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ABSTRACT

Why are some goal pursuits more successful than others? What personal variables
help achieve successful self-regulation? The goal of the present program of research is to
investigate the relationships between two important components of effective self-regulation:
motivation and monitoring. This dissertation suggests that an organismic approach to self-
regulation such as self-determination theory (SDT) can supplement the view brought
forward by control theory’s (CT) mechanistic self-monitoring system, by proposing that
people may have different regulation styles based on their motivational orientation. More
specifically, it is argued that SDT and CT may be in congruence with regard to general
dispositional styles of monitoring and motivation, such that that public self-consciousness
may be associated with a nonself-determined motivational orientation, while private self-
consciousness may be associated with a self-determined motivational orientation. However,
it is also argued that SDT and CT make different predictions with regard to the effects of
situational manipulations of public and private self-awareness, and that these effects may
influence people differentially based on their motivational orientation. It is hypothesized
that: (a) conditions conducive to private self-awareness affect individuals with self-
determined and nonself-determined motivational orientations differently as they become
more aware of their respective personal style of behavioural regulation and their different
personal goals (i.e., intrinsic versus extrinsic goals respectively), and (b) conditions
conducive to public self-awareness create a controlling environment and lead individuals
with both self-determined and nonself-determined motivational orientations to focus on self-
presentation, their public image and the ways others perceive them. To test these ideas, a

series of four studies is proposed to answer a progression of research questions using survey



and laboratory methodologies. Results from a meta-analysis (Study 1) and structural
equation modeling (Study 2) reveal that private self-consciousness is associated with higher
levels of global self-determination and that public self-consciousness is associated with
lower levels of global self-determination, across various samples. Public self-consciousness
and low global self-determination also appear jointly related to detrimental self-regulatory
functioning such as setting goals that are incoherent with the self, while private self-
consciousness and high global self-determination appear related to positive self-regulatory
functioning such as setting goals that are coherent with the self (Study 2). Furthermore,
findings suggest that a situational increase of private self-awareness has a strong impact on
the self-regulatory functioning of individuals with low levels of global self-determination as
they become more aware of their extrinsic goals and behave in coherence with these goals,
but little impact on individuals with high levels of global self-determination as this condition
matches their style of regulation and their behaviour is already in coherence with their
intrinsic goals (Study 3). Conversely, a situational increase in public self-awareness appears
to have a strong impact on the self-regulatory functioning of individuals with high levels of
global self-determination, as this condition pressures them to adopt a different way to
regulate their behaviour, but a weaker impact on individuals with low levels of global self-
determination, as this condition corresponds to their style of regulation (Study 4). Overall,
this program of research constitutes a notable contribution to the extant literature on self-
monitoring, self-determination, and behavioural self-regulation. Findings suggest that people
with different motivational orientations may have different regulation styles, and that these

styles could dictate how self-monitoring affects their self-regulation.
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CHAPTER ONE:
INTRODUCTION
Statement of the problem

Every day, people set goals for themselves and yet, many fail to adopt the behaviours
necessary to achieve them. Whether the goal is to lose weight, recycle more products, or to
exercise regularly, why are some individuals more successful than others in following
through with their goals?

In social psychology, researchers often use the expression self-regulation to convey
the idea of the self’s capacity to alter its own behaviours (Vohs & Baumeister, 2004). Self-
regulation has been further defined as the attainment of personal goals by planning and
adapting self-generated behaviours (Zimmerman, 2000). Across the various definitions of
self-regulation, researchers agree that it refers to the direction of behaviours of the self, by
the self. Using these propositions, in the context of the present dissertation, self-regulation is
more specifically defined as the process through which humans manage their behaviour to
guide it toward a specific objective (Vohs & Baumeister, 2004, Carver & Scheier, 1998,
Zimmerman, 2000). In this view, successful self-regulation constitutes a coherent behaviour-
goal combination, such as cutting back on junk food (behaviour) to lose weight (goal).
Conversely, self-regulation failure constitutes an incoherent behaviour-goal combination,
such as eating large amounts of junk food while aiming to lose weight. Defined as a
“process”, self-regulation is considered to be dynamic and as incorporating different
components. The relative importance of each component, as well as the mechanisms through
which they are hypothesized to contribute to self-regulatory functioning, is contingent on

two different points of view: the mechanistic approach and the organismic approach.



