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AN EMPIRICAL TEST OF HERZBERG'S TWO-FACTOR MOTIVATION THEORY

Abstract. Employee motivation is one of the most popular topics in management and organizational psychology
studies. In this direction, several motivational theories have been developed over the past 70 years. However, the
universal validity of these motivational theories is controversial. One of these motivational theories is Herzberg's Two
Factor motivation theory. The theory suggests two mains distinctions in employee motivation (i.e., motivation factors
and hygiene factors). Motivation factors are achievement, recognition, work itself, responsibility, advancement, and
growth. Hygiene factors are company policy and administration, supervision, relationship with supervisor, working
conditions, salary, and relationship with peers, personal relationship, relationship with subordinates, status, and
security. According to Herzberg's Two Factor motivation theory, the presence of hygiene factors does not increase
motivation, but a lack of hygiene factors leads to dissatisfaction. The absence of motivation factors leads to a decrease
in motivation, and the presence of motivation factors increase motivation. In this study, it is aimed to test Herzberg's
Two Factor motivation theory empirically. In this context, quantitative research has been designed to test the theory
and a total of 162 white-collar municipal employees participated in the study from Turkey. The theory was tested by
two separate approaches. The first was the use of a Likert scale in parallel with the studies conducted fo test the two-
factor motivation theory of Herzberg. The other was the percentage distribution approach, in which the role of each
factor in the theory is determined as a percentage to test how important they are in employee motivation. According
to the results, Herzberg's two-factor theory was supported to some extent, and factors such as salary, company policy
and administration, and work conditions, which are considered as hygiene factors according to Herzberg's two-factor
theory, were found to be important motivating factors. Whereas factors such as responsibility, recognition, and growth
were found to have less motivator role than as they are supposed in Herzberg's two-factor motivation theory. In
addition, it was found that as the average monthly income of employees increased, the motivator role of "salary" factor
decreased. The findings of the study were discussed, and some future research directions were suggested.
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Introduction. Motivation plays a critical role for individuals to be successful and happy in both daily
and working life. It is essential to keep the motivation level of the employees high to contribute positively
to the well-being of employees and the sustainability of organizations (Achim et al., 2013; Dobre, 2013).
There are several motivation theories developed to explain the motivation process and set of needs in the
ground of motivation. The majority of these motivational theories have been developed in Western cultures
(Iguisi, 2009). However, motivation is closely related to individual, cultural, and socio-economic factors
(Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Steers & Sanchez-Runde, 2002). For this reason, the motivation theories
proposed in developed countries should be tested in developing and underdeveloped countries. As in
many theories in social sciences, it is not possible to claim the universality of motivational theories either.
Particularly in developing countries, the background of the motivations of the employees might be different
than the developed countries (Ozsoy, 2015). Although motivation theories explain motivation in both daily
and working life to a certain extent, these theories are criticized in certain respects (Gokce et al., 2010;
Jensen, 1993; Kjeldsen, 2012). Recently an increasing number of studies started to test Herzberg's two-
factor motivation theory (Lundber et al., 2009; Ruthankoon, & Ogunlana, 2003). In explaining employee
motivation, Herzberg proposed two main factors a) motivation factors b) hygiene factors. According to this
theory, motivation factors are all directly related to work-related factors and job satisfaction. On the other
hand, hygiene factors include predominantly external factors that are not related to work itself, but they
affect employees' dissatisfaction (Herzberg et al., 1959; Herzberg, 1966). Although Herzberg's theory is
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mainly supported by several types of research, especially, it is emphasized that the hygiene factors are
considered that they may actually stand for as motivation factors in some cases. Previous research has
not come to a clear conclusion about the validity of the theory in different occupations, cultures and
countries. As a consequence of these reasons, in the current study, it was aimed to test Herzberg's Two
Factor Theory in a Turkish sample (public employees in municipal organizations). In the scope of this
research, first, motivation and the motivational theories are briefly discussed. Then, the criticism of
Herzberg's Two Factor theory is presented. Finally, the findings of the study were shared and discussed.

