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This study examines the psychological impact of micromanagement on employees working in budget supermarkets, using Lidl stores in London as a case study. Guided by the Job Demands–Resources (JD–R) model, the research investigates how close supervisory control influences stress, motivation, job satisfaction and turnover intentions. A quantitative, deductive, cross-sectional design was employed, using an online questionnaire completed by 17 Lidl employees. Descriptive statistics revealed high levels of micromanagement and low autonomy, alongside moderate stress and motivation. Correlation analysis showed strong positive associations between micromanagement, stress and turnover intentions, and negative links with autonomy, motivation and satisfaction. These findings were reinforced through triangulation with secondary data from Jesús et al. (2025), which similarly showed that toxic micromanagement reduces trust, productivity and innovation. The study concludes that micromanagement acts as a significant psychological stressor in budget retail, contributing to reduced well-being and higher intentions to leave. It recommends adopting autonomy-supportive leadership, enhancing employee voice and implementing regular well-being monitoring. Limitations include the small, London-based sample and cross-sectional design. Future research should use larger samples, mixed methods and longitudinal approaches to deepen understanding of micromanagement in retail environments.









[bookmark: _Toc216258524][bookmark: _Toc216258662][bookmark: _Toc216258737][bookmark: _Toc216260075]Chapter 1: Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc215048945][bookmark: _Toc216258525][bookmark: _Toc216258663][bookmark: _Toc216258738][bookmark: _Toc216260076]1.1 Introduction 
The retail sector has always been a fast-moving and demanding industry, where strong management and clear procedures are essential for daily operations. However, when managers monitor employees too closely or limit their decision-making freedom, this can lead to micromanagement; a style often linked to stress and low job satisfaction (Delgado et al., 2015). This study explored how micromanagement affected the psychological well-being of employees working at Lidl, one of the main budget supermarkets in the UK. The research focused on understanding how constant supervision and a lack of autonomy influenced levels of motivation, stress, and job satisfaction among retail staff. 
[bookmark: _Toc215048946][bookmark: _Toc216258526][bookmark: _Toc216258664][bookmark: _Toc216258739][bookmark: _Toc216260077]1.2 Background of the Study 
Micromanagement occurs when managers try to control every detail of employee work, leaving little room for independence or trust (Lee et al., 2023). While this behaviour may come from a desire to maintain performance, studies show that it often reduces motivation and increases strain (Ryan and Deci, 2017). In the retail sector, staff face high workloads and strong performance pressures, which can make these effects even stronger. Schaufeli (2017) found that limited autonomy combined with constant job demands can lead to emotional exhaustion. At Lidl, where efficiency and consistency are key priorities, such management practices may unintentionally affect morale and mental health. Consequently, the current study explored the link between micromanagement and employee well-being in a supermarket environment. 
[bookmark: _Toc215048947][bookmark: _Toc216258527][bookmark: _Toc216258665][bookmark: _Toc216258740][bookmark: _Toc216260078]1.3 Problem Statement 
Although micromanagement has been discussed in different organisational settings, little is known in academic literature about its impact on budget retail supermarket employees like Lidl which heavily relies on the close staff supervision to maintain control and meet performance targets, but the effects on employees’ mental and emotional health are not well understood (Galindez et al., 2024). Many workers in this sector experience stress and a lack of motivation, which often leads to higher turnover (Allcorn, 2022). The main problem addressed in this research was the limited understanding of how micromanagement affects employees’ psychological well-being and overall job satisfaction in a retail context. 
[bookmark: _Toc215048948][bookmark: _Toc216258528][bookmark: _Toc216258666][bookmark: _Toc216258741][bookmark: _Toc216260079]1.4 Aim, Objectives, and Research Questions 
Aim: 
To examine the psychological impact of micromanagement on employees working in budget supermarkets, focusing on Lidl as a case study. 
Research Objectives 
1. To assess the psychological impact of micromanagement on employees at working at the budget retail sector  
2. To ascertain the relationship between micromanagement and psychological outcomes such as stress, motivation, and job satisfaction. 
3. To recommend solutions to micromanagement at budget retail sector. 
 
Research Questions 
1. Is micromanagement a problem in budget supermarkets? 
2. Are there psychological effects of micromanagement on employees? 
3. How does micromanagement influence employee engagement and turnover intentions? 
4. What strategies can be implemented to reduce the negative effects of micromanagement in budget retail settings? 

[bookmark: _Toc215048949][bookmark: _Toc216258529][bookmark: _Toc216258667][bookmark: _Toc216258742][bookmark: _Toc216260080]1.5 Rationale and Importance of the Research 
The employee well-being plays a crucial role in productivity and staff retention, yet it is often overlooked in retail (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017). The current study provided some insights into how management style affects employees’ mental state and motivation in a high-pressure environment. The findings aimed to help retail managers find a better balance between control and trust, improving both performance and morale. From an academic perspective, the study used the Job Demands–Resources (JD-R) model to explain how job conditions and managerial behaviour influence employee well-being. 
[bookmark: _Toc215048950][bookmark: _Toc216258530][bookmark: _Toc216258668][bookmark: _Toc216258743][bookmark: _Toc216260081]1.6 Methodology Overview 
The study used a quantitative research design, combining an online questionnaire with secondary sources such as academic articles. The survey was completed by around 15–20 Lidl employees working in different positions, including cashiers and shift leaders. It included short statements measured on a five-point Likert scale, covering aspects such as autonomy, stress, and satisfaction. The data were analysed using basic descriptive statistics and correlations. Participation was voluntary and anonymous, and the process followed all ethical and GDPR requirements. 
[bookmark: _Toc215048951][bookmark: _Toc216258531][bookmark: _Toc216258669][bookmark: _Toc216258744][bookmark: _Toc216260082]1.7 Scope of the Study 
The research focused on Lidl employees in London, in the United Kingdom. It did not include other supermarkets or Lidl branches outside London. The study examined only psychological outcomes, such as stress, motivation, and job satisfaction, without exploring financial or operational performance. 
[bookmark: _Toc215048952][bookmark: _Toc216258532][bookmark: _Toc216258670][bookmark: _Toc216258745][bookmark: _Toc216260083]1.8 Structure of the Dissertation 
Chapter 1 presented the introduction and background to the study. Chapter 2 reviews the main theories and previous studies related to micromanagement and well-being. Chapter 3 explains the research methods and data collection process. Chapter 4 presents and discusses the findings, and Chapter 5 provides the conclusions, limitations, and recommendations. 
[bookmark: _Toc216258533][bookmark: _Toc216258671][bookmark: _Toc216258746][bookmark: _Toc216260084]1.9 Limitations of the study 
The study offers useful insights into the psychological effects of micromanagement in budget supermarkets, but several limitations must be recognised. It focuses only on Lidl employees in London, limiting generalisability to other regions or retailers. The small sample (N = 17) reduces statistical power, and the reliance on self-report measures introduces risks of response bias and differences in how employees interpret micromanagement and stress. In addition, the cross-sectional design captures experiences at one moment in time, preventing any causal conclusions. These limitations are reconsidered in Chapter 5 when discussing implications and future research needs.
[bookmark: _Toc215048953][bookmark: _Toc216258534][bookmark: _Toc216258672][bookmark: _Toc216258747][bookmark: _Toc216260085]1.10 Summary of Chapter 1 
This chapter outlined the study’s background, research problem, and key objectives. It explained why micromanagement is an important issue in the retail sector and described how the research was designed to explore its psychological effects. The next chapter reviews existing academic work on micromanagement, leadership styles, and employee well-being. 

















