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I 
 

Abstract 

The thesis is providing an overview of the different perspectives on the concept of motivation. 

The focus is always the employee’s intrinsic motivation and the influence it has on 

performance. Both the economical perspective with the Agency Theory taking influence on 

the extrinsic motivation and the psychological perspective with need satisfaction trying to 

simulate the feeling of intrinsic motivation will get compared. The thesis also reviews the link 

between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation while taking into consideration the crowding-out 

effect. The thesis is taking the view that every external intervention on the extrinsic 

motivation possibly decreases intrinsic motivation and should therefore be very carefully 

used. Supporting perceived intrinsic motivation is always linked to performance and should 

therefore be preferred way to influence employees’ motivation.  

Further the thesis is analyzing a current motivational situation in a case company while using 

an economical and a psychological framework which are highlighting the importance of job 

design and need satisfaction on intrinsic motivation and performance. The analysis will 

provide the reader with a detailed insight of the motivational situation in a small family-owned 

manufacturing business. Identifying and analyzing existing problems as well as comparing 

different views of the employees and giving suggestion to improve in the future will be the 

main part of the thesis. Upon that tool for inspiring commitment and increasing engagement 

like empowerment and feedback will be present and discussed.  
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1. Introduction 

Maximizing the creation of value is the purpose of every for-profit organization. To create 

value in such an efficient way that it maximizes profits after cost reductions. Thus using the 

needed resources to create value in a more efficient way would increase the value created. 

There are many ways to optimize an efficient use of resources like land or capital, in theory 

there does exist mostly an optimum. But how is it with human resources? How can an 

organization use their human resources efficiently? And this questions aims beyond 

optimizing the coordination between humans in the organizational structure. Of course 

human beings are distinctive of having a personal will, a free choice and pursuing their own 

interests. Taking this into consideration there is no easy way to optimize the efficient use of 

human resources like with other resources. Thus, how efficiently an employee is performing 

is highly dependent on his willingness to put a high amount of effort into his work. Therefore, 

the performance of an employee is depending on his level of motivation. Whether a positive 

association between employee motivation and performance exists has been wildly discussed 

in the scientific literature and authors like Herzberg and Vroom have been established this 

positive relationship between these two concepts in theory. But the scientific literature also 

offers many different ways to influence motivation and therefore performance. There are 

existing basically three different views what influences an employee’s motivation and thus 

can therefore increase his performance. One group of researchers state that human behavior 

is directed towards a certain goal which leads to need satisfaction (Ryan & Deci, 2017; 

Maslow, 1943). A second group is stating that the job design is determining the level of 

motivation, therefore poorly designed jobs would decrease the effort invested into the work 

(Herzberg, 1987; Hackman & Oldham, 1980). The third group argues that the amount of 

salary or other financial incentives is determining the level of effort the employees put into 

their work (Vroom 1964; Porter & Lawler, 1969). But some research has shown that money 

can just increase quantity not quality performance (Cerasoli, Nicklin, & Ford, 2014). 

Furthermore, monetary incentives do not seem to be a good long-term motivator (Kohn, 

1993). Rather important than just trying to externally influence the employees with money is 

for organizations to increase the employee’s motivation which is coming from within the 

person, because internal motivation does predict performance regardless of incentives being 

present or not. Addressing this internal motivation is so important because an employee who 

is motivated with money does not engage in any tasks for which he does not get money. And 

to cover all the multiple tasks an employee nowadays has to perform seems rather 

impossible. For example activities like being creative and innovative and transferring 



 

2 
 

knowledge cannot be easily measured and therefore not incentivized and being creative and 

innovative are the important key drivers for success for every organization (Frey and 

Osterloh, 2000). 

1.1. Problem Statement 

The pallets business is highly competitive; it is exposed to price pressure from the supplier 

as well as from the customer side. The key for success is being flexible, meeting specific 

customer requests and offering low prices. Thus, the success of a pallet business which is 

not being automated relies heavily on his employees. It is necessary to have a workforce 

who is also flexible and willing to cope with the fluctuations in the industry as well as highly 

engaged to work efficiently. Therefore, another success factor is a workforce who is 

motivated and committed to help to pursue the goals of the company, which is a key 

competitive advantage in the business to produce as efficiently as possible. But due to being 

a low-margin business investing a lot of money to keep up employee’s satisfaction and 

motivation level is not an option. Beyond that the analyzed company does not have the 

required data for sufficient performance measurement and it would not be cost-beneficial to 

collect them. Thus creating and implementing a performance measurement and incentive 

system is not optimal in this case, but the Peter Wurm GmbH & Co. KG is a small family-

owned company with a flat hierarchy which can be used as an advantage to support a very 

friendly and caring atmosphere between the employees and the corporate management to 

foster the satisfaction. This thesis attempts to answer the following questions: 

Which factors influence the employee’s motivation, how is the current motivational situation 

in the company and how to support the employee’s motivation without using financial 

incentives? 

1.2. Purpose and Delimitation of the thesis 

The purpose of this thesis is to give a comprehensive overview of the motivational theory 

from both the economical and psychological perspective and discussing the differences. 

While applying both an economical and a psychological motivational theory this thesis 

analyses the current motivational situation of a small manufacturing business. This thesis 

aims to elaborate the importance of the employees’ motivation for the company value and 

especially discussing the importance of the concept of intrinsic motivation. This empirical 
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study is also examining the influence of different motivational factors like job design on the 

current motivational situation. Therefore, this thesis is discussing how to influence the level of 

motivation without implementing a costly and time-consuming performance measurement 

and incentive system which is anyway mostly not cost-beneficial in small businesses and 

therefore not a solution. It also imposes additional risk on the employee and leads usually to 

distortion of information and manipulation of the system. This thesis rather suggests a way to 

support an employee’s motivation with setting the basis for a high level of intrinsic motivation 

and illustrate how a small business can efficiently motivate their employees without using any 

extrinsic rewards. Furthermore, the strategy and the nature of the business is accepted and 

taken as given and sets the starting point for the analysis. This purpose implies that any 

coordination aspects are not going to be part of this thesis. Also, this thesis does not give 

any suggestions about how to create and implement a performance measurement and 

incentive system or how to influence the employee’s motivation in any way extrinsically.  

2. Theory 

2.1. Economic Organizations 

An economic organization is “an entity within the boundaries of which different persons 

interact with each other in order to attain individual and collective economic aims.” (Jost, 

2014, p. 4). This makes clear that an organization is not just a bunch of people; every person 

is interdependent to another person and therefore the work outcome from one individual 

depends also on the actions undertaken from other individuals in the organization. Every 

organization has one main goal, it is value creation. The organization is seen for an individual 

as a way to attain their individual but also collective economic goals; thus, the organization is 

creating value for every single individual. But organizations have a key advantage in creating 

this value, the two principles the division of labor and an exchange mechanism enables the 

individuals within an organization to create more value efficiently than compared to a single 

person.  

The division of labor allows a narrow specialization of tasks for each worker within the 

production process; this increases labor production and enables the company to benefit from 

economies of scale. But without the exchange mechanism between the workers and also the 
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consumers, the benefit of specialization is useless. It is necessary to coordinate the 

beforehand separated tasks with each other. 

Applying these principles leads to other problems that have to be solved. The so called 

organization problem engages in finding the optimal organization design. The design has to 

make optimal use of the benefits of specialization as well as coordinate the information 

exchange as fluently as possible between the participants. To solve the organization problem 

it is required to coordinate and motivate the employees in a way that maximizes value 

creation.  

The coordination problem - “is to determine what things should be done, how they should be 

accomplished, and who should do what.” (Milgrom & Roberts, 1992, p.126). It is thus 

concerned with the degree of specialization of employee’s tasks to maximize productivity and 

to design the cooperation between employees in an unimpeded manner. The organization 

structure is used as a coordination plan to state the task of each employee and the way 

information, services and products are exchanged.  

The motivation problem – “is to ensure that the carious individuals involved in these 

processes willingly do their parts in the whole undertaking, both reporting information 

accurately to allow the right plan to be devised and acting as they supposed to act to carry 

out the plan.” (Milgrom & Roberts, 1992, p. 126). It is therefore concerned about the 

appropriate motivation of the employees’ behavior and the satisfaction of the employees 

needs. An incentive system is used to ensure employee cooperation under consideration of 

their individual needs.  

2.2. Agency Theory 

Agency relationships are defined “as a contract under which one or more persons (the 

principal(s)) engage another person (the agent) to perform some service on their behalf 

which involves delegating some decision making authority to the agent. If both parties to the 

relationship are utility maximizers there is good reason to believe that the agent will not 

always act in the best interests of the principal.” (Jensen, 1976, p. 308). In general the 

Agency Theory is concerned with agency relationships and agency problems, in order to deal 

with this the aim is to determine the optimal contract between the principal and the agent and 
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the optimal reward structure for the agent so solve the problem of conflicting interests 

(Eisenhardt, 1989). 

The Agency Theory is based on three assumptions. The limited rationality of the contracting 

parties implies that the parties cannot capture all information, because their cognitive abilities 

are limited. The information asymmetry assumes that one of the parties owns some 

important information about the work relationship whereas the other party does not. Having 

an information asymmetry is not directly a problem, if both parties would communicate the 

information freely. This of course is not very likely to happen, because communicating private 

information could cause disadvantages for a party. The Agency Theory is also based on the 

Rational-Choice-Theory, thus is assumes that every individual in an organization is rational 

and would maximize their own utility to increase their welfare. It is also implied that every 

party will always behave in a way which is considered being more advantageous, but this 

behavior could impose a negative effect of the other party; therefore the parties behave 

opportunistically which includes for example fraud (Jost, 2014). 

The Agency Theory is concerned with the concept of agency costs and judges different 

possible principal-agent-relationships by resulting agency costs. While having a principal-

agent-relationship without any information asymmetries is called the first-best-solution, the 

agency costs are the difference between the costs of the first-best-solution and any second-

best-solution, which is an agency relationship with information asymmetry. Agency costs 

include the monitoring expenditures which emerge when a principal monitor the agent’s 

work, the bonding expenditure arise for the agent and emerge either as a guarantee from the 

agent to not undertake certain activities which harm the principal or to ensure a 

compensation for the principal if the agents does undertake such activities and finally the 

residual loss  which represents the difference between the possible maximum of the 

principal’s value creation and the actual value that the agent created (Jensen, 1976; Kiesner 

& Ebers, 2014). There exist two kinds of information asymmetry or agency problems (Jost, 

2014; Eisenhardt, 1989): 

Adverse Selection – The agent has access to information which is regarded as important for 

the work relationships prior contracting. The agent may not represent his abilities correctly 

and the principal cannot verify if the agent it misrepresent his skills or not. 
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Moral Hazard (Hidden Action and Hidden Information) – After contracting the principal has 

the knowledge about the agent’s work outcome, but just limited knowledge about the agent’s 

behavior in the work relationship due to information asymmetry. Therefore, the principal 

cannot judge the degree to which the agent performed the work adequately. Because the 

agent wishes to maximize his own welfare rather than the principal’s welfare and there is 

also an information advantage for the agent, the agent would want to choose a lower level of 

performance and also has the opportunity to do so. A moral hazard situation can appear 

when it is not possible to observe the agent’s behavior or when it is too expensive compared 

to the utility. 

Agency problems always arise when the principal wants to induce the agent through 

compensation to perform the work in a way that maximizes the principal’s welfare, under the 

condition that information asymmetry exists (Jensen, 1976). The agent always prefers to 

work less and to put in less effort, than the principal would require from him. Thus, agency 

problems always lead back to a conflict of interest between the principal and the agent. The 

aim is to align the agent’s interest with the principal’s ones. This can be done through the use 

of incentives; the aim of an incentive system is to shape the behavior of individuals to 

increase motivation and align individuals’ interests with the goals of the organization. 

Therefore, agency problems always arise due to an ineffective incentive system.  

2.3. Incentives 

Incentives are granted tangible or intangible compensations from an organization for the 

willingness of an individual to provide time, energy and other resources for the realization of 

the organizational goals (Frese, 2012). The most common kind of incentives system is pay 

for performance, where the employee’s performance is the benchmark for the compensation. 

A pay for performance system reflects the claim of the Agency Theory that the compensation 

should be very closely related to the performance (Frey & Osterloh, 2000). Lazear and Gibbs 

(1998) mentioned several reason why pay for performance is an important way to motivate 

employees. The first argument states that there exists obvious evidence that employee’s 

performance is strongly linked to incentives, as long as the incentive system is well-

designed. Secondly incentives are still necessary to ensure that the interest aligned even 

when an employee is already motivated from within to do his job, because the employee 

might be motivated to pursue different interests. Thirdly they argue that psychologist would 

make a “fundamental attribution error” in analyzing human’s behavior. They would 
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overestimate the degree to which a person’s behavior in a work setting is due to his personal 

psychology and underestimate the degree to which this behavior is caused by the 

environment like rewards. The fourth argument is that incentives improve many human 

resource objectives and can encourage people to use their skills in the company’s interest; 

also incentives are what drive modern economies.  

Anyhow the company always bears the risks that an employee may take advantage of his 

incomplete work contract resulting in a disadvantage for the company. This imposes 

automatically a motivational problem upon the business and therefore the company aims to 

set adequate incentives which are conforming to the company goals. To design an adequate 

incentive system either the incentive system is goal-congruent, which strives for harmony 

between the employee’s goals and the company’s goals, or the incentive system is goal-

consistent, which strives to motivate the employees to realize both the company’s goals and 

the personal goals (Jost, 2014). 

Many economists are convinced that incentives induce a better performance and higher 

effort, but they are also aware that it is impossible to create an optimal incentive system 

without any additional risk for the agent. Hansen (2014) writes that “it is in principle not 

possible to design the perfect and frictionless system. Performance measurement systems 

will always create some distortion, risk, manipulation opportunities and measurement costs.” 

(Hansen, 2014, p. 3). Prendergast (1999) explains that the problem with an incentives 

system is that the provision of incentives imposes additional risks on the agents, thus more 

costly for the principal because he has to provide compensation for these risks. There are 

different approaches to design a good incentive system. Holmström (1979) developed the 

informativeness principle, which states that any performance measure that is related to the 

employee’s level of effort should be included in the compensation. It also suggests that if it is 

difficult to measure the effort it is better to increase the base salary and reduce the variable 

compensation. Because using many complex performance measures for performance 

evaluation can be very expensive and requires a lot of effort itself. Additionally, it imposes 

more risk on the employees which might lower their motivation. Milgrom and Roberts (1992) 

proposed three additional principles to apply when designing an incentive system; the 

Incentive-Intensity Principle, the Monitoring Intensity Principle and the Equal Compensation 

Principle. Hansen (2014) suggests that the important criterion for designing a performance 

measurement system is to reduce the costs of the system. He distinguishes four types of 

costs: distortion, risk, manipulation and measurement costs. Distortion is related to the 
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problem of having incomplete performance measurements, thus important value-creating 

activities are not communicated through the system, which distorts information. Risk is 

related to factors that positively or negatively influence the performance evaluation but are 

beyond the control of the agent; therefore the real effort of the employee is not reflected in 

the system. Manipulation relates to the agency problem of adverse selection or moral 

hazard. Measurement costs are related to the costs of implementation and maintenance. In a 

more practice orientated way, from an employee’s point of view it is important to ensure that 

the employee is aware of the incentive and how the reward is achieved, the reward has to 

also be perceived as added value and this value has to outweigh the effort in achieving it. 

The employee also needs to perceive the rewards as a direct result of his behavior, the 

rewards has to be giving in a timely manner and the application of it has to be consistent 

(Allan).  

The motivational problem in an organization arises from these contradicting interests; every 

organization consists of individuals with their own interests. With every decision on how hard 

to work, on what to work, on how much time to spend or on what risk’s to take, the 

individuals pursue the best choice from their perspective, which may not maximize value 

creation for the organization. Therefore, the interests between the individual and the 

organization are conflicting, this situation appears because the individual does not bear all 

the costs and benefits of their behavior and the decisions they make. And due to information 

asymmetry between the individual and the organization, the individual has the opportunity to 

shrink his effort. This demonstrates the motivation problem, which was mentioned in the 

beginning, it is based on the assumption that the agent is work adverse, because he does 

not get the full benefits of an increased work outcome. The agent is also risk adverse, 

because he does not receive the full gains for successfully taken risks, whereas he bears the 

full risks to his career. The motivation problem preceded by  the coordination problem, thus 

the principal has to motivate the employee to increase his performance but also has to shape 

the effort allocation among activities, because the agent might pursues activities which are 

not value creating for the principal (Jost, 2014; Roberts, 2004). 

2.4. Motivation 

The scientific literature offers many different definitions about motivation. Ryan and Deci 

describes it as “moved to do something” (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p.54) and Miller as “the degree 

to which an individual wants and chooses to engage in certain specified behaviors.” (Miller, 
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1982, p. 82). Heckhausen and Heckhausen (2010) determine that the motivation of a person 

is dependent on the individual motive structure and on the circumstances of a specific 

situation. This situation induces an individual to perceive certain incentives, which then 

induce a respective behavior in respect to the individual motives. The personal and the 

situative factors that influence motivational behavior are going to be discussed in detail. 

The personal factors that influence the motivation are needs, implicit motives, further referred 

to as motives, and explicit motives, further referred to as goals (Heckhausen & Heckhausen, 

2010). The term need and motive are quite similar, but it is important to clearly separate 

these two. A need is a feeling of deficiency, which induces the wish to resolve this feeling of 

deficiency. These feeling can awoke through either a physiological or a psychological 

imbalance. Therefore, needs can be separated into physiological needs and psychological 

needs. The physiological needs include things like food, sleep, water and air, which are vital 

for surviving. Unlike psychological needs aren’t inherent, but acquired by a person. These 

include needs like recognition, money and self-fulfillment. Needs vary between humans, 

every individual has its own needs (Jost, 2014). 

The term motive derived from Latin and means drive or movement. Therefore, motives are 

the driving forces of the human behavior. McClelland determines a motive as “a recurrent 

concern about a goal state that drives, orients, and selects behavior” (McClelland, 1985, 

p.183). Motives can also be classified into two categories, primary motives which are similar 

to physiological needs and secondary motives which are similar to psychological needs. 

Every human being has his own individual motive structure, which is the entirety of 

behavioral inclinations (Jost, 2014). A motive, which is resulting out of a feeling of deficiency, 

drives a person’s behavior and aims for reducing the deficiency. If the targeted goal is 

achieved, the need is either satisfied or the feeling of deficiency is reduced. Goals can be 

used to analyze the driving forces of a person, but a specific goal can be induced by different 

motives (Jost, 2014).  

 

Figure 1: The relation between needs, motives and goals. 

Adapted from The Economics of Motivation and Organization (Jost, 2014, p.12). 