Motivation can be defined as the driving forces behind the actions of an individual to achieve a
particular goal (Rabideau, 2005). Motivation is based on motives. Motives express internal situations that
drive organisms in a certain direction. There are various types of motive classifications in the literature
(e.g., primary and secondary motives). Primary motives are physiological based and unlearned (e.g.,
eating, drinking, sleeping, sexuality, etc.). Secondary motives are predominantly of psychological origin
and they are learned (e.g., achievement, recognition, dignity, cohesion, obtaining status, appreciation,
etc.) (Baysal & Tekarslan, 2004). Therefore, motives constitute the basis for behaviour in many respects
(Luthans, 2010). In order to understand the factors behind the motivation of the employees, the motives
should be analyzed in detail. There are several psychological and physiological needs that affect employee
motivation. The necessity of meeting the needs of physiological origin (both for the person and his/her
family) should be considered as an important motivating factor especially for the individuals with a low
income. However, in general, it can be argued that the motivator role of psychological needs is stronger
in employee motivation (Baysal & Tekarslan, 2004). There are various motivation theories in the literature.
Among these, theories such as Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs (Maslow, 1954), Herzberg's Two Factor
Theory (Herzberg, Mauster, & Snyderman, 1959; Herzberg, 1966; Herzberg, 1971; Herzberg, 2003;
Herzberg et al., 2005), Mcclelland's Theory of Needs (McCelland, 1961; 1985; 1976). Alderfer's ERG
Theory (Alderfer, 1967; 1969) are theories that explain the set of needs that lie behind the motivation. In
addition, theories such as the Vroom's Expectancy Theory of Motivation (Vroom, 1964), Porter and Lawler
Expectancy Theory (Porter & Lawler, 1968). Adams' Equity Theory (Adams, 1963), and Locke's Goal
Setting Theory (Locke & Latham, 1990; 2006) are rather focusing on the motivation process.

Herzberg's two-factor motivation theory was developed on research conducted on 200 accountants
and engineers. The theory suggests two mains distinctions in employee motivation. These are motivation
factors and hygiene factors. Motivation factors are predominantly directly related to the job itself and these
are the factors that increase the satisfaction level of the employees. In this respect, motivation factors
were determined as achievement, recognition, work itself, responsibility, advancement, and growth.
Hygiene factors are not directly related to work, but they may affect employees' attitude towards work.
These factors are determined as company policy and administration, supervision, relationship with
supervisor, working conditions, salary, and relationship with peers, personal relationship, relationship with
subordinates, status, and security. According to this theory, the presence of hygiene factors does not
increase job satisfaction, but the lack of hygiene factors leads to dissatisfaction. The absence of motivation
factors leads to a decrease in job satisfaction, and the presence of motivation factors increase the job
satisfaction (Herzberg et al., 1959; Herzberg, 1966; 1971; 2003). In this case, Herzberg's motivator factors
are mainly associated with higher-order needs, while hygiene factors are more like lower-order needs in
Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (Hur, 2018).

Literature review. For the advancement of Herzberg's theory, there is a need for more research that
tests the theory empirically (Ruthankoon & Ogunlana, 2003). In particular, the theory must be tested on
different cultures, occupational groups, different personalities, different countries (in terms of developed,
developing, and undeveloped countries) (Gokce et al., 2010). Motivation is a very complex concept and
can be affected by many different factors and therefore different factors need to be examined in depth. In
terms of individual differences, it is important to note that the attitudes of the individuals who continue to
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work in the same or similar work conditions can vary significantly (Robbins et al., 2013). This is not
surprising because individuals develop many of their attitudes towards life before they enter the working
life and it becomes difficult for individuals to change some of their attitudes after a certain age (Ozsoy,
2013). Therefore, it is very hard to generalize the theories of motivation. As with many theories in the
social sciences, a number of studies have been conducted to test Herzberg's theory and the theory has
been criticized in certain respects. It is argued that Herzberg's two-factor theory might produce different
outcomes depending on various contextual situations (e.g., personality, occupation, income, and country
difference) (Gokce et al., 2010; Lundberg et al., 2009; Ruthankoon, & Ogunlana, 2003).

