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Abstract: The purpose of the present paper is to introduce the Military Academic Motivation Scale (MAMS), a short and reliable instrument for
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job performance, extra-role behaviors, burnout, and intention to quit). The potential applications of the MAMS were extensively discussed, and
recommendations for use in the military Academy setting were given.
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Motivation plays a key role in the military academy:
Military organizations are indeed “greedy institutions”
demanding of cadets a continuous investment of physical
and psychological resources (see ‘Segal, 1986).. Once
entered in the academy, cadets are called to undergo a tir-
ing and often harsh military training (Caforio;2018), to con-
form to strict conduct rules (Soeters, 2018), to respect a
highly formalized hierarchical role system (Soeters, 2018),
and to accept a certain lack of separation between private
and working life (Hall, 2011). Thus, it is not surprising that
several psychological studies have demonstrated a strict
association between levels of reported motivation and
workplace well-being (Chambel, Castanheira, Oliveira-
Cruz, & Lopes, 2015), work engagement (Gillet, Huart,
Colombat, & Fouquereau, 2013), physical symptoms and
future work intentions (Otis & Pelletier, 2005), perceived
occupational injury (Chan et al., 2017), and career retention
in military settings (Gibb & Dolgin, 1988).

One of the most influential and useful theoretical
accounts of human motivation has been offered by the
self-determination theory (henceforth SDT; Deci & Ryan,
1985; Ryan & Deci, 2017). Notably, SDT does not describe
motivation as a unitary construct. Rather, SDT postulates
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the existence of different types of motivation that jointly
concur to determine people’s behavior. Moreover, accord-
ing to Ryan and Deci (2017, p. 14), “some forms of motiva-
tion are considered to be entirely volitional, reflecting one’s
interests or values, whereas others can be wholly external,
as when one is coerced or pressured into doing something
he or she does not find of value.” Only internally motivated
people are expected to engage and succeed in a task. Thus,
being able to reliably discern and assess the different moti-
vational inclinations characterizing cadets is important to
evaluate the strength of their intention to undertake a
career in the military.

For sure, there are high personal and organizational costs
associated with failure to complete the military training
(Dahlman, 2007). People who drop out of the academy suf-
fer the costs of the time lost, of the personal resources
depleted, and of all sacrifices made without obtaining the
desired aim. On the other side, military organizations pay
the cost of the economic resources invested and lost to train
people who, at the end, quit their organization. Although
less apparent at first, there are also other (often high) costs
associated with ignoring the nature of motivation of people
attending military academies and schools, and being finally
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admitted to exert an active role in the military. As noted by
Caforio and Nuciari (1994), it is likely that internally moti-
vated people would invest more and have no reserve in
their work, and will generally show higher dedication and
commitment. On the contrary, externally motivated people
may, in the long run, show a more practical orientation and
do things only when a personal advantage is clear (but see
Kanfer, Frese, & Johnson, 2017, p. 340; see also Cerasoli,
Nicklin, & Ford, 2014).

In this regard, several authors have explained the exis-
tence of two military cultures, one more occupationally (or
bureaucratically) oriented, and the other more professionally
oriented (Caforio, 2018). The adherence of a person to one
or the other of these two cultures is likely explainable by the
nature of his/her motivation to be part of military organiza-
tions. People belonging to the first culture likely choose to
enter the military academy because of external motivations,
such as the desire for economic independence, or a per-
sonal interest in getting a good education, or to gain job
security (also in relation to unemployment situations), or
simply a decent salary (see Caforio, 2018). People belong-
ing to the second culture, on the other hand, appear to be
more intrinsically motivated to choose military organiza-
tions. When questioned about it, they mention reasons such
as “I wanted to play my part in serving my country,” or “T
was interested in leading men,” or even “I was looking for
adventure, because of military ethics” (Caforio, 2018,
p. 282). Thus, knowing the nature of a cadet’s/motivations
is a key aspect in order to predict his/her future’engage-
ment and commitment to the service.

Thus, the purpose of the present article'is to report three
studies aimed at investigating the psychometric properties
of a new instrument developed to assess motivation toyjoin
the military. The remaining sections are organized as fol-
lows. First, we present the basic tenets of the SDT. Then,
we present the development of this new scale. Finally, we
describe the three studies conducted to investigate the psy-
chometric properties of this new instrument, in terms of
structural validity, reliability, measurement invariance,
and external validity.

Self-Determination Theory of Motivation

From a theoretical stance, SDT treats motivation as a mul-
tidimensional construct and differentiates between forms of
autonomous motivation and controlled motivation. The
first is characterized by a strong volition and willingness
to engage in certain behaviors (Deci & Ryan, 2008). The
latter leads people to act in response to external pressures
or to attain certain rewards (Deci & Ryan, 2008). Then,
three further types of motivations, along with six associated
behavior regulation styles, are distinguished and posited on
a continuum from the maximum degree of controlled
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motivation (viz. non-self-determined) to the maximum
degree of autonomous motivation (viz. self-determined,;
Gagné & Deci, 2005; Ryan & Deci, 2000). When motiva-
tion is autonomous and voluntary, the source of the behav-
ior is hypothesized to be internal. In these circumstances,
the behavior is considered to be self-determined. In con-
trast, when motivation is controlled by outer forces, beyond
one’s own real volition or control, the source of the behav-
ior is deemed external. Consequently, the behavior is
hypothesized to be not self-determined (Ryan & Deci,
2017).

Amotivation is the most controlled or non-self-determined
form of motivation. It is defined as a state characterized
by a total absence of volition, and by the lack of any moti-
vation to engage in behaviors perceived beyond one’s con-
trol (Vallerand et al., 1992). Extrinsic motivation is less
controlled than amotivation but lies on the non-self-
determined side of the continuum (Ryan & Deci, 2000).
Within-extrinsic motivation, four behavior regulation styles
are acknowledged: external regulation and introjected regula-
tion-(i-e., the most controlled and involuntary forms), iden-
tified’ regulation_and, integrated regulation (i.e., the most
autonomous’ and ‘voluntary forms). Externally regulated
individuals engage in a certain behavior in order to satisfy
external demands, obtaining rewards or avoiding punish-
ments; basically, work-related behaviors of externally regu-
lated” workers are “instrumental.” Introjected regulation
refers to controlled motivation that leads individuals to
behave in order to avoid anxiety, guilt, or sense of remorse
and to satisfy internal demands such as ego and self-esteem
enhancement. Identified regulation refers to autonomous
motivation for which the behavior is considered to be more
conscious and personally important because it is more con-
gruent with personal goals and values. Finally, integrated
regulation refers to the most autonomous form of extrinsic
motivation, which represents the perfect synthesis of one’s
interests and needs together with the values of another per-
son or of society (Ryan & Deci, 2000).

