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A limited number of studies have addressed the effects of pay characteristics on both intrinsic and extrinsic types
of motivations within an organizational setting. While the relationships have been documented in a number of
studies, research has been confined to academic and laborat(u'y settings, and a number of key questions remain
unanswered. Based on a sample of 400 employees from a large Swiss financial institution, quantitative and qual-

 itative results show that material rewards have no unilat
stead, homeostatic mechanisms keep the mmnsm/extnr

eral effect on intrinsic/extrinsic and total motivation. In-

sic and total motivational level from varying beyond an

equilibrium, while the structure of mouvanons among employees differs significantly depending on pay char-
acteristics. A new conceptualization of motivational phenomena is presented.
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In order more fully to understand the complex effects that
material rewards strategies such as base salaries and
bonuses have on employee motivation, researchers must
utilize designs that encompass the unique characteristics
of organizational settings. Thus far, we have largely at-
tempted to generalize from research conducted within lab-
oratory and academic settings. Furthermore, the research
has been mostly confined to investigations of intrinsic mo-

1 CET refers to a motivational construct that is halfway bet-
ween the distal and the proximal poles in terms of concep-
tual proximity to action (see Kanfer. 1994, 4). The measu-
red psychological characteristics are thus intermediate, bet-
ween trait and state. They include a dimension of plasticity
and adaptation, but also the necessary stability to be studied
over time.

tivations and has not tended to consider both intrinsic and
extrinsic types simultaneously. This study attempts to
overcome these shortcomings by exploring the effects of
material rewards on both intrinsic and extrinsic motiva-
tions within an organizational setting.

The relationship between organizational rewards sys-
tems and motivation has been extensively studied from the
Cognitive Evaluation Theory (CET) framework!. CET is
based on the assumption that when individuals feel com-
petent or perceive their actions are self-determined, this
increases their intrinsic motivation (deCharms, 1968; De-
ci, 1975). Consequently, intrinsic motivation is often in-
directly measured by the degree of autonomy that an in-
dividual feels. Many studies have focused on possible
moderators of these perceptions of competence and au-
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tonomy, such as feedback, goal assignment, and model-
ing, and, ultimately, how this influences intrinsic motiva-
tion (Kanfer, 1991, 1994). Several noteworthy studies
have focused specifically on how rewards influence sub-
jects” intrinsic interests in performing tasks (Deci, 1971,
1972, 1975: Lepper, Greene, & Nisbett, 1973) and the re-
sults have provoked extensive debate about the nature of
motivation.

Specifically, Deci theorized that receiving an extrinsic
reward for completing an intrinsically motivated activity
shifts an individual’s perceived locus of causality from in-
ternal to external. Furthermore, he asserted that this re-
sults in a reduction in intrinsic motivation for the activity
since the individual would now perceive “the external re-
ward to be the cause of their behavior” (Kanfer, 1991: 88).
The depletion in intrinsic motivation due to the presence
of an external reward was termed an overjustification ef-
fect (Lepper et al., 1973). Based on attribution (Kelly,
1967) and self-perception (Bem, 1972) theories. Lepper
et al. speculated that, in the presence of rewards. people
attribute their behaviors to this external source and future
motivation and performance decreases. When the rewards
are removed, future motivation and performance decrease.
However, when there are no obvious external controls, the
behavior is attributed to internal causes, and motivation
and performance are not affected.

Numerous studies have confirmed the presence of an
overjustification effect (Rummel & Feinberg, 1988; Tang
& Hall, 1995), but very few have been conducted in prac-
tical settings, and their conclusions do not generalize to
organizational settings. In fact, many of these studies are
based on deductive experiments in so called “free-choice
periods™ in which intrinsic motivation is inferred from the
time that participants freely allocate to a task (e.g., Deci,
1971, 1972: Fabes, 1987; Greene & Lepper, 1974; Lep-
peretal., 1973 Pittman, Emery, & Boggiano, 1982; Ross,
1975). Such a design does not account for the explicit or
subtle coercion of employee behaviors that is inherent in
most organizations. This assertion is supported by a meta-
analysis (Wiersma, 1992) which concluded that the mod-
erator effect of extrinsic rewards occurs only when in-
trinsic motivation is operationalized as task behavior dur-
ing a free-time measure.

Subsequent developments in CET indicate that the ex-
tent to which rewards undermine intrinsic motivation
seems to be influenced by perceptions of how “control-
ling” or “informative” the reward is (Deci & Ryan, 1985).
For instance, when an individual is guaranteed to receive
areward prior to performing an activity, the reward is con-
strued as controlling. This. in turn, decreases intrinsic mo-
tivation. On the other hand, when rewards are contingent
upon the level of performance, perceptions of self-deter-
mination depend on the performance demonstrated in the
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activity. If the individual performs well, the reward is per-
ceived as informational, but if the standards are not at-
tained, it is perceived as controlling.

Rarely have these aspects been tested in organizations.
As revealed in several meta-analyses (Cameron & Pierce,
1994; Rummel & Feinberg, 1988: Tang & Hall, 1995;
Wiersma, 1992), many of these experiments take place in
academic settings and the administration of rewards is
carefully controlled. Under these circumstances, the stud-
ies do not mirror the complexity of organizational reward
systems. Yet, the manner in which rewards are distributed
and the situations surrounding their distribution are cru-
cial considerations when studying overjustification mech-
anisms. Consequently, it is not clear how applicable these
results are to complex organizations.

