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Abstract 

To this day, researchers are debating about the adequacy of using financial incentives to bolster 

performance in work settings. Our goal was to contribute to our current understanding by 

considering the moderating role of distributive justice in the relation between financial 

incentives, motivation, and performance. Based on self-determination theory, we hypothesized 

that when bonuses are fairly distributed, using financial incentives makes employees feel more 

competent and autonomous, which in turn fosters greater autonomous motivation and lower 

controlled motivation, and better work performance. Results from path analyses in three samples 

supported our hypotheses, suggesting that the effect of financial incentives is contextual, and that 

compensation plans using financial incentives and bonuses can be effective when properly 

managed. 
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Introduction 

During the last decade, there have been many calls for research on compensation, an unduly 

neglected topic in management research according to several authors (e.g., Dulebohn & Werling, 

2007; Gagné & Forest, 2008; Gerhart & Fang, 2015; Shaw & Gupta, 2015). Indeed, 

compensation issues were addressed in less than 6% of the articles published in the top 

management journals between 1996 and 2002 (Werner & Ward, 2004), in less than 2% of the 

articles published in Personnel Psychology and in Journal of Applied Psychology between 2003 

and 2007, and in less than 1% of the presentations during the 2012 conference of the Academy of 

Management and the 2013 conference of the Society of Industrial and Organizational 

Psychology (Gupta & Shaw, 2014).   

Furthermore, in terms of the currently existing literature, a major debate has emerged as two 

dominant lines of research offer conflicting evidence about pay-for-performance plans (Cerasoli, 

Nicklin, & Ford, 2014; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Fang & Gerhart, 2012; Frey & Jergen, 2001; Gagné 

& Deci, 2005; Rynes, Gerhart, & Parks, 2005). On one hand, research mainly stemming from 

self-determination theory (SDT; Ryan & Deci, 2000) advises against using money to motivate 

employees to perform (e.g., Deci 1971; Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 1999), while on the other hand, 

another line of research advocates for the motivational power of money (e.g., Gerhart & Fang, 

2014; Jenkins, Gupta, Mitra, & Shaw, 1998; Lawler, 1987, 2000). It thus becomes imperative to 

reconcile the theoretical and empirical work conducted so far in order to gain a deeper and 

nuanced understanding of the effect of financial incentives in the workplace. Hence, in the 

present research, we test a model in which the effect of financial incentives on employee 

motivation and performance varies according to the way they are distributed. In addition, we 
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build on the SDT literature and investigate the underlying role of two specific psychological 

needs, namely competence and autonomy, in this relation. 

In the next sections, we provide an overview of past research conducted on financial 

incentives. We begin our review with main postulates of SDT and evidence suggesting that 

financial incentives have a deleterious effect on motivation. Then we present the recent shifts in 

focus in SDT that portray financial incentives less negatively and that have contributed to the 

elaboration of our integrative model. 

Self-determination theory 

SDT is a motivational theory that has been refined and tested for the past forty years, in a 

variety of life contexts such as health (e.g., Ryan, Patrick, Deci, & Williams, 2008), sports (e.g., 

Hagger & Chatzisarantis, 2007), education (e.g., Niemiec & Ryan, 2009), parenting (e.g., 

Joussemet, Landry, & Koestner, 2008), and work (Gagné & Deci, 2005). According to this 

theory, motivation to engage in a specific activity ranges from being controlled to autonomous 

(Ryan & Deci, 2000). Individuals are said to have autonomous motivation when they feel that 

the activity they are pursuing is genuinely interesting or that it is congruent with their personal 

goals and identity (Deci & Ryan, 2002), whereas they are said to have controlled motivation 

when their participation is externally driven and instrumental in avoiding punishment, obtaining 

rewards, alleviating feelings of guilt, or satisfying their ego (Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier & Ryan, 

1991).  

In line with this conceptualization, autonomous motivation is typically positively associated 

with performance as individuals find the activity meaningful and enjoy performing it (Stone, 

Deci & Ryan, 2009). For example, Ntoumanis (2005) found that autonomous motivation 

positively predicted individuals’ current task engagement and effort, and many studies from 
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different contexts, including in the workplace, corroborate these findings (e.g., Standage, Duda, 

& Ntoumanis, 2005; Williams & Deci, 1996). 

On the other hand, controlled motivation appears less sustainable and beneficial for 

performance since it relies on external sources (Deci & Ryan, 2002). Indeed, individuals who 

experience controlled motivation for a given task tend to be less personally invested in it and 

subsequent performance tends to suffer from this lack of personal investment (Ryan & Deci, 

2000). In the work context, studies have shown that employees who have controlled motivation 

exhibit lower work engagement and performance (e.g., Fernet, Austin, & Vallerand, 2012; Guay, 

Chanal, Ratell, Marsh, Larose & Boivin, 2010).  

On this basis, the first step for our research was to build on this literature; therefore, we 

integrated the following hypotheses to our model:  

H1a: Autonomous motivation is positively related to performance.  

H1b: Controlled motivation is negatively related to performance. 

SDT and financial incentives 

With regards to financial incentives, much research has found that offering money hinders 

the quantity and quality of motivation (Deci, 1971; 1972; Ryan, Mims & Koestner, 1983). For 

instance, cueing individuals with money leads them to work in isolation, without asking or 

providing help to their colleagues (Vohs, Mead, & Goode, 2008), and subsequent withdrawal of 

such cues leads them to be less motivated in their work (Murayama, Matsumoto, Izuma, 

Matsumoto, 2010). It thus appears that using money as incentive can backfire and bring 

unwanted consequences, such as diminished autonomous motivation, as individuals come to 

believe that their main source of motivation is money (Fehr & List, 2004; Frey & Jergen, 2001; 

Kasser & Ahuvia, 2002; Kasser, Ryan, Couchman, Sheldon, 2004; Kuvaas, Buch, Gagné, 
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Dysvik, & Forest, 2016). Their motivation appears to shift from being autonomous and driven by 

internal factors like authentic enjoyment, to being controlled and driven by external factors like 

financial incentives (Krug & Braver, 2014; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Studies indeed show that 

individuals experience not only lower autonomous motivation to pursue a task, but also greater 

controlled motivation when promised money in exchange for their performance (e.g., Deci, 

Koestner, & Ryan, 1999; Hennig-Thurau & Paul, 2007; Weibel, Rost, & Osterloh, 2010). Many 

proponents of SDT have thus emphasized the potential risk of using financial incentives to 

motivate individuals to perform in any given context (e.g., Vansteenkiste, Neyrinck, Niemiec, 

Soenens, Witte, & Broeck, 2007).    

From the laboratory to the work context 

Despite this evidence, other researchers argue that financial incentives hold more importance 

in the workplace than in laboratory experiments, and have pointed out critical differences 

between these contexts, including the individuals involved (children vs adults), the tasks used 

(simple, repetitive, game-like tasks vs complex, challenging, ambiguous tasks), the duration of 

the task (a few minutes vs hundreds of hours), the degree of personal involvement (minimal vs 

maximal), and the amount of the financial incentives (a few dollars vs hundreds of dollars) (e.g., 

Bartol & Locke, 2000; Fang & Gerhart, 2012; Rynes et al., 2005; Shaw & Gupta, 2015). Their 

main argument is that offering small financial incentives may not be sufficient to prompt 

students to improve their performance on repetitive tasks, whereas promising three to five-digit 

financial incentives to adults, who dedicate hundreds of hours to their organization, may be a 

powerful tool to sustain their motivation and performance. Some evidence supports their claim as 

intervention-based research showed that introducing financial incentives in the workplace led to 

increased performance level not only during the intervention, but also post-intervention 
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(Stajkovic & Luthans, 2001). Recent research also indicates that across three international work 

samples in the service industry, perceiving financial incentives as contingent on performance 

enhanced, rather than undermined, employees’ customer service (Grande, Chi, & Diamond, 

2013).  

Mindful of the discrepancies in their findings, SDT proponents brought attention to rather 

neglected postulates of the theory concerning financial incentives (Gagné & Forest, 2008; Moller 

& Deci, 2014). Accordingly, in the next sections, we first introduce the concept of the basic 

psychological needs, and provide evidence of their relation with types of motivation. Then, we 

present the neglected postulates that explain the circumstances under which financial incentives 

could have a beneficial effect on employee motivation and performance.   