Need Motive Goal 
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The second factor that influences motivation is the characteristics of the situation. From the 

perspective of the individual every promise or suggestion of something positive or negative 

taken from a situation are called an incentive. Incentives can stimulate the person’s motives, 

they ask to either perform or omit a certain action. Incentives can be linked to action itself, to 

the results of the action or further consequences of this result; they can also be either 

intrinsic or extrinsic. Concluding it can be said that both the personal motive structure and the 

characteristics of the situation together influence the motivation of a person (Heckhausen & 

Heckhausen, 2010). 

 

Figure 2: Model about determinants and the process of motivation. 

Adapted from Motivation und Handeln, (Heckhausen & Heckhausen, 2010  p. 3). 

Porter and Steers (1975) engaged in a profound search to find a good definition for 

motivation in a working context. They identified three important factors, which explain human 

behavior at work. First an existing energetic force that drives humans behavior, second a 

goal orientation in the individual behavior and third a system orientation, a feedback through 

the individual and the environment to either reinforces the intensity of their drive or redirect 

their effort. Pinder definded work motivation as “a set of energetic forces that originate both 

within as well as beyond and individual’s being, to initiate work-related behavior, and to 

determine its form, direction, intensity and duration.” (Pinder, 2008, p.11). 

2.5. Motivational Theories 

Motivational theories can be classified as content theories or process theories. Content 

theories are concerned with the identification of human needs and other factors which 

influence motivation. The process theories focus more on the process of how and why a 

person takes action and identify the variables that influence the amount of effort undertaken. 
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Due to taking many factors into account, the process theories are in general more complex 

than the content theories, which therefore being more accepted in practice, although the 

content theories are less accepted empirically (Berthel & Becker 2013). For this reason the 

thesis will focus on a few relevant content theories, which also suit best the purpose of this 

thesis. The most important content theories were developed from Maslow, Alderfer, Herzberg 

and McClelland and the process theories are represented by the Goal-Setting-Theorie from 

Locke, the Expectancy Theory from Vroom and a similar model from Porter and Lawler. The 

Job Characteristic Model from Hackman and Oldham and the Self-Determination-Theory 

from Ryan and Deci is more concentrated on the intrinsic motivation and both present 

elements from the content and the process theories. They are both discussed later on. 

The “hierarchy of needs” theory from Maslow (1943, 1954) distinguishes the human needs 

into five classes, which are arranged in a hierarchy according to their relative influence. 

Maslow based his model on his own clinical research as a clinical psychologist; he was 

primarily concerned with the psychological health of a person, therefore the theory was not 

dedicated as a motivational theory in the first place (Kumlin, 2010). Maslow’s “hierarchy of 

needs” is illustrated below. 

 

Figure 3: Maslow’s hierarchy of needs. 

Adapted from The Economic of Motivation and Organization, (Jost, 2014, p. 14). 
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Physiological needs include water, air, food, sleep and sex. These basic human needs 

represent a vital requirement for the individual’s survival. When applying to the workplace the 

salary would be included. 

Safety needs include needs like safety, structure, order and law; humans need to feel both 

psychical and emotional secure. E.g. shelter for extreme temperature. In the application of a 

workplace the employee has to feel safe and secure through for example job security and 

medical insurance. 

Social needs represent needs for love, interaction and belonging, like having friends and 

belong into a group. Employees need to be in contact with their colleagues and feel accepted 

to satisfy their social needs. 

Esteem needs can be divided into an internal and external perspective. From an internal 

perspective a human needs to evaluate himself positively, this reflect needs for achievement 

and self-respect. From the external perspective a human also needs to be evaluated 

positively by others, this reflects needs for recognition, attention, appreciation and also 

includes needs like status and influence. Employees need to get feedback and recognition 

for their work but also need to be somehow autonomous to satisfy their internal feelings. 

Self-actualization needs include needs for development, independence and growth. An 

employee needs to growth to his full potential but every employee is an individual, therefore 

some need to work autonomously to feel self-fulfilled, other might need something different.  

The individual person’s development and situation determine the relative importance of these 

needs. The theory underlies the principle of the satisfaction-progression hypothesis, which 

states that a lower level need must be reasonable satisfied before a human strives to satisfy 

needs from the next higher class. Therefore, the first four classes of human needs are 

deficiency needs; these needs are just being activated if a person perceives a deficit, 

whereby the lower level needs never lose their potency completely. The need for self-

actualization represents a growth need; it is not being perceived as a deficit and can never 

be fully achieved. The need is also growing while it is going to be satisfied. But the hierarchy 

is not a rigid concept, Maslow (1943) states that most humans anyway are never fully 

satisfied with all their basic needs, so they are partially satisfied and unsatisfied at the same 
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time. Therefore, high level means can emerge before the lower needs are completely 

satisfied.  

The ERG-Theory from Alderfer (1969, 1972) further developed Maslow’s need theory with 

focus on employees needs in an organizational setting. Alderfer proposed three need 

classes instead of five to capture the overlapping problem from Maslow. The psychological 

and safety needs are combined to existence needs; these included the basic psychological 

and material needs. Good working conditions and sufficient salary can help to satisfy these 

needs. Relatedness needs combine the social and esteem needs, which include stable 

relationships and recognition from others. The third class contains the growth needs for self-

fulfillment and self-respect. The need classes also form a hierarchy, but the dominant need is 

not just depending on the need satisfaction of the subordinate class, it also depends on the 

lack of satisfaction in a higher class. Therefore, all three need classes interact dynamically 

with each other. The ERG-Theory therefore enables to take individual differences between 

people into account, but the criticism is basically identical to Maslow’s.  

 

Figure 4: Alderfer’s ERG-Theory. 

Adapted from An Empirical Test of a New Theory of Human Needs, (Alderfer, 1969, p. 149). 

The development of the Two-Factor Theory from Herzberg, Mausner und Snyderman (1959) 

and Herzberg (1966) based on an empirical study on work satisfaction. The results showed 

that employee’s satisfaction and dissatisfaction were influenced by different factors. 

Herzberg et al. (1959) divided the needs of an employee into two classes. 

Hygiene needs are external factors which do not refer to the employee’s work itself. The 

fulfillment of these needs cannot lead to satisfaction, but they can be used to prevent 
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dissatisfaction. This class of needs includes for example compensation, working conditions, 

job security and social relationships. 

Motivational needs positively affect the employee’s satisfaction, but of these needs are not 

fulfilled they do not lead to dissatisfaction. This class of need contains mainly intrinsic 

aspects of the employee’s work. Typical needs are responsibility, recognition, nature of the 

work, achievement and growth.  

 

Figure 5: Herzsberg’s Two-Factor Theory. 

Reprinted from The Economics of Motivation and Organization, (Jost, 2014, p. 33). 

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs has always been exposed to criticism (Conrad, 1983; Neher 

1991; Wahab & Bridwell, 1976). Mainly because of the indefinable need classes, the 

individual degree of need satisfaction, the individual hierarchy of needs and the missing 

empirical validation. The scientific literature also criticizes the validation of the empirical study 

upon which the Two-Factor Theory is based (Neuberger, 1974; King, 1970; House & Wigdor, 

1967). Altogether the main critique about the content theories is that the classes’ kind of 

randomly chosen because every personal is individual and has different needs and an 
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individual hierarchy within these needs. Nevertheless, the presented content theories provide 

a good framework to understand the factors that influence a human’s or employee’s 

behavior. The following figure demonstrates the connection between the presented content 

theories.  

 

Figure 6: Comparison of the content theories 

Adapted from Management, (Staehle, 1999, p. 230). 

Money takes different positions within the content theories. Maslow’s hierarchy of need gives 

an explanation why money is not an effective motivator. Money as a need can be assigned to 

the psychological needs as well as to the safety needs and therefore cannot contribute to 

satisfying higher level needs. This explains why money is ineffective in times when there is 

no deficit, which is given in our society. Whereas Herzberg et al. (1959) mentioned that 

money cannot be clearly assigned to one of the need classes. The salary is seen as a 

hygiene factor, but money can be a motivator if an additional compensation is seen as an 

individual reward instead of a general salary increase. But overall money seems to be a 

weak motivator.  

2.6. Intrinsic Motivation 

“…when an activity is running by its own drive that it can run freely and effectively … driven 

by some extrinsic motive, it is subject to the distraction of that motive.” (Woodworth, 1918, p. 

70). Woodworth was the first person to apply the terms intrinsic and extrinsic to the concept 
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of motivation. Till today authors engage into explain these two different motivational concept, 

to simplify it intrinsic motivation means that behavior is motivated from the inside of a person 

and with extrinsic motivation the behavior is motivated from outside. Also, intrinsic and 

extrinsic motivation seem to be two concepts who oppose each other, but it is assumed that 

every human being can be intrinsically and extrinsically motivated at the same time and that 

a combination of these two concepts represent a motivation continuum, which allows for 

movement along it (Frey & Jegen, 2001).  

Intrinsic motivation distinguishes from extrinsic motivation in five distinct characteristics. First 

intrinsic motivation serves no satisfaction of physiological needs, rather needs like growth 

and self-fulfillment. Second, an intrinsically motivated person performs an activity just for its 

own sake or to reach a goal which is directly related to the activity. Third intrinsic motivation 

requires an optimal activation level, activation and the complexity of information has to be in 

balance. Forth intrinsic motivation requires a feeling of competence and autonomy or being 

self-determined. And fifth the activity brings joy to the acting person and no fear or boredom 

(Heckhausen, 1989). 

Deci and Ryan tried to find a comprehensive definition of intrinsic motivation, drawing on 

many different definitions of various authors: 

Intrinsic motivation is based in the innate, organismic needs for competence and 

self-determination. It energizes a wide variety of behaviors and psychological 

processes for which the primary rewards are the experiences of effectance and 

autonomy. Intrinsic needs differ from primary drives in that they are not based in 

tissue deficits and they do not operate cyclically, that is, breaking into awareness, 

pushing to be satisfied, and then when satisfied, receding into quiescence. Like 

drives, however, intrinsic needs are innate to the human organism and function 

as an important energizer of behavior. Furthermore, intrinsic motivation may 

interact with drives in the sense of either amplifying or attenuating drives and of 

affecting the way in which people satisfy their drives. (Deci & Ryan, 1985, p. 32) 

A more recent definition from Ryan and Deci would be: “Intrinsic motivation is defined as the 

doing of an activity for its inherent satisfaction rather than for some separable consequence.” 

(Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 56).  
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2.6.1. Self-Determination Theory 

Deci and Ryan (1985, 2017) developed the Self-Determination Theory as a macro-theory of 

motivation and it is concerned with humans’ inherent growth tendency and their 

psychological needs. It assumes that motivation is inherent and that humans are active 

agents and engaging even in activities which are not intrinsically motivating as long as they 

understand the value of the activity. The explanation for unmotivated employees lies just in 

the past and current working environment which suppresses the inherent motivation in every 

human being. According to Self-Determination Theory humans have three psychological 

needs: autonomy, competence and relatedness, whereas intrinsic motivation drives towards 

satisfaction of these needs. The feeling of competence is the human’s belief or feeling that 

he or she can effectively influence activities and get the desired outcomes. Autonomy 

indicates a feeling of freedom and free-choice in a human’s behavior. However, it does not 

mean having to be independent from other humans, essential is the perceived freedom of a 

human and not the objective view from other people. Relatedness means being connected 

and having social, supportive relationships as well as being appreciated from other people. 

The Self-Determination Theory claims that with fulfillment of the needs for competence, 

autonomy and relatedness a sustainable human motivation will be created. Unfortunately 

manager do not seem to realize the potential of his theory and the psychological needs, they 

are most often concerned with accountability and performance. (Ryan & Deci 1985, 2017; 

Stone, Deci, & Ryan, 2009).   

In 2005 Gagne and Deci summarized a few studies, which have shown that the Self-

Determination Theory leads to a better performance outcome at work. Several studies could 

show that managers’ autonomy support, more precise acknowledging the perspectives of 

employees, supporting them with information in a non-controlling way, encouraging a 

proactive manner instead of pressuring employees and offering choice to the employees, led 

to a greater satisfaction in all of psychological needs competence, autonomy and 

relatedness. Therefore, managerial autonomy support is related to a positive work outcome, 

a greater job satisfaction, a better performance evaluation, more persistence, a higher 

acceptance of organizational change, the quality of performance, a greater organization 

commitment and positive work attitudes. Altogether studies have shown that applying the 

Self-Determination Theory through an autonomy-supportive approach that promotes 

psychological need satisfaction and full internalization of extrinsic motivation, which lead to a 
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more effective, and qualitative work performance, organizational commitment, greater job 

satisfaction and psychological well-being of the employees.   

2.6.2. The Job Characteristic Model 

Hackman’s perspective on internal work motivation was: “…the degree to which an individual 

experiences positive internal feelings when performing effectively on the job.” (Hackman, 

Pearce, & Caminis, 1978, p.293). Hackman and Oldham (1974, 1975, 1976, 1980) 

developed the Job Characteristic Model; the early beginnings of this model presented 

Hackman and Lawler already in 1971. The model aims at the identification of working 

conditions, which influence the intrinsic motivation (Schmidt, Kleinbeck, & Rohmert, 1981). 

Hackman and Oldham define five core job dimensions each job should have to foster the 

three psychological states, which theoretical lead to an increased work motivation, 

performance, satisfaction and a low absenteeism and turnover. Other job characteristics are 

possible, but Hackman and Oldham concentrated on dimensions which they thought 

enhance intrinsic motivation (Schmidt & Kleinbeck, 1983).    

 

Figure 7: The Job Characteristics Model. 

Reprinted from Motivation through the Design of Work: Test of a Theory, (Hackman & Oldham, 1976, p. 256). 
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The five core job dimensions being:  

Skill Variety – “The degree to which a job requires a variety of different activities in carrying 

out the work, which involve the use of a number of different skills and talents of the person.” 

(Hackman & Oldham, 1976, p. 257).   

Task identity – “The degree to which the job requires completion of a ‘whole’ and identifiable 

piece of work; that is, doing a job from beginning to end with a visible outcome.” (Hackman & 

Oldham, 1976, p.257).   

Task Significance – “The degree to which the job has substantial impact on the lives or work 

of other people, whether in the immediate organization or in the external environment.” 

(Hackman & Oldham, 1976, p.257).   

Autonomy – “The degree to which the job provides substantial freedom, independence, and 

discretion to the individual in scheduling the work and in determining the procedures to be 

used in carrying it out.” (Hackman & Oldham, 1976, p.258).   

Feedback – “The degree to which carrying out the work activities required by the job results 

in the individual obtaining direct and clear information about the effectiveness of his or her 

performance.” (Hackman & Oldham, 1976, p.258).   

The three critical psychological states are:   

Experienced meaningfulness of the work – “The degree to which the individual experience 

the job as one which is generally meaningful, valuable and worthwhile” (Hackman & Oldham, 

1976, p.256).   

Experienced responsibility for work outcomes – “The degree to which the individual feels 

personally accountable and responsible for the result of the work he or she does” (Hackman 

& Oldham, 1976, p.256).   

Knowledge of results – “The degree to which the individual knows and understands, on a 

continuous basis, how effectively he or she is performing the job.” (Hackman & Oldham, 

1976, p.257).   



 

20 
 

The first three core job dimensions skill variety, task identity and task significance combined 

foster the meaningfulness of a job, whereas autonomy supports the experienced 

responsibility and feedback the knowledge of results. Hackman and Oldham conclude that 

the intrinsic motivation of an employee should correlate with the five job dimensions. 

Therefore, if the work includes a high level of autonomy, feedback and a high level of at least 

one of the dimensions which foster meaningfulness, than the intrinsic motivation level should 

also be high. All three psychological states are critical and have to be experienced to induce 

high level of intrinsic motivation. They can be influenced in their strength through the 

subjective perceived job dimensions; therefore they cannot be influenced directly to increase 

intrinsic motivation.  

Hackman and Oldham developed in 1974 and 1975 the job diagnostic survey to 

operationalize the Job Characteristic Model. The survey contains 83 questions divided into 

seven parts, where the job dimensions, the psychological states and work outcomes are 

operationalized (Schmidt et al., 1985). Hackman and Oldham developed this tool to analyze 

the perceived nature of the work, to determine necessary changes in the working 

environment to increase intrinsic motivation and to evaluate already implemented changes. 

According to the scientific literature the job diagnostic survey can bear up to the criteria of 

objectivity, reliability and validity (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Schmidt et al., 1985; Fried & 

Ferris, 1987). Hackman and Oldham (1974) also introduced the concept of the motivating 

potential score, which measures the potential of a job to increase intrinsic motivation. The 

motivating potential score is calculated by combining the individual scores of each job 

dimension. The connection between skill variety, task identity and task significance is 

additive, which means that these dimensions can compensate each other, whereas 

autonomy and feedback are an inevitable premise.  

     
                                             

 
                    

Figure 8: The Motivating Potential Score. 

Reprinted from Motivation through the Design of Work: Test of a Theory, (Hackman & Oldham, 1976, p. 258). 
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2.7. Extrinsic Motivation 

For an explanation of the concept of extrinsic motivation Herzberg (1987) used the term 

movement for this and strictly separated it from motivation. He defines movement as “a 

function of fear or punishment or failure to get extrinsic reward” and motivation as “a function 

of growth from getting intrinsic rewards put of interesting and challenging work.” (Herzberg, 

1987, Retrospective Commentary p. 1). Therefore, extrinsic motivation makes people to do a 

certain activity, but requires incentives to be present and makes humans to pursue a certain 

activity just to receive a certain reward, which is not connected with the activity (Pinder, 

2008; Frey, 1992). Also, Amabile, Hill, Hennessey and Tighe give a similar definition: “to 

work primarily in response to something apart from the work itself, such as reward or 

recognition or the dictates of other people.”, which points out that rewards do not have to be 

material, they can also be social (Amabile et al., 1994, p. 950).   

Deci and Ryan recognize that humans pursue a lot of activities, which they find not 

intrinsically motivating. Nevertheless, humans can have the feeling of intrinsic motivation 

through internalization and integration of values and behavioral regulation. They propose that 

the human perception of extrinsic motivation can vary, depending on the degree of 

autonomy. Therefore, extrinsic motivation can be regulated from the outside into the direction 

of a more intrinsic feeling. This process is done through internalization and integration. 

“Internalization is the process of taking in a value or regulation, and integration is the process 

by which individuals more fully transform the regulation into their own so that it will emanate 

from their sense of self.” (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 60). These processes can be visualized with 

a continuum, which classifies the different stages of extrinsic motivation and reflects the 

degree of internalization and integration of values and behavioral regulations (Ryan & Deci 

2000, 2017). 

This continuum represents the Organismic Integration Theory from Ryan and Deci (2000, 

2005, 2017), which is a sub-theory derived from Self-Determination Theory and it ranges 

from amotivation, a complete lack of self-determination, over an external perspective to an 

internal perspective and finally to intrinsic motivation, with complete self-determination. In 

other words from being uninterested and unwilling to comply over passive compliance to an 

active personal commitment. The theory also pictures the factors that either promote or 

hinder internalization and integration. Amotivation is the lack of intention to act, this derives 

either from missing appreciation for the activity or a lack of feeling competent in pursuing the 
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activity or not expecting to get the intended results from the activity. The continuum illustrates 

four stages of extrinsic motivation which gradually differ in the level of perceived autonomy of 

a person. Another way to divide the continuum would be into amotivation, controlled 

motivation and autonomous motivation. All three needs are crucial for internalization, but just 

the satisfaction of the need for autonomy will lead to integration. The continuum and four 

stages are described below:  

 

Figure 9: A taxonomy of human motivation. 

