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ABSTRACT 

This study analyzes the interactions between budgetary participation, motivation at work 

(intrinsic and extrinsic), and commitment to budgetary goals. Methods: a survey was carried 

out with 131 intermediate level managers from different organizational areas of companies 

classified among the best and biggest companies in Brazil. Results: the results of modeling 

structural equations indicate that intrinsic and extrinsic motivations have different roles in their 

interactions with budgetary participation and commitment to goals. And their involvement in 

the budgetary process reveals behavioral and motivational effects. Conclusions: it is concluded 

that participation in the budgetary process can positively reflect on managerial performance, 

insofar as it is able to trigger intrinsic motivational effect and favor behaviors aimed at the 

commitment to budgetary goals. 

 

Keywords: budgetary participation; motivation at work; commitment to budgetary goals. 

 

1 INTRODUCTION 

 

The budget is an instrument commonly used for management control (Frezatti, 2009), 

due to its significant contribution to assess managerial performance and influence the attitudes 

and behaviors of individuals in the workplace (Covaleski, Evans III, Luft, & Shields, 2007), 

providing different reactions and human interactions (Milani, 1975), which may imply greater 

efforts to achieve budgetary goals (Jacomossi, Schlup, & Zonatto, 2018; Lunardi, Zonatto, & 

Nascimento, 2020; Milani, 1975; Shields & Shields, 1998). Thus, the way to increase the 

effectiveness of the budget is to provide an increase in the budget participation of managers 

(Hassel & Cunningham, 1993). 

Participation in the budget process, given its ability to influence the cognition and 

motivation of subordinates (Chong, Eggleton, & Leong, 2005) and exercise an informational 

function in organizations (Maiga, 2005), can lead to a demeanor improvement in the labor area 

(Milani, 1975). Budget participation can be reflected on greater satisfaction with the activities 

and greater commitment to budget goals (Maiga, 2005), and a better performance (Derfuss, 

2016; Jacomossi et al., 2018; Kren & Liao, 1988; Lunardi et al., 2020; Mia, 1988; Nouri & 

Parker, 1998; Shields & Shields, 1998). 

Although research on the influence of budget participation on performance has been 

going on for several decades (Stearns, 2016), by exploring these interactions (e.g., Chong & 
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Johnson, 2007; Dani, Zonatto, & Diehl, 2017; Derfuss, 2016; Isgiyarta, Nugroho, Ratmono, 

Helmina, & Pamungkas, 2019; Stearns, 2016) it has evidenced mixed, controversial, or 

inconsistent results. This suggests that this relationship may be influenced by other mental or 

cognitive states of individuals (Covaleski et al., 2007). This justifies the inclusion of other 

intervening variables (Nouri & Parker, 1998) that can help explain the associated psychological 

and behavioral effects, which is the case of motivation (Baerdemaeker & Bruggeman, 2015; 

Brownell & McInnes, 1986) and the commitment to the goals (Kyj & Parker, 2008; Nouri & 

Parker, 1998; Parker & Kyj, 2006; Wentzel, 2002), in addition to explaining the conflicting 

results of direct analysis of the interaction (Dani et al., 2017; Derfuss, 2016). 

The issue of motivation at work is one of the psychological effects that can come from 

budget participation (Chong et al., 2005; Shields & Shields, 1998). Motivation is capable of 

stimulating the dedication necessary to attain or achieve a goal, encouraging or boosting the 

employees (intrinsically or extrinsically) to work. Therefore, the motivation of employees is 

considered a decisive factor in organizations, and can have a positive influence on 

organizational performance, as it can direct individuals to act in search of achieving the goals 

(Locke & Latham, 1990). 

The literature on budgets shows that motivation can influence people’s behavior in 

meeting budget targets (Stearns, 2016), and develop from the possibility of participation in the 

decision related to estimates of budget targets (Chong & Johnson, 2007; Baerdemaeker & 

Bruggeman, 2015). And previous results suggest that motivation can act directly on efforts to 

make the budget (Brownell & McInnes, 1986) and indirectly (intervening effect) (Mia, 1988). 

However, its motivational role between budget participation and results is inconsistent (Santos, 

Lavarda, & Marcello, 2014). 

The budget literature has not addressed the effects of motivation at work and its 

impacts on the execution of tasks (Lau & Roopnarain, 2014), nor the motivational types of 

employees (Gómez-Ruiz & Rodríguez-Rivero, 2018; Van der Kolk, Van Veen-Dirks, & Bogt, 

2018; Wong- On-Wing, Guo, & Lui, 2010). Furthermore, there are few studies on extrinsic 

motivation (tangible incentives), which stem from underlying stimuli (e.g., remuneration, 

bonuses), and intrinsic motivation (intangible incentives) achieved through non-remunerative 

stimuli (e.g., social recognition) (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Kuvaas, Buch, Weibel, Dysvik, & 

Nerstad, 2017). These are gaps that remain open when demonstrating the respective roles and 

interactions of each motivational subtype (Kuvaas et al., 2017), with participation and 

commitment with the budget targets. 

According to Welsh, Baer, Sessions and Garud (2020), individuals committed to a goal 

tend to be, in general, motivated to avoid failure to achieve the goal. This is because the 

expected outcomes, resulting from the establishment of goals, occur through cognitive 

processes. This factor demonstrates the approach to cognitive processes that motivate behavior 

(Welsh, Baer, Sessions, & Garud, 2020) and seek to identify which factors influence the 

commitment to goals, since these factors may have critical implications in their definitions 

(Hassel & Cunningham, 1993). 
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In this context, the research question is: What are the effects of the interactions 

between budget participation, motivation at work (intrinsic and extrinsic), and commitment to 

budget goals? Thus, the study aims to smooth out the interactions between budget participation, 

motivation at work (intrinsic and extrinsic), and commitment to budget goals. To this end, we 

analyze the direct effects between the variables and the indirect effect (mediation) of 

motivation, as Sholihin, Pike, Mangena and Li (2011). In this study, motivation is understood 

as a psychological (socio-affective) aspect (Wong-On-Wing et al., 2010), capable of influencing 

behavior in relation to budget targets. The motivational effects may be due to the possibility of 

subordinates being able to actively participate in the budget process. In this way, both 

participation and motivation can directly lead to different levels of commitment to goals, since 

individuals can perceive this experience differently (Stearns, 2016). 

Employees who could participate in the budget elaboration process may feel that their 

basic psychological needs, inherent to all human beings as advocated by the theory of self-

determination (SDT), were met (autonomy, competence, and interconnection/relationships), 

(Baerdemaeker & Bruggeman, 2015). This can generate motivation to meet their goals. This 

motivation can also help them behave more positively with the budget process, for example, 

through better acceptance and execution of the elaborated and shared budget, presenting greater 

commitment (Wafiroh, Abdani, & Nurdin, 2020). 