Psychological needs according to SDT 

SDT posits that individuals have three basic psychological needs that are essential for their 

optimal functioning in every life domain (Ryan & Deci, 2000; 2008; Sheldon & Bettencourt, 

2002). Individuals have the need for competence, that is, to feel that they can overcome 

challenges using their skills and influence their environment in a desired way (Deci & Ryan, 

2000; White, 1959). Individuals also have the need for autonomy, or the need to experience a 

sense of choice and volition when engaging in activities (Ryan & Deci, 2006). Finally, 

individuals have the need for relatedness, which is to feel connected to others in personally 

meaningful ways (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Deci & Ryan, 2000). Individuals are said to 

benefit greatly when these psychological needs are fulfilled, and evidence from the workplace 

has shown that psychological need satisfaction is associated with better functioning, such as 

greater autonomous motivation and lower controlled motivation, as well as greater task 
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performance, enjoyment, and vigor (e.g., De Cooman, Stynen, Van den Broeck, Sels, & De 

Witte, 2013; Gillet, Fouquereau, Forest, Brault, & Colombat, 2012).  

Hence, our second step was to integrate the concept of psychological need satisfaction as an 

explanatory mechanism through which financial incentives have an effect on employee 

motivation. We chose to focus on competence and autonomy need satisfaction as many 

researchers have argued that these two psychological needs matter the most with regards to 

compensation (e.g., Gerhart & Fang, 2015; Moller & Deci, 2014; Stone et al., 2009). In the next 

section, we provide more details on the theoretical foundations underlying this choice. For now, 

we hypothesize the following: 

H2a: Competence need satisfaction is positively related to autonomous motivation. 

H2b: Competence need satisfaction is negatively related to controlled motivation. 

H3a: Autonomy need satisfaction is positively related to autonomous motivation. 

H3b: Autonomy need satisfaction is negatively related to controlled motivation. 

Financial incentives and psychological needs  

More and more, SDT researchers propose that financial incentives may have a beneficial 

effect on employees’ competence and autonomy needs (e.g., Del Vecchio & Wagner, 2011; 

Gagné & Forest, 2008; Moller & Deci, 2014; Stone et al., 2009). These ideas stem from earlier 

work in SDT suggesting that depending on the context, external elements in individuals’ 

surroundings can either support their autonomy and promote choice, or control their behavior 

(Deci, Connell, & Ryan, 1989; Deci & Ryan, 1987; Deci et al., 1999). Hence, the way in which 

external elements, like financial incentives, are presented prior to the task and administered upon 

task completion determines the functional meaning of the incentive.  
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Accordingly, when financial incentives are used in the workplace to prompt employees to 

meet expected performance levels and specific deadlines, employees are more likely to perceive 

them as controlling means of evaluation and surveillance, thus leading to lower feelings of 

autonomy and competence need satisfaction. On the other hand, when financial incentives are 

awarded as a token of appreciation for their work, employees are more likely to perceive them as 

providing a source of positive feedback. This may positively contribute to their feeling of 

competence, as the bonus may represent an acknowledgment of their substantial work efforts, as 

well as of autonomy, as the bonus may represent employees’ volitional choice to invest such 

efforts in their work. For instance, a recent study in the work context shows that financial 

incentives are positively associated with performance when employees experience higher levels 

of autonomy (Young, & Beckman, & Baker, 2012). 

The moderating role of distributive justice 

However, using financial incentives in and of itself may not be a sufficient condition to 

fulfill employees’ competence and autonomy needs. Indeed, according to the reflection theory 

(Thierry, 2001), employees may react differently to compensation and financial incentives 

depending on the meaning they perceive money to hold. One of the meanings money can take on 

is the notion of relative position, that is, the meaning employees derive from the compensation 

they receive in relation to their colleagues’. From this perspective, when employees perceive 

their financial incentives as a form of feedback on their performance and effort in comparison to 

their coworkers’ achievement, financial incentives leads them to experience greater need 

satisfaction and consequently show greater motivation. The notion of relative positive can further 

be conceptualized as distributive justice, that is, employees’ perceptions of the fairness of their 

outcomes in relation to their efforts compared to referent others (Colquitt, 2001). Many empirical 
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studies support the claim that distributive justice plays an important role in determining 

employees’ work outcomes, and a recent meta-analysis revealed that financial incentives have 

the greatest impact on employees’ performance when they were fairly distributed (Garbers & 

Konradt, 2014). 

In light of such evidence, distributive justice appears to be a necessary condition for 

financial incentives to have a positive impact on employees’ competence and autonomy need 

satisfaction, and subsequent motivation and performance. That is, using financial incentives will 

enhance employees’ work motivation through their need satisfaction provided that they perceive 

that increased efforts will lead to better compensation.  In a workplace where performance and 

efforts are fairly compensated and financial incentives are emphasized, employees are more 

likely to value their skills and abilities, thus satisfying their competence need, and to choose to 

invest them in their work, thus satisfying their autonomy need. Conversely, when employees 

perceive financial rewards as unfairly distributed, they are more likely to associate them to 

reasons that are external to their control such as chance or favouritism, rather than to their efforts 

and skills (Schaubroeck, Shaw, Duffy, & Mitra, 2008), which leads them to experience less 

competence and autonomy and competence need satisfaction.  Based on this, our hypotheses are 

as follows:  

H4a: Distributive justice moderates the relation between financial incentives and 

competence need satisfaction, such that the relation is stronger when distributive justice is 

high.  

H4b: Distributive justice moderates the relation between financial incentives and autonomy 

need satisfaction, such that the relation is stronger when distributive justice is high.   

 The present research  
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The goal of our hypothesized model (see figure 1) was two-fold. The first aim was to 

address the heated debate about the effectiveness of financial incentives in the workplace and to 

provide researchers and practitioners with an integrative framework to better understand the 

relation between financial incentives and employee performance. In doing so, we put forth the 

roles of distributive justice and of the psychological needs, specifically competence and 

autonomy, in our understanding of the impact of financial incentives on employees.  

The second aim of this research was to demonstrate the validity of our integrative model 

across a range of methodology. Hence, we used three different samples, namely two from 

Canada and one from Greece, from various industries, including the manufacturing and banking 

sectors, and employed distinct measures in each study to go beyond specific operationalization of 

competence and autonomy needs, autonomous and controlled motivation, and performance. 

Using Motowidlo, Borman, and Schmitd’s definition of performance (1997), we used a multi-

dimensional approach and focused on behaviours, skills, and knowledge demonstrated by 

employees that positively contribute to the overall effectiveness of their organizations. We 

measured performance through self-ratings in Studies 1 and 2, with the former looking at overall 

work efforts, and the latter focusing on in-depth role orientation as it diminishes risks of social 

desirability and constitutes a reliable predictor of performance (Berry & Broadbent, 1984; 

Griffin, Neal, & Parker, 2007; Motowidlo et al., 1997). Finally, we moved from self-reported to 

other-reported performance ratings in Study 3, using customer service quality ratings by 

financial advisors’ direct supervisors. 

Study 1 

Using a cross-sectional design with a heterogeneous Greek worker sample, Study 1 

investigated the moderating role of distributive justice in the relation between financial 
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incentives and competence and autonomy need satisfaction. Study 1 also tested the impact of 

these two needs on motivation and self-rated performance.   

Methodology 

Participants and Procedure  

The sample consisted of 130 part-time and full-time workers (61.5% women and 38.5% 

men) in Greece. Sixty percent were between 25 and 35 years old, 26.2 % were between 36 and 

45 years old, and 13.8% were between 46 and 55 years old. In this sample, 92.3 % were non-

unionized, 76.9 % had a full-time position, and 56.9% worked for the private sector. Positions 

were distributed as follows: 46.2 % professionals, 32.2 % clerical officers, 10 % managers, 6.9 

% directors, and 4.6 % technicians. Average job tenure was 4.47 years (SD = 5.43) while 

average organizational tenure was 7.06 years (SD = 7.46). Average annual salary was € 18 259 

(SD = € 17,831) while average annual bonus represented 6.36% of employees’ annual salary (SD 

= 16.06%). Questionnaires were distributed by email through a consultation firm’s contact list 

and data were collected through a secure website. Respondents participated in the study on a 

voluntary and anonymous basis, and received no compensation for their participation.  

Measures 

All the scales were translated in Greek using a standard back-to-back procedure (Vallerand, 

1989) and all the items in the questionnaire were evaluated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging 

from 1 “Strongly disagree” to 7 “Strongly agree”. Reliability coefficients for the measures are 

presented along the diagonal in Table 1. 