[bookmark: _Toc215048954][bookmark: _Toc216258535][bookmark: _Toc216258673][bookmark: _Toc216258748][bookmark: _Toc216260086]Chapter 2: Literature Review
[bookmark: _Toc215048955][bookmark: _Toc216258536][bookmark: _Toc216258674][bookmark: _Toc216258749][bookmark: _Toc216260087]2.1 Introduction
This chapter reviewed the main theory and previous research related to micromanagement and its impact on employees’ psychological well-being. The purpose was to place this study within the wider discussion on leadership behaviour, motivation, and workplace well-being. It began by exploring how micromanagement has been defined and understood over time, followed by a discussion of the Job Demands–Resources (JD-R) model. The review then examined findings from previous studies on micromanagement, identifying what is already known and where the gaps remain. The chapter concluded with a conceptual framework that outlined how these theories helped shape the direction of this study.
[bookmark: _Toc216258537][bookmark: _Toc216258675][bookmark: _Toc216258750][bookmark: _Toc216260088]2.2 Base Theory and Conceptual Background
Definitions of micromanagement vary across the literature, but most describe it as a controlling managerial style characterised by excessive oversight and limited trust. Allcorn (2022) presents micromanagement as a climate in which managers involve themselves in trivial details, restricting employee independence and signalling a lack of confidence in staff capabilities. Lee et al. (2023) focus more on observable behaviours, arguing that the core feature of micromanagement is unnecessary control over routine tasks. Both perspectives point to autonomy as the central issue: when discretion is removed, employees lose the space needed to make decisions, use judgment or feel ownership over their work. Galindez et al. (2024) add that constant supervision can undermine confidence and create a self-fulfilling cycle in which employees become reluctant to take initiative.
The roots of such practices are often linked to Taylor’s (1911) Scientific Management, which promoted close supervision and standardised work processes. While these ideas shaped early industrial management, modern research challenges their relevance to contemporary workplaces. Ryan and Deci (2017) argue that controlling environments weaken intrinsic motivation, and Humphrey, Morgeson and Nahrgang (2007) show that autonomy is consistently associated with higher satisfaction and lower strain. From this perspective, micromanagement contradicts psychological evidence on effective job design.
Technological change has further complicated the issue. Bhave (2014) notes that digital performance monitoring can intensify feelings of being constantly observed, creating pressure that goes beyond traditional supervisory control. Meta-analytic evidence supports this view: Siegel, König and Lazar (2022) report that electronic monitoring tends to increase stress and reduce job satisfaction. These patterns are likely to be amplified in highly structured environments such as supermarkets, where work tasks must be completed quickly, procedures are strictly defined and deviations from standard routines are discouraged.
[bookmark: _Toc216258538][bookmark: _Toc216258676][bookmark: _Toc216258751][bookmark: _Toc216260089]2.3 Theoretical Framework: Job Demands–Resources (JD–R) Model
The Job Demands–Resources (JD–R) model, developed by Bakker and Demerouti (2017), provides a useful framework for understanding how micromanagement affects psychological well-being. The model distinguishes between job demands—elements of work that require sustained effort, such as workload, time pressure and emotional labour—and job resources, which help employees cope with these demands, including autonomy, support and opportunities for decision-making.
Micromanagement influences both sides of this balance. Intensive oversight increases demands by adding cognitive pressure and heightening emotional strain. At the same time, it reduces resources by withdrawing autonomy and signalling low trust. Evidence from De Jonge et al. (2010) shows that high demands combined with low control predict strain and health complaints, while Schaufeli (2017) links lack of autonomy to emotional exhaustion. Within retail, where customer interactions are constant and tasks must be completed rapidly, the JD–R mechanisms may become even stronger. For these reasons, the model offers a clear basis for analysing how micromanagement affects stress, motivation and job satisfaction among supermarket workers.

