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Abstract

Despite decades of research on teams, there are still

gaps in our understanding of motivational dynamics

within teams and the emergence of team-level motiva-

tion. We advance a new team motivation model that

invokes self-determination theory (SDT), multilevel

theory, emergence processes, and identity construction.

Using the conceptualization of motivation offered by

SDT, we define team motivation as a collective source

of energy driving the direction, intensity, and persis-

tence of team activities. By using SDT to develop the

process-based team motivation emergence model, we

describe the role of human psychological needs that

are involved in the emergence of this collective con-

struct. An interpersonal feedback loop intertwined with

a team process feedback loop predict how team mem-

bers' individual motivations converge and then trans-

form into team-level motivation through a process of

identity construction. Propositions for testing the

model are advanced, as well as suggestions for method-

ological and analytical considerations.

The authors are listed in order of contribution, Simon Grenier, Department of Psychology, Université de Montréal;
Marylène Gagné, Future of Work Institute, Curtin University; Thomas O'Neill, Department of Psychology, University of
Calgary.

Received: 25 May 2023 Accepted: 25 January 2024

DOI: 10.1111/apps.12526

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs License, which permits

use and distribution in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited, the use is non-commercial and no modifications or

adaptations are made.

© 2024 The Authors. Applied Psychology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of International Association of Applied

Psychology.

Applied Psychology. 2024;73:1833–1865. wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/apps 1833

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4997-5883
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3248-8947
mailto:simon.grenier.4@umontreal.ca
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/apps
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1111%2Fapps.12526&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2024-03-03


KEYWORD S

identity, motivation, psychological needs, self-determination
theory, work teams

INTRODUCTION

Today's workplace is increasingly characterized as complex, dynamic, and non-routine where
the need for high performance teamwork has become ubiquitous (O'Neill & Salas, 2018). Work
teams are groups of individuals that must collaborate and work interdependently to achieve
shared objectives (Hollenbeck et al., 2012), and team members need to be energized to plan and
coordinate their actions with other team members (Marks et al., 2001). Team motivation is con-
sequently a factor critical to team effectiveness (Chen & Kanfer, 2006) and has been defined
using various constructs including goal choice, goal striving, goal orientations, efficacy, expec-
tancy, engagement, and empowerment (Chadwick & Raver, 2015; Chen & Kanfer, 2006; Costa
et al., 2014; DeRue et al., 2010; Hirst et al., 2009; Huffmeier et al., 2017; Katz-Navon &
Erez, 2005; Tasa et al., 2007).

Whereas goal setting and goal pursuit regulatory processes focus on the “what and how” of
motivation (Kanfer & Chen, 2016), they typically tell us little about the “why” of motivation.
Although the constructs of collective engagement and psychological team empowerment address
some of the reasons why teams become motivated (Barrick et al., 2015; Costa et al., 2014;
Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Kleinaltenkamp et al., 2019; Seibert et al., 2011), they do not address
other potential sources of team motivation, such as those invoked through coercive means typi-
cally promoted through management control systems (e.g., rules, monitoring, and incentives;
Merchant & van der Stede, 2007). In other words, these approaches treat team engagement as an
overall team motivational state that represents the team's energy levels (defined a variety of ways),
not the source of the team's energy. They do not unpack important questions such as whether
extrinsically motivated teams will have different outcomes than teams motivated more intrinsi-
cally, and how teams come to have different sources of motivation in the first place.

We propose, based on self-determination theory (SDT; Ryan & Deci, 2017), a model
addressing the role of psychological needs and types of team motivation (reflecting collective
sources of energy) to predict how effectively a team will engage in team goal pursuit. SDT is an
influential theory of motivation that is well established in psychology (Ryan & Deci, 2017) and
organizational behavior (Gagné & Deci, 2005; Kanfer & Chen, 2016). Despite numerous meta-
analyses addressing matters such as the proposed motivational dimensions and their work-
related outcomes at the individual level (Howard et al., 2017; Van den Broeck et al., 2021) and
the important role of psychological needs and their support in the workplace (Slemp
et al., 2018; Van den Broeck et al., 2016), SDT has not considered the concept of team motiva-
tion. Implications of applying SDT to teamwork are three-fold. First, need satisfaction or frus-
tration often occurs through social interactions in which actors support or thwart each other's
needs (Ryan, 1995); team member interactions have been overlooked by research in favor of a
focus on need support and thwarting within hierarchical forms of relationships (e.g., manager-
subordinate, teacher-student, and coach-athlete). Second, SDT conceptualizes motivation on a
continuum of self-determination that includes intrinsic and extrinsic sources of motivation
(Gagné et al., 2015; Gagné & Deci, 2005; Howard et al., 2017). This conceptualization of motiva-
tion has not yet been applied at the team level, where it could be used to better understand the
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implications of teams drawing energy from contingency-based external sources, reputation-
based sources, meaning-based sources, and enjoyment-based sources (cf. Gagné & Deci, 2005).
In turn, these different sources of team motivation may be important for team processes and
outcomes.

Third, interpersonal interactions in teams are dynamic in nature, the complexity of which
often leads to violations of the assumption of isomorphism (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Park
et al. (2013) criticized past models for deriving largely isomorphic team-level motivational pro-
cesses that assume homology across individual- and team-level constructs and their interrela-
tionships. These authors also recommended that future research pay attention to the role of
psychological needs in team motivation. Using SDT, we propose that need satisfaction and frus-
tration resulting from social interactions among team members leads to the emergence of team
motivation in a non-isomorphic manner (cf. Chan, 1998; Cronin & Vancouver, 2019). We draw
on the multi-level theory of bottom-up emergence, which explains the emergence of group-level
phenomena through the complexity of habitual patterns of member interactions and
interdependent work execution (Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999).

In short, we offer new emergence mechanisms rooted in the satisfaction of needs specified
in SDT, we distinguish between sources of motivation, and we tie these sources to team effec-
tiveness. We begin by explaining SDT, followed by a discussion of team motivation and emer-
gence. Then, we introduce a new process-based model of team motivation emergence
composed of two feedback loops and a series of testable propositions. We finish with a discus-
sion of theoretical contributions, how the model could be tested through research, and the prac-
tical implications for the management of teams in organizations.

SELF-DETERMINATION THEORY

SDT uses an organismic perspective that views organisms as having tendencies toward both dif-
ferentiation and integration (Ryan, 1995). Such a view is widely accepted in developmental psy-
chology and is known as dynamic systems theory (Witherington, 2007). SDT defines natural
human tendencies to want to both understand and master one's environment through curiosity
and exploration (i.e., differentiation; labeled the intrinsic motivation tendency) as well as to
assimilate social norms in order to function as social beings (i.e., integration; labeled the internali-
zation tendency; Deci & Ryan, 2000). These two tendencies form the basis for proposing different
types of motivation that regulate behavior and result from one's interactions with a social context.
SDT also uses a “dialectical” approach to understanding the influence of the environment on indi-
vidual motivation, proposing specific psychological mechanisms (i.e., psychological needs for
competence, autonomy, and relatedness) that are influenced by contextual factors, and by propos-
ing that individuals also reciprocally influence their environment (Ryan & Deci, 2017). The satis-
faction or frustration of psychological needs thus becomes central to whether individuals will
optimally differentiate and integrate experience (or not) and ultimately transform their motivation
over time and across contexts.