Reprinted from Intrinsic and Extrinisc Motivations: Classic Definitions and New Directions, (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 

61). 

External regulation: The stage with the least perceived amount of autonomy, also the most 

controlled type of extrinsic motivation; immediate contingencies such as rewards or 

punishments regulate the behavior. Human’s, who are externally regulated, act with the 

intention to achieve a certain outcome out of the activity or to avoid a certain outcome. The 

locus of causality for the activity is perceived as external. This type of extrinsic motivation 

was used to contrast to the concept of intrinsic motivation.   

Introjection regulation:  A still quite controlling type, where a behavior has already been 

internalized to a certain extent. In this stage a human incorporates the external regulation 

and ideas into himself, therefore it is internal to the human, but the perceived locus of 

causality is still external. Hence, a person performs activities with perceived pressure to 

avoid feeling guilty or also out of ego reasons. 
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Identified regulation: A more autonomous and self-determined type of extrinsic motivation, 

the person has identified and accepted the behavior as his or her own. The person’s 

thoughts and goals are more congruent with the regulations. Humans perceive the reason for 

their behavior as internal.  

Integrated regulation: The most autonomous type of extrinsic motivation and internalization, 

the regulation has been fully assimilated by the person. A person who is being integrated 

regulated feels that the behavior is a part from their personality and thus feeling self-

determined. The perceived locus of causality is internal. This type is also closest to intrinsic 

motivation, because this stage has similar characteristics; however integrated regulation is 

still extrinsic motivation. The activity is in both stages interesting and enjoyable to the person, 

but an intrinsically motivated person’s behavior is not directed towards a goal. Thus, an 

integrated regulated behavior is aligned with goal achievement. 

The term perceived locus of causality was introduced from DeCarms in 1968. There are 

three different types, an internal perceived, an external perceived and an impersonal locus of 

causality. An internal perceived locus of causality “means that one sees oneself as the 

source of initiation and regulation of behavior and feels a sense of volitation and 

endorsement of the actions”, whereas an external perceived locus of causality “means to be 

controlled by desired outcomes and the contingencies that lead to them, experiencing a 

sense of pressure and compulsion”. Whereas a locus of control “refers to believing that one 

either does or does not have control over reinforcements” (Ryan & Deci, 2017, p.226). 

2.8. Crowding-Out Effect 

The Cognitive Evaluation Theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985) is a sub-theory of the Self-

Determination theory which places special emphasis on the needs of competence and 

autonomy which are vital for intrinsic motivation. The Cognitive Evaluation theory argues that 

social-contextual events (for example: rewards, communication and feedback) which are can 

increase the satisfaction of the competence need can increase intrinsic motivation. Cognitive 

Evaluation theory further emphasizes that the important condition for enhanced intrinsic 

motivation through feelings of competence, is a sense of autonomy, people need to 

experience a feeling for self-determination. The focus in Cognitive Evaluation Theory lies on 

the basic psychological needs of competence and autonomy, which has both to be satisfied 

to achieve a high level of intrinsic motivation. Studies have shown that people doing an 
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activity, which is neither too difficult nor too easy, have a greater intrinsic motivation. Also, a 

positive feedback fosters the feeling of competence, because the people felt responsibility for 

their results, it therefore increased intrinsic motivation. Whereas a negative feedback lowered 

the feeling of competence and therefore intrinsic motivation decreased; and even extrinsic 

motivation decreased and led to amotivation. A second part of the Cognitive Evaluation 

Theory proposes that supporting the feeling for autonomy through several non-controlling 

external factors, leads to a shift from an external to an internal perceived locus of causality. 

Whereas external factors that put pressure on the employees, like deadlines, evaluations, 

physical rewards and surveillance shift the perceived locus of causality from internal to 

external. It also decreases the feeling of autonomy and lead to an undermining effect of the 

intrinsic motivation, which Frey in 1997 introduced (Gagné & Deci, 2005).  

The crowding-out effect refers to the undermining effect of intrinsic motivation through 

extrinsic rewards. In the past it has been a controversial issue, several empirical studies 

have been conducted, but the evidence is still contradicting. Usually extrinsic rewards have 

been seen as a performance enhancement, many authors from the psychological and from 

the economical literature claim that an undermining effect of intrinsic motivation does not 

exist (Blinder, 1990; Eisenberger and Cameron, 1996; Cameron & Pierce, 2002). But on the 

opposing site there are also several studies. Two meta-analysis from Wiersma (1992) and 

Tang and Hall (1995) covering in total 70 studies between 1971 and 1992 support the 

crowding-out effect. Another meta-analysis from Deci, Koester and Ryan (1999) considered 

all the studies and more from the meta-analysis from Eisenberger and Cameron (1996) and 

could disprove their view. Besides several meta-analysis, when looking into real-life 

situations the crowding-out effect is visible, for example it has been shown that if blood 

donations are being paid the blood supply is likely to decrease in total (Osterloh & Frey, 

2002).  

Anyhow this thesis represents the view that intrinsic motivation can be crowded out if the 

activity is considered interesting in the first place and that extrinsic reward is being perceived 

as controlling (Osterloh & Frey, 2002). Furthermore, Frey (1997) summarized psychological 

processes behind the crowding-out effect.  

Impaired Self-Determination – The locus of control shifts from the inside to the outside, if a 

person perceives an external intervention as a restriction in his self-determination. The 
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individual perceives now the person undertaking the intervention as responsible, instead of 

him.  

Impaired Self-Esteem – When an individual and his competence and engagement does not 

feel acknowledge through the external intervention, his intrinsic motivation is being 

disregarded, as a result of impaired self-esteem.  

Overjustification Effect – Additional extrinsic motivation makes individuals feel overmotivated, 

therefore they reduce the motivational factor which they control, intrinsic motivation. Intrinsic 

motivation is just being “swapped” with extrinsic motivation.  

Impaired Expression Possibility – When an individual is acting intrinsically, he cannot exhibit 

his intrinsic motivation to other people anymore. Therefore, the individual will give up his 

intrinsic motivation and behave according to the extrinsic motives.  

These processes are closely related and therefore can overlap each other, but basically in all 

processes intrinsic motivation is substituted by extrinsic motivation. Overall it can be 

concluded that every external interference crowd out intrinsic motivation under the condition 

that the interventions are being perceived as controlling from the person. As a consequence 

the individual’s self-determination, self-esteem and means of expression decrease and 

therefore he decreases his intrinsic motivation. Vice versa the intrinsic motivation increases 

when the individual perceives the intervention as supportive and fair. This fosters self-

esteem, self-determination and enlarges the freedom to act. This effect is called crowding-in 

(Frey, 1997).  

Discrepancies between psychological and economic literature is seen in the concepts of 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation and the connection between them. Frey (1997) argues that 

economic side is lacking interest in the concept of intrinsic motivation and sees money as the 

most important motivator, also due to missing measurability of the impact of individual 

behavior on investigated situations and therefore they concentrate on concrete, external 

factors for explanations. The psychological literature whereas is of course interested in 

understanding and explaining intrinsic motivation and therefore criticizes that extrinsic 

rewards being the only factor taking in consideration with motivational questions.  

The crowding-out effect draws directly back to the incentive concept which is based on the 

Agency Theory, which assumes a direct relation between incentives and performance. 



 

26 
 

Intrinsic motivation is in this concept an external factor, which is given and therefore 

independent. This implicates that extrinsic and intrinsic motivations have an additive link and 

can be just summarized to get the overall motivational effect. This additive links of extrinsic 

and intrinsic motivation goes back to Vroom (1964) and Porter and Lawler (1968). A possible 

dependency between these two factors is completely left out, which of course simplifies the 

concept but does not capture the complex reality. Frey and Osterloh (2005) admit that this 

assumption could work for tedious work, but definitely not for more complex and creative 

activities, where a pay for performance system cannot capture all multiple task of the job, this 

would be the case for most activities in the real world (Festré & Garrouste, 2015). 

 

Figure 10: Price Effect. 

Source: Own creation 

 

Figure 11: Crowding-out Effect.   

Source: Own creation 
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2.9. Summary 

The economical perspective on motivational theories supports the use of a performance 

measurement and incentive system to influence and increase the employee’s motivation and 

align the employee’s interests with the company goals. A pay-for-performance system is 

widely used and accepted and could therefore be used to give incentives to increase the 

motivation of employees. However, these systems are not costless they always lead to some 

extent to distortion, manipulation, additional risks and higher costs. Furthermore, these 

systems imply an additive link between extrinsic and intrinsic motivation and thus ignore the 

fact that these systems could not just increase extrinsic motivation but also decrease intrinsic 

motivation and could possibly lower the overall performance. On the other perspective the 

psychological literature is supporting a different kind of approach. They developed ways to 

positively influence the employee’s extrinsic motivation by simulating the feeling of intrinsic 

motivation. This is done through an interesting job design or through a culture which fosters 

commitment and engagement because it satisfies the employee’s psychological needs of 

autonomy, competence and relatedness. These intrinsic influences on the motivation are 

supposed to create a longer-lasting motivation than the economical approach and it should 

lead to overall better performance.  

3. Peter Wurm GmbH & Co. KG 

Peter Wurm GmbH & Co. KG is a small, family-owned and managed company in third 

generation founded in 1919. Peter Wurm overtook the company in the early 1980s with six 

employees. In 2005 the company relocated the plant due to a plant extension within the city 

of Hagen. The company currently employs 26 people perpetual and hires some temporary 

workers depending on the order situation which can sum up to 35 employees in total. The 

company is specialized on the production of transport packaging made of woods, mainly 

pallets, boxes and underlying blocks, both in series and custom designed. In 2014 the 

management changed; the old management left the company with all their specific 

knowledge and founded a new company close by. Therefore, being direct competitors and 

they have also taken the knowledge about prices and products and some customers with 

them, but Mr. Wurm stated that there is no negative impact due to this situation anymore 

(Wurm, Interview, 1:00:30). 
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The plant is structured in such a way that is resembles the work flow of the production 

starting at the incoming warehouse to the left side and ending at the outgoing warehouse to 

the right side of the plant. The office level is located on the first floor with view on the 

production lines. The employees of the production can be divided into five departments. The 

two forklift drivers’ are responsible for the internal logistic; they unload trucks, reallocate the 

wood into the incoming warehouse, take care of the heat treatment of the wood and supply 

the production lines with new materials. The cutting department includes two employees who 

cutting the wood into the required length of the respective orders. The actual product 

manufacture consists of two departments, the manual and machine production each line 

includes six employees. The warehouse and shipping department includes four employees 

from whom two are truck drivers and two take care of the quality control and the warehouse. 

Three managers are responsible for the coordination of the production. Michael 

Schanzenberger is the production manager and is responsible for the production, the 

reparations of the machinery, human resource issues as well as quality and cost aspects of 

the products and processes. In February 2017 Christoph Hyski who used to work in the 

production got promoted to the workshop manager where he focuses on the coordination of 

the production that everything is running smoothly. Lutz Junker used to work in the 

production area but after leaving the company for some time he is now responsible for the 

warehouse and shipping department. The company employs two full-time office workers and 

one part-time and Peter Wurm’s wife is also working in the office.   

The work in the production is physically demanding and repetitive. Most of the employees in 

the production are unskilled workers and they are getting no union wage. This makes 

employee selection very complicated, because most of the employees have no experience in 

this industry and due to the lower wages the best skilled and motivated employees work 

somewhere with higher wages. Hiring a new employee is therefore always associated with a 

risk, if he is not reliable and hard-working enough all the transferred very specialized know-

how is lost (Wurm, Interview, 1:42:40).  

The customers are mainly from the steel industry, the food industry and the stone industry. 

The steel industry resembles a very important customer group for the company. This 

company is the only one who can provide them with special hard wood pallets. The company 

is making around 15 to 20 % of his revenue just with these specialized pallets which is a nice 

safety buffer for the company. The selling radius and thus also the target group is set to 

around 100 kilometers, because the fright cost are quite high compared to the value of the 
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product it would not make sense to transport them much further away. The changing 

customers’ expectations in this industry are no problem for the company because they are 

very well positioned. For example most of the customers export their goods which added a 

process to the production due to the requirement in North America to heat treat wooden 

packaging. Peter Wurm was one of the first to offer this additional service to his customers 

because his customers from the steel industry required this treatment already to prevent 

oxidation of their products. This provided the company of course with a competitive 

advantage where the company was able to distinct themselves from the competitors. But 

nowadays many companies offer this service and also the suppliers realized the profit 

potential within this area, thus getting moist wood is getting more difficult (Wurm, Interview, 

2:55; 5:00; 8:50; 54:20). 

The company is not producing the typical euro pallet because the price pressure is very high 

and the production would require more equipment and licenses. Therefore, Mr. Wurm is 

offering a very broad product range to provide his customers many specialized products but 

he still strives for a big lot size with these products. He further concentrates on providing the 

customers with high valued services. He is offering wooden packaging with a relative high 

quality what the production employees from the customers really appreciate. Therefore, he is 

justifying having not the lowest prices in the market but he offers the quality and the service. 

The company also provides the customers with a certain storage room because many 

customers do not like to store a product which has a very low value to them. Another 

competitive key advantage is the just-in-time delivery, the company is very flexible with most 

of their common products, and they always produce for stock to offer this flexibility to the 

customers (Wurm, Interview, 32:30; 38:10). 

In comparison to other competitors in the business Mr. Wurm’s company is not exposed to 

price fights with new customers because they are well-established. His customers are all 

steady customers; rarely a customer is changing the supplier. Because Mr. Wurm provides 

his customers with a very good service which is well above average in his target group and 

the customers are willing to pay a bit more for it. He might even have to turn new customers 

down because the capacity of the warehouse is fully utilized. Also, he just extended the plant 

in 2005 he would need to enlarge it again; he is concentrating now on finding a solution for 

this problem because he has still some capacity in the plant. He also sees a great potential in 

recycling the special hard wooden pallets and is planning to be the first on his market. But 

Mr. Wurm is not just concentrating to offer a great service he also works on several projects 



 

30 
 

to decrease his costs or to improve efficient or to relieve some of the hard work from his 

employees. He is currently planning to invest into a stamping machine which would release 

the production workers from the physical demanding and moronic task to stamp the pallets 

themselves (Wurm, Interview, 15:30; 22:00; 35:10; 55:00; 1:04:15). 

Another important influencing factor to the company is the supply with new resources. First of 

all the lumber prices are set in Germany but lumber from east Europe even increases the 

price pressure. The continuously supply gets every year more difficult due to that lumber is a 

scare resource in Germany and the government is already controlling half of the lumber 

supply. Additionally, the lumber that the company requires is a seasonal product; the supply 

is high in summer during the construction season and low in the winter. Also, the global 

warming impact the quality of the lumber, the risk to develop fungus rose over the years 

extremely which made the company to fasten their production process. The future might offer 

a threat to make the company to change their business more drastically (Wurm, Interview, 

41:00; 44:15). 

4. Methodology 

The research of this thesis is mainly descriptive but also exploratory and explanatory 

because it aims at describing the motivational situation in its real-world context and it is also 

exploring the nature of the problem and explaining why and how these circumstances appear 

based on the presented motivational theory (Yin, 2014). This thesis is also a case study 

research based on the case of the Peter Wurm GmbH & Co. KG. Yin (2014) defines a case 

study as an empirical inquiry which investigates a current situation in great detail that is 

conducted in a real-world context through the use of multiple sources of evidence. The data 

is collected by qualitative and quantitative research through unstructured interviews and a 

survey. Many authors have criticized the validity of qualitative methods and thus case 

studies; these methods cannot be used to generalize (Morgan & Smircich, 1980).  Flyvbjerg 

(2006) responds to the misunderstanding of a lack of generalizability by arguing that the 

knowledge gathered by the case study can still contribute with important knowledge to the 

scientific development. Also, Morgan and Smirch (1980) argue further that the suitability of a 

chosen research method derives from the nature of the phenomena which is explored. Noor 

(2008) argues therefore that case studies are especially appropriate to understand a very 

complex phenomenon in great detail. Flyvbjerg (2006) also mentioned that when the 

researchers participate in the studied context would this result in the highest form of 
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understanding. Therefore, a case study research seems to be the most appropriate way to 

study the motivational situation within Peter Wurm GmbH & Co. KG. The personal contact 

enables me to get in depth knowledge and understanding about the inside and to draw better 

conclusions about this very complex situation.  

4.1. Interviews 

I conducted unstructured interviews with the current management of the company and the 

owner Peter Wurm. The decision from unstructured interviews rather than structured 

interviews was derived from my wish to gather very detailed information about the 

interviewees’ personal experiences. This enabled me to rather hold a conversation with the 

interviewees and let them talk about their personal perspective on the motivational situation 

in the company. Whereas I could concentrate on listening and understanding their point of 

view and ask further questions about their experience. The interviews were conducted in a 

separated room in the office level of the company and held individually with each 

interviewee. This was due to the purpose of trying to obtain the trust of the interviewees, that 

they would speak freely and also disclose very personal experiences. The interviews were 

also recorded with an audio device and the files can be found in the appendix for further 

references. I hoped to get a more detailed view on the relationships between the different 

levels of hierarchy in the company by interviewing the middle level, the management. From 

Mr. Junker who worked for around ten years for the company and especially from Mr. Hyski 

who worked already over 20 years in the company as a production employee, I hoped to 

obtain a deeper understanding of the employee’s perspective and their thought and feelings. 

All three managers were really open and honest about the situation in the company; they all 

explained to me very freely positive as well as negative aspects of the motivational situation. 

They were also all very eager to highlight the biggest issues for them and what issue could 

be improved. But I realized also during the interview with Mr. Hyski that he is not just 

motivated to do a good job, he is rather really engaged and his goals are consistent with the 

goals of the owner. Therefore, Mr. Hyski’s views and opinions are probably not always very 

representative for all the other production workers. Although all spoke very freely with me the 

perspectives are of course subjective to their perception and therefore limited and cannot be 

taken as a fact. The biggest problem I see with the chosen interviewees was they could just 

give me limited insight on how the employees perceive them as managers. This is due to two 

reasons that they of course would not want to say something negative about themselves or 

also they do not have the knowledge about what the employees perceive as positive or 
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negative. For this reason I conducted the survey to gather anonymously personal information 

from the employees because it was not possible to interview every single employee or at 

least a representative part. 

