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Abstract The purpose of this paper is to review the
origins of behavioral economics and its use in employee
behavior management and human resource management
theory to impact production and output growth in
companies by influencing employee behavior. Early
research economists, Oliver Williamson and William
Ouchi, used classical labor theory and the theory of the
firm to analyze employee behavior management within the
firm and within industry structure to determine the most
effective way of increasing production output and growth.
Their early research prompted the area of behavioral
economics. Subsequent researchers in academics outside
economics, like sociology and business management, used
behavioral economic theory as a springboard to delve into
the inner workings of employee behavior management. A
close review of this research reveals a dichotomy in
employee behavior control. The majority of research has
been done in circumstances with enhanced employee
behavior control as the premier mode of production output
and growth, while too little research has been done under
systems employing a more hands-off approach of
employee behavior management. The recommendation of
this review is that more research in employee behavior
management should be done in the latter circumstance.
Keywords Personnel Economics, Labor Economics,
Labor Management and Worker Empowerment

1. Introduction
From time to time, it behooves researchers to review past
intellectual contributions to determine their relevance to
current paths of academic research. When these reviews
are undertaken and published, it contributes to the body of
knowledge by way of revealing inappropriately performed
methods, or a failure to address other aspects of theory, or
to put it plainly, to find holes in current research. Revealing
what has not been researched, or has been researched

poorly is completely valid and helpful in and of itself to
academic research.
In the course of determining why current employee
behavior management research is where it is, one must start
at the beginning of the path. In the course of reviewing
human resource/employee behavior management, one
must begin with the seminal research of Williamson and
Ouchi. Behavioral economic theory is the outgrowth of a
combination of classical labor theory and collectivism by
two seminal researchers, Oliver Williamson and William
Ouchi. These academics were influenced by business
management theory as a way of affecting, or compelling,
employee productivity in work groups.
To understand how Williamson and Ouchi tackled their
research, a brief review of the foundation of classical labor
theory is necessary. The foundation of classical labor
theory is that the individual chooses freely to work, or not,
for a particular employer and the unit of observation is the
individual employee, who is motivated by quantifiable
economic incentives, like hourly wages, when choosing to
work. Classical labor economists focus on efficient
production, or output growth, as a function of the
employee’s free choice to be more productive based on
economic incentives. Because the unit of observation is the
individual employee, groups of employees are not viewed
as a homogeneous collective. Non-quantifiable job
characteristics are considered ‘soft data’ and are generally
not accounted for in classical labor theory.
Beginning in the early 1960s, Oliver Williamson, and
later in the 1970s, William Ouchi, using classical labor
theory, had a difficult time accounting for changes in
dependent variables of worker productivity, or business
output growth, using only the hard economic data of wages
and weekly hours, and the individual employee as the unit
of observation. To fill the gap, Williamson altered the unit
of observation from the individual to employees as a
collective and began including soft economic data in his
independent variables. Williamson's research revolved
around the effort by management to control production of
output by controlling the collective. Ouchi followed suit in
the early 1970s with his own research.
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Williamson’s and Ouchi’s seminal work committed
several sins against classical labor theory, starting with
forgetting that individuals have free choice and ending with
using various tools (soft data, peer-pressure) to coerce
workers to be more efficient and more productive. In the
middle is the employee collective, a group that can be
pushed around using incentives. You don’t have to treat the
group well, and the individuals in the group don’t really
matter because they’re just workers. This is the essence of
Marxism. The end justifies the means. In this manner they
created out of whole cloth the discipline known as
behavioral economics. Their research focuses on group
control and structure of the firm as the preferred methods to
manage a business or output production.
Over the last fifty years, these theories were seized upon
by business academics researching solutions to the
problem of managing workers in such a way so as to get as
much production out of workers as possible.
On the other hand, motivational writers and speakers
like Dale Carnegie, Napolean Hill, and Tony Robbins have
been around for a hundred years. Their primary goal is to
motivate the individual, knowing that the individual’s
corresponding work group would benefit as well. Few, if
any, of their ideas have migrated into theory, or academic
research. There is little in academic research with respect to
motivating the individual, even though current
management practice is trending in this direction.
What would business management and human resource
management theory look like if the unit of observation
were the individual employee, rather than the group?

