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Abstract 

 

Title:     Self-managed teams as company structure and its effect on 

    motivation, job satisfaction, empowerment and perceived  

    performance 

Final Seminar Date:  June 3rd, 2010 

Course:   2FE09E; Management Accounting Bachelor Thesis; 15 ECTS 

Author:   Andreas Viehhauser 

Advisors:   Jan Alpenberg, Paul Scarbrough 

Examiner:   Jan Alpenberg 

Key Terms:   Self-Managed Team; Self-Management; Working conditions; 

    Satisfaction; Motivation; Empowerment; Perceived Performance 

Purpose:   The objective of this thesis is to contribute to the understanding 

    of the impact of organizational structures on the variables of job 

    satisfaction, motivation and empowerment. The two  

    organizational structures of interest are self-managed teams in 

    direct comparison to prevalent, strongly hierarchy-based  

    structures found as basis of many corporations. Furthermore, the 

    intention is to find out, how the already mentioned variables 

    influence a fourth, the perceived performance of employees. 

Method:    An online-survey was conducted amongst the employees of five 

    Austrian companies. Well established scales for the variables of 

    motivation, job-satisfaction, empowerment and perceived  

    performance were used. In total, ninety-five employees filled in 

    the survey. Two of the firms had a self-managed team structure, 

    three of them a strongly hierarchical structure. The different 

    structures allow for a direct comparison of the impacts of the 

    two structural imperatives. 

Conclusions:   The analysis of the empirical data shows clear trends in favor of 

    self-managing teams. On average, the employees of those  

    companies scored better on every of the studied variables. Clear 

    correlations between elevated levels of motivation, job  

    satisfaction, empowerment and perceived performance and the 

    existence of self-managing teams could be discovered.  
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    Indicators for a positive impact of empowerment and job  

    satisfaction on perceived performance could be found. However, 

    no such impact was discovered for motivation. The attempt to 

    unify all variables in one holistic model failed.   
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Content 

This chapter contains the background and purpose of the study. A problem discussion goes 

deeper and reveals why this thesis is scientifically interesting. Also, a limitations-section is 

provided. The general structure of the thesis is outlined at the end of this chapter.   

 

1.2 Thesis Background 

Every once in a while there is a lot of talking in the media, as well as in the world of social 

sciences, about modern work-life related problems such as burn-out and bore-out syndromes, 

absenteeism, job satisfaction and motivation problems, as can be seen in (Umek, 2010) 

(Boyes, 2007) (Zimmerman, 2010). Leadership theories are a flourishing branch of science as 

there are armies of mid-level managers trying to cope with the operational and administrative 

issues in western world companies. Most firms nowadays are, to a certain extent, built like 

old-fashioned dictatorships. With different levels of employees who manage and control each 

other, top down with one single owner or in the case of stock market companies a board of 

directors. New employees have to learn fast that elites within the company play important 

political roles as they have the most influence on questions about leadership and resource 

allocation. Often, bigger companies prove to be networks of interests, with many different 

dependences, concurring groups and influential oligarchs. (Bolman & Deal, 2003)  

 

However, structures in organizations do not necessarily have to be like that. There are 

alternatives that distribute more decision-competences downwards to the worker and dissolve 

the power basis of elites and "inner circles". Those structures will be the topic of research in 

this thesis paper.  

 

1.3 Problem discussion 

The hierarchical structures mentioned above give the "normal" employee only very limited 

influence over how the company is steered. Well established organization-theory literature 

like (Bolman & Deal, 2003) still supports these traditional structures. Classic works like 

(Mintzberg, 1979) with Mintzberg's structural models of the "Mintzberg five" are still at the 

core of what is taught at many universities and applied in practice. Through this, most 

employees have little or no feeling for the bigger picture of what is going on, and how their 

work actually influences the company's success. A lot of their motivation to work comes from 
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their monthly salary, rather than from what they actually do. Social networks within the 

corporation may play a certain role for the attachment to a company for some or most of 

them. However, the typical employees will probably change a job if a better opportunity 

comes up in terms of salary and / or improvement of work-life balancing possibilities, 

stripping the company of important know-how and investments in training.  

 

Over the years there have been many attempts of innovative firms to change that. Research 

like Orpen (1986) suggests that there is a stable negative correlation of job satisfaction and 

turnover. This suggests that turnover will be lower if employees get more freedom within the 

company and are more satisfied with their work-life balance. In combination with a good 

management and modern working techniques, such as lean production, this can also be an 

enabler for higher overall performance. To transfer power from the management and elites 

down to the operational level worker for more freedom and empowerment is not easy, though. 

Attempts to form more structures that allow for more employee involvement have often failed 

as the balance between freedom and guiding leadership is hard to find, for both company 

management and employees. 

 

The economics in the western world are constantly shifting. Since World War Two, the 

movement has been from industrialization to a knowledge-based, service-providing economy. 

More and more production capacity is outsourced to developing countries with cheaper labor 

costs as can be seen for example in Quinn(2000), Greene (2006). As Wijers and Meijers 

(1996) mention in the introduction for their paper, the "normal" employee has changed due to 

this shifting environment. Nowadays the typical worker in Europe or America is not 

employed at an assembly line, but as a skilled professional in one of many different fields, 

ranging from marketing or accountancy to software development and stock market brokerage. 

He or she also has higher expectations towards the working environment.  

 

As mentioned above, the typical company structurally often still looks like in the 1950's. This 

puts a certain amount of stress on hierarchical structures and causes many problems of 

employee retention, if expectations are not fulfilled. Those especially include social 

atmosphere, job content and work-life balance. (De Vos & Meganck, 2007)  

Motivation, job-satisfaction and empowerment are at stake, if the worker of today has to deal 

with a structural environment from yesterday. Those variables can greatly influence the 

performance of the workforce, especially the perceived performance within the company.  
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As shown in the Background section, popular media is full of evidence that many employees 

perceive their working environment as suppressive. Often this leads to very practical, 

everyday problems for the management like burnout symptoms that could be addressed by 

changing the structural environment for the employee to provide more freedom (Santana, 

2003). Moreover, new production principles like Lean production sometimes cause problems 

in companies, as the management hierarchy is not ready to give up control, to loosen the grip 

on their employees in order to fully utilize their creative and innovative potential. Those 

problems can cause big costs for a firm that is not willing to tackle them. (Alpenberg & 

Scarbrough, 2009) 

 

All this is a sign that the future company in our "knowledge society"  (as defined in (Böhme 

& Stehr, 1986)) has to look different than a classical industrial production organization. There 

are different attempts and structures that are currently developing in business in the form of 

natural field experiments. One of them is the subject for this thesis: Self-managing teams of 

small size. Those teams allow a degree of freedom and involvement for an average employee 

that was absolutely unknown before. It pushes everybody in a firm to give the personal best 

because all people have the widest possible insight in how their personal achievements 

influence their very own monthly salary. Especially traditional, production-based, firms are of 

interest here, as they are trying to find their way in this difficult time of transition. 

 

1.4 Research question & Hypotheses 

The above considerations lead to the research question, namely, if the mentioned structure-

principle can keep its promises? Of course, it is not possible to measure the whole spectrum 

of employee satisfaction but this study will try to find out about certain variables that are part 

of it. Put into a question this means:  

Do self-managing teams provide the average employee with more 

• motivation 

• job satisfaction 

• and empowerment 

than a traditional hierarchical organization structure? 

This seems important as those factors are a basis for company progress. A highly committed 

and motivated workforce is able to make more from less, and to achieve higher standards of 

productivity and quality than a de-motivated and dissatisfied workforce. Well known social 
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scientists like Frederick Herzberg have dedicated the whole work of a lifetime to thess 

relationships.  

 

The above stated research question is the primary focus of this study. Out of scientific 

curiosity and because it fits very well to the first research question, there will be another 

researched variable: Perceived Performance. Although the study is not intended to directly 

show a connection between self-managed teams and high performance, it could easily reveal a 

connection between the other research-variables and the performance, perceived by the 

employees. Therefore a portion of the effort devoted to this research will be spent on the 

following research question:  

How do motivation, job satisfaction and empowerment influence the employee's perceived 

performance? 

 

Put into an equation, the company structure is the independent variable 'v'; whereas  

motivation, job satisfaction and empowerment are the dependent variables 'x', 'y' and 'z'. 

Perceived performance is denoted as 'p'. 

 

 

 

 

 

Illustration 1-1: Equation of researched variables 

These relationships can also be translated into hypotheses for further statistical tests: 

H1: v ≠ x (self-management does not lead to higher motivation) 

H2: v ≠ y (self-management does not lead to higher job-satisfaction) 

H3: v ≠ z (self-management does not lead to higher empowerment) 

H4: x+y+z ≠ p (high values for x, y and z do not lead to higher perceived performance)  

H5: v+x+y+z ≠ p (self-management and high values for x, y and z do not lead to higher 

perceived performance) 

 

1.5 Purpose of the study 

The purpose of this study is to find out whether the research questions can be confirmed or 

falsified. This means, in practice, to explain the relation between company structure design 

and important variables of worker-satisfaction such as motivation and empowerment, if a 

v 
x 

y 

z 

p 
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organizations structure allows for more freedom than an alternative one. This will be done by 

an analysis of direct responses from employees of companies whose different structures 

should provide for different levels of freedom. The different structures and the extent of 

difference in freedom the employees within them actually perceive, will be defined in chapter 

three. 

 

The results of the study should provide a picture of how the two described company structures 

influence the employees. If they are really more satisfied with their working environment in 

specific structures, this can lead to higher overall performance as several studies in this field 

of research suggest ( (Biron & Bamberger); (Childs, 2009); (Kover, 2005) ). A better overall 

understanding of this matter could encourage company leadership to review their 

management structures. If then applied in the right way, this knowledge might trigger a 

development of company structures in a direction that allows for more freedom for employees 

and even higher company performance. If the hypotheses of this paper about the mentioned 

research question are falsified, this study offers insight about the actual importance of 

company structuring. 

 

1.6 Limitations 

This thesis underlies certain limitations. The most obvious one is due to the limited time and 

money resources. The whole thesis must be finished within approximately ten weeks, 

eliminating the options for many research designs such as participant observation that are 

used for "big-scale" thesis works and require months or years of time available.  

 

Other limitations concern the extent of the study. This thesis will not try to connect company 

performance with structural design directly. There are other factors, like good management, 

leadership, economic environment and the application of modern working techniques such as 

lean production that have to be considered for such a connection. This would require a bigger 

study extent than the one currently employed.  

Moreover, the study will be conducted with companies of five different industries. (See 

Illustration 2-1) It is hard to say how the findings will be applicable to other industries. They 

are indications into a certain direction, not uncontestable facts. The thesis will not try to make 

assumptions of how company's structure affects company's of other branches or sectors such 

as the agrarian sector.  
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The most important limitation are the many factors beside company structure that can 

influence the studied variables. Factors like bad leadership, a bad overall economic situation 

or the company's history might add a bias to the findings that distorts the actual outcome. In 

an attempt to limit those influences, the study includes companies of different branches, 

different areas and slightly different size. Moreover, there are four variables measured, not 

only one or two, which should give us a more reliable picture of the employees well-being. 