4.2. Survey 

The survey is based on the construct of the Job Diagnostic Survey from Hackman and 

Oldham. For the question design I used both the German version of the Job Diagnostic 

Survey from Schmidt and Kleinbeck (1985) and the Work Design Questionnaire from 

Stegman et al. (2010) as a starting point from where I further developed the questions to fit 

the specific situation. The survey is divided into two parts. The first part asks about the 

degree to which certain job characteristics are important to the employee; this functions more 

as a control part. The second part consists of 40 statements; each statement refers to either 

a job core dimension from the Job Characteristic Model or to a basic psychological need 

from the Self-Determination Theory. Additionally, statements 1 to 6 refer to the general 

satisfaction and motivation of the employees. Statements 7 to 12 refer to the job design, 

divided into skill variety, task identity and task significance. Statements 13 to 17 are linked to 

the need for competence but without feedback, further referred as the category skills. 

Statements 26 to 30 then refer to the feedback. Statements 18 to 25 are linked to the need 

for autonomy and statements 31 to 40 to the need for relatedness. In the end I added an 

empty text box for eventual comments. The survey is enclosed in the appendix as the 

original German version and as a translated version. 

I tried to keep the questions very simple and understandable. The survey was also kept quite 

short to fit into a time frame of maximal 15 minutes. The questions are grouped by category 

for an easier understanding of the purpose of the survey. The survey also started with more 

general questions and went into the more specialized questions. All the answer had to be 

given in a 5-point Likert scale format (strongly disagree, disagree, partly agree – partly 

disagree agree, strongly agree), which is widely used in practice and usually delivers the 

best results. I avoided to chose an even-point scale and thus to force somebody to decide; it 

would probably also had distorted the results. I decided also to avoid any personal questions 

in the survey for anonymity reasons due to the small sample size. 

The day the survey was conducted the owner and I explained everybody in person what the 

purpose of the survey is, that the answers are anonymous and what is going to happen with 
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the data afterwards. I think the personal explanation from the owner did help to avoid any 

misconceptions about the survey and make they realized that this survey could also be 

helpful for them. I also perceived the employees as being relaxed and the reactions I have 

received was that the questions were understandable and the survey easy to fill out. 25 from 

26 employees filled out the survey. The survey was also separately conducted for the office 

employees and the managers which include six employees further referred to as the office 

group. The office employees also told me before the survey that the results in the office 

group would probably be way more positive. 

A survey offered the chance to gather anonymously relative objective data from all the 

employees which would have been otherwise not possible for me. But through the survey I 

could give every employee the opportunity to express his perspective without having to fear 

to receive a negative consequence. But of course this survey has also its limitations. The 

employees could have been dishonestly or maybe did not understand the questions or 

maybe were not faithful when answering the questions.  I think the main disadvantage is still 

that the data gathered is somewhat limited to the question design, personal feelings are left 

out. Thus, to reach a real understanding for each employee’s perspective is not possible but 

it still gives an overview of the situation and tendencies can be identified. After reviewing 

each questionnaire individually I do think that the employees were answering faithful and 

honestly because each questionnaire seemed to be consistent in itself. There were neither 

pure negative nor pure positive nor pure medium questionnaires and I felt I could understand 

every single questionnaire from a personal perspective.  

4.3. Analysis Technique 

The theoretical background for the analysis is discussed in the theory part, but I decided to 

use the Job Characteristic Model and the Self-Determination Theory as the basis of my 

analysis. These two theories are explaining the influencing motivational factors on intrinsic 

motivation and can therefore be used to support this kind of motivation. Thus, these theories 

seem to be appropriate for the purpose of this study. The Job Characteristics Model on the 

one side is focusing what especially is necessary for a high intrinsic motivation in a work 

setting which includes a specific criteria’s for the job design whereas the Self-Determination 

Theory on the other side describe the influencing factors from a psychological perspective 

which adds the relatedness factor what the Job Characteristic Model is missing. Therefore, 

these two theories seem to complement each other very well in this context.  
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The analysis is structured in this way that I analyze the motivational situation of the both the 

production and the office group in each job core dimensions and psychological needs from 

the theories. Whereas autonomy is a job core dimensions and as well a psychological needs 

and therefore analyzed at the same time and also the feedback dimensions is added to the 

psychological need for competence. In the analysis I compare the different perspectives of 

the managers with each other and the perspective of the owner. Afterwards I illustrate the 

results of the survey separately for the two groups and see whether they are consistent with 

the manager’s views or not. In every section I summarize the main aspects in the end. For 

the survey analysis I calculated the average for every question respectively for the two 

groups and also the average for each category while translating strongly disagree with 1 and 

respectively strongly agree with 5. The chosen categories are overall satisfaction; skill 

variety, task identity and task significance which represent in total the job design; 

competence is divided into skills and feedback; autonomy and relatedness. The excel sheet 

with the calculations is disclosed as an appendix.  

5. Analysis 

5.1. Satisfaction 

The managers perceived the employees general as being satisfied, but they demurred that 

the low level of the wages and the stress level could lower the actual perceived level of 

satisfaction. The survey was consisted with the problem of the low wages. Question 5 asked 

whether they feel adequately paid which resulted in just an average of 2.9 with five out of 19 

production workers were completely unsatisfied with it. This is not the majority of the 

employees but it shows that this is an issue for them. One employee also told me when 

conducting the survey that one of the employees even has to get additional support from the 

government because it is not enough money to provide a living for his family. But besides 

this aspect of the job the production group seem to be quite satisfied overall. Question 1 to 4 

asking about whether the employees are satisfied with their job and the tasks they do, if they 

like to come to work and if they feel having a secure job. All questions were answered quite 

positively with an average of 3.8 or 3.9 and just one or two employees stated that they would 

disagree. Question 6 about whether the job is motivating got slightly lower results of about 

3.6 with five people ticking below the middle. The office group revealed as expected a higher 
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level of satisfaction and motivation. Questions 1 to 6 reached all a minimum average of 4.0 

up to 4.3 for question 4 that they like to come to work.  

Overall is can be concluded that all the employees are more or less satisfied with their job. 

Just four production workers had an individual average in the overall satisfaction of less than 

3.0 with the lowest of 2.0 and just two office employees had an individual average of just 

slightly higher than 3.0. However, the goal should be to keep the satisfaction level 

continuously up for very employee. Thus analyzing each influencing motivational factor in 

this section can help to identify potentials for improvement and implementation would support 

also support the overall satisfaction level. Worth mentioning here is that the first part of the 

survey which determined how important the influencing factors are for the individual person 

emerged that they were highly important to them. Besides two production employees from 

whom both stated that receiving feedback is not important to them and one stated 

additionally that he is not interested in working autonomously. Due to the low appearances of 

this phenomenon I do not pay further attention to this.  

5.2. Job Design 

This part is concentrating on whether the job is designed well for the employees at Peter 

Wurm GmbH & Co. KG and if the employees experience the job as meaningful. According to 

Hackman and Oldham a job is experienced meaningful when the job requires variable skills, 

the job is perceived significant and the job involves a complete task from the beginning to the 

end. Skill variety requires that the employee is performing different tasks while using several 

skills and talents. Task identity requires a job which consists of doing something from the 

beginning to the end and that the employee can identify his work outcome as something 

complete. Task Significance requires that the job is being important to the employees and 

that it has influence on the work or life of other humans. Therefore I will analysis in this part 

whether the employees require multiple skills and have to perform several different task in 

their daily work and if they find their work important and if they understand the influence their 

work has on other people and also if the job involves performing complete work processes. 

5.2.1. Skill Variety 

The employees from Peter Wurm GmbH & Co. KG require different skills depending on their 

position. The office workers require personal skills to communicate with customers or 
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suppliers. They have to be nice and polite to represent the company in the best way 

possible. They have to take orders from customers, arrange specialized orders and short-

term delivery and take care of any problem that may arise with the customers or also with the 

suppliers. Besides, they need to have bookkeeping skills, an organizational talent to 

coordinate orders with the production, they require special knowledge about the products 

and the heat treatment and they need to work as a team because the incoming orders and 

production coordination is separated from the shipping and customers support. 

The managers for the workshop, the production and the warehouse and shipping department 

coordinate and organize everything around the production of the palettes. They require 

leadership quality, coordination skills, they need to be able to repair the machinery, handle 

human resource tasks, calculate key figures, handle quality issues and work security issues 

and have an overview of the productivity of the whole plant.  

The production workers, depending on the department, require knowledge about the 

machinery, the work processes, the broad product range and they need to be able to judge 

the quality. Besides, they need team working skills and need to look ahead to help 

coordinate the production. They also need all a sense for the bigger overview of the whole 

production to realize in advance when something is needed or changes. The truck drivers 

also have to represent the company and be the poster child of the company. Most of the 

production workers did not complete an apprenticeship or something similar; they were 

trained on the job. Therefore, the entry qualification are quite low for these positions, more 

important are personal qualifications like reliability, punctuality and a hard-working mentality. 

Mr. Schanzenberger stated that it is very much depending on the position if a job is 

diversified. The manual production workers and the forklift drivers have a quite varied work 

day, whereas the machine production workers might have to perform a moronic task, 

especially if the batch size is high (Schanzenberger, Interview, 1:50). He also explained that 

the specialization of the workers used to be quite high, before he was employed at the 

company. Most of the workers did not want to transfer their knowledge to other employees; 

therefore most of the machine could just be operated from one employee. Mr. 

Schanzenberger wanted to expand the skills of the employees and started rotating them 

between work processes. Today every machine can be operated from three to four workers 

and there are no problems anymore when somebody is on vacation (Schanzenberger, 

Interview, 2:20). 
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Mr. Hyski confirmed that he learned to operate the machinery, to drive the forklift, to repair 

little things and to drive the truck and that he would be able to fill in for every worker in the 

production (Hyski, Interview, 1:00) He also explains that he, now as the workshop manager, 

changes positions between workers when it is reasonable and the worker would like to, 

which is not always the case some like to keep doing the same tasks (Hyski, Interview, 

15:15) Also Mr. Junker states that he sometimes changes positions in the shipping and 

warehouse department, but there is not much possibility to change between employees in his 

department (Junker, Interview, 07:05). 

Question 7 in the survey confirmed that most of the employees perform very different task. 

All but one production employee ticked something between 3 and 5. The office group had a 

mean of 4.3 whereas the production group had a mean of 4. Although, the tasks are varying 

most of the workers stated in the survey that the tasks repeat themselves in a short-time 

frame (Question 8). The recoded means for the office group is 2.7 and for the production 2.3. 

This resulted on average just in a mean of 3.2 in the category skill variety.  

5.2.2. Task Identity  

The production is divided broadly into five areas, the internal logistic with the incoming 

warehouse, the cutting, the manual and the machine production and the outgoing warehouse 

with quality controls. The twelve employees who working in the manual and the machine 

production having a visible outcome of their work and especially the workers of the manual 

production are performing complete processes, whereas the workers from the machine 

production are being more part of the whole process. The other employees who are driving 

the forklift, cutting the wood, working in the warehouse or driving the truck performing still 

complete work processes and also can visualize the progress they make. But due to the 

nature of this plant, no production employee has a working process from the very beginning 

to the very end which would be of course not efficiently. Although the production process is 

divided into single but still quite complete work processes, the employees perceive that they 

perform a complete work process. The average in this question is about 3.7; just one person 

ticked a 2. It might be that his position is not very complex. Even stronger was that the 

production worker could see their own contributions in the end product; the average here is 

4.1 with again one person is ticking below the middle. Together the category mean if 3.9 for 

the production group. 
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The two full-time office employees separate their task roughly into purchasing and selling. 

One of the full-time office employees is ordering new material and taking orders from 

customers as well as preparing everything for the production, whereas the second employee 

takes care of the order delivery and the customer service. Thus, their job does not involve a 

complete task from the beginning to the end, but they are still having complete work 

processes. The managers are all responsible for their own department and thus are involved 

in quite complex work processes. In the survey the office group confirms that their tasks 

resemble quite complete work processes, the average is about 3.7, just one employee does 

not quite agree, he ticked a 2 (Question 11). Question 12 whether they see themselves in the 

end product resulted in a mean of 3.2, but due to this phrasing the office staff could probably 

not really relate to this question, the average is probably not representative for this category. 

Overall the task identity seems quite high in the production group and also good in the office 

group. 

5.2.3. Task Significance 

Most of the employees might not realize the influence of their work on the external 

environment. Only Mrs. Hoffmann who is responsible for the service center and the truck 

drivers are in direct contact to the customers. But the production workers probably realize 

that their work outcome directly influences their colleagues, because the physical production 

process can be relative easy overlooked from any point in the plant, therefore the production 

workers can directly see where their work results are coming from and going to. This could 

help with the awareness that the work outcome from everybody influences other employees 

in this plant. Unfortunately Mr. Hyski notes that some people might be not so aware that the 

quality of their work outcome influences other people and that the management is trying to 

raise the awareness for this (Hyski, Interview, 19:10). The flat hierarchy could also help 

foster task significance, because having to take more responsibility makes the work feel 

more important. Also, due to the order production the workers can also connect the order 

with a customer, which might also help support task significance. The survey shows that two 

people are probably really not aware of their influence on other people, but the most of the 

employees are; the average is 3.5. Also, most of the employees perceive their work as very 

important; the average is still just 3.7, because three people do not perceive their work as 

very important which leads to a relative high standard deviation of 1.33. The office group 

revealed in the survey a very strong task significance. They all perceive their work as very 
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important and they all are aware that their work outcomes influence other people. They all 

ticked only a 4 or a 5 and the overall mean in task significance is a 4.5.  

5.2.4. Summary 

Overall most of the employees have to perform many tasks. This is also due to the flat 

hierarchy; every employee has to be very versatile to change positions. However, the work 

itself does not change much over the course of time, they still produce palettes all the time, 

therefore the task repeat themselves in a short time. This might not really bother the 

employees, because as mentioned above some like to do the same tasks. Also, the 

production employees might be well aware of the fact that this job is not as diverse as others 

might be, before they applied for the job. 

The task identity it also quite good, most employees perceive their work as being complete 

work processes. Probably because the work is not too much broken done in very specialized 

tasks; they still have to do a complete work which is contributing to the end product. The 

production workers also have a visual work outcome where they can see their contributions. 

The survey suggests that the office employees might not be directly connected to the 

physical product, but they can still visualize their own work progress. 

The task significance for the office group is very high, which definitely supports the feeling of 

experienced meaningfulness. For the production group it is rather solid and leaves room for 

improvement; to communicate the importance of the job and the importance of the quality 

which directly influences the other employees and the customers.  

Overall the job design of the production workers is quite solid with 3.5, they have a high task 

identity and the task significance is also good, only the skill variety reached just a 3.1, but 

this is due to the repeating nature of this job. The office group had a bit higher average in job 

design with about 3.8; this is due to the very strong task significance. The skill variety and the 

task identity are in a solid range, this is partly due to the repeating nature of the job and 

misleading phrase of one of the question I think. When we compare the average of the job 

design with the question number 2 on satisfaction of the work activities, it can be shown that 

the satisfaction is on average higher than the overall job design mean. Of course the 

employees could have taken some factors into consideration which are not related with the 

job design. But anyway the production employees show an average work activity satisfaction 
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of 3.8, with only two people stating that they are less satisfied with the tasks. The office 

group indicates an average of about 4.0 satisfaction level with their tasks. Thus signaling a 

higher mean than the job design itself. 

5.3. Autonomy 

The second physiological state is experienced responsibility for work outcomes which is the 

extent to which the employee feels responsible for his work outcome. A high level of 

experienced responsibility is supported by a high level of autonomy, when the employee can 

decide himself on how and when to perform his tasks. This core dimension of the Job 

Characteristic Model can be linked to the basic psychological need for autonomy in the Self-

Determination Theory from Ryan and Deci, which is a need for the feeling of freedom and 

choice in the employee’s behavior.  

5.3.1. Personal Responsibility 

Due to the flat hierarchy of the company the employees have to take many responsibilities, 

because there would be anyway not enough personal capacity to control all the work. The 

employees are supposed to control their own work and are being responsible for their work 

outcome. The workshop manager Mr. Hyski is not supposed to control their work outcome 

rather to coordinate everything around their tasks that the production is running smoothly. 

But due to the given production process on how to manufacture the palettes the decisions 

the employees can make and also the freedom on how to perform the task is limited.  

The autonomy level used to be quite different in the past, at the time when the old production 

management left in 2014 the management style changed completely over time. The old 

management seemed to be very talented in leading a plant very efficiently and effectively, 

but the management used to be very controlling (Junker, Interview, 2:15; 10:45). The 

employees were not allowed to decide anything or to get involved with their own ideas 

(Hyski, Interview, 20:00). Mr. Hyski explained that he tried to get engaged but that he did not 

have a chance. But he anyway tried to increase teamwork and coordination of the production 

without permission (Hyski, Interview, 5:00).  

In 2014 Mr. Schanzenberger became the new production manager and his perspective on 

autonomy is quite the opposite. He likes to completely delegate tasks to his employees, 
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because he sees it as a way to increase motivation when they have the freedom to decide 

about their tasks (Schanzenberger, Interview, 5:15). He would like to involve his employees 

in the production planning, give them a few orders at the same time and let them time the 

orders themselves. This would lead to increased motivation and also productivity in his 

opinion (Schanzenberger, Interview, 7:35). 

But he also explained that the owner does not share his point of view. He argued that the 

owner has the mentality that every employee has to speed up every minute of the work day 

and is not allowed to stand still and that the main goal of the production manager is to make 

this happen (Schanzenberger, Interview, 6:00). Mr. Schanzenberger sees this as a big 

problem because this decreases the motivation and makes the tasks moronic for the 

employees and therefore does not increase the productivity of the plant (Schanzenberg, 

Interview, 5:45). He further elaborated that Mr. Hyski is following the approach of the owner, 

because he is already so used to this mentality being so many years in this company 

employed (Schanzenberg, Interview, 8:00).  

A bit opposing view from Mr. Hyski who worked 3 years as a normal production worker with 

Mr. Schanzenberger as the manager is that he views Mr. Schanzenberger’s approach as too 

lax, the lacking pressure would not make the employees work and without working the 

company would go bankrupt and nobody would have a job anymore. He also mentioned that 

the directions given from Mr. Schanzenberger were not clear enough (Hyski, Interview, 

21:50; 34:45).  

But in no way Mr. Hyski wants to excessively control his employees, he wants that the 

employees work autonomously and that they do not feel controlled by him, because Mr. 

Wurm is expecting that from him (Hyski, Interview, 22:25). Peter Wurm said that he taught 

Mr. Hyski a few personal skills, like that he should involve the employees in decisions and 

that he should make them think that they have decision power over their work (Wurm, 

Interview, 2:13:10). Therefore, Mr. Hyski gives his employees free choice and tries to 

motivate them through letting them decide, because that makes them feel important (Hyski, 

Interview, 20:25). 

Also, Mr. Junker motivates his employees in the warehouse to work autonomously, because 

he does not have the time to control them the whole day and therefore needs to trust his 
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employees. He stated that he controls the employees just a few times, but supportive 

(Junker, Interview, 10:10).  

