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Abstract

The Motivation at Work Scale (MAWS) was developed in accordance with the multi-
dimensional conceptualization of motivation postulated in self-determination theory.
The authors examined the structure of the MAWS in a group of 1,644 workers in two
different languages, English and French.Results obtained from these samples suggested
that the structure of motivation at work across languages is consistently organized into
four different types: intrinsic motivation, identified regulation, introjected regulation,
and external regulation. The MAWS subscales were predictably associated with
organizational behavior constructs. The importance of this new multidimensional
scale to the development of new work motivation research is discussed.
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Despite the fact that work motivation is one of the major topics in organizational
behavior, not many work motivation surveys exist. Exceptions include an individual
difference measure by Amabile, Hill, Hennessey, and Tighe (1994) and a measure of
goal orientations by VandeWalle (1997). We developed and validated scores on the
Motivation at Work Scale (MAWS) based on the framework of self-determination theory
(SDT; Deci & Ryan, 1985b, 2000). SDT offers a multidimensional conceptualization of
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motivation that allows the assessment of level of motivation and type of motivation.
Following the SDT tradition (Grolnick & Ryan, 1987; Guay, Vallerand, & Blanchard,
2000; Pelletier et al., 1995; Ryan & Connell, 1989; Vallerand, Blais, Briére, & Pelletier,
1989; Vallerand et al., 1992), we created the MAWS in two different languages,
assessed its structure using confirmatory factor analysis with invariance tests, and
examined its links to antecedents and outcomes that are relevant to organizational
behavior (Gagné & Deci, 2005).

The Continuum of Motivation

SDT proposes two overarching types of motivation: intrinsic and extrinsic. Intrinsic
motivation is defined as doing something for its own sake because it is interesting and
enjoyable. Extrinsic motivation is defined as doing something for instrumental rea-
sons. These instrumental reasons can differ, depending on how internalized the motivation
is. Internalization refers to taking in a regulation that was initially regulated by external
factors, such as rewards or punishments, so that it becomes internally regulated (Ryan,
1995). Internalization can vary in terms of how well it is assimilated with a person’s
existing self-regulations, such as values and interests that this person already holds.
The degree to which a regulation is internalized gives rise to different types of regula-
tions or motivations, so that extrinsic motivation can be completely externally regulated,
or can be partially or fully internally regulated.

At the low end lies external regulation, which refers to doing an activity in order to
obtain rewards or avoid punishments. Behavior so regulated is therefore completely
noninternalized. Next, introjected regulation refers to the regulation of behavior
through self-worth contingencies such as ego-involvement and guilt. It involves taking
in a regulation so that it becomes internally pressuring, and thus implies partial inter-
nalization that remains controlling. Introjected people engage in a behavior or commit
to an activity out of guilt or compulsion, or to maintain their self-worth (Koestner &
Losier, 2002). Next, identified regulation refers to doing an activity because one iden-
tifies with its value or meaning, and accepts it as one’s own, which means that it is
autonomously regulated. Identified people engage in a behavior or commit to an activ-
ity based on its perceived meaning or its relation to personal goals (Koestner & Losier,
2002). Finally, integrated regulation refers to identifying with the value of an activity
to the point that it becomes part of a person’s habitual functioning and part of the per-
son’s sense of self. This is the form of extrinsic motivation that is most autonomous.
We would say that a nurse is identified if she fully endorses cleaning a patient to
improve his health, even though it may not be an enjoyable task (thus not intrinsically
motivated), but the motivation would be integrated if the nurse goes further to say that
her job is a “vocation.” Integration and identification differ from intrinsic motivation
in that the activity is done not so much for its own sake (because it is interesting and
fun), but for the instrumental value it represents. Identification and integration are
driven by values and goals, whereas intrinsic motivation is driven by emotions that
emerge while engaging in the activity.
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Research in different domains, such as education (Williams & Deci, 1996), sports
(Li & Harmer, 1996; Vallerand & Fortier, 1998), work (Blais, Briére, Lachance, Riddle,
& Vallerand, 1993), and health care (Williams, Grow, Freedman, Ryan, & Deci, 1996),
has supported that the types of motivation form a simplex-like pattern (Guttman,
1954) that represents variation in the underlying degree of internalization, which
means that each subscale correlates most positively with adjacent subscales (e.g.,
intrinsic and identified regulation) and less positively or more negatively with non-
adjacent subscales (e.g., intrinsic and external regulation). However, even if they are
on one continuum, research has repeatedly shown that there is a clear break in the
consequences of each type of motivation. If we break the continuum down the middle,
we can recategorize the types of motivation such that external regulation and introjec-
tion represent controlled motivation, and identification, integration, and intrinsic
motivation represent autonomous motivation. Depending on the research question of
interest, we can sometimes use these aggregates, and sometimes use the discrete types
of motivation. Koestner and Losier (2002) have shown that we can find different
behavioral and attitudinal differences between introjection, identification, and intrin-
sic motivation in certain domains, such as environmental behavior (Pelletier, Tuson,
Greene-Demers, Noels, & Beaton, 1998) and political behavior (Koestner, Losier,
Vallerand, & Carducci, 1996).

