CHAPTER 11

i THEORIES RELATING TO EUPSYCHIAN MANAGEMENT

The philosophy of Eupsychian management rosts on
Maslow's (1973) 2 theory of motivaticn. Though this thecory

stems from his broad clinical cobservations and personality
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i researches, its extension to industrial managcement has a
i functional link with modern structural theorics, As a
: challenge te the Taylorism which perceived worker @s an extension

of job rather than as a perso, developed strong sct of becliefs

that had one common integratinc element, the conception that
# organizations are e¢ssentially human phenomena, among the strong

i!advocatus of these beliefs are Mayo (1933), Argyris (1957},

g{_"-Herzbcrg (1959), Mcgregor (1960) and Maslow (1965, 1973),
%; In the present context, a critical appreciation of

.imodern structural thcories prcpounded by thesc authors is

“spresented which emphasize a humanistic approach towards organie

Zations. ‘ ’
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Mayeo (1933) and his team perfomed a number of oxpoeriments

gat Hawthome in the industrial situation to obscrve the cffect

%;f improved working conditions ocn the output of workcrs. During

their experiments, they observed a new phenomenonsthe human aspoct
- bf the work. The implications of the Hawthomae studies stressed

E

§hat what management needed was to study and understind the
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lationships among workers., The most significant factors
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affecting organizational productivity were found to bc the

interpersonal relationships developed on the job. Mayo perceived
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that industrial maagement derived the satisfaction of esteem

¢ and self-actualization nceds on the job. The man~gement operat-

ed and organized work on the assumptions that pcoplc werc
primarily motivated by physiologicnl and safcty nccds. As 2@
rcesult of these assumptions, the worker felt tension, anxiety

and helplessness. The inhuman element turned them dejected and
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confused, Thus, management assumed that workers, in general,

were contemptiblae, Mayo (1973) called this assumption the
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"Rabble Hypothesls" and sharply criticizing the authoritarian,

Sk

task~orilented man agement practices, stressed the human approach

to solve industrial problems,

Immaturity-Maturity Theory

Argyris (1957) like Mayo, ¢xamined industrial organiza-
tions to see the effeet of management practices on individual
buhaviour and personal growth within the work=cnvironment,

He observed the incongrignc: betwcen the necds of a
healthy perscnélity and those of formal orgaonization, As a
rcsult of his observations, he devcloped "Immaturity=Maturity

t?eory" which contended that the widcsprecad worker apathy and lack
o]

laziness but bccause they are kept from maturing by formal

,:jnuhagemunt practices. This lack of congruency results in

1 frustration, failure and conflict, The bureaucratic valucs
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which dominate organizational life are basically impersonal

values decreasing organizational effectiveness,

a The basic problem according to Argyris {(1957) 1is to

i decrease the degree of dependency, subordination o d sub-missi-

§ veness. He proposed “Ypower equalization practices" by minimizing
1 or eliminating hierarchy. Management, Argyris (1957) felt,

, necded a work-climate in which cvery member contributes upte

i his or her full potcntial 2nd has a chance to grow and mature

{ as an individual,

strauss (1963) criticized Argyris® vicws on two main
grounds; his global personality assumption and his propcnsity

to blame the structurce of the crganization for all of its ills,
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He asserted that the 'power~equalization practices' may in fact
adversely affect the security needs of those workers who are

%?&not prcpared the responsibillities that accompany an oxpanded

1rola,

i
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Motivation-Hygiene Theory
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i
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Herzberg (1959) impreussed by Argyris' emphasis on humane

'iigneeds, concentrated on the Aareas of human needs 2nd motives as an
i

iinvaluable part of the organizational study. As a rosult of a
_}mmber of studies, he concluded that humans have two diffcrent
.Qgcategorios of needs which are essentially independont of cach
@ther and affect behaviour in different ways, i.ccording to him,
‘taeople s dlssatisfaction with their jobs refers to their work-

ﬁnv:Lronment while their satisfaction about thelr job relates to

§he intrinsic nature of the work. Herzberg callcd the first -

i
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category of nceds Hygienc factors becousc their abscnce leads
to dis-satisfaction but not to satisfaction. Hygicne factors

are company policies, administration, supervision, working

{ conditions, security, status @d interparsonal reclotions ctce

He called the sccond category of needs motivators since

% they foster the individuals' neced for sclfeactualization in

% thcir work. Motivators include achievement, recognition, advance-
ément, possibility of growth ancwork itsclf, Satisfaction of