2. A Review of the Literature
The literature reviewing the topic of employee
management is extensive, but seminal research by Oliver
Williamson (1963-1981) and William Ouchi, with and
without co-authors, (1974-1985), lay the groundwork for
management behavior theory and practice by current
academic researchers.
Oliver Williamson – Control of Employees via
Management
Williamson was an early observer of the impact
economic incentives had on managerial behavior within
the firm, and designed the early models of business and
employee behavior. [1, 2] The observer to Williamson’s
work will note that he was unsatisfied at how neoclassical
labor theory explained worker behavior once employed,
and will note that eventually, he branched into the softer
side of management theory. Williamson observed that the
internal structure of a firm was at least as important as the
structure of the market in which the firm lived. [3]
Efficiency and size of the firm, thought by early twentieth
century economists like Frank Knight to be impacted by

economic incentives, such as wages, was found by
Williamson to be more closely associated with types of
management and internal organization. [4] He developed
models of hierarchical organization, dividing the firm into
administration and employees, and used economic models
of the Theory of the Firm to determine what, if any,
influence the management factor limits the size and
efficiency of a firm. [4] Williamson shifted the commonly
held beliefs among micro-economists about exterior
market transactions to the internal organization of large
firms to explain the hierarchical relations within the firm.
He posited that market failure occurring in a market could
also occur within a firm. [5] But for the existence of
humans running firms, he thought economic models would
work perfectly to explain the efficiency, or lack thereof, of
firms within a market. Ideas such as bounded rationality,
opportunism,
atmosphere,
transactional
factors,
uncertainty, information asymmetry, administrative and
peer group associations advantaging or limiting employees,
voice, and firm hierarchy became common research topics
among economists, sociologists, and management
professors. [5] Remedies to attenuate opportunism using
the mechanics of politics within a firm, input management,
and collective production, revealed Williamson’s
particular world-views of persuasion and coercion by
managers. Williamson observed that command economies
within a firm appeared to work until they didn’t. [6]
In 1980 research, Williamson took an in-depth view of
the history of modern corporations and allowed that except
for the 20th Century M-form (multidivisional) organization,
large companies like conglomerate and multinational
corporations, were served least by a centralized
management system. [7] We leave Williamson in 1981
musing over a statement by Edward Mason from the late
1950s, the functioning of the corporate system has not to
date been adequately explained the man of action may be
content with a system that works. [7] This
all-encompassing statement makes one think of beehives.
Bees do not need humans to help them construct a hive, nor
produce honey, nor survive the harsh elements of their
surrounding environment, as they have been achieving this
phenomenal feat without human aide for thousands of
years. What has been the human contribution to the apiary
industry? He has merely observed the system and how it
functions enough to be able to replicate it without actually
knowing how it worked prior to his arrival at the hive.
William Ouchi – Control of Employees via Structure of
the Firm
Ouchi, with various co-authors, began supplanting
Williamson’s inter-firm research in the early 1970s by
focusing on employee behavior, as a group, controlled by
the administrative class. Ouchi's research starts by studying
the span of control managers have with employees in 1974,
but quickly branches to research on direct behavioral
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control and the impact on output by asking should
managers control employee behavior or control output. He
disputes the commonly held belief that controlling people
was a substitute for controlling output (or vice versa). [8, 9]
In this same body of research, he determines that output
measures the control needs of the firm, but behavior control
serves the individual needs of managers. Output measures
are inappropriate for measuring individual employee
performance, and for a small measure of time Ouchi swings
towards support of decentralization of control. It does not
last, because by 1977, Ouchi focuses on what buttons can
be pushed in the worker in order to control them, saying, in
order to apply behavior control, the organization must
possess at least agreement (buy in by the employee) if not
true knowledge, about means-ends relationships. [10] He
notes that firm structure is related to control, and that the
more levels of hierarchy encompassed by the organization,
the more homogeneous tasks are developed within
departments. Supervisory efficiency increases with the
amount of homogeneous tasks required by employees, and
increases the output efficiency of the firm. [10]
Within the environment of 1970s economic stagnation,
Ouchi begins studying the Japanese automobile industry
and comparing it with the M-form of the U.S. automobile
companies. Ouchi re-categorizes the U.S. form of
corporation as Type A, and the Japanese form of
corporation Type J, but quickly realizes that a combination
of both company types would be more efficient in output
production primarily due to behavior control of workers.
