Motivation Theories

Motivation Theories fall into two main types: Content Theories and Process Theories.
Content theories focus on the needs, drives or triggers of human behaviour in the workplace, and assume to a certain degree, that one theory can be applied across the board to all employees, and there is therefore one best way to motivate.
Process theories focus on the process of motivation rather than its content. The process theories argue that individuals’ needs and goals differ, since they are influenced by many variables such as age, experience, personal values and culture. There is therefore, in their view, no one best way of motivating all employees.

To find the effective way of motivating an individual, management needs to:

· Establish what the individual employee wants most, for example, extrinsic rewards like pay and a company car, or intrinsic rewards like autonomy and job interest.

· Define the standards of performance expected of the employee.

· Link what the employee wants to the achievement of the required standards of performance.

· Make sure there are no negative consequences of the reward system, for example, neglecting existing customers because new customers win the best rewards.

· Ensure the rewards are sufficiently attractive to encourage effort.

Abraham Maslow:
The Hierarchy of Needs (1951)
Maslow said:

1. Most people are motivated by the desire to satisfy specific groups of needs.

2. People tend to satisfy their needs systematically, starting with the basic physiological needs and then moving up the hierarchy.

Maslow thought that until a particular group of needs is satisfied, a person’s behaviour would be dominated by them. Therefore, a hungry person is not going to be motivated by consideration of safety or affection, for example, until after his hunger has been satisfied.

In 1968, Maslow modified this argument by stating that there was an exception to the rule in respect of self-actualisation needs. For this group of needs it seems that satisfaction of a need gives rise to further needs for realising one’s potential.

Research into Maslow’s theory has proved inconclusive.

The most frequent criticism is that systematic movement up the hierarchy does not seem to be a consistent form of behaviour for many people.

Douglas McGregor – Theory X and Theory Y

McGregor saw two noticeable different sets of assumptions made by managers about their employees:

Theory X
-
emphasis is on controls and extrinsic rewards

Regards employees as being:

· Inherently lazy

· Requiring coercion and control

· Avoiding responsibility, and

· Only seeking security

Theory Y
-
closely related to Maslow’s higher-level needs
Sees people in a more favourable light, with employees being seen as:

· Liking work, which is as natural as rest or play

· Not needing to be controlled and coerced, as long as they are committed to the organisation’s objectives

· Under the proper conditions, willing not only to accept but also to  seek responsibility, and

· More, rather than less, people able to exercise imagination and ingenuity at work.

Herzberg’s Motivation – Hygiene Theory (1959)

Herzberg’s theory concentrated on satisfaction at work. Some 200 engineers and accountants were asked to recall when they had experienced satisfactory and unsatisfactory feelings about their jobs. 

Conclusion:

· Certain factors tended to lead to job satisfaction   -   MOTIVATORS
· Others led frequently to dissatisfaction   -   HYGIENE FACTORS

The most important motivators, or satisfiers, to emerge were the following:
Achievement

Recognition

Work Itself


Herzberg pointed out that these factors were intimately related
Responsibility

to the CONTENT of work i.e. its challenge, interest, etc.

Advancement



The most important hygiene factors, or dissatisfiers, were as follows:

Company Policies and Administration

Supervision

Salary


Herzberg noted that these factors were more related to the
Interpersonal relations
CONTEXT, or environment, of work than to its content.

Working Conditions



The Hygiene factors were named as such because whilst they contributed to the prevention of poor psychological health, they did not make a positive contribution to employees’ sense of well-being, at least not in any lasting way.

If motivators are absent from the job, the employee is likely to experience real dissatisfaction. However, even if the hygiene factors are provided for, they will not in themselves bring about substantial job satisfaction. Hygiene does not positively promote good health, but only acts to prevent ill health. Herzberg’s research led to considerable work on ‘job enrichment’, that is, designing jobs so that they contain a greater number of motivators.
V. H. Vroom (1960s)   -   Expectancy Theory

The core of this theory relates to how a person perceives the relationship between three things – effort, performance, and rewards.

Vroom focused especially on the factors involved in stimulating an individual to put effort into something, since this is the basis of motivation. He concluded that there were three such factors, each based on the individual’s perception of the situation.

These were:

1. Expectancy

i.e. the extent of the individual’s perception, or belief, that a particular act will produce a particular outcome.

2. Instrumentality

i.e. the extent to which the individual perceives that effective performance will lead to desired rewards.

3. Valence

i.e. the strength of the belief that attractive rewards are potentially available.

This approach to the concept of human motivation emphasises the psychological mechanisms that trigger effort.

According to Vroom the three factors – Expectancy, Instrumentality and Valence – combine to create a driving force, which motivates an individual to put in effort, achieve a level of performance, and obtain rewards at the end. 
Effort alone, however, may not necessarily lead to effective performance. Other factors are involved, such as the individual’s own characteristics (personality, knowledge and skills), and the way in which he or she perceives their role.

