionnaire. Zeitschrift fur 

Personalpsychologie, 6, 117-128.  

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive theory. 

Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.  



Houghton et al. / INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF LEADERSHIP STUDIES 228 

 

International Journal of Leadership Studies, Vol. 7, Iss. 2, 2012  

© 2012 School of Global Leadership &Entrepreneurship, Regent University 

ISSN 1554-3145 

Blanchard, K. (1995). Points of power can help self-leadership. Manage, 46, 12.  

Boss, A. D., & Sims, H. P., Jr. (2008). Everyone fails! Using emotion regulation and self-

leadership for recovery. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 23, 135-150.  

Browne, M. W., & Cudek, R. (1993). Alternative ways of assessing model fit. In K. A. Bollen & 

J. S. Long (Eds.), Testing structural equation models (pp. 136-162). Thousand Oaks, CA: 

Sage.  

Burns, D. D. (1980). Feeling good: The new mood therapy. New York, NY: William Morrow.  

Carmeli, A., Meitar, R., & Weisberg, J. (2006). Self-leadership skills and innovative behavior at 

work. International Journal of Manpower, 27, 75-90.  

Carver, C. S., & Scheier, M. F. (1981). Attention and self-regulation: A control theory approach 

to human behavior. New York, NY: Springer-Verlag.  

Carver, C. S., & Scheier, M. F. (1998). On the self-regulation of behavior. New York, NY: 

Cambridge University Press.  

Cautela, J. R. (1969). Behavior therapy and self-control: Techniques and applications. In C. M. 

Franks (Ed.), Behavioral therapy: Appraisal and status (pp. 323-340). NY: McGraw-

Hill.  

Costa, P. T., Jr., & McCrae, R. R. (1994). Set like plaster? Evidence for the stability of adult 

personality. In T. Heatherton & J. Weinberger (Eds.), Can personality change? (pp. 21-

40). American Psychological Association, Washington, DC.  

Cox, J. F. (1993). The effects of superleadership training on leader behavior, subordinate self-

leadership behavior, and subordinate citizenship, Unpublished doctoral dissertation, 

University of Maryland, College Park, MD.  

Curral, L., & Marques-Quinteiro, P. (2009). Self-leadership and work role innovation: Testing a 

mediation model with goal orientation and work motivation. Revista de Psicologia del 

Trabajo y de las Organizaciones, 25, 165-176.  

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in human 

behavior. New York, NY: Plenum.  

DiLiello, T. C., & Houghton, J. D. (2006). Maximizing organizational leadership capacity for the 

future: Toward a model of self-leadership, innovation and creativity. Journal of 

Managerial Psychology, 21, 319-337.  

Dillman, D. A. (2000). Mail and Internet surveys: The tailored design method, 2
nd

 ed., John 

Wiley, New York.  

D’Intino, R. S., Goldsby, M. G., Houghton, J. D., & Neck, C. P. (2007). Self-leadership: A 

process for entrepreneurial success. Journal of Leadership and Organizational Studies, 

13, 105-120.  

Dogan, S., & Sahin, F. (2008). A study of reliability, validity and adaptation of revised self 

leadership questionnaire-RSLQ to Turkish context. Journal of Economics and 

Administrative Sciences, 26, 139-164.  

Driskell, J. E., Copper, C., & Moran, A. (1994). Does mental practice enhance performance? 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 79, 481-492.  

Drucker. P. F. (2005). Peter F. Drucker on self-leadership. Leadership Excellence, 22(6), 13-14.  

Ellis, A. (1962). Reason and emotion in psychotherapy. New York: Lyle Stuart.  



Houghton et al. / INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF LEADERSHIP STUDIES 229 

 

International Journal of Leadership Studies, Vol. 7, Iss. 2, 2012  

© 2012 School of Global Leadership &Entrepreneurship, Regent University 

ISSN 1554-3145 

Ellis, A. (1975). A new guide to rational living. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.  

Ellis, A. (1977). The basic clinical theory of rational-emotive therapy. New York, NY: Springer.  

Fabrigar, L. R., Wegener, D. T., MacCullum, R. C., & Strahan, E. J. (1999). Evaluating the use 

of exploratory factor analysis in psychological research, Psychological Methods, 4, 272-

299.  

Finke, R. A. (1989). Principles of mental imagery. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.  

Georgianna, S. (2005). Intercultural Features of Self-leadership. Aachen, Germany: Shaker-

Verlag.  

Georgianna, S. (2007). Self-leadership: A cross-cultural perspective. Journal of Managerial 

Psychology, 22, 569-589.  

Guzzo, R. A. (1998). Leadership, self-management, and levels of analysis. In F. Dansereau & F. 

J. Yammarino (Eds.), Leadership: The multiple-level approaches, classical and new wave 

(pp. 213-219). Stanford, CT: JAI Press.  

Hair, J. F., Anderson, R. E., Tatham, R. L., & Black, W. C. (1998). Multivariate Data Analysis 

(5th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall.  