Creation of the Motivation at Work Scale

Across psychology fields, SDT has yielded more than 400 empirical publications
since the early 1980s. It is a dominant theory of motivation in social, education, and
sport psychology. In these fields, validated measures of motivation already exist
(Grolnick & Ryan, 1987; Guay et al., 2000; Pelletier et al., 1995; Ryan & Connell,
1989; Vallerand et al., 1989; Vallerand et al., 1992), but we do not have a practical
measure of work motivation that yields reliable and valid scores and that follows the
tradition of SDT in the field of organizational behavior. Blais et al. (1993) published a
French measure of work motivation that was grounded in SDT but there have been
low internal consistency problems (Cronbach’s alpha in the .50s) in many samples
of workers with some of the subscales (especially the external regulation subscale)
as well as face validity problems with some of the items (Gagné, Bérubé, Donia,
Houlfort, & Koestner, 2007; Gagné, Boies, Koestner, & Martens, 2004, 2005; Gagné,
Chemolli, Forest, & Koestner, 2008). For example, an intrinsic motivation item in the
Blais et al. scale is “Because of the pleasurable experience of learning new things at
this job.” It is difficult to know if this should represent identified or intrinsic motiva-
tion. In addition, the Blais et al. (1993) scale is a long 31-item scale and has not been
developed in English.

Intrinsic motivation and each type of extrinsic motivation are reflected in different
reasons for behaving, and these reasons provide a means for assessing the types of
motivation (Ryan & Connell, 1989). Incumbents rate various reasons for doing a par-
ticular behavior or activity that reflect intrinsic motivation or one of the types of
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extrinsic motivation in terms of how true they are for them. Motivation can be assessed
at different levels of analysis. Vallerand (1997) suggested that motivation can be mea-
sured at the life or global level, at the domain level (e.g., work, education, leisure), and
at the state level (e.g., specific task, specific period of time). The MAWS assesses work
motivation at the domain level, but other scales exist to measure, for example, teachers’
work motivation for specific job tasks (Fernet, Senécal, Guay, Marsh, & Dowson, 2008).

We created items to measure different work-related behavioral regulations that repre-
sent the range of the continuum of motivation to do a particular job. We chose to focus
on specific types of motivation that we thought were most useful to assess in the work
domain. For the sake of creating a brief and practical measure, we made the choice to
omit some subscales. We did not include amotivation (i.e., lack of any type of motiva-
tion) items to focus instead on active types of motivation. We also did not include
integration items as it has typically been very difficult to psychometrically distinguish
integration from identification (Vallerand et al., 1992). We therefore created five items
for each of the following subscales: external regulation, introjection, identification,
and intrinsic motivation. Six of the items were taken from the Blais et al. (1993) scale,
reworded for simplification, and translated into English. The other items were created
simultaneously in French and English by the first author.

Testing the Motivation at Work Scale

We administered the MAWS along with other scales described below to various sam-
ples of French- and English-speaking Canadian workers. We conducted confirmatory
factor analyses to trim down the MAWS to 12 items and test its invariance across the
two languages. To test the validity of the MAWS, we used the model depicted in
Gagné and Deci (2005), whereby managers, job design, and rewards affect the satis-
faction of three basic psychological needs for competence, autonomy, and relatedness,
which in turn influence autonomous motivation. SDT suggests that intrinsic motiva-
tion and the internalization of extrinsic motivation are determined by the degree to
which people can satisfy three basic psychological needs for autonomy, competence,
and relatedness in the environment in which the activity takes place. The satisfaction
of these needs can be affected by environmental pressures, such as deadlines, surveil-
lance, and contingent rewards (Amabile, DeJong, & Lepper, 1976; Deci, Koestner, &
Ryan, 1999; Fernet et al., 2008; Lepper & Greene, 1975). It can also be affected by
interpersonally controlling or supportive behavior of an authority figure, such as a
teacher or a manager (Deci et al., 2001; Koestner, Ryan, Bernieri, & Holt, 1984;
Lepper & Greene, 1975). Finally, it can be affected by the design of tasks and jobs
(Gagné, Sénécal, & Koestner, 1997). To test some of these premises, we included a
measure of need satisfaction in one of the samples, expecting that need satisfaction
would be positively related to intrinsic motivation and identified regulation, and nega-
tively related to introjected and external regulation. We also used a popular measure
of perceived organizational support (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa,
1986), expecting that it would be positively related to autonomous motivation and
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unrelated to controlled motivation. SDT also proposes that certain individual differ-
ences or dispositions can influence the type of adopted motivation, such as causality
orientations (Deci & Ryan, 1985a). We chose not to test causality orientations because
the scale has consistently showed psychometric problems, such as low internal consis-
tency and factor structure problems, which makes it difficult to use. Because Deci and
Ryan (1985a) found that being high on the autonomous causality orientation was posi-
tively associated with self-esteem and negatively with self-derogation, we examined
links between work motivation and trait optimism, a stable disposition that we think
can also influence the degree of internalization of an activity.

