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ABSTRACT

In this chapter we argue that self-determination theory (8DT; Deci & Ryan,
2000) provides a useful conceptual wol for organizational researchers, one
that complements traditional work motivation theories, First, we review SDT,
showing that it has gone far beyond the “intrinsic veryus extrinsic motiva-
tion” dichotonty with which it began. Then we show how the theory might be
applied to better understand a variety of erganizational phenomena, includ-
ing the positive effects of transformational leadership, the nature of “true”
geal-commitment, the determinants of employees’ training motivation, and
the positive impact of certain human resource practices. We note thar SDT
may yield significant new understanding of work morivation, and suggest
epportunities fo refine the theory for research on work-related phenomena.

INTRODUCTION

Questions regarding what dispositional and sitnational factors lead employees
to learn, perform, and be satisfied at work are enduring themes in organizational
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Self-determination theoryisa macro-theory consisting of severa] miri-theorigs:

Cognitive Evaluarion Theory, Organismic Integration Theory, Causality Orj-

entations Theory, and Basic Needs Theory. Below we will cover each of the

four mini-theories withig SDT, thereby both providing 2 historica] Perspective

and bringing readers up-to-date on the theoty as it now stands, Subsequently,

* we will offer an overarching conceprual framework thar incorporates ail four
mini-theories intg a single process model of &oal-directed behavior. Afterwards,

we Will consider the applicability of this process madel for severa] important aregs

topics addressed is intended to suggest that SDT hag applicability both for
refining study on partieular COnSIUCts (e.g. goal commitment apd motivation
to leam), and for expanding the focus of research on broader organizational
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Cognitive Evaluation Theory

In his 1975 book, Intrinsic Morivarion, Deci argued that the common thread
underlying these findings is the psychology of autonomy versug control, Specif-
ically, intrinsic motivation is undermined when people feel controlled (ie. a

of coercing or over-controlling people’s behavior and performance, thug thwarting
their natural need for autonomy (discussed below). When people fee] controlied
(or compelled) by others to perform an activity, what was formerly an enjoyabie
activity can become routine, or even aversive, to perform. The key to understand-
ing mtrinsic motivation, fram this perspective, is the person's cognitive evaluarion
of the rewards, pressures, and constraints within the environment Of course, such
evaluations will be in part 2 function of the environment and in Ppart a finction
of the person. '

Emphasizing the latter factor, Ryan (1982) showed that people can feel -

controlled by internal compuylsions, impulses, and drives, just as much ag they can
feel controfled by external forces and constraints. In other words, felt autonomy is
to some extent a dispositional variable, representing the individual’s characterigtic
way of relating to his/her own chojces and outcomes. Although this was an
important extension, Deci agg Ryan urged that theorists not lose sight of the
undermining characieristics of social and interpersonal eavironments, in 4 rugh
to blame the lack of felt autonomy on the person, Deci and Ryan’s (19852) book,
Imtringic Motivation and Self-Determination in Hyman Behavior, consolidates
what was known at that time.

Again, Deci and Ryan (1985a) argued that extrinsic rewards undermine

Pierce, 1994; Deci, Koestner & Ryan, 1999, b: Eisenberger & Cameron, 1996, -

Eisenberger, Pierce & Cameron, 1999a; Tang & Hall, 1995). These different con-
clusions resulted, in large part, from different decisions made by the researchers
regarding what studies to include in the meta-analysis, how tg code different
categories of experimental conditions, and what to use ag tha appropriate control

groups,
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Lepper, Henderlong and Gingras (1999) reviewed the various meta-analyses,
and concluded that, in general, results seem to support the conclusion that
extrinsic rewards can undermine intrnsic motivation. In particular, rewards that
are material and tangible and which are contingent upon either engaging in the
task, completing the task, or performing the task at a certain level of proficiency
tend to undermine intrinsic motivation, Notably, the meta-analyses also indicate
that verbal rewards (i.e. praise) can enhance, rather than detract from, intrinsic
motivation, Finally, non-contingent rewards (1.c. rewards given unexpectadly after
the task was complete) appear to have little negative effect on intrinsic motivation.

Assuming that these conclusions are correct and definitive, their applicability
for organizational researchers and settings remains somewhat unclear. As noted by
Lepper and Henderlong (2000) many of the studies included in the meta-analyses
were desipned to test issues of theoretical significance and do not “mirror any real-
world simation” (p. 269). Furthermore, the Deci et al. (19993, b) meta-analysis,
which included one hundred and twenty-eight studies and is arguably the most
comprehensive meta-analysis, meluded only experimental studies with target tasks
that were at least moderately interesting. In fact, Deci et al. (19993, b) specifically
excluded studies with boring tasks from the meta-analysis, since cognitive
evaluation theoty only predicts that rewards undermine intrinsic motvation for
tasks in which individaals are interested (motivated), and presumably there is no
intrineic motivation to undermine for boring tasks. Clearly, however, boring tasks
are characteristic of many jobs and work situations. Does this mean that SDT has
only limited applicability for organizational researchers? Perhaps not — as we will
see below, conternporary SDT asserts that the support of self-determination is
gtill important in the case of boring tagks, as autonomy-supportive contexts foster
peoples’ internalization of such tacks, with many positive results.

To summarize, cognitive evaluation theory proposes that rewards (environmen-
tal information) can undermine intrinsic motivation when they are experienced as
controlling (reducing autonomy), but rewards also can positively impact intrinsic
motivation when they arc experienced as providing information and thus satisfying
the need for competence (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Thus, the
effects of the reward depending upon how it is experienced by the individual
and whether the reward leads to satisfaction of innate needs. For example, even
tangible extrinsic rewards, which tend to be controlling, may not undenmine

" intrinsic motivation if they are administered in an autonosny-supportivé manner

(Ryan & Deci, 2000). Similarly, performance-contingent rewards, delivered in
an autonomy-supportive manner, may provide competence information that ¢an
enhance intringic motivation. Such evidence suggesis the importance of autortomy
support for positively influencing behaviors in work settings, an issue to which
we return after our review of self-determination theory.

P. A4
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Organismic Integration Theory

Although much of the early research in SDT focused on intrinsic motivation, as
noted above, not all desirable behaviors (such as many important but boring or
aversive work-tasks) are intrinsically motivating. This leads to the question: can
people be positively motivated even while doinp exttinsic tasks, that is, while doing
activities they do not enjoy doing? In other words, are thete any “good” forms of
extrinsic motivation?

SDT began to investigate this important question in the late 1980s. The answerto
the question is a qualified “yes.” The picture is somewhat complex, however, in part
because Deci and Ryan sought to incorporate other major theoretical perspectives
upon motivation, including cognitive, behavioral, psychodynamic, and hvmanistic
perspectives, within their model. Figure ] illustrates SDT’s curent specification of
the various forms of motivation, renging from amotivation to external motivation
to introjected metivation to identified motivation to intrinsic motivation.

Ascanbe seen in the figure, SDT begins with the distinction between amotivation
(the form on the left) and motivation (the four forms on the right). Does the person
feel helpless, or are histher actions guided by stable intentions? Many social-
cognitive motivation theories focus here, attempting to predict the strenpth of
peoples’ mtentions or the quantity of their motivation. This is understandable, given
that the “motivation versus no motivation™ distinction is perhaps the mostimportant
of all. Thus, for example, self-efficacy theory maintains that the “quantity” of a
petson’s motivation to do a behavior can be predicted by strength of their belief

Intentional Motivation
' | | | |
Amotivation External Introjected Identified Intringis
{Helplcssness) Muativation Motivation Motivetion Motivation
| ] [ | ] I
Controlled Motivations Autonomons Motivations
| | I |
Extangic Motivations
Least —= Most
Self-Determined Self-Determined

Fig. 1. Schematic Relation of the Five Types of Motivation.
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they can successfully perform the behavior. However, SDT proposes that it ig also
important to address the “quality” of a person’s motivation, an issue that is typically
not considered within expectancy and utility theories. As argued at the beginning
of this chapter, we believe such perspectives may provide a useful complement to
traditional work-metivation theories.

Originally, the consideration of “quality” went no further than the distinction
between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. However, SDTnow specifies three types
of extrinsic motivation (the three middle forms in Fig. 1), that vary in their degree
of self-determination: external motivation (acting only to get a reward, or because
the external situation seems to compel or require action), infrojected motivation
(acting to aveid feeling anxious or guilty over not doing what one “should” do),
and identified motivation (aCtng to express one’s values and uphold one’s self-
investments), These are all classified as extrinsic motivations because they do not
involve engaging in the activity for its own sake (i.e. they are not intrnsically
motivated). However, whereas external and introjected motivations are classified
45 non-autonomous or controlled motivations, identified motivation is classified as
autonomous because people feel fully self-endorsing of the behavior, even if they
do not enjoy it.

Thus. contemporary SDT asseits that some forms of extrinsic motivation can
indeed be autonomous and “organismically integrated,” if the porson identifies
with them. For example, an employes may engage in a work behavier (such
as assembling a computer) primaxily to eam money Or to not be punished by
a supervisor (external motivation), primarily to avoid feeling guilty or to avoid
being a bad worker (introjected motivation), or primarily because of 4 genuine
identification with her role in the company, and & real concern for the customer’s
need for a quality computer (identified motivation, which has been integrated
into the person’s sense of self). In none of these examples would assembling a
computer be intrinsically enjoyable, but in the third ease, it i3 at least tolerable and
even meaningful! Doubtless, the reader can think of many similar examples, both
in his/her own work-life, and in the problems faced by managers in motivating
their employees. Thus, an important question arises — what factors lead employees

1o feel a sense of identification with their work behaviors, especially when those

behaviors are tedious or even aversive to perform?

Relevant to this question, an additional development within SDT in the late
1980s was the concept of internalization. Although the concept of internalization
is not new within psychological theory (see, for example, Erkson, 1963, or
Kelman, 1961), SDT has provided perhaps the most elaborated account of the
process. Specifically, Deci and Ryan (1985a, 2000) pasited that nop-autonomous
motivations can be transmuted into autonomous Ones over time (i.e. internal-
ization can occur). Furthermore, Deci and Ryan argued that this process tends

=73 BE2 V1B

P. 85



JUN-14-2068%

11:68

UMC PHYCHOL SCI

573 882 7718

364 KENNON M. SHELDON ET AL.

to take place antomatically, as a result of the organismic integration process.
That is, people are naturaily motivated to move towards greater ownership
of behavior.

To illustrate, an employee might be assigned the aversive job of maintaining
a database, a task that requires much tedious aftention o detail. Initially, the
employee might feel quite controlled and resigtant to the task. However, after a
few weeks the employee might do the task because he would feel guilty for not
doing it. Over time, hopefully, the employes will come to 2 better understanding
of the value of the task for the organization, and even identify with its purpose
and jmportance. Although the task may never reach intrinsic status, contemporary
SDT views this as non-problematic, as long as it has been internalized enough
to be undertaken autonomously. Of course, SOE eraployees might identify with
a boring task ymmediately, whereas others may never come to owi that task, or
indeed, may be unable © {ake responsibility for performing any pon-emjoyable
behaviors. From the organismic integration perspective, the most “mature” person
is one who has most fully internalized the doing of important, if unpleasant, duties
(Erikson, 1963 Sheldon & Kasser, 2001).

