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I 
1 THEORIES RELATING TO E'JPSYCHIZN WiU3?MENT 

i 
! 'Ihc philosophy of E u p s y c h i a  m.m"-gement r e s t s  on 

"aslowas (1973) 2 t heo ry  of m o r l v s i c n .  Though t h i s  Vleory 
?, 

j stoms from h i s  broad c l i n i c a l  o b s o r v o t i m s  and l x r s o n n l i t y  
i' 

\ rosearchos ,  i t s  e x t c n s i m  t o  in t ' l u s t r i a i  mJnlgcmcnt h a s  a 
a 4 f u n c t i a n a i  l i n k  w i t h  modern s t r u c t u r a l  t h e o r i e s .  A s  a 
i 
j c h a l l e n g e  t o  t h e  Taylorism which w r c e i v e d  worker a s  an oxtans ion  
i 4 of job r a t h e r  than  a s  a p e r s m ,  dcvolopcd s t r o n g  s o t  of b e l i e f s  

1 t h a t  had me common i n t e g r e t i n c  element.  tho  c o n r r p t i a n  t h a t  

1 o r g M i z a t i m s  axe e s s e n t i e l l y  hum* phhonomma. iunong tho s t r c n g  
, I  
j .'dvocatus of t h e s e  b e l i e f s  a re  ~ a y o  (1933) ,  A r g y r i s  (19571, 
, i 
c, Horzbcrg ( l 9 5 9 ) ,  Mcgregor (1960) and Maslow (1965, 1973).  : !j 
. . 
i 8 In  t h e  p r e s e n t  c o n t u x t ,  a c r i t i c a l  a p p m c i a t i m  of 
: j  
. f 
; dmodorn s t r u c t u r a l  t h c o r i e s  prcpounded b y  t h e s e  au thor s  i s  
i ;  
. 1  ,.,. 
7:lpresentod which emphasize a hum.?mistic approach towards organi -  

Mayo (1933) and h i s  team performed a number of oxporimcnts 4 
I pt Hawthorne i n  the i n d u s t r i a l  s i t u 3 t i m  t o  obscrvo tho  e f f e c t  

f  improwd working cond i t ions  cn t h e  output  of workers. During 

h e i r  experiments. t h e y  observed a new phcnomonon-thc human aspect  

t h c  work. The i m p l i c n t i  cns of t h e  ~ a w t h 0 m 0  s t u d i e s  s t r e s s e d  

b a t  M a t  managemmt needed was Lo s t u d y  and unclcrstvld t h o  

i j e l a t i m s h i p s  among workers .  me most s i m i f i c m t  f a c t o r s  



. '.£fecting o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p r o d u c t i v i t y  werc found t o  b c  t h e  
j 
P t i n t o r p r s o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  developed on t h e  job. Mayo perceived 

3 t h a t  i n d u s t r i a l  mm-7gemcnt der ived t h e  s a t i s f a c t i m  of  eStWm 
;* 
t 
( and self-actualization nci-ds m the  job. ~ h c  m?n.-gcmcnt opc ra t -  

i 
r t ed ~ m d  organized work on t h e  assumptions t h a t  p o p l e  were 

, \ 
4 p r i m a r i l y  motivated by p h y s i o l ~ g i c ~ l l  and s a f e t y  necds .  A s  a ' r c s u l t  of these assumptions,  the workcr f e l t  t e n s i m ,  a n x i e t y  $ 

:[ -Yld h e l p l e s s n e s s .  The inhuma~  elcment  t u rned  than  d e j e c t e d  and 
; 

confused. ~ h u s ,  managerncnt assumod t h a t  workers, i n  general, < 
4 
i 6 were contempt ib le .  Mayo (1973) c a l l e d  t h i s  a s sumpt im t h e  

" 4 "Rabble Hypothesis"  and s h a r p l y  c r i t i c i z i n g  t h c  a u t h o r i t a r i a n ,  
, I  
' 4  % t a sk -o r i en t ed  mmsgcmcnt practices, s t r e s s e d  t h e  human approach 

t o  solve i n d u s t r i a l  problems. 

jmmatur i ty -Matur i ty  Theory 

Argyr i s  (1957) l i k e  Mayo, e x m i n e d  i n & s t r i a l  org-iza- 

t i m s  t o  s e e  t h e  e f f o c t  of m , x q c m e n t  p r a c t i c e s  on i n d i v i d u a l  

bchaviour  a d  p a r s m a l  growth wi th in  t h o  work-cnvirmment. 

Hc observed t h e  i n c m g r ~ e n c y  betwccn t h e  necds  of a 

h e a l t h y  p e r s m a l i t y  and t h o s e  of f ormnl o r g z n i z a t i o n .  As a 

r e s u l t  of h i s  obse rva t ions ,  he developed "~mmatur i ty -Matur i ty  

thcory"  which c m t e n d e d  t h a t  t h e  widespread worker apathy and l a c k  
of 
e f f o r t  i n  i n d u s t r y  are n o t  sim:?ly the  r e s u l t  of  inc":iviclual 

l a z i n e s s  but  bcc,luse t hey  a r e  kept from matur ing by formal 

mmagemcnt p r a c t i c e s .  T h i s  l a c k  of congruency r e s u l t s  i n  

f r u s t r a t i o n ,  f a i l u r e  and c o n f l i c t .  The b u r e a u c r a t i c  va lues  



which dominate o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  :Life a r e  b a s i c a l l y  impersonal 

va lues  d e c r e a s i n g  org.3nizat ional  e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  .j 
g The b a s i c  problem according t o  h r g y r i s  (1957) is  t o  

