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Abstract

The topical issue for this scientific research is the problem of human
motivation in modern society. Various social sciences provide extensive material
for studying the problem of motivation. In different historical periods, society
treated the expressions of human motivation differently. According to the forms of
the organization of society, various theories of motivation were presented, which
found their application in psychological science, sociology, cultural studies, and
anthropology. Along with the problem of studying motivation, there is a growing
interest among theorists and practitioners in the phenomenon of destructiveness.
In psychological science, there is a need to compare and analyze these phenomena.
An interdisciplinary study of theories of motivation and the phenomenon of
destructiveness revealed certain ties between destructive behavior of a person and
his motivations. In particular, the article considered the psychological category
of motivational frustration, which means the impossibility of achieving goals and
the inadequate expression of motivations. One of the main problems in studying
destructive human behavior is the lack of applied research on this issue in science.
Therefore, when analyzing the phenomenon of human destructiveness, we mainly
rely on works devoted to the study of aggression, crime, and various forms
of deviation that contain a destructive component directed either outward -
to the outer social environment, or inward - to the inner world of a person.
Beginning in the 20™ century, scientists and thinkers who tried to understand
in one way or another the reasons for people’s desire for destruction considered
this problem in the context of aggression, considering destructiveness to be one
of its extreme forms of manifestation along with cruelty and violence. Since this
form of behavior (destructive) is conscious and characteristic, in our opinion,
only of humans, it would be most correct to evaluate it as a way of human
activity. Activity, in particular, professional activity, is an essential expression of a
specifically human, personally meaningful being. According to social-psychological
and anthropological concepts, human destructiveness is subject to social laws,
depends on the motivational structure of society, and therefore can be predicted,
and in some cases controlled. That is why we consider this phenomenon from the
standpoint of motivation theories. The theoretical and methodological conclusions
of this article may further lead to developing certain mechanisms to overcome
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motivational frustration and destructive behavior of the person.
Keywords and phrases: motivation, frustration, society, destructiveness,
theoretical models.

TEOPUU MOTUBALIMU U PEHOMEH
HECTPYKTUBHOCTH

HOHA THO/IAMBAPAH

MexpyHapogHbIH HayYHO-06pa3oBaTesbHbIA LEHTP
HanyoHanbHOH akageMuM Hayk Pecniy6rnuku Apmenus