For Example:

A newly appointed employee may see the prospect of promotion as an attractive prospect (Valence) BUT his Expectancy of gaining promotion could be low, if he perceives that promotion is attained primarily on length of service.

In such a situation, performance does not lead to rewards, so effort (Instrumentality) in that direction is not seen as worthwhile. 

Other factors may also affect performance, e.g. constraints of the job, organisational structure, management style, etc. Effort, therefore, does not always result in effective performance. It is also true that effective performance may not always lead to the rewards anticipated by the individual. Nevertheless, on both counts, it is not the reality that spurs on the individual, but the prospect of effective performance and/or desirable rewards. It is the individual’s perception of the situation that is the vital part of this theory.
The main features of Expectancy Theory are:

· It takes a comprehensive view of the motivational process.

· It indicates that individuals will only act when they have a reasonable expectancy that their behaviour will lead to desired outcomes.

· It stresses the importance of individual perceptions of reality in the motivational process.

· It implies that job satisfaction follows effective job performance rather than the other way round.

· It has led to developments in work redesign, where emphasis has been laid on intrinsic job factors, such as variety, autonomy, task identity, and feedback.

Robbins (1993)   -   Equity Theory
The basis of Equity Theory, in a work context, is that people make comparisons between themselves and others in terms of what they invest in their work (inputs) and what outcomes they receive from it. As in the case of Expectancy Theory, this theory is also founded on people’s perceptions, in this case of the inputs and outcomes involved. Thus, their sense of equity (fairness) is applied to their subjective view of conditions, and not necessarily to the objective situation.

The theory states that when people perceive an unequal situation, they experience ‘equity tension’, which they attempt to reduce by particular behaviour. This behaviour may be to act positively to improve their performance and/or to seek improved rewards, or may be to act negatively by, for example working more slowly on the grounds of being under-rated or under-paid.

Robbins suggests that when people perceive an inequitable situation for themselves they can be predicted to make one of six choices:

1. change their inputs – e.g. not exerting as much effort

2. change their outcomes – e.g. individuals paid on a piece rate basis increase their pay by producing a higher quantity of units, even if they are of a lower quality

3. distort his or her perceptions of self – e.g. ‘I used to think I worked at a moderate pace, but now I realise I work a lot harder than everyone else’.

4. distort perceptions of others – e.g. ‘X’s job isn’t as desirable as I first thought’.

5. choose a different reference point – e.g. ‘I may not be doing as well as my brother, but I’m doing better than our father did at my age’.

6. leave the field – i.e. quit their job!

Therefore, equity theory suggests that people are not only interested in rewards as such, but are also interested in the comparative nature of rewards.
Locke (1968)   -   Goal Theory

The thinking behind goal theory is that motivation is driven primarily by the goals or objectives that individuals set for themselves. Goal theory suggests that it is the goal itself that provides the driving force.

Locke’s research indicated that performance improved when individuals set specific rather than vague goals for themselves. When these specific goals were demanding, performance was even better.

Goal theorists (Locke and Latham, 1988) also argue that an individual’s motivation is enhanced when feedback on performance is available. Other important factors include goal-commitment (i.e. the extent to which the individual is committed to pursuing the goals, even when things get rough), and self-efficacy (i.e. the perception that one has the ability to achieve the goal).

Goal commitment is likely to be enhanced when goals are set by the individual rather than imposed externally. Clearly, the concept of ‘goal ownership’ is important here.

Jablonsky and De Vries (1972) – Reinforcement Theory
The Reinforcement Theory of motivation suggests that a given behaviour is determined to some extent by the rewards or punishments obtained from previous behaviour, which has the effect of reinforcing current actions.

In this sense, all behaviour is caused by external sources, since we can have little control over the consequences of our actions. So, if an individual’s efforts to contribute new ideas to a team are consistently met with an indulgent but apathetic approach by the management (i.e. negative reinforcement), then the individual is likely to be discouraged from making further suggestions, and may even seek to change his or her job. Where, by comparison, the individual is encouraged to share new ideas and help to develop them (i.e. positive reinforcement), then the person is likely to generate even more ideas. 

Supporters of Reinforcement Theory offer some important guidelines to those intending to use it as a motivating tool in the workplace:

· Positively reinforce desired behaviour

· Ignore undesirable behaviour, so far as possible

· Avoid using punishment as a principle means of achieving desired performance

· Provide reinforcement as soon as possible after the response

· Apply positive reinforcement regularly

· Assess positive and negative factors in the individual’s environment

· Specify desired behaviour/performance in quantifiable terms

The underlying assumption behind this approach is that people are there to be controlled, and that management’s task is to provide the ‘right’ conditions to encourage high performance. This is not quite such a negative view of people as is suggested by McGregor’s Theory X, but Reinforcement Theory is not too far removed from that concept of human motivation.
W. Ouchi (1981) – Theory Z: The Japanese Approach

This theory describes an approach to employee motivation based on Japanese management practices. The phrase was coined by an American exponent of Japanese approaches to management, W. Ouchi, who used it to describe attempts to adapt Japanese practice to Western firms.

