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ABSTRACT  

 
In 1992 The Cadbury Committee described corporate governance as: "the system by which 
companies are directed and controlled."  
 
Since then, various theories have been proposed to determine the best corporate governance 
practice. The two most used approaches are the shareholder and the stakeholder strategies.  
 
 
Milton Friedman was the first to theorize the shareholder approach of corporate governance. 
For him, the sole responsibility of business is to increase profits for stockholders.  
This idea is based on the fact that managers are hired as the agent of shareholders to run the 
company for investors benefit. Thus, they are morally & legally compelled to serve their 
interests.  
 
The shareholder theory is now considered as traditional approach of doing business with 
companies. However, this approach has clear disadvantages, indeed concentrating solely on the 
interests of shareholders is creating several problems.  
The focus on short term strategy and higher risk-taking are just two of the inherent dangers 
involved by this strategy.  
 
As an example, we could quote Enron and Worldcom cases, where continuous pressure on 
managers to increase returns to shareholders led them to manipulate the company accounts. 
 
 
Edward Freeman has first theorized the stakeholder theory, this theory tried to identify the 
responsibilities of corporations in today's' world, whether they be economic, legal, ethical, or 
even philanthropic. 
 
Indeed, the stakeholder theory states that a company has a responsibility not only toward 
stockholders but to a broader group of stakeholders, including workforce, customers, suppliers, 
creditors, and even community and competitors. 
 
Nowadays, some of the world's largest Tech corporations claim to implement the stakeholder 
approach to build their corporate governance strategy. 
 
 
This paper will try to determine which of these two corporate governance strategies is creating 
the highest Workforce satisfaction. 
 
In order to achieve this goal, a comparative approach will be used in this research. 
This approach will compare the Tech sector (who is known to apply a Stakeholder corporate 
governance) to a company in a more traditional sector, in our case, the Financial sector (who is 
known to apply a Shareholder corporate governance).  
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1.Introduction 

1.1. Why Corporate Governance Should Matter?  
 

In Today fast-evolving environment, Corporate Governance (CG) practices can be a crucial 
factor of a company success;  
 
Therefore, today's firms need to create and use competitive CG strategies in every 
organizational aspect in order to survive.  
 
Indeed, according to Klapper and Love (2004), putting in place appropriate mechanisms of 
Corporate Governance is essential to use resources efficiently but also improve transparency 
and fairness in favor of every stakeholder.  
 
Corporate governance strategy is a term that cannot have only one definition, different people 
using different approaches will give different definitions. These definitions will cover different 
fields of activities. Therefore the approach a company choose can have direct and indirect 
effects on various aspect of the corporations (Fernando, 2010)  
 
 
For Liao (2010), the Corporate Governance strategy describes as the “Shareholder model” is 
the most used in traditional industries like the Financial sector. This approach defines CG 
system through one spectrum, Shareholder satisfaction, nevertheless this view limits the 
strategic system of relations between the company and its investors 
 
However, during the past years another approach have seems to emerge in new sectors as the 
Tech industry, this strategic system is using CG strategies not only to manage relations between 
a company and its investors but also includes the relation between the corporation and several 
other significant stakeholders, This approach is described as the “Stakeholder’s theory” 
(Solomon, 2007) 
 
Therefore, because a company’s performance is dependent on all stakeholder groups and not 
just one specific group, the strategic system of a company is defined by T.A Lee (2007) as the 
strategy made to monitor, supervise and control the company. In other words, CG strategies are 
made to supervise decisions of head managers to make sure of their actions are made to defend 
the best interest of investors and other stakeholders.  
 
 
The well-known magazine Financial Times has described corporate Governance as:  
 

“corporate governance could be defined in its limited definition, the corporations’ relation 
with its stockholders and in its expanded definition is the corporation relation with all 

Stakeholders.” 
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For Zelenyuk and Zheka (2006), CG practice needs to have a sustainability aspect, by 
encouraging methods like fair contracts, organizational plans and setting rules, but also by 
studying how CG strategies can motivate companies’ workforces pushing them to do their best.  
 
Therefore, we could advance that CG strategy have for final goals the improvement of 
corporation’s desirability, transparency, and responsibility toward all Stakeholders (Fernando, 
2010)  
 
According to Jarboui et al. (2015), another important aspect of Corporate Governance (CG) is 
to assure that companies utilize and spread their capital efficiently between every stakeholder. 
Thus, a good CG strategy will guarantee that a company is actively acting in favor of its major 
stakeholders, not only attracting long term investments from shareholders but also improving 
workforce quality and ensuring a good relationship between all stakeholders.  
 
As we can see, most researches and studies on this subject show that almost all definitions of 
CG have the element of responsibility in common. 
 
 
One of the critical principles in CG is to take care of the company Human Resources (HR). 
Indeed, in today’s competitive environment, taking care of this capital could guarantee the 
organization’s growth and progress, making HR one of the most critical capital in every 
organization.  
 
One topic that has recently been highlight by Corporate Governance research is the subject of 
“Workforce Voice”, which discusses the outcomes of paying attention or not to the workforce 
within the organization. 
 
For Gholamreza Bordbar et al. (2017), taking care of workforces’ goals and needs has always 
been the center of the discussions in organizations’ strategies, notably by trying to determine 
the effect of corporate Governance over workforce satisfaction and commitment. 
 
Indeed, listening to the Employees voice could not only help improving workforce’s 
satisfaction, motivation, teamwork, and commitment toward the company but also ensure the 
organization to align workforce and company objectives. 
 
As we discussed, the workforce is an essential stakeholder in a company, therefore when a 
company is creating a CG strategy, taking care of the workforces’ needs should be a priority in 
order to build an efficient CG.  
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1.2. Background  

1.2.1. Links between CG and performance  

• Is there a Correlation between Governance and Performance? 

As discussed in the introduction, corporate Governance can have various impacts on 
companies. However, as a background of our study, we need to know if there is a link between 
a company's Corporate Governance (CG) and its performance. 
 
Hopefully, numerous researches have been done in order to highlight the correlation between 
these two factors.   

• Studies that find a positive correlation between governance and 
performance 

One of the first research about the correlation of Governance and performance was made by 
Black and Bernard, who studied 21 large Russian firms. This research found a remarkably 
strong relationship between the firm valuation and the quality of the corporate Governance 
applied within the company. 
 
After this, numerous studies covering dozens of countries have confirmed this correlation, 
trying to push further the investigation into this relationship. 
 
Appendix 2 is presenting a catalog of a large number of studies approving the correlation 
between CG and company performance. 
 
Furthermore, all these researches also highlight the relationship between Corporate Governance 
(CG) and operating performance. However, it appears that this correlation is slightly weaker 
compared to links between Governance and market valuation.   
 
 
However, according to Cornett et al. (2006): 

 
“The allowed discretion might explain part of the reason for this weaker relationship in 
accounting reporting and the fact that better governance might reduce such discretion.” 

 
 
Therefore, the link between CG and operational performance is not negligible.  
 
Even by taking in count the variation in countries and research methodologies, the vast majority 
of these researches find a positive correlation between CG applied and the company's financial 
and operational performance.  
 
To summarize, most analyses find a positive correlation between CG quality and companies’ 
performance. The most active association appears to be with market valuations, but correlations 
with the operating performance are none negligible (Inessa Love, 2012)  
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1.3. Literature Review  

1.3.1 The Shareholder Model 

For Mühlbert, Peter O (1997), The term shareholder value approach or “shareholder theory” 
can refer to different ideas.  
 
This term was invented in 1986 by Rappaport. A, who searched for a new method of measuring 
the value created by corporations.  
 
According to Kuhner C (2004), Shareholder theory main objective is to maximize shares profit 
for the average shareholder  
 
Indeed, in the operational fields the term “shareholder theory” is not just a profit valuation 
calculus method, but more a guiding principle for operating a business, for which the highest 
priority is to fulfill the interests of shareholders (Kuhner C (2004)  
 
Therefore, according to Mühlbert, Peter O (1997), the objective of a shareholder corporate 
governance strategy is to maximize the value of the corporation’s shares because that is the 
main interest of shareholders  
 
According to Alex V (2015), the shareholder approach of corporate Governance is the most 
applied in public companies. Furthermore, the Financial sector is probably the best study 
example of shareholder approach  
 
The usual argument used to justify the need to prioritize the shareholder interests is the fact that 
investors (shareholders) are not protected by contracts like all other corporate units dealing with 
the corporation like a workforce.  
 
For this paper, the term shareholder governance will refer to a system, which gives the interests 
of shareholders the highest priority and will, first and foremost, try to create maximum value 
for them. 
 
 

• Shareholder Governance: issues & advantages  

The most significant point of criticism concerning shareholder governance is the limited scope 
of this strategy. For Axel v (2003), this argument is mostly supported by the idea that focusing 
shareholder value maximization decrease the consideration a firm can have toward the 
relationships with other stakeholder groups.  
 
According to Janisch, Monika (1992), good corporate governance practices must include a 
broader scope than just managing the relationship with the owners and prioritizing their 
interests. However, this point of criticism could lead to a bit of a misunderstanding.  
 
Indeed, it is essential to highlight that the Shareholder strategy is not about ignoring all 
stakeholders except for the shareholders but more about meeting shareholder interests, therefore 
increasing the share value is the highest priority in this strategy.  
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The interests of other stakeholders have to be respected and considered but only to support the 
main governance objective of the firm, the maximization of the share value growth (Rappaport. 
A, 1986). 
 
