ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR AND HUMAN PERFORMANCE 15, 212240 (1976)

Maslow Reconsidered: A Review of Research on the Negg
Hierarchy Theory

MaHMoOUD A. WaHBA AND LAWRENCE G. BRIDWELL
Baruch College, The City University of New York

The uncritical acceptance of Maslow’s need hierarchy theory despite the Iack of
empirical evidence is discussed and the need for a review of recent empirical
evidence is emphasized. A review of ten factor-analytic and three ranking studies
testing Maslow's theory showed only partial support for the concept of need
hierarchy. A large number of cross-sectional studies showed no clear evidence for
Maslow's deprivation/domination proposition except with regard to self-actualiza.
tion. Longitudinal studies testing Maslow's gratification/activation proposition
showed no support, and the limited support received from cross-sectional studies
is questionable due to numerous measurement problems. The difficulties with
testing the theory are discussed and the conceptual, methodological, and
measurement problems of the studies reviewed are detailed. The implications of
the findings and future directions for research are outlined.

I. PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND

Maslow’s need hierarchy theory (1943, 1954, 1970) presents the student
of work motivation yith an interesting paradox: The theory is widely
accepted, but there is’little research evidence to support it Since Maslow
first published his theory 30 years ago, it has become one of the most
popular theories of motivation in the management and organizational
behavior literature. The theory has influenced the writings of many
prominent authors in the field of management and organizational behavior
(e.g.. Davis, 1946: Viteles, 1953; Leavitt, 1964; Mc Gregor, 1960; Argyris,
1964; Schein, 1965). Furthermore, the theory has provided an a priori
conceptual framework to explain diverse research findings (Miner &
Dachler, 1973). Such widespread acceptance of the Need Hierarchy
Theory is rather surprising in light of the fact that until the mid-sixties
(Blai, 1964; Hall & Nougaim, 1966; Alderfer, Note 1) little empincal
evidence existed that would support the predictions of the theory
especially in the field of industrial and organizational psychology. It has
almost become a tradition for writers to point out the discrepancy between
the popularity of the theory and the lack of clear and consistent empirical
evidence to support it (Clark, 1960; Cofer & Appley, 1964; Vroom, 1964;
Berkowitz, 1969; Hill, 1969). However, in spite of this lack of evidence,
many writers continued to use parts of the theory or Maslow’s need
classification in their recent writings, e.g., Clark’s (1960) theory of
motivation in work group and Lawler’s (1971) model of the importance of
pay.
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Recently, the interest in Maslow's Need Hierarchy Theory has been
revived due to the publication of a number of empirical studies testing
some predictions of the theory. As yet, however, no known review of
literature compares and integrates the findings of these studies. The
purpose of this paper is to review and evaluate the empirical research
refated to Maslow’s Need Hierarchy Theory, thereby assessing the
empirical validity of the theory itself.

Several constraints were imposed on this review: First, the review will
deal only with the test of Maslow’s Theory in the work situation. For a
review of the empirical evidence in other situations see Cofer and Appley
(1964). Second, this review will include only studies that used statistical
rather than clinical methodology (after Meehl, 1954). Third, this review
will deal only with what is considered to be the core or the main elements
of Maslow’s Theory as it relates to work motivation.

IIl. MASLOW'S NEED HIERARCHY THEORY: A BRIEF DESCRIPTION

Part of the appeal of Maslow’s Need Hierarchy Theory is that it
pmvide,éﬁboth a theory of human motives by classifying basic human
needs in a hierarchy, and a theory of human motivation that relates these
needs to general behavior’~As a theory of motives or needs, Maslow, like
other writers (Langer, 1937, Murray, 1938; Centers, 1948; McClelland et
al., 1953; and Schaffer, 1953) proposed that human needs can be classified
into different categories. Unlike others, however, Maslow proposed that
his need categories are structured in a hierarchy of prepotency and
probability of appearance. The hierarchy of needs is as follows® (in
ascending order. of prepotency): the physiological needs, the safety needs,
the belongingness or love needs, the esteem needs, and the need for selfl
actualization (Maslow, 1970, pp. 35-47). Maslow argued that the five basic
needs are instinctoid (Maslow, 1970, ch. 6). Consequently, Maslow
postulated that his needs ar(?{“more universal’/Nor all cultures than other
superficial desires or behaviors (Maslow, 1970, p. 54).