The survey questions 18 till 22 are concentrated on the level of autonomy the employees 

have. The answers from number 18, 19 and 20 are quite similar within each group. These 

questions are considering the decision amount (Question 18), the freedom they have in how 

to perform the tasks (Question 19) and how controlling the managers are (Question 20); the 

average in the production group is around 3.3. and 3.5. Whereas the answers of strongly 

disagree or disagree are distributed between seven out of 19 employees. Therefore, most of 

the employees perceive their job as being more autonomous and not controlling; also the 

work processes limit the freedom for decisions they have. The low perceived level of 

autonomy of the seven workers, from whom just one person seem to perceive no autonomy 

at all, might be due to their position they are working in, which has even less freedom than 

other. But anyhow this reveals room for improving the level of autonomy of the production 

workers. But the survey also showed that the workers are feeling highly responsible for their 

work, question 21 showed an average of 4.3 and just one person ticked disagree but his 

perceived level of autonomy in the previous questions is very high so it might be just that he 

is working with a machine.  Question 22 express to what extent the employees are able to 

solve emerging problems, the average is 3.7, with 3 people ticking below the middle, but 

again all having a high perceived level of autonomy and therefore might be due to the 

position. A more detailed analysis about appearing problems could help improve the 

problems solving abilities of the employees. 

The office group answers of questions 18 and 19 about decision amount and freedom are 

very positive; the average is around 4.0 and 4.2. Question 20 shows an average of 3.7, in 

comparison a bit lower which indicates that the owner should put a bit more trust into his 

office employees. Question 21 and 22 is again very high with 4.7 and 4.5, the personal 

responsibility is very distinctive and the problem solving abilities are also well-developed in 

this group, but the owner also mediates an expectation of self-responsibility in the way they 

work together.  

5.3.2. Initiative 

In this company employees are encouraged and supported to bring in new ideas. Mr. Hyski 

is a very good example that talent and engagement is supported and promoted in the 
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company. Mr. Hyski stated that he is been working with this company since 1993 and he is 

been expressing his opinions always very clearly and if he is seeing a potential to improve a 

situation he does not care whether he has to go to Mr. Wurm, Mrs. Wurm or Mr. 

Schanzenberger, he will fight to strive for improvement (Hyski, Interview, 7:50). He got 

promoted in the beginning of 2017 to coordinate the whole production as the workshop 

manager.  

Most of the production employees also want to involve themselves bring in new ideas and 

take more responsibility. Mr. Schanzenberg is supporting the employees if they want to 

enlarge their field of activity and gives the opportunity to work in a foreman position, but this 

does not work out all the time, some employees seem not being capable for this position 

(Schanzenberger, Interview, 12:50).  

Mr. Hyski also supports the ideas and improvement suggestions of the production 

employees. He puts the ideas always into practice if the owner is ok with is, which is usually 

the case. For him this is a way to make the employees feel important and also a profit for the 

company through increased efficiency and employee satisfaction (Hyski, Interview, 29:10). 

In the survey this view was confirmed, question 23 showed a mean of 3.8; thus almost every 

employee wants to bring in new ideas, only one employee ticked strongly disagree. Question 

24 looked at whether the employees feel that they can be themselves at work or not. The 

answer were very mixed; the average is 3.7 and most of the employees agreed or strongly 

agreed, but four worker ticked below the middle, which resulted in a relative high standard 

deviation of 1.34. All of these four employees showed a low satisfaction in the need for 

relatedness later on. This area can therefore be improved through a better work climate. The 

office group showed in both question a high average, 4.8 in question 23 and 4.2 in question 

24, where just one employee ticked the middle.  

5.3.3. Stress 

The biggest issue for Mr. Schanzenberger in this company is that he wished the production 

would be a bit more continuously over time with fewer fluctuations which would reduce the 

stress enormously. He argued that the company does not work very anticipatory, they work 

more like from day to day, because the owner is used to either work on a zero speed or at 

100 percent, but he also sees some improvements with this issue (Schanzenberger, 
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Interview, 0:30). The problem with this is that when there is not much work to do, the owner 

gets very nervous and stresses out all the employees, Mr. Schanzenberger suggest to look 

and work ahead to prevent these little recessions (Schanzenberger, Interview, 52:30). 

Mr. Junker also consented that there exists a stress cycle, where every few weeks the 

pressure builds up, which makes Mr. Junker feel angry and disoriented and he also 

explained that it is not uncommon that all the stress was for nothing and it was just a big 

misconception (Junker, Interview, 48:25). 

Mr. Schanzenberger stated that the owner puts him under pressure, which he can handle 

quite well in general, but he lost his head four weeks ago, when the owner intervened and 

rearranged everything, which happens very often. A customer called Mr. Schanzenberger for 

spontaneous delivery which did not fit into the plan, but the owner decided to make is 

possible (Schanzenberger, Interview, 41:10). This situation has been very stressful for the 

employees, but on the other side it is understandable because being flexible is an important 

key factor in this industry as explained above. Mr. Junker understands the nature of this 

business, but he also argues that it would be better to take a ten-minute break to reconsider 

the situation, which would prevent mistakes and to passing these over to the customers 

(Junker, Interview, 35:20). 

This stressful environment has also consequences for the office and production employees. 

In the office area the doors are usually open to support communication, but if the tension is 

high and the owner is stressed, it is getting a bit louder and the office employees close their 

doors. Therefore, they are directly exposed to the stressed situation which probably also 

influences their stress level. Further Mr. Schanzenberger explained the consequences for the 

production employees, that this way to work can be quite dangerous, because the 

employees are under pressure, mistakes happen and the employees get a roasting for this; 

therefore the motivation drops massively (Schanzenberger, Interview, 11:50). Mr. Junker 

stated that he tries to hide the stress from his employees and to keep it for himself (Junker, 

Interview, 48:25). Mr. Hyski stated that employees should not recognize the stress; he is 

trying to sell a stressful situation as being a normal work day to his employees. He said that 

maybe two or three people feel pressured but besides this there is no stress in the 

production and if somebody feels stressed he should ask for help and Mr. Hyski will support 

him doing his work (Hyski, Interview, 27:55). But on the other side he does also state that if 

somebody cannot handle pressure and stress he would be in the wrong company (Hyski, 
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Interview, 33:25). But the situation seems to improve; the owner stated that there is almost 

no stress since he promoted Mr. Hisky, everything is more relaxed and they do not have 

delivery problems anymore. They could also increase efficiency and overtime is reduced in 

the production (Wurm, Interview, 1:19:00).  

Mr. Junker illustrated how a stressful situation looks like in the warehouse. When they speed 

up in the production, pallets come from all over. The forklift driver is just putting them in the 

warehouse, and on the way out he is crashing into another stack because it has not been 

there before. But they cannot put the stacks away because they have to be stamped before 

and they just accumulate rapidly and then it is just complete chaos. This situation happens 

quite often and nobody is doing something to prevent it and his employees has to do 

overtime again to keep up with all the work (Junker, Interview, 35:20).  

The perceived level of pressure if very mixed in the production group, some do feel 

pressured and some not. The recoded average is about 3.5 and the standard deviation with 

1.47 very high. Although the managers get some pressure from the owner not all employees 

do notice this or maybe just more stress resistant. Six out of 19 workers do feel stressed at 

work but also seven do not feel pressured at all. However, the average is not very bad, but 

perceiving stress as work has a negative impact on the autonomy level, therefore reducing 

the stress level seems to be one of the more important factors to improve. Although the 

perceived autonomy of the office group is higher than in the production group they perceive a 

similar stress level, also with a mean of 3.5. But this just makes sense, because half of this 

group is working in the production and the other half of the employees in the office group has 

a close contact with the owner or at least being within physical reach and the owner seems 

to be an important factor of these stressful situations. 

5.3.4. Summary 

Overall the perceived level of autonomy of the production group is with a mean of 3.7 good 

but leaves room for improvement. The most important thing is that the employees feel 

responsible for their work which is definitely the case. Although the freedom the workers 

have in performing their task is limited, the manager should try to improve at the least the 

feeling that the employees feel autonomous, involve them more into the planning and 

decision-making and being even more supportive and fewer controlling. Altogether the 

managers seem to have a very reasonable perspective on autonomy. They all know that it is 
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important to increase the employees’ perceived autonomy and they can achieve this through 

a supportive leadership which is delegating tasks and involving the employees in the 

planning and decision process. But there still appear some misconceptions between each 

other. Mr. Schanzenberger feels as being the only one who is caring to increase autonomy in 

the employees work. But Mr. Hyski demonstrated in the interview that he has a very good 

understanding of the perspective of his employees and that he is valuing a supportive, non-

controlling leadership, with the only difference to Mr. Schanzenberger that he guides his 

employees more through the work processes but in a very supportive way. Another issue is 

the perceived high stress level of some workers, this should definitely be approached. Mr. 

Schanzenberger views it as the most important issue that working in this non-continuously 

way pushed down the motivation. Mr. Hyski does not perceive it this way, but he has a very 

high stress resistance and therefore might not be able to judge this situation adequately 

(Hyski, Interview, 33:25; 57:30). But since Mr. Hisky reduced stress since his promotion it is 

important to have a closer look at the development. Still, it would be important that the owner 

works on himself that he radiates a more relaxed and continuous mood, which of course 

would help himself but also all the other employees, especially the office group. But 

improving this personal component will not reduce all the stress causing factors, the nature 

of the business will stay the same, staying flexible and being able to deliver spontaneously is 

key for success. The stress caused from this can be reduced through a better 

communication about the how and why; thus misconceptions can be avoided and the 

employees feel being included into this situation. A positive aspect is that the employees 

seem to be proactive which is also further supported from the managers. The office group 

has an average of 4.2 in the autonomy category, which is very positive. The improvement 

potential lies mostly increasing the trust the owner puts into his employees and especially the 

perceived stress level at the office area as mentioned above. 

5.4. Competence 

The third physiological state is the knowledge of results which is the extent to which the 

employee knows and understands how well he is performing his work. In the Job 

Charcateristic Model this physiological state should be fostered by receiving instant and clear 

information about the employee’s performance, therefore feedback. But in the Self-

Determination Theory from Ryan and Deci the employee strives to satisfy his need for 

competence, which is the need to perceive influence of the work outcome. This need gets 
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supported by feedback but also by other interpersonal events like rewards, communication or 

any form of recognition.  

5.4.1. Skills 

The job in the production does not require special job training, thus most of the employees 

did not complete an apprenticeship. But with the management change Mr. Schanzenberger 

started to train three apprentices in a two-year apprenticeship in machine and plant 

operations (Schanzenberger, Interview, 3:00). Also Mr. Junker mentioned that the company 

was hiring in the last years more competent employees, who did receive a job training 

(Junker, Interview, 07:05).  

Mr. Hyski stated that he did not get many possibilities to learn new skills in old days; he had 

to teach himself with learning-by-doing (Hyski, Interview, 32:50). But as stated above in the 

last years employees are trained to work in several positions and learn new skills. This is 

also the general approach for the training of the new employees. They learn on the job, they 

get directly involved with their work activities and step-by-step learn new skills through job 

rotation. This makes the employees feel useful and effective, it also implies trust from the 

management and owner which does support their feeling of competence. Also, the fact that 

around three-quarter of the employees already working for 5 year with the company 

increases the knowledge each employee has and therefore also supports the feeling of 

competence. 

Mr. Schanzenberger stated that he trusts almost everybody in doing a good job. He is also 

convinced that the employees are competent in what they are doing and that mistakes are 

rarely happened and if so it is just a careless mistake due to the many materials with different 

quality and measures (Schanzenberger, Interview, 8:45; 17:55).  

Whereas Mr. Junker does not perceive the situation the same way, he stated that every 

employee does have the basic knowledge about his area, but beyond this the bigger 

overview is lacking. He also indicates that this is very different between employees, some 

are more competent some are less and that they all search for the easiest way (Junker, 

Interview, 18:00). 
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Mr. Hyski has a similar view, he sees every employee as an individual and not all of them are 

very competent, there are some exceptions. But he knows how to use the competence and 

skills of every employee to increase productivity; he is putting them together in a way that 

they complement each other (Hyski, Interview, 15:40; 31:45). He is also engaged to train the 

employees more skills, for example he taught an employee on how to operate a certain 

machine, also everybody was convinced that this person could never learn it, but now he can 

(Hyski, Interview, 38:20). 

5.4.2. Further Training 

Further training besides the learning of the job is not offered by the company. Mr. 

Schanzenberger mentioned that he does feel competent in his regular tasks, but not very 

competent in other tasks which he is also supposed to handle. He mentioned for example the 

data entry system; he does not know how to use it, but further training is not provided. Mr. 

Schanzenberger assumed that the owner just sees the costs of the training and that the 

person is not at work during this time and not the long-term benefit; even the owner itself 

does not take any training for the program also it would make his job easier. For example Mr. 

Schanzenberger had tickets for the wood trade fair, but he is not allowed to go, because he 

would be missing that day (Schanzenberg, Interview, 45:20; 51:30).  

Mr. Junker mentioned the same problem with the lacking training. He would like to expand 

his knowledge, but the owner does not approach any training. He stated that he would really 

appreciate training for the safety regulations for truck loading, because he is working every 

day with the trucks but he does not actually know the safety rules. He further mentioned that 

this topic is bothering him for already ten years, because also when he worked in the 

production area he never got training for the machinery, which was just designated for a few 

selected people (Junker, Interview, 44:15).  

The survey showed that most of the production workers are feeling very competent (question 

14); three employees ticked disagree but the rest of the workers ticked either agree or 

strongly agree, which resulted in an average of 4.2. Question 13 also asked if they feel that 

their work can just be done by specialists. The average is just at around 3.1; this question 

might be not as important as the others but perceiving performing specialized work and being 

not easily replaceable can also support the feeling of competence. Question 15 is concerned 

whether they think that they can handle difficulties. The average with 3.7 is lower than in 
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question 14, it seems that people feel very competent but some just till the point where 

problems appear. This might be due to their positions making it difficult to let them solve the 

problem, for example they do not have the knowledge how to repair the machine or it might 

be a sign for a potential to improve the training of the employees. Question 16 asked whether 

they get clear directions and know what is expected from them. The answers are very mixed; 

four out of 19 workers strongly disagree with the statement. The overall average in this 

question is 3.4 and the standard deviation is quite high with 1.38. Therefore, the managers 

should reconsider their way they give directions and how they communicate their 

expectations. Question 17 referred to whether the employees are willing to increase their 

knowledge which most of them agreed. The mean is about 4.0, with only two people not 

wanting to enlarge their skills.  

The office group mostly perceives their work as at least partly specialized, just one person 

ticked strongly disagree; the average is 3.2. Question 14 showed that their feeling of 

competence is very high, they all agreed with the statement resulting in an average of 4.7. 

Coping with difficulties is a bit less strong with a mean of 4.3, but still high. At question 16 

about expectations the office group as well had very mixed answers. The average reached 

just a 3.3 where two out of six people ticked disagree; therefore leaving the employees a lot 

of air to interpret the directions. The owner and also maybe his wife have to improve the 

communication about directions and expectations. Question 17 showed also willingness for 

increasing their knowledge with an average of 4.3.  

5.4.3. Feedback 

The feedback provided for the employees consist of the monthly evaluation of the bonus and 

a yearly performance review with each employee which was implemented by Mr. 

Schanzenberger. He also states that he did not have the time for them at the moment 

therefore the last performance reviews have been conducted two years ago 

(Schanzenberger, Interview, 7:00).  

Mr. Hyski stated that in his time as a production worker the other employees received more 

negative than positive feedback till the point where they did not care anymore Hyski, 

Interview, 18:20). He also indicated that it used to be that when a mistake happened that this 

was loudly criticized, the manager would scream that the owner is cutting the bonus. Being 

one of the employees Mr. Hyski realized that this was a very bad situation for the employees. 
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He explains that it is wrong to directly cut the worker’s bonus and to come at the employees 

with a baseball bat, because it just leaves a negative feeling for the person and it is also 

negative for the company (Hyski, Interview, 13:50; 11:45). Due to his personal experience 

Mr. Hyski puts emphasize on giving positive and constructive feedback and also praise to the 

employees, because he knows that this way is more effective. He explained that nobody in 

the old days got praised, but he is now going to every worker and praises his work even if it 

could have been better he recognizes the work that went into it. For example, he said to an 

employee after the finished work that this is not possible, he would have given him work for 

the whole day and not just for six hours. The employee was happy and motivated afterwards. 

And if a mistake happens he understands and gives constructive feedback on how to do it 

better the next time (Hyski, Interview, 50:40). He stated that if mistakes happen he is going to 

take care of this, he relieves the employees that they could work relaxed with a clear mind 

and tries to discuss with the owner that there will not be any bonus cutting. Mr. Hyski is 

arguing that if he would criticize the employee and tell him that he is cutting the bonus, then 

the employee would be stressed out and could not concentrate on the production and the 

initial costs of the mistake would potentiate due to the decrease in motivation which could 

last for days (Hyski, Interview, 12:20).  

Mr. Junker also states that he is appreciating the good work of his employees, when an 

employee is doing a good job or all the employees putting a lot of effort into a task he goes 

straight to the employees and says “thank you” or claps them on the shoulder. He also 

understands when mistakes happen; he always speaks directly with the people and tries to 

understand their perspective why this mistake happened. He then shows the employee how 

to improve his work for the next time or when problems appear Mr. Junker always tries to 

solve the problem in the team. Besides this Mr. Junker also mentioned that he is getting 

sometimes a feedback for his good work from Mr. Wurm or rarely from customers (Junker, 

Interview, 9:40; 15:10; 25:55; 46:00).  

The production group reveals in the survey that they can get a good feedback out of their 

work (question 26); the average is 3.9 with two people disagreeing on receiving job 

feedback. That the feedback that is perceived out of the job is quite high is very positive 

because this is the most effective feedback and cannot be easily improved. But all the other 

questions about feedback are rated very low. The mean of question 27 about regular 

feedback from the manager is 2,9; of question 28 about constructive feedback is 2.8; of 

question 29 about feedback from colleagues is just 2.4 and of question 30 about the 



 

51 
 

recognition of the work performance is 2.8. This is signaling that not many employees are 

getting adequate and continuous feedback through other people in this company. Interesting 

to mention is here also question 35 from the relatedness section whether the managers 

understand that mistakes can happen; the average is just about 2.9 with 3 people strongly 

stating that there is no understanding at all. This signals also that the reactions the 

employees get from the managers when a mistake occurs might be perceived as very critical 

and not justified.  

The office group shows a similar distribution just on a higher level. The feedback through the 

job is also quite high, the average is about 4.2. The mean of question 27 is 3.7; of question 

28 is 3.5; of question 29 is 3.2 and of question 30 is 3.5. The answers are evenly distributed 

around the middle, which can be seen in the relative low standard deviation. In comparison 

to the production group the office group seems to get more often a feedback from other 

people about their work performance, which results in a higher feeling of competence for the 

office group.  

