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Self-managing teams have occupied the modern organizations. Even though it is still in its 
commencement, the theory of self-managing teams is developing with fulminant steps towards 
imposing this philosophy to most of the organizations operating in dynamic environments. Thus, 
studying these semi-autonomous or entirely independent formations is particularly important 
in order to follow the global trends of management. In this spirit, this study discusses some 
human aspects which are influenced by self-managing philosophy, respectively it analyses the 
relationships between team self-management and job satisfaction, motivation and perceived 
performance. This is supported theoretically by a bunch of studies which discuss predictive 
elements for creation of self-managing teams, the outcomes as a result of team self-management 
and others that discuss both inputs and outcomes. Respondents were surveyed through self-
reporting questionnaire, comprising of several instruments tested in previous studies. 55 
respondents of 19 entrepreneurial start-up teams have been surveyed. According to the results 
calculated through SPSS, it is confirmed that team self-management is positively related 
to job satisfaction and perceived performance of team members. However, from regression 
and correlation analysis, it appears that there is no stable relationship between team self-
management and motivation.    
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INTRODUCTION
Several studies have been made on orga-
nizations and organizational structures. 
The nature of studies is interdisciplinary, 
but the main field which treats the organi-
zational dynamics, is the managerial one. 
The new course of management has led to 
experimenting with different structures 
of people and today we have a diversity 
of models in organizations. On top of that, 
a very recent topic has been blowing the 
minds of entrepreneurs, managers and 
researchers – self-managing teams. 

Since ‘80s there has been discussed an in-
teresting aspect of teams, which is a non-
conventional approach of management 
and is defined as a self-managing philoso-
phy. It is about teams having some cha-
racteristics which essentially differ them 
from the ‘traditional’ teams, in terms 
of assigning tasks, management, moni-
toring, rewarding and other elements, 
which in general are supposed to be set 
by hierarchical positions at ‘traditional’ 
structures. These characteristics come 
up as a self-managing perspective, a de-
veloped concept especially in the last 30 
years, mainly as a result of experiments 
in different companies.

Based on some questionnaires, it is found 
that 79% of companies listed in Fortune 
1000, use this type of ‘empowered’, ‘self-
directed’ or ‘autonomous’ teams (Druskat 
& Weheeler, 2004). Those companies basi-
cally made changes in terms of delegating 
to teams, the decision-making authority, 
tasks assignment, controlling and rewar-
ding processes. Hence, although it can be 
supposed that self-managing teams have 
existed earlier, the scientific approach on 
them dates pretty late, with the first pu-
blications in ‘50s-‘60s, and later on at the 
end of ‘70s and ‘80s. However, an incre-

dible number of studies has been realised 
since the ‘90s, discussing different self-
managing teams facets. 

LITERATURE REVIEW
Teams have long received the attention 
of scholars of various sciences, but also 
of the business community, that of public 
administration and public opinion in 
general. As a fairly modern concept, 
teams are characterized as group 
formations, so they are part of the second 
level of the organizational plan.

First, let’s have a look at some compari-
sons between the three levels of the orga-
nization: the individual, the group, and 
the organization itself. While the indivi-
dual represents a unique human being 
with characteristics that differ from the 
other person (Schermerhorn Jr., et al., 
2010; George & Jones, 2011; Scherme-
rhorn Jr., 2014), the group is a union of 
individuals who through their actions 
and reciprocal influence on each other, 
are committed to achieving certain tasks 
and a specific goal. (Champoux, 2011; 
Robbins & Judge, 2013). Both the indi-
vidual and the group are simply consti-
tuent elements of a ‘’supraindividual» and 
‘’supragroup» formation that we call an 
organization. Many scholars agree that 
it represents a structure of positions, 
command line chain, hierarchy of autho-
rity and control, a certain degree of de/
centralization, uses certain technology 
and coordinates tasks between different 
groups and departments (Schermerhorn 
Jr., et al., 2010; Schermerhorn Jr., 2014; 
George & Jones, 2011; Robbins & Judge, 
2013).

Authors have given different definitions 
about the team, where in his Bachelor’s 
degree thesis, Avdiaj (2017) has analysed 
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the role of team size in decision-making 
and found that according to Scherme-
rhorn Jr. (2014), a team is a small group 
of people who perform certain tasks wit-
hin the organization, where team mem-
bers have complementary skills and are 
mutually responsible for their actions. 
Findings of Schermerhorn Jr. (2014) are 
also supported by R. Daft (2008), who 
considers the team as a group of 2 or 
more members who coordinate their acti-
vities to achieve a common goal and also 
have a sense of sharing the same mission 
with each other. 