Maslow also distinguished his five categories by referring to some of the
needs asﬁ/deﬁency needs and others as growth needs)Z “Needs for safety,
the feeling of belonging, love and respect (from others) are all clearly
deficits”” (Maslow, 1955; p. 10). The growth needs incorporate self-
respect, achievement, and self-actualization. In this paper, we will refer to
autonomy, achievement, and self-actualization as growth needs, and the
needs below them in the hierarchy as deficiency needs.

As a theory of motivation, Maslow used the two concepts of
deprivation and gratification to provide the dynamic forces that linked
needs to behavior. Maslow utilized the deprivation concept to establish

' Maslow (1970) also discusses two additional need systems, the “aesthetic™” needs and
the desire to know and understand.
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“‘dominance’ within his hierarchy of needs. As stated by Maslow (1979,
p. 59), the chief dynamic principle animating this organization (of human
needs) is the emergence in the healthy person of less potent needs upon
gratification of the more potent ones. The physiological needs, when
unsatisfied, dominate the organism, pushing all capacities into their Service
and organizing these capacities so that they may be most efficient in thjg
service. Maslow postulated that deprivation or dissatisfaction of a need of
high prepotency will lead to the domination of this need over the
organism’s personality. ‘ |

Following the satisfaction of as@ominatirag need, the second element of
the dynamic force in Maslow’s Theory will then take place. Relative
gratification of a given need submerges it and “‘activates™ the next higher
need in the hierarchy. As stated by Maslow (1970, p. 59), relative
gratification submerges them [potent needs] and allows the next higher set
of needs in the hierarchy to emerge, dominate, and organize the
personality, so that instead of being. e.g., hunger obsessed, it now
becomes safety obsessed, and the principle is the same for the other sets
of needs in the hierarchy, i.e., love, esteem, and self~actualization.

This dynamic cycle over time of deprivation—>domination—sgra-
tification—activation continues unti] the physiological, safety, social, and
esteem needs have all been gratified and the self-actualization need has
been activated. In a later work (1965), Maslow modified the gratification/
activation idea by proposing that in a growth-motivated, self-actualizing
individual, gratification of the self-actualization needs causes an increase in
its importance rather than a decrease. Maslow also acknowledged
numerous other exceptions to this theory. Notablyy he pointed put that
long deprivation of a given need may create a fixatior for that needAlso,
higher needs may emerge not after gratification, but rather after long
deprivation, renunciation, or suppression of lower needs. Maslow empha-
sized again and again that behavior is multidetermined and multimotivated.
From this general approach Maslow dealt with a wide range of
consequences to his theory. It should be pointed out, however, that
Maslow’s theory did not deal with some traditional issues of motivation in
work such as persistence in behavior, the role of learning, perception, and
environment of human action (see Atkinson, 1964, for details). In fact,
Maslow's theory is a theory of human behavior in general rather than
work behavior in particular.