Differences in personality traits: although there is no clear consensus on the definition of personality,
it can be defined as a “quite permanent feelings, thought, and behaviour tendencies that distinguish the
individual from others" (Buchanan & Huczynski, 1997). However, personality traits mostly develop at the
stage before the individual gets involved in the working life. Also, some of the personality traits are already
inherited (Burger, 2006; Luthans, 2010; Robbins et al., 2013). Especially temperament characteristics are
closely related to heredity (Rowe, 1997). In the period from birth to adolescence, it is claimed that a large
part of the personality traits is shaped. In the childhood period, it is not really possible to make choices on
many subjects (such as the choice of parents and income level, etc.). However, as Freud states, these
factors can have a significant impact on what kind of a person a child will be (as personality) in the future.
In addition, personal experiences are also closely related to individual attitudes and behaviours (Burger,
2006). Thus, it makes it difficult to explain the differences in attitudes of the individuals who enter the
working life. Personality traits affect not only the issues such as job satisfaction and motivation, (Furnham
et al., 1999; Judge & llies, 2002; Judge et al., 2002) but also the attitudes towards many other factors
(Burger, 2006). For example, a person who has a quick temper, raised under difficult conditions, and
experienced deep traumas in his/her life can't really have the same work-related attitudes with a person
who has a cheerful temperament, extroverted and raised under good conditions (Ozsoy & Yildiz, 2013).
This situation can significantly affect the background of these two people’s motivation, even if they work
under the same conditions (work environment, work itself, salary). This example emphasizes how
personality traits are critical in understanding employees’ work-related attitudes and motivation.

Occupational differences: Occupations might differentiate the expectations of employees from the
work and organization (Jaiswal et al., 2014; Kjeldsen, 2012). Thus, depending on the occupations,
employees’ motivation might be different (Myers, 1964). Especially in some jobs, factors such as
autonomy, freedom, and flexibility might motivate employees more than factors such as wage, statues,
and organizational policy. In addition, it may not be difficult for qualified employees to find jobs in different
cities and countries. On the other hand, it is more likely to be unemployed in jobs where quality and formal
education are not needed (Ozsoy, 2019).

Country differences: Country differences can affect not only the cultural context but also the motivation
of employees according to the economic development level of countries. It can be claimed that it is more
difficult to find jobs in countries with low levels of economic development. Therefore, the expectations of
people can also be different as people in underdeveloped and developing countries (Gokce et al., 2010).
Therefore, according to Maslow's theory (Maslow, 1954), it could be expected that people with low-income
levels would be motivated more with financial factors.

In the previous research, which was conducted to test Herzberg' motivation theory, the findings were
not fully coherent with each other. Zhang et al. (2011) found that motivation and hygiene factors have
partly consisted of Herzberg's theory in their study on city managers. In their research on seasonal workers
in hospitality and tourism (Lundberg et al., 2009), Herzberg's theory was supported. However, the
motivation and hygiene factors involved in Herzberg's theory in many other studies (Hur, 2018; Jensen,
1993; Ruthankoon & Ogunlana, 2003; Sithiphand, 1983; Williams, 1992) were not totally found to be
consistent with the assumptions of Herzberg's theory. This reveals that the theory should be still tested in
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different cultures and samples (personality, income, sector, country, profession differences). Based on the
reasons such as the contradiction of the findings obtained in the research conducted for the testing of the
two factor theory and the fact that motivation is affected by many factors (as outlined above), in the current
research, it is aimed to test Herzberg's Two Factor Theory on a sample of Turkish public workers.

Methodology and research methods. The data were collected with the participation of the
employees of the municipalities operating in Sakarya (Turkey). A questionnaire form which was designed
to test the Herzberg's Two Factor Theory was distributed to each participant (paper-pencil). After
eliminating incomplete and sloppy questionnaire forms, 162 valid questionnaires were obtained.

The motivation factors of Herzberg's two factor motivation theory (i.e., achievement, recognition, work,
responsibility, advancement, and growth) and hygiene factors (hygiene factors; i.e., company policy and
administration, supervision, relationship with supervisor working conditions, salary, relationship with peers,
personal relationship, relationship with subordinates, status, and security) were measured with the method
inspired by Lundberg et al. (2009). To do that, all the factors (totally 16; 6 for motivation factors and 10 for
hygiene factors) were measured with a 5-point Likert scale format (ranging from 1-not at all important to
5-very important). A sample item for motivation factor (e.g., recognition; "How important is recognition for
you to do a good job?") and for hygiene factors (e.g., relationship with subordinates; "How important is the
quality of relationship with subordinates for you to do a good job?"). For the rest of the factors, the same
approach was adopted.