Over the course of the past two decades, considerable attention has been given to the success of Japanese manufacturing industries. One of the key factors in their success according to Ouchi has been their approach to their management of resources, especially people. Among the key features of Japanese industrial organisations, notes Ouchi, are the following personnel-related factors:

· There is a high degree of mutual trust and loyalty between management and employees

· Career paths are non-specialised with lifelong job rotation as a central feature of career development

· The decision making is shared at all levels

· Performance appraisal is long-term (i.e. the first appraisal takes place ten years after joining the firm)

· There is a strong sense of collective responsibility for the success of the organisation, and cooperative effort rather than individual achievement is encouraged

Although Ouchi recognises that many of the features of Japanese management cannot be translated into Western industrial society, he believes that certain features can be applied in a Western context.

In his view, this requires a ‘new’ philosophy of managing people based on a combination of the following features of Japanese management:

1. Lifelong employment prospects

2. Shared forms of decision making 

3. Relationships between boss and subordinate based on mutual respect

This step requires the following strategy:

· The adoption of a top-down approach, based on a definition of the philosophy agreed and supported by the organisation’s top management.

· The ‘new’ philosophy should embrace the ideas of security of employment, shared decision-making, career development, team spirit, and acknowledgement of individual contribution within the team.

· The implementation of the new approach should be carried through on the basis of consultation and communication with the workforce and with full training support to develop relevant skills for managers, supervisors and their teams.

What is significant, in the context of British manufacturing, is that the ideas of Theory Z are not new. Indeed many well-known forms have practices them for years. What has happened in Japan is that the will has existed to put them into practice on a grand scale, and therein lies the difference. 

Elton Mayo – the Hawthorne Studies, Chicago, USA between 1927 and 1932

Main Conclusions:

· Individual workers cannot be treated in isolation, but must be seen as members of a group.

· The need to belong to a group and have status within it is more important than monetary incentives or good physical working conditions.

· Informal (or unofficial) groups at work exercise a strong influence over the behaviour of workers.

· Supervisors and managers need to be aware of these social needs and cater for them if workers are to collaborate with the official organisation rather than work against it.

Began as a series of studies into social factors: membership of groups, relationships with management, etc.

Its most significant findings showed that social relations at work were every bit as important as monetary incentives and good physical working conditions.

Also demonstrated the powerful influence of groups in determining behaviour at work.

Provided the foundation for future studies in social science.

Rensis Likert (1961)

Rensis Likert’s contribution came mainly from his work as director of the Institute of Social Research at the University of Michigan, i.e. the ‘Michigan Studies’.

He theorised about high-producing and low-producing managers.

High-producing managers:

· Achieved the highest productivity, lowest costs, and highest levels of employee motivation.
· Used interlocking and tightly knit groups of employees.

· Recognised the aspirations of employees, by encouraging participation.

· Tended to foster work groups where membership was ‘supportive’ and where employees experienced a sense of personal worth and importance from belonging to the group.

· Cooperation was obtained by attention to a range of motivational forces e.g. economic and security motives, ego and creativity motives, etc.

Low-producing managers tended to operate in the opposite manner and achieved low productivity, higher costs, and lower employee motivation.

Chris Argyris (1957)
Argyris suggested that employee apathy was not so much because of laziness, but rather because people were being treated like children. As a result, he developed the Immaturity – Maturity Theory. This theory suggests that the human personality develops from immaturity to maturity, in which a number of key changes take place.

	IMMATURITY (------------------------------------------------------------------------------( MATURITY


	Passivity

Dependence

Behave in few ways

Erratic, shallow interests

Short time perspective

Subordinate position

Lack of awareness of self
	Activity

Relative independence

Behave in many ways

Deeper interests

Long time perspective

Equal or superior position

Awareness and control of self




Against the above model of maturity, Argyris sets the features of the typical classical organisation: task specialisation, chain of command, unity of direction and span of control.

The impact of this type of organisation on individuals is that they are expected to be passive, dependent and subordinate, i.e. they are expected to behave immaturely!

For individuals who are already relatively mature, this environment is a major source of frustration at work. This frustration leads to individuals seeking informal ways of minimising their difficulties, such as creating informal organisations, which work against the formal hierarchy.

The lessons for motivation are important. The more we understand human needs, the more it will be possible to integrate them with the needs of the organisation.

If the goals of the organisation and the goals of the individuals can be brought together, the resulting behaviour will cooperative rather than defensive or downright antagonistic.
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