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Abstract

Unenjoyable, or difficult activities in the workplace are not always avoidable. Such motivational
problems seem to diminish one’s own motivation and need satisfaction in work that results in
individuals’ efforts to maintain them and further accomplish their tasks. Two ways have been
identified within the motivation literature: Motivation self-regulation, and managerial
need-support. The present study examines whether motivation self-regulation influences
motivation and need satisfaction when manager’s support is considered as well; second, we
investigate the use of both practices in response to distinct motivational problems, within a
working adult sample (N = 70). Findings suggest that self-regulation may be more important in
promoting employees’ motivation, whereas managerial need-support seems to be more fruitful
for enhancing low need satisfaction. Moreover, results show that different practices seem to be
used by employees in response to boring, irrelevant, or difficult tasks they experience at work.
Future implications for research and training interventions are discussed.

Keywords. motivational regulation strategies; need satisfaction; perceived autonomy

support; perceived competence support; motivational problems.
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Employees motivation regulation when facing motivational problems and the role of managerial

need support.

Introduction

Nowadays employees are experiencing unpleasant workplace events such as repetitive
tasks, overwhelming duties, and bureaucratic practices in high-hierarchical organizations,
collectively contributing to diminishing motivation (Loukidou, Clarke, & Daniels, 2004). Under
these working conditions employees are likely to show lower satisfaction and motivation levels,
make little or no effort in their jobs, avoid the workplace as much as possible, and produce low
quality work (Cleary, Sayers, Lopez, & Hungerford, 2016). Hence, employees’ feelings for
flexibility and autonomy are disregarded while the loss of confidence in their competencies is
amplified. Lack of motivation and low need satisfaction have been shown in many studies to be
harmful to the employee’s desirable performance and productivity (Steers, Mowday, & Shapiro,
2004) and to lead to absenteeism with high turnover rates (Malik, Ahmad, & Rehman, 2015).
The damaging consequences are high costs in terms of low organizational effectiveness, and
instability. Given that employees also need to accomplish the demotivating tasks, it is a
challenge in the workplace to maintain their motivation.

In light of these prevalence and damaging consequences, two ways have been identified
predominantly to target the loss of motivation and enhance need satisfaction, an individual and a
contextual one. On the one hand, motivation regulation refers to one’s own tendency to monitor,
control, and regulate motivation (e.g., Boekaerts & Corno, 2005; Wolters, Benzon, & Arroyo-
Giner, 2011). Specifically, motivation regulation is considered as one’s purposeful approach to
enhance the level of motivation, while engaging in uninteresting activities, and completing them

successfully (Graham & Weiner, 1996; Pintrich & Schrauben, 1992). On the other hand,
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need-support by managers concerns the managerial attempt to encourage employees’ autonomy
and competence through interpersonal orientation (Baard, Deci, & Ryan, 2004; Moreau &
Mageau, 2012). Such supportive environments tend to have positive effects on employees’

motivation and need satisfaction (Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 2001).

1.1. Purpose of the Study

Despite a substantial body of research on the importance and influence of motivation and
satisfaction in the workplace, there has been limited research done on practices used to increase
employee motivation and their need satisfaction when dealing with uninteresting tasks.

Several studies indicate the significance of motivation regulation within student
populations, emphasizing their deliberate attempts to anticipate motivational threats by using a
set of strategies (Sansone et al., 1999; Wolters, 1999). However, research on whether employees
actively intervene to improve their motivation when confronting such motivational barriers at
work, is still limited.

Moreover, empirical studies have shown the positive effectiveness of managers’
supportive style on motivation and need satisfaction, and further demonstrate the need for more
supportive interventions. However, it has not been compared how managers’ support shape
motivation when employees’ motivation regulation is considered too.

This study has two objectives. The first objective is to examine the role of the approaches
taken to enhance employee motivation and need satisfaction in light of demotivating
work-related tasks: Their own motivational regulation attempts or the supportive managerial
style as conveying feelings of autonomy and competence support. More specifically, this study
attempts to give an answer to whether managers’ support outperforms the benefits of own

motivation regulation and vice-versa.
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The second objective is to identify whether managers’ support or motivation regulation,
as approaches, are applied appropriately and in consideration to the distinctiveness of each
motivational problem at work.

The present study contributes to the existing research but also gives further insight to
unexplored matters by investigating ways employee motivation can be further influenced
through individual and contextual practices. Hence, this investigation aims to highlight the
importance of the motivation regulation construct in the work domain, but also further build on
the managerial support framework.

Finally, the study aims to inspire Human Resources practitioners and Educational
scientists to cultivate work environments of encouragement for employees and managers to
reflect upon and address the causes of demotivation and low need satisfaction by activating their

self-regulatory and supportive abilities.
1.2. Literature Review

1.2.1. Motivation for work.

Self-determination theory (SDT) as a macro theory of human motivation suggests that
both employees’ performance and well-being are impacted by the type of motivation they have
for their job (Deci & Ryan, 1985a; Ryan & Deci, 2017). SDT proposes two types of motivation
that stress the reason behind actions and result functionally in different consequences (Deci &
Ryan, 1985; 1991).

Intrinsic motivation refers to behaviors that are experienced as deriving from the self
rather than from external sources aiming at inherent excitement (deCharms, 1968; Ryan & Deci,
2000). Research findings indicate that intrinsic motivation correlates with proactive engagement

in work (Gagné & Deci 2005) and high levels of psychological health (Baard et al., 2004; Deci et
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al., 2001). In the ideal workplace, intrinsically motivated employees, tend to show high-quality
performance, and have fully embraced the work‘s value and its accompanying procedures and
rules.

Extrinsic motivation is defined as doing an activity for instrumental reasons that can vary,
depending on how internalized the motivation is. SDT has differentiated extrinsic motivation into
various forms, each of which is recognizable in the workplace (Ryan & Connell, 1989). External
regulation lies at the lowest end of the extrinsic-motivation continuum. Accordingly, individuals
perceive their behavior as being directly controlled by others, often through rewards and threats.
Another form of extrinsic motivation is introjected regulation, which is self-controlled, and in
which processes such as avoiding guilt, and proving one self’s status, take place (Nicholls, 1984;
Ryan, 1982). A different type is identified regulation, in which individuals have personally
identified with the value of their work behaviors (Deci, Ryan, and Williams, 1996). Because they
have accepted as their own the rationale for acting, they are more flexible in manipulating their
activities.

Each of the four types implicate diverse consequences on employee behavior and it is
therefore assumed that self-regulation or managerial need support will boost those to a different

extent.

1.2.2. Motivational problems.

Employees perform daily a variety of work-related activities, some of which are quite
interesting, while others are less so, hence monotonous. Therefore, employees often face several
motivational problems that result in lower motivation, low job satisfaction, and deteriorated work

performance (Loukidou, et al., 2004).
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Repetition, limited opportunities, and restrictive practices indicate a lack of options and
serve to limit the use of employees’ initiative or creativity. Research suggest that such situations
give rise to errors, adverse patient events, and decreased productivity - costly and unnecessary
outcomes for employees, and organizations alike (Cleary et al., 2016). For example,
experiencing a boring task entails employees’ disengagement from their work role that lacks
satisfying activities (Eastwood, Frischen, Fenske, & Smilek, 2012), and disuse of their
capabilities (Harju & Hakanen, 2016). Hence, attentional difficulties, unpleasant passiveness, a
disinclination to action emanated (Reijseger et al., 2013; Fischer, 1993). Experiencing irrelevant
tasks that do not meet the different needs of employees can prevent individuals from
accomplishing them, given that their value is insufficiently estimated (Eccles et al.,1983;
Wigfield & Eccles, 1992). Coping with difficult tasks in the workplace is not uncommon, too.
Employees are overchallenged when they encounter a task that demands a considerable amount
of cognitive or physical effort or, knowledge beyond their current capabilities (Van Velsor &
McCauley, 2004; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). For these reasons, their motivation gets easily
declined (Wolters, 1998).

