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ABSTRACT

Bandura’s self-efficacy theory suggests that belief in one own’s ability to perform has a positive effect on actual performance.  This theory is in general agreement with a number of motivational theories commonly recognized in the discipline of management.  There also appears to be a degree of concordance between the self‑efficacy construct and the Deming Theory of Management.   Deming’s theories are widely credited with being extremely influential in the post-war economic recovery of Japan.  Of specific interest herein is Deming’s strong advocacy for systemic implementation of worker intrinsic motivation.  It is propositioned that self-efficacy is relevant and requisite to the intrinsic motivation component of the Deming Theory of Management, as well as to the theory as a whole.  Said another way, individuals must believe in their own ability to perform before they can be motivated to work primarily for their own emotional and intellectual satisfaction, as prescribed by Deming.  A survey instrument will be sent to Deming subject matter experts in order to determine whether there is significant evidence toward this propositioned relationship. 

BANDURA & THE SELF-EFFICACY CONSTRUCT

Albert Bandura, professor of psychology, Stanford University, is recognized as the “father” of self-efficacy theory [1,2].  Bandura defines perceived self-efficacy as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of actions required to produce given attainments [1],” or “to attain designated types of performances [2].”  Some research, such as the work of Gist [3], finds that Bandura’s self-efficacy positively correlates with performance.  Said another way, self-efficacy theory suggests that belief in one’s own ability to perform actually improves performance.  

Of course, the improvement of individual performance is hardly the sole interest of psychological theorists; it is certainly within the sphere of interest of management theorists as well. Bandura’s basic premise does appear to compliment a number of other models of motivation generally accepted in management theory.  Vroom’s expectancy theory [4] advocates that an individual’s motivation toward performance is requisite upon their perception of the likelihood that effort will lead to adequate performance.  In similar fashion, the more refined Porter-Lawler expectancy model [5] also views the perception of the probability of effort resulting in reward as an effect on actual effort.  There are, of course, lines of research that generally support these models.  Further, “difficulty” is found to be one of the five significant factors within the goal‑setting theory framework; specifically, goals perceived as too difficult discourage, and so are avoided by individuals [6].   

DEMINGISM & INTRINSIC MOTIVATION
Portions of the quality and management theories of W. Edwards Deming [7,8], whose theories are often seen as a “bookend” to the scientific management theories of Fredrick Taylor [9], also appear to be complemented by the Bandura perspective.  

Dr. W. Edwards Deming is widely credited as the individual most influential in the economic recovery of post-war Japan as well as the rise of quality as a operations technique and a management philosophy during the 20th century.  His ideas found little support among American management in general during the first half of the 20th century.  However, Deming found his audience when he was among the American operations experts that tutored Japanese managers during Japan's reconstruction after World War II.  In 1980, a year in which the per capita gross national product in the United States, once first in the world, had fallen to seventh place, an NBC broadcast If Japan Can, Why Can't We? highlighted Deming's teachings.  Thereafter, Deming's advice was avidly sought in America; he consulted regularly at Ford, and at GM as well.  In 1986, Deming authored Out of the Crisis [7] to warn Western managers as to the causes and severity of the decline in their economy.  In 1991, Deming developed within his final book, The New Economics for Industry, Government, Education, [8] his System of Profound Knowledge, which he called "a comprehensive theory for management, providing the rationale by which every aspect of life may be improved."  Deming was repeatedly honored for his life work by many prestigious associations and individuals.  For example, he was awarded honorary doctoral degrees from over a dozen institutions, including Harvard and Yale, and was awarded medals by both Ronald Reagan and Emperor Hirohito.

While the Deming Theory of Management cannot truly be briefly encapsulated, it can be said that it is worker‑centered, that it advocates process improvement over outcome improvement, that it encourages proper use of statistics in decision making, and that it bears a systemic perspective.  The reader can quickly glimpse a portion of  Demingism by looking online at an overview of his “14 Points” and his “System of Profound Knowledge.” [10]  

Of specific interest herein is Deming’s strong advocacy for systemic implementation of worker intrinsic motivation.  The importance of self-motivation is central to much of Deming theory; that can best be exemplified through a sampling of Deming’s own statements within his two major books on management and quality theory [7,8]:

“Management should remove barriers that rob people in management and in engineering of their right to pride of workmanship.”