Distributive justice. Employees’ perceptions of the distributive fairness of their financial 

rewards were assessed using three items adapted from the Organizational Justice Scale (e.g., 

“The rewards I get at work are appropriate for the work I have completed”; Colquitt, 2001).  
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Financial incentives. Employees’ perceptions of the financial incentives used at their 

workplace were assessed using the twelve items of the work-adapted version of the Contingent 

Reward Scale (e.g., “In my workplace, there are several cues and reminders indicating to me that 

I need to meet the standards set by organization if I want to get a bonus”; Houlfort, Koestner, 

Joussemet, Nantel-Vivier, & Lekes, 2002).  

Competence need satisfaction. Competence need satisfaction was assessed using three 

items from the Work-Related Basic Needs Scale (e.g., “I feel competent at my job”; Van den 

Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Witte, Soenens, & Lens, 2010).  

Autonomy need satisfaction. Autonomy need satisfaction was assessed using three items 

from the Work-Related Basic Needs Scale (e.g. “I feel free to do my job the way I think it could 

best be done”; Van den Broeck et al., 2010).  

Controlled motivation. Controlled motivation was measured using the Motivation at Work 

Scale (Gagné, Forest, Gilbert, Aubé, Morin, & Malorni, 2010). Introjected and extrinsic 

motivations were assessed with three items each, for a total of six items, and an overall index 

was created (e.g., “Because I have to prove myself that I can”; “Because I risk losing my job if I 

provide insufficient efforts”). 

Autonomous motivation. Autonomous motivation was measured using the Motivation at 

Work Scale (Gagné et al., 2010). Identified and intrinsic motivations were assessed with three 

items each, for a total of six items, and an overall index was created (e.g., “Because putting 

efforts in this job has a personal significance to me”; “Because I have fun doing my job”).  

Performance. Employees’ ratings of their performance were assessed using three items 

from the Work Effort Scale by De Cooman, De Gieter, Pepermans, Jegers, and Van Acker 

(2009; e.g., “I really do my best to achieve the company’s objectives”).  
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Results and Discussion 

Descriptive statistics and inter-correlations for the seven variables under study are presented 

in Table 1. Preliminary analysis of the correlation matrix revealed that autonomy need 

satisfaction was positively correlated with both distributive justice and financial incentives, while 

competence need satisfaction was negatively correlated with financial incentives and unrelated to 

distributive justice. As expected, autonomous motivation was positively correlated with both 

competence and autonomy need satisfaction, while controlled motivation was negatively 

correlated with competence need satisfaction and not significantly correlated with autonomy 

need satisfaction. Autonomous motivation was also positively correlated with performance, 

whereas controlled motivation was negatively correlated with performance, thus offering 

preliminary support for our hypotheses. For the main analyses, distributive justice and financial 

incentives scores were mean-centered before integrating their interaction term into the model.  

The suggested model with the eight hypothesized paths was tested through path analysis 

using Mplus version 7.31. Bootstrap analyses were conducted with 1000 iterations to obtain path 

estimates. Competence and autonomy need satisfaction were allowed to covary, as were 

autonomous and controlled motivation. Four goodness-of-fit indices were used: the Comparative 

Fit Index (CFI), Tucker Lewis Index (TLI), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 

(RMSEA), and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR). Generally, values above .90 

for the CFI and the TLI indicate a satisfactory fit (Hoyle, 1995; Schumacher & Lomax, 1996), 

and values below .08 for the RMSEA as well as for the SRMR suggest an adequate fit (Browne 

& Cudeck, 1993; Hu & Bentler, 1999). The Sample-size Adjusted BIC (SABIC) was further 

used to compare our hypothesized model to alternative models, with lower values indicating 

better fit. The hypothesized model provided a satisfactory fit to the data, χ2 (11) = 22.13, p < 
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0.05, CFI = 0.92, TLI = 0.82, RMSEA = 0.08, 90% CI (0.03-0.14), SRMR = 0.06, and SABIC = 

2863.81 (see Figure 2).  

Three alternative models were also tested. The first alternative model tested the interaction 

between financial incentives and distributive justice to competence and autonomy need 

satisfaction, and from competence and autonomy need satisfaction to controlled and autonomous 

motivation, with a direct path from the interaction between financial incentives and distributive 

justice to performance. Bootstrapped path analysis for this alternative model revealed an inferior 

fit to the data than the original hypothesized model, χ2 (8) = 21.31, p < 0.05, CFI = 0.89, TLI = 

0.68, RMSEA = 0.11, 90% CI (0.06-0.17), SRMR = 0.06 and SABIC = 2868.11. A second 

alternative model tested the interaction between financial incentives and distributive justice to 

performance, without any path from the interaction term to competence and autonomy need 

satisfaction, and from competence and autonomy need satisfaction to controlled and autonomous 

motivation, and then to performance. Bootstrapped path analysis for this alternative model also 

indicated an inferior fit to the data than our hypothesized model, χ2 (8) = 21.31, p < 0.05, CFI = 

0.82, TLI = 0.60, RMSEA = 0.11, 90% CI (0.06-0.17), SRMR = 0.06 and SABIC = 2868.11. 

Finally, the third alternative model testing the interaction between financial incentives and 

distributive justice to competence and autonomy need satisfaction as well as to controlled and 

autonomous motivation, and from controlled and autonomous motivation to performance, 

showed the worse fit to the data, χ2 (7) = 48.86, p < 0.05, CFI = 0.69, TLI = -0.15, RMSEA = 

0.21, 90% CI (0.16-0.27), SRMR = 0.09 and SABIC = 2897.37. 

Results supported all but one of our hypotheses (see Figure 2). Autonomous motivation was 

positively associated with performance, β = .17, p < .05, while controlled motivation was 

negatively associated with it, β = -.22, p < .05, thus supporting H1a and H1b. Providing support 
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to H2a and H2b, competence need satisfaction was positively associated with autonomous 

motivation, β = .18, p < .05, and negatively to controlled motivation β = -.29, p < .05. Autonomy 

need satisfaction, in turn, was positively associated to autonomous motivation, β = .51, p < .05, 

as predicted in H3a, but not significantly to controlled motivation, β = -.07, p = .46, contrary to 

H3b. Finally, the interaction between perceptions of financial incentives and distributive justice 

predicted competence need satisfaction, β = .21, p < .05, and autonomy need satisfaction, β = 

.18, p < .05, supporting H4a and H4b. The unstandardized simple slope coefficients under low 

and high distributive justice were respectively B = -.21, p < .05 and B = -.53, p < .05 for 

competence (see Figure 3), and B = .36, p < .05 and B = .71, p < .05 for autonomy (see Figure 

4). As shown, it appears that when employees hold strong perceptions of financial incentives in 

their workplace, strong perceptions of distributive justice buffers against lower competence need 

satisfaction, and enhances autonomy need satisfaction.  

Although results of this first study supported our argument that perceptions of distributive 

justice are essential for financial incentives to have a positive effect on employee’s psychological 

needs and subsequent motivation and performance, the cross-sectional nature of the study limited 

the interpretation of our findings. It appeared important to replicate our findings with a more 

robust methodology by using a sample from a different country and work field, by introducing a 

time lag between our measurements of the variables, and by using a more indirect and less 

socially desirable measure of performance.  

Study 2 

Conducted with a Canadian sample of high-tech workers, this study used a correlational 

time-lagged design. First, employees’ perceptions of financial incentives and of distributive 

justice, as well as their competence and autonomy need satisfaction, were measured. Fifteen 
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months later, we assessed their autonomous and controlled motivation as well as their self-rated 

role knowledge as an indicator of performance.  

Method 

Participants and Procedure 

The sample consisted of 144 full-time employees from a Canadian technology company 

(72.9% men, 3.5% women, and 23.6% unidentified). In this sample, 43.1% spoke English as 

their first language, 29.9% spoke French as their first language, and 27.1% did not disclose their 

first language. Average annual salary was CAN $70,497 (SD = CAN $16,087) while average 

annual bonus represented 3.95% of employees’ annual salary (SD = 3.34%). Questionnaires 

were distributed by email and were collected through a secured website at Time 1. Fifteen 

months later, at Time 2, employees received the second questionnaire by email and responded 

online. They participated on a voluntary basis and received no compensation. Responses from T1 

and T2 were matched using respondents’ full names, which were later deleted from the dataset 

by a research assistant before proceeding to data analysis. All responses remained confidential. 

Measures 

The same items as in Study 1, adapted to the specificities of the organization, were used 

(see Table 2 for reliability coefficients), with the exception of the scale for performance. 

Performance was assessed at T2 using the fifteen-item subscale “Role orientation: Importance of 

production knowledge” by Parker, Wall and Jackson (1997). Participants were asked to rate on a 

7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 “Strongly disagree” to 7 “Strongly agree” the extent to which 

each item was important for them to do their job effectively (e.g., “Knowing the overall 

objectives of the company”).  