% the motivators will permit individuals to grow and dewlop in

A mature way., Herzeberg encouraged management to provide in the

‘i workeclimate ample opportunity for the satisfaction of motivators,

In rccent years Herzberg's theory has received widespread

1 attention in the literature, oOrganizational theorists hawe

attempted to verify Herzberg's contention that motivators and
“#Hygicne are unidimensional,

.% Friedlandcer's (1963, 1964) two studics provide some

?fsupport for the theory, 1In the first (1963) study on ¢ngineers,

(4ysupervisors and salaried employees he factor-analyzed a 17 item

fquestionnaire which measured the importonce of various job

“écharacteristics to employeec=-satisfaction: Threc factors emerged,
%two of which corresponded in part with Herzberg's concepts of
%notivation and Hygiene while the third factor drew from both
jéthe motivation and Hygiene,

.} In the second study Friedlander (1964) investigated the

i?aipolar assumptions of job saticsfaction. Both correlational

?nd variance analyscs indicated that satisfaction and

3
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dissatisfaction are unrelated and not complementary functions,
E Hulin & smith (1967) found in a study that the motivators
;acted both as motivators and Hyglene factors and the Hyglene
ffactors acted as Motivators as well as Hygienes,

Ewen (1964) in a factor-analysis study observed that
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%ix intecrprectable factors emerged of which threc werc Hygilenes
%nd two motivators, Two of the three Hygienes acted like
%otivators in both samples,

% Friendlander and Walton (1964), in a study of 82 engineers

“%nd scientists concluded that motivators are diffcorent from and

§ot mcrely opposite to the Hygicnes,
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L Burke's (1966) study indicated that no unidimensional

f&ttrlbuto underlies both the Motivators and Hyglenes and asserted
;ﬂhe two factor theory 2s an over-simplified representation of
ob-satlsfactlon.

Lindsay, Marks and Gorlow's (1967) study indicated that

q.gwa:ra- Hb‘-ﬂ‘-

ﬁoth motivators and Hygienes are related to satisfactione

donceptualiZed 8s a bipolar variable.

B Halpern's (1966} study shows substantial correlations
§t£tween motivators and Hygilenes. His results are non=supportive

& Herzberg's theory.
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Some other studies indicated that different samples

ﬁ&ow different reaction to the same factor i.c, 2 given factor,

$ich causes job satisfaction in one sample results in job=

R
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 §ssatisfaction in other sample, These studies concluded that
J$b or occupational level, age and sex of respondents are partially

 ‘sponsib1e for a factor c¢ausing job satisfactian or job
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‘t3issatisfaction. (Friedlander, 1965, myers, 1964, Rosen, 1963,
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jFriedlander, 1963 and Wernimont, 1966), still therc are some

studies which partially supportad two factors theory. Gardner's

'$(1977) study showed that Herzberg's two-factor tjcory was well

o

:dsupported by thc analyslis of aggregate responses, The individual

.
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analysis supported only half of the theory relating to motivators,

Despite the controversial issues on two-factors theory,
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ithis theory is importémt in distinguishing betwecn factors

revolving around the opportunitics for self-actuzlization on

‘the job and factors dealing with the technical environment of

the jcb,

l heory'x-Theory Y

1

Like Mayo (1933), Ahrgyris (1957), Mayo (1949) and Herzberg
{1959), Mcgregor (1960) perceived that most industrial situations
Failed to notice the human needs, The inner world of the worker

@as totally ignored, The traditional orgmizational structure,

ihe worker to utilize his capabilities., To make this cxplicit

;cgregor developed “"Theory X-Theory Y",

3 Theory X assumes that people are by naturc lazy, indolent,

”;ndifferent to organizatimal needs and resistant to change,

@ny responsibility and perceive the work as unintcresting and

?@urdensome. They want only money and sccurity in life with less
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efforts. Because of this mentality, they prefer to be directed

i rather than take the trouble on their oem. This theory rests on

the sssumptions that people are immaturec and careless and blames
human nature for ineffective organizational functioning., Managers
who accept these agsumptions put emphasis on structure; control
and close supervision.

In brief, this theory overlooked human needs and failed
to perceive in people the urge to achieve and actualize their
talents, It believed that strict control and supervision of

people will result in better management.

;_:’ iln; ,,._-.-%u;.:»ﬁ Sl I e R O e T

.