We also examined links between the different types of motivation and some of the
outcomes that have been studied in other validations of similar SDT-based scales, as
well as some organizationally relevant outcomes: work satisfaction, organizational
commitment, turnover intentions, well-being, and psychological distress. Again, we
expected that intrinsic and identified motivation would be positively correlated to
positive outcomes (i.e., work satisfaction, affective commitment, and well-being), and
negatively to negative outcomes (i.e., turnover intentions and psychological distress),
and that the opposite pattern would be found with external and introjected regulation.
Finally, we compared the motivation scores of employees in different types of jobs to
see if we could find motivation differences based on the type of work they do. Workers
in jobs that typically have low autonomy or low decision-making power, poor relation-
ships, or low competence would be expected to score higher on controlled motivation
and lower on autonomous motivation.

Method
Participants and Measures

Data were collected from convenience samples of Canadian workers in different
industries, in two different languages.

English version. First, we contacted 2,795 pilots from a commercial airline company
by e-mail through their union to complete a Web survey. Measures included the
MAWS, a short eight-item version of the perceived organizational support scale
(Eisenberger et al., 1986) on a 1 (completely disagree) to 7 (completely agree) scale
(o = .86 in this sample), and a five-item satisfaction with work scale (Gagné et al.,
2007) on a 1 (completely disagree) to 7 (completely agree) scale (oo = .71 in this
sample). Eisenberger et al. (1986) reported equivalent results using the short eight-
item version of the perceived organization support scale and the previously longer
version. Gagné et al. (2007) demonstrated the validity of scores on the adapted Diener,
Emmons, Larson, and Griffin’s (1985) life satisfaction scale to the work domain as a
measure of work-related well-being. A total of 881 pilots completed the survey (32%
response rate), out of which 98% were men with an average age of 52 years.

Second, 55 middle managers out of 66 who were contacted in four different ground
transportation companies also completed the MAWS, 69% of which were men with an
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average age of 43.91 years and 3.5 years of tenure in the company. Finally, 130 under-
graduate commerce students who worked part-time (86%) or full-time completed a
Web survey that comprised the MAWS as well as the measure of work satisfaction
(Gagné et al., 2007) in exchange for extra credit. A total of 53% were men with an
average age of 22 years.

French version. Twenty-three advanced undergraduate students distributed paper
surveys to 285 French Canadian workers who were categorized to work in one of four
employment sectors: technical/manual jobs, sales/service jobs, health/education jobs,
and managerial/professional jobs. The survey included the MAWS, measures of the
satisfaction of the needs for autonomy (three items, o = .87 in this sample), compe-
tence (five items, a =.70), and relatedness (three items, o = .79), total a = .84 (Morin,
2003), as well as a 10-item measure of trait optimism (o = .70 in this sample; Scheier,
Carver, & Bridges, 1994; Trottier, 1999), measured using a 1 (strongly disagree) to 4
(strongly agree) scale (this scale was mistakenly used for the MAWS also, so we
z-scored all French data for analyses). A total of 63% were men with an average age
of 39 years and 7.5 years of tenure at their work.

A total of 249 correctional officers and conditional liberation officers working at a
maximum security Canadian prison (out of 398 workers) completed a paper survey
comprising the MAWS, affective (o = .83 in this sample), normative (o = .73), and
continuance (o = .89) organizational commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1996), turnover
intentions (created for this survey; “It is highly probable that I will leave this job,” “I
will very likely look for a new job this year,” » = .62, p < .001), and workplace well-
being (23 items, oo = .97 in this sample), psychological distress (25 items, o. = .98), and
self-reported physical health (five items, a = .87) from Massé et al. (1998), who have
shown evidence for the factorial structure of their scales. In all, 63% were men with
an average age of 42.43 years and 11.5 years of tenure in the organization.