Results and Discussion 
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Descriptive statistics, reliability coefficients, and inter-correlations for the seven variables 

under study are presented in Table 2. Similarly to Study 1, autonomy need satisfaction was 

positively correlated with distributive justice and with financial incentives, yet competence need 

satisfaction appeared unrelated to either. As expected, autonomous motivation was positively 

correlated with both competence and autonomy need satisfaction, and with performance. 

Surprisingly, controlled motivation was not significantly correlated with any of the variables in 

the study. 

As in Study 1, for the main analyses, distributive justice and financial incentives scores were 

mean-centered before integrating their interaction term into the model, and the hypothesized 

model was tested through bootstrapped path analysis with 1000 iterations. Competence and 

autonomy need satisfaction were allowed to covary as were autonomous and controlled 

motivation. The hypothesized model yielded a very good fit to the data, χ2 (11) = 11.55, p = 0.39, 

CFI = .99, TLI =.97, RMSEA = .02 90% CI (.00-.09), SRMR = .05, and SABIC = 2149.48 (see 

Figure 5). 

The same three alternative models proposed in Study 1 were tested through boostrapped 

path analysis. Results for the first alternative model yielded a less satisfactory fit than our 

hypothesized model, χ2 (8) = 7.63, p = 0.47, CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.02, RMSEA = 0.00, 90% CI 

(0.0-0.10), SRMR = 0.04 and SABIC = 2150.92. So did the second alternative model, χ2 (8) = 

7.63, p = 0.47, CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.04, RMSEA = 0.00, 90% CI (0.0-0.10), SRMR = 0.04 and 

SABIC = 2150.92, and the third alternative model, χ2 (7) = 10.51, p = 0.16, CFI = .93, TLI = .77, 

RMSEA = 0.06, 90% CI (0.0-0.13), SRMR = 0.08 and SABIC = 2155.58. 

Results from this study replicated most findings from Study 1 (see Figure 5). Autonomous 

motivation was positively associated with performance, β = .40, p < .05, while controlled 
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motivation was not significantly associated with it, β = -.04, p = .70, thus providing support for 

H1a, but not H1b. Competence need satisfaction was in turn positively associated with 

autonomous motivation, β = .31, p < .05, as suggested by H2a, but not to controlled motivation, 

β = .03, p = .91, as suggested by H3a. The same pattern for autonomy need satisfaction was 

found for autonomous motivation, β = .28, p < .05, and for controlled motivation, β = .19, p = 

.15, which only supported H2b, not H3b. Finally, the interaction between employees’ 

perceptions of financial incentives and of distributive justice predicted their competence need 

satisfaction, β = .27, p < .05, and autonomy need satisfaction, β = .21, p < .05, supporting H4a 

and H4b. The unstandardized simple slope coefficients under low and high distributive justice 

were respectively B = .30, p < .05 and B = .62, p < .05 for competence (see Figure 6), and B = 

.32, p < .05 and B = .62, p < .05 for autonomy (see Figure 7). As in Study 1, when employees 

hold strong perceptions of financial incentives in their workplace, strong perceptions of 

distributive justice enhances autonomy need satisfaction. However, unlike Study 1 where 

distributive justice appeared to have a buffering effect, in this study, it appears to enhance 

competence need satisfaction.  

 Along with results of Study 1, the findings in Study 2 suggest that controlled motivation 

may play a less significant role in explaining the impact of financial incentives on employees’ 

motivation. Financial incentives, when fairly distributed, seem to have a greater impact on 

employees’ autonomous motivation by increasing their competence and autonomy need 

satisfaction. Nevertheless, results from the first two studies were still limitative in that 

performance was self-assessed by employees, at the same time as their motivation. To address 

these issues, Study 3 introduced a second time lag and used supervisor-rated performance 

measures. 
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Study 3 

 Conducted with a Canadian sample of financial advisors, this study used a correlational 

design with three measurement points. On the basis of the findings in Studies 1 and 2, controlled 

motivation was not included in this study. We first measured employees’ perceptions of financial 

incentives and of distributive justice at Time 1. Then we assessed their competence and 

autonomy need satisfaction, and their autonomous motivation three months later, at Time 2. 

Finally, supervisors rated employees’ customer service performance three months later, at Time 

3.  

Method 

Participants and Procedure 

The sample consisted of 142 full-time employees from a French Canadian organization in 

the financial sector. All the participants were financial advisors, 69 % had a bachelor’s or 

master’s degree, and average job tenure was 10.85 years (SD = 9.43). Average annual salary was 

CAN $51, 175 (SD = CAN $18, 047) while average annual bonus represented 7.14% of 

employees’ annual salary (SD = 7.5%). Questionnaires were distributed by email at three-month 

intervals and data were collected through a secured website. Respondents participated on a 

voluntary basis and received no compensation. As in Study 2, responses from T1, T2, and T3 

were matched using participants’ full names, which were later deleted from the dataset by a 

research assistant before proceeding to data analysis. Data remained confidential at all times. 

Measures 

In this study, all the scales were translated in French according to the same procedure as in 

Study 1 (Vallerand, 1989), and all the items were evaluated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging 



FINANCIAL INCENTIVES, MOTIVATION, AND PERFORMANCE 20 

	

from 1 “Strongly disagree” to 5 “Strongly agree”. Reliability coefficients are presented along the 

diagonal in Table 3. 

Distributive justice. The same items as in Studies 1 and 2 were used to measure employees’ 

perceptions of the distributive fairness of their financial rewards at T1 (Colquitt, 2001).  

Financial incentives. Seven items adapted from Pearce and Perry (1983) were used at T1 to 

measure employees’ perceptions of the financial incentives used at their workplace (e.g., “If 

many of my customers are satisfied by my services, I will probably get a bonus”).  

Competence need satisfaction. The three-item Competence subscale of the Empowerment 

Scale was used at T2 to measure employees’ competence need satisfaction (e.g., “ I believe in 

my abilities to do my work”; Spreitzer, 1995).  

Autonomy need satisfaction. The three-item Autonomy subscale of the Empowerment 

Scale was used at T2 to measure employees’ autonomy need satisfaction (e.g., “ I feel enough 

autonomy to do my work as I please”; Spreitzer, 1995).  

Autonomous motivation. Three items adapted from Amabile (1985) and from Tierney, 

Farmer, and Graen (1999) were used at T2 to measure employees’ current autonomous 

motivation at work (e.g., “I am motivated at work because my job is fun”).   

Performance. Employees’ performance was measured at T3 by their immediate supervisors 

using seven items adapted from the Customer Orientation Scale (e.g., “Tries to achieve the 

company’s objectives by satisfying customers”; Saxe & Weitz, 1982). Supervisors rated the 

extent to which employees demonstrated each behavior using a 5-point scale with 1 

corresponding to “Never” and 5 corresponding to “Always”.  

Results and Discussion 
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Descriptive statistics and inter-correlations for the six variables in this study are presented in 

Table 3. Similarly to Studies 1 and 2, autonomy need satisfaction was positively correlated with 

distributive justice and unrelated to financial incentives, while competence need satisfaction 

appeared unrelated to either. Autonomous motivation was positively correlated with both 

competence and autonomy need satisfaction, and with performance. 

As in Studies 1 and 2, distributive justice and financial incentives scores were mean-

centered before integrating their interaction term into the model. The hypothesized model was 

tested through bootstrapped path analysis with 1000 iterations and showed a very good fit to the 

data, χ2 (8) = 9.64, p = .29, CFI =.97, TLI =.93, RMSEA = .03 90% (.00-.07), SRMR = 0.03, and 

SABIC = 3918.52 (see Figure 8). Again, the three alternative models (without controlled 

motivation) were tested through bootstrapped path analysis with 1000 iterations. All three 

models indicated a less satisfactory fit to the data compared to our hypothesized models, with 

alternative model 1, χ2 (5) = 7.95, p < 0.05, CFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.79, RMSEA = 0.04, 90% CI 

(0.00-0.10), SRMR = 0.03 and SABIC = 3924.53; alternative model 2 χ2 (5) = 7.95, p < 0.05, 

CFI = 0.89, TLI = 0.77, RMSEA = 0.04, 90% CI (0.00-0.10), SRMR = 0.03 and SABIC = 

3924.53; and alternative model 3, χ2 (5) = 22.73, p < 0.05, CFI = 0.65, TLI = -0.26, RMSEA = 

0.11, 90% CI (0.07-0.15), SRMR = 0.06 and SABIC = 3939.31. 