Types of individual motivation

Intrinsic motivation is defined as doing something for its own sake; out of interest and enjoy-
ment of the activity itself. Extrinsic motivation involves engaging in behaviors that are
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instrumental to achieving a goal outside of doing the activity for its own sake. SDT further
divides extrinsic motivation into different types based on the process of internalization
(Ryan, 1995). A non-internalized form of extrinsic motivation, external regulation, defines
behavior done to obtain a reward or avoid a punishment that is externally controlled (e.g., by a
manager or other team members). A partially internalized type of extrinsic motivation,
introjected regulation, defines behavior done out of ego-involvement, to avoid shame or to gain
self-pride. Introjected regulation involves internalizing rewards and punishments and applying
them to oneself and usually develops out of external pressures (e.g., social approval or criti-
cism). A more fully internalized type of extrinsic motivation, identified regulation, defines
behavior done out of perceived importance or meaning. In this case, external demands have
been accepted and are endorsed by the person who engages in the behavior volitionally rather
than out of externally or internally applied pressure. Finally, amotivation reflects a lack of rea-
son to engage in an activity and thus a lack of energy toward it.

Over 50 years of individual-level research on motivation has now shown that autonomous
types of motivation yield better performance, goal persistence and attainment, creativity,
problem-solving, learning, well-being, and retention than controlled types of motivation
(Ryan & Deci, 2017). In a meta-analysis of work motivation research, intrinsic motivation was
most associated with active engagement (e.g., proactive work performance, affective commit-
ment, and negatively with counterproductive work behavior), with well-being (e.g., job satisfac-
tion, and negatively with burnout) and turnover intentions (negatively), while identified
regulation was most strongly associated with overall work performance and organizational citi-
zenship behavior. Introjected regulation was most strongly associated with normative commit-
ment and organizational citizenship behavior, while external regulation was most strongly
associated with continuance commitment (Van den Broeck et al., 2021). Given the substantial
impact that autonomous versus controlled motivation has on individual performance and well-
being across multiple life domains (Ryan & Deci, 2017), it is likely that there are important
implications for team functioning as well. Therefore, developing the concept of team motiva-
tion, using SDT, is likely to help us evolve our understanding of team functioning.

Psychological needs

The internalization and intrinsic motivation tendencies are promoted through the satisfaction
of universal psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness (Deci &
Ryan, 2000; Ryan, 1995). These needs are considered basic and essential to optimal functioning
just like water, soil, and light are considered essential to the growth and survival of a tree
(Deci, 1995), with evidence suggesting that they are cross-culturally invariant (e.g., Chen
et al., 2015; Chirkov et al., 2003). The organismic metaphor takes its importance here: We do
not pull on a tree to make it grow, but rather we give it nutrients like good soil, water and light;
similarly, for an employee, we need to support their competence, autonomy and relatedness
(e.g., feedback, decision-making power, and empathy) and let these nutrients energize the per-
son into action.

The needs for competence, autonomy, and relatedness were identified by empirically exam-
ining how their satisfaction versus frustration influenced internalization, intrinsic tendencies
(exploration, manipulation and understanding of the environment, and the need to assimilate
social norms), and optimal functioning (defined as the manifestation of intra- and inter-
personal growth and development in terms of well-being, attitudes, and behavior; Deci &

1836 GRENIER ET AL.

 14640597, 2024, 4, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://iaap-journals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/apps.12526 by C

urtin U
niversity L

ibrary, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [25/11/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2017; Sheldon et al., 2001; Van den Broeck et al., 2019). While need
support leads to psychological growth and well-being, need frustration can lead individuals to
endorse compensatory motives or need substitutes, such as materialism or ego involvement,
which in turn lead to experience ill-being (Deci & Ryan, 2000).

Competence is defined as feeling effective when manipulating one's environment
(White, 1959), akin to the effort-performance expectancy proposed in expectancy theory
(Vroom, 1964) and the self-efficacy concept proposed in social learning theory (Bandura, 1982).
It has evolutionary advantage for survival because it supports learning and adaptation to new
environmental conditions (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Evidence for its importance stems from experi-
mental findings suggesting that feelings of competence manipulated through positive and nega-
tive feedback on task performance influence intrinsic motivation (Vallerand & Reid, 1984),
performance (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998), and well-being (Seligman, 1975).

Autonomy, also referred to as perceived locus of causality, is defined as feeling volitional
and like the agent of one's behavior, rather than feeling compelled to act by external forces,
(deCharms, 1968). Autonomy also has adaptive advantages through the development of a self-
regulated being (e.g., less impulsive) that can prioritize actions relative to environmental
resources, even in the absence of authority, in a way that supports survival (Maturana &
Varela, 1992). Experimental work provides evidence for the importance of the need for auton-
omy, as the thwarting of the need for autonomy—either through the administration of tangible
contingent rewards (Deci et al., 1999) or through surveillance, evaluation, lack of choice, and
the use of controlling language—leads to decreased intrinsic motivation, internalization,
and well-being (e.g., Harackiewicz et al., 1984; Lepper & Greene, 1975; Zuckerman et al., 1978)
and lower creativity, problem-solving, and conceptual processing (Amabile, 1982; Grolnick &
Ryan, 1987; McGraw & McCullers, 1979). In addition, enhancing support for autonomy has
been found to increase intrinsic motivation, internalization, and well-being (e.g., Deci
et al., 1994; Koestner et al., 1984; Slemp et al., 2018).

Relatedness is defined as the need for feelings of connection and caring from others
(e.g., team members), which has adaptive advantages for survival through the sharing of essen-
tial resources and protection from threats. Evidence for its importance stems from research on
attachment, social support, inclusion, and ostracism, which shows that satisfying the need for
relatedness promotes intrinsic motivation, exploratory behaviors, performance, and well-being
(e.g., Baumeister et al., 2002; Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Frodi et al., 1985; LaGuardia
et al., 2000; Lustenberger & Jagacinski, 2010). Relatedness might be particularly important in a
team context as SDT posits “that people will tend naturally to internalize the values and regula-
tions of their social groups” (Deci & Ryan, 2000, p. 238). Hence, a team context supporting or
threatening the need for relatedness is likely to influence the development of team motivation.

Defining team motivation with self-determination theory

Chen and Kanfer (2006) defined team motivation as “the collective system by which team mem-
bers coordinate the direction, intensity and persistence of their efforts” (p. 233). Based on Park
et al.'s (2013) review on team motivation, we realized that so far, scholars paid attention to both
the what (team goals) and the how (team regulation) of team motivation. We add a multi-
dimensional conceptualization of the sources of team motivation that addresses the “why” of
motivation. Shamir (1990) alluded to different sources of collectivistic motivation by describing
calculative considerations, values, and identities as influencing a person's contribution to

SELF-DETERMINATION THEORY AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR TEAM MOTIVATION 1837
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collective action, and a study by Wang et al. (2016) explored the role of team intrinsic motiva-
tion, defined as team members enjoying performing a team task, on team creativity. An SDT
perspective on team motivation leads us to define it as “the collective sources of energy driving
the direction, intensity and persistence of team members' efforts toward team goals.” This defini-
tion differs in two ways from Chen and Kanfer's: (1) it considers team motivation to be multi-
dimensional and (2) it excludes coordination, which is considered a stand-alone team process
in the team literature (Marks et al., 2001). Excluding coordination in the definition of motiva-
tion allows us to examine how sources of motivation might influence (or be influenced by) it
(which we propose later on).