Therefore, the shareholder governance model is indeed considering all stakeholder relations but 
decides to make Shareholders interests the main objective.  
 
 
For Mitchell and Lawrence E (1992), another important argument against the Shareholder 
Governance strategy is that it could create “short-termism” behavior within a company.  
 
Indeed, when shareholders have enough power in a firm they can have a substantial impact on 
the relationship with other internal stakeholders, at a certain point they are even capable of 
getting managers fired, 
 
Thus, management has a powerful incentive to focus on shareholders' interests and meet their 
demands as quickly as they can (Mitchell and Lawrence E, 1992).  
 
However, for Mitchell, Lawrence E (1992), most long-term strategies that a company could 
need, will not influence the share price immediately or directly  
 
Furthermore, according to Mitchell, Lawrence E (1992), shareholders do not have access to the 
same level of information as management, therefore due to this lack of knowledge, shareholders 
will often have difficulties understanding long-term corporate decisions.  
 
 
Therefore, due to the power shareholders can have on the workforce in a company applying a 
Shareholder governance strategy, incomprehension and resentment can grow towards the 
management in case of making long-term growth decisions.  
 
For Mitchell, Lawrence E, the outcome of this situation is that High managers will think it is 
easier and safer to apply a “short-term” corporate strategy, pushing them to possibly take more 
risky decisions in the hope of creating easy gains for the shareholders.  
A good example is the high increase of shares Buy-Back program during the past years.  
 
Well-made, these programs could beneficiate for the whole company however, if a Buy-Back 
operation is made only focusing on creating values for shareholders, it could destabilize the 
debt equilibrium of the firm.  
 
 
In short, Mitchell, Lawrence.E (1992) argument is that the Shareholder model could force 
corporate management into choosing short-term gains in share value over the long-term welfare 
of the company.  
 
Nevertheless, there are effective ways to reduce this short-term decision-making problem. As 
said above, the main reason for this short-termism is because shareholders and stakeholders 
have a different level of information about corporate decision-making.  
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Thus, according to Mitchell, Lawrence E (1992), a great way to reduce or even eliminate 
incentives for short-termism is to work to decrease the shareholder information deficiencies by 
providing detailed and understandable information about the reasoning behind the (long-term) 
decisions made by the executives.  
 
 
Another way to decrease short-termism in a company is to give the workforce stronger 
incentives to create long-term value for the company. A great solution to achieve this objective 
will be to input a performance-based and long-term oriented financial incentive for most 
workforce members. 
 
Every problem in the Shareholder model presented has been through in the stakeholder 
approach. However, the Shareholder model is still one of the most used by firms, notably in the 
financial sector. 
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1.3.2 The Stakeholder Model 

 

According to, Miles et al. (2012), compared to the shareholder approach, the stakeholder 
approach is highly ambiguous, if not controversial  
 
Indeed, Stakeholder model encompasses multiple concepts involving various stakeholder 
(Andreas G et al. 2011),  
 
For Donaldson (1995), a great term to define this model is multi-dimensional  
 
Thus, the central idea of the stakeholder model is to consider the interests of several significant 
stakeholders and not just shareholders’ interests. Every decision does not need to be considered 
for fulfilling shareholders' interests only but to create value for the most important stakeholders 
(Donaldson, 1995).  
 
For that reason, Mayer and Colin (1998) think that a company applying this type of corporate 
Governance (Stakeholder model) will judges the performance of a firm by a broad spectrum of 
parameters, and not only through the share performance.  
 
Logically the next question we need to answer is “which interests need to be considered?”, 
Freeman and Edward (2010) defined stakeholders as: 
 

“any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievements of the firm’s 
objectives.” 

 
 
Thus, for Cohen et al. (1996) it is necessary to differentiate every stakeholder since their 
interests and influence can massively vary   
 
Despite the stakeholder model's multi-interest considerations, it does not necessarily mean 
giving the same importance to each stakeholder (Clarkson B et al., 1995).  
 
Indeed, the stakeholder model is thought to be a strategic approach to do business. Therefore, 
it is not about considering the interests of the whole society and assuming a responsibility to 
fulfill the needs of each stakeholder, but about understanding and using the relationships 
between the majors' stakeholder groups that have a stake in the company so that the best 
possible economic result can be reached (Michael E, 2011)  
 
 
For Kenneth E (1991), proper use of the stakeholder model requires decision-makers to identify 
the most legitimate stakeholders and their primary interests, then measure and balance the 
importance of each of them to make a governance strategy choice on that basis.  
 
It is essential to highlight that there is no general agreement on what the goals of stakeholder 
theory are. The main idea is to target long term value maximization for all corporate units and 
the firm as a whole (Jensen, Michael C 2001). 
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For this study, the stakeholder model will refer to the strategic multi-interest consideration for 
firm development.  
 
To simplify, it will refer to the general idea that a firm can and will be run more efficiently if 
not only shareholder interests are listened but also if other legitimately relevant stakeholders 
(like workforce) are taken into consideration in decision making. 
 

• Stakeholder approach: issues & advantages  

As we already mentioned, one argument frequently brought up against the stakeholder model 
is that it has no clear objective due to his wide range of action (Jensen, Michael C 2001).  
 
Indeed, for Jensen, Michael C (2001), a problem of the stakeholder model is due to the fact that 
this model does not state a precise way to manage stakeholders’ relations. Therefore this theory 
could be considered vague to a certain degree. 
 
 
Another well-known issue of the stakeholder model was theorized by Kenneth E (1991), the 
“Stakeholder Paradox”. 
 
This paradox comes from the fact that in the shareholder model, managers have fiduciary duties 
to comply with shareholders' demands. Therefore, from Kenneth E (1991) understanding, in 
the stakeholder model, management is supposed to have a multi-fiduciary position, meaning 
that managers have fiduciary duties to every stakeholder of the firm. 
 
Thus, because a fiduciary duty requires one party to act solely in the interest of another party, 
having a multi-fiduciary position cannot work, notably due to the extensive demand variation 
between stakeholders. 
 
Indeed, one stakeholder demands can often be contradictory with another stakeholder's 
demands, consequently creating a “Stakeholder Paradox” (Kuhner C, 2004).  
 
 
 
The last most cited, when it comes to evaluating stakeholder theory for Sternberg et al. (1997), 
is that it does not account for business considerations and realities enough, indeed for Friedman 
and Milton (1970): “there is no room for social considerations in business decisions.” 
 
However, all these points of criticism are not totally valid, notably due to an incomplete 
understanding of the stakeholder model.  
 
For example, the first critic we quoted (the stakeholder model does not have any precise goal) 
is for Jensen & Michael C (2001) technically not accurate. Indeed the stakeholder approach 
does have a goal: creating as much value as possible for the entire firm. 
 
However, there is no precise way to reach this goal notably because each company has its own 
stakeholder equilibrium. 
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It means that every company willing to follow the stakeholder model will have to spot their 
majors' stakeholders a create a corporate governance strategy according to their needs and 
demands (Jensen & Michael C 2001). 
 
 
Furthermore, for Clarkson B et al. (1995), the Stakeholder model does not defend the idea that 
every stakeholder (even the least important) interests have to be taken into considerations.  
Even more, if these interests could go against economic reasoning because the stakeholder 
model is still a business approach.  
 
Finally, for Freeman, R Edward (2004), the “Stakeholder Paradox” brought by Kenneth E 
(1991) is also not a problem since the stakeholder model does not adopt the fiduciary duty 
model of the classic shareholder model.  
 
 
In conclusion, because of the full range of factors the stakeholder theory can cover, almost 
every major critic point of this model can be counter with a different understanding of the 
underlying ideas of this theory.  
However, there is only one big problem remaining when a company wants to apply a 
stakeholder model of corporate Governance, the costs it can create. 
 
Indeed, to apply this type of model, a company will need to do research and operational 
investments that will not pay off immediately but in a longer-term.  
 
Nevertheless, if those investments are appropriately made, it could have positive impacts 
exceeding costs. 
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1.3.3 Corporate governance and HRM practices  

As we already explained earlier, corporate Governance sets the terms and conditions of the 
legal allocation of investment toward the different stakeholder groups; and this will affect their 
satisfaction, commitment, and willingness to cooperate in productive activities (Baker, T. 
1999).  
 
Thus, for Black, S., and Lynch, L. (1997) Corporate governance strategies will impact the 
efficiency of HRM practices in achieving the objectives set by the company.  
 
Indeed, according to Ichniowski, C et al. (1996) Workforce corporate governance strategies 
play an essential role in the ability of firms to perform efficiently over the long term  
 
Still, according to Ichniowski, C et al. (1996) research, having a good corporate governance 
strategy toward the workforce could improve the diffusion of responsibility for production, 
therefore favorizing process improvement and innovation. 
 
Furthermore, Pfeffer, J. (1998) study shown that best HMR practices could significantly 
improve organizational performance by improving the cooperation of the workforce in the 
productive process, thus, favorizing their voluntary contribution of skills, experience, and 
commitment to meet the firm objectives. 
 
 

• Corporate Governance and stakeholder relations  

At the company level, the corporate governance model applied (shareholder or stakeholder 
models) will shape the configuration of stakeholder relations. The strategy applied will choose 
one or a few dominant stakeholder groups, whose interests will be prioritized.  
 
Thus, for Konzelmann, (2003), defining dominant stakeholder groups, will be the basis of the 
stakeholder relationships structure of the company. 
 