 Results of this study replicated the findings from Studies 1 and 2 (see Figure 8), with the 

exception of H4a proposing that the interaction between employees’ perceptions of financial 

incentives and of distributive justice significantly predicts employees’ competence need 

satisfaction three months later, β = .05, p = .44. However, the interaction between employees’ 

perceptions of distributive justice and financial incentives did significantly predict their 

autonomy need satisfaction three months later, β = .28, p < .05, thus supporting H4b. The 
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unstandardized simple slope coefficients under low and high distributive justice were 

respectively B = -1.30, p < .05 and B = -.55, p < .05 for autonomy (see Figure 7). These results 

corroborate those of Studies 1 and 2, and indicate that when employees hold strong perceptions 

of financial incentives in their workplace, strong perceptions of distributive justice enhance 

autonomy need satisfaction, and even buffers against lower feelings of autonomy need. Finally, 

both competence and autonomy need satisfaction positively predicted employees’ autonomous 

motivation, respectively β = .32, p < .05, and β = .13, p < .05, hence supporting H2a and H3a, 

and employee’s autonomous motivation positively predicted their performance as rated by their 

supervisors three months later, β = .33, p < .05, supporting H1a.  

General Discussion 

Three field studies of employees were conducted to examine how perceptions of distributive 

justice of financial incentives relate to the satisfaction of autonomy and competence needs, and 

influence employees’ motivation and performance. Across different samples of professionals, 

workers, and financial advisors, the three studies offer considerable support to our original 

hypothesized model. Although the results were not as clear for the competence need as for the 

autonomy need, they indicate that stronger perceptions of distributive justice enhance 

employees’ autonomy need satisfaction, whereas it buffers against diminished competence need 

satisfaction. Additional research is needed to investigate these buffering and enhancing effects; 

nevertheless, both trends demonstrate that when fairly distributed, financial incentives can be 

positively associated with employees’ autonomy and competence need satisfaction. Satisfaction 

of these needs then leads to valuable organizational outcomes such as increased autonomous 

motivation and work performance, as reported by employees and supervisors.  

From a broader perspective, the empirical evidence found for our model, in collaboration 
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with other research (e.g., Kuvaas, 2008), provides insight into the relation between compensation 

and motivation from a SDT perspective. As such, it nuances and reconciles conflicting findings 

in the literature by showing that financial incentives are not detrimental in themselves, but that 

specific conditions must be set in place for them to have the desired beneficial impact on 

employees. It highlights the importance of neglected postulates in early SDT claiming that 

external elements such as financial incentives take on different functional meanings according to 

the way they are administered. Our research is a preliminary step suggesting that emphasizing 

financial incentives in the workplace can be perceived as controlling for employees, but that 

when they are fairly allocated, employees experience them as less controlling and more 

informational, and this positively contributes to their competence and autonomy needs.  From 

this perspective, money in itself may not be a sufficient motivator to ensure the prescribed 

performance levels, but it can be an influential lever to arouse employees’ autonomous 

motivation through their need satisfaction when the incentives are fairly distributed.  

Interestingly, we only found evidence for the negative relations between competence need 

satisfaction and controlled motivation, and between controlled motivation and performance in 

Study 1. Although this runs contrary to our initial hypotheses, this resonates with recent 

developments in SDT arguing that need satisfaction may be a better predictor of positive 

outcomes such as autonomous motivation, while need frustration (i.e., the active thwarting rather 

than the mere dissatisfaction of one’s psychological needs), may be a better predictor of negative 

outcomes such as controlled motivation (Bartholomew, Ntoumanis, Ryan, Bosch, & Thøgersen-

Ntoumani, 2011; Vansteenkiste & Ryan, 2013).  Recent empirical work in SDT indeed shows 

that need frustration is strongly associated with controlled motivation (e.g., Trépanier, Forest, 

Fernet, & Austin, 2015).  
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In this light, more research is needed to investigate the possibility of financial incentives 

being associated with controlled motivation through need frustration. For example, if used in a 

controlling manner or unfairly distributed, relying on financial incentives could lead either to 

autonomy need frustration by enhancing employees’ feelings that their employer is imposing 

performance standards and pressuring them into meeting those expectations, or to competence 

need frustration by leading employees to feel either incompetent or that their employer does not 

value competency. In this light, financial incentives would serve as impediments that thwart 

employees’ feelings of competence and autonomy, and foster controlled motivation.   

Limitations 

 While our research offers new perspectives on the study of compensation and motivation, 

some limitations must be taken into consideration when interpreting our findings. Despite the 

time-lagged designs, our results are based on correlational data and do not allow to draw any 

causal inferences. Without repeated measurements, it is impossible to control for values of our 

variables at a previous time point; hence, the estimates found in our studies must be interpreted 

with caution. Moreover, our findings are based on three relatively limited samples in terms of 

size, origin, and activity sector, which raise the issue of the generalizability of the results. 

Finally, we relied on self-reported data, with the exception of supervisors’ ratings of employee 

performance in Study 3. Although self-reports are said to be appropriate for ratings concerning 

strong subjective or non-behavioural components such as perceptions of distributive justice and 

of need satisfaction (Chan, 2009; Podsakoff, MacKenxzie, & Podsakoff, 2012), relying 

exclusively on them increases the risk for individual rating biases and common method bias. 

Common method bias is said to be less problematic in complex estimation involving multiple 

independent variables and in interaction effects as it cannot spuriously create them, but only 
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deflate existing ones (Siemsen, Roth, & Oliveira, 2010). Nevertheless, future studies should aim 

to use other data sources, such as other-reported and objective measures, especially for 

performance and compensation, given that most companies have readily accessible data on their 

performance objectives, pay structures, reward contingencies, and financial incentives.  

Future research 

Notwithstanding its limitations, the present research supports the claim that distributive 

justice influences the way employees respond to financial incentives, thus contributing to the 

overall effectiveness of pay-for-performance plans. To this day, very little research has been 

conducted specifically on either distributive or procedural justice, financial incentives and 

psychological needs. Integrating all three variables into one comprehensive model is a relatively 

recent development, despite the more common literature linking either distributive or procedural 

justice to either compensation (e.g., Folger & Konovsky, 1989; William, McDaniel, & Nguyen, 

2006) or psychological needs (e.g., Mayer, Bardes, & Piccolo, 2008). In this vein, additional 

research is needed to better understand the unique effect of distributive justice, as well as of 

procedural justice, in compensation plans on employees’ psychological needs. 

Future research should also use longitudinal designs to compare compensation practices and 

identify those that lead to greater psychological need satisfaction. As Gerhart and Fang suggest 

(2015), comparing the long-term effect of pay structures on employees’ psychological needs may 

help understand how and when they lead to optimal employee functioning. For instance, well-

designed, equitable collective bonus plans could help fulfill employees’ psychological needs by 

providing them the choice to put their competence to contribution towards a meaningful, 

collective effort, thus sustaining their autonomous motivation and engagement in the long-run. 

On the other hand, individual all-commission-based pay plans may thwart their psychological 
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needs by unduly forcing employees to adopt an isolated mindset, overly preoccupied by the 

results they need to deliver, and constantly evaluating their ratio of effort to financial outcome.  

With this in mind, our findings support a trending idea that aspects pertaining specifically to 

compensation management and pay administration should be further investigated (e.g., Gagné & 

Forest, 2008; Gerhart & Fang, 2015). Both practitioners and researchers should aim to devise 

optimal pay structures to manage and distribute bonuses in a way that effectively fosters 

employee need satisfaction and autonomous motivation without increasing their need frustration 

and controlled motivation. For example, when presenting financial incentive opportunities, 

employers could emphasize the meaning of these incentives so as to foster a healthy, collective, 

positively-competitive mindset, that energizes teams and inspires them to achieve greater levels, 

instead of over-emphasizing the contingencies between meeting the objectives and getting the 

financial reward to the point that it feels like a threat, and using the financial incentives as a 

means to closely monitor employees’ performance. Furthermore, upon allocation of the financial 

rewards, employers could provide positive feedback that specifically highlights the quality of the 

employees’ work and acknowledges the level of effort the employees chose to invest in their 

work. By expressing their appreciation of employees’ volitional engagement in the work process, 

employers would positively contribute to employees’ competence and autonomy need 

satisfaction. 