In the ‘‘Group Dynamics’’ book, the fifth 
edition it is stated that ‘‘despite this 
diversity in terms of focus, composition, 
and design, teams are fundamentally 
groups, and so they possess the basic 
characteristics of any group: interaction, 
goals, interdependence, structure, and 
unity» (Forsyth, 2010, p. 353). Yet there 
is something that makes the teams to 
be essentially different from the groups. 
Forsyth (2010, p. 353) states that ‘‘... 
what sets teams apart from other groups 
is the intensity of each these attributes 
within teams.’’ So, in a broader sense, 
for each of the characteristics that 
teams share with groups, the increased 
intensity of these characteristics makes 
these groups to be considered as teams. 
Increased interaction, stronger cohesion 
among team members, mutual influence 
of achievement, and task outcomes 
are some of the features set in a more 
intensive plane that make the teams 
what they are.

Thus, teams are group formations, where 
members are closely related, have a 
clear purpose, open communication, 
participation, informal relationships, 
reciprocal interactions, style diversity 

and self-esteem (Mealiea & Baltazar, 
2005). As stated above, we can conclude 
that the definition of teams is appropriate 
to groups in different fields, who perform 
different functions and tasks or are 
part of different projects. However, 
they should basically have the above 
mentioned characteristics.

Sundstrom, et al. (2000, as cited at 
Kozlowski & Bell, 2003) have generalized 
some classifications of teams in the 
following categories: a) production, b) 
services, c) management, d) project, 
e) realization, and f) and consulting  
(Sundstrom, et al., 1990, Cohen & Bailey, 
1997, as cited in  Kozlowski & Bell, 2003). 
We also have some team classifications 
based on the cultural aspect (intercultural 
teams, mixed cultures and transnational 
teams) (Earley & Erez, 1997, as cited in 
Kozlowski & Bell, 2003). Kozlowski and 
Bell (2003, p. 9) have also found that we 
have virtual teams, which are differed by 
traditional ‘’face-to-face» teams because 
they perform their tasks without physical 
presence in the common workplace.

According to Hackman’s suggestions 
(1986), organizational units (teams) 
with a high level of self-management may 
and should be considered as alternative 
models to traditional management 
patterns within organizations. This has 
led other researchers to analyse different 
aspects of self-managing teams. In theory, 
we can find them as self-leading teams, 
self-designing teams or self-governing 
teams, but basically, the common of these 
concepts is the overall management by 
team members themselves.

Self-managing philosophy can be defined 
as a concept that involves the diversity of 
skills and capabilities of group members 
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(Hackman, 1976; Wall, et al., 1986, as 
cited in Cohen & Ledford Jr. Jr., 1994); 
group autonomy to determine task 
execution (Hackman, 1976;  Hackman, 
1986), work planning and team design, 
undertaking actions on different issues, 
collecting and analysing information 
and accomplishing organizational goals 
(Hackman, 1976; Hackman, 1986; 
Goodman, et al., 1988; Wellins, et al., 
1990;  van der Vegt, et al., 2010). These 
teams decide on their behaviour or define 
entirely their work (Cumming & Griggs, 
1977, Goodman, et al., 1988, as cited in 
Cohen & Ledford Jr. Jr., 1994). Thus, 
from “self-managing” epithet itself, it 
is clear that these organizational units 
manage themselves (Stephens & Luddy, 
2016), comparing to other units with 
traditional hierarchy that are managed 
from external members, as explained by 
Lawrence and Lorsch (1967).

According to Hackman (1976, p. 3), a 
self-managing team includes a work 
design as following: “1. A “whole” task 
for the group (…); 2. Workers who each 
have a number of skills required for 
the completion of the group task (…); 
3. Autonomy for the group to make 
decisions about the methods of carrying 
out the work (…); 4. Compensation and 
feedback about performance based on 
the accomplishments of the group as a 
whole (…).” These characteristics have 
later been discussed by other scholars, by 
adding the processes of work planning, 
actions towards problem solutions, 
gathering information and meeting 
organizational goals (Goodman, et al., 
1988; Wellins, et al., 1990).