Konzelmann (2003) classified corporate stakeholder groups in two types, internal and external. 
This classification is based on stakeholder proximity to the value creation processes within the 
organization.  
 
For example, Internal stakeholders would include workforces as for external stakeholders 
would include shareholders (Konzelmann, 2003).  
 
 
According to Pfeffer J (1998), when a firm chooses an internal stakeholder (like workforce) as 
their dominant stakeholder, the company increases the ability of managers and employees to 
work together in pursuit of shared objectives like the long-term organizational sustainability. 
 
Furthermore, for Huselid, M (1995), the further the dominant stakeholder chose by a company 
is from the production processes, the harder it becomes for internal stakeholders to implement 
and maintain strategies that target long term production efficiency.  
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Therefore, if a corporate governance strategy is choosing a dominant external stakeholder such 
as shareholders, the managerial commitment of the company toward internal stakeholders will 
be impacted by shareholders' requirements.  
 
According to Baker T (1999), these requirements may be in opposition to the interests of 
internal stakeholder groups like the workforce, making it harder to assure the commitment of 
these stakeholders toward the firm objectives.  
 
Thus, Ichniowski, C et al. (1996) assume that the requirements of the dominant stakeholder will 
probably impact the practices developed and implemented by internal stakeholders, which will 
influence their efficiency in achieving the firm objectives.  
 
 
In the tech sector, which traditionally considering workforce as a critical stakeholder, the ability 
to accomplish objectives will be reached by securing internal stakeholder satisfaction and 
commitment to the organization, with the purpose to maximize the productivity of human and 
other productive resources, notably through multiple labor incentives (Konzelmann, 2003). 
 
For Pfeffer J (1998), in a more traditional sector like in Financial Companies, shareholders are 
the dominant stakeholder group, whose principal interest is likely to be short-term share value 
growth. 
 
In this case, the corporate governance model adopted is likely to favor actions that could create 
short term gains, notably by reducing short term costs. Therefore, costs of labor and other 
productive inputs could be particularly impacted. 
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1.3.4 potential impacts of listening workforce voice  

• “Workforce voice” definition 

Hirschman. A (1970) researches have been the first one mentioning the “workforce voice” 
concept. 
 
He defines the workforce voice concept as:  
 

“any attempt at all to change, rather than to escape from an objectionable state of affairs.” 
 
Thus, for Constantin E et al. (2015), this concept includes any type of mechanism, program or 
action that enables the workforce to express their point of view about management decisions’ 
effects on their work efforts. 
 
For Hirschman A. (1970), listening to the Workforce voice could help to identify some serious 
operational issues or discontent within a company, allowing the firm to improve  
 
For Van Dyne, L, and Lepine J (1998), listening workforce voice is critically important because 
it could provide resources and solutions to improve policies designed for improving workforce 
satisfaction, commitment, quality, and overall performance.  
 
 
According to Gao L et al. (2011) research, the best way to trigger workforce voice is to 
implement “Workforce voice listening” programs, actions, or even to make it a part of the 
Company spirit. 
 
Indeed, when a workforce member thinks that exposing is opinion will not cost but benefit him, 
it decides to talk and publicize his voice.  
 
 
For Pauksztat B et al. (2011), the concept of “benefits to talk” means to reward a workforce 
member when it has helped the company solving an issue, the reward can be formal (with 
money or promotion) or informal (through appreciation). These rewards could also be trigger 
when a workforce member is expressing an exciting and doable idea that could profit the entire 
company. 
 
On the contrary still according to Pauksztat B et al. (2011), the concept of “cost to talk” could 
be incarnated by occupation penalty (demotion or getting fired) or personal penalty (humiliation 
or losing social status).  
 
Furthermore, Donovan S et al. study highlights the fact that more a company is paying attention 
to the workforce and its members, better the company will ear and be able to use the “workforce 
voice.” 
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• Outcomes of listening to Workforce voice.  

For Levin A (2002), consulting the workforce voice through various meetings and giving them 
more responsibility will not only increase their self-confidence but also awakens their true 
potentials.  
 
Still, according to Levin A (2002), one of the most efficient informal rewards to improve 
workforce satisfaction & motivation is to giving attention, appreciation, and recognition to 
workforce members. 
 
Indeed, Greenberg. J (1996) research found out that implementing this kind of rewarding 
system is interpreted as of sign of the organization's appreciation towards the workforce, and 
by appreciating and respecting them, a company could improve their motivation, satisfaction, 
and commitment toward the firm.  
 
Furthermore BRYSON, A et al. (2006), DALEY, D et al. (2005) and SETTLES, I. H et al. 
(2007) highlight several other positive impacts of listening to workforce voice which are: 
creating teamwork spirit and improve work ethic, decreasing change resistance, increasing 
workforce efficiency and commitment to the organization. 
 
Besides, DALEY D et al., (2005) research also found out that, positive impacts of listening to 
the workforce voice which are increases in motivation and commitment, can at their turn 
improve work-life quality, decrease stress, expand human values and demolish solitary culture 
within a company   
 
Obviously, doing too many meetings to increase the workforces' participation could seem to be 
a waste of time for some reason.  
 
However, for Boyas J et al. (2010), if these meetings are correctly scheduled, a company will 
be able to check progress quickly and inform the workforce. Furthermore, if the directors hear 
workforces’ ideas, it could improve the workforces’ cooperation spirit.  
 
Thus, according to Boyas J et al. (2010), if the workforce is heard correctly, and without 
suspicion by the directors and managers, it could drive the company towards perfection.  
 
To conclude, Figure 1 is a graphic representation of every outcome created by listening to the 
workforce voice. 
 
Figure 1. Outcomes of listening to employee voice  
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• Outcomes of not listening to Workforce voice 

 
For TRAVIS, D. J et al. (2011), one of the primary outcomes of not listening to workforce voice 
is a decrease of commitment to the corporation. It could even turn into indifference after a long 
time, leading to a reduction of the performance to achieve corporate goals and an increase in 
workforce turnover, quarreling behavior, and low attendance.  
 
According to Hagemann G (1994), the workforce has multiple ways to object against the 
company orders, through some loud and clear methods like expressing objections or going on 
strikes, but also, sometimes through more quiet methods like poor attendance or job quitting.  
However, for Hagemann G (1994), when a workforce member gives up or became indifferent, 
it is mostly due to a long period of deep dissatisfaction about the firm governance choices.  
 
Figure 2 is showing every outcome of not listening to the workforce voice. 
 

 

Figure 2. outcomes of not listening to employee voice  
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1.3.5 Literature Review: Conclusion  
 
 
To conclude, as we saw through this literature review, the Corporate governance strategy 
toward the workforce is a critical matter for companies. 
 
Furthermore, depending on the corporate governance model (Shareholder model or Stakeholder 
model), a company chooses to follow, the outcomes for a lot of significant Stakeholders could 
be very different.  
 
The workforce being a Major stakeholder for almost every of companies, their level satisfaction 
and commitment could strongly impact the future of the firm. 
 
Indeed, as we explained through this literature review, applying a corporate governance strategy 
to increase workforce satisfaction could create several positive outcomes for the firm:  
Increasing motivation, using and improving workforce members’ skills and teamwork, 
reducing workforce turnover, improving the attractiveness toward best talents, and more 
generally increasing the overall operational performance of the company.       
 
Furthermore, not including the workforce in a corporate governance strategy could create some 
severe issues within the company.  
Indeed, it could lead to reducing motivation, teamwork and the attractiveness toward best 
talents, increasing workforce turnover, and thus, decreasing the overall operational 
performance of the company.   
    
Finally, as we saw through the entire literature review, studying the workforce satisfaction 
produce by the two most used Corporate Governance model (Shareholder/Stakeholder) seem 
to be highly crucial for every company willing to build a proper strategy. 
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1.4 Research question  
Comparative analysis of Corporate Governance strategy impact on workforce satisfaction: 
Traditional V/s Tech sector industries. 
 
As we exposed in the literature review of this research, due to all the impacts that workforce 
satisfaction has on a company's operational performance, studying corporate governance 
strategy outcomes on workforce satisfaction is critical. 
 
Furthermore, doing a comparative analysis of sectors using a radically different approach of 
corporate governance (the financial sector representing the shareholder model and the tech 
sector representing the stakeholder model) will allow the researcher to highlight the outcomes 
of each strategy on workforce satisfaction. 
 

1.5 Research objective  
The objective of this research is to determine if the CG strategies applied in the Tech sector 
create a higher workforce satisfaction compared to traditional industries. 
 
The workforce is one of the most valuable assets for companies. It is pretty logical to assume 
that the workforce corporate governance strategy will strongly impact long term growth (Hagen 
Schweinitz, 2014). 
 
Furthermore, most tech companies consider internal stakeholder's wellness as a critical factor 
of their Corporate Governance (CG) strategy. Consequently, comparing the tech industry CG 
to the one applied by a more traditional sector will highlight the impact of CG practices on 
workforce satisfaction and engagement. 
 
Therefore, this research also has for purposes to Improve knowledge about Workforce behavior, 
belief, and demands. 
 

1.6 Justification  

1.6.1 Academic justification 

A lot of academic studies have already been done about corporate governance. However, most 
of them are focusing on exposing the correlation between the Corporate governance strategy 
applied and the share value growth, therefore mostly using the shareholder approach of 
corporate governance. 
 