The findings of this research reveal that motivation is a multidimensional construct 

and that individuals can experience this state in different ways (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & 

Deci, 2000) in the face of budget engagement opportunities and the importance of goals for 

them (Reid, 2002). Motivation acts as a stimulus that can direct individuals to act in the 

direction of their goals and manifest themselves in management (Lau & Roopnarain, 2014) 

from budget participation. In addition, participation per se, directly and indirectly, leads to a 

greater commitment to budget targets. 

We contribute empirically to the flow of research on the budget process by deepening 

the understanding of the antecedent factors that can boost the commitment of managers to 

budget goals. Through a behavioral approach, the cognitive and motivational mechanisms that 

may be related to the employee’s performance are demonstrated (Locke, Motowidlo, & Bobko, 

1986; Murray, 1990), in particular with their goals, as well as the motivational and behavioral 

potential tied to the budget (Argyris, 1952) and budget participation. 

Furthermore, we contribute to the recent discussions of accounting that establish 

differences between the types of motivation to understand how the different management 

controls can influence the performance of employees (Baerdemaeker & Bruggeman, 2015; 

Gómez-Ruiz & Rodríguez-Rivero, 2018; Wong-On-Wing et al., 2010). For the practice of 

management accounting, the results contribute by highlighting the importance of individual 

variables (Baerdemaeker & Bruggeman, 2015) that help understand psychological and 

behavioral aspects related to the budget process of managers, through the commitment to budget 

goals and motivation at work. 

  

2 THEORETICAL FOUNDATION 
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2.1 Budget participation 

 

A budget system that allows managers to participate and be responsible for the process 

of preparing the budget and setting goals can be positive for the organization. The literature 

highlights among the positive effects: increase in positive attitudes and increased performance 

at work (Argyris, 1952; Jacomossi et al., 2018; Lunardi et al., 2020; Mia, 1988; Nouri & Parker, 

1998), information sharing (Kyj & Parker, 2008; Lunardi et al., 2020; Shields & Shields, 1998), 

employee satisfaction (Chong et al., 2005; Kyj & Parker, 2008; Zonatto, Nascimento, Lunardi, 

& Degenhart, 2020), perception of organizational justice (Derfuss, 2009; Kyj & Parker, 2008; 

Sholihin, Pike, Mangena, & Li, 2011; Wentzel, 2002), open communication and interaction 

with the employee (Lavarda & Almeida, 2013), motivation (Kyj & Parker, 2008), and definition 

of budget goals (Hassel & Cunningham, 1996; Maiga, 2005; Milani, 1975). 

Although the management literature for decades has been trying to understand the 

conflicting results of the direct interaction of budget participation with the performance (of 

employees, managerial and organizational), gaps are still observed (Dani et al., 2017; Derfuss, 

2016), mainly related to the identification of psychological and cognitive factors that can help 

explain these interactions. Moreover, it is known that other variables can act in an intervening 

way (Mia, 1988; Nouri & Parker, 1998) and help better understand these relationships. 

Researchers propose that the involvement of employees decision-making enables a 

greater commitment to the organization in which they work (Parker & Kyj, 2006). By fostering 

communication between the different organizational levels and stimulating intra-organizational 

cooperation and communication (Brownell & McInnes, 1986), the employee’s participation in 

the budget process can influence the process and definition of budget goals (Hassel & 

Cunningham, 1996; Maiga, 2005; Milani, 1975) and reflect more on the scope of these (Almasi, 

Palizdar, & Parsian, 2015; Nouri & Parker, 1998; Subramaniam & Mia, 2001; Wong-On-Wing 

et al., 2010). In turn, greater commitment influences performance (Badu, Awaluddin, & 

Mas’ud, 2019; Nouri & Parker, 1998). 

Similarly, it is recognized that there are cognitive benefits resulting from the budget 

participation of managers (Hassel & Cunningham, 1993). More involvement can increase 

confidence and foster feelings of accomplishment, sense of personal satisfaction, sense of 

belonging, and greater identification with the organization (Wong-On- Wing et al., 2010). When 

there is openness to effective communication in the organization, in addition to the individual 

acquiring improvement, he can strengthen his relations with the company. Active participation 

and discussions on organizational issues and decisions can lead the individual to consider 

himself an important member of the organization and promote feelings of self-esteem by being 

heard (Maiga, 2005). With this, budget participation can influence the actions of these 

employees (Birnberg, Luft, & Shields, 2007) by stimulating motivation at work. As a result of 

increased motivation, there will also be positive performance effects. 

In this research, therefore, budget participation is analyzed as being able to influence 

differently the individuals involved (Birnberg et al., 2007; Covaleski et al., 2007), and this may 

reflect on their managerial performance (Brownell & McInnes, 1986; Jacomossi et al., 2018; 
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Lunardi et al., 2020). From the behavioral approach (individual), we analyze how budget 

participation is related to individual behaviors, such as the commitment to performance linked 

to budget goals, and motivational stimuli, resulting from motivation at work (Brownell & 

McInnes, 1986; Lau & Buckland, 2001; Murray, 1990; Shields & Shields, 1998). 

 

2.2 Budget participation and motivation at work 

Motivation is considered a force that induces the action of the individual, with 

implications in the form, direction, intensity, and duration of the behavior (Meyer, Becker, & 

Vandenberghe, 2004). For Locke and Latham (2004), the motivation consists of “internal 

factors that drive action and external factors that can act as incentives to action” (Locke & 

Latham, 2004, p. 48). These factors are called intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. According to 

Deci, Connell and Ryan (1989) and Vallerand (1997), intrinsic motivation is understood as that 

individual desire to perform an activity without requests, experiencing pleasure and satisfaction 

inherent to the activities and in performing them. Intrinsic motivation is related to positive 

organizational effects, such as work involvement, job identification, and employee productivity 

(Pinder, 2011). Extrinsic motivation can be understood as the desire to perform an activity with 

the intention of achieving a benefit (incentive, reward) or avoid a negative result (punishment) 

(Deci, Connell, & Ryan, 1989; Vallerand, 1997). 

The stimulus to budget participation is related to the motivational effects (Reid, 2002), 

for influencing allocation, direction, and persistence of their efforts at work (Birnberg et al., 

2007). Budget participation promotes positive attitudes in employees, motivates them (Shields 

& Shields, 1998) and allows them to actively engage in the budget and in the goals (Reid, 2002). 

Reid (2002) points out that participation in fact can result in the empowerment of employees 

from the bottom up, due to access to information and incentives that can be used in conjunction 

with knowledge about the organization’s fundamentals to ensure compliance with its objectives. 