The overarching goal of the present dissertation is to examine and integrate specific
propositions stemming from these two views. The mechanistic system takes the machine as a
referent for behaviour, suggesting that the source of action stems from a series of
interconnected, but independent, parts that require some form of outside influence. The
organismic system takes the living organism as a referent for behaviour, suggesting that the
source of action stems from an inherent tendency to grow and function as a whole.
Mechanistic and organismic views of self-regulation propose complementary but sometimes
differing ways in which the process of self-regulation may lead to success versus failure. For
instance, from a mechanistic point of view (e.g., Carver & Scheier, 1981, 1998), behaviour-
goal coherence is generally thought to operate through a cognitive and emotional comparator
function, a cybernetic-inspired feedback loop, which makes use of self-monitoring to guide
behaviour. In contrast, the organismic point of view (e.g., Deci & Ryan, 1985a, 2000)
suggests that behaviour-goal coherence operates through a form of organismic integration,
which is a natural propensity to grow and integrate behaviours within the self, fostered by
the satisfaction of basic psychological needs.

The present dissertation examines both approaches and tests propositions based on
each view with regard to self-regulation and its correlates. To achieve this goal, the concept
of self-regulation will be more explicitly addressed. Then, a detailed description of a leading
mechanistic view of self-regulation will be provided by reviewing the tenets of control
theory (Carver & Scheier, 1981, 1998) and a detailed description of a leading organismic
view of self-regulation will be provided by reviewing the tenets of self-determination theory
(Deci & Ryan, 1985a; 2000). This will be followed by an in-depth look at how mechanistic

and organismic concepts have been integrated in contemporary research with regard to self-



regulation and its correlates. In light of this discussion, a series of studies is proposed to
investigate specific aspects of the inter-connection between the two approaches.
Self-Regulation

There are a number of contemporary research programs centered on self-regulation
theories. The notion that psychology should be interested in the human capacity to direct
one’s own behaviour, however, is not new. Preliminary research and arguments date back to
early critiques of behaviourism by Thorne in 1946. In the 1970s, pioneer work by Kanfer
and Karoly (1972) argued that “self-control” was not metaphysics and should be included in
theories of human behaviour. They introduced concepts such as self-monitoring in a closed-
loop model. This, and other similar work, (e.g., Duval & Wicklund, 1972) led to the seminal
contributions of Carver and Scheier (Carver, 1979; Carver & Scheier, 1981) and the
development of their feedback loop model. Inspiring themselves from cybernetics, they
proposed a series of arguments regarding goal-directed behaviour that included the
importance of self-monitoring and the hierarchical structure of goals. These arguments
stimulated decades of research on self-regulation. More recently, contributions by
Baumeister and colleagues (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven, & Tice, 1998; Muraven,
Tice, & Baumeister, 1998) have led to the introduction of the ego-depletion model. Their
model, which conceptualizes self-regulation as an energy-demanding process drawing from
a finite resource, has significantly influenced self-regulation theories and has inspired
hundreds of laboratory experiments (for a review, see Beaudry, 2010; Hagger, Wood, Stiff,

& Chatzisarantis, 2010).



Through this program of research, a consistent idea has transpired: efficient self-
regulation is believed to be associated with optimal psychological functioning. What are the
necessary conditions of successful self-regulation?

Basic ingredients

For self-regulation to be effective, researchers have identified four necessary
ingredients: the presence of standards, monitoring, strength, and motivation (Baumeister,
Heatherton & Tice, 1994; Baumeister & Vohs, 2007).

Standards refer to the objective or the goal of the self-regulation process. The
standard of a self-regulatory effort is thus the reference value towards which the behaviour is
guided. Given that self-regulation is thought of as a process to explain goal-directed
behaviour, establishing a well-defined goal, whether consciously or not, is essential.
Research on goals and behaviour has supported this idea by showing the positive impact of
clear, coherent, and challenging goals in contrast to conflicting or suboptimal standards
(Emmons & King, 1988; Locke & Latham, 1990, 2002).

Next, there needs to be a dynamic source of informative feedback on the discrepancy
between the current state and the reference value. The role of monitoring is to keep track of
this discrepancy and provide feedback on one’s progress toward the standard. If the
discrepancy persists, further self-regulation is needed; if the standard is reached, then self-
regulation is no longer needed. The self-monitoring component of self-regulation has been
explored in great detail by Carver and Scheier (1981, 1998) and their feedback-loop model
of behaviour.