[bookmark: _Toc216258539][bookmark: _Toc216258677][bookmark: _Toc216258752][bookmark: _Toc216260090]2.4 Previous Studies and Lessons Learned
[bookmark: _Toc216258540][bookmark: _Toc216258678][bookmark: _Toc216258753][bookmark: _Toc216260091]2.4.1 Micromanagement and Stress
A consistent theme across the literature is that micromanagement contributes to heightened stress. The importance of psychological safety is also underscored by Edmondson (1999), who shows that employees are less willing to speak up or learn from mistakes in climates where they feel overly controlled. In the retail sector, Ghani (2022) reports that technological change and increasing performance monitoring are often perceived as sources of stress and insecurity, which may further intensify the strain associated with micromanagement. Allcorn (2022) describes how intrusive oversight creates anxiety and undermines employees’ sense of psychological safety. Bhave (2014) similarly found that electronic monitoring increases pressure by making workers feel constantly evaluated. More recent evidence strengthens this argument: Siegel, König and Lazar (2022) show that digital monitoring has measurable negative effects on job satisfaction and increases strain across multiple occupations.
However, many studies rely on cross-sectional, self-report data, which limits the ability to establish causality. Samples are also often drawn from office-based or administrative settings, making it unclear how far the findings apply to customer-facing, fast-paced roles such as retail. Even with these limitations, the overall pattern suggests that micromanagement increases job demands while reducing the autonomy needed to buffer stress, consistent with the JD–R model.
[bookmark: _Toc216258541][bookmark: _Toc216258679][bookmark: _Toc216258754][bookmark: _Toc216260092]2.4.2 Micromanagement and Motivation
Motivation also appears sensitive to controlling supervision. Mackey et al. (2017) found that micromanaged employees report lower engagement and higher anxiety, while Santiago-Torner et al. (2024) link reduced autonomy to emotional exhaustion, a known precursor to declining motivation. These findings align with self-determination theory, which emphasises autonomy as essential for sustaining internal motivation.
There is some nuance. Delgado et al. (2015) suggest that close supervision can help new employees by offering clarity, although this benefit tends to disappear once individuals gain experience. Many motivational studies also use convenience samples or rely on single-industry contexts, limiting their generalisability. Nonetheless, the overall evidence suggests that micromanagement reduces a core job resource—autonomy—making it harder for workers to remain motivated under demanding conditions. This again reflects the dynamics predicted by the JD–R model.
[bookmark: _Toc216258542][bookmark: _Toc216258680][bookmark: _Toc216258755][bookmark: _Toc216260093]2.4.3 Micromanagement and Job Satisfaction
Job satisfaction is closely tied to how much control employees have over their work. Humphrey, Morgeson and Nahrgang (2007) demonstrate that autonomy is one of the strongest predictors of satisfaction, and Parker (2014) shows that opportunities for decision-making support positive work attitudes. Research on emotional labour provides additional insight. Brotheridge and Grandey (2002) and Totterdell and Holman (2003) explain that customer-facing roles require emotional regulation, which can drain energy. When micromanagement removes discretion on top of these demands, the risk of dissatisfaction increases.
Industry evidence reinforces these academic findings, showing that retail environments already face pressures such as rigid procedures, high workloads and limited recognition. Grant Thornton (2024) highlight these factors as major barriers to satisfaction, while the SDA (2025) report documents significant emotional strain among supermarket staff. These patterns align with Jesús et al. (2025), who show that toxic micromanagement reduces trust and productivity. Although their study is not retail-specific, the mechanisms they describe reflect typical conditions in budget supermarkets. Overall, when micromanagement is layered onto existing demands, it further restricts key resources and increases the risk of dissatisfaction.
[bookmark: _Toc216258543][bookmark: _Toc216258681][bookmark: _Toc216258756][bookmark: _Toc216260094]2.4.4 Micromanagement, Engagement and Turnover Intentions
Several studies link micromanagement to declining engagement. Mackey et al. (2017) note that employees who feel overly controlled often feel undervalued, while Santiago-Torner et al. (2024) show that low autonomy contributes to emotional exhaustion and weaker commitment. Retail evidence reflects similar pressures, as frontline roles are marked by high demands, limited involvement in decisions and frequent monitoring. In contrast, empowering leadership practices can strengthen engagement and reduce strain (Tuckey, Bakker and Dollard, 2012), highlighting how micromanagement restricts access to key job resources.
Micromanagement may therefore accelerate disengagement and turnover intentions. Employees who experience tight control are more likely to consider leaving, especially in demanding roles with limited progression. Although many engagement studies use cross-sectional designs that limit causal claims, the overall pattern remains consistent with JD–R: reduced autonomy makes retail work more difficult to cope with, increasing the likelihood of turnover intentions.
[bookmark: _Toc216258544][bookmark: _Toc216258682][bookmark: _Toc216258757][bookmark: _Toc216260095]2.4.5 Insights from Retail Settings
Retail roles involve a unique combination of repetitive tasks, customer interaction, physical demands and strict performance expectations. Korunka and Kubicek (2017) describe retail as a setting characterised by multitasking and rapid task switching, while emotional labour studies show that sustained customer service work contributes to fatigue (Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002). These pressures mean that workers rely heavily on job resources such as autonomy, supportive supervision and opportunities for problem-solving.
Industry evidence indicates that these resources are often limited. Reports on frontline retail work note persistent staffing pressures, rigid oversight and limited involvement in decision-making. Jesús et al. (2025) add wider context by showing that toxic micromanagement undermines trust and innovation, outcomes that are crucial for frontline problem-solving and customer service. Although their research spans multiple industries, the mechanisms they describe—excessive control and restricted discretion—strongly reflect typical conditions in budget supermarket chains. These characteristics suggest that retail may be particularly sensitive to the negative dynamics outlined in the JD–R model, where high demands and low autonomy combine to increase strain.
[bookmark: _Toc216258545][bookmark: _Toc216258683][bookmark: _Toc216258758][bookmark: _Toc216260096]2.5 Gaps Identified
While micromanagement has been examined in various organisational contexts, far less is known about its psychological impact in retail, despite the sector’s demanding nature. Much of the existing research focuses on office-based, healthcare or professional settings, which differ significantly from supermarket environments characterised by time pressure, customer flow and limited discretion. Retail-specific studies often examine burnout or turnover but do not explicitly analyse micromanagement as a central factor. Additionally, many studies rely on small or convenience samples, use cross-sectional designs or focus on single job roles, limiting the generalisability of findings. Evidence on how micromanagement interacts with retail-specific conditions—such as lean staffing, multitasking or strict procedural control—is especially limited. These gaps justify further research into how micromanagement affects psychological well-being in budget supermarkets such as Lidl.
[bookmark: _Toc216258546][bookmark: _Toc216258684][bookmark: _Toc216258759][bookmark: _Toc216260097]2.6 Summary
Existing research consistently links micromanagement to increased stress, reduced motivation, lower job satisfaction and higher turnover intentions. The JD–R model helps explain these outcomes by showing how excessive control increases job demands while diminishing key resources like autonomy and trust. Although many studies highlight these patterns, research in the retail sector remains limited, despite the high demands and rigid structures that characterise supermarket work. Understanding micromanagement within this context is therefore essential for both academic knowledge and practical management improvement.



