'1 dec rease  the degree of dependency, s u b o r d i n a t i m  a d  sub -n i s s i -  
i 
4 veness.  H e  proposed upcider e q u a l i z a t i c n  p r a c t i c c s "  b y  minimizing 

( o r  e l i m i n a t i n g  h i e r a r c h y .  Mmtlgement, Argyris  11957) f e l t ,  
g 
4 needed a  work-climate i n  which cvery  member c o n t r i b u t e s  upto 

'[ h i s  o r  h e r  f u l l  p o t e n t i a l  and h a s  n chance t o  grow W d  mature 

3 a s  an i nd iv idua l .  ? 
.I: 

S t r a u s s  (1963) c r i t i c i z . c d  Argyris '  views on two main 
R 
5 grounds$ h i s  g l o b a l  p e r s o n a l i t y  assumption a d  h i s  p r o p e n s i t y  

t o  blame t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  o rgan iza t ion  for  a l l  of i t s  ills. 
3 
C 

H a  a s s e r t e d  t h a t  the  'power-equalization p r a c t i c e s '  may i n  f a c t  < 
1 

adve r se ly  a f f e c t  t h e  s e c u r i t y  needs  of t hose  workers who a r e  

b/not prepared t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  t h a t  accompany an o x p a d e d  
, 
I 

' 6; ro l e .  
! 

i r Herzborg (1959) impressed b y  i r rgyr i s '  emphasis on human- 

&eeds,  concent ra ted  on t h e  area:: of hum- needs a d  motives  as an 
,i 

l u a b l e  p a r t  of t h e  o r g a n i z a t i m a l  s tudy .  A s  a r e s u l t  of a  

mber of  s t u d i e s ,  he concluded t h a t  humms have two d i f f e r e n t  

t e g o r i e s  of needs  which a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  indepmdcnt  of each  

o r  and a f f e c t  behaviour i n  d i f f e r e n t  ways. Iccorcling t o  him, 

l e e  s d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  wi th  t h c i r  jobs  r e f e r s  t o  t h e i r  work- 

ronment while t h e i r  s a t i s f a c t i o n  about  t h c i r  job  r e l a t e s  t o  

i n t r i n s i c  n a t u r e  of t h e  work. Herzberg c a l l c d  the  f i r s t  - . 



1 ca t egory  of naeds  Hygienc f a c t o r s  b c c ~ u s c  t h e i r  absence l eads  
"! 1 t o  d i s - s a t i s f 7 c t i o n  but  n o t  t o  s a t i s f a c t i c n .  Hygiene f a c t o r s  

! a r e  company p o l i c i e s ,  administl:,-.tion, superv is ion ,  working 

1 c o n d i t i o n s ,  s e c u r i t y ,  s t a t u s  md interpersonal r c l p t i o n s  e t c .  

He c a l l c d  t h e  second ca tegory  of needs  mot iva tors  s i n c e  

f thoy f o s t e r  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s 1  nocd f o r  s c l f - a c t u a l i z ~ t i c n  i n  

2 t h e i r  work. Motivators  i nc ludc  achievument, r ecogn i t ion ,  advanco- 

ment, p o s s i b i l i t y  of growth andwork i t s c l f .  S a t i s f w t i m  of 

t he  m o t i v a t o r s  w i l l  permit  i n d i v i d u a l s  t o  grow ~ m d  d c w l o p  i n  

i! a mature way. Herzebcrg encouraged mJn.'-gement t o  provide i n  t h e  
.! 
q work-climate amplo oppor tun i ty  f o r  t h e  s a t i s f a c t i c n  of mo t iva to r s .  

I n  r e c e n t  y e a r s  Herzberg 's  t heo ry  h a s  r ece ived  widespread 

: a t t e n t i o n  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e .  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  t h e o r i s t s  h a m  

attempted t o  w r i f y  Herzbcrg ' s  con ten t ion  t h a t  m o t i v a t o r s  and 

4Hygicnu a re  unidimcnsional .  

F r i e d l a n d o r ' s  (1963, 1964) two s t u d i e s  provide some 

support  f o r  t h e  theory .  I n  t h c  f i r s t  (1963) s tudy  on eng inee r s ,  

s u p e r v i s o r s  and s a l a r i e d  employees he  fac tor -ana lyzed  a  17 i tem 

u c s t i m n a i r e  which measured t h e  importance of va r ious  job 

h n r a c t e r i s t i c s  t o  employee-sat.isf ac t ion :  Three f a c t o r s  emerged, 

wo of which corresponded i n  p a r t  w i t h  Herzbcrg ' s  concepts  of 

o t i v a t i o n  and Hygiene whi le  thc: t h i r d  f a c t o r  drew from both 

t h e  mot i v  a t  ion and H ygicne . 
I n  the  s e c m d  s tudy  ~ r i e d l a n d e r  (1964) investigated t h o  

i p o l J r  assumptions of job  s a t i s f a c t i o n .  Both c o r r e l a t i o n a l  

nd var iance  a n a l y s e s  ind ica t ed  t h a t  s s t i s f a c t i c n  and 



s s a t i s f  W t i c n  are  unrelated 41d n o t  complementary func t ions .  

Hulin & Smith (1967) found i n  a  s tudy  t h a t  t he  mot iva to r s  

w t e d  both as  m o t i v a t o r s  and Hygiene f a c t o r s  and t h o  HygicnC 

Esc tors  actod a s  Motivators  a s  r r c l l  a s  Hygienes. 

