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This paper scrutinizes current motivation theory and presents criticism concerning
its lack of referential specification (what behavior it is about), its paramorph
character Iwhat motivational processes and mechanisms arel, the neglect of the
factor time Ihow long it takes for motivation to develop and persist), the lack of
integration (how particular theories and models fit togetherl, the lack of
explanatory and predictive power in real life work settings Iwhat it contributes
to common knowledge). Motivation theory is compared to an incomplete jigsaw
puzzle of which the many pieces are difficult to put together. An effort is made
to put several pieces together and develop a comprehensive model of
motivational processes pertaining to work activity in everyday life. Key concepts
in the model are goals, intentions, and promises, but cognitive and social factors
are also included. The model describes the dynamics of multiple motivations
developing and existing in parallel, and competing for priority, in a multi-stage
process. The interplay between work and non-work goals, and secret and public
goals is accounted for.

The model has a wide range of practical implications. They pertain to
such aspects as changing intentions, making and keeping promises, postponing
and deferring intended activities, and balancing private and public goals which
are highly relevant for everyday behavior at work. From this important lessons
can be drawn from this for leadership and self-management. In addition there are
also impfications for performance appraisal, remuneration, training, and selection.

Thus far, the model is based on an amalgam of theoretical notions
developed in isolation, and only supported by descriptive and explorative
evidence. Formal empirical tests are difficult to carry out in real-life settings, due
to the emphasis on multiplicity and temporality, as well as on secret goals and
non-work. A number of suggestions is given as to how future research on the
model might be conducted.

' The author expresses his appreciation to Jose-Maria Peiro, Alex Bunjes, Peter van den
Berg, Ana Cristina Fernandes da Costa, Rene Schalk, Fred Zijlstra, and Craig Pinder, for their
helpful comments in developing the calendar model. He is thankful to Sandra Quist for
gathering the first empirical data to support the model.
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1 . Introduction

This paper provides a critical appraisal of current work motivation theory and

a proposal for a new and integrative theoretical model that may broaden and

deepen our understanding of work motivation. We begin with a brief review

of work motivation theory and a discussion of some weaknesses, i.e. the poor

delineation of work behavior, the lack of attention given to the dynamics and

multiplicity of behavior, the use of 'black box' and paramorphic models, the

neglect of factors weakening or suppressing behavior, and the lack of

integration between different theories. Starting from the observation that

people at work are typically engaged in multiple activities we develop a

process model of work motivation that focuses on how people in work settings

deal with goals. The model builds on the distinction between goal-setting and

goal-striving phases of human action (Kanfer, 19921, but adds three other

phases in order to account for the dynamics and multiplicity of behavior found

in organizations. The five phases of the model are described in some detail,

with references to the research literature and observations from everyday

organizational life. Some evidence from a descriptive field study is presented

to support the assumptions underlying the mode. Moreover, we discuss the

implications of the model for research and theory on the one hand, and for

organizational and consulting practice on the other hand.

2. An assessment of work motivation theory

There has been great advance in work motivation theory over the last few

decades (Thierry, 1998; Gollwitzer 8~ Bargh, 1996; Brandstátter 8~ Gollwitzer,

1994; Kanfer, 1992; Katzell 8~ Thompson, 1990; Kuhl á Atkinson, 1986;

Heckhausen á Kuhl, 19851. The body of knowledge about the determinants

of people's behavior at work has grown due to research on intrinsic and
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extrinsic motivation, value expectancy models, self-efficacy, and goal setting,

but it has also become better integrated. E.g. efforts have been made to link

goal-setting theory to expectancy theory (e.g. Hollenbeck 8~ Klein, 1987),

control theory (Lord á Hanges, 1987), and social cognitive theory (Bandura á

Cervone, 1986). An over-arching model, incorporating personality theory,

expectancy theory, goal theory, social-cognitive theory, job characteristics

theory, attribution theory and justice theory, has recently been proposed by

Locke Isee Pinder, 1998; p.4681. In spite of these advances work motivation

theory has still not reached the stage at which 'motivation' as a psychological

phenomenon is well defined and understood, and at which the flow of people's

behavior in real-life work settings can be effectively predicted, explained and

influenced. We will list a number of shortcomings of current motivational

theory here below.

2. 1. The delineation of work behavior

The literature offers many different views of motivation and work motivation,

but hardly any definitions. An exception is the often quoted definition by

Pinder, describes work motivation as "a set of energetic forces that originate

both within as well as beyond an individual's being, to initiate work-related

behavior, and to determine its form, direction, intensity, and duration" (Pinder,

1998; p.1 1).

The fact that the meaning of 'work motivation' (and 'motivation' in gen-

eral) has remained broad and elusive can partly be explained from the multitude

of factors determining human behavior, but we think it has also to do with the

lack of precision in the notion of behavior itself, that is, its poor conceptual

delineation. As has been spelled out by Heckhausen (1980), there are different

classes of behavior which for their explanation require different sets of

determinants. Behavior can be differentiated into two broad classes of activity,

i.e. basic mental and bodily activity (such as being awake and breathing),
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instinctive activity, and all kinds of responses to internal and external stimuli

on the one hand, and goal directed activity, or action, on the other hand. Work

behavior can best be understood as goal-directed activity (Hacker, 1998). For

explaining this type of behavior one needs concepts such as goal, intention,

commitment, and self-regulation (Kanfer, 1992).

Using the concept of 'action', rather than behavior, can help to give to

concept of motivation greater precision. Whereas 'behavior' has a very broad

meaning, 'actions' are rather specific, located in time and space, and bound to

specific settings (in the sense of Barker, 1970). Examples of work actions are:

answering customer calls, processing incoming orders, selling airline tickets to

customers, giving a lecture, attending a business meeting. The contextual

embeddedness of actions allow us to clarify what is meant by 'work

motivation' rather than motivation in general. First of all, one can conceive of

work motivation as motivation for certain kinds of work actions, i.e. actions

directed at work goals, such as were mentioned above. Secondly, work

motivation may also be understood as motivation for actions occurring in a

particular setting, i.e. a work setting. We will focus on to this broader class of

actions, and refer to it as 'work-related actions'.