Studies showed that individuals, in order to tackle such situations, tend to examine the
quality of the motivational problem they face after detecting a low level of their motivation and
deciding to regulate it (Schwinger & Stiensmeier-Pelster, 2012). For example, findings revealed
that students were more likely to report a specific type of strategy in response to material
described as irrelevant than when material was uninteresting (Wolters, 1998). These results
further support the view that self-regulated individuals adapt or modify their strategy use to fit

such situational demands.
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Further research providing specific understanding of the different motivational problems,
employees encounter would be an important step toward understanding their regulation of
motivation. Accordingly, this study aims to investigate motivational problems as experienced in
the workplace, by means of newly developed scenarios, and shed light on whether employees’
attempts to enhance their motivation are in response to the dealing motivational problem; a

matter that is still unaddressed.

1.2.3. Motivational regulation.

The theoretical assumptions and perspectives concerning motivational regulation are
mainly articulated in the empirical studies issued by Wolters (Wolters, 1998; 2003). Motivation
regulation is characterized as the individual’s choice to change the current motivational state
(Pintrich & Schrauben, 1992). It seems that most people have a large arsenal of motivational
regulation strategies that they readily deploy to accomplish unenjoyable tasks.

In recent years, scientific works have established a convincing taxonomy of motivational
regulation strategies (Schwinger, 2009; Wolters, 1998, 1999). First, interest enhancement
strategy refers to individuals’ work to enhance their motivation, effort or time spent on
uninteresting tasks, by making them more enjoyable (Sansone et al., 1992). Second,
enhancement of personal significance highlights assembling relations between the task and the
person's individual interests and preferences (Leutner, Barthel, & Schreiber, 2001). Mastery self-
talk refers to individual’s engagement in thoughts or subvocal statements emphasizing reasons to
complete an activity such as satisfying the curiosity, becoming more knowledgeable, or
mastering challenging tasks. (Wolters & Rosenthal, 2000).

Moreover, the self-consequating strategy describes individuals’ efforts to enhance their

motivation by providing themselves with extrinsic consequences for task completion (e.g.,
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rewards) (Purdie & Hattie, 1996; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1990). Proximal Goal Setting
forms an added strategy and consists of breaking a long-term goal into smaller sub-goals which
are more easily achieved (Wolters, 2003). Environmental structuring considers changes in the
environment due to related distractions. Accordingly, studies showed that students used various
techniques for controlling their surroundings by managing various aspects of how, when, and
where they studied, and by manipulating aspects of their own physical or mental readiness for
task completion (Wolters, 1998). Performance self-talk consists of individuals’ attempts to
convince themselves to become better and continue working, and simultaneously highlight their
desire to benefit from this.

In the motivational regulation literature, a distinction is made between these strategies
related to intrinsic and those related to extrinsic motivation (e.g., Ames, 1992; Blumenfeld,
1992). On the one hand, sources for intrinsic motivation include individuals' value for the task,
personal interest, and feelings of mastery. On the other hand, extrinsic motivation typically
comes from factors such as external praise, or rewards. Empirical studies within school contexts
showed that several strategies under the label of extrinsic vs. intrinsic regulation, had different
effects on outcomes, such as effort and performance (Wolters, 1998; 1999), where extrinsic ones
proved to be a significant predictor of students' course grades. Based on these findings, it is
assumed that the effectiveness of the distinct regulatory strategies, employees use when trying to
motivate themselves, is different. In that, such intrinsic strategies are expected to show stronger
effects on a more intrinsic motivational type.

1.2.4. Need satisfaction.

Also, part of the SDT framework, need satisfaction refers to the sharing of some “innate

psychological nutriments, essential for ongoing psychological growth, integrity, and functioning”
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by humans (Deci & Ryan, 2000, p. 229). These innate psychological needs are autonomy,
competence, and relatedness; however, this study will emphasize on the need for autonomy and
competence only. More specifically, the need for autonomy connotes an endorsement of one’s
actions, flexibility, an absence of pressure, while the need for competence implies that a person
wants to interact effectively with the environment and experience a sense of adequate ability.
When these needs are not supported, people tend to show lower motivation, thus less
engagement (LaGuardia, Ryan, Couchman, & Deci, 2000).

Empirical studies have indicated that aspects of working environments, such as job
design characteristics or managerial support, positively influence need satisfaction (Baard, et al.,
2004). It has been also suggested that specific aspects of need support are related stronger to its
respective aspect of need satisfaction than to others (e.g., autonomy support to autonomy need
satisfaction; Gagné, 2014). Subsequently, it is assumed that employees who perceive higher
support for their competence, tend to enhance their satisfaction for competence.

1.2.5. Perceived need-support by managers.

Besides this, managers’ need-support, namely the interpersonal behaviors among
supervisors and subordinates, can promote employees’ motivation as well (Deci, Connell, &
Ryan, 1989). From the perspective of SDT, managers’ need-support enhances employee
functioning in that it facilitates their integration — the active process of endorsing the value of
activities that are not inherently satisfying (Deci & Ryan, 2000).

When employees struggle with a job task, an autonomy-supportive manager seeks to
minimize feelings of coercion by providing them with a meaningful rationale, acknowledging
their feelings and perspectives, or identifying and nurturing employees’ inner motivational

resources (Reeve, Jang, Hardre, & Omura, 2002). In a similar vein, managers’ attempts for
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competence support in terms of understandable instructions, expectations, relevant feedback,
helps employees to function more effectively at work (Ryan & Deci, 2017). Accordingly,
empirical studies suggested that due to managers’ display of need-support, where feelings of
autonomy and competence intensified, intrinsic motivation was increased (Gagné & Deci, 2005).
Hence, employees tend to show higher levels of trust, non-pressure at work and overall job
satisfaction (Deci et al., 1989), as well as higher levels of engagement (Deci et al., 2001) and
performance (Baard et al., 2004). Based on these conceptual grounds within SDT (Deci & Ryan,
2000), when need-supportive managerial style is perceived by the employees as satisfactory, it

illustrates another way of enhancing their motivation.

1.3. The Present Study

By means of a quantitative survey research, two research questions (RQ’s) were
examined. RQL1 entails the predictive validity of the motivational regulation strategies, the
managers’ need-support as perceived by employees on motivation, and the need satisfaction.
More specifically, RQ1 aims to identify whether motivation regulation is beneficial to
motivation and need satisfaction when manager’s support is considered as well. Therefore, RQ1
is formulated as follows:

To what extent do employees’ motivational self-regulation strategies, and the perceived
support of managers influence employees’ motivation, and their need satisfaction?

Further questions arise on how the use of these two practices relate to the different
motivational problems that emerge within workplaces. Thus, RQ2 will examine whether self-
regulation strategies and managerial need support are practiced in response to the distinctiveness

of each motivational problem. Accordingly, RQ2 follows:

11
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How do employees’ use of motivational regulation strategies and managerial need

support relate to a motivational problem?

2. Methods

2.1. Participants and Design

A quantitative research design through survey testing was used to examine the described
constructs and their associations. Data were collected through a cross-sectional study. A power
analysis showed that a sample size of 114 was sufficient to reveal a small effect (power = .80;
method is Multiple Regression; effect size is .15). Accordingly, with nine predictors (e.g., seven
motivational regulation strategies, and perceived support for autonomy & competence), a sample
of 114 would be sufficient to answer the two research questions. In this research, 71 participants
initially filled in the questionnaire. Participants were selected using a combination of a
convenience and snowballing sampling method (Neuman, 2014). Most were contacted through a
representative at their workplace who announced the opportunity to participate in the research.
Employees were asked whether other colleagues or network would like to participate. The
convenience sampling method has the risk of resulting in unrepresentative samples (Neuman),
but by using snowballing a larger, diverse sample can be reached, leading to a higher
generalization.

The final sample consisted of 70 employees (Mage = 33.43, SD = 10.38, age range: 22-68
years), with 70% (n =49) identified as female. The majority encompassed European participants
(90%) given that the survey was sent to employees working in organizations based in Greece,
Germany, Switzerland, and Ireland, while the rest (10%) was not specified. Most participants are

currently working within Education, Culture & Science (17.1%, n =12), Technology, Production
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& Building (14.3%, n =10), Healthcare (8.6%, n =6), where 48.6% (n =34) are working 1 to 5

years, whereas 11.4% (n =8) for longer than 10 years in the current organization.