Further limitations to the overjustification effect have
recently been exposed by questions from the behaviorist
perspective on motivation (Cameron & Pierce, 1994,
1996: Eisenberger & Cameron, 1996). Specifically, to
what degree do extrinsic rewards undermine intrinsic mo-
tivation? A meta-analysis of 96 experimental designs in
school settings has suggested that there is, in fact, “no
detrimental effect on intrinsic motivation” (Cameron &
Pierce, 1994: 394). Behaviorists offer an alternative to
CET, namely the existence of a reinforcement effect rather
than an overjustification effect. They assert that extrinsic
rewards can be used to maintain or even enhance a sub-
ject’s intrinsic motivation for performing a task. They note
that verbal rewards produce an increase in intrinsic moti-
vation, that tangible rewards produce no effect when they
are delivered unexpectedly, and that tangible rewards are
not detrimental when they are expected and contingent up-
on the level of performance or the completion of a task.
Furthermore, when the type of reward was not controlled,
tangible rewards did not lead to a decrease in intrinsic mo-
tivation under any conditions.

The behaviorist perspective raises important limita-
tions. However, in addition to the fact that its methodolo-
gy and results have been criticized by supporters of CET
(Kohn, 1996: Lepper, Keavney, & Drake, 1996: Ryan &
Deci. 1996), the research emanating from this approach
has been largely conducted within academic settings and
faces the same difficulties as CET studies in its general-
izability to complex work environments. The result is that
research underestimates the potential impact of actual ma-
terial rewards. In fact, the complete arsenal of extrinsic or-
ganizational rewards (salary, bonuses, promotions, hier-
archical power, etc.) seldom arises in laboratory or school
settings. Consequently, the effects of extrinsic rewards on
intrinsic motivation in work settings are notably under
evaluated.

There is thus clearly a need for further investigations.
Moreover, research has mostly measured intrinsic moti-
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vation using surveys based on the Intrinsic Motivation In-
ventory (Plant & Ryan, 1985; Ryan 1982; Ryan, Mims, &
Koestner 1983). Only a few researchers have to our knowl-
edge operationalized and measured both types of motiva-
tion in an organizational context (Amabile, Hill, Hen-
nessey. & Tighe, 1994, 1995: Blais, Briere, Lachance, Rid-
dle, & Vallerand, 1993). Hence, most of the experiments
described are generally confined to intrinsic motivation
only, leaving the extrinsic side neglected.

Consequently, a crucial question for all organizations
has been rather neglected: “how do extrinsic rewards af-
fect intrinsic and extrinsic motivation?” Is there a detri-
mental effect of material rewards on intrinsic motivation
that is counterbalanced by a positive impact on extrinsic
motivation? Do the inconsistent research results implicate
the existence of an equilibrium-like mechanism that com-
pensates for variations between the two types of motiva-
tion? What happens to intrinsic motivation when both con-
tingent (bonuses) and non-contingent (base salary) types
of rewards are offered simultaneously, as in most compa-
nies? Does the size or the variability of these two types of
rewards determine the degree to which intrinsic motiva-
tion is diminished?

In order to begin to answer these questions, we con-
sidered the following: first, under which conditions do ex-
trinsic rewards affect intrinsic motivation in complex or-
ganizational settings? Next, what are the effects of ex-
trinsic rewards on extrinsic motivation? This study thus
addresses the following critical question raised by the be-
haviorists (Cameron & Pierce. 1994), “What are the over-
all effects of reward characteristics on intrinsic motivation
in an organizational setting?” In other words, do the char-
acteristics of the material rewards predict these effects
without involvement of an intervening variable, namely
“the manner in which the reward is administered”? Fur-
thermore, since research in CET has largely neglected the
effects of material rewards on the extrinsic motivation, we
ask, “are the positive or negative effects of rewards on in-
trinsic motivation compensated by respectively negative
or positive effects on extrinsic motivation?”

To answer these questions, we focused on two types of
organizational rewards: amount of base salary and amount
of bonus. In accordance with CET, we have not assumed
itis the characteristics of the rewards per se that influence
intrinsic motivation, but perceptions of the degree of au-
tonomy and self-determination associated with them. In
an organizational context, it is difficult to measure such
perceptions and the factors affecting them directly (the
manner in which rewards are administered, and the situa-
tions surrounding their administration). Therefore, we fo-
cus on how the type and size of organizational incentives,
via perceptions of autonomy and competence, are related
to variations in intrinsic and extrinsic motivation.

Given our research questions and the assumptions of
CET. we hypothesize the following effects:

H [: Base salary will be negatively related to intrinsic mo-
tivation

If explanations from CET hold, the base salary, which is
not contingent upon performance, should have a detri-
mental effect on intrinsic motivation. If behaviorist ex-
planations hold, then tangible rewards produce no nega-
tive effect when they are expected and delivered upon
completing or solving a task. This hypothesis also ad-
dresses the problem of the proportionality between the
amount of the base salary and the level of intrinsic moti-
vation. We posit that the degree of self-determination is
inversely proportional to the amount of base salary and
that consequently so is the level of intrinsic motivation.

H 2: The amount of bonus will be positively related to in-
trinsic motivation

Adherents to CET would predict that the higher the bonus,
the higher the informational properties of the reward and
therefore the stronger will be feelings of competence.
Thus, intrinsic motivation should not decrease, and may
perhaps even increase. From a behaviorist perspective, the
conclusions are less equivocal: as the bonus is tangible
and bound to performance level, it should raise intrinsic
motivation. The principle of proportionality between the
amount of bonus and the level of self-determination and
intrinsic motivation is also presumed here.

