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Abstract 

Workplace motivation is important for organizations in all contexts. Motivation can be both 

extrinsic and intrinsic, simplified meaning it derives from expectations of external rewards or 

comes from enjoyment of the task itself. Whether the motivation becomes extrinsic or 

intrinsic depends primarily on satisfaction of the basic needs, namely autonomy, competence 

and relatedness. With stance in the self-determination theory this thesis explored the concept 

of relatedness, alongside the two other basic needs autonomy and competence, in relation to 

workplace motivation. In particular, the thesis aimed to explore if relatedness among 

employees was associated with autonomous extrinsic motivation and if so, if this affected the 

degree of internalization. A survey using web-based questionnaires was conducted prior to the 

statistical analyses where employees from three different companies participated. The 

findings gave indications that satisfaction of relatedness is, in combination with satisfaction of 

autonomy and competence, positively associated with internalization of workplace motivation 

and thus an important factor to take into account when satisfying employees’ needs in the 

workplace in order to increase autonomous motivation.   
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1. Introduction 

When managing an organization, it is important to ensure that employees are motivated. 

However, how to achieve motivation among employees turns out to be a complex issue. 

Research has showed that monetary compensation is not perfectly correlated with 

performance, and expectations of rewards or risk of punishments do not always increase work 

effort (Kohn, 1993; Deci and Ryan, 2000; Gagné and Deci, 2005). People also tend to do 

work that has no apparent reward or punishment, which imply there ought to be sources of 

motivation other than just rewards and punishments. Since there is a psychological aspect 

involved, personal differences can occur (Gagné and Deci, 2005; example seen in the study 

by Haivas et al., 2014) but a better understanding of what motivates people would enable 

managers to make better and well informed decisions about how to motivate employees. 

Because of this, research has tried to narrow down the concept of motivation to make it more 

comprehensible.  

 

Extensive research on workplace motivation has focused on two research topics.  Firstly, the 

question if bonuses and other forms of tangible rewards actually do enhance motivation 

among employees. When utilizing incentive programs, employees tend to focus their attention 

only on fulfilling the measures that provides a basis for the bonus (Kohn, 1993). Bonuses, 

intended or not, therefore steers employees in a certain direction. The implications are that 

with incentive systems and bonuses, employees are more controlled. According to research 

this reduces personal satisfaction of the task, in other words diminishes intrinsic motivation 

(Gagné and Deci, 2005). However, some later research has been contradictory towards this 

statement and shown that controlled motivation not necessarily always diminishes intrinsic 

motivation (e.g. Kunz and Linder, 2012; Fang and Gerhart, 2012). Within the second research 

topic, the way intrinsic motivation can be enhanced, the focus has primarily been on the 

satisfaction of two of the three basic needs, namely the need of autonomy and competence. 

The idea is that if employees have power over their own working tasks (autonomy) and they 

feel skilful in their work (competence), they become more intrinsically motivated (Deci and 

Ryan, 2000; Gagné and Deci, 2005). This study belongs to the second of these two research 

genres and looks more closely on relatedness.  
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Satisfaction of the third basic need, relatedness, also has an impact on intrinsic motivation but 

it plays a larger role when it comes to enhancing internalized
1
 behavior within extrinsic 

motivation (Deci and Ryan, 2000). When a behavior becomes internalized it refers to the 

process of integrating values, attitudes, standards and the opinions of others into one’s own 

identity or sense of self (Deci and Ryan, 2000). Because relatedness has a limited impact on 

intrinsic motivation and earlier research focused mostly on intrinsic motivation (Deci and 

Ryan, 2000), relatedness has not been studied as extensively. With the introduction of the 

self-determination theory (SDT) however, research about extrinsic motivation, as it is 

believed extrinsic motivation unfolds into different grades of self-determination depending on 

level of internalization, received greater attention and thus satisfaction of relatedness had to 

be researched (Deci and Ryan, 2000). The satisfaction of this need is important because 

research has indicated that for some types of tasks, focus on extrinsic motivation could be the 

most efficient (Gagné and Deci, 2005; Kunz and Linder, 2012) and the satisfaction of 

relatedness is, as said above, important to achieve non-controlled extrinsic motivation (Deci 

and Ryan, 2000). This means that, in theory, both extrinsic and intrinsic motivation could be 

enhanced since only the purely controlled form of extrinsic motivation is believed to have 

detrimental effects on intrinsic motivation (Gagné and Deci, 2005). Handling the complex 

issue of how to put together an effective incentive system that does not diminish intrinsic 

motivation could therefore be avoided. To accomplish relatedness among the workers 

therefore becomes an interesting and important task. Earlier research has established the effect 

of basic needs on work motivation in laboratories and school environment, which implies 

there is a need for more research in organizational settings (Gagné and Deci, 2005). To meet 

this request, extensive research will be necessary in varied types of organizations in different 

environments.  

2. Purpose 

The aim of this thesis is to explain whether relatedness alongside with the two other basic 

needs of autonomy and competence is associated with internalization of workplace 

motivation. In particular, the study aims at exploring if relatedness is associated with 

autonomous extrinsic motivation.  

                                                           
1In relation to motivation the process of internalization means moving from extrinsic to 

intrinsic motivation and taking in values, regulation and attitudes of others’ into your own 

identity (Gagné and Deci, 2005). 



 

3 

 

According to theory there is a need to study the concept further, especially in an 

organizational context compared to many earlier studies with focus on laboratory or school 

settings. By doing so, this thesis will add another dimension and hopefully contribute to an 

enhanced understanding. In the discussion, our findings will be compared to prior research 

about employee motivation and internalization. 

3. Self-Determination Theory   

A background to the motivational framework self-determination theory will firstly be 

presented, followed by a distinction between extrinsic and intrinsic motivation. Internalization 

and the four regulations in the self-determination continuum will thereafter be presented, and 

finally the three basic needs.  

3.1 Background 

Motivation is commonly defined as an individual’s direction of effort in order to do 

something (Ryan and Deci, 2000a). The process accounts for the intensity, persistence and 

direction in which the individual moves towards a certain goal (Mitchell, 1997). The lack of 

motivation leaves the individual without inspiration to attain a goal, thus unmotivated (Ryan 

and Deci, 2000a; Mitchell, 1997).   

 

Within organizational research, the concept of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation has come to 

be central and the concept has been developed further. When intrinsically motivated, people 

experience that the activity itself is interesting and gives satisfaction (Gagné and Deci, 2005; 

Ryan and Deci, 2000a). In extrinsic motivation, motivation comes from an outcome of the 

activity instead of satisfaction from the activity itself. This outcome or consequence can for 

instance be a monetary bonus or verbal rewards for completing a task (Gagné and Deci, 2005; 

Ryan and Deci, 2000a). The rewards can also be the satisfaction of achieving some higher 

purpose such as helping other people through charity work or working out to get in shape. For 

this reason people conduct menial tasks without a corresponding monetary reward (Gagné and 

Deci, 2005). When people conduct menial tasks without expectations of tangible rewards it 

can be tempting to label this as intrinsic motivation since people do it voluntarily. Since the 

activity itself still does not generate satisfaction, this should be labeled as extrinsic motivation 

(Ryan and Deci, 2000a). In this thesis, as long as the activity itself is not interesting, we will 

use the term extrinsic motivation. 
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When the concept of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation was introduced, it was argued that the 

two could be satisfied simultaneously and thus achieving total job satisfaction/motivation. 