2.2. Dynamics and multiplicity

Two facets of human activity relevant for the study of motivation clearly stand

out if one adopts the concept of action rather than behavior. These facets are:

multiplicity and dynamics. Whereas behavior is an undifferentiated and poorly

demarcated concept, actions refer to bounded phenomena that occur in a

certain order along the time line. The difference is of great importance for the

research on motivation and for theory development. Research using the

behavior concept has typically paid little attention to the flow of activity and

to temporal aspects such as duration, change and sequence. The dependent

variables have been effort, performance, absenteeism and turnover-inclination,
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defined without specific reference to time. By concentrating on finite but

repeatable actions, one opens the perspective of human activity as an ongoing

stream of events, unfoldíng during the waking part of people's lives (cf.

James, 1899; Atkinson 8~ Birch, 1978, 1986; Birch, 1986). Actions may

occur successively or simultaneously. In everyday life people are typically

engaged in multiple actions, of different duration, which partly overlap. We

adopt this view and take it as a starting point for the development of our

motivational model.

This view of activity has two main implications for the conceptualization

of motivation. First, one has to be aware of the multiplicity of motivation. If

people are engaged in multiple activities there should, for logical reasons, be

multiple motivational processes as well. Secondly, motivation should be

understood in a dynamic way. That is, as the behavior stream is changing and

different actions follow each other, motivation itself should be conceived

dynamically. Motivational theory has to account for both continuity and

change.

2.3. Motivation as a psychological phenomenon

For a long time motivation research has aimed at developing models that could

predict behavioral outcomes from personal and or situational factors, without

paying much attention to intermediary processes. Some theories postulated an

effect of certain determining variables on effort and performance, without

specifying how that effect would be brought about. An example of such 'black

box' theories is need theory (e.g. Maslow, 1954; or Aldefer, 1972). Other

theories postulated intermediary variables that were supposed to mediate the

effect of personal or situational factors on behavior. This is e.g. the case for

the job characteristics model (Hackman á Oldham, 1976, 198~), the value-

expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964) and the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen,

1985, 1991). Research has provided some empirical evidence supporting the
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relevance of the intermediary variables, although not consistently. But it has

typically not demonstrated the validity of the models as a representation of

real-time psychological processes. Thus, whether the confrontation of a worker

with a particular job, having certain characteristics, initiates a cognitive

process leading to knowledge of work results, and the emergence of a sense

of responsibility is, in spite of all research on the Hackman-Oldham model, still

unknown. Similarly, we know of no research showing that people really

engage in the kind of cognitive evaluation and decision-making process

postulated by the value-expectancy model or the theory of planned behavior.

These theories actually give 'paramorphic' representations of work motivation,

not 'isomorphic' representations as is commonly assumed. It should be clear

that such theories do not deserve the label 'process theories', that they are

often given, unless their validity as descriptions of behavioral processes is

convincingly demonstrated.

Theory focusing on the motivation as a real-time psychological process,

and addressing aspects such as duration, change and sequence, appears to be

scarce. As examples can be mentioned the theory by Atkinson 8~ Birch (1970,

1978) on motivation and behavior change, and the model by Humphreys and

Revelle (1984) on the influences of personality and situational factors on

motivational states, and on subsequent information processing and cognitive

performance. The theoretical work by Heckhausen 8~ Kuhl (1985) and by

Gollwitzer and his associates (Gollwitzer, 1990, 1996; Gollwitzer 8~

Brandstátter, 1990, 1997; Gollwitzer 8~ Moskovitz, 1996) on the formation of

intentions and goals, and the transition from goals to actions, also fits into this

category. We think that further research should build on this work and focus

on motivation as a psychological process itself, rather than as a set of factors

hidden in a black box or a paramorphic model.
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2.4. The two sides of behavior

The purpose of work motivation theory can be described as: predicting,

explaining, and influencing the initiation, direction, strength and persistence of

people's work activity (Pinder, 1998; Kanfer, 19921. This description reveals

a typical bias of researchers and theorists, i.e. the tendency to focus on the

manifestation of the action, that is its emergence against the background of

other actions in a person's behavior stream. However, the attention might also

be directed at the opposite side, that is the non-initiation or cessation of an

action, the lack of direction, the absence or loss of strength, and the lack of

persistence, or what Ryan (1985) has called 'amotivation', and this seems

highly relevant in a time-based perspective on motivation, as we hope to

demonstrate in this paper Isee below). We propose to include both sides of

behavior in future research on motivation, not only because it can deepen our

understanding of the causes of action but also in order to make motivation

research more relevant for practice. After all, much of the practical relevance

of motivation theory lies in its capacity "to remediate specific deficits in job

performance" as Kanfer (1992; p. 2) puts it.

2.5. Integrative theory-building

As was already noted, there has been an increasing interest of motivation

researchers in establishing links between different theories and to build

integrated model of work motivation. However, there are still many unrelated

pieces of theory and pockets of evidence, and there is a definite need for

further integration (Pinder, 1998; Kanfer, 1992; Kuhl, 19861. Rather than

classifications of theories as either content or process, as is presented in

review texts (e.g. Thierry, 19981, one would like to see theoretical work that

establishes links and identifies gaps that need further research. Once one has

adopted a view of motivation as a multiple and dynamic phenomenon taking
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place within the person, there is an apparent need to clarify the link with

theories that have approached motivation from an inter-individual perspective.

Also there are many gaps to fill along the time line, that is, studies are needed

on ongoing motivational processes in their relationship with the dynamics of

behavior.

An important issue to address is the relationship between work

motivation and motivation in general. We agree with Ryan and Smith (1954),

who stated that: "The motivation of work cannot be considered independently

of other problems of motivation, and the industrial psychologist must work

with others in searching for an adequate genera~ theory of the initiation and

control of activity" (pp. 353-354). Within the view of human activity as an

ongoing stream of actions, work-related actions appear as part of what people

are doing, interspersed with other actions such as travelling, eating, shopping,

recreating, doing household tasks, etc. (Atkinson 8~ Birch, 1978; Bouwen 8~

Les, 1 989). Observations from everyday work life show that work and non-

work are interwoven: people engage in work-related activity while commuting

or being at home, and they pursue private purposes while at the work place.

Anecdotal evidence suggests that work and private activities are in conflict,

competing for the same limited resources. For this reason work activity cannot

be properly explained unless non-work activity and its determinants are con-

sidered at the same time. Even though it seems legitimate to study work

motivation as a topic on itself, research and theory building will have to take

non-work factors into account.

