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This paper examines what motivates employees the most in among management faculty of Nagpur City and to 

also study the level of job satisfaction using Herzberg's Two-factor theory. Convenience sampling was used to 

select and administered questionnaires to management faculty in the Nagpur City. The results show that 

motivator factors were the dominant motivators than the hygiene factors although the difference was not that 

significant. Among the motivation factors most important factor was sense of achievement and lowest factor was 

career progression. Among the hygiene factors job security and work environment is the most important factor 

and compensation is the least. It was found that the respondents received job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction 

from both the motivating and the hygiene factors. 

 

1. Introduction 
A question which often arises in the mind of management of big organizations: What people want from their 
jobs? Is it a high salary? Or job security, work environment, opportunities for growth and advancement – or 
something or all things put together. 

This is an important question, as it forms the basis for motivation to the employees of the organization - the 
art of engaging with employees of your organization in such a way that they give their very best performance. 

The psychologist Fredrick Herzberg had the same question in the 1950s and 60s as a means of understanding 
employee satisfaction. He set out to determine the effect of attitude on motivation, by asking people to describe 
situations where they felt really good, and really bad, about their jobs. What he found was that people who felt 
good about their jobs gave very different responses from the people who felt bad. These results form the basis of 
Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory (sometimes known as Herzberg's Two Factor Theory). Published in his 
famous article, "One More Time: How do You Motivate Employees," 

To better understand employee attitudes and motivation Herzberg performed studies to determine which 
factors in the employee’s work environment cause satisfaction and which factors cause dissatisfaction. He 
developed the motivation hygiene theory and he called the satisfiers as Motivation and dissatisfiers as Hygiene. 
Hygiene is considered as maintenance factors required to avoid dissatisfaction. 
 

2. Research Methodology 
The study was conducted in one of the manufacturing company in Nagpur city. 200 employees were provided 
with the questionnaire and we received 185 complete filled questionnaires for analysis. 

Five factors were considered for Motivation: Career Progression, Rewards & recognition, Empowerment, 
Achievement, challenging work atmosphere.  

Six factors were considered for Hygiene: Remuneration, Compensation, Work Environment, Job Security, 
Policies & Procedures and Relationship with managers. 

Herzberg (1968) published an article dedicated to the practical implications of his theory. In this article, he 
stressed the difference between “kick in the pants” (KITA) management and management through motivation 
(Herzberg, 1968). In essence, KITA management continues to focus on hygiene factors and results in only short 
term movement, while management through motivation taps into the potential of the employees and provides an 
opportunity to derive satisfaction out of work and results in long term motivation. It is the first article of many 
that will focus on job enrichment in the workplace. 
 

2.1 Objective 
• To identify which of the two factor is more important for employees 
• To identify the most important Motivation factor in Herzberg theory 
• To identify the most important Hygiene factor in Herzberg theory 
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• To identify if there is a significant relationship between the Herzberg Two factor and Job Satisfaction 
2.2 Reliability Analysis & Factor Analysis for Motivation Factor 

Motivation Factor  
 

 

Reliability 

Analysis 
Factor Analysis 

  Cronbach's Alpha 
KMO 
Value 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 
(Significance) 

Factors 
used 

% of 
variance 

Career Progression 0.884 0.826 0.00 (p<0.05) 1 68.88 
Rewards & Recoginition 0.917 0.845 0.00 (p<0.05) 1 80.44 
Employee Empowerment 0.902 0.844 0.00 (p<0.05) 1 77.34 
Sense Of Achievement  0.899 0.769 0.00 (p<0.05) 1 76.82 
Interesting & Challenging 
Work  

0.913 0.828 0.00 (p<0.05) 1 79.47 

 

Both the Cronbach'a alpha values and KMO value suggests that all the factors are found to be consistent and 
significant under the Bartlett's test of Sphericity. The % of Variance explains the percent of total variance 
accounted for by each factor with respect to the Motivation factor as a whole. In order to reduce all these five 
sub factors under motivation to a single variable, factor analysis is carried out. 
 