Ewen (1964) i n  a  f ac to r - - ana lys i s  s t u d y  observed t h a t  

six i n t c r p r c t a b l c  f a c t o r s  emergc'd o f  which t h r e e  wcrc Hygienes 

snd t w o  mot iva tors .  Two of t he  th rco  Hygienes acted l i k e  

n o t i v a t o r s  i n  both sanp lc s .  

F r i end lande r  and Walton ( 1 % 4 ) ,  i n  a  s t u d y  of 8 2  eng inee r s  

bnd s c i e n t i s t s  concluded t h a t  m o t i v a t o r s  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  from and 

Bot morcly o p p o s i t e  t o  t h e  Hygicnos. 

Burke s ( 1966 ) s tudy  m d i c a t e d  t h a t  no  unidimen d o n  a1 

b t t r i b u t c  u n d e r l i e s  both t h e  Mot iv~ l to r s  and Hygienes and a s s e r t e d  

:ihf two f a c t o r  t h e o r y  a s  an over -s impl i f ied  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of 

. job-s a t i s f  a c t i o n ,  

, f Lindsay, Marks and G o r ~ o r i l s  (1967) s tudy i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  
, 4 
:+th mot iva to r s  and Hygiencs a re  r e l a t e d  t o  S a t i s f  a c t i m -  
i 

:~&nccptualized a s  a  b i p o l a r  v a r i a b l e .  
* 
, H a l p e r n l s  (1966) s tudy  shows s u b s t a n t i a l  c o r r e l a t i o n s  ;& 

tween mot iva to r s  and Hygiencs . H i s  r e s u l t s  a r e  non-support iw 
l j  

Herzbe rg  s theory.  I! .! 
some o t h e r  s t u d i e s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  d i f f  e r c n t  samplos 

ow d i f f e r e n t  r e a c t i o n  t o  t h e  same f a c t o r  i . c .  a  givcn f ~ y t o r ,  

ich c a w o s  job s a t i s f a c t i o n  i n  one sample r e s u l t s  in job- 

t s s a t i s f a c t i m  i n  o t h e r  sanple .  These s t u d i e s  concluded t h a t  

b  o r  .occupat iona l  l c v c l ,  age and sex  of  respondents  are  p a r t i a l l y  

spons ib le  f o r  a f  = t o r  causing job s a t i s f a c t i o n  or job 



!.I s t u d i e s  which p a r t i a l l y  suppor t id  two f a c t o r s  thcory .  Gardncr '  s 
1 i 4 (1977) s t u d y  &owed t h a t  Herzbecgl s two-fac tor  t j c o r y  was w e l l  

!supported by t h e  c m a l y s i s  of aggregate responses .  ?he i n d i v i d u a l  
1 

: \ m n l y s i s  suppor t& on ly  h a l f  of t h e  t hco ry  r e l a t l n g  tm mot iva tors .  

'! 

3 Dcspi to  t h e  con t rovor s i~31  i s s u e s  on two-f a c t o r s  t heo  ry, 

, .{ , th is  theory  i s  i m p o r t a t  i n  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  between f a c t o r s  

&volv ing  a r w n d  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t k s  f o r  s e l f - a c t u a l i z a t i m  on 

i k h e  job and f a c t o r s  d e a l i n g  wi th  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  m v i r m m e n t  of 

' b h e  job. 
2 

heory  X-Theory Y 

7 ;; Liko Mayo (1933) .  h r g y r i s  (1957) , Mayo (1949) and Herzberg 
. .I 
$ tl 
b1(1959), Mcgregor ( 1960) perce ived  t h a t  most i n d s t r i a l  s i t u  aticms 
,. #. 

!.fEsiled t o  n o t i c e  t h e  human needs.  The i n n e r  world of t h e  worker 
, ,. 
i i a s  t o t a l l y  ignored.    he t r a d i t  i o n 4  o r g u l i z a t i m a l  s t ruc tu re ,  

7 

b i t h  i t s  d i v i s i o n  of l abour  and span of c o n t r o l  d i d  n o t  p e r m i t  
' >  

?%he worker t o  u t i l i z e  h i s  c a p a b i l i t i e s .  To make this e x p l i c i t  

" ; j cgregor  d e v e l o p d  "Theory *-Theory Y t l .  

$haory x 
. 

i 
' $  
i Thoory X assumes t h a t  poople a r e  by n a t u r e  l azy ,  i n d o l e n t ,  

! f n d i f f e r e n t  t o  o r g a n i z a t i c n a l  needs  and r e s i s t a n t  t o  change. 

g c c o r d i n g  t o  t h i s  t heo ry ,  people have  a  gene ra l  tendency t o  s h i r k  

:/ny 71 r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  md ps rce iva  the work as  u n i n t e r c s t i n g  and 
& 

urdensome. They want on ly  money and s e c u r i t y  i n  l i f e  wi th  l e s s  



i 

1 e f f o r t s .  Because of t h i s  m e n t r l i t y ,  they p r e f e r  t o  be  d i r e c t e d  

rather t h a n  t a k e  t h e  t r o u b l e  on t h e i r  m. T h i s  t heo ry  r e s t s  on 

t h o  assumptions t h a t  people a n ?  immature and c a r e l e s s  and blames 

4 human n a t u r e  f o r  i n e f f e c t i v e  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  func t ion ing .  M a a g e r e  

1 
who accept t h e s e  assumptions p u t  emphasis on s t r u  c turo,  c o n t r o l  

'I Wid c l o s e  supe rv i s ion .  

i I n  b r i e f ,  this theo ry  ovcrlookod human needs a d  f a i l e d  
J 

j t o  pe rce ive  i n  people t h e  urge t o  ach ieve  and a c t u a l i z e  the i r  
i 
ii t a l e n t s .  I t  be l ieved  t h a t  s tr ict  c o n t r o l  and superv is ion  of 
r 
i people w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  b a t t e r  mcnagement. 