While we are on the topic of the motivation continuum, itis poteworthy that sotne
intrinsic motivation researchers have argued thateven external motivation can have
positive effects (Amabile, 1996; Lepper & Henderlong, 2000; Sansone & Smith,
2000). For example, external motivation might help a person Lo cope with more
mundane or aversive aspects of the job (i.e. an artist with strong external motivation
may betier accomplish the important task of marketing his/het work). As another
example, external motivation may get a person to do an activity long enough o
begin to find intnnsic incentives it (i.¢. a child who is forced to practice the piano
may eventually develop enough skill to begin taking pleasure in playing). Sheldon
and Deci (2000) agreed with these suggestions, but further suggested that external
motivations are¢ least likely to be problematic (i.e. axe 1east likely to undermine the
artist’s creativity, ot the child’s potential interest) when they are internalized. In
this case, although they would still be extrinsic motivations, they would 1o longer
be considered external motivations, tyut instead, would have reached the status of
identified motivations (see Fig. 1).

To summarize, SDT views motivation as ranging along 2 contipuwm from
amotivation to intrinsic motivation, with higher “quality” motivation being that
which is more self-determined. Furthermore, SDT proposes that individuals
parurally tend toward internalization of external Tequirements. As will be
discussed in more detail below, however, internalization depends upon both
imtapersonal factors, such as the person’s causality orientation, and contextual
factors, such as SUpervisor autonomy support. Below we first consider causality
orientations.

P.av
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Causality Ortentations Theory

Although SDT has historically focused on contextual factors that influence
internalization of goals and subsequent outcomes, Deci and Ryan (1985b) have
shown that individual differences in self-regulation also impact the internalization,
process. In their model, a person’s “causality orientation” is the dispositional
propensity to ascribe causality for his or her own behavior to internal factors,
external factors, or neither (Deci & Ryan, 1985b). An autonomy-oriented person
tends 1o locate causality inside the self, and seeks out situations in which hefshe
can freely choese what to do, on the basis of infemal information and needs.
Autonomy orientation is correlated with variables such as well-being, empathy,
vitality, and cgo development, and is also correlated with intrinsic and identified
metivation (Sheldon & Kasser, 1995). In contrast, a control-oriented person tends
to locate causality outside the self, and seeks cut situations that clearly dictate
what he or she should do. Control orientation is associated with variables such as
Type A behavior, competitiveness and power seeking, and self-monitoring, and is
also correlated with external and introjected motivation. Finally, an impersonally
oriented person is one who feels little capability of making anything happen,
regardless of the locus of causality. Impersonal orientation is associated with
amotivation, depression, and pathology (Deci & Ryan, 1985b).

Causality orientation is different than locus of control, although as noted by
Koestner and Zuckerman (1994), many people confuse locus of control with locus
of causality. Locus of control is derived from a reinforcement theory framework,
and refers-to a person’s beliefs about the extent to which his/her outcomes result
from forces within the person (internal locus of control) or forces outside of the
person (external locus of control; Rotter, 1966, Spector, 1982). In contrast, causal-
ity orientation is derived from a phenomenological analysis of the dynamics of
felt agency (Deci & Ryan, 1991), and refers to a person's beliefs about the extent
to which hisfher actions are determined by external forces (control orientation) or
by the self (autonomy orientation). In other words, locus of control refers to the
determinants of outcomes, whereas locus of causality refers to the determinants
of behavior. Although the concepts are different, there is also some averlap; thus,
individuals with ah external locus of control are more likely to have an imPcrsonal
or a controlled orientation than an autonomous orientation (Deci & Ryan, 1985b).

There has been somewhat less research on causality orientations theory than
on the other mini-theories of SDT, and thus we provide minimal discussion of it
here. We should note, however, that the causality orientations concept is consistent
with other conceptions of intrinsically-versus extrinsically-oriented personality
styles (Amabile, Hill, Hennessey & Tighe, 1994; Kasser & Ryan, 1996; Kemis,
Paradize, Whitalcer, Wheatman & Goldman, 2000).

P.&a2
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Basic Needs Theory

What accounts for the well-being and performance differences found between
those with relatively high degrees of autonomy orientation, control orentation,
or impersonal orientation? This brings us to perhaps the most important element
of conternporary SDT — the concept of psychological needs. Peychological
needs have been widely discussed in the literature, and there are many different
conceptualizations of needs (see Deci & Ryan, 2000 for a discussion of some of
these). In SDT, needs specify “innate psychological nutritnenty that are essential
Jor ongoing psychological growth, integrity and well-being” (Deci & Ryan, 2000,
p- 229, italics in origmal). As articulated by Deci and Ryan (1991, 2000), the
concept of innate psychological needs is fundamental to $DT, and is necessary
to understand and make predictions about individuals’ motivation and behavior.
More specificaily, SDT argues that there are three universal and evolved human
needs, which, when satisfied, lead a person to thrive in the same way that a
plant thtives when it is given sun, soil, and water. The needs are: autononty
(to be self-regulating, to be the maker or at least the owner of one's choices);
competence (1o be effective in what one does, mastering new skills in the Process);
and relatedness (to feel connected and in sympathy with at least some others).

In contemporary social/motivational psychology, competence and relatedness
are relatively uncontroversial needs, given what is now known about the posi-
tive effects of self-efficacy, optimism, attachment security, and social inclusion
(Bandnra, 1997, Baumeister & Leary, 1995). As Deci and Ryan (2000) noted,
however, empirical psychology has focused less on antonomy, in part because of
confusion concerning ity definition. In SDT autonomy is conceptualized as the
experience of feeling that one’s behavior is self-chosen and endorsed. Autonomy
is not total freedon to do whatever one wants, nor is it a complete lack of structire,
nor is it social isolation, reactive independence, or western individualism — rather,
itis felt volition. Stated differently, autonomy is conceptualized as the freedom to
behave in accordance with one's sense of self (Deci & Ryan, 2000).

Recent work attempting to confirm the importance of all three of these needs
has found unique and additive effects for each, in terms of predicting positive
performances and outcomes. Specifically, feelings of autonomy, competence, and
relatedness are all part of “what makes for a good day” (Reis, Sheldon, Gable,
Roscoe & Ryan, 2000; Sheldon, Ryan & Reis, 1996), “what’s satisfying about
satisfying events” (Sheldon, Elliot, Kim & Kasser, 2001), “what makes 3 secure
attachment secure” (LaGuardia, Ryan, Couchman & Deci, 2000), and “what makes
personal goals truly personal” (Sheldon & Elliot, 1999).

Readers might ask: “How does SDT’s need-theory differ from Maslow's
theory of needs?” which of course received much attention in management

P.&a3
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research twenty to twenty-five years ago (Ambrose & Kulik, 1999). There are
several differences, the most important one being that SDT does mot assume any
hierarchical relation among the three needs. Instead, everybody “needs” all three
kinds of experiences, to an approximately equal extent, ail the time. Thus, SDT
does not assume strong individual, cultural, or developmental differences in the
needs, although their means of being satisfied and expressed may certainly differ
berween individuals, cultures, or ages. Work thus far supports these assumptions.
For example, in the domain of cross-cultural psychelogy, Sheidon, Ryan, Elliot,
Kim, Chirkov, Demir and Wu (2002) recently found that having 2utonomous
motivation for one’s personal goal-pursuits (i.e. to be “ge]f-concordant”; Sheldon,
2002) predicts positive well-being in Turkey, Russia, Taiwan, China, and South
Korea, as well as in the U.S. In the domain of developmental psychology, Sheldon
and Kasser (2001) recently showed that goal-autonomy predicts well-being in
people of all ages. Intercstingly, Sheldon and Kasser (2001) also showed that older
people were more autonomous in their goals. That s, consigtent with organismic
integration theory, people tend to better internalize their own strivings over time.

Given the importance of need satisfaction for SDT, an important question is:
wyhat characteristics of social, academic and work environments best support
psychological need-satisfaction?” In accordance with basic needs theory, three
factors are thecnzed to regult in need satisfaction: re]_aﬁ_gngmp support, compe-
tence support, and autonomy support- In other words, a boss, coach, parent, or
teacher who is trying to motivate an individual should try to help that person to
feel competent in the behavior by expressing confidence in the person’s abilities,
providing encouragement, and providing appropriate material and task support;
should help the person feel related to the motivator, by evidencing genuine concern
for his/mer thoughts and feelings and by empathizing; and should help the person
feel autonomous in the behavior, by helping him or hey to endorse and “own” the
task, even if he/she does not enjoy it. Because it is mpgt controversial, most prior
SDT research has focused on the characteristics and effects of autonomy-support.
Thus we copsider autonomy-support in greater detail below, and also later in
the chapter.

As demonstrated by Deci, Eghrari, Patrick and Leone (1994), antonomy support
has at least three components: taking the Person’s perspective upon the sitwation,
giving as much choice a5 possible, and providing a meaningful rationale when
choice-provision is not possible. Specifically, Deci et al. (1994) showed that when
all three factors were present, people were most likely to spontaneously continue
doing the boring task of pressing a spacebar whenever a light appeared, after
the task’s formal completion. To take a work-related example: a supervisor might
need an employee to check spreadsheets for accuracy of data entered. Although the
employee does not have a choice about whether or not to do it, the supervisor can

=73 BE2 V1B
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give the employee some choice about kow to do it, when to do it, and pethaps with
whom to do it. In addition, the supervisor can be sympathetic to the subordinate’s
perspective (“1 know this may not always seem like fun, because I can temember
having to do this myself™), and explain why it is so important (“If the data aren’t
accurate then the analyses will be wrong, which will damage the company™). In
this case the employee is most likely to “own™ the task, so that he/she might even
work on it over the weekend without being asked, if the company needs it.

Considerable evidence, much of it from educational comtexts, indicates that such
autonomy-support helps maintain and enhance intrinsic motivation, and also helps
to promote guicker and deeper internalization of formerly extrinsically-motivated
behaviors (Ryan & Stiller, 1991). Focusing on work settings, Hackman and Oldham
(1976) argued that workers would experience more internal work motivation when
the job provided greater autonomy. Jndeed, a meta-analysis of studies investigating
Hackman and Oldham's job characteristics model found a comrected correlation
of 0.42 between jobs providing autonomy and internal work motivation (Fried
& Ferris, 1987). In addition, some studies applying self-determination, theory in
work contexts have also found that autonomy support is important in such contexts
(Deci, Connell & Ryan, 1989; Deci, Ryan, Gague, Leone, Usunov & Komazheva,
2001; Hackman & Oldham, 1976). We will congider such wotk in more detai] in
the final section.

Bringing the Four Mini-Theories Together: An Integrated Process Model

We have now discussed the four mini-theories that comprise the current state of
SDT and have touched upon sorme of the rescarch that has investigated SDT (see
Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Figure 2 provides a summary cavsal
maodel of how the various pieces of SDT currently fit together. As shown in the
model, both contextual factors and personality factors are theorized to influence
the extent o which individuals internalize goals and tasks. More specifically,

Contexrual Facrors
(Awmoromy Support)
Tea, dternalized Goal Experienced Pasitive Quicomes
e (Thek-Motivation) — Need-Satigfaction —s (Croater Perforoonce,
FPersonality Factors o (Felt Awtonomy, Persigtence, Creativity,
(Causality Orientations) Competonce, and Flexibility, Well-Baing)

) Relatedoess)
Fig. 2. SDT's General Casual-Process Model,

F.
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individuals who receive greater autonomy support from the environmental
context are theorized to be more likely to internalize goals and tasks. Similarly,
individuals with an autonomous personality style are more likely to have mter-
nalized motivation when performing a goal or task. As a result of the internalized
motivation, individuals are likely to derive positive momentary feelings of
autonomy, competence, and relatedness from doing the task. Such feelings satisfy
the organism and give access to full copnitive and motivational resources, thus
leading to a variety of positive cutcomes, including performance, creativity, and
psychological well-being. Much recent work supports this general ordering of
factors and processes, in the domains of medicine, sports, parenting, education,
politics, religion, and intimate relationships, although there are sometimes direct
effects in addition to the mediated effects depicted in Fig. 2.