Self-managing teams are no less than 
a group of individuals who, above 
all, interact with each other. In this 

way, scholars of different fields have 
conducted researches over a considerable 
number of team aspects in self-managing 
perspective.  

Studies have proven that in general, there 
is a positive relationship between team 
self-management and other variables, 
like team effectiveness, empowerment, 
innovativeness, motivation, job satisfac-
tion and productivity (Viehhauser, 2010; 
Millikin, et al., 2010; Muthusamy, et al., 
2005).

In most of the cases, successful 
implementation of self-managing teams 
has produced positive effects in job 
satisfaction of team members (Elmuti, 
1997). On the other hand, Yang, Guy 
(2011) and Renkema, et al. (2018) offer 
contemporary evidence that members of 
self-managing teams enjoy higher levels 
of job satisfaction. In addition to this, 
Politis’s (2006) evidence demonstrates 
that self-managing teams apart from 
increasing the level of job satisfaction 
are also beneficial in terms of a team’s 
performance. 

Some studies have also incorporated the 
component of leadership as a debatable 
element of self-managing teams. 
Nevertheless, in regard to job satisfaction, 
Elloy (2005) contends that the presence 
of a superleader positively affects job 
satisfaction, whereas Solansky (2008) 
while analysing the functioning of shared 
leadership in these types of teams, he 
suggests that job satisfaction is higher as 
a matter of this leadership. 

Van Mierlo, et al. (2005) have analysed a 
total of eighteen empirical studies, among 
which thirteen do include the dimension 
of job satisfaction of self-managing teams. 
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Nine out of these thirteen studies show 
that team self-management has positive 
relations with job satisfaction, meanwhile 
in three of them, it is evidenced that 
there are no relations between these two 
variables.  Only one study shows that this 
relation is rather negative (Van Mirelo, 
et al., 2005). In light of the above, we 
can formulate a logical presumption, as a 
hypothesis that self-managing philosophy 
positively affects job satisfaction. This 
is supported by Viehhauser (2010), 
in his comparison of the data of self-
managing teams’ members with those 
of traditional teams. In this very same 
study, Viehhauser concludes that self-
managing teams offer their members 
more motivation, job satisfaction and 
empowerment.  

Vragelaar’s (2017) model demonstrates 
that motivation is related with group 
processes and work design, by increasing 
in this way the work life quality. In the 
work conducted by Van Mierlo, et al. 
(2005), it can be noted that out of 18 
studies, 6 have referred to motivation as 
an outcome of self-managing teams. These 
facts provide us with a sufficient reason 
to investigate motivation as a product of 
self-managing philosophy in teams. 

Theory provides us with many studies 
regarding different aspects of the 
performance of self-managing teams. 
While some studies have evaluated the 
productivity of self-managing teams, 
others have focused on effectiveness. In 
principle, these two terms can and will 
be used interchangeably, as performance 
is measured by how much is a team 
productive, effective or successful. 

It is considered that self-managing teams 
are more effective than traditional ones 

(Cohen & Ledford Jr., 1994) and they 
generally have a positive effect in a team’s 
overall performance (Elmuti, 1997; 
Elmuti & Kathawala, 1997). Glassop 
(2002) argues that self-managing teams 
have greater productivity, smoother 
management structure and lower 
turnover. In this respect, Millikin and 
colleagues (2010) suggest that using self-
managing teams in multi-team systems, 
has many benefits in productivity. 

Nonetheless, there are many other 
factors that affect the performance of 
self-managing teams. In this way, some 
authors suggest that self-managing 
teams need to cultivate the culture of 
team thinking in order to avoid the 
consequences of group thinking that can 
emerge in a team (Neck & Manz, 1994; 
Manz & Neck, 1995). Others are of the 
opinion that performance is related 
with the strong belief in situations when 
individual autonomy is low (Langfred, 
2004) and with the extroversion of team 
members (Barry & Stewart, 1997). Job 
satisfaction (Politis, 2006) and team work 
(Yang & Guy, 2011) can have a positive 
impact in the high performance of these 
teams. As pertains the environment 
where self-managing teams develop, 
Tata’s and Prasad’s (2004) observations 
show that this kind of team best develops 
in organizational settings with fewer 
rules and procedures. On the other hand, 
Kirkman and Shapiro (2001) contend 
that collective culture positively impacts 
the performance of self-managing teams. 