Theoretical development and integration are needed in another direction

as well. What we have in mind is the necessity to simultaneously consider

individual and social factors in motivation. Most currently known motivational

models have emphasized individual factors and given little attention to the

presence and influence of other people. Yet, social elements appear to play a

crucial role in everyday work life. What we have in mind here are: promises

and other forms of public commitment (Hollenbeck et al., 1989), social norms

and conformance pressures, sanctions etc. (e.g. Karau 8~ Hart, 1998; Hogg 8~
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Abrams, 1993). There are also situational factors of a non-social nature to

consider, in particular opportunities to engage in certain actions and

constraints on doing so. These factors have been largely ignored, in spite of

the fact that organizational life requires people to take certain actions within

appropriate circumstances, to observe deadlines and so on. Again, these are

factors that are particularly relevant in a time-based view on behavior.

3. Towards a model of work motivation

On the basis of the foregoing we use the term 'work motivation' to designate

the factors and processes determining a person's work-related actions (or

actions in a work setting). We consider work-related actions as part of an

ongoing stream of activity that also includes non-work-related actions. We

now propose a model of motivation that can help to predict, explain and

influence the course of activity with respect to the initiation and termination

of actions (work and non-work), their direction and non-direction, their strength

and weakness, and their persistence and non-persistence. The model lists a

number of factors influencing activity, but it also entails a view of the

motivational processes that seem to determine the flow of the activity. The

model is clearly intra-individual, although it does include some factors that may

be considered as varying inter-individually.

The development of the model has been guided by three main aims. The

first one is to give an account of motivation in terms that enable one to

address the dynamics and complexity of activity in everyday work settings.

The second one is to incorporate motivational factors specified by various

theories in one integrated framework. The third one, is to include some

elements that are lacking from current theory but that seem needed to arrive

at a satisfactory view of the causation of everyday work-related activity. Thus,

we have based the model on inductions from observations made in real-life

settings on the one hand, and theoretical notions on the other hand.
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3. 1. Phases of motivation for a single action

Modern motivation theories, especially those by Heckhausen 8~ Kuhl (1985)

and Gollwitzer (1990), make a distinction between two main phases of action,

i.e. a goal-setting phase and a goal-striving phase (Kanfer, 1992; p. 371. We

take this distinction has been a starting point in the development of our model.

While publications on goal-theory typically assume that goal-setting is

immediately followed by goal-striving, observations from everyday life make

clear that this is not true. On the contrary, there is usually a time-lag between

the moment of setting goals and the moment at which people begin to

implement them. Often people take decisions on things they intend to carry

out after days or weeks only, and in many organizational settings people are

asked to commit themselves to actions that are scheduled weeks or even

months ahead. For this reason we postulate that the motivational process

linked to an action typically has three phases rather than two, i.e. (1)

generating goals, (2) preserving goals, and (3) enacting goals, the latter to be

understood as: putting goals into action. Below we will describe each of these

phases and specify the processes that supposedly take place. But here, we

would like to mention that the second phase is potentially interesting because

events not related to the goal itself may determine whether the goal is

adequately preserved or not, and thus whether the goal is ultimately carried

out or not.

Another important observation is that work actions are typically

performed repeatedly during a longer period. The number of times an action is

performed depends on the requirements posed by the organization, the 'cycle

time' of the action, and the total time of presence in the particular job. For

example: an assembly line worker may perform a given action thousands of

times during half a year, before the product or process is changed, while a

surgeon may perform a certain operation 2-3 times a year during many years.
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The phase of performing the action is therefore usually followed by another

phase of preservation, during which the goal may loose some of its

attractiveness. Whether the goal is effectively maintained till the next occasion

is likely to depend on the results of its execution and the feedback based to it.

Figure 1 presents a model of these three phases of motivation, including the

iterative loop just mentioned.

Here Figure 1

3.2. Phases of motivation for multiple actions

As is evident from job analyses, the large majority of workers have more than

one task to perform. Hence they are engaged in multiple work-related activ-

ities. Observations from everyday life reveal that at any point in time people

have multiple goals, private as well as work-related, to all of which they are

somehow committed. However, goals tend to be ordered along the time line

since they cannot be carried out simultaneously, and because they tend to

differ in urgency or importance.

The way in which people deal with multiple goals cannot be effectively

described with the three-phases model presented above. We would need at

least to distinguish a phase of prioritizing goals and planning their successive

execution. But in addition we need to postulate a phase in which multiple goals

are compared to each other and filtered with respect to their public

acceptance. We consider this to be an important addition since a great deal of

work actions in everyday life seems to be controlled by means by public

statements, in the form of promises and appointments. Such public statements

seem critical for what happens in the phases of preservation and enactment,

especially for the chance of other people exerting an influence, e.g. by means

of reminders. Thus we extend our model by inserting phases of (1) filtering and

(2) scheduling multiple goals. The resulting model is depicted in Figure 2.
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Here Figure 2

The model as shown here exhibits motivation as a series of processes involved

in the preparation for action and its execution. The model is ideal-typic in the

sense that it presents the five phases in a certain logical order, although the

actual sequence in which they are passed may be different. Moreover the

model could be called generic in that it does not intend to show the actual

processes linked with each goal a person has in a real-time fashion. The model

could be applied to a given person with multiple goals in different ways. E.g.

at a given point in time the person may be seen as involved in generating new

goals, or as filtering old and new goals, scheduling goals, preserving a number

of goals, and executing certain goals. The process as a whole should be seen

as an ongoing and repeating series of steps.

We suggest that part of the motivational process depicted in the model

can be studied by examining the way in which people make promises and

appointments in daily work-life, and by observing their use of day-planners,

calendars and other similar artifacts. Actually, these instruments may be

considered as motivational tools supporting people's self-regulation in a social

context. To highlight the relevance of our model for this self-regulating

motivation process, we designate the model as 'calendar model' of motivation.

3.3. Influencing factors

The model as shown in Figure 2 would be seriously incomplete if we would not

add a series of factors that supposedly influence the various process involved.