It is also worth mentioning that empirical evidence does not support the
proposition that control-oriented participants, who report a stronger preference
for structure and direction, benefit from being in treated in controlling ways. In
terms of Fig. 2, causality orientations do not interact with autonomy-supportive
versus controlling environrnental characteristics to predict outcomes. Rather, the
evidence indicates that although control-oriented employees may in some ways
feel more comfortable being treated as a “pawn” (DeCharme, 1968), even they
benefit if they are instead treated as self-creating, self-responsible agents. Stated
more broadly, the evidence indicates that all individuals benefit when they are
allowed to fulfill their universal need for autonomy, as proposed by SDT (Deci &
Ryan, 2(000); Sheldon, Joiner & Williams, 2003).

This concludes our brief overview of contemporary SDT (for further infor-
mation, readers also may consult the SDT website, http://www.psych.rochester.
eduw/SDT, where they may also pain access to measures often used in SDT
research). A question that readers may have at this point is, “how does SDT
explicitly differ from the motivation theories thar are often used to study behavior
in organizations?” Although a full answer to this question is beyond the scope
of this chapter (see Deci & Ryan, 2000, for one view), it is worth noting that we
see important differcnces among expectancy, goal, self-efficacy theoties (as the
dominant motivational theories in organizational research), and SDT. Perhaps
most important ate differences in focus and scope that allow SDT to complement
the prevailing theories in orgamzational research,

Expectancy, self-efficacy, and goal theories generally focus on understanding
and predicting rational, deliberate behaviors (Mitchell & Daniels, 2002). For
example, research sugpests that expectancy theory is essentially a hedonic
decision-making theory that best predicts choice examined from a within-gubjact
perspective (e.g. predicting which choice from a set of options a person will select;
Van Erde & Thierry, 1996). Thus, expectancy theory, and perhaps by extengion

F.
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the other theories, may be most useful for understanding and predicting specific
choices that follow deliberate reflection. In contrast, SDT may be best suited for
predicting and understanding what Mitchell and Danicls (2002) refer to as “not
rational” behavior; that is, behaviors that detive from “wha people are (including
traits and dispositions) and what they feel and need, rather than on what they think
and believe” (p. 236). The study of such behavior is essential not only because
of its prevalence, but also because the research offers a window to understanding
more than just specific choices. SDT provides a framework to examine broad-
based psychological outcomes in organizations, such as commitment, satisfaction,
and well-baing. .

With this said, we also believe that SDT i3 difficult to categorize using the
Mitchell and Daniels (2002) framewaork because, in its comrent state of theoretical
development (i.e. Fig. 2), it describes connections among dispositions, beliefs,
needs, feelings, and actions. Thus, its scope is broad enough to cross the boundary
of “rational” and “not rational” theory. The model offered by SDT integrates dis-
position and sityational influences on need satisfaction, and links need satisfaction
to affect (e.g., satisfaction) and behavior (e.g. learning and performance).

APPLICATIONS IN ORGANIZATIONAL RESEARCH

The remainder of the chapter will demonstrate the breadth of SDT by applying
it to various issues and domains within organizational research. Specifically, we
apply SDT to the following, notably quite different, organizational phenomena:
transformational leadership, goal commitment, training motivation, and high-
performance human resource practices. Our jntent in discussing such'a wide
range of organizational phenomena is to demonstrate the potentially far-reaching
applicability of SDT and thereby, hopefully, to stimulate additional theorizing and
research in other domains. As we discuss the organizational phenomena, we will
attempt to apply three key SDT concepts: (1) the internalization continuurm, as
we consider causes and outcomes of peoples’ ability to “own"” their work-tasks;
(2) autonomy supportive contexts, as we consider what managerial styles and
behaviors best help people to become more self-directing in their lives; and 3
teed satigfaction, as we consider what kinds of work environments and reward
structures lead to tnazimal satisfaction, performance, and thriving.

Transformarional Leadership

In the past two decades, more research has been conducted on transformational
or charisrnatic leadership than on all of the other major theories of leadership
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combined (e.g., LPC, path-goal, situational leadership, and normative decision
theories).? This research has produced mpressive evidence regarding the positive
effects af transformational leadership upon measured outcomes such as follower
petceptons of leader effectiveness, follower job attitudes, and objective leader
performance (Lowe, Kroeck & Sivasubramaniam, 1996). Despite this extensive
tody of research and clear empirical pattern, there is a poor understanding of the
processes by which transformational leaders are effective (Bass, 1999). In short,
how do transformational leaders achieve their often-remarkable results?

We suggest that SDT may provide an important part of the explanation, helping
to inform both the leadership and job attitudes literatures. Using Fig. 2, we
suggest that transformational leadership is a contextual factor that helps followers
to develop more fnternalized work-motivation, which in turn leads to greater
reed-satisfaction and job performance.

There are several ways that transformational leaders may help their followers
to internalize work tasks. First, because transformational leaders appeal to values
and describe work in value-based terms, they increase the likelihood that followers
will come to identify with the values the leader espouses. Indeed, transformational
leaders are particularly adept at framing goals in terms of values and needs that
are atiractive to both leaders and followers (Burns, 1978), facilitating followers’
internalization of those goals. Thus they resolve the paradox inherent in the leader-
follower relationship (Deci & Ryan, 1985a), enabling people to feel free even as
they are directed by a leader or authority.

A second way that ransformational leaders likely promote internalization is by
providing vision. “Vision,” a concept common to all major theories of ransforma-
tional and charismatic leadership (House & Shamir, 1993), provides both a goal
and a justification for the goal. In short, an effective vigion is an abstract, distal goal
(an “end state”; Gardner & Avolio, 1998, p. 39), accompanied by 4 justification in
value-based terms (Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1996). Transformational leaders’ goals
and goal-justifications tend to be universalistic in orientation (Kirkpatrick, Locke
& Latham, 1996), tend to appeal to followers’ collective identities (Shamir, House
& Arthur, 1993), and tend to be “ideclogical rather than pragmatic™ and “laden
with moral overtones” (House & Shamir, 1993, p. 97). According ta SDT, these
characteristics give the vision special appeal, because of peoples’ inherent desire
to achieve integration and forge new connections in their lives. Here, we see that
SDT’s organismic theory emphasis on the growth impulse can provide conceptual
tools not offered by conventional utility and expectancy theories.

A third way that transformational leadership promotes intemalization is
by encouraging individuals to pursue higher-order potentials, incentives that
transcend purely economic self-interest (Bass, 1985). In other words, whereas
transactional leaders emphasize the rational exchange of extrinsic rewards,
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transformational leaders instead emphasize the search for meaning, excellence,
and self-expression, In the language of SDT, followers of transformational leaders
are thus less likely to fall prey to external or “controlled” motivations, and less
likely to have their intrinsic motivation eroded or undermined over time. Instead,
followers of transformational leaders tend to become ever more “self-directing
and self-reinforeing. They take on greater responsibilities” (Bass, 1983, p. 16).

What are the specific benefits of the internalized motivation promoted by trans-
formational leaders? Moving downstream in Fig. 2, the most immediate benefit
of internalized work-motivation is that it leads to psychological need-satisfaction.
As Conger and Kanungo (1998, p. 157) note, charismatic leaders formmlate “a set
of idealized, future goals that represent the embodiment of a perspective shared
by followers and that appear to satisfy their needs” For example, participants in
Bass’ (1985, p. 210) studies reported that their leader “increases my optimism
for the futare”” “excites us” “makes me proud,” “makes me feel good,” and
“makes everyone around him/her enthusiastic.” Similarly, Conger and Kanungo
(1998) found that leader charisma was positively related to follower task efficacy
(r = 0.35, p < 0.001) and feelings of empowerment (+ = 0.31,p < 0.001).

Given that past research has shown that transformational leadership is
associated with follower satisfaction and performance, and having linked
transformational leadership to self-determination here, we can complete this
proposed mediated relationship by linking self-determination to satisfaction 4nd
performance. Fortunately, research suggests that perceptions of self-detarmination
are indeed positively associated with satisfaction with work (Spreitzer, Kizilos &
Nason, 1997) and task performance (Eisenberger, Bhoades & Cameron, 1999b).
Mare recently, Bono and Judge (in press) found mixed support for a model
linking transformational leadership to follower goal gelf-concordance and goal
self-concordance to follower performance.

Again, Fig. 2 suggests that transformational leaders satisfy follower needs
primarily via promoting autonomous or internalized motivation in their followers.
However, we propose here that exceptional leaders may affect necd-satisfaction
in other ways besides that depicted in Fig. 2, ways not yet recogmzed by
SDT. For example, peoples’ sense of camaraderie and shared purpose, derived
from the vision of the transformational leader, may create a positive climate
that promotes relatedness need-satisfaction independently of workers’ positive
motivation for their own specific work tasks. Indeed, it appears that vision
and tearnbuilding are positively linked (Anderson & West, 1996). As another
example, Pillai, Schriesheim and Williams (1999) found support for the mediating
role of justice perceptions between transformational leadership and wotker
job-satisfaction. Fleshing out such paths represents ome potentially important way
that organizational research can help expand and improve upon SDT.

F.

1%



JUN-14-2068%

11:12 UMC PHYCHOL SCI

Applying Self-Determination Theory 1o Organizational Resedrch 373

To formalize and summarize, we offer the following proposition, which we hope
will generate new research:

Proposition 1. Transformational leaders promote follower satisfaction and
performance by helping followers to internalize work-related goals and
meotivations.

Goal Commirment

Guals arc a central concept in work motivation research (Aunstin & Vancouver,
1996; Locke & Latham, 1999). For example, Locke and Latham’s goal setting
theory proposes that specific and difficult goals lead to greater effort and
performance, especially when individuals are committed to the goal. A recent
meta-analysis supported both this main effect and this interaction effect — difficult
goals led to greater performance than less difficult goals, and goal commitment
moderated that relationship such that the highest performance resulted when
indjviduals were highly committed to difficult goals (Klein, Wesson, Hollenbeck
& Alge, 1999; although see also Donovan & Radosevich, 1998). Obviously, then,
goal commitment is a very important construct for goal-setting theory (Klein et al.,
1999; Locke & Lathara, 1999). But what is the best way to conceptualize and
predict it?

Current models of poal commitment use an expectancy framework, such that
the expectancy of goal attainment and the. attractiveness of goal attainment afé
theorized to be the primary determinants of goal comumitment (Hollenbeck &
Klein, 1987; Klein et al., 1999). Results from a recent meta-analysis (Klein et al.,
1999) supported this, showing that the expectancy and the attractiveness of goals
strongly predicted goal commitment, with corrected correlations of 0.36 and 0.29,
respectively. However, scholars have noted that considerably mote research is
needed to investigate the nature of goal commitment, as people sometimes become
committed to goals despite low expectancy and/or low apparent attractiveness, and
sometimes fail to commit to goals which do meet these criteria (Klein et al., 1999;
Klein, Wesson, Hollenbeck, Wright and DeShon, 2001).