2.2. Procedure

An online survey, including a multi-section questionnaire administered in English, was
sent to employees internationally with an informative letter to explain the purpose of the study,
the pre-requirements (e.g., language level, employability) and solicit permission to invite them to
participate. Additionally, an active consent was given where each participant had to sign the
declaration digitally after having first been informed about the purpose of the study and the use
of the data, in order to start completing the survey. Starting in the mid of March, all participants
voluntarily filled out the questionnaires within 26 minutes on average. They were requested to
complete the questionnaires independently and to respond honestly. In accordance with the

guidelines provided by the VSNU Association of Universities in the Netherlands, they were

advised that there were no right or wrong answers and that their responses would not be shown

to their managers and would be kept entirely confidential.

2.3. Measures

All scales were measured with a 5-point Likert scale ranging from one (strongly
disagree) to five (strongly agree), on an eight-section survey. Negatively worded items were
recoded. Reliability analyses were conducted to test measures’ internal consistencies. Values > .5
were found acceptable for further analyses.

Demographics. There were seven demographic questions that asked participants to
report on their sex, ethnicity, age, their highest level of education, the branch of industry of their

current work, and their working years.
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Work motivation. The Motivation at Work Scale (MaWs; Gagné et al., 2010) was used
to measure the employees’ motivational states, as conceptualized within SDT. Participants were
presented with the stem "Why did you choose to participate in this job task?" and asked to
respond to 12 statements. There were four subscales to measure intrinsic motivation (e.g.,
"Because | enjoy this task very much™), identified (e.g., "Because it allows me to reach my life
goals"), introjected (e.g., "Because my work is my life and | don’t want to fail"), external (e.g.,
"Because it allows me to make a lot of money”). Each scale consisted of three items. A reliability
analysis was conducted for intrinsic motivation (o = .88), identified (o = .81), introjected (a0 =
.82), extrinsic (o = .56).

Need satisfaction. The Need Satisfaction at Work Scale (NSa-WS; Tafvelin, & Stenling,
2018) was used to measure employees satisfaction of the need for autonomy (“I can make
meaningful choices in my job”) and for competence (“I can handle the challenges I face in my
job™). Each scale consisted of four items. A reliability analysis was conducted for autonomy (o =
.77) and for competence (a = .69).

Perceived managerial need support. To measure the extent to which employees
perceive their supervisors’ autonomy support, ten items from the Work Climate Questionnaire
(WCQ); Baard et al., 2004) were used (“My supervisor provides me with choices and options”).
Besides this, three items for the perceived competence support from the Need Support at Work
Scale (NSu-WS; Tafvelin, & Stenling, 2018) were added (“My supervisor provides me with
opportunities to develop my competencies”, “My supervisor clearly communicates the goals for
my work”, “My supervisor provides me with feedback that is useful in my work™). A reliability

analysis showed high internal consistencies, namely a = .83 for perceived autonomy (recode® of

1“T don’t feel very good about the way my supervisor talks to me”R
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one item led on an increase in Cronbach’s alpha to o = .91), while the reliability for perceived
competence was o = .77.

Motivational regulation strategies (MRS). The extent to which employees engaged in
various strategies for influencing their motivation was measured with 27 items adapted from
Schwinger et al., (2007), and 7 more items adapted from Wolters et al., (2013), all adjusted to
work content (e.g., “I make a deal with myself saying that | will do something pleasant after |
finish work™). Directions asked employees to read each item and indicate how frequently they
would use the strategy, using a 5-point Likert scale from one (never) to five (very often).
Besides, a factor analysis was conducted, given that there is no agreement on how many factors
that the MRS should be divided into, or as to what those factors should be. Wolters proposed five
factors, whereas Schwinger et al. identified an eight-factor structure, consisting of two separate
interest-related motivational regulation strategies (e.g., enhancement of situational interest,
enhancement of personal significance), of performance self-talk’s subdivision into performance -
avoidance and performance — approach self-talk, self-consequating, proximal goal setting,
environmental control, and mastery self-talk. To address this problem, an exploratory factor
analysis was performed. Factor analysis is important to this study because it may confirm the
different regulatory strategies employees use.

Motivational problems. To measure the extent to which the use of motivational
regulation strategies and need-support relate to the different motivational problems, three newly
developed short scenarios were used. The aim of designing this new measure is to examine the
association of these practices with a specific motivational problem as validly experienced by
participants. The first two scenarios described two common situations faced by employees in

their workplaces: feeling lack of expertise to solve demanding tasks in the new job; proceeding
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to the irrelevant to their main job responsibilities induction of an intern. Participants were asked
whether they considered each scenario familiar by responding to the question “Is the mentioned
scenario familiar to you?”. Within these two scenarios, “participants’ familiarity” was the
derived outcome and coded “Yes” if participants experienced the demotivating situation as
familiar and “No” if they did not.

In the third scenario, participants were asked to report freely one work situation, which
they personally find boring or irrelevant, and to specify its level of difficulty. Responses were
first evaluated by two coders to determine the number of distinct situations employees provided.
Accordingly, the answers were not much different, and deviances were discussed and resolved.
Generally, these situations were first coded according to the content they mentioned. If
respondents named the activity boring or irrelevant, it was coded as such and at the same time, it
was coded as autonomy frustrated. Besides, more data were assessed but only the data regarding
the boring, the irrelevant and autonomy frustrated activities were used in this study, on the basis
of theoretical distinctions within past motivational research (Wolters, 1998). These dummy
variables were used as three more outcomes in the analyses and were coded 0 for “all others”, 1
for “yes”.

2.4. Data Analysis

2.4.1. Missing data.

The online system forced participants to respond to all questions before submitting the
survey, in that way no missing data were expected. However, a small amount of data was
missing. As the missing data entailed a small amount of the total collected data, only available
data were analyzed. One respondent (1,4%) overlooked four out of eight sections of the

questionnaire, therefore was left out of the analysis. Additionally, five respondents (7.1%) did
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not fill in the open-ended questions of the third scenario or gave irrelevant answers (e.g.,
responses such as “nothing comes to my mind”, “none”’). Hence, their responses, excluding this
scenario, were included in the analysis.

2.4.2. Exploratory factor analysis.

Because most of the items in the motivational regulation strategies measure were slightly
modified from earlier studies, an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) in IBM SPSS (IBM Corp.,
2013) was carried out to determine the factor structure. An oblique rotation (i.e., Promax) was
chosen, as this method allows factors to correlate (Yong & Pearce, 2013).

Testing the assumptions for EFA. First, it was checked if there was a patterned
relationship amongst the variables by referring to the Correlation matrix. Variables that had a large
number of low correlation coefficient (r < +/- .30) should be removed as they indicate a lack of
patterned relationships (Yong & Pearce, 2013). Furthermore, by checking that the Determinant
score was significantly different from zero the absence of multicollinearity was confirmed and
there seem to be patterned relationships amongst the variables. Second, to address the linearity,
bivariate correlations between each pair of items and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity ( 903.905; 325df,
p <.001) were checked. Finally, the Kaiser-Meyer Olkin index (KMO = .651) showed acceptable
values for the underlying variables, suggesting that the sample size was mediocre for EFA to
produce a reliable result.

After testing the assumptions for EFA, the final factor solution was chosen based on
several criteria. First, with respect to the content, items with unusual factor loadings and low
communalities (<.2) were eliminated. After each eliminated item, the EFA was rerun. Secondly,

to retain factors for further analyses, eigenvalues exceeding 1 (Field, 2013) were used.
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Initially, ten factors were identified as underlying the 34-item questionnaire that explain a
cumulative variance of 63%. The initial eigenvalues showed that the eighth, nineth, and tenth
factor explained approximately a 2% variance: less than the cut-off score of 3% for each factor.
Several Exploratory Factor Analyses were conducted, one after each eliminated item?. A 7-factor
solution remained, accounting for 69% of the variance, and refers to the following factors.