“The present style of reward, and their effects ... build into [an individual] extrinsic motivation.  We must preserve the power of intrinsic motivation ... that people are born with.”

“[A worker] may now engage his mind as well as his labor ... He may now take joy in his work.”

“Monetary rewards are not a substitute for intrinsic motivation.”

“The transformation will release the power of human resource contained in intrinsic motivation. ... There will be joy in work.”

“[Improvement] means removal of barriers to pride of workmanship…”

“Some people go where they can get more money.  ... He stays here because ... he takes joy in his work.”

“Quality to the production worker means that his performance satisfies him, provides to him pride of workmanship.”

“... robbing people of their right to pride of workmanship would add a deplorable amount to Dr. Feigenbaum's estimate [that 15 to 40 percent of manufacturing cost is waste].”

Informal knowledge suggests that Deming subject matter experts (SMEs) do concern themselves considerably with theoretical intrinsic motivation issues and, further, that self‑determination theory (SDT) [11], a theory that focuses on “the degree to which human behaviors are volitional or self‑determined,” finds special favor among Deming SMEs.  While SDT also considerably acknowledges other components of Demingism such as ‘empowerment’ and ‘the individual’s innate desire to perform well,’ the authors believe that, were Deming SMEs made more aware of Bandura’s self-efficacy construct, they would take a similar interest in it and give it considerable weight.

Further, Deming himself at one point spoke directly to the issue of the interaction of self‑efficacy, intrinsic motivation and performance.  In The New Economics for Industry, Government, Education [8] he states on page 111 that praise, respect and support lead to higher levels of both self‑efficacy and intrinsic motivation, which, in turn, lead to “improvements in what [people] do.”

The postulated “connection” between Bandura and Deming is, therefore, that Bandura’s self-efficacy construct is requisite to effect the intrinsic motivation that Deming prescribes.  Said another way, individuals must believe in their own ability to perform before they can be motivated to work primarily for their own emotional and intellectual satisfaction.  In comparison, a catholic interpretation of Taylorism implies workers need believe nothing about their ability (which will be determined by management use of scientific methods) and are expected only to invariably perform for no other reason but to obtain tangible, extrinsic rewards.  

While there is no formal, current research that tests this requisite relationship, there is an emerging line of research that recognizes, in a more general fashion, the influence of self‑efficacy upon quality outcomes [12,13].  Such evidence, given it is found in the arena of quality, especially encourages exploratory examination of this specific relationship.

PROPOSITIONS

We wish to test the above assumption, on a less formal and exploratory basis; that is, we wish to test whether Bandura’s self‑efficacy construct is relevant and requisite to the intrinsic motivation component of the Deming Theory of Management, as well as whether it is relevant and requisite to the Deming Theory of Management as a whole.  Should these exploratory results encourage, this work would serve as a call for more formal research to test the relationship.

Therefore, we form the following propositions:

P1:
Bandura’s self‑efficacy construct is relevant to the intrinsic motivation component of the Deming Theory of Management.

P2:
Bandura’s self‑efficacy construct is requisite to the intrinsic motivation component of the Deming Theory of Management.

P3:
Bandura’s self‑efficacy construct is relevant to the Deming Theory of Management as a whole

P4:
Bandura’s self‑efficacy construct is requisite to the Deming Theory of Management as a whole.

Each proposition, in order, is viewed by the authors as an incremental statements regarding the ‘strength’ of the “Bandura‑Deming” relationship.

METHODOLOGY
To test these propositions, a survey will be sent individuals  who have been identified in previous research as Deming subject matter experts (SMEs).  The Deming SMEs surveyed will be supplied with a brief introduction to the self-efficacy construct to support complete and consistent understanding of the techniques.  The instrument will ask each Deming SME to respond true or false to each of the  aforementioned propositions.  The generally accepted hypothesis test for a population proportion of the form 

Pa: p ( p0 , p0 = .5

will be used to test the propositions at the p < .05 level of significance.  In addition, generally accepted authorities in the development and execution of basic social science methodology, such as Babbie [14] and Kerlinger [15], as well as those authorities specifically recognized in survey methodology, such as Dillman [16], will guide the execution of this survey.  
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