Nevertheless, during the past years, more and more academic research worked on the 
correlation between the Corporate governance strategy applied and the operational performance 
of companies. In this researches, the stakeholder model is the most used. These studies found 
out that workforce satisfaction could strongly impact the operational performance of a 
company. 
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However, there is a very limited number of comparative analysis of the outcomes of these two 
strategies on workforce satisfaction. 
 
Thus, due to the critical importance of workforce satisfaction within a company, this research 
will try to define the outcomes of each model (Shareholder and Stakeholder model) on 
workforce satisfaction. 
 
Furthermore, the form of this study (a comparative analysis of two profoundly different sectors 
in terms of workforce corporate governance) is pretty rare in this subject but also a great way 
to highlight the satisfaction results differences. 
 

1.6.2 Personal justification  

Since the beginning of the researcher studies, he has been attracted by the Subject of Corporate 
Governance (CG).  
 
However, the study of several cases like "Enron Case" make him understand the strong impact 
of CG on Companies but also all the other stakeholders concerned.  
Furthermore, CG will always be exciting to study. Indeed, Companies CG strategies have to 
continually evolve in order to survive (Alberto Chilosi & Mirella Damiani, 2007) 
 

1.6.3 Dissertation Roadmap  

This research starts with a general introduction about Corporate Governance and why it is 
essential in a company.  
 
Then, to expose the importance of this subject in the business world, the researcher will present 
several studies demonstrating the link between governance and performance.  
 
After this, to provide a deeper understanding of the different corporate governance (CG) 
strategies, the researcher will present the 2 dominant CG models:  
 
-the shareholder model notably applied in traditional industries like the Financial industry   
-the Stakeholder model notably applied in new industries like the Tech sector  
 
Then the researcher will present most impacts of those CG models could have on HMR 
practices and the outcomes on workforce satisfaction. 
 
This study will also introduce the concept of "Workforce voice," and all the potential impacts 
of listening/not listening workforce could have on a company's operational performance. 
 
After the literature review, the researcher will present the research question, objectives, 
justifications, scope, and limitations of this study. 
 
Finally, to end the First part of this study, all research hypotheses will be presented.   
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The second part of this study will present the entire research methodology:  
 
- the numbers of participants, and why the researcher chooses them.  
- a detail exposition of the surveys' design and why each question has been chosen.   
- a presentation of the Materials & Apparatus of this study  
- an exposition of the Procedure Ethics,  
 
- the final chapter of this part will be used to detail the methodology applied to analyze the two 
types of data (primary and secondary) the researcher retrieved for this study. 
 
The third part of this study will be focus on the results of the research survey.   
 
Finally, the fourth part will be reserved for a Discussion about the research focusing on several 
subjects:  
 
-summary of the research finding compared to the Research hypotheses and  
-Previous research and theory.  
-Presentation of the Strength and weakness of the research 
- presentation of Future potential research 
-presentation of the Involvement and application of the research  
- Finally summering the entire research in a Conclusion 
 
Finally, the fifth and final part will be composed by self-reflection 
 

1.6.4 Scope and limitation to the research 

This study is a comparative analysis of two different sectors, the Tech sector, represented by 
ACCENTURE, and traditional sectors, will be represented by ALLIANZ an Insurance firm. 
 
An under participants have been interrogated. The study will only focus on the satisfaction and 
implication level of employees about the Four Major aspect of workforces' corporate 
governance.  
 
For legal reasons, this study will not use employees' names, ethnicities, genders, ages, degrees, 
or job descriptions to stratify participants.  
 
The only elements the researcher will use are the sector employees are working in, the 
satisfaction level of those employees, and the importance they gave to several factors of 
workforce corporate governance. 
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1.7 Hypotheses  

Before drafting hypotheses, we should consider several facts we listed in the literature review:  
 
First, multiple researchers estimate that Tech companies are most likely to implement a 
governance strategy inspired by the stakeholder model. Therefore, we can consider that the 
Tech workforce will be a significant stakeholder for this sector. 
 
The literature review also highlights the fact that more traditional sectors like the financial 
sector are most likely to implement a corporate governance strategy based on the shareholder 
model. Thus, we can consider that in this sector workforce will have more chances to be 
considered as a secondary stakeholder. 
 
Furthermore, to explain survey questions, the design part of our study will list the four major 
factor of an efficient workforce corporate governance strategy:  
                                                                                                      - Company behavior 
                                                                                                      - Financial incentives 
                                                                                                      - non-financial incentives 
                                                                                                      - Board characteristic 
 
 
By using all the information gathered, we are now able to draft several hypotheses. Those 
hypotheses can be divided into five categories:  
 

• Hypothesis on Company behavior 

H1a:  Tech sector governance strategy creates a higher Company behavior' satisfaction of the 
workforce 
H1b:  Compared to traditional sectors, the Tech sector workforce gives a higher importance to 
Company behaviors. 
 

• Hypothesis on Financial incentives 

H2a:  Tech sector governance strategy creates a higher Financial incentives' satisfaction of the 
workforce 
H2b:  Compared to traditional sectors, the Tech sector workforce gives a lower importance to 
Financial incentives. 
 

• Hypothesis on non-financial incentives 

H3a:  Tech sector governance strategy creates a higher non-financial incentives' satisfaction of 
the workforce 
H3b:  Compared to traditional sectors, the Tech sector workforce gives a higher importance to 
non-financial incentives. 
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• Hypothesis on Board characteristic 

H4a:  Tech sector governance strategy creates a higher Board characteristic satisfaction of the 
workforce 
H4b:  Compared to traditional sectors, the Tech sector workforce gives a higher importance to 
Board characteristics. 
 

• Overall Hypothesis 

H5a: Tech sector governance strategy creates a higher overall satisfaction of the workforce 
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2. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

2.1 Participants  

Primary research data is composed of at least 100 surveys (100 participants) distributed 
amongst the workforces of the two types of sectors we are studying.  
 
Our objective is to create a comparative analysis of the satisfaction level of workforces, the 
only independent variable we are studying is, the workforce’s sector. As we will mention in the 
Procedure Ethics part, for legal reasons, none of the participants' private information will be 
displayed. In this study, only the workforces’ sector will be used as stratification. 
 
Therefore, participants have been selected in 2 different companies. Each company will 
represent one sector we are studying: 
 
- the first one is ACCENTURE; the participants are “content analysis agents” for social media 
companies.  
Legally ACCENTURE has to apply the same CG toward workforces as their clients, thus the 
participants will be in the environment created by the CG toward workforce applied by 
tech/social media companies. 
 
Fifty surveys have been filed. 
 
- the second company is ALLIANZ; all participants are working in the insurance field with 
various roles, ALLIANZ being in the financial sector, this company is perfect for analyzing 
effects of a more traditional CG on the workforce’s satisfaction and commitment. 
 
Fifty surveys have been filed.    
 
 
2.2 Design  
 
All survey questions were designed to define workforce implication and satisfaction through 
multiple key variables of workforce governance, therefore, to assure a good comprehension of 
each question by participants, definitions, and material has been distributed with each survey.  
 
By asking participants to grade several Workforce governance factors applied in their 
companies from 1 to 10, participants will provide the researcher all the primary data needed to 
create a comparative analysis of the Workforce satisfaction between the two sectors we are 
studying. 
 
As explained in the previous part, participants have been chosen by the researcher based on the 
secondary data previously presented. 
 
As we can see in Appendix 1, this comparative study of Workforce satisfaction & implication 
will ask questions to participants about the Four Major variable of Workforce Corporate 
Governance, which are: Corporate Behavior, Financial Incentives, Non-Financial Incentives, 
and Board Characteristics.  
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To give more explanation about the design choices of this study, each of these variables and 
their impacts on the workforce performance will be presented in the four next sub-sections. 
 
 
2.2.1 Topic one: Corporate Behavior  
 
According to Philip Seed, Greg Lloyd (1997) Corporate behavior can be defined in the 
following way:   
 
“The actions of a company or group who are acting as a single body. It defines the company's 
ethical strategies and describes the image of the company.” 
 
Still, according to Philip Seed, Greg Lloyd, corporate behavior is playing several roles within 
different parts of businesses, it also helps companies to fixe different problems they could have 
to face.  
 
Participants have been interrogated on the five majors’ aspects of their company behaviors, 
The next section will present the importance of each aspect by highlighting their impacts on a 
satisfied workforce. 
 
 
2.2.1.1 Corporate diversity  
 
Corporate Diversity is a crucial factor in companies’ behavior. 
 
As an example, due to the globalization of our economy, companies have more chances to face 
language barriers, creating significant problems, disturbing every day-to-day operation.  
Good practice in Corporate diversity will enable managers to overcome this problem by 
improving the company language flexibility. 
 
Furthermore, Good practice in company diversity could have various positive impacts on the 
workforce: 
     
 

• Increasing confidence 
 
By pushing the workforce to recognize and celebrated differences in an organization, each 
employee will be more likely to be more confident in their unique qualities.  
 
Indeed, encouraging diversity can help to boost workforce confidence and performance by 
allowing each team member to express their ideas more efficiently, therefore strengthening the 
team and improving workforce satisfaction and pride in their work (Cedric Herring, 2009 & 
Vivian Hunt et al., 2015). 
 
 

• Boosting employee engagement 
 
According to Cedric Herring, Employees have way more chance to perform well in an 
atmosphere where inclusion and diversity are top priorities.  
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Indeed, one impact of creating a diverse & inclusive environment is that nobody will be single 
out, therefore encouraging everyone to be more confident in their ability, boosting morale, and 
the workforce’s engagement across the entire company. 
 