KMO and Bartlett's Test 

 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure Of Sampling Adequacy. .903 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 
Approx. Chi-Square 394.678 
Df 10 
Sig. .000 

 
Communalities 

 

 Initial Extraction 

Career_Progression 1.000 .805 

Rewards_Recoginition 1.000 .790 

Employee_Empowerment 1.000 .759 

Sense_Achievement 1.000 .842 

Challenging_Work 1.000 .735 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 
Total Variance Explained 

 

Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

 

1 3.931 78.626 78.626 3.931 78.626 78.626 
2 .350 7.000 85.626    
3 .291 5.814 91.441    
4 .232 4.636 96.076    
5 .196 3.924 100.000    

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
 
Component Matrixa 

 

 
Component 

1 

Career _ Progression .897 

Rewards _ Recoginition .889 

Employee_ Empowerment .871 

Sense_ Achievement .917 

Challenging _ Work .857 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

A. 1 Components Extracted. 
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A minimum of 50% is seen as minimum for the extraction of the single factor and using SPSS and saving it as 
the single variable using regression method and the new single variable value derived for each respondent has 
been used further for the analysis. A precise table of the variables and their corresponding cumulative 
percentage of variance explained by the single factor for Motivation is 78.626% (approx 79%) 
 

2.3 Reliability Analysis & Factor Analysis for Hygiene Factor 

Hygiene Factors 
 

  Reliability Analysis Factor Analysis 

  Cronbach's Alpha KMO Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Factors % of 
Remuneration 0.911 0.847 0.00 (p<0.05) 1 79.21 
Compensation 0.935 0.878 0.00 (p<0.05) 1 79.62 
Work Environment 0.928 0.878 0.00 (p<0.05) 1 77.79 
Job Security 0.904 0.849 0.00 (p<0.05) 1 72.76 
Policies & Procedures 0.935 0.922 0.00 (p<0.05) 1 72.94 
Relationship With Manageres 0.886 0.765 0.00 (p<0.05) 1 74.61 
 

Both the Cronbach'a alpha values and KMO value suggests that all the factors are found to be consistent and 
significant under the Bartlett's test of Sphericity. The % of Variance explains the percent of total variance 
accounted for by each factor with respect to the Motivation factor as a whole. In order to reduce all these five 
sub factors under motivation to a single variable, factor analysis is carried out. 
 

KMO and Bartlett's Test 
 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .854 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 
Approx. Chi-Square 514.303 

Df 15 
Sig. .000 

 

Communalities 
 

 Initial Extraction 

Remuneration 1.000 .726 
Compensation 1.000 .619 
Work_Environment 1.000 .820 
Job_Security 1.000 .722 
Policies_Procedures 1.000 .793 
Relationship 1.000 .749 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 

Total Variance Explained 
 

Comnpoent 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

 

1 4.430 73.826 73.826 4.430 73.826 73.826 
2 .700 11.667 85.493    
3 .342 5.704 91.196    
4 .237 3.953 95.150    
5 .155 2.588 97.738    
6 .136 2.262 100.000    

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
 
Component Matrix

a
 

 

 
Component 

1 
Remuneration .852 
Compensation .787 
Work_Environment .906 
Job_Security .850 
Policies_Procedures .891 
Relationship .865 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
a. 1 components extracted. 
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A minimum of 50% is seen as minimum for the extraction of the single factor and using SPSS and saving it as 
the single variable using regression method and the new single variable value derived for each respondent has 
been used further for the analysis. A precise table of the variables and their corresponding cumulative 
percentage of variance explained by the single factor for Motivation is 73.826% (approx 74%) 
 
2.4 Related Samples Wilcoxon Test 

The Wilcoxon signed-rank test is the nonparametric test same as the dependent t-test for parametric. As the 
Wilcoxon signed-rank test does not assume normality in the data. It is used for comparison of two sets of scores 
that come from the same respondents. This can occur when we wish to investigate any change in scores from 
one time point to another, or when individuals are subjected to more than one condition. 
H0: There is no significant difference between Hygiene and Motivation for the employees 
H1: There is significant difference between Hygiene and Motivation for the employees: 
  