Even if there is a bias caused by other influences, it is more unlikely to influence all three 

variables than just one or two.   

 

1.7 Thesis Structure 

This thesis consists of seven chapters. Chapter one deals with the underlying problem and the 

thesis in relation to it. The second chapter is concerned with the thesis design, its 

understanding of knowledge, its world view and the employed methodology. In the third part 

there will be a discussion of existing literature about the thesis topic and the influence of this 

literature on the study. Part four will give information about the empirical findings and details 

about the empirical data. An analysis of this data will follow in chapter five. Chapter six will 

contain the conclusions drawn from the empirical data and its analysis. Also, this last chapter 

will give suggestions about possible further studies.  
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2. Methodology 

2.1 Content 

Chapter two contains all information about the research design and methodology. Issues such 

as epistemological and ontological views are discussed. A section about the research method 

makes clear how the study is conducted. At the end of this chapter, information about the 

process of data gathering and analysis is given together with limitations regarding reliability, 

replicability and validity.   

 

2.2 Research Design and Methodology 

For the underlying bachelor thesis, the point of origin was not a basic ontological and/or 

epistemological paradigm. It was the simple idea to study how innovative organizational 

structures influence the satisfaction of employees in a company. There are probably many 

ways to study this. A researcher might use interviews of a few of the employees of such a 

company to find out about their attitude towards their work. One might also conduct a case 

study about such a company, to see if the innovative structure can contribute a basis for new 

theoretical findings.  

 

However, for several reasons, a different approach will be used. Considering the constraints 

given in section 1.6, the research design was chosen to be of a quantitative structure. Surveys 

of employees can be done online, easily accessible and inexpensive for both parties, 

researcher and company.  

 

This makes the choice for a quantitative design sound just convenience based, but it is not. 

The purpose of this study is to find out about things like employee empowerment and 

motivation in innovatively structured companies. An important part here seems to be the 

comparison of such companies with "ordinary" ones, on a scale as large as possible. This is 

not achievable with a qualitative design. There are many studies and standardized surveys for 

variables such as motivation and empowerment that have been used by well known 

researchers in prestigious studies before. They can provide the means of conducting a study of 

exactly the mentioned points of interest, over several organizations and many employees 

despite the resource limitations. The fact that they have been employed previously allows 

furthermore to get back to former studies, to learn from their mistakes and to enhance the 

validity of the survey design. 
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Hand in hand with the choice for a quantitative design there come considerations about basic 

epistemological and ontological views. Bryman and Bell (2007), in their book "Business 

Research methodology", put it very well and simple when they write: 

"An epistemological issue concerns the question of what is (or should be) regarded as 

acceptable knowledge in a discipline." (Bryman & Bell, 2007, S. 16) 

There are some views that fit such a design, some don't. Positivism is an approach to social 

science studies with a long standing tradition. It sees the organization as a fact, observable 

from the outside. This view will be adopted here, as one of natural sciences. Interpretivism 

favors an immersion of the researcher within the organization, something that cannot be 

accomplished with the given constraints. Considering the ontological options, the view of 

objectivism seems fit as it sees the company as something with its own rules and identity. 

Unlike constructivism, it allows us to see the organization as a fact, not an abstract 

construction and therefore fits the research design and the epistemological assumptions.  

 

2.3 Research Method 

Based on the earlier mentioned design considerations, a self completion questionnaire will be 

used, as it is the most fitting method. For the researched variables of: 

• motivation 

• job satisfaction 

• and empowerment 

of employees there already exist a number of recognized and long employed survey scales 

developed by well known social scientists. Examples include a scale for worker 

empowerment: (Leslie, Holzhalb, & Holland, 1998); one for job satisfaction: (Wood, Chonko, 

& Hunt, 1986); and one for employee motivation: (Ray, 1979). The questions themselves with 

some comments will be given in the appendix.  

 

Those "survey-suggestions" can be altered to a certain extent, according to the requirements 

of the studied companies and research questions. A sample size of about 15 employees within 

every company is desirable. This number stems from a consideration of the average size of 

the companies employed and would reflect about one tenth of the respective employees. As 

mentioned in the section about reliability and validity below, stratified random sampling 

would probably provide for the representativeness of the samples. Altogether the study will 

include the empirical data from about 100 self completed questionnaires from as much 
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employees. Two thirds of those employees are working in a classically structured company, 

the third in companies where self-managing team structures allow for a big degree of freedom 

and involvement. For more information see also the data gathering section below.   

 

In addition to the mentioned variables for employee satisfaction, motivation and 

empowerment, the questionnaire will contain several questions to assess the perception of 

performance. It is not clear at this point of time but there is a chance that this additional 

variable can contribute greatly to the understanding of eventual contradictive survey 

outcomes.   

 

2.4 Data gathering 

To find out as much as possible about the research question, it is necessary to study the above 

mentioned variables of interest within companies that employ self-managing teams and within 

companies that have a more hierarchical structure. The findings can then be compared 

relatively easily. The study becomes more meaningful if many different companies can be 

studied and compared considering age, size and so forth. Unfortunately the limitations in time 

of this paper do only permit a study design with five companies. Four of them are medium 

sized companies (approx. 50-250 employees), situated in Austria and have a medium to 

strong production focus. The last one is an Austrian bank. It is hierarchically structured and 

its responses will be used in the analysis, but it will be presented separated from the others, 

since it is the only one within the service-sector. The results from this company can be seen as 

supplemental to the others, a peek over into the service-sector. Illustration 2-1 shows the 

planned structure. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Illustration 2-1: Companies, researched in this thesis 

"self-managing-

team" structure 

"Company A"  

Construction 

Material  Product. 

"Company C"  

Food Industry 

"Company B"  

Stamping machine 

Production 

"Company D"  

Tooth-

replacements 

Non "self-managing-

team" structure 

"Company E"  

Bank 
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The arrows show the direction of comparison that will be used amongst the results of the 

survey. For the core question about the differences between self-managing (big amount of 

freedom for employees) and non self-managing ("ordinary" amount of freedom) structures it 

is probably best to compare companies within the same- or a similar branch, which is 

expressed by the arrows in the center of the matrix. The companies were not chosen freely 

from the pool of potential candidates, as it is almost never the case in such studies, but rather 

volunteered for the cooperation. It is not easy to gain access to a company, therefore it is 

important to use existing contacts which proved useful for this study. The reason why the 

companies were contacted however does not change the fact that they are very well fit for this 

study. They are comparable in size, branch and know how, providing us with a stable basis 

for the gathering of data.   

 

The most convenient way to gather the questionnaire data is an online-form. The 

questionnaire will be designed electronically and then put online. The companies receive a 

link to the survey and distribute it to the employees responsible. They in turn have a window 

of about one week to fill in the questions. The electronic design has several advantages 

compared to for example a postal design. It can be seen immediately how many and which 

employees already filled in the form. The form can moreover be changed easily and is 

accessable from all over the world in real time. It comes with virtually no costs and the results 

can be exported for the later data analysis in a standard statistical software.   

 

2.5 Analyzing the Data 

The questionnaire data will first be imported electronically into Microsoft excel to compute 

such basic statistics as: 

1. Simple frequency tables and line charts to analyze the quantity of answers for certain 

questions. 

2. Statistical figures such as mean and standard deviation. They allow for statements 

about the general tendency for the answers of questions. 

In a second step, the hypotheses of section 1.4 will be statistically tested with SPSS, a 

standard analysis software for business research purposes. This process will look as follows: 

3. Production of histograms for all items to check the value distribution 

4. Computation of the researched variables out of the different scales means 

5. Conduct of a Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test for all variables (also the computed ones) to 

see if they are normally distributed (necessary for some of the latter tests) 
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6. A correlation-analysis for all the researched (computed) variables  

7. Student's t-tests to test the hypotheses 1-3 

8. Regression-analysis of the conceptual models of hypotheses 4 and 5 

9. Development of scatter-diagrams with linear regression lines (to find runaway values) 

10. Updated regression-analysis with optimized dataset 

11. Updated scatter-diagrams with optimized dataset 

 

The different mentioned analyses should in the end provide us with the necessary knowledge 

to be able to rectify or falsify the made hypotheses. Especially correlation analysis will be 

important for this matter. Moreover, SPSS allows for the test of criteria such as internal 

reliability etc. This is important in order to contribute to the validity of the whole thesis.    

 

2.6 Reliability, Replicability, Validity  

Theoretically, there are limitations for every study in terms of the classical criteria such as: 

(Bryman & Bell, 2007, S. 40) 

• Reliability 

• Replicability 

• Validity  

Reliability can be split into two different criteria, namely stability and internal reliability. 

Stability is concerned with the question if the used measurement or "scale" produces a stable, 

not a wildly different range of outcomes. If one sample is used in connection with a certain 

measurement at different occasions, and the outcomes are completely different without any 

plausible reasons, then the measurement might be unreliable in terms of instability. This 

concern is addressed in this thesis through the fact that widely accepted scales and tools of 

measurement for the mentioned variables will be used. Many of them will have been used by 

well recognized social scientists before, thus providing this study with a good amount of 

testified reliability. To test stability empirically would require at least two observations from 

the same sample at two separate occasions. If the outcomes of the two observations show a 

high correlation, then the measurement can be considered stable (Bryman & Bell, 2007, S. 

163). However, this method will not be practically applicable, due to the time-restrictions for 

this thesis.  

 

The mentioned second part of reliability is internal reliability. This can be an issue if there are 

several questions in a survey concerning the same variable. For example, if there are four 
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questions about the motivation of an employee and the questioned employee answers two 

positively and two negatively although they are all concerned with the same phenomenon, the 

questions might not relate to each other enough. If this mentioned internal correlation of the 

answers to a certain set of questions with the same topic is bad, the internal reliability of the 

question-set can be doubted. However, there is a simple statistical test for internal reliability 

called "Cronbachs Alpha". It essentially splits a related set of questions randomly in two 

halves and calculates the correlation of the answers of these groups. It does this over all 

possible splitting-options. The results are added up and divided by the number of split-groups. 

If the overall correlation between the answers to the question is high (near one), internal 

consistency can be considered good. (Bryman & Bell, 2007, S. 163 pp)      

 

Another mentioned criteria is replicability which means: is sufficient description of the 

research process provided that another researcher could replicate the study. If a study is 

replicable is as much a matter of research description as of research design. The survey will 

be conducted under a sample of approximately 80 employees of four different companies with 

different structures. There is little "extravagancy", all the information about sample size, 

composition and the companies attributes will be recorded. This clear cut outline should 

provide for the design-part. The validation of the description-part of replicability is left up to 

the reader. (Bryman & Bell, 2007, S. 41) 

 

Validity is concerned with the integrity of the drawn research-conclusions, that is, if the right 

scales are used to measure a phenomena. It can only be established if the employed scales are 

reliable. Furthermore, validity asks if the measured causality is really existent. Does one 

variable (company structure) really influence the other (e.g. motivation)? As with reliability, 

there are different kinds of validity. The most important are: 

• Face validity 

• Concurrent validity 

• Predictive validity 

• Construct validity 

• Convergent validity 

However, as validity is mostly a matter of the scale-design, the fact that widely accepted 

measurements are used will support the current thesis in this respect. Face-validity of course 

will be assured for the employed scales. (Bryman & Bell, 2007, S. 164) 
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3. Existing studies 

3.1 Content 

This chapter deals with existing studies in the field of self-managed teams. During the 

discourse, self-managing teams are elaborated more deeply and interesting studies in this field 

of research are given to form a theoretical background for this thesis. 