METHODS
This research was conducted in a start-
up setting with self-managing teams, 
respectively entrepreneurial teams which 
have already established or have been 
in the process of establishing a start-up. 
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These teams were investigated in several 
organizations, such as Innovation Centre 
Kosovo, Jakova Innovation Center, 
Venture-UP and Makerspace Innovation 
Center Prizren.

Sample and data collection
These teams have been identified in 
communication with the organizations. 
The survey is conducted through a 
structured questionnaire. Attempts 
have been made to involve as many 
members of these teams as possible in 
order to have a representative sample. 
Having encountered great difficulties 
in contacting the teams and conducting 
the survey with their members, in 
some cases data were also collected 
through online questionnaires and 
several entrepreneurial teams were also 
investigated outside the above mentioned 
organizations.

In total, 55 members of self-managing 
teams were surveyed (responses rate 
was 65% of the 85 total members of these 
teams), distributed in 19 teams. The 
average number of members per team is 
around 4.5 members.

Measures
The data were collected through 
an individual-level survey. The 
questionnaire was compiled using scales 
from scientifically tested instruments in 
previous studies. These are adapted and 
translated and adjusted from English 
to Albanian. Compounding parts of this 
questionnaire are further explained as 
following. 

A note should be made at this part: 
considering that this paper derives from 
the Master thesis (Avdiaj, 2019), the 
focus has been put only on the aspects 

of interest, thus not discussing the 
demographic aspect of the respondents. 
Team self-management level - The 
questions used in this section aim to 
measure the level of self-management 
in the entrepreneurial teams. This is 
to establish the initial assumption that 
entrepreneurial teams can be considered 
as models for analysis similar to self-
managing teams. Questions have been 
adapted from Campion, et al. (1993 & 
1996), Langfred (2005), Leach, et al. 
(2005), Groeneveld and Kuipers (2014), 
and van der Hoek, et al. (2018).

Job satisfaction - Since the scope of the 
research is to measure the impact of 
team self-management in three variables, 
including job satisfaction, and then the 
questions in this section are adapted 
from the Job Diagnostic Survey - JDS of 
renowned scientist Richard Hackman 
and Greg Oldham (1975).

Motivation - Measurement of motivation 
was based on the study of Viehhauser 
(2010), who adapted the instrument 
from Ray (1979), respectively by Job 
Diagnostic Survey - JDS (Hackman 
& Oldham, 1975). To measure the 
motivation are listed 14 statements, for 
which the respondent’s rating from 1 
(Disagree strongly) to 7 (Agree strongly), 
according to Likert scale.

Perceived performance - For performance 
measurement, we have found in 
some research that self-reporting 
questionnaires have not been sufficiently 
effective compared to observational 
methods that have emerged to be 
more consistent in team performance 
assessment (Anderson, et al., 2017), but 
depending on the nature of the study, 
it is suggested to create a measure of 
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perceived performance measurement 
by the author himself. Therefore, a 
scale for measuring the perception of 
performance by the members of these 
teams has been compiled, trying to be 
relatively appropriate for our case. This 
self-developed instrument has a high 
degree of reliability according to this 
study (Cronbach’s Alpha 0.74), where it 
is suggested to be tested in other similar 
cases to verify whether this instrument 
can be applied to produce results in other 
studies as well. This instrument contains 
10 statements, which are evaluated 
by respondents at Likert scale from 1 
(Disagree strongly) to 7 (Agree strongly).
The data were analysed through SPSS 
and two analyses were conducted: linear 
regression and correlation.

RESULTS
The computation of averages for the 
relevant instruments has been made in 
SPSS, so that analysis of regression and 
correlation could be executed. Thus, for 
self-management the level, the average 
of responses of each respondent for 10 
requests of the measuring instrument 
of team self-management is computed. 
The same was done with other variables: 
for job satisfaction, the arithmetic 
average of 14 responses was computed; 
for motivation, the arithmetic average 
of 14 responses was computed; as well 
as for the perceived performance, the 
arithmetic average of 10 responses was 
computed.

Team self-management
From the descriptive analysis of team 
self-management, the respondents stated 
a high level of team self-management, 
respectively above 2.77 / 5.00, with an 
added concentration between 4.00 and 
5.00. More specifically, the average for 

team management alone is 4.196, with a 
standard deviation of .61 and a variance 
of .372, which can be interpreted as a 
confirmation of the initial assumption 
that entrepreneurial teams in any of the 
stages of startup development can be 
considered as an appropriate model for 
conducting research regarding the self-
managing philosophy. This also suggests 
that these teams could be used as a 
model for further analysis of team self-
management.