Ranks 
 

 N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 

Hygiene Motivation 

Negative Ranks 98a 51.85 5081.3 
Positive Ranks 87b 51.10 4445.7 
Ties 0c   
Total 185   

A. Hygiene < Motivation 
B. Hygiene > Motivation 
C. Hygiene = Motivation 

 

Test Statisticsb 

 

 
As the data was skewed the most appropriate statistical test was Wilcoxon Signed-rank test. The Ranks table 

provides some data on the comparison of participants' score for Hygiene and Motivation. We can see from the 
table's legend that 98 respondents had a higher score for Motivation than Hygiene and 87 respondents had a 
higher score for Hygiene than Motivation. But looking at the mean rank there is no significant difference 
between Hygiene and Motivation. 

The same can be verified in the Test Statistic table by looking at the P Value. We report the Wilcoxon signed-
ranks test using the Z statistic which is -0.579 and looking at the "Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)" value, which in this 
case is 0.562. This is thep-value for the test. Since the P-Value(0.562) is less than the level of Significance 
(0.05), Null hypothesis is accepted. There is no significant difference between Hygiene and Motivation for the 
employees 
 
2.5 Which of Herzberg's motivation factor is most valued by employees of the Organization? 

H0: There is no significant difference between the various sub factors of Motivation among the employees of 
the organization 
H1: There is significant difference between the various sub factors of Motivation among the employees of the 
organization 
 
Descriptives 

 

Motivation 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval For Mean 

Minimum Maximum 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Cp 102 3.3020 .90837 .08994 3.1235 3.4804 1.00 5.00 

Rr 102 3.5245 .92243 .09133 3.3433 3.7057 1.00 5.00 

Ee 102 3.5637 .94442 .09351 3.3782 3.7492 1.00 5.00 

Soa 102 3.7623 .90541 .08965 3.5844 3.9401 1.00 5.00 

Cw 102 3.6250 .94774 .09384 3.4388 3.8112 1.00 5.00 

Total 510 3.5555 .93438 .04138 3.4742 3.6368 1.00 5.00 

 Hygiene - Motivation 

Z -.579a 
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .562 

a. Based on positive ranks. 
b. Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test 
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Anova Motivation 
 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 11.515 4 2.879 3.358 .010 
Within Groups 432.880 505 .857   
Total 444.395 509    

 
The ANOVA output gives us the analysis of variance summary table. There are six columns in the output: 

 
Column Description 

Unlabeled 
(Source of 
variance) 

The first column describes each row of the ANOVA summary table. It tells us that the first row corresponds 
to the between-groups estimate of variance (the estimate that measures the effect and error). The between-
groups estimate of variance forms the numerator of the F ratio. The second row corresponds to the within-
groups estimate of variance (the estimate of error). The within-groups estimate of variance forms the 
denominator of the F ratio. The final row describes the total variability in the data. 

Sum of 
Squares 

The Sum of squares column gives the sum of squares for each of the estimates of variance. The sum of 
squares corresponds to the numerator of the variance ratio. 

Df 

The third column gives the degrees of freedom for each estimate of variance. 
The degree of freedom for the between-groups estimate of variance is given by number of age group levels 
which is 4, so there are 4 - 1 = 3 degrees of freedom for the between-groups estimate of variance. 
The degrees of freedom for the within-groups estimate of variance is calculated by subtracting one from the 
number of people in each condition / category and summing across the conditions / categories. Total sample 
size is 163 minus no of level which is 4. The total degrees of freedom is 163-4 = 159 

Mean Square 

The fourth column gives the estimates of variance (the mean squares.) Each mean square is calculated by 
dividing the sum of square by its degrees of freedom. 
MSBetween-groups = SSBetween-groups / dfBetween-groups 
MSWithin-groups = SSWithin-groups / dfWithin-groups 

F 
The fifth column gives the F ratio. It is calculated by dividing mean square between-groups by mean square 
within-groups. 
F = MSBetween-groups / MSWithin-groups 

Sig. 