This implies intrinsic and extrinsic motivation could be additive (Gagné and Deci, 2005). 

Further research, on the other hand, suggested the opposite that tangible rewards undermine 

intrinsic motivation (Deci, 1971). This implies extrinsic and intrinsic motivation could be 

negatively correlated, and not additive (Gagné and Deci, 2005). 

3.2 Main Concepts  

SDT clearly states the difference between intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation by 

focusing on the concept of autonomous and controlled motivation (Gagné and Deci, 2005). 

Within autonomous motivation, individuals participate in activities because they want to and 

do so freely (Gagné and Deci, 2005). When controlled, individuals carry out tasks with a 

sense that coercion is involved (Gagné and Deci, 2005). This is the reason behind bonuses and 

punishments being controlling for the individual, because they force them to work in the 

direction of achieving the bonus or avoiding the punishment (Kohn, 1993). Intrinsic 

motivation is inherently autonomous and early research suggested the extrinsic motivation is 

controlled (Gagné and Deci, 2005). SDT however, explains that extrinsic motivation can be 

autonomous when people do menial work without expectations of monetary rewards or 

punishments. One example of this could be a volunteer doing accounting work at a charity 

organization. In this case, the task is instrumentally important for them, but it is not the task in 

itself that is interesting (Gagné and Deci, 2005).  

 

Furthermore, SDT introduced the concept of internalization. Internalization is referred to as to 

what extent an individual has integrated the attitudes, values and standards of others’ into 

their own self (Gagné and Deci, 2005). In other words, it means extrinsic motivation moves 

towards intrinsic motivation or purely controlled motivation moves towards a more 

autonomous motivation. This is explained on the self-determination continuum as seen in 

figure one where the different levels of internalization concerning extrinsic motivation are 

further described (Gagné and Deci, 2005).  
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Figure 1: The Self-Determination Continuum (Gagné and Deci, 2005). The different levels of 

motivation according to the self-determination continuum spanning from controlled to 

autonomous motivation explained as amotiovation, extrinsic motivation with the four 

regulations and intrinsic motivation.  

3.3 Internalization 

Internalization as a concept was formulated in order to understand and explain the different 

forms of extrinsic motivation and was explained on the self-determination continuum as seen 

in figure one. The concept has been used extensively in the psychological field when 

discussing socialization in different perspectives (Deci and Ryan, 2000). The SDT suggested 

that internalization was an active process where the individual tries to transform socially 

accepted customs and requests into personally legitimate values and self-regulations (Deci 

and Ryan, 2000). Hence, goals, values and regulation that used to be external can now be self-

determined for the individual. In the fullest form of internalization, the individual fully 

accepts the goals, values and regulations as their own and previous external regulations 

become internal. However, when the process of internalization does not fully apply, the 

individual reaches internalization to a different degree.  These different degrees have been 

named external, introjected and, identification, and the fully internalized integrated regulation 
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(Gagné and Deci, 2005; Deci and Ryan, 2000). Later throughout the thesis extrinsic and 

introjected regulation will sometimes be referred to as controlled motivation and identified 

and integrated regulation as autonomous extrinsic motivation. The regulations can be seen in 

the self-determination continuum in figure one with the more controlled to the left and the 

more autonomous to the right.  

 

External regulation (motivation) is considered the classic extrinsic motivation where people 

are controlled by the expectation of a desired consequence, such as a tangible reward or 

avoidance of punishments (Gagné and Deci, 2005). At this level, the individual has not 

internalized any regulations, rather, they are behaving in accordance with external regulations 

or working to get paid (i.e. receive tangible rewards). This may be the notion that “I work 

when the boss is watching” (Gagné and Deci, 2005). The external regulation is the degree of 

extrinsic motivation which has been considered undermining intrinsic motivation in earlier 

research (Deci and Ryan, 2000).  

 

Introjected regulation (motivation) occurs when the values, attitudes and standards have 

been partially internalized. The individual takes in some external regulations but does not 

transform the regulations to his or her own even when partially internalized (Deci and Ryan, 

2000). The control of behavior comes from the individual herself, such as pride and/or risk of 

guilt or shame (Deci and Ryan, 2000). The introjected regulation thus becomes a part of the 

individual, and the regulations are partly within the person. However, the introjected 

motivation has not been internalized as a part of the self (Deci and Ryan, 2005; Gagné and 

Deci, 2005). This means that the behavior associated will not be self-determined and therefore 

still is considered to be controlled (Gagné and Deci, 2005). The individual is not only 

motivated to achieve external rewards in form of monetary gains, but performs the task driven 

by motivation to achieve status and enhanced self-perception (e.g. pride, feel worthy) (Gagné 

and Deci, 2005).  

 

Identified regulation (motivation) is when the individual has internalized the values, 

attitudes and standards to a fuller extent compared to introjected regulation (Deci and Ryan, 

2000). Recognition of the underlying values of the behavior as well as the acceptance of these 

constitutes a more autonomous behavior. However, the behavior would still be extrinsically 

motivating since the individual relies on external instrumentality and does not involve in the 

activity solemnly to derive satisfaction from the task itself (Deci and Ryan, 2000). A nurse for 
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example, may be performing a task that itself is not intrinsically interesting but still feel 

relatively autonomous if she understands and identifies with the importance of her task for the 

patient’s well-being (Gagné and Deci, 2005). The individual is motivated because she 

believes the task is socially important and/or it is a matter of ethics to perform the job well, 

hence she performs the task with higher commitment and performance (Deci and Ryan, 2000; 

Gagné and Deci, 2005). 

 

Integrated regulation (motivation) is the fullest form of internalization (Gagné and Deci, 

2005). It allows the individual to sense the behavior as an integrated part of who they are, 

which means the behavior is self-determined (Gagné and Deci, 2005; Deci and Ryan, 2000). 

Here, though still extrinsic, the motivation is autonomous. In case of the nurse, the profession 

itself would be a more integrated part of the person’s identity, which implies she would act in 

ways consistent with caring for people even outside the workplace, in addition to 

understanding and appreciating the importance of doing less interesting activities (Gagné and 

Deci, 2005). Important to notice is that integrated regulation is autonomous extrinsic 

motivation, and not equal with intrinsic motivation, the other form of autonomous motivation. 