The results of the study by Wong-On-Wing, Guo and Lui (2010) suggest that 

individuals may be motivated, both intrinsically and extrinsically, to participate in the budget 

process. It follows that participation, in addition to effects on results and rewards, influences 

individual mental representations by psychological processes, such as goal setting, level of 

aspiration, stress, and justice (Birnberg et al., 2007). 

Macinati and Rizzo (2014) report that budget participation triggers an effect due to the 

opportunity to participate in the budget-setting process. This improves employees’ sense of 

control, trust, and identification with the organization. Although Mia (1989) indicated that the 

interactions between budget participation and motivation present divergent results (positives, 

negatives, significant and not significant), the participation in the budget is able to have a 

positive impact on the motivation of employees, increasing the quantity and quality of 

production and cooperation between the managers (Djalil, Indriani, & Muttaqin, 2017). 

Baerdemaeker and Bruggeman (2015) demonstrate that a higher level of budget 

participation increases the autonomous motivation of managers. Thus, participating in the 

budget preparation process can directly influence employee motivation. And it is expected that 

participation in the budget can provide the achievement of the basic psychological needs of 
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employees (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Like Van der Kolk, Van Veen-Dirks and Bogt (2019), it is 

expected that motivation will be fostered by a supportive environment that can: (a) evoke 

feelings of competence, by enabling the involvement in the budget; (b) provide a sense of 

autonomy, by allowing the employee to express opinions and take part in making choices; and 

(c) meet the needs of relationships, when being heard by their peers. 

Thus, in the light of the theory of self-determination, it is recognized that managers 

will show improved qualities of motivation for work, as they identify with the value and 

importance of their work (Deci, Olafsen, & Ryan, 2017). It is advocated that individuals, by 

effectively participating in the definition of goals, value participation itself and attribute 

feelings of achievement (intrinsic motivation). However, it is possible that employees obtain 

more information through communication, and that this involves offering rewards tied to their 

performance. This can lead the individual to attribute a different mean to these tasks, with 

greater emphasis on performance and competence (Lau & Roopnarain, 2014). Thus, the first 

hypothesis is formulated: 

H1: Budget participation positively influences performance. This suggests that the 

behavior of managers in relation to their commitment to budget goals may be influenced 

differently by intrinsic motivation and extrinsic intrinsic motivation (H1a) and extrinsic 

motivation (H1b ) at work. 

 

2.3 Motivation at work and commitment with budget targets 

 

Commitment is a force that unites an individual to a course of action for a specific 

target (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001). This commitment is tied to a motivational factor and can 

take different forms and be directed to different focuses (Meyer et al., 2004), as the commitment 

to the budgets. It is understood as the determination to try to reach a goal and the persistence of 

pursuing it over time (Chong & Chong, 2002; Locke & Latham, 1990). 

Mathieu and Zajac (1990) highlight that the commitment to budget goals supports 

psychological aspects, which involve individual, professional, and organizational factors, and 

includes specific assessments, feelings, emotions, and trends of action for individuals under 

observation Kren (1992) points out that the commitment to the goals act mobilizing efforts and 

increases persistence in its reach. Gómez-Miñambres (2012) explain that the commitment to 

goals can be determined by the interaction between goals and patterns of individual references, 

in which higher references require high goals for employees to be more committed to the goals. 

Locke and Latham (2002) warn that during a commitment to goals, individuals must feel 

motivated. 

Considering the theory of self-determination, it is suggested that individuals will 

exhibit certain behaviors because there is a motivation behind their behavior. Thus, different 

motivations will be reflected differently on the behaviors of individuals, since the motivation is 

due to the impulse within themselves to do something (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Kuvaas, Buch, 

Weibel, Dysvik and Nerstad (2017) and Van der Kolk, Van Veen-Dirks e Bogt (2019) warn that 
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intrinsic and extrinsic motivations demonstrate different effects on employee outcomes and 

should be addressed separately. 

Gómez-Ruiz and Rodríguez-Rivero (2018) add that the consultative participation of 

employees increases autonomous motivation (close to intrinsic motivation), while pseudo-

participation decreases it. Van der Kolk et al. (2019) point out that intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivations are positively associated with departmental performance. And that the motivations 

(intrinsic and extrinsic) support the relationship between management controls and 

performance; however, relate differently to controls and motivation. 

The study by Ke and Zhang (2009) identified that both intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivation relate positively and significantly to the commitment to budget goals. Subramaniam 

and Mia (2001) describe that individuals’ commitment to goals is related to extrinsic and 

intrinsic factors. Each of these elements requires actions of individuals to achieve the goals, and 

if they are motivated (intrinsically or extrinsically) to accomplish them, they try to accomplish 

it (Meyer et al., 2004). 

Intrinsic motivation is capable of determining the direction of the individual’s 

behavior, as well as the level of effort and persistence in the face of obstacles, resulting from 

the need for self-determination and competence (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Intrinsic motivation 

encourages the individual to commit more to the goal (Ke & Zhang, 2009). Gómez-

Miñambres's (2012) study pointed out that the interactions between goals and intrinsic 

motivation are different from extrinsic interactions, and individuals, by worrying about setting 

goals and achieving them, create a sense of achievement. Thus, the following hypothesis is 

formulated: 

H2a: Intrinsic motivation in the work acts positively on the commitment to budget 

goals. 

According to the theory of self-determination, external incentives positively affect the 

commitment to goals (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Locke and Latham (2002) point out that using 

external incentives can be an alternative to increase commitment to goals, since compensation 

relates to the employee’s commitment to the organization because of advantages such as salaries 

and other benefits (Allen & Meyer, 1993). With this, it is assumed that extrinsic motivation can 

lead individuals to work with greater intensity to get the expected rewards, such as career 

opportunities and financial gains (Ke & Zhang, 2009). It is argued that extrinsic motivation can 

keep individuals more committed to the task, which add to the importance of doing well since 

the rewards will be tied to their performance (Ryan & Deci, 2000). These arguments suggest 

the hypothesis: 

H2b: Extrinsic motivation at work acts positively on the commitment to budget goals. 

 

2.4 Mediating role of motivation at work 

The relationship between budget participation and management performance has been 

widely explored in management accounting and has shown positive results (Argyris, 1952; 

Badu et al., 2019; Brownell & McInnes, 1986; Dani et al., 2017; Derfuss, 2016; Mia, 1989; 
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Nouri & Parker, 1998; Rachman, 2014; Wong-On-Wing et al., 2010; Zonatto, Weber, & 

Nascimento, 2019). The literature that explores budget participation also recognizes direct and 

positive interactions with organizational commitment (Baerdemaeker & Bruggeman, 2015; 

Subramaniam & Mia, 2001) and with the commitment to goals (Chong & Chong, 2002; Chong 

& Johnson, 2007; Chong & Tak-Wing, 2003; Kren & Liao, 1988; Lavarda, Sant’ana, Manfroi, 

& Dagostini, 2015; Macinati & Rizzo, 2014; Wentzel, 2002). 

