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General Introduction
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The nature of work has become increasingly complex over recent decades. Work 
roles nowadays involve substantial interdependencies (for example, employee 
behavior and effectiveness are more strongly connected to team and organizational 
effectiveness), uncertainty (due, for example, to new competition, changing 
technologies, and evolving customer demands), and flexibility owing to a ‘24/7’ 
global economy (Griffin et al., 2007; Höge & Hornung, 2015; Kossek & Michel, 2011). 
Therefore, to be effective and successful, organizations depend on employees who 
are energetic and engaged, who ‘go the extra mile’ and take initiatives, and who 
can be effective when working independently in terms of both time and location 
(Deci & Ryan, 2017; Höge & Hornung, 2015; Podsakoff et al., 2009). In line with 
this, increasing importance is attached to fostering sustainable performance in 
organizations, that is: “Maximizing work performance as well as worker health and 
well-being through employee vitality” (De Jonge & Peeters, 2019, p. 1). However, a 
motivated and vital workforce cannot be assumed. For example, Ryan et al. (2010) 
found in a sample of US American employees that their well-being and vitality were 
lower during working hours than when they were not working (i.e., at weekends). 
Similarly, employee exhaustion/burnout is a prevalent issue in many European 
Union countries (Eurofound, 2018).

Organizational research emphasizes the pivotal role of work-related autonomy 
in optimizing employees’ psychological functioning and work performance (Deci 
et al., 2017; De Jonge & Peeters, 2019; Strauss & Parker, 2014), which essentially 
involves having choices and the freedom to make work-related decisions. Autonomy-
supporting work contexts/environments foster both optimal psychological 
functioning and performance by satisfying employees’ basic psychological needs, 
fostering their intrinsic motivation and engagement, as well as their sense of vitality 
(activating/energizing positive affect). As such, autonomy-supporting work contexts 
are conducive to willing engagement and employees reaching their fullest potential 
(Deci et al., 2017). Nowadays, working arrangements that provide employees with 
autonomy in determining when and where they work by blending onsite and offsite 
working (i.e., blended working arrangements [BWAs]) have become an increasingly 
prevalent autonomy-supporting work environment (Van Yperen & Wörtler, 2017a). 
In this context, and recognizing that there are individual differences in psychological 
needs and other characteristics, the current dissertation presents empirical 
research in the areas of BWAs, employees’ positive affective-motivational states, 
and individual work behavior/performance and effectiveness. These areas can be 
linked and integrated by drawing on Self-Determination Theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 
2000, 2017), a macro-theory of human motivation that has strong empirical support. 
Before presenting the specific research questions of the current dissertation, I 
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provide an introduction to SDT that focuses on its Basic Psychological Need Theory 
(Deci & Ryan, 2000; Vansteenkiste et al., 2010) and to the focal concepts of this 
dissertation.

Self-Determination Theory (SDT)

The arguably most fundamental premise that is posited in SDT is that humans 
inherently seek to satisfy three basic psychological needs: autonomy, competence, 
and relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Vansteenkiste et al., 2020). The first, autonomy 
(DeCharms, 1968) concerns acting on one’s own volition, having choices, and 
experiencing psychological freedom. Competence (White, 1959) describes 
experiencing a sense of effectiveness by achieving valued outcomes and mastering 
challenges. Finally, relatedness (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) refers to having 
meaningful interpersonal relationships that involve caring for, and being cared for 
by, others. These needs are considered basic or fundamental, and they differ from 
other psychological needs in that SDT regards them as inherently human. That is, 
SDT holds that all human beings have these needs, benefit from their satisfaction, 
and suffer if they are frustrated, regardless of an individual’s developmental 
stage, culture, and personality (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Vansteenkiste & Ryan, 2013; 
Vansteenkiste et al., 2020). As such, these needs are similar to basic physiological 
needs such as avoiding hunger and thirst (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Features of the 
environment either facilitate or thwart satisfying these basic psychological needs.