(And, note that somewhere between the early 1970s and the
mid-to-late 1970s employees became workers) He names
his ideal corporation Type Z, which he claims is more
efficient primarily because an internal culture
encompassing expected behaviors proper to ‘company men’
were encouraged (and hired in preference to workers
displaying anti-company characteristics), economic
incentives (such as bonuses and higher wages) were
rewarded based on unit performance, and unit cohesiveness
was encouraged by developing and promoting a certain
type of culture within the company, and thus the company
prospered. It is easy to see that Ouchi’s Type Z Corporation
is an amalgamation of a Japanese and American car
company, but admits that there were other America
companies that were attaching themselves to the
Japanese-way of developing, encouraging, and promoting
the ‘company culture’. [11-14]
By the end of 1979, Ouchi realigns his Type Z
Corporation’s behavior control of workers because that
type of control is very authoritarian and at a tipping point
output efficiency deteriorates. [15] He begins asking how
you control people so that they don’t know they are being
controlled. (What are the mechanisms through which an
organization can be managed so that it moves towards its
objectives? How can the design of these mechanisms be
improved, and what are the limits of each basic design?
[15]). The realization that his Type Z Organization has a
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very command-and-control type of behavior control
prompts him to look for other, more subtle ways of worker
behavior management. [15] This search leads him to
hypothesize three mechanisms: a market mechanism (the
economic incentives that persuade a worker to work), a
bureaucratic mechanism (the rules and policies of the firm
that force a worker to work), and an informal social
mechanism (coercion by peer pressure). [15]
Ouchi – Control of Workers via Social Groups
The informal social mechanism (peer pressure) is
reclassified as clans, and in 1980 Ouchi looks at the nature
of organizations by asking the question, what is an
organization and why do they exist? [16] Careful
observation will reveal, if it hasn’t already, that both Ouchi
and Williamson have a skewed perception of firms,
employees and their function, and how efficient markets
actually work. In the opening paragraphs, Ouchi misses the
basic organization of a free market (where people enter into
contracts with each other freely in order to fulfill a need),
by taking the filtered view that organizations offer a
zero-sum game - ‘if someone wins, it’s because I lost’. [16]
Perhaps it is because the organizations they studied were
flawed, or perhaps they held a progressive view of making
your employees happy or they’ll leave, or the value of the
business is how it treats its employees not the value it
contributes to its customers, is the dominate view of
academics. Williamson and Ouchi forget that while
employees are directed to do a job, the employee’s personal
goal is to receive a wage and unless production and output
add to their personal wealth, they don’t care what the
business goal is.
One notes that in the mid-1980s the U.S. car producers
began a program of bonuses and salary incentives linking
output and sales to the employee’s productive capacity. In
Ouchi’s 1980 research, the reader may note an interesting
statement; an organization such as a corporation exists
because it can mediate economic transactions between its
members at lower costs than a market mechanism can.
Under certain conditions, markets are more efficient
because they can mediate without paying the costs of
managers, accountants, or personnel departments. Under
other conditions, however, a market mechanism becomes
so cumbersome that it is less efficient than a bureaucracy.
This transactions cost approach explicitly regards
efficiency as the fundamental element in determining the
nature of organizations. In three sentences, Ouchi
convolutes market mechanisms (which Adam Smith
named ‘the invisible hand’) with what people do within the
market mechanism. Ouchi clearly doesn’t understand what
the market mechanism is, or does, or how it works. He was
correct in his assumption that minimizing transaction costs
is the best way for cooperative organization, but cannot, or
won’t, realize that the reason the invisible hand works is
because no one is controlling it. The market mechanism is
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decentralized. 1
The Invisible Hand Is the Reason Why
Decentralization Works
A brief explanation of the market mechanism will serve
to make the point. In a free market, with many producers
(firms, businesses, or suppliers) and many buyers, the
forces of Supply and Demand drive the market mechanism,
which is the resulting market Price. It is the visibility of the
market Price, which anyone in the market sees, that is the
disseminator of all information to everyone in the market.
The market Price carries within it all of the information in
the market, obviating asymmetric information and driving
down transactions costs because individuals use the market
Price to guide their decisions. Acting in their own best
interests, using market Price to make decisions, individuals
reach the best outcome for their own self. The
decentralization of actions across the populace drives down
transactions costs.