Hardy, K. (2004). Self-leadership as a tool in management succession planning. Public Manager, 

33, 41-44.  

Hilton, R. W. (1980). Integrating normative and descriptive theories of information processing. 

Journal of Accounting Research, 18, 477-505.  

Ho, J., & Nesbit, P. L. (2009). A refinement and extension of the self-leadership scale for the 

Chinese context. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 24, 450-476.  

Houghton, J. D., Bonham, T. W., Neck, C. P., & Singh, K. (2004). The Relationship between 

self-leadership and personality: A comparison of hierarchical factor structures. Journal of 

Managerial Psychology, 19, 427-441.  

Houghton, J. D., & Jinkerson, D. L. (2007). Constructive thought strategies and job satisfaction: 

A preliminary examination. Journal of Business and Psychology, 22, 45-53.  

Houghton, J. D., & Neck, C. P. (2002). The Revised self-leadership questionnaire: Testing a 

hierarchical factor structure for self-leadership. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 17, 

672-691.  

Kanfer, F. H. (1970). Self-regulation: Research, issues, and speculations. In C. Neuringer & J. L. 

Michael (Eds.), Behavioral modification in clinical psychology (pp. 178-220). New York, 

NY: Appleton-Century-Crofts.  

Konradt, U., Andressen, P., & Ellwart, T. (2009). Self-leadership in organizational teams: A 

multi-level analysis of moderators and mediators. European Journal of Work and 

Organizational Psychology, 18, 322-346.  

Latham, G. P., & Locke, E. A. (1991). Self-regulation through goal setting. Organizational 

Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 50, 212-247.  

Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (1990). A theory of goal setting and task performance. 

Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.  

Mahoney, M. J., & Arnkoff, D. B. (1978). Cognitive and self-control therapies In S. L. Garfield 

& A. E. Borgin (Eds.), Handbook of Psychotherapy and Therapy Change (pp. 689-722). 

New York, NY: Wiley.  



Houghton et al. / INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF LEADERSHIP STUDIES 230 

 

International Journal of Leadership Studies, Vol. 7, Iss. 2, 2012  

© 2012 School of Global Leadership &Entrepreneurship, Regent University 

ISSN 1554-3145 

Mahoney, M. J., & Arnkoff, D. B. (1979). Self-management: Theory, research, and application, 

In J. P. Brady & D. Pomerleau (Eds.), Behavioral medicine: Theory and practice (pp. 75-

96). Baltimore, MD: Williams and Williams.  

Manz, C. C. (1986). Self-leadership: Toward an expanded theory of self-influence processes in 

organizations. Academy of Management Review, 11, 585-600.  

Manz, C. C., & Sims, H. P., Jr. (1980). Self-management as a substitute for leadership: A social 

learning perspective. Academy of Management Review, 5, 361-367.  

Manz, C. C., & Sims, H. P., Jr. (1987). Leading workers to lead themselves: The external 

leadership of self-managing work teams. Administrative Science Quarterly, 32, 106-128.  

Manz, C. C., & Sims, H. P., Jr. (1991). Superleadership: Beyond the myth of heroic leadership. 

Organizational Dynamics, 19, 18-35.  

Manz, C. C., & Sims, H. P., Jr. (2001). The new superleadership: Leading others to lead 

themselves. San Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler.  

Markham, S. E., & Markham, I. S. (1995). Self-management and self-leadership reexamined: A 

levels of analysis perspective. Leadership Quarterly, 6, 343-359.  

Markham, S. E., & Markham, I. S. (1998). Self-management and self-leadership reexamined: A 

levels of analysis perspective. In F. Dansereau & F. J. Yammarino (Eds.), Leadership: 

The multiple-level approaches, classical and new wave (pp. 193-210). Stanford, CT: JAI 

Press.  

McShane, S. L., & Von Glinow, M. A. (2010). Organizational behavior (5
th

 ed.). Boston, MA: 

McGraw-Hill, Irwin.  

Müller, G. F. (2006). Dimensions of self-leadership: A German replication and extension. 

Psychological Reports, 99, 357-362.  

Nahavandi, A. (2009). The art and science of leadership (5
th

 ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: 

Prentice Hall.  

Neck, C. P. (1996). Thought self-leadership: A self-regulatory approach to overcoming 

resistance to organizational change. International Journal of Organizational Analysis, 4, 

202-216.  

Neck, C. P., Ashcraft, R., & VanSandt, C. (1998). Employee self-leadership: Enhancing the 

effectiveness of nonprofits. International Journal of Organization Theory and Behavior, 

1, 521-552.  

Neck, C. P., & Houghton, J. D. (2006). Two decades of self-leadership theory and research: Past 

developments, present trends, and future possibilities. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 

21, 270-295.  

Neck, C. P., & Manz, C. C. (1992). Thought self-leadership: The impact of self-talk and mental 

imagery on performance. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 12, 681-699.  