Job satisfaction
Based on descriptive analysis of job 
satisfaction, it turns out that respondents 
are generally very satisfied. Expressed 
in numeric values, this variable has an 
average of 5.88, with a standard deviation 
of 1.05 and a variance of 1.11.

Motivation
Respondents have generally declared a 
high level of motivation, though for 0.33 
lower than job satisfaction. Specifically, 
the average of this variable is 5.5 with a 
standard deviation of .87 and variance 
.77.

Perceived performance
Although as a self-formulated question 
instrument, where reliability analysis 
is the lowest among instruments 
(Cronbach’s Alpha = .74), respondents 
have generally declared a high level of 
performance. The average rate ranges 
to 5.69 (higher than job satisfaction and 
motivation), with a standard deviation of 
.75 and variance .56.

Regression analysis
Regression analysis is conducted by 
measuring the impact of team self-
management on each of the variables 
separately. Therefore, Figure 1 shows 
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the relationship between the level of self-
management in the team and the level 
of job satisfaction of the members of the 
self-managing teams.

As shown in Figure 1, team self-
management and team members’ job 
satisfaction have a positive linear relation. 
Hence, with the growth of one unit in 
team self-management, job satisfaction 

increases for .74x units, starting at a 
fixed level of 2.77. From this result we can 
conclude that self-managing philosophy 
in the team has a positive impact on 
increasing job satisfaction.

Next, we will see how team self-manage-
ment influences the level of motivation of 
team members.

Figure 1. The influence of team self-management on job satisfaction

Figure 2. The influence of team self-management on motivation
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With an almost horizontal linear link, it 
seems that the self-managing philosophy 
does not have a major role in the level of 
motivation of team members. Specifically, 
with the growth of one self-management 
unit, motivation increases by only 0.02x. 
Through correlation, we will see the 
level of strength of this relationship is, 
although it has a slightly positive trend.

According to Figure 3 we can conclude 
that the self-managing philosophy posi-
tively influences the perceived perfor-
mance by the members of the self-mana-
ging teams. Although in contrast to the 
level of impact on job satisfaction, there 
is less impact on performance perception, 
yet it can be estimated that for each unit 
that team self-management increases the 
perceived performance is increased by 
0.24x, which is a considerable value. This 
link is linear positive. 

From the above, through the linear 
regression analysis, we have produced 
interesting results, which are also 
supported by the reviewed literature.

Correlation analysis 
Through linear regression analyses 
between team self-management and 
three other conceptual variables, it 
was found that in all three cases the 
links are positive linearly. So, team self-
management solely influences each 
of the dependent variables. However, 
although in two cases (linear regression 
of team self-management with job 
satisfaction and team self-management 
with perceived performance), there is 
a clearer slope, resulting in a stronger 
positive correlation, and the same does 
not apply to linear regression between 
team self-management and motivation. 
Therefore, wanting to clarify the level of 
strength of this relationship, but also the 
other combinations in order to test the 
hypotheses, a correlation analysis has 
been carried out between these variables.

From Table 1 we can see that the fin-
dings from regression analysis are fully 
supported, even the strength of the links 
for each combination of variables is ex-
pressed more accurately. The following 

Figure 3. The influence of self-managing philosophy on perceived performance
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explains the correlations for six combina-
tions of variables: 
Team self-management and job satisfac-
tion - The link between team self-mana-
gement and job satisfaction is positive 
and strong (up to the Pearson correlation 
coefficient level = .430).

Team self-management and motivation – 
Just as it was seen by the linear regression 
between team self-management 
and motivation, the relationship is 
positive, but with a very weak strength, 
respectively we can say that the link 
between team self-management and 
motivation of team members is so 
pale as to scratch (so there is almost 
no slope). Here, too, this connection 
is proved to be weak, though positive 
(Pearson correlation coefficient = .011). 
The numerical values of the correlation 
coefficient between -0.1 and +0.1 can 
be interpreted as having no correlation 
between the variables, so in our case we 
can say that team self-management does 
not influence the motivation of team 
members.

Team self-management and perceived 
performance - The relation between these 
two variables is positive with a slight 
strength up to the Pearson coefficient = 
.198.