nona.gyulambaryan@gmail.com

AHHOTaLMA

AKTYyalIbHOHM TeMOH /1 JaHHOI'0 Hay4YHOTO UCCIIe0BaHUs SIBIISIETCS Mpobiema
MOTHBALIMU YesIOBEKa B COBPEMEHHOM o0llecTBe. PasnuyHble cOLManbHble HayKu
MPeJOCTaBIsAI0T OOIIMPHBIA MaTepHan 1 M3ydeHHsl Hpo6iieMbl MOTHBaLMU. B
pazIM4YHble UCTOPUYECKHE NIEPUObI BpeMeHH O0ILECTBO T0-Pa3HOMY OTHOCHIIOCH K
MPOSIBIIEHHUSIM MOTHBALMK 4YesioBeKa. COOTBETCTBEHHO 0COGEHHOCTSIM OpraHU3aLvH
o61ecTBa, (pOPMHUPOBANIMCH pa3IMYHble TEOPUH MOTHBALIMH, KOTOpblE HAIIIH
CBO€ TpUMEHeHHEe B TCHUXOIOMMYECKOW HayKe, COLMOJIOTHH, KYIbTYpPOJIOTHH U
aHTpornonoruy. Hapsity ¢ mpo6riemoit n3y4eHnst MOTHBALIMK HabITIOflaeTCsl pacTyIINi
WHTepeC Cpegu TEOPEeTHKOB M TPAKTHKOB K (PeHOMEHY [eCTPYKTHMBHOCTH. B
TICHXOJIOTMYECKOH HayKe BO3HHMKaeT HeOOXOIMMOCTb COTOCTaB/IEHHS W aHalu3a
9TUX (PeHOMEHOB. MeXIMCUMIUIMHAPHOE HCCIIEIOBaHUE TEOPUH MOTHBALMM H
eHOMeHa [1eCTPYKTHBHOCTH BBISBWIIO OITpefe/ieHHble B3aMMOCBSIZH MEXK/Y
AE€CTPYKTHUBHbBIM IMOBEAEHUEM JIMYHOCTU U MOTHBALIUSIMU. B YaCTHOCTH, B CTaTbeE
ObUla pacCMOTpeHa IICHUXOJIOIMYeCcKas KaTeropuss MOTHUBALIMOHHON (ppycTpauuy,
O3HayYarollas. HeBO3MOXKHOCTb JOCTHKEHHs Lie/lell 1 HealeKBaTHOrO IMPOsIBIIEHHUS
MOTHUBaLMi. OGHOM M3 OCHOBHBIX MPOGIIeM U3y4YeHHs] eCTPYKTUBHOIO MOBEIEHHS
YesioBeKa SIBJISIeTCsl OTCYTCTBHE IMPHKIIAIHBIX MUCCIIEOBaHUI 10 9TOH mpobrieme.
[oaToMy npH aHanu3e (peHOMeHa [eCTPYKTHUBHOCTH UesIoBEKa Mbl B OCHOBHOM
ornupaeMcsi Ha paboThl, MOCBSIIIEHHblE M3YYEHHIO arpeccud, MPeCTYIHOCTH U
Pa3NMYHBbIX (POPM [EeBHALMH, COAepKalluX B cefe NeCTPYKTHUBHBIH KOMITOHEHT,
HanpaB/IeHHBIA MO0 BOBHE — BO BHEIIHIOIO Cpefy, TM60 BO BHYTPEHHHWH MHUP
yeroBeka. HaunHasg ¢ XX BeKa yuyeHble W MBICIIMTENH, TBbITaBIIMECS TaK WITH
WHaue MOHATb NPUYMHBI CTPEMIIEHHS JIIOfIel K pa3pyLlIeHHI0, PaCCMaTpUBAIIA 3Ty
po6/ieMy B KOHTEKCTe arpecCHH, CYUTasi JEeCTPYKTUBHOCTb OJHOW M3 KpalHHX
opM ee MposIBIIEHUs] HAPSILY C >KECTOKOCThIO M HacwiveM. [TOCKONbKY JaHHasl
¢popma noseneHus (AeCTPYKTHBHAsA) 0CO3HAaHHA U CBOMCTBEHHa, 110 HallleMy MHEHHIO,
TOIIBKO 4eJIOBEKY, Hamboiiee KOPPEeKTHO ObUI0 Obl OIIEHHMBATh €€ KaK CIocob
YesloBeUeCKON [esTeNbHOCTH. [lesTeNIbHOCTh, B YaCTHOCTH NMpodeCcCHoHasbHasl,
SIBJISIETCS] CYLLIHOCTHBIM BbIPaKEHUEM CIIeLM(pUIeCKH YelI0BEYECKOr0, JIMYHOCTHO
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3HaYMMOro 6bITHs. COITIaCHO COLIMA/TbHO-TICUXOJIOTMYECKUM U aHTPOIOIOTHYEeCKUM
KOHLIENLUAM, OeCTPYKTUBHOCTb 4YeJlOBeKa IOAYMHEHA COLMAIbHBbIM 3aKOHaM,
3aBUCUT OT MOTHMBALIMOHHON CTPYKTYpbl OOIIecTBa, a IMOTOMY MOXKeT ObITb
MPOTHO3UpYEMa, a B HEKOTOPBIX CIly4asgX U KOHTponupyema. MIMeHHO nostomy
Mbl pacCMaTpUBaeM 3TO SIBJIECHHE C MO3ULUM Teopud MOTHBaLUMU. TeopeTHKo-
METO,0/IOTHYECKHUE BbIBOAbI JAHHOM CTaTbH B JalibHENIlIeM MOIYT CTaTb OCHOBOM
A7 pa3paboTKMU OIpefie/leHHbIX MEeXaHHW3MOB I[PEOHoNIeHNs] MOTHBALIMOHHOMN
dpycTpanuu U JeCTPYKTUBHOIO MOBEAEHUs JIMYHOCTH.

KnioueBble c1oBa M C/I0BOCOYETAaHUsl: MOTHBaLusA, QpycTpaLys,
006I11eCTBO, NECTPYKTUBHOCTb, TEOPETHYECKHE MOMEIH.

UNSh4U8hU8h SGUNRBNRLLEME G,
HEUSHNNGShYNRO-8EL DELNTELL

‘'Ll ESNRLEUAEM3TL

Cwywunmwuh Lwupuybtinmnipyuu ghnnipiniuutiph wggquht wjuntvhuwgh
ghunwlppulju dhpwgquyht Yeuwpnu
nona.gyulambaryan@gmail.com