As most goal-directed behaviours require some level of effort, researchers have

suggested that self-regulation may depend on some form of strength to be effective. Without



strength, the self-regulation process is believed to be thwarted. Some have argued that this
strength may come from a limited resource of energy (Baumeister et al., 1998; Muraven &
Baumeister, 2000). Others have suggested that this strength is a personal capacity that may
come from a feeling of personal agency and self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986; Zimmerman &
Martinez-Pons, 1992).

A more recent emphasis has brought motivation into perspective as a necessary
ingredient for self-regulation. Some researchers have conceived motivation as varying only
in terms of quantity, such that self-regulation is effective “when motivation is high”
(Baumeister & Vohs, 2007, p. 118). In contrast, other researchers have suggested that the
type or quality of motivation, the extent to which the behaviour has a more or less internal
versus external locus of causality, has a significant influence on the outcome of self-
regulation (Ryan & Deci, 2006, 2008).

Throughout the literature on self-regulation, there is empirical evidence to support
the role of each of these ingredients. Although each component has been deemed necessary,
it is argued that certain components “may compensate more or substitute for each other to
some degree” (Baumeister & Vohs, 2007, p.117). Accordingly, one may wonder how
motivation, which has only recently been considered a key ingredient (Baumeister & Vohs,
2007), may compensate or interact with the other components of self-regulation. It is to that
extent that the distinction between the mechanistic approach and the organismic approach to
self-regulation becomes interesting.

This dissertation’s review of the literature on the role of motivation in connection to
each of the other self-regulation ingredients suggests that an organismic approach, such as

the one proposed by self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1983a; 2000), can contribute



significantly to the understanding of self-regulation which is currently dominated by the
more traditional mechanistic approach. Before specifically discussing these intersections
(i.e., motivation and standards, motivation and strength, motivation and self-monitoring), an
overview of the assumptions of each approach and how they apply to self-regulation is
warranted. The next two sections will provide a review of two important meta-theories that
characterize each view.
Control Theory: A Mechanistic Approach to Self-Regulation

The cybernetic control-process model proposed by Carver and Scheier (CT; 1981,
1998) has led to a generalized mechanistic view of self-regulation. Internal processes have
been hypothesized to operate via a “feedback loop” model, comprised of TOTE units (Test-
Operate-Test-Exit), and ostensibly function independently from motivation. The feedback
loop is organized in a way similar to a thermostat (Caver & Scheier, 1998): an input function
(e.g., the current state) is compared to a reference value (e.g., a goal), an operation is carried
out in an output function (e.g., self-regulation), which eventually leads to another input
function for a subsequent loop (e.g., the new state). Accordingly, a plausible explanation for
the effectiveness of self-regulation based on this approach is the extent to which it is possible
to properly monitor oneself.
On Monitoring the Self

There has been debate in psychology with regard to the role of consciousness in
guiding behaviour. Some researchers have suggested that conscious processing is altogether
unnecessary to initiate behaviour (Bargh & Chartrand, 1999; Libet, 1985). Others have
argued that one’s conscious reflections on the self are often erroneous (Nisbett & Wilson,

1977; Wegner, 2002). The increasing evidence portraying the fallacies of conscious



processing has lead many researchers to criticise its usefulness in the guidance of behaviour.
More recently, however, Baumeister and Masicampo (2010) have suggested that conscious
thought may play a more indirect, but vital, role on human behaviour. They proposed that
consciousness may facilitate the creation of articulate narratives and serve the self through
the simulation of events. Pertaining to the role of consciousness more specifically for self-
regulation, Baumeister and Masicampo (2010) suggested that “by simulating distal
outcomes, it can activate relevant motivations” (p.962). In other words, conscious thought
may be important to the extent that it can help monitor one’s plans and style of regulating
behaviours. Increasing one’s self-monitoring via more conscious thinking could thus lead to
more success in self-regulation.

Early research by Duval and Wicklund (1972) on self-awareness supports this idea.
They suggested that people were more inclined to reduce the discrepancy between the self
and a standard when the saliency of that discrepancy was made conscious via self-focused
attention. For instance, if the goal was to lose weight, self-regulation should be more
effective when individuals are made aware of the discrepancy between an aspect of their self
(e.g., being overweight) and a standard (e.g., not being overweight). Carver and Scheier
expanded on this idea and demonstrated that there were both private and public aspects to
the self (Carver & Scheier, 1984; Scheier & Carver 1983) that were called upon when
operating consciousness. The two facets were not theorized to be in opposition to one
another, but rather to make separate factors salient. The term self~-awareness was chosen to
refer to the situational manifestations of these private and public aspects, while the
expression self-consciousness was used to refer to their more dispositional orientations.