Integrated regulation leaves the person not interested in the task itself, but with the task being 

instrumentally important for their self-perception. This provides a clear contrast to intrinsic 

motivation where it is the task in itself that is interesting and rewarding to perform (Gagné 

and Deci, 2005).  

3.4 Basic Needs 

According to SDT, in order to enhance intrinsic motivation and facilitate internalization three 

basic needs should be satisfied (Gagné and Deci, 2005; Deci and Ryan, 2000). These needs of 

autonomy, competence and relatedness are inbred psychological necessities for personal well-

being and growth rather than fundamental physiological needs (Deci and Ryan, 2000). 

 

The basic needs of autonomy and competence play a large role in facilitating both intrinsic 

motivation and internalization (Deci and Ryan, 2000). Autonomy is the ability to influence 

one’s tasks. External factors such as tangible rewards, deadlines, evaluations and surveillance 

lessen the feeling of autonomy and therefore have a deteriorating effect on internalization and 

intrinsic motivation (Gagné and Deci, 2005). This is because the feeling of autonomy is 

important to make the work itself satisfactory (intrinsically motivating) as well as keeping 
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extrinsic motivation autonomous (Gagné and Deci, 2005). The feeling of competence is also 

important, when tasks are optimally challenging and employees experience responsibility for 

their own success, this will show their competence and the need will be satisfied (Gagné and 

Deci, 2005). Positive feedback related to work performance could also have a positive effect 

on perceived competence. However, negative feedback can have a deteriorating effect on 

perceived competence and thus decrease both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (Gagné and 

Deci, 2005). 

 

The third basic need is that of relatedness which can be described as the need for the 

individual to feel affiliated and associated within her social environment. Satisfaction of 

relatedness has a smaller impact on intrinsic motivation than the other two needs (Deci and 

Ryan, 2000), but it is said to be vital to facilitate internalization (Gagné and Deci, 2005; Ryan 

and Deci, 2000b). This is because values and regulations of a person’s social environment are 

more natural and easier internalized (Deci and Ryan, 2000).  

4. Method 

The study was quantitative and to collect primary data questionnaires have been used. In 

order to provide a thorough theoretical background, scholarly articles have been the primary 

source in addition to books. Below a description of chosen method, data collection and how 

the constructs were measured in addition to distinction of variables and presentation of 

statistical analyses conducted will be presented. Validity and reliability of the study will also 

be discussed.  

4.1 Introduction to Method 

The study is of explanatory nature and aimed at explaining a cause-and-effect relationship, 

namely that of relatedness (cause) and motivation (effect). For this matter, questionnaires are 

a viable method since they make it possible to study and explain the relationship between 

different variables (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 419). Additionally, doing interviews may not 

reveal the reality “out there” or “in here”. Rather, it may follows scripts, that is, people may 

say what they feel they are expected to say or relate to political ends (Alvesson, 2000). For 

this reason, interviews may not be a preferable method. Questionnaires, on the other hand, 

limit some of these issues and are judged to be a more viable method when researching 

motivation. Additionally, the respondents are anonymous which may be better suited to study 
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the somewhat sensitive topic of motivation. Furthermore, questionnaires make it possible to 

reach a larger sample than what would be possible with qualitative study (e.g. interviews). 

Utilizing questionnaires will generate quantitative data which enables a statistical analysis 

between the cause-and-effect variables to be conducted and thus the study of the research 

question. 

4.2 Data Collection and Study Sample 

Questionnaires are defined as all methods used to collect data where all respondents are given 

the same set of questions in the same order (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 416). When conducting 

surveys, questionnaires are one of the most popular research methods thanks to the possibility 

of collecting responses from a large sample in an efficient way prior to quantitative analysis 

(Dahmström, 2011, pp. 89, 94).  

 

Conversely, there are some difficulties and challenges with this method, mainly in the design 

and formulation of the questionnaire. Firstly, a good and viable sample needs to be reached. 

This was handled by distributing the online questionnaire by e-mail since it then could, in a 

larger extent, be ensured that the questionnaires were answered by a person in our intended 

sample. The risk of a bias sample and disappearance should therefore be minimized 

(Dahmström, 2011, p. 356; Saunders et al., 2012, p. 419). The risk with distributing the 

survey anonymously and having it self-completing is that it might have a lower response rate 

compared to interview-completed survey. However, self-completing reduces the risk of the 

respondent answering to please someone or to answer in accordance what they believe is 

socially desirable (Saunders et al., 2012, pp. 420, 422). Regarding the benefits and 

consequences with questionnaires, it is considered to be a viable method for this study.  

 

The design of the questionnaire was important since there was no possibility of reconnecting 

with the respondents, hence the questionnaire had to be comprehensible. In order to achieve a 

sufficient data collection, it is important that questionnaire data corresponds to the research 

question (Saunders, 2012, p 417). Therefore, the questions had to be easy to understand and 

answer and little room for varied interpretations (Saunders et al., 2012, pp. 417, 419). Because 

of this the questions were in Swedish since we distributed the questionnaires to Swedish 

companies. The design and interface of the questionnaire was clean and with clear instruction 

for the respondents. Considerate time was spent on formulating the questions and associated 
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options based on descriptions from the theory of what had been used in earlier research as 

well as testing new questions with the Cronbach’s alpha test.  

 

To collect the data SurveyMonkey
2
, a well-known and accepted software for online surveys, 

was used. Regarding technical skills, this should not cause problems in this case since the 

respondents use computers in their every-day work and thus it can be assumed they are 

conversant with using computers. 

 

Even though this study followed recommendations from literature, it received a disappearance 

of 64 % (i.e. 46 responses out of 127 distributed questionnaires). Although the disappearance 

was high, the intended sample with employees from three companies within the service sector 

was reached. A pooled sample was used in the statistical analyses in order to reduce the risk 

of skewed results based on company-specific properties. Even though the size of the sample is 

small, the study could yield potentially interesting result that could be generalized on the 

service sector. 

4.3 Measurements of Concepts 

The questions were multi-choice to facilitate for the respondents. The questions measuring 

basic needs were taken from the 18-item Work-related Basic Need Satisfaction Scale (W-

BNS) developed by Van den Broeck et al. (2010). These questions were translated to Swedish 

using back-translation
3
 before being included in the questionnaire. The questions measuring 

the regulations and internalization were formulated by the authors in line with theory and 

tested with Cronbach’s alpha to ensure validity of the questions. After conducting the 

Cronbach’s alpha test some questions needed to be removed. This is explained in section 4.7. 

As done by Van den Broeck et al. (2010), a Likert-style five grade rating scale was used 

where the respondent was asked how much she or he agrees with a statement. The rating was 

on an uneven number of points (in this case five) to provide a neutral option for the 

respondent (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 436).  

 

The questions used in the questionnaire can be found in appendix.  