Cwdwnnunwghp

Wu qghunwljuu htmwgnunipjuwt wpnphwjwt phdwt § dudwuwluljhg
hwuwpwnipjuu Uty wudh uUnnhwghwih huunhpp:  Cwuwpuujuu
wnwpptin  ghnwlwpgbpp pwquiwpunye  wmpbp Gu  ubpluyugund
unnhjwghwih puunhpp nuunuduwuhptint hwdwp: Mundwuu  wwpptip
dudwuwluwopowuutipnid - hwuwpwnipiniup wwpptip  Yybpwpbtipdniup |
niutighip dwpnuht  dnnhjwghwh npubnpnudutiph auundwdp:  Cuwn
hwuwpwnipyut Juquutpydwt wpwuduwhwwynipimuutph® abwynpyty
tu dnnhjwghwh wmwppbp wbumpyniuubp, npnup hpbug Yhpwnnipniuu
tu quby hngbpwunipjuu, unghninghwh, Wwlnipwpwunipjuu L
dwpnwpwunipjuu  dbke:  Unmhjwghwyh  nuuniduwuhpdwu  fuunphu
qnigpupwg wbuwpwuutiph U Jhpwpwlwu nnppunh  dwutwgbinutiph
opowunid wdnid § htimwppppnipiniup twlb nhunpniyumhynipyjuu tplinyph
tquwndwdp, nunp' hngbpwtwuwt ghnwupgmd  wihpudbynnipniu
E wnwowunid wju tplnyputpp hwdtdwnmb) b gtpnwst;: Unnhjwughwyh
wmbtiunipjniuutiph U phunpniuhynipjwu  Gpunyeh  dhownwplujwlwu
niuntduwuhpnipiniuubtipp pugwhwynnud Gt npnpwh thnfujuwywsénipyniuutin
ntunpniunhy  Juwppwgsh U dnnhjwghwh dhol:  Uwuuwynpuytu,
hnnywénid niuntduwuhpyty E dninhjwghnu $pniunpughwh hngipwuwuu
Juubignphwi, wjuhtpt® tywwnwlubtpht hwuubne wuhtwphunipymup W
unnhywghwih ny hwdwpdtip npubnpmdutipp: UWudh niunpnijnhy Juppwugsh
niuntduwuhpnipjuu hhdtwwu juunhputiphg ddyp wju hwupgh yepuptipyug
Yhpwnwlwt htwnwgnunipyniuutph puguuynipyniut - dambwpup’
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wudh nhunpniyumhympjuu Gpunypenp Ybpnistihu  dbkup  hhduwlwunid
hhduymd Gup wgptivhwjh, hwugugnpémpyuu b otinynn jupph wmwppbin
altph nuuntdowuhpmipyuup Whpjws wjuwmnpniuubph Yypw, npnup
wuwpniawynid bu nhiunpniyunhynipywt pununphs, npu niqnyuws L jud nbyh
wpuwpht dhowuwyp, Jud nyh dwpnnt atipwpfuwph: 20-pn npuphg ujuws
ghnmuwwuutpu nt thhihunthwubpp, nypbp wju Jud wju Yepy thnpal Gu
hwulwuw] dwpnluug Ynpbwuwpwp gwulnipyniuutinph wwwdwnubpp,
wyu fuunhpp nhuwpyt] o wgptuhwh hwdwnbpunmmd® nppuw npubinpdw
owypwhtin dubtiphg dtyp hwdwpbny nhunmpnijuphynipiniup’ nudwunipjuu
U pnunipjuu htim dtnbn: Lwuh np Juppwgsh wju (ntunmpniunpy) adup
ghunuwyguws £ b, dtp Yupshpny, punpny £ dhwyu dwpnjuig, wdbkiuhg
dhown Yhuh wju quwhwwnby npwbtu dwpnuyhu gnpéniutinipjuu &l
Gnpéniutinipyniup, dwutwynpuwbin’ dwutwghunwwi gnpoématinipyniap,
hwwnnt £ dwpnluwug: Unghw-hngbipwuwuu U dwpnupwuwwu
hwuugnmpynuutph  hwdwdwu®  dwpnuyht punpniuhynipiniap
tupww L unghwjulwu optuputiph, Jwhujws £ hwuwpwlimpyuu
unnhjwghnt Junpnigwoéphg b, httmbwpwp, wju Jupbh E juujuunbtubg
U, npnp ntyptipnud, ytpwhulty: Y hul ywwndwnny dbtup wyu Gplnypn
nhunwpynud Gup dninhjwughwjh wnmbtunipiniuubtiph ntuwuyniuhg: Wu hnnpjwosh
wmbtuwuu b dbpnnuljuu bqpulugnipniuubpp wywgquynid Jupnn  Gu
hwuqgbtiguti Uninhjwghnu $pniunpughuwjh b wudh nhunpniljnhy Juppwagsh
hwn pwhwpdwu npnpwyh dtfjuwuhqdubtph dwldwup:

fwuwlh pwntp b pwnwuuyuwlygnipyniuutp. Udnnhjwughuw,
$pniunpughw, hwuwpwlnipiniy, phunpniunhynipiniu, ntuwluwu dnnbjubp:

Introduction

The recent interest of various sciences in studying the phenomenon of
human destructiveness from the standpoint of motivation theories is connected,
on the one hand, with the global nature of destructive tendencies, the scale of
which extends to the area of motivational bases of human behavior in society, and
on the other hand, with general tendencies of managing individual or social groups
in modern society. It is possible to note the growing interest in interdisciplinary
problems in this area of scientific knowledge - psychological, sociological, historical,
anthropological, etc. Theories of motivation existing in management and personnel
management answer the key question for the motivation process in different
ways: how can the motivational structure of employees of the organization be
effectively stimulated so that they voluntarily and responsibly work following
the organization’s goals? This motivational structure refers to the psychological
and anthropological perspective of the study, according to which motivation is
aimed at reducing the individual’s destructive behavior and preserving socially
significant values. As a result, the phenomenon of destructiveness not only
complements the motivational structure of individual behavior but also constructs
modern knowledge about values in modern society. Thus, the phenomenon of
destructiveness is an interdisciplinary category, the study of which contributes to
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the formation of knowledge about the nature of human motivation.

Theoretical-methodological bases

Considering the problem of destructiveness in the context of motivational
theories, we will highlight two groups of motivation theories:

« Classical concepts.

« Modern theories of motivation.

Classical concepts of motivation have been widespread since the early times
of the organization of society. The key to motivation in the classical sense was the
“carrot and stick” policy - the most ancient and widespread method of motivation
[25, 31]. The motivation algorithm for this type: if you do a good job you’ll get
a reward; do not do it or do it poorly - you will be “punished”. This concept of
motivation is found in myths and fairy tales of different peoples of the world: if
the hero passes a series of tests, he will receive a gift. If he does not pass the test
- he will lose his life. We find the socio-philosophical foundations of this concept
in the works of D. Locke, who considered it obvious that when it first appears
in the world, each person is a “white paper” without any ideas and knowledge,
including destructive ones. According to the philosopher, the natural state of
society is an atmosphere of equality, independence, and awareness of mutual
responsibility [22]. The formation of the concept of mutual responsibility created
the ground for the development of sensualism in thinking, which, in turn, fed the
theoretical and philosophical foundations of the classical motivation concept. Based
on the sensualism of D. Locke, F. Voltaire, following him, believed that all types
of knowledge are based on experience, which indicates the motivational nature
of man. Motivation began to be identified with the destructiveness of human
activity; it was perceived as the basis for the manifestation of private personal
needs and goals that did not coincide with the direction of society’s development.
This opinion changed during the Enlightenment when philosophers believed that
all people are equal in their inclinations and can develop their abilities to the
maximum if they are brought up in favorable conditions. That is, in order to
cultivate the best spiritual qualities in a person, it is necessary to change the
environment, and the social system in which a person lives [26].

The main advantage of the carrot and stick concept is its proven centuries-
old history of management practice in different countries and different sectors of
the national economy. The disadvantage of the concept is its limited applicability.
Trends in social development, the increasing complexity of public institutions, and
the deepening of knowledge about the methods and forms of managing human
work activities have led to the definition of destructiveness as an expression of
crime [16]. Gradually, the founders of social utopianism adhered to approximately
the same views, reflecting on crime as a manifestation of human destructiveness.
Utopians saw the possibility of overcoming crime in the re-organization of society
on socialist principles. They called for the elimination of a society based on the
dominance of private property since they believed that the cause of crime lies
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in the inequality of people, which is the source of all evil and gives rise to base
feelings. Such followers of social utopianism as A. Saint-Simon, C. Fourier, and
R. Owen were convinced that crime is rooted in the very nature of a private
property society based on the exploitation and oppression of people and pointed
out the futility of combating crime with the help of criminal punishments alone.
Like the enlighteners, utopian socialists were characterized by the fact that they
did not blame a person who had taken the path of crime but saw the reasons for
such behavior in the vicious organization of a society based on private property
and the exploitation of people [32]. Under the influence of industrialization and
urbanization processes, beginning in the late 18th century, factors of economic
motivation—class contradictions in society, capitalist exploitation, need, and
poverty—acquired particular significance in assessing the causes of destructive
behavior [10, 14]. In many Western countries in the late 19" - early 20th centuries,
criminological studies were conducted to identify the connection between food
prices and crime rates. Thus, according to G. Mayer’s correlation [30], a half-penny
increase in the price of rye resulted in a one-fifth increase in crime per 100,000
residents. Accordingly, a decrease in prices was accompanied by decreasing
destructiveness in behavior and motivation for crime. Destructiveness began to
be identified with a person’s social affiliation and social status. In the period from
1886 to 1902, economists C. Booth and S. Burt [30] conducted a detailed study
of the economic conditions of London and found that approximately 56% of
offenders came from the four lowest economic classes, i.e. 37% of the population.
As a result, the researchers concluded that offenders, as a rule, come from the
lower socio-economic strata. It is noteworthy that property crimes increase during
periods of economic downturns, and crimes against the person - during periods
of prosperity, although the crime rate remains relatively stable, as a whole. At the
same time, sociologists of that time, having identified the connection between
the socio-economic conditions of society and social deviations, were unable to
fully distinguish and explain the nature of destructive and motivational deviations.