. I  ~ h e o r y  Y 

$ Mcgregor developed t h e o r y  Y a s  a cha l l enge  t o  theory  X. 

ljTheory Y p r c e i v e s  the  problem i n  a new l i g h t  and places the 

causes  of human indolence,  l a z i n e s s  and i n d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  l a p  

;lo£ management. I" c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e o r y  X, theory  Y emphasfzes 
'1 

: , i f in t r ins ic  mo t iva t ion .  
) n 
, ,> 

. , 1 - Y 
~ h e o r y  Y assumes t h a t  humans a r o  n o t  by n a t u m  l a y  

: knd u n r e l i a b l e .  They a r e  b a s i c a l l y  s e l f  directed and c r e a t i v e  
d 

' [k t  work if p r c p e r l y  mot iva ted ,    hey l e a r n  under  proper  c m d i t i o n s  
4 

; . " l o t  on ly  t o  a c c e p t  b u t  t o  seek r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and have t h o  
I ,  : 

z i t y  t o  e x e r c i s e  imaginat ion,  i n g e n u i t y  and c r e a t i v i t y  i n  

s o l u t i o n  of the o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  problems. The heavy emphasis 

i n t r i n s i c  mot ivat ion imp l i e s  t h a t  t h e  employee w i l l  bc 

o t i v a t e d  by self-esteem m d  s e l f - a c t u a l i z a t i o n  nccds,  w h i l e  

the job. 



Theory Y expresses  f a i t h  i n  goodness a d  t rus t -wor th iness  

of a l l  hurnan beings.  I t  assumes i n  people t h e  impulse t o  achieve 

and t o  load themselves toward p e r f e c t i o n  according t o  t h e j r  

t a l e n t s  and c a p a b i l i t i e s .  They arc h e a l t h y  enough t o  t a k e  t h e i r  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and make f u l l  uso of thu  f a c i l i t i e s  provided t o  

?them. Fur the r ,  t h i s  t heo ry  assumcs t h a t  hurnan k i n g s  have an  

g inc l ina t ion  t o  t a k e  i n i t i a t i v e s  and l i v e  an a c t i v e  l i f e  r a the r  

k h a n  k i n g  guided by o t h e r s .  They have a preference f o r  a 

b e a n i n g f u l  work r a t h e r  than t o  meaningless work and a tendcncy 

k o  grow toward s e l f  - ac tua l i za t ion .  According t o  this theory, 

$he *s t ruc tu re  of t h e  organiza t ion  i s rc spons ib lc  for d i f f i c u l t  

)mployees. kn a l t e r n a t i o n  i n  th2 s t r u c t u r e  i s  c a l l e d  f o r  the  

$urnan q u e s t  f o r  s l f - a c t u a l i z a t i o n .  The mmagcment based on 

;*he assumptions of t h e o r y  Y a t t empts  t o  providc work environment . . r 
s'qo i t s  employees where t h e y  a re  ,able t o  achievo t h c  s a t i s f a c t i o n  

Se l f  -esteem and s e l f  - a c t u a l i z o t  ion nccds. 

Maslow (1965) viewed theory  Y i n  a new l i g h t  and p u t  

rth h i s  r e a c t i o n s  t o  c c r t a i n  d e f i c i e n c i e s  i n  t h e  thcory.  This  

h e o r y ,  a s  i l as lo ,  p o i n t s  o u t ,  s t r e s s a s  h e a v i l y  on the  '*higher1t 

e d s  a s  mot iva to r s .  I t  ovorlookcd t h e  basic philosophy under ly ing  

o t heo ry .  I n  the  f i r s t  p lace ,  t h i s  t heo ry  regardcd these  

Jgement p r i n c i p l e s  a s  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  g o d  wi thout  any doubt  

garding t h e i r  a p p l i c a b i l i t y .  It i s  t o t a l l y  unaware of t h e  f a c t  

t the a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of t h e  theory  would n o t  work i n  a w r y  

uat ion.  There a re  many pla(n:s whcrc a u t h o r i t a r i a n  rnanagcmcnt 

work. " k ~ t h o r i t a r i ~ m  c h a r a c t e r s  conf ronted wi th  human 



j r c l a t i o n s  p r i n c i p l e s  of managammt, bascd on a l l  s o r t s  of 
5 

f bencf i c i c n t  and b c n e v o l m t  a s su~np t ions  would con s idu r  management 

i 3s weak md u n r e a l i s t i c u  ( M ~ S ~ O W ,  1965, p. 35) .  This  t heo ry  
I 

; 
;assumes t h e  goodness of a l l  hum% be ings  and n e g l e c t  t h e  ind iv idu -  
'1 
1 
gal d i f f c r c n c c s .  Dogmatics, b u r e a u c r a t i c  o r i e n  t o d  ind iv i ch  als 

!and n e u r o t i c s  r a i s e  t h e i r  i n d i v i d u a l  problems f o r  t h c  m a  agcmtnt. 