The first extracted factor explained a total of 23,80% of the variance and was labeled
“Performance Self-talk”. Despite recent findings that further subdivided performance self-talk
(Schwinger et al., 2007), in the present research there was not such an obvious subdivision, given
that high loadings were reported on thinking about the importance of doing the task to obtain a
good review (.84), about the unpleasant situation to perform worse than the others (.81), and of
how bad it would be to fail in the work (.80). The calculated internal consistency was high a =
.85.

The second extracted factor explained 12,95% of the variance. This factor was labeled

“Enhancement of Situational Interest” referring to the modification of a boring into a more

2 i.e., Motivation Regulation Performance Approach Self-talk 1 (“I call my attention to the fact of how important it
is to do my job well”). Motivation Regulation Performance Avoidance 1 (“I imagine that my colleagues make fun of
my poor performance”). Motivation Regulation Enhancement of Situational Interest 6 (“I try to connect the material
with something I like doing or find interesting”). Motivation Regulation Enhancement of Personal Significance 4 (“I
think of situations where it would be helpful for me to know the material or skills”). Motivation Regulation
Proximal Goal Setting 2 (“I approach work step-by-step in order to get the feeling that I proceed well”). Motivation
Regulation Environmental Control 2 (“I consciously choose to do demanding tasks at a time when I can concentrate
especially well””). Motivation Regulation Environmental Control 4 (“I change my surroundings so that it is easy to
concentrate on the work”). Motivation Regulation Mastery Self-talk 1 (“I challenge myself to finish tasks and thus

learn a lot for me personally”). These items did not contribute to a factor structure.
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enjoyable activity by bringing fun to the tasks (Schwinger et al., 2007). The internal consistency
was o =.81. The third factor accounted for 8,45% of the explained variance and was labeled
“Enhancement of Personal Significance”. This encompassed high loadings on assembling
connections between the job-related task and the life as such (.86), the personal interests (.75)
and on making the work seem more useful by relating it to self-development (.67) (Leutner,
Barthel, & Schreiber, 2001). The reliability analysis showed o = .80. Doing something pleasant
after finishing the work (.87) or putting the prospect of a reward (.68) reported high loadings on
the fourth factor, which accounted for 7,37% of the explained variance. This factor was labeled
as “Self-Consequating”. The Cronbach’s alpha was a = .76. The fifth factor explained 6,83% of
the variance. This factor labeled “Proximal Goal Setting”, consisting of setting sub-goals to
master the tasks (.82) and breaking the workload down into small segments (.78). Its internal
consistency was a = .61. The sixth extracted factor accounted for 5,6% of the explained variance,
and was labeled “Environmental Structuring”, with an a =.79. Participants struggled with
making sure that there are few distractions (.91) or eliminating all possible distractions before
starting the work (.85). The seventh and last extracted factor explained 4% of the variance. This
factor was labeled “Mastery Self-talk” and encompassed satisfactory loadings on working
intensely for the sake of learning (.65) and keeping on working in order to learn (.56). Its internal
consistency was o = .75. The factor loading matrix for this final solution is presented in Table 1.

2.4.3. Multiple regression analysis.

To address RQ1, several multiple regression analyses were conducted in IBM SPSS
(IBM Corp., 2013) to test and understand in which way the influence of the independent
variables on the dependent ones could be established. The seven motivational regulation

strategies, perceived autonomy support and perceived competence support were considered as
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the independent variables. Two covariates (i.e., gender, age) were added. Intrinsic motivation,
identified motivation, introjected motivation, extrinsic motivation, need satisfaction for
autonomy, need satisfaction for competence were assigned as the dependent variables. Besides,
gender was coded “1” for females and “0” for males. The stepwise method was used to better
calculate which variable possessed superior predictive properties in relation to each dependent
variable (Abbad & Torres, 2002).

Testing the assumptions for multiple regression. Several assumptions that are required
for multiple regressions were evaluated. Evaluation of Histograms, Scatterplots, Normal
Probability Plot (P-P Plot) of Regression Standardized Residuals, suggested that each variable in
the regression was normally distributed, with an exception of the extrinsic motivation and the need
satisfaction for autonomy (slightly skewed distribution). However, mild departures from normality
are generally not of concern (Osborne & Waters, 2002). Cook’s distance, VIF and Tolerance were
checked in SPSS, indicating that outliers and multicollinearity were not of concern. Pearson
correlations above r = .3, suggested that predictors showed some associations with the outcomes.

2.4.4. Logistic regression analysis.

To address RQ2, several multiple logistic regression analyses with analysis of Odds Ratio
estimates were conducted in IBM SPSS (IBM Corp., 2013) to test whether the motivational
problems as experienced by the participants, relate to the motivational regulation strategies and
the need-support. In model 2, a set of nine predictors, namely the seven motivational regulation
strategies, perceived autonomy, and competence support, and two covariates (e.g., age, gender)
were considered. This model was conducted for all the outcome criteria (e.g., five identified

motivational problems), separately.
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Testing the assumptions for binary logistic regression. Several assumptions that are
required for logistic regressions were evaluated. First, all the dependent variables were
dichotomous. Secondly, linearity of the continuous variables with respect to the logit of the
dependent variables was assessed via the Box-Tidwell (1962) procedure. Accordingly, a
Bonferroni correction was applied using all the number of comparisons (e.g., p < .05/22 terms) in
the model resulting in statistical significance being accepted when p < .00227 (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2014). Based on this assessment, all continuous independent variables were found to be
linearly related to the logit of the dependent variables. Third, outliers were detected and removed

for each analysis.

21



EMPLOYEES MOTIVATION REGULATION AND MANAGERIAL SUPPORT (2020)

Table 1.
Factor Loadings for Exploratory Factor Analysis with Promax Rotation of Motivational Regulation Strategies.

Performance Enhancement Enhancement Self- Proximal Goal  Environmental Mastery
Self-talk of Situational of Personal Consequating  setting Structuring Self-
Items Interest Significance talk

29. | convince myself to keep working
by thinking about how bad it would
be to fail in my work. .84 -.02 A3 .03 -.01 -17 -12

23. | think about that it would be very
unpleasant for me to perform worse
than the others. 81 01 -13 .05 13 .09 .08

1. I call my attention to the fact of
how important it is to do my job well. .80 02 -13 .03 -.03 .05 24

4. | tell myself that | have to push me
more if | do not want to make a fool
of myself. 63 .21 03 .07 13 .04 12

26. | think about how my work
performance will worsen if | refrain
from learning. .62 30 12 -.001 -12 .03 10

15. I attempt to call myself to intense
work by focusing on obtaining a good
reputation. 57 03 10 -.23 .06 .06 .26
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7. 1 tell myself that I should keep on
learning if | wish to reach a higher
income.

13. I make myself look for ways to
bring more fun to the tasks.

6. I make my job more pleasant for
me by trying to arrange tasks

playfully.

20. I carry out the tasks by
highlighting the features that are fun.

28. | make doing the work enjoyable
by focusing on something about it that
is fun.

11. I try to make a game out of
completing tasks.

14. | look for connections between the
tasks and my life as such.

21. | try to establish relations between
work and my personal interests.

34. | try to make my work seem more
useful by relating it to what | want to
do in my life.

.53

13

-.01

-.09

-.22

.07

-.04

.04

-.18

-13

83

7

71

61

57

18

11

-.09

26

06

-01

14

-07

14

86

75

67

-.02

.03

-.05

-.01

12

-.01

-.05

12

.03

-.10

.06

-.01

-.08

14

.33

-.09

-.33

49

22

-.09

-.01

.03

.06

.04

-.002

-.19

-.09

-14

-.23

22

18

.50

-.22

-.13

19

17
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5. I strive to relate job-related material
to my own experiences. -.13 -.02

30. I tell myself that it is important to
learn on my job because I will need it
later in life. 29 -.05

8. I make a deal with myself saying
that I will do something pleasant after
I finish work. -11 -.09

17. 1 promise myself that, after work,
I will do something that I like. .05 .09

22. | put the prospect of a reward to
myself in case I finish work. 13 00

33. I tell myself that I can master the
tasks if | set myself sub goals. .05 -.04

12. | break down the workload in
small segments so | get the feeling
that | can handle it more easily. .09 20

16. I make sure | have as few
distractions as possible. 13 01

2. Prior to beginning with work, |
strive to eliminate all possible
distractions. .00 -03

27. | persuade myself to work
intensely for the sake of learning. 29 10

54

52

06

04

-15

06

27

17

09

12

-12

.05

87

87

.68

.61

-14

.02

15

.04

.26

18

-.07

-.09

.82

.78

01

-.05

-.09

34

-.02

A3

14

-.18

-.08

.06

91

.85

.02

.36

11

-.04

-.06

.36

-.07

.03

14

-.18

.65
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19. I tell myself that 1 should keep on
working in order to learn as much as .35 -12 25 -.07
possible for me personally.