We make a distinction between four classes of influencing factors, i.e.

motives, personality characteristics, opportunities and constraints, and social

pressures and reminders. (1) Motives are the most obvious set of factors that

should be included in the model, since the goals that people set and adopt are

likely to depend on their needs, interests and values. They are the driving force

in all phases of the model, the source from which the energy to pursue and
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effectuate the goal derives. (2) Personality is another class of factors that is

likewise affecting the behavior at different stages. Certain traits may have a

specific influence, such as contributing to the pursuit of a specific type of goal

(e.g. sensation seeking), while others (e.g. conscientiousness or need for

achievement) may have a general influence on e.g. persistence. (3) Opportun-

ities and constraints seem to be underinvestigated in motivation research. Yet,

it is plausible that people's choices and their way of enacting goals is heavily

determined by opportunities to carry out the goal, and by all kinds of practical,

moral or legal constraints. (4) The final set of factors is of a social nature. It

comprises the social pressure exerted by others in the form of norms, and the

reminders sent to make the acting person aware of promises and appoint-

ments. Again, these social factors may be operative at all phases of the model.

The total calendar model is depicted in Figure 3.

4. A closer look at the model

We will now take a closer look at the model and describe the contents of each

of the five phases, as well as of the four sets of factors. As will become clear

we will refer to the research literature on motivation and incorporate elements

from various motivation theories in order to achieve the theoretical integration

sought.

4. 1. Generating goa~s

We start from the distinction between goals-as-given by others and goals-as-

set by people themselves, and postulate that people themselves do generate

the goals they intend to pursue. We consider goals as the product of a creative

process in which people try to accommodate the organization's demands and

at the same time to guarantee the satisfaction of their motives. Thus, rather
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than assuming that goals are set from outside, assigned by other people, as

is done in Locke á Latham's (1981, 1990) goal-setting theory, we follow

authors such as Hacker (1998), Weinberger 8~ McClelland (1990), and Nuttin

(1984) in the idea that only the individual can set a goal for his or her

subsequent action. We do, of course, acknowledge that organizations provide

goals to people and induce them to accept those goals by means of incentives,

but we do make a distinction between the goal-as-given and the goal-as-set by

the person. Since it is the individual who decides about the acceptance of a

goal offered by others (Schwartz, 1992) we concentrate on these self-set

goals in this model of motivation. This implies that research on 'goal-setting'

(Locke 8~ Latham, 1981, 1990; Locke et al., 1997) should be re-interpreted

with respect to the mediating role of personal goals in-between the goals-as-

given on the one hand, and the motivational and performance on the other

hand2.

We see goals as a cognition (mental representation) of a desired state

attainable by personal action, linked with an intention to perform the action,

and a commitment to achieve the desired state (McCaul et al., 1987). Thus we

see the combination of a cognition, an intention and a commitment as defining

characteristics of a goal (see Figure 4). In our view of the process of goal

generation we rely on the theoretical work by Heckhausen 8~ Kuhl (1985) and

by Gollwitzer and his associates (e.g. Gollwitzer, 1990, Gollwitzer 8~

Brandst~tter, 1997), as well as on value-expectance theory (Vroom, 1964).

However, we add some assumptions on the way in which the goal-generation

process starts. As a very first step (1) we see the association of personal

motives with 'possible actions' and outcomes, that is the tentative bridging of

volition and cognition. This is essentially a creative process guided by

imagination of how action could lead to outcomes that would satisfy needs or

other motives. The result can be thought of as a mental model of possible

2 It should be noted that 'self-set goals' as studied in recent research (e.g. Van Eerde,
1998) does not correspond to goals-as-set, that is goals generated by people themselves
under natural conditions. They rather relate to a particular aspect of a subcategory of goals-
as-set, that is the aspired performance level of goals made in response to goal-as-given.
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actions, very much in the sense of the maps that Vroom (1964) has proposed

for representing the individual's view of action-outcomes links and for

distinguishing various instrumentalities and expectancies. The mental model

is similar to a goal but should be differentiated from it because it lacks the

association with intention and commitment that only emerge after evaluation

and decision making.

Here Figure 4

We assume that people constantly produce multiple, possibly competing

models of possible actions - some relating to work, others to private life

(Cantor 8~ Blum, 1996) - and that they assess these models in two different

and complementary ways. As the second step (2) in goal generation we

therefore postulate an assessment of the kind proposed by Vroom (1964). It

looks at the various desired and undesired effects an action can produce, and

at the overall expectation of satisfying one' motives. Unlike Vroom we do not

believe that the final judgement represents the motivating force connected

with the action, but rather represents a threshold that should be passed in

order to proceed to the next assessment. As the third step (3) we postulate

an assessment though the OTIUM-test as described by Heckhausen á Kuhl

(1985): it is an evaluation of the possible action with respect to opportunity,

time, importance, urgency and means. If this test is passed a fourth step (4)

is made, that is a decision as to the acceptance of the possible action as a

goal. Thus, steps 1 through 3 represent the 'predecisional' part of goal-

generation, while step 4 is the 'decisional' part (Kanfer, 1992). With Gollwitzer

8~ Brandstátter (1990, 1997) we assume that the goal has a volitional or

energetic quality, which we express in the assumed presence of both intention

and (goal) commitment.

It should be noted that opportunity, time and means belong to the set

of factors we have labeled 'opportunities and constraints' and that importance
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and urgency can be considered as belonging to the category of 'social pressure

and reminders'.

4.2. Fi~tering

Motivation theorists have paid little attention to the question of how people

deal with multiple goals. Hence we bring forward some propositions ourselves,

grounded in observations from everyday life. Among these observations are:

that people engage in extensive deliberations about the relative importance of

goals, that they try to balance private and work interests, that they are

cautious in making public statements about their goals (that is making prom-

ises and appointments), and that they treat certain goals as secret. The latter

point seems of great importance to us, because people have goals of which

others in the organization (or outside) are not aware. Although there is virtually

no research on this point, the practice of keeping certain goals secret seems

widespread, and may be an important ingredient of successful ( self)manage-

ment. Indirect evidence for its relevance comes from Argyris' distinction

between espoused-theory and theory-in-action, and from results obtained with

his two-column method of studying manager's scripts of communication

{Argyris, 1991, 1994).