The present paper will review the research literature that attempted in
the work situation to test Maslow's theory or parts of it. The review will
be divided into three related sections, each section dealing with one main
element of Maslow’s Need Hierarchy Theory. These elements are: (1)
Maslow's need classification scheme; (2) the deprivation/domination
proposition; (3) the gratification/activation proposition.

e
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MASLOW'S/NEED CLASSIFICATION'SCHEME

Most of the research dealing with Maslow's need classification scheme
has used factor analytic techniques. In the literature, ten factor-analytic
studies attempted explicitly to test Maslow’s need classification scheme
(see Table 1). These studies raise three related questions: (1) Does the
factor analysis yield five factors that can be interpreted conceptually in
erms of Maslow’s need categories?; (2) Are Maslow's need categories
independent from each other or do they overlap? What is the pattern of
overlapping? Is the overlapping between adjacent or non-adjacent cate-
gories?; (3) Are Maslow's need categories independent from supposedly
unrelated items or factors? Table 1 summarizes the results of the ten
factor-analytic studies in terms of the above three questions. (The results
were factor analyzed for twelve samples, because two studies included
two different samples each.}) As shown in Table 1, the samples in these
studies were composed of various groups (professionals, nonprofessionals,
students, managers, males, and females). The measuring scales for these
studies also varied. Four different scales were utilized in these studies:
four of the studies used a modified Porter (1962) Need Satisfaction
Questionnaire (NSQ); and the remaining four studies utilized three
different questionnaires. A comparative evaluation of these four scales and
two additional scales (to be discussed later) is presented in Table 2.

The NSQ was designed to reflect Maslow’s need classification scheme
with two exceptions. First, the NSQ did not contain any items relating to
the most prepotent needs—physiological needs. Second, the NSQ in-
cluded an autonomy need as an independent category which was inserted
between the esteem and self-actualization need categories. Maslow
included autonomy in his esteem category. The NSQ format is designed
such that for each item which specifies a particular motivational
characteristic, subjects are asked: (a) how much is there now?; (b) how
much should there be?; and (c) how important is this to me? The
responses are usually marked on a seven-point scale ranging from
minimum to maximum amounts. This format generates four types of
scores for each item: (1) “*How much is there now’" score; (2) ““How
much should there be” score, (3) Need importance score, and (4) Need
deficiency score, which is calculated by subtracting the “‘is now’’ score
from the ‘‘should be” score. Table 1 shows the results of the factor
analysis performed on the four scores.

As a device for testing Maslow, the NSQ has several weaknesses.
First, it contains only 13 to 15 items mostly dealing with Maslow’s two
highest need categories. Second, the NSQ originally included no reliability
or validity figures; later Porter and Lawler (1968) provided some data
showing discriminant validation of the NSQ. Third, the NSQ suffers from
a number of methodological problems particularly due to response bias.
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TABLE 1
Factor ANaLyTic STUDIES TESTING Mastow NEED CLASSIFICATION SCrEmE

Study and year Sample Scale
- e
1. Alderfer, 1966 329 Factory and supervi- Alderfer (Note 1) explicit g
sory employees existence, relatedness,

growth (ERG)

2. Beer, 1966 129 Clerical workers in an A preference ranking inven-
insurance company tory (Beer, Note 3)

3. Schneider, 1968 150 Nurses Schrneider’s Questionnaire

(1968) explicit after Maslow

4. Huizinga, 1970 262 University employees Huizinga (1970) explicit to
in various occupations Maslow
other than faculty (in Hol-
land)

5. Payne, 1970 81 Unskilled female opera-  Selected 8 of 13 Porter
tors (1961) items and modified

106 Management students  wording
in various occupations

6. Roberts ef al., 1971 380 Managers at five levels  Porter (1961) scale plus ad-
in high technology firm ditional items
7. Alderfer, 1972 217 Bank employees Modified Schneider Ques-

tionnaire (1968) explicit
after Maslow

8. Herman and Hulin, 1973 174 Managers Porter (1961} explicit after
Maslow

9. Wahba and Clemence, 72 Male librarians Porter (1961) explicit after
Note 9 124 Female librarians Maslow

10. Waters and Reach, 1973 101 Insurance company Porter (1961) explicit after
managers Maslow

Subjects filling the instrument give the fulfillment and importance ranking
almost simultaneously. Such procedure produces a response error by
showing a high correlation between fulfillment and importance because
subjects tend to assign the same value to fulfillment and importance
(Alderfer, 1972). Fourth, Lawler and Suttle (1972) pointed out that the
correlations among the NSQ items in the same category were not high
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TABLE 1| (Continued)

Questionnaire Factor- Is now
orientation analytic
model Phy  Sec. Soc. Est.  Aut.  Self-Act.