In addition, the participants were asked to distribute 100 points to 16 factors consisted of Herzberg's
Theory and to indicate what per cent each factor was effective in their motivation. It was stated that the
points assigned to these 16 factors had to be exactly 100 in total. This approach strengthens the current
research by providing additional findings on testing Herzberg's two-factor theory. This way, it was possible
to reveal a percentage distribution (Figure 1) of which factor plays a stronger role in employee motivation.
77.8% of the participants were male, 74.1% were married. The distribution of participants' educational
status was as follows; 4.9% primary school graduates, 18.5 % high school graduates, 18.5% associate
degree and the majority of (51.9 %) the participants held a bachelor's degree while 6.2% had a
postgraduate degree. Age (mean = 26.41; sd = 7.43), average monthly income (mean = 3773.84 Turkish
Liras; sd = 838.53), (with the current exchange rate (24.01.2019), the average monthly income equals to
714 dollar).

Results. Firstly, the reliability of the scale (in terms of Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency) was
calculated. The reliability value of 16 items Likert-scale was a =0.79. This score shows that the
measurement tool was reliable. Mean values for motivation and hygiene factors are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics

Motivation Factors Mean SD Hygiene Factors Mean SD
Achievement 4.62 0.78 | Company policy and administration 4.46 0.82
Recognition 3.94 1.03 Supervision 4.21 0.80

. Relationship with supervisor 4.22 0.95

Work itself 462 | 051 Work conditions 247 | 013
I Salary 4.75 0.60
Responsibility 3.90 1.30 Relationship with peers 4.20 0.92
Personal life 4.25 0.98

Advancement 433 | 094 I onship with subordinales 3.94 1.08
Status 4.01 0.97

Growth 4.21 1.10 Securlty 389 099

Sources: developed by the author.
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When it is evaluated in general, the mean values of each 16 factors are quite high. The highest score
was found to be the salary factor (4.75 out of 5). Following the salary, the average scores ranged from
highest to lowest are as follows; achievement, work itself, working conditions, company policy and
administration, advancement, personal life, relationship with supervisor, supervision, growth, relationship
with peers, status, relationship with subordinates, recognition, responsibility, and finally security. In fact,
one of the critical points that need to be drawn attention here is that in comparison to the other factors,
salary factor had the highest points. Therefore, for the sample included in the current research, it is difficult
to claim that salary is a hygiene factor as suggested in Herzberg's theory. In addition, in Herzberg's theory,
responsibility is a motivation factor, but in the current research, it received almost the lowest mean value.

Further examination of Herzberg's theory was conducted in detail. In this context, participants were
asked to evaluate a total of 16 different factors (i.e., motivation and hygiene factors) over 100 points. The
findings are listed from highest percentage to the lowest; Salary 17.46 %, work itself 9.12 %, achievement
7.46 %, company policy and administration 7.23%, work conditions 7.08 %, relationship with supervisor
6.32 %, supervision, 5.78 %, relationship with peers, 5.46%, advancement 5.40 %, personal life 5.17 %,
growth 5.10 %, status, 4.06 %, recognition 3.95 %, relationship with subordinates 3.74 %, responsibility
3.45 %, and security 3.24 % (Figure 1).

20,00%

18.00% 17.46%

Percentage distributi
o«
=X
]

S 16,00%
2 14,00%
5 12,00%
= 10,00%
L3 »
800“" I A 1% 708% 632% 57505 5 465 540% 547%  5.10%
&

A06% 395% 3 74%
0 I I I I I I 345% 3_2I4o,<,
200% I I I i
000%
6} & & & & & ¥ ¢ & & Ho@
& @s\‘" o‘°§ S & & & F & @&& & &
ra KA ® &\Q ¢ &
& 5 o &
o P & o
3 3 s
o ¢ &

Factors

Figure 1. Percentage Distribution on Herzberg’s Factors
Sources: developed by the author.

The findings are consistent with the descriptive statistics presented in Table 1. As seen in Figure 1,
similar to Likert type measurement, salary has the highest score in percentage distribution. In addition, the
results obtained with the percentage distribution were incompatible with the motivation and hygiene factors
that Herzberg proposes. According to Herzberg's motivation theory, factors such as salary, work
conditions, relationship policy and administration, relationship with supervisor are all considered as
hygiene factors, but in the current study they had a higher score than any other motivation factors
suggested in Herzberg's motivation theory (e.g., responsibility, recognition, advancement, and growth).