Intrinsic motivation lies at the opposite side of the self-
determination continuum, representing the most autono-
mous and completely self-determined form of motivation.
Internally motivated individuals act only because of the
pure satisfaction derived by doing the activity itself. Thus,
intrinsically motivated people are considered to be entirely
self-determined and autonomous, with the origin of their
intention being completely internal and determined by
the profound pleasure derived from the activity itself. Peo-
ple intrinsically motivated, feel completely competent and
in control, and they enjoy what they are doing referring
feelings to be deeply interested and satisfied. The progres-
sion among those types of motivation is subordinate to ful-
filling the basic needs for autonomy, competence, and
relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 2008; Ryan & Deci, 2000).
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Development of the Military Academic
Motivation Scale

Probably, the most acknowledged instrument developed for
assessing motivation according to SDT is the Academic
Motivation Scale (AMS; Vallerand et al., 1992). Since its
introduction, the AMS was validated in different samples
of high school and college students across different cultures
(e.g., English and French; Vallerand et al., 1992, 1993). The
original version of the AMS was composed of seven sub-
scales, one assessing amotivation, three assessing different
subtypes of external motivation (i.e., external regulation, in-
trojected regulation, identified regulation), and the remaining
three assessing different types of intrinsic motivation (i.e.,
intrinsic motivation to know, to accomplish things, and to
experience stimulus; Vallerand, Blais, Briére, & Pelletier,
1989; Vallerand et al., 1992, 1993). These last three types
of intrinsic motivation were not theorized by SDT, nor have
they been found anymore in subsequent psychometric stud-
ies on the instrument. In fact, more recent studies that have
analyzed the factorial structure of the AMS have recovered
only one dimension for intrinsic motivation (and thus, a total
of only five subscales; see Grouzet, Otis, & Pelletier, 2006;
Otis, Grouzet, & Pelletier, 2005; Ratelle, Guay, Larose, &
Senécal, 2004). Moreover, previous studies showed a high
degree of overlap with integrated motivation subscale and
problems of face validity (Gagné et al., 2015), leading
Gagné and colleagues to argue that “adding an integrated
regulation subscale [...] would lengthen the measure with
no apparent benefits” (Gagné et al., 2015, pt 193).

Summarizing, to date there is compelling evidence
that the AMS is composed by the following five subscales:
(1) amotivation, (2) three subscales for extrinsic motivation
(external regulation, introjected regulation, identified. regula-
tion), and (3) one subscale assessing intrinsic' motivation.
Each of these subscales consists of four items*(Grouzet
et al., 2006). Thus, in this paper we present amodified ver-
sion of the above five factor AMS adapted for use in mili-
tary academies and schools. This scale was named the
Military Academic Motivation Scale (henceforth MAMS).
Differently from other instruments suited for assessing
motivation in the work setting (e.g., the Multidimensional
Work Motivation Scale; see Gagné et al., 2015), the 20
items included in the MAMS were drawn from the original
AMS (Vallerand et al., 1992, 1993), and specifically adapted
for the military context.

More in detail, whereas the items included in the MAMS
remained similar in meaning to the items originally included
in the AMS, they were specifically rewritten and reframed
for the military academic context thanks to the help of
trained military psychologists, so that their content was
framed explicitly on the military academy experience. Then,
before being included in the final version of the MAMS, each

© 2020 Hogrefe Publishing

of the original 20 items was judged by a pool of experts (two
military psychologists enlisted as military officers and two
researchers), blinded [Author: provide blinded details]
to the aim of the present study, who were asked to assign
each item to one of the five theoretical motivational dimen-
sions tapped by the MAMS. During this process, three items
(one for external regulation and two for intrinsic regulation)
were discharged because their content was ambiguous
and not easily suitable for the military context.

Thus, the final version of the MAMS used in this study
was composed of 17 items (see Appendix): Four items for
the amotivation subscale, three for the external regulation
subscale, three for the introjected regulation subscale, three
for the identified regulation subscale, and four for the intrin-
sic regulation subscale. These items are presented in Table 1.
Structurally, the MAMS is composed of five factors, one for
amotivation (consisting of 4 items); three for extrinsic moti-
vation, namely external regulation.(3 items), introjected regu-
lation (3 items), identified regulation (3 items); and one for
intrinsic motivation (4 items). Consistently with the original
instrument, a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (= not at
all) to 5 (= very much) was selected as the response format.

It is important.to note that, whereas other instruments
make specific reference to workers’ “efforts” on an unspec-
ified “curtent job” (see, e.g., Gagné et al., 2015), the items
of the MAMS are focused on the motivations underlying the
decision to undertake a military job. Hence, MAMS items
are particularly suitable for assessing motivation before
and 'across the training phases (i.e., at the academy),
namely when cadets have not yet reached the status of
tenured soldiers. Three studies are presented below in
which the psychometric properties of the MAMS were eval-
uated in three different samples of military cadets.

Study 1

In Study 1, the hypothesized five-factor structure of the
MAMS scale was investigated by means of exploratory
structural equation modeling (ESEM), conducted on a large
and heterogeneous sample of military officials, and non-
commissioned officer cadets. Moreover, the reliability of
factor scores belonging to each of the five factors was eval-
uated, as well as the item-scale corrected correlation.

Method

Participants

The participants of Study 1 were 452 military cadets attend-
ing both a military academy (28; 6% of the total), and a
school for non-commissioned officers of the Guardia di
Finanza (424; 94% of the total), which is an Italian law
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Table 1. Means, standard deviations, item-total correlations of MAMS items and nonlinear SEM reliability coefficient of the subscales — Study 1,

Study 2, and Study 3

Study 1 (N = 452)

Study 2 (N = 1372) Study 3 (N = 520)

ltems M SD It M SD It M SD It
Amotivation (pn. = .84, .87, .91) 1.09 0.32 1.08 0.35 1.16 0.47

ltem 3 1.07 0.31 .65 1.08 0.42 .69 1.20 0.66 .70
ltem 7 1.10 0.42 .66 1.10 0.46 .69 1.17 0.55 77
Item 10 1.10 0.47 .61 1.08 0.41 .66 1.12 0.46 .70
Item 15 1.08 0.39 .65 1.07 0.40 .73 1.18 0.53 .79
External Regulation (pn. = .81, .74, .87) 212 0.92 2.15 0.93 2.05 0.84

ltem 5 2.05 1.07 .59 2.08 1.08 .56 2.06 0.97 .60
ltem 12 2.47 1.26 47 2.51 1.33 .49 2.30 1.13 .61
ltem 17 1.83 1.03 .69 1.85 1.03 .70 1.79 0.89 72
Introjected Regulation (py. = .80, .80, .85) 2.56 1.15 2.58 1.16 2.49 1.08

ltem 4 2.39 1.35 .62 2.41 1.35 .60 2.38 1.25 .65
ltem 11 2.48 1.33 .69 2.53 1.36 .69 2.45 1.26 72
ltem 16 2.80 1.44 .59 2.79 1.44 .62 2.63 1.26 .68
Identified Regulation (pn. = .70, .75, .81) 3.45 0.95 3.52 0.98 3.24 0.93

ltem 6 3.84 1.21 43 3.90 1.19 49 3.46 1.16 48
[tem 8 3.47 1.21 .36 3.55 1.18 46 3.35 1.15 45
[tem 9 3.08 1.35 .50 3.12 1.36 .58 2.90 1.20 .66
Intrinsic Regulation (pn. = .86, .85, .89) 4.55 0.58 4.55 0.58 4.35 0.63

ltem 1 4.57 0.70 .69 4.59 0.67 .68 4.32 0.73 .76
ltem 2 4.66 0.63 77 4.70 0.56 .70 4.44 0.66 .75
ltem 13 4.46 0.78 .60 4.47 0.80 .57 4.38 0.76 .73
ltem 14 4.51 0.74 .63 4.46 0.82 .62 4.25 0.82 .67