On the basis of all this, we assume that in the second phase of our

model the person engages in further cognitive processing of the goals, but now

with an emphasis on their interrelationships. As a first step ( 1) we suggest an

assessment of the compatibility or incompatibility of goals, the result of which

is important for further action. Compatible goals can be arranged with regard

to time and situation, while incompatible goals require a further choice. Since

we assume that motivational processes do not take place in isolation but are

under the influence of situational factors, including social pressures, we

postulate that ( 2) there is an assessment of the relative importance of each

goal for the person and for the organization (or others). This process may help
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to sort goals into those which are desirable for both oneself and the organiz-

ation, or for either one. Next, (3) we postulate a cost-benefit analysis of

making promises vs. keeping secrets. Only after such an analysis we expect

people (4) to make public statements on their goals, that is to actually make

promises and appointments, or just to inform others about what they intend

to do. The relevance of this part of the model seems great, since we know

from older research on attitude-behavior consistency that 'public commitment',

that is making a public statement on what one intends to do enhances the

likelihood of the behavior to happen (Hovland et al., 19571. In more recent

research on work motivation, the ~ importance of publicness has been

demonstrated as well (Hollenbeck et al., 1989). Of course, this scarce

evidence on publicness pertains to the phase of enactment or goal-striving, but

we may infer that making public statements on goals is an important part of

the earlier phase of the motivational process we are considering here.

4.3. Scheduling

As regards this phase there is again little to learn from the work motivation

literature, while everyday life gives ample evidence of people prioritizing goals

and making plans for their enactment. Most relevant here is the behavior

people display with regard to the use of tools such as schedulers, calendars,

day-planners and week-planners etc. Although there are likely to be cultural

differences in the use of such paper-and pencil or computer tools, and in the

use of oral methods, it is easy to observe people handling these tools in daily

life. Since there is no theory or research evidence to guide us, we make the

following assumptions on the processes involved in scheduling. As the

preceding phase of filtering may reduce the number of goals a person has, we

assume that there is first (1) a re-assessment of the compatibility of remaining

goals, followed by 12) a prioritizing and (3) planning of these goals. Here one

would assume people to consider the results of the OTIUM-check (Heckhausen
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8~ Kuhl, 1985) carried out in the phase of goal generation, especially the

results pertaining to time, importance and urgency. But as the present phase

deals with multiple goals at the same time, some older and some newer

because of the ongoing nature of the process, a re-assessment will generally

be needed. As is clear from the distinction made by Heckhausen 8~ Kuhl (1985)

between importance and urgency, prioritizing may take place with regard to

several aspects. Expediency, that is the degree to which goals match the

opportunities and constraints may be one of them. Further research will be

needed to gain a better understanding of this process. The same is true for

planning, which has a temporal dimension, i.e. timing, but also a contextual

aspect, i.e. determining such matters as its location, the expected presence of

other people, needed resources, etc. Findings on planning behavior (e.g.

Gollwitzer, 1996; Friedman 8~ Scholnick, 1997) may be incorporated here. The

final step, concluding the third phase, is (4) recording the scheduled goals

either with the help of mnemonic tools such as mentioned above or just by

making a 'mental note'.

4.4. Preserving

We assume that the phase that lies between scheduling goals and executing

them is not a passive one, merely keeping the agreed goal in memory until it

should become active. Research on memory processes in daily life, suggest

that people regularly "move" information from long-term memory to working

memory and backwards (see Logie et al., 1998), and that they anticipate to

prospective tasks (Sellen et al., 1997), thereby keeping memory traces

activated. This process is supported by stimuli that are known as 'reminders'.

Organizational life is full of reminders and people appear to retrieve information

about their planned goals regularly, using calendars and similar tools. As said,

we believe that much can be learned about this by studying how people use

these tools (Kelley 8~ Chapanis, 1982; Payne, 1993; Quist, in press), especially
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when interacting with each others. E.g. secretaries appear to be an important

reminding agents in many organizations.

Depending on the length of the interval, fewer or more events may

occur that interfere with the preservation of the stored goals. Thus

opportunities for fulfilling certain goals may change, and so may constraints.

Also new goals with a greater urgency may emerge. Such changes are likely

to result in renewed processing of goals. On the other hand there may also be

processes of a different nature, also dependent on the time passed, which may

lead to the waning of goals as time goes by (e.g. Sutton, 1998). The intention

part of the goal may become weaker, the commitment may decline, and even

the salience of the goal-cognition may become less. Such a process could

account for the finding that attitude-behavior consistency declines over time

(when objetive measures are used; Randall 8~ De Wolff, 1994). In extreme

cases goals may also be completely be forgotten.

As we have indicated before there is usually a phase of preservation

after people have carried out work goals as well, for the reason that most work

goals are carried out repeatedly. There is a great deal of theoretical and

research literature relating to this part of our model. According to older

research by Lewin et al. (1944), Kausler (1957) and others, people adjust their

aspiration level for subsequent task performance on the basis of the relative

success and failure during the preceding execution of the tasks. Social-

cognitive theory (Bandura 8~ Cervone, 1986) postulates the development of

self-efficacy as generalized expectancy of the successful execution of a

repeatedly performed task on future occasions. Goal-setting theory (Locke 8~

Latham, 1990; Locke et al., 1997) likewise proposes an effect of earlier task

performance, mediated by feedback, on the motivation for future performance.

All this could be seen as learning effects, changing the cognitive component

of the goal, and possibly also their intention andlor commitment components.

The fact that people's motivation to fulfil different goals can change

over time has been studied explicitly by Atkinson 8~ Birch (1970, 1978, 1986),

and Birch (1986). In their theory they explain changes in activity from changes
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in the relative motivational tendency associated with several actions. Such

changes can be produced by assessment of earlier task performance or by

spontaneous changes. The postulates of this theory seem highly relevant for

our model, since they allow for a re-assessment of goals during the ongoing

behavior stream.

Thus, we come to the following hypothetical view of the preservation

phase. We postulate (1) the storing goals in long-term memory at the initial

stage; (2) the retrieving of goals from long-term memory under the influence

of one's own thought, reminders, and results of feedback from enactment; (3)

the manipulation of goals while they are in short-term memory, that is re-

thinking, re-filtering, andlor re-scheduling, taking into account new conditions

that emerge as time passes, but also the results of the earlier enactment of

goals; (4) adjusting goals with respect to cognitions, intentions andlor

commitments.