[bookmark: _Toc215048966][bookmark: _Toc216258547][bookmark: _Toc216258685][bookmark: _Toc216258760][bookmark: _Toc216260098]Chapter 3: Research Methods & Methodologies
[bookmark: _Toc215048967][bookmark: _Toc216258548][bookmark: _Toc216258686][bookmark: _Toc216258761][bookmark: _Toc216260099]3.1 Introduction
This chapter explains how the study investigating the psychological effects of micromanagement in Lidl was designed and carried out. It outlines the philosophical and paradigm positions, research approach, strategy, sample, data collection, secondary data integration, analysis techniques, and ethical considerations.
[bookmark: _Toc215048968][bookmark: _Toc216258549][bookmark: _Toc216258687][bookmark: _Toc216258762][bookmark: _Toc216260100]3.2 Philosophical position of the research
The study adopted a pragmatic philosophical position, which is suited for applied research where the aim is to understand a real workplace problem and identify practical solutions. Pragmatism allows researchers to use whatever methods best help answer the research questions rather than committing to a single way of viewing reality (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Since the study explored both how common micromanagement is and how it affects employees psychologically, pragmatism supported the use of structured measurement, numerical analysis, and workplace-focused interpretation.
[bookmark: _Toc215048969][bookmark: _Toc216258550][bookmark: _Toc216258688][bookmark: _Toc216258763][bookmark: _Toc216260101]3.3 Paradigm position of the research
Within pragmatism, the study followed a post-positivist paradigm. Post-positivism accepts that while human experiences cannot be measured perfectly, they can still be studied systematically using validated instruments and statistical analysis (Bryman, 2016). This paradigm aligned with the study’s aim of exploring relationships between micromanagement, stress, motivation, and job satisfaction. It also supported the use of correlations and descriptive statistics to understand patterns within employee responses.
[bookmark: _Toc215048970][bookmark: _Toc216258551][bookmark: _Toc216258689][bookmark: _Toc216258764][bookmark: _Toc216260102]3.4 Position of Research Approach
A quantitative research approach was used. This approach suited the aim of assessing how frequently employees experience micromanagement and measuring psychological outcomes on a Likert scale. Quantitative studies are effective for examining relationships between variables across a group of participants and for producing results that can be compared with existing research (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2019). Because the research questions focused on identifying patterns and associations, this approach was more suitable than interpretivist, qualitative methods.
[bookmark: _Toc215048971][bookmark: _Toc216258552][bookmark: _Toc216258690][bookmark: _Toc216258765][bookmark: _Toc216260103]3.5 Methodological stance of the research
The study adopted a deductive methodological stance, beginning with existing theories—especially the Job Demands–Resources (JD-R) model—and testing whether the expected relationships appeared in the data. Deduction is appropriate when the literature already highlights potential connections, in this case between high job demands, low autonomy, and employee stress. Using a deductive stance helped ensure that the questionnaire items and analysis reflected established theoretical assumptions.
[bookmark: _Toc215048972][bookmark: _Toc216258553][bookmark: _Toc216258691][bookmark: _Toc216258766][bookmark: _Toc216260104]3.6 Stance of the Research Strategy and Design
A survey strategy with a cross-sectional design was used. A survey allowed data to be gathered efficiently from frontline Lidl employees, who often work irregular hours and prefer short questionnaires. Cross-sectional research captures employees’ experiences at one point in time, which matched the aim of understanding current levels of micromanagement and well-being without tracking long-term changes (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). The design was also practical for a student project with limited time and organisational access.
[bookmark: _Toc215048973][bookmark: _Toc216258554][bookmark: _Toc216258692][bookmark: _Toc216258767][bookmark: _Toc216260105]3.7 Research Sample and Population
The population consisted of Lidl employees working in London. Using a convenience sampling approach, approximately 15–20 employees completed the questionnaire. Although convenience sampling does not provide a fully representative sample, it is commonly used in organisational research where access is restricted (Bryman, 2016). The sample included customer assistant, shift leader/Supervisor, Deputy Manager Store Manager, offering a useful spread of operational roles. All participation was voluntary, anonymous, and arranged through informal internal contacts.
[bookmark: _Toc215048974][bookmark: _Toc216258555][bookmark: _Toc216258693][bookmark: _Toc216258768][bookmark: _Toc216260106]3.8 Data Collection and Data Analysis Tools/Techniques
Primary Data Collection
Primary data was gathered using an online questionnaire consisting of Likert-scale items measuring micromanagement behaviours, stress, motivation and job satisfaction. The statements were informed by the themes in the literature and aligned with the JD-R model, such as perceptions of autonomy and perceived pressure.
Secondary Data Use
Secondary data was incorporated to strengthen the validity of the findings. The study used published statistical tables from Jesus et al. (2025), which reported correlations and descriptive statistics on micromanagement archetypes and employee outcomes including productivity, trust and innovation. These data served two purposes:
1. They allowed comparison between Lidl findings and wider organisational patterns.
2. They supported interpretation when the primary sample size was relatively small.
Using secondary sources in quantitative studies is recommended because it increases analytical depth and supports methodological triangulation (Saunders et al., 2019).
Data Analysis Techniques
Excel was used to analyse primary data. Descriptive statistics (frequencies, means) were calculated to summarise the extent of micromanagement experiences. Correlation analysis examined relationships between micromanagement variables and psychological outcomes. Charts and tables helped visually present patterns..
[bookmark: _Toc215048975][bookmark: _Toc216258556][bookmark: _Toc216258694][bookmark: _Toc216258769][bookmark: _Toc216260107]3.9 Ethical Consideration of the Research
The study followed standard ethical guidelines for research involving human participants; participation was voluntary, and respondents could withdraw at any time. No personal identifiers, store numbers, or IP addresses were collected. Data was stored securely and handled in line with GDPR. Ethical guidance emphasises protecting confidentiality and minimising risk for participants, especially when discussing sensitive workplace issues. 
[bookmark: _Toc216258557][bookmark: _Toc216258695][bookmark: _Toc216258770][bookmark: _Toc216260108]3.10 Limitations and Delimitations
The methodological choices made in this study involve several limitations and delimitations. In terms of limitations, the use of convenience sampling and a small sample of Lidl employees from London constrains the extent to which the findings can be generalised to the wider retail sector or to other geographical locations. The exclusive reliance on self-report measures also introduces the possibility of common method bias and subjectivity in how constructs such as micromanagement and stress are perceived. In addition, the cross-sectional survey design prevents the establishment of causality between variables; the identified relationships should therefore be interpreted as associations rather than cause–effect links.
The study is also delimited in several ways. It focuses specifically on one budget supermarket chain (Lidl) and on psychological outcomes, including stress, motivation, job satisfaction and supervision-related turnover intentions. Organisational outcomes such as financial performance, productivity or customer satisfaction are outside the scope of this research. Furthermore, the study adopts a quantitative approach based on structured Likert-scale items, meaning that in-depth qualitative insights into employees’ experiences of micromanagement are not captured. These delimitations were necessary to ensure that the project remained feasible within the constraints of time, access and word count.
[bookmark: _Toc215048976][bookmark: _Toc216258558][bookmark: _Toc216258696][bookmark: _Toc216258771][bookmark: _Toc216260109]3.11 Summary of Chapter 3
This chapter outlined the methodological choices underpinning the study. A pragmatic and post-positivist stance supported the use of quantitative, deductive methods, while a cross-sectional survey design enabled efficient data collection. Primary data from Lidl employees was complemented by high-quality secondary datasets, allowing deeper interpretation of psychological outcomes linked to micromanagement. Ethical standards guided every stage of the process. The next chapter presents the analysis and discussion of the combined findings.