The goal setting theory can help explain this relationship by emphasizing the need to 

verify the effect of the establishment of organizational goals in the work of each employee 

(Locke & Latham, 1990). It can also help explain that the greater the participation of employees 

in the budget process, the greater the commitment to the accomplishment of tasks and the 

performance of their function (Isgiyarta et al., 2019). It follows that participation can provide 

motivational and cognitive mechanisms (Birnberg et al., 2007; Reid, 2002), with attitudinal and 

behavioral effects (Maiga, 2005). 

With that, one can foster the feeling of belonging (Shields & Shields, 1998), feelings 

of self-valorization, influence, and involvement (motivational aspects) in budget decisions 

(Maiga, 2005), in addition to promoting a sense of equity (Wentzel, 2002). These factors can 

positively affect their commitment and achievement of budget goals (Lavarda et al., 2015). It 

can even lead managers to set more difficult goals (Kren & Liao, 1988; Locke & Latham, 1990). 

Although the literature has presented evidence of several effects of budget 

participation in the attitudes and behavior of managers, Lau and Tan (2006) point out that these 

interactions are not simple. And in general, they are explained by other mediating or moderating 

variables (Covaleski et al., 2007; Derfuss, 2016), as motivation (Baerdemaeker & Bruggeman, 

2015; Brownell & McInnes, 1986). Gómez-Ruiz and Rodríguez-Rivero (2018), when analyzing 

the effect of employee motivation, as a mediator of the relationship between consultative 

participation and performance, found that autonomous motivation mediates this relationship; 

the controlled motivation, however, does not. This suggests that the direct relationship between 

employee participation can be explained (indirectly) by the question of motivation. 

Budget participation can trigger an increase in employees’ affective commitment by 

valuing their interaction, as they perform an assessment with their involvement and influence 

on the budget target (Stearns, 2016). With this, employees may feel greater emotional bond with 

the organization and greater motivation to achieve their goals (Baerdemaeker & Bruggeman, 

2015). Wong-On-Wing et al. (2010) point out that employees may feel intrinsically motivated 

in the participation of goal setting, especially when they aim to obtain individual achievements 

and satisfactions as results of their actions. This motivational factor can act on the commitment 

to goals. 

According to Subramaniam and Mia (2001), individuals’ commitment to the 

organization’s goals can direct them to receive extrinsic rewards (bonuses) and intrinsic rewards 

(job satisfaction and better relationships with their peers and superiors). In this research, it is 

assumed that both resources are distinctly stimulated by individual motivation, under the 

influence of the participation of budgetary processes provided to individuals. It is thus 

recognized that the commitment to the goals depends both on the structural level of participation 
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offered by the organization and on the individual differences of the subordinate (Stearns, 2016). 

Based on the arguments, it is proposed that budget participation can stimulate the commitment 

to goals, and this relationship can be explained by the mediating effect of motivation at work 

(intrinsic and extrinsic). Thus, the third hypothesis is formulated: 

H3: Budget participation, mediated by motivation at work (intrinsic and extrinsic), 

acts positively on the commitment to budget goals. 

In this hypothesis, it is proposed that budget participation presents a motivational 

function, which stimulates motivation at work, both intrinsic and extrinsic, and that it is directly 

and indirectly reflected on the levels of dedication of managers with the budget goals. Figure 1 

represents the design of this research. 

 

 
Figure 1. Theoretical model of research.  

 

By the established hypotheses it is expected that: 

(a) budget participation positively influences motivation at work (intrinsically and 

extrinsically); (b) motivation at work positively influences (intrinsically and extrinsically) the 

commitment to budget goals; (c) motivation at work acts as a mediating variable between 

budget participation and commitment to goals. 

 

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

3.1 Population and sample 

This study investigates the perception of middle-level managers from several 

functional areas, as recommended in previous studies (Brownell & McInnes, 1986; Chong & 

Tak-Wing, 2003; Hassel & Cunningham, 1993; Mia, 1989; Mucci, Frezatti, & Dieng, 2016). 

Intermediate level managers are in line positions, directly involved in the operations and daily 

activities of the business (Chong & Tak-Wing, 2003) and are one or two levels below the board 

(Mucci et al., 2016), which allows for different levels of budget participation and commitment 

to goals. 

Initially, 195 Brazilian companies from the South (90) and Southeast (105) regions 

were selected with Brazilian controlling interest, ranked among the 1,000 best and largest 

companies in Brazil in 2016, in Exame magazine’s ranking (Revista Exame, 2017), according 

Budget 
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Motivation at 
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Commitment to 

the budget goals 

 

Mediation 
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to annual net revenue. For managers who fit the profile (acting at the intermediate level) was 

sent the invitation to make up a network created on LinkedIn, clarifying the purpose of the 

research. Among the 1,400 invitations sent, an acceptance rate of 36.3% was obtained. Care 

and proper control of shipments and acceptances were taken so that at least three employees of 

each company were added, for the purpose of heterogeneity of the sample. The questionnaire 

link was forwarded to the 508 intermediate level managers who accepted the invitation, and 

146 answered the survey. 

The survey data were collected through a questionnaire in QuestionPro format and 

forwarded via LinkedIn, from December 2017 to March 2018. The search initially occurred 

from the selection of employees of the 195 companies in the sample, by the use of the terms 

"supervisor," "coordinator," and "manager" on the LinkedIn platform, considering the position 

in the selected company. Among the 195 companies, for a small number it was not possible to 

send the invitation to any manager, and in a reasonable number of companies, even after several 

attempts, no one accepted the invitation for sending the link. 

The required sample size and statistical power were calculated with the aid of the 

G*Power software (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009), considering the total effect of 

three predictor variables (budget participation, intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation) on the 

dependent variable (commitment to budget targets), at the significance level of 5%, a statistical 

power of 0.95, which indicated a minimum sample of 119 valid answers. A total of 146 

responses were obtained, but 15 were excluded because they were incomplete or with equal 

answers in all statements, so the final sample was 131 valid answers. 

The final sample consisted of 116 men (88.55%) and 15 women (11.45%), with the 

average age of 40. About 65% have specialization and/or MBA, 10% have master’s degree, and 

22% have degree in accounting, administration, management, or engineering. Regarding the 

position held, 49% act as managers, 34% as coordinators, and 17% as supervisors. These 

professionals work in different functional areas, according to the recommendations of Chong 

and Tak- Wing (2003), such as finance, accounting, human resources, costs, sales, and 

production. On average, they have been in that position for five years and have been working 

for approximately nine years at the same company. 