H 3: Positive variations in intrinsic motivation are com-
pensated by negative modifications of extrinsic motiva-
tion (and the reverse)

Our hypothesis is that when rewards have a negative im-
pact on intrinsic motivation, equilibrium and compensa-
tion effects occur between the intrinsic and extrinsic cat-
egories. Positive effects on the composition of extrinsic
motivation will compensate for the decrease in intrinsic
motivation. Equilibrium mechanisms will then leave the
overall motivation unchanged.

Method

Sample

The sample was composed of 400 randomly selected
Swiss bank employees. All pay and hierarchical levels
were represented in the sample. 66% were men and 33%
were women, 57% were employees and 43% were man-
agers. The average age was 37.8 years and the average
tenure was 13.1 years. To insure the highest level of sub-
ject involvement and response rate, questionnaires were
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administered face-to-face in isolated rooms within the
work setting. The first 10 minutes of the interview were
used to reassure participants that the interviews were con-
fidential and to explain the purpose of the survey. Subjects
were then left for 20 to 30 minutes to fill out the survey.
After completion, we met again for a debriefing discus-
sion of 15 to 45 minutes. 386 inventories were correctly
filled and useable. Respondents omitted their names from
the questionnaire to preserve confidentiality. However,
through the individual encounter methodology, numerical
codes were used to link the survey data to their personal
and organizational salary variables. We also communi-
cated the results of the survey to all participants in small
ad-hoc groups 6 months after the survey.

Measurement: Compensation

We measured two independent variables relative to the pay
attributes: the amount of the yearly base salary and the
amount of the yearly bonus. In order to reduce the scale
intervals, the amount of pay and bonus were transformed
according to their logarithm function. Employees who
were not eligible or who did not earn a bonus were as-
signed a bonus amount of one Swiss franc. From the 386
eligible employees, 167 received abonus (42%). The mean

leverage effect (Bonus/Base Salary + Bonus) is 2.7% for
the overall sample, and 6.4% for the recipients.

Motivation: quantitative measures

As a foundation, we used the Blais’ questionnaire on mo-
tivation (Blais et al., 1993), see also Blais & Lachance
(1995) for its psychometric properties. It consists of 31
items measuring sub-types of intrinsic and extrinsic mo-
tivation. We pre-tested it in a series of semi-structured in-
terviews with 30 people. It appeared early on that this in-
strument was not ideally suited to our needs and to the

Swiss banking environment. Because of the length, the

following modifications were necessary to reduce the

number of items to a total of 15. This was achieved in the
following manner:

— The original questionnaire was composed of several in-
trinsic intermediates types that were not acknowledged
in the pre-test. We consequently collapsed them into
one general category called “Intrinsic Motivation by
Accomplishment”.

— We removed the intermediate type labeled “Amotiva-
tion” because, in a work setting, the items related to this
category were subject to a social desirability bias.

— We added 2 intermediate types, “Intrinsic Motivation

Extrinsic £~
Motivations \
by introjection

by accomplishment =~—

Intrinsic with responsibilities
Motivations X
by interpers. contacts = ° Withcolleagues ¢
Overall / by identificati * to achievement goals
Motivation lencanon * 1o life goals .

by interpers. contacts —'—b

r = @
externally regulated =

in learning

in challenging tasks
with creativity

with variety

"8 e e e

with superiors

for power
for gratitude
for usefulness

by material rewards
by shareholding
* by job security

Figure 1: Motivational Model.
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by Interpersonal Contacts™ and “Extrinsic Motivation
by Interpersonal Contacts”, each with a corresponding
sub-type, to reflect the social dimension of motivation
which was absent from the Blais et al. (1993) instru-
ment.

Some additional sub-types were identified during the
pre-test phase which necessitated the inclusion of 3 ad-
ditional items to our model and survey: “Creativity”,
“Gratitude™ and “Shareholding”.

As aresult, the composite model of intrinsic/extrinsic mo-
tivation we propose includes 15 sub-types, 6 intrinsic and
9 extrinsic.

The 15 sub-types are operationalized as follows (see
Appendix A): (1) Learning as motivation for discovering
and knowing new things; (2) Challenging Tasks as moti-
vation for taking up demanding tasks; (3) Creativity as
motivation for exercising one’s originality at work; (4) Va-
riety as motivation for executing a diverse mix of tasks;
(5) Responsibilities as motivation for assuming charges;
(6) Contacts with Colleagues as motivation for social in-
teractions with colleagues; (7) Achievement Goals as mo-
tivation for feeling successful in one’s professional life;
(8) Life Goals as motivation for attaining career-related
objectives; (9) Contacts with Superiors as motivation for
superiors’ recognition and support; (10) Power as moti-
vation for playing an influential role in a group; (11) Grat-
itude as motivation for earning an organization’s recogni-
tion for one’s efforts; (12) Usefulness as motivation for the
feeling that one’s efforts contribute to the functioning of
the group; (13) Material Rewards as motivation for the re-
ceipt of tangible recompenses; (14) Shareholding as mo-
tivation for serving as an owner of stock in the company;
(15) Job Security as motivation in the desire to keep one’s
job.