Note. The introduction to the scale reads “Why did you decide ta join the Guardia di Finanza?”. py. = Nonlinear SEM Reliability Coefficient for Study 1, Study
2, and Study 3, respectively; M = mean; SD = standard deviation; ri; = item-total'scale-score-corrected correlation coefficient. ltems are presented in

Appendix.

enforcement agency of the Ministry ‘of Economy and
Finance. They were aged between 18-and 3liyears (M =
23.4, SD = 2.6). Sample consisted of 260 males.(57.5%)
and 192 females (42.5%). Most of the sample had a high
school degree (316; 70%), whereas 136 participants (30%)
had a university degree. Some of them also had previous
experience in another military organization (167; 37%).
There were no missing data.

Procedure

Military cadets provided their responses after logging into
computers in the school under the direct supervision of a
specifically trained psychologist. The psychologist did not
interfere in any way with participants, but only introduced
them to the procedure and showed them how to interact
with the electronic version of the test battery. All the cadets
completed the Italian version of the tests during the same
day, but in different groups randomly assembled. This
study (as well as the other two) was conducted according
to the ethical standards of the American Psychological
Association (APA), and according to the principles
expressed in the Declaration of Helsinki.

European Journal of Psychological Assessment (2020)

Measure

As presented above, the MAMS was composed of 17 items
(see Appendix): Four items for the amotivation subscale,
three for the external regulation subscale, three for the intro-
Jjected regulation subscale, three for the identified regulation
subscale, and four for the intrinsic regulation subscale.
These items are presented in Table 1. The response format
is a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (= not at all) to 5
(= very much).

Data Analytic Strategy and Model Evaluation

The hypothesized five-factor model was tested using
Exploratory Structural Equation Models (henceforth, ESEM;
Asparouhov & Muthén [Author: add to references list],
2009; Marsh, Morin, Parker, & Kaur, 2014). ESEM inte-
grates features of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) allowing researchers to
evaluate the fit of alternative theoretical “a priori” models,
but relaxing the restrictive “independent clusters assump-
tion” (i.e., all the items have just one loading on the respec-
tive factor, and no secondary loadings on different
factors; see Morin, Marsh, & Nagengast, 2013). This point
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is important in light of previous studies, suggesting a ten-
dency for items included in motivational measures, to load
on more than a single factor (Guay, Morin, Litalien, Valois,
& Vallerand 2015; Howard, Gagné, Morin, & Forest, 2019
[Author: year is 2018 in references list. Please clarify];
Litalien, Guay, & Morin, 2015).

In estimating all the parameters, we used the categorical
variable estimator weighted least squares with mean- and
variance-adjusted standard errors (WLSMV) over poly-
choric correlations (Rhemtulla, Brosseau-Liard, & Savalei,
2012), as implemented in Mplus 8.3 (Muthén & Muthén,
1998-2017). This estimator is considered to be more suited
to the ordered-categorical nature of Likert-type scales than
traditional maximum likelihood estimation (Beauducel &
Herzberg, 2006; Finney & DiStefano, 2006; Guay et al.,
2015).

Goodness of fit of the model was evaluated by inspecting
the WLSMV-based y? statistic, the Comparative Fit Index
(CFI), the Tucker Lewis Index (TLI), the Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation (RMSEA), and the Weighted Root
Mean Square Residual (WRMR). Values of RMSEA < .06
and CFI-TLI > .95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999), as well as values
of WRMR <« 1 (DiStefano, Liu, Jiang, & Shi, 2018) were con-
sidered acceptable. All the input files used for this and the
other studies are presented in Electronic Supplementary
Material, ESM 1.

Reliability Analysis

Reliability for each factor was computed using'the nonlin-
ear structural equation modeling reliability “coefficient
(pnr), which is a reliability index appropriated for SEM with
ordinal data (Garrido et al., in press [Author: please
update]; Green & Yang, 2009; Yang & Green, 2015).

Results

Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 (see column Study 1) presents the'Ms, SDs, pnr, and
corrected item-total correlation coefficients () of each
MAMS item. Mean scale scores ranged from 1.09 (Amotiva-
tion) to 4.55 (intrinsic motivation). On average, all items
appeared strongly correlated with their respective scale
score (M,, = 0.60, SD = 0.11), with item-total scale score
correlations ranging from .36 (Item 8) to .77 (Item 2). The
pne ranged from .70 (identified regulation) to .86 (intrinsic
regulation), thus attesting good reliability.

Exploratory Structural Equation Modeling

The hypothesized five-factor ESEM model provided a rea-
sonable fit to the data, according to previously mentioned
criteria: y*(61, N = 452) = 56.959, p = .623; CFI = 1.00;
TLI = 1.00; RMSEA = .000, 90% CI [.000, .025], p =
1.00; WRMR = .300. All the factor loadings were high
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(see Table 2), ranging from .89 to .33, with a mean of .73
(SD = 0.15). Latent factors were moderately to very highly
correlated (see Table 3), with significant coefficients rang-
ing from |.11| (amotivation with introjected regulation) to
|.78| (amotivation with introjected regulation).

Alternative Models

The fit of the hypothesized five-factor ESEM model was
compared with that of five alternative models, namely: (1)
a CFA model with the five hypothesized factors, in which
each item loaded onto the respective factor [*(109, N =
452) = 271.770, p < .001; CFI = .978; TLI = .973; RMSEA
=.059, 90% CI [.049, .066], p = .074; WRMR = 1.075];
(2) a CFA model with three factors instead of five (amotiva-
tion, extrinsic regulation, and intrinsic regulation) in which
the 9 items referring to the extrinsic regulation factors
(i.e., external regulation, introjected regulation, and identified
regulation) were specified as loading into just one single
extrinsic regulation factor+[;%(116, N = 452) = 883.813,
p < .001;'CFI = .905; TLL = .889; RMSEA = .121, 90% CI
[.1145..129], p > .001;;WRMR = 2.160]; (3) a CFA bifactor
model where the 9 items referring to the extrinsic regula-
tion factors loaded simultaneously into three specific exter-
nal regulation factors (i.e., external regulation, introjected
regulation: andvidentified regulation) and into a general
extrinsic ‘regulation factor [y*(107, N = 452) = 657.709,
p < 001; CFI = .932; TLI = .913; RMSEA = .107, 90%
CL[.099, .115], p > .001; WRMR = 1.851]; (4) a CFA hierar-
chical model in which the different factors of extrinsic moti-
vation loaded into a single second-order factor [y*(113,
N = 452) = 768.456, p < .001; CFI = .919; TLI = .902;
RMSEA = .113, 90% CI [.106, .121 p > .001; WRMR =
2.007]; (5) a CFA bifactor model where all the items loaded
simultaneously into their respective specific regulation fac-
tors and into a general motivation factor (this last model
was not identified).