[bookmark: _Toc216258559][bookmark: _Toc216258697][bookmark: _Toc216258772][bookmark: _Toc216260110]Chapter 4: Data Presentation and Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc216258560][bookmark: _Toc216258698][bookmark: _Toc216258773][bookmark: _Toc216260111]4.1 Introduction
This chapter presents the results of the survey carried out with Lidl employees in London (N = 17). The findings are shown mainly through tables and figures, using descriptive statistics and correlations. Detailed interpretation is provided in Chapter 5, as outlined in the methodology. 
[bookmark: _Toc216258561][bookmark: _Toc216258699][bookmark: _Toc216258774][bookmark: _Toc216260112]4.2 Demographic Profile of Respondents
The demographic information of the 17 Lidl employees who participated in the survey is summarised in Appendix X. The sample consisted primarily of respondents aged 18–34, with the majority identifying as female and working mainly as Customer Assistants. Most participants had between 2–5 years of work experience at Lidl, followed by those with 3–12 months of service. A smaller proportion of respondents held supervisory or managerial positions. These demographic characteristics provide contextual background for understanding the subsequent findings presented in this chapter.
Table 1: Demographic information
	Variable
	Category
	Frequency (n)
	Percentage (%)

	Age group
	18–24
	5
	29.4

	
	25–34
	7
	41.2

	
	35–44
	3
	17.6

	
	45–54
	1
	5.9

	
	55 or above
	1
	5.9

	Gender
	Male
	5
	29.4

	
	Female
	12
	70.6

	Job role at Lidl
	Customer Assistant
	11
	64.7

	
	Shift Leader / Supervisor
	5
	29.4

	
	Deputy Manager
	1
	5.9

	Length of service at Lidl
	Less than 3 months
	1
	5.9

	
	3–12 months
	5
	29.4

	
	1–2 years
	1
	5.9

	
	2–5 years
	8
	47.1

	
	5 years +
	2
	11.8






 Figure 1: Age distribution of respondents
Figure 2: Job role distribution 
[bookmark: _Toc216258562][bookmark: _Toc216258700][bookmark: _Toc216258775][bookmark: _Toc216260113]4.3 Descriptive Statistics for Key Constructs
[bookmark: _Toc216258563][bookmark: _Toc216258701][bookmark: _Toc216258776][bookmark: _Toc216260114]4.3.1 Construct-level descriptive statistics
Table 2: Descriptive statistics for main constructs (N = 17)
	Construct
	Number of items
	Mean (1–5)
	SD

	Micromanagement intensity
	6
	3.63
	1.05

	Perceived impact of micromanagement
	1
	3.71
	1.45

	Autonomy and voice
	3
	2.73
	1.01

	Stress, anxiety and fatigue
	4
	3.19
	1.00

	Motivation and satisfaction
	6
	3.51
	0.95

	Supervision-related turnover intentions
	2
	3.29
	1.23



Figure 3: Mean scores for key constructs
Taken together, these construct-level means suggest that micromanagement is not an isolated or occasional experience but a relatively common supervisory pattern within the participating Lidl stores. The combination of high micromanagement scores and low autonomy is consistent with descriptions of controlling leadership in the literature, where excessive oversight is associated with reduced decision latitude and restricted voice (Allcorn, 2022; Galindez et al., 2024). This pattern directly addresses Research Question 1, indicating that micromanagement can indeed be considered a problem in budget supermarket settings.
[bookmark: _Toc216258564][bookmark: _Toc216258702][bookmark: _Toc216258777][bookmark: _Toc216260115]4.3.2 Item-level descriptive patterns

                                             Figure 4: Micromanagement constructs

The results show that employees generally perceive a high level of supervisory control. Mean scores for items linked to close monitoring, limited flexibility, and frequent checking ranged from 3.47 to 3.94, suggesting that many respondents feel they are being closely supervised. The statement on micromanagement affecting employee performance also produced a relatively high mean of 3.71, indicating that employees believe these practices influence how well they are able to work.

                                                      Figure 5: Autonomy and stress 

The relatively low scores for autonomy and voice, combined with moderate levels of stress, anxiety and fatigue, align with the Job Demands–Resources (JD-R) perspective that low control under high job demands elevates strain (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017; Schaufeli, 2017). In the context of Research Question 2, these findings suggest that micromanagement does not simply shape how work is organised but is likely to function as a psychological stressor that undermines employees’ capacity to cope with existing retail demands.


Figure 6: Motivation and turnover 
The moderate levels of motivation and satisfaction, alongside noticeable supervision-related turnover intentions, indicate a fragile balance. While employees are not uniformly disengaged, the finding that supervision reduces enthusiasm for work suggests that micromanagement may gradually erode intrinsic motivation, as proposed by Ryan and Deci (2017) and supported by Mackey et al. (2017). This provides preliminary evidence for Research Question 3, implying that micromanagement may weaken engagement and contribute to employees considering leaving the organisation
[bookmark: _Toc216258565][bookmark: _Toc216258703][bookmark: _Toc216258778][bookmark: _Toc216260116]4.4 Correlation Analysis
Composite scores were generated for each of the study’s key constructs, namely micromanagement intensity (Q5–Q10), autonomy and voice (Q12–Q14), stress, anxiety and fatigue (Q15–Q18), motivation and satisfaction (Q19, Q21–Q24, Q26), and supervision-related turnover intentions (Q20, Q25). These composite variables provided a clearer overview of how the main themes operated across the dataset. Following this, Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated to examine the relationships between the constructs and to identify any significant patterns in how they interacted.