".me growth needs  remain unopc ra t ivc  i n  t hcse  people ,  no m a t t e r ,  

@cw growth-oriented t h e  environment is. Also,  t h i s  theory i s  

b b l i v i o u s  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  most people novor rcach the 

g i g h e r  f e v e l s  &cause they  a r e  f i x a t e d  a t  somc b a s i c  nocd 

' c v e l .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h i s ,  ~ s s l o w  arguos,  t h a t  there i s  a 
I 
@ropor t ion  of t h e  populat ion th2. t  cannot t a k e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

-$uch people g e t  d i s t u r b e d  in a  open and sc l f - r e spons ib l e  

b i t u s t i o n .  

i I t  is  apparen t  from Maslow's criticism of  t h ~ : o r y  Y t h a t  

' jt,  a s  a cha l l enge  t o  t h e o r y  X, touched t h e  o t h o r  extreme.  his 

,{heory h a s  exaggerated in i ts  assumptions on the  gooc3nb.less md 
, , 

d a p a b i l i t i e s  of human be ings .  In b r i e f ,  . tu rned  t c  bc  a l i t t l e  

& p r a c t i c a l .  But d e s p i t e ,  t hese  d e t e c t s ,  it i s  a s u c c e s s f u 1  
I 

, i 

i:*eory s o  f a r  as  it he lped  t o  change m a n q e m w t l s  mechanistic 
I i 

t i o n  of human be ings .  The h i &  a u t h o r i t i e s  i n  t h e  o r g m i z a t i o n s  

I t  t h e i r  d u t i e s  t o  c r e a t e  democrat ic  cnvircnrncnt and provide a l l  

e  f a c i l i t i e s  and o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o r  t h o  people t o  grow 

d d e w l o p .  Th i s  r e s u l t e d  in  th.2 more i n t r i n s i c a l l y  s a t i s f i e d  

ployeos and more e f f i c i e n c y  i n  .the work and long range h e a l t h  

the o rgan iza t ion .  



ITheory Z (Theory of B r n o t i v J w  

'! 

1 Maslow (1973) accep t ing  some of t he  b a s i c  p r i n c i p l e s  
? 

i of Mcgrcgor's t h e o r y ,  devclopcc~ h i s  t h e o r y  Z. I t  is  on t h e  sano 

/continuum as t h e o r i e s  X-Y and wi th  them forms a  h i e ra rchy .  The 
; 

' iconcept of eupsychian managcmcnt r e s t s  on the3ry  2, I t  

',3ssumes 1 ' t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l s  who have suf  f i c i c n t l y  s a t i  d i c d  t h e i r  

? 
!de f i c i ency  needs of s a f e t y ,  r e s p e c t ,  l ovc  and cstccrn, func t ion  

f a t  a  h i g h e r  i e v o ~ .  of s e l f - a c t u a . ~ i z a t i o n .  s e l f - a c t u a l i z a t i o n  
1 .  . r ; lmplies t h a t  'Ithe i n d i v i d u a l  is n o t  on ly  s u f f i c i m t l y  g r a t i f i e d  

gin h i s  b a s i c  needs  and i s  p o s i t i v e l y  us ing  h i s  c s p a c i t i e s  b u t  
t 
1 

$that he is motivated by some va:lues which he s t r i v e s  f o r  o r  

!&ropes f o r  and t o  which he i s  l o y a l a 1  (Maslow, 1973 p. 315). 

Maslow's (1973) t h w r y  of s e l f - a c t u a l i z a t i o n  r e s t s  on 
i 

philosophy of Biology. According t o  h i m ,  man's highest 

a t u r e  i s  rooted  i n  h i s  b i o l o g i c a l  n a t u r e :  t h e  f u l l  humanness i s  

e x p r e s s i m  o f  the b i o l o g i c a l  l i f c .  Maslow (1973) h a s  n o t  

i f f e r e n t i s t e d  the  value l i f c  C T . ~  t h e  animal l i f e  i n t o  s e p a r a t e  

n t i t i e s .  They func t ion  on t h e  samecontinuum where t h c  

r a t i f i c a t i o n  a t  the lmer l e v e l s  l a d s  t o  t h e  f u l l e s t  devclopment. 

a pe rce ives  s e l f  - a c t u a l i z a t i o n  n o t  a s  a momentary s t a t e  o r  

i f e  achievement but a s  t h e  p rocess  of psychologica l  growth 

n  which t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  a t t a i n s  h i s  h i g h e s t  p o t e n t i a l  th rough 

he h i e r a r c h y  of b a s i c  needs .  o a j c l f - a c t u a l i z a t i o n  is n o t  o n l y  an 

d s t a t e ,  b u t  a l s o  the p r o c e s s  of a c t u a l i z i n g  one's p o t e n t i a l i t i e s  

any t ime,  i n  any anountt4 ( ~ a s l m ,  1973, p. 4 9 ) .   hose 



{ s e l f - a c t u a l i z i n g  i n d i v i d u a l s  who a r c  s a t i s f i e d  i n  t h e i r  b a s i c  

:needs  f u n c t i o n  a t  a h i g h c r  l e v e l  of meta motivat ion.  The term 

i "meta" deno te s  "after" o r  "beyond' md imp l i e s  a  state of 

; unmotivated beh m i o u r .  s e l f  - a c t u n l i z i n g  i n d i v i d u a l s  , I re  n o t  

.: motivated,  r a t h e r  t h e y  a re  meta motivated.  They a r c  d e d i c a t e d  

t o  some t a s k  o r  missim which becomos a d e f i n i n g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  

, o f  the s e l f .  The i r  work i s  t h e i r  d e s t i n y  t o  thorn; something thoy 