The development of the social structure of societies and the deepening of
motivational attitudes as a socio-stratification base for the formation of society led
to the emergence of psychological theories of motivation. In 1923-1924, E. Mayo
first used socio-psychological methods of motivating factory workers at a textile
factory in Philadelphia. The turnover of personnel in the spinning department
of the factory was 250%, while in other departments it was 5-6%. Material
methods of stimulating workers did not produce results. With the permission of
the factory administration, E. Mayo established two ten-minute rest breaks for
the spinners. The results appeared quickly: the turnover of personnel decreased
sharply, and the output of each worker increased, and the psychological state of
the spinners improved. Subsequently, the factory administration canceled Mayo’s
innovations, and the situation returned to its previous state. E. Mayo did not create
a psychological concept of motivation, but he proved that the carrot and stick
policy is not enough to effectively motivate workers and reduce destructiveness
in behavior. This was the time when the idea of destructiveness as a natural
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essence of man gradually transformed into the idea of destructiveness as negatively
motivated human behavior. Based on statistical data, sociologists conclude that
the number of anomalies in human behavior inevitably increased every time
during wars, economic crises, and social upheavals, which, in turn, refutes the
theory of the “innate” criminal, pointing to the social roots of this phenomenon
[17]. If for C. Lombroso “criminals are born”, then for A. Kettle “criminals are
not born, they become them.” They become - under the influence of social
conditions, and social factors. According to A. Kettle, “Society contains within
itself the germ of all crimes that must be committed because it contains within
itself the conditions that promote their development; it... prepares the crime, and
the criminal is only an instrument” [18]. A. Kettle includes demographic, social
(profession, education), and natural (climate, seasonality) factors influencing the
commission of crimes. The main idea of A. Kettle, which is shared and developed
to varying degrees by all representatives of the sociological direction, boils down
to the following: 1) crime is generated by society; 2) it develops according to
certain laws under the influence of social and other objective factors; 3) it is
characterized by statistical stability; 4) it is possible to influence crime (reduce it)
only by changing (improving) social conditions.

According to Yu. G. Volkov and V. S. Polikarpov, “Only in a society where
there are no caste barriers, monopolies on material and spiritual goods and power,
where a feeling of powerlessness and hopelessness of a person is not generated, is
it possible to reduce to minimum various kinds of social destructive pathologies -
crime, drug addiction, alcoholism, prostitution, nationalism, fanaticism and other
forms of evil” [13]. The French researcher J. Tarde noted that “if the main cause of
crime were physiological anomalies of criminals, then the number of crimes would
always remain unchanged, whereas the crime figure fluctuates depending on social
conditions” [29]. In other words, destructiveness was perceived as a phenomenon
characterized by social pathology of behavior. A. Maslow’s hierarchy of needs
theory was one of the first to present the motivation process as a mechanism for
reducing destructiveness in human behavior. From A. Maslow’s works, effective
motivation was understood as an impact on people’s current needs, as well as
the fact that human needs are complex and line up in a certain hierarchy [12].
Maslow was the first to prove that effective motivation is aimed not at any, but
only at the current needs of a person. The process of motivation through needs is
endless, since human needs increase as they are satisfied (the law of accelerated
growth of needs).

The advantage of A. Maslow’s motivation theory was the fact that theory
made an extremely important contribution to management practice, to the
understanding of what motivates people to work effectively and, conversely,
what motivates people to be destructive. E. Durkheim, in turn, considered social
deviations primarily as a consequence of the normative-value disintegration
of society. His ideas were further developed in the works of researchers who
recognized the leading causes of deviant behavior as contradictions between
classes and various social forces, such as innovative and conservative ones. One of

| 69



LusuN ShSU4UL MUNRENUMUL | KAHAP HAYYHOE NMEPUOANYECKOE U3JAHUE | KATCHAR SCIENTIFIC PERIODICAL | 2024 (2)

the most prominent followers of E. Durkheim, R. Merton, also considered various
manifestations of destructiveness to be a natural product of social conditions:
“We proceed from the fact that certain phases of the social structure give rise to
circumstances in which the violation of the social code is a “normal” reaction to
the situation that has arisen” [15, 24].

Based on the general trends in the development of social sciences, the
perception of the phenomenon of destructiveness has focused on the problems
of criminal behavior. Now we often encounter destructive forms of behavior in
work - many manifestations of ineffective management decisions, and unmet
expectations from work can lead to destructive needs. That is why some
process theories of motivation help us better understand the mechanisms of
destructiveness formation. Process theories of motivation are considered more
modern than substantive theories since they address such questions as:

- How does motivation arise?