Finally, a lot of research so far has focused on technical aspects such as the amount to give 

and the frequency at which to allocate bonuses (Garbers & Konradt, 2014; Gupta, Conroy, & 

Delery, 2012; Kuvaas, 2008). This study suggests that it may be time to turn away from these 

technical aspects and delve into more subjective aspects such as the meaning of financial rewards 

and the salience of their informational or controlling aspect (e.g., Ryan et al., 1983), the meaning 
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of pay disparities and employees’ sensitivity to pay inequities (e.g., Luna-Arocas & Tang, 2014), 

and the meaning of money and employees’ underlying motives for earning money (e.g., Thibault 

Landry, Kindlein, Trépanier, Forest, Zigarmi, Houson, & Brodbeck, 2016). As recent empirical 

studies reveal (e.g., Dunn, Aknin, & Norton, 2014; Hill & Howell, 2014; Howell, Kurai, & Tam, 

2013; Kushlev, Dunn, & Lucas, 2015; Matz, Gladstone, & Stillwell, 2016), money in itself is not 

purely good or evil, but is more likely a symbol that takes on different meanings, serves multiple 

purposes, and is pursued for a variety of reasons, and these questions should be investigated as 

they have implications for individuals both at work and outside of work. 

Conclusion 

The goal of our research was to provide researchers and practitioners with an integrative 

framework that nuanced previous findings in the literature and allowed for a deeper 

understanding of the impact of financial incentives, such as bonuses, on employee motivation 

and performance. Across three studies using different methodologies, we found that when fairly 

distributed, financial incentives can have a positive effect on employee motivation and 

subsequent performance by increasing employees’ competence and autonomy need satisfaction.   



FINANCIAL INCENTIVES, MOTIVATION, AND PERFORMANCE 28 

	

References 

Amabile, T. M. (1985). Motivation and creativity: Effects of motivational orientation on creative 

writers. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 48(2), 393-399. 

Doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.48.2.393.  

Bartholomew, K. J., Ntoumanis, N., Ryan, R. M., Bosch, J. A., & Thøgersen-Ntoumani, C. 

(2011). Self-determination theory and diminished functioning: The role of interpersonal 

control and psychological need thwarting. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 

Doi:10.1177/0146167211413125. 

Bartol, K. M., & Locke, E. A. (2000). Incentives and motivation. Compensation in 

organizations: Current research and practice, 104-147. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: Desire for interpersonal 

attachments as a fundamental human motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 117(3), 497-529. 

Doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497. 

Berry, D. C., & Broadbent, D. E. (1984). On the relationship between task performance and 

associated verbalizable knowledge. The Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 

36(2), 209-231. DOI:10.1080/14640748408402156 

Bozionelos, N., & Wang, L. (2007). An investigation on the attitudes of Chinese workers 

towards individually based performance-related reward systems. The International Journal 

of Human Resource Management, 18(2), 284-302. DOI:10.1080/09585190601102497 

Browne, M. W., & Cudeck, R. (1993). Alternative ways of assessing model fit. Sage Focus 

Editions, 154, 136-159.  

Cerasoli, C. P., Nicklin, J. M., & Ford, M. T. (2014). Intrinsic motivation and extrinsic 

incentives jointly predict performance: A 40-year meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 

140(4), 980-1008. Doi.org/10.1037/a0035661. 

Chan, D. (2009). So why ask me? Are self-report data really that bad. In C. E. Lance & R. J. 

Vendenberg (Eds), Statistical and methodological myths and urban legends: Doctrine, verity 

and fable in the organizational and social sciences, (pp. 309-336), New York: Routeledge. 

Choi, J., & Chen, C. C. (2007). The relationships of distributive justice and compensation system 

fairness to employee attitudes in international joint ventures. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 28(6), 687-703. DOI: 10.1002/job.438.  



FINANCIAL INCENTIVES, MOTIVATION, AND PERFORMANCE 29 

	

 Colquitt, J. A. (2001). On the dimensionality of organizational justice: A construct validation of 

a measure. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 386-400. Doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.86.3.386. 

Colquitt, J. A., Conlon, D. E., Wesson, M. J., Porter, C. O., & Ng, K. Y. (2001). Justice at the 

millennium: A meta-analytic review of 25 years of organizational justice research. Journal 

of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 425-445. Doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.425. 

De Cooman, R., De Gieter, S., Pepermans, R., Jegers, M., & Van Acker, F. (2009). Development 

and validation of the Work Effort Scale. European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 

25(4), 266-273.Doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759.25.4.266. 

De Cooman, R., Stynen, D., Van den Broeck, A., Sels, L., & De Witte, H. (2013). How job 

characteristics relate to need satisfaction and autonomous motivation: Implications for work 

effort. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 43(6), 1342-1352. Doi:10.1111/jasp.12143.  

Deci, E. (1971). Effects of externally mediated rewards on intrinsic motivation. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 18(1), 105-115. DOI: org/10.1037/h0030644.  

Deci, E. & Ryan, R. M. (2002). Handbook of self-determination research. University Rochester 

Press. 

Deci, E. L. (1972). The effects of contingent and noncontingent rewards and controls on intrinsic 

motivation. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 8(2), 217-229. 

Doi:10.1016/0030-5073(72)90047-5. 

Deci, E. L., Connell, J. P., & Ryan, R. M. (1989). Self-determination in a work organization. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 74(4), 580-590. Doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.74.4.580 

Deci, E. L., Koestner, R., & Ryan, R. M. (1999). A meta-analytic review of experiments 

examining the effects of extrinsic rewards on intrinsic motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 

125(6), 627-668, DOI: org/10.1037/0033-2909.125.6.627 

Deci, E. L., Vallerand, R. J., Pelletier, L. G., & Ryan, R. M. (1991). Motivation and education: 

The self-determination perspective. Educational Psychologist, 26(3-4), 325-346. 

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in human 

behavior. Springer Science & Business Media. 

Deci, E., Koestner, R., & Ryan, R. M. (1999). A meta-analytic review of experiments examining 

the effects of extrinsic rewards on intrinsic motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 125(6), 627-

668. Doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.125.6.627. 



FINANCIAL INCENTIVES, MOTIVATION, AND PERFORMANCE 30 

	

Del Vecchio, S., & Wagner, J. (2011). Motivation and monetary incentives: A closer look. 

Journal of Management and Marketing Research, 7(1), 1-13. 

Dulebohn, J. H., & Martocchio, J. J. (1998a). Employee perceptions of the fairness of work 

group incentive pay plans. Journal of Management, 24(4), 469-488. DOI: 

10.1177/014920639802400401.  

Dulebohn, J. H., & Werling, S. E. (2007). Compensation research past, present, and future. 

Human Resource Management Review, 17(2), 191-207. Doi:10.1016/j.hrmr.2007.03.002. 

Dulebohn, J., & Martocchio, J. J. (1998b). Employees' perceptions of the distributive justice of 

pay raise decisions: A policy capturing approach. Journal of Business and Psychology, 

13(1), 41-64.  DOI: 10.1023/A:1022919032383 

Dunn, E. W., Aknin, L. B., & Norton, M. I. (2014). Prosocial spending and happiness using 

money to benefit others pays off. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 23(1), 41-47. 

Doi:10.1177/0963721413512503. 

Fang, M., & Gerhart, B. (2012). Does pay for performance diminish intrinsic interest? The 

International Journal of Human Resource Management, 23(6), 1176-1196. 

Doi:10.1080/09585192.2011.561227. 

Fehr, E., & List, J. A. (2004). The hidden costs and returns of incentives—trust and 

trustworthiness among CEOs. Journal of the European Economic Association, 2(5), 743-

771. Doi: 10.1162/1542476042782297. 

Fernet, C., Austin, S., & Vallerand, R. J. (2012). The effects of work motivation on employee 

exhaustion and commitment: An extension of the JD-R model. Work & Stress, 26(3), 213-

229. Doi:10.1080/02678373.2012.713202. 

Fernet, C., Trépanier, S. G., Austin, S., Gagné, M., & Forest, J. (2015). Transformational 

leadership and optimal functioning at work: On the mediating role of employees' perceived 

job characteristics and motivation. Work & Stress, 29(1), 11-31. 

DOI:10.1080/02678373.2014.1003998 

Folger, R., & Konovsky, M. A. (1989). Effects of procedural and distributive justice on reactions 

to pay raise decisions. Academy of Management Journal, 32(1), 115-130. DOI: 

10.2307/256422 

Frey, B. S., & Jergen, R. (2001). Motivational interactions: Effects on behaviour. Annales 

d'Économie et de Statistique, 131-153. 



FINANCIAL INCENTIVES, MOTIVATION, AND PERFORMANCE 31 

	

Gagné, M., & Deci, E. L. (2005). Self-determination theory and work motivation. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 26(4), 331-362. Doi:10.1002/job.322.  