Transposing the individual types of motivation proposed by SDT at the team level (see
Figure 1), amotivation reflects a team that does not have any reason or energy to engage in
teamwork. External regulation reflects a team engaging in teamwork to obtain a team reward
or avoid a team punishment, for instance a project team may want to perform their work in
order to get a team bonus. Introjected regulation reflects a team engaging in teamwork in order
to enhance or maintain the team's prestige or reputation (i.e., reputation being a collective
equivalent of individual self-esteem, and an important team outcome; Tyran & Gibson, 2008);
for instance, a swimming team might want to win at all cost to maintain a certain status. Identi-
fied regulation reflects a team engaging in teamwork because that work and the team's goals
are deemed valuable and meaningful; for instance, an emergency team could agree to practice
simulated interventions because it cares about patient outcomes. Finally, intrinsic motivation
reflects a team engaging in teamwork out of interest and enjoyment in the work itself (assum-
ing the work in a team context requires interdependence and coordination); for instance, a
gaming design team might work late to continue discussing and brainstorming a scenario just
for fun. We assume that, as it is at the individual level (Howard et al., 2017, 2020), the types of
motivation align along a continuum of self-determination that represents how internalized a
team's motivation is. Thus, team amotivation and team external regulation are non-internalized
types of motivation, while team intrinsic motivation is completely internalized. Team
introjected regulation is partially internalized, while team identified regulation is more fully
internalized. The most self-determined types of motivation, namely identified and intrinsic
motivation, are often referred to as autonomous types, because they are experienced as voli-
tional, while the least internalized ones, namely, external and introjected regulations, are often
referred to as controlled types of motivation, because they are characterized by the experience
of pressure. We used these labels in our propositions to simplify the narrative.

Our definition of team motivation implies an emergence process that requires some elabora-
tion. Like individuals, teams can be viewed through an organismic lens whereby team members
form the “cells” of an organism, each adopting interdependent functions to ensure its viability.
Siphonophores, colonial organisms made up of individual morphologically and functionally
specialized organisms (e.g., the blue bottle or man o'war marine hydrozoan), are a natural
example. Though a team, like an organism, is an open dynamic system that influences and is
influenced by its environment (Cronin et al., 2011; Matusek et al., 2019) and that can transform
over time as a function of past states and environmental inputs (Matusek et al., 2019), its inter-
nal dynamics, which we could view as differentiation and integration processes (Chadwick &
Raver, 2015), are still incompletely understood. Morgeson and Hofmann (1999) defined individ-
ual behaviors as the elementary unit behind collective construct emergence; in this optic, team
members' behaviors that support and thwart each other's psychological needs are likely to be an
important unit that influences team motivation emergence. Metaphorically, each “organism”
that makes up a team can feed nutrients to each other to make the colonial organism thrive.
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The internalization process within a team is thus slightly different from the internalization pro-
cess at the individual level in that it depends on individuals transforming themselves slightly to
adapt to other individuals as they work together. As is explained in a later section, we qualify
this transformation through the lens of social identity theory by proposing that team motivation
emergence requires a referent shift in social identity, in other words, for individuals to identify
as team members.

Though it is assumed that differentiation and integration tendencies require time, SDT does
not propose that people adopt different types of motivation in a stage-wise fashion. The support
and thwarting of psychological needs determines how “fully” an individual will internalize the
value of an activity. For example, a manager who publicly embarrasses an employee might fos-
ter the development of introjected regulation, while a manager who explains the impact of a
task on a beneficiary might foster the development of identified regulation. It is also possible
for an intrinsically motivated employee to become externally regulated due to high pressure or
the introduction of contingent rewards (Deci et al., 1999). Moreover, people typically do not
have only one reason for doing something, making it possible to consider a person's motivation
profile (Howard et al., 2016). Teams are likely similar in that they could have profiles of team-
level motivation types. However, in the current paper, given both the multidimensional struc-
ture of motivation in the SDT framework and the complexity of the emergence mechanism to
explain our model, we keep the focus on motivation dimensions rather than profiles.

In the next section, we present a process-based model of team motivation emergence that
describes the interpersonal dynamics involved in the development of team motivation and
that considers both motivational and identity processes.

A PROCESS-BASED MODEL OF TEAM MOTIVATION
EMERGENCE

Process-based models attempt to explain how a phenomenon emerges, endures, and changes
over time (Kozlowski, 2015; Rousseau et al., 2018; Waller et al., 2016). Our proposed model
addresses the need to further develop process-based models (Larson et al., 2020) by focusing on
how the interactions taking place between team members lead to the emergence of team moti-
vation. We posit that reciprocal patterns of need support/need thwarting behaviors between
team members lead to the satisfaction or frustration of members' psychological needs for auton-
omy, competence, and relatedness. Chronologically, the model starts from a collection of indi-
viduals who join a team with their own initial individual motivations for the team's project or
goals. The composition of these individual motivations in a team gives rise to patterns of inter-
actions between these individuals that are portrayed in the interpersonal feedback loop, ulti-
mately transforming the individuals' motivations toward convergence (i.e., becoming more
similar) or divergence. Below we outline these “steps” in the model, acknowledging that the
emergence of team motivation happens cyclically over time, continuously, dynamically, and
over multiple episodes (cf. Marks et al., 2001).

We acknowledge that a work team functions in a larger organizational context that cannot
be ignored as a source of influence on the interpersonal loop. For example, structural factors
such as the task interdependence, the level of virtuality, and the level of autonomy afforded to
the team (self-managed versus directed teams), the nature of the team's work, external leader-
ship (e.g., executive level), the team's position and role in a multiteam system, and team
rewards could influence initial states and ongoing team dynamics (cf. Mathieu et al., 2019). We
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did not include these contextual factors in our model to be able to elaborate on internal dynam-
ics but do assume that this context exists and could influence some processes within the feed-
back loops (i.e., act as boundary conditions).

The interpersonal feedback loop

Building on models of convergence and emergence (Acton et al., 2019; Fulmer & Ostroff, 2016;
Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999), we propose that need supportive or need thwarting behaviors
within the team promote the convergence of individual types of motivation that will facilitate
the emergence of a team-level motivation over time. As described in Figure 2, if most of the
interpersonal interactions between team members are need supportive, team members should
experience need satisfaction, which will make them more likely to reciprocate with need sup-
port. Over time, this cycle will lead to the convergence of individual motivations toward more
autonomous types and within a team become more homogeneous. Conversely, if most of the
interpersonal interactions between team members are need thwarting, team members should
experience need frustration, which will make them more likely to reciprocate with need
thwarting behaviors. Over time, this cycle will lead individual motivations to converge toward
more controlling types of motivation and within a team become more homogeneous.

What does need support and need thwarting look like in a team context? Interpersonal
behaviors supporting the need for competence include giving each other information, guidance,
role modeling, feedback, and providing opportunities to help develop skills in a non-threatening
safe way, such as by allowing for mistakes. Autonomy supportive behaviors include providing a
rationale for requests, giving opportunities for voice and decision-making power, providing
choices between alternatives, and taking the perspective of others to understand where they are
coming from before imposing viewpoints. Finally, relatedness support behaviors include empa-
thetically listening to each other, taking time to develop relationships at a personal level, and
caring for each other. Research at the individual level supports how these types of interpersonal
behaviors help fulfill the psychological needs and improve autonomous motivation (e.g., Deci
et al., 1994; Jungert et al., 2018; Reeve & Jang, 2006; Slemp et al., 2018).