- What are the dynamics of various motives and incentives used to ensure
that an employee works effectively to achieve the goals of the organization?

In this context, Vroom’s expectation theory can be noted. According to
Vroom, the current need of an employee does not yet motivate him to work
effectively to meet his needs and achieve the goals of the organization. The
motivating factor is the expectation that the chosen model of employee behavior
will bring him the desired result (satisfaction of current needs).

Thus, the phenomena of destructiveness and constructiveness are defined
by Vroom as the process of expectation as an individual’s assessment of the
probability of a certain event. For example, most working people expect that if
they work with full dedication, they will be able to get a promotion or a raise.
According to V. Vroom, the main motivation for work is three interrelated factors,
and all of them are in the area of psychological expectations of the employee:

- the employee’s expectations that his labor efforts will yield results;

- the expectation that the achieved result will entail a reward,

- the expected value of the reward for the obtained results of labor, which
V. Vroom calls valence.

V. Vroom emphasizes that if an employee of an organization does not see
the connection between the result of his work and the desired reward, then his
motivation for effective work will weaken. V. Vroom concludes: that all three
factors are equally important for the effective motivation of employees of the
organization. The advantage of V. Vroom’s motivation theory is an individual
approach to motivating different employees of the organization. HR managers
and managers should compare the proposed reward with the current needs of
their employees and bring them into line with the goals of the organization.
Adams showed that the motivation of an employee of the organization to work
effectively is greatly influenced by the fairness of the assessment of his activities
and the results achieved by him by the managers of the organization. Fairness
is determined by the ratio of expenses and incomes of the employee of the
organization, comparing the current assessment of his work with previous
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assessments, as well as with the assessments of the costs and incomes of other
employees of the organization. Adams emphasizes that each employee, consciously
or not, always evaluates the ratio of his income and expenses in comparison
with the income and expenses of other employees. In this case, the norm is an
approximate equality of the ratio of his income and expenses and the ratio of
income and expenses of other employees of the organization. The evaluation
criterion is the employee’s ideas about moral and legal justice [28]. If, as a result
of such comparison and evaluation, the employee concludes that there are no
violations of justice, then he continues to work actively. If a violation of justice
is discovered, the employee begins to restore it in one or more of the following
destructive or constructive ways:

1. Reducing one’s energy costs in work.

2. Attempts to increase remuneration for one’s work.

3. Overestimation of one’s capabilities (decreased self-confidence).

4. Attempts to influence the organization’s management to change the
remuneration or workload of other employees.

5. Selecting another object for comparison.

6. Attempts to move to another department or another organization.

The advantages of S. Adams’s theory of justice are important conclusions

for the practice of managing people in organizations:

1. Organization managers and HR managers must take into account the
psychology of the organization’s employees, particularly, their ideas
about justice.

2. To effectively motivate employees, it is very important to provide a clear
remuneration system.

3. The organization’s management should periodically study the issue of
how fair the organization’s employees consider their remuneration to be.

Porter and Lawler developed a comprehensive theory of motivation based

on the two previous concepts.

Research methods

To study the theory of motivation from the point of view of determining
destructiveness, we applied scientific methodological approaches of the historical
method, comparison, and analysis. Taking into account the fact, that the problem
of motivation of labor of a person in modern society is inextricably linked with
his needs and social expectations, it was necessary to apply an interdisciplinary
approach in this study. Thus, with the help of an interdisciplinary scientific
apparatus, the connections between the causes of the appearance of destructiveness
in human behavior and the expression of his motivational sphere of activity were
investigated and analyzed. The results of this study can become a methodological
basis for further empirical socio-psychological and anthropological studies to
identify certain relationships and interdependencies between the motivational
activity of a person and his destructive behavior. In the future, the development
of scientific thought in the field of comparison of motivational frustration
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and destructiveness will allow us to discover methodological ways to reduce
destructiveness in human labor activity, as well as to develop skills to overcome
motivational frustration.

Results

According to the theory of stigmatization (branding) by G. Becker,
destructiveness is a consequence of the fact that society itself (more precisely, a
social group) hangs appropriate labels on an individual, correlating the actions of
a specific person with abstract rules (primary deviation). Gradually, a reputation
is formed, which forces the individual to adhere to a destructive role (secondary
deviation). Secondary deviation develops after branding and as a reaction to it. In
full accordance with the ideas of G. Becker, a deviant becomes such only when
society has recognized his destructive behavior.