Specific to job  Principal
component

General work  Centroid model
motivation with iterations

General

General work  Principal
motivation component

Specific to job  Principal

component
Specific to job  Principal No No No No No
component
General work Overlap Loaded Yes Overlap Overlap
motivation with soc. twice on with soc. with est.
and est. different and aut.
items
Specific to job  Principal
component
Specific to job No No No No No
No No No No No

Specific to job  Principal
component

(Continued on next page)

and that all items correlated with each other. As a result the NSQ may
not accurately reflect Maslow’s need classification scheme. Fifth, Wall
and Payne (1970) identified and empirically tested the effects of two
limitations of deficiencies scores. Logically, a fulfillment rating of 5
permits a deficiency score range of —4 to 2 and arithmetically increases
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TABLE | (Continued)

Should Be Def’lciezm:}r
Self-
Study and year Phy.  Sec. Soc. Est. Aut. Act. Phy.  Sec
1. Alderfer. 1966 — — Overlap  — — Yes
with
est.
2. Beer. 1966
3. Schneider. 1968 Overlap
with
S0¢.

4, Huizinga, 1970 Qverlap Overlap Overlap Overlap No  Overlap

with with with with with
sec. phy. aut. aut. aut.
5. Payne, 1970 No
No
6. Roberts et al., — No No No No No — No
1971
7. Alderfer, 1972
8. Herman and Hu- No
lin, 1973
9. Wahba and Clem- No No No No No — No
ence, Note 9 No No No No No — No
10. Waters and Roach, — Ne.
1973

the range by 3 to —1 to 5. Psychologically, respondents were quick to
report job deficiencies but rarely reported excess satisfaction.

Three researchers (Alderfer, 1972; Huizinga, 1970; and Beer, Note 3)
utilized different scales. Alderfer (1972) utilized a questionnaire designed
by Schneider (1968; Alderfer, 1972) including eight sets of five items. The
five items were designed to reflect Maslow’s needs. The scale forced
subjects to discriminate among kinds of satisfaction. Again, Schneider’s
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TABLE WContinued)
Deficiency— Continued Importance
Soc. Est. Aut.  Self-Act. Phy. Sec. Est.  Aut.  Self-Act.
Yes
Yes Yes Yes Overlup on Yes
un-
related
scheme
-4
No Yes No Overlap No  No
with aut.
No No No No No No No No
No No No No No No No No
No Overlap No Yes — No No Overlap No Yes
with soc. with soc.
& aut.
No No No Overlap No
with
self-act.
No No No No
No No Noe No — No No No No No
No No No No — No No No No No
: Overlap  Yes No Ovwerlap
’ with sec. with est.
and aut.
scale showed some weaknesses, particularly a low convergence among

items intended to measure the same concepts.

Huizinga’s questionnaire used 24 items which were divided among
Maslow’s five categories. The questions were placed in the context of
how important each of the items would be in the respondent’s evaluation
of any job. Huizinga’s scale is noteworthy for several reasons. One, it
reflects Maslow’s categories including the physiological needs. Two, the
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questionnaire is oriented to work motivation or satisfaction in geners
rather than being specific to the employee’s present job. Three, it contains
both positive and negative items to reflect ihﬁ‘: cenc‘epts of gratification ang
deprivation. Fourth, the scale showed high discriminant validation,
However, no reliability figures were reported.