No one has to tell participants what to buy (or sell) at any
particular price; one need simply look at the price and
make a decision. Therefore, the actions of Supply and
Demand drive down the market Price to the very lowest
possible price. There is no bureaucracy, group of people, or
one individual, that could produce any product or service
where the market price is lower than one obtained by a free
market because the forces of Supply and Demand, being
driven by millions of people, is far more efficient than any
command and control bureaucracy (large or small).
Just as Williamson observed that market failures occur
in the external market and inside a firm, then there must be
the same concept of market mechanisms. If there is an
external market mechanism (market Price) for goods and
services, then there must be an internal market mechanism
within the firm for individual employees (hourly wages,
bonuses, piece-rate wages, and overtime, to name a few).
These internal market mechanisms are akin to the invisible
hand observed by Adam Smith in the marketplace.
Individual employees use the internal market mechanisms
to make decisions in their own best interest as an employee.
Employees use the internal market mechanisms to aide
their decisions to work more hours (or fewer), work more
efficiently, or add their intellectual contributions to
productive efficiency of the firm.
Yet, in 1980 Ouchi continues his journey to find the best,
most efficient way of managing humans in an organization,
without decentralization, and incorporates the idea of ‘the
clan’ within a division or department within the
organization. [17] Ouchi thinks clan-led organizations are
better because they exert more control than normal typical
American organizations because the clan members believe
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This may be a sticking point among academics, because if the market
works without someone actually controlling it, then how is it controlled?

in a long-term general equity. [17] The belief in general
equity in the long run (meaning, at some point in the future
any inequity (abuse) the common worker feels or
experiences, will be rewarded, eventually, in the future)
allows inequity to happen to workers, singly or collectively.
[17] As long as everyone in the group, or organization,
buys in to the idea that in the long-run they’ll all profit,
these busy bee workers are happy to be abused, or suffer
abuse in the short-run.
Ouchi mentions that the best organizations with
well-developed clan buy-in are companies that have
intentionally developed this type of company culture by
hiring only people who fit the characteristics of current
clan members. [17] It is an intentional path walked by the
company for employees are hired only for entry-level
positions (so as to inculcate, or indoctrinate, them into their
company culture), and then use the company finances to
help employees buy homes, cars, etc., in order to foster a
culture of co-dependency, so that the employee would
never even think about leaving. [17] In this manner, the
company finds itself with busy workers forever tied to the
company, working only for the company’s best interest
(because by doing that, one day, some day, the worker too
will prosper), and never leave. They are womb to tomb
company men.
The notion of ‘buy-in’ is peculiar to the management and
sociology genre of academic research, because in
economics ‘buy-in’ generally means ‘an agreement
between the employee and the employer such that the
employee will provide work, or effort, or expertise, and
receive money from the employer.’ period. If the worker
finds the employer to be odious or the work onerous, the
worker is free to leave. The employer can enhance the
employees experience to be better or worse, depending on
the proclivities of the employer, but, ideally, a smart
employer would not drive his workers to leave. Would he?
That would be expensive (because hiring and training costs
are expensive) and counterproductive (constant turn-over
would reduce the company’s efficiency and output levels).
Nevertheless, Ouchi comes full circle in his 1985 article
organizational Culture? Wherein he asks if culture can be
intentionally managed, and owns that the main line of
organizational sociology has been focused on doing just
that: intentionally controlling culture by regulating social
life in organizations. [18] In this historical review, he traces
the beginnings of organizational sociology through all its
contortions back to the study of organizational culture.
The rest of the literature in this review must be set about,
in and around, the research by Williamson and Ouchi and
are, in one form or another, concerned with how to
persuade or coerce employees to do the job they were hired
to do. Researchers use various models, equations, studies,
and they pass from the 1980s to the second decade of the
2000s. In the mid-1990s, one noticed that business
management transformed into human resources
management, and economists demurely ignored the
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non-economic buttons all the while musing why people
were not responding to the economic triggers (and asking
what else was missing from the model that would make it
predict behavior better).
Management and Human Resources (HR) - Controlling
Employees via a Smokescreen of Activities
A serious recognition that the culture within a
corporation has an impact on production and output, and
the quest for how it can be manipulated is the focus of
Barley et al. [19], O’Reilly et al. [20], Sheridan [21],
Barker [22], and culminates with three hypotheses of
human resource management activities by Arthur [23]. The
three hypotheses form the basis for human resource
management in academia and are:
1. plants with commitment human resource systems
will have better manufacturing performance than
plants with control human resource systems;
2. turnover will be higher in control human resource
systems than in commitment human resource
systems;
3. there will be a stronger negative relationship
between turnover level and manufacturing
performance in commitment human resource
systems than in control human resource systems.