  

                                                           
2
 The questionnaires were designed and distributed via www.surveymonkey.com.  

3
 This method is discussed in Brislin, 1970.  

http://www.surveymonkey.com/
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4.5 Research Model and Statistical Analysis 

The research models were designed to receive data on the Likert Scale, resulting in a relative 

position but not an exact numeric value, thus generating ordinal data (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 

475). Even though some researchers argue data on ordinal scale can be analyzed as if they 

were numerical (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 475), throughout this thesis they were treated as 

ordinal.  

 

STATA was used to perform the analysis. The data available is cross sectional and OLS-

regression was used with robust standard errors. Firstly, descriptive statistics of the responses 

were completed. Correlation analysis was performed to explore if the variables were 

correlated with one and other, and if so, if this correlation was statistically significant. A box 

plot was conducted to give an overview of response tendencies in the sample. Following, to 

analyze the cause and effect relationship between relatedness and level of internalization, 

regression analyses were conducted. This in order to demonstrate the strength of the 

relationship between an independent variable (relatedness) and a dependent variable 

(internalization) (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 523). 

 

The following models consisting of seven regression equations were used. Concerning 

regression model (1) and (2), variables external and introjected regulation are defined as 

controlled motivation along with identified and integrated regulation defined as autonomous 

extrinsic motivation. In order to subsequently investigate the variables more in depth, 

regression analyses will be conducted on the different regulations and intrinsic motivation 

separately (regression models (3) to (7)). 

 

Regression models used:  
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4.6 Validity and Reliability 

The design of the questionnaire holds an important role to secure a high level of validity and 

reliability (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 428). Validity is referred to as measuring what you intend 

to measure (Saunders et al., 2012, pp. 428-429). In this thesis, internal validity is in focus 

since the study aims to demonstrate a causal relationship between two variables (Saunders et 

al., 2012, p. 193). A high validity would mean that the questionnaire has measured what they 

state to measure. To address this, questionnaire questions regarding basic needs, instruments 

validated by Van den Broeck et al. (2010) and later used by Dysvik et al. (2013) were used. 

Remaining questions were tested with a Cronbach’s alpha analysis to ensure that the questions 

measured the variables satisfactorily.  

 

Reliability refers to which extent the findings from the study would be similar if done in 

another setting or at another point of time (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 192). To achieve this, it is 

important to formulate the questions in a way in which the respondent always will interpret 

them the in same way, as well as the answers being translated consistently by the researchers 

(Saunders et al., 2012, pp. 192, 430). This is easier to achieve with questionnaires compared 

to interviews, since it is easier to copy the questions etcetera, which was an additional reason 

for the chosen method. Likewise, the analysis of data should be explained transparently in 

order for the reader to understand the methodology (Saunders et al., 2012, pp. 192, 430). 

However, for the results to be valid and useful in the analysis, they cannot only be reliable. If 

the questionnaire consistently produces misinterpreted answers, it is of no use (Saunders et 

al., 2012, pp. 430-431). It is because of this we used questions validated by Van den Broeck et 

al. (2010) and Dysvik et al. (2013) in addition to performing a Cronbach’s alpha test to ensure 

that questionnaires provided reliable and utilizable data.  

4.7 Distinction of Variables 

As earlier mentioned, in this study previously validated measures developed by Van den 

Broeck et al. (2010) were utilized to capture the basic needs. Questions intended to measure 
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the other constructs were developed by the authors in line with theory and tested with 

Cronbach’s alpha (test results can be found in appendix).  

 

Running a Cronbach’s alpha test on the different motivational constructs gave relatively low 

alpha scores on external regulation and introjected regulation. This means that the questions 

measuring for example external regulation did not correlate satisfactory to each other. To 

further increase validity of the results questionnaire questions regarding these two regulations 

were again reviewed critically and it was decided to let one question for each regulation 

represent each specific regulation which fitted best with the description gained from theory. In 

the case of external regulation, the statement I perceive my salary in a large extent to be 

affected by my work effort was removed because when someone is highly qualified at work 

(which is likely at least in the companies researched in this study) combined with a high 

salary, it is easy to agree with this statement despite that the employee is not externally 

regulated. The statement If I fail with a task at work I get corrected by a superior was also 

removed because it is not necessarily controlling. If a person wants to improve her skills at 

work, it might be to her benefit to be corrected if a task is conducted incorrectly. Therefore, 

the statement If I am to put up a higher effort at work I want to be paid for it was chosen to 

represents external regulation whereas the questions I perceive my salary in a large extent to 

be affected by my work-effort and If I fail with a task at work I get corrected by a superior 

were removed. In the case of introjected regulation, ego-involvement is very important and 

the statement If I fail with a task at work it is important to me that no-one finds out about 

it covered this regulation on its own as it captures someone who is more concerned about her 

appearance rather than the actual results of her work. The measures concerning identified and 

integrated regulation as well as intrinsic motivation received satisfactory alpha scores of 0.58 

respectively.  

 

To incorporate the responses into different variables, the mean between each response in each 

category was used as a variable. In case of external and introjected regulation one variable 

was used per regulation since some questions were removed after testing. The regression 

analyses were set with the different degrees of internalization (regulations and intrinsic 

motivation) as dependable variable and basic needs as independent variable.  

 

A summary of the responses with mean value and variance is presented in appendix.  
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5. Survey Results  

Descriptive statistics will firstly be presented followed by an overview of response tendencies 

in visual aids. After this the statistical analyses conducted will be described and an 

interpretation of the findings will be provided.  

5.1 Descriptive Statistics and Correlation  

Correlation between variables are presented in table one. Within this sample, there is no 

significant correlation between external regulation and the basic needs. In the case with 

introjected regulation, there is weak negative correlation with autonomy. Identified regulation 

is correlated with both the need for autonomy and relatedness, where the correlation with 

autonomy is significant with a p-value just above 0.05 (p-value < 0.10). Integrated regulation 

is positively correlated with all basic needs, and these correlations are statistically significant 

with p-values below 0.05. Intrinsic motivation is positively significantly correlated with the 

more autonomous forms of motivation, identified and integrated regulation, as well as 

satisfaction of autonomy and relatedness. In general it could be argued that within the sample 

satisfaction of basic needs is generally correlated with autonomous extrinsic motivation as 

well as intrinsic motivation but not with controlled motivation. 