;have come f o r  i n  t h e  world.  Thc-.y f e e l  frcm t h e  insiclc a  s o r t  of 

:compell ingness towards t h e  t a s k ;  something i r r e s i s t i b l e .  This  

: inner-rcquiredness  i s  submerged w i t h  . x t c r n a l  r equ imdness  which 

 is a  s o r t  of d u t y  o r  r e s p o n s i b i . l i t y  t hc  person f u e l s  towards  
d 
? t h e  work. A t  t h i s  st  , q e  such poople t r anscend  the dichotomy of 

,Fork  and p l ay  and devote  themseLves t g  the  r ca l i za t i cm of s e l f -  

j a c t u a l i z a t i m  . a l u e s .  They lovc: t h d r  t a s k s  k c z u s e  they 

i incarnate  t h e s e  va lues .  The s e l f - a c t u a l i z s t i m  values arc 

'Be ing1 '  o r  B-values, t h e  u l t i m l t e  v a l u e s  which a rc  i n t r i n s i c ,  

: + h i c h  cannot be rcduced t o  anything more u l t i m a t e "  ( M ~ S ~ O W ,  1973 

&. 4 5 ) .  The term 'Bcing' r c f c r s  t o  the  concepts  of p e r f e c t i o n ,  

t h e  i d e a l  l i m i t s  of human devslopmcnt. I t  impl ios  t h e  end 

i Z J t a t e s  r a t h e r  than means o r  ins t ruments ,  i n  which t h e  pcrsan 
, . 

: q x p e r i e n c e s  pun '  joy and fulfi l lmnent.  Some of t h e  B-values which 
I '. 

! doslow (1973) l i s t e d  a r e  t r u t h ,  goodness,  beauty,  wholeness, 
I 
I 

[ ,dichotomy-transcendence, a l i veness ,  uniqueness,  w r f  c c t i o n ,  

*ccs s i ty ,  completion,  j u s t i c e ,  o r d e r ,  s i m p l i c i t y ,  r i chness ,  

Q f o r t l e s w e s s ,  p l a y f u l n e s s  and s , e l f - su f f i c i ency  e t c .  

d 



These 8-values become the  necds  of s c l f  - a c t u a l i z i n g  

': i n d i v i d u a l s  which, ~ a s l m  r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  thc  mc'ta nccds. The 

d e p r i v o t i m  of meta necds  causes  mctapathologios  i .o. rondcrs  

person f r u s t r a t e d  and c rav ing  f o r  t hcso  vs lues .  These metcmecds 

r e  i n s t i n c t o i d  i n  n a t u r e  and h i o r n r c h i c a l l y  inti.:gr.?.Wd w i t h  

he  b a s i c  necds where a s  t h e  b a s i c  necds  a m  prvpotcn t  t o  t h o  

e tancods .  Metanocds, dosp i t e  .:heir k i o l o g i c a l  n a t u r e ,  d i f f e r  

rom t h e  b a s i c  needs  s o  f a r  t hey  i n g e s t  growth r a t h e r  than having 

n l y  s u r v i v a l  va lues .  ~ l l  8-values a r c  d p a m i c a l l  y  l i nked  with 

ach o t h e r .  8-values a r e  equa l  i n  t h e i r  c h a r a c t e r  s t r e n g t h .  

e y  cannot  be c ,? tegorized i n  tc!rms of t h c i r  importncc?,  thou@ 
i 
w i f f e r e n t  persons  may have t h e i r  i n d i v i d u % ~ l  p c r c ~ p t i m  of 3 

V.alue. A t  t h e  h i g h e r  s t ~ g e  of r c t a m o t i v a t i o n  B-v,alues o r  

h e t m e c d s  seem t o  b e  t h e  B-facts o r  t h e  u l t i m z t c  r c ~ l i t y .  

*hen t h e  h i g h e s t  l e v e l  of growth i s  ,> t t a inad ,  t h e  i n d i v i l u l l s  

p c r c a i v c  t h e  r e a l i t y  most c l e a r l y  as it is .  Thcy p c r c c i v e  t h e  

worlda s r e a l  n a t u r e  unintcrruptor l  b y  t h c i r  dofcncc s o r  i n h i b i t i o n s .  

t h e  f a c t  and va lue  f u s e ,  l o s i n g  t h e i r  s t p a r a t e  e n t i t i e s .  Iit 
8 

1 &is l e v e l ,  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  t r anscends  t h ~  r l i s t i n c t i m  h t w e e n  is1 

:,&(-I ' ought*  . The i n d i v i d u a l 1  s h:.ghly developocl wrccpt l .cn b r i n g s  

,&c a c t u a l i t y  c l o s e r  t o  t he  ideal. .  The r c a l i t y  i s  dasc r iked  i n  

+rms o f  va lue  a s  t r u e ,  good, p e r f e c t ,  l awful  e t c ,  

B-values a re  no longer  o n l y  .I p a r t  of i n n e r  s c l f .  They 

&come both i n n e r  and o u t e r  a s  i n d i v i d u a l s  do n o t  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  

X@emselves from t h e  o u t s i d a  world.  Thcy d e w l o p  XI cnlargod s c l f  

4 ) r ich  both t h e  world and t h e  s e l f  become a  p a r t  of oach 



Thus it is apparent  from the  a b v e  review of t heo ry  Z 

d t h M  it h a  emphasized h e a v i l y  on m e t a n c ~ d s  o r  B-valucs. I t ' s  

: ! r e l a t ion  t o  Mcgregor's t heo ry  c.m bc expla ined  i n  .I s i n g l e  

, formula.  