We believe that SDT can provide new insight into the antecedents to goal
commitment, while also illupninating the nature of deeper, enduring commitment
(as opposed to superficial, temporary commitment). Recall that SDT proposes
a continuum of reasons for engaging in behavior, ranging from non-internalized
(i.e. controlled) reasons to internalized (i.e. autonomous) reasons (see Fig. 1).
Considerable evidence now indicates that individuals exert more enduring effort
toward, and better attain, personal goals that are more internalized (Sheldon &
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Elliot, 1998, 1999; Sheldon & Kasser, 1995, 1998, 2001), similar to evidence
from goal setting theory thatgoal committaent is positively related to performance
(Klein et al., 1999),

There is an important difference in these literatures, however, Although
organizational goal-setting researchers have tended to assume that individuals
are automatically committed to self-set goals (Klein et al., 1999), Sheldon and
colleagues have found variability in the extent to which individuals internalize
self-set personal goals (Sheldon & Elliot, 1998, 1999; Sheldon & Houser-Marko,
2001; Sheldon & Kasser, 1998). For example, Sheldon and his colleagues asked
subjects to list goals they were pursuing and found that some individuals reported
pursuing self-set personal goals for non-autonomous reasons (i.e. because they felt
others wanted them to), indicating that not all self-set goals are felt as autonomous,
In other words, just because self-set goals are rominally self-determined does
not mean that they feel phenomenologically self-determined. As noted earlier
in the section on the organismic integration sub-theory of SDT, people de not
necessarily feel full ownership of their motivated behavior,

This reasoning suggests that commitment to self-set goals is affected not only

" by auractiveness and value, but also by the extent the person feels internally

motivated to pursue the goal. Simply put, individuals whe felt that they freely
chose a goal would be more committed to the goal than individuals who felt
that they chose a goal because of external pressures. Interestingly, results from
a recent meta-analysis of the organizational literature indicated that one of the
strongest antecedents of goal commitment was felt volition (Klein et al., 1999);
the corrected correlation was 0.40, which is somewhat stronger than the corrected
cormrelations found for expectancy and attractiveness.

The above reasoning suggests that one way to improve the prediction of positive
outcomes would be to measure peoples’ degree of internalization of goals, in
addition to their degree of commitment to such goals. Demonsirating the added
value of conducting such an assessment, Sheldon and Elliot (1998, 1999) and
Sheldon and Kasser (1998) showed that measured internalization predicted pos-
itive downstream effects above and beyond the effects of ajternative motivational
constructs, including expectancy, commitment, and implementation intentions.
In other words, people who stive for autonomous reasons gain motivational
resources that cannot be accounted for by conventional utility, expectancy, and
plan theories.

To formalize and summarize the above, we offer the following proposition:

Proposition 2. Not all self-set goals feel autonomously chosen. The degree of
goal-internalization will predict goal-commitment above and beyond the pre-
dictive effects of expectancy and attractiveness.
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Training Motivation

Motivation in the training and development Litexature is often captured with
the construct motivation to learn, which has been found to predict employees’
learning from training and development opportunities (for 2 meta-analytic review,
see Colquitt, LePine & Noe, 2000). As defined by Hicks and Klimoski (1987) and
(Noe, 1986; Noe & Schmitt, 1956), motivation to learn is an employee's desire
to learn the content of a particular program. Conceptually, the motivation to learn
construct has been rooted in expectancy theory. That is, employees’ motivation
{6 leamn has been theorized to be largely determined by their assessments of the
usefulness of mastering training content for obtaining valued outcomes at work
(Mathieu, Tannenbaum & Salas, 1992; Noe, 1986; Tharenou, 2001). Although
this perspective has been useful for empirically validating the role of motivation in,
learning, it has also limited the motivational research questions posed by training
researchers. More specifically, the emphasis on a single, aggregate assessment
of motivation does not fully capture the nature of learners’ personal goals (ie.
variety of goals they hope to accomplish and, perhaps more importantly with
regard to internalization, why), nor does it lend itzelf to detailed study of instructor
and manager behaviors that may influence these goals. Each issue iz addressed
by SDT, although to date SDT has been neglected in waining and development
research, In fact, reviews of the training motivation literature sugpest a total
absence of research on the internalization of learners’ goals and on the influence
that instructors and managers have on learners’ needs satisfaction (Colquitt et al.,
2000: Mathieu & Martineau, 1997; Noe, Wilk, Mullen & Wanek, 1997). Bach of
these issues is explored below along with propositions derived from SDT.

Learner's Imternahized Goals

Research on motivation to learn typically focuses on the content of training as
the determinant of motivation. Thus, measures of motivation to leam contain
statements like “T have a strong desire to learn the content of this program” (¢.2.
Noe & Schmitt, 1986). Such an approach does not acknowledge that employees
come to a learning experience with goals that may only overlap partially with
program content (such as having a goal to leam a small portion of the traiming
content) and may not deal with training content at all (such as having a goal to
impress colleagues and/or the instructor). Although there are emerging streams of
organizational research on goals and learning that begin to address such phenom-
ena (e.g. Brett & VandeWalle, 1999; Ford, Smith, Weissbein, Gully & Salas, 1998;
Kozlowski, Gully, Brown, Salas, Smith & Nason, 2001), we found no organiza-
tional research that has investigated the degree to which leamers have inre rmalized
different types goals related to training. Educational research, however, clearly
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suggests that higher quality learning occurs when learners experience internalized
motivation (Righy, Deci, Patrick & Ryan, 1992). More recent educational research
directly demonstrates the learning benefit of having internalized reasons for being
inn a course (Black & Deci, 2000). Thus, SDT theory and research suggest the
following:

Proposition 3. Employees with internalized goals for learning training con-
tent will exert greater effort toward leaming and learn more from (raining than
trainees without such internalized goaly,

Instructor Effects on Learners

Research examining motivation in training seldom examines what learners
actually do and experience in the training environment (Brown, 2001), and thus
it may overlook important motivational phenomena that occur after training
begins. Motivation measures are typically administered once, either before
(e.g. Quifiones, 1993) or after (e.g. Hicks & Klimoski, 1987) training. Such an
approach does not allow for an examination of how the training expericnce may
alter learners” goals and motivational states. For example, a trainee who starts out
with high motivation to leatn may quickly lose it. Alternatively, a traitee with low
initial motivation may become inspired to learn by a talented or creative teacher.
We will focus on the latter effect below because the field knows the least about
how trainers inspire others to leam (Towler & Dipboye, 2001).

First, let us consider several possible explanations for this “inspiration” effect
from other motivation theories. Expectancy theory suggests that motivation-
enhancing teachers succeed by illuminating the connections between training con-
tent and valued job outcomes. In other words, they show trainees how learning the
training material will help them perform more effectively on the job. Instructional
design models that focus on gaining and keeping learner attention often suggest
this approach (e.g. Gagné, Briggs & Wager, 1992). Self-efficacy theory sugpests
that motivation-enhancing teachers succeed by raising learner self-efficacy,
perhaps by convincing trainees verbally of their own competence, or perhaps
more concretely by providing opportunities to succeed early in training (Grist &
Mitchell, 1992; Kozlowski, Toney, Mullins, Weisshein, Brown & Bell, 2001).

In contrast, SDT beping by focusing on learners’ felt autonomy in doing a task,
that is, the extent they feel an internal perceived locus of causality for their own
behavior. According to Fig. 2, trainers who support learners’ autonotuy enhance
trainees’ intrinsic and/or identified motivation to learn (i.e. their autonomous
work-motivation), thereby helping fulfill trainees psychological needs. As a
result, trainees better learn and retain the material. Indeed, the importance of
teacher autonomy-support hae been confirmed by research on teacher behavior
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in educational settings (see Ryan & Stiller, 1991; Shaldon & Biddle, 1998, for
reviews). Research suggests that antonomy supportive teachers listen carefully
to learners, allow them to leam in their own way, and continually work to enpage
learners” interest (Reeve, Bolt & Cai, 1999),

The extent to which such behaviors describe trainers in corporate settings
is an open ome, in large part because the focus of orgamizational research has
been on leamner characteristics and work environment characteristics, rather than
on trainer characteristics and behaviors. As suggested by Towler and Dipboye
(2001), however, training effectiveness could be much improved by giving preater
attention to characteristics and behaviors of trainers. SDT provides a promising
framework for conducting such research. Notably, although the research reviewed
above focuses on autonomy need-satisfaction, similar positive effects should
be expected for satisfying competence and affiliation needs. Needs satisfaction
may help to explain the positive resulte found for certain training programs, such
as self-management (Frayne & Geringer, 2000, which may affect competence
need-satisfaction) and teamn training (Salas & Cannon-Bowers, 1997, which may
affect relatedness need-satisfaction). Thus, we suggest that the SDT model not
only offers new research directions, it alse can help to organize what is already
known,

Manager Effects on Learners

In addition to shedding light on the nature of effective trainers, SDT can also help
illumninate the construct of managerial support for training and development.
Organizational research often suggests that managerial support for leaming
predicts employees” motivation for and participation in learing experiences
(Baldwin & Magjuka, 1997, Facteau, Daobbins, Russell, Ladd & Kudisch, 1995).
And indeed, management support for learning, as rated by subordinates, has been
found to be an important predictor of participation in developmental experiences
{Birdi, Allan & Warr, 1997, Noe & Wilk, 1993; Tharenou, 2001). Unfortunately,
the specific process by which managers promote (or fail to promote) learning by
their employees have been little studied, Again, SDT suggests that such managers
succeed by supporting their employees’ antonomy needs, thus helping employees
to develop and pursue internalized goals related to learning and personal
growth,

In sum, SDT offers a perspective seldom employed by training and development
regearch, which has been dominated by the motivation to learn construet and
expectancy and self-efficacy theories. In particular, the theory suggests ways of
understanding what characteristics of learners, trainers, and managers promote
motivation to leam. To formalize the latter issue, the following proposition
is offered:
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Proposition 4. Employees with managers and trainers who support their
autonomy needs will be more motivated to participate in and learn from
training experiences.

The Strategic Management of People

Emerging evidence reveals that firm performance is strongly influenced by the
nature of its human resource (HR) practices and policies. For example, three
recent studies (Delery & Doty, 1996; Huselid, 1993; Huselid, Jackson & Schuler,
1997) found that a one standard deviation increase in a broad array of positive HR,
practices was associated with higher profits (return on assets) of 23, 23, and 16%,
respectively. Such research demonstrates that firms canl gain competitive advan-
tage through their human capital and that the firm’s HR practices have a direct
influence on human capital. As noted by Delery and Shaw (2001), however, Little
research has examined the processes through which HR practices influence firm
performance,

Although SDT has been applied predominantly to intra- end interpersonal
contexts, we believe it may provide an important theoretical explanation for
this important orgarnization-level phenomenon, namely, the relationship between
certain “high-performance” HR practices and firm performance. More specifically,
we propose that some high-performance HR practices provide employees with
enough autonomy and self-control that they can internalize the firm'’s values and
objectives while completing their tasks. Thus, their work-motivation bacomes
characterized by strivings to fulfill personal convictions (identified mativation)
and/or by strivings t pursue interesting and enjoyable lines of work (intrinsic moti-
vation). In terms of Fig. 2, HR practices may constitute a super-ordinate contextual
factor that influences the extent to which employees internalize the tasks they are
assigned, thus influencing employee need-satisfaction and firm performance.