Each of the sub-types was then classified according to
its degree of self-determination (Blais et al., 1993). In-
trinsic/extrinsic motivations were related to sub-types in
which subjects exhibit respectively higher/lower degrees
of autonomy. We clustered motivational sub-types into the
following intermediate types: (1) intrinsic motivations by
accomplishment correspond to non-social activities per-
formed for their own pleasure and satisfaction; (2) intrin-
sic motivations by interpersonal contacts are social activ-
ities performed for their own pleasure and satisfaction for
social interactions at one’s own hierarchical level; (3) ex-
trinsic motivations by identification correspond to activi-
ties performed for instrumental purpose, but adopted with
feelings of self-determination; (4) extrinsic motivations by
interpersonal contacts are those instrumental activities in
which social contacts at hierarchical levels above one’s
own occur; (5) extrinsic motivations by introjection are
coded to activities in which the motivation is extrinsic, but

&
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individuals impose pressures on themselves to execute the
activity; (6) extrinsic motivations externally regulated are
those that are performed primarily for rewards or to avoid
punishment. The measurement scale is a 7 point Likert-
type ordinal scale. Each motivational sub-type is present-
ed in a sentence and rated on a dimension running from
“Tdon’tagree atall” to “I totally agree” (see Appendix A).

Motivation: qualitative measures

A second part of the study was qualitative in nature and
was aimed at letting people freely explain their three most
important sources of motivation. All listed motivations
were classified and compared to the 15 sub-types of our
theoretical model. First, the qualitative data has been used
as a methodological precaution: in cataloguing all the
open-ended remarks, we are able to assert, post-hoc, the
comprehensiveness of our motivational model. Second,
this inventory can be compared to the quantitative results,
thus making possible analysis of our hypothesis with a
second independent set of data.

Results

We first tested the normality of our distribution with pos-
itive results (Kolmogorov-Smirnov D =.044, p =n.s.). We
then confirmed the internal consistency and reliability of
the questionnaire with Cronbach’s alpha and a split-half
test (respectively .83 and .86). To ensure the survey was
all encompassing and representative of subjects motiva-
tional structure, we performed a content analysis on the
1002 remarks collected in the qualitative part of the ques-
tionnaire (average of 2.6 per subject). 743 of them could
be directly linked to one of the 15 motivational sub-types.
Of the remaining 259, 138 were not applicable to the en-
tire sample (e.g. motivation for contact with customer) and
121 were scattered, non-clusterable observations. Finally,
89 remarks were collected under the label “motivation for
autonomy in working”, which is emerging as a potential-
ly new sub-type. Consequently, our model and corre-
sponding questionnaire matched the motivations ex-
pressed in the qualitative responses remarkably well.

To verify that the data reflects the intrinsic/extrinsic di-
mensions postulated in the model, we first performed
Spearman correlations (appropriate for ordinal data) for
the 15 motivational sub-types.

We also investigated the model with the Multidimen-
sional Scaling technique. The results (Stress = .11 and
Alienation = .14) supported our intrinsic/extrinsic dimen-
sional assumptions. As these results were similar to a sub-
sequent Factor Analysis (Principal Components, Varimax
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Pz _Z|loX e Zwn U raw, cumulated eigenvalues = 7.95, proportion of ex-
plained variance =.53), we demonstrated post-hoc that the

< scale was perceived as interval.
b S We performed a confirmatory factor analysis on the 15

motivational items to evaluate the six-factor solution (In-

= termediate Types) of our theoretical model. We followed
) ) S b ] 3 ]
— =R Bollen’s (1989) recommendation to interpret multiple in-
dexes of fit. We reviewed LISREL fit statistics including
- a85 the chi-square test, the root-mean-square residual (RMSR)
- S Qe as well as the normed fit index (NFI: Bentler & Bonnet,
1980), the goodness-of-fit index (GFI; Joreskog & Sor-
_ w832 bom, 1986), and the comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler,
i = e 1990). The results supported the six-factor model. All
loadings were significant at p <.0001. The chi-square was
= n3385 significant (x2 = 286.72, df = 77. p < .0001) and inspec-
N =EEEE tion of the other fit indexes (RMSR = .07, GFI = .91, CFI
=.87, NFI = .84) showed th¢ were all within the rec-
Jqa8=83 orr?n:ended rano)es (Andem;;t;ceéerﬁino 1988) and com-
o Scoococoo & : &
parable with Blais’s validation of the questionnaire (Blais
S oo e \Glen et al., 1993). Hence, we judged the six-dimension model
© S5=839s to be acceptable given the supportive indexes. We also
compared this model respectively to a two-factor and to a
meeussss single-factor model to determine if the motivational items
~ SSSooocoS were better represented as tapping a two or a single un-
derlying construct. The fit statistics for the two-factor
2LL88RE=S model (y? =507.44, df = 89, p <.001, RMSR = .09, GFI
o cocCcocCoco o oo

=.84, CFI=.75,NFI =.71) and for the single-factor mod-
el (x2=559.28,df =90, p<.001, RMSR = .09, GFI = .82,