,  asl low' s N C L ~  P h y s i o l o g i c a l ,  ~idrTh.2 o rde r  ~ e t ~ n c e d s  
, P r i o r i t y  Model s a f c t y ,  Highcr o rde r  a-values 

S e c u r i t y  necds  needs 

: ~ c g r e g o r '  s 
Theor ies  Theory X Theory Y Thcory Z 

'Thcory Y m d  t h e o r y  Z people share  a l l  t he  common ch r u a c t o r i s t i c s  

r of  s e l f - a c t u a l i z i n g  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  w i t h  one major cliff crencc of 

!presence o r  abscnce of B-values. Thc p o p l o  on theo ry  Y le-1  

I r e  merely h e a l t h y  s c l f  -actual i :zers  t h l t  f u l f i l l  t h c  cxpocta t ion  s 

-of theory  Y. The i n d i v i d u a l s  on theory  Z l e v e l  n o t  on1 y f u l f i l  

' bu t  tr 'msccnd t h e  the?ry  Y. They a re  guided by B-values ~ m d  

:in c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e o r y  Y p c ~ p l e  who a r e  more p r a c t i c z l  md r e a l i s -  

; t i c ,  l i v e  t o  f u l f i l  t h e i r  w n  i d i o s y n c r ~ t i c  potcn t i a l i t i e s .  

kuch pegple a r e  h o l i s t i c  i n  perc:eption: t h e y  pc rce ive  t h e  

humm kind i n t o  whole r a t h e r  t h m  d i s c r i m i n a t i n g  it i n t o  

bets Js r e l i g i o n s  o r  n a t i o n a l i t i e s .  They have a synerg ic  

t t i t u d c  towards l i f e  which t e n d s  them t o  p l ace  d i v e r s e  c o n s t r u c t s  

.e. s c l f i s h n o s s  m d  unselfishness under a s i n g l o  supcrorr l inate  

oncept  . 
The theory  Z people possess  more innovat ive  mind than 

t h e o r y  Y p o p l e  m d  g e t  p l e a s u r e  i n  thc! d i  scovcry of new. Mystery 

$5 a t t r a c t i v e  m d  c h a l l e n g i n g  t o  them r a t h e r  than f r i g h t e n i n g .  

o reover ,  such people have a deep s e n s i t i v i t y  towards t h e  world. 



; But d e s p i t e  t h e i r  r e g r e t s  o v i r  the  wor ld ' s  e v i l  they  understand 

m d  accept  its i n e v i t a b i l i t y  i n  t h c  h o l i s t i c  scnsc.  T h e i r  

. p c r c e p t i m  of  t h e  s i n  mrl e v i l  is more towmds compassion and 

,' rufonnat ion  r a t h e r  than m b i v a l m c c .  In  s h o r t ,  t heo ry  Z people  

i l i v e  a  va lue  l i f e .  

Theory Z ,  though attcmptcd t o  overcome do£ i c i c n  cies 

;cf p a s t  t h e o r i e s ,  is n o t  £ r o c  f r m  c e r t a i n  f l , lws i n  it. Some 

:of t h e  w r i t e r s  l i k e  Rogers (196:3), ~ r a n k l  (1973) ,  F r i c h a n  

. (1976)  and Smith (1973) have po:inted ou t  t hose  d e f e c t s  i n  tb 

l i g h t  of t h e i r  arguments. 

Rogers (1963) observed qrowth a s  a  p rocess  a c t i v e  

fthroughout l i f e .  I ~ c c o r d i n g  t o  h i m ,  dvcry l i v i n g  orgs l i sm 

8JoSsesscs a  d i r e c t i o n a l  tm(3enc). t o  maintain ,  unhmcc  2nd 
$, 

keproducc i t s e l f ,  substratum of a l l  mot ivat ion i s  the  organism ' s 

tendency toward s e l f  - f u l f i l m e n t " ( ~ o ~ c r s ,  1963, p. 6 ). I t  

4ncludes  both t h c  phys io log ica l  and p s y c h d x ~ i c a l  . ~ s p c t s  of 

Orowth. A t  t h e  lower l u v c l s ,  t h i s  tendency i s  d i r e c t e d  only 

powards homcos ta t ic  b o l m c c .  On the  emcrgmct  of slf, t h i s  

&ndency is  s h i f t e d  from phys io log ica l  t o  psychologica l  l c v e l .  

j Growth, according t o  Rogcrs (196 3 ) ,  n o t  cmcrgcs a t  t h e  

p b i n t  whcrc b a s i c  needs  disappear. b u t  i s  o p r a t i v c  all t h c  1 ' ;  
/ d m .  over  and above t h e  b a s i c  needs. non.ovur, zogc r s  q u e s t i o n s  

*c d e s i r a b i l i t y  of c a t e g o r i z i n g  bohav io ro l .  phcnomona i n t o  a 

&t of s p e c i f i c  mot ives  s i n c e  it l e a v e s  unsolved th? q u e s t i o n  

y c e r t a i n  ke hav io r s  t ~lkc p1;lce. 