Competence thwarting behaviors include deprecating feedback, knowledge hiding, giving
tasks that are too easy or too difficult, questioning abilities, and sanctioning mistakes. Auton-
omy thwarting behaviors include pressuring team members to engage in specific actions to
achieve targets and deadlines, imposing rigid norms that limit one's choices, shutting down or
ignoring opinions and ideas, imposing decisions, and close monitoring. Finally, relatedness
thwarting behaviors include acting in a cold and dismissive manner, socially isolating or ostra-
cizing some team members, maintaining a focus exclusively on the task rather than supporting
relationships, and limiting time for socializing (Ferris et al., 2008; Rocchi et al., 2017).

Traditionally, scholars using SDT have studied need support and thwarting behaviors
mostly among hierarchical relationships such as the ones that are taking place between parents
and children, coaches and athletes, or managers and employees (Slemp et al., 2018). However,
Jungert et al. (2018) experimentally showed that in team-based work structures, need support
was more impactful when coming from coworkers rather than a leader in promoting intrinsic
motivation. The more egalitarian and reciprocal relationships that define teams are not
governed by the same set of rules due to different power bases and interdependencies as hierar-
chical relationships, which could potentially change the potency or impact of need supportive
and thwarting behaviors in teams, but also the perceived importance of reciprocity rules

SELF-DETERMINATION THEORY AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR TEAM MOTIVATION 1841
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(e.g., Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Specifically, team members are likely to return benefits
and hindrances in kind, especially over repeated interactions, a process referred to as relation-
ship exchange rules (Blau, 1964; Seers et al., 1995) that might lead to a spiral pattern similar to
the one proposed by Weingart et al. (2015), whereby the perceptions, reactions, and expressions
of a team member will be perceived, reacted to, and responded to in kind (Liu & Fu, 2011;
Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999). Rosen et al. (2014) explained that exchange rules ultimately pro-
mote or thwart individual need fulfillment, showing in their research that need satisfaction
explained the effect of exchange rules on reactions to organizational politics. Hence, we pro-
pose, as illustrated in Figure 2, that an initial team member is supportive and thwarting behav-
iors are likely to produce a reaction from other team members, likely by reciprocating the
supportive or thwarting behavioral pattern they are exposed to. Over time, these supportive or
thwarting behavioral patterns are likely to become stable, crystalized, and consistent.

Proposition 1a. An unfolding need thwarting team context leads to a
self-reinforcing loop of psychological needs thwarting and frustration among team
members.

Proposition 1b. An unfolding need supportive team context leads to a self-
reinforcing loop of psychological needs support and satisfaction among team
members.

SDT-informed research provides some initial support for a self-reinforcing loop of support
and satisfaction at the dyadic level (LaGuardia & Patrick, 2008; Liu & Fu, 2011). Receiving, as
well as giving, autonomy support in a dyadic context led to positive outcomes such as vitality,
satisfaction, and overall well-being in a sample of friends (Deci et al., 2006). The more partners
gave and received need support, the less likely those partners were to perceive or react to con-
flict within dyads (Patrick et al., 2007). An autonomy-supportive team climate, defined as team
members' average views of autonomy support, increased the influence of the autonomy orienta-
tion in mentor-protégé dyads (Liu & Fu, 2011). Although informative, these studies only consid-
ered support for the need for autonomy, whereas we expand these to include support for the
needs for competence, relatedness, and need thwarting behaviors.

Initially, need supportive and thwarting behaviors between team members are likely to be
influenced by their initial individual motivation, and over time, by how this motivation might
change based on ongoing interactions. At the individual level, when people are autonomously
motivated, they are more likely to support the needs of other people around them. On the other
hand, controllingly motivated individuals tend to depersonalize others and act in less need sup-
portive ways (Pelletier et al., 2002; Ryan & Hawley, 2016; Soenens et al., 2012). In addition, if
team members perceive that other team members are not autonomously motivated, they may
be more likely to withhold support (Pelletier & Vallerand, 1996; Sarrazin et al., 2006). Interest-
ingly, some research also demonstrates the possibility of motivational contagion through pro-
cesses operating above and beyond an interpersonal feedback loop. Radel et al. (2010) reported
that inferences workers make about the motives of other people they work with also influences
their own motives through modifying their own task expectations. In addition, observing others'
efforts and enjoying the activity influences the formation of expectations about the activity and
primes intrinsic motivation (Dik & Aarts, 2007; Friedman et al., 2010; Radel et al., 2010; Wild &
Enzle, 2002). Hence, we propose that an event cycle of need support/thwarting behaviors
among teammates will lead to a convergence of individuals' motivation.
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Proposition 1c. The self-reinforcing loop of psychological needs thwarting and
frustration leads individual motivations to converge toward more controlled types.

Proposition 1d. The self-reinforcing loop of psychological needs support and satis-
faction leads individual motivations to converge toward more autonomous types.

An inconsistent or mixed pattern of need support/thwarting behaviors among team mem-
bers (e.g., where the initial composition of motivation is fragmented or bimodal in DeRue
et al.'s, 2010, terms) would promote the convergence of amotivation because it may interfere
with the establishment or maintenance of a sense of “teamness” among members and deplete
the energy of team members over time. Burgueño et al. (2022) found that a “mixed” profile of
supportive and thwarting teacher behaviors was associated with higher levels of amotivation in
students, while Chénard-Poirier et al. (2022) found that a mixed profile of constructive and
destructive leadership behaviors was associated with worse employee outcomes (among them
lowered collaboration, an important team process) than a consistently destructive profile.

Proposition 1e. An inconsistent pattern of need support/thwarting among team
members leads to convergence toward amotivation.

Team identification

In addition to need support and thwarting behaviors, we argue that team identification is cru-
cial to the emergence of team-level motivation. According to social identity theory (SIT), people
tend to classify themselves into various social categories, one of which could be a work team
(Ashforth et al., 2008). A person's self-concept is comprised of both a personal identity made of
idiosyncratic characteristics and a social identity made of group classifications. Team identity
includes defining oneself as a member of a team as well as internalizing team norms and behav-
iors in their sense of self (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), which is similar to the internalization process
proposed by SDT (Ryan, 1995). Team identification has been proposed to influence whether
group norms will be adopted and promote team coordination (Gucciardi et al., 2018) and has
been shown to facilitate team success (Haslam & Ellemers, 2016). We claim that the mutual
process of need support and need satisfaction facilitates an expansion of team members' social
identities to include the team (Haslam et al., 2000; LaGuardia, 2009).

Ashforth and Schinoff (2016) have argued that team identification can be fueled by needs to
feel accepted by others (i.e., relatedness), to feel self-coherent (i.e., autonomy), and to feel self-
efficacious (i.e., competence). Thus, a need support/need satisfaction pattern should trigger a
need-based identification process likely to promote the internalization of shared values among
team members (Carton & Cummings, 2012), further contributing to the convergence of individ-
ual motivation toward being more autonomous over time. Conversely, if team members feel
their needs are frustrated by other team members, they will interpret the context as threatening.
According to Deci and Ryan (2000), this should lead to the internalization of more compensa-
tory self-enhancement motives (e.g., materialism or ego-involvement) in order to make sense of
their negative team experience. That threat would cause team members to look for other poten-
tial cues to construct their collective identity, such as self-enhancement motives, that are likely
to nurture their ego (Ashforth & Schinoff, 2016). Thus, they are more likely to rely on cues and
act to increase or maintain group prestige (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Team members could also
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build a team identity leading them to collectively value the obtention of team rewards
(Carton & Cummings, 2012). This focus on status and prestige-related cues would trigger a self-
enhancement-based identification process that would reinforce team members' individual extrin-
sic or introjected types of motivation. Thus, we propose that two types of team identification
will take shape based on cycles of need satisfaction and frustration, respectively.