Of course, the positive motivational effect of HR practices upon internalized
work motivation is not sufficient to explain alf of the relationship between the
firm's HR practices and its performance ~ obviously, employees’ knowledge,
skills, and abilities (KSAs) are an important determinant of the value the work
force adds to the firm (MacDuffie, 1995). However, we supggest that having a high
KSA work force will not necessarily lead to competitive advantage if that work
force feels “controlled,” or if it is not granted sufficient autonomy to choose how
and in what manner to accomplish the work. In other words, motivating employees
10 really use their abilities, and empowering them to help design their own jobs,
may be critical to the accomplishment of organizational goals. Consistent with this
reasonityg, Delery and Shaw (2001) argued that positive HR practices influence

=73 BE2 V1B

P.21



JUN-14-2068%

11:14

UMC PHYCHOL SCI =73 BE2 V1B

Applying Self-Determination Theory to Organizational Research 379

firm performance in part by influencing felt empowerment and motivation in the
company work force.

In addition to their indirect effect via internalized work-motivation (see Fig. 2),
we suggest that high-performance HR practices can also influence employee
need-satisfaction ditectly. To illustrate, we consider Pfeffer’s (1998) list of
high-performance work practices that can give firms a competitive advantage:
selective hiring, self-managed teams and decentralization of decision-making,
extensive training, compensation contingent upon organizational performance,
reduced status distinctions, and extensive sharing of financial and performance
information. From the SDT perspective, firms that ntilize more selective hiting
and extensive waining should have employees who better fit with the firm and have
more orpanizationally relevant knowledge; such employees are thus more likely to
have their compeience needs satisfied. De-emphasized status differentials and the
use of teans should encourage employees to feel relatedness with other employees
in the firm. The use of self-managed teams, decentralized decision-making, and
extensive sharing of financial and petformance information should help support
employees’ feelings of autenomy. Taken together, then, this set of HR practices
should provide a context that allows employees to sarisfy all of their psychological
needs, which in turn leads to greater effort and persistence at work, enabling the
firm to obtain higher individual and organizational performance.

To congider the issues more concretely, we focus below on one HR practice,
compensation. Compensation policies have been shown to have a significant effect
on firm performance (Gerhart & Milkovich, 1990). However, there ie a bit of a
paradox here: classic SDT points vut the potential motivation-undermining effects
of extrinsic rewards. Furthermore, some contemporary SDT research into terminal
values indicates that placing greater relative importance upon money negatively
predicts subjective well-being (Kasser & Ryan, 1993, 1996). Does this mean that
compensation issues are bound to undermine and subvert individual, team, and
corporate morale?

Not necessarily. It appears that why money is valued and pursued makes a
difference. For example, Srivastava, Locke and Bartol (2001) showed that the
effect of financial motivation depends on the person’s motives for making money.
Financial motives involving insecurity, statug-seeking, and failure-avoidance
were assoctated with negative well-being, whereas financial motives involving
meaning (supporting a family, paining a sense of justice, or contributing to
a proup effort) were positively related to subjective well-being. From an HR
perspective, this suggests that company policies that promots meaning, morality,
and/or team-cohesion (i.e. compensation based on organization performance) will
help defuge the potentially divisive effects of compensation differences between
employees.
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need-satisfaction, or when HR practices are “intetnally eonsisten:” with each other
(Delery & Shaw, 2001). Such consistency in practices shoulq lead empiloyees to see
themselves and their colleagues as owners of their tasks apd duties, thus taking fyll
responsibility for the results. To formalize and summarize, we offer the following
praposition;

Propesition 5, High performance HR practices resuit in greater firry perfor-
mance because such practices Promote greater employee mternalization of worl
tasks, thereby Promoting employes need-satsfaction,

DISCUSSION

conditions, and opporunities of the theory.
Again, SDT is an organismic theory of hurman mofivation, which assumes
people have an inherent need to Erow and develop, although both contextual

quently results in greater satisfaction of the three innate psychological needs of
autonomy, competence, and relatedness, which positively impacts outcomes such
5 persistence, well-being, creativity, and performange, Although this general
model has been well supported in the domains of health, educational, and socizl
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psychology, there is as yet limited empirical support for it in work domains. In
the following section, we summarize the empirical organizational research that
does support the various components of the model descnibed in Fig. 2. Including
in this brief review are sugpestions for future research that may serve to refine the
application of SDT to the study of work-related phenomena.

Existing Organizational Research and Theory Refinement

Apain, contextual autonomy-support is an important “front end” factor within
Fig. 2, that helps to determine whether ndividuals take ownership of externally
requested tasks and goals. Deci ct al. (1989) investigated the extent to which
manapers’ self-reported antonomy-support of employees (measvred as “encour-
aging employee choice, providing non-controlling feedback, and acknowledging
employees’ perspective”) was related to employees’ job attitudes. Although the
sample size was quite small (N = 23 managers, where the unit of analysis was the
73 teams), managers' support for self-determination was indeed positively rclated
to subordinates’ felt autonomy and satisfaction. Future research in this area could
go even “further back” in the Fig. 2 model, 1o investigate which higher-order
contextual factors influence whether managers are autonomy-supportive of
employees (i.e. whether the company administration is autonomy-supportive of
managers themselves, or whether the organizational culture supports managetial
initiative). Future research might also investigate the efficacy of interventions
designed to inerease managers’ willingness and ability to support employee
autonomy.

Also at the front end of Fig. 2, personality may influence peoples’ interpalization
of goals and tasks. As discussed in the first part of this chapter, Deci and Ryan
(1985b) have focused prmarily on the personality factor of “causality orienta-
tions” However, it seems likely that other stable individual difference variables
besides causality orientation inflvence the extent to which individuals internalize
extrinsic tasks in the work place. For example, one might suspect that individuals
who are more preactive (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Crant, 2000) better internalize
work tasks, .pethaps through the process of “job-crafting” (Wizesniewski &
Dutton, 2001; discussed further below). This remains for future regearch to test.

The Five Factor Model of personality provides yet another way of considering
the role of individual differences in optimal worker performance. Indeed,
organizational research has shown that the several of the Big Five traits infiuence
work-performance (Barrick, Mount & Judge, 2001) and overall job-satisfaction
(Judge & Thies, 2002). But how does this occur? In teems of Fig, 2, we suggest that
certain traits ¢an provide paths to need-satisfaction that bypass interalized work
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motivation altogether. For example, extraversion (sociable, assertive, dominant)
and agreeableness (cooperative, wrusting, kind) may influence relatedness need
satisfaction by promoting positive relations with others. Conscientiousness
(dependable, responsible, persistent) and emotional stability (confident, relaxed,
secure) may influence competence need satisfaction by prometing disciplined
effort. Openness to experience (imaginative, cultured, creative) may influence au-
tonomy need-satisfaction by promoting search for new choices and opportunities.
Notably, the linkage between personality trait variables and dynamic motivational
variables has received little empirical attention to date within any literature (but
see Sheldon, Ryan, Rawsthome & Ilardi, 1997). We suggest that organizationat
research could help with the important theoretical goal of linking trait and
motive constructs (McAdams, 1996), thus expanding the range of persomality
variables considered within SDT research while at the same time adducing new
understanding of work motivation and petformance.

Another important proposition of SDT, as shown in at the “back end” of Fig. 2
ig that satisfaction of the three innate needs results in greater job satiefaction
and performance (Deci et al., 2001; Oardi, Leone, Kasser & Ryan, 1993). Some
organizational research supports this, for example, Iardi et al. (1993) studied
workers in a shoe factory and showed that employees’ feelings of autonomy, com-
petence, and relatedness were related to employee satisfaction and psychological
health Similarly, Deci et al. (2001) studied workers in Bulgaria and the U.5. and
found that greater need satisfaction was associated with greater task engagement,
self-esteem, and reduced anxiety (although the strength of the relationships varied
somewhat across the two countries; notably, this study also found support for
the front end of the Fig. 2 model, as the mast satisfied workers in both Bulgaria
and America were ones who felt that their managers suppormd their autonomy).
Future research should seek to establish which performance outcomes are most
affected by which types of need-gatisfaction, and also try to uncover situations
and jobs in which avtonomy, competence, and/or relatedness need-satisfaction
may be especially important. Again, such research would. frovide contributions
to both SDT and research on job performance. .

Turning away from Fig. 2, we suggest SDT may also provide some insight
into some more complex constructs and processes currently being studied by
organizational researchers. For example, Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001, p- 179)
presented g model of job crafting, defined as “the physical and cognitive changes
individuals make in the task or relational boundaries of their work” that included
antecedents, outcomes, and moderators of the job crafting process. Qf particular
relevance for our chapter, Wizesniewski and Dutton (2001) argued that people
craft their jobs in order to assert some control over their jobs, o create a positive
self-image for themselves at work, and to ¢onnect with others. Perhaps not

P.2%



JUN-14-2068%

11116

UMC PHYCHOL SCI =73 BE2 V1B

358 KENNON M. SHELDON ET AL.

research. Many motivation theories have been brought to bear on these guestions,
including expectancy theory (Van Erde & Thierry, 1996; Voom, 1964), goal
setting theory (Locke & Latham, 1999), and self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1997,
Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998). Reviews of motivational research on organizationally
relovant dependent varisbles such as job performance and training outcomes
suggest the continued dominance of these theories (Locke, 2000; Mathien &
Martineau, 1997), despite the much broader array of motivation theories available
within the psychological literature (Higgins & Kruglanski, 2000).

One such theory, which has had a substantial influence on research in domains
such as health, education, and social psychology, is Seli-Determination Theory
(SDT). Recent commentators state that SDT is “an itpressive accomplishment”
(Psyszczynski, Greenberg & Solomon, 2000, p. 301), provides “new impetus to
research on human motivation” (Coleman. 2000, p. 291), and may be “the most
ambitious contribution to what some have termed the rebirth of motivational re-
search” (Hennessey, 2000, p. 293). However, organizational scholars have been
relatively slow to apply the theory, perhaps because of a lack of understanding of
SDT’s current formulation.! Thus, the purpose of this chapter is to describe new
developments within SDT, and to show how the theory might be applied to some
enduring research themes with organizational research.

SDT is grounded in the organizmic perspective of human nature and motivation
(Angyal, 1941; Goldstein, 1939; Rogers, 1961; Werner, 1957). The organismic
perspective is a long-standing one within psychology, philosophy, and theoretical
biolagy. It can walk a line between general systems and cognitive-developmental
approaches, on the one hand, and humanistic and existential approaches, on the
other, Organismic perspectives assume that humans are inherently motivated to
develop their interests and skills, to connect and contribtite to other people, and
to mave towards theit fullest potential; in other words, the ensrpy and impulse
to grow and develop are innate. However, this perspective also asserts that the
growth impulse is easily derailed or distorted, if environments or people’s own
inner processes do not support it. Thus, much of the empirical and experimental
work in SDT has focused on delineating what characteristics of intrapersonal,
social and task environments enbance or detract from the desire to grow and
develop, and thus enhance or detract from positive outcomes such as persistence,
creativity, flexibility, well-being, aud happiness.?

Ryan and Deci (2001) noted that organismic motivation theomes make
somewhat different assumptions about human nature than do traditional hedonic
motivation theories (such as expectancy theories and utility theories). Although
a full discussion of such differences is beyond the scope of this chapter (see Ryan
& Deci, 2001), hedonic theories generally assume that individuals are motivated
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surprigingly, these objectives seem quite similar to the three postted SDT needs
of autonomy, competence, and relatedness, although Wrzesniewski and Dutton
(2001) do not discuss SPT in their article. Clearly, further research is needed to
test whether job crafting results in greater internalization of wotk tasks and thence
preater satisfaction of autonomy, competence, and relatedness needs.