  



 

15 

 

 

 
MEAN STD.DEV. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

           1. External  2.89 1.04 1.00 
       

  

           
  

           
  

2. Introjected  1.50 0.66 0.05 1.00 
      

  

   
(0.75) 

       
  

           
  

3. Identified 4.06 0.69 0.14 -0.14 1.00 
     

  

   
(0.36) (0.37) 

      
  

           
  

4. Integrated 3.65 0.72 0.07 -0.08 0.27* 1.00 
    

  

   
(0.64) (0.59) (0.07) 

     
  

           
  

5. Intrinsic 4.08 0.57 0.13 -0.01 0.36** 0.60*** 1.00 
   

  

   
(0.39) (0.94) (0.01) (0.00) 

    
  

           
  

6. Autonomy 3.64 0.57 0.08 -0.22 0.29* 0.38*** 0.39*** 1.00 
  

  

   
(0.59) (0.15) (0.05) (0.01) (0.01) 

   
  

           
  

7. Competence 4.08 0.59 0.10 0.03 0.15 0.41*** 0.11 0.16 1.00 
 

  

   
(0.51) (0.83) (0.31) (0.01) (0.45) (0.29) 

  
  

           
  

8. Relatedness 4.07 0.58 -0.13 -0.06 0.21 0.32** 0.34** 0.27* -0.06 1.00   

  
  

(0.37) (0.68) (0.16) (0.03) (0.02) (0.07) (0.68) 
 

 

Table 1. Correlation analysis of the three basic needs, the four different regulations and 

intrinsic motivation. P-values are reported in brackets. *, ** and *** indicate statistical 

significance at the 0.10, 0.05 and 0.01 levels respectively.  

 

Below, box plots will be presented to give an overview for the basic needs as well as 

controlled-, autonomous extrinsic- and intrinsic motivation. Figure two displays satisfaction 

of the basic needs among the respondents. The variables indicate the majority of the sample 

experiencing relatively high levels of satisfaction of the basic needs, since most responses are 

above the neutral option (response > 3) and thus have high consensus with statements 

regarding basic needs. Only a few individuals were below the neutral option including two 

outliers indicating these individuals, in contrast, do not agree with the statements and thus 

probably experience a lower satisfaction of these needs.  
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Figure 2: Box-plot of satisfaction of the three basic needs autonomy, competence and 

relatedness. The x-axis represents the answer options from the questionnaire, one being “I 

fully disagree”, five being “I fully agree” and three being “I do not agree nor disagree”.  

 

Figure three displays questionnaire results covering controlled and autonomous extrinsic 

motivation as well as intrinsic motivation. The consensus regarding statements about 

controlled motivation in the sample is relatively low, meaning respondents do not perceive 

themselves controlled in their work environment. Respondents instead agreed more with 

statements regarding internalization, indicating they experience high levels of autonomous 

extrinsic motivation. This is also true for intrinsic motivation, where respondents experience 

satisfaction from performing their working tasks.  

2 3 4 51

Autonomy Competence

Relatedness
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Figure 3: Box-plot of controlled-, autonomous extrinsic- and intrinsic motivation. The x-axis 

represents the answer options from the questionnaire, one being “I fully disagree”, five being 

“I fully agree” and three being “I do not agree nor disagree”.  

 

Figure two and three both display results demonstrating a relatively homogenous sample. The 

spread of the responses is fairly low indicating a majority of individuals in the sample have 

similar perceptions about their work situation. Respondents experience high satisfaction of 

basic needs as well as high measures of internalization and intrinsic motivation.  

5.3 Regression Analysis 

To explore if the tendencies seen in table one as well as figure two and three is a cause and 

effect relationship, regression analyses of the potential relationships will be presented below. 

The regression analyses (1) and (2) explored if satisfaction of the basic needs (independent 

variables) were associated with controlled and autonomous extrinsic motivation (dependent 

variables). Following, regression analyses concerning the relationship between basic needs 

and the four regulations within SDT along with intrinsic motivation will be presented. 

 

  

1 2 3 4 5

Controlled Autonomous

Intrinsic
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Controlled (1) Autonomous (2) 

Autonomy -0.03 0.27* 

 

(0.85) 

 

(0.10) 

 

Competence 0.10 0.29** 

 

(0.57) 

 

(0.04) 

 

Relatedness -0.14 0.26** 

 

(0.44) 

 

(0.04) 

 

Constant 2.46** 0.62 

 

(0.03) 

 

(0.27) 

 

Observations 46  

 

Table 2. OLS-regression analysis of the basic needs, controlled motivation and autonomous 

extrinsic motivation based on equations (1) and (2) (equations found in method section 4.5). 

P-values are reported in brackets. * and ** indicate statistical significance at the 0.10 and 

0.05 levels respectively. Full regression analyses can be found in appendix.  

 

Table two displays for controlled motivation no statistically significant impact, positive or 

negative, from any of the basic needs on controlled motivation.  In contrast, for autonomous 

extrinsic motivation there is a positively statistically significant (p-value < 0.05) association 

between the independent variables competence and relatedness on internalization. Autonomy 

is positively statistically significant (p-value < 0.10) meaning this variable also is associated 

with the dependable variable autonomous extrinsic motivation.  
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External (3) Introjected (4) Identified (5) Integrated (6) Intrinsic (7) 

Autonomy 0.21 -0.27 0.26 0.29 0.39 

 

(0.36) 

 

(0.14) 

 

(0.12) 

 

(0.17) 

 

(0.11) 

 

Competence 0.12 0.08 0.14 0.45** 0.10 

 

(0.65) 

 

(0.67) 

 

(0.37) 

 

(0.01) 

 

(0.62) 

 

Relatedness -0.29 0.00 0.18 0.33** 0.32 

 

(0.34) 

 

(0.98) 

 

(0.31) 

 

(0.02) 

 

(0.18) 

 

Constant 2.80 2.13** 1.81** -0.57 0.94 

 

(0.11) (0.04) (0.04) (0.45) (0.49) 

Observations  46 
    

 

Table 3. OLS-regression analysis of basic needs, the four regulations and intrinsic motivation 

based on equations (3) to (7) (equations found in method section 4.5). P-values are reported 

in brackets. * and ** indicate statistical significance at the 0.10 and 0.05 levels respectively. 

Full regression analyses can be found in appendix. 

 

Secondly, regression analyses on each regulation separately along with intrinsic motivation 

were conducted with results displayed in table three. Results partly confirm tendencies seen in 

table three with a statistically significant relationship between competence and integrated 

regulation, meaning competence as independent variable is positively associated with the 

dependent variable integrated regulation. The same can be seen with relatedness along with 

integrated regulation. However, concerning the third basic need, autonomy, the coefficient is 

0.29 with a p-value of 0.173 which is not significant even on the 10%-level. Regarding 

identified regulation and intrinsic motivation, no statistical significant relationships with 

satisfactions of basic needs can be determined. 

6. Discussion 

The findings will herein be interpreted and synthesized to the theoretical framework.  

 

Theory postulates the probable outcome would be a negative correlation between the basic 

needs and controlled motivation since a fuller satisfaction of the basic needs would provide 

for lower levels of controlled motivation. This because satisfaction of the basic needs lead to 

internalization and thus a more autonomous form of motivation (Gagné and Deci, 2005). The 

fact that the sample shows high satisfaction of basic need should therefore provide low 
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measures of controlled motivation among the respondents. As can be seen in figure three, this 

is also the case. However, this relationship is neither seen in the correlation nor the regression 

analysis. A positive relationship would be contradictory and a negative would be in line with 

theory (Gagné and Deci, 2005). The regression results show negative coefficients, yet these 

cannot be interpreted since they are not statistically significant. Consequently, it is difficult to 

draw any conclusions or relate the findings to theory since the data shows no significant 

tendencies towards any such relation.  