Self-awareness



It was thought that the distinctions between the private and public sides of the self
could be made salient in situational contexts by activating different aspects of conscious
thought (Carver & Scheier, 1984). Several instances of experimental manipulations have
provided empirical support for the existence of the private-public distinction and for their
differential effect on behaviour.

Scheier and Carver (1977) have shown that private self-awareness, via the presence
of a mirror, could make individuals more aware of their affective experiences. Further
research has suggested that a situational increase in private self-awareness led individuals to
be more resistant to social pressures and to be more inclined towards their own opinions and
attitudes (Froming, Walker & Lopyan, 1982; Scheier & Carver, 1980). It is noteworthy to
mention that, while the first experimental manipulations of private self-awareness made use
of a mirror (Froming, Walker & Lopyan, 1982; Scheier & Carver, 1977, 1980), more recent
research has argued that the mirror may reflect parts of the self that are publicly observable
and thus may also increase public self-awareness (Hofmann & Heinrichs, 2002; Wiekens &
Stapel, 2008). Regardless of how it is manipulated, Carver (2003) has suggested that, in
general, people appear to focus on self-aspects and personal attitudes while in a state of
private self-awareness. To connect with the propositions of Baumeister and Masicampo
(2010), people may be more likely to focus on their own personal style of self-regulation
(their own plans, narratives, motivations, etc.) when in a state of private self-awareness.

In the case of public self-awareness, experimental manipulations have suggested that
the presence of an evaluative audience (Froming, Walker & Lopyan, 1982) or a recording
camera (Scheier & Carver, 1980) can make individuals selectively more aware of their

public self. Research has provided evidence that in a state of public self-awareness,



participants were more likely to adopt behaviours concordant with their perceptions of social
norms and external standards, regardless of their personal opinion (Froming, Walker, &
Lopyan, 1982). To connect with the propositions of Baumeister and Masicampo (2010),
people may be more likely to focus on external standards for the regulation of their
behaviour when in a state of public self-awareness.

Overall, research has suggested that increasing one’s self-awareness may be
beneficial for self-regulation, but that this increase may operate differentially if private or
public aspects are incited. Increasing private self-awareness appears to bring consciousness
to one’s style of self-regulation, while increasing public self-awareness appears to bring
consciousness to external standards and controls. These differential roles of the private and
public sides of the self have also been suggested to operate at a more dispositional level.
Self-consciousness

Carver and Scheier (1984) introduced novel contributions by elaborating their ideas
on the study of self-focus in terms of individual differences. It was thought that people could
be more or less inclined toward one side of the self or the other from a stable and
dispositional standpoint. In turn, this dispositional orientation should have an impact on how
people perceive themselves and how they interact with their surroundings. The development
and validation of the Self-Consciousness Scale (Fenigstein, Scheier, & Buss, 1975; Scheier
& Carver, 1985) provided interesting evidence in support of these two distinct facets of the
self.

The private self is thought to relate to one’s personal and intimate beliefs. It is
associated with one’s values, feelings, and attitudes, in addition to being centered on one’s

personal needs (Scheier & Carver, 1983). People high in private self-consciousness have
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been characterized as acting independently of social pressures (Scheier & Carver, 1983;
Schlenker & Weigold, 1990). The dispositional orientation towards private self-
consciousness also makes it more likely for individuals to have a chronic accessibility to
thoughts about the self, thus increasing their accuracy when describing self-aspects (Carver
& Scheier, 1984). In addition, research has suggested that the behaviour of individuals high
in private self-consciousness is usually more consistent with their privately endorsed
attitudes (Fenigstein, 1987; Scheier & Carver, 1983).

In contrast, the public self is related to a locus of attention that is centered on how
others view the self. It is associated with self-presentation, impression management, as well
as external pressures and control (Scheier & Carver, 1983). Dispositional orientations
towards public self-consciousness have been associated with higher levels of conformism
(Fenigstein, 1987, Carver & Scheier, 1984). In addition, individuals showing higher levels of
public self-consciousness appear to be faster when judging personal physical attributes
(Turner, Gilliland, & Klein, 1981).