Job satisfaction and motivation - These 
two variables have a positive relation, 
with a slight strength, reaching Pearson 
= .081. 

Job satisfaction and perceived perfor-
mance - These variables have a relatively 
strong positive relation. The strength of 
the relation is expressed by the Pearson 
correlation coefficient = .374.

Motivation and perceived performance - 
The ratio between these two variables is 
positive with a strong link, which reaches 
Pearson = .402. 

DISCUSSION 
Several studies have treated job satisfac-
tion as an outcome of team self-manage-
ment. Based on these studies, in almost 
all cases it has come out that job satis-
faction is positively related to team self-
management (Elmuti, 1997). Even consi-
dering the recent evidence, we can see 
that members of the self-managing teams 
have high levels of job satisfaction (Yang 
& Guy, 2011; Renkema, et al., 2018). Van 
Mierlo and colleagues (2005) found that 
in 9 out of 13 empirical studies where the 
relationship between team self-mana-
gement and job satisfaction is analysed, 
this relation is positive, in 3 cases it does 
not exist, whereas in only one case it has 
been shown as a negative link.

Team self-
management Job satisfaction Motivation Perceived 

performance
Team self-
management 1

Job satisfaction .430** 1

Motivation .011 .081 1

Perceived 
performance .198 .374** .402** 1

Table 4. Estimated Results of Generalized Method of Moment (GMM)
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Even the results from this research sug-
gest that the link between the ‘team self-
management’ variable and the ‘job satis-
faction’ variable is linear and positive, 
even at a high degree of strength (Pearson 
correlation = .430). In his study, Viehhau-
ser (2010) also reinforces this finding by 
making a comparison of job satisfaction 
among members in self-managing teams 
and those in teams with traditional struc-
tures.

Although it was expected that motivation 
would have a positive link with team self-
management (Hypothesis 2), such a re-
sult from the findings of the study would 
not be correct. From the very beginning it 
has been clarified that the amount of stu-
dies that treat motivation as an outcome 
of team self-management is relatively 
small, so the purpose of this research was 
to look at the effect that this philosophy 
has on the motivation of team members. 
Unlike this study, Viehhauser (2010) sug-
gests that team self-management has a 
positive relationship with motivation, 
just as with job satisfaction and empower-
ment. However, his findings somewhat 
contradict the findings of Van Mierlo, et 
al. (2005), who among the 18 reviewed 
studies have found that only six of them 
have dealt with motivation as a result of 
team self-management. From these six 
studies, only two of them have been shown 
to have a positive relationship, whereas 
in four studies there was no link between 
these two variables. These findings of Van 
Mierlo, et al. (2005) are also supported 
by this research. Nevertheless, a wider 
tillage is suggested to address the motiva-
tion among members of these teams with 
the aim to have a clearer idea of the trend 
of results on how the self-managing philo-
sophy affects their motivation.

Built hypotheses also include the positive 
impact of self-managing philosophy on 
performance. But, as explained by Ander-
son, et al. (2017), while performance as-
sessment is mainly done by observational 
methods and referring to the numerical 
values of the organization, it was decided 
to measure performance from the point 
of view of the respondents, respectively 
the members of the self-managing teams, 
thus being considered as perceived per-
formance. In other words, this can be cal-
led productivity, effectiveness, success, 
achievement, but in our case we will use 
only the performance label. 

Thus, from previous studies it is suggested 
that self-managing teams generally have 
high performance (Elmuti, 1997; Elmuti 
& Kathawala, 1997), and even compared 
to traditional teams, self-managing teams 
are more effective (Cohen & Ledford 
Jr., 1994). Glassop (2002) and Millikin 
with colleagues (2010) also suggest 
that self-managing teams have higher 
productivity. It is interesting to note that 
performance in self-managing teams is 
also influenced by job satisfaction (Politis, 
2006), which is also reinforced through 
Table 4, where we have a relatively 
strong positive correlative link with a 
Pearson correlation coefficient = .374. 
In some studies, the performance of self-
managing teams has been linked with 
increased organizational commitment 
and reduction of turnover, which has 
been identified to be effective (Park, 
2012). Even in this study, although with 
a not very strong correlation (Pearson 
correlation coefficient = .198), we can 
conclude that there is a consistency of 
findings in relation to earlier studies, so 
the self-managing philosophy positively 
influences the perceived performance.
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Reliability, validity and replicability
Since in a scientific methodology it is es-
timated that a successful study involves 
three key criteria: reliability, validity and 
replicability (possibility of repetition), 
then through the results we can state 
that:
1.	 Reliability is high - the reliability or 

internal consistency analysis for each 
of the instruments used indicates a 
level significantly higher than 0.5.