Proposition 2a. A need thwarting/need frustration event cycle triggers a self-
enhancement identification process among team members.

Proposition 2b. A need support/need satisfaction event cycle triggers a need-based
identification process among team members.

In a severe and/or sustained case of need thwarting between all individuals in a team, and
in an inconsistent need support/thwarting team context that may lead team members to lose
any type of motivation (in SDT terms, become amotivated), neither self-enhancement nor need-
based identification is likely to occur. Instead, such contexts may activate identity motives for
distinctiveness (Ashforth & Schinoff, 2016) that could trigger subgroup formation (Tajfel &
Turner, 1986). In such situations, we are unlikely to observe the emergence of team motivation
among team members, but might instead witness the formation of motivational faultlines likely
to lead to competition, conflict, and poor coordination (De Wit et al., 2012).

Proposition 2c. In a need thwarting or an inconsistent need supportive/thwarting
team context, the development of team identification is hampered.

Emergence of team motivation

Searle (1990) argued that collective intentional behavior is a phenomenon that is more than the
sum of individual intentional behavior (see also George, 1990; Klein et al., 1994; Kozlowski &
Klein, 2000). This brings us back to the organismic metaphor to describe teams, which hints at
the idea that for team emergent phenomena, such as team motivation, individuals must them-
selves undergo some kind of transformation. Joint action research can be useful to understand
how this may happen. Joint action is an emergent state shared by individuals that develops
from a bottom-up perspective (Knoblich et al., 2011). Developing a shared task representation
and a shared intention can lead to coordinated action, such as entrainment (temporal synchro-
nization) and complementary action (preparing one's action based on the anticipated effect of
someone else's action; Ancona & Chong, 1996; Knoblich et al., 2011). Neuropsychological evi-
dence has even showed that agency can shift from an individual to a collective when people
engage in joint action (Newman-Norlund et al., 2007; Sebanz et al., 2006). Elsewhere, Morgeson
and Hofmann (1999) explained how shared experiences involving individual acts, habits, and
routines can spiral up to create an emergence process. On the other hand, top-down influences
(e.g., organizational change), not explored here, can also provide team members with a com-
mon experience that contributes to an emergence process (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000).

Extrapolating from previous theories of emergence (Fulmer & Ostroff, 2016; Grand
et al., 2016; Kozlowski et al., 2013), and in line with our definition of team motivation as a
shared experience of the sources (reasons) to energize and direct team action, we consider moti-
vational convergence as the first prerequisite to team motivation emergence. However,
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convergence is not sufficient. Based on previous arguments that a referent shift in social identity
is crucial to the emergence of a collective phenomenon (Acton et al., 2019; Chan, 1998;
Searle, 1990), we argue that a referent shift in social identity (i.e., team identity development) is
necessary for the emergence of team motivation (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000).

To avoid conceptual confusion, identified regulation in SDT describes the process of valuing
an activity, whereas social identification in SIT describes the process of defining one's self
according to social groups. As noted earlier, SDT argues that people naturally internalize the
values and goals of their social group (Deci & Ryan, 2000). This could lead to a mutually rein-
forcing mechanism between the construction of a team identity and the internalization of per-
ceived team values, ultimately leading to the emergence of shared types of team motivation.
Indeed, Haslam et al. (2000) postulate that people who identify with their team are more
inclined to act in ways that satisfy social needs and promote the achievement of group goals
because the saliency of the social identity motivates them to act in ways that supports team
accomplishments. This should thus lead team members to reinforce the supportive or thwarting
interactional cycle that is taking place among them by means of reciprocity which in turn, pro-
motes the internalization of one type or another of motivation.

No research to date has entertained the idea that team motivation might be a phenomenon
that can be distinguished from individual motivation and depend on processes such as team
identification. As such, we propose that team identification, when promoted through the factors
mentioned above, is the second necessary mechanism for the emergence of team motivation
(see Figure 3). Accordingly, team motivation will not emerge if no team identification develops.

Proposition 3. Team motivation will emerge out of the convergence of individual
motivations in interaction with team identification (either need-based identification
or self-enhancement identification).

So far, our focus was aimed at describing the emergence process of team motivation. Given
the multidimensional nature of motivation according to the SDT framework, next we offer a
more precise conceptualization of each dimension at the team level. Given that we proposed
(P2e) that when individuals are amotivated, no team identification emerges, we do not propose
the emergence of team-level amotivation.

External team motivation

An interpersonal feedback loop characterized by cycles of need thwarting behaviors and need
frustration is likely to promote the pursuit of materialistic need substitutes (Deci & Ryan, 2000).
When team members are individually focused on externally imposed rewards and punishments
(e.g., a team bonus or award, the team being externally threatened), and who (consequently)
thwart each other's psychological needs by themselves administering rewards and punishments
to each other (e.g., contingent access to resources, criticism), need frustration will reinforce the
focus on these external sources of rewards and punishments to increase team resources or
wealth. The development of self-enhancement-based identification will increase the saliency
and value of the rewards and punishments, directing the team's energy toward their obtention
or avoidance. Hence, when team external motivation emerges, members are collectively
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working as hard as they can for the team to get a reward or avoid a punishment despite having
negative experiences in the team.

Introjected team motivation

In a context where team members are individually consumed by self-focused emotions, such as
pride and shame, and who (consequently) thwart each other's psychological needs by triggering
such emotions among team members, need frustration will reinforce image-related concerns
for the team with which they identify. Ashforth and Schinoff (2016) described group prestige as
a cue that triggers self-enhancement motives. The development of self-enhancement-based
identification will increase the saliency and value of the team's reputation, directing the team's
efforts toward its enhancement and protection.

Identified team motivation

In a context where team members are individually focused on the importance and value of a
team's activities (e.g., impact on beneficiaries), and who (consequently) support each other's
psychological needs by emphasizing the value and importance of the team's work and impact,
need satisfaction will enhance the valuing of the team as essential to reaching personally impor-
tant goals (need-based identification). In turn, need-based identification will make more salient
the shared purpose of the team (Hollenbeck et al., 2012), triggering the emergence of identified
team motivation. Members will collectively work hard for the team to achieve high impact
through its activities. For example, Hu and Liden (2015) found that team prosocial motivation
was positively related to organizational citizenship behaviors and cooperation.

Intrinsic team motivation

In a context where team members individually enjoy the team tasks, and who (consequently)
support each other's psychological needs by emphasizing their interest and enjoyment, need sat-
isfaction will foster interest for the team's activities and for the team (need-based identification),
triggering the emergence of intrinsic team motivation. Members derive enjoyment from collec-
tively working hard together (Woolley & Fishbach, 2015). Peer behaviors in sports teams
focused on enhancing task enjoyment promote need satisfaction, which in turn enhance ath-
letes' intrinsic motivation for the sport (Joesaar et al., 2011).

The team process feedback loop

Team processes play a pivotal role in regulating actions in teams (Marks et al., 2001), and their
quality is vital to team effectiveness (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006; LePine et al., 2008). They not
only help execute actions (Knoblich et al., 2011), but also facilitate the emergence of shared
experiences such as team motivation (cf. Park et al., 2013; Waller et al., 2016). We propose that
team processes are involved in a feedback loop in which (1) team processes contribute to the
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development of team motivation indirectly through the fulfillment of individual needs and
(2) team motivation affects subsequent team processes.