The satisfaction of a basic psychological need is an energizing psychological resource 
(Deci & Ryan, 2000; Fernet et al., 2013). The more a basic psychological need is 
fulfilled, the more likely it is that an individual will develop optimal psychological 
conditions involving healthy motivation, psychological well-being and vitality. 
Conversely, the more that the satisfaction of these needs gets thwarted, the more 
prone an individual is to developing psychological malfunctioning that can lead to 
the development of psychopathological problems (Vansteenkiste & Ryan, 2013). 
Notably, in SDT, each basic need is regarded as a separate construct carrying a 
unique predictive value for other constructs (e.g., Van den Broeck et al., 2016). SDT 
has been applied in several domains, including healthcare and clinical settings (e.g., 
psychotherapy), education and teaching, sports, and work and organizations (Ryan 
& Deci, 2017).

Application of SDT in the Work/Organizational Domain

SDT has become an important framework in the Organizational Psychology field 
to predict and understand work-related motivation, vitality, and performance/
effectiveness (Deci et al., 2017; Gagné et al., 2018; Van den Broeck et al., 2016). 

1
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SDT posits a causal series of events: the work context/environment and individual 
differences (e.g., the degree to which individuals tend to seek out opportunities 
for autonomy and choice) will influence the degree to which workers experience 
satisfaction of their basic psychological needs. The satisfaction of these needs, in 
turn, is pivotal to intrinsic work motivation and engagement, a sense of vitality, and 
effective work behavior (Deci et al., 2017; Deci & Ryan, 2000; Gagné et al., 2018; 
Ryan & Deci, 2008).

Autonomy-supporting work contexts have a prominent role in SDT. Autonomy at 
work is described as “organizationally mediated possibilities for workers to make 
decisions about their work” (Karasek et al., 1998, p. 323). Autonomy-supporting 
contexts provide employees with opportunities to make choices, they allow one 
to take initiatives, and they are in contrast to those contexts in which employees 
experience some form of control through their work or others. According to Deci et 
al. (2017, p. 20), “fostering workplace conditions where employees feel supported 
in their autonomy is not only an appropriate end in itself but will lead to more 
employee satisfaction and thriving, as well as collateral benefits for organizational 
effectiveness”. For example, meta-analytic evidence suggests that if leaders in 
organizations support employees’ autonomy, then employees are more likely to 
be intrinsically motivated, experience greater well-being, and are more likely to 
show positive work behaviors (Slemp et al., 2018).

Leader/managerial style and job/work design are widely recognized as influences 
and as sources of autonomy-supporting work contexts (Deci et al., 2017; Parker, 
2014). In this dissertation, I focus on working arrangements that allow the blending 
of onsite and offsite working (Van Yperen et al., 2014; Van Yperen & Wörtler, 2017a) 
as an autonomy-supporting work context (see also Gagné & Panaccio, 2014; 
Gerdenitsch et al., 2015; Ter Hoeven & Van Zoonen, 2015). The reason for this focus 
is that BWAs are a “pervasive and booming trend in modern societies” (Van Yperen 
et al., 2014, p. 1), which have great contemporary societal relevance (see e.g., Van 
Yperen & Wörtler, 2017a), especially with the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020 that is likely 
to accelerate the trend towards organizations adopting BWAs (Kniffin et al., 2020).

Blended Working Arrangements (BWAs)
Progress in information and communication technologies, together with 
developments linked to globalization (e.g., a requirement for round-the-clock work 
time availability), has revolutionized the world of work in the 21st century and 
given rise to ‘New Ways of Working’ (Blok et al., 2012) or working arrangements that 
are increasingly flexible and mobile (Eurofound & ILO, 2017; Korunka & Kubicek, 
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2017; Kossek & Michel, 2011; Spreitzer et al., 2017). Advances in technology include 
constantly improving devices (e.g., computers/laptops, tablets, and smartphones), 
infrastructure (i.e., high-speed broadband connections), and software that allow 
smooth and seamless file-sharing, cloud computing, and videoconferencing. As a 
consequence, many employees can today stay connected to job-relevant information 
and co-workers at any time and from any place. Not only do organizations require 
increased flexibility from the workforce, such as employees working unconventional 
hours (Höge & Hornung, 2015), they may also use these technology-enabled working 
arrangements to accommodate the needs of a more diverse and aging workforce 
and to attract and retain talented employees (De Jonge et al., 2015; Nijp et al., 2016).