 

• Increasing range of ideas 
 
Another critical benefit of pushing diversity within a company is the development of a vaster 
range of explorable ideas.  
For Vivian Hunt et al. (2015), Diversity in the workplace will frequently result in a much 
broader spectrum of creativity through the entire firm.  
 
Thus, a broader range of various perspectives will be highly favorable for all company 
branches. 
 
 

• Increase employee engagement 
 
Vivian Hunt et al. also demonstrated that diversity and inclusion would likely improve the 
engagement and motivation of a company workforce. 
 
Consequently, a more engaged workforce will often yield better team performance, creating a 
win-win relationship between a company and its workforce. 
 
 

• Improve company reputation & simplifies recruitment processes 
 
According to Cedric Herring, having a good level of corporate diversity could help improve the 
company image, this factor is especially important when a firm is looking to hire and retain 
bests talents. However, it can also help businesses stand out from more prominent firms.   
 
This is particularly true in terms of graduate recruitment. Indeed, Diversity and Inclusion are 
playing an important role when a firm wants to attract this type of candidate. 
 
 

• Improve customers understanding 
 
For Cedric Herring, a high level of Corporate diversity is also improving costumers' 
understanding.   
 
Still, according to his research, companies could be missing out on a large group of potential 
customers that could be explored by hiring more diversely. 
 
 

• Reduce workforce turnover 
 
According to Vivian Hunt et al., Companies with a diverse workforce will tend to retain 
employees for longer, because ultimately, employees who feel accepted and valued will be 
much less likely to leave. 
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Furthermore, according to Glassdoor research made in 2014:  
 

“67% of job seekers said that a diverse workforce is an important factor when evaluating 
companies and job offers.” 

 
 
Christie Smith & Stephanie Turner research found out that:  
 

“83% of millennials are more engaged when they think their company fosters an inclusive 
culture.” 

 
 
Vivian Hunt et al. (2015) studies also demonstrated that Companies in the top quartile of 
corporate diversity practices are:  
 

“35% more likely to have financial returns above their national industry median”. 
 
Finally, according to Cedric Herring (2009) research:  
 

“Companies reporting the highest levels of racial diversity brought in nearly 15 times more 
sales revenue on average than those with the lowest levels of racial diversity.” 

 
A great example of good practice in Corporate diversity is ACCENTURE. 
 
Indeed ACCENTURE, due to gender representation within their workforce, was ranked n°1 
within the top companies for diversity in the Thompson Reuters 2018 Diversity and Inclusion 
Index. Furthermore, they have also been celebrated for encouraging the inclusion of many 
different groups. 
 
 
2.2.1.2 Social & Environmental behaviors 
 
According to Frans-Paul van der Putten (2001), Social & Environmental behaviors are essential 
parts of Corporate Behavior. Indeed a good strategy toward those matters is not only reducing 
political risks but also improving the company image and, therefore, best talents attractiveness. 
 
Furthermore, for Don Hellriegel et al. (2010), amongst all the beneficial effects of good practice 
in corporate Social & Environmental behaviors, we can also count the improvement of COE 
and company image outside and inside the company, therefore improving Workforces 
satisfaction and commitment.  
 
Thus, by harmonizing economic decisions with their overall effects on society, firms can 
improve their operational profitability while also engaging in more sustainable practices.  
 
As an example, Don Hellriegel et al. (2010) explained that modifying a company manufacturing 
processes with the idea to improve Social & environmental behavior of the firm, by including 
recycled products, could not only benefit the entire society but also benefit the company itself 
by potentially lowering the cost of materials through reducing resources consuming. 
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2.2.1.3 Corporate Spirit and Values 
 
For Don Hellriegel et al. (2010), Corporate Spirit and Values is also an essential aspect of 
Corporate Behavior, allowing to strengthen relationships within the organization and between 
individuals, teams, and, therefore, in the entire company.  
 
Some benefits of good practices in term of Corporate Spirits and Values are: 
 
 

• Help Workforce decisions making 
 
According to Simon Sinek (2011), setting clear corporate values could improve workforce 
understanding of what that firm stands for. Furthermore, clear values will also have a chance to 
increase the workforce's sense of security.  
 
Still, according to Simon Sinek's (2011) study, clear corporate values could also improve 
workforce decision making, helping to achieve companies' vision and goals. On the other hand, 
not having clear corporate values could create difficulties in workforce decision-making due to 
a lack of clear guidelines and purposes. 
 
Therefore, in an unstable environment of rapid technological, environmental, and societal 
changes, good practice in term of corporate values provide a moral direction to guide the 
workforce in stressful situations. 
 
 

• Improve workforce communication 
 
For Roope Heinilä (2019), a good level of Workforce communication is a critical factor for 
corporate success. Thus still, according to Roope Heinilä (2019), a high level of communication 
within the workforce could positively impact workforce satisfaction, motivation, and 
engagement.  
 
Furthermore, bad practice in terms of corporate spirit & values could create inconsistent and 
unclear communication with their workforce, often increasing confusion and insecurity feeling.  
 
On the contrary, for Roope Heinilä (2019), clear corporate values & spirit, can significantly 
improve workforce communication. 
 
 

• Improve employee motivation and engagement 
 
According to Don Hellriegel et al. (2010), internal communication created through firm core 
values & spirits is boosting workforce motivation and engagement. 
 
Indeed, having clear communication about corporate values and spirit, will improve workforce 
knowledge about corporate goals and therefore increasing workforce engagement and 
efficiency. 
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• Attract and retain top talent at your company 
 
For Roope Heinilä (2019), Corporate Spirit & Values are critical factors for best talent attraction 
and retention. 
 
Still, according to Roope Heinilä (2019), firms with a clear set of Corporate values will have 
more chances to attract and hire talent with the same Values. Thus, resulting in a substantial 
decrease in workforce turnover rates. 
 
Also, Roope Heinilä (2019) highlights the fact that before applying for a job, most talented 
candidates will often research companies' Spirit and core Values in order to choose their next 
employer. 
 
Thus, due to all these factors, good practice in corporate Spirit and values is critically important 
in order to attract and retain bests talents (Roope Heinilä, 2019). 
 
As we can see in appendix 3, on the seven “Good core values” examples, Roope Heinilä (2019) 
selected, 6 of them are in the tech sector.  
This fact can let us think that the satisfaction level created by the Tech companies on this factor 
will be higher than in more traditional sectors.  
 
Furthermore, according to the Guardians (9 Oct 2014):  
 

“Portraying positive corporate behavior within a company facilitates strong brand image 
creation; consequently, branding then strengthens the importance associated with corporate 

behavior.” 
 
Thus, we can consider that a Positive corporate behavior can increase workforces’ satisfaction 
and engagement, thus helping decrease labor turnover, and also allowing the business to retain 
its most valuable employees. 
 
This advantageous type of management could also improve the chances of creating effective 
teams, consequently increasing innovative ideas beneficiating the entire company (Don 
Hellriegel et al., 2010).  
 
Therefore, due to all the impacts that Corporate Behaviors could have on Workforces, the 
researcher asked participants to give satisfaction grades about their company Behavior 
practices. As we can see in Appendix 1, the five major aspects of Corporate Behavior presented 
will be graded. Furthermore, participants will also grade the importance of Corporate Behavior 
for them. 
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2.2.2 Topic Two: Financial incentives 
 
One of the most obvious factors of Corporate Governance practices toward Workforce is 
Financial incentive.  
According to the study “CORPORATE GOVERNANCE, STAKE-HOLDING AND THE 
NATURE OF EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS WITHIN THE FIRM” (Suzanne J. Konzelmann 
et al., 2005), Financial incentives like Pay, allowances and retirement benefits are the main 
arguments used by firms to attract and retain Best talents within the company. 
Furthermore, for Malla Praveen Bhasa (2017), Financial incentives are also used as a way to 
improve workforce productivity, and commitment through Productivity linked wage incentives 
and Bonuses. 
 
 
Thus, due to all the impacts that Financial incentives could have on Workforces, the researcher 
asked participants to give satisfaction grades about their company Financial incentives 
practices. As we can see in Appendix 1, four Major aspects of Financial incentives will be 
graded. Furthermore, participants will also grade the importance of Financial incentives for 
them. 
 
 
 
2.2.3 Topic Three: Non-financial incentives 
 
According to Malla Praveen Bhasa (2017), Non-financial incentives refer to:  
 
“incentives which help in satisfying psychological, social, and emotional needs of an 
individual.” 
 
However, Non-Financial incentives can have a monetary aspect. A good example will be the 
“Career advancement opportunity” factor, promoting an individual greeting him a higher salary 
and status. 
 
Some of the most critical non-financial incentives to motivate people for improving their 
performance and engagement are: 
 
 
2.2.3.1 Career advancement opportunity 
 
For Suzanne J. Konzelmann et al. (2005), Career advancement plays a vital role in Workforce 
engagement toward a firm and could also improve performance.  
Therefore, a company should provide appropriate opportunities to evolve, allowing the 
workforce to develop and use all their skills, thus, improving their performance and 
commitment but also reducing workforce turnover. 
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2.2.3.2 Job enrichment 
 
According to Malla Praveen Bhasa (2017), job enrichment refers to the process of designing 
jobs with more variety of work content, requiring a higher level of knowledge and skills.  
It provides more freedom, responsibility, and opportunity for personal growth to each 
workforce member.  
Furthermore, still according to this research, an enriching and exciting job is, in itself, a source 
of motivation for any employee. 
 