Gender differences: In order to provide additional support for testing Herzberg's theory, independent
samples T-test and Hedges' g test were used to test whether the average values of the factors in
Herzberg's motivational theories differ according to gender. According to T-test findings, only the levels of
advancement, growth, and salary dimensions were higher in females. In general, it is seen that the results
do not show significant differences depending on gender. This finding shows that Herzberg's theory is
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largely consistent with the gender factor. Additionally, Hedges' g test was also performed in order to obtain
additional findings in gender differences. Statistically, Independent Samples T-test does not consider
sample size differences in comparing mean values of two different groups, however, at Hedges' g test
sample size differences are taken into account. Since the sample size differences are quite high (n = 126
for men and n= 36 for women) in the current study, it is considered that conducting Hedges’ g test might
provide detailed findings. As it is seen in Table 2, Hedges’ g scores were higher than 0.30 for the factors
such as achievement, recognition, work itself, advancement, growth, company policy and administration,
salary, and relationship with subordinates. These findings show that females mainly highlight motivation
factors more than males, however, the effect size differences are not high enough to consider females'
scores markedly higher than males' in Herzberg's factor. Therefore, it could still be concluded that the
preference of males and females were found to be similar.

Table 2. Gender Differences: Independent Samples T-Test and Hedges’ g Test

Variables Gender Mean SD t g

Achievement Male 4.56 0.86 -1.97 35
Female 4.83 0.38

w» | Recognition Male 3.86 1.08 -1.56 35
§ Female 422 0.81

S . Male 4.57 0.53 -1.71 A1
£ | Workitself Female | 4.78 043

£ Responsibilty Male 3.84 1.33 -0.83 21
3 Female 4.11 1.18

2 Male 4.25 1.02 205 | .39
Advancement Female | 4.61 0.50

Growth Male 4.08 1.20 -3 .54
Female 4.67 0.49

Company policy and administration Male 4.38 087 1.9 L
Female 4.72 0.58

Supervision Male 4.22 0.79 0.25 .06
' Female 417 0.86

Relationship with supervisor Male 4.24 0.9 052 13
Female 4.11 0.90

" Male 4.43 0.71 -0.90 .24
o Work conditions Female 161 078

*3 sal Male 4.70 0.66 -2.45% 40
& aary Female | 4.94 0.24

< L Male 4.19 0.90 -0.33 10
.aé Relationship with peers Female 4.8 102

T Personal life Male 4.24 1.01 -0.16 .09
Female 4.28 0.90

. Lo ) Male 3.81 1.15 -2.85* .55
Relationship with subordinates Female 439 061

Status Male 3.98 0.98 -0.49 14
Female 4.12 0.94

Security Male 3.83 0.99 -1.10 28
Female 4.11 0.96

Note: * p <.05, ** p <.01, ** p <.001; (n = 126 for Male and n= 36 for Female).
Sources: calculated by the author.

Role of income in motivation: In order to test Herzberg's two-factor theory in more detail, the
relationship between the average monthly income of the participants and both motivation and hygiene
factors were examined by correlation analysis. There are two main findings in this context that need to be
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discussed. The first one is that there is a negative relationship between average monthly income and
salary factor (p <0.001). According to this finding, as the average monthly income level increases, the
motivator role of salary decreases. The other one is that although not statistically significant, monthly
income is negatively associated with all hygiene factors. This finding shows the possibility of decreasing
the motivator role of hygiene factors as income increases (Table 3).

Table 3. The correlates of income with motivation and hygiene factors

Vo ti\)lai;?nbllfasc tors Average Monthly Income
Achievement .02
Recognition -.06
Work itself 21
Responsibility A7
Advancement 21
Growth A1
Hygiene Factors

Company policy and administration -12
Supervision, -.10
Relationship with supervisor -.01
Work conditions -22

Salary 48"
Relationship with peers -13
Personal life -18
Relationship with subordinates -10
Status -1
Security -12

Sources: developed by the author.

Discussion and conclusion. According to the findings of the study, the basic assumptions related to
Herzberg's Two Factor theory was partially supported in the sample of Turkish public sector employees
(white-collar employees working in municipalities). Some of the factors considered as hygiene factors in
Herzberg's theory were found to be important motivating factors. According to Herzberg's theory factors
such as salary, working conditions, company policy and administration, and relationship with supervisor
were considered as hygiene factors. However, in the current study, they all were found to be significant
motivators. Nevertheless, according to Herzberg's theory, factors such as recognition and responsibility
are considered as motivators but their percentages in representing employee' motivation were found to be
quite low. Therefore, these findings did not support Herzberg's theory. On the other hand, the findings
obtained from some of the factors such as achievement, work itself, security, relationships with
subordinates, and advancement partially supported Herzberg' theory.