i;i_ S|RIIER=8= CFI = .72, NFI = .68) indicated a poor fit, thus corrobo-
el O[S SRty rating a significantly better fit for the six-factor model
§ (tested with chi-square difference test, x> respectively =
E R b rg-gateafia e 220.72 and 272.56, p < .0001) compared to the two- and
o+ CL|eee o e Lo the single-factor model. Having confirmed the model, we
= | =] (=
I can now test our hypotheses.
6 ' 7 < % P 1tati 2
< R P =S The Table 2 summarizes, for the quaptltdtlve Part. all
n [ e Bl it ad il o e B o= fpmr correlations between the salary dimensions studied and
2 the motivational sub-types:
g ot gl b = - R B The first hypothesis concerned the relationship be-
Tl SSoco|lcsocesseSg tween base salary and intrinsic motivation. According to
=1 . . .
2 3 the assumptions of CET, it was hypothesized that the
—;E mogooleanenngas & amount of the base salary is negatively related to the lev-
S —| ScSccod|eceesesSsSg | el of intrinsic motivation. However there was no signifi-
g = cant correlation among them (= .02). Base salary appears
£ Qnscgmmnsaa oo 2 to have no diminishing effect on total mFrmsw motivation.
R o e B B e e B e B i R g Furthermore, the results supported neither the assump-
= 7 tions of CET (that high levels of base salary are related to
- L s . . . .
El8|lovcacara|ca—amoccx| s lower levels of intrinsic motivation) nor those of behav-
R A Rl IS R Rk e K et ol FoN - :
Q2 |frvifFurinSFritFnFais|O iorist theory (that high levels of base salary are related to
=) P P . A higher levels of intrinsic motivation).
SIgl22 wo@wmilelte 0.2 z : 5 "
2|25, 207 Lh @ EE 5 S5z E Our second hypothesis was that “Amount of Bonus™ is
|5 22 8 S SNE RS =s595cC|.2 s 5 i 5 s .
“ln|8eEda=e|(B8 oo 5E£ 2L 55 positively related to intrinsic motivation. The results do
BEZLET|SLS2E2223|2 o o ) .
RNE|OF AVO (< TRLTPEG @ | E not indicate any significant correlations (respectively r =
S —amginolmoa ETE2IRI0 —.01 and r=—.05). As with the first hypothesis, the results
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Tuble 2: Intercorrelations between Salary Characteristics, Mo-
tivational Types and Sub-Types

N =386

Amount of Amount of

Quantitative Part Base Salary Bonus
Creativity 0.05 0.02
Variety -0.06 -0.11%*
Learning -0.03 -0.03
Responsibilities 0.09 0.05
Challenging Tasks 0. 14 0.14%*
Contacts with Coll. —(.15%%* -0.16%
Total Intrinsic 0.02 -0.01
Achievement 0.06 0.02
Life Goals 0.09
Contacts with Sup. —0.13%%*
Power 0.10%
Gratitude -0.09
Usefulness 0.05
Material Rewards -0.01
Shareholding 0.04
Job Security —0. 14
Total Extrinsic -0.01
Total Motivation -0.01

#p<.05: #¥p < .01 ¥ p < 001

do not support either CET or behaviorist assumptions
about the effects of rewards characteristics on intrinsic mo-
tivation.

In summary, there are no positive or negative effects re-
lated to the two salary characteristics over the total in-
trinsic motivation, as correlations are not significant (re-
spectively, = .02, and —.01).

The third hypothesis predicts that variations in intrin-
sic motivation related to salary characteristics are com-
pensated by opposite effects on extrinsic motivation. As
in the previous situation, Base Salary and Bonus do not
correlate significantly with overall extrinsic motivation
(respectively, » = .04, and —.01) and with “Total Motiva-
tion™ (respectively, = .04, and —.01). Our third hypothe-
sis is thus not supported.

The examination of our first and second hypothesis
showed that our findings do not agree with the current re-
search on the overjustification effect regarding material

rewards. They do not support the assumptions of CET or
those of its behaviorist counterpart. Intrinsic motivation
clearly does not vary concomitantly with pay characteris-
tics, which leads us to assume that no over- or underjus-
tification effect occurs in an organizational setting. As with
our third hypothesis, we did not find any equilibrium
mechanism between intrinsic and extrinsic overall moti-
vation.

This might lead one to conclude that pay has no effect
on intrinsic motivation. However., upon further examina-
tion, we will notice that while pay has neutral effects on
total intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, this is not the case
within the intrinsic and extrinsic sub-types.

Intrinsic sub-types

We find two significant correlations with an almost per-
fect symmetry between their positive and negative coeffi-
cients (see Table 2). The correlation between the “Amount
of Salary™ and “*Challenging Tasks” (r = .14) is counter-
balanced by the correlation with “Contacts with Col-
leagues™ (r = —.15). For “Amount of Bonus”, we find the
same pattern: “Variety” and “Contacts with Colleagues”
are significantly negatively correlated (r=—.11 and —.16),
while “Challenging Tasks™ is positively correlated. This
suggests again the presence of an equilibrium effect.

The statistical significance of these differences between
correlations coefficients was tested with the Fischer z-
transformations and related g-values (Cohen, 1988; Cohen
& Cohen, 1983).

All the differences except one (between Power and Va-
riety for the Bonus variable) have been found to be sig-
nificant at p < .05 and higher. Obviously, the pay attribut-
es are not related to intrinsic motivation unilaterally. Pay
level seems thus to be related to the intrinsic sub-types in
anon-monotonic way. We have consequently found some
initial evidence to support the existence of equilibrium
mechanisms that neutralize unilateral effects of the
amount of base salary on overall intrinsic motivation. This
prompts us to ask: “is this also the case with extrinsic mo-
tivation?”