Table 3: Correlations between key constructs (N = 17)
(Values are Pearson’s r; bold indicates relatively strong associations, |r| ≳ 0.50.)
	Construct
	1. Micromanagement
	2. Autonomy & voice
	3. Stress & fatigue
	4. Motivation & satisfaction
	5. Supervision-related turnover

	1. Micromanagement
	1.00
	-0.50
	0.72
	-0.34
	0.75

	2. Autonomy & voice
	-0.50
	1.00
	-0.51
	0.51
	-0.35

	3. Stress & fatigue
	0.72
	-0.51
	1.00
	-0.38
	0.83

	4. Motivation & satisfaction
	-0.34
	0.51
	-0.38
	1.00
	-0.44

	5. Supervision-related turnover
	0.75
	-0.35
	0.83
	-0.44
	1.00





Figure 7: Micromanagement vs stress 

Figure 8: Micromanagement vs turnover
The correlation analysis revealed several clear patterns across the composite variables. Higher levels of micromanagement were strongly linked to increased stress and fatigue (r = 0.72), as well as stronger supervision-related turnover intentions (r = 0.75). This suggests that more intensive oversight is closely connected to both emotional strain and employees’ thoughts of leaving the organisation. These findings align with Research Questions 2 and 3, which explored whether micromanagement affects psychological well-being and influences engagement and turnover intentions.
Micromanagement also showed a moderate negative association with autonomy and voice (r = –0.50), indicating that greater supervisory control tends to coincide with reduced opportunities for employees to make decisions or contribute ideas. This pattern is consistent with the JD-R framework, which proposes that decreases in key resources—such as autonomy—intensify the effects of job demands, leading to strain (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). It also mirrors the findings of Allcorn (2022) and Lee et al. (2023), who argue that restrictive supervision undermines employee confidence and psychological safety.
In contrast, autonomy and voice demonstrated a positive relationship with motivation and satisfaction (r = 0.51), highlighting the importance of employee discretion in fostering more positive work attitudes. This supports long-established research showing autonomy as a major predictor of intrinsic motivation and job satisfaction (Humphrey et al., 2007; Ryan & Deci, 2017). Finally, stress and fatigue were found to be strongly associated with turnover intentions (r = 0.83), suggesting that heightened psychological strain is a key factor in employees considering leaving their jobs, consistent with findings from Mackey et al. (2017) and recent retail industry reports.
Although these correlations are theoretically coherent and consistent with previous research, they should be interpreted cautiously due to the small sample size (N = 17). The relationships observed are therefore indicative rather than generalisable, but they nonetheless provide meaningful insight into how micromanagement may function as a psychological stressor within a budget retail environment.
[bookmark: _Toc216258566][bookmark: _Toc216258704][bookmark: _Toc216258779][bookmark: _Toc216260117]4.5 Secondary data 
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The secondary data from Jesús et al. (2025) provides valuable triangulation for the primary survey findings. Their results show that “toxic micromanagement” is associated with lower levels of trust, innovation and productivity across multiple organisational settings. These negative patterns closely mirror the correlations identified in the Lidl dataset, particularly the strong associations between micromanagement, stress and turnover intentions. Although the two datasets differ in size and context, the consistency in directional trends strengthens the credibility of the present study’s findings. The secondary data also suggests that the effects of micromanagement extend beyond psychological well-being to broader organisational outcomes, implying potential long-term consequences for performance in retail environments. This comparison supports the interpretation that micromanagement represents not only a supervisory style but a substantive organisational risk factor, reinforcing the relevance of Research Questions 1–3 within the Lidl context.
[bookmark: _Toc216258567][bookmark: _Toc216258705][bookmark: _Toc216258780][bookmark: _Toc216260118]4.6 Data Quality, Validity and Reliability
Several steps were taken to enhance the validity and reliability of the quantitative data. The questionnaire items were informed by established constructs in the literature on micromanagement, job demands, autonomy and psychological well-being, which helped support content validity. Items were grouped into logically coherent constructs such as micromanagement intensity, autonomy and voice, stress and fatigue, motivation and satisfaction, and supervision-related turnover intentions, improving the clarity of measurement.
However, the study did not formally assess internal consistency reliability using statistics such as Cronbach’s alpha. As a result, while the constructs are theoretically grounded, the reliability of the composite scales cannot be empirically confirmed within this dataset and should be treated with caution. In addition, the small sample size increases the risk that correlations may be influenced by a small number of extreme scores. The findings are therefore best interpreted as exploratory and indicative of patterns that warrant further investigation in larger, more diverse samples.
[bookmark: _Toc216258568][bookmark: _Toc216258706][bookmark: _Toc216258781][bookmark: _Toc216260119]4.7 Summary 
This chapter presented and analysed the findings from the primary survey of Lidl employees and the secondary dataset from Jesús et al. (2025). Descriptive results showed high levels of micromanagement, low autonomy and moderate stress, motivation and satisfaction. Visual summaries indicated that close supervisory control was common, while opportunities for independent decision-making were limited. Correlation analysis revealed strong associations between micromanagement, stress and turnover intentions, and positive links between autonomy, motivation and satisfaction, consistent with JD-R predictions and previous research. Triangulation with secondary data confirmed similar negative effects of micromanagement on outcomes such as trust, innovation and productivity. A brief validity and reliability review highlighted the exploratory nature of the findings due to the small sample size and absence of formal reliability testing. Overall, the chapter demonstrated that increased supervisory control is closely related to reduced psychological well-being and weaker workplace attitudes. The next chapter discusses these findings in relation to the wider literature.







