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Research Themes

• In spite of intentions to improve employees’ 
growth and work conditions, teamwork is still 
object for discussions about its implications for 
the single team members’ degrees of freedom

• This study will investigate the importance of 
respectively affective commitment and normative 
commitment for the interplay between team 
autonomy and individual autonomy.
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Background I

• Organizational Commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997)
– Affective com is attachment, identification and involvement with 

the organization, a mindset of desire because want to stay and 
work.

– Continuance com expresses cognitive calculations of costs 
associated with leaving the organization and is a mindset of 
need (to stay)

– Normative com represents a mindset of obligation towards 
remaining in organization

• HRM and High Commitment Work Practices, which 
includes team work as a means, aim to enhance 
commitment (and performance)

• Team autonomy has been related with less individual 
autonomy (concertive and normative control) (e.g. 
Barker, 1993) but also with more individual autonomy 
(Batt, 2004)

Background II

• A number of studies with different designs 
have shown that autonomy is related to 
and can enhance affective commitment to 
the organization (e.g. Cordery, Mueller, & Smith, 1991; 
Laschinger, Finegan, Shamian, & Wilk, 2004; Lines, 2004; Scott-
Ladd, Travaglione, & Marshall, 2006)

• How team and individual autonomy is 
related with affective commitment is still 
not clarified (Somech, 2005)
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Background III

• Commitment denotes the person’s relationship 
with the organization.

• Evaluations of the person’s work/organizational 
situation are therefore relevant to his 
commitment, and

• Individual autonomy is likely to be directly 
related to commitment:

• H1a: Individual autonomy mediates in the 
relationship between team autonomy and 
affective commitment to the organization

• H1b: The relationship team-individual autonomy 
is mediated by normative commitment

Background IV

• Autonomous teams has been critized for 
instilling a ’concertive’/’normative’ control 
to the single employee. (e.g. Barker, 1993; 
Ezzamel & Willmott, 1998; Doorewaard & Brouns, 2003). 

• Self- and peer pressure founded on 
organizational norms and goals imply less 
individual autonomy than in the traditional 
hierarchy (M.Weber’s ’iron cage’)
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Background V

• Commitment designates the ties to the 
organization, its goals and interests

• H2a: Normative commitment moderates 
the relationship between team autonomy 
and individual autonomy negatively.

• H2b: Affective commitment moderates the 
relationship between team autonomy and 
individual autonomy negatively.

Methods I

• The study is part of a larger project
– A multiple case study of four different 

organizations
• to see if the same dynamics could be identified in 

different organizational contexts

– Mixed methods in the larger project: 
Interviews and questionnaires.

– Questionnaire data were applied in the 
present study
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Methods II: Participants

Comp. Industry Teams Education Reply rate

A Labour Market 
Training

Project + 
permanent

Middle-
range, 
Skilled

66/89 = 74%

B Software 
Development

Project Academics, 
middle-range

53/76 = 70%

C Postal Service Permanent Unskilled, 
skilled

73/87 = 84%

D Kitchen 
production

Permanent Unskilled, 
skilled

334/480=70%

Total reply rate: 526 / 732 = 72 %

Methods III a: Measurement

• Individual Autonomy: How much influence do you 
experience that you have on…
– How the the daily work is performed? How the daily work tasks 

are organized? How working time is organized and scheduled?

• Team Autonomy: How much influence do you 
experience that your team has on…
– The same issues as above

• Commitment: Meyer & Allen’s refined (1993, 1997) 
scales
– Normative (e.g., ’This organization deserves my loyalty’)
– Affective (e.g. ’I would be happy to spend the rest of my working 

life in this organization’)
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Methods III b: Measurement

• Demographic variables:
– Company membership
– Education: unskilled, skilled, middle range, 

academic
– Gender
– Seniority (years in the company)

Methods IVa: Strategies of analysis

• Level of analysis = the individual (autonomy and 
commitment as experienced by the single 
employee, not by team or company-levels)

• Bootstrapping method to test the mediation 
hypothesis (Preacher & Hayes, 2004; 2008) 

– More robust when samples are not very large (in 
particular as Sobel’s a*b assume normal distribution)

– Works by taking a large number (1000) of samples 
among the data and calculating the observed 
coefficients to establish a confidence interval
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Methods IVb: Strategies of analysis

• Moderation analyses by applying 
stewise/hiearchical regression analyses –
following Aiken & West (1991)

Results I: Descriptive

Means, SD, Correlations, Cronbach’s alphas
Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5

1 Years in co. 10.59 8.80

2 Team Autonomy 3.58 .93 .03 (.82)

3 Normative Com. 3.66 1.03 .11* .05 (.72)

4 Affective Com. 4.92 1.06 .18** .17** .46** (.77)

5 Indv Autonomy 3.41 1.01 .15** .63** .11* .30** (.81)

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level, **. Correlation is significant at 
the 0.01 level (both 2-tailed). Cronbach’s alphas in ( )
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Results II: Mediation

• Confirms H1a: Individual autonomy mediates the 
team autonomy-affective organizational 
commitment relationship

• Analyses found
– an indirect effect (.18, S.E.=.04, CI=95%) of team autonomy on affective 

commitment through individual autonomy
– A bias corrected and accelerated effect between .0963 and .2619 (CI=95%).
– The mediation is full (n.s. direct effect when mediator included, sig effect without)
– Regression coefficients:

• Team autonomy on individual autonomy: B=.64, S.E.=.0378, t=17.01, p<.001
• Individual autonomy and affective commitment: B=.27, S.E.=.0618, t=4.37, p<0.001

• We also tested and controlled for normative commitment (high collinearity 
with aff com) and can rule out that possible confounder

• Do not confirm H1b: No significant indirect effect on 
normative comm 

• Effect =.02 indirect model, with 95 % CI from -.05 to .09.)

Results III: Moderation
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Results IV: Moderation

H2b cannot be confirmed – Affective commitment does not moderate

Results V
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• H2a confirmed: Norm Com moderates the relationship 
between team and individual autonomy negatively
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Results VI

• At what point of Normative Commitment is higher team 
autonomy not related to higher individual autonomy? 
– The moderation equation is f(x) = b1x + b2x*m.
– The slope is then f’(x) = b1 + b2m. 
– When the slope is zero, b1 + b2m = 0 � m=-b1/b2, (with the 

assumption that b2 is different from zero).
– When inserting the coefficients from the regression analyses, we 

find that m = -.63/-.11 = 5.73.

• It means that Normative Commitment should be higher 
than 5.73 (on a 1-7 scale) before the slope is zero. That 
is over two SD’s (SD=1.03) over the mean (3.66).

• An extreme level of normative commitment is needed to 
cancel out the team - individual autonomy relationship

Discussion I

• We may interpret the results (cautiously) 
as suggesting that 
– individual team members can utilize team 

autonomy to enhance their own, personal 
autonomy, and it results in higher affective 
commitment to the organization

– at extreme levels of normative commitment, 
the team member cannot utilize the team’s 
autonomy to enhance their own autonomy
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Discussion II

• Limitations to generalization
– Context: Denmark – low power distance 

culture, participative values in labour marked 
system 

• Are findings related to specific expectations about 
participation?

– Different types of organizations (industries, 
educations, team types) and controlled for 
organizational differences (possible 
confounders)