Limitarions, Boundary Conditions, and Opportunities

A major limitation of much SDT research for organizational scholars has been
SDT’s focus on well-being as the primary outcome of interest. Although employee
well-being is an important variable, in part because of its relationship with job
satisfaction (Judge, Thoresen, Bono & Patton, 2001), organizational scholars are
also mterested in productivity and performance measures, which are not as often
measured by SDT researchers. Notably, however, another major owtcome focused
on by SDT is behavioral persistence, which is likely to be of interest to ranagers.
Other methodological limitations of prior SDT research include cross-sectional
designs, limited sarnples (mostly college students), and self-report measures. OFf
course, one might also view these limitations as opporhunities — oppormnities for
organizational researchers to contbute to the further testing and shaping of an
impottant theory of human motivation.

It 15 also important to consider some possible boundary conditions that may
limit the conceptual applicability of SDT to organizational contexis. One such
boundary condition may be individual differences in emplovees’ needs for growth
or self-actualization. Does everyone want to grow and develop? A related bound-
ary condition may be individual differences in employees' needs for autonomy,
competence, and relatedness. Does everyone want to fee] effective, connected, and
free? In other words, would it do any good to support the growth needs of someone
who prefers stability and stasis, or to support the antonomy needs of someone who
prefers controls and constraints, or to support the relatednese needs of someone
who prefers to be a loner?

Although Deci and Ryan (2000) noted that such differences may exist, they
do not think that examining individual differences in need strength “is the most
fruitful place to focus empirical atiention” (Dect & Ryan, 2000, p. 328). In part,
this iz due to the fact that past SDT research has not found personality/situation
interactions (i.e. as discussed earlier, there is no empirical support for a matching
hypothesis, according to which control-oriented participants do better when treated
controllingly). Other motivation scholars, however, have arpued that examining
individual differences in psychological needs may help us better understand many
motivational processes (Vallerand, 2000). For example, the job characteristics
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model proposes that individuals vary in their growth need strength and that
this variability moderates the effects of job characteristics on work outcomes
(Hackman & Oldham, 1976). Indeed, meta-analyses support this proposition for
the outcomes of job satisfaction (Loher, Noe, Moeller & Fitzgerald, 1985) and job
performance (Fried & Ferris, 1987). Such results suggest that Deci and Ryan's
assumption of invariant psychelogical needs and prowth processes may need
further scrutiny.

Another conceptual boundary condition that may limit the applicability of SDT
to organizations is the inevitably tedious or aversive nature of some jobs, such as
peeling shrimp, making cold telemarketing calls, or working on assembly lines,
Can humanistic management practices really make a difference in such cases?

Apain, SDT assumes that the answer is YES, because autonomy support helps
people to intemalize the doing of boring or tedious tasks (Deci et al.,, 1994). To
show how this can happen, consider a woman with the job of assembling simple
rheostats, a job which requires her to produce hundreds of the items every day.
This person is not growth-oriented on the job, and she usually prefers the security
of being tald exactly what she is supposed to do. Also, she has firm expectations
that work will always be boring and aversive, an activity that she only does for
the money. Still, according to SDT, if this person’s immediate supervisor began
to talk to her and take her perspective, offer her choices about when and how to
do her worl, and offer explanatory rationales when rnaking non-ordinary requests
(i.c. if the supervisor supported the woman's autonomy, rather than commanding,
coercing, or controlling her), then the woman might eventually feel better respected
and appreciated, and might also leam to take more intersst and pride in aspects
of the job (i.e. striving for a rednced error rate or increased productivity). Indeed,
given autonomy supportive management, the woman might eventually realize that
she has potentials that go beyond her current job, and thus move on to more
challenging work. In other words, the support of a caring manager might help this
woman to re-connect with the growth impulse that SDT assumes is present all
people, even though they may be temporarily “stalled” in a limited way of being.
Obviously, more research is required to document these rather optimistic ideas.

Another potential limitation of self-determination theory may be its assumption
of a motivational continuum, and its emphasis on creating an aggregate self-
determination measure that locates participants upon this contipuum. Specifically,
SDT researchers often create a single measure of self-determined motivation by
adding identified and intinsic motivation, and subtracting external and introjected
motivation. As noted earlier, however, some evidence suggests that it is important
to differentiate among the different types of motivation (Sansone & Saith, 2000).
By keeping the different forms separate one can examine the independent effects
of exirinsic and intrinsic motivation, potentially demonstrating that the two types
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of metivation sometimes have additive or complementary effects (Amabile, 1996:
Hennessey, 2000; Osterloh & Frey, 2000).

Finally, as implied above, SDT has primarily focused on how autonomy-
supportive contexts enhance workers’ internalized or intrinsic motivation. We
believe, however, that other processes can also lead to more internal motivation.
For example, some evidence suggests that individuals who have a strong inter-
personal orientation will find boring tasks more interesting when they work with
another person, perhaps because their relatedness needs are being met (Sansone
& Smith, 2000). In addition, it seems likely that individuals® interest in a task may
be influenced by co-workers and supervisor perceptions of the task, as indicated
by the social information processing approach (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). From
this perspective, it may be important to help workers see the value of every wark
task, tot just their own. It is also possible that internal self-regulatory processes
can serve to ephance internal motivation. For example, Sansope and Smith
(2000) argued that individuals may change a task through real or psychological
ransformation of the task, and thart these transformations can result in increased
interest in and identification with the task. In swmumary, although SDT provides
some promising places to start, we believe organizational researchers can extend
the theory by examining other factors that influence the extent to which workers
develop internalized motivation.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter we have derived both a general model describing the process
through which self-determination influences positive outcomes of interest in
organizations, and a specific set of propositions describing how self-determination
theory (SDT) can advance contemporary work motivation research. We have
tried to show how SDT can be fruitfully applied to understanding constructs
used in crganizational research, such as goal commitment and motivation to
learn, and broader phenomena such as transformational leadership and the
strategic management of human resources. Although some concepts within
SDT are doubtless similar to concepts found in contemporary work motivation
theories, we suggest that SDT provides a way of integrating these various strands
of thought under a comprehensive meta-theory. Indeed, precisely because of
such inclusive properties, SDT is playing a prominent role in the new “positive
psychology” movement, led by Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi (2000), Thus, we
hope that the thoughts expressed here will Inspire organizational researchers to
Eive greater consideration to employees’ holistic strivings for growth, integration,
and connection (Sheldon & Schmuck, 2001).
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NOTES

1. As evidence of this misunderstanding, Ambrose and Kulik (1999) used the term.
Cognitive Evalvation Theory in their Literature review on work motivation. This theory
represents only one pait of the SDT theoretical frapiework. Despite their narrow focus,
Ambrose and Kulik (1999, p. 257) encolraged further organizational tesearch
int this area.

Z. Notably, happiness and well-being may be somewhar unfamiliar outcomes for oIgani-
zatjonal researchers. In contemporary social psychology, well-being is typically defined in
terms of high positive mood, high life-satisfaction, and low negative mood (Diener, 1984,

3. Congistent with other researchers (e.g. House & Shamir, 1993}, we use the terms
transformational and charismatic leadership interchangeably.

REFERENCES

Amabile, T, (1996), Creativity in canrexr, Bonider, CO: Westview Press,

Amabile, .M., Hill ¥, 3., Hennessey, B, A, & Tighe, B. M. {1994). The work preference invemtory:
Assessing intrinsic and extrinsic motivational orientations. Journal of Personality and Social
FPrycholagy, 66, 950-967.

Ambrose, M. L., & Kulik, ¢ T, (1999). Old friends, new facos: Motivation research in the 1990s.
Journal of Management, 25, 231293,

Anderson, ., & Weat, M. A. (1996). The Team Climate Inveatory: Development of the TCT and its
applications in teambuilding for innovariveness. Euripaan Journal of Work & Organizational
Prycholagy, 5, 53-66,

Angyal, A. (1941). Foundarions for q science of personality. New York: Commonwealth Fund.

Austin, J. T, & Vancouver, J. B, (1996). Goal construets in peychology: Processes and content.
Frychologieal Bullerin, 130, 338375,

Baldwin, T. T., & Magjuka, R. J. (1997). Training as an organizational episods; Pretraining influences
on traifiee motivation, In: J. K. Ford & Associates (Eds), Improving training Effectiveness in
Work Qrganizations (pp, 99-12%), Mahwah, NI: Erlbatrin,

Bandurs, A, (1997). Self-cfficacy: The exercise of control. New Yor: Freeman.

Harrick, M. B, Mount, M. i, & Judge, T. A, (2001), Personality and performance at the beginning
of the new millennium: What do we know and where do we Eo next. Internarional Journal of
Selection and Assessmen, 2,830,

Bass, B. M. (1985), Leadership and performance beayond expecrations, New York: Free Press.

Basg, B. M. (1999). Two decades of raseareh and deyelopment in ronsformational leadership. European
Jaurnal of Work and Organizational Fsychology, 8, 9-32,

Enteman, T. C., & Crant, J. M. (1993). The proactive component of organizational behavior: A measurs
and correlates. Journal of Orpanizational Behavior, 14, 103-118.

Baumeister, R, F,, & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: Desire for interpersonal attachments ag
a fundamental humar motivation, Fsycholagical Bulletin, 117, 497-529.

P. 38



JUN-14-2068%

11:18

UMC PHYCHOL SCI =73 BE2 V1B

Applying Self-Determination Theory to Organizarional Research 387

Birdi, K., Allan, C., & Wear, P. (1997). Correlates and perceived outcomes of four types of cmployes
development activity. Journal of Applied Prychology, £2, 8435-857.

Black, A. E. & Deci, E, L. (2000). The effects of insiructors’ autonomy support and students’
Autonomous mativation on leaming organic chemistry: A Scif-Determination Theory perspec-
tve, Science & Educarion, 84, 740-756.

Bono, I. E., & Judge, T. A. (in prest). Self-concordance at work: Toward understanding the motivational
effect of trimsformational leaders. Acadepry of Management Journed.,

Brett, I E, & VandeWalle, D. (1999). Goal erientation and goal content as predictions of performance
in & truining program. Journal of Appiied Psychology, 84, 863-873.

Brown, K. G. (2001). Using computers to deliver fraining: Which employees leam and why? Personnef
Prychology, 54, 271-296.

Burms, J. M. (1978). Leadership. New York: Harper & Row.

Cameron, J., & Pierce, W. D. (1994), Reinforcement, reward, and jntrinsic motivation: A meta-analysis,
Review of Educational Research, 64, 363423,

Coleman, P. G. (2000). Aging and the satisfaction of psychological needs. Prvcholagical Inguiry, 11,
291-293.

Colquitt, I. A., LePine, §. A, & Noe, K. A. (2000). Toward an integrative theory of training motivation:
A meta-analytic path analysis of 20 yoars of research. Journal of Applied Piyvchology, 35,
678-707.

Conger, J. A., & Kammgo, B. N. (1998). Chariimatic leadership in organizations. Thousand Osks,
CA: Sage Publications.

Crant, J. M. (2000). Proactive behavior in organizations. Jowrnal of Managemsnt, 26, 435462,

DeCharms, R. (1968). Personal Causation: The internal affective determinants af behavior, New Yori:
Academic Press.

Deci, E., L. (1975). Jurinsic motvation. Wew York: Plenum Press,

Deci, E. L., Connell, J. B, & Ryan, R, M. (198%). Salf-determination in work organizaton. Journal of
Applied Pyychology, 74, 580590,

Deeci, E. L., Eghruri, H, Pawick, B. C., & Leone, D. E. (1694). Facilitating internalization: The self-
determination theory perspective. Journal of Fersonality, 62, 119-142.