1 

F r a n k l ' s  (1969) c lescr ipt ion of a f u l l y  huma  ind iv idua l  

i i s  s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  of Ma.513~ b u t  ho contrasted M~lsloW on the 

4 fundamental i s s u e  of  human na tu rc  as bc ing  pre-determined b y  

i ! i n s t i n c t s .  The e s s e n t i a l  nature of m m ,  according t o  him, i s  n o t  

' in i ts b i o l o g i c a l  r o o t i n g  bu t  i n  t h o  s e l f - t r m s c c n c l ~ n c c ,  i n  
'! 

n t he  sea rch  f o r  meaning. S e l f - a c t u a l i z a t i o n ,  h e  thought was 

, :not  an end i n  i t s e l f  b u t  a s  a by pro%.luct of h u m a s '  : l i s covc ry  of 

?meaning o r  purpose i n  l i f e .  H u i n e n s f u l f i l  thcrnsclves t o  t h e  

f e x t e n t  t h e y  f u l f i l  meaning i n  the  world. More:wcr, ~ a s l o W  

,perce ived  s e l f - a c t u a l i z a t i o n  based on t h c  p o t i n t i a l i t i o s  a c t u a l i -  

{zed while Frank1 observer! t h a t  p o t o n t i a l i t i c s  a r c  chosen by man 

; i n  t h e  l i g h t  of meaning ~mcl valuc.  

Friedman ( 1976) perce ived  p o t c n t i a l i t i c s  2s n o t  something 

: m h c r e n t  i n  humankings.  "They a re  n o t  i n  us ,  they  a r e  h t w e e n  

k s  w d  what c a l l s  u s  ou t"  (Friedman, 1976, p. 1 2 ) .  Hc be l ieved  

k h a t  t hey  are discovcred  only  i n  t h c  f a c e  of a c t u a l i t y .  Human 

b e i n g s  a re  aware of t h c i r  p o t e n t i a l i t y  o n l y  when t h e y  f ace  t h e  

. .%tr ingency  of t h e  s i t u a t i o n .  

Smith (1973) i n  h i s  d i scuss ion  of Maslaw's < : . ,x t r inc  of 

I ' 
r p o t e n t i a l i t y  questioned h i s  biologism. He arguod, "our b io logy  
I 
.@znnot  bc mode t o  c a r r y  o u r  e t h i c s  a s   asl low wmld  have i t" 

41973,  p. 2 5 ) .  According t o  smith ,  on ly  some universal a t t r i b u t e s  

-4s language and symbolizat ion e t c .  a r e  determined through 

! j v s l u t i o n .  The individua1sposse:is  m a y  p o t c n t i a l i t i c s  

:& them a d  t hey  g e t  any o f  them a c t u a l i z e d  according t o  t h e i r  
? 

kkmpcrment  and capac i ty .  Smith (1973) p o i n t s  out  t h a t ,  

. jj 
i 



i 
{ *~Beccuning f u l l y  human i s  a  p e r s o n a l - c u l t u r a l - h i s t o r i c a l  

i adventure" ( p .  30).  According t o  him, M ~ S ~ O W  d i d  n o t  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  I: 
between b io logy  and h i s t o l y .  " H i s  misguided a t tempt  t o  a r r i v e  a t  

a  n a t u r a l i s t i c  b a s i s  f o r  human va lues ,  r u l e s  ou t  any ser ims 
I i 

c m s i d e r a t i o n  of t h e  e t h i c s  and p o l i t i c s  of hum2n o c t i m "  
i 
; (1973, p. 29-30). smi th  cons idered  Mas low' s concept of s e l f  - 

a c t u a l i z a t i m  a s  d e f e c t i v e  i n  t h i s  scnse.  

These t h e o r i s t s  may be p a r t l y  r i g h t  i n  t h e i r  c r i t i c i s m  

; of Maslow's t h e o r y  of m e t m o t i v a t i o n .  But d e s p i t e  t h ~ ~ i r  

q u e s t i m i n g  on M a s l w B s  biologism and the  d o c t r i n e  of p o t e n t i a l -  

: i t y ,  h i s  t heo ry  of mctamotivation h a s  an i n t u i t i v o  appea l .  H i s  

? i n t r ~ d u c t i o n  of metaneeds o r  B-values l e d  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  t h e o r i s t s  

j pe rce ive  human problems i n  a  new p e r s p e c t i v e .  Though o t h e r  

' 4  writers of humanis t ic  psychslogy a s  h r g y r i s ,  Mcgregor End 

J Herzberg drew t h e  a t t e n t i o n  towards  h i g h e r  needs  and i n t r i n s i c  
'. 
i mgt iva t ion ,  they c o u l d  n o t  pe rce ive  thc  e x i s t o n c c  of metmeeds ,  

t h e  f r u s t r a t i m  of which causes  s e r i o u s  pa tho log ies .  

Maslow's concep t  of  h e a l t h y  p e r s o n a l i t y  m d e  it a p p a r m t  

t h a t  why most o f  thc s u c c e s s f u l  people who appear  t o  have 

v e r y t h i n g  ( s e c u r i t y ,  l o v e ,  esteem) a r e  unhappy and f r u s t r a t e d .  

t i s  bccause they  have n o t  got  t h e  opportunities f o r  t h e  

a t i s f  a c t  ion o f  t h e i r  metaneeds . Maslow' s theory  of m e t m o t i v a t i o n  

s t a b l i s h e d  a new t r end  i n  t h e  ' 3 rgan iza t iona l  psychology. H e  

ade o r g m i z a t i m a l  t h e o r i s t s  r e a l i z e  t h a t  o rgan iza t ion  may 

r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  i n g e s t i o n  o r  suppres s ion  of growth and 

h a t  people  r e q u i r e  growth-orientor1 envircnment where t hay  would 

x e r c i s e  t h e i r  B-values. 