Finally, the alternative models resulting in non-accepta-
ble model fits were directly discarded (i.e., Models 2-3-4),
while Model 1, that showed an acceptable data fit, was fur-
ther examined. After this examination, it was also discarded
because it resulted in correlations between the latent fac-
tors that were too high (i.e., > |.85|). At the end of this pro-
cedure, the initial ESEM solution, with five correlated
factors, resulted as the best fitting one.

Study 2

In Study 2, using three different cohorts of cadets enrolled
in the non-commissioned officers’ school of Guardia di
Finanza, we attempted to further confirm the MAMS five-
factor structure. Moreover, because previous studies
demonstrated the existence of gender differences in
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Table 2. ESEM standardized factor loadings of each MAMS item - Study 1, Study 2, and Study 3

ltems AMOT EX INTRJ IDE INTRI

ltem 3 .87/.86/.88 —.04/.03/.11 .04/.06/.18 .01/.01/-.15 —.07/-.02/.09
ltem 7 .89/.93/.78 —.04/-11/.15 .02/.00/.01 12/.18/-.01 —.09/-.09/-.15
Item 10 .79/.86/.74 .08/.05/.05 —.03/.03/-.02 —.05/-.09/-.03 —.04/.00/-.25
ltem 15 .73/.94/.73 .15/.10/.12 .01/—-.02/.03 —.19/—-.13/-.07 —.10/.07/-.24
ltem 5 .07/.10/.14 .61/.69/.88 .20/.10/—-.06 .23/.16/.13 —.06/.00/-.01
ltem 12 —.03/.05/.33 .88/.77/.53 .08/—.04/.04 —-.03/.11/.16 —.08/-.08/.05
ltem 17 .10/—.04/-.09 .64/.48/.34 —.07/.00/.46 —.07/-.16/.24 .21/.01/-19
ltem 4 —.11/.03/.27 .20/.12/.11 .69/.61/.54 —.02/.08/.14 —.06/.00/.14
[tem 11 —.08/.08/.18 .10/-.02/-.09 .82/.83/.81 .06/.08/.14 —.12/.02/.04
ltem 16 .27/.08/-.18 —.03/.03/.23 .68/.73/.81 .07/.05/-.08 .24/.02/-.06
Item 6 .01/-.01/-.01 .01/.08/.20 —.04/-.08/-.01 .60/.63/.46 .25/.25/.38
Item 8 .00/-.07/-11 —.15/-.07/.12 .30/.37/.31 .33/.43/.38 .01/-.03/.07
Item 9 —.07/-.05/-.19 A4/14/.15 —.09/.01/-.03 .86/.81/.95 —.12/-.06/-.12
Item 1 —.11/.10/-.25 .05/-.12/.12 —.09/-.12/.00 .02/.13/-.09 .80/.89/.77
Item 2 —.12/-.02/-.26 —.04/-14/.16 .04/-.08/.02 —.08/.10/-.19 .88/.84/.80
Item 13 —.19/-.09/-.02 —.07/.08/-.18 14/.15/.07 .08/—-.11/.11 .61/.78/.82
ltem 14 .02/-.06/.12 .08/.18/-.15 —.03/.11/-.02 .15/—-.05/.25 .80/.83/.83

Note. AMOT = Amotivation; EX = External Regulation; INTRJ = Introjected Regulation; IDE = Identified Regulation; INTRI = Intrinsic Regulation. Factor
loadings of Study 1 appear before the first forward stash, factor loadings of Study 2'appear between the two forward stashes, and factor loadings of Study 3
appear after the second forward stash. Results in bold indicate the loadings of the items on their target a priori factor.

Table 3. Correlations among the MAMS factors — Study 1 and Study 2

AMOT EX INTRJ IDE INTRI
AMOT - DO*xx L4FFE -.07 —.58***
EX _38*** — .49*** L KKRx 7_23***
INTRJ R L2FR% - Rl ikl —.02
IDE -17 32Fxx B2¥xx - .38x**
INTRI —.78%** —.30%** —.03 RN el -

Note. AMOT = Amotivation; EX = External Regulation; INTRJ =/Introjected Regulation; IDE = Identified Regulation; INTRI = Intrinsic Regulation. Study 1
correlations are above the diagonal, Study 2/correlations are below thesdiagonal. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.

motivation between malest and females™ (Vecchione,
Alessandri, & Marsicano, 2014), we investigated MAMS
measurement invariance across both gender ‘and cohorts
(Meredith & Teresi, 2006). This latter type of invariance
is important in order to track the evolttion of achievement
motivation during the different academic stages (i.e., the
first, second, and third years).

Method

Participants

Participants of Study 2 were 1,372 military cadets attending
the non-commissioned officers’ school of the Guardia di
Finanza. 827 were males (60.3%) while 545 were females
(39.7%), and their ages ranged from 18 to 32 years (M =
23.6, SD = 2.5). As in Study 1, the majority of participants
had a high school degree (1,163; 85%), whereas 209
(15%) reported a university degree. Some of them also
had previous experience in other military organizations

European Journal of Psychological Assessment (2020)

(428; 32.6%). The administration procedure was the same
as in Study 1, and there were no missing data.

Measures
In this study, we administered the MAMS already described
in detail in Study 1.

Model Evaluation

Model fit in single group analyses was evaluated following
the same approach described in Study 1. Measurement
invariance (for gender and cohort) was tested by fitting a
sequence of increasingly restrictive models, in accordance
with the guidelines suggested by Guay and colleagues
(2015, Appendix C; see also Litalien et al., 2015). In the first
(unconstrained) model, all factor loadings, thresholds, and
error variances were allowed to differ across groups (config-
ural invariance). In the second model (metric invariance),
the factor loadings were constrained to be equal (ie.,
equal 2). In the third model, we tested scalar invariance

© 2020 Hogrefe Publishing
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by imposing additional equality constraints on the thresh-
olds (equal t). In the fourth model, we tested strict invari-
ance by maintaining the restrictions of the previous steps,
while imposing an additional constraint of equal item
uniqueness (i.e., equal ¢). If items’ error variances are
invariant across gender or cohorts, one can assume that
items are equally reliable across gender or cohorts. Finally,
in the fifth and sixth models, we imposed the patterns of
variance and covariance of each MAMS factor to be equal
across groups. Then, we fixed all the latent means to be
equal across groups, respectively.