Blended working involves combining onsite and offsite working through the use of 
modern information and communication technologies, and it has been defined by 
Van Yperen et al. (2014, p. 1) as “smooth and seamless time-independent working 
(i.e., flexibility in when and for how long workers engage in work-related tasks) 
and location-independent working (i.e., flexibility in where the work gets done)”. 
Thus, blended working often involves, but is not confined to, home-based working, 
which is typically referred to as telecommuting or teleworking (Allen et al., 2015). 
By blending onsite and offsite working using information and communication 
technologies, employees can engage in work-related activities wherever and 
whenever (e.g., during traditional office hours, in the evening, over the weekend) 
it is appropriate or required by the current work activity or task or the business 
schedule (see also Eurofound, 2015). As such, employees may alternate between 
working from home, in their employer’s office, or some other location (e.g., on the 
train or in a shared workspace). Provided employees get their work done, BWAs can 
accommodate the lifestyles of the individual employees by allowing, for example, 
meeting private responsibilities during traditional office hours. Taking these 
features together, BWAs are in sharp contrast to traditional working arrangements 
in which employees’ working hours and location are determined/controlled by the 
organization (e.g., work must be done at the site of the employer between 8 a.m. 
and 5 p.m.; see also Kalleberg et al., 2000).

BWAs are a hot topic not only because of their increasing prevalence, but also 
because they have the potential to deliver benefits for society, organizations, and 
individual employees (for overviews see Allen et al., 2015; Van Yperen & Wörtler, 
2017a). For example, BWAs can benefit society by meeting challenges resulting 
from the globally aging workforce (Phillips & Siu, 2012) through accommodating the 
needs of older employees (De Jonge et al., 2015) and facilitating their transition from 
employment to retirement (Van Yperen & Wörtler, 2017b). Organizations may benefit 

1
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from greater commitment and lower turnover of their employees, while individual 
employees may experience greater job satisfaction and reduced stress levels. 
Further, when employees have a high work-related need for autonomy, greater 
opportunities for blended working may maintain such employees’ intrinsic work 
motivation in demanding work contexts (Van Yperen et al., 2016). Notwithstanding 
the potential benefits, BWAs may also create challenges and produce undesirable 
outcomes (for an overview, see Van Yperen & Wörtler, 2017a). Possible downsides 
include blurred boundaries between work and non-work (e.g., Flecker et al., 2017) 
and potential work intensification linked to the almost constant connectivity to 
work through information and communication technologies (Leonardi et al., 2010).

Most of the benefits of BWAs can be linked in some way to their core feature; 
namely that they provide employees with marked work-related autonomy/control 
(Kelliher & Anderson, 2008; Van Yperen et al., 2014, 2016). Indeed, in their meta-
analysis, Gajendran and Harrison (2007) found that perceived autonomy mediates 
the relations between blended working practices and a range of benefits such as 
job satisfaction. Autonomy in BWAs manifests itself in control over work location, 
work schedule, and the use of information and communication technologies 
(Beauregard et al., 2019; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007; Ter Hoeven & Van Zoonen, 
2015). By providing employees with enhanced work-related autonomy/control, BWAs 
can be conceived as both an autonomy-supporting work environment and as a 
job resource (Thompson et al., 2015; Van Yperen et al., 2016). Job resources help 
employees achieve work-related goals, reduce job demands, and facilitate them in 
satisfying their basic psychological needs (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Thus, BWAs 
can conceptually be linked to SDT.

SDT posits that autonomy support is generally conducive to experiencing positive 
affective-motivational states including the satisfaction of basic psychological needs 
and vitality/activating positive affect (Deci et al., 2017; Ryan & Deci, 2008; Ryan & 
Frederick, 1997), which in turn are conducive to work performance and effectiveness 
(Deci et al., 2017; Kaplan et al., 2009; Parker et al., 2010). The focus of the current 
dissertation is on organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and proactive behavior, 
both of which are important aspects of contemporary conceptualizations of work 
performance (Griffin et al., 2007; Rotundo & Sackett, 2002; Sonnentag et al., 2008).