Statistical Analysis Strategy

We conducted confirmatory factor analysis using a robust maximum likelihood esti-
mation method on each of the samples’ covariance matrices because the normalized
Mardia’s coefficient for multivariate kurtosis was 33.00 in the English sample and
50.31 in the French sample. We found no outliers, and residuals were within bounds
and normally distributed. We eliminated items that had a low pattern coefficient on
their own latent factor and cross-loadings across all of the samples (based on Lagrange
multiplier tests). We eliminated two items per subscale to bring the MAWS down to
three items per factor to make it parsimonious (from 20 to 12 items) while maintaining
reliability, stability, and interpretability (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006). Once 12 items
were selected, we proceeded to test the factorial invariance of the MAWS across the
two languages. To test the factorial invariance of a measuring instrument implies test-
ing different models that become more stringent each time (Byrne, 2006; Cheung &
Rensvold, 1999, 2002; Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000).
We tested whether the pattern coefficients, and then whether the factor structure (i.c.,
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correlations between latent factors), were invariant across languages. We did not test
whether the latent factor means were invariant across languages because we consider
it normal for means to vary within and across groups, as variation would depend on
job type, managerial styles, and work-related factors.

To assess the fit of the model, goodness-of-fit indices were used in combination
with the Satorra-Bentler ¥ statistic. We used the comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler,
1990), the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA; Steiger, 1990), and the
RMSEA 90% confidence interval (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). Values between 0.90
and 0.94 for the CFI indicate adequate fit, whereas values of 0.95 and higher indicate
excellent fit. Values smaller than 0.10 for the RMSEA indicate acceptable fit, values
smaller than 0.08 indicates good fit, and values lower than 0.05 indicate excellent fit.
RMSEA 90% confidence interval (CI) was also used to assess hypotheses of very
close fit (RMSEA < 0.05) and no fit (McCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996).

We then examined the validity of the MAWS by examining correlations between
the motivation subscales with antecedents and outcomes. We also tested for differ-
ences in motivation orientation between groups of workers that would be expected to
differ based on the type of work they do and their hierarchical level.

Results
Factorial Structure

Table 1 presents latent correlations between the different motivation subscales in English
and French. The factorial structure of the MAWS was assessed through confirmatory
factor analysis. For each of the two languages, an initial model with four factors was
postulated. These factors correspond to the four subscales and were made up of the
three corresponding items for each subscale. No cross-loadings were hypothesized and
the covariance between the intrinsic motivation latent factor and the external regulation
latent factor was fixed at 0 because SDT postulates through the simplex-like pattern
that their correlation should be close to zero or nonsignificant. The fit of this initial
model was within acceptable range in English and French (see Table 2). We chose this
model as our baseline model for invariance analyses (Byrne, 2006).

Invariance Analyses

When using data from both languages to test the baseline model, the model fit the data
acceptably well (see Table 2). We tested the factorial invariance of the MAWS using
the procedure outlined in Byrne (2006). After testing a baseline model, the second step
is to verify if the measurement model (pattern coefficients) is group invariant (i.e.,
language invariant) whereas the third step entails examining if the structural model
(correlations between latent factors) is also language invariant (Byrne, 2006). By con-
straining the pattern coefficients to be equal across the English- and French-speaking
samples, the model still fit the data well, albeit with a negligible deterioration in model
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Table |.Intercorrelations Between the Latent Variables Representing Subscales of the
Motivation at Work Scale, Alpha Coefficients and 95% Confidence Intervals (Cls)

o Coefficients (95% Cl)

Intrinsic  ldentified  Introjected  Extrinsic English French
Intrinsic 76% .50* 210% .89 (.88,.95) .93 (.92,.94)
Identified .83% 67% .33% .83 (.81,.84) .87 (.85,.89)
Introjected 36* .55% 41* 75 (.72,.77) .81 (.78,.84)
Extrinsic .04 24% 26% .69 (.65,.72) .91 (.89,.92)

Note: N = 1,644. English correlations are below the diagonal and French correlations above the diagonal
and were taken from the confirmatory factor analyses conducted on each sample separately.
*p <.001.

fit (see Table 2). A statistically significant deterioration in fit would imply a ACFI larger
than —0.01 (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). The final step entails the verification of the
structural model invariance where all pattern coefficients as well as correlations
between the latent factors are constrained to be equal across languages (apart from the
correlation between intrinsic motivation and external regulation, which was already
constrained at 0). This final invariant structural model had slightly lower fit indices
than the previous model, with a statistically significant deterioration in fit (see Table 2).