4.5. Enactment

The final phase of our model is one about which much is known theoretically

and empirically. Theories relevant for the understanding of this phase are:

action regulation theory (Hacker, 1998; Bergman 8~ Richter, 1994), self-

regulation theory (Carver 8~ Scheier, 1981, 1990), and the theory of goal

development and implementation by Gollwitzer and his associates (Gollwitzer

á Brandstátter, 1990, 1997; Gollwitzer, 1990, 1996). Since such theories do

not explicitly acknowledge the existence of a gap between goal-setting and

goal-striving, and assume that goals remain active until they are executed, we

have to postulate an additional process, that is the re-activation of goals at the

beginning of the enactment phase. We see this step of (1) re-activation as one

that includes the recall of the goal as a cognition and the mobilization of

energy in association with intention and commitment. The nature of this

process is hardly understood, however, and would need investigation. The
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second step is (2) execution of the goal. At this point we prefer to follow the

action regulation theory view, which depicts goal execution as a self-regulated

process of acting (Hacker, 1998; Bergman 8~ Richter, 1994). Acting can be

broken down in two major phases, i.e. action preparation and action execution,

that are carried out iteratively. The regulation itself is supposed to be based on

mental models processed through a three-level information processing

structure. Important here are the key role of inental models (of the goal, but

also of the current situation, and the action) and the role of feedback for

successful performance and learning. At this point we should again emphasize

the link from the enactment phase to the subsequent preservation phase.

5. Implications for theory and research

The calendar model has in common with other integrated models le.g. Locke,

see Pinder, 1998; p. 468) that it is not very parsimonious. However, its

distinguishes itself by the fact that it provides a more realistic view of

motivation, in the sense that it can account for behavioral phenomena

occurring in everyday organizational life. Examples are: the fact that people

engage in multiple activities, some of which are often repeated, that they mix

personal and work activities, that they make their own goals and modify goals

presented by the organization, that they make promises and keep secrets, that

they execute goals with sometimes considerable delays, that they revise goals

before and after they are executed. Perhaps the most important phenomenon,

which we think is of utmost relevance for motivation theory, is that the actual

stream of activity is often different from the one that has been planned. In

other words, that there is a considerable disparity between the goals people

intend to fulfill and what they actually do. Everyday organizational life provides

ample evidence of people not living up to their plans and promises,

procrastinating, passing deadlines, postponing tasks, forgetting appointments

and the like. Our calendar model makes these aspects of organizational

21



behavior salient and offers an opportunity to study the discrepancies between

intended and actual behavior with great precision. Since, as we have indicated

above, the non-initiation or cessation of action, the lack of direction, the

absence or loss of strength, the lack of persistence can be seen as opposite

poles of the attributes of initiation, direction, strength and persistence of

behavior that are central to motivation theory (Pinder, 1998; Kanfer, 1992) we

believe that research on the calendar model may make a substantial

contribution to motivation theory.

The model helps us to identify a number of issues that have not (or not

sufficiently) been investigated in the past and that would require further study.

Some of these issues were already mentioned when presenting the model. Let

us first consider the goal-generation phase. A prime issue (1) is the relationship

between goals-as-given and goals-as-set. Many theorists have acknowledged

the difference between external goals and internal goals, or objective and

subjective tasks (Hacker, 1998; Leplat, 1989; Leplat 8~ Hoc, 1983) and have

pointed out that the latter are constructed in a process of 'redefinition'

(Hackman, 1969). Some theoretical work has been done on this topic (se

Hacker, 1998), but its precise nature of this process is not very well known.

And, to our knowledge there has been hardly any research on self-generated

work goals that do not stem from assigned goals but do incorporate goals

given by others, reversing the commonly assumed direction. Also related to

goal-generation is (21 the issue of how goal-generation actually starts, in our

terms, the building of inental models of 'potential actions', also referred to as

'intention' building (Gollwitzer, 1990). We would hypothesize that these

mental models are produced by association between cognitions of outcomes,

actions, and motives, and that the process is undetermined in the sense that

it can be triggered by perceiving a desired outcome Iwhich than evokes the

motive, followed by an imagined action), or by the motive (which than calls for

the image of the outcome and the action), or by the action (which than

produces the expected outcome and the relevant motive). Obviously research

is needed on this process, as well as on the nature of the larger, and probably
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idiosyncratic structures of possible actions that people build. As was noted

before, the other parts of goal-generation, i.e. the assessment and comparative

evaluation of possible actions, and the establishment of (personal) goals are

well-covered by current motivation theory.

Concerning the filtering phase there appears to be little theory and

research evidence. The topic of (3) the assessment goal-compatibility is

probably a decision making-process. But the question is how people process

the cognitive and conative (intention and commitment) aspects of goals.

Clinical evidence shows that people sometimes choose impulsively, that is

follow their intentions without considering the cognitive and commitment

components of the goal. Descriptive and exploratory research seems needed

to clarify the nature of the other evaluative and decision processes and the

strategies employed. Particularly important would be (4) the study of what

makes people choose for public statements on their goals or for keeping

secrets and telling lies.

As for the scheduling phase there would be a need to examine the

process of (5) prioritizing and the dimensions chosen for it (e.g. importance,

urgency, expediency etc.), as well as the process of timing goals. At this point

motivation research might profit from studies on (6) planning behavior, such

as carried by Moray et al., 1991; Gárling, 1994, 1996). A whole new field of

research seems to be the study of (7) how people use calendars, diaries, week-

planners etc. for scheduling and recording goals, as well as for reminding

themselves of goals to be executed at a later time (Payne, 1993). To our

knowledge, not much is currently known about these processes. The latter

topic is also of relevance for the preservation phase. Concerning this phase

there is, as we have noted, a considerable body of knowledge about goal-

parameters resulting from preceding goal enactment, such as aspiration level,

goal-level, instrumentalities and expectancies. But little is as yet known about

the preservation of goals per se, that is about recalling (Walbaum, 1991;

Seelen et al., 1997), re-thinking, re-filtering and re-scheduling of goals,

resulting in changes of the goal sequence, and in (8) non-effective forms of
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preservation, that is about postponing, canceling, and forgetting goal-related

promises and appointments. Some of these latter phenomena have been

addressed in studies of procrastination (Van Eerde, 1998; Ferrari et al., 1995)

which do also cover aspects of impaired goal-generation.