 

3.2 Overview: Employee Participation 

There are many different ways to let employees participate in an organization. The mentioned 

self-managed teams are a rather extreme development that seemed to become relevant just 

quite recently, in the late 1960's. However, there is a visible development towards more 

freedom and participation of employees that started with very well known and accepted 

phenomena like unions etc. In this overview-chapter, this development, together with its 

impact on literature, will be discussed, to meaningfully place the idea of self-managed teams 

in the wider economic environment. 

 

Within the EU there exist important laws about employee participation. They concern:  

• Statutory work councils: Joint management-employee institution with mostly 

consulting and information function 

• Statutory board level employee participation: real employee participation in strategic 

decision making 

• Collective bargaining: Protection of employees interests via trade unions 

These tools are commonly accepted in most of the EU and there is a lot of theory about them. 

However studies show that they are not applied enough and EU institutions struggle to find a 

common model for all member states. (Jecevicius & Norberg, 1999) 

 

It is commonly accepted that tools like those are important in the economic system to protect 

employees interests. However, they achieve little if it is about actual participation of 

employees in how the company is steered. The next step in this direction would be so called 

employee participation in profit and ownership. This principle is also acknowledged within 

EU institutions, however, here the existing amount of literature is not so big any more. In a 

paper prepared for the EU parliament Pérotin and Robinson (2002) state that in the four 

largest EU countries, there are about 19% of employees covered by means of profit sharing 

and employee ownership. However, this number seems too small for the authors as they state 
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the importance of actions to promote it. They also state in their paper, backed by as much as 

twenty different studies, that:  

"financial participation has a positive or at least neutral effect on productivity" 

(Pérotin & Robinson, 2002, S. 3). 

As stated in the study purpose section, it is not the focus of this paper to show this 

relationship. Nevertheless it seems apparent in many studies, which could support the point of 

view taken here.   

 

Coming to the concept this thesis is about, theory wears even thinner. There is quite some 

knowledge about the model of self-managed teams but mostly in popular media, not so much 

in scientific articles. As this concept is not new, that is surprising but provides for ground for 

new research. One reason why there is little proven scientifically about self managed teams 

might be that every actual implementation looks different. The concept has to be fit to the 

special requirements of the company and therefore needs time for development and 

adaptation, there is not a typical "self-managed team". However there is some theory 

background that describes possible extents and guidelines to form understanding of this 

model. (Silverman & Probst, 1996) 

   

3.3 Definitions: Self-Managing Team 

Team structures within companies are nothing new. However there are companies that have 

developed the concept of teamwork further to self-managed teams in order to fully exploit its 

potential. The reason to structure a company in teams is because it allows for a lot of personal 

freedom. This is an important prerequisite for employee participation. Self managed teams are 

a concept in this line of thought. A popular definition describes them as: 

"Self-organized semi-autonomous small groups whose members determine, plan, and 

manage their day-to-day activities and duties (in addition to providing other 

supportive functions such as production scheduling, quality assurance, and 

performance appraisal) under reduced or no supervision" (Business Dictionary.com) 

The team structure is therefore only a part of the concept, the participation of employees is the 

core idea. Within the teams, employees are not only workers but become "co-owners". The 

extent of responsibility of the single team varies from one implementation at a company to 

another. However the theoretical concept goes so far to give every team responsibility for its 

own: 

• General management 
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• Cost management 

• Human resources management 

• Result management 

The teams are also responsible for their financial success and have to bear eventual losses. 

The information needed for its accounting is computed by the team itself with the help of 

company internal accountants that are organized in teams as well. (Hennerbichler) 

 

The reasons for companies to go through the considerable effort to implement self-managing 

teams are important and come very near to what this thesis is about. Silverman and Probst 

(1996) propose several possible explanations. Firstly, small working teams with their own 

responsibility over customer relationships are very near to the consumer and receive the 

feedback directly. This leads to a steep learning curve and a much better responsiveness 

towards customer wishes than at a conventional company where the single employee is 

mostly not in touch with the customers. A second reason they mention is at heart of this 

paper. Employee satisfaction comes through empowerment and freedom in a self-directed 

working environment.  

 

3.4 Self-Managing Teams and their Impact on Motivation, Job-
Satisfaction and Empowerment 

The amount of underlying theory to back up assumptions about the relationship of self-

managing teams and motivation or job satisfaction is surprisingly little. This might be due to 

the fact that there are many other factors to be considered if this relationship should be 

explored. The studied companies need to be quite far in the adoption process or preferably 

even experienced for years in working as self-managed teams. If studied after a number of 

years of experience, the problems of the early transition stages do not add a bias to the survey 

results. Moreover, motivation, job satisfaction etc. have different other influences ranging 

from private life circumstances to educational factors. However, hopefully, if a big enough 

sample of the right companies is chosen, study outcome can be considered more objective as 

those biases are likely to wane in the masses.  

 

The works that exist about this topic almost unanimously draw a neutral or positive picture of 

self-managing teams. As Yeatts and Hyten (1998) state, the empowerment through greater 

involvement of employees in the company's strategic decisions and how they perform their 

work can make work more enjoyable. Social skills such as resolving conflicts or listening, 
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acquired throughout the transition process, are likely to make the daily working environment 

more pleasant. Social norms about performance, developing in the small scale environment of 

self-managing teams are moreover known to enhance the motivation and overall team 

performance. 

3.4.1 Self-Management and Motivation 

According to the famous social scientist Abraham Maslow, motivation is the desire to satisfy 

an unmet need that motivates a person. This sounds simple, but there are many preconditions 

that have to be met before an employee can be truly motivated towards work. One of the most 

important contributions to the understanding of motivation is expectancy theory by Vroom 

(1995). It states basically that motivation can only be high if three important preconditions are 

met (Yeatts & Hyten, 1998): 

• Expectancy or the degree of confidence that a person has with regard to his or her 

ability to successfully accomplish the required behavior 

• Instrumentality or the degree of confidence a person has that if the behavior is 

performed successfully he or she will be rewarded appropriately 

• Valence or the value a person places on the expected rewards 

This means Vroom sees motivation not as a vague concept, but as something like an "attitude 

of mind" that needs a certain environment to develop. Studies conducted by Yeatts and Hyten 

(1998) support that motivation within self-managed teams will be low if one or more of the 

preconditions mentioned above are not met. Same goes for employees within any other 

organizational structure.  

 

The preconditions for motivation are to be seen as important, and they do not include self-

managed teams. Nevertheless, such teams seem to be relevant when it comes to motivation. 

Education and training of employees are very important during the transition stages from 

hierarchical- to team-structures (Hennerbichler). This training is required to make the teams 

work and to strengthen the group conscience. It includes lessons as diverse as self-awareness, 

team working and organization as well as accounting. The additional knowledge and training 

the employees receive, together with the freedom to organize themselves, can greatly enhance 

expectancy, instrumentality and valence.  

 

This is also supported by the self-determination theory (SDT), greatly influenced by the 

known motivational researcher Edward Deci. In (Deci & Gagné, 2005), the concept of 

motivation is split up as follows: 
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Illustration 3-1: Parts of Motivation (Deci & Gagné, 2005) 

Extrinsic motivation comes from the outside in the form of rewards, whereas intrinsic 

motivation comes from the inside of an employee, from his or her desire to perform a task. 

Together, those parts constitute an employee's motivation as opposed to "amotivation". At 

heart of SDT is the idea that: 

"...people will engage in an activity because they find it interesting, they are doing the 

activity wholly volitionally (e.g., I work because it is fun)." (Deci & Gagné, 2005) 

In another study, applying the mentioned concepts, Deci, Connel and Ryan (1989) are able to 

empirically link intrinsic motivation and increased effort to the higher amount of 

responsibility and authority for members of self-managed teams.  

3.4.1 Self-Management and Job Satisfaction 

Job Satisfaction is a part of the overall worker-wellbeing. It can be defined as follows: 

"The job satisfaction-dissatisfaction dimension is concerned with the pleasure a 

person gains from their job and their affective attachment to it." (Wood & Bryson, 

Discussion Paper No 321) 
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There has been quite some research about how self-managing team structures or, as some call 

them, high-involvement-management (HIM) influence worker wellbeing. Important insights 

come from the workplace-employment-relations-survey (WERS) 2004 of Great Britain. 

Wood and Bryson (Discussion Paper No 321) state that there is no empirical evidence that 

HIM-structures lead to higher than average job satisfaction amongst employees. If anything, 

WERS2004 showed that HIM had an strengthening impact on employee anxiety, probably 

due to a higher demand for participation. 

  

However, there is also a contrasting view. The WERS2004 studies show a positive correlation 

between HIM-structures and job-enrichment. Wood et. al (2008) proved in studies, that job 

enrichment is not only related positively to job satisfaction, but also to labor productivity. 

Also other studies suggest a positive relationship between the use of self-managed teams and 

job satisfaction or related variables. Valdés-Flores and Campos-Rodríguez (2008) show with 

a survey amongst nearly 150 members of self-managed teams that almost every one of these 

members considers himself personally grown and more satisfied after the transition to the 

HIM-structure.   

3.4.2 Self-Management and Empowerment 

Empowerment is a rather lose concept that lacks an unanimous definition. However, it is 

mostly connected with: 

"...the means and opportunity to make decisions and take actions which directly affect 

the customer." (Ginnodo, 1997) 

The existing literature mostly sees self-management and empowerment as synonymous. This 

study does not take this for granted as there is also research that separates the concepts and 

relates them in different directions. For example Elmuti (1996) sees self-managing teams as a 

means for the enhancement of employee empowerment. Also Kirkman and Rosen (1999) 

conducted studies assuming this causality. They seem to support the view that there is a 

positive relationship between the implementation of self-managed teams and the emergence 

of higher employee empowerment.  
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Illustration 3-2: Model of the connection of  Organization and Empowerment (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999) 

They specifically warn about perceiving empowerment and self-management as synonymous 

concepts and point out that there is a difference between team-empowerment and single-

employee-empowerment. 

  

There is also some evidence that contests the positive impact of self-management structures 

on empowerment. For example, the already introduced study from Kirkman and Rosen (1999) 

limits its positive findings as they mention the importance of external leadership on team 

empowerment. However, a thorough review of the literature could not reveal studies that 

present really contradictive findings for this relationship. This makes  a further study of the 

topic of self-managed teams and employee empowerment seem worthwhile, as a neutral 

relationship of empowerment and self-management in the studied companies would seem to 

be a novelty.  