Marks et al. (2001) proposed three classes of team processes. Transition processes involve
strategy, planning, and goal selection to help guide goal accomplishment. Action processes
include monitoring goal accomplishment, getting and processing feedback on both individual
and team performance, and coordinating individuals' actions. Interpersonal processes involve
managing relationships and emotions in a team. A meta-analysis found that all three processes
have a strong influence on team effectiveness (LePine et al., 2008).

We propose that team processes are likely to be a source of need satisfaction and frustration
within teams. Table 1 provides examples, in addition to those below, of how each process cate-
gory may contribute to satisfy the need for autonomy, competence and relatedness. Beginning
with transition processes, we propose that the process of choosing goals and how to pursue
them, depending on whether it is done by supporting autonomy (e.g., by providing a rationale
for goal choices or strategies; Deci et al., 1994), can contribute to satisfying the need for auton-
omy. It also has the potential to contribute to one's need for competence and relatedness given
that during transitions, people exchange information, analyze the causes of team success and
failure, can set challenging goals that foster team learning and growth. Turning to action pro-
cesses, research at the individual level has shown that low role ambiguity and conflict, and
receiving feedback, satisfies all three psychological needs (Van den Broeck et al., 2016). Though
we found no research on coordination and need satisfaction, we anticipate that, because coordi-
nation requires paying attention to others, communication, and willingness to adjust, it will
positively impact need satisfaction. Finally, interpersonal processes demand that team members
take the perspective of others, and thereby influencing the need for relatedness. So far, research
has shown that task conflict can sometimes lead to increased team performance if it is managed

TABLE 1 Examples of contribution of team processes to the satisfaction of team Members' basic

psychological needs.

Team process
with example Autonomy need Competence need Relatedness need

Transition–Goal
setting

Participation in team goal
setting may instill a
stronger sense that the
goal was volitionally
adopted.

Contributing to goal
setting signals that
members have valuable
knowledge and
expertise to share.

Collectively setting goals
strengthens bonds by
engendering a shared
commitment to pursuing
a course of action.

Action–
Coordination

Allowing members' input
regarding how they
contribute and
coordinate work
respects their agency.

Coordinating workflow
implies that each
member has an
important role to pay in
the team.

Coordinating with others
requires communication
and ongoing reciprocal
exchanges that build and
maintain connections.

Interpersonal–
Conflict

Working through process
conflicts provides
opportunities for voice
and a vehicle for
discussing how team
members can engage
agentically with the
team.

Participating in healthy
debate provides
opportunities to
showcase unique
perspectives and
information.

Minimizing and quickly
resolving relationship
conflicts allows
connections to flourish.
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well, whereas relational conflict is more likely to lead to negative team outcomes (O'Neill
et al., 2013, 2018; O'Neill & Allen, 2014), so we expect that relational conflict would put teams
at particular risk of need frustration. Given these arguments, we propose the following:

Proposition 4. Team processes influence individual need satisfaction/frustration.

To complete the team process feedback loop, we propose that the types of team motivation
resulting from the first feedback loop may influence future team processes. Specifically, we
expect that autonomous team motivation will facilitate team processes, whereas controlled
motivation will hamper them. At the individual level, autonomous motivation has been shown
to lead to increased goal progress and attainment (Sheldon & Elliot, 1998), and has been associ-
ated with higher information seeking as well as information sharing (Gagné et al., 2019;
Koestner et al., 1999), which can facilitate team coordination (Chiocchio et al., 2012). It has also
been shown to mediate the relation between understanding organizational strategy and altru-
ism at work (Güntert, 2015). Consequently, autonomous types of team motivation may assist in
improving goal setting, communication, coordination, and conflict management. For example,
autonomous team motivation might facilitate deeper analysis and more aspirational formula-
tion of team goals, and the crafting of more detailed strategies; it might encourage members to
use constructive feedback and pay more attention to others when coordinating activities; and it
might foster integrative conflict resolutions. Therefore, we offer the following:

Proposition 5a. Autonomous types of team motivation are positively related to
effective team processes.

Conversely, past studies have shown that individual controlled types of motivation are asso-
ciated with vulnerability to persuasion, inconsistent goal striving, a poor understanding of orga-
nizational strategy, and knowledge hiding (Gagné et al., 2019; Güntert, 2015; Koestner
et al., 1999; Sheldon & Elliot, 1998). These vulnerabilities are likely to lead to poorer team pro-
cesses as teams might set less intentional goals and put less effort into crafting good strategies,
offer less constructive feedback, and pay less attention to one another, thereby impacting coor-
dination. In addition, a concentration of individuals with high controlled types of motivation
and the emergence of controlled types of motivation in a team sets the necessary conditions to
develop a competitive (Duriez et al., 2007) and ambiguous context because individuals hide crit-
ical information. These conditions are likely to hinder optimal goal setting, coordination efforts,
and foster both task and relationship conflict.

Proposition 5b. Controlled types of team motivation are negatively related to effec-
tive team processes.

Team motivation and team effectiveness

Team effectiveness is indicated through team outputs (i.e., stakeholder-defined team perfor-
mance), team members' collective ability to work well together (Hackman & Hackman, 2002),
and their satisfaction with working together, also sometimes operationally defined as team
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affective tone (Collins et al., 2013; George, 1990; LePine et al., 2008). These indicators map well
onto our earlier definition of optimal functioning (Van den Broeck et al., 2019).

Team processes are likely to mediate the effects of team motivation on team effectiveness.
Although the link between team processes and team effectiveness has been meta-analyzed and
shown to be strong and consistent (e.g., LePine et al., 2008), we propose that autonomous types
of team motivation, relative to controlled types, provide the energy to hone team processes and
make the team more effective. In support of this, research at the individual level shows that
autonomous types of motivation are more strongly positively related to both in-role and extra-
role performance, effort, and proactivity than controlled forms of motivation (Gagné
et al., 2015), and employees with motivation profiles that are higher on autonomous types of
motivation relative to controlled types demonstrate higher in-role and extra-role performance
(Howard et al., 2016). At the team-level, team prosocial motivation (a form of identified team
motivation) was related with both team task performance and team OCB (Hu & Liden, 2015).

Team processes are likely to mediate the relationship between autonomous team motivation
and team effectiveness. At the individual level, an individual experiencing more autonomous
types of motivation is likely to demonstrate better information sharing and more persistent goal
pursuit (Gagné et al., 2019; Sheldon & Elliot, 1998). Hu and Liden (2015) also found that
prosocial team motivation influenced team performance through positively influencing cooper-
ation. Thus, autonomous team motivation should foster transition and action processes. Fur-
thermore, the consistent positive individual experience (e.g., positive emotions, job satisfaction,
and engagement) resulting from autonomous team motivation should promote the develop-
ment of a positive interpersonal team experience, thereby influencing interpersonal processes.
We consequently propose the following:

Proposition 6a. Autonomous types of team motivation improve team effectiveness
via better honed team processes.

Conversely, individual controlled types of motivation lead to knowledge hiding and inconsis-
tent goal striving (Gagné et al., 2019; Sheldon & Elliot, 1998). Furthermore, the more negative
individual experience (e.g., negative emotions, disengagement) resulting from controlled team
motivation might trigger or exacerbate conflict. Therefore, controlled team motivation would
likely disturb team processes such as goal setting, coordination and conflict management.