 
2.2.3.3 Employee recognition program 
 
According to Malla Praveen Bhasa (2017), most Workforce members need their work to be 
recognized as valuable for the Company.  
An excellent recognition program could not only improve overall workforce satisfaction but 
also increase motivation, engagement, thus performance. 
 
For example, displaying and promoting workforce achievement positive impact will provide 
them a feeling of usefulness that could improve their motivation to maintain a high level of 
effort. 
 
 
2.2.3.4 Job security 
 
For Suzanne J. Konzelmann et al. (2005), Job Security is a factor that helps employees to work 
with less stress and more enthusiasm.  
Obviously, this concept is even more critical in countries with a high unemployment rate. It 
could be a critical factor when a potential employee is choosing a company to work for. 
 
 
2.2.3.5 Employee participation 
 
According to Malla Praveen Bhasa's (2017) research, “Employees participation” is a strong 
factor in improving workforce motivation and commitment.  
Indeed, involving the workforce in the decision-making process through various committees, 
like Joint Management committees, Canteen Committees, Purchase committees, etc. a company 
can positively impact Workforce motivation, engagement, and thus performance. 
 
 
2.2.3.6 Organizational Climate 
 
Suzanne J. Konzelmann et al. (2005) research is pushing the idea that organizational climate 
factors like individual freedom, consideration towards employees, reward orientations, etc. 
have substantial positive impacts on workforce satisfaction, motivation, and commitment.  
Therefore, an excellent organizational climate will reduce employee turnover and long absences 
but also increase the company attractiveness and workforce performance. 
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2.2.3.7 Employee empowerment 
 
Still, according to Suzanne J. Konzelmann et al. (2005) research, “Employee Empowerment” 
can be achieved by providing more freedom and decision powers to the workforce. Good 
practice on this factor will create positive results by pushing employees to use and develop their 
skills and talents, thus improving their satisfaction and overall job performance. 
 
Therefore, due to all the impacts that Non-financial incentives could have on Workforces, the 
researcher asked participants to give satisfaction grades about their company Non-Financial 
incentives practices. As we can see in Appendix 1, seven Major aspects of Non-Financial 
incentives will be graded. Furthermore, participants will also grade the importance of Non-
Financial incentives for them. 
 
 
2.2.4 Topic Four: Board characteristics 
 
 
“Board Characteristics” is a critical factor when a firm is building a Corporate Governance 
strategy. Indeed any investors will be judging the company using those characteristics.  
However, Board characteristics are also essential for every stakeholder; logically, Workforce 
satisfaction and engagement will also be impacted at several levels. 
  
 
Indeed, each workforce member satisfaction will be impacted for multiple reasons; amongst 
them, we could talk about the image projected by a company to attract bests talents, which is 
strongly impacted by this factor. 
 
Furthermore, in most public firms, present employees are also Investors. Indeed Companies are 
often proposing financial investment programs based on their Shares and Bonds to their 
workforce, for example, Stock Option programs.  
Therefore, by linking Workforce and Investor interests, a company could expect an increase of 
Workforce engagement and performance. 
 
However, by doing so, the company will also impact Workforce satisfaction and engagement 
through the general characteristics of the director board, indeed if employees are also investors, 
they will judge the company through Board characteristics. 
 
Principal characteristics of a corporate Board and their impacts of the Workforce satisfaction 
& engagement are: 
 
 
2.2.4.1. Board independence  
 
In the article “Corporate Governance and the Environment: What Type of Governance Creates 
Greener Companies?” (Kock. C et al., 2012) Board independence is measured as a percentage 
of independent non-executives’ members on the board.  
 
For Kock. C et al. (2012), reaching a proper equilibrium between the executive and non-
executive board members would improve the effectiveness of the board in their monitoring and 
managing function,  
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Furthermore, according to Mallin. C et al. (2013), a correct level of Board independence, could 
improve the board’s objectivity and its ability to represent multiple points of view, positively 
impacting workforce confidence toward the company.   
 
 
The research made by Bozec, R et al. (2010) exposed the idea that a good Board independence 
practice could also have a positive impact on a company’s technical efficiency, measured by its 
ability to transform input variables like labor, capital, and technology into sales increases. 
 
2.2.4.2. Board diversity 
 
"Board diversity" is currently in the center of a lot of academic discussions. Indeed some 
governments even start thinking about regulating board gender diversity. Furthermore, this idea 
is based on convincing academic research about the benefits of board diversity (Mallin. C, 
2013).  
 
For example, Fancoeur. C et al. (2008), Mallin. C et al. (2013) and Campbell. K et al. (2008) 
concluded that having a proper equilibrium between men & women on a corporate board could 
positively impact workforce commitment, best talent attractiveness and the quality of strategic 
decision-making, and, therefore, firm performance.  
 
Furthermore, Ben-Amar W et al. (2013) research highlight that a high ethnical diversity among 
board members could also have positive impacts on the same factors (workforce commitment, 
best talent attractiveness, and the quality of strategic decision-making), once again inducing a 
higher firm performance. 
 
 
2.2.4.3. CEO characteristics 
 
According to Crossland, C (2007) et al. & McDonald, M et al. (2008), the CEO is playing a 
critical role in setting strategic directions for the workforce and improving firm performance. 
Indeed, depending on their discretionary powers, CEO’s can have a strong influence on a 
company’s image and behavior toward the workforce. 
 
 
For Iyengar, R. J et al. (2009), another essential CEO characteristic is explained by the concept 
of “CEO duality.” 
“COE Duality is when a COE also has a chairman position; in this situation, the CEO will have 
more power over corporate decisions. A dual structure provides a single focal point, improving 
firm stability, and communication between workforce and board  
 
According to Joseph, J et al. (2014), a dual structure has more chance to occurs in companies 
where the CEO has higher formal power and agenda control and with a higher proportion of 
executive on the board. In this position, CEOs are more likely to realize positive changes in 
workforce corporate governance and firm performance  
 
However, for Galema .R et al. (2012), it is important to signal that a powerful CEO can also 
make more risky decisions. 
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2.2.4.4. Ownership structure 
 
The ICGN Global Stewardship Principles sets out ICGN’s view of best practices with 
investor obligations, policies, and processes.  
According to this study, large institutional shareholders are believed to have a strong 
influence on the decisions and activities of the board.  
 
Ben-Amar W et al. (2013) research highlight that institutional ownership significantly affects 
the relationship between board diversity and the quality of strategic decisions made by the 
board, as institutional investors actively engage with the board and add an outside perspective  
 
It should, however, be noted that institutional investors vary in their investment horizon and 
corresponding engagement.  
Traditional institutional investors are investing for the longer term, which could increase firm 
financial stability and corporate governance coherency with operational needs. 
However, some institutional-like active shareholders and hedge funds can also do short term 
investment in companies, pushing for maximizing shareholder interest.  
 
Therefore, the article “Good Governance driving Corporate Performance? A meta-analysis of 
academic research & invitation to engage in the dialogue” (Deloitte & NYENRODE 
Business Universiteit, December 2016) explain that a proper equilibrium in the ownership 
structure is a critical factor in assuring good relationships between shareholders and 
workforce members. 
 
 
Therefore, due to all the impacts that board characteristics could have on Workforces, the 
researcher asked participants to give satisfaction grades about their company board 
characteristics practices.  
As we can see in Appendix 1, four Major aspects of board characteristics will be graded. 
Furthermore, participants will also grade the importance of board characteristics for them. 
 
 
2.3 Materials & Apparatus 
 
A questionnaire was sent to the companies' workforce. The questions and the material 
forwarded to the firms' workforce are attached (Annexe 1).  
 
In order to properly apply the sector stratification this research is using, our survey starts 
asking participants in which of the Two companies studied (Accenture or Allianz) they are 
working for. 
 
The other questions can be divided into four categories: 
 
The first question category is related to the Company Behavior of each participants firm, the 
questions are: 
 
- Grade your satisfaction of the social behavior of your company 
- Grade your satisfaction of the Environmental behavior of your company 
- Grade your satisfaction of the Company spirit of your company 
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- Grade your satisfaction of the Company values of your company 
- Grade your satisfaction of the Company diversity of your company 
- Grade the importance of the Company Behavior (previous aspects) for you 
 
The second category is asking participants questions on their satisfaction with the Financial 
Incentives proposed by their company but also the importance of this factor for them, 
questions are: 
 
- Grade your satisfaction of the Pay and allowances proposed by your company 
- Grade your satisfaction of the Productivity linked wage incentives proposed by your 
company 
- Grade your satisfaction of the Bonus proposed by your company 
- Grade your satisfaction of the Retirement benefits proposed by your company 
- Grade the importance of the Financial incentives (previous aspects) for you. 
 
The Third category is asking participants questions on their satisfaction with the Non-
Financial Incentives proposed by their company but also the importance of this factor for 
them, questions are: 
 
- Grade the Career advancement opportunity proposed in your company 
- Grade the Job enrichment proposed by your company 
- Grade the Employee recognition program proposed in your company 
- Grade your Job security satisfaction in your company 
- Grade your satisfaction of the Employee participation program applied by your company 
- Grade your satisfaction of the Organizational Climate in your company 
- Grade your satisfaction of the Employee empowerment program proposed in your company 
- Grade the importance of the Non-Financial incentives (previous aspects) for you. 
 