Beer (Note 3) used six sets of five job items, each item reflecting a
different need category. The respondents were asked to rank the items of
each set in importance from 1 to 5. The six sets were ranked twice; one
ranking measured what aspects of a job were important to the respondent.
The second ranking measured the extent to which the basic needs were
satisfied by the particular job the respondent held at the moment. Beer's
scale showed high correlations among items measuring the same need.
Beer developed subscale total scores by adding the rank assigned to the
items in each category. This scoring procedure has the weakness of
forcing negative correlations within the need scale (Alderfer, 1972). As
such, this procedure does not provide a methodologically independent
measure of the different need fuifillment and preference.

The following conclusions can be drawn from the results of the factor-
analytic studies testing Maslow’s need classification scheme as shown in
Table 1:

(1¥None of the studies has shown all of Maslow’s five need categories
as independent factor:s;?./ Only Beer's study showed four independent
factors reflecting four needs; the fifth need overlapped with an unrelated
factor.

(2) In some studies, deficiency needs (particularly social and esteem)
and growth needs (particularly self-actualization and autonomy) clustered
independently from each (note that deficiency in needs seems to be
equated regardless of the degree of deficiency).

(3) Self-actualization needs emerged as independent factor in some
studies, and in other studies, it overlapped with other need categories.

(4) Two studies using two samples each showed no support for
Maslow's need categories.

Overall, the results in Table 1 are clearly not supportive of Maslow’s
need classification scheme. The two studies that provided partial support
(Beer and Huizinga) employed different interpretations of Maslow’s need
classification. Beer assumed that Maslow’s need categories should emerge
as independent factors, while Huizinga assumed that Maslow’s need
categories should be overlapping. If either explanation is accepted, one of
these two studies would be considered as rejecting Maslow’s classifica-
_Aion. We interpret Maslow’s ideas as suggesting overlapping needs.
/ Maslow proposed that his need categories are not mutually exclusive,

rather they are interdependent. If this interpretation is accurate, it should
follow that need categories should show greater overlap between adjacent
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rather than nonadjacent need categories. The results show clearly that
both adjacent and nonadjacent categories overlap There are also some
indications that both\deﬁciency and growth needs cluster independently-.
from each other. Self-actualization needs often emerge as independm{%ﬁ\;
factors. Although i?\is necessary to point out the numerous problems with/
most of the scales used in these studies as shown in Table 2, two points
should be emphasized. First, one should be careful in making inferences
from factor-analytic results since these are mostly a function of the data
collected rather than the theoretical construct itself. Also, in the case of
the NSQ. the lack of support may be due to a methodological artifact
because it may be impossible to obtain five independent factors utilizing
only 13 times. Also, it can be argued that factor analysis should not yield
five independent factors due to the hierarchical nature of the theory. If
Maslow’s theory was not hierarchical in nature, then it would seem logical
that factor analysis should produce results supporting five clear factors. In
some sense, the failure of the factor analytic studies to produce five
independent needs can be interpreted as indirect evidence to support
rather than negate Maslow’s hierarchical proposition. Second, it can be
said that the “‘is now’" scale and the “‘deficiency scores” may not reflect
Maslow's ideas as accurately as the “‘should be™ or the need importance
scale. Regardless of the scale used, the factor analysis of any of the four
scores does not yield clear support for Maslow's need classification
scheme.

The general conclusion from the factor-analytic studies is consistent
with the findings of another group of studies explicitly testing Maslow's
need classification scheme by utilizing a rank order technique. Typically,
these studies asked subjects to rank Maslow’s needs in the order of their
importance and/or desirability. The results of the rank order studies are
shown in Table 3.

As shown in the table, the rank-order studies utilized various types of
samples. Also, each of these studies utilized a specially designed scale.
Beer’s scale has been described earlier. Goodman's scale was designed to
determine the dominance among three of Maslow's needs (security, social,
and ego needs). The subjects were asked to indicate in four sets of
questions the importance to them of the set and their desirability for each
factor in the set (each factor represents one of the three needs). The
desirability and the importance of each factor were multiplied to determine
the dominance of the need. No reliability or validity data were reported.
Blai's questionnaire used a ranking system. Respondents were asked to
rank the three most important factors out of fourteen items which
reflected a combination of the Maslow categories and a selection of needs
from other authors. Again, no reliability or validity data were reported.