3.4.3 Conceptual Model 

After consideration of the existing literature, it is possible to develop a conceptual model, out 

of the above discussed variables and their relationships. The kind and strength of the 

relationships between the different parts of the model are yet unknown, therefore they are 

drawn in the same way. The outcomes of the conducted research should provide for more  

insight. 

 

 

 

 

Illustration 3-3: Conceptual Variable Model  

Self-managed 

Teams (v) 

Job Satisfaction (x) 

Motivation (y) 
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4. Empirical Findings 

4.1 Content 

This chapter contains the outcomes of the undertaken employee-survey at the five mentioned 

companies. In the beginning the reliability of the used scales will be measured, employing the 

survey data. In subsequent sections, the results of the survey will be displayed, together with a 

short description of the company and its branch.  

 

4.2 Reliability's 

Although three of the four employed scales have already been used by various studies, the 

internal reliability was measured as it is an important indicator for the quality of the scales 

design. For the measurement, Cronbach's Alpha was chosen as the most common means of 

measurement for internal reliability. Basis for the calculation was the raw-data from the five 

companies A-E as given in the Appendix. The following table shows the outcomes: 

Scale: Cronbach's Alpha 

Motivation 0,752 

Job Satisfaction 0,849 

Empowerment 0,844 

Perceived Performance 0,755 

Table 4-1: Internal reliabilities of the used scales 

All the above values show a healthy internal reliability of the scales items, proving that they 

are actually measuring the four concepts and not wildly different things. However, to achieve 

this, some of the items of the original scales had to be excluded from further consideration. 

They were dismissed after the statistical analysis of the scales reliabilities as they were not 

measuring the sought for concepts in a sufficient way. This means they are not part of the 

further analysis or empirical findings (To show this, those variables were marked in the scales 

given in the appendix). 
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4.3 The Structure of the Raw Data 

´ 

Illustration 4-1: Structure of the Raw Data 

To give the reader a better feeling for the following data analysis, illustration 5-1 shows a 

picture of the raw data from the undertaken questionnaires (here a view from Microsoft 

Excel). The header contains the long and short name of the scale item (in this case the eight 

used scale items for empowerment and the three items for perceived performance of company 

C). Every following line contains the scores of one questionnaire from 1 (answer NO), over 4 

(undecided) to 7 (answer YES). The mean was computed for every scale item to allow a later 

comparison with the other companies. Within the gray columns, the sum of all answers per 

questionnaire and variable was computed to provide for a comparable measure of the 

concepts. The median of those means can give the reader a picture of the motivation, 

satisfaction etc. of an average employee within a certain company.  

Means 

Transformed 

data 
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4.4 Results Company A 

4.4.1 Company Description 

The studied subsidiary of this company has approximately twenty-five employees and is 

situated in upper Austria. It is a private limited company since it was established in 1895 by 

two brothers. The performance has been good over the last years with no major layoffs but 

rather an impressive expansion. The corporation has also production sites in other European 

countries. With a wide variety of brick-products they are a strong competitor on the European 

markets for construction materials. Since several years it employs a self-managed team 

structure (in the studied construction site in Austria) and is considered an Austrian model 

company. Four of its employees participated in the survey. 

4.4.1 Statistical Measurement Results 

The following table display's the result of the conducted measurements. Most of the data has 

been converted to percent to allow for an easier comparison of the outcomes.  

  
Motivation 

Job 
Satisfaction Empowerment 

Perceived 
Performance 

Number of People: 4,00 4,00 4,00 4,00 
Achieveable Score:  98,00 70,00 56,00 21,00 
Average: 75,75 55,00 45,25 18,25 
Average in percent: 77,30% 78,57% 80,80% 86,90% 
Minimum in 
percent: 70,41% 70,00% 75,00% 85,71% 
Maximum in 
percent: 82,65% 88,57% 91,07% 90,48% 
Range: 12,24% 18,57% 16,07% 4,76% 
Median: 76,50 54,50 44,00 18,00 
Median in percent:  78,06% 77,86% 78,57% 85,71% 

Table 4-2: Results Company A: Motivation, Job Satisfaction, Empowerment, Perceived Performance     

 
 Illustration 4-2: Median Variable Outcomes Company A (%) 
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4.5 Results Company B 

4.5.1 Company Description 

This company has approximately fifty employees and is situated in upper Austria. It is 

privately owned since it was established nearly 100 years ago. The performance has been 

good over the last years with no major layoffs and a steady growth in turnover (about 

140.000.000 Euro in 2008, data from the company homepage). With its special stamping and 

laser-cutting machine products it is world-market leader and exports 98 percent of its goods to 

over 160 foreign countries. Since several years it employs a self-managed team structure and, 

by own judgment, made good experiences with it. Sixteen of its employees participated in the 

survey. 

4.5.2 Statistical Measurement Results 

The following table display's the result of the conducted measurements. Most of the data has 

been converted to percent to allow for an easier comparison of the outcomes.  

  Motivation 
Job 
Satisfaction Empowerment 

Perceived 
Performance 

Number of People: 16,00 16,00 16,00 16,00 
Achieveable Score:  98,00 70,00 56,00 21,00 
Average Score: 76,69 54,31 47,00 16,00 
Average in percent: 78,25% 77,59% 83,93% 76,19% 
Minimum in percent: 61,22% 44,29% 66,07% 52,38% 
Maximum in percent: 89,80% 95,71% 100,00% 95,24% 
Score Range: 28,57% 51,43% 33,93% 42,86% 
Median Score: 78,00 55,00 46,50 16,50 
Median in percent:  79,59% 78,57% 83,04% 78,57% 

Table 4-3: Results Company B: Motivation, Job Satisfaction, Empowerment, Perceived Performance     

 

Illustration 4-3: Median Variable Outcomes Company B (%)  
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4.6 Results Company C 

4.6.1 Company Description 

This company has approximately 250 employees and is situated in lower Austria. It was 

founded over forty years ago by a joint organization of Austrian farmers. Although ownership 

changed quite frequently and just recently, the performance development has been steady over 

the last years with no major layoffs and an average growth in turnover. The major product are 

deep-frozen Austrian dishes and vegetables which are sold mostly to wholesalers, but also 

directly to supermarkets. Customers include for example McDonalds Austria (French Fries) 

and the supermarket-chain "Spar". The structure can be described as classically hierarchical, 

with a strong focus on production efficiency. Thirteen of its employees participated in the 

survey. 

4.6.2 Statistical Measurement Results 

The following table display's the result of the conducted measurements. Most of the data has 

been converted to percent to allow for an easier comparison of the outcomes.  

  Motivation 
Job 
Satisfaction Empowerment 

Perceived 
Performance 

Number of People: 13,00 13,00 13,00 13,00 
Achieveable Score:  98,00 70,00 56,00 21,00 
Average Score: 72,31 51,92 43,38 11,92 
Average in percent: 73,78% 74,18% 77,47% 56,78% 
Minimum in 
percent: 62,24% 61,43% 62,50% 28,57% 
Maximum in 
percent: 86,73% 87,14% 98,21% 80,95% 
Score Range: 24,49% 25,71% 35,71% 52,38% 
Median Score: 71,00 52,00 44,00 12,00 
Median in percent:  72,45% 74,29% 78,57% 57,14% 

Table 4-4: Results Company C: Motivation, Job Satisfaction, Empowerment, Perceived Performance    

 

Illustration 4-4: Median Variable Outcomes Company C (%)  
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4.7 Results Company D 

4.7.1 Company Description 

This company has approximately fifty employees and is situated in Salzburg, Austria. It is 

privately owned since it was established about twenty years ago. The performance has been 

outstanding for its business environment, it grew from a sole proprietor business to its current 

size within a relatively short time. The main product are tooth-replacements which are 

manufactured in a state-of-the-art workshop. The employed structure is strongly hierarchical 

but comparably flat. Twelve of its employees participated in the survey. 

4.7.1 Statistical Measurement Results 

The following table display's the result of the conducted measurements. Most of the data has 

been converted to percent to allow for an easier comparison of the outcomes.  

  Motivation  
Job 
Satisfaction Empowerment 

Perceived 
Performance 

Number of People: 12,00 12,00 12,00 12,00 
Achieveable Score:  98,00 70,00 56,00 21,00 
Average Score: 68,08 42,42 39,25 15,50 
Average in percent: 69,47% 60,60% 70,09% 73,81% 
Minimum in 
percent: 58,16% 37,14% 44,64% 57,14% 
Maximum in 
percent: 85,71% 82,86% 87,50% 95,24% 
Score Range: 27,55% 45,71% 42,86% 38,10% 
Median Score: 67,00 44,00 41,00 15,00 
Median in percent:  68,37% 62,86% 73,21% 71,43% 

Table 4-5: Results Company D: Motivation, Job Satisfaction, Empowerment, Perceived Performance     

 

Illustration 4-5: Median Variable Outcomes Company D (%)  
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4.8 Results Company E 

4.8.1 Company Description 

The studied subsidiary of this bank has approximately 180 employees and is situated in 

Salzburg, Austria. It is part of one of the biggest and oldest Austrian banks which also has 

subsidiaries in many other European countries. During the banking crisis it was considered 

one of the most stable banks in the region with considerable equity capital. As it is the only 

surveyed company from the service sector, it is not directly comparable with the others. 

However, the findings could prove interesting nevertheless. Its structure is strongly 

hierarchical. Forty-five of its employees participated in the survey. 

4.8.2 Statistical Measurement Results 

The following table display's the result of the conducted measurements. Most of the data has 

been converted to percent to allow for an easier comparison of the outcomes.  

  Motivation  
Job 
Satisfaction Empowerment 

Perceived 
Performance 

Number of People: 51,00 51,00 51,00 51,00 
Achieveable Score:  98,00 70,00 56,00 21,00 
Average Score: 69,18 49,71 40,57 13,31 
Average in percent: 70,59% 71,01% 72,44% 63,40% 
Minimum in 
percent: 51,02% 44,29% 39,29% 14,29% 
Maximum in 
percent: 92,86% 92,86% 98,21% 95,24% 
Score Range: 41,84% 48,57% 58,93% 80,95% 
Median Score: 69,00 51,00 41,00 14,00 
Median in percent:  70,41% 72,86% 73,21% 66,67% 

Table 4-6: Results Company E: Motivation, Job Satisfaction, Empowerment, Perceived Performance     

 
Illustration 4-6: Median Variable Outcomes Company E (%)  
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4.9 Basic Statistics and Transformations 

4.9.1 Results Companies A-D 

As can be seen by the aggregated data in the previous chapter, the outcomes for the different 

variables in the different companies vary by a quite large extent.  