Proposition 6b. Controlled types of team motivation impair team effectiveness via
blunted team processes.

DISCUSSION

Building on the foundations of multilevel theories, compositional models, emergence processes,
SDT, and social identity theory, our process-based model of team motivation answers different
calls for a better understanding of the motivation in and of teams (Kozlowski, 2015; Park
et al., 2013; Shamir, 1990). Both Chen and Kanfer (2006) and Rico et al. (2017) proposed sys-
temic models of team motivation that rely on goal processes to explain performance at work. In
line with their models and drawing on Fulmer and Ostroff's (2016) proposal that collective phe-
nomena emerge out of the convergence of individual-level variables within a team, our model
proposes that team-level types of motivation emerge out of factors that influence the
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convergence of individual types of motivation and the development of a team identity. More-
over, the model advanced here leverages 50 years of research on SDT to generate novel pro-
posals that provide an alternative and testable view of motivation in teams that we believe will
be valuable for guiding new streams of research and knowledge creation.

To summarize, our process-based model of team motivation emergence begins with individ-
uals who join a team with their own initial motivation. The initial motivational composition of
the team constitutes an input that will affect interpersonal dynamics that either support or
thwart team members' basic psychological needs through a cycle of interactions that spirals into
the convergence of individual motivations within a team and affects the development of an
identity to the team. Together, motivation convergence and team identity create the conditions
by which team motivation can emerge. Other team processes can also affect need satisfaction,
which ultimately feeds into the development of team motivation. Team motivation in turn can
influence other team processes. Together they influence team effectiveness.

Theoretical contributions

By defining team motivation as a collective source of energy driving the direction, intensity,
and persistence of team activities, we have provided a way to conceptualize the concept of inter-
nalization at the team level based on how it is operationalized in SDT, that is, using the contin-
uum of motivation. We borrowed from SIT, which defines internalization as the assimilation of
team norms, which we defined in terms of increased motivation convergence over time. How-
ever, team identification also has a self-concept aspect whereby individuals come to shift their
identity to a team-based one. By treating the internalization, convergence, and self-concept ref-
erent shift as distinct but intertwined processes in our model, we are able to more accurately
operationalize team motivation both in terms of internalization of an agreed upon team goal
and the referent shift process (from “I” to “we”), leading to the potential examination of “why
we work on this teamgoal.” Internalization at the team level is thus defined in the same way it
is at the individual level but is underpinned by referent shift in self-concept.

Our model diverges from previous models (e.g., Chen & Kanfer, 2006; DeShon et al., 2004;
Park et al., 2013) by (1) focusing on the emergence process of team motivation rather than just
assuming its existence, (2) adapting SDT's multidimensional conceptualization of motivation to
focus on sources of team action energization, (3) proposing a model of team motivation that
deals with bottom-up internal dynamic processes that assume non-isomorphic multilevel pro-
cesses, and (4) separating team processes from team motivation to propose how they influence
each other.

Past research has mostly assumed the existence of team motivation in their methods, most
often using aggregates of individual reports of motivation (without considering the referent shift)
and ignoring variability within teams. Our model was built to test the assumption of whether all
teams develop team-level motivation and proposes ways to investigate how it develops. It uses the
latest thinking on emergence phenomena, taking into consideration the difference between con-
vergence and emergence, and accounting for time dynamics through feedback loops.

Our model focuses on the “why” of team motivation by applying SDT at the team level.
Although past approaches have informed us about the role of certain regulatory processes, such
as goals and efficacy, and about motivation levels (e.g., level of engagement), our approach
highlights how different reasons for engaging in the behaviors and processes (e.g., autonomous
versus controlled motivation) are critical to team effectiveness. Given that work teams are used
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to face the growing complexity of work in organizations (Salas et al., 2015), and are often
expected to be self-organizing (Humphrey & Aime, 2014), SDT can help us understand how the
quality or source of a team's motivation might be influenced by team member interactions and
human resource management interventions (e.g., reward practices), and in turn influence team
effectiveness. Our conceptualization contributes to refining the portrait of team motivation
emergence already offered through the lens of team empowerment (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999;
Seibert et al., 2011) and team goal orientation (Chadwick & Raver, 2015). For example, team
empowerment is conceptualized as encompassing meaning, autonomy, competence and impact,
whereas SDT defines some of these, namely, autonomy and competence, as psychological needs
that are necessary nutriments for motivation. Our model thus separates needs from motivation
by proposing need support/thwarting behaviors as the elemental properties that trigger an
emergence mechanism leading to different types of team motivation. Proposing different types
of team motivation is an important addition to the current literature on team motivation: Given
the known differential effects of autonomous versus controlled types of motivation on individ-
ual outcomes (Ryan & Deci, 2017), understanding how to promote the autonomous motivation
of teams above their controlled motivation is likely to yield better outcomes for teams.

SDT provides the specification of three psychological needs for competence, autonomy, and
relatedness that have been shown to significantly affect human functioning (Ryan &
Deci, 2017). Incorporating their support/thwarting as elemental properties for team motivation
to emerge was something that had been advocated (Park et al., 2013), but it also pushed us to
consider the role of identity formation and how the development of both motivation and identi-
ties feed into one another. Finally, our model deals with the “black box” of team processes
(Kozlowski, 2015) by separating motivation from other team processes and proposing dynamic
feedback loops which over time influence the development of team-level motivation and its
effects on team effectiveness (Cronin et al., 2011; Waller et al., 2016).

Future attempts to extend our model could elaborate on how team motivation might influ-
ence specific team processes that happen during transition and action phases of team goal pur-
suit (Marks et al., 2001), including goal setting, coordination, and conflict management. Our
model complements the Motivational Model of Organizational Goal Pursuit (MMOGP), which
proposes a multilevel model to explain how organizational goals and individual employee goals
are formed and influence one another to create dynamic capabilities and organizational success
(Gagné, 2018). Our model fleshes out the internal dynamics of teams, which are assumed but
not elaborated in the MMOGP, to forge a more complete picture of organizational goal attain-
ment. Conversely, the MMOGP can help flesh out some of the team processes involved in team
goal pursuit, for example, by specifying how teams choose goals and plan their pursuit. Another
extension of the model might be to add external influences on the interpersonal feedback loop,
including other surface and deep compositional characteristics of team members (e.g., expertise
and personality), the structure of the team and the nature of its work, virtuality, external leader-
ship, and reward structures, to name a few. Additionally, scholars could expand the proposed
model of team motivation to understand dialectical motivational dynamics between teams in
multi-team systems (Rico et al., 2017) and multi-team memberships (O'Leary et al., 2011).

Testing the model

We offer several avenues to test the proposed model of team motivation. Using the Multi-
dimensional Work Motivation Scale (Gagné et al., 2015) to assess individual motivation, the
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composition of a team's motivation can be operationalized through both means and standard
deviations at the team level. The extent to which faultlines exist could be assessed by observing
the degree of homogeneity of subgroups and the size of the divide between them (Meyer &
Glenz, 2013). To assess the convergence of motivation within a team over time, one must find a
way to identify the commonalities between individuals' motivations. So far, mean scores within
teams have been most frequently used (e.g., Chen et al., 2009; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999), but it
does not consider the spread of the variable (i.e., standard deviation or lack of agreement
between team members) within a team.