It is not often the case that models succeed in going through all invariance tests and
that is why Byrne (20006) suggests testing partial-measurement invariance where only
specific parts of the model are verified. In this logic, she suggests identifying correla-
tions between latent factors that are not invariant across groups. Investigation of model
misspecification with the maximum likelihood Lagrange multiplier test for releasing
constraints revealed that one constraint did not behave the same way in the two sam-
ples (i.e., intrinsic motivation with identified regulation). Releasing this constraint
represented an improvement in chi-square that was four times larger than the one for
the next suggested constraint release. Inspection of Table 1 reveals indeed that whereas
the latent correlation between identified regulation and intrinsic motivation was .83 in
English, it was .55 in French. Although both these correlations are still considered
moderate to high, and concur with the simplex-like pattern postulated in the theory,
they still differ in magnitude. By releasing this constraint, the overall fit was better and
closer to the generally recognized boundary (see Table 2). Because the improvement
in fit over the previous fully constrained model was greater than the recommended
cut-off (see Table 2), we decided to keep this model as our final one.

As can be seen in Table 3, the MAWS is best represented through four latent factors
representing intrinsic motivation, identified regulation, introjected regulation, and exter-
nal regulation. Standardized pattern coefficients ranged from 0.61 to 0.95 across the
two languages. This structure was invariant across English and French versions. Cor-
relations between the latent variables ranged from .12 to .83 in the English sample,

Downloaded from epm.sagepub.com at UNIV OF ROCHESTER LIBRARY on November 17, 2011


http://epm.sagepub.com/

100" > Do

‘uonnqLiIsip jo 9dA1 awes ay1 aAeY J0U SAOP dJenbs-1yd g-§ 9y S ‘sanjeA aJenbs-1yd> paepuels sy Suisn pa1dNpUOd sem 31s3) aqenbs-1yd ul a8ueyd ay |
‘leAda1ul 92UBplUOD = | ‘uonewixoidde jo Jouus auenbs uesw 1004 = yISY XOpul 2l dANBIRdWOD = [{D) ‘WOPdaUY JO s9US8p = Jp LI9puag—e.ll0leS = g-G :DI0N

780 ‘0L0° 9L0° 176 6y 0TS P9°l [SpoW .Isp.Jo-puodsg
(uonein3au paynuapi
PUE dISULIIUI US9MIDQ
9duelIeAOD 1d9dX%3 ')
| — [ean1dna3s JUeLIBAUI
Sl k69 Y E— 'SA [endNDS 001" ‘680" ¥60° L68° Ol »=S€916 P9l [SpoW [e.n3dn.3g
(sauadiye0d uayred
pUE S3JUBLIBAOD
10128} JuaE|)
[ean3dn.as JUBLIBAUI [9POW
¥ — S k| SLIT "SA JUSWIRINSERY 90| "‘560° 1ol 88 [T 5SETEOl PP [e4n3on.35
(sauadiye0d uieied)
JUBWaINSEAW JUBLIBAU| [9pOW
¥00— 8 ##kC8'LE ‘SAduljdseg 860" ‘980° 60 906’ 901 sk L0V8 ¥ro'l JuswW.INSes|
paulquod sagendug|
OM] — [9pow
001" ‘880" r60° oleé 86  xxx(6'€08 o'l auljsseg
6L0°950° £90° €96 6y 95991 6CS Ajuo ydua.y
€60 ‘6.0 980° 0zé 6y wEP0SY Sl Ajuo ysidug
HOV  Jpv 2 uostedwod D%06  VISWY 4D Jp & as N [PPOW
[PPOI VISWY

S1S9] 9dUEBLIBAU| 4O} pUE ‘pauIquio)) sedendue Aj9reJedsg aendue] yoeg o) sonsnels A4 *7 djqel

636

Downloaded from epm.sagepub.com at UNIV OF ROCHESTER LIBRARY on November 17, 2011


http://epm.sagepub.com/

Gagné et al. 637

Table 3. Unstandardized Pattern and Structure Coefficients for the Final Invariance Model

Intrinsic Motivation  ldentified Regulation  Introjected Regulation  External Regulation

Str. St Str.  Str. Str.  Str. Str. St
Pattern  (E) (F) Pattern (E) (F) Pattern (E) (F) Pattern (E) (F)

Intri | 1.00 6.12 246 0.00 3.10 099 0.00 205 0.68 0.00 0.92 042
Intri 2 1.06 6.0l 254 0.00 250 I1.16 0.00 1.8l 093 0.00 0.80 0.71
Intri 3 0.93 5.36 238 0.00 250 087 0.00 1.59 044 0.00 0.47 025
Ident | 0.00 239 087 1.00 6.12 223 0.00 353 142 0.00 098 1.21