  
Median 
Motivation: 

Median 
Satisfaction: 

Median 
Empowerment: 

Median Perceived 
Performance: 

Company A 78,06% 77,86% 78,57% 85,71% 
Company B 79,59% 78,57% 83,04% 78,57% 
Company C 72,45% 74,29% 78,57% 57,14% 
Company D 68,37% 62,86% 73,21% 71,43% 

Table 4-7: Table of Median Outcomes per Company and Variable 

Table 4-7 shows the values for the median outcomes of the researched variables. The median 

was chosen to lower the possibility for bias in the averages that is sometimes caused by 

runaway values in the data. The companies with a self-managed team structure, highlighted in 

bold, show the tendency for higher values across all outcomes. The companies with a 

hierarchical structure, highlighted in italic, always score lower variable outcomes, except for 

the median empowerment of company A and C which is the same. A look at the average 

shows that company A scores better in this respect. The following graph shows these 

relationships in a more convenient way. Generally speaking is the median in the very most 

cases only one to two percent lower or higher than the average. This means that there are little 

runaway values present, which is an indicator for homogenous populations.  

 

Illustration 4-7 shows the same data as table 4-7, just in another way. The median percentages 

of the variables are denoted on the four axes of the web. This way, every company forms a 

tetragon with a different area. The size and shape of that area corresponds should provide for 

a more intuitive understanding of the data than table 4-7.  
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Illustration 4-7: Web-Diagram of the Median Outcomes of the Studied Variables 

Interestingly, the perceived performance seems to be low in those companies where we also 

see low values for the other variables. An impact of the general condition of the working 

environment on the perceived performance in the companies seems to be apparent. There are 

only two notable exceptions from the found trends:  

• Company D has a higher perceived performance than company C although it scores 

lower on all the environmental variables. 

• Company C has the same (high) empowerment-level as company A.  

Both of these exceptions will be addressed in the next chapter.   

 

Until now all comparisons of the findings have been on basis of personal response-outcomes. 

The question remains how the companies' responses differ on a item-by-item level. Here, the 

average was chosen as the difference to the median was not significant in the previous 

analyses. This way, the data can be examined by different statistical concepts.



Motivation 

  m1 m2 m3 m4 m5 m6 m7 m8 m9 m10 m11 m12 m13 m14 Average 
Self-Managed 
Teams 47,14% 78,57% 85,71% 58,57% 80,00% 71,43% 85,00% 65,71% 87,86% 87,14% 80,00% 95,00% 93,57% 77,14% 78,06% 

Hierarchical 
Structures 42,29% 71,43% 80,57% 54,29% 76,57% 70,29% 65,14% 61,14% 88,57% 81,14% 73,14% 88,00% 88,00% 63,43% 71,71% 

difference 4,86% 7,14% 5,14% 4,29% 3,43% 1,14% 19,86% 4,57% -0,71% 6,00% 6,86% 7,00% 5,57% 13,71% 6,35% 
Table 4-8: Average Survey Outcomes by Scale-Item (Motivation) 

 

 

Job-Satisfaction 

  s1 s4 s5 s6 s7 s9 s10 s11 s13 s14 Average 

Self-Managed 
Teams 67,14% 73,57% 85,00% 81,43% 82,86% 76,43% 78,57% 89,29% 65,00% 78,57% 77,79% 

Hierarchical 
Structures 59,43% 65,14% 74,29% 68,57% 78,29% 68,57% 64,00% 76,00% 48,00% 74,29% 67,66% 

difference 7,71% 8,43% 10,71% 12,86% 4,57% 7,86% 14,57% 13,29% 17,00% 4,29% 10,13% 
 Table 4-9: Average Survey Outcomes by Scale-Item (Satisfaction) 

  



Linnaeus University  Self-Managing Teams Course 2FE08E 
 

Viehhauser  Page  42 of 97 

Empowerment 

  e1 e2 e4 e5 e6 e7 e8 e9 Average  

Self-Managed Teams 82,86% 85,00% 89,29% 88,57% 90,00% 85,71% 74,29% 70,71% 83,30% 
Hierarchical 
Structures 72,00% 76,57% 82,86% 78,29% 80,57% 75,43% 69,14% 56,57% 73,93% 

difference 10,86% 8,43% 6,43% 10,29% 9,43% 10,29% 5,14% 14,14% 9,38% 
Table 4-10: Average Survey Outcomes by Scale-Item (Empowerment) 

 

 

Perceived 
Performance 

  p1 p2 p3 Average  
Self-Managed 
Teams 75,71% 79,29% 80,00% 78,33% 
Hierarchical 
Structures 60,00% 69,14% 65,71% 64,95% 

difference 15,71% 10,14% 14,29% 13,38% 
Table 4-11: Average Survey Outcomes by Scale-Item (Perceived Performance) 

 

 



The values of the outcomes per scale item are given in percent, as this makes them easier to 

compare. Basis for the percent-values is of course seven, as the scales all have values from 

one to seven. As can be seen by the bold values of the aggregated average difference between 

the outcomes of hierarchically structured and self-management structured companies, the 

latter perform about ten percent better across the board. The following graphs should visualize 

the data given in the previous tables. 

 
Illustration 4-8: Outcomes per Item for Motivation 

 

 
Illustration 4-9: Outcomes per Item for Job Satisfaction 
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Illustration 4-10: Outcomes per Item for Empowerment 

 

 
Illustration 4-11: Outcomes per Item for Perceived Performance 

To prevent confusion, the data has been aggregated to only two rows, namely for hierarchical- 

and self-managed team- companies. Otherwise the graphs would have included four data-

rows, one for every company, resulting in a mess of lines. The horizontal axes represent the 

items on the scales for the different variables. Note again: Some of the items are missing 

because they are not included in the analysis. This is due to consideration of overall scale-

reliability. 
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4.9.2 Results Company E 

As mentioned earlier, company E can't be compared directly with the others as it operates 

within the service-, rather than within the industrial sector. However, the findings are 

interesting as they are in line with the results shown previously. Therefore, a short analysis 

will be done in the following. 

  
Median 
Motivation: 

Median 
Satisfaction: 

Median 
Empowerment: 

Median Perceived 
Performance: 

Company A 78,06% 77,86% 78,57% 85,71% 
Company B 79,59% 78,57% 83,04% 78,57% 
Company C 72,45% 74,29% 78,57% 57,14% 
Company D 68,37% 62,86% 73,21% 71,43% 

Company E 70,41% 67,14% 70,54% 66,67% 
Table 4-12: Table of Median Outcomes per Company and Variable - Updated 

Table 4-12 shows that the median outcomes for the variables for company E are in line with 

the outcomes for company C and D. Again, on average, companies A and B score about ten 

percent higher. The following tables show the outcomes per variable-item. 

 

 
Illustration 4-12: Outcomes per Item for Motivation (Updated with company-E-data) 

 

 
Illustration 4-13: Outcomes per Item for Satisfaction (Updated with company-E-data) 
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Illustration 4-14: Outcomes per Item for Empowerment (Updated with company-E-data) 

 

 
Illustration 4-15: Outcomes per Item for P.Performance (Updated with company-E-data) 
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5. Analysis 

5.1 Content 

Following the conceptual model of variables given in chapter one, the first part of this chapter 

will try to empirically back up the made assumptions. Motivation, job satisfaction,  

empowerment, and perceived performance of employees of five different companies that were 

surveyed via the self-completion questionnaire will be compared. Within the second section, 

attempts will be made to explain the results of the survey using the framework of existing 

knowledge from chapter three. 

 

5.2 Empirical Level Analysis 

5.2.1 Basic Statistics 

The following empirical data analysis was aided by the statistical software-tool "SPSS". With 

this tool, it was possible to set up a framework of statistical  tests, beginning with a standard 

analysis of frequencies and statistics like median and mean for every item. This was necessary 

to be able to find runaway values amongst the answers that might contradict later analyses. To 

get a better feeling for the raw-data, also histograms were produced, for every scale item. As 

these descriptives acquire a lot of space, only a sample will be given here. The rest can be 

found in the Appendix.  

 
Illustration 5-1: Basic Statistics for Every Scale-Item 

m1 m2 m3 m4 m5 m6 
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Illustration 5-2: Sample Histogram for Item m1 (Motivation Scale Item 1) 

5.2.2 Computation of Conceptual Variables 

In the next step, the single items of the different scales for motivation, job satisfaction, 

empowerment and perceived performance were used to compute conceptual variables. Those 

variables are named after the four concepts. Mathematically, they are the means of the four 

scales items. For example, the new conceptual variable "Perceived Performance" is the mean 

of the values of the three items on the scale for the measurement of perceived performance. 

These variables allow for a later regression-analysis of the hypotheses made in chapter one. 

After definition, SPSS calculates their values for every survey-case. 

 
Illustration 5-3: Computation of the Conceptual Variables 

m1 
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5.2.3 Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test 

Certain statistics require normally distributed data to work properly. Furthermore, it is 

statistically interesting to find out about the distribution of the computed variables. This might 

give the reader a better understanding of the structure of the data. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov 

Test was developed to test variables for a normal distribution. It was applied to the four 

computed variables. 

 
Illustration 5-4: K-S Test of the Computed Variables 

As can be seen in Illustration 5-4, Motivation, Job Satisfaction and Empowerment are 

normally distributed (K-S Z and Asymp. Sig. are both above 0,05). Only the perceived 

performance is not purely normally distributed according to K-S (significance slightly below 

0,05). A histogram can give further information: 

  
Illustration 5-5: Histogram for Perceived Performance 

As can be seen, the distribution is a little right-sided and show's two peaks. However, the drop 

in the middle can be explained through the computation of the variable and is small enough to 

be dismissed.  
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5.2.4 Correlation Analysis (Spearman's Rho) 

After the basic examination of the raw data, it is possible to use the computed variables to 

reject some of the hypotheses made in chapter one. An analysis of the correlations of the 

variables can be used for this purpose.  

 
Illustration 5-6: Correlation Analysis of the Computed Variables 

Statistically significant correlations are marked with **. The top-row of the correlations-table 

is important. It can be seen that the structural imperative variable that discriminates the results 

of the self-managed team companies from the results of the hierarchically managed company, 

is correlated with the variables Motivation, Job Satisfaction and Empowerment. All the 

correlations are not especially strong but not to be neglected. In SPSS the results from the 

hierarchically structured companies were marked with "2", the self-managed team results with 

"1". The negative correlation that is now apparent means that the results of the computed 

variables tend to be higher for the self-managed teams. The statistical significance is 0,05 or 

better in all cases.   

 

Almost the same result is visible for the relationships between Perceived Performance and the 

other computed variables. One exception is Motivation, which does not seem to be correlated 

with Perceived Performance. An especially strong correlation seems to be given between 

Empowerment and Job Satisfaction. Furthermore, the self-managed team structure seems to 

be positively correlated with a higher mean in perceived performance. This was not part of 

our hypotheses, but seems to be an important outcome as well. 

 

This analysis allows the following conclusions:  
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• The Null-Hypothesis H1 can be rejected. The self-managed company structure does 

seem to have a positive influence on the employees motivation. 

• The Null-Hypothesis H2 can be rejected. The self-managed company structure does 

seem to have a positive influence on job satisfaction. 

• The Null-Hypothesis H3 can be rejected. The self-managed company structure does 

seem to have a positive influence on empowerment. 