.08

-14

.56

Note. Highest factor loadings are in boldface.
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3. Results
The descriptive statistics (Means, SDs), reliabilities and correlations of the measures are
summarized in Table 2. An exact overview of the frequencies of employees’ responses to the

three scenarios are shown in Table 3.

3.1. Multiple Regression Analysis

Six multiple regression analyses were conducted, one for each outcome, using the
stepwise model. The regression coefficients are presented in Table 4.

3.1.1. Motivational regulation strategies & perceived managerial support.

Intrinsic motivation. For the outcome intrinsic motivation, 54% of the variance,
R2adjusted =-27 Were explained when considering the effects of motivational regulation strategies
and need-support for autonomy and competence. The model was significant F(2,67) = 1.38, p <
.001). Concerning the specific effects, enhancement of personal significance ( = .38, t(60) =
3.58, p <.001) and perceived support for autonomy (p = .32, t(60) = 3.03, p <.01) had a positive
effect on intrinsic motivation.

Identified motivation. For the outcome identified motivation, 70.1% of the variance,
R2adjusted =-48 were explained when considering the effects of motivational regulation strategies
and need-support for autonomy and competence. The model was significant (F(2, 67) = 32.36, p
<.001). Concerning the specific effects, enhancement of personal significance (f = .57, t(60) =
6.36, p <.001) and perceived support for autonomy (p = .31, t(60) = 3.50, p <.001) had a

positive effect on identified motivation.
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Table 2

Descriptive Statistics, Alpha, and Intercorrelations of the Motivation, Need Satisfaction, Motivation Regulatory Strategies, and Need Support Measures.

Variable N M SD o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Motivation
1.Intrinsic 70 3.66 .969 .88 -
2.ldentified 70 350 .908 .80 .75** -
3.Introjected 70 258 102 .82 A3** 39** -
4.Extrinsic 70 322 .786 .56 -27*  -25% .02 -
Regulatory Strategies
5.Performance Self-
talk 70 3.04 .861 .85 .18 39**  43** - 12 -
6.Situational Interest 70 3.01 .850 .81 .25* .18 21 -.08 .06 -
7.Personal Significance 70 3.17 .837 .80 A4**  63**  30* -33** | 38** . 39** -
8.Self Consequating 70 3.13 912 .76 -.05 -.06 .09 A2 .18 A2 A3 -
9.Proximal Goal
Setting 70 333 102 .61 .07 A1 26 -11 21 33** 21 A2 -
10.Environmental
Structuring 70 320 962 .79 A2 25% A7 .07 A4 A4 16 09 12 -
11.Mastery Self-talk 70 342 991 .75 37**  B2** 23 -.25* b5** 21 b6** 14 .15 -.02 -
Need Satisfaction
12.Autonomy 70 3.65 .769 .77 .62**  50** A8  -.09 -.17 14 25 11 .05 .05 .09 -
13.Competence 70 398 585 .69 A0** . 36%* 36%* .18 .06 .25* .16 .05 .01 A5 A1 59** -
Need Support
14.Perceived
Autonomy 70 3.84 .753 .91 39** 4% * A3 .07 .03 .01 21 A4 .03 .25* .23 S1**  45*%* -
15.Perceived
Competence 70 368 .851 .77 33*%*%  43** 22 .06 31* -.04 21 .01 .09 22 37%*  35%*  33**  76**
Note. *p <.05. **p <.01
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Table 3

Frequencies of responses to scenario 1, scenario 2, scenario 3.

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3
Autonomy

difficult irrelevant boring irrelevant frustrated

n % n % n % n % n %
No (0) 41 58.6 34 48.6 32 492 27 415 5 7.7
Yes (1) 29 41.4 36 514 33 50.8 38 585 60 92.3
Total 70 100.0 70 100.0 65 929 65 92.9 65 92.9
Missing 5 7.1 5 7.1 5 7.1

Introjected motivation. For the outcome introjected motivation, 61.5% of the variance,
R2adjusted =.34 Were explained when considering the effects of motivational regulation strategies
and need-support for autonomy and competence. The model was significant (F(4, 65) =9.86, p <
.001). Concerning the specific effects, performance self-talk (§ = .46, t(60) = 4.46, p <.001),
gender (B = .36, t(60) = .34, p <.001) and age (B = .33, t(60) = .3.03, p <.01) showed a positive
effect on introjected motivation. Moreover, enhancement of situational interest (B = .21, t(60) =
2.17, p <.05) had a positive effect on introjected motivation.

External motivation. For the outcome external motivation, 32.7% of the variance,
R2adjusted = .094 were explained when considering the effects of motivational regulation strategies
and need-support for autonomy and competence. The model was significant (F(1, 68) = 8.16, p <
.01). Concerning the specific effects, the analysis shows that enhancement of personal
significance (f = -.33, t(60) = -2.86, p <.01) had a negative effect on external motivation.

Need satisfaction (autonomy). This model explained 50.8% of the variance in need
satisfaction for autonomy, R?agjusted = .25 When considering the effects of motivational regulation

strategies and perceived support for autonomy and competence. The model was significant F(1,
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68) = 23.63, p <.001). Concerning the specific effects, perceived autonomy support (p = .51,
t(60) = 4.87, p <.001) had a positive effect on need satisfaction for autonomy.

Need satisfaction (competence). A large, significant effect (i.e., R? >.26, Allen &
Bennet, 2012) on need satisfaction for competence was noted, as the model explained about
51.5% of the variance, R?agjusted = .24, F(2, 67) = 12.10, p <.001) when considering the effects of
motivational regulation strategies and need-support for autonomy and competence. Concerning
the specific effects, perceived autonomy support (B = .45, t(60) = 4.28, p <.001) and
enhancement of situational interest (f = .25, t(60) = 2.38, p < .05) had a positive effect on
employees’ need satisfaction for competence.

3.2. Logistic Regression Analysis

Five binary logistic regression analyses were conducted to assess the association between
the regulation strategies and the five different motivational problems (i.e., five dichotomous
dependent variables) separately. Regressions odds ratios are presented in Table 5.

Scenario 1: Difficult task. The model fit the data reasonably well (x?(11) = 22.15, p =
.023) when considering the effects of the motivational regulation strategies and need-support for
autonomy and competence on the likelihood that these strategies are associated with the
likelihood of experiencing the scenario as familiar. The model explained 36.5% (Nagelkerke R?)
of the variance in the difficult task and correctly classified 72.9% of cases. There was a positive
effect of self-consequating (OR = 1.97, p = .05) on the likelihood to experience the difficult task
as familiar, implying that participants who face this task prefer this regulation strategy.

Scenario 2: Irrelevant task. The logistic regression model did not fit adequately the data
when considering the effects of the motivational regulation strategies and need-support for

autonomy and competence on the likelihood that these strategies are associated with the
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likelihood of experiencing the scenario as familiar (x>(11) = 18.28, p = .075). The model
explained 31.4% (Nagelkerke R?) of the variance in the outcome and correctly classified 70.6%
of cases. There were no significant effects in the analysis.