We considered measurement invariance supported if the
fit of the restricted models did not decrease by more than
.01in CFI or increased by more than .015 in RMSEA (Chen,
2007). The theta parameterization was used for all invari-
ance analyses. Differences among latent means were
explored by fixing to zero the means of the reference group
and allowing the means of the comparing groups to be
freely estimated. The resulting values (in the unconstrained
groups) represent the standardized distance of each group
mean from the value of the reference group mean.

Results

Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 (see column Study 2) presents Ms, SDs, pnr, and the
corrected item-total correlation coefficients (1) of eachqof
the MAMS items. The values of these coefficients mim-
icked those found in Study 1. Indeed, mean scale scores
ranged from 1.08 (Amotivation) to 4.55 (Intrinsic regulation),
and all items appeared strongly correlated. with their
respective scale score (M,, = 0.62, SD'= 0.01; min 7 =
.46, item 8; max ry, = .73, item 15). The pyy, ranged from
.74 (external regulation) to .87 (amotivation), thus attesting
good reliability.

Exploratory Structural Equation Modeling

As in Study 1, the hypothesized model provided an excellent
fit to the data: *(61, N = 1,433) = 137.679, p < .001; CFI =
.996; TLI = .990; RMSEA = .030, 90% CI [.024, .037], p =
1.00; WRMR = .458 (Table 3). All the factor loadings were
high (Table 2), ranging from .43 (item 8) to .94 (item 15;
M = 0.76; SD = 0.15). With regard to the correlation
between the MAMS subscales, amotivation was positively
related to external regulation and negatively related to
intrinsic motivation (see Table 3). On the contrary, intro-
jected regulation was correlated with external regulation
and identified regulation, but uncorrelated with intrinsic
regulation. These results nicely replicated those found in
Study 1.

Structure Validation Across Gender
In examining the MAMS measurement invariance across
gender, we started with testing the hypothesized model

© 2020 Hogrefe Publishing

separately for males [x*(61, N = 868) = 93.705, p < .05;
CFI = .997; TLI = .993; RMSEA = .025, 90% CI [.014,
.035], p = .693; WRMR = .366], and females [3*(61, N =
565) = 86.999, p < .05; CFI = .996; TLI = .992; RMSEA =
.028, 90% CI [.013, .041], p = .999; WRMR = .377]. These
models showed an acceptable fit. Loadings for these mod-
els were high, ranging from .48 (for item 8, female group)
to .96 (for item 15, female group), with a mean of .70 (SD
= 0.11). Likewise, the configural model showed a good fit
to the data, as well as the metric invariance model (for this
and all the following comparisons refer to Table 3). All in
all, metric, scalar, strict, and variance-covariance invariance
were supported. To investigate mean level gender differ-
ences, we constrained latent means to be equal and found
no significant differences (ACFI = .000; ARMSEA = —.012).

Structure Validation Across Cohorts

The hypothesized model showed an acceptable fit across all
the three cohorts considered (see Table 3). As shown in
Table 3;.the configural, metric, and scalar invariance mod-
els resulted in a _good fit to the data. Metric, scalar, and
strict invariance.-were supported, but not the variance-cov-
ariance invariance. Therefore, in order to investigate mean
level differences across cohorts, we constrained all the
latent means.to be equal, and compare this model with
the strict-one.

Results of the model comparison (Table 4) revealed
some, important differences among means: (1) the mean
level of amotivation is higher in Cohort 3 than in Cohort
1 (AM = 0.457), while there were no difference between
Cohort 1 and Cohort 2; and (2) compared with the Cohort
1, the mean levels of identified regulation and intrinsic reg-
ulation were lower in Cohort 2 (AM = —0.417 and AM =
—0.421, respectively) and Cohort 3 (AM = —0.451 and
AM = —0.582, respectively), while means of Cohort 2 and
Cohort 3 were not significantly different. No other mean
level difference was detected.

Study 3

In Study 3, the external validity of the MAMS was evaluated
with respect to important organizational criteria, such as
work engagement, burnout, organizational commitment,
job performance, organizational citizenship behaviors
(OCB), and intention to quit. The reasons for the selection
of each of these constructs are explained below.

Motivation and Work Engagement
Previous studies have shown that work engagement, includ-
ing in military contexts, is positively associated with
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Table 4. ESEM invariance for gender and cohorts — Study 2

Model %’ df CFl TLI RMSEA Cl 90% WRMR Ay? Adf  ACFI ARMSEA
Total Sample 137.679%** 61 .996 .990 .030™ [.024, .047] 458
Cross-gender Invariance
Only male 93.705%** 61 .998 .993 .025"° [.014, .035] .366
Only female 86.999* 61 996 992 .028"™ [.013, .041] 377
Configural 180.286*** 122 997 .993  .026"° [.018, .034] 526
Metric 222.224%% 182 998 997 .018™ [.007, .026] 749 68.382"° 60 .001  -.008
Scalar 267.526* 226 998 997 .016™ [.006, .024] .864 55.978" 44 .000 -.002
Strict 320.343*** 243 996 995 .022"° [.014, .028] 994 51.999*** 17 —.002 .006
Var-Cov 282.380™ 258 999 999 .012™ [.000, .020] 1.085 11.861"° 15 .003 -.010
Latent means 282.452" 263 999 999 .0007° [.000, .019]  1.131 4.803"° 5 .000 -.012
Cross-cohorts invariance
Only Cohort 1 69.696" 61 999 997 .016™ [.000, .031] .340
Only Cohort 2 100.681* 61 .994 .989 .035"° [.022, .047] .399
Only Cohort 3 68.783"° 61 .999 997 .021"° [.000, .043] .322
Configural 240.897** 183 997 993  .026™ [.016, .035] .623
Metric 372.404%* 303 996 995  .022™ [.013,.080] 1 1.035 164.047* 120 -.001 -.004
Scalar 485.147*** 377 994 993  .025"° [.018,.081]  1.239 127.340%** 74 —.002 .003
Strict 630.670*** 411 988 .988  .034™ [.029,%039] 1517 164.834%** 34  —.006 .009
Var-Cov 834.293*** 441 978 980  .044"° [:040, .049] 2410 133.480%** 30 -.010 .010
Latent means® 999.155*** 451 969 972  .052"° [047, .056] “.2.856 212.499%** 40  —.019 .008

Note. y? = Chi square statistics based on WLSMV estimation method; df = degree of freedom; CFl = Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation; Cl 90% = Confidence Interval 90%; WRMR = Weighted Root Mean Square-Residual; Ay? = Chi square difference; Adf = degree of
freedom difference; ACFI = CFl difference; ARMSEA = RMSEA difference. *The fit of the mean invariance model for cohort invariance was compared to the fit
of the strict invariance model, as the invariance of the latent variance=covariance matrix was not supported. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001; "p > .05.

self-determined forms of motivation and negatively corre-
lated with more controlled forms of motivation (Chambel
et al., 2015; Meyer, 2014; Meyer & Gagné, 2008). There-
fore, we hypothesized that the more intrinsic motivation
subscales of the MAMS, namely-intrinsic motivation and
identified motivation, were positively correlated with work
engagement. Conversely, we did not expect positive rela-
tions between work engagement, amotivation, and the
non-self-determined forms of motivation. More in detail,
the higher negative correlation is expected with the lack
of any motivation, namely amotivation. In sum, we
expected that the relations between work engagement
and the different types of motivation followed their relative
positions on the self-determination continuum, going from
the more negative (i.e., with amotivation) to the more pos-
itive (i.e., with intrinsic motivation).