 

In order to achieve autonomous extrinsic motivation, internalization is the key which in turn is 

facilitated by satisfying the basic needs (Gagné and Deci, 2005). The data described in figure 

two describes high levels of satisfaction of the basic needs, which ought to provide for some 

degree of internalization (Gagné and Deci, 2005; Deci and Ryan, 2000). Respondents did also 

experience high levels of autonomous extrinsic motivation. This is confirmed with correlation 

between both identified and integrated regulation with the three basic needs. The relationship 

between integrated regulation and the basic needs is statistically significant (p-value < 0.05) 

whereas the relationship between identified regulation and the basic needs cannot be 

statistically proven except for autonomy (p-value < 0.10). According to theory, this 

relationship occurs as a result of satisfaction of the basic needs, which in turn provides for 

internalization and furthermore high measures of autonomous extrinsic motivation. The 

regression analysis supports this with positively significant coefficients for autonomy, 

competence and relatedness of 0.27, 0.29 and 0.26 respectively at the 10%, 5% and 5% level. 

When looking at the different levels of internalization, regression analyses (5) and (6) in table 

three partly confirms that basic needs is important for the internalization process with 

significant coefficients at the 5% level of 0.45 for competence and 0.33 for relatedness. For 

autonomy the coefficient is 0.29 with a p-value above 0.10 (p-value = 0.17) hence it can be 

seen as slightly approaching significance, but should be seen more as an indication than a 

clear sign.  

 

Intrinsic motivation is said to be affected primarily by satisfaction of autonomy and 

competence (Deci and Ryan, 2000). An initial analysis of the data in figure two points at high 

measures of perceived satisfaction of both these basic needs which according to theory would 

provide a good environment for intrinsically motivated employees (Deci and Ryan, 2000). 

The data clearly shows that the sample is experiencing intrinsic motivation with a variable 

mean value of 4.08 (standard deviation of 0.57). Intrinsic motivation is despite this not 
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correlated with competence, but with autonomy (p-value < 0.01) and relatedness (p-value < 

0.05). In the regression analysis coefficients for autonomy and competence as independent 

variables are 0.39 and 0.32 respectively. While the p-values are relatively low (0.11 and 0.18) 

it is not enough to achieve statistically significant results, even though it can be seen as 

approaching statistical significance. The data thus indicates that fulfillment of these needs 

may be associated with intrinsic motivation. Interestingly, there is a positive significant 

correlation between intrinsic motivation and integrated (p-value < 0.01) and identified (p-

value < 0.05) regulation, the two autonomous extrinsic motivational types. However, intrinsic 

motivation is not correlated with external regulation. This confirms theory, since if you 

achieve autonomous extrinsic motivation, employees should also be intrinsically motivated 

since intrinsic motivation is inherently autonomous (Gagné and Deci, 2005).  

7. Concluding Remarks 

Conclusions based on the empirical results along with the discussion will be presented as well 

as proposals for future research. Finally, limitations for this thesis will bring the study to 

closure.  

 

In order to increase legitimacy of the SDT-claim that satisfaction of relatedness is an 

important factor in promoting internalization among employees and thus achieving more 

autonomous motivation in the workplace, there has in earlier publications been established a 

need for further research in organizational context. Though results presented in this thesis 

cannot be argued to fully confirm SDT propositions regarding relatedness, positive statistical 

significance of relatedness’ association with internalization and more specifically integrated 

regulation was determined.   

 

Relatedness was proven to have an impact on integrated regulation, along with autonomy and 

competence. It can thus be argued that relatedness may be a condition for integrated 

regulation to be achieved, but it is not possible, from these results, to know exactly how this 

process came about which provides reason to further study how relatedness affects different 

regulations within autonomous extrinsic motivation in an operative manner. Results provided 

support for relatedness as an important factor to achieve autonomous extrinsic motivation and 

since that in turn are achieved through internalization, relatedness can be argued to be a factor 

in promoting internalization. The study thus yields potentially interesting results for managers 
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at companies, as it points to the fact that relatedness is associated with autonomous extrinsic 

motivation. One implication for managers may therefore be that developing an environment 

where relatedness is promoted can actually make a difference for the outcome of company, 

since higher motivation is said to increase performance (Gagné and Deci, 2005). How to more 

specifically design this environment is an interesting topic for further research and should be 

put to attention since a favorable environment may lead to better performance and thus be 

beneficial for the companies. As a final point concerning relatedness, the data gives evidence 

so as to relatedness being associated with intrinsic motivation in contrast to theory where it is 

said relatedness does not have a considerable impact on this relationship. As the focus of this 

thesis was mainly on internalization of extrinsic motivation, this has not been put to great 

attention herein. Nevertheless, it could be an interesting topic to pursue further studies within.  

 

The goal of this thesis was never to fully confirm impact of relatedness according to SDT but 

to explore if it was possible that results from earlier studies not done in organizational 

contexts were correct in the assumption that relatedness was important for internalization 

even in this environment. The results from this study make it difficult to give a clear answer 

to this, however, tendencies have been seen that relatedness does have an impact on 

internalization. Therefore, this thesis agrees with earlier requests that more research in fact is 

needed. Due to this, the research topic in this thesis would be both necessary and interesting 

to pursue further studies within, preferably with focus on how relatedness impacts the 

internalization process more specifically regarding identified and integrated regulation and 

how this interacts with satisfaction of the other basic needs.  

 

Relatedness may not be the key to employee motivation, but it is clearly associated with the 

internalization process and may therefore be an important factor to take into consideration 

when promoting employee’s autonomous extrinsic motivation in the workplace.  

7.1 Limitations  

As earlier mentioned, the study has some limitation regarding generalizability. The size of the 

sample made it difficult to achieve statistically significant results. This limits the conclusions 

and implications that can be identified in this study as well as the possibility to generalize the 

findings. Because of this, one has to be cautions not to interpret the result from this study to 

be viable in all organizational settings. If a larger sample had been used, the possibility to 

generalize would increase and this would be desirable for a future study. However, we still 
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believe that the results could be generalized onto the service sector and that the results 

promote further research and encourage attention towards this area. 

Another aspect that could decrease generalizability of these results is the lack of thoroughly 

examined and validated measurements of concepts. Questions covering basic needs taken 

from Van den Broeck et al. (2010) helped this thesis in accurately measuring satisfaction of 

basic needs. To facilitate further research, we propose a similar set of questions to be created 

covering controlled and autonomous motivation including the four regulations. If one could 

more accurately measure these concepts, comparing results between different studies to 

decrease the risk for contradictory results only due to different ways of measuring SDT-

concepts would be facilitated.  
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Appendix 

Questionnaire – Questions by Category 

Below the questions used in the questionnaires are presented. The original questions in 

English are stated as well as their Swedish translation in brackets. Questions that were 

removed prior to the statistical analyses are presented in italics.  