Scenario 3: Boring task. The model best fit the data when considering the effects of the
motivational regulation strategies and need-support for autonomy and competence on the
likelihood that these strategies are associated with the likelihood of experiencing a boring task
(x3(11) = 23.53, p = .015). The model explained 41.6% (Nagelkerke R?) of the variance in the
outcome and correctly classified 68.3% of cases. There was a positive effect of perceived support
for autonomy (OR = 7.87, p <.05) on the likelihood to experience a boring task, implying that
participants who face this task prefer this need support strategy. Moreover, females tend to
experience boring tasks at work more often that males (OR = 9.51, p <.01). Besides, there was a
negative effect of self-consequating (OR = 1.02, p < .05) and the perceived support for
competence (OR =0.38, p <.01) on the likelihood to experience a boring task, implying that
participants who face this task prefer these strategies less often.

Scenario 3: Irrelevant task. The logistic regression model fit the data well when
considering the effects of the motivational regulation strategies and need-support for autonomy
and competence on the likelihood that these strategies are associated with the likelihood of
experiencing an irrelevant task (x?(11) = 25.40, p = .008). The model explained 44.7%
(Nagelkerke R?) of the variance in the outcome, and correctly classified 77.8% of cases. There
was a positive effect of perceived support for competence (OR = 12.53, p < .01) on the
likelihood to experience an irrelevant task, implying that participants who face this task prefer
manager’s need support for competence. However, a negative effect of perceived support for

autonomy (OR = 0.42, p <.05) on the likelihood to experience an irrelevant task was noticed,
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implying that participants who face an irrelevant task prefer to rely on manager’s support for
autonomy less. In that, results show that females tend to experience an irrelevant task less often
than males (OR =0.42, p <.001).

Scenario 3: Autonomy frustrated. The model did not produce a better fit to the data
when considering the motivational regulation strategies and need-support for autonomy and
competence (y?(11) = 13.33, p = .266). The model explained 44.6% (Nagelkerke R?) of the
variance in the outcome and correctly classified 95.4% of cases. There was a positive effect of
enhancement of situational interest on the likelihood to experience an autonomy frustrated task,

implying that participants who face this task prefer this regulatory strategy.
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Table 4

Unique Associations between the Motivation Regulatory Strategies, Need Support, Motivation, and Need Satisfaction.

Dependent
Variables
need satisfaction need satisfaction
intrinsic identified introjected external (autonomy) (competence)
Model p p p p p p
motivational regulation strategies
Performance Self-talk .03 A1 ABF** .01 -.18 .03
Enhancement of Situational Interest 12 -.04 21* .06 14 .25%
Enhancement of Personal Significance .38*** STHF* 14 -.33** 15 -.04
Self-consequating -.06 -14 .02 .16 -.04 -.02
Proximal Goal Setting -.002 -.03 10 -.04 -.03 -.07
Environmental Structuring -.02 10 .06 13 -.08 .000
Mastery Self-talk 14 14 -.04 -.10 -.03 -.05
need support
Perceived support for Autonomy 32%* BLFx* 10 14 H1*** ABF**
Perceived support for Competency .03 16 .05 14 -.09 01
covariates

Gender 10 -12 36*** -.02 .000 -.15
Age .08 .09 33** 13 .09 15

Note. *p <.05. **p < .01. ***p <.001.
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Table 5
Logistic Regression Predicting Likelihood of Motivational Problems on MRS, Need Support, Age, Gender.

difficult task irrelevant task boring task irrelevant task® Autonomy frustrated

Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds

Ratio p Ratio p Ratio p Ratio p Ratio p
motivation regulatory strategies
Performance Self-talk 161 .347 1.03 948 1.50 .404 -3.41 574 2.47 490
Enhancement of Situational
Interest -1.79 173 1.19 .689 125 .637 1.68 293 16.09 .054
Enhancement of Personal
Significance 137 532 -3.71 591 -1.31 185 1.08 .894 -0.42 .069
Self-consequating 197 .052 1.78 .087 -1.02 .014 1.55 .309 -1.52 459
Proximal Goal Setting 1.17  .607 1.04 .895 -6.13  .629 -2.12 179 2.49 161
Environmental Structuring 1.07 .833 1.34 344 -3.60  .436 -1.71 .203 -0.55 125
Mastery Self-talk 1.76  .260 -1.08 .056 205 143 -0.99 .067 -0.67 224

need support
Perceived Autonomy -1.68 .388 -1.22 238 7.87 .021 -0.42 014 13.88 .096
Perceived Competency -140 311 4.26 061 -0.38  .004 12.53 .006 -0.56 160
covariates

Gender(1) 3.12 145 -0.88 119 9.51 .008 -0.24 .001 46.27 115
Age 1.05 .090 1.03 414 1.05 174 -11.63 .058 1.09 .389

Note: Gender is for females compared to males. Cl = confidence interval.

3 as coded in accordance with participants’ responses.
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4. Discussion

This study had two objectives: First, to examine the role of employees own motivational
regulation attempts and the supportive managerial style that play for enhancing motivation and
need satisfaction. Findings showed that these strategies showed stronger effects on motivation
than manager’s need-support, but different patterns concerning distinct motivational types were
found. On the other hand, managerial need-support for autonomy was proved to play an essential
role, given this had implications for the source of need satisfaction people feel.

The second objective was to provide empirical evidence for the best fit of these practices
in response to the different motivational problems, employees encounter. Thereby, it was found
that employees might turn to the self-consequating or rely on their manager’s need-support in
accordance to the distinct motivational problem.

4.1. Motivation Self-Regulation versus Managerial Need Support

4.1.1. Types of motivational regulatory strategies.

Findings seem to be consistent with a growing body of literature showing that each
strategy influences and further determines a distinct type of motivation; individuals may choose
from a range of strategies to regulate their motivation depending on their respective effects
(McCann & Garcia, 1999). Results revealed that motivational regulation strategies employees
use may be further summarized into the intrinsic compared to extrinsic strategies. More
specifically, strategies that promote individual’s value for the task, personal interest, and feelings
of mastery are associated with a more intrinsic motivation type, whereas performance self-talk,
and self-consequating tend to exhibit a more extrinsic motivation.

4.1.2. Types of need support.
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Findings support that as long as managers’ attempts to encourage autonomy in terms of
feelings of meaningfulness and voluntariness are perceived by employees as satisfying, their
need satisfaction is enhanced. In that, autonomy support showed the strongest effects on need
satisfaction for autonomy (B =.51, p <.001) and competence ( = .45, p <.001). This finding is
in accordance with SDT grounds that autonomy-supportive style targets people autonomy and
competence need satisfaction with respect to a behavior while facilitating value internalization

and regulations (Gagné & Deci, 2005).

4.1.3. Intrinsic regulation strategies and motivation and need satisfaction.

From the identified intrinsic regulation strategies, enhancement of personal significance
was found to have the strongest effect on the intrinsic (B = .38, p <.001) motivation. In line with
previous studies this strategy aims at building a new motivational basis that is intrinsic and long-
lasting (Leutner et al., 2001), given that finding relations between the tasks at hand and own
individual interests are inherent processes. Moreover, no effects were found on need satisfaction,

implying that these strategies are predominately used for motivation regulation purposes.

4.1.4. Extrinsic regulation strategies and motivation and need satisfaction.

From the extrinsic regulation strategies, performance self-talk, exhibit the strongest
positive effect on a more extrinsic motivational type, namely introjected (f = .46, p <.001)
Findings showed a strong relationship with age (B = .33, p <.01), and gender (f = .36, p <.001),
implying that females with an increased age tend to exhibit higher levels of introjected
motivation. This reinforces a growing literature dispelling stereotypes of older workers (Ng &
Feldman, 2012). In that, they are less motivated and put more energy into preventing losses of

resources (Freund, 2006). Accordingly, older workers, especially women when losing their work
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motivation, try to boost it by pursuing performance goals intended to demonstrate their
competence and to prove their self-status.

It becomes clear that self-regulation outperforms manager’s supportive attempts
considering motivation given that the former showed stronger effects than the latter. However,
managerial autonomy supportive style seems to be more fruitful for need satisfaction. Hence,

work environments need to embrace these practices given that both are of equal importance.