Ident2  0.00 269 1.04 1.09 599 238 0.00 471 1.13  0.00 0.08 0.93
Ident3  0.00 257 094 1.09 6.58 227 0.00 459 1.1l 0.00 0.60 0.76
Intro | 0.00 1.83 0.76 0.00 444 139 1.00 630 242 0.00 0.00 1.71
Intro2  0.00 .73 0.68 0.00 429 1.26 1.04 648 246 000 041 1.79
Intro3  0.00 1.78 0.60 0.00 468 |I.15 1.02 6.10 238 000 -0.28 1.83
Ext | 0.00 1.00 0.55 0.00 1.39 1.08 0.00 065 197 1.00 3.69 264
Ext 2 000 -022 055 000 -124 1.06 000 -216 176 1.02 4.03 2.68

Ext 3 0.00 1.48 034 0.00 .66 0.92  0.00 088 .73 0.96 371 171

Note: Str.(E) = structure coefficients, English sample; Str.(F) = structure coefficients, French sample.

and from .14 to .62 in the French sample. Looking at the structure coefficients for each
language in Table 3, we can see that item coefficients ranged from 3.69 to 6.58 for the
target factors, and from —2.16 to 4.71 for nontarget factors in the English sample.
These same item coefficients ranged from 1.71 to 2.68 for target factors and from 0.25
to 1.97 for nontarget factors in the French sample. Interestingly, the coefficients mim-
icked a quasi-simplex pattern as has been shown by Li and Harmer (1996) with a sport
motivation scale. We finally found support for a second-order model using the overall
sample, where external and introjected regulation load on a second-order latent factor
labeled controlled motivation, and where identified and intrinsic motivation load on a
second-order factor labeled autonomous motivation (see Table 2).

Reliabilities and Simplex Pattern

Alpha coefficients for the MAWS subscales are provided in Table 1. Out of eight alpha
coefficients (four subscales in two languages), only two (introjected and extrinsic sub-
scales in English) are below the standard of .80 (Henson, 2001; Nunally and Bernstein,
1994) but near the standard of .70 provided by Nunally (1978). Standardized correlations
between the latent factors followed the hypothesized simplex pattern whereby adjacent
scales are more strongly and positively related than nonadjacent scales, except that exter-
nal regulation was not as strongly related to introjected regulation as expected.

Links to Hypothesized Antecedents and Outcomes

Correlations with hypothesized antecedents and outcomes are presented in Table 4.
Autonomous types of motivation were related more strongly with reports of the
satisfaction of the needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness than controlled
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Table 4. Correlations Between Subscales With Antecedents and Consequences

External  Introjected ldentified Intrinsic
Regulation Regulation Regulation Motivation

Need for autonomy 7% .36%* .60%Fk 55wk
Need for competence .09 .08 27 25
Need for relatedness .0l .07 28 L35
Need satisfaction total 12 23k 52k 5[k
(285 varied workers)
Perceived organizational .04 2%k 2|k 20wk
support (881 pilots)
Optimism (285 workers) .07 .06 L35k L35k
Job satisfaction
88| Pilots L3 270 53 58
130 Students .14 A2 607 607
Turnover intentions (249 COs) -.03 —12 =27k —.26%FF
Affective OC (249 COs) —.18%* .38k 64 59E
Normative OC (249 COs) =24k 367 AT ARE
Continuance OC 249 COs) 26%FF .I5% —-.04 11
Well-being (249 COs) -.09 .14* 43wk S4x
Psychological distress (249 COs) 20%F —-.06 —. 34k —A4gHHE
Self-reported physical health (249 COs) .06 .10 9%k 26wk

Note: CO = correctional officer; OC = organizational commitment.
*p < .05.%%p < .01.%%p < .001.

types of motivation. Autonomous motivation was also more strongly related to per-
ceived organizational support and optimism than controlled motivation. Autonomous
motivation was also more strongly and positively related to job satisfaction, well-
being, and self-reported health than controlled motivation. It was also more strongly
and negatively related to turnover intentions and psychological distress. In line with
Meyer, Becker, and Vandenberghe (2004), affective commitment was positively related
to autonomous motivation, and continuance commitment was positively related to con-
trolled motivation. Normative commitment was positively related to both autonomous
motivation and introjected regulation.