5.4.4. Summary 

Overall the production group had an average of 3.7 in skills and 3.1 in feedback. Positive is 

the improved employee selection and training over the last few years. The practiced job 

rotation, the trust the managers put into their employees and the understanding and effective 

use of the individual skills all support the feeling towards competence, which is supported by 

the positive answers in question 14. The aspect of additional job training is not just 

supporting the feeling of competence but also let employees feel more appreciated and can 

also foster the feeling of relatedness. Therefore, the owner should reconsider the benefits 

and costs of further training, especially when it is directly related to their daily work activities 

or to safety issues. Additionally, all the managers and the owner should work on 

communicating the expectations clearly. A feedback system seems not really to exist, 

because most of the production workers indicate that they do not often get a feedback. A 

really important point here is I think to implement a feedback system which provides 

feedback on a regular basis and also encourage the managers to increase the amount of 

instant feedback for the employee. The implemented performance reviews therefore should 

be conducted on a regular basis. In the Interview Mr. Hyski seemed really engaged in 

providing constructive feedback and praise for his employees, unfortunately the survey did 

not recognize his effort. Maybe the employees did not internalize the new way of getting 
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feedback yet, because he is been on the job just for two months and also has to get used to 

it first. But anyway the existing feedback system should be revised and improved. The 

positive aspect here is that the work itself seems to provide immediate feedback. 

The office group has an average of 4.0 in skills and 3.6 in feedback. The main issue is also 

to improve the communication about expectations. The feedback they receive from the 

owner is being on a good level, but there is still room for improvement. The owner should 

also implement giving feedback on a continuous basis. The office group also receives direct 

feedback from their work outcome which is very positive.  

5.5. Relatedness 

The third basic psychological need of the Self-Determination Theory from Ryan and Deci is 

the need for relatedness. An employee can satisfy his need for relatedness through being 

connected to other people and having supportive relationships at work, as well as feeling 

appreciated from people at work. The Job Characteristic Model from Hackman and Oldham 

does not take into consideration the personal factor that can influence the intrinsic 

motivation.  

5.5.1. Working Climate 

The working climate used to be very difficult due to the old management. Mr. 

Schanzenberger stated that he would not start working in this company as long as the old 

production manager would be employed. Also, Mr. Junker had made some horrible 

experience with him, he stated that he was physical attacked by him and that he told him 

after his diagnosis with a very serious disease that “everybody has to die anyway” (Junker, 

Interview, 2:45). Also, the old manager did a good job; for the work atmosphere in the 

company it is very fortunate that he is gone.  

Mr. Schanzenberger stated that the working climate in the production is quite ok, some 

people do not get along with each other but this is not a problem he thinks. Overall he said it 

is around 60%. He sees the problem more in the lack of trust and appreciation from the 

owner. He thinks the owner is afraid that he is paying an employee but the employee is not 

going to work for it and just leaves and that the employees of course realizes this lack of 

trust. (Schanzenberger, Interview, 27:40; 37:30). Mr. Junker’s view about the climate is a bit 
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different, he stated that the working climate had improved a bit but he perceived it as being 

more against each other than with each other and in general as underhand on all level in the 

company. He further explains that this behavior is challenged on purpose, when he is telling 

somebody it is good the others have to ask other people if it is really good, he feels 

distrusted (Junker, Interview, 28:50; 33:15). Mr. Hyski stated that the working atmosphere is 

ok, but can be improved. Not all the employees respect each other, some are a bit on the 

side, but in general all the employees keep together (Hyski, Interview, 1:20; 52:45).  

Mr. Hyski explained that he is treating his employees with the principle “one hand washes the 

other”. He is supporting his employees and is not afraid of just standing next to the employee 

and do the same work. He is willing to do overtime just to relieve the extra work from his 

employees, because the employees are appreciating this and are willing to work more in 

return. Mr. Hyski always offers his help and asks his employees if they need anything, this is 

important for him to support and motivate the employees and not to impose negative feeling 

on them. He knows that screaming does more harm than good and therefore is always very 

friendly and discusses any problems with Mr. Schanzenberger privately, because Mr. Wurm 

told him not to scream in front of the employees (Hyski, Interview, 6:50; 17:45; 27:20; 54:00).  

Mr, Hyski realizes directly when a employee is not very motivated and he tries to support and 

motivate these employees even more. He also has an eye on the people if they get along 

with their work or not, if Mr. Hyski sees that somebody is very unmotivated with a certain kind 

of activity, he shifts the employee Hyski, Interview, 23:15; 57:05). He sees the most 

important opportunity in improving the communication and teamwork between every single 

employee in the company; he said that if we can improve this we do not have any problems 

anymore (Hyski, Interview, 38:45). 

Mr. Junker explained this similar approach that if any employee has a problem that he can 

come to him and that the employees know that he is a very open and understanding person. 

He always tries to communicate very honestly, because he prefers to work together not 

against each other. When he sees that the employees’ just work for themselves he tries to 

show them if possible to work together, he helps them doing their tasks do show them it is 

better and faster to work in a team. (Junker, Interview, 11:30; 30:05). Mr. Junker also 

explains that he can get a bit louder but for a justified reason. But he in general seems to 

care very much for his employees, he is supporting them regularly on Saturdays because he 
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wants to relieve some extra work from them and he does directly see the results in a higher 

motivation when he is around (Junker, Interview, 16:40; 37:25).  

Mr. Schanzenberger indicated that he is actually a calm person, but that he cannot stand 

ignorance and that he gets louder if people does not pay attention repeatedly and he also 

has to pass the pressure from above somehow to the production workers. Because he stated 

that the owner can get also very loud sometimes and if there is not much work Mr. Wurm 

gets very nervous and makes everybody crazy. This of course lets the working atmosphere 

drop on the office level, which I personally also felt one day when I visited (Schanzenberger, 

Interview, 25:10; 48:45). Mr. Junker stated also that the owner can get very loud from time to 

time and is stressed and the tension is quite high in the office, but besides this he knows that 

Mr. Wurm has a big heart and he understands his employees and tries to have a friendly ear 

(Junker, Interview, 32:10; 47:45). The working climate seems to be a bit louder in general, 

whether this is stressful or leads otherwise to negative feelings is not clear from the 

interviews. Mr. Hyski also stated that being louder is not necessarily something negative; he 

uses it also as way of having fun and to motivate the people. But he also said that the 

employees sometimes got cranky when the owner or the manager got loud and that in his 

opinion the employees should be able to cope with that because managers are allowed to 

get loud sometimes (Hyski, Interview, 55:00). This view I think is very critical because not 

every person is able to stand up to this, being able to talk to the employees relaxed and in a 

normal volume should be the goal for every manager as well as for the owner. This reduces 

stressful feelings but also supports the need for relatedness because it signals respect and a 

feeling of being equal.  

Mr. Hyski explained that from a personal experience it is very important for the motivation 

that the managers get their hands dirty as well. He knows that employees do not like to see 

the managers just walk and look around and if they contribute to the work they are not seen 

as “assholes”. Also, the owner should get involved if he has the time to show them that also 

he is supporting them, to improve teamwork (Hyski, Interview, 16:30; 1:00:00). Mr. 

Schanzenberger also stated that it is not enough from the owner to go once a week through 

the production area and clap everybody on the shoulder; he rather should get more involved 

and show more recognition for his employees (Schanzenberger, Interview, 36:50). Mr. Wurm 

performs his job actually really mostly in the office level and does not have much contact to 

the production and therefore does not really know much about their daily work life. Being 
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more present would definitely help support the perceived appreciation and recognition of the 

employees.  

5.5.2. Appreciation 

Mr. Schanzenberg mentioned that he perceived the lack of appreciation and trust as the 

most important motivational issues in the company and this is directly linked to the problem 

with the bonus system and the hours cutting. This starts with the fact that they work in a very 

low salary industry, he mentioned that he does not know any industry which is having a lower 

hourly rate (Schanzenberger, Interview, 4:30). But it is not just the low hourly rate it is more 

the sometimes unnecessary cutting of hours and bonuses of the owner. He illustrated this 

with two examples; the first was that the owner drove on a Saturday to the plant and saw 

some employees smoking five minutes before closing time and he cut them a quarter-hour 

from their salary.  Mr. Schanzenberger stated that this is unnecessary, because the company 

does not go broke on something like this, but it results in a lack of motivation. The other 

example was the company outing one and a half years ago, which started two hours before 

the closing time and were not paid from the owner. Mr. Schanzenberger said the employees 

were very indignant because the company outing was free choice and he fought to get the 

owner to pay these hours. These kinds of situation make it very difficult for the production 

manager to keep up the motivation. Mr. Junker also mentioned the company outing and 

agreed that in situations like this the owner can show appreciation and keep the motivation 

up, but that he thinks that the owner does not value employee’s motivation very much. The 

employees themselves are not very interested anymore in doing a company outing due to 

the perceived lack of appreciation. Mr. Schanzenberg sees it that they do not like to get 

kicked in the butt the whole year and then once a year the owner is flattering them 

(Schanzenberger, Interview, 15:20; Junker, Interview, 46:45; 49:35). 

Bu the lack of appreciation is not just a problem with the production workers, also the 

managers do not really feel that their hard work is recognized from the owner. Mr. 

Schanzenberger for example indicated that he had last year only five days of no contact to 

the company and when he is taking a day of the owner gets nervous the day before, because 

all the knowledge about the production is bundled within the managers and they are 

indispensable in their position (Schanzenberger, Interview, 46:45). This fact is leading to 

more overtime and less vacation, whereas Mr. Schanzenberger stated that this does not 

have to be this way and Mr. Junker does not feel that his overtime on all these Saturdays is 
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recognized. But both are willing to work and do not mind working overtime in general, it just 

seems that they would very much appreciate when the owner would show more goodwill. Mr. 

Junker stated that he does not need that the owner comes to him and says thank you for 

working on Saturday, but he feels that this is being expected from him and is seen as 

something completely natural and then additionally the owner complains why the people 

doing so much overtime (Junker, Interview, 40:50). 

The overtime in this company might be another issue. Mr. Schanzenberger indicated that 

many employees work on Saturday and sometime they even work up to 60 or 70 hours per 

week and that there have been problems or maybe just a misconception about the 

compliance with the legal overtime rules and thus some employees are not willing to work 

overtime anymore. Mr. Schanzenberger would like to have a system where the overtime can 

be used for free time, but he thinks the owner cannot handle when an employee is not at 

work and he has to pay him, minus hours are completely forbidden (Schanzenberger, 

Interview, 15:00; 27:15; 31:00). But introducing flexible working hours would help with the 

problem of fluctuations which are natural in this business. As a contradicting view Mr. Junker 

stated that overtime is either paid out or can be taken as free time and also Mr. Wurm told 

me after the interviews with the management that they try at the moment a flexible working 

hour system (Junker, Interview, 14:50).  

Mr. Junker is even more affected by this problem, because most of the overtime is done in 

the warehouse and shipping department. He explained that the employees are not really 

happy with this, because the production workers mostly can go home after eight hours, but 

Mr. Junker’s employees sometimes work up to twelve hours a day and when the work is still 

not finished they work on Saturdays as well. For him the overtime is the only thing that is 

bothering him at his job, because he needs to take special care for himself due to personal 

circumstances. But he also is concerned about his employees; this is one of the main 

reasons why he is working on Saturdays because he wants to support them. He states that 

he tried to influence the overall working hours while shifting the start and closing time for 

every employee. This had just limited success because he cannot influence when the trucks 

are coming back from their delivery tour (Junker, Interview, 36:30; 39:15). 



 

57 
 

5.5.3. Bonus System 

The already mentioned bonus system is another important aspect in the company. The 

bonus system was implemented from the old production manager. The bonus system 

combines the regular paid holiday pay and the Christmas bonus and also additional ten 

percent on top of this. Additionally, an attendance bonus of 1000 euros is paid per year. The 

bonus is calculated monthly which is good because it reduces the taxes an employee has to 

pay. The bonus is not based on performance, which is anyway not possible in this company 

because there are not sufficient data to do so. Mr. Schanzenberger and Mr. Junker 

determine the bonus for the employees every month, based on personal behavior and 

neatness of their work space. Mr. Schanzenberger explained that he is not allowed to pay 

out 100 percent of the bonus, which implies that it might be possible the employee is better 

off without having the bonus system and just receiving his holiday pay and Christmas bonus. 

Mr. Schanzenberger further elaborated that he is mostly setting the bonus around 88 till 95% 

and that he had already many discussions with the employees why he does not give a bonus 

of 100%. But the biggest problem for him with this system is that sometimes the owner 

interferes with him and just cut the bonus up to 50%, this relates up to 100 Euros for the 

employee, which is a lot of money for them. As an example for the bonus cutting he 

mentioned that when the employees forget a few times to enter the production data in the 

program which results into inaccurate production data, the owner enforces a bonus cut for 

this employee. Mr. Schanzenberger sometimes tries to support his employees and ignores 

the owner and does not cut the bonus, if possible (Schanzenberger, Interview, 10:10; 20:10).  

Mr. Junker stated that he is not ok with this bonus system that it would be not fair to allocate 

the money which is due to the employees over a bonus system. He also indicated that not a 

single employee was ok with the system in the old days. He also had experienced that the 

owner just cut the bonus of his employees without letting him know. Mr. Junker explained 

that sometimes Mr. Wurm just looks out of his windows and sees something he does not like 

and then gets a tunnel view and cuts the bonus. But he also mentioned that this kind of 

situation improved and he does not know any negative case at the moment (Junker, 

Interview, 20:35). 

Also, Mr. Hyski who received the bonus for years stated that he is not satisfied with the 

system, it pushes the employees mentally down and also the performance. The motivation 

decreases or employees even been demotivated completely when the bonus is cut 
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enormously. He explained that if the bonus is cut the employees are unmotivated, they are in 

a negative mood and this is also pushing other employees down and after all this results in a 

much higher lost for the company than the few Euros the bonus is costing. He suggests that 

it would be better to seek talks with the employees and not just cut the bonus and punish 

them for a mistake (Hyski, Interview, 42:40).  

The sick leave has been with 5.7% quite high when Mr. Schanzenberger started in 2014. The 

instruction of the attendance bonus did not really change that, because he thinks that the 

employees do not really understand how it is calculated because it does not get 

communicated enough. But the sick leave dropped when they would not take sickness 

notification through text message anymore, this of course increased the inhibition threshold. 

Also, Mr. Junker had a similar experience with the sickness leave and he indicated that the 

turnover rates used to be quite high but is massively improved in the last three years, after 

the management changed (Schanzenberger, Interview, 32:40; Junker, Interview; 17:00). 

Altogether the turnover rates and the sick leave does not seem to be an issue anymore. 

The survey showed that the production group does mostly feel respected from their manager 

(31) or the owner (32). Question 31 resulted in an average of 3.7 with two people feeling not 

respected and question 32 showed an average of 3.6 with also two people disagreeing on 

this statement from where one person seems to feel disrespected from both sides. Question 

34 about whether the employees feel treated as a human and not just as a working machine 

resulted in just an average of about 3.3 with three people strongly disagreeing and two 

disagreeing but also four people strongly agreeing. Therefore, the feelings are very mixed in 

the production workforce; the standard deviation with 1.38 is quite high. Question 34 asked 

whether the workers are willing to help out with overtime if necessary. Most of them are 

willing seen in the average of 3.8, but four people ticked strongly disagree which might be 

due to the misconceptions about the legal overtime rules as stated above. Also, mentioned in 

the last section question 35 revealed a low understand for the employees from the managers 

in the case of a mistake. The answers from question 36 about whether the employees trust 

their managers are similar to the answers from question 35 but on a higher level. The mean 

is about 3.6 with five people ticking below the middle. Question 37 asked for teamwork on a 

personal level and question 38 on a professional level. The answers resulted in an average 

of about 3.1 on the personal level with most of the workers partly agreeing with the 

statement; the average for the professional level is with 3.6 higher. Question 39 about 

whether they like their colleagues resulted just in a mean of 3.4 and clearly showing that 
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some employees really seem to be not satisfied with the people they connect with; this 

confirms also the view from the managers. And question 40 about communication showed 

just an average of 3.0 which does agree with Mr. Hyski’s view that the communication has to 

be improved.  

The office group revealed a much higher level of relatedness satisfaction. They stated that 

they feel respected from the owner. But the question 31 and 32 revealed strangely enough a 

different outcome with an average of 4.5 and 4.0. A possible explanation could be that the 

employees factored in Mrs. Wurm in their answers or they might separate Mr. Wurm in his 

different functions.  But anyhow the difference between the office and the production 

employees’ perception to which extent the owner treats his employees with respect is very 

clear. This difference might be influenced by the amount of contact the owner has to the 

different groups of employees. Therefore, the owner being more present in the production 

area could support that the employees feel more respected. Question 33 about being seen 

as a human being is quite mixed, three strongly agreed and these three people also strongly 

agreed on question 31 and 32, but the other three do not have this feeling; but the average is 

still 3.8. Question 34 shows that the office group would help out with overtime if the company 

would need them; the mean is 4.7. Question 35 with an average of 4.0 shows that the owner 

does mostly understand that mistakes can happen and question 36 also shows that the office 

group trusts the owner; the average is about 4.2. Also, question 38 about teamwork on a 

professional level with a mean of 4.0 and question 39 about liking their colleagues with 4.2 is 

very positive. Question 37 about teamwork on a personal level and question 40 about 

communication reveals some less positive aspects in the area of relatedness satisfaction. 

5.5.4. Summary 

Overall the production group got an average of only 3.4 in the category relatedness which is 

not the lowest so far but this category has the highest standard deviation of about 0.83 and 

the lowest individual average in a single category with just a 1.6. The workers’ perspective of 

the work climate is therefore very different. Some might be quite happy and satisfied with the 

relationships to their manager, to the owner and to their colleagues, but others are not. The 

outcome is suitable to the perceived view of the working climate from the managers. I would 

say that this outcome is influenced from two sides; first of all the managers are not perceived 

as being very understanding and the perceived appreciation and trust from the owner and 

probably also the managers seemed to be not very good. This seems to be contradicting to 
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the statement from Mr. Hyski and Mr. Junker that they are very supporting and 

understanding. Once again this might be partly due to the fact that Mr. Hyski just started his 

new job and the employees did not internalize the new way yet and that Mr. Junker is just 

responsible for four employees, but this would also mean that Mr. Schanzenberger is not 

perceived as being understanding. Therefore, all the managers should reconsider their 

approaches to interact with the employees and continuously should improve their style of 

leading. One the other side the communal spirit along the production employees seems to be 

not very good; not every employee seem to get along with the others. Especially the 

communication offers a great improvement potential along all levels and employees. The 

lack of perceived appreciation and trust is a very important aspect from supporting the need 

for relatedness. Therefore, the owner should continuously work on increasing appreciation 

and trust for his employees over his taken actions and over the personal contact, showing 

more goodwill and understanding for their perspective. 

The office group reached an overall average of about 4.0 which is quite high and a positive 

outcome but the standard deviation is also high with about 0.81, but the lowest individual 

average is 3.0 which is still ok. The biggest improvement potential for the office group lies in 

increasing the communal spirit and improving the communication which is an important issue 

for the whole company.  