The fourth question category is related to the Board characteristics of each participants 
company, questions are: 
 
- Grade your satisfaction about the Board independence of your company 
- Grade your satisfaction about the Board diversity of your company 
- Grade your satisfaction about your CEO characteristics 
- Grade your satisfaction about the Ownership structure of your company 
- Grade the importance of the Board characteristics (previous aspects) for you. 
 
Finally, some materials and definitions have been distributed with the questions to help 
participants if they need some information before answering. 
 
 
All the information gathered will allow the researcher to create all the primary data needed for 
the study. 
A table summering every information is attached, every graph display in this study have been 
made using this summering table (Table 1). 
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2.4 Procedure Ethics  
 
 
According to Blumberg et al. (2008):  
 

"ethical issues can arise throughout the research process. The researcher has, therefore, 
adopted an academic position on ethics." 

 
 
Regarding the collection of secondary data, the researcher made an accurate reference to each 
source he used.  
 
 The researcher had a neutral and objective position at all points of the primary data 
collection. Besides, participants were aware of the academic objective of this study.  
 
The researcher used the information provided by the participants in a responsible manner. In 
this study, two company's workforces were surveyed, so the primary data provided came from 
internal company sources and did not provide any sensitive or confidential data. 
 
Due to legal reasons, employees of the companies with whom the exchanges took place, will 
remain anonymous and their names, age, ethnicity, gender and job position will not be 
mentioned,  
Furthermore, for legal reasons, both companies refused to communicate any information on 
their Stock option program.  
 
The researcher relies on the internal professionalism of these companies to accredit the good 
authenticity of the participants. 
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2.5 Data analysis 
 
2.5.1 Secondary data collection  
 
Secondary research is data collected by others, including quantitative and qualitative data" 
(Maylor and Blackmon, 2005). They provide relevant and reliable additional information 
quickly and cost-effectively. 
 
 
These data were classified by Saunders et al. (2009), they separated them into three main 
subgroups: 
-documentary data 
-survey data 
-aggregated data from multiple sources  
 
In this research, secondary data can also be classified through these three groups. 
 

• Documentary: online resource and article on workforce corporate governance strategy, 
these effects, the existing trend, and impacts on companies. 

 
• Survey: survey of employees working in the two sectors studied (tech sector and 

financial sector) 
 

• Multiple sources: snapshots of articles, academic resources, academic thesis.  
 
For this study, the researcher selected only reliable and relevant academic information that 
ensures a logical flow in his literature review.  
 
The various sources on which the researcher relies are reliable and have been verified. 
 
 
2.5.2 Primary data collection  
 
2.5.2.1 Questionnaire Method  
 
The questionnaire is the most used method of data collection. A questionnaire is composed of 
a set of questions related to the research problem.  
This approach is very efficient when the data have to be collected from a broad population.  
It mainly contains a set of questions, either open-ended or closed-ended (in our case close-
ended).  
Respondents are required to answer based on their knowledge and experience with the issue 
concerned. 
 
For conducting the primary data gathering of our study, the questionnaire method is the most 
efficient, allowing the researcher to survey enough participants to make the results credible. 
 
Furthermore, to collect the type of data (satisfaction level), asking directly to the workforce 
(our participant) through questionnaires is the safest way, notably due to the possibility to 
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survey many participants but also because this method is removing all intermediary between 
the researcher and the participants.    
 
 
2.5.2.2 Stapel Scale Questions 
 
In order to efficiently gather data on workforce satisfaction, the researcher chooses to use the 
Staple Scale question.  
 
The staple scale question is defined as a rating scale that is close-ended on a single factor 
(unipolar). This method was developed to collect participants' opinions about a particular 
subject. Each question of the survey is proposing an even number of potential responses. 
Therefore, it does not allow participants to give neutral answers. 
 
For example, if a company would like to collect the satisfaction level of its customers on 
multiple attributes, they will use Staple Scale Questions. 
 
For our study, answering five or below will be understood as dissatisfaction with the factor 
linked to the question, and answering six or higher will be traduced as a satisfaction of the 
workforce on the factor linked to the question. 
 
 
2.5.2.3 Where Stapel Scale Surveys are used? 
 
A stapel scale questionnaire is used to conduct an in-depth data analysis about each metric (in 
our case, sub-factor) in a factor, and that is done by having to select a numerical value to grade 
each metric.  
 
Stapel scale surveys are generally used in satisfaction surveys due to the nature of the questions 
asked and the need to collect numerical data.  
 
The researcher has conducted this survey using Stapel scale questions to rate each sub-factor 
individually in order to provide a complete view of each aspect. 
 
Furthermore, a Stapel Scale survey is more developed than a bipolar survey (Yes or No 
question) because it is not just giving a bipolar answer (in our case, five and less "I am not 
satisfied", six and more "I am satisfied"), but it also allows participants to give their level of 
satisfaction/dissatisfaction,  
 
for example, in our research, a participant grading four will be less dissatisfied than a participant 
grading 1, even if both of them are dissatisfied, their level of dissatisfaction is not the same. 
 
This type of primary data collection is allowing the researcher to conduct a more in-depth 
analysis. 
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2.5.2.4 Why using a Stapel Scale Questionnaire? 
 
 

• Easy to administer:  
 
Stapel scale surveys are effortless to administer, notably due to the nature of how questions are 
set-up. The rating system of scale surveys makes this type of research very effective, notably 
because it is easier for a survey respondent to answer the question precisely through a grading 
system. 
 

• Collect actionable insights:  
 
In a Stapel Scale survey, each answer provides a numerical value. Furthermore, the 
impossibility to give a neutral answer forces a respondent to have an opinion rather than be 
neutral. Thus, this method helps collect a high level of actionable insights. 
 
 
2.5.2.5 Advantages of using a Stapel Scale 
 
The Stapel scale survey has many advantages. Some of them are: 
 

• Easy to understand and respond to:  
 
A stapel scale question is easy to understand and respond to, notably due to the numerical rating 
system. This method makes it very easy for each participant to understand and reply to every 
question. 
 

• Numerical labels:  
 
The use of Numerical labels reduces all possible ambiguity in the mind of participants about 
their feeling on the sub-factor studied. This ensures that the grade selected by participants 
numerically represents their emotions towards that subject. 
 

• Forces an opinion:  
 
A Stapel scale survey helps gather the ideal responses to a question, notably because it 
eliminates the possibility of a neutral answer.  
Thus, in our case, this type of survey will not leave any doubt about the satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction of participants toward each sub-factor studied. 
 

• Measures the direction and the intensity simultaneously:  
 
Because a Stapel scale question has for objective to measure each Sub-factor separately, this 
method is giving a deeper-rooted clarity on the direction (satisfied/dissatisfied) but also the 
intensity of this direction (for example, 7 and 9 are both representing "satisfaction", but 7 
represent a lower satisfaction than 9).  
Thus, this method is giving more precision on the level of satisfaction/dissatisfaction of 
participants about each sub-factor. 
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2.5.2.6 Primary data analysis  
 
Participants had to provide a grade for each question (sub-factors), every answer has been 
classified under one of the four factors of workforce corporate governance strategy (Corporate 
behavior, Financial incentives, Non-Financial incentives, and Board characteristics),  
 
The data has been analyzed through the following methodology: 
 
First, all participants' answers have been stratified according to their company.  
Afterward, the researcher used the data provided to create an average grade for each sub-factor, 
following the formula: 
 

∑ sub-factor Grade / number of Participants = Average sub-factor Grade 
 
Then each average sub-factor grades have been used to create average factor grades following 
this formula: 
 

∑ Average sub-factor Grade / number of sub-factors = Average factor Grade 
 
Finally, the researcher built an Overall satisfaction grade following this formula: 
 

(Average factor 1 Grade * factor 1 Importance Ratio) + … + (Average factor 4 grade * 
factor 4 Importance Ratio) = Overall Satisfaction Grade 

 
 
As we can see in the Overall satisfaction Formula, the researcher used an "Importance Ratio", 
this Ratio was built to take in count the importance given to each factor by the two workforces 
studied. 
 
Indeed, according to Travis, D. J et al. (2011), it is safe to assume that more the workforce cares 
about a factor, more this factor will impact their overall satisfaction. 
Thus, in order to obtain a more realistic Overall satisfaction grade for each sector studied, 
creating and using an "importance ratio" is critical. 
 
As explained in the Material and apparatus section of this study, the researcher also asked every 
participant to grade the importance they give to each factor of a workforce corporate governance 
strategy (Corporate behavior, Financial incentives, Non-Financial incentives, and Board 
characteristics). 
The researcher analyzed this data through the following methodology. 
 
Firstly, in order to use this data, the researcher had to create an Average Importance grade for 
each factor using the following formula: 
 

∑ factor importance Grade / number of Participants = Average factor importance Grade 
 
Then the researcher built every factor importance ratio by using the following formula: 
 

Average factor importance Grade / ∑ Average factor importance Grade 
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This method is allowing the researcher to do three things:  
 
- Compare the importance given to each factor within a sector.  
- Compare the factor importance repartition between both sectors studied. 
- Determine the impact of each factor on the overall satisfaction. 
 
 
Thus, by using this method, the researcher will not only improve the quality of each sector 
Overall Satisfaction Grade but also be able to compare the importance of each workforce 
corporate governance factor within a sector and between the two sectors studied.   
 