Table 3: Q Values for opposite significantly correlated Sub-Types for Base Salary and Bonus

N=386 Power

Quantitative Part

Challenge

Base Bonus Base

Bonus

Sharehol.
Base Bonus

Rewards

Base Bonus

Variety

Contact Coll 0.29%*
Contact Sup 0.25
Gratitude 0.31
Usefulness 0.28*
Job Security

0.28%*

0.24%

Tests for differences between Product Moment Correlations made with Power of Normal Curve Tests via Fisher z transformation at

a; = .05 (Cohen. 1988): *p <.05: **p < .01; ***p <.001
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Extrinsic sub-types

As in the preceding context, we detect equilibrium mech-
anisms among extrinsic sub-types. The strongest com-
pensations occur in the co-variations with “Amount of
Salary™. Three relationships are positively significant and
three are negatively significant (r = .17 for “Power”, r =
.23 for “Material Rewards”, r = .14 for “Shareholding”,
r=—.11 for “Contact with Superiors”, r =—.16 for “Grat-
itude”, and r = —.14 for “Usefulness”, see Table 3 for the
statistical significance of the differences). Within the in-
trinsic sub-types, we discovered only two significant cor-
relations that neutralized each other. However, within the
extrinsic sub-types, there are 6 correlations out of the 9
sub-types that compensate to keep the “Total Extrinsic™
significantly uncorrelated with Base Salary. The ampli-
tude of the homeostatic mechanisms seems thus even high-
er within extrinsic than within intrinsic motivation. The
same pattern occurs with “Amount of Bonus”, although at
a lower intensity, since “Contact with Superiors™, “Pow-
er” and “Job Security” are counterbalancing each other
with significant correlations (respectively atr =—.13, .10,
and —.14). Once again, these opposite correlations leveled
off the overall extrinsic motivation, supporting the exis-
tence of equilibrium mechanisms in the extrinsic motiva-
tional type. It is also remarkable that for the most signif-
icant pay characteristic (“Amount of Base Salary™), 8 of
15 sub-types correlate significantly, without affecting ei-
ther the intrinsic/extrinsic types, or the “Total Motivation”.

Can we find the same pattern in the qualitative data?
To find out, we proceeded to a content analysis of the 1002
remarks collected in the questionnaire. For each subject
and sub-type of our model, we coded ““1” if the sub-type
has been mentioned as one of the three most important
sources of motivation and “0™ if not®. In order to diversi-
fy our statistical analyses, we used the k-mean clustering
method to build four clusters for each compensation vari-
able (Base Salary: F(3,382) = 939.22, p < .0001; Bonus:
F(3,382) = 867.99, p < .0001). To test for the main effect
of the pay variables on the motivational sub-types, we
computed two ANOVA (Base Salary and Bonus). These
are presented in Table 4 (significant sub-types only are ex-
hibited).

The motivational sub-types “Variety”, “Contact Coll.”
and “Contact Sup.” show a clear pattern. For Base Salary
and Bonus, the mean percentage of occurrence is de-
creasing as we move to higher clusters: for instance, for
Base Salary. 60% (0.60) of the subjects in the lowest paid
clusterno. 1 have mentioned “Variety™ as one of their three

2 Given the qualitative nature of the data in this section, we
are not measuring motivational level, but only number of oc-
currences.
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Table 4: ANOVA F-Values and Mean percentage of occurrence for each significant motivational Sub-Type and Cluster
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most important motivations. This proportion is signifi-
cantly decreasing, respectively to .49, .26 and .30, for clus-
ters 2, 3 and 4. With smaller F values however, we find the
same reduction of mean percentage for Bonus. Conse-
quently, we can assert that motivations for variety, contacts
with colleagues and superiors are significantly more im-
portant for the lowest paid people than for the highest paid.

On the other hand, we find that pay variables have the
opposite effect on the sub-types ““Challenge”, “Power” and
“Rewards”. The mean percentage of occurrence is signif-
icantly increasing in the best paid clusters. For example,
the motivation for power is almost never cited in the clus-
ters 1, 2 and 3, but becomes much more important for the
best paid people as respectively 21% and 18% of the sub-
jects in cluster 4 are citing “Power” as one of their three
main motivations. Consequently, these three sub-types of
motivations are much more important for the highest paid
people than for the lowest paid.

Based on the analysis of qualitative data, we therefore
find further support for the presence of homeostatic mech-
anisms between motivational sub-types. Using pay vari-
ables as a discriminating factor, we demonstrate that the
sub-types “Variety”, “Contact Coll.” and “Contact Sup.”
seldom co-exist with “Challenge”, “Power” and “Re-
wards” for the lowest paid individuals, and vice versa.

Given the strong evidence for the equilibrium mecha-
nisms within the quantitative and qualitative parts, we
searched for confirmation of the same pattern in a context
not limited to the reward only. The question that arises is:
“can we trace the presence of the same mechanisms be-
yond the correlations between pay characteristics and mo-
tivation sub-types?” Moreover, “‘do these mechanisms al-
so take place within a general motivational level?”

To investigate this point, we examined the variances
and their homogeneity between the types, sub-types and
the overall motivation. By comparing these variances and
their mean with those of “Total Intrinsic”, “Total Extrin-
sic” and “Total Motivation™, it is possible to determine
whether the individual differences in the sub-types sum
up, or are, instead, leveled off at a higher motivational lev-
el. In other words, if we consider the variance of the over-
all sample, we will measure how much variability is cap-
tured from categorizing into different motivational con-
cepts. Table 5 summarizes this information:

The variance of the 15 sub-types ranged from 1.47 to
3.36, with an average of 2.34. We applied the Brown-
Forsythe test for the homogeneity of variance since the
traditional Levene test is not discriminating enough. We
found that the variances of all the sub-types were signifi-
cantly different than the variances of “Total Intrinsic™,
“Total Extrinsic™ or “Total Motivation™. Consequently, the
variances of every sub-type are significantly different from
each of the three grouping indicators.
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Table 5: Variance and % of Captured Variability by Motivation-
al Types and Sub-Types