5.6. Concluding Summary 

This summary of the analysis should give an overview about the most important aspect in the 

motivational situation and identify improvement potential which are going to be discussed in 

the next part. The motivational situation in the company used to be very different 

tfromnowadays. Since 2014 the situation seems to improve continuously. Away from a very 

rigid job design, where every employee had a place in the production and little job rotation 

was present. This resulted in almost no knowledge transfer between the employees; 

everybody was keeping his skills and knowledge for himself which of course was very 

problematic when somebody was sick or on vacation. Away from a very controlling style of 

leadership with almost no trust in the employees and no freedom and decision power for the 

employees which lead to a very low level of autonomy. Away from specialized employees 

with a low level of competence also because feedback and recognition seem not to be 

present. Away from a terrible working atmosphere without any personal trust in the 

production manager.  
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The current job design in the company offers many tasks for the employees but these tasks 

get also repeated in a short time, which some employees could perceive as a bit boring or 

moronic after some time. But in almost every company certain tasks has to be performed in a 

routine manner which also can have a pleasant effect on the employees. In the last three 

years the company is doing a good job to increase job rotation and job enrichment and even 

drying to enlarge the jobs of some employees. This reduces the risk of a moronic work day 

enormously. The managers should hold on to this practice and keep improving it. Further the 

management should help raise awareness about the importance of the job the production 

workers are doing. This should be done with linking it to a bigger picture, like illustrating them 

that their work quality is influencing not just the worker outside who is controlling it, but also 

the company that they are working and the customers who indirectly pay their wages. The 

task identity of the office group could be improved to encourage them to communicate more 

with each other about their daily work, encourage them to let the other employees be part of 

their work tasks and update them every day. The new implemented weekly meetings are 

already supporting the communication and improvements in the coordination are already 

seen.  

One of the biggest and best improvements they made so far, I think, was that they 

enormously increased the perceived level of autonomy among the employees which is the 

most important among the psychological needs. All the managers are well aware that feeling 

responsible for your own work and having freedom to make decisions is a key factor for a 

high level of motivation among the employees. Also, the management seems to agree on 

this issue they still have different opinions about the execution. Discussing these different 

opinions is necessary to find consent and to act in concert with the employees so that they 

do not get different signals from each manager. Here again is an improved communication 

the key. Anyhow the perceived responsibility for their own work is very good and therefore 

the focus should be on increasing the perceived feeling of having decision power and 

freedom to do their work. The management should also let the employees more feel that they 

completely trust them with their work in reducing any controlling behavior and replacing it 

with more support for their employees; this is important for both of the groups. Very positive 

is that the company support any new ideas and engagement from the employee’s side. But 

stress seems to be an issue for the company due to the industry. Having a constant negative 

perceived stress cycle decreases the motivation and satisfaction of the employees of the 

whole company. Even if the managers can hide it partly from their employees they are still 

under this pressure they get from Mr. Wurm. Because the fluctuations are part of this 
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business the company has to keep up with it and it is key here for the owner to get calmer 

over time and convert the negative stress into positive stress with an optimistic attitude. 

Building a committed environment where everybody is pulling together to reach the same 

goals can support this. If continuously improved over time this could have a very positive 

impact on the perceived autonomy level but I think also that it will impact the relatedness 

satisfaction. 

The managers seem to put a lot of emphasis on the training of the employees. Every 

production employees is now able to work on several positions in the production process. 

Also, Mr. Hyski with over 20 years of work experience can now as the workshop manager be 

a good example and also can specifically train the employees where he sees lacks of 

knowledge. Therefore, I think the perceived level of competence is so high among the 

employees (Question 14). Still, helpful to even increase the satisfaction of competence would 

be to ensure to communicate the expectations very clearly and to extent the views of the 

employees beyond their daily tasks; with exactly explaining the employees what influences 

the way how they perform their work has on the overall company. The most important 

potential to increase the level of competence would be to implement a continuously feedback 

system where everybody should be encouraged to give supportive and constructive 

feedback. This way everybody gets recognized for their work. Another aspect for the owner 

would be to enable some employees to get additional training outside of the company, this 

can decrease the lack of knowledge some employees perceive in their daily work and also 

can increase the feeling for appreciation which would also foster the need for relatedness. 

The biggest improvement potential is probably lying in the working atmosphere. First of all 

eliminating the negative impact of the bonus system is very important. The system is more 

perceived as a punishment than anything else. For a committed and engaged workforce is it 

necessary to set a positive basis; meaning either changing the existing bonus system in a 

way that every single employees perceives it positive which of course is very difficult 

therefore the other option would be just to eliminate the system which of course can be also 

problematic with the very motivated employees. But a deeper discussion about this issue 

does not lie within the purpose of this thesis. All the other issue about lack of trust and 

appreciation could be solved by building step-by-step a company culture where everybody 

acts like within a big family. The company is small and family-owned which enables an easier 

way to build such a culture. Changing the existing mentality with putting more trust into the 

employees, understanding their perspectives and appreciating their work and also them as a 
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human being would in the long term change the perception of the employees of the owner 

and the company towards a more positive view. In the long run this could lead also to an 

increased understanding from the employees for the owner and his perspective and 

encourage them to increase their commitment towards the company and the owner so that 

everybody is pulling together. Helpful for increasing understanding would be an improved 

communication among every employee and also a more harmonic work atmosphere where 

everybody is talking respectful and with a relaxed voice.  

6. Discussion 

This section will be discussing some tools and perspectives from Sprenger (2015) 

and Marciano (2010) to support commitment and engagement among the 

employees. These tools should also help to align the interests of the employees with 

the goals of the company.  

6.1. Empowerment 

The tool of empowerment is very broad concept and a way to let the employees participate 

as part of the company; it touches all three psychological needs of the Self-Detemination 

Theory. Through empowerment the employee gets conceded more power and influence. The 

employees can set their own goals and make their own decision within their responsibilities, 

but it is not just the work itself it includes also the work environment. Empowerment provides 

the employees with more control and autonomy over their work life. This also implies that the 

company puts a lot of trust into their employees which in return will provide the company with 

more committed employees towards the organization (Weinert, 2015).  

But empowering the employees is a building process it does not happen overnight. 

Necessary conditions for the employees to make use of the empowerment and to show 

willingness to perform well are that they have the abilities and opportunities to perform. The 

opportunity is given to them as long as the management lets them work autonomously. 

Whether the employees have the abilities to perform well can be seen in the process. When 

they perform badly or mistakes are happen quite often the management has to question this 

situation whether there exists a lack of knowledge or not. Having well-trained employees that 

feel competent is a requirement that the empowerment can work.  
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For empowerment an open and honest communication is also key, managers need to share 

information consistently with their employees to keep them updated and enable them to act 

upon this information. Giving employees access to knowledge through training, information 

through communication, opportunities to participate through delegation and other resources 

necessary of the work signals trust and respect and lets them strive to their best performance 

level 

In the case company the employees are competent and the managers give them the 

opportunity to work autonomously. The managers proactive supporting the training of the 

employees, continuously encourage them to learn to perform new task to make them a very 

versatile worker. Especially Mr. Hyski demonstrated in the interview very well that he is 

empowering his employees; he is always offering his support to enable his employees to 

successfully perform their work. To even increase the level of empowerment the managers 

should ask themselves how they can make their employees more successfully but also 

should seek a talk with each employee. They should ask them if they need anything to work 

even more efficiently and if possible provide this for the employee. Additionally, they discuss 

with their employees which task currently need confirmation from the managers or from the 

office and if it would be possible and helpful to the employees to eliminate this additional 

step. This open and honest communication about what is possible and what maybe not 

makes the employees feel integrated and included as an equal part of this company.  

To further support the concept of empowerment it is also necessary that the owner and the 

managers clearly state their expectations, otherwise the employee cannot perform according 

to the expectation because he does not know exactly what to do. This in return leads to 

dissatisfaction of the management if the employee under performs. But in this situation not 

only the management is being unsatisfied the employee as well because he did not know 

how well he should perform and therefore did not know that he under performed. This 

problem does seem to existent between the owner and the managers. The owner seems to 

be dissatisfied with the performance of some managers, therefore going back to check 

whether the expectations are clear is important to prevent the managers to get frustrated and 

demotivated when the owner is expressing his dissatisfaction.  

A possibility to see whether the employees know what is expected from them and if not 

explains it to them again could also be linked to increase awareness of the greater picture of 

the company. This could be done in a kind of workshop where all the employees develop a 
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chart about what is expected from them and how it contributes to the company. Through this 

the management can check whether the expectations are clear or not and also emphasizing 

the importance of everybody for the whole company. As a result every employee knows 

exactly what to do and what to prioritize and how this impacts and contributes to the 

company goals. This leads to an increased satisfaction because also the employees can now 

realize how well they are performing which makes it easier for them to get a feedback from 

the actual work and it also leads to increased engagement because the goals is just clearly, 

everybody knows the direction. Also helpful in practice would be to develop the goals with 

managers collaboratively; to let the employees set their own goals make them feel more 

important and thus they are more engaged into their own set goals. But this seems to be 

already practice by Mr. Hyski, but also the other managers should adapt this approach.  

Another helpful tool for empowerment and meeting the expectations is to share the 

knowledge about the current situation of the company. Therefore sharing financial 

information and other important business insides about the company with all of the 

employees lets them feel respected and treated as a partner in business not just a working 

machine. This also makes it easier for the workers to understand decisions and the 

perspective of the owner. Therefore the owner could regularly set up meetings in which he 

informs his “business partners” about the current situation. Sharing information with the 

employees and keeping them updated about any company issues will raise the engagement 

of the employees because they feel being an equal part of it and are therefore more 

committed to work towards the same goals than the company.  

6.2. Recognition & Feedback 

Recognition has a positive influence on the employee’s performance and also supports the 

feeling for competence. Every human being wants to be recognized and needs to know that 

their effort is acknowledged and appreciated from their environment. Therefore, it is 

important in every company to make recognition a habit. Because recognizing and praising 

the good work or behavior of your employees will make them remember and practice this 

behavior more often because they want to perform well. Therefore, recognition will reinforce 

good behavior and thus improve overall performance. But the most important thing to 

consider when recognizing somebody’s work is to be genuine, if the employees think that the 

recognition is not true and it is just said as a way to try to manipulate; it will have a negative 

impact on the employee’s motivation. The recognition should be given in a way that the 
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employee truly thinks that his manager cares about him and his performance and the only 

way to reach this is by really care for his employees. Being happy about their work when they 

are and showing this but never being dishonest because employees going to notice. The 

recognition should also be given in a timely manner, therefore not wanting till the next 

performance review to praise the employee because it just does not have the same positive 

impact. It should also be given about a specific situation, not in general about a good job. 

Being specific is important to let employees exactly know what behavior made the work 

worth recognizing that he can repeat it. Additionally, recognition should always be done in 

person, which would not be a problem in the case company. It is also important to constantly 

seek for good behavior and recognize it, because if good behavior does not get recognized 

the employee feels taken for granted and thus does not feel appreciated and respected. 

Thus, every manager should dedicate some time of his work day to recognize the good 

behavior of his employees and make them feel cared for because this way the employee 

also respects the manager and only with mutual respect recognition and also feedback is 

effective.  

The managers in the case company therefore should concentrate on all the good work their 

employees perform and also the less productive employees. And when they see an 

employee performs very well or keeps his work space very tidy they should directly tell him 

that they appreciate this behavior. For example the employees feel that the work on 

Saturdays or in general overtime is taken for granted and the managers and the owner 

should let them know that this is highly appreciated because if nobody recognizes this effort 

they put into their work they are likely to get frustrated after some time and are not willing to 

invest much effort into their work. But the recognition should always be reasonable, it is 

important to find the right balance and not to praise every single good behavior because it 

has to be perceived as realistic and genuine.  

As mentioned above recognition does play an important role for a feedback to be effective. 

This is especially true for a negative feedback. When between an employee and his 

supervisor exists mutual respect, the employee is more likely to take the negative feedback 

and tries to improve himself because he does not want to disappoint his supervisor. For a 

supported feedback the same rules as for the recognition apply. The feedback has to be 

given in a timely manner, in person and specific to the situation. And again it is very 

important to emphasize that the employee perceives that the managers care for him as a 

person and that he is giving feedback to support him and not to criticize him and to push him 
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to perform well for the sake of the company. Therefore, it should be considered to strictly 

separating the positive from the negative feedback because having kind of feedback strategy 

like giving always positive feedback with a negative feedback can be perceived as very 

dishonest. Because the employees can think that the manager is just saying something 

positive to make the negative feel less negative and therefore the positive feedback does not 

have any positive impact. Giving a supportive feedback is also a way of constantly training 

their employee and put emphasis on the continuously improvement of their abilities and 

knowledge.  

Due to the fact that in the case company no structured feedback system is implemented, a 

new feedback culture can be build from the beginning. First of all the newly implemented 

performance reviews should be scheduled and conducted every year but these performance 

reviews should not be used for criticism. Rather, should they talk about the achieved work, 

the employee’s development, discussing new tasks and challenges for the next year and 

also implement a mentality of giving feedback back. Therefore, talking with the manager 

about how he could be more supportive or about ideas on how to make the work more 

efficiently should be the goal. Another way of getting recognition and feedback would be to 

give feedback to one another among the employees. There could be held meeting every 

morning or every week to in general talk about their daily work tasks and how to coordinate 

them and cooperatively setting the goals for the day. Additionally, in this meeting they could 

give feedback to each other. They could recognize good work about things that went well in 

the last days but also give supportive feedback to colleagues to help improve the overall 

work outcome where also everybody it profit from. Further the managers and the owner 

should live a culture where screaming is not allowed. Everybody should be able to explain 

their point of view in a normal tone because if the managers scream at their employees it 

makes them feel being beneath them. Because when every employee gets treated the way 

that his job has the same importance than the job of the managers he feels more than a 

partner or as a family member and thus is more engaged with his work. Also, the owner and 

the managers should understand when mistakes happen and never make the employee feel 

miserable because of this. Rather, being supported and treat as an opportunity to learn from 

it. Treating employees with such a high respect will be paid back from the employees through 

a high level of commitment and engagement.   
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6.3. Culture of Trust 

Sprenger (2010) states that the request to improve an employee’s motivation always implies 

that the managers distrust their employees because they believe that employees need to be 

motivated to perform at all. Therefore, managers believe that there is a motivation gap 

between an employee’s actual performance and his usual performance when he is motivated 

and thus they are eager to find ways to motivate their employees. But Sprenger (2010) 

argues that it is actually the other way around. All of these motivation improvement means 

implying mistrust to the employees and this prophecy gets self-fulfilling and the employee 

does decrease his level of performance without additional motivation. This overall is leading 

to a culture of suspect and to a decreased level of motivation and therefore productivity. The 

goal is therefore building a trustful company culture where the employees are appreciated 

and seen as partners and the motivation of employees seems to be a waste of time. 

Necessary supporting factors for this goal are the already mentioned empowerment and 

recognizing employee’s work and providing them with supportive feedback.  

The basis of trust lies in an open and honest communication, the more communication the 

better. Trustful relationships among employees would make them feel safe and encourage 

them to talk also about their personal issues. The starting point is always a top-down 

communication where the management is being an example for it, but in the long run a two-

way communication should be aimed. Taking the lead and encouraging the employees to 

also honestly communicate about their work situation. Another way to state trust as a 

manager is to empower his employees and give them a free hand in their work tasks. No 

controls are necessary in a culture of trust which anyway has a negative impact on the 

satisfaction of autonomy. Thus, is reduces scare human resources which can now be spent 

more thoughtful. One of the benefits of trustful relationships between the manager and the 

employee are that it makes the employee feel safe in his environment and gives therefore 

room for more creativity and innovation. And creativity and innovation is necessary for the 

success of every company. But trustful relationships also further increase the employee’s 

performance because if employees feel trusted they are willing to provide even more effort to 

reinforce the trust the manager puts into them. Also, having a trustful environment nobody is 

keeping information because they all trust each other and do not thing somebody is playing 

them off for his own advantage. Therefore, information and resources are readily available 

for all employees which also increase productivity. 
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For further development of the trustful relationships between employees and managers it is 

important that managers take personal interest in their employees and honestly care for them 

as a person. Understanding the perspectives of the employees, showing interest for the 

employee as a person and demonstrating caring thoughts can increase the perceived 

respect of the employees. Feeling respected from his manager an employee will always try 

to stand up to this and pays the perceived considerations back as being an engaged, loyal 

and reliable employee. For example Mr. Junker sickened of lung cancer and after he got 

better Mr. Wurm implemented for him a new job position so he could come back to work but 

without having to work inside the plant where the air can get kind of bad. This really 

demonstrates that the owner does care for his employees and understands their personal 

matters and helps out when needed. This situation did probably not just increase the 

engagement of Mr. Junker, all the other employees recognized as well that the owner holds 

the back of his employees which probably led to a spillover effect and increased the 

engagement of the whole workforce. This kind of situation can also be seen as an example 

and could increase the understanding among the employees. Being more understanding is 

made easier when the managers know more about their employees’ personal life, getting 

connect and involved with them will encourage employees to talk more freely about their 

personal issue. The case company being a small family-owned business where the owner 

and the management do know their employees for a long time sets a good basis. Thus, they 

do know many personal things about their employees and the employees also know that they 

receive understanding for their personal issues and therefore share their problems with the 

management if necessary. But sometimes the owner seem to inhabit a mentality where he 

sees his employees as being kind of like a machine that has to work the whole day. Not 

being considering that employees have an upper limit to their performance and that they 

cannot always perform at this limit or even above. Examples like cutting the hour wage down 

because of a smoking break in the working time causes more harm to the level of trust and 

respect the employees having for the owner than it does save personal costs. Although 

employees are not supposed to smoke during their working time the owner could have 

understood their situation and just given a negative feedback about their behavior to let them 

know that he does not value this and expects better. The same applies for a situation where 

the owner randomly witnesses a mistake and enforces to cut the employee’s bonus this 

month. First of all this is just one moment of the month which should not account for up to 

50% bonus cutting and therefore it is perceived as unfair from the employees. This negative 

example also has a spillover effect and does decrease the loyalty of all the employees who 

witnessed this situation. And secondly signaling the workforce that already making one 



 

70 
 

mistakes is getting punished if witnessed has a negative impact on the mistakes’ policy; 

employees might want to hide their mistakes to not get punished. In this new culture 

mistakes should be accepted and seen as a learning opportunity. 