Motivation and Job Burnout

In accordance with SDT propositions, burnout and its
dimensions (i.e., emotional exhaustion, cynicism, and inter-
personal strain’) should correlate stronger with the behav-
ioral regulation styles at the end of the continuum (i.e.,

amotivation and intrinsic motivation) compared with the
ones in the middle (i.e., introjected and identified regula-
tion). Indeed, previous research has shown that the more
non-self-determined forms of motivations positively corre-
lated with burnout, whereas the more self-determined
forms of motivation negatively correlated. (Chambel
et al., 2015; Richer, Blanchard, & Vallerand, 2002). In addi-
tion, as hypothesized by Lonsdale, Hodge, and Rose
(2009), we expected that the relations between burnout
and behavioral regulations varied consistently with their
rank on the self-determination continuum. More in detalil,
we hypothesized that (1) amotivation, external regulation,
and introjected regulation were positively correlated with
burnout dimensions, with amotivation having the higher
coefficient, while (2) identified regulation as well as intrinsic
regulation were negatively correlated with burnout dimen-
sions, with intrinsic regulation having the higher coefficient.

Motivation and Organizational Commitment

Allen and Meyer’s three-component model of organiza-
tional commitment (1990) differentiates affective, norma-
tive, and continuance commitments. The first reflects the

" Data on the “reduced sense of accomplishment” dimension of job burnout were not collected because of the larger research purpose [Author:

please integrate footnote into main text, if possible].
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emotional attachment to one’s organization as well as the
degree to which individuals perceive themselves identified
with it (e.g., sense of belongingness). The second represents
the feelings of obligation for one’s organization (e.g., loy-
alty). Finally, the third results from the cost-benefit analysis
of quitting the job (e.g., scarcity of job alternatives).

Importantly, the relations between the three components
of commitment and the different forms of motivation pos-
tulated by SDT are empirically supported with individuals
with a strong affective commitment characterized by more
autonomous forms of regulation (i.e., intrinsic, identified),
whereas those with a strong normative or continuance com-
mitment are likely to experience more controlled forms of
regulation (i.e., introjected or external; Meyer, Becker, &
Vandenberghe, 2004). However, all forms of extrinsic reg-
ulations can be source of motivation (Meyer et al., 2004)
and the organizational commitment theory postulates that
in highly controlling contexts (e.g., military organization),
both the continuance and the normative components of
commitment may be related with autonomous forms of
motivation. Therefore, we hypothesized that (1) affective
commitment showed the higher positive correlation with
both intrinsic and identified regulation, and negatively
related with the controlled forms of motivation, (2) contin-
uance and normative commitments positively related with
the autonomous forms of motivation and negatively with
the non-self-determined forms of motivation.

Motivation and Job Performance

Previous studies have found that only autonomous forms of
motivation were predictive of job performance (Deci &
Ryan, 2008; Grolnick & Ryan, 1987; Grolnick, Ryan, &
Deci, 1991). Gagné and Deci (2005) suggested that identi-
fied motivation is associated with job performance for those
tasks that are not very interesting. On the contrary, intrinsic
motivation is associated with performance in-self-set goals
that are relevant for the individual. Accordingly, we hypoth-
esized a positive association between job performance and
intrinsic motivation. On the contrary, we expected that job
performance showed (1) low or not-significant correlations
with identified, (2) negative correlations with extrinsic moti-
vation (i.e., introjected regulation, external regulation) and
amotivation.

Motivation and Organizational Citizenship Behaviors

Organizational citizenship behaviors refer to a set of proso-
cial behavior exceeding the formal job requirements and
contributing to the organizational effectiveness (Organ,
1998 [Author: year is 1988 in references list. Please clar-
ify]). Thus, people freely choose to act OCB in order to help
others and not because they are constrained. Accordingly,
previous studies, both cross-sectional and longitudinal, sug-
gested a positive relationship between self-determined
motivation and OCB (Gagné, 2003; Grant, 2008; Zhang
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& Chen, 2013). As for the linkage motivation-work engage-
ment, we hypothesized that the relations between motiva-
tion and OCB followed the relative positions of the
different types of motivation on the self-determination con-
tinuum, going from the more negative (i.e., with amotiva-
tion) to the more positive (i.e., with intrinsic motivation).

Motivation and the Intention to Quit the Military
Academy

Several studies have addressed which forms of motivation
are related to and/or predict intention to quit (i.e., turnover
intention; Dysvik & Kuvaas, 2010; Gillet, Gagné,
Sauvagére, & Fouquereau, 2013; Haivas, Hofmans, &
Pepermans, 2013). Relying on both SDT and empirical evi-
dence linking SDT and turnover intentions, we hypothe-
sized that (1)sthe autonomous forms of motivation, or
intrinsic motives;were negatively related to turnover inten-
tion, whereas (2) the controlled. forms of motivation are
positively-related to turnmoverintention. Importantly, the
highest* negative correlation of turnover intentions is
expectedwith amotivation-because it represents a maladap-
tive.form of motivation strictly linked with dropping out
(Deci & Ryan,1985):

Method

Participants

Participants in Study 3 were 520 military cadets attending
the non-commissioned officers’ school of the Guardia di
Finanza. Three hundred eighteen were males (61%) while
202 were females (39%); their ages ranged from 18 to 31
years (M = 22.9, SD = 2.5). As in Studies 1 and 2, most of
participants had a high school degree (436; 84%), whereas
84 (16%) had a university degree. There were also partici-
pants with previous experience in another military organi-
zation (146; 28%). The administration procedure was the
same as in Studies 1 and 2. There were no missing data.

Measures

In this study, we administered the MAMS already described
in detail in previous Studies, as well as the following scales.
We used the coefficient omega (w), derived by a matrix of
polychoric correlations, to evaluate the score reliabilities for
each of the following scales (Zinbarg, Revelle, Yovel, & Li,
2005). This coefficient is analogous to Cronbach’s alpha
(@), but it is more appropriate for a set of congeneric items
(Zinbarg et al., 2005).