The final column gives the significance of the F ratio. This is the p value. If the p value is less than or equal 
your α level which is 5% in this project, then we reject H0 that all the means are equal. In this example, the p 
value is greater than the α level, so we fail to reject H0 for three out of six factors. That is, there is 
insufficient evidence to claim that some of the means may be different from each other. 

 
The p value (Sig) are as shown above which is 0.010 which is less than level of significance (0.05) hence the 

null hypothesis is rejected. In order to identify which age group pair is a differentiating factor the researcher 
conducts the Tukey Test to identify the differentiating factor for ANOVA test. 

The above table represents there is significant difference between the opinion of the different Motivation 
factors identified as Career Progression, Rewards & Recognition, Employee Empowerment, Sense of 
Achievement and Interesting & challenging work. Although the highly significant F-ratio (p< .05) indicates that 
the means of the five factors differ significantly for each significant factor, it does not indicate the location of 
this difference. For example, we may want to know whether the overall difference is due primarily to the 
difference between Factor 1 and Factor 2, between Factor 1 and Factor 3, and so on. To test for differences 
between specific clusters, a number of post hoc comparison techniques can be used. For my purpose I have used 
Tukey HSD. 
 
Multiple Comparisons 
 

MOTIVATION 

(I) GROUP (J) GROUP Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 
95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

 
 

CP  

RR -.22255 .12964 .425 -.5775 .1324 
EE -.26176 .12964 .258 -.6167 .0932 
SOA -.46029* .12964 .004 -.8152 -.1054 
CW -.32304 .12964 .094 -.6780 .0319 

RR  

CP .22255 .12964 .425 -.1324 .5775 
EE -.03922 .12964 .998 -.3941 .3157 
SOA -.23775 .12964 .355 -.5927 .1172 
CW -.10049 .12964 .938 -.4554 .2544 

EE  
CP .26176 .12964 .258 -.0932 .6167 
RR .03922 .12964 .998 -.3157 .3941 
SOA -.19853 .12964 .543 -.5535 .1564 
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CW -.06127 .12964 .990 -.4162 .2936 

SOA  

CP .46029* .12964 .004 .1054 .8152 
RR .23775 .12964 .355 -.1172 .5927 
EE .19853 .12964 .543 -.1564 .5535 
CW .13725 .12964 .828 -.2177 .4922 

CW  

CP .32304 .12964 .094 -.0319 .6780 
RR .10049 .12964 .938 -.2544 .4554 
EE .06127 .12964 .990 -.2936 .4162 
SOA -.13725 .12964 .828 -.4922 .2177 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 

In the Multiple Comparisons table, in the column labeled Mean Difference(I – J), the mean difference values 
accompanied by asterisks indicate which factor differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level of 
significance which can also be confirmed from the Sig. column.  

The results for the Overall Motivation Factor indicate that the Career Progression is significantly different 
form Sense of Achievement whereas as between all other factors there is no significant difference as P value is 
greater than 0.05. The results can be summarized as : 
 

Highest Motivating Factor – Sense of Achievement 

Least Motivating Is – Career Progression 

 

2.6 Which of Herzberg's Motivation Factor is Most Valued by Employees of the Organization? 

H0: There is no significant difference between the various sub factors of Hygiene among the employees of the 
organization 
H1: There is significant difference between the various sub factors of Hygiene among the employees of the 
organization 
 
Descriptives 

 
Hygiene 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Min Max 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 

REMU 102 3.2892 .96968 .09601 3.0988 3.4797 1.00 5.00 

COMP 102 3.0216 .99061 .09809 2.8270 3.2161 1.00 5.00 

WE 102 4.0373 .89784 .08890 3.8609 4.2136 1.00 5.00 

JS 102 4.0431 .85022 .08418 3.8761 4.2101 1.00 5.00 

PP 102 3.8123 .81815 .08101 3.6516 3.9730 1.00 5.00 

REL 102 3.7990 .89694 .08881 3.6228 3.9752 1.00 5.00 

Total 612 3.6671 .97997 .03961 3.5893 3.7449 1.00 5.00 

 
Anova 

 