4.2. Motivation Regulation and Motivational Problems

Regarding the second goal, findings indicate that employees' use of regulation strategies
and managerial need-support functioning varied across different motivational problems.
Employees who endorsed self-consequating had a greater likelihood to rate the difficult task as
familiar, which could indicate their turn to this strategy when facing difficulties. A possible
explanation could be that employees’ motivation may only be temporarily lowered when such
overwhelming job tasks arise, and given that they have to complete the task under time pressure,
most tend to recall rewarding situations that can re-initiate their inherent power. In addition,
employees who rely on their manager’s support for autonomy had a greater likelihood to rate
boring tasks as familiar, whereas those who rely on their manager’s support for competence tend
to rate irrelevant tasks as familiar.
4.3. Implications for Research and Practice

Findings reveal the need for training interventions offered to managers and employees to
improve their need satisfaction and motivation at work. Managers have a responsibility to co-opt
staff into developing sustainable workplaces characterized by satisfied employees. Employees
need to learn how to shape their work experience to increase their motivation by using self-

regulatory strategies.
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4.3.1. Recommendations for autonomy-supportive training interventions.

Managers need to develop practices that enable employees to choose or organize their
own work schedules, thereby combating boredom and empowering employees (Game, 2007).
Providing meaningful rationales and explaining the importance of tasks bring higher levels of
satisfaction to employees (Powell, 2013).When choice is involved, tasks may be imbued with
meaning that is otherwise absent. Similarly, managers need to provide employees with
understandable instructions, progressive feedback aiming at flourishing their desire to acquire
mastery. Hence, more opportunities to develop an appropriate level of actual competence entail
enriched working experiences, less task irrelevancy (Fazey & Fazey, 2001).

4.3.2. Recommendations for self-regulation training interventions.

Self-regulation needs to be communicated as another form of intentional activity that
employees can adopt to improve their motivation. They need to learn to enhance the meaning
they attain from their work and appreciating the effect their work is having on the success of the
organization. By connecting with more people at work and exchanging experiences and
knowledge employees can broaden their horizons and gain further insight on their interests; thus,
their self-efficacy and interests are expanded and their job tasks are perceived as more

interesting.

4.4. Limitations and Further Research

The present study should be interpreted in light of several limitations. First, although we
tested different directional models, the data are cross-sectional, and it is therefore impossible to
make inferences about causality. Motivation regulation and managerial need-support proved to
independently predict motivation and need satisfaction. However, by examining the respective

effects of a larger number of self-regulatory strategies, difficulties arise in determining the
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relative importance of a predictor examined together with a range of other predictors (Johnson &
LeBreton, 2004). Traditional multiple regression estimates are inadequate because when
estimating the effect of a particular predictor, the effects of all other predictors need to be held
constant. Future research is needed to establish the causal direction of the associations more
clearly through a longitudinal study or an intervention study even.

Second, subjectivity poses a direct threat to the validity of any analysis (Eysenck, 1994),
as a single coder’s subjective judgment call can introduce random and/or systematic error
variance into analyses. To mitigate this risk, every qualitative data was coded, discussed, and
consensus reached by another author. Both coders were true to the words used of the
participants, so many of them used the words irrelevant which is generally considered as
autonomy frustrated. Nevertheless, a degree of subjectivity surrounds decisions pertaining to the
coding itself. Finally, although the sample size was sufficient for testing the predictive validity of
MRS and autonomy-supportive managerial style on motivation and need satisfaction, it was still
relatively small. Findings should be replicated in a larger sample.

Conclusion

To summarize, the findings suggest that both managerial autonomy-support and
motivation regulation explain unique variance in workplace motivation, and hence, organizations
might benefit from targeting both employees and managers to improve employee motivation, and
satisfaction. This might involve educating those in positions of management about adopting
more autonomy-supportive approaches, as well as employees about ways to develop their
capacity to manage frustrated feelings. It is fundamental to understand what contextual forces are
and their relationship with individual behavior, as these insights will allow for more targeted

interventions to improve employee engagement.
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Appendix A. Scenarios overview

Scenario 1

You are overwhelmed by your new job. You often feel that you lack the expertise to solve
certain tasks and continuously encounter further problems that risk the completion of

projects. You have started to doubt whether your job is too difficult for you.

Is the mentioned scenario familiar to you?

*

O Choose one of the following answers
Please choose only one of the following:

O Yes
O No

Scenario 2

You are assigned to be the supervisor of an intern, although you already have a high

workload.

You think that this is a distraction from your current work, and is thus irrelevant.

Is the mentioned scenario familiar to you?

*

© Choose one of the following answers
Please choose only one of the following:

OYes
O No
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*

What kind of situation did you come up with? Can you describe it in a few

sentences?

Please write your answer here:

*

Why is this activity uninteresting and/or irrelevant to you?

Please write your answer here:

*

Is the activity difficult or easy? (Please specify shortly)

Please write your answer here:
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Appendix B. FETC Study Registration Form
Section 1: Basic Study Information

1. Name student:

Arianna Kordoni

2. Name(s) of the supervisor(s):

Barbara Flunger

3. Title of the thesis (plan):

Employees motivation regulation when facing motivational problems and the role of

managerial need support.

4. Does the study concern a multi-center project, e.g. a collaboration with other organizations,

universities, a GGZ mental health care institution, or a university medical center?

Yes/ No

If yes: Explain.

5. Where will the study (data collection) be conducted? If this is abroad, please note that you

have to be sure of the local ethical codes of conducts and permissions.

The data collection is conducted internationally, namely in Greece, Germany, the Switzerland.

The local ethical codes of conducts and permissions are known.
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Section 2: Study Details |

6. Will you collect data?

Yes/ No

Yes = Continue to question 11

No > Continue to question 7

7. Where is the data stored?

8. Isthe data publicly available?

Yes/ No

If yes: Where?

9. Can participants be identified by the student? (e.g., does the data contain (indirectly

retrievable) personal information, video, or audio data?)

Yes/ No

If yes: Explain.

10. If the data is pseudonymized, who has the key to permit re-identification?
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Section 3: Participants

11. What age group is included in your study?

The age group is estimated between 22 to 68.

12. Will be participants that are recruited be > 16 years? Yes/No
13. Will participants be mentally competent (wilsbekwam in Dutch)? Yes/No
14. Does the participant population contain vulnerable persons?

(e.g., incapacitated, children, mentally challenged, traumatized, Yes/No

pregnant)

15. If you answered ‘Yes’ to any of the three questions above: Please provide reasons to justify

why this particular groups of participants are included in your study.

16. What possible risk could participation hold for your participants?

A possible risk could be that participants should answer to questions with regard to how
they perceive that their managers support their autonomy and competences, thus get
motivated by them. However, they could feel the risk that their supervisor finds out what

they answered in the questionnaire, as a result unpleasant feeling will be triggered.
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17. What measures are implemented to minimize risks (or burden) for the participants?

Obtaining informed consent from participants.

Protecting the anonymity and confidentiality of participants.

Avoiding sensitive or harming questions.

Providing participants with the right to withdraw from the research at any time.

18. What time investment and effort will be requested from participants?

30-35 minutes approximately.

19. Will be participants be reimbursed for their efforts? If yes, how? (financial reimbursement,

travelling expenses, otherwise). What is the amount? Will this compensation depend on

certain conditions, such as the completion of the study?

No, participants will only receive the results on the study once it is finished and graded

with a sufficient.

20. How does the burden on the participants compare to the study’s potential scientific or

practical contribution?

The possible burden on the participants may be a bit high due to the fact that participations
take a relatively amount of time. However, the questionnaire can be filled in online, which
makes the burden increasingly low. Moreover, participation is voluntary, so participants

can assess whether their contribution compares to the result.
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21. What is the number of participants? Provide a power analysis and/or motivation for the

number of participants. The current convention is a power of 0.80. If the study deviates from

this convention, the FERB would like you to justify why this is necessary.
(Note, you want to include enough participants to be able to answer your research questions
adequately, but you do not want to include too many participants and unnecessarily burden

participants.)

The sample size was calculated in the G*power 3.1.9.2. and was based on power analysis
(i.e., “Linear Multiple Regression: Fixed Model, R? increase”, f2 = .15, a error prob. = .05,
power = .80). With nine predictors (e.g., 7 Motivation Regulatory Strategies & Autonomy/
Competence Support), and two covariates (age, gender) a total sample size of n =114

would suffice.