[bookmark: _Toc216258569][bookmark: _Toc216258707][bookmark: _Toc216258782][bookmark: _Toc216260120]Chapter 5: Discussion, Conclusions and Recommendations
[bookmark: _Toc216258570][bookmark: _Toc216258708][bookmark: _Toc216258783][bookmark: _Toc216260121]5.1 Introduction
This chapter provides an analytical discussion of the findings presented in Chapter 4 and interprets them in relation to the existing literature and the Job Demands–Resources (JD-R) model. The chapter explains how the results address the research questions and objectives, identifies the implications of the observed patterns, and reflects on the meaning of micromanagement within a budget supermarket environment. It then outlines the study’s contributions, acknowledges limitations, and presents recommendations for practice and future research.
[bookmark: _Toc216258571][bookmark: _Toc216258709][bookmark: _Toc216258784][bookmark: _Toc216260122]5.2 Discussion of Key Findings
[bookmark: _Toc216258572][bookmark: _Toc216258710][bookmark: _Toc216258785][bookmark: _Toc216260123]Micromanagement as a Pervasive Supervisory Pattern
The study shows that micromanagement was experienced frequently and consistently by Lidl employees, as reflected in the high mean score for micromanagement intensity. This indicates not occasional oversight but a sustained managerial approach that shapes everyday workplace interactions. The finding aligns closely with descriptions of micromanagement in the literature, where constant checking, rigid control, and excessive involvement in minor details are viewed as characteristic features of this supervisory style (Allcorn, 2022; Lee et al., 2023). The high level of perceived supervisory control in the sample suggests that micromanagement is embedded in the operational culture of budget supermarkets, where efficiency, speed and procedural uniformity are emphasised.
[bookmark: _Toc216258573][bookmark: _Toc216258711][bookmark: _Toc216258786][bookmark: _Toc216260124]Autonomy as a Restricted Workplace Resource
Autonomy and voice recorded the lowest scores among all constructs, indicating that employees felt they had limited freedom to make decisions or influence work processes. This pattern mirrors long-standing empirical findings that retail environments tend to offer limited discretion, partly due to task standardisation and performance monitoring. According to the JD-R model, autonomy is a critical job resource that allows employees to cope with job demands, build competence and maintain motivation (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). Its absence therefore has psychological consequences. In this study, the moderate-to-strong associations between autonomy, motivation and satisfaction demonstrate how reduced control may weaken employees’ positive attitudes toward their work. These findings reinforce the argument that autonomy is not merely a preference but a fundamental element of employee well-being (Humphrey et al., 2007; Ryan & Deci, 2017).
[bookmark: _Toc216258574][bookmark: _Toc216258712][bookmark: _Toc216258787][bookmark: _Toc216260125]Stress and Emotional Strain as Consequences of Supervisory Control
The results show that stress, anxiety and fatigue were notable among respondents, and that these experiences were strongly correlated with micromanagement. This reflects the JD-R proposition that high demands combined with low job resources increase the likelihood of strain. The strong correlation between micromanagement and stress (r = .72) suggests that micromanagement is a central psychological stressor in this environment. The literature similarly highlights that constant supervision and limited discretion reduce psychological safety and increase emotional exhaustion (Schaufeli, 2017; Mackey et al., 2017). The findings therefore demonstrate a clear mechanism through which micromanagement contributes to discomfort and reduced well-being in retail settings.
[bookmark: _Toc216258575][bookmark: _Toc216258713][bookmark: _Toc216258788][bookmark: _Toc216260126]Motivation and Satisfaction as Fragile Outcomes
Although motivation and job satisfaction mean scores were moderately positive, they were far from high, suggesting that employees remain functional but not highly engaged. The item indicating that supervision reduces enthusiasm for work underscores this fragility. The relationship between autonomy and motivation further illustrates that controlling practices undermine intrinsic motivation, a conclusion strongly supported by self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2017). The presence of moderate motivation despite restrictive supervision may reflect employees’ coping strategies, job familiarity or financial need, rather than genuine fulfilment. The findings suggest that motivation in this environment is dependent on external factors rather than intrinsic engagement, making it vulnerable to further declines if job demands increase.
[bookmark: _Toc216258576][bookmark: _Toc216258714][bookmark: _Toc216258789][bookmark: _Toc216260127]Turnover Intentions and the Psychological Costs of Micromanagement
The study found strong associations between stress and supervision-related turnover intentions (r = .83), and between micromanagement and turnover intentions (r = .75). These results highlight that micromanagement is not only linked to reduced psychological well-being but also to employees considering leaving the organisation. This supports existing research showing that controlling leadership styles are a consistent predictor of turnover intentions across industries (Mackey et al., 2017). In the context of budget retail, where turnover rates are historically high, micromanagement may be a significant contributor to retention challenges. These findings emphasise the practical implications of supervisory behaviour, as turnover imposes financial and operational costs on organisations.
[bookmark: _Toc216258577][bookmark: _Toc216258715][bookmark: _Toc216258790][bookmark: _Toc216260128]Triangulation with Secondary Data
The integration of secondary data from Jesús et al. (2025) reinforces the primary findings. Their research identified negative relationships between toxic micromanagement and organisational outcomes such as productivity, trust and innovation across a large multi-industry sample. The convergence of these patterns with the Lidl findings strengthens the argument that micromanagement is harmful both to individual psychological states and broader organisational performance. Triangulation therefore enhances the credibility and contextual relevance of the study’s conclusions.
[bookmark: _Toc216258578][bookmark: _Toc216258716][bookmark: _Toc216258791][bookmark: _Toc216260129]5.3 Conclusions in Relation to the Research Aim and Questions
The aim of the research was to examine the psychological impact of micromanagement on employees working in budget supermarkets, using Lidl as a case study. The evidence gathered supports the conclusion that micromanagement has clear and measurable psychological consequences in this environment.
The first research question asked whether micromanagement is a problem in budget supermarkets. The findings demonstrate that employees perceive close supervisory control as common, intrusive and impactful, confirming that micromanagement is indeed a significant issue in this sector.
The second question concerned whether micromanagement has psychological effects on employees. The results show strong associations with stress, fatigue and reduced motivation, indicating that micromanagement acts as a psychological stressor. This conclusion is further supported by the JD-R model and corresponding literature.
The third question examined the influence of micromanagement on engagement and turnover intentions. The strong positive correlations between micromanagement, stress and intentions to leave suggest that micromanagement reduces engagement and increases the likelihood of turnover.
The final research question asked what strategies could be implemented to reduce the negative effects of micromanagement. The findings indicate that reducing unnecessary monitoring, increasing autonomy and strengthening employee voice would mitigate many of the negative outcomes identified.
[bookmark: _Toc216258579][bookmark: _Toc216258717][bookmark: _Toc216258792][bookmark: _Toc216260130]5.4 Contribution of the Study
This study makes an original contribution by applying the JD-R model to frontline retail work within a budget supermarket context, an area that has received limited academic attention. It provides quantitative evidence showing how micromanagement affects psychological well-being in a sector characterised by procedural rigidity and high performance expectations. The use of triangulation enhances methodological rigour and demonstrates the broader applicability of the findings. The research also highlights the importance of considering psychological factors in operationally focused environments, which may influence managerial development, staff retention strategies and organisational culture.
[bookmark: _Toc216258580][bookmark: _Toc216258718][bookmark: _Toc216258793][bookmark: _Toc216260131]5.5 Limitations of the Study
Despite its contributions, the study has several limitations. The sample was small and limited to 17 employees from Lidl stores in London, which restricts the generalisability of the findings. Convenience sampling may also introduce selection bias, as participants who chose to take part might differ from those who did not. The self-report nature of the questionnaire may be affected by mood, social desirability or personal bias, and the absence of formal reliability testing limits statistical certainty. Furthermore, the cross-sectional design prevents causal inferences, meaning that although the relationships observed are strong, they cannot confirm the direction of causality. These limitations should be considered when interpreting the findings and planning future research.
[bookmark: _Toc216258581][bookmark: _Toc216258719][bookmark: _Toc216258794][bookmark: _Toc216260132]5.6 Recommendations for Practice
The findings suggest that micromanagement poses psychological risks and undermines workplace attitudes in budget supermarket environments. Organisations like Lidl would benefit from adopting autonomy-supportive leadership practices that promote employee discretion, encourage problem-solving and reduce unnecessary oversight. Managerial training should focus on developing trust-based supervision, constructive feedback skills and strategies for delegating responsibility effectively. Enhancing employee voice through regular communication forums, anonymous feedback systems and participatory decision-making could strengthen motivation and psychological safety. Systematic well-being assessments, such as periodic surveys or confidential check-ins, would help identify early signs of strain. Finally, providing clear career progression pathways, job rotation opportunities and skill development initiatives may boost motivation and reduce turnover intentions.
[bookmark: _Toc216258582][bookmark: _Toc216258720][bookmark: _Toc216258795][bookmark: _Toc216260133]5.7 Recommendations for Future Research
Future studies should aim to use larger and more diverse samples across multiple stores, regions and supermarket chains to strengthen generalisability. Longitudinal research would offer deeper insight into how micromanagement and psychological well-being evolve over time and whether managerial interventions lead to measurable improvements. Mixed-methods approaches combining surveys with interviews or focus groups could capture richer narratives and clarify how employees interpret supervisory behaviour. Future research should also examine additional organisational outcomes such as performance, customer satisfaction and absenteeism to understand the wider impact of micromanagement. Exploring contextual factors—such as staffing levels, store size and workload intensity—may further illuminate how retail environments shape the experience of micromanagement.
[bookmark: _Toc216258583][bookmark: _Toc216258721][bookmark: _Toc216258796][bookmark: _Toc216260134]5.8 Summary of Chapter 5
This chapter has interpreted the quantitative findings through the lens of existing literature and the JD-R model, demonstrating that micromanagement has significant psychological and organisational implications for employees in budget supermarkets. The study concludes that micromanagement increases stress, restricts autonomy, weakens motivation and contributes to turnover intentions. The chapter also outlined the study’s contributions, limitations and practical recommendations, and suggested avenues for future research. Together, the findings underscore the importance of leadership practices that balance operational control with employee autonomy to support well-being and performance in retail environments.
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[bookmark: _Toc216260137]Questionnaires 
Exploring the Psychological Impact of Micromanagement of workforce in budget supermarket; A case of Lidl
This questionnaire is part of an academic research project examining how micromanagement affects employees working in budget supermarkets, with a particular focus on Lidl.
Your responses will help provide insight into how different management behaviours may influence stress, motivation, job satisfaction, and overall work experience.
The questionnaire should take approximately 5–7 minutes to complete.
All responses are anonymous, no personal details are collected, and you may withdraw at any time.
Thank you for your participation.
* Indică o întrebare obligatorie
Section A: Demographic Information  
1. What is your age group?*
Under 18
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55 or above
2. What is your gender?*
Male
Female
Prefer not to say
3. What is your job role at Lidl? *
Customer Assistant
Shift Leader / Supervisor
Deputy Manager
Store Manager
4. How long have you been working at Lidl?*
Less than 3 months
3–12 months
1–2 years
2–5 years
5 years +
Section B: Micromanagement 
  Please respond to the following statements using a scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).  
5. My supervisor closely monitors every detail of my work. *
1
2
3
4
5
6. I feel that I am not trusted to make small decisions on my own. *
1
2
3
4
5
7.  My tasks must be completed exactly as instructed, with little flexibility.*
1
2
3
4
5
8. My supervisor frequently checks up on me even when it is not necessary. *
1
2
3
4
5
9. I receive overly detailed instructions that limit my ability to use my own judgment*
1
2
3
4
5
10. I feel that my supervisor controls my work more than is needed. *
1
2
3
4
5
11. Micromanagement affects employee performance at Lidl.*
1
2
3
4
5
Section C: Autonomy & Job Control  
Please respond to the following statements using a scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).  
12. I have enough freedom to decide how to carry out my daily tasks*
1
2
3
4
5
13. I feel I can take initiative without fear of being criticised. *
1
2
3
4
5
14. I am given opportunities to contribute my own ideas at work. *
1
2
3
4
5
Section D: Stress & Psychological Pressure  
Please respond to the following statements using a scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).  
15. I often feel stressed because of the way my work is supervised. *
1
2
3
4
5
16. The level of monitoring at work makes me anxious. *
1
2
3
4
5
17. I feel mentally drained at the end of my shifts. *
1
2
3
4
5
18. I worry about making mistakes because of strict supervision. *
1
2
3
4
5
Section E: Motivation & Job Satisfaction  
Please respond to the following statements using a scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).  
19. I feel motivated to do my job well. *
1
2
3
4
5
20. The way I am supervised reduces my enthusiasm for work. *
1
2
3
4
5
21. I am satisfied with the level of support I receive from my supervisor. *
1
2
3
4
5
22. I enjoy my work at Lidl. *
1
2
3
4
5
Section F: Engagement & Turnover Intentions  
Please respond to the following statements using a scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).  
23. I feel committed to staying in my job in the near future. *
1
2
3
4
5
24. I feel committed to staying in my job in the near future. *
1
2
3
4
5
25. I sometimes think about leaving this job because of the way I am supervised. *
1
2
3
4
5
26. I would recommend Lidl as a positive workplace to others. *
1
2
3
4
5
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of Key Employee Qutcomes