Hygiene 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 89.393 5 17.879 21.783 .000 

Within Groups 497.370 606 .821   

Total 586.763 611    

 
The p value (Sig) are as shown above which is 0.000 which is less than level of significance (0.05) hence the 

null hypothesis is rejected. In order to identify which age group pair is a differentiating factor the researcher 
conducts the Tukey Test to identify the differentiating factor for ANOVA test. 

The above table represents there is significant difference between the opinion of the different Hygiene factors 
identified as Remuneration, Compensation, Work Environment, Job Secutiry, Policy & Procedures and Relation 
with managers. Although the highly significant F-ratio (p< .05) indicates that the means of the six factors differ 
significantly for each significant factor, it does not indicate the location of this difference. For example, we may 
want to know whether the overall difference is due primarily to the difference between Factor 1 and Factor 2, 
between Factor 1 and Factor 3, and so on. To test for differences between specific clusters, a number of post hoc 
comparison techniques can be used. For my purpose I have used Tukey HSD. 
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Multiple Comparisons 

 
Hygiene 

Tukey HSD 

(I) GROUP1 (J) GROUP1 Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 
95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

 

REMU  

COMP .26765 .12686 .283 -.0950 .6303 

WE -.74804* .12686 .000 -1.1107 -.3854 

JS -.75392* .12686 .000 -1.1166 -.3913 

PP -.52304* .12686 .001 -.8857 -.1604 

REL -.50980* .12686 .001 -.8725 -.1471 

COMP  

REMU -.26765 .12686 .283 -.6303 .0950 

WE -1.01569* .12686 .000 -1.3784 -.6530 

JS -1.02157* .12686 .000 -1.3842 -.6589 

PP -.79069* .12686 .000 -1.1534 -.4280 

REL -.77745* .12686 .000 -1.1401 -.4148 

WE  

REMU .74804* .12686 .000 .3854 1.1107 

COMP 1.01569* .12686 .000 .6530 1.3784 

JS -.00588 .12686 1.000 -.3686 .3568 

PP .22500 .12686 .484 -.1377 .5877 

REL .23824 .12686 .417 -.1244 .6009 

JS  

REMU .75392* .12686 .000 .3913 1.1166 

COMP 1.02157* .12686 .000 .6589 1.3842 

WE .00588 .12686 1.000 -.3568 .3686 

PP .23088 .12686 .454 -.1318 .5936 

REL .24412 .12686 .388 -.1186 .6068 

PP  

REMU .52304* .12686 .001 .1604 .8857 

COMP .79069* .12686 .000 .4280 1.1534 

WE -.22500 .12686 .484 -.5877 .1377 

JS -.23088 .12686 .454 -.5936 .1318 

REL .01324 .12686 1.000 -.3494 .3759 

REL  

REMU .50980* .12686 .001 .1471 .8725 

COMP .77745* .12686 .000 .4148 1.1401 

WE -.23824 .12686 .417 -.6009 .1244 

JS -.24412 .12686 .388 -.6068 .1186 

PP -.01324 .12686 1.000 -.3759 .3494 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

  
In the Multiple Comparisons table, in the column labeled Mean Difference(I – J), the mean difference values 

accompanied by asterisks indicate which factor differ significantly from each other at the 0.05 level of 
significance which can also be confirmed from the Sig. column.  