The selected companies have a different size (on average, 3,300 employees) and 

operate in different segments. Among 131 respondents, 17 distinct economic sectors were 

listed, among which the participation of these sectors stood out: consumer goods or capital 

(12.8%), services (12%), energy (11%), health services (9.8%), pulp and paper (6.8%), steel 

and metallurgy (6%), retail (6%), and agricultural production (5.3%). Thus, the study minimizes 

the limitations of external validity, by covering very different organizations and varied 

operational areas, implying a greater possibility of generalizing the results of the study. 

 

3.2 Measurement of variables and construct of the research 

The measuring instruments of the constructs used a seven-point Likert scale (Appendix 

A) and asked respondents to indicate for each statement: their perception of their level of budget 

participation (between 1 = very low and 7 = very high); their motivation in the performance of 
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the tasks of their work (between 1 = totally disagree and 7 = totally agree); and the degree of 

agreement with the statements in relation to their commitment to the budget goals of their 

organization (between 1 = totally disagree and 7 = totally agree). A pre-test was performed with 

three researchers in the area and three professionals, in order to verify inconsistencies and the 

interpretation of each of the statements. Revisions to the essay were made before making the 

questionnaire available at the QuestionPro platform. 

The construct budget participation was adapted from the instrument of Hassel and 

Cunningham (1993), validated by Milani (1975), and has been used by other researchers in the 

area (e.g., Maiga, 2005). This instrument is made up of six statements and presents a Cronbach’s 

alpha of 0.889. Exploratory factor analysis (EFS) presented a KMO of 0.855 and an explained 

total variance (VTE) of 64.93%. Motivation at work was based on the study by Kuvaas et al. 

(2017) for including the budget context and adopting a validated approach in the management 

area, with two-dimensional motivation constructs (intrinsic and extrinsic) (e.g., Van der Kolk 

et al., 2019). 

Thus, motivation was measured by 10 statements (6 referring to the intrinsic 

motivation dimension and 4 referring to the extrinsic motivation dimension). In the EFA, the 

constructs were grouped into two factors (intrinsic and extrinsic), as theoretically pointed out, 

and present together a KMO of 0.743 and a VTE of 69.67%. To validate the constructs 

according to theoretical determination, two statements of intrinsic motivation (MINTR1; 

MINTR3) and one of extrinsic motivation (MEXTR2) were excluded. Intrinsic motivation 

indicated reliability of 0.857, KMO of 0.788, and VTE of 71.83%, while extrinsic motivation 

indicated reliability of 0.732, KMO of 0.686, and VTE of 65.60%. 

The construct commitment to the budget goals was measured by the reference 

instrument to the budget area, proposed by Chong and Chong (2002), ), composed of four 

statements, being reverse CMO4. An assertive was excluded in the EFA (CMO4). After 

exclusion, this construct presented a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.692, KMO of 0.667, and total 

explained variance of 63.72%. 

 Control variables (gender, age, schooling, position, area of business, time in the 

position, and sector) were added to the model to verify the correlation with the other constructs 

and their effects on the dependent variable. Although some of these variables presented 

significant correlations with constructs in the measurement model, their inclusion in the 

structural model did not influence the results and path coefficients. 

 

3.3 Data analysis procedures 

Non-response bias tests were performed to validate the information obtained by the 

research instruments. First, the first last method was adopted (comparison of the means of the 

first 10 with the last 10 responses) and there were no statistically significant differences in any 

construct (p-values between 0.1204 and 0.609). The same occurred when analyzing the mean 

of the initial responses with the final scans (p-values between 0.253 and 0.592). Subsequently, 

reliability and AFE tests were performed, with analysis of the common bias method, by the 

Harman’s single factor test. The total variance explained for a single factor was 68.03%, which 
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discards the common method trend and suggests that the instruments did not introduce 

variations in responses or noise in data or in their theoretical and statistical inferences 

(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). 

Data analysis was assisted by SPSS for exploratory and descriptive data analysis and 

Smarth-PLS for structural equation modeling (SEM). This technique is used to analyze the data 

and test the hypotheses, estimated from the partial least squares (PLS). It makes it possible to 

estimate a series of separate but interdependent multiple regression equations simultaneously 

by specifying the structural model (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2014). 

The modeling of structural equations aims to examine the structure in the interrelations 

between the constructs of the analysis, which combines the use of multivariate methods of 

factor analysis and multiple regression analysis (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 2009). The 

use of Smarth-PLS in SEM is based on a set of nonparametric evaluation criteria, using 

procedures such as bootstrapping and blindfolding to evaluate the model of measurement of 

construct measurements (convergent and discriminant validity and internal and composite 

reliability) and the structural model (size and significance of path coefficients), predictive 

validity of the model [R²], rpredictive relevance [Q²] and effect sizes [F²]) (Hair et al., 2014). 

In the analysis, mediation tests were also performed, considering that mediation can 

be understood as a mechanism by which the independent variable influences the dependent 

variable, through the transmission of effects of the mediating variable (Baron & Kenny, 1986). 

Hayes (2013) emphasizes that the mediating variable acts to demonstrate evidence or test 

hypotheses about procedures that explain the occurrence of certain effects, or under what 

conditions they act as facilitators or inhibitors of such effects. In addition to following the 

recommendations of Baron and Kenny (1986), mediations were confirmed by bootstrapping 

analyses, with 5,000 interactions (Smart-PLS), which helps test mediation hypotheses through 

a rigorous test of indirect effects, evaluating and comparing indirect effects in mediator models 

(Hayes, 2013). 

  

4. ANALYSIS OF RESULTS 

 

4.1 Measurement model 

The measurement model demonstrated that all constructs have average variance 

extracted (AVE) greater than 0.5 (Hair et al., 2009). The reliability tests (internal and composite) 

also attested that the responses of the sample are reliable and do not contain biases; all 

constructs are higher than 0.70 (Hair et al., 2014). To test the discriminant validity, the Chin 

(1998) cross-loading criteria (Appendix A) and the criterion recommended by Fornell and 

Larcker (1981) (Table 1) were evaluated. In both tests, the strength of each construct was 

verified in differentiating from the other ones and capturing exclusive phenomena in the 

proposed model. The square root of each AVE (diagonal, Table 1) presents a greater explanation 

in its own construct than the values referring to the correlations between the other constructs, 

with values higher than 0.7. 
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Table 1. Validity of the measurement model. 