Deci, E. L., Koestner, K., & Ryan, B. M. (1999a). A meta-analytic review of experiments cxamining
the effects of extrinsic rewards on inwinsic motivation. Paychological Bullatin, 125, 677668,

Deci, B. L., Koestner, ., & Ryan, B. M. (1999b), The undermining effect is 2 reality afrer all-
Extrinsic rewards, task interests, & self-determination: A reply to Bigenberger, R, Rhoades, L.,
& Cameron, I, (1999) & Lepper, M. R., Henderlong, 1., & Gingras, L (1599), FPsycholagical
Bullerin, 125, 692700,

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (19858). Inririsic motivation and self-determination in human behavior.
New York: Flenum.

Deci, B. L., & Ryan, R M, (1985b). The general caurality odentation scale: Salf-determinacon in
personality. Journal of Research in Personality, 19, 109134

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, B, M. {1991). A motivational approach to self: Integration in personality. In;
R. Dienstbicr (Bd.), Nebraska Symposium on Motivation: Perspectives or Mativation (Vol. 18,
pp- 237-288). Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press.

Deei, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2000). The wlat and why of goal pursuits: Hirnan needs and the self-
deseemination of behavlor. Psychalogical Inguiry, 11, 227=268,

Deci, B.L, Ryan, R. M., Gagne, M., Leone, D. R, Usunov, 1., & Komazheva, B. P, (2001}, Need satis-
faction, mativation, and well-being in the work organizations of = former Bastern blog country:
A cross-culiral study of self-determination. Personality and Social Prychology Eullerin, 27,
930-942.

P.31



JUN-14-2068%

11:18 UMC PHYCHOL SCI =73 BE2 V1B

J8R KENNON M. SHELDON ET AL.

Delery, . B, & Doty, D. H. (1996). Modes of theorizing in strategic human resource management:
Testz of univémsalistic, contingency, and configurational performance predictions. Academy of
Muanagement Journal, 39, 802835,

Delery, I. E, & Shaw, J. D, (2001), The strategic management of people in work organizations;
Review, synthesiz, and extension. Research in Personnel & Human Resources Maragement, 20,
165=197,

Dicner, E. (1934). Subjective well-being. Psychological Butlerin, 95, 542=573.

Diener, E. {1994). Asseusing subjective well-being: Progress and opportunities, Secial Indicators
Research, 31, 103=157.

Donovan, 1. ., & Radosevich, 0. J. (1998), The moderating role of goal commitment on the goal
difficubty — performance relationship: A meta-analytic review and critical reanalysis. Journal
of Applied Pryckalogy, 83, 368-315.

Eisenberger, K., & Cameron, J. (199%0). Detrimental effects of reward: Reality or myth? American
Psychologist, 51, 1153-1166,

Eisenberger, K., Pierce, W. D, & Cameron, X, (1999), Effects of reward on intrinsic motivation —
Meparive, neptml, and positive: Comment on Decl, Koestner and Ryan (1999), Peychological
Bullerin, 125, 677-691.

Eisenberger, R, Rhoades, L, & Cameron, J. (1999), Does pay for performance inorease or de-
crease perceived self-determination and intrinsic motivation? Journal of Personality & Social
Psychalogy, 77, 1026-1040.

Erikson, E. (1963). Childhood and society. New York: Norten.

Facteau, J. D, Dobbinz, G. H., Ruseelj, I, B, A, Ladd, B. T., & Kudisch, J. (1995), The influence
of general perceptions of the traiming environment on pretraining motivation and perceived
training transfer, Journal of Managemens, 21, 1=25.

Ford, §. K., Smith, B. M., Weizsbein, D, A, Gully, 5, M., & Salas, E. (1993). Relationships of goal
ofidatation, mefacogmtive achvity, and practice strategies with leaming ontcomes and transfer.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 218-233,

Frayne, €., & Geringer, M, (2000, Self-management teaining for improving job performance: A field
experiment involving salespeople. Journal of Appled Paychology, 85, 361375,

Fred, Y., & Pemis, G. R. (1987). The validity of the job chamacteristics model: A review and meta-
analysiz. Personnel Psychology, 40, 287=322.

Gagne, B. M., Brggs, L. I, & Wager, W. W. (1992). The principles of fnstructional design (4th ed.).
Fort Worth, TX: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.

Gardner, W. L., & Avolig, B. J. (1998), The charismatic relationship: A dramaturgical perspective,
Academy of Management Review, 23, 32-58.

Gerhart, B., & Milkovich, G. T. (1990). Orzanizational differences in managerial compensation and
financial performance. Academy of Managemenr Journal, 33, 663691,

Gist, M. E., & Mitchell, T. B (1992). Sclf-efficacy: A theorctical analysts of its determinants and
malleability. Academy of Mandgement Review, 17, 183-211,

Gloldstein, K. (1939). The organimt, New York: American Book Co.

Hagkman, J. R, & Oldham, G. R. (1976). Motivation through the design of work: Test of a theory.
Organizarional Behavior and Human Performance, 16, 250-279.

Hennessey, B. A, (2000). Self-determination theory and the social psychology of creativity. Prycho-
logical Inguiry, 11, 293-298, .

Hicks, W.D., & Klimoski, R-J. (1987). Entry into training programs and its effacrs on training outcomes:
A field experiment. dcademy af Management fournal, 30, 542-552.

Higgins, E. T., & Eruplancki, A. W. (Eds) (2000). Mosvarional science: Sacial and personality
perspectivas. Philadelphia, PA: Teylor & Francis.

P.32



JUN-14-2068%

11:19 UMC PHYCHOL SCI

Applying Self-Determination Theory to Organizational Research 389

Hollenbeck, J. B., & Klein, K. I. (1987). Goal commitment and the goal-cetdng process: Problems,
prospectsand proposals for furure research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 72, 212-220.

House, R, I, & Shamir, B. (1993). Toward the itegration of gansformational, charipmatic, and
visionary theories. In: M, M. Chemers & R, Ayman (Eds), Leadership Theary and Research:
Ferspeciives and Directions (pp. §1-107). New York: Academic Press.

Huselid, M. A. (1995), The impact of humat resource management practices on wnover, productvity,
and corporats financial performance, Academy of Mandagement Journal, 38, 635-672.

Huselid, M. A, Jackson, 8. E., & Schuler, R, S. (1997). Technical and strategic bufman resource man-
agement effectiveness as determinants of firm performance. Acaderty of Management Journal,
40, 171-148.

Nardi, B. C., Leone, D, Kasser, T, & Ryan. R. M. (1993), Employee nnd supérvisor ratings of
wotivation: Main effects and discrepancies associated with job satisfacHon apd adjustment
in 4 factory vering, Journal of Applicd Social Psychology, 23, 1759-1803.

Tudge, T. A., & Lies, B, (2002). Relationship of personality to performance motivation: A meta-analysis.
Jowrnal of Applied Psychology, 57, 197807

Judge, T. A., Thoresen, C. J., Bono, 1. E., & Pavton, G. K. (2001). The job satisfaction-job performance
relationship: A qualitative and quantilative review. Psychological Bullerin, 127, 376-407.

Kasser, T, & Ryan, B M. (1963). A dark side of the American dream: Correlates of financial success
42 a central [ife aspiration. Journal of Personalicy and Social Psychology, 65, 410422,

Kasser, T, & Ryan, R. M. (1996). Further cxamining the American dream: Well being correlates of
intrinsic and extrinsic goals. Personaliyy and Social Pxychology Bulletin, 22, 281-288.

Kelman, H. C. (1961). Processes of opimion change. Public Opinion (uarterly, 25, 57=T8.

Kcrnis, M. 1., Paradise, A- W,, Whitaker, D, J., Wheatman, g. R, & Goldman, B. N, (2000). Master of
one & psychological domain? Not likely if one’s self-psteem 1s unstable. Personality and Social
Bsychology Bulletin, 26, 1297-~1305.

Fitkpatrick, 5. A, & Locke, E. A, (1996), Drirect and indirect cffects of thres core charismatic leadership
components on performance nnd atfitndes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81, 36-51
Kirkpatrick S. A, Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. F. (1996), Tmplementing the vision: How iz it done?

Polish Prychological Bulletin, 27, 93-106.

Klein, H. I., Wasson, M. I, Hollenbeck, L. ., & Alge, B. 1. (1999). Goal comfnjtment and the goal-
getting process: Conceptual clarification and empirical synthesis. Journal of Applied Psychal-
ogy, 84, 535896,

Klein H. J., Wesson, M, )., Hollenbeck, I. R., Wright, P. M., & DeShon, B P. (2001). The assessment of
goal commitment: A measurement model tneta-analysis. Organizational Behavier and Humar
Deciston Pracesses, 83, 32=53.

Koesmer, B, & Zuckerman, M. (1894). Causality srentations, faflure, and achicvement. Journal af
Personality, 62, 321-346,

Kozlowski, S. W. J., Guily, 5, M., Brown, K. G., Salas, E., Smith, E. M., & Mason, E. K. (2001).
Bffects of aining goals and goal orientation tradts on muli-dimensicnal Taining cutcomes
and performance adaptability. Organizational Behavior and Human Decisign Processes, 83,
1-34.

Kozlowskd, 5. W. I, Toney, . 1., Mulling, M. E., Weisshein, D. A, Brown, K. i., & Bell, B. 8, (2001),
Developing adaptability: A theory far the deign of integrated-embedded taining systems. In:
E. Salas (Bd.), Advances in Human Performance and Cognitive Engineering Research (Yol. 1,
PP 59-124), New York: Blscvier Science,

LaGuardia, I., Ryan, R. M., Couchman, C. E., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Within-person. variation in sccurity
of attachment: A self-determination theory perspective on attachment, need fulfillment, and
well-being. Journal of Personality and Soctal Prychology, 79, 367384,

=73 BE2 V1B

P.33



TUN-14-2085

11:19

UMC PHYCHOL SCI

=73 BE2 V1B

360 KENNON M. SHELDON ET AL

Lepper, MR & Henderlong. J. (2000). Turning play into work and work inte play: 25 years of research

on intrinsic versus extringic motivation, In: C. Sansone & 7. Harackiewiez (Eds), Intrinsic ard

Extringic Motivation: The Search for Optimal Motivation and Performance (BD- 257-307). San,
Drepo, CA: Academic Press.

Leppet, M. Ry Henderlong, T, & Gingras, L (1099). Understanding the sffects of oxtrinsic rewards
on intrinsic morivation — Lues and abuseg of meta-analysis: Comment on Peci, Koesmer and
Ryan (1999 Prychological Bulletin, 125, 669676,

Lacke, E. A. (B} (2000). Handbook of principles af arganizational behavior. Malden, MA: Blackwell.

Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P (1999). A theory of goal satting and sk perfornance. Englewood Cliffs,
NI: Prentice-Hall.

Loher, B, T.. Moe B, Ay Moeller, N. L., & Fizgerald, M. F- (1985). A meta-analysis of the reladon of
job characteristics t0 job satisfaction. Journal of Applied Psychology, 70, 280-280.

Lowe, K. B., Kroeck, K, G., & Sivasubramaniati, N, (1996). Effoctiveness comelates of ransforma-
tion and transactional leadership: 1 meta-analytic teview of the MLO literature. Leadership
Quarterly, 7, 385425, : .

Lyubomirsky, 5., King, L. A. & Dicaet, K. (2003). Is happincss a good thing? A theory of the benefits of
positive affect Manuscript in preparation, Department of Psychology, University of California,
Riverside.