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) and Proactive Behavior 

Individual work performance is one of the core criteria in organizational research 
and practice, describing work behavior that generates value for the organization 
(Carpini & Parker, 2017). Work performance is a multi-dimensional construct (Griffin 
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et al., 2007; Rotundo & Sackett, 2002; Sonnentag et al., 2008). In addition to the 
performance that employees are contractually required to deliver (i.e., core job 
responsibilities), individual work performance includes contextual performance 
that benefits the organizational, social, and psychological environment such as OCB. 
OCB is defined as “Individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly 
recognized by the formal reward system, and in the aggregate promotes the efficient and 
effective functioning of the organization” (Organ et al., 2006, p. 3). OCB has been 
recognized as a major driver of effectiveness and success on the individual, group/
unit, and organizational levels (Podsakoff et al., 2014, 2009; Yen & Niehoff, 2004). 
Examples of OCB are volunteering for extra work assignments, helping colleagues, 
and attending functions that are not required but benefit the organizational image/
reputation (Fox et al., 2012; Lee & Allen, 2002).

Work behaviors that are self-started, future-focused, and change-oriented have 
been termed proactive behavior (Parker et al., 2010). Proactive behavior is defined 
as employees “taking initiative in improving current circumstances or creating 
new ones; it involves challenging the status quo rather than passively adapting 
to present conditions” (Crant, 2000, p. 436). Although proactive behavior is, to an 
extent, conceptually related to OCB (Belschak & Den Hartog, 2010; Sonnentag et 
al., 2008), there are several reasons to differentiate OCB from proactive behavior 
(for a discussion, see Li et al., 2017). For example, whereas OCB is typically about 
helping other organizational members, volunteering for extra tasks, and showing 
concern for the wider organization (Lee & Allen, 2002), proactive work behavior 
implies self-starting an action to improve the status quo (Parker et al., 2010). A good 
example of the latter is changing a work procedure or method at work to render it 
more effective (Morrison & Phelps, 1999). Given its change-oriented nature, showing 
proactive behavior carries a greater social risk than OCB since it can, for example, 
induce resistance in others and lead to conflict (Parker et al., 2010; Morrison & 
Phelps, 1999). Like OCB, proactive work behavior has been shown empirically to 
enhance organizational effectiveness (Fay & Frese, 2001). Theoretical models, 
including SDT, and empirical findings recognize positive affective-motivational states 
as antecedents of both aspects of work performance (e.g., Dalal, 2012; Deci et al., 
2017; Parker et al., 2010).

The Present Dissertation: Objective and Research Questions
In the preceding discussion, I outlined how SDT has been applied to understand 
employees’ optimal psychological functioning and performance as a function of the 
work context. In particular, SDT recognizes an autonomy-supporting work context 
as positively influencing employees’ affective-motivational states that, in turn, are 

1
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conducive to individuals’ performance and effectiveness at work. In this regard, I 
situated BWAs as an emerging autonomy-supporting work context. Furthermore, 
OCB and proactive behavior were introduced as dimensions of work performance. 
Embedded within this context, I went on to conduct quantitative empirical studies 
(see Chapters 2–5) within the scope of the current dissertation’s topic, which address 
three sets of research questions:
1. Do individual differences moderate the associations between positive affective-

motivational states and both OCB and proactive behavior? Specifically, in terms
of the satisfaction of basic psychological needs (i.e., autonomy, competence, and
relatedness needs), do their positive associations with OCB vary as a function of
the strength of an employee’s basic psychological needs? In terms of the sense of 
vitality, does its positive association with proactive behavior vary as a function of
an employee’s general tendency to apprehend negative consequences of making
errors (i.e., personal fear of invalidity)? (Chapters 2 and 3).