Summary

Overall, the self-monitoring hypothesis suggested by this mechanistic view of self-
regulation has provided good insight into the mechanisms which guide the self in goal-
directed behaviour. Based on this view, an increase in conscious thought should be
beneficial for self-regulation. It is plausible that a focus on the private self, whether in a
disposition via self-consciousness or in a situation via self-awareness, could be beneficial for
self-regulation, as it provides an easier access to one’s personal style of functioning
(Baumeister & Masicampo, 2010; Carver & Scheier, 1984). A focus on the public self also

involves an increase in conscious thoughts about the self. However, this is typically centered
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on standards that are external to the individual, such as social norms and self-presentation
preoccupations, and could in some instances be counterproductive to self-regulation. There
is theoretical and empirical evidence to illustrate this point. For instance, the public self has
been associated with socially prescribed perfectionism (Saboonchi & Lundh, 1997) and a
higher prevalence of eating disorders (Schutz, Paxton, & Wertheim, 2002), both of which are
correlates of ineffective self-regulation (Tangey, Baumeister, & Boone, 2004).

In spite of the noteworthy contributions of the literature reviewed in this section, a
question remains unanswered “How could we explain that some individuals are more
oriented towards the private aspects of the self while others are more oriented towards the
public aspects of the self?” The correlates of the two aspects of the self have been well
described, but there has been little theorizing on the development of their distinction. It
appears that the mechanistic point of view, or at least control theory (Carver & Scheier,
1981, 1998), falls short of explaining how this distinction could arise in the first place. The
organismic approach, conversely, offers interesting directions to explore this question, as it
considers the organisms’ natural tendency to develop itself. This contrast is best understood
from the point of view of self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985a; 2000) which
portrays this inherent growth tendency as a form of organismic integration. Self-
determination theory suggests that, with the satisfaction of basic psychological needs, people
naturally internalize external values and norms, and integrate them into their sense of self.
This is viewed as a tendency toward self-determination. Accordingly, the extent to which
one’s values and goals are internalized could be associated with different consequences with
regard to the public and private aspects of the self. To explore this proposition in detail, the

next section reviews the basic postulates of self-determination theory.
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Self-Determination Theory: An Organismic Approach to Self-Regulation
Self-determination theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 1985a, 2000) is meta-theory of
human behaviour established on the idea that people are dynamic organisms with an inherent

tendency to grow and master their environment. According to SDT, people grow and
flourish in environments that support their basic psychological needs for autonomy,
competence, and relatedness. Different sub-components of SDT (“mini-theories”) address
how the fulfilment of basic psychological needs affects behaviour and motivation. Two of
these mini-theories are particularly relevant to the present discussion: cognitive evaluation
theory (CET) and organismic integration theory (OIT).

On one hand, CET is specific to intrinsic motivation, and suggests that this natural
propensity is sensitive to the individual’s social context. Intrinsic motivation, i.e., behaviours
that are carried out for their own sake, may be encumbered by controlling environments,
extrinsic rewards, and contexts that thwart basic psychological needs (Deci, Koestner, &
Ryan, 1999).

On the other hand, OIT addresses the subject of extrinsic motivation, i.e.,
instrumental behaviours intended toward a goal apart from the behaviour itself. Extrinsic
motivation is suggested to exist in numerous forms, varying in the degree to which they are
internalized into a coherent sense of self (Deci & Ryan, 1985a). As their motivation
becomes more internalized, individuals are thought to feel more autonomous, or self-
determined, in their behaviour. OIT also emphasizes the importance of basic psychological
needs, suggesting that they play a critical role in behaviour by fostering the internalization of
motivation. Extrinsic motivation is postulated to be comprised of four different sub-types of

motivation. Behaviours judged to be consistent with the self and congruent with one’s
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values, but not carried out for intrinsic reasons, constitute the essence of integrated
motivation. Less autonomous behaviours that are still accepted as being personally important
by the individuals who carry them out are considered examples of identified motivation.
Behaviours driven by guilt or internally imposed constraints are examples of more controlled
and nonself-determined forms of motivation making up introjected motivation. Even more
controlling and less autonomous behaviours based exclusively on rewards or external
constraints are thought to form external motivation.

Intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivations and amotivation (i.e., instances where
there is no intentional regulation of behaviour or where there is no contingence between
one’s goals and behaviours) can be seen as constituents of a self-determination continuum.
The extent to which motivational orientation is self-determined or nonself-determined is
thought to change along this continuum in terms of relative autonomy and internalization
(Ryan & Deci, 2000). Internalization is a central tenet to SDT, suggesting that the different
forms of motivation can be more or less integrated into a coherent sense of self. More
explicitly, as the relative autonomy of one’s motivation decreases (intrinsic to integrated,
identified, introjected, external, and amotivated), motivation is said to become less self-
determined (Ryan & Deci, 2000) and more nonself-determined. The premises of SDT and
the self-determination continuum have been applied in many domains, suggesting that more
self-determined motivational orientations are associated with positive outcomes in terms of
psychological health and functioning, whereas less self-determined (or more nonself-
determined) motivational orientations are associated with negative outcomes (Deci & Ryan,

2008).
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Together, CET and OIT propose that behaving in a more autonomous and self-
determined manner represents optimal psychological functioning, as behaviours become
integrated into a coherent sense of self (Deci & Ryan, 1991; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Stated
differently, when motivation is self-determined, both goals and behaviours are internalized
within the autonomous self and are thus more likely to be coherent with one another. When
motivation is nonself-determined, goals and behaviours are not internalized and the self is
controlled by external factors, thus making goals and behaviours more prone to incoherence
(Ryan & Deci, 1999). Research has provided evidence of this proposition, suggesting that
self-determined behaviour is endorsed by the self and thus more consistent with one’s
attitudes, whereas this consistency is reduced when behaviour is nonself-determined
(Koestner, Bernieri, & Zuckerman, 1992).

In sum, the postulates of SDT may have important implications for the study of self-
regulation, namely with regard to how the organismic integration of goals and behaviours
within the self is conceptualized. Could stronger coherence between behaviours and goals, as
fostered by self-determination, be associated with more successful self-regulation? Research
addressing this question is covered next.

Self-Determination and Self-Regulation

Several researchers have suggested evidence that self-determined goal pursuit may be
related to more successful self-regulation (and thus, more positive behavioural outcomes vs.
more negative behavioural outcomes), while nonself-determined goal pursuit may be related
to self-regulatory failure (Moller, Deci & Ryan, 2006; Muraven, Gagné, & Rosman, 2008;
Nix, Ryan, Manly & Deci, 1999). One plausible explanation for these findings has pointed to

the idea that self-determined goal pursuit is associated with stronger behaviour-attitude
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coherence (Koestner et al., 1992). The association between self-determination and effective
self-regulation has been replicated across several domains. With regard to personal health,
studies have suggested that more self-determined motivation predicted better self-regulation
of exercise, tobacco cessation, and diet (Williams, McGregor, Sharp, Levesque, Kouides,
Ryan, et al. 2006; Williams, McGregor, Zeldman, Freedman, & Deci, 2004). Researchers
have also applied the tenets of SDT to eating self-regulation more directly (Mata, Silva,
Vieira, Carraca, et al., 2009; Pelletier & Dion, 2007). A similar trend can be observed with
the self-regulation of pro-environmental behaviours (Green-Demers, Pelletier, & Menard,
1997), the self-regulation of prejudice (Legault, Green-Demers, Grant, & Chung, 2007), and
the self-regulation of destructive behaviours in close relationships (Knee, Lonsbary,
Canevello, & Patrick, 2005), to name a few. Overall, research has suggested that a more self-
determined motivational orientation may foster more effective self-regulation.
Global Self-Determination

Some researchers have suggested that self-determination could be studied in terms of
individual differences at a more general, or global, level (Vallerand, 1997; Vallerand &
Ratelle, 2002). The hierarchical model of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (Vallerand,
1997) postulates that self-determination can be conceived to operate on three distinct levels:
situational (specific to a current activity), contextual (specific to a life domain), and global.
At the global level, self-determination is thought to be a relatively stable trait. As such,
examining individuals in terms of their dispositional orientations of self-determination, or in
other words, why they generally do what they do can serve as an interesting characteristic. It

is suggested that having a more self-determined motivational orientation at the global level is
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associated with more self-determined motivational orientations at different contextual levels
(Vallerand, 1997).
Summary

Self-determination theory proposes a framework that can contribute to the
understanding of successes and failures of self-regulation. Based on the literature reviewed
in this section, it is reasonable to believe that more self-determined forms of motivation
could be associated with more effective self-regulation as they foster an organismic
integration that increases the coherence between one’s behaviours and goals. In contrast, less
self-determined forms of motivation could be postulated to act in the opposite way as they
are related to styles of regulation where the behaviours and goals are incoherent, thus more
susceptible to self-regulatory failure.