All these aspects discussed so far about setting a new engaging company culture, like 

empowering employees, trust and respect them, caring for them does set a very good basis 

for another. When further involving the employees into decisions, asking them for their 

opinions and also share with them all relevant information of the company does make them 

feel equal. Receiving this amount of trust and respect from their employer and manager 

would make them want to pay it back. It would even more intensify the engagement and 

commitment towards the company that an employee would identify himself more and more 

with the company till he would strive for the same goals than the company. Treating 

employees successfully as business partners would perfectly align the interest of the 

employee with the goals of the company; the employee would feel himself as an 

entrepreneur. Therefore, the way the employee act he is acting for the company and does 

not want to get rewarded for his behavior, his reward is the increased performance of the 

company. Thus, feeling as a business partner the employee is taking even higher 

responsibility for his own work and not just his work also for his colleagues and in total the 

whole company. A highly engaged employee will also put al lot of emphasize on giving 

recognition and feedback and also provides trust, respect and care to all the employees to 

further support them. Mr. Hyski is being with his behavior the perfect example because his 

goals are to improve the production and increase the value of the company and he is striving 

to put improvements into action without letting him hold back. But he also provides an 

empowered, supportive environment with respect and recognition to his employees. Having 

now his most engaged employee coordinating the production and therefore being every day 

an example for all the other employees does support the engagement level of all the 

employees. To further support the feeling as being a partner the owner should inform his 

employees about the financial and overall situation of the company as mentioned above. 

Another way to foster equality would be that the owner and also the managers get more 

involved in the actual work. Helping out in times were the pressure is high and a lot of work 

has to be done would show that the management does not value their work any less than 

their own. Especially when Mr. Wurm would get more involved in the production and if it is 

just to show his supportive recognition to the employees every day, this would have a very 

positive impact on their engagement towards him and the company. Increasing teamwork 

among the employees is very important because they can just work towards a common goal 
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when working together. Also, communication is necessary to improve, because employees 

have to keep constantly informed. 

7. Conclusion 

This thesis attempted to answer the following questions: Which factors influence the 

employee’s motivation, how is the current motivational situation in the company and how to 

support the employee’s motivation without using financial incentives? First of all this thesis 

tried to define the concept of motivation and presented various approaches of employee’s 

motivation to identify the factors that influence the motivation. While comparing the different 

perspectives on employee’s motivation and identifying positive and negative aspects about 

these perspectives this thesis concentrated on choosing suitable theories which would 

provide a good framework to capture the intrinsic motivational situation of the case company. 

The two chosen theories provide on the one side a more economical framework to analyze 

the existing job design in the company and on the other side a psychological framework for 

need satisfaction. Thus, the scope of the analysis was purely focused on the level of intrinsic 

motivation. 

The analysis of the current motivational situation in the company is based on interviews with 

the owner and the management and an employee’s survey was conducted to take the 

opinions of individual employee into consideration. Both the interviews and the survey were 

designed to get a deeper understanding for the job design and need satisfaction of the 

employees in this company.  

The framework of the theories revealed a varying level of need satisfaction. Overall the 

employees are satisfied with their work but most of them had a low satisfaction level of one 

or also two of the psychological needs. Especially the need for relatedness showed a very 

mixed satisfaction level with many employees being really dissatisfied, thus tools for building 

a committed and engaged culture were discussed to further enhance the satisfaction and 

also show a way to align the interests of the employee’s with the company’s’ interests.  

These findings in the analysis are of course very individualized on the case company and 

cannot be generalized on other small business because every company is different and 

every individual employee might be motivated by something different. But this thesis wants to 

put emphasize on the possibility to take influence on employee’s motivation without investing 
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a lot of time and money into an anyway more or less noisy performance measurement and 

incentive system. Rather, supporting with the power of designing an interesting and 

meaningful job, increasing need satisfaction among employees and building of a company 

culture which makes employees feel more engaged and committed with their work, a highly 

sustainable level of intrinsic motivation of the employees which generates long-lasting 

performance.  
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Appendix 

Appendix 1: Original Survey 

Wie wichtig sind Ihnen die folgenden Dinge…? 

 Über-
haupt 
nicht 

wichtig 

Nicht 
wichtig 

Weder 
noch  

Wichti
g 

Sehr 
wichtig 

…eine interessante Tätigkeit      

…ein freundliches Miteinander 
unter den Kollegen      

…Lob für meine Arbeit      

…neue Fähigkeiten zu erlernen      

…eigenverantwortliches Handeln 
bei der Arbeit      

…gute Arbeit zu leisten      

…ein gutes Einkommen      

…die Beurteilung meiner 
Arbeitsleistung      

 
 
 

Inwieweit treffenden die folgenden Aussage auf Sie zu? 
 

 trifft 
fast 
gar 

nicht 
zu 

trifft 
über-
wiegend 
nicht zu 

teils-
teils 

trifft 
über-

wiegend 
zu 

trifft 
fast 

völlig 
zu 

1. Ich bin im Allgemeinen mit 
meiner Arbeit zufrieden.      

2. Ich bin im Allgemeinen mit der 
Art meiner Tätigkeit zufrieden.      

3. Meine Anstellung in diesem 
Unternehmen ist sicher.      
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4. Ich komme gerne zur Arbeit.      

5. Ich werde angemessen für die 
geleistete Arbeit bezahlt.      

6. Meine Arbeit selbst motiviert 
mich zu guter Arbeitsleistung.      

7. Ich mache verschieden Dinge 
in meiner Tätigkeit.      

8. Meine Arbeitstätigkeiten 
wiederholen sich kurzfristig.      

9. Die Qualität meiner Arbeit 
beeinflusst andere Menschen.      

10. Ich empfinde meine Arbeit als 
sehr wichtig.       

11. Meine Arbeit ist so aufgebaut, 
dass ich einen vollständigen 
Arbeitsvorgang von Anfang bis 
Ende durchführe.  

     

12. Meinen eigenen Beitrag kann 
ich in dem Endprodukt leicht 
erkennen. 

     

13. Meine Arbeit beinhaltet 
Tätigkeiten und Aufgaben, die nur 
Spezialisten machen können. 

     

14. Ich besitze die notwendigen 
Fähigkeiten um sehr gute Arbeit 
leisten zu können. 

     

15. Schwierigkeiten bei der Arbeit 
sehe ich gelassen entgegen, da 
ich meinen Fähigkeiten vertrauen 
kann. 

     

16. Ich bekomme klare 
Anweisungen und weiß immer 
genau was von mir erwartet wird. 

     

17. Mir ist es wichtig meine 
Fähigkeiten ständig zu erweitern.       
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18. Ich kann bei meiner Arbeit 
Entscheidungen selbstständig 
treffen. 

     

19. Ich habe Freiheiten in der Art 
und Weise, wie ich meine Arbeit 
ausführe. 

     

20. Die Vorgesetzten vertrauen 
auf die gute Arbeit der 
Mitarbeiter, ohne sie ständig zu 
kontrollieren. 

     

21. Ich habe Einfluss auf das 
Ergebnis meiner Arbeit und ich 
bin dafür verantwortlich. 

     

22. Wenn Probleme bei meiner 
Arbeit auftreten, finde ich selbst 
Mittel und Wege um sie zu lösen.  

     

23. Mir ist es wichtig meine Ideen 
bei der Arbeit einzubringen und 
umzusetzen. 

     

24. Ich kann ganz „ich selbst 
sein“ bei der Arbeit ohne mich zu 
verstellen.             (z.B. eigene 
Meinung frei äußern) 

     

25. Ich fühle mich unter Druck bei 
der Arbeit.      

26. Bei meiner Arbeit sehe ich 
selber am Ergebnis, ob meine 
Arbeit gut war oder nicht. 

     

27. Meine Vorgesetzten geben 
mir häufig Rückmeldung über 
meine Arbeitsleistung. 

     

28. Falls meine Arbeit von einem 
Vorgesetzten schlecht bewertet 
wird, erhalte ich Unterstützung 
um mich zu verbessern. 

     

29. Ich erhalte von meinen 
Kollegen häufig Rückmeldung 
über meine Arbeitsleistung. 

     

30. Meine Arbeitsleistung wird 
ausreichend wertgeschätzt.      
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(z.B. durch Lob für gute 
Arbeitsleistung) 

31. Mein Vorgesetzter behandelt 
mich mit Respekt.      

32. Die Unternehmensleitung 
behandelt mich mit Respekt.      

33. Ich werde hier als Mensch 
wahrgenommen und nicht nur als 
Arbeitskraft. 

     

34. Ich bin bereit Überstunden zu 
machen, falls die Arbeitslage es 
erfordert. 

     

35. Die Vorgesetzten verstehen, 
dass bei der Arbeit auch Fehler 
passieren können. 

     

36. Ich vertraue meinen 
Vorgesetzten.      

37. Es besteht ein hohes 
Zusammen-gehörigkeitsgefühl 
unter den Kollegen. 

     

38. Meine Kollegen und ich 
unterstützen uns untereinander 
um gute Arbeitsziele zu 
erreichen. 

     

39. Ich mag meine Kollegen.      

40. Es herrscht eine offene und 
freundliche Kommunikation unter 
allen Mitarbeitern. 

     

 
 

Möchten Sie sich noch darüber hinaus mitteilen? 
Hier haben Sie Platz für jegliche Anmerkungen, eigene Meinung, 
Kommentare, etc. 
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Appendix 2: Translated Survey 

How important are the following things to you…? 

 
Not 

import
ant 

Slightl
y 

import
ant 

Modera
te 

import
ant  

Import
ant 

Very 
import

ant 

…an interesting work activity      

…an friendly atmosphere among 
colleagues      

…praise form y work      

…learning new skills      

…working autonomously      

…performing agood hob      

…a good salary      

…a feedback form work 
performance      

 
 
 

To what extent do the following statements apply to you? 
 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree 

Partly 
agree – 
partly 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

1. In general I’m satisfied with 
my job      

2. In general I’m satisfied with 
my work tasks.      

3. My job in this company is 
secure.      

4. I like to come to work.      
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5. I get adequately paid form 
my work performance.      

6. My works motivates me to a 
good performance.      

7. I do different tasks in my job.      

8. My work activities are 
repeated in the short term.      

9. The quality of my work 
impacts other people.      

10. I feel my work is very 
important.       

11. My work is designed to 
perform a complete work 
process from start to finish. 

     

12. I can easily recognize my 
own contribution in the end 
product.  

     

13. The job requires very 
specialized knowledge and 
skills. 

     

14. I have the necessary skills 
to perform a very good job      

15. I look calmly at difficulties 
at work as I can trust my skills.      

16. I get clear directions and 
always know exactly what is 
expected of me. 

     

17. It is important to me to 
extend my skills.       

18. The job allows me to make  
decisions 
on my own. 
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19. The job gives me 
considerable opportunity for 
independence and freedom in 
how I do the work. 

     

20. The managers put trust into 
their employees without 
controlling constantly. 

     

21. I can influence my work 
outcome and I’m responsible 
for it. 

     

22. If problems occur, I will find 
ways on my own to solve them.       

23. It is important to me to 
bring in new ideas.      

24. I can be myself at work.      

25. I feel pressured at work.      

26. When I’m working I can see 
whether I do a good job.      

27. My manager gives me 
often feedback about my 
performance. 

     

28. If I get a negative feedback 
I get supported to improve 
myself. 

     

29. I receive feedback from my 
colleagues.      

30. My work performance gets 
adequately appreciated.      

31. My manager treats me with 
respect.      

32. The owner treats me with 
respect.      
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33. I am perceived as a human 
being and not just as a worker.      

34. I am willing to work 
overtime if the job requires it.      

35. The managers understand 
that mistakes can happen at 
work 

     

36. I trust my manager.      

37. There is a communal spirit 
amongthe colleagues.       

38. My colleauges and I 
support each other to perform 
a good job. 

     

39. I like my colleagues.       

40. It exists a open and friendly 
communication among all 
employees. 

     

 
 
 

Möchten Sie sich noch darüber hinaus mitteilen? 
Hier haben Sie Platz für jegliche Anmerkungen, eigene Meinung, 
Kommentare, etc. 
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Appendix 3: Survey Analysis – Production Group 

Production Group 
Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

1. In general I’m satisfied with my job 3,8 0,9 

2. In general I’m satisfied with my work tasks. 3,8 1,0 

3. My job in this company is secure. 3,9 1,1 

4. I like to come to work. 3,9 1,0 

5. I get adequately paid form my work performance. 2,9 1,3 

6. My works motivates me to a good performance. 3,6 1,3 

Satisfaction 3,7 0,8 

7. I do different tasks in my job. 3,9 0,8 

8. My work activities are repeated in the short term. 2,3 1,1 

Skill Variety 3,1 0,7 

9. The quality of my work impacts other people. 3,5 1,0 

10. I feel my work is very important.  3,7 1,3 

Task Significance 3,6 1,0 

11. My work is designed to perform a complete work process from start 
to finish. 

3,7 0,8 

12. I can easily recognize my own contribution in the end product.  4,1 0,9 

Task Identity 3,9 0,6 

Job Design 3,5 0,5 

13. The job requires very specialized knowledge and skills. 3,1 1,1 

14. I have the necessary skills to perform a very good job 4,2 1,1 

15. I look calmly at difficulties at work as I can trust my skills. 3,7 1,2 

16. I get clear directions and always know exactly what is expected of 
me. 

3,4 1,4 

17. It is important to me to extend my skills.  4,0 0,9 

Skills 3,7 0,7 

18. The job allows me to make  decisions on my own.  3,5 1,2 

19. The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and 
freedom in how I do the work. 

3,5 1,2 

20. The managers put trust into their employees without controlling 
constantly. 

3,3 1,3 
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21. I can influence my work outcome and I’m responsible for it. 4,3 0,9 

22. If problems occur, I will find ways on my own to solve them.  3,7 1,1 

23. It is important to me to bring in new ideas. 3,8 1,0 

24. I can be myself at work. 3,7 1,3 

25. I feel pressured at work. 3,5 1,5 

Autonomy 3,7 0,6 

26. When I’m working I can see whether I do a good job. 3,9 1,0 

27. My manager gives me often feedback about my performance. 2,9 1,4 

28. If I get a negative feedback I get supported to improve myself. 2,8 1,4 

29. I receive feedback from my colleagues. 2,4 0,9 

30. My work performance gets adequately appreciated. 2,8 1,2 

Feedback 3,0 0,8 

Competence (Skills+Feedback) 3,3 0,6 

31. My manager treats me with respect. 3,7 1,0 

32. The owner treats me with respect. 
3,6 1,2 

33. I am perceived as a human being and not just as a worker. 3,3 1,4 

34. I am willing to work overtime if the job requires it. 3,8 1,6 

35. The managers understand that mistakes can happen at work 2,9 1,3 

36. I trust my manager. 3,6 1,3 

37. There is a communal spirit amongthe colleagues.  3,1 1,2 

38. My colleauges and I support each other to perform a good job. 3,6 1,3 

39. I like my colleagues.  3,4 1,1 

40. It exists a open and friendly communication among all employees. 3,0 1,1 

Relatdetness 3,4 0,8 
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Appendix 4: Survey Analysis – Office Group 

Office Group 
Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

1. In general I’m satisfied with my job 4,3 0,8 

2. In general I’m satisfied with my work tasks. 4,0 0,9 

3. My job in this company is secure. 4,2 1,0 

4. I like to come to work. 4,3 1,0 

5. I get adequately paid form my work performance. 4,0 1,1 

6. My works motivates me to a good performance. 4,0 0,9 

Satisfaction 4,1 0,8 

7. I do different tasks in my job. 4,3 0,8 

8. My work activities are repeated in the short term. 2,7 1,4 

Skill Variety 3,5 0,8 

9. The quality of my work impacts other people. 4,5 0,5 

10. I feel my work is very important.  4,5 0,5 

Task Significance 4,5 0,3 

11. My work is designed to perform a complete work process from start 
to finish. 

3,7 1,0 

12. I can easily recognize my own contribution in the end product.  3,2 1,2 

Task Identity 3,4 0,8 

Job Design 3,8 0,5 

13. The job requires very specialized knowledge and skills. 3,2 1,2 

14. I have the necessary skills to perform a very good job 4,7 0,5 

15. I look calmly at difficulties at work as I can trust my skills. 4,3 0,8 

16. I get clear directions and always know exactly what is expected of 
me. 

3,3 1,2 

17. It is important to me to extend my skills.  4,3 1,0 

Skills 4,0 0,5 

18. The job allows me to make  decisions on my own. 4,0 1,3 

19. The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and 
freedom in how I do the work. 

4,2 0,8 

20. The managers put trust into their employees without controlling 
constantly. 

3,7 0,8 
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21. I can influence my work outcome and I’m responsible for it. 4,7 0,5 

22. If problems occur, I will find ways on my own to solve them.  4,5 0,5 

23. It is important to me to bring in new ideas. 4,8 0,4 

24. I can be myself at work. 4,2 0,8 

25. I feel pressured at work. 3,5 1,0 

Autonomy 4,2 0,6 

26. When I’m working I can see whether I do a good job. 4,2 0,8 

27. My manager gives me often feedback about my performance. 3,7 0,5 

28. If I get a negative feedback I get supported to improve myself. 3,5 1,0 

29. I receive feedback from my colleagues. 3,2 0,8 

30. My work performance gets adequately appreciated. 3,5 1,0 

Feedback 3,6 0,6 

Competence 3,8 0,4 

31. My manager treats me with respect. 4,5 0,5 

32. The owner treats me with respect. 
4,0 1,3 

33. I am perceived as a human being and not just as a worker. 3,8 1,3 

34. I am willing to work overtime if the job requires it. 4,7 0,5 

35. The managers understand that mistakes can happen at work 4,0 0,6 

36. I trust my manager. 4,2 1,0 

37. There is a communal spirit amongthe colleagues.  3,2 1,2 

38. My colleauges and I support each other to perform a good job. 4,0 0,9 

39. I like my colleagues.  4,2 1,0 

40. It exists a open and friendly communication among all employees. 3,2 1,2 

Relatedness 4,0 0,8 
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Appendix 5: Interview Peter Wurm 

 

Description:  

The recorded audio file from the interview with Peter Wurm, the owner of Peter Wurm GmbH 

& Co. KG. 

Filename: 

Interview Peter Wurm.wav 

Length:  

2:16:31 
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Appendix 6: Interview Michael Schanzenberger 

 

Description:  

The recorded audio file from the interview with Michael Schanzenberger, the production 

manager from Peter Wurm GmbH & Co. KG. 

Filename: 

Interview Michael Schanzenberger.wav 

Length: 

53:38 
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Appendix 7: Interview Christoph Hyski 

 

Description:  

The recorded audio file from the interview with Christoph Hyski, the workshop manager from 

Peter Wurm GmbH & Co. KG. 

Filename: 

Interview Christoph Hyski.wav 

Length: 

1:02:24 
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Appendix 8: Interview Lutz Junker 

 

Description:  

The recorded audio file from the interview with Lutz Junker, the manager of the warehouse 

and shipping department from Peter Wurm GmbH & Co. KG. 

Filename: 

Interview Lutz Junker.wav 

Length: 

51:01 
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Appendix 9: Survey Data File 

 

Description:  

The accompanying Excel spreadsheet lists the answers of every single survey and the 

calculations of the used data in the thesis. 

Filename: 

Survey_Calculations.xlsx 

 