In interpreting the results in Table 3, the main interest is focused upon
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the rank order of the five basic needs to determine whether it follows the
same rank order proposed by Maslow. The results in the table indicate
that, generally, there is no consistent support for the hierarchy proposed
by Maslow. Only one study (Beer) showed that three needs are ranked ag
proposed by Maslow and the remaining two needs exchanged ranks.
should be noted that according to Maslow, rank order of importance s
dependent upon the dominant need for the individual, and as such it may
only reflect the deprivation of certain needs (at least in the first rank)
rather than the categorization of needs. In other words, it can be argued
that the results of the rank order studies are not a valid test of Maslow’s
Need Hierarchy, since rank ordering is not a Maslow concept. A better
test of the theory may be inferred from the relationship between the most
dominant need and the assumed level of deprivation of the subject (e.g.,
factory workers may be more deprived from security and should report it
as occupying the first rank of importance while managers are expected to
report self-actualization as the most important). This argument, however,
cannot be tested in the data in Table 3 since the studies were not designed
to measure such inferences. It is the authors’ belief that rank ordering
studies are a poor test of Maslow’s ideas and the conclusions from them
should be carefully weighted.

A third type of evidence related to the test of Maslow’s need
classification scheme comes from studies that attempted to classify human
needs empirically by factor analysis techniques without an a priori
theoretical framework (for example, Centers, 1948; Schaffer, 1953,
Friedlander, 1963). These studies do not show similar need categories as
those proposed by Maslow. Alderfer (1972, p. 4) reviewed nine factor-
analytic studies of employee attitudes and concluded that they are
consistent with one need that he labeled ‘‘growth need’’ rather than the
five needs postulated by Maslow.

Taken together, the results of the factor analytic studies and the ranking
studies provide no consistent support for Maslow’s need classification as a
whole. There isy o clear evidence that human needs are classified in five
distinct categories, or that these categories are structured in a special
hierarchy.{There is some evidence for the existence of possibly two types
of needs, deficiency and growth needs, although this categorization is not
always operativeXSelf—actua!ization needs emerge sometimes as an
independent category.

THE/DEPHEVAT!GN/DOMINATIOI\}PROPOSETION
The deprivation/domination proposition is closely related to the gratifi-
cation activation proposition. Consequently, some studies have provided a
test of both propositions at the same time. However, to allow for careful
exa}mination of both propositions, each proposition is reviewed independ-
ently.
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The deprivation/domination proposition can be interpreted as follows:
[he](higher the deprivation or deficiency of a given need, the higher its
jmportance, strength, or desimbility}’\ﬁis proposition is not unique to
Maslow, in fact, it is common to all need theories. Deficiency is usually
measured as the difference between what “‘should be™ and “‘what is
attained.”” The evidence to test this proposition is derived from two
groups of studies. The first group of studies are those utilizing the Porter
NSQ in the measurement of job satisfaction, and the second group of
studies are those investigating the relationship between satisfaction and the
judged importance of environmental and job characteristics.