N=386 9o¢¢ of Captured
Quantitative Part Variance Variance
Creativity 2.62 93
Variety 1.81 64
Learning 1.86 66
Responsibilities 245 87
Challenging Tasks 2.37 84
Contacts with Colleagues 1.78 63
Achievement 2:35 83
Life Goals 3.05 108
Contacts w Superiors 1.87 66
Power 2.85 101
Gratitude 2.02 71
Usefulness 1.47 52
Material Rewards 2.66 94
Shareholding 2.61 92
Job Security 3.36 119
Mean of all Sub-Types 2.34 83
Total Intrinsic (TI) 1.00! 35
Total Extrinsic (TE) 0.822 29
Total Motivation (TM) 0.693 24
Overall Variance 2.83 100

I'TI(1.00)is non-homogeneous with Usefulness (1.47) atp<.05.
All others are different at p < .001

2 TE non-homogenous with Usefulness at p < .001. All others
are at p < .00001

3 All sub-types variances are non-homogeneous at p < .00001

N.B.: p-levels result from Brown-Forsythe test for the homo-

geneity of the variance

In terms of captured variability, the categorization of
our data into motivational sub-types yields, on average,
more than 80% of the overall variability (83% of 2.83,
which is the “Overall Variance™ of the sample). On the
other hand, grouping our data into indicators like “Total
Intrinsic”, “Total Extrinsic™ and “Total Motivation™ ren-
ders respectively 35, 29 and 24% of the overall variability.
What can we conclude from these figures? Using the same
reasoning as before, if the dispersion in the sub-types no
longer appears in “Total Intrinsic™, “Total Extrinsic™, or
“Total Motivation™, we can assert the presence of equi-
librium mechanisms that neutralize the differences. In
other words, the subjects are highly differentiated in terms
of sub-types. but these differences counterbalance each
other in terms of intrinsic, extrinsic and overall motiva-
tion. We therefore lose up to 70% of the variance if we
compare the overall motivation to the average variance of
all Sub-Types (0.69 vs. 2.34). Another way to interpret this
finding is to say that the subjects are highly heterogeneous
in terms of motivational sub-types, but significantly more
homogeneous in terms of total intrinsic/extrinsic and
global motivation.

According to our results, equilibrium mechanisms are
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not limited to rewards contexts, but also occur in general
among all sub-types when categorized into intrinsic/ex-
trinsic types and overall motivation. The homeostatic
mechanisms found in the intrinsic/extrinsic types are thus
confirmed at an upper level of analysis and seem to under-
lie the motivational phenomenon in its global dimension.

Discussion and Conclusion

As demonstrated, the major reasons for the lack of varia-
tions in intrinsic, extrinsic and overall motivation are the
equilibrium mechanisms that neutralize the internal vari-
ations of the sub-types in a higher motivational level3. The
existence of equilibrium patterns in both intrinsic and ex-
trinsic types, and in the overall motivation, forces us to al-
ter some of our traditional representations of motivation.
Motivation is generally comprehended as a “balloon™ that
can be inflated and deflated, notably under environmen-
tal and organizational control, and particularly with ma-
terial rewards like base pay and bonuses. Our results in-
dicate that a strong internal dynamic has been overlooked
in most of the studies on the subject. We therefore en-
courage researchers to revisit motivation and consider it
as complex set of elements functioning in ways that keep
an internal balance and coherence. Acting on the motiva-
tional system with pay variables is likely to imply posi-
tive effects on several motivational sub-types, but these
“gains” in motivation are likely to initiate counterbalanc-
ing negative feedback effects which keep the system in
balance by reducing other motivational sub-types*. As our
study demonstrates, a high level of salary is related to high-
er levels of motivation for “Challenging Task”, “Power™,
“Material Rewards™ and “Shareholding” but at the same
time. indicates detrimental effects on competing sub-types
like *Variety”, “Contacts with Colleagues”, “Contacts
with Superiors”, “Usefulness™, and “Gratitude”. As sub-

3 The notion of homeostasis is not new. Psychoanalytic (Freu-
dian) and drive (Hullian) conceptions of motivation are
grounded in the principle that any deviation from equilibrium
produces a force to return to a state of internal balance (Wei-
ner, 1992). Originally applied to viscerogenic and bodily
needs. we are extending the concept to the psychogenic do-
main.

4 Here are some typical comments collected in the face-to-
face interviews that illustrate the homeostatic effects: “With
this promotion I have lost some good friends (decrease in
sub-type ‘Contact Colleagues’), but on the other hand. I got
a good salary increase (increase in sub-type ‘Rewards’)". or
“This new job is less diversified (decrease in *Variety). but
now I can influence the course of things (increase in “Po-
wer’)".
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sequently confirmed, the detrimental effects do not fall
within intrinsic sub-types of motivation only, and are not
limited to material rewards exclusively, but encompass all
motivational phenomenon. In summary, it appears that the
motivational system possesses a strong internal dynamic
that makes it difficult to modify either its level or its com-
posite.

A question provoked by the research results is: “how is
it that the lowest paid people do not have the same moti-
vational structure as the highest paid individuals?” We be-
lieve it is probable that pragmatic motivational coping
mechanisms underlie this difference. It was evident from
the qualitative portion of the questionnaire, and from the
400 interviews, that the lowest paid employees are not in
a personal and organizational position to be motivated by
challenging tasks, material rewards, or power. Instead,
they must compensate for this by finding other sources of
motivation in order to keep their systems in balance (va-
riety of tasks, contacts with colleagues and superiors), and
the opposite is true for the highest paid people. In other
words, and given the methodology and results of the quan-
titative part’, it is clear that all motivational sub-types can-
not be activated at the same time. Given that intrinsic, ex-
trinsic and overall motivation move toward an equilibri-
um without too much variation, motivation can be con-
ceptualized as a source of energy. Its availability could be
finite (and thus impossible to pump above a particular lev-
el) but also essential for individual actions (and thus im-
possible to allow it to drop below a certain level). Think-
ing of motivation in these terms is equivalent to declaring
that an individual cannot be overmotivated because moti-
vational energy is limited. At the same time, it means an
individual cannot be demotivated when activities are un-
avoidable, as when employees cannot switch jobs because
of economic or personal constraints®.