Concerning the enactinent phase there is a definite need to learn more

about (9) the process of re-activating goals, not only as a matter of recall of

cognitive content from memory but also as re-installing intention and

commitment. As we have noted the execution of goals has already been

studied on a large scale, mostly from the perspective of task performance

(Roe, 1999), but one aspect remains to be investigated more extensively, that

is (10) the interaction between activities related to different goals which are

active at the same time. The research by Atkinson 8~ Birch (1970, 1978,

1986) and research on role conflict (Fisher 8~ Gitelson, 1983; Jackson 8~

Schuler, 1985) could be taken as starting points here. But a focus on goals,

in relation to motives and situational factors, would add to our knowledge of

how effectively people deal with multiple goals in work settings.

Our list of issues comprises several references to variables we have

designated as 'influencing factors' in our model, that is: motives and

personality characteristics on the one hand, opportunities á constraints, and

social pressures 8~ reminders on the other hand. It seems worthwhile to review

the many psychological theories dealing with such factors for the known

effects on work motivation. This will undoubtedly give a further impetus to

research and theory development in work motivation.

6. Some emgirical findings

At the present stage, the calendar model is just a hypothetical model of factors

and processes involved in work motivation, based on observations from

everyday work life on the one hand and findíngs from the theoretical and

research literature on the other hand. In view of the complexity of the model

24



overall tests of its validity will be difficult to carry out, just as is the case with

other integrative models. Yet, it is feasible to examine the empirical validity of

the model part by part, and to gather data for its further elaboration.

In a preliminary study, carried out by Quist (in press), some of the basic

postulates of the model were examined, by studying people's use of calendars.

The method used was a series of three interviews, administered at an interval

of approximately 1 week (range 3-9 days), in which subjects were asked to

answer questions were asked about goal-generation, planning and actual work

activity, using their personal week-planners. The subjects were 15 consultants

in the area of Human Resources Management employed by a single Dutch

consulting agency. They were asked to discuss the contents of their work

planners on two days of the current week and one day of the next week. That

planned day was included in the days of the current week in the two

subsequent weeks. In addition they answered several questions regarding their

planned and actual activities. Here we report on two sets of data, i.e. the

answers of the 15 subjects and 317 scheduled events, covering two days of

three consecutive weeks.

Of all 317 scheduled events 950~o is related to work goals while 50~0

relates to private goals. Although the figure of 50~o seems to be an

underestimate, this finding shows that private goals do play a role in the

planning of work activity. As was assumed in the model secrecy is a rather

common phenomenon in planning work activity. We find that 800~0 of our

subjects object to other people looking into their work planners, while 33,30~0

reports that they occasionaly put something secret into their diary. This

includes matters relating to work goals as well as private goals.

The existence of a time lag between intention building and enactment

is obvious from the data. For the sample of the 317 events the average period

between scheduling and enacting is 18 days. When the subjects are asked

indicate how far they plan ahead, we find the following figures. The most

remote planned event lies 33 weeks ahead, while the one but the most remote

25



event lies 26 weeks ahead. Two or more appointments in one week are found

as late as 13 weeks ahead.

The relevance of the gap for the ultimate activity is shown by the fact

that 1 10~0 of all activities planned for a given day does not take place. People

estimate the number of activities not taking place as 180~0. Table 1 shows

some results of a direct comparison between a current day and the same day

as planned approximately a week before, using data from two sets of days,

lying one week apart (M - 301. It displays the percentage of all events

scheduled by the subjects that occured according to plan, that was modified

and that was not executed at all.

Here Table 1

It appears that 57 - 71 0~0 of all actions took place as planned about a week

before, while in 5- 1 1 0~0 of the cases the earlier plan was modified, and 4-

100~0 of the planned activities was not carried out at all. It appears that people

regularly shift appointments when they feel unable to keep them. In terms of

the model this means that they reschedule their actions, which implies a

prolongation of the preservation interval. Although the figures are small, it

seems that both work related and private appointments are postponed for a

period ranging from 1 or 2 days to 2 weeks. Not all actions are as easily

postponed. Our respondents report more frequent postponement of internal

meetings, actions scheduled on the short ( rather than longl term, and actions

involving fewer people, or people with whom realtionships are better.

Table 2 lists factors influencing people's motivation to ultimately carry

out the intended actions as categorized according to the four groups of factors

in the model. Similary Table 3 shows the factors held responsibile for causing

discrepancies between intended actions and actions as carried out.
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Here Table 2

Here Table 3

Both tables show that factors related to the handling of multiple goals play an

important role in maintaining one's motivation and in producing differences

between intentions and actions, thereby confirming a key assumption of the

model: Opportunities and constraints are also an important category, especially

in explaining discrepancies. Motives, personality and other people seem to

have more influence on the preservation of motivation than on the emergence

of differences between plans and actions.

7. Practical implications

The potential implications of the calendar model for practice seem consider-

able. Even though the model as such has not been tested, and much of its

detail is not yet sufficiently clear, it can fulfil two purposes. First, it can

improve the understanding of the various factors underlying work related

activity by individual workers themselves, as well as by their superiors and

colleagues. Our experience is that people find the model insightful and helpful

in identifying public and secret goals, situational factors affecting the

execution of their plans, etcetera. Provisional as it is, the model may serve as

a tool for people in the work place to clarify and discuss their way of planning,

as well as the reasons for the discrepancies between intentions and actions

that so often arise. Secondly, the model may be used as a tool that helps

identifying and selecting interventions that can influence one's motivation or

that of others.
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7. 1. Improved understanding

As for the first function, improved understanding, we believe that the model

can help to explain a number of phenomena that are often observed but rarely

understood, such as:

- why people at work do not do what they should or what they

themselves have claimed to strive for;

- why private goals and secret goals either promote or interfere with the

fulfillment of public work goals;

- why people accept goals that seemingly run against their interest;

- how opportunities and constraints influence behavior, e.g. make people

give priority to seemingly unimportant, non-urgent actions;

- why promises and appointments help the fulfillment of set goals, but

sometimes are not kept or are deliberately abandoned;

- why people get de-motivated, that why goals get weaker in terms of

salience, intention or commitment motivation, before or after people

have worked in them;

- why people sometimes get 'over-motivated' (exhibit type A behavior)

when having success in their work.

7.2. Identifying and selecting interventions

The model offers a wide range of possibilities for intervention. First, there are

interventions based on the successive phases in the model and the various

processes comprised, starting with the generation of goals and finishing with

the feedback on goal enactment. Secondly, there are interventions based on

personal factors, in particular motives and personality. And thirdly, there are

interventions aiming at situational factors, i.e. opportunities and constraints,

and social pressures and reminders. Thus the possibilities for intervention

would range far beyond the usual prescriptions of goal-setting and feedback,
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arising from current goal-theory (Locke 8~ Latham, 1990; Locke et al., 1997),

and the manipulations of valences, instrumentalities and expectancies

stemming from value-expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964; see also the 'path-

goal' theory of leadership; House, 1971).