Table 4 shows the first group of studies. As shown in the table, the
samples for those studies consisted of mostly managers. These studies
utilized the Porter NSQ or a modified variation of it. Although these
studies were not originally designed to test Maslow’s ideas, they provide
some data for testing the deprivation/domination proposition. In particular,
these studies present a measure of need deficiency and a measure of need
importance. According to Maslow’s theory, the most deficient need
should be the most dominant or important need. Consequently, the rank
in order of both need deficiency and need importance should correspond
to each other if and only if lower order needs are not deprived. In
particular, the most deficient need should be ranked as the most important
need. Table 4 shows the rank order of need importance in relation to the
rank order of need deﬁciency.}‘l‘he results generally showed that the
deprivation/domination proposition is partially supported with regard to
self-actualization and autonomy needs; but the results do not support the
proposition with regard to security, social, and esteem need Findings of
other studies utilizing different scales or methodologies are generally
consistent with the Porter type studies (Huizinga, 1970; Hall & Nougaim,
1966: Alderfer, 1966, 1969, 1972; Trexler & Schuh, 1969; Lawler & Suttle,
1972). These studies show directly or indirectly that the proposition of
deprivation/domination is not always supported. These findings should be
interpreted carefully, however, since it is based upon group rather than
individual data and due to some scaling assumptions that are necessary if
one is to compare scales which are formed on the basis of assumed
interval data rather than ranking procedure. The lack of support, however,
is consistent with the findings. It is also possible to argue that the
deprivation/domination proposition does not apply to self-actualization.
Maslow pointed out in later writings that fulfillment of self-actualization
usually leads to attachment of greater importance to them than other
needs. Consequently one should expect that need fulfillment of self-
actualization and its importance should be highly correlated. Table 4
shows that this proposition is not supported.

It is difficult to assess whether the higher order needs (autonomy and
self-actualization) are ranked more important in the Porter type studies
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because they are deficient, “or reported deficient because they are
imponant.ys'ome writings (e.g.. Locke, Note 5. and Friedlander, 1965)
argue that there is a V-curve relationship between satisfaction and judged
importance.” That is. the higher the satisfaction or the dissatisfaction, the
higher the ranked importance:-Dachler and Hulin (1969) showed that high
job satisfaction rather than deprivation is correlated to the judged
importance (the opposite of Maslow's hypothesis). Later, Mobley and
Locke (1970) pointed out that extreme satisfaction and dissatisfaction is a
function of importance. not vice-versa (again. the opposite of Maslow’s
hypothesis). f‘{hat is, it is unlikely that a characteristic which is
unimportant to someone will generate strong feelings of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction Alderfer (1972} pointed out that artificial explanation for
curvilinear forms is less likely to occur in the case of certain scales of
measurement. He showed that curvilinearity did not apply to all needs, in
particular they existed with regard to what Alderfer called relatedness and
growth need but not for existence needs.

It should be pointed out that this last group of studies has dealt with
satisfaction with regard to some environmental and job characteristics
rather than satisfaction with various needs. However, these studies
indicate that the issue of need deprivation and the domination of behavior
is not as simple as suggested by Maslow.

THE GRATIFICATION/ACTIVATION PROPOSITION

The gratification/activation proposition has been mostly operationalized
in two ways as follows: {(1) Need satisfaction should be generally
decreasing going up in the Maslow need hierarchy; and (2) the higher the
satisfaction with a given need (a) the lower the importance of the need,
and (b) the higher the importance of the need at the next level of the
hjerarchy.w;

Table 5 presents studies that provide a test of the idea that need
satisfaction should decrease going up in Maslow’s need hierarchy.

The table shows the rank order of need satisfaction in Maslow's five
need categories for a number of studies. The studies in the table utilized
the original or a modified version of the NSQ. The samples consisted
mostly of managers, and also included professionals and workers. The
table also indicates that either self-actualization or security are the least
satisfied needs, and social needs are the most satisfied’” The degree of
satisfaction of other needs varies widely; and it is difficult to determine
their general pattern. These trends are not in agreement with those
proposed by Maslow as far as the progression of satisfaction. Maslow,
however, did not suggest which need should be the most or the least
satisfied since this depends upon the environment. Accordingly. studies
that attempt to test Maslow’s theory by measuring the least or the most
satisfied needs are in no way an accurate test of his theory.
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There are a number of studies testing the proposition that the higher the
satisfaction with a given need. the lower the importance of this need gy
the higher the importance of the need at the next level in the hierarchy .