Description 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1 Budget participation 0.805            

2 Intrinsic motivation 0.470 0.847           

3 Extrinsic motivation -0.191 -0.049 0.799          

4 Commit. to goals 0.436 0.460 -0.178 0.798         

5 Age 0.111 0.217 -0.233 0.111 1        

6 Gender 0.021 -0.049 -0.002 0.079 0.143 1       

7 Schooling 0.089 0.161 -0.153 0.153 0.132 -0.048 1      

8 Charge 0.328 0.188 0.127 0.138 0.257 0.123 0.260 1     

9 Time in office 0.110 0.047 0.042 0.050 0.428 0.166 0.101 -0.139 1    

10 Tenure 0.173 0.202 0.094 0.110 0.285 0.087 -0.102 0.044 0.562 1   

11 Area 0.168 0.081 -0.076 -0.010 -0.049 0.119 0.114 -0.083 0.065 0.118 1  

12 Sector 0.084 0.031 -0.010 -0.045 -0.119 -0.165 0.070 -0.070 -0.109 -0.105 0.131 1 

Note. N = 131. This table demonstrates the validity of the measurement model, through discriminant validity and 

correlations between research constructs. The factors 1 to 4 refer to the constructs of the research, and the factors 

5 to 12 to control variables. Elements on diagonal represent the square roots of the AVE. Elements outside the 

diagonal represent the correlations between constructs. P-value correlations p < 0.05 (two ends) refer to values 

greater than |0,173|; and p < 0.01 (two ends) refer to values greater than |0,233|. 

 

It is observed that budget participation interacts positively with intrinsic motivation (β 

0.470, p < 0.01) and commitment to budget targets (β 0.436, p < 0.01), and negatively with 

intrinsic motivation (β -0.191, p < 0.05). Similarly, commitment to budget targets interacts 

positively with intrinsic motivation (β 0.460, p < 0.01) and negatively with extrinsic motivation 

(β -0.178, p < 0.05). This suggests that participation may be an antecedent that psychologically 

stimulates individuals but may not influence or even discourage attitudes that prioritize results 

and/or financial benefits. Moreover, it is believed that a greater commitment to the results may 

be due to greater intrinsic than extrinsic stimulus, while the latter may misstate the focus of its 

objectives and its effective scope. 

A few control variables showed significant correlations, such as: (a) the age of the 

manager, which correlates positively with intrinsic motivation (0.217, p < 0.05) and negatively 

with extrinsic motivation (-0.233, p < 0.01), which may indicate that older individuals have a 

greater need for intrinsic motivation and lower need for extrinsic motivation (remuneration, 

returns on performance); (b) position level of manager with budget participation (0.328, p < 

0.01) and intrinsic motivation (0.188, p < 0.05), which may indicate that higher positions, such 

as area managers, have higher budget participation and higher levels of intrinsic motivation in 

the performance of their duties; and (c) the company time of these managers with their level of 

budget participation (0.173, p < 0.05) and intrinsic motivation (0.202, p < 0.05), factors that 

may suggest that more company time may induce greater involvement with budgets and 

intrinsic feelings. 

The variance inflation factor (VIF) measurements, which assess the existence of 

collinearity between the variables, revealed that all indicators are lower than five, and 
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the external IVF varied between 1.373 and 3.588, and the internal FIV between 1 and 

1.332. The fit model, which indicates the adjustment of the model, presented a SRMR 

(standardized residual mean square root) of 0.076, with a chi-square of 274.529 and a NFI of 

0.751, which suggests that the hypothetical structure of the model fits the empirical data. Thus, 

following the assumptions suggested by Hair et al. (2009), the presence of associations between 

the variables was verified, the constructs are validated, and the validity of the measurement 

model is attested. Thus, we proceed to the evaluation of the structural model. 

 

4.2 Structural model 

The analysis of the structural model seeks to verify the statistical validity and confirm 

the adequacy of the measurement model, attesting to the significance of the relationships 

between the constructs of the study and the confirmation of hypotheses. Table 2 shows the 

results of the path, t-value, p-value F2 and R2 tests. 

 

Table 2. Structural model analysis. 

 Path Mr. Coef. DP T-value F2 R2 

H
1a 

Budget participation → Intrinsic motivation 0.470 0.088 5.342*** 0.284 0.221 

H
1b 

Budget participation → Extrinsic motivation -0.191 0.099 1.934* 0.038 0.037 

H
2a 

Intrinsic motivation → Commitment to goals 0.333 0.079 4.214*** 0.121 

0.070 

H
2b 

Extrinsic motivation → Commitment to goals -0.112 0.101 1.113 0.017 
H

3a                      Budget participation → Intrinsic motivation →  

Commitment to goals 
0.157 0.044 3.571*** 0.285 

H3b           Budget Participation → Extrinsic motivation → 

Commitment to goals 
0.021 0.025 0.874 0.874 

Note. N = 131. This table demonstrates the analysis of the structural model (path, t-value, p-value F2 and R2) for 

the relationships proposed in this research and their hypotheses. The tests were carried out via bootstrapping, 

through two-tailed tests, significance of 95% (bias-corrected and accelerated), with 5,000 interactions. 

Significant relations (p-value) * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.000. 

 

Table 2 shows that hypothesis H1a, which provided for the relationship between 

budget participation and intrinsic motivation (β 0.470, p < 0.000), can be accepted, as well as 

H1b, which provided for an association between budget participation and extrinsic motivation 

(β -0.191, p < 0.05), but this relation is negative. These results are aligned with previous 

discussions, which include the association of budget participation with motivational effects 

(Birnberg et al., 2007). It is argued that the participation of individuals in budget planning 

motivates them to act on their own to achieve the goals and that the greater the possibilities of 

engaging in the budget, the smaller their search for extrinsic motivations (bonuses, awards, 

rewards). 

 The intrinsic motivation presented a positive and significant relationship with the 

commitment to budget targets (β 0.333, p < 0.000), which allows confirming H2a. This result 

reinforces that greater involvement of individuals may be tied to positive effects on 

organizational results (Pinder, 2011). The hypothesis H2b, which predicted an association 

between extrinsic motivation and commitment to budget goals, presents a negative and non- 
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significant relationship (β -0.112) between the variables. This suggests that paying incentives 

are not enough to ensure a commitment to budget goals. 