A fourth hypothesis is developed over time with the
basic idea is that human resource management schemes
using persuasion are preferred to schemes using coercion
because the output results are better. Arthur’s research
swings the academic focus in a slightly different direction
with an old refrain with the advent of total quality and
management by Dean and Bowen [24].
Huselid’s [25] research focuses on systems compelling
people to work must be in place, which reinforces the
assumption that the worker has little choice in either job
selection or company selection, and expands Hypothesis 1
into two parts:
1 a) systems of high performance work practices
will diminish employee turnover and increase
productivity and corporate financial performance;
1 b) employee turnover and productivity will
mediate the relationship between systems of high
performance work practices and corporate financial
performance
And he alters hypotheses two and three to:
2. Complementarities or synergies among high
performance work practices will diminish
employee turnover and increase productivity and
corporate financial performance;
3. Alignment of a firm’s system of high
performance work practices with its competitive
strategy will diminish employee turnover and
increase productivity and corporate financial
performance.
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Note that all of these hypotheses are concerned with how
to keep employees from leaving, which will naturally add
to the company’s bottom line.
Other Researchers Attempt to Explain How to Control
Employees
A number of researchers take up this refrain with
degrees of variation: cognitive diversity leads to cognitive
capability leads to correct decisions [26]; inter-company
culture has an impact on organizational life and separating
the person from his environment and controlling the group
will lead to nirvana [27]; progressive human resource
management and micromanaging correctly may lead to
decentralized decision making [28]; socially complex
elements means that cultural and interpersonal
relationships are the limitations of management’s ability to
control workers and output [29]; developing and
implementing internally consistent human resource
management policies ensure that the collective knowledge,
skills, and abilities are the keys to business success [30];
control versus homogeneity (brainwashing in the guise of
training and propagandizing) using an historical recounting
of scholarly work, but not providing a solution to the
human employee problem [31]; an historical review of the
captains of industry from 1843 to the mid-twentieth
century that provides an nice overview of the journey
economists and sociologists have oriented their research
[32]; a recognition that managers are important too and
have an impact on corporate financial performance [33]; a
study on the social preferences in the workplace and
whether or not workers internalize the effects of their
behavior on coworkers [34]; and a study of the norms of
good social conduct and the range within which people
cooperate that does not directly have a positive impact on
personal outcomes. [35]
Bargaining power and its equivalent bureaucratic control
using Slutsky equations with contract curves is used by
Miyazaki [36] in a purer form of economic theory, but must
be augmented by an economic study of organizational
forms, and entry level hiring provides strategic market
signaling to firms. [37-39]
The confusion among economists between what’s good
for the collective versus what’s good for the individual is
taken up with a study of kin-groups as a form of social
control over individuals by a village and an overlapping
generations model of social network transfers between
generations within villages [40-42]; a melding of
psychology and economics in research of the choices
individuals make that maximize their utility function and
focuses on the values an individual holds dear with a
mathematical optimization problem [43]; a study using
game theory in decentralized learning of team members
and how they cope with the effects of simultaneous
learning by other team members [44]; how to use
learning-by-doing and its impact on institutional memory
when key employees leave their jobs [45]; the question of
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the relationship between economic incentives and social
preferences, are they substitutes or complements and how
explicit economic incentives are designed to increase
contributions to public goods (and promote other
pro-social behavior) seem to be counterproductive than
would be predicted by self-interested individuals is put
forth in 2012 [46]; and social connections and economic
efficiency are found to mean that strong social ties are
equivalent to control. [47] All of the above authors based
their research on contemporary researchers and the mixing
of ideas was plentiful. [48-51]
Controlling Employees Using Theories from Sociology
More recently, Laubach, a sociologist, divides a business
in to three types of worker groups: an informal periphery
(generally lower level employees that are seen as
expendable and easily replaceable), a conventional core
(highly committed-to-the-company workers generally low
to middle strata employees who probably wouldn’t be laid
off first, but would still be considered expendable if
necessary to the company’s viability), and the
administrative clan (the ruling elite; generally employees
with ties and alliances in every layer of company strata).