5.2.5 Student's t-Test 

To give a more comprehensive picture of the relationships of the computed variables, the 

made hypotheses can be tested in a second, more common way. A Student's-t-Test tests the 

differences in the means of two independent data samples. If the means show a significant 

difference, the Null-Hypothesis can be rejected. Such tests have been run for all four 

computed variables. More specifically, the "independent samples test" in SPSS was used, with 

the structural imperative as the sample-discriminating variable. 

 
Illustration 5-7: Output Student's t-Test for Motiva tion 

 
Illustration 5-8: Output Student's t-Test for Job Satisfaction 
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Illustration 5-9: Output Student's t-Test for Empowerment 

 
Illustration 5-10: Output Student's t-Test for Perceived Performance 

The important value's can be found in the column "Sig. (2-tailed)". Here, SPSS states the 

statistical significance for the tests. The two different values result because the test assumes 

equal variances in the samples in a first run and not equal variances in a second run. If the F-

value of Levene's Test for Equality is above 0,05, the variances can be seen as equal and the 

first significance value is the right one, otherwise the second. For our tests however, the 

significances are almost equal and in all cases below the important 5% border. This allows to 

reject the hypotheses H1-H3 via another test. The correlation between the structural imperative 

and perceived performance, that was found before, seems to be proven as well.   

5.2.6  Regression Analysis 

To prove the multivariate-hypotheses, H4 and H5, a regression-analysis is necessary. This type 

of analysis assumes a connection of a dependent variable with one or more independent 

variables. Different kinds of regression analyses assume different forms of this connection. It 

might be linear, quadratic, cubic or any other kind of geometric curve. The most common 

one, the linear regression, was used in this case.  
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To prove H4 and H5, the same analysis can be used, as both only differ by the structural 

imperative-variable v. A regression of the form p = x + y + z + v was produced, using a 

stepwise regression process. The following illustrations (5-11 and 5-12) show the results. 

 

 
Illustration 5-11: : Results Regression Analysis H4 and H5 a) 



Linnaeus University  Self-Managing Teams Course 2FE08E 
 

Viehhauser  Page  54 of 97 

 

 

Illustration 5-12: Results Regression Analysis H4 and H5 b) 

When using a stepwise approach, SPSS enters one independent variable after the other to the 

model and gives the results for every run. As can be seen in the "Variables Entered/Removed" 

and "Model Summary" tables, only the variables Empowerment and Structural Imperative 

made it into the model. One reason for that might be that the other variables were to highly 

correlated to be statistically significant. 

 

The figure "R Square" is a general measure for the strength of the regression. With 0,198 for 

the second model in the "Model Summary"-table, it is fairly small, but existent . In words, this 

number means that empowerment and the structural imperative are responsible for 19,8% of 

the variations in the values of perceived performance. The statistical significance can be 

found in the "ANOVA"-table and is again below the five percent error level. The 

"Coefficients"-table (Column "B"; in "Unstandardized Coefficients") gives the coefficients 

for the regression formula. In our case, this formula is: p = 3,487 + 0,457*z - 0,670*v. 

Important is here that also the significances for all predictors do have to be below the 5% 

error level, which is the case for our model. However, H5 cannot be rejected, as the variables 
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Motivation and Job Satisfaction did not enter the model. Same goes for H4, which is only a 

variant of H5. It was implicitly tested with the used stepwise approach.  

5.2.7 Scatter Diagrams and Runaway values 

A very convenient way to show variable relationships of the form depentent->independent 

variable, are so-called scatter-plot diagrams. With the dependent variable on the axis of 

ordinate and the independent variable on the axis of abscissae, it shows a swarm of all the 

variables pair-combinations as dots. These diagrams also allow for a simple graphic 

regression by applying a geometrical curve that shows the variable correlation. They therefore 

allow the identification of runaway values that might introduce high errors into the former 

regression analysis. 

     
Illustration 5-13: Scatterplot for Motivation-P.Per formance 
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Illustration 5-14: Scatterplot for Job Satisfaction-P.Performance 

 
Illustration 5-15: Scatterplot for Empowerment-P.Performance 

Illustration 5-13 shows that the correlation between Motivation and Perceived Performance is 

quite small, the Scatter-Plot is almost evenly distributed. This fits the correlation table of 

illustration 5-6. The Illustrations for Empowerment and Job Satisfaction show a stronger 

correlation. However, there are three runaway-values for perceived performance that have 

been marked. Those cases show a strangely small value for perceived performance. The 

average for case 69 is even 1, which is the smallest possible.  

 

The question remains, why these employees felt that bad about their companies performance. 

It is not possible to find out about that without a direct interview of the three specific 
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employees and therefore there is no justification to remove the cases from the raw data. 

However, out of curiosity, the three cases were deleted to see their influence on the 

regression-curve and R-Square. 

 
Illustration 5-16: Updated Scatterplot for Motivati on-P.Performance 

 
Illustration 5-17: Updated Scatterplot for Job Satisfaction-P.Performance 
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Illustration 5-18: Updated Scatterplot for Empowerment-P.Performance 

After the deletion of the runaway values, the R Square for all three scatter-plot diagrams rose, 

in the case of Empowerment-P.Performance quite significantly. This second set of regression 

diagrams probably shows a better picture of the real correlations. However, as already 

mentioned, there is no justification to exclude the runaway values.  

5.2.8 Updated Regression Analysis 

After the deletion of the runaway values, also the basis for the regression analysis has 

changed. To see how, the regression was rerun at this point. The following illustration shows 

the outcomes.  
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Illustration 5-19: Updated Regression analysis 

Due to the deletion of the runaway values, the picture has changed. The structural imperative 

is no longer part of the model, only empowerment is. However, the R-Square for this smaller 

model has improved.  

 

5.3 Theoretical Level Analysis 

5.3.1 Trends 

The empirical findings in chapters five and six show a clear trend. Over all the different 

analyses made, the self-management teams perform better for every variable. Sometimes 

considerably, the responses show higher values of motivation, job satisfaction, empowerment 

and also perceived performance. There are two exceptions from the general trends, that have 

been mentioned in the previous chapter and need to be addressed here. 

 



Linnaeus University  Self-Managing Teams Course 2FE08E 
 

Viehhauser  Page  60 of 97 

The first one was that Company D has a higher perceived performance than company C 

although it scores lower on all the environmental variables. As the level of perceived 

performance is comparably low at C and does not quite fit the other outcomes in value, it is 

probable that there are some other variables like the recent change in ownership of the 

company. Such a change could put strain on the hierarchy as common channels of power 

change or personal competences are rearranged. A following low of the perceived 

performance would not be surprising. Also other variables, like a highly competitive working 

environment could be responsible for such an outcome. Internal quarrels are likely to lower 

the perceived performance.  

 

The second exception in the trends again involves Company C. It has the same (high) 

empowerment-level as company A. If the employees are highly empowered, internal struggles 

and  a competitive working environment could be the result. This would fit to the 

assumptions, made about the low perceived performance. 

 

In general terms, the outcomes of the analysis fit quite well to the picture, the existing 

literature draws about the impact of self-managing teams. It seems that (Silverman & Probst, 

1996) are right when they mention higher employee satisfaction and empowerment as 

important reasons for companies to consider self-managing teams for their purposes. The 

same goes for motivation, but not to quite the same extent.  

5.3.2 Self-Managed teams and Motivation 

As mentioned in chapter three, (Deci & Gagné, 2005) state that intrinsic motivation can be 

seen as the desire to perform a task. Assuming that basic needs like those defined by Maslow 

are fulfilled, most people will engage in an activity if it is interesting and satisfies the desire 

for social behavior and personal growth. The research results given here support Deci, Connel 

and Ryan (1989) when they point out that an higher-than-average amount of responsibility 

and authority for members of self-managed teams has a positive impact on employee 

motivation. Over all items of the motivational scale, employees in self-managed team 

environments scored on average 6,35 percent higher than those working within an strongly 

hierarchical environment (table 4-8). Though not as much as in the cases of empowerment or 

job satisfaction, this is quite a difference. Also the empirical analysis supports the findings. 

Illustration 5-7 shows the student's t-test for motivation. With a probability for error far below 

the important 5% threshold, the test show's that there are significant differences in the means 

of motivation values for differently structured companies. Also the correlation table of 
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illustration 5-6 endorses that. With a high statistic significance, structural imperative and 

motivation show a correlation of 0,344. Therefore, the first made hypothesis, H1, can be 

rejected. 

5.3.3 Self-Managed Teams and Job Satisfaction 

With the workplace-employment-relations-survey (WERS) 2004 of Great Britain, an 

important sociological study opposes the view that self-managed teams or other high-

involvement-structures actually improve job satisfaction. However, there are quite some 

smaller studies, like (Valdés-Flores & Campos-Rodríguez, 2008), that fiercely support a 

positive impact. This renders the whole topic somewhat controversial. However, the results of 

this very study clearly favor self-managed teams when it comes to the achievement of high 

job satisfaction. As table 4-9 shows, employees in hierarchical companies scored on average 

more than ten percent lower than self-managed team members, over all scale items.  

 

As in the case of motivation, the correlation table of illustration 5-6 shows a correlation 

between the existence of self-managed teams and a higher job satisfaction. Although the 

correlation of 0,237 is not as strong as in the case of motivation, it is statistically significant 

well below the 5% threshold. Together with the positive outcomes of the student's t-test of 

illustration 5-8 this means that the hypothesis H2 can be rejected. As the number of surveyed 

employees and companies limit the scope of findings, it is hard to stand up against something 

like the WERS. Nevertheless this research can contribute to the mass of studies that point into 

a certain direction, one that goes against the outcomes of WERS.    

5.3.4 Self-Managed Teams and Empowerment 

As written under 3.4.2, in the literature it is seen as self-evident that high employee 

empowerment arises within a self-managed team structure. This study failed to deliver any 

controversial findings in this respect. As in the case of job satisfaction, employees of self-

managed teams report an empowerment-level that is about ten percent higher than that of their 

colleagues in hierarchically structured companies (table 5-10). For the case of empowerment, 

illustration 5-6 shows a healthy correlation of 0,344 with the existence of self-managed teams. 

Also the student's t-test (illustration 5-9) for this connection was positive with a statistical 

significance even below the 1% error-level. This allows it to reject the hypothesis H3. A self-

managed team structure apparently causes a higher level of employee empowerment.  
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However, as can be seen in case of company C (table 5-7), empowerment of course can come 

from other sources too. If this is positive for the overall performance appears doubtful. For 

company C, it might have led to an fall in perceived performance, maybe, as already 

mentioned earlier, through resulting internal frictions. If this is the case, self-managed teams 

might be a tool to empower employees without risking these frictions. Nevertheless, to fully 

understand these relationships, subsequent studies would be required.  

5.3.5 Self-Managed Teams and Perceived Performance 

Also the results for the last observed relationship, the one between the environmental 

variables and perceived performance, seem to support the existing literature in parts.  

The correlation-table of illustration 5-6 show healthy correlations of perceived performance 

and job satisfaction (0,428) and also perceived performance and empowerment (0,491). 