ﬁgTheorz Y

Mcgregor developed theory ¥ as a challenge to theory X.
Theory'! perceives the problem in a new light and places the
causes of human indolence, laziness and indifferaonce in the lap

*%of man agement, In contrast to theory X, theory Y emphasizes
:
4

intrinsic motivation,

Theory Y agssumes that humans are not by nature lazy

#nd unreliable, They are basically self-directcd and creative

t work if properly motivated, They learn under proper conditions

ot only to accept but to sceek responsibility and have the

apac1ty to exercise imagination, ingenuity and creativity in
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Theory Y expresses f£aith in goodness and trust=worthiness
of all human beings, It assumes in people the impulse to achieve
and to lead themselves toward perfection according to their
j{talents and capabilities. They arc hcalthy enough to take thelr
;;responsibility and make full use of the facilities provided to
%them. Further, this thecry assumes that human beings have an
;iinclination to take initiatives and live an active life rather
%than being guided by others, They have a prefercnce for a
%neaningful work rather than to meaningless work and a tendency
&,o grow toward self=actualization. &hccording to this thceory,
?he $structure of the organizatien is respensiblc for difficult
}?mployees. An altcrnation in the structure is called for the

'iuman quest for salfe-actualization, The management bascd on

'&he assumptions of theory Y attcempts to providc work environment

0 its employees where they are able to achieve the satisfaction

df self-csteem and self-actualization nceds,

1 Maslow (1965) vicwed theory Y in @ new light and put
)ﬁorth his reactions to certain deficiencics in the theory. This
:‘%eory, as Maslow points out, stresscs heavily on the '"highcr®

;'.Eeds 3s motivators. It overlooked the basic philosophy underlying

;if;garding their applicability, It is totally unawars of the fact
fHot the applicability of the theory would not work in cvery
pltuation. There are many places whore authoritarian management

work, M“Authoritarian charactors confronted with human
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%relations principles of managemant, bascd on all sorts of

?benoficiont and bencvolent assumptions would consider management
éas weak ad unrcalistic" (Maslow, 1965, p., 35). This thcory
%assumes the goodness of all human beilngs and neglect the individu-
%al diffcronces. Dogmatics, bureaucratic oriented individuals

%and neurotics raise their individual problems for the managemant,
%The growth needs remain unoperative in these people, neo matter,

:

thow growth-oriented the environment is. Also, this theory is

i blivious to the fact that the most people ncver reach the

 @igher fevels because they are fixated at somce basic necd
?evel. In addition to this, Maslow argucs, thot therc is a
#

‘proportion of the populaticn that cannot take responsibility.

l?uch people get disturbed in a open and sclf-raesponsible

:%ituation .

It is apparent from Maslow's criticism of theory Y that
‘it, 3s a challenge to theory X, touchaed the other extremc. This
;éheory has exaggerated in its assumptions on the goodness and
;éapabilities of human beings. In bricf, . tumcd tc bec a little

H

fmpractical. But despite, these defects, it is a successful

%&reory so far as it helped to change management's mcechanistic

.-d
ﬁFtion of human beings. The high authorities in the organizations

_?lt their duties to create democratic environment and provide all
,;fe facilities and opportunitics for the people to grow
f”d dewlop. This resulted in the more intrinsically satisfied

&éployees and more efficiency in the work and long range health

the organization,
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%Theory Z (Theory of Metemotivation)

% Maslow (1973) accepting some of the basic principles

%of Mcgregor's theory, developed his theory z. It is on the same

§cont1nuum as thecries X-Y and with them forms a hierarchy. The
lsconcept of eupsychian management rests on thecry 2, It

&
%lssumes that individuals who have sufficiently satisfied their

ﬁdeficiency needs of safety, respaect, love and estcem, function
Eat a higher level of self-actualizaticn, Self-actualization
l%implies that "the individual is not only sufficiently gratified

‘in his basic needs and is positively using his capacities but

‘that he is motivated by some values which he strives for or

‘igropes for and to which he is loyal' (Maslow, 1973 p. 315),

R Maslow!s (1973) thoory of sclf-actualjization rests on
Eﬁa philosophy of Bioclegy. According to him, man's highest
?tature is rooted in his bieclogical nature; the full hum@nness is

j%ﬂ:expression of the biclogical life., Maslow (1973) has not

;
5%31fferentiated the value lifc and the animal life into separate

‘entities, They function on the samcecontinuum where the

*%ratification at the lower lcvels leads to the fullest devclopment,

he perceives self-actualization not as @ momentary state or

tife achic vement but as the process of psychological growth

#n which the individual attains his highest potential through

the hierarchy of basic needs. "scolf-actualization is not only an
énd state, but alsc the process of actualizing cne's potentialities