The famous German sociologist and criminologist of the 20™ century F.
Sack [6] noted that the overwhelming majority of the adult population of modern
society commits a crime at least once in their life (from the point of view of the
current criminal law). But only official admission of committing a crime makes
a person a criminal. Once branded as a criminal, a person continues to behave
accordingly. In general, the theory of stigmatization reveals a significant layer
of the relationship between man and society. Despite a certain one-sidedness,
this theory makes one wonder whether official sanctions for a first or minor
offense are always justified. Finally, a subjective cause of destructive behavior
can be the attitude of an individual (group) to social norms [23]. For example, to
free oneself from moral demands and justify oneself, a person can “neutralize”
the effect of norms in the following ways: refer to higher concepts (friendship,
loyalty to the group); deny the existence of the victim; justify one’s behavior
by the destructiveness of the victim or by provocation on his part; deny one’s
responsibility; deny the harm caused by one’s behavior. In addition, according to
D. Matsa, a young person from the lower strata of society has the opportunity to
maneuver, “drift” (hence the concept of “drift”) between various social norms
that condemn/permit certain forms of behavior. Most offenders, having become
adults, stop “drifting”, moving on to completely conformist behavior [23].

It should be noted that some of the provisions we are considering form the
core of socio-psychological concepts of destructive behavior. Thus, the “cognitive
model of aggression” [8], as well as the theory of stigmatization, originating in
symbolic interactionism, are based on the ability of people to qualify (interpret,
treat) the actions, deeds, and behavior of others. When analyzing destructive
behavior, emotional and cognitive processes should be taken into account, since
the nature of an individual’s understanding (interpretation) of any events, as
well as the feelings experienced subsequently, largely determine the degree of
aggressive reaction. The likelihood of an aggressive reaction depends on individual
characteristics of cognitive processing of sociocultural information preceding
destructive behavior, which is reflected in the formation of various motivational
structures, cognitive schemes, and scenarios (the theory of “cultural schemes” by
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E. Wallace) [7], which control the manifestation of aggression. [3]. All scenarios
are characterized by the normative conviction of an individual in the acceptability
of his reaction in a specific situation. The only way to control and eliminate
aggression is to develop constructive or non-aggressive cognitive schemes and
scenarios in provoking circumstances. In turn, the criminological concepts of G.
Tarde, E. Sutherland, and D. Cressey are often considered in the social psychology
of aggression as the “learning theory” of A. Bandura [11], in which aggression
is considered a social phenomenon, namely, as a form of behavior learned in
the process of social learning. In other words, according to social-psychological
concepts, human aggression is an acquired, complex behavioral reaction learned
throughout life and conditioned by many factors of the external environment,
which, like any other social behavior, is subject to control and correction.

Since the mid-19th century, with the development of sociology and
psychology, various manifestations of human destructiveness have been studied
within the framework of deviant behavior in the context of social processes and
norms established within a given society. In this context, some procedural theories
of motivation have become more relevant. It is fundamentally important that such
forms of deviant behavior as crime, suicide, drug addiction, and alcoholism, have
a common property, which is a criterion for belonging to a group of deviations.
Such an essential feature is destructiveness. After all, deviant behavior in general
leads to the destruction of something (health, relationships, personality, public
order) and even to the interruption of life itself [2].

According to J. Tarde, the basis for the development of society is the
socio-communicative activity of individuals in the form of imitation. In essence,
he interpreted crime as a process of imitation, understanding it as an elementary
copying and repetition by some people of the behavior of others. His compatriot,
criminologist A. Lacassagne, compared criminals to microbes that are always
present in any healthy organism, and if the organism is strong, it does not allow
them to manifest themselves negatively - therefore, the origins of crime should
be sought in a sick social organism. Speaking in 1885 at the First International
Congress of Anthropologists in Rome, A. Lacassagne uttered the famous phrase
that became a formula: “Every society has the criminals it deserves.” Later, having
reproduced it, G. Mannheim added: “Every society has such a type of crime and
criminals5 that correspond to its cultural, moral, social, religious and economic
conditions” [33].

Thus, in modern society, wealth is a generally recognized universal symbol
of success, and, therefore, people strive for it. But part of the population lives
in slums, with limited social opportunities. At the same time, the rigidity of the
class structure increases, and the possibility of legally changing social status in
the direction of its improvement is reduced. However, it is the class structure
that determines the inequality of opportunities, and differences in access to the
values of society. Therefore, destructive behavior can be assessed as a symptom
of the discrepancy between the motivations determined by culture (for success,
wealth) and the socially organized means of satisfying them [1, 5]. “Deception,
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corruption, immorality, crime, in short, the whole spectrum of prohibited means
becomes increasingly widespread when the importance attached to the goal of
achieving success, stimulated by a given culture, diverges from the coordinated
institutional significance of the means” [24]. The demands of culture on a specific
person turn out to be incompatible. On the one hand, he is required to orient his
behavior towards the accumulation of wealth, on the other hand, he is practically
not allowed to do this institutionally. The result of such structural inconsistency is
the following paths of adaptation: either conformism and ritualism, or “rebellion”
- the formation of a psychopathic personality, antisocial behavior, and destructive
activity. Thus, the conflict between goals and the means to achieve them can lead
to motivational frustration and the search for illegal ways of adaptation. T. Parsons
[27] expanded the typology of destructive adaptations and destructive behavior by
R. Merton. According to T. Parsons, the main social causes of destructiveness are
motivational differences between participants in social interaction and discrepancy
with expectations.