22. How will the participants be recruited? Explain and attach the information letter to this

document.

The primary researcher sent the online survey to the company personnel representative
with an informative letter attached that explains the purpose of the study and solicits
permission to invite the employees to participate. After that, employees are free to enter the
online survey sent to their emails by the company personnel. Additionally, a snowballing

method is used to reach a larger number of participants.
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23. How much time will prospective participants have to decide as to whether they will indeed

participate in the study?

After reading the information letter and the consent letter, there is a box called “Agree to
the terms and conditions”. The prospective participants are invited to click the button with

all the details related to the study procedure and they can automatically start the survey.

24. Please explain the consent procedures. Note, active consent of participants (or their parents)
is in principle mandatory. Enclose the consent letters as attachments. You can use the

consent forms on Blackboard.

After reading the information letter, the participants are invited to confirm their consent

and proceed to the survey after signing- clicking the existing button.

25. Are the participants fully free to participate and terminate their participation whenever they

want and without stating their grounds for doing so? Explain.

Yes, they are. Detailed explanation that participation is voluntary and can be terminated at
any time without consequences for the participants will be proceeded. Of course, it is also
noted that if the participants withdraw their consent, the data that will have been collected

by then may be used.

26. Will the participants be in a dependent relationship with the researcher?

Yes/ No
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If yes: Explain.

27. Is there an independent contact person or a general email address of a complaint officer

whom the participant can contact?

The UU complaint officer’s email address is noted in the information letter.

(klachtenfunctionaris-fetcsocwet@uu.nl)

28. Is there an independent contact person or a general email address of a complaint officer

whom the participant can contact in case of complaints?

The UU complaint officer’s email address is noted in the information letter.

(klachtenfunctionaris-fetcsocwet@uu.nl)

Section 4: Data management

29. Who has access to the data and who will be responsible for managing (access to) the data?

The researcher has access to the data and is responsible for managing (access to) the data.

Besides the researcher, only the supervisor has access to the data.

30. What type of data will you collect or create? Please provide a description of the instruments.
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Quantitative data are collected. An online survey contains a multi-sectional questionnaire.
The second section- after the demographic-section- aims at identifying why employees are
motivated. For that purpose, 12 items are used. The third section includes 34 items that
show employees’ preference to the motivational self-regulatory strategies when dealing
with motivational barriers. The next section is about 15 items which depict the extent to
which employees perceive their manager’s autonomy support. 8 more items were added to
measure employees’ satisfaction of the need for autonomy (four items), the need for
competence (four items). Finally, two short scenarios are presented with a description of
two motivational problems (e.g., a difficult, an irrelevant task) and a third scenario where
participants are asked to rate freely a demotivating job-task. Accordingly, employees
should report the motivational regulation strategy proposed in each case as the best

solution for changing their lacking motivational state.

31. Will you be exchanging (personal) data with organizations/research partners outside the

Yes/ No

If yes: Explain.

uu?

32. If so, will a data processing agreement be made up?

Yes/ No

If yes: Please attach the agreement.
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If no: Please explain.

33. Where will the data be stored and for how long?

The anonymized data are stored in YODA (a folder on the faculty server created by the
Tech-support staff) as long is necessary. The principle is that the data collected for the
purpose of writing the thesis, thus the storage period is similar to the period for storing

study results (maximum 10 years).

34. Will the data potentially be used for other purposes than the master’s thesis? (e.g.,

publication, reporting back to participants, etc.)

The data are used to report participants about the findings of the study in the form of the
results and discussion section, not the raw data. Moreover, the data might be used for

publication in case the master’s thesis can be published.

35. Will the data potentially be used for other purposes than the master’s thesis? (e.g.,

publication, reporting back to participants, etc.)

The data are used to report participants about the findings of the study in the form of the
results and discussion section, not the raw data. Moreover, the data might be used for

publication in case the master’s thesis can be published.
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Appendix C. Information letter and Active consent
Title: Employees motivation regulation when facing motivational problems and the role of
managerial need support.
Faculty Supervisor: Barbara Flunger, Assistant Professor at the Department of Education, of
Utrecht University, E-mail: b.flunger@uu.nl
Student investigator: Arianna Kordoni, MSc at the Department of Education, of Utrecht
University, E-mail: a.kordoni@students.uu.nl
To help you make an informed decision regarding your participation, this letter will explain the
study’s purpose, the possible risks and benefits, and your rights as a research participant. We ask
you for your permission to process all data, also the personal data, made available for our research
purpose. If you have any questions or remarks, please ask one of the investigators prior to
consenting to the study.
What is the study about?
We invite you to participate in a study on employee’s motivation and their strategies to deal with
unmotivating tasks in their work environment. The purpose of the study is to find out how
employees maintain their motivation when dealing with unmotivating tasks in their work
environment, and how their managers’ support helps them to stay motivated.

. Your responsibilities as a participant.
What does participation involve?
If you decide to participate, you will be asked to complete the online survey that is expected to last
approximately 30 minutes. You will first complete a short demographic survey (age, gender,

ethnicity, work experience, time working at the current company, level of education), followed by
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four sections that include statements about your motivation at work, strategies you apply to
maintain your motivation, and also the motivational support of your supervisor. The last section
contains scenarios related to motivational problems that you may face at your workplace.
Who may participate in the study?
To participate in the study, you must be at least 18 years of age and able to speak and understand
English. You must also be currently working at an organization and work under a
supervision/direction of a person (can be a manager, boss, etc.).

1. Your rights as a participant?
What are the possible advantages and disadvantages of the study?
There are no anticipated risks associated with your participation in this study. Participation in this
study is completely voluntary. If you withdraw from the study, you do not have to state why. Please
do inform the researcher about your decision. All data already collected up until that moment will
be used for the current and future research. Participation in this study may not provide any personal
benefit to you. We hope the data from the online survey will contribute to the understanding of
employees’ motivation regulation in the work domain.
Will my information be kept confidential?
We strictly adhere to the privacy and conduct rules from the ethical and faculty committees of the
Faculty of Social Sciences at Utrecht University. Any personal information that could reasonably
identify you will be removed or changed before files are shared with other researchers or results
are made public. The information in this study will only be used in ways that will not reveal who
you are. You will not be identified in any publication from this study or in any data files shared
with other researchers. Your participation in this study is confidential. This study requires us to

collect some of your personal demographic data. We need this data in order to be able to answer
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the research question properly. This personal demographic data will be stored on a different
computer than the research data itself (the so-called raw data). The computer on which your
personal demographic details is stored is secured to the highest standards, and only researchers
involved will have access to these data. The data itself will also be protected by a security code.
This information will be kept for the length of the study and a fixed period afterwards (10-years).
After that time, it will be destroyed or de-identified, meaning we will replace your identifying
information with a code that does not directly identify you.
I11.  Questions, comments, or concerns

Who should I contact if | have questions regarding my participation in the study?

If after reading this information letter you still have questions or would prefer to make an
appointment with the researcher, you can always contact the researcher Arianna Kordoni,

a.kordoni@students.uu.nl or the researcher supervising this study, Barbara Flunger,

b.flunger@uu.nl. If you have an official complaint about the study, please contact the complaints

officer at klachtenfunctionaris-fetcsocwet@uu.nl (mailto:klachtenfunconaris-fetcsocwet@uu.nl).

Below you will find the consent form. You must sign this form to participate in the study.
Thank you in advance for your interest in this study.
With kind regards,

Arianna Kordoni
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Consent Form

By providing your consent, you are not waiving your legal rights or releasing the investigator(s)
or involved institution(s) from their legal and professional responsibilities.

Title of the study: Employees motivation regulation when facing motivational problems and the
role of managerial need support.

I hereby declare that I have read the information letter about the “Master thesis research on
employees’ motivation regulation in light of motivational barriers and their managers’ support”
study and agree to participate in the study. | know that participating is entirely voluntary. I know
that I can stop the investigation at any time, without having to give a reason. | agree that research
data gathered for the study may be published or made available provided my name or other

identifying information is not used.
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