First of all, it should be questioned why the salary factor, which is considered to be a hygiene factor
according to Herzberg's theory, was found to be the strongest motivating factor in the current study. It is
necessary to examine this finding from a sociological, economic and individual point of view. Employee
motivation does not work the same way for each society, economic development level, and individual
differences, because people are motivated by the meeting of predominantly unmet needs (Maslow, 1954).
Most people, especially in underdeveloped and developing countries, are attached to the physiological
and security needs of Maslow's hierarchy of needs. According to research, 40.3 % of the employees
(around 12 million employees) work for minimum wage in Turkey (Boyacioglu, 2017). For this reason, it is
not surprising that the salary factor received the highest score in motivating employees rather than the
needs that are at the higher levels of the hierarchy of needs (Maslow, 1954) such as status, recognition,
and responsibility. Although the average monthly income of employees participated in the study could be
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considered as moderate considering the living standards in Turkey, the salary was still found to have the
highest score in motivating employees. As individuals meet the low levels of needs in the hierarchy of
needs over time, the motivation (motivator role?) of the income will decrease and instead, factors such as
recognition, responsibility, growth and advancement will increase.

There are some limitations that need to be addressed in the current research. The first one is the
limited number of sample size. An important issue in theory testing is the inclusion of a heterogeneous
sample (preferably a rather large sample size) into the research. However, Herzberg's theory was tested
by a homogenous sample (participants were all public employees, the standard deviation of income
distributions were low and all of them were white-collar employees and working under similar conditions).
If data could have been collected through a larger and heterogeneous sample, it would be possible to
make comparisons among employee categories. In the current study, there are also limitations related to
measurement. Indeed, Herzberg's initial study and the sample group are also still being criticized. Although
the theory was tried to be tested with two different approaches on the same sample (i.e., Likert-type
measurement and percentage distribution), an additional in-depth interview method would lead to more
comprehensible findings to understand dynamics of motivation. Finally, although the motivation is closely
related to individual differences (especially personality traits), differences in personality traits of the
participants were not measured in the current study.

It is expected that more empirical research on the limitations of this study will contribute to the field in
future research. First of all, there is a need for a valid measurement tool which can test Herzberg's theory
in different samples and cultures. Every single study applies different approaches while testing Herzberg's
theory and this makes it harder to compare the empirical findings of all these researches. Therefore, a
scale needs to be developed on this subject matter and it may increase the numbers and quality of the
research to be carried out. The theory should then be tested in different sample groups (preferably by
comparing the low, medium and high-income profession groups), especially within the same country.
Furthermore, the comparison of Herzberg's motivation and hygiene factors in cross-culturally (preferably
including samples from the developed, developing, and underdeveloped countries) plays a critical role in
the improvement of the theory. One of the other critical points that needs be taken into consideration in
future research is to examine the differences in personality traits of the participants involved in the
research, as motivation and job satisfaction are closely related to personality traits (Judge et al., 2002).
Therefore, not only the variables such as a workgroup, employee category, and sector but also the
personality traits should also be measured in testing the theory. For example individuals with Type A
personality traits who are characterized by ambition, competitiveness and perfectionism (Luthans, 2010),
may be more likely to be motivated to a greater extent in terms of recognition, strengthening, and taking
responsibility. To sum up, this study tested Herzberg's Two Factor Theory of Motivation in a sample of
municipal employees in Turkey and the theory was partially supported, however it was specifically not
supported in terms of salary factor. It is expected that the empirical studies will be carried out within the
scope of future research suggestions proposed in the context of the current research and that will
contribute to the development of Herzberg's theory.
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EmnipuyHuit aHanis aBochakTopHOi MoTMBaLiNHOI Teopii MepuGepra