 

External: 

1. If I am to put in a higher effort at work I want to be paid for it.   

(Om ska anstränga mig mer på jobbet vill jag ha mer betalt för det.) 

2. I perceive my salary in a large extent to be affected by my work-effort.  

(Jag upplever att min lön i stor utsträckning påverkas av min arbetsinsats.) 

3. If I fail with a task at work I get corrected by a superior.  

(Om jag misslyckas med en arbetsuppgift blir jag tillrättavisad av överordnade.) 

 

Introjected: 

4. If I fail with a task at work it is important to me that no-one finds out about it.  

(Om jag misslyckas med en arbetsuppgift är det viktigt för mig att ingen får reda på 

det.) 

5. It is important to me that my work gives me status in the eyes of others.  

(Det är viktigt för mig att mitt arbete ger mig status i andras ögon.) 

6. The main reason I work diligently is that it would be morally wrong to not work 

during my working hours.  

(Det främsta skälet till att jag arbetar hårt är att det vore moraliskt fel att inte jobba 

på arbetstid.) 

 

Identification: 

7. It is very important for me to learn more about my field of proficiency at work.  

(Det är mycket viktigt för mig att lära mig mer om mitt arbetsområde.) 

8. I perceive my tasks at work being of great importance to the company.  

(Jag har uppfattningen att mina arbetsuppgifter i hög grad är viktiga för företaget.) 

9. I have the perception that my work tasks are important for the society.  

(Jag har uppfattningen att mina arbetsuppgifter är viktiga för samhället.) 
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Integrated: 

10. It is important that my accomplishments benefit the company I work for.  

( Det är viktigt att mina prestationer gynnar företaget jag arbetar på.) 

11. My proficiency defines me to a large extent as a person. 

(Mitt yrke definierar i hög utsträckning mig som person.) 

12. My job is an integrated part of my personality.  

(Mitt arbete är en integrerad del av min personlighet.) 

 

Intrinsic: 

13. My tasks are enjoyable. 

(Mina arbetsuppgifter är roliga.) 

14. I get stimulated by my tasks at work.  

(Jag blir stimulerad av mina arbetsuppgifter.) 

 

Autonomy: 

15. I feel free to do my job the way I think it could best be done.  

(Jag kan styra mina arbetsuppgifter så att de genomförs på det sätt jag föredrar.) 

16. In my job, I feel forced to do things I do not want to do. 

(I mitt arbete känner jag mig tvingad att göra saker jag helst skulle slippa (R).) 

17. At work, I often feel like I have to follow other people’s commands. 

(I mitt arbete känner jag ofta att mina arbetsuppgifter är styrda av andra kollegor (R).) 

 

Competence: 

18. I really master my tasks at my job. 

(Jag behärskar mina arbetsuppgifter mycket väl.) 

19. I feel competent at my job. 

(I mitt arbete känner jag mig kompetent.) 

20. I have the feeling that I can even accomplish the most difficult tasks at work. 

(Jag känner att jag behärskar även de allra svåraste arbetsuppgifterna i mitt arbete.) 
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Relatedness: 

21. At work, I feel part of a group. 

( Jag känner att jag är en del av en grupp på min arbetsplats.) 

22. I don’t really feel connected with other people at my job. 

(Jag känner mig utanför när jag är med mina kollegor (R).) 

23. At work, I can talk with people about things that really matter to me. 

(På min arbetsplats känner jag att jag kan tala med mina kollegor om saker som är 

viktiga för mig.) 

 

Answering options (Likert-style five grade rating scale) 

1. I fully disagree 

(Stämmer inte alls) 

2. I somewhat disagree 

(Stämmer inte särskilt mycket) 

3. I do not agree nor disagree 

(Stämmer delvis) 

4. I somewhat agree 

(Stämmer till viss del) 

5. I fully agree  

(Stämmer fullt ut)    
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Questionnaire – Design 

The questionnaire as it was distributed to respondents.  
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Responses from Questionnaires 

Responses from questionnaires divided into categories with mean value and variance. 

CATEGORY QUESTION MEAN STD. DEV. 

External 

1 2.89 1.04 If I am to put in a higher effort at work I want to be paid for 

it.   

I perceive my salary in a large extent to be affected by my 

work-effort.  
2 3.04 1.07 

If I fail with a task at work I get corrected by a superior.  3 2.57 1.03 

Introjected 
   

If I fail with a task at work it is important to me that no-one 

finds out about it.  
4 1.5 0.66 

It is important to me that my work gives me status in the 

eyes of others.  
5 2.64 0.06 

The main reason I work diligently is that it would be 

morally wrong to not work during my working hours.  
6 3.04 1.28 

Identified 
   

It is very important for me to learn more about my field of 

proficiency at work.  
7 4.33 0.70 

I perceive my tasks at work being of great importance to 

the company.  
8 4.35 0.67 

I have the perception that my work tasks are important for 

the society.  
9 3.47 1.18 

Integrated 
   

It is important that my accomplishments benefit the 

company I work for.  
10 4.57 0.58 

My proficiency defines me to a large extent as a person. 11 3.20 1.01 

My job is an integrated part of my personality.  12 3.11 0.93 

Intrinsic 
   

My tasks are enjoyable. 13 4.09 0.72 

I get stimulated by my tasks at work. 14 4.07 0.83 

Autonomy 
   

 I feel free to do my job the way I think it could best be 

done.  
15 3.57 0.75 

In my job, I feel forced to do things I do not want to do. 16 3.98 0.80 

At work, I often feel like I have to follow other people’s 

commands. 
17 3.37 0.93 

Competence 
   

I really master my tasks at my job. 18 4.24 0.60 

I feel competent at my job. 19 4.25 0.49 

I have the feeling that I can even accomplish the most 

difficult tasks at work. 
20 3.78 0.87 

Relatedness 
   

At work, I feel part of a group. 21 3.89 0.83 

I don’t really feel connected with other people at my job. 22 4.45 0.85 

At work, I can talk with people about things that really 

matter to me. 
23 4.00 0.77 
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Regression Analysis 

Linear regression 

    

Number of obs 46 

     

F(  3,    42) 0.42 

     

Prob > F 0.738 

     

R-squared 0.0295 

     

Root MSE 0.64024 

       

  

Robust 

    Controlled Motivation Coef. Std. Err. t P>t [95% Conf. Interval] 

       Autonomy -0.0276869 0.1450674 -0.19 0.85 -0.3204449 0.265071 

Competence 0.1003504 0.177322 0.57 0.574 -0.2574998 0.4582006 

Relatedness -0.1416071 0.183173 -0.77 0.444 -0.5112651 0.228051 

_cons 2.462781 1.124716 2.19 0.034 0.1930115 4.73255 

 

Regression analysis of controlled motivation (consisting of external and introjected 

regulation).  