2. Relative to traditional working arrangements, do BWAs increase both
organizational attractiveness and employees’ intention to show OCB? Does this
depend on (a) an employee’s general tendency to be self-determined and to
experience environments/contexts as autonomy-supporting (i.e., autonomy
orientation); (b) an employee’s general preference for structured contexts
(i.e., personal need for structure); and (c) leadership support for employees’
development of competences helpful for autonomous working? (Chapter 4).

3. How can the likelihood that blended working is effective be increased through
leadership style? Specifically, is an empowering leadership style positively
associated with employees’ perceived effectiveness of blended working?
(Chapter 5).

Research Question 1 was motivated by the observation that although the theories 
and models that link positive affective-motivational states and work behavior 
(e.g., Deci et al., 2017; Parker et al., 2010; Spector & Fox, 2002) include individual 
difference variables, these models do not consider that individual differences 
might have a moderating role. However, individuals can differ in their responses to 
experienced affective-motivational states. As evidence, Ilies et al. (2006) showed 
that agreeableness moderates the relation between positive affect and self-reported 
OCB. Another illustration is that individuals have been shown to experience greater 
well-being at work, in relation to experiencing a sense of competence, when 
they have a strong rather than a weak implicit motive (i.e., desire) for significant 
accomplishments (Schüler et al., 2013). Research Questions 2 and 3 were motivated 
by observations that: (a) BWAs are becoming increasingly prevalent but are unlikely 
to be suitable and attractive for everyone (e.g., O’Neill et al., 2009; Van Yperen 
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et al., 2014), which suggests investigating individual differences as moderators 
of the effects of BWAs (see also Anderson et al., 2015); and (b) there is relatively 
little empirical research on factors contributing to effective blended working (see 
also Beauregard et al., 2019). Each ‘empirical chapter’ (see Chapters 2-5) addresses 
one of the above research questions. In Chapter 6, I discuss the main findings and 
contributions made, describe the practical implications, and offer ideas for futures 
research. An overview of the main constructs and relations investigated in the 
current dissertation is provided in Figure 1.1.

1
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Below, I outline the purpose and intended contribution to the scientific literature 
of each empirical chapter. The chapters were written as publishable papers in 
collaboration with my PhD supervisors Nico W. Van Yperen and Dick P. H. Barelds. 
Further, Jesús M. Mascareño, a fellow PhD candidate, contributed to Chapter 3 by 
organizing the carrying out of a study including data collection. To recognize these 
contributions, I use the pronoun “we” rather than “I” in the following sections.

Chapter 2

This chapter addresses an important theoretical debate within SDT concerning 
whether, rather than the universality claim of SDT (i.e., basic needs satisfaction 
benefits all individuals to the same degree), a more nuanced viewpoint is tenable. 
This moderate viewpoint posits that individual differences can affect the strength 
of the effects of experiencing satisfaction of one’s basic psychological needs 
(Soenens et al., 2015; see also Van Assche et al., 2018). In the debate, the focus has 
been on the question of whether the relations between the satisfaction of basic 
psychological needs and desirable outcomes is more pronounced in individuals who 
have a comparatively strong corresponding psychological need (i.e., do individual 
differences in need strength make a difference?; Chen et al., 2015; Ryan et al, 2019; Van 
Assche et al., 2018). In Chapter 2, we review the inconsistent empirical findings as to 
the moderating role of an individual’s need strength, and we investigate this matter 
in a cross-sectional survey study using two independent employee samples from 
the Netherlands and from the United States. Specifically, we investigate whether 
the relations between work-related satisfaction of each basic psychological need 
and both OCB and work engagement vary as a function of individual differences in 
expressed/explicit work-related needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness. 
This is the first empirical investigation of the interaction between need satisfaction 
and explicit need strength in the work context to consider all three need domains 
individually.