Neck, C. P., & Manz, C. C. (1996). Thought self-leadership: The impact of mental strategies 

training on employee behavior, cognition, and emotion. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 17, 445-467.  

Neck, C. P., & Manz, C. C. (2010). Mastering self-leadership: Empowering yourself for 

personal excellence (5
th

 ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Prentice Hall.  



Houghton et al. / INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF LEADERSHIP STUDIES 231 

 

International Journal of Leadership Studies, Vol. 7, Iss. 2, 2012  

© 2012 School of Global Leadership &Entrepreneurship, Regent University 

ISSN 1554-3145 

Neck, C. P., Smith, W., & Godwin, J. (1997). Thought self-leadership: A self-regulatory 

approach to diversity management. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 12, 190-203.  

Neck, C. P., Stewart, G., & Manz, C. C. (1995). Thought self-leadership as a framework for 

enhancing the performance of performance appraisers. Journal of Applied Behavioral 

Science, 31, 278-302.  

Neck, C. P., Stewart, G. L., & Manz, C. C. (1996). Self-leaders within self-leading teams: 

Toward an optimal equilibrium. In M. Beyerlein (Ed.), Advances in Interdisciplinary 

Studies of Work Teams Vol. 3, (pp. 43-65). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.  

Neubert, M. J., & Wu, J. C. (2006). A cross-cultural validation of the Houghton and Neck self-

leadership measure. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 21, 360-373.  

Nunnally, J. C., & Bernstein, I. H. (1994).  Psychometric theory 3. New York, NY: McGraw-

Hill.  

Orbell, S., Hodgkins, S., & Sheeran, P. (1997). Implementation intentions and the theory of 

planned behavior. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 23, 945-954.  

Pearce, C. L., & Manz, C. C. (2005). The new silver bullets of leadership: The importance of 

self- and shared leadership in knowledge work. Organizational Dynamics, 34, 130-140.  

Prussia, G. E., Anderson, J. S., & Manz, C. C. (1998). Self-leadership and performance 

outcomes: The mediating influence of self-efficacy. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 

19, 523-538.  

Roberts, H. E., & Foti, R. J. (1998). Evaluating the interaction between self-leadership and work 

structure in predicting job satisfaction. Journal of Business and Psychology, 12, 257-267.  

Seligman, M. E. P. (1991). Learned optimism. New York: Alfred Knopf.  

Sheehan, K. B. (2001). E-mail Survey Response Rates: A review. Journal of Computer Mediated 

Communication, 6(2). Retrieved from http://jcmc.indiana.edu/vol6/issue2/sheehan.html 

Sheeran, P., & Orbell, S. (2000). Using implementation intentions for cervical cancer screening. 

Health Psychology, 19, 283-289.  

Sims, H. P., Jr., & Manz, C. C. (1996). Company of heroes: Unleashing the power of self-

leadership. New York: Wiley.  

Stewart, G. L., & Barrick, M. R. (2000). Team structure and performance: Assessing the 

mediating role of intrateam process and the moderating role of task type. Academy of 

Management Journal, 43, 135-149.  

Stewart, G. L., Carson, K. P., & Cardy, R. L. (1996). The joint effects of conscientiousness and 

self-leadership training on self-directed behavior in a service setting. Personnel 

Psychology, 49, 143-164.  

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2007). Using multivariate statistics. Boston: Pearson 

Education.  

Thoresen, C. E., & Mahoney, M. J. (1974). Behavioral self-control. New York: Holt, Rinehart, 

& Winston.  

Uhl-Bien, M., & Marion, R. (2009). Complexity leadership in bureaucratic forms of organizing: 

A meso model. Leadership Quarterly, 20, 631-650.  



Houghton et al. / INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF LEADERSHIP STUDIES 232 

 

International Journal of Leadership Studies, Vol. 7, Iss. 2, 2012  

© 2012 School of Global Leadership &Entrepreneurship, Regent University 

ISSN 1554-3145 

Uhl-Bien, M., Marion, R., & McKelvey, B. (2007). Complexity leadership theory: Shifting 

leadership from the industrial age to the knowledge era. Leadership Quarterly, 18, 298-

318.  

VanSandt, C. V., & Neck, C. P. (2003). Bridging ethics and self leadership: Overcoming ethical 

discrepancies between employee and organizational standards. Journal of Business 

Ethics, 43, 363-387.  

Van Zyl, E. (2008). The relation between stress and self-leadership characteristics among a 

group of first-line supervisors working in a state organization. Tydskrif vir 

Geesteswetenskappe, 48, 454-466.  

Waitley, D. (1995). Empires of the mind: Lessons to lead and succeed in a knowledge-based 

world. New York: William Morrow.  

                                                 

i
  Self-punishment was excluded because this dimension has more recently been reconceptualized in the 

self-leadership literature as “self-correcting feedback” (e. g., Neck & Houghton, 2006) and because 

excessive self-punishment involving self-criticism and guilt can become self-destructive (Manz & Sims, 

2001).  