2.	 The study is valid - this is explained 
by the regression analysis (Diagram 
4, Diagram 5, Diagram 6 and Table 
4), where we have the influence of a 
conceptual variable (self-managing 
philosophy) on other conceptual va-
riables except motivation.

3.	 Reproducibility or possibility of re-
petition exists - the very fact that a 
method with instruments tested in 
previous studies is used, is sufficient 
to ascertain that such work can be re-
peated. This is reinforced with convin-
cing results, among other things, high 
consistency in the use of the self-ma-
nagement instrument in entrepre-
neurial teams, giving us a clear mes-
sage that not only can this work be 
repeated but similar researches can 
also to be conducted.

In this way we can conclude that the re-
sults of the study are reliable and valid, 
and the study is repeatable.

Hypothesis testing
This may be the most essential part of 
this study. Referring to the above results 
we will see how the hypotheses have been 
tested.
Hypothesis 1 - H1
The first hypothesis is formulated as fol-
lowing:
H1. Self-managing philosophy has a posi-

tive relationship with team members’ job 
satisfaction.

From the results obtained through the 
linear regression analysis (Figure 1) and 
the correlation between self-managing 
philosophy and job satisfaction (Table 1), 
we can conclude that H1 is tested posi-
tively. So, the self-managing philosophy 
has a positive relationship with the team 
members’ job satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 2 – H2
The second hypothesis is formulated as 
following:
H2. Self-managing philosophy has a po-
sitive relationship with team members’ 
motivation.

Referring to the linear regression ana-
lysis (Figure 2) and the correlation 
between self-managing philosophy and 
motivation (Table 1), we can conclude 
that H2 has not been tested positively. So, 
the self-managing philosophy has no re-
lation with motivation of team members 
(neither positive nor negative link).

In this case, we can do an H2 reformula-
tion, as following:
H2.0 – Self-managing philosophy does not 
affect the motivation level of team mem-
bers.

Hypothesis 3 – H3
The third hypothesis is formulated as fol-
lowing:
H3. Self-managing philosophy has a posi-
tive relationship with the perceived per-
formance of team members.

This hypothesis is tested positively, be-
cause the linear regression according to 
Figure 3 and the correlation coefficient 
according to Table 1 suggest that self-
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managing philosophy is positively cor-
related with the perceived performance 
of team members. Thus, the higher this 
level of team self-management, the team 
members will evaluate the performance 
at higher levels.

Hypothesis 4 – H4
For the fourth hypothesis we had the fol-
lowing formulation:
H4. Job satisfaction, motivation and per-
formance in self-managing teams, have 
strong positive relationships.

For the fourth hypothesis, we can say that 
it is partially tested. If we refer to Table 1, 
we can see that besides the links between 
team self-management and motivation as 
well as motivation and job satisfaction, all 
other links are positive relatively strong 
(nay the self-management and job satis-
faction reach the Pearson correlation 
coefficient = .430). From this we can frag-
ment the fourth hypothesis into several 
sub hypotheses, according to the tests:
H4.1 – Team self-management and job 

satisfaction have a positive strong 
relation. 

H4.2 – There is no relation between team 
self-management and motivation. 

H4.3 – Team self-management and per-
ceived performance have a positive 
slightly strong relation. 

H4.4 – There is no relation between job 
satisfaction and motivation. 

H4.5 – Job satisfaction and perceived 
performance have a relatively strong 
positive relation. 

H4.6 – Motivation and perceived perfor-
mance have a positive strong rela-
tion. 

So, as seen above, all the hypotheses have 
been tested, with some results diffe-
ring from the original hypothesis (i.e. 
motivation).

Limitations
Limitations are an integral part and un-
fortunately inevitable in any research. 
Price and Murnan (2004) suggest that 
the explanation of limitations helps 
researchers, but also the audience and 
other scholars, to better understand the 
nature of the study and the issues pres-
ented, so in other cases in the future, the 
same ones might be minimized.