Gagné, M., & Forest, J. (2008). The study of compensation systems through the lens of self-

determination theory: Reconciling 35 years of debate. Canadian Psychology/Psychologie 

Canadienne, 49(3), 225-232. DOI: org/10.1037/a0012757.  

Gagné, M., Forest, J., Gilbert, M. H., Aubé, C., Morin, E., & Malorni, A. (2010). The Motivation 

at Work Scale: Validation evidence in two languages. Educational and Psychological 

Measurement, 70(4), 628-646. Doi:10.1177/0013164409355698. 

Garbers, Y., & Konradt, U. (2014). The effect of financial incentives on performance: A 

quantitative review of individual and team-based financial incentives. Journal of 

Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 87(1), 102-137. Doi:10.1111/joop.12039.  

Gerhart, B., & Fang, M. (2014). Pay for (individual) performance: Issues, claims, evidence and 

the role of sorting effects. Human Resource Management Review, 24(1), 41-52. 

Doi:10.1016/j.hrmr.2013.08.010. 

Gerhart, B., & Fang, M. (2015). Pay, intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, performance, and 

creativity in the workplace: Revisiting long-held beliefs. Annual Review of Organizational 

Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 2(1), 489-521. DOI: 10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-

032414-111418 

Giacobbe-Miller, J. K., Miller, D. J., Zhang, W., & Victorov, V. I. (2003). Country and 

organizational-level adaptation to foreign workplace ideologies: A comparative study of 

distributive justice values in China, Russia and the United States. Journal of International 

Business Studies, 34(4), 389-406. 

Gillet, N., Fouquereau, E., Forest, J., Brunault, P., & Colombat, P. (2012). The impact of 

organizational factors on psychological needs and their relations with well-being. Journal of 

Business and Psychology, 27(4), 437-450. Doi:10.1007/s10869-011-9253-2. 

Grandey, A. A., Chi, N. W., & Diamond, J. A. (2013). Show me the money! Do financial 

rewards for performance enhance or undermine the satisfaction from emotional labor? 

Personnel Psychology, 66(3), 569-612. DOI: 10.1111/peps.12037 

Griffin, M. A., Neal, A., & Parker, S. K. (2007). A new model of work role performance: 

Positive behavior in uncertain and interdependent contexts. Academy of Management 

Journal, 50(2), 327-347. doi: 10.5465/AMJ.2007.24634438 



FINANCIAL INCENTIVES, MOTIVATION, AND PERFORMANCE 32 

	

Guay, F., Chanal, J., Ratelle, C. F., Marsh, H. W., Larose, S., & Boivin, M. (2010). Intrinsic, 

identified, and controlled types of motivation for school subjects in young elementary school 

children. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 80(4), 711-735. 

Doi:10.1348/000709910X499084. 

Gupta, N., & Shaw, J. D. (2014). Employee compensation: The neglected area of HRM research. 

Human Resource Management Review, 24(1), 1-4. Doi:10.1016/j.hrmr.2013.08.007. 

Gupta, N., Conroy, S. A., & Delery, J. E. (2012). The many faces of pay variation. Human 

Resource Management Review, 22(2), 100-115. Doi:10.1016/j.hrmr.2011.12.001. 

Hagger, M. S., & Chatzisarantis, N. L. (2007). Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in 

exercise and sport. In Hagger & Chatzisarantis (Eds) Human Kinetics, US: Champaign, IL. 

375 pp. 

Hennig-Thurau, T., & Paul, M. (2007). Can economic bonus programs jeopardize service 

relationships? Service Business, 1(2), 159-175. Doi:10.1007/s11628-006-0012-9. 

Hill, G., & Howell, R. T. (2014). Moderators and mediators of pro-social spending and well-

being: The influence of values and psychological need satisfaction. Personality and 

Individual Differences, 69, 69-74. Doi:10.1016/j.paid.2014.05.013. 

Houlfort, N., Koestner, R., Joussemet, M., Nantel-Vivier, A., & Lekes, N. (2002). The impact of 

performance-contingent rewards on perceived autonomy and competence. Motivation and 

Emotion, 26(4), 279-295. Doi:10.1023/A:1022819120237. 

Howell, R. T., Kurai, M., & Tam, L. (2013). Money buys financial security and psychological 

need satisfaction: Testing need theory in affluence. Social Indicators Research, 110(1), 17-

29. Doi:10.1007/s11205-010-9774-5.  

Hoyle, R. H. (Ed.). (1995). Structural equation modeling: Concepts, issues, and applications. 

Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: 

Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling: A 

Multidisciplinary Journal, 6(1), 1-55. Doi:10.1080/10705519909540118.  

Igalens, J., & Roussel, P. (1999). A study of the relationships between compensation package, 

work motivation and job satisfaction. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 20(7), 1003-

1025. 



FINANCIAL INCENTIVES, MOTIVATION, AND PERFORMANCE 33 

	

Jenkins Jr, G. D., Mitra, A., Gupta, N., & Shaw, J. D. (1998). Are financial incentives related to 

performance? A meta-analytic review of empirical research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

83(5), 777-787. Doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.5.777. 

Joussemet, M., Landry, R., & Koestner, R. (2008). A self-determination theory perspective on 

parenting. Canadian Psychology/Psychologie canadienne, 49(3), 194-200. 

Doi.org/10.1037/a0012754. 

Kasser, T., & Ahuvia, A. (2002). Materialistic values and well-being in business students. 

European Journal of Social Psychology, 32(1), 137-146. Doi:10.1002/ejsp.85. 

Kasser, T., Ryan, R. M., Couchman, C. E., & Sheldon, K. M. (2004). Materialistic values: Their 

causes and consequences. In T. Kasser & A. D. Kanner (Eds), Psychology and consumer 

culture: The struggle for a good life in a materialistic world (pp.11-28), Washington: 

American Psychological Association. 

Krug, M. K., & Braver, T. S. (2014). Motivation and cognitive control: Going beyond monetary 

incentives. In E. Bijleveld & H. Aarts (Eds) The Psychological Science of Money (pp. 137-

162). New York : Springer. 

Kushlev, K., Dunn, E. W., & Lucas, R. E. (2015). Higher income is associated with less daily 

sadness but not more daily happiness. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 1-7, 

Doi:10.1177/1948550614568161. 

Kuvaas, B. (2008). A test of hypotheses derived from self-determination theory among public 

sector employees. Employee Relations, 31(1), 39-56. 

Kuvaas, B., Buch, R., Gagné, M., Dysvik, A., & Forest, J. (2016). Do you get what you pay for? 

Sales incentives and implications for motivation and changes in turnover intention and work 

effort. Motivation and Emotion, 40(5), 667-680. DOI 10.1007/s11031-016-9574-6 

Lawler III, E. E. (1987). Pay for performance: A motivational analysis. In H. R., Nalbantian 

(Ed). Incentives, cooperation, and risk sharing: Economic and psychological perspectives 

on employment contracts (pp. 69-86). England: Rowman & Littlefield. 

Lawler III, E. E. (2000). Pay strategy: New thinking for the new millennium. Compensation and 

Benefits Review, 7-12.  

Luna-Arocas, R., & Tang, T. L. P. (2014). Are you satisfied with your pay when you compare? It 

depends on your love of money, pay comparison standards, and culture. Journal of Business 

Ethics, 128(2), 279-289. Doi: 10.1007/s10551-014-2100-4. 



FINANCIAL INCENTIVES, MOTIVATION, AND PERFORMANCE 34 

	

Matz, S. C., Gladstone, J. J., & Stillwell, D. (2016). Money buys happiness when spending fits 

our personality. Psychological Science, 1-11, doi: 10.1177/0956797616635200 

Mayer, D. M., Bardes, M., & Piccolo, R. F. (2008). Do servant-leaders help satisfy follower 

needs? An organizational justice perspective. European Journal of Work and Organizational 

Psychology, 17(2), 180-197. DOI:10.1080/13594320701743558 

Moller, A. C., & Deci, E. L. (2014). The psychology of getting paid: An integrated perspective. 

In E. Bijleveld & H. Aarts (Eds) The Psychological Science of Money (pp. 137-162). New 

York: Springer. 

Motowildo, S. J., Borman, W. C., & Schmit, M. J. (1997). A theory of individual differences in 

task and contextual performance. Human Performance, 10(2), 71-83. 

OI:10.1207/s15327043hup1002_1 

Murayama, K., Matsumoto, M., Izuma, K., & Matsumoto, K. (2010). Neural basis of the 

undermining effect of monetary reward on intrinsic motivation. Proceedings of the National 

Academy of Sciences, 107(49), 20911-20916. Doi:10.1073/pnas.1013305107. 