ét any time, in any amount" (Maslow, 1973, p. 49), Thosc

]
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éself-actualizing individuals who are satisfied in their basic
éneeds function at a higher level of meta motivation. The term
-é"meta" denotes "aftcr" or "beyondw nd implies a state of
;unmotivated beh avicur, sSelf-actualizing individuels are not
%motivated, rather they are meta motivated. They arc dedicated
Cto some task or mission which becomos a defining characteristic
;of the seclf, Their work is their destiny to thomp somecthing they
Ehave come for in the world, They feel from the insidc a sort of
écompellingness towards the task; somcthing irresistible, This
'%inner-requiredness is submerged with .xternal requiredness which
%is 2 sort of duty or responsibility the perscen foeuls towards
?the work. At this stage such people transcend the dichotomy of
%ﬂork and play and devote themselves to the rcalization of self-
%actualizaticn.‘alues. They love thelr tasks boceusce they
‘%ncarnate these values., The scelf-actunlization values arc
-?Being“ or B-values, the¢ ultimate values which are intrinsic,
;?hich cannot be reduced to anything more ultimate" (Maslow, 1973
-é- 45), The term 'Bcing' rcfers to the concepts of perfection,
fio the ideal limits of human dew:lopment, It implics the ond
f%tates rather than means or instruments, in which thc¢ persan
QXerlenCCS pure joy and fulfillment, Some of the Bevalues which
lﬂaslow (1973) listed are truth, goodness, beauty, wholcness,
-Qichotomy-transcendence, aliveness, unigquencss, perfection,
ﬁ?cessity, completion, justice, order, simplicity, richncess,

\ﬁFfortlessness, playfulness and self-sufficiency ctc,.
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These B-valucs bcecome the necds of sclfe-actualizing
iindividuals which, Maslow referrcd to as the mecta nceeds. The
édeprivatiaq of meta necds causes mcetapathologics 1.¢, renders
iperson frustrated and craving for these values., These metanecds
;ar@ instinctoid in nature and hicrarchically integrated with
ﬁthe basic necds where as the basic necds arc prepotent to the
;mutaneeds, Metanecds, despite zheir biolegical naturce, differ
gfrom the basic needs so far they ingest growth rather than having
%only survival values, All B-=vaiues are dynamically linked with

each other. Be-values are equal in their character strength,

%hey cannot be categorized in toerms of their importonce, though
"%ifferent persons may hava their individual percecption of 2

%Glue. At the higher stage of metamotivation B=values or
‘%etaneods scem to be the B-facts or the ultimhte rcality,.

%hen the hidchest lewvel of growth 1s attained, the individuals
?ierceive the reality most clearly as it is. They percceive the
éorld's real nature uninterrupted by their defeonces or inhibitions,
—%he tact a2nd value fuse, losing their separate eéntitics, Lt

#ghis level, the individual transcends the distinction between 'is!

#nd 'ought'., The individual's highly developed purception brings
ﬁhe actuality closer to the ideal, The rcality is described in
ﬂkrms of value as true, good, perfect, lawful ctc,

B=values are no longer only & part of inncr self, They

fﬁkcome both inner and outer as indiwviduals do not diffcrcontiate

;bemselves from the outside world. They dewlop an c¢nlarged self

l@ which both the world and the self become a part of cach

'iher.
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Thus it is apparent from thc 3bove revicw of theory 2
%that it has emphasized hcavily on metancids or B-valucs. It's

Erolaticn to Mcgregor's thcory can be explained in a single

. formula,

émaleW's Necd Physiological, Middle order Met aneeds
;Priority Model safcty, Higher order B=valucs
. Security necds neaeds

{Mcgregor's

- Theorics Theory X Theory Y Theory 2

"%Thoory Y and theory 2 peoplc share all the common characteristics
of sclf=actualizing individuals, with one major diffcrence of
-ipresence or absence of Bavalues. The peoplg on theory Y lawl
.?arc meérely healthy selfeactualizers that fulfill the cxpectations
}of thecory Y. The individuals on theory 2 level not only fulfil
}%but transcend the theory Y. They are guided by Bwvalues and

lgin contrast to theory Y people who are more practical and realisa-
1€tic, live to fulfil their own idiosyncratic potcntialities,

lkuch people 2re holistic in perception: they pcerceive the

ﬁbuman kind into whole rather than discriminating it into

%ects 3s rcligions or nationalities, They havwe a synergic
 %ttitude towards life which tencls them to place diverse constructs

;fﬁ.e. sclfishness and unselfishncss under a single supcrordinate
. roncept.