Mean Differences on the Motivation at Work Scale

We compared the 285 French workers from the five different sectors of employment
on mean subscale scores on the MAWS, similar to what Blais et al. (1993) reported in
their validation study of a French-only work motivation scale. Based on the assump-
tion that some types of work may have lower potential to satisfy basic psychological
needs (i.e., some jobs typically involve lower levels of autonomy or decision making
power, are likely to involve comparatively poorer relationships with managers and
peers, e.g., competitive atmosphere in sales, and require lower levels of education), we
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Table 5. Mean Differences on Subscales Between Work Sectors

External Introjected Identified Intrinsic
Regulation Regulation ~ Regulation  Motivation

Technical/manual (n = 45) 2.88* 2.30* 2.64° 2.84°
Sales/service (n = 133) 2.68° 1.97 2.42% 2.81®
Health/education (n = 71) 2.43° 1.96 2.96° 3.21°
Management/professional (n = 27) 2.67% 2.25° 3.06° 3.17%

Note: Different superscripts within a column denote a statistically significant difference in means. In this
sample, a scale from | to 4 was used instead of a scale from | to 7.

hypothesized that some types of jobs will foster lower levels of autonomous motiva-
tion and higher levels of controlled motivation. We had four categories of
(hypothetically) increasingly autonomous jobs: technical/manual jobs, sales/service
jobs, health/education jobs, and managerial/professional jobs. Five respondents did
not indicate their employment sector. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests were con-
ducted on each subscale of the MAWS (see Table 5 for means). The ANOVAs were all
statistically significant, albeit with small effect sizes: external regulation F(3, 272) =
3.34, p < .05, f* = .035; introjection F(3, 267) = 2.68, p < .05, f*> = .03; identification
F(3,270)=9.56, p < .001, f>=.10; and intrinsic motivation F(3,271)=5.17, p < .01,
f* = .05. Scheffé tests showed that service workers were more externally regulated
than health/education workers, Scheffé = .45, p < .05, d = .18. Manual/technical work-
ers were less identified (Scheffé = —-.54, p < .001, d = —.68) and intrinsically motivated
(Scheffé = —41, p < .01, d = —.52) than health/education workers. Manual/technical
workers were also less identified than managerial/professional workers (Scheffé¢ =
—.604, p <.01,d=-.76). It is worth noting that the effect sizes for some of the compari-
sons are moderate high.

To test whether need satisfaction could explain motivation differences across these
job sectors, we repeated the ANOVAs adding an aggregate of the three needs as a
covariate (homogeneity of regression tests were all nonsignificant; Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2006). For external regulation, the effect of job sector actually increased
slightly to F(3, 270) = 3.43, p < .05, f> = .04, when need satisfaction was taken into
account, F(1,270)=7.24, p < .01, f>=.03. For introjected regulation, the effect of job
sector dropped slightly to F(3, 265) = 2.26, p < .10, f> = .025, when need satisfaction
was taken into account, F(1,265) = 18.83, p <.001, f>=.07. For identified regulation,
the effect of job sector dropped to F(3, 268) = 7.62, p < .001, f> = .08, when need
satisfaction was taken into account, F(1, 268) = 89.35, p < .001, f*> = .25. For intrinsic
motivation, the effect of job sector dropped to F(3, 269) = 4.06, p < .05, f> = .04, when
need satisfaction was taken into account, (1, 269) = 100.01, p < .001, f>=.27. There-
fore, need satisfaction was more strongly related to identified regulation and intrinsic
motivation, and this effect explains the effects of working in job sectors that may dif-
ferentially influence need satisfaction. Interestingly, need satisfaction was not strongly
related to external and introjected regulation. Therefore, in the case where we found
that external regulation differed in manual/technical versus health/education jobs, it
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was not because people’s needs were less satisfied in manual professions, but proba-
bly because of other job differences.

Discussion

We developed the MAWS and tested its factorial structure and validity in two lan-
guages: French and English. The MAWS was related in expected directions with other
constructs that are relevant to the domain of organizational behavior. Autonomous
motivation was related to hypothesized antecedents, such as the satisfaction of the psy-
chological needs for competence, relatedness, and autonomy as well as with perceived
organizational support and optimism. Controlled motivation was unrelated to these
antecedents. Autonomous motivation was also positively related to hypothesized out-
comes, such as job satisfaction, well-being, and affective commitment, and negatively
related to turnover intentions and psychological distress. Although we had expected
controlled motivation to be negatively related to the outcomes, we found instead that it
was unrelated to them. The only outcome that controlled motivation was related to, as
expected in Meyer et al. (2004), was continuance commitment. This supports SDT’s
assertion that autonomous motivation yields more positive outcomes than controlled
motivation and concurs with a number of studies that have shown the advantage of
using a more differentiated assessment of motivation, as different forms of motivation
yield different consequences (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Koestner & Losier, 2002).