Number of

Standard

Variable Teme” Minimum  Maximum  Mean [ MBIV Interpretation
Employce Productivity 5 1.00 5.00 342 0.87 Moderate productivity
Trust in Leadership 6 1.00 5.00 3.08 093 Moderate-low trust
Innovation Behavior 4 1.00 5.00 3.26 0.89 Moderate level of

innovation

Tegend: 4.20-5.00 ~ Very High: 3.404.19 = High 2.60-3.39 ~ Moderate; 1.80-239 = Low; and 1.00-1.79 = Very Low
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Table 3. Correlation Matrix Between Micromanagement Archetypes and Employee Outcomes

Micromanagement Archetype Productivity Trust in Leadership Innovation Behavior
1. The Boss Hawk 0.38%* -0.45%% 031%*
2. The Control Freak 0.41%* -0.49*% 0.37%*
3. The Endless Checker 0.29%* 0.25%*
4. The Task Interrupter 0.33%* -030%* 0.29%*
5. The Meeting Phanatic 0.22%* 027+ 0.20%*
6. The Nitpicker 0.36%* 0.35%*
7. The Idea Thief 0.27%* 0.42%*
8. The Trust-Phobic 31 051+ 0.33%*
9. The Insecure Boss 0.34%* -0.47+% 0.30%*
10. The Credit Hound 0.25%* -0.40** 0.39**

Tnterpretation of Correlation Coefficients () 0019 ~ Very Weak | 2039 = Weak | 4039 = Moderate | 6079 = Sirong | 80-1.0 ~ Very Strong
Note: All values significant at p < .01 (*¥).