Momusauisi cnispobimHukie € o0HUM i3 Halbinbw akmyanbHUX MumMaHb Meopii MeHedXMeHmy ma
opeaHizayitiHoi ncuxonoeii. Tak, 3@ ocmaHHi cimOecsim pokie y ubomy Hanpsimi 6yrno po3pobneHo Oekinbka
momusaujitiHux meopil. Npu ubomy Hapasi eidcymHsi yHieepcanbHa ma 3azafibHonpuliHima meopisi
momusauji. Y pamkax daHoeo docridxeHHs1 asmop po3ernsidae 08oghakmopHy meopito momuesauii lepubepea,
wo nepedbayae po3nodin momusauiliHux ¢hakmopie Ha 08i epynu: MomueauiliHi ma ei2ieHiYHi ghakmopu.
32i0H0 daHoi meopii, 0o MomuesayiliHux ghakmopie 8iOHOCSIMbCST HaCMYHI YUHHUKU: OOCSI2HEHHST;, 8U3HAHHS
ycenixy; iHmepec 0o pobomu; gidnoegidanbHicmb, Kap'epHe 3pOcmaHHsI ma po3sUMOK. Y ceok yepay, 00
eieieHiqHUX ¢hakmopie 8iOHOCAMbCS: nonimuka KommnaHii i MeHeOXMeHmy; MixocobucmicHi 8i0HOCUHU 3
KepigHUYmeoMm, KoreeamMu ma nidneanumu; ymosu npauji; 3apobimHa rnnama; enaue pobomu Ha ocobucme
xXummsi;, cmamyc ma 6esneka. BidnosioHo 0o koHuenyii 0eoghakmopHoi meopii momusauii Nepubepea,
HasigHicmb 2ieieHiYHUX ghakmopig He cripusie Nid8UUEHHIO pieHs1 Momuegauii, 00HaK ix 8idcymHicmb nopodxye
He3adogosieHHs1 ceped rnpauigHuKig. 3 iHWoi cmopoHu, 8idcymHicmb MomusauyitiHuX hakmopig cripusie
3HUXKEHHIO pigHs Momueauii, modi sik ix HasieHicmb nidsuwye ii pieeHb. Takum YUHOM, Memor cmammi €
emnipuyHUll aHaniz 0soghakmopHoi meopii Momusauii lepybepaa. Y pamkax daHo20 O0CiOXEHHSI a8MOpPOM
nepesipeHo adeksamHicmb dsoghakmopHoi meopii momusauii epybepza, sukopucmosyryu mMemoou
KinbKicHo2o aHanisy. [lemepmiHogaHy 8ubipky daHux cghopMoBaHO Ha OCHO8I pe3yibmamie ornumyeaHHs 162
pecrioHOeHmig (MyHiyunanbHi cryx6oeui 8 TypeyduHi). Memodonoeito daHo2o 00CnidXeHHsT 3aCHO8aHO Ha
080x MemoOuYHUX ridxodax: Memod CyMapHUX OUiHOK — wikana Jlalikepma; Memo0 8idcomKo8020 po3rodiny.
3 mMemoro nepesipku cmyrneHio 8raugy KOXHo20 ¢hakmopy meopii Ha piseHb Momuseauii criepobimHukie,
3acmocosaHo Memod 8i0comkogo20 po3rodiny, 8 SIKOMy POJib KOXHO20 i3 ¢hakmopie meopii momusauii
lepubepea eusHayaembcsi y 6i0COMKO8OMY 8iOHOWEHHI. Pe3ynsmamu OocnioxeHHs1 ceid4ampb, Wo
dsoghakmopHa meopiss Momueauii l'epubepaa nidmeepdxyemscsi Yacmkoeo. Tak, maki 2ieieHidyHi pakmopu
momuseaujitiHoi meopii lepubepeaa, sik 3apobimHa nnama, nosimuka Komnaii ma MeHedXxmeHmy, yMmosu rnpaui
Marmb cmamucmuyHoO 3Ha4umull 8nnue Ha pieeHb Momuseauii cnigpobimHukie. lpu UbOMy 8U3HAYEHO, WO
maki pakmopu mMomueauii, ik 8idrnoeidanbHicmb, 8U3HaHHS YCrliXy ma Kap'epHe 3p0CMaHHs y MeHWil Mipi
Momusyromb npauisHukie, Hix ue nepedbayeHo meopieto momusauii epubepea. Okpim ybo2o, y xo0i
docridxeHHs1 a8MOPOM 8CMaHOBIIEHO, W0 3 MI08UWEHHAM cepedHbOMICSYHOI 3apobimHoi nnamu, ii ponb, Sk
MomueauitiHo20 ¢hakmopy, 3HUXYeEMmbCS.

Kntoyosi cnosa: ABocakTopHa Teopist MoTuBaLi 'epubepra, MOTMBALis, MyHiLmNanbHi cryx60BLj, Teopis.
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