Mean differences between scores of workers employed in different sectors demon-
strated how we can expect work motivation to vary as a function of the extent to which
work makes employees feel autonomous, competent, and related to others. Analyses of
covariance concurred with the premises of self-determination theory, and also with the
premises of the Job Characteristics Model (Hackman & Oldham, 1975), whereby jobs
with different characteristics afford the satisfaction of basic psychological needs differ-
ently, thereby influencing the type of motivation people will adopt at work. Specifically,
jobs that influence the satisfaction of psychological needs are especially likely to foster
autonomous motivation, but not to change levels of controlled motivation.

Overall, what the present research shows is that we get much better outcomes with
autonomous than with controlled motivation. Controlled motivation is not necessarily
bad, it just does not have much of an effect on outcomes that are valued by organiza-
tions. It is possible that controlled motivation will be linked positively to unwanted
organizational outcomes, such as deviant behavior. We still need research to extend
our finding that promoting autonomous motivation is the path to successful organiza-
tional outcomes. For example, Kacmar, Andrews, Van Rooy, Steilberg, and Cerrone
(2006) recently showed that turnover rates can influence sales and profits. Since need
satisfaction has been shown to influence actual turnover in volunteer workers (Gagné,
2003), it seems plausible that autonomous motivation would provide a useful mecha-
nism to influence actual turnover and organizational financial success. (Forest, Gilbert,
Beaulieu, LeBrock, & Gagné, 2009).

There are some limitations to the present research. First, all data were collected
cross-sectionally using self-reports, which could lead to common method variance
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issues. However, by looking at Table 2, we can see that not all correlations are statisti-
cally significant, which indicates that the relationships we found are less likely to be
spurious (Spector, 2006). Further validation work should test the MAWS in longitudi-
nal designs and with multiple reports (e.g., managers and colleagues) or more behavioral
and objective measures (e.g., performance appraisals). We also used convenience sam-
ples of Canadian workers, so further work will need to validate the MAWS scores in
other cultures and languages as well as with other types of jobs and organizations. We
did not test the social desirability of the MAWS, but other similar scales, such as the
Blais et al. (1993) scale on which the present scale is partly based, found very low rela-
tionships between the motivation subscales and the Marlowe—Crowne scale.

As proposed in Gagné and Deci (2005), work motivation is under the influence of
both dispositional and situational factors. Dispositional factors can include personality
traits such as optimism, as well as deeply ingrained causality orientations (Deci &
Ryan, 1985b) that may influence people’s reactions to work-relevant events and cir-
cumstances. Situational factors may include the way the work is divided, organized,
and designed, as well as the quality of relationships with superiors, peers, subordinates,
and clients. Reward and recognition systems are also likely to influence work motivation
(Gagné & Forest, 2008). The MAWS can serve as a useful tool to conduct research that
examines how different types of work motivation may be influenced by these factors.
The MAWS can also be used to study different outcomes associated with different
types of motivation. It has even been argued that autonomous motivation is equivalent
to measuring work engagement (Meyer & Gagné, 2008). The different subscales of the
MAWS can be used separately to examine their discrete effects (Koestner & Losier,
2002), or they can be aggregated into autonomous and controlled types to simplify
analyses. These aggregates can also serve to test possible interaction effects. We advise
this technique over using the self-determination index (Ryan & Connell, 1989), which
consists of subtracting controlled motivation from autonomous motivation. The use of
difference scores has been heavily criticized (Zuckerman, Gagné, Nafshi, Knee, &
Kieffer, 2002) for masking the effects of their respective variables. We hope the MAWS
will help the proliferation of organizational research that uses the self-determination
theory framework, which has yielded very useful results in other fields.

Appendix

The Motivation at Work Scale (MAWS)

Intrins| Because | enjoy this work very much

Intrins2 Because | have fun doing my job

Intrins3 For the moments of pleasure that this job brings me

Identl | chose this job because it allows me to reach my life goals
Ident2 Because this job fulfills my career plans

Ident3 Because this job fits my personal values

Introl Because | have to be the best in my job, | have to be a “winner”

(continued)
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Appendix (continued)

Intro2 Because my work is my life and | don’t want to fail
Intro3 Because my reputation depends on it

Extl Because this job affords me a certain standard of living
Ext2 Because it allows me to make a lot of money

Ext3 | do this job for the paycheck

Note:The stem is “Using the scale below, please indicate for each of the following statements to what
degree they presently correspond to one of the reasons for which you are doing this specific job” and is
accompanied by the scale |= not at all; 2= very little; 3 = a little; 4 = moderately; 5 = strongly; 6 = very strongly;
7= exactly. The French version of the scale is available on request from the first author.
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