3

The theory Z peoplce possess morc innovative mind than

i
»
"?heory Y people and get pleasure in thce discovery of now, Mystery

.gs attractive and challenging to them rather thon frightening,
g

}Eoreover, such people have a decp sensitivity towards the world,
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:But despite thelr regrets over the world's evil they understand
iand accept its inevitability in the holistic sensc. Their
;purcepticn of the sin and evil is more towards compassion and
%refonnation rather than ambivalunce, In short, theory Z pcople
lélive a valuc life,

Theory Z, though attempted to overcome deficicencies
icf past theorics, is not frec fram cecrtain flaws in it, Some
imf the writers like Rogers (1963), Frankl (1973), Fricdmen
:(1976) and smith (1973) have pointed ocut those dcfectes in the
élight of their arguments.
: Rogers (1963) observed growth as a proccess actilve
&hroughout life., nccording to him, cvery living organism
W@ossesses a directional tendency to maintain, cnhmcece and
fieproduce itself,"substratum of 211 motivation is the organism’'s
_;endency toward sclf-fulfilment'(Rogers, 1963, p. 6). It
fincludes both the physiological and psychological agpects of
%rowth. At the lower levels, this tendency is dirccted only
:éowards homcostatic balmece., On the emergence cof a:1f, this
féendency is shifted from physiological to psychological lewvel,
E; Growth, according to Rogers (1963), not emirges at the
ﬁbint where basic needs disappear but is operative all the
bﬁm@ over and above the basic necds, Moreover, Nogers questions
t&e desirability of categorizing behavioral® phenomena into a
B%t of specific motives since it lcaves unsolved the question

Hﬁy ccrtain behaviors take place,

i:. ¥
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Frankl's (1969) description of @ fully human individual
gis similar to that of Maslow but ho contrasted Maslow on the
yfundamental issue of human naturc as bcing pre=determined by
%instincts. The essential naturce of men, according te him, is not
%in its biological roocting but in the sclf-transcendence, in
%the scarch for meaning., Self-actualization, he thought was
énot an end in itsclf but a3s a by product of humans' :liscovery of
;mcaning or purposc in life, Humans fulfil thcmsclves to the
Eextent they fulfil meaning in the world. Moreover, Maslow
gperceived self=actualization based on the potuntialities actuali-
%zed while Frankl observed that potentialitics arc chosen by man
%in the light of meaning and valuc.

l Friedman (1976) perceived potentialitics a@s not something
éinherent in humanbe ings, "They are not in us, thoy are between
 ®5 and what calls us out" {(Friedman, 1976, p, 12)., Hc believed
&hat they are discovered only in the face of actuality, Human
_?eings are aware of their potentiality only when they face the
?%tringoncy of the situation,
: Smith (1973) in his discussion of Maslaw's =ctrinc of

?Potontiality questioned his biologism, He argued, "our biology

f@annot be made to carry our cthics as Maslow would have it®

ﬂ€1973, P. 25). According to smith, cnly some universal attributes
iés language ang symbolization cete, are determined through
uﬁvolution. The individualspossess many potentialitics

3? them and they get any of them actualized according to thoir

tEnperament and capacity. Smith (1973) points cut that,

o



35

*Bocoming fully human is a personal=cultural-historical

B o ]

adventure" (p. 30)., According to him, Maslow did not differentiate
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between biology and history. "His misguided attempt to arrive at

a naturalistic basis for human values, rules out any serious

consideration of the ethics an<t politics of human action®

N

(1973, p. 29=30). sSmith considercd Maslow's conccpt of sclf-

:
:

{ actualization as defective in this sense.

These theorists may be partly right in their criticism

of Maslow's theory of metamotivation. But despitce thoir

questioning on Maslow's biologism and the doctrine of potential.
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ity, his theory of metamotivation has an intuitive appeal, His

P

introduction of metaneeds or B-values led orgenizational theorists

v

perceive human problems in a new perspective, Though other

writers of humanistic psychology as Argyris, Mcgregor and

PR Y

‘} Herzberg drew the attention towards higher needs and intrinsic

]
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motivation, they could not perceive the existence of metoneeds,

‘i the frustration of which causes serious pathologies,

Maslow's concept of hecalthy personality made it apparent

ithet wny most of thc successful people who appear to have

‘everything (security, love, esteem) are unhappy and frustrated,

.1t 1s because they have not got the opportunitics for the
'satisfaction of their metaneeds. Maslow's theory of metamotivation

uéestablished a new trend in the organizational psychology. He

imade organizational theorists realize that org2enization may
e responsible for the ingestion or suppression of growth and
%that people require growthe-oricnted environment where they would

gexercise thelr Bavalues,