Chapter 3

This chapter deals with the effects of experiencing a sense of vitality at work, 
which is considered a proximal consequence of experiencing satisfaction of basic 
psychological needs (Ryan & Deci, 2008). A core tenet of the model of proactive 
motivation (Parker et al., 2010) is that vitality is a proximal antecedent of proactive 
behavior at work. However, given that there is only correlation-based evidence for 
this link, experimental research designs have been called for to determine causality 
(Bindl et al., 2012; Schmitt et al., 2017). Moreover, qualitative research has indicated 
that a sense of fear could lead employees to refrain from a contemplated proactive 
action because such behavior carries social risk (Bindl, 2019). Despite this discussion, 

1
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the potential moderating effects on the link between vitality and proactivity have 
received only scant quantitative research attention.

In Chapter 3, we build on previous work by investigating whether the relation 
between experiencing a sense of vitality at work and proactivity is of a causal nature, 
and whether the effect is dependent on employees’ personal fear of invalidity 
(Thompson et al., 2001). To this end, we conducted two studies: an experimental 
study including a self-developed experiential vitality prime with a US American 
employee sample (Study 1) and a cross-sectional field study in which we obtained 
manager-ratings in addition to employee self-ratings of proactive behavior using a 
Mexican employee sample (Study 2).

Chapter 4
Research on the topic of BWAs has given considerable attention to the outcomes 
of such arrangements for individual employees (Allen et al., 2015). However, it 
is also important to provide evidence of organizational benefits. One reason 
for this is that implementing BWAs may come at a cost and with challenges for 
organizations/employers (Pyöriä, 2011; Rice, 2017). For example, an employer’s 
costs linked to making information and communication technologies available that 
enable employees to work anywhere may exceed the costs of establishing and 
maintaining electronic devices and infrastructure at a traditional workplace 
(Dropkin et al., 2016). Moreover, although a few empirical studies have 
investigated moderating variables in the effects of BWAs (e.g., Thompson et al., 2015), 
research on individual differences that influence the effects of blended 
working is relatively scarce (Anderson et al., 2015). Here, it is important to 
consider employees’ preferences and psychological needs since these are likely 
to influence employees’ suitability for BWAs (e.g., Van Yperen et al., 2014), which is 
one factor that likely contributes to BWAs being effective (Beauregard et al., 2019). 
Indeed, a good match between the characteristics of employees and those of their 
environment is essential for optimal employee and organizational outcomes (e.g., 
Van Vianen, 2018).

In Chapter 4, we investigate whether, relative to traditional working arrangements, 
BWAs enhance both employees’ perceptions of organizational attractiveness and 
their intention to demonstrate OCB. Additionally, we investigate whether these 
effects are dependent on employees’ autonomy orientation (Deci & Ryan, 1985), on 
employees’ personal need for structure (Thompson et al., 2001), and on leadership 
support for employees’ development of competences helpful for 
autonomous working (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014). In this investigation, 
we carried out 
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experimental vignette studies using between-subjects and within-subjects designs 
and two independent but similar samples of US American employees.

Chapter 5

In comparison to research on the outcomes of BWAs, research on factors that 
can contribute to effective blended working is rather limited (see also Beauregard 
et al., 2019). Nevertheless, ensuring effective blended working is a concern since 
BWAs are increasingly adopted by organizations. In Chapter 5, we seek to identify 
a leadership style that is positively associated with employees perceiving blended 
working as effective. Even though the role of leadership is relevant to the successful 
adoption of BWAs (e.g., Lautsch et al., 2009), organizations are reluctant to develop 
new management approaches that could be particularly advantageous in novel 
contemporary working arrangements such as BWAs (Beauregard et al., 2019). 
This hesitation may be linked to a lack of guidance on which specific leadership 
style or set of leader behaviors to focus upon. In a study among Dutch employees, 
Chapter 5 contributes to this area by investigating whether leadership that is 
perceived as empowering is positively associated with employees’ perceived 
effectiveness of blended working. We adopt an SDT-based conceptualization of 
empowering leadership that emphasizes support of employees’ autonomy and of 
their development of competences helpful for autonomous working (Amundsen 
& Martinsen, 2014). Further, we examine whether the satisfaction of work-related 
needs for autonomy and competence explain the relation between empowering 
leadership and employees’ perceived effectiveness of blended working.

1
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