Another strike against the use of mean aggregates is evidence that they can lead to biased
parameter estimates in predictive models (Lüdtke et al., 2008, 2011). An alternative is to use a
multilevel latent approach to create a team-level variable from commonalities between individ-
uals (Lüdtke et al., 2008; Morin et al., 2022), the deviations remaining at the individual level.
For example, Gagné et al. (2020) modeled teamwork motivation by creating a multilevel model
in which team motivation was represented through a latent variable created from agreement
between team members' motivation, while “deviations” from that agreement were used as indi-
vidual level motivation. Such an approach partitions the variance accounted for in outcomes by
the same variable assessed at the individual (idiosyncratic) and collective (shared) levels. New
methods, including the consensus emergence model and the location-scale model, allow us to
look at dispersion and convergence, operationalized as changes in dispersion across time,
through latent mixture models (Lang et al., 2018; McNeish & Harring, 2021).

In our model, we suggested that team motivation involves a referent shift of social identity
(Acton et al., 2019; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Accordingly, an adequate measurement of team
motivation would require a referent shift measurement approach (Chan, 1998), which accounts
for the social identity assumed at the team level. To address this, we could modify existing moti-
vation scales to target the team identity (e.g., using the referent “we” instead of “I”; Gibson
et al., 2000; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999). It would then be important to look at the degree of inter-
member agreement to validate this approach.

It is also important to show that team motivation is distinct from its individual counterpart,
for example, by examining the nomological networks of individual versus team motivation
measures. Bifactor modeling (Gignac, 2008), with a cluster function to control for team nesting,
can be used to examine the discriminant factorial structure of both scales (with s-factors rep-
resenting motivation subscales and two g-factors representing referents). In addition, tools such
as social identity mapping (Bentley et al., 2020) could be used to provide discriminant validity
for the motivation measures. This mapping tool may help researchers better understand
whether team members define themselves in terms of the team identity and explain the role of
the team identity phenomenon in the emergence of team motivation. Finally, it would also be
valuable to ask team members to describe, as a group, their team motivation (Gibson
et al., 2000; Kirkman et al., 2001) and code these conversations for the use of pronouns (I/my
and we/ours).

Because we are suggesting that team motivation emerges over time, we would need to use
longitudinal research designs to follow or manipulate the evolution of individual motivations
over time during different stages of team development, as well as the development of team-level
motivation. It would also be essential to assess initial motivation composition when teams are
first created, because team members bring a history of individual differences and experiences to
the team setting. We would likely need intensive types of data collections to test the feedback
loops and the team motivation emergence process. To do so, we could use self-reported ques-
tionnaires such as the Interpersonal Behaviors Questionnaire (IBS; Rocchi et al., 2017) or the
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Need Satisfaction and Frustration Scale (NSFS; Longo et al., 2016). High-resolution techniques
(e.g., video, chat/text data, and wearables), such as the ones proposed by Klonek et al. (2019)
would be quite powerful to capture the process dynamics assumed in our model. Such approaches
are particularly useful in capturing temporal co-variation and contingencies between constructs
under investigation, such as need support/thwarting patterns of interactions.

It is also possible for team identity, convergence, and emergence to fluctuate over time
within teams (Kozlowski, 2015). An alternative method to deal with such a highly complex
model as ours is computational modeling (Kozlowski et al., 2013). Ballard et al. (2019) offer a
computational approach to testing dynamic multilevel models that would be extremely useful
for our proposed model, as it offers a way to integrate theory, mathematical modeling, and com-
plexity when dealing with highly dynamic models. Following their method, simulations could
be created to generate predictions, and Bayesian estimation would then be used to compare
model fit to empirical data, testing different parts of the model. Because SDT stands on a long
tradition of research touching many life domains such as work, education, and sport (Ryan &
Deci, 2017), it is possible to use empirical evidence to predict the impact of need support/
thwarting and the consequences of experiencing more controlled versus autonomous forms of
motivation. In addition, we noted that patterns of self-reinforcing loops among member need
satisfaction and thwarting would eventually stabilize. This could be examined with computa-
tional models, as well as their stability when environmental variables are manipulated
(e.g., leadership changes), resistance to change, and re-stabilization after change.

Some of the propositions could possibly be tested using experimental or quasi-experimental
designs. The different factors proposed to influence individual and team motivation, including
team processes (e.g., feedback), need support, and even initial motivation composition, could be
manipulated to examine their influence on promoting the development of team motivation. For
example, implicit and explicit coordination processes (Rico et al., 2008) could be manipulated
in laboratory experiments to examine the influence of this team process on need satisfaction
(particularly the needs for competence and relatedness) and the convergence of individual moti-
vations over time (e.g., Uitdewilligen et al., 2018). Based on DeRue et al.'s (2010) model of dis-
persion, we could manipulate the composition of individual autonomous or controlled
motivation within a team and manipulate need support and thwarting, to examine their effects
on convergence and emergence over several rounds of trials of team work. In addition, field
research could test interpersonal support training interventions for teams (Slemp et al., 2021)
and make use of social network analysis techniques (Wasserman & Faust, 1994) to examine pat-
terns of need support and thwarting within teams and predict changes in individual motivation,
convergence of motivations within teams, and the emergence of team motivation and its
impacts on team effectiveness.

Practical implications

The proposed model offers concrete avenues regarding how organizations can create and man-
age teams. It has implications on how to form teams by considering the initial motivation of
potential team members when building or enlarging a team with newcomers. As soon as some-
one joins a team, a socialization process should be implemented to foster the learning and inter-
nalization of team goals, methods, and norms (Perrot & Campoy, 2009). Lacaze and Bauer
(2014) have argued, in line with our proposed model, that the support of autonomy, compe-
tence, and relatedness should assist the socialization process, and evidence supports this
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(Chong et al., 2021). Teams and tasks should be structured in a way that will promote need sup-
port within teams, such as by ensuring the team is not too large and that tasks have motivating
characteristics (Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Hackman & Hackman, 2002; Stewart, 2006). Effective
team processes can be enhanced through training team members to support each other's psy-
chological needs.

What could be done to change established controlled team motivation? From our model, we
can propose pathways that involve both internal and external interventions. Internal interven-
tions might involve an internal team leader, a training intervention for team members, or
tweaking other team processes (e.g., goal setting, communication, and conflict management) to
encourage the adoption of need supportive behavior and discouraging need thwarting behav-
iors. A focus on the team's rewards or reputation could be transformed, through external
sources of influence (modifying reward structures, feedback from stakeholders), into a focus on
the team's impact on beneficiaries to promote identified team motivation. Redesigning the
team's work to make it more motivating, such as providing variety, complexity, direct contact
with beneficiaries, rich feedback, and compatible role structures (Hackman & Hackman, 2002)
can foster more intrinsic team motivation.

Level of virtuality, defined both in terms of geographical dispersion and reliance of technol-
ogy (Foster et al., 2015; Raghuram et al., 2019) could also drastically impact how team members
can support of thwart each other's psychological needs and develop a team identity. Virtuality
can make it challenging to forge meaningful connections and technostress could affect feelings
of competence (Gagné et al., 2022). Consequently, ways to encourage team members to support
each other's needs may need to be modified to fit levels of geographical dispersion and the type
of technology used to interact.

CONCLUSION

A process-based model of the emergence of team motivation with a focus on internal team
dynamics is proposed, pushing SDT into the realm of teamwork by proposing that teams can
have a collective source of energy that can vary in quality, and that the quality of a team's moti-
vation has implications for team processes and team effectiveness. This model has implications
for the management of work teams in organizations.
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