Work Engagement (v = .96)

We used the 17-item Utrecht Work Engagement Scale
(UWES-17; Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker,
2002) to assess cadets’ work engagement (response scale:
0 = never; 6 = always).
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Burnout Dimensions (Response Scale: 0 = Never; 6 =
Every Day)

Emotional exhaustion (w = .89), and Cynicism (w = .91)
were measured by five items from the Maslach Burnout
Inventory - General Survey (MBI-GS; Maslach, Jackson, &
Leiter, 1996). Interpersonal strain (w = .96) was measured
with the 5-item Interpersonal Strain at Work Scale (ISW;
Borgogni, Consiglio, Alessandri, & Schaufeli, 2012).

Organizational Commitment

Affective commitment (7 items, w = .91), Continuance com-
mitment (4 items, w = .62) and Normative commitment (4
items, w = .62) were measured by the scale proposed by
Allen and Meyer (1990). The response ranged from (re-
sponse scale): 1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree.

Job Performance (7 Items; w = .89)

Task performance was assessed with the self-report scale
developed by Williams and Anderson (1991). Response
scale used was: 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree).

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors

Extra-role behaviors (1) directed to benefit a colleague
(OCBI; 7 items; w = .85), or (2) to benefit the entire organi-
zation (OCBO; 7 items; w = .76) were assessed by using the
self-report scale introduced by Williams and Anderson
(1991; response scale: 1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly
agree).

Intention to Quit (2 Items; w = .87)

Intention to quit was measured by two.items (i.e., “How
likely is it that you will leave your ‘job in the next 12
months?”; “I want to leave my work”) drawn from the
Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (re-
sponse scale: 1 = very unlikely; 5.very likely)’and adapted
for use in the present militaty academy context.(Cammann,
Fichman, Jenkins, & Klesh, 1979).

Results

Before analyzing the correlations between the MAMS scales
and the aforementioned constructs, we retested the empir-
ical fit of the hypothesized five-factor structure of the
MAMS using ESEM as well as the previous Studies. Again,
the model provided a good fit to the data: ¥*(61, N = 520) =
130.260, p < .001; CFI = .996; TLI = .990; RMSEA = .047,
90% CI [.036, .058], p = .669; WRMR = .472. Furthermore,
as presented in Table 1, the pyy, ranged from .81 (identified
regulation) to .91 (amotivation), thus attesting good reliabil-
ity, and as presented in Table 2, factor loadings (ranging
from .34 to .95; M = 0.71, SD = 0.18) were acceptable for
each scale. Consistent with Studies 1 and 2, all items
appeared strongly correlated with their respective scale
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score (M,, = 0.67, SD = 0.09), with item-total scale score
correlations ranging from .45 to .79. These results con-
tributed further to the validity of the internal structure of
the MAMS.

Correlations

Overall, all correlations presented in Table 5 between the
MAMS scales among them and with the other constructs
were in the expected direction. The correlations between
the MAMS scales mimicked those of Studies 1 and 2 (upper
part of Table 5). Furthermore, intrinsic regulation was
strongly related to work engagement, while amotivation
was negatively associated with work engagement. Amotiva-
tion and external motivation were both significantly and
positively correlated with emotional exhaustion, cynicism,
and interpersonal strain. At the same time, intrinsic regula-
tion was positively and significantly correlated to job perfor-
mance, OCBI, and OCBO. “Affective commitment was
strongly related to intrinsic regulation, while continuance
commitment and normative commitment were moderately
correlated to intrinsic regulation, and identified regulation.
Introjected regulation, on the other hand, was correlated
with“continuance “commitment. Finally, intention to quit
was strongly and positively related to amotivation, and neg-
atively related to intrinsic regulation.

Discussion

In a demanding and challenging environment, such as mil-
itary academies and schools, individuals need to work very
hard in order to fulfill expectations. To this aim, cadets
need to be strongly motivated in order to find the energy
to persist and continue in the face of adversities, despite
discouragement and obstacles. Thus, it is imperative to
understand the different forms of motivation animating
cadets, in order to better support and help them when
entering the academy or school. For that reason, the avail-
ability of an instrument able to reliably assess different
forms of motivation, as manifested in the military context,
is of great importance.

In this paper, we introduced the MAMS, an instrument
intended to measure different forms of motivation accord-
ing to the SDT. The results of three independent studies
provided proof of its reliability, as well as internal and exter-
nal validity. The availability of a brief and reliable instru-
ment such as the MAMS is important in order to
individuate cadets animated by more autonomous forms
of motivation (above all, intrinsic motivation), who are less
exposed to organizational risks and more likely to succeed
in their work. For instance, a comprehensive meta-analytic
study by Cerasoli et al. (2014) found that intrinsic motiva-
tion remained a significant predictor of performance, even
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Table 5. Correlation matrix — Study 3

AMOT EX INTRJ IDE INTRI
AMOT -
EX 30%** -
INTRJ Nk WAk -
IDE —.01 .5g8*** BO*** -
INTRI — 4Bx** —.13** .01 27Fx% -
Work Engagement — 43xFF —.20%** —.06 6Fx* 0%
Emotional Exhaustion LOFE* 28 ** 1Eexx* —.05 —.B4Fx*
Cyniscism .58*** 267%F* 6*x* —.05 —.B1%**
Interpersonal Strain B3*** 26%** i -.07 —.B1x**
Affective Commitment — 4 xEF —.]ox** -.03 N 7Fxx B8***
Continuance Commitment —.20%** .09 L5 xx 25%** 29%**
Normative Commitment —.19*** -.02 .05 23x%* RSl
Performance —.50*** —.22%** —.09* 3x* B2x**
OCBlI —.20%** —.]2%* .01 4% LQREx
0CBO — B4xE* —.23x** —.10* .09* B8**x
Intention to Quit WAkt BFF* .08 —.07 —.48%**

Note. AMOT = Amotivation; EX = External Regulation; INTRJ = Introjected Regulation; IDE = Identified Regulation; INTRI = Intrinsic Regulation. *p <.05; **p <

01; ***p < .0071.

after controlling for extrinsic incentives, and a narrative
review by Deci, Olafsen, and Ryan (2017) concluded that
“autonomous motivation predicted less burnout, .work
exhaustion, and turnover, as well as greater work satisfac-
tion, work commitment, and performance, whéreas con-
trolled motivation has tended to show oppesite “results”

(. 25).

Internal and External Validity

More in detail, the internal validity of the MAMS has been
corroborated in three studies, and its measurement invari-
ance (across gender and cohorts) and external validity has
been attested in Study 2 and Study 3, respectively. Results
regarding measurement invariance are important because
one of the applications of the MAMS would be that of
reliably ranking individuals by their different motivational
levels regardless of their gender or year of course. Given
that our results showed that the MAMS remains invariant
across gender and cohorts, MAMS may be considered suit-
able for this aim.