On the assumption that a deprived group will differ from a privileged
group in terms of their needs, some studies attempted to utilize the
amount of deprivation of the subjects to test Maslow’s ideas. Most of
these studies are reviewed and interpreted in terms of Maslow's theory by
Vroom (1964). Davis (1946) reported that underprivileged workers lacked
ambition or concern for the nature of their work! Pellegrin and Coaegs
(1957) found that executives are likely to define success as career
accomplishment, while first level supervisors (whose achievement needs
are less satisfied) tend to view success in terms of security and income. In
line with these findings, some Porter-type studies found consistent results
ihz{t\{mp executives are more concerned with higher order\g":d needs than.
managers at lower levels in the organizational hierarchy. | For example,
Porter (1961, 1962), Porter and Mitchell (1970), Centers (1948), Morse and
Weiss (1955), and Lyman (1955) found the rating of the importance of
accomplishment as positively related to job level. Also, Veroff, Atkinson,
Feld, and Gavin (1960) reported that need achievement scores are
possibly related to occupational level. Gourevich and Feffer (1962) found
a significant difference between the motivational scores of higher order
needs for older than younger children.

As pointed out by Hall and Nougaim (1966) the problem with inferring
the existence of a need hierarchy from a supposedly deprived and satisfied
group is that selection, situational, and cultural factors, not personality,
may affect the results. Also, the problem with inferring the existence of
the gratification/activation proposition from the correspondence between
the organizational hierarchy and the need hierarchy is that the need may
be the cause, not the consequence of moving to the higher level in the
organizational hierarchy (Vroom, 1964). Further, with the exception of the
Porter-type studies, the cross-sectional studies contained no direct meas-
ures of both need importance and satisfaction, which meant that they
inferred the importance level from the level on the organizational
hierarchy. Also none of these studies were designed explicitly to test
Maslow's theory. Further, Hall and Nougaim (1966) and Cummings and
El Salmi (1968) failed to replicate the conclusions reached by Porter-type
studies.

There are four cross-sectional studies in Table 6 that provide an explicit
test of Maslow's gratification/activation propositions. The studies con-
ducted by Trexler and Schuh (Note 7) and Wofford (1971) were designed
to test Maslow's theory in particular. Alderfer studies (1969, 1972) were
designed to compare the prediction of Maslow’s theory against Alderfer’s
own theory (existence, relatedness and growth—ERG theory). As shown
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in Table 6, Wofford's (1971) and Trexler and Smith studies provide only
limited support for Maslow’s gratification/activation proposition. Signifi-
cantly, Trexler and Smith (1969) showed that in a deprived environment,
subjects regress to the lowest level in the hierarchy. This finding is
consistent with Porter-type studies findings discussed earlier and the
finding of the studies reviewed by Cofer and Apply (1964). The
implication of this finding is that the Deprivation/Domination proposition
may be only operative in the case of the deprivation of the lower order
needs especially physiological needs. Alderfer studies (1969, 1972). on the
other hand, showed no support for Maslow’s theory but supported
Alderfer’s ERG theory. The significance of the series of studies
conducted by Alderfer is due to the use of the cross-lagged correlational
techniques. This technique provides a possible inference of the direction
of the relationship between variables and permits the inference of
causality. Maslow’s need hierarchy theory is based upon causal logic,
particularly the deprivation/domination and the gratification/activation
propositions. Once these two propositions are supported. it may be
possible to assume that the hierarchical notion is supported by extension.
Accordingly, the ideal methodology to test Maslow’s theory is one that
establishes causal or quasicausal relationship. Unfortunately, experimental
studies and quasiexperimental studies are rather difficult to conduct to
verify Maslow’s notions. One alternative to the experimental methodology
is that of the longitudinal approach. Table 6 shows the findings of two
longitudinal studies (Hall & Nougaim, 1966; Lawler & Suttle, 1972).
These two longitudinal studies are based on the assumption that changes
in need satisfaction and need strength or importance can only be studied
over time using longitudinal data. The proposition tested is that the
sat