The literature reviewed so far suggests that the mechanistic and organismic views of
self-regulation may not be mutually exclusive. Carver and Scheier (2000) have suggested
that “the cybernetic (...) and the humanistic-organismic share a great deal. Further
explorations of their intersection can only enrich both of them.” The main goal of this
dissertation is to propose a complementary framework which includes propositions from
both control theory and self-determination theory, by exploring more specifically how self-
monitoring (as defined by control theory) and organismic integration (self-determination
theory) are inter-connected in the prediction of successful self-regulation.

With the exception of the connection between motivation and self- monitoring, there
is existing theoretical and empirical evidence that organismic propositions from self-
determination theory have contributed to the understanding of self-regulation, by suggesting

how motivation is inter-connected with the other two self-regulation ingredients (standards
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and strength). In order to better understand how the organismic and mechanistic approaches
interact with one another at the level of monitoring, it would be useful to first explore how
they have been integrated in research so far with regard to each ingredient.
Organismic Contributions to Mechanistic Views of Self-Regulation

The philosopher John R. Searle has advocated: “it is a mistake to suppose that the
mind is a computer program” (Searle, 1998, p.7). He submits that “syntax is not semantics”,
suggesting that computational models of human behaviour inherently leave something out.
While Searle (1998) is referring to human consciousness in this context, his argument is also
applicable in the comparison of the mechanistic and organismic approaches treated in this
dissertation. From an organismic perspective, a purely mechanistic approach to self-
regulation inherently leaves something out. To support this assertion, the present section
reviews how organismic perspectives have contributed to the understanding of self-
regulation by supplementing mechanistic views with regard to the connection between
motivation and standards, as well as motivation and strength. The association between
motivation and the other ingredient, monitoring, remains to be explored in detail. Based on
this review, principles are proposed to explain how an organismic perspective, such as self-
determination theory, could contribute to the understanding of self-regulation by exploring
the possible interaction of motivation and self-monitoring.
On Standards and Motivation

Goal setting involves establishing a standard or objective to serve as the aim of one's
actions (Zimmerman, 2000). The literature on goals has greatly benefited from the
mechanistic point of view, focusing mainly on goal content and structure. Control theory

views goals as hierarchical (Carver & Scheier, 1998, 1999), varying in their level of
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abstraction. As such, some goals are deemed more important than others. Goal hierarchy has
helped explain how goals relate to one another in the self-regulation of behaviour. More
explicitly, effective self-regulation is thought to function by the satisfaction of specific goals
which themselves lead to the satisfaction of higher-order goals.

While providing useful insight on how goals relate to one another, these propositions
do not suggest anything about goal content. Goal setting theory, however, (Locke & Latham,
1990, 2002) has made propositions focused on the content of goals. According to this work,
goals that are clearer and more difficult are positively associated with task performance.
Assuming that task performance as defined by goal setting theory is commensurate to self-
regulation, effective standards should thus be clear, challenging, and attainable (Locke &
Latham, 1990). Furthermore, goal setting theory suggests that goals are more efficient when
they are provided with commitment and feedback. However, their theory does not provide a
clear rational as to why commitment and feedback are important to standards.

The organismic perspective put forward by SDT can extend the assumptions and
findings described above in several ways. For instance, the reason why commitment and
feedback appear important to effective standards may be because they are related to basic
psychological needs. A sub-component of SDT, goal contents theory, suggests that goals can
satisfy the basic psychological needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness in different
ways and, as such, can lead to different consequences. Goals that can lead to the satisfaction
of basic needs, or that are congruent with organismic integration, are considered intrinsic
goals, while goals that are dependent on external rewards are considered extrinsic goals
(Kasser & Ryan, 1993, 1996). Although most studies on the intrinsic-extrinsic distinction

have focused on well-being outcomes, some researchers have more recently extended these
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outcomes to self-regulation in the field of education, such as higher persistence at learning
activities (Vansteenkiste, Lens, & Deci, 2006). It has been suggested that intrinsic goals,
rather than extrinsic goals, are related to deeper cognitive processing and more persistent
learning, because intrinsic goals are related to a mastery achievement orientation. Further
research has suggested that goal content (intrinsic versus extrinsic) and goal motives (self-
determined orientation) contribute independently to behaviour (Sheldon, Ryan, Deci, &
Kasser, 2004). These findings have also been extended in experimental manipulations on
planning, to suggest that plans implemented in an autonomy-supportive, or a more self-
determined, manner yielded more success than plans implemented in a controlling, or a less
self-determined, context (Koestner, Horberg, Gaudreau, et al., 2006; Koestner, Lekes,
Powers, & Chicoine, 2002; Powers, Koestner, & Topciu, 2005).