Even in this case, it has been proved that 
during the development of the study some 
limitations have emerged, mainly of theo-
retical and human nature, as following:
1.	 Literature review. According to re-

search results, there were a relati-
vely large number of studies on self-
managing teams, but many of them 
were considered unnecessary for 
analysing, referring to the titles and 
abstracts. This limitation, based on a 
logical bias, may have had a conside-
rable impact on the dissemination of 
some genuine studies in this field.

2.	 The inability of full access to scien-
tific literature. This is a limitation 
of the technical nature, which has 
greatly limited the achievement of 
the maximum in the conduct of the 
study. Because many of the studies 
considered appropriate for theore-
tical review were not accessible on 
some platforms or were accessible in 
exchange for a purchase fee payment, 
we were limited to examining studies 
which we managed to download free 
of charge.

3.	 Result bias. Most researchers when 
starting a scientific research have a 
clear idea to some extent about what 
they are looking for. This intuition 
can influence the whole course of the 
research. However, in many cases, 
such bias can be discarded either by 
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theoretical results or by field results. 
In the case of this study, although we 
expected that members’ motivation 
would have a positive relationship 
with team self-management, this was 
not confirmed.

4.	 Start-up setting. Taking into conside-
ration the lack of information on orga-
nizations which have self-managing 
teams in their structures, we took 
the risk of exploring these structures 
in start-up setting. This might be 
the first study which examines such 
teams in this setting, which basically 
arise the recommendation for future 
research in this field.

However, despite the aforementioned 
limitations, this research is a modest 
contribution in many aspects: in theory 
of teams, respectively self-managing 
teams, and in particular creates empiri-
cal basis for future researches in this field 
in Kosovo.

CONCLUSIONS
Self-managing teams have become impe-
rative in many companies and organiza-
tions. Traditional management theories 
are being questioned by recent findings 
in this area, and we can freely consider 
that organizational behaviour has been 
the focus of attention. So many compa-
nies in the world have started integra-
ting the self-managing philosophy into 
the work teams. In some cases, we have 
noticed that these teams have not been 
sufficiently effective, as were the expec-
tations, however, their adaptability to the 
modern organizational environment (in 
terms of values, culture, expectations, li-
beral system, low hierarchy and authori-
ty chain just as a formality), has brought 
positive results. This has also been noted 
in the studies of the last thirty years.

Despite some findings that create para-
doxes in the results of self-managing 
teams, most studies support the general 
idea that the outcomes of teamwork are 
positively influenced by self-managing 
philosophy. This study suggests simi-
lar conclusions. The analysed variables, 
whether in theoretical or empirical 
terms, result to be positively related to 
self-managing philosophy (except for the 
motivation). This applies in particular to 
self-managing teams in a start-up setting.
A theoretical framework for research 
development has been created and empi-
rical research has been conducted, which 
has resulted in a high level of reliabi-
lity (internal consistency (Cronbach’s 
Alpha) higher than .74, up to .95) and 
validity (ref: regression and correlation 
analysis). Finally, by putting the findings 
of this study in relation to the results of 
other studies, this research has given a 
certain contribution in the theory of self-
managing teams. 

After the results and the analysis of re-
gression and correlation, it is evidenced 
that the self-managing philosophy positi-
vely influences the other conceptual va-
riables (except motivation). And finally, 
the theoretical implications of the fin-
dings of the study have come out, which 
in all cases coincide with most of the fin-
dings of previous studies, by reinforcing 
them. On the other hand, most of the hy-
potheses raised are tested positively.

In conclusion, a summary of the study 
can be done on these points:
•	 Start-up entrepreneurial teams are 

a suitable model for conducting ana-
lysis in the perspective of self-mana-
ging philosophy.

•	 Self-managing philosophy positively 
influences job satisfaction and per-
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ceived performance of team mem-
bers.

•	 There is no link between the self-ma-
naging philosophy and motivation of 
team members.

•	 Job satisfaction and motivation are 
positively correlated with perceived 
performance.

•	 There is no relation between job satis-
faction and motivation.

•	 The study supports earlier findings 
regarding job satisfaction, motivation 
and performance.

Therefore, we may consider that this stu-
dy has given a modest contribution to the 
overall theory of self-managing teams, 
which provides a good foundation for fur-
ther research. This paper can also serve 
as a springboard for scholars focusing on 
developing research in groups with team 
features in Kosovo. In the end, this paper 
suggests that other researches fill the gap 
that exists between the concept of self-
managing teams and teams. 
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