[52] In this research, he regards autonomy, voice, schedule
flexibility and commitment as four sides of a consent deal
and uses individuals within their collective group. [52] The
consent deal is an informal mode of organizing the
workforce such that even should team members be
terminated a job can be completely revamped and the
remaining team members can be ‘reined in’ by a new
manager without making formal changes to the job
description or organizational hierarchy. [52]
The consent deal is basically a multi-level decision tree
encompassing the employee’s personal characteristics that
impact his productive capacity, routes that decision past the
next-level managers, and ends with the employee agreeing
to be productive in order to gain certain rewards (once
again we see that the employee doesn’t care for the firm’s
bottom line as much as he cares about his own bottom line).
Laubach starts with the personal work characteristics of the
employees in each of the three types of worker groups.
These personal work attributes possessed by the worker
influence his productive capacity, i.e., if I get to have a say
on my hours, then I’ll be a good worker? Or if I have a lot
of say in how the company is managed, then I’ll be a good
worker that lead to schedule flexibility or autonomy, which
leads to the consent for work. He models a free market
form of managing workers, meaning the buyers and sellers
are agreeing on the attributes of the product for which they
want to trade (in this case they are trading good work for a
wage). [52]
Note that, Laubach, as a sociologist, won’t give up his
collective mindset, but tries to use the individual in a
melding of both sides of the coin. His consent deal tries to
work with the individual within the collective framework.

There are natural collectives, like bees and ants. The
individual bee or ant doesn’t think as an individual. People,
in groups, still think of themselves as individuals. The
fundamental theory motivating sociology is ‘we’re all a
collective’ and misses the basic point of individualism;
adding in individualism as an afterthought doesn’t work. If
humans really were collectives, then instinctually, we
would organize ourselves to work the way bees and ants do
and there would be no need for management. But, we
don’t.
So, Laubach, from his viewpoint as a sociologist, sees
labor management as managing a human collective; he
tries not to recognize that people are individuals and fails to
recognize the basic human nature of individualism. If
individualism crops up in a group of humans, it is
perceived as an error and some structure must be created
and imposed to force the individuals to behave more like a
collective. This contradicts his working philosophy that
‘people are already a collective.’ Someone in authority
must be in charge of the collective. This is where managing
an organization originates. Whether or not you use
coercion or persuasion, the group must be controlled to get
the productive results desired. The theories we review in
human resource management, and business management,
arise from this latter fundamental thought process.
The art of human management can be stated in two
similar ways. The way a sociologist would state human
management is that the worker must be persuaded (or
perhaps coerced) to ‘buy in’ to his own exploitation. A
classical labor economist would say that human
management is involving the employee in the decision
making process of production and his part in that process of
creating output, which includes the self-interest of the
employee. [53]

3. Discussion
Over fifty authors were reviewed and the underlying
scheme revealed is that designing human resource systems
to control employees via the collective is a flawed way to
manage employee behavior.
Academics researching employee behavior management
offered a number of schemes to ‘manage’ groups of
employees in order to persuade them to work harder, more
productively, more efficiently, for the benefit of the
company. This review reveals the two ways to manage a
workforce: persuasion or coercion. This approach is
one-sided, because early researchers relied heavily on
collectivist behavior principles conveying the idea that the
worker is not a partner in the production process with the
business owner.
The subject of employee management has been studied
in depth, from multiple stances: individual employee, small
groups and departments, entire corporations, using a
variety of analytical methods. Economists, sociologists,
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management and human resources professors research
what they assumed were ideal policies to implement in
order to get employees to work more efficiently, produce
more, complain less, contribute to the bottom line, and in
short, be the ideal worker.
Little was said about how the individual employee
benefits from continued employment.
Past research assumes the worker has no choice in
whether to be employed, or not, and receives no benefit
from being employed. A fundamental tenant of economics
is ‘people respond to incentives’, where ‘people’ refers to
the individual. This tenant was ignored.
Current pragmatic practice in employee behavior
management focuses on individual employee behavior,
which ripples outward to improve production and output
goals. Clearly over the last four decades management
practice has taken a right turn to motivate the individual
employee (e.g., human development programs, like the one
run by Tony Robbins, are popular), knowing that the
downstream effects will benefit the collective, as well.
Academics should be studying current practices and
revise their theories accordingly. With the deviation
between employee behavior management theories from
pragmatic practice, much more research needs to be done
on motivating individual employees, rather than the
collective, to achieve production results.
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