Although the control variables age, manager’s position level, and company time 

presented significant correlations with the constructs (Table 1), by including them in the 

structural model, no significant effects were observed (p > 0.10) on the dependent variable. As 

a result, they are not represented in this analysis and are not particular, the result reveals that 

intrinsic motivation plays a virtually exclusive role in these interactions (β 0.157, p< 0.001), 

since extrinsic motivation seems not to be able to act as an intervener between these two 

variables. This included in Table 2. We partially confirmed H3a. Positive and significant 

relationship between budget participation and commitment to budget targets has been 

confirmed (β 0.436, p < 0.001). This result, as evidenced in previous studies (Chong & Chong, 

2002; Lavarda et al., 2015; Shields & Shields, 1998; Sholihin et al., 2011), indicates that 

individuals, when they could get involved and influence the process of choices, are more 

stimulated to achieve the goals, because they feel responsible for the results achieved. This 

significant direct effect between the independent (VI — Budget participation) and dependent 

variables (VD — Commitment to budget goals) allows the mediation tests (Baron & Kenny, 

1986). 

With the inclusion of mediating variables, there is a total of 0.178 indirect effects (p < 

0.001), which suggests that motivation at work can help better explain the interaction between 

these variables (Hayes, 2013). In addition, the total effect (c’) is reduced (β 0.257, p < 0.01) 

with the inclusion of these variables, as illustrated in Figure 2. This allows us to affirm that 

motivation at work partially measures the interactions between the participation of the budget 

and the commitment to the budget goals. In F2 extracted via bootstrapping from the interactions 

between constructs reveals that budget participation and intrinsic motivation have an average 

effect size (between 0.15 and 0.35) under the dependent variable (Hair et al., 2014). The other 

interactions have a small effect (between 0.02 and 0.15). F2 testing on the blindfolding platform 

shows that intrinsic motivation presents a small effect size (0.14), commitment to goals has an 

average effect (0.15), and extrinsic motivation did not score. 

The Q2 test evaluates how close the model is to what was expected of it in the 

prediction of the model. The values should be greater than zero and a perfect model would have 

a Q2 = 1 (Hair et al., 2014). The following values were found for each construct: budget 

participation 0.479, intrinsic motivation 0.502, extrinsic motivation 0.281, and commitment to 

budget goals 0.281. This indicates that there is conformity in the fitted model. Figure 2 shows 

a synthesis of the main effects evidenced by the coefficients of paths, significance, and R2.  
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Figure 2. Structural model and its interactions. 

N = 131. Significance (p-value) at the level of * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.000. The mediating effect is due 

to the c’ effect of VI →VD under the influence of the mediating variable (motivation at work), the other 

interactions (path) correspond to direct relationships. 

  
According to Figure 2 and Table 2, extrinsic motivation showed a low Pearson’s 

correlation coefficient (R²) (3,7%), intrinsic motivation showed an average R² (22%) and the 

commitment to budget targets has a big effect (27%) (Cohen, 1988). Thus, it is inferred that 

extrinsic motivation alone cannot be considered the best predictor to explain interactions 

between variables. The intrinsic motivation, on the other hand, besides showing positive and 

significant direct relationships with budget participation and commitment to budget goals, also 

acts as a mediating variable (indirect effects) between these two variables, because its inclusion 

in the model reduces the direct effect between the variables, as shown in Figure 2 (without 

mediation β 0.436, p < 0.000; with mediation β 0.257, p < 0.01). 

 

4.3 Discussion of results 

 

The results of this research reveal that by providing greater involvement of managers 

in defining their budgets and by allowing them to provide and receive information regarding 

the budgetary process, organizations face positive consequences on individual and managerial 

performance, are expected of them. This would require that there be incentives arising from 

external incentives for performance, since people may feel less autonomous when they perceive 

incentives as elements that act as oppressors and controllers (e.g., monetary rewards). 

Therefore, the individual getting involved and participating in the budget process provides 

greater autonomy and self-determination and, with this, aspects focused on extrinsic motivation 

would be reduced, as well as the expectations of favorable resources inherent to the activities 

(Ryan & Deci, 2000). 

Intrinsic motivation at work proved to be significant in explaining interactions with 

the commitment to goals (H2a). It is speculated that the intrinsic motivational factor can act 

0.470*** 

Intrinsic 

motivation 

R2 0.221 
0.333*** 

Budget 

participation 

0.436*** direct effect 

0.257** mediator effect 

Commitment to 

the budget goals 

R2 0.269 

-0.191* 
Extrinsic 

motivation 

R2 0.037 

-0.112 n.s 



17 
 

more incisively in the commitment to goals, because individual fulfillment and satisfaction stem 

from the achievement of a goal (Wong-On-Wing et al., 2010), and achieving a goal can act as 

a psychological reward enjoyed by the individual, regardless of salary (Gómez-Miñambres, 

2012). 

The evidence did not confirm that the extrinsic motivation of managers is sufficient 

factor to increase the commitment to goals, as occurred in the study both psychologically, 

through motivational stimulation (mainly intrinsic), and behavioral, due to greater commitment 

to budget goals. In general, budget participation, by enabling the expression and expanding 

communication (opinions, suggestions, forecasts) between the different organizational levels, 

in addition to contributions to the budgeting process, will influence the implementation, so that 

there will be greater effort toward the achievement of the goals. 

The relationship between budget participation and intrinsic motivation was confirmed 

Baerdemaeker and Bruggeman (2015) and Djalil, Indriani and Muttaqin (2017) and indicates 

that the opportunity of individuals to be heard by the knowledge and/or experience acquired in 

their activities permits and connects them to the process itself and not to results (Vallerand, 

1997). Budget participation seems to favor feelings of accomplishment, sense of personal 

satisfaction, and a sense of belonging and greater organizational identification (Wong-On-Wing 

et al., 2010). ). Depending on the theory of the self-determination, budget participation provides 

an environment to support the basic psychological needs of individuals, and provides greater 

intrinsic motivation (Van der Kolk et al., 2019). 

The results between budget participation and extrinsic motivation (H1b) indicated 

negative and significant relationships. This indicates that by increasing the level of budget 

participation, the level of extrinsic motivation needs for performing the work is reduced. Groen, 

Wouters and Wilderom (2017) noted that those employees who have interesting tasks can 

express autonomous motivation (including intrinsic motivation) to perform the tasks. These 

may signal that intermediate managers, due to their positions, age, and company time (variables 

significantly correlated with intrinsic motivation), may be more attracted or prone to intrinsic 

stimuli/rewards than to extrinsic stimuli/ rewards, as one might assume (Van der Kolk et al., 

2019). It is important to emphasize that this evidence may be particularly important to the 

sample studied; therefore, it deserves further investigation. 

The relationship between budget participation and commitment to budget goals, 

besides being significant and corroborated by the previous literature (Lavarda et al., 2015; 

Macinati & Rizzo, 2014), confirms to also be influenced indirectly (through mediation) by 

motivation at work (H3). It is also clear that budget participation can trigger motivational effect 

(Maiga, 2005) and has a positive impact on efforts with budget goals (Lavarda et al., 2015). 