Niemiec, C. P., & Ryan, R. M. (2009). Autonomy, competence, and relatedness in the classroom 

Applying self-determination theory to educational practice. Theory and Research in 

Education, 7(2), 133-144. Doi:10.1177/1477878509104318. 

Ntoumanis, N. (2005). A prospective study of participation in optional school physical education 

using a self-determination theory framework. Journal of Educational Psychology, 97(3), 

444-453. Doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.97.3.444. 

Olafsen, A. H., Halvari, H., Forest, J., & Deci, E. L. (2015). Show them the money? The role of 

pay, managerial need support, and justice in a self-determination theory model of intrinsic 

work motivation. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 56(4), 447-457. 

Doi:10.1111/sjop.12211. 

Parker, S. K., Wall, T. D., & Jackson, P. R. (1997). “That's not my job”: Developing flexible 

employee work orientations. Academy of Management Journal, 40(4), 899-929. 

Doi:10.2307/256952. 

Pearce, J. L., & Perry, J. L. (1983). Federal merit pay: A longitudinal analysis. Public 

Administration Review, 315-325. Doi:10.2307/975834 



FINANCIAL INCENTIVES, MOTIVATION, AND PERFORMANCE 35 

	

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2012). Sources of method bias in social 

science research and recommendations on how to control it. Annual Review of Psychology, 

63, 539-569. DOI: 10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452. 

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic 

motivation, social development, and well-being. American Psychologist, 55(1), 68-78. 

Doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68. 

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2006). Self-regulation and the problem of human autonomy: Does 

psychology need choice, self-determination, and will? Journal of Personality, 74(6), 1557-

1586. Doi:10.1111/j.1467-6494.2006.00420.x. 

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2008). Self-determination theory and the role of basic psychological 

needs in personality and the organization of behavior. In O. P. John, R. Robins, & L. A. 

Lawrence (Eds), Handbook of personality: Theory and research (3rd ed.)(pp. 654-678). 

New York: Guilford Press. 

Ryan, R. M., Mims, V., & Koestner, R. (1983). Relation of reward contingency and interpersonal 

context to intrinsic motivation: A review and test using cognitive evaluation theory. Journal 

of Personality and Social Psychology, 45(4), 736-750. Doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.45.4.736. 

Ryan, R. M., Patrick, H., Deci, E. L., & Williams, G. C. (2008). Facilitating health behaviour 

change and its maintenance: Interventions based on self-determination theory. European 

Health Psychologist, 10(1), 2-5. 

Rynes, S. L., Gerhart, B., & Parks, L. (2005). Personnel psychology: Performance evaluation and 

pay for performance. Annual Review of Psychology, 56, 571-600. 

Doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.56.091103.070254. 

Saxe, R., & Weitz, B. A. (1982). The SOCO scale: A measure of the customer orientation of 

salespeople. Journal of Marketing Research, 343-351. DOI: 10.2307/3151568 

Schaubroeck, J. M., Shaw, J. D., Duffy, M. K., & Mitra, A. (2008). An under-met and over-met 

expectations model of employee reactions to merit raises. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

93, 424–434. 

Schumacher, R. E., & Lomax, R. G. (1996). A beginner’s guide to SEM. Mahwah, New Jersey, 

USA. 



FINANCIAL INCENTIVES, MOTIVATION, AND PERFORMANCE 36 

	

Shaw, J. D., & Gupta, N. (2015). Let the evidence speak again! Financial incentives are more 

effective than we thought. Human Resource Management Journal, 25(3), 281-293. 

Doi:10.1111/1748-8583.12080. 

Sheldon, K. M., & Bettencourt, B. (2002). Psychological need-satisfaction and subjective well-

being within social groups. British Journal of Social Psychology, 41(1), 25-38. 

Doi:10.1348/01446660216503. 

Siemsen, E., Roth, A., & Oliveira, P. (2010). Common method bias in regression models with 

linear, quadratic, and interaction effects. Organizational Research Methods, 13, 456-476. 

doi: 10.1177/1094428109351241   

Spreitzer, G. M. (1995). Psychological empowerment in the workplace: Dimensions, 

measurement, and validation. Academy of Management Journal, 38(5), 1442-1465. 

Doi:10.2307/256865. 

Stajkovic, A. D., & Luthans, F. (2001). Differential effects of incentive motivators on work 

performance. Academy of Management Journal, 44(3), 580-590. doi: 10.2307/3069372 

Standage, M., Duda, J. L., & Ntoumanis, N. (2005). A test of self-determination theory in school 

physical education. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 75(3), 411-433. 

Doi:10.1348/000709904X22359. 

Stone, D. N., Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2009). Beyond talk: Creating autonomous motivation 

through self-determination theory. Journal of General Management, 34(3), 75-91. 

Thibault Landry, A., Kindlein, J., Trépanier, S. G., Forest, J., Zigarmi, D., Houson, D., & 

Brodbeck, F. C. (2016). Why individuals want money is what matters: Using self-

determination theory to explain the differential relationship between motives for making 

money and employee psychological health. Motivation and Emotion, 1-17. 

Doi:10.1007/s11031-015-9532-8. 

Thierry, H. (2001) The reflection theory on compensation. In: Erez, M., Kleinbeck, U., Thierry, 

H. (eds). Work motivation in the context of a globalizing economy, 149-166. Mahwah, New 

Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.  

Tierney, P., Farmer, S. M., & Graen, G. B. (1999). An examination of leadership and employee 

creativity: The relevance of traits and relationships. Personnel Psychology, 52(3), 591-620. 

Doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1999.tb00173.x. 



FINANCIAL INCENTIVES, MOTIVATION, AND PERFORMANCE 37 

	

Tremblay, M., Sire, B., & Balkin, D. B. (2000). The role of organizational justice in pay and 

employee benefit satisfaction, and its effects on work attitudes. Group & Organization 

Management, 25(3), 269-290. DOI: 10.1177/1059601100253004.  

Vallerand, R. J. (1989). Toward a methodology for the transcultural validation of psychological 

questionnaires: Implications for studies in the French language. Canadian 

Psychology/Psychologie Canadienne, 30(4), 662-680.  

Van den Broeck, A., Vansteenkiste, M., Witte, H., Soenens, B., & Lens, W. (2010). Capturing 

autonomy, competence, and relatedness at work: Construction and initial validation of the 

Work-related Basic Need Satisfaction scale. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 

Psychology, 83(4), 981-1002. Doi:10.1348/096317909X481382.  

Vansteenkiste, M., & Ryan, R. M. (2013). On psychological growth and vulnerability: Basic 

psychological need satisfaction and need frustration as a unifying principle. Journal of 

Psychotherapy Integration, 23(3), 263-280. Doi.org/10.1037/a0032359. 

Vansteenkiste, M., Neyrinck, B., Niemiec, C. P., Soenens, B., Witte, H., & Broeck, A. (2007). 

On the relations among work value orientations, psychological need satisfaction and job 

outcomes: A self-determination theory approach. Journal of Occupational and 

Organizational Psychology, 80(2), 251-277. Doi:10.1348/096317906X111024. 

Vohs, K. D., Mead, N. L., & Goode, M. R. (2008). Merely activating the concept of money 

changes personal and interpersonal behavior. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 

17(3), 208-212. Doi:10.1111/j.1467-8721.2008.00576.x. 

Weibel, A., Rost, K., & Osterloh, M. (2010). Pay for performance in the public sector—Benefits 

and (hidden) costs. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 20(2), 387-412. 

Doi: 10.1093/jopart/mup009. 

Werner, S., & Ward, S. G. (2004). Recent compensation research: An eclectic review. Human 

Resource Management Review, 14(2), 201-227. Doi:10.1016/j.hrmr.2004.05.003. 

White, R. W. (1959). Motivation reconsidered: The concept of competence. Psychological 

Review, 66(5), 297-333. Doi.org/10.1037/h0040934. 

Williams, G. C., & Deci, E. L. (1996). Internalization of biopsychosocial values by medical 

students: A test of self-determination theory. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

70(4), 767-779. Doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.4.767. 



FINANCIAL INCENTIVES, MOTIVATION, AND PERFORMANCE 38 

	

Williams, M. L., McDaniel, M. A., & Nguyen, N. T. (2006). A meta-analysis of the antecedents 

and consequences of pay level satisfaction. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(2), 392-413. 

doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.2.392 

Young, G. J., Beckman, H., & Baker, E. (2012). Financial incentives, professional values and 

performance: A study of pay-for-performance in a professional organization. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 33(7), 964-983. DOI: 10.1002/job.1770 

 

View publication statsView publication stats

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/310607329