The results for the Overall Hygiene Factor indicate that the Job Security is significantly different from all 
other positively. The results can be summarized as 
 
Highest Hygiene Factor – Job Security 

Least Hygiene Factor Is – Compensation 

 
2.7 Relationship between the Herzberg Two Factor and Job Satisfaction 

H0: To identify if there is no significant relationship between the Herzberg Two factor and Job Satisfaction 
H1: To identify if there is a significant relationship between the Herzberg Two factor and Job Satisfaction 



International Conference on Management and Information Systems  September 23-24, 2016 

ISBN 978-1-943295-04-3 20 

Regression Analysis 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .866a .751 .732 .51807514 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Motivation, Hygiene 

 
Multiple R is the correlation between the observed values of Y and the values of Y predicted by the multiple 

regression model. Therefore, large values of the multiple R represent a large correlation between the predicted 
and observed values of the outcome which is 0.866 in the above result. 

As such, multiple R is a gauge of how well the model predicts the observed data. It follows that the resulting 
R2 can be interpreted as the amount of variation in the outcome variable that is accounted for by the predictors 
in the model. We can say 75.1% of variation in Job Satisfaction is accounted for by the variables used in the 
regression model 

 
Anovab 

 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 74.307 7 10.615 39.550 .000a 

Residual 24.693 92 .268   

Total 99.000 99    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Motivation, Hygiene 

b. Dependent Variable: Job Satisfaction 

 
The next part of the output, which contains an ANOVA that tests whether the model is significantly better at 

predicting the outcome than using the mean as a ‘best guess. Specifically, the F-ratio represents the ratio of the 
improvement in prediction that results from fitting the model, relative to the inaccuracy that still exists in the 
model 

The most important part of the table is the F-ratio, here F is 39.550, which is significant at p < .001 (because 
the value in the column labelled Sig. is less than .001). This result tells us that there is less than a 0.1% chance 
that an F-ratio this large would happen if the null hypothesis were true. In short, the regression model overall 
predicts Job Satisfaction significantly well. 

 
Coefficientsa 

 

Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

T Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) -7.408E-7 .052  .000 1.000 

Hygiene .347 .071 .347 3.655 .003 

Motivation .464 .083 .464 4.775 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: Job Satisfaction 

 
In multiple regression the model takes the form of equation and in that equation there are several unknown 

quantities (the b-values). The first part of the table gives us estimates for these b-values and these values 
indicate the individual contribution of each predictor to the model. If we replace the b-values in equation we 
find that we can define the model as follows 
 
Y (Job Satisfaction) = A (Constant) + 0.347(Hygiene) + 0.464 (Motivation)  

 
The b-values tell us about the relationship between Job Satisfaction and each predictor. If the value is positive 

we can tell that there is a positive relationship between the predictor and the outcome, whereas a negative 
coefficient represents a negative relationship. The b-values tell us more than this, though. They tell us to what 
degree each predictor affects the outcome if the effects of all other predictors are held constant: 

The t-statistic can be derived that tests whether a b-value is significantly different from 0. If the t-test 
associated with a b-value is significant (if the value in the column labelled Sig. is less than .05) then the 
predictor is making a significant contribution to the model. The smaller the value of Sig. and the larger the value 
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of t, the greater the contribution of that predictor. Hence looking at the t value we can say that Motivation and 
Hygiene are the largest contributors to the regression model. 

The standardized beta values for Motivation (4.775) and Hygiene (3.655) indicating both have comparable 
degree of importance in Job Satisfaction and looking at T-value we can say that Motivation is more important 
for Job satisfaction then Hygiene factor.  
 

3. Conclusion 
Job satisfaction is not a one time proposition but a continuous management activity. The changes for motivating 
the employees should bring the job upto the level of challenge with respect to the skill they are hired for. Those 
who have still more ability will able to prove their performance and win promotion and higher level jobs. The 
motivators with respect o hygiene have a longer term impact on the attitude of the employees leading to job 
enrichment. High hygiene and high motivation is an ideal situation for the e3mployees to be motivated and have 
few complaints. When there is high hygiene and low motivation employees have few complaints but are not 
motivated and money is the only criteria. When motivation is high and hygiene is low employees are motivated 
but have a lot of complaints. A situation where the job is exciting and challenging but the salaries and work 
conditions are not good in the organization. When there is both low hygiene and motivation is the worst 
situation in an organization.  
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