However, this is not true for perceived performance and motivation. Here, the statistical 

significance is with 22,7% error probability much too high and the correlation with 0,125 

fairly small. A high motivation does not seem to have a statistical significance for perceived 

performance. Interestingly, the existence of self-managed teams does correlate with a high 

perceived performance (0,342). Also the student's t-test of illustration 5-10 supports this. 

Even the transformed data from table 4-7 and illustration 4-11 show that perceived 

performance is high for companies with a self-managed team environment. This strengthens 

the outcomes of the studies from (Pérotin & Robinson, 2002); (Biron & Bamberger); (Childs, 

2009); (Kover, 2005). They show a neutral to positive impact of self-managing teams on 

company performance. The contradiction of the missing link to motivation fits partly to the 

outcomes for H4 and H5 that will be discussed in the next section.   

5.3.6 Hypotheses H4 and H5: A Model of the Variable-Connections 

The existing literature that has been reviewed in chapter three only gives a feeling for simple 

connections such as for example between motivation and the existence of self-managed 

teams. There is no study that integrates the variables used here into one big model. With the 

introduction of H4 and H5 this study tried to produce such a model. However, the findings of 

the undertaken regression analysis do not allow to reject H4 and H5. As illustration 5-11 

shows, only the structural imperative and empowerment entered the regression model. The 

other variables probably were statistically too similar. Therefore, only a model of the form: p 

= v + e (perceived performance depends on the company structure and empowerment) can be 

supported here. This can be seen as a guidance for subsequent studies, to employ other 

concepts if the development of such a model is desired.  
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6. Conclusion 

6.1 Content 

This chapter will summarize the empirical findings and relate them to the research questions 

and hypotheses of chapter one. The conceptual model, first introduced in chapter three will be 

updated into a final version to visualize and connect all results. One section will shortly 

discuss the theoretical contributions of the study. In the end, a reflection on the study itself 

and recommendations for further studies will be given.  

 

6.2 Empirical Findings of the Study 

6.2.1 Outcomes in Respect to the Research Questions 

The first research question in section 1.4 was: Do self managing teams provide the average 

employee with more 

• motivation 

• job satisfaction 

• and empowerment 

than a traditional hierarchical organization structure? 

With the undertaken self-questionnaire of 95 employees in hierarchical- and self-managed 

company environments it was possible to collect enough empirical data for a correlation-

analysis of the mentioned concepts (see section 5.2). It shows healthy correlations for the 

three mentioned variables. Therefore, the answer for this question is: 

Self-managing teams provide the average employee with more  

• motivation 

• job satisfaction 

• and empowerment 

than a traditional hierarchical organization structure. 

This means that hypotheses 1-3 can be rejected as also explained in section 5.3. Actually, for 

this kind of study, the outcomes in favor for the self-managing teams are quite clear. With 

correlations around 0,3 in all cases, the overall picture is quite positive. For employees, this 

means that the use of such a company structure contributes to a comfortable and stimulating 

working environment. Also, for the company itself, this can be positive. As discussed in 

chapter three, there are many studies that draw a connection between the performance of a 

company and the motivation, satisfaction and empowerment of its workforce. At least the 
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turnover of satisfied employees will be lower. Therefore, a self-managing structure can be 

seen as recommendable (with the limitations, given in chapter one, kept in mind). 

 

The study was also able to deliver some information to answer the second research question: 

How do motivation, job satisfaction and empowerment influence the employee's perceived 

performance? 

After the empirical analysis of the previous chapter it is possible to answer this question as 

follows: 

• There is no proof that motivation influences the employees perceived performance or 

the other way around. 

• Perceived performance and job satisfaction seem to influence each other with a quite 

strong correlation of over 0,4. The direction of this connection could not be proved 

and would require further studies. 

• Perceived performance and empowerment seem to influence each other with a quite 

strong correlation of nearly 0,5. The direction of this connection could not be proved 

and would require further studies. 

Even if not intended from the beginning, the empirical analysis also showed that the existence 

of self-managed teams goes hand in hand with a higher perceived performance.  

These findings are quite intriguing. Especially that motivation does not correlate with 

perceived performance seems to be a valuable finding. Employees do not perceive a higher 

performance of themselves and their working environment just because they are more 

motivated than others. It would be interesting to find out how far perceived performance is 

actually related to real company performance. This would allow for further combinations of 

these results.  

 

The strong correlations of job satisfaction, empowerment and the existence of self-managed 

teams with perceived performance are in line with the other findings of the study. Either by its 

own or by the detour over the other variables, members of self-managing teams seem to have 

a higher opinion about their performance and the performance of their company than their 

colleagues in hierarchical structures.  

 

6.2.2 The updated conceptual model  

If all findings are applied to the conceptual model from chapter three, the model can be seen 

now in the following way: 
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Illustration 6-1: Updated Conceptual Model 

Legend:  

• Strong Relation 

• Medium Relation 

• Weak or no Relation 

• Relation hard to estimate   

 

To reflect the uncertainties in the model, distortion variables were introduced. Their impact 

however is hard to estimate, due to the limitations of the quantitative methods used. 

According to the empirical analysis, self-managed teams have an impact on motivation, 

satisfaction and empowerment, which is expressed now by the medium-relationships between 

those variables. Job satisfaction and empowerment have a clear relationship to perceived 

performance, which is depicted by the strong-relationships between this variables. As already 

mentioned in the previous section, motivation has no apparent or only a very weak connection 

to perceived performance, that is why only a dotted line connects these concepts. 

  

It is also worth to mention here that empowerment seems to play a special role. As can be 

seen in table 4-7, companies B and C with a high amount of empowerment have comparably 

low outcomes for perceived performance. This backs up the assumptions made in the previous 

chapter, about a too-high employee empowerment that results in internal friction. The impact 

of the environmental variables on each other are also part of the correlation-analysis of 

chapter five. It can be seen there that empowerment and motivation have a very strong 

correlation, where as job satisfaction and motivation are only connected by a medium to weak 

Self-managed 

Teams (v) 

Job Satisfaction (x) 

Motivation (y) 

Empowerment (z) 

Distortion Variables q 

Distortion Variables q 

Perceived 

Performance 
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correlation. However, the reason for this is hard to estimate as the current study is not 

designed to back up assumptions of this kind.  

 

6.3 Theoretical contributions of the study 

As shown in chapter three, there is quite some background about the impact of self-managed 

teams in the existing literature. However, no study could be found that works with the same 

concepts that are employed here. This study should draw a picture of the impacts of self-

managed teams on the working environment and satisfaction of average employees in 

companies of the industrial and service sector in Austria. The findings are practically 

interesting as they show that self-managed teams provide a, judging by the chosen variables, 

better working environment for employees than a standard hierarchy. This paper can be a 

basis for discussions over, and decisions for organizational structures of companies. It also 

should provide a starting point for other, maybe more comprehensive studies in other 

countries and sectors to find out more about the impacts of self-managing teams.  

 

6.4 Reflections on the study  

The here presented study is a first attempt to find out about the postulated research questions. 

Due to the limitations in time it was not possible to contact more companies in more diverse 

settings. However, with the gathered data, it was possible to show some trends that were 

suspected, but could not be taken for granted before this study.  

 

If done again, a point of improvement would probably be the already mentioned small 

number of questioned companies and employees. Furthermore, the scales for the concepts had 

to be streamlined during the study and were too long in the beginning. Also, some of the 

concepts seemingly lack a more comprehensive definition. All in all, the picture of the 

impacts of self-managed teams is probably good, but leaves some loopholes that take some of 

the scientific impact away.  

    

6.5 Recommendations for further studies 

This thesis can be seen as a starting point for further research in this sector. It leaves some 

questions unanswered like for example the issue of the direction of the employed concepts 

relationships. The literature-review of chapter three revealed that there is also a lack of 

comprehensive studies that actually measure the impact of self-managing teams on the 
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working environment and performance of companies. Based on this and the already 

mentioned limitations of this study, suggestions for further studies include: 

• Qualitative studies that are aimed on finding out the reasons of companies to employ 

self-managed teams and the impacts on the companies and employees after the 

introduction. 

• Bigger scale quantitative studies like this one that are inclined to reveal the 

connections of such concepts as motivation, satisfaction, group performance etc. and 

the existence of self-managing teams 

• Studies of performance data that establish measures of company performance and 

measure the impact of self-managing teams on it. 

• Studies of the here employed concepts and the relationships among them and 

especially the reasons for the strength and directions of these relationships.  

 

6.6 Special Thanks for Contributions to this Work 

 I would like to thank the supervisors for this thesis, Jan Alpenberg and Paul Scarbrough for 

their advice and patience. Special thanks go to Fritz Hennerbichler, that agreed to help with 
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Appendix I: Self-Completion Questionnaire - English 

All following scale items have been measured on a likert scale from 1-7: 

1. Strongly disagree (NO) 

2. disagree 

3. slightly disagree 

4. Neither agree nor disagree 

5. slightly agree 

6. agree 

7. Strongly agree (YES) 

 

Motivation Scale: (Ray, 1979)  

(Items marked with R have to be reverse coded) 

1. Is being comfortable more important to you than getting ahead? R  

2. Are you satisfied to be no better than most other people at your job? R  

3. Do you like to make improvements to the way the organization you belong to 

functions?  

4. Do you take trouble to cultivate people who may be useful to you in your career?  

5. Do you get restless and annoyed when you feel you are wasting time?  

6. Have you always worked hard in order to be among the best in your own line? 

(school, organization, profession).  

7. Would you prefer to work with a congenial but incompetent partner rather than with a 

difficult but highly competent one? R  

8. Do you tend to plan ahead for your job or career?  

9. Is "getting on in life" (i.e. advancing in career, founding family, higher salaries) 

important to you?  

10. Are you an ambitious person?  

11. Are you inclined to read of the successes of other rather than do the work of making 

yourself a success? R 

12. Would you describe yourself as being lazy? R 

13. Will days often go by without your having done a thing? R 

14. Are you inclined to take life as it comes without much planning? R 
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Job-Satisfaction Scale: (Wood, Chonko, & Hunt, 1986) 

Satisfaction with Information 

1. I am satisfied with the information I receive from my superior about my job 

performance 

2. I receive enough information from my supervisor about my job performance* 

3. I receive enough feedback from my supervisor on how well I'm doing* 

4. There is enough opportunity in my job to find out how I am doing 

Satisfaction with variety 

5. I am satisfied with the variety of activities my job offers 

6. I am satisfied with the freedom I have to do what I want on my job 

7. I am satisfied with the opportunities my job provides me to interact with others 

8. There is enough variety in my job* 

9. I have enough freedom to do what I want in my job 

10. My job has enough opportunity for independent thought and action 

Satisfaction with closure 

11. I am satisfied with the opportunities my job gives me to complete tasks from 

beginning to end 

12. My job has enough opportunity to complete the work I start* 

Satisfaction with pay 

13. I am satisfied with the pay I receive for my job 

14. I am satisfied with the security my job provides me with. 

 

* Notice: The marked items have been part of the survey but have not been considered in the 

data analysis, to ensure a sufficient internal reliability of the scales. 