Other socio-cultural factors of destructive behavior can be the influence of
norms of a deviant subculture and training. The theory of subcultures [20] arose as
a result of studies of juvenile delinquency and gangsterism (banditry). To a large
extent, this concept emphasized the significance of the conflict between the values
and goals of the “big society”, or more precisely, the middle class, and the ability
of adolescents from the lower classes to achieve these goals. Adolescents react to
the inaccessibility of the values of society’s culture by creating a subculture with
its values, goals, and norms. According to A. Cohen, the delinquent subculture as
a protest against the culture of society is characterized by a destructive, malicious,
and negativistic nature. “There is an element of malice here, pleasure from causing
trouble to others, enjoyment of the very fact of rejecting various taboos” [20].
This standpoint also proceeds from the fact that “individuals occupying different
positions in the social structure do not have equal chances of success” [19].

The motivation to be included in a social group can be expressed through
personal and group needs - to be included in the group, to follow its norms, to
imitate its members, and to oppose oneself to other groups [4]. A wide variety
of subcultures grow on this soil - the aristocratic elite, hippies, metalheads,
rockers, etc. People tend to identify themselves with the leaders of the group
and their ideals (including destructive ones), which largely explains the existence
of such mass deviations as genocide, racism, and fascism. Thus, certain forms of
behavior — both law-abiding and deviant — are learned when interacting with
other people in the process of communication [21]. This usually occurs in groups
between people connected by some personal relationships. The main reason for
the formation of destructive behavior is a conflict of cultures or subcultures,
expressed in the frustration of human needs and destructive motivation. “When
people become criminals, this happens because they come into contact with
a criminal mode of behavior, and also because they find themselves isolated
from the influence of an anti-criminal mode of behavior. They become criminals
because of an excess of such connections” [21]. The theory of differentiated
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connections was one of the most fruitful of its time. It made it possible to explain
destructive behavior, but could not answer the main question - why do people
need destructive connections? Along with the objective socio-cultural factors
considered, the so-called subjective causes of destructive behavior are also at
work. In his book, G. Becker uttered a phrase that became famous: “A deviant
is someone to whom the labor market, as a social institution in modern society,
has assigned a corresponding label; deviant behavior is behavior that people have
labeled in this way” [9].

In human professional activity, the issues of destructiveness and motivation
were studied by Porter and Lawler. According to the developed model, the
achieved results of an employee’s work depend on the efforts made, abilities,
and also on his/her awareness of social role. The level of effort applied to the
work is determined by the value of the reward and the degree of confidence that
the level of effort applied will lead to a certain level of reward. Achieving the
required level of work performance can entail external rewards, such as a bonus,
praise from a manager, or promotion, and internal rewards, such as a sense of
satisfaction from a job well done, a sense of competence, and self-esteem. The
Porter-Lawler motivation theory must establish a connection between reward and
the achieved results of an employee’s work: the employee satisfies his/her needs
through rewards for the achieved results of his/her work. The Porter-Lawler
motivation model has some advantages. Firstly, this model shows that motivation
is a complex systemic process, consisting of many factors. Secondly, the Porter-
Lawler model reveals the importance of the joint action of such motivation factors
as efforts, abilities, results, external and internal rewards, satisfaction, assessments,
and expectations of the organization’s employees within the framework of a
single system of human resource motivation. Thirdly, Porter and Lawler proved
that effective work leads to employee satisfaction, and not vice versa - to
destructiveness [28].

Conclusions

Exploring various theories of motivation we can make a general conclusion,
that theories of motivation are divided into two main groups: classical and modern.
The most famous is the theory of A. Maslow. The most systemic and effective
model of human resource motivation is the model developed by Porter and
Lawler. Most of the modern methods of material and non-material motivation
of human resources follow from the main theories of motivation considered.
Modern scientific trends in the study of personal motivation lead us to understand
this complex psychological phenomenon in the context of studying destructive
behavior. Therefore, for a systematic understanding of motivation as one of
the most important management functions, for the formation of professional
competencies, modern managers and leaders must not only know well and be
able to apply classical and contemporary theories of motivation, but also compare
them with forms of destructive behavior.
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