The psychological dimension of this phenomenon can
be clarified by reference to cognitive dissonance (Fes-
tinger, 1957) and coping theories (Lazarus & Folkman,
1984). As we can characterize behavior in the organiza-
tional setting as occurring in a “freely given compliance”
state (Joule, 1986), situations occur where subjects have
to produce behaviors that are incompatible with their mo-
tivational structure. The dissonance state that arises in this
situation can be reduced via psychological coping
processes of cognitive rationalization (*'it is not stupid to

S As the scores of the quantitative part were not constrained.
the subjects were free to allocate the highest score to all mo-
tivational sub-types. As stated in the analysis. this scenario
did not occur.

6 We collected numerous remarks such as: “we still need some

sort of motivation™ or “Ican’t keep doing my job if can’t find

a reason for doing it”.
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do whatThave done™)(Beauvois & Joule, 1996, 151; Beau-
vois, Joule & Brunetti, 1993; Joule, 1986) and internal-
ization (“if I have done it, then it is because there was
something in me which drove me to do it ") (Beauvois &
Joule, 1996, 151; Jones & Gerard, 1967; Lepper. 1983).
We can thus conceptualize the motivational equilibrium
mechanisms as an emotional coping strategy (Folkman et
al., 1986) aimed at realigning motivational cognitions af-
ter the production of the behavior in a way that makes them
as predictive as possible of this behavior (Beauvois, Joule
& Brunetti, 1993). Formulated by Beauvois and Joule,
these cognitive mechanisms can be seen as “a process
aimed at the rationalization of a behavior that was pro-
duced to satisfy a request made by the experimenter [by
the organization] but that from the outset was not justified
by the subject’s convictions, motivations or beliefs.”?
(Beauvois & Joule, 1996, 24).

These assertions cannot be formally demonstrated by
our research, because it measures a single point in time.
Future research should address the subject with a dynam-
ic approach by measuring longitudinally the alterations
that take place in the motivational system under fluctua-
tions in the organizational environment, such as salary
changes, bonuses, or promotions.

This conception of motivation forces us to revisit its de-
finition. Most of the developments in motivational theory
generally, and in CET in particular, conceptualize moti-
vation as an ex-ante psychological construction that co-
erces or forces action (Kanfer 1991, 1994; Vallerand &
Thill, 1993; Vroom, 1964). A motivational determination
of action is then presumed to occur before the behavior
occurs. However, based on this research and in the light
of rationalization and internalization processes, this is a
limited view, especially in organizations where individu-
als are exposed to strong constraints on their behaviors,
and consequently on the motivations underlying them. We
suggest that researchers should also consider motivation
as a post-hoc reconstruction that is subject to cognitive
readjustment, rationalization, internalization and equilib-
rium adjustments. Once again, what is necessary are lon-
gitudinal studies on motivation that can capture its dy-
namic nature and, notably, the psychological mechanisms
thatunderlie the cognitive readjustment process over time.

These results leave numerous aspects of motivation un-
accounted for and present several directions for future re-
search. Questions should be directed toward the process-

7 Here is a typical remark collected during the interviews that
illustrates this point: “Thad to begin anew project and I didn’t
know exactly what to expect. What I knew from the job and
from the people didn "t really motivate me. Now, when I think
about it, it was not that bad. I learned a couple of good things
and the money was OK™.

es that are steadying and destabilizing the motivational
structure. What are the impacts of individual and organi-
zational characteristics on these processes? One approach
could be metaphorically to adopt synergetic theory (Hak-
en 1984) to identify organizational and individual para-
meters of “order” and “control” that can explain changes
in motivational states and to explore how this disequilib-
rium occurs.

As motivations justify actions, and as the coercive as-
pects of organizational influence are related to a process
of internalizing causality, it would also appear relevant to
study these mechanisms in the light of attributional phe-
nomena (Weiner, 1974, 1985, 1992), and in particular the
dimensions of “locus of control™” and “controllability” over
the environment. It would be helpful to understand how
employees internalize into their own motivation systems
the motivational values advanced by the organization, and
how permeable are the individual motivational values to
pressure from the environment. Aspects related to indi-
vidual tolerance for motivational concessions and adapta-
tions are also promising. Specifically, it would be inter-
esting to know to what point an individual is willing to
adapt the motivational structure to the environment’s de-
mands, and how he reacts when organizations put pres-
sure on the motivational system. The existence of a dis-
sonance threshold that could trigger reactions like avoid-
ance, withdrawal, absenteeism or even turnover would be
of the greatest interest for both researchers and practi-
tioners.

In conclusion, motivation is a complex and closely
veiled psychological phenomenon that occurs within the
individual and that is interrelated with the organizational
environment. Given its complex character, future research
should seek to understand the human motivational system
as one in which the individual actively integrates internal
and external motivational pressures into the system to re-
store a stasis. A more comprehensive understanding of this
phenomenon will require dynamic research designs
aimed, not only at investigating how a system can be de-
scribed at a single point in time, but at grasping how a sys-
tem changes.
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