 

Empowerment-Scale: (Spreitzer, 1995); refined after: (Dimitriades & 
Kufidu, 1995) 

Meaning 

1. My job activities are personally meaningful to me. 

2. The work I do is meaningful to me. 

Competence 
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3. I am self-assured about my capabilities to perform my work activities.* 

4. I have mastered the skills necessary for my job. 

Self-Determination 

5. I have significant autonomy in determining how I do my job. 

6. I can decide on my own how to go about doing my work. 

7. I have considerable opportunity for independence and freedom  

8. in how I do my job. 

Impact 

9. My impact on what happens in my department is large. 

10. I have a great deal of control over what happens in my department. 

11. I have significant influence over what happens in my department.* 

 

* Notice: The marked items have been part of the survey but have not been considered in the 

data analysis, to ensure a sufficient internal reliability of the scales. 

 

Perceived-Performance Scale: Own Scale 

1. Do you have the feeling that your company as a whole works as effective as its 

environment permits? 

2. Does your working environment enable you to work with full performance? 

3. Do you think your co-workers are able to - and trying to work with full performance? 

 

 

Appendix II: Self-Completion Questionnaire - German 

All following scale items have been measured on a likert scale from 1-7: 

1. Trifft absolut nicht zu (Nein) 

2. Trifft nicht zu 

3. Trift eher nicht zu 

4. Weder Noch 

5. Trifft eher zu 

6. Trifft zu 

7. Trifft absolut zu (Ja) 
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Fragen zur Mitarbeiter-Motivation: (Ray, 1979) 

(Items marked with R have to be reverse coded) 

1. Ist es Ihnen wichtiger sich im Beruf wohl zu fühlen als beruflich voran zu kommen? R 

2. Sind Sie zufrieden damit in Ihrem Beruf "lediglich" gleich gut zu sein wie die meisten 

Ihrer Mitarbeiter? R 

3. Versuchen Sie, Verbesserungen in der Funktionsweise Ihrer Firma zu bewirken? 

4. Investieren Sie Zeit um Beziehungen zu Menschen zu knüpfen die Ihnen in Ihrer 

Karriere behilflich sein könnten? 

5. Fühlen Sie sich rastlos und verärgert wenn Sie das Gefühl haben Zeit zu 

verschwenden?   

6. Haben Sie immer hart gearbeitet um einer/eine der Besten Ihrer 

Klasse/Abteilung/Beruf zu sein? 

7. Würden Sie lieber mit einem kollegialen aber inkompetenten Partner arbeiten als mit 

einem schwierigen aber kompetenten? R 

8. Planen Sie für Beruf und Karriere im Voraus? 

9. Ist es wichtig für Sie "im Leben weiter zu kommen" (z.B.: Karriere machen, Familie 

gründen, höhere Gehälter bekommen)? 

10. Sind Sie eine ambitionierte Person? 

11. Sind Sie eher jemand der über den Erfolg anderer liest als jemand der sich die Arbeit 

macht und versucht selbst erfolgreich zu sein? R 

12. Würden Sie sich selbst als faul bezeichnen? R 

13. Gehen Ihre Tage oft vorbei ohne dass Sie etwas getan haben? R 

14. Sind Sie geneigt das Leben so zu nehmen wie es kommt, ohne viel zu planen? R 

 

Fragen zur Job-Zufriedenheit: (Wood, Chonko, & Hunt, 1986) 

1. Ich bin zufrieden mit der Art der Informationen die ich von meinem Vorgesetzten/aus 

meinem Umfeld über meine Arbeitsleistung erhalte. 

2. Ich erhalte genug Informationen von meinem Vorgesetzten/aus meinem Umfeld über 

meine Arbeitsleistung* 

3. Ich erhalte genug Rückmeldung von meinem Vorgesetzten/aus meinem Umfeld 

darüber wie gut ich meine Arbeit mache.*  

4. Es gibt für mich genug Möglichkeiten in meinem Beruf, herauszufinden wie gut ich 

meine Arbeit mache. 

5. Ich bin zufrieden mit der Vielfalt an Aktivitäten in meinem Job 
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6. Ich bin zufrieden mit der Freiheit die ich habe zu machen was ich will in meinem Job 

7. Ich bin zufrieden mit den Möglichkeiten die ich in meinem Job erhalte, mit anderen 

zusammen zu arbeiten 

8. Mein Job bietet genügend Vielfalt.* 

9. Ich habe genug Freiheit zu machen was ich will in meinem Job 

10. Mein Job bietet genügend Möglichkeiten für unabhängiges Denken und Handeln 

11. Ich bin zufrieden mit den Möglichkeiten in meinem Job, Angefangenes wirklich auch 

zu beenden 

12. Mein Job hat genügend Möglichkeiten, Projekte zu beenden die ich angefangen habe.*  

13. Ich bin zufrieden mit der Bezahlung die ich für meinen Job erhalte 

14. Ich bin zufrieden mit der Sicherheit die mir mein Job gibt. 

 

* Notice: The marked items have been part of the survey but have not been considered in the 

data analysis, to ensure a sufficient internal reliability of the scales. 

 

Fragen zur Mitarbeitereigenständigkeit: (Spreitzer, 1995); bearbeitet nach 
(Dimitriades & Kufidu, 1995) 

1. Die Aktivitäten in meinem Job sind persönlich bedeutungsvoll für mich. 

2. Die Arbeit die ich mache hat Bedeutung für mich* 

3. Ich bin selbst-sicher darüber das ich die Fähigkeiten habe meinen Job richtig zu 

machen. 

4. Ich habe die Fähigkeiten gemeistert die mein Job erfordert. 

5. Ich habe weitgehend Freiheit darüber wie ich meinen Job erledige. 

6. Ich kann selbst entscheiden wie ich an meine Arbeit herangehe. 

7. Ich bin unabhängig und habe viel Freiheit darüber wie ich meinen Job erledige. 

8. Mein Einfluss auf die Geschehnisse in meinem Team/in meiner Abteilung ist groß. 

9. Ich habe große Kontrolle über die Entwicklungen in meinem Team/meiner Abteilung. 

 

* Notice: The marked items have been part of the survey but have not been considered in the 

data analysis, to ensure a sufficient internal reliability of the scales. 

 

Fragen zur gefühlten Leistungsfähigkeit: Eigene Skala 

1. Haben Sie das Gefühl dass Ihre Firma als Ganzes so effektiv arbeitet wie Ihre 

Umgebung es zulässt? 
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2. Erlaubt Ihnen Ihr Arbeitsumfeld mit voller Performance zu arbeiten? 

3. Glauben Sie Ihre Mitarbeiter können (UND wollen) mit voller Performance arbeiten?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Appendix III: Raw-Data Self Completion Questionnaire 

 
Illustration 0-1: Raw-Data Company A - Motivation 

 
Illustration 0-2: Raw-Data Company A - Job Satisfaction 

 
Illustration 0-3: Raw-Data Company A - Empowerment and Perceived Performance  
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Illustration 0-4: Raw-Data Company B - Motivation 

 

Illustration 0-5: Raw-Data Company B - Job Satisfaction 
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Illustration 0-6: Raw-Data Company B - Empowerment and Perceived Performance  

  

Illustration 0-7: Raw-Data Company C - Motivation 
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Illustration 0-8: Raw-Data Company C - Job Satisfaction 

  

Illustration 0-9: Raw-Data Company C - Empowerment and Perceived Performance 
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Illustration 0-10: Raw-Data Company D - Motivation 

  

Illustration 0-11: Raw-Data Company D - Job Satisfaction 
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Illustration 0-12: Raw-Data Company D - Empowerment and Perceived Performance 

  

Illustration 0-13: Raw-Data Company E - Motivation a) 
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Illustration 0-14: Raw-Data Company E - Motivation b) 
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Illustration 0-15: Raw-Data Company E - Job Satisfaction a) 
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Illustration 0-16: Raw-Data Company E - Job Satisfaction b) 
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Illustration 0-17: Raw-Data Company E - Empowerment and Perceived Performance a) 
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Illustration 0-18: Raw-Data Company E - Empowerment and Perceived Performance b)  



Appendix IV: Basic Statistics 
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Illustration 0-1: Basic Statistics of all Scale Items (m1-m14; s1-s14; e1-e9; p1-p3 )  



Appendix V: Histograms 

 
Illustration 0-1: Motivation Scale Item m1 

 

 
Illustration 0-2: Motivation Scale Item m2 

 

 
Illustration 0-3: Motivation Scale Item m3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Illustration 0-4: Motivation Scale Item m4 

 
Illustration 0-5: Motivation Scale Item m5 

 

 
Illustration 0-6: Motivation Scale Item m6 
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Illustration 0-7: Motivation Scale Item m7 

 

 
Illustration 0-8: Motivation Scale Item m8 

 

 
Illustration 0-9: : Motivation Scale Item m9 

 

 
Illustration 0-10: Motivation Scale Item m10 

 

 
Illustration 0-11: Motivation Scale Item m11 

 

 
Illustration 0-12: Motivation Scale Item m12 
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Illustration 0-13: Motivation Scale Item m13 

 

 
Illustration 0-14: Motivation Scale Item m14 

 

 
Illustration 0-15: Job-Satisfaction Scale Item s1 

 

 
Illustration 0-16: Job-Satisfaction Scale Item s2 

 

 
Illustration 0-17: Job-Satisfaction Scale Item s3 

 

 
Illustration 0-18: Job-Satisfaction Scale Item s4 
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Illustration 0-19: Job-Satisfaction Scale Item s5 

 

 
Illustration 0-20: Job-Satisfaction Scale Item s6 

 

 
Illustration 0-21: Job-Satisfaction Scale Item s7 

 

 
Illustration 0-22: Job-Satisfaction Scale Item s8 

 

 
Illustration 0-23: Job-Satisfaction Scale Item s9 

 

 
Illustration 0-24: Job-Satisfaction Scale Item s10 
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Illustration 0-25: Job-Satisfaction Scale Item s11 

 

 
Illustration 0-26: Job-Satisfaction Scale Item s12 

 

 
Illustration 0-27: Job-Satisfaction Scale Item s13 

 

 
Illustration 0-28: Job-Satisfaction Scale Item s14 

 

 
Illustration 0-29: Empowerment Scale Item e1 

 

 
Illustration 0-30: Empowerment Scale Item e2 
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Illustration 0-31: Empowerment Scale Item e3 

 

 
Illustration 0-32: Empowerment Scale Item e4 

 

 
Illustration 0-33: Empowerment Scale Item e5 

 

 
Illustration 0-34: Empowerment Scale Item e6 

 

 
Illustration 0-35: Empowerment Scale Item e7 

 

 
Illustration 0-36: Empowerment Scale Item e8 
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Illustration 0-37: Empowerment Scale Item e9 

 

 
Illustration 0-38: P. Performance Scale Item p1 

 

 
Illustration 0-39: P. Performance Scale Item p2 

 

 
Illustration 0-40: P. Performance Scale Item p3 

 

 

 

 