Overall, both the mechanistic and organismic approaches agree that standards are
necessary for effective self-regulation. However, the organismic perspective put forward by
SDT has also suggested that (a) goal content can be extended to consider individuals’
striving in terms of the intrinsic-extrinsic distinction and (b) that motivation and goal content
jointly and independently contribute to effective self-regulation. Moreover, the organismic
perspective adds to the understanding of the role played by standards or goals by suggesting
that different consequences can follow from trying to achieve goals with different content.
Accordingly, motivation plays an important role in conjunction with standards as the
consequences associated with intrinsic and extrinsic goals may differ because they involve
separate mechanisms with regard to the ways goals are pursued. These motivational
distinctions also appear to play a role when interacting with another self-regulation

ingredient: self-regulatory strength.
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On Strength and Motivation

Studies have suggested that people may have a limited capacity to self-regulate
(Baumeister et al., 1994). This hypothesis implies that the self should use its resources for
acts of self-regulation and that self-regulation should be difficult and impaired once the
capacity is drained. This strength model of self-regulation has received much empirical
support (Baumeister, Vohs & Tice, 2007). Research from multiple laboratory experiments
has suggested that carrying out a first self-regulation task affects participants’ performance
on a following self-regulation task. It has been suggested that the impaired performance is
due to the depletion of psychological energy reserves (Baumeister et al., 1998).

The study of motivation from an organismic perspective, particularly self-
determination theory, has challenged these findings to some extent. Ryan and Deci (2006)
have argued that self-regulation carried out for self-determined reasons (what they termed
“autonomous regulation’), should not be draining as behaviours are integrated within one’s
sense of self. Accordingly, only self-regulation carried out for nonself-determined reasons
(“heteronomous regulation”) should be draining. Empirical findings in a laboratory setting
have also supported this claim (Moller et al., 2006). The interaction between motivation and
strength has been further examined in a series of studies by Sharp (2008), suggesting that
self-regulation may only be draining when carried out for more controlling and nonself-
determined motivations.

Overall, similar to its impact on the understanding of standards, the organismic point
of view conveyed by self-determination theory has extended the understanding of self-
regulation in terms of its strength component. The organismic perspective suggests that,

above and beyond the mechanistic functioning of strength and standards, the reasons why
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people engage in goal-directed behaviour may involve different styles of regulation, and thus
different outcomes. Although there has been little research on the interaction between
motivation and monitoring, there is sufficient conceptual and empirical evidence to conceive
that the distinct styles of regulation discussed so far may also be associated with differences
in the ways individuals monitor their progress toward a goal.

On Monitoring and Motivation

SDT posits that individuals who engage in behaviours for reasons that are
autonomous and self-endorsed (self-determined motivation) are more likely to be effective in
reaching their goals. In contrast, individuals who engage in behaviours for controlling
reasons (nonself-determined motivation), such as rewards or internal constraints, are less
likely to be effective in reaching their goals. As explained earlier, the underlying principle
that guides this is organismic integration. Behaviours that become more integrated with the
self are more volitional, they reflect one’s core values and interests, and have an internal
perceived locus of causality. Thus, regulation that is self-determined reflects a better
integration with the self and has been demonstrated to lead to positive outcomes across
numerous life domains (for a review, see Ryan & Deci, 2006). Regulation that is nonself-
determined reflects low levels of integration or no integration with the self.

Carver and Scheier (2000) argued that organismic integration is commensurate to
“discrepancy-reducing feedback loops”, given that the reduction of discrepancy aims at
maintaining coherence within the self. Conscious thought plays an important role in this
process because it is precisely when individuals are aware of a discrepancy that they become
motivated to reduce it and regulate their behaviours. Research has shown that increases in

self-awareness are related to an improvement of self-regulation (Carver & Scheier, 1981;
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Scheier & Carver, 1977) even after impairments such as social rejection (Baumeister,
DeWall, Ciarocco, & Twenge, 2005). In contrast, low self-awareness reflects a state where
monitoring is not efficient and cannot readily evaluate goal progress. For this reason low
self-awareness has been associated with impaired self-regulation (Carver & Scheier, 1998;
Pyszczynski & Greenberg, 1987). Based on these findings, self-awareness (whether private
or public) appears to be an important factor in successful self-regulation.

According to SDT, integration of behaviour results in greater coherence within the
self because actions that are internalized are performed for their own sake; in other words,
they are self-determi