Which interventions to consider must, of course, depend on the

particular way in which people in a given work setting develop and implement

goals, as well as on the role played by personal and situational factors. This

should obviously be identified by an appropriate diagnosis. To illustrate the

types of interventions which could accrue from using the model we list a

number of possibilities within each category.

Process-oriented interventions relate to the system of performance

management, of which setting and implementing goals is a part. They aim at

all people in the organizational unit and fall within the competence of line

managers. They include: ( 1) enhancing the congruence between goals-as-given

and goals-as-set and (2) aligning work and personal goals, by the use of

participative methods; ( 3) enhancing goal-transparency of work goals by

focused communication about what people think they should and should not

do, and of non-work goals by proving opportunity to discuss personal non-

work related plans; ( 4) promoting goal publicness, by requiring explicit

statements on what people plan to do in the near future; ( 5) supporting

planning by providing scheduling tools, and (6) appointment-keeping by

offering mnemonic tools; (7) by optimizing the chance of success and (8)

providing fast and accurate feedback on performance, in order to maintain the

motivation for the next enactment phase.

Person-oriented interventions are directed at particular persons (or

people in particular posts, whose motivation is lower than desired. We make

a distinction between selective coaching or training in skills that are relevant

for goal-setting and goal-realization, and employee selection on characteristics

relevant the for motivational process. Selective coaching and training can focus

on (1) personal goal-setting, that is how to think about 'possible actions', how

to evaluate them, and how to select goals, with due attention for the
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interpretation of goals-as-given; (2) accepting and scheduling multiple goals,

(3) effectively balancing private and work goals; (4) making and keeping

promises; and 15) diary and time-management. All of these interventions could

strengthen a particular phase of the motivational model, and thereby add to the

likelihood of people doing what they should or want. Employee selection can

play a role in a different and more indirect way, by attracting people with (1)

relevant motives, such as needs, interests, and values that are easily linked to

the kind of work to be done and the type of goals given by the organization;

(2) certain personality traits, such as initiative, ambition, openness, conscien-

tiousness, etc. that are relevant for the way of behaving in each of the

motivational phases. Thus individuals with a high level of initiative may

generate more goals than others, perhaps more than they could effectively

carry out. Conscientious people might be expected to be more careful in

making promises and more strict in following them up.

Situation-oriented interventions aim at properties of the work-setting

that could be improved as to optimize worker motivation, beyond what the

performance management system offers. Here we would think of: (1)

enhancing the salience and legitimacy of goals given by the organization, in

order for people to give more weight to demands in setting their own goals; (2)

manipulating features of goals-as-given, such as dífficulty and specificity (as

proposed by goal-setting theory) or the attractiveness of outcomes, or

instrumentalities and expectancies (as proposed by value-expectancy theory);

(3) reducing side-effects that would otherwise make people reluctant to accept

goals; (4) fostering trust and openness in order to improve communication

about work and non-work goals and to reduce the inclination to keep goals

secret; (5) managing opportunities and constraints, which would include the

deliberate setting and keeping of deadlines; (6) installing work-time flexibility

for improved capacity of scheduling and re-scheduling goals if the

circumstances require so; (7) keeping-in-touch and offering reminders in order

to maintain the salience of goals during the preservation phase; 18) providing

quality work tools that enhance the likelihood of effective performance, and (9)
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allocating performance-based rewards appropriate to satisfy the motives

underlying the goals.

8. Conclusion

We feel, that in spite of all the research done on work motivation during the

last decades, there is a need for innovation in motivation theory. There are to

many gaps in our knowledge and there is too little integration to claim that

psychology can effectively explain, predict, explain and influence work

behavior in real-life settings. The calendar-model of motivation, presented in

this paper, may be a modest contribution to further steps in this direction. The

model integrates substantial parts of well-established theories, but it also

postulates processes about very little is currently known. Thus it raises various

issues to be addressed in future research on work motivation. Although some

of these issues are of a fundamental nature, since they concern basic

principles of behavior regulation, the model is also of high practical relevance.

The spectrum of potential applications is much wider than the array of

motivational techniques currently in use. Apart from dozens of interventions,

the model may also produce improved insights in the causes of behavior

among working people themselves.
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Table 1
Correspondence between planned and executed actions

as a function of time of scheduling (N - 30)

When scheduled As planned Modified Not executed

3-5 days before 71 0~0 5 0~0 10 0~0

6-7 days before 68 0~0 10 0~0 40~0

8-9 days before 57 0~0 1 1 0~0 40~0



Table 2
Factors influencing motivation according to subjects

(N -15; more than one answer possible)

Category Factor Frequency

Goal handling Changes in goals, priorities 6
Changes in expectations 2
Changes in costs v. benefits 1
Changes in likelihood of success 1

Opportunities 8~ Work pressure 5
Constraints Time pressure 1

Context 3

Social pressures 8~ Other people, relationships 4
Reminders

Motives Content of the action 5
New things, ideas 3
Needs 1
Pleasure 1
Own initiative 1

Personality Being always motivated 3

Other Fatigue, emotional state 1



Table 3
Factors influencing discrepancies between intended actions and

actions as carried out, according to subjects (N - 15)

Category Factor Frequency

Goal handling Urgency of actions 1 1
Importance of actions 8
Too optimistic planning 2

Opportunities 8~ Dependency on others 9
Constraints Interruptions 4

Situational changes 2
Deadlines 2
Work pressure 2

Motives Motivation 2

Other Duration of action 2



Phases of motivation for single action

Generation ~N Preservation

Figure 1

~~ Enactment

Phases of motivation for multiple actions

Generation Filtering Scheduling Preservation Enactment

Producing Screening Prioritising Recalling 8~ Reactivating
goals goals 8 goals 8~ adjusting 8~ executing

making planning goals goals
promises

Figure 2
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Calendar model of motivation

Opportunities Social pressure
8~ Constraints 8~ Reminders

~~ ~~~~-~-
Generation Filtering Scheduling Preservation Enactment
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Figure 3
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