 

 

Linear regression 

    

Number of obs 46 

     

F(  3,    42) 11.69 

     

Prob > F 0 

     

R-squared 0.3287 

     

Root MSE 0.45644 

       

  

Robust 

    Autonomous Extrinsic 

Motivation Coef. Std. Err. t P>t [95% Conf. Interval] 

       Autonomy 0.2723633 0.1614692 1.69 0.099 -0.0534946 0.5982213 

Competence 0.2944422 0.1359048 2.17 0.036 0.0201753 0.5687091 

Relatedness 0.2559576 0.1186347 2.16 0.037 0.0165431 0.4953721 

_cons 0.6205454 0.5501306 1.13 0.266 -0.4896631 1.730754 

 

 Regression analysis of autonomous extrinsic motivation (consisting of identified and 

integrated regulation).  
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Linear regression 

    

Number of obs 46 

     

F(  3,    42) 0.63 

     

Prob > F 0.6019 

     

R-squared 0.0382 

     

Root MSE 1.0534 

       

       

  

Robust 

    External Regulation Coef. Std. Err. t P>t [95% Conf. Interval] 

       Autonomy 0.2096324 0.2280419 0.92 0.363 -0.2505749 0.6698396 

Competence 0.1231229 0.2693332 0.46 0.65 -0.4204134 0.6666592 

Relatedness -0.2881545 0.3007003 -0.96 0.343 -0.8949923 0.3186832 

_cons 2.798432 1.723883 1.62 0.112 -0.680506 6.277369 

     
Regression analysis of external regulation.  
 

 

Linear regression 

    

Number of obs 46 

     

F(  3,    42) 0.78 

     

Prob > F 0.5098 

     

R-squared 0.0519 

     

Root MSE 0.66348 

       

  

Robust 

    Introjected Regulation Coef. Std. Err. t P>t [95% Conf. Interval] 

       Autonomy -0.2650062 0.1769035 -1.5 0.142 -0.6220118 0.0919994 

Competence 0.077578 0.180796 0.43 0.67 -0.287283 0.442439 

Relatedness 0.0049404 0.1703382 0.03 0.977 -0.338816 0.3486967 

_cons 2.12713 1.022873 2.08 0.044 0.0628893 4.19137 

 

Regression analysis of introjected regulation.  
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Linear regression 

    

Number of obs 46 

     

F(  3,    42) 2.45 

     

Prob > F 0.0771 

     

R-squared 0.1168 

     

Root MSE 0.64236 

       

  

Robust 

    Identified Regulation Coef. Std. Err. t P>t [95% Conf. Interval] 

       Autonomy 0.2581099 0.1622336 1.59 0.119 -0.0692908 0.5855105 

Competence 0.1420403 0.1569854 0.9 0.371 -0.1747691 0.4588497 

Relatedness 0.1789503 0.1748219 1.02 0.312 -0.1738546 0.5317552 

_cons 1.810931 0.8702466 2.08 0.044 0.0547025 3.56716 

 

Regression analysis of identified regulation.  

 

 

Linear regression 

    

Number of obs 46 

     

F(  3,    42) 11.08 

     

Prob > F 0 

     

R-squared 0.3374 

     

Root MSE 0.57998 

       

  

Robust 

    Integrated Regulation Coef. Std. Err. t P>t [95% Conf. Interval] 

       Autonomy 0.2866168 0.2065911 1.39 0.173 -0.1303008 0.7035345 

Competence 0.446844 0.1687678 2.65 0.011 0.1062568 0.7874312 

Relatedness 0.3329649 0.1421376 2.34 0.024 0.0461195 0.6198103 

_cons -0.5698407 0.7471149 -0.76 0.45 -2.07758 0.9378982 

 

Regression analysis of integrated regulation.  
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Linear regression 

    

Number of obs 46 

     

F(  3,    42) 2.49 

     

Prob > F 0.073 

     

R-squared 0.2183 

     

Root MSE 0.66112 

       

  

Robust 

    Intrinsic Motivation Coef. Std. Err. t P>t [95% Conf. Interval] 

       Autonomy 0.3901781 0.2399785 1.63 0.111 -0.0941182 0.8744744 

Competence 0.0981676 0.1988624 0.49 0.624 -0.303153 0.4994883 

Relatedness 0.3227483 0.234567 1.38 0.176 -0.150627 0.7961236 

_cons 0.9426809 1.364111 0.69 0.493 -1.810206 3.695568 

 

Regression analysis of intrinsic motivation.  

 

Cronbach’s Alpha 

Item Observations Sign 
Item-test 

correlation 

Item-rest 

correlation 

Average interitem 

covariance 
Alpha 

1 External 46 + 0.63 0.15 0.13 0.21 

2 External 46 + 0.63 0.12 0.17 0.28 

3 External 46 + 0.66 0.19 0.07 0.12 

Test scale 

    

0.13 0.28 

Cronbach’s alpha scores regarding questionnaire questions regarding external regulation. 

 

Item Observations Sign 
Item-test 

correlation 

Item-rest 

correlation 

Average interitem 

covariance 
Alpha 

4 Introjected 46 + 0.29 -0.03 0.23 0.30 

5 Introjected 45 - 0.66 0.19 0.00 0.00 

6 Introjected 46 + 0.77 0.23 0.04 0.12 

Test scale 

    

0.09 0.23 

Cronbach’s alpha scores regarding questionnaire questions regarding introjected regulation. 
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Item Observations Sign 
Item-test 

correlation 

Item-rest 

correlation 

Average interitem 

covariance 
Alpha 

7 Identified 46 + 0.65 0.36 0.36 0.57 

8 Identified 46 + 0.67 0.41 0.33 0.52 

9 Identified 45 + 0.90 0.57 0.06 0.23 

Test scale 

    

0.25 0.59 

Cronbach’s alpha scores regarding questionnaire questions regarding identified regulation. 

 

Item Observations Sign 
Item-test 

correlation 

Item-rest 

correlation 

Average interitem 

covariance 
Alpha 

10 Integrated 46 + 0.41 0.11 0.75 0.88 

11 Integrated 45 + 0.92 0.74 0.03 0.09 

12 Integrated 45 + 0.89 0.67 0.09 0.24 

Test scale 

    

0.29 0.66 

Cronbach’s alpha scores regarding questionnaire questions regarding integrated regulation. 

 
Average Interitem Covariance: 0.4386473 

Number of Items in the Scale: 2 

Scale Reliability Coefficient: 0.8405 

Cronbach’s alpha scores regarding questionnaire questions regarding intrinsic motivation. 

 