MacDruftle, J. P, (1995). Humsan resource tundles and manufscturing perfopmance: Organizationil
logic and fiexible pradiction sy sems in the world aute industry. Industrie] & Labor Relaticns
Review, 48, 197-221.

Mathieu_ T. E., & Martineau, I. W. (1997). Individual and sitaarional infuences ou {raining motivation.
In: 7. K. Ford & Asspciates (Bds), Improving Training Effcctiveness in Work Crganizations
(pp. 193-222). Mahwah, N7 Erihau.

Mathicu, J. E., Tannenbaurt, 8. L, & Salas, B, (1992)- Influences of individual and situational char-
acteristics on measures of training effectiveness. Academiy of Management Journaf, 35, 828—
847,

MeAdams, D. (1996). Pemsonality, modernity, and the gtoried self: A contcmporary feampework for
studying persons. Prychological Inquiry. 7,295-321.

Mitchell, TR, & Daniels, I, (2002). Motivation. In: W. C. Borman, D.F. Ogen &R.T. Kiimoski (Bds),
Hundbook of Psychology: Industrial and Organizaiional Prychology (Yol. 12, £D- 225-254).
Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley.

Noa, R. A. (1986). Train¢es attributes and attiides’ Neglected influences on {raining effectiveness.
Acadarmy of Management Review, 11, 736149,

Noe, R, A.. & Schmitt, M. (1986). The influsnce of traipee attitudes on training cffectivencss: Test of
amodel. Personnel Psycholagy, 39, 497-5323.

Noe, B A & Wilk, 3. L. (1993). Investigation of the factots that jnflucnce cmployees’ participation
in development activitiee. Journal of Applied Prychology, 78, 291-302.

Mee, B, A, Wilk, 5. L., Mullen, E. J., & Wanek, 1. E- (1997). Employes development: {ssues in con-
gtruct definition and {nvestigation of antecedents, I 1. K. Ford & Assaciates (Bds), Improving
Tralning Effectivensss in Work Organizations {pp- 153-129). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Osterloh, M., & Frey, B. 5. (2000). Motivaden, kncrorledge transfer, and grganizationa! forms. Grea-
pizarion Science, I, 538-550.

Pretfer, I (1998). The human equarion. Boston, MA,; Harvard Bugizess School Press.

Pilla, B, Schriegheim, C. A & Williams, E. §. (1999), Faimess pereepLions and wust as mediators for
transformational and transactional leadership: A two-sample study. Journal of Management,
23, 897-931.

P.34



JUN-14-2068%

11:19 UMC PHYCHOL SCI

Applying Self-Determination Theory to Qrganizational Research 91

Fsyszczynski, R., Greenberg, J., & Solomon, 5. (2000), Toward a dialectical analysis of growth and
defensive motives. Prychological Inguiry, 11, 301-303.

Quifiones, M. A (1995). Prettaining context effects: Training assignment as fundhack Jourral of
Applied Psychology, 80, 226=138.

Reeve, I, Bolt, B, & Cai, Y. (1999). Autonomy-supportive teachers: How they teach and motivate
studencs, Journal of Educational Pyyehology, 91, 537-548.

Reis, H. T,, Sheldon, K. M., Gable, 5. 1., Roscoo, R., & Ryan, R. (2000), Daily well-being: The role
of autonatny, competende, and relatedness. Personality and Secial Psychology Bulletin, 26,
419433,

Righy, C_5., Deci B L_ Parrick, B. C_, & Ryan, R.M_ (1992). Beyond the intinsic-extrinsic dichotomy:
Self-determina ion in motvation and learning. Marivation & Emotion, 16, 165-185.

Rogers, C. (1961). On becoiting a person. Boston: Houghton Mifflin,

Rotwer, 1. B. (1966). Generalized cxpectancies for internal versus external control of reinforcement.
FPrychological Monographs: Crenaral angd Applied, 80, 1-25.

Rym E. M. (1982). Control and information in the intrapersonal sphere: An extension of cognitive
evaluation theory. Journal of Personality & Secial Fsychology, 43, 450-461.

Eyan B M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Sclf-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic motivation,
socaal development, and well-being, American Psychologist, 55, 68-78.

Ryan, B.M_, & Deci, E L. (2001). Cn happiness and human potentials: A review of research on hedonic
and eudaimonic well-being, Anreal Review of Psychalagy, 52, 141-166.

Ryan, B. M., & Siller, J. (1991). The social contexts of internalization: Farent and teacher influences
ot aitonomy, motivation, and learning. Advapces in Morivation and Achievement, 7, 115-1449.

Ryff, C. I (1993), Psychological well-being in adult life. Curren: Directions in Psychological Science,
A(4), 95-104.

Salancik, G. R, & Pfeffer, J. (1578). A social information processing approach to job attitudes and
task design, Adminisrranive Science Quarterly, 23, 224=253,

Salag, E., & Cannon-Bowers, 1. A, (1997). Methods, tools, and strategies for team training, In: M. A,
Quidiones & A_ Ehrenstein (Eds), Training for a Rapidly Changing Workplace: Applications of
Psychologleal Research (pp. 249=279), Washington, DIC: American Psycholopical Association,

Sansone, C., & Smith, J. L. (2000). Interest and self-regulation: The relation between having to and
wantitig o, In: C. Sansone & J. Hurackiewicz (Bds), Infrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation: The
Fearch for Qptimal Motdvation and Performeance (pp. 341=372). San Diego, CA: Acadeinic
Press.

Seligman, M., & Cs:lmzentm:halyh M. (2000). Positive psychology: An introduction. American
Fsychologist, 33, 314,

Shami, B., Houze, B. T, & Arthor, M_ B. (1993). The motivational effects of charismatic leadership:
A self-concept based theory. Organization Science, 4, 577-594.

Sheldon, K. M, (2002). The self-concordance model of healthy goal-swiviag: When personal poals
cowrecly represent the person. Im: E. L. Deci & K. M. Ryan (Bds), Handbook of Self
Datermination Theery (pp. 65-86). Rochester, NY: University of Rochester Press,

Sheldon, K. M., & Biddle B._I. (1998). Standards, accountability, and scheol reform: Perils and pitfalls.
Teachers Collewe Record, 100, 164180,

Sheldon, K M., & Duaci, E. L. (2000). Book review: Creativity in context, The Jauma! af Creative
Behavior, 34, 285-290.

Sheldon, K. M., & Elliot, A. 1, (1998), Not all personal poals are personal: Comparing attonomods
and controlled reasons for goals as predictors of effort and attainment, Personality and Social
Pyychology Bulletin, 24, 546-557.

=73 BE2 V1B

P.3%



JUN-14-2068%

11:26 UMC PHYCHOL SCI

392 KENNON M. SHELDON ET AL.

Sheldon, E. M., & Blliot, A J. (1999). Geal striving. need satisfaction, and lonxirdinal well-
being: The self-concordance model. Journal of Persenality and Social Prychology, 76, 481~
297.

Sheldor, K, M., Elliot, A. Y., Kim, Y., & Kasser, T. (2001), What's salisfying about satizfying events?
Comparing ter candidate psychological needs. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
80, 325-339.

Sheldon, K. M., & Houser-Marko, L. {2001). Self-concordance, goal atiainment, and the pursuit of
happiness: Can there be an upward spiral? Journa! of Persanality and Social Peychology, 80,
152-165.

Sheldon, K. M., Williams, G., & Joiner, T. (2003). Jalf-determination theory in the clinic: Motivating
physical and mental kealth. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Sheldon, K. M., & Kasser. T. (1995). Coberence and congruence: Two aspects of personality integration.
Journal of Personality and Soctal Psychology, 68, 531-543.

Sheldon, ¥. M., & Kasser, T. (1998). Pursuing personal goals: Skills enable progress, but ot all
progress is beneficial. Personality and Social Fsychology Bulletin, 24, 1319-1331,

Sheldon, K. M., & Kasser, T. (2001). Cetting older, geting better? Personal strivings and perkonality
development across the life-cousse, Developmental Psychalogy, 37, 491-501.

Sheldon, ¥ M., Ryan, R. M., Elliot, A. I, Kim, Y., Chidkov, V., Demir, M., & Wu, C. (2002).
Autonomeus goal pursait and collectivist values: Complementary, not confticraal. Unpublished
manuscript.

Sheldon, K. M., Ryan, B. M., Rawsthome, L., & Dardi, B, (1997). True self and trajt self: Crose-role
variation in the Bir Five waits and its relations with anthenticity and well-being, Journal of
Personality and Soclal Fsychology, 73, 13801393,

Sheldon, K. M., Ryan, R. M., & Reis, H. R. (1996), What makes for 2 good day? Competence
and autonorny in the day and in the person. Personality and Social Fsychology Bulletin, 22,
12701279,

Sheldon, K. M., & Schmuck, P. (2001). Conclusion: Suggestons for healthy poal striving, In
P, Schrmuck & K Sheldon (Bds), Life Goals and Wall-Being: Tawards a Positive Psychology of
Human Seriving (pp. 213-216), Seattle, WA: Hogrefe & Huber Publishers.

Specrot, P, E. (1982). Bebavior in organizations os 1 function of employes's locns of control, Pyycho-
logical Bullerin, 31, 482497,

Spreitzer, G. M., Kizilos, M. A, & Wason, 8. W. (1597). A dimensional analysis of the reladonship
batween prychological empowerment and effectivencss, satisfaction, and strain., Journal of
Management, 23, 679704,

Srvastava, A., Locke, B. A., & Bartol, K. M. (2001). Money and subjective well-being: It's not the
money, iv's the motives. Journal af Personality & Social Psychology, 80, 959-971,

Stajkovie, A., & Luthans, F. (1998). Self-cfficacy and work-related performance: A meta-analysis,
Pyychological Bulletin, 124, 240-261.

Tang, 8. H., & Hall, V. C. (1995). The overjustification effact: A mets-unalysiz. Applied Cognitive
Prychalogy, 9, 365-404,

Tharcnow, P (2001). The relationship of training metivation to participation in training and develop-
ment. Journal of Qecupational and (rganizaional Pyychology, 74, 599-621.

Towler, A. J., & Dipboye, R. L. (2001). Effects of trainer expressivenass, organization, and rrainee goal
orientation on training oulcomes. Journal of Applted Prychology, 86, 664-673,

Valerand, B (2000). Deci and Ryan's self-determination theary: A view from the hierarchical model
of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Psychalagical Inguiry, 11, 312-318,

Von Erde, W,, & Thicmy, H. (1996), Vroom's expectancy models and work-reluted erireria: A meta-
analysis. Journal of Applied Psyckology, 81, 57T3-586.

=73 BE2 V1B

P.3&



JUN-14-260%  11:20 UMC PHYCHOL SCI =73 BE2 V1B P.37

Applying Self-Determination Theory to Oreanizational Research
393

Vroom, V.H. ( 1964). Work ana Motivation, New York: Wikey.

Hmﬂl, H. (195;) The cbnﬂﬂpt of dﬂiﬂlﬂpment ﬂ'DIn a COImpar ative and OFEanismig poant i -
i 01 view, In

D. Hurris (Bd.), The Cones 1
% M Pm:s. Pt of Developmeny (pp. 125-1a7), Minneapolis, M University of

Wrzesniewski, A & Dutton, J. E,
vski, A, + . B (2001). Crafting 2 job: Revisioni
: Revigio i
their work. Academy of Management Review, 26, 179»-201mng eSS a5 acive craftes of

TOTAL P.37