Furthermore, correlations with other work-related vari-
ables confirmed the external validity of each MAMS factor.
More in detail, the significant correlations with work
engagement and OCB support the link between self-deter-
mined forms of motivation and indices of adjustment at
work, as already demonstrated (Chambel et al, 2015;
Meyer, 2014; Meyer & Gagne, 2008). On the contrary,
the correlations between amotivation and external

© 2020 Hogrefe Publishing

regulation with burnout underlined the potentially noxious
effect of those forms of motivations for workers. It is likely
that people:who do not invest in their work or people who
feel constrained to invest in works they do not like may, in
thelong run, be more exposed to the risk of developing
work-related stress symptoms.

Moreover, the negative correlations of amotivation with
OCB and job performance further confirm what is theoret-
ically expected, namely that amotivated workers are unwill-
ing to make unnecessary investments in their work.
Unsurprisingly, workers showing higher levels of identified
regulation and intrinsic regulation had higher scores on job
performance and higher levels of affective commitment.
The more workers are animated at work by an internalized
form of motivation, the higher is their expected level of per-
formance. Moreover, from a theoretical point of view, being
affectively committed to ones’ own work requires a per-
sonal investment that is likely to be made only by individu-
als with high levels of autonomous motivation.

The correlation between intrinsic regulation with norma-
tive commitment and continuance commitment are worth
of special consideration. Attending a military academy
exerts a strong transformative effect on the individual per-
sonality (Soeters, 2018). Thus, leaving the academy is asso-
ciated with an onerous cost for the subject that, along with
the waste of time and energy, may present difficulties when
reentering civil society, an event that requires him/her to
restructure his/her identity, accordingly. Ultimately, these
results suggest that cadets have a great identification with
the military organization. In fact, normative commitment
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and continuance commitment were not related to external
regulation, suggesting that the cadet’s willingness to not
leave the academy is independent from the external
rewards they could receive for their job.

Finally, we found an overall confirmation for the correla-
tions between organizational criteria and the different
forms of motivation included in the MAMS. However, we
observed some unexpected nonsignificant correlations.
First, introjected regulation was not related to work engage-
ment, OCBI, and affective and normative commitment. In
addition, neither introjected regulation nor identified regu-
lation was related to intention to quit. All these results need
to be investigated more deeply in future research on mili-
tary context. In any case, the overall pattern of correlations
provided good evidence of construct validity for each
MAMS factor.

Mean Level Differences

Of importance, we found no significant differences between
males and females in the levels of different motivations.
Instead, there was a significant increase in amotivation
from Cohort 1 to Cohort 3, and a decrease of intrinsic reg-
ulation from Cohort 1 to Cohort 2 and Cohort 3. The same
decline was observed for identified regulation. It is likely
that over time, the very hard and tiring training that cadets
must face during the academic years have a deteriorating
effect on their motivation. As cadets move forward into
the military academy life, they revise their meotivations,
making them more realistically attuned with their experi-
ence of the hard work required to havesuccess in the acad-
emy and to become a full member of the military.

Limitations

This study has many strengths; such as_the.replication of
results across the studies, the use of large sample sizes,
and the broad range of external criteria considered. How-
ever, it also has several limitations that should be acknowl-
edged. For example, the samples, although representative,
were recruited from a single national context and a single
military context. Thus, the generality of our results across
cultures and military settings is a point to be addressed in
future studies. Furthermore, the psychometric properties
of the MAMS were analyzed using only cross-sectional data.
Future studies might test the longitudinal stability of the
MAMS across time.

Conclusions

Over the years, the study of work motivation through the
lens of SDT has attracted considerable interest. In this
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paper, we provided initial evidence for the validity of a
new SDT-based assessment instrument, namely the MAMS.
Our hope is that our contribution will advance the empirical
literature regarding the motivational forces driving the
behavior of cadets in the specific and challenging phase
of their initial military training. Most importantly, we hope
that researchers will find inspiration in our work to examine
the psychometric properties of the MAMS in other different
samples.
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the online version of the article at https://doi.org/
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Appendix

MAMS Items — English Version

1. Because I can feel that it can allow me to do what I've
always dreamed. (Intrinsic Regulation)

2. Because I really like working at the Guardia di Finan-
za. (Intrinsic Regulation)

3. Honestly, I joined the Guardia di Finanza because I felt
compelled. (Amotivation)

4. Because I can show that I can get ahead. (Introjected
Regulation)

5. Because I want a well-paying job. (External Regulation)

6. To achieve the position I want in the future. (Identified
Regulation)

7.1 work at the Guardia di Finanza just because T have to.
(Amotivation)

8. Because when I am worthy of the tasks.I've been set, I
feel important. (Identified Regulation)

9. Because it can allow me to reach.the.social status I've
always wanted. (Identified Regulation)

10. I could not actually care less of \being in Guardia di
Finanza. (Amotivation)

11. To show that I am bevery capable.. (Introjected
Regulation)

12. Because I want to earn more than people in other
jobs. (External Regulation)

13. Because in Guardia di Finanza I can do things that I
like. (Intrinsic Regulation)

14. Because it can provide me a carrier in which I can do
what I've always wanted. (Intrinsic Regulation)

15. I sincerely do not know. I feel I'm wasting my time in
Guardia di Finanza. (Amotivation)

16. To show that 'm able to do anything, if I want to.
(Introjected Regulation)

17. Because I want to move up and make lots of money.
(External Regulation)
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MAMS Items — Italian Version

1. Perché sento'che mi permettera di fare quello che ho
sempre sognato (Regolazione Intrinseca)

2. Percheé mi piace veéramente il lavoro in GdF (Rego-
lazione Intrinseca)

3. Sinceramente sono.entrato in GdF perché mi sono sen-
tito costretto (Ametivazione)

4. Perché cosi posso far vedere che sono capace di fare
carriera (Regolazione Introiettata)

5. Perché, voglio avere un lavoro pagato molto bene
(Regolazione Esterna)

6. Per poter arrivare in futuro alla posizione che desidero
(Regolazione Identificata)

Z.Lavoro in GdF solo perché devo farlo (Amotivazione)

8. Perché quando sono capace di essere all’altezza dei
compiti che mi vengono assegnati mi sento importante
(Regolazione Identificata)

9. Perché mi permette di arrivare alla posizione sociale
che ho sempre desiderato (Regolazione Identificata)

10. A dire la verita non me ne importa nulla di essere in
GdF (Amotivazione)

11. Per far vedere che sono in gamba (Regolazione
Introiettata)

12. Perché voglio guadagnare di piu di chi svolge altri
lavori (Regolazione Esterna)

13. Perché in GdF posso fare cose che mi piacciono
(Regolazione Intrinseca)

14. Perché mi offre una carriera che mi permettera di
fare cio che ho sempre desiderato (Regolazione Intrinseca)

15. Sinceramente non lo so. Sento solo che sto perdendo
tempo in GdF (Amotivazione)

16. Per far vedere che quando voglio posso riuscire in
qualunque cosa (Regolazione Introiettata)

17. Perché voglio fare carriera e guadagnare tanti soldi
(Regolazione Esterna)
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