This indicates that employees may feel a greater emotional bond with the organization when 

their budget participation is valued and will feel intrinsically motivated to achieve the 

performance goals expected by the organization (Allen & Meyer, 1993). According to the 

theory of self-determination, by allowing them to have contact with information related to the 

budget preparation and be able to act in the communication/discussion and to express opinions, 

this may be reflected on decisions that will affect the performance of the organization. Similarly, 

the relationship needs can be met by the social interaction that occurs during the budget 
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participation process, providing greater intrinsic motivation and, consequently, reflecting on the 

employee’s work performance (Deci et al., 1989). 

However, this motivational effect refers only to intrinsic motivation, since extrinsic 

motivation does not significantly influence the direct relationship between participation and 

commitment to budget goals. This allows us to partially accept H3. These results suggest that 

budget participation can be considered a more complex variable than previously thought 

(Stearns, 2016). It may, in addition to reflecting on more positive behaviors, such as a 

commitment to budget goals (Maiga, 2005), be able to more effectively stimulate the intrinsic 

motivation of employees. Allowing discussions and involvement in the budget breeds feelings 

of influence and contributions in the budget and final goals (Milani, 1975), which can lead to 

increased affective commitment of managers (intrinsic motivational effect). 

In general, the results of the research reveal that the increase in budget participation 

perceived by employees will result in increased motivation to achieve the budget’s goals, by 

involving individuals, who exhibit higher levels of motivation (intrinsic) and, consequently, 

will tend to contribute positively to the increase in individual and company performance 

(Stearns, 2016). In turn, the search for extrinsic returns can take place in the background when 

faced with the psychological mobilizations resulting from budgetary participation. 

The evidence of this research corroborates those of Isgiyarta, Nugrobo, Ratmono, 

Helmina and Pamungkas (2019). The authors point out that participation in the budget is a 

means of assessing the achievement of the organizational goals of each manager, and greater 

employee involvement in the process of preparing the budget will encourage their motivation 

to successfully complete the task, obtain rewards, have more responsibility at work, and avoid 

job dissatisfaction (intrinsic elements). It is known that intrinsic motivation is difficult to 

activate (Van der Kolk et al., 2019), that the commitment to goals represents a desirable result 

(Welsh et al., 2020), and that budget participation configures an important antecedent variable 

in addressing the cognitive process related to employee and managerial performance. 

 

4.3 Implications of the study 

 

The evidence of this research contributes to the discussions on the implications of 

increased budget participation in the performance of managers. It reveals that the participation 

and involvement of employees in the development of performance metrics (budget targets) are 

important to improve the quality of these (Groen, Wouters, & Wilderom, 2017), through the 

behavior of those who are more committed to the goals. Furthermore, stimuli to the intrinsic 

motivational effects resulting from the budget process reinforce the psychological and cognitive 

effects of employees who will get involved, communicate, and express their opinions about the 

budget process. 

Empirically, it has been demonstrated that the commitment to budget goals, in addition 

to being directly influenced by the individual’s intrinsic motivation (the desire to choose to do 

for the pleasure it offers) and by the possibility for the individual to participate in the budget 

process, can be indirectly explained by motivational factors. This finding reinforces the 
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arguments that the individual’s participation in the budget process can lead to an affective 

commitment to the objective (Meyer et al., 2004), whether to better accept the commitment to 

the budget (Shields & Shields, 1998), or assisting in setting higher targets and increasing 

performance (Locke & Latham, 2002). It may also reinforce a smaller search for extrinsic 

factors (Groen et al., 2017), to the extent that they feel their basic psychological needs met, 

fostering the intrinsic aspects. 

Thus, the findings of this research are consistent with the arguments of the theory of 

determination of goals, referred to by Locke and Latham (1990), that the budgetary 

participation of individuals can increase the commitment to goals. Moreover, with the 

arguments associated with Ryan and Deci's (2000) theory of self-determination, they attest that 

individual motivations are multidimensional constructs oriented and determined by contexts 

that substantiate their psychological needs with different manifestations. 

From a practical point of view, this study presumes that companies need to ensure that 

managers participate and engage in budget processes to obtain more positive individual 

performance at work. Superiors need to understand the benefits they can receive by providing 

opportunities to expand the budget participation of their subordinates, recognizing their direct 

and indirect implications, which include the behavioral (commitment) and motivational 

(especially intrinsic) scopes. 

 

5. FINAL CONSIDERATIONS 

 

This study analyzed the interactions between budget participation, motivation at work 

(intrinsic and extrinsic), and commitment to budget goals. The results indicated that both budget 

participation and commitment to budget goals are positively associated to intrinsic motivation 

and negatively associated to extrinsic motivation. Budget participation, in addition to directly 

affecting the commitment to budget goals, has this interaction mediated by intrinsic motivation. 

 This suggests that giving intermediate managers greater participation and involvement 

in the budget process generates positive feelings, such as greater intrinsic motivation and 

identification with budget goals. Budget participation also seems to be able to reduce the search 

for extrinsic motivation but does not directly influence the commitment to budget targets, which 

deserves further investigation. 

Because it is a cross-sectional research, it is important to have reservations about the 

generalization capacity of the results, since it focused only on managers at intermediate levels. 

With this, the research may be subject to limitations of common method bias, self-assessment 

and participants’ response rates, and halo effect, although tests were performed to verify the 

trend of these elements and the results did not indicate a common method trend. In addition, 

the answers validated the information obtained in the research instruments by the non-response 

bias tests. Additionally, other methodological precautions, such as the use of instruments that 

allow the measurement in different multidimensional scales (different instruments), make self- 

assessments less susceptible to the halo effect. Reliability and multicollinearity tests also 
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indicated that the answers can be considered consistent and adequate for theoretical and 

statistical inferences, since the constructs presented internal and external validity. 

This study was limited to investigating the background of the commitment to budget 

goals from the perspective of the individuals involved in this process; therefore, future studies 

could investigate antecedents of budget participation (Shields & Shields, 1998). Similarly, the 

consequential commitment to the goals could be explored in future research, such as task 

performance and the manager’s performance. The inclusion of other elements (antecedents and 

consequences) can contribute to a better understanding the interactions between motivations, 

mainly extrinsic motivation. Although associations of commitment to goals are suggested, no 

support was found for these relationships. Future studies may explore psychological effects 

(attention, effort, and persistence) related to the difficulty linked to the goal. These studies can 

analyze both causality and bidirectional relationships (Nouri & Kyj, 2008). Finally, future 

research may investigate possible dysfunctional behaviors (negative effect) linked to budget 

control, as, for example, creation of budget slack and overestimating costs and sales in the 

process of preparing budgets. 
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