 
 
This entire Data analysis methodology has been built in order to create three levels of primary 
data analysis for the researcher: 
 
The sub-factor level of analysis is used to highlight any vast difference of satisfaction between 
the two sectors studied on one specific sub-factor  
 
The Factor level of analysis is used to highlight every satisfaction difference between the two 
sectors studied on the four Factors of a workforce corporate governance strategy. 
 
Finally, the Overall level was made to give a general idea of the satisfaction level for both 
sectors by taking in count the importance they gave to each factor (Corporate behavior, 
Financial incentives, Non-Financial incentives, and Board characteristics).  
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3. Results V/s Hypotheses  

As we already see in the design part of this research, participants have been selected to represent 
the Two types of sectors we are comparing, Tech and Traditional (Financial). 

ACCENTURE workforce is a great subject to study the Corporate governance strategy toward 
the workforce used by tech companies. 

ALLIANZ being a purely financial company, their workforce is a great subject to study the 
Corporate governance strategy toward the workforce used by more traditional companies. 

As we can see in Figure 3, 50 employees of each company have participated in this research for 
a total of 100 participants: 

Figure 3: Number of participants 

 

 

Each participant provided the researcher their satisfaction level on the four Majors factor of 
corporate governance (Company Behavior, Financial Incentives, Non-Financial incentives, and 
Board characteristics), as already explained in the Design part of this research, every factor has 
been studied through the satisfaction level of the workforce on several sub-factors.    
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Subject Question Number Categories ACCENTURE ALLIANZ
Company Behavior importance of this factor 7,26 5,34

Q1 Social behavior 7,24 3,98
Q2 Environmental behavior 7,02 3,54
Q3 Company spirit 8,12 5,30
Q4 Company values 8,12 4,80
Q5 Company diversity 9,12 3,90

Financial incentives importance of this factor 7,54 8,30
Q1 Pay and allowances 6,46 7,22
Q2 Productivity linked wage incentives. 3,48 5,28
Q3 Bonus 2,64 5,42
Q4 Retirement benefits 7,44 6,38

Non-financial incentives importance of this factor 8,38 7,18
Q1 Career advancement opportunity 7,96 5,86
Q2 Job enrichment 6,94 3,72
Q3 Employee recognition program 8,12 3,76
Q4 Job security 6,52 6,42
Q5 Employee participation 8,62 3,26
Q6 Organizational Climate 9,24 4,72
Q7 Employee empowerment 8,48 2,90

Board characteristic: importance of this factor 3,98 3,68
Q1 Board independence 5,16 4,36
Q2 Board diversity 6,32 3,96
Q3 CEO characteristics 6,38 5,06
Q4 Ownership structure 5,14 4,02

Average 

3.1 Quantitative results V/s hypotheses 
 

Table 1 is the basis of every graph display in this research, in this table (Table 1) we can see all 
average results each company obtain. 
 
Each average sub-factor results have been used to draft an average grade for the four Major 
aspects of workforce corporate governance strategies. 
 
Each participant also had to grade the importance of each factor for them. These results have 
been used by the researcher to build an “importance ratios”. 
 

Table 1: Results summary 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Presentation of the research results will be divided into three parts:  
 
- First, we will compare the results each company got on all four factors of Workforce corporate 
governance,  
 
- Then we will analyze the “importance repartition” of these same factors,  
 
- Finally, build an Overall satisfaction grade using the previous elements.     
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3.1.1 Workforce Satisfaction results V/s hypothesis  
 
3.1.1.1 Company behavior satisfaction results V/s hypothesis  
 
As we can see in figure 4, our company representing the Tech sector corporate governance 
obtained a way higher grade compared to the company representing more traditional sector 
corporate governance on this factor. 
 
Figure 4: Average Company Behavior Satisfaction Grades 

 
 
This result was predictable; indeed, as we saw in the literature review, Tech companies give 
high importance to their corporate behavior. Therefore, this significant difference in satisfaction 
is clearly in line with the researcher hypothesis 1a.  
 
Furthermore, it is essential to highlight that our company representing traditional sectors 
obtained a grade 1 point under the dissatisfaction line (5.5).   
 
 
3.1.1.2 Financial incentives results V/s hypothesis 
 
As we can see in figure 5, our company representing traditional sectors workforce corporate 
governance obtain a higher grade compared to the company representing tech sector corporate 
governance on this factor. 
 
Figure 5: Average Financial incentives Satisfaction Grades 
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This result could seem surprising and is refuting the researcher hypothesis 2a, 
However, it could be explained by several reasons, like the need of the traditional sector to 
compete with new sectors, a focus on this aspect as a critical factor of their workforce corporate 
governance strategy or overcompensation for the lower grades on the other factors. 
 
Furthermore, a Sub-factor level analysis could also give more explanations. 
Indeed, as we can see in Figure 4, ACCENTURE (Tech sector) satisfaction grades in terms of 
"productivity linked wage incentives" and "bonus" are very low, driving the Average Financial 
incentives Satisfaction Grades slightly below the dissatisfaction line (5.5).   
 
 
3.1.1.3 Non-Financial incentives results V/s hypothesis 
 
As we can see in figure 6, our company representing the Tech sector corporate governance 
obtained a significantly higher grade than the company representing more traditional sector 
corporate governance on this factor. 
 
Figure 6: Average Non-Financial incentives satisfaction Grades   
 

 
 
This result was predictable; indeed, as we saw in the literature review, Tech companies are 
known for their excellent practice in terms of Non-financial incentives. Therefore, this 
significant difference in satisfaction is clearly in line with the researcher hypothesis 3a.  
 
Furthermore, it is essential to highlight that our company representing traditional sectors 
obtained a grade of approximately 1 point under the dissatisfaction line (5.5). 
 
 
3.1.1.4 Board characteristics results V/s hypothesis 
 
As we can see in figure 7, our company representing the Tech sector corporate governance 
obtain a slightly higher grade compared to the company representing more traditional sector 
corporate governance on this factor. 
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Figure 7: Average Board characteristics satisfaction Grades   

 
 
The results on this factor were the less predictable. 
 
Thus, even if according to the “Shareholder theory” the importance of good practice in term of 
Board characteristics should be higher in companies applying a shareholder approach 
(Traditional sectors and even more in the Financial sector)  
However, the satisfaction of the workforce about this factor is not based on the same objectives 
as shareholders. 
 
Indeed, as we explained in the literature review, in terms of Board characteristics, the workforce 
will be more interested in how the board can defend their interest and less about the growth of 
the share value. 
 
Therefore, this slight difference between the tech and traditional sectors is in line with the 
researcher hypothesis. However, this difference is too small to be considered significant.    
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3.1.2 Importance ratios V/s hypothesis 
 
As we already explained in the Data Analysis section of this study, the researcher built an 
"importance ratio" in order to achieve three objectives: 
 
- Compare the importance given to each factor within a sector.  
- Compare the factor importance repartition between both sectors studied. 
- Determine the impact of each factor on the overall satisfaction. 
 
Figure 8: Importance Ratios  

 
 
3.1.2.1 Company Behavior importance V/s hypothesis 
 
As we can see in Figure 8, the Tech workforce gives more importance to their company 
behavior compared to the workforce of more traditional sectors like the Financial sector. 
 
Indeed, as we can see in Figure 8, ACCENTURE "Company Behavior ratio" is almost 23% 
higher than ALLIANZ "Company behavior ratio", this spread is high enough to be considered 
as significative, confirming the Hypothesis 1b of this study. 
  
 
3.1.2.2 Financial incentives importance V/s hypothesis 
 
In our literature review, we explained that the Key factor of workforce corporate governance in 
Traditional industries is Financial incentives. As we can see in Figure 8, this strategic choice is 
clearly justified, indeed, the "Financial incentive ratio" is the highest importance ratio within 
Traditional sectors. 
 
Furthermore, figure 8 also shows that compared to the tech Workforce, the Workforce of more 
traditional sectors gives higher importance to Financial incentives. Indeed ALLIANZ 
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"Financial Incentives ratio" is almost 22% higher than ACCENTURE "Financial Incentives 
ratio”, confirming Hypothesis 2b of this research. 
 
 
3.1.2.3 Non-Financial incentives importance V/s hypothesis 
 
As we can see in Figure 8, the Tech workforce gives a bit more importance to Non-financial 
incentives compared to employees working in traditional sectors like the Financial sector. 
 
However, this difference is not enough to be considered significative, indeed as we can see in 
Figure 9, ALLIANZ "Non-Financial Incentives ratio" is around 5% lower than ACCENTURE 
"Non-Financial Incentives ratio.” 
Therefore, even if Hypothesis 3b is technically correct, the spread between each result is too 
low to confirm the researcher's hypothesis about the difference in terms of importance given by 
the workforce about Non-Financial Incentives between the two types of sectors studied. 
 
 
3.1.2.4 Board characteristics importance V/s hypothesis 
 
Finally, the last factor importance ratio we are studying is linked with Board characteristics. 
As we can see in Figure 8, the Tech workforce gives almost the same importance to Board 
characteristics compared to the workforce working in more traditional sectors. 
 
Indeed, as we can see in Figure 8, ALLIANZ "Board characteristics ratio" is only 2,5% higher 
than ACCENTURE " Board characteristics ratio.”  
Therefore, even if Hypothesis 4b is technically correct, the difference between each result is 
clearly too low to confirm the researcher's hypothesis about the difference in terms of 
importance given by the workforce about Board characteristics between the two types of 
sectors studied.  
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3.1.3 Overall satisfaction results V/s hypothesis 
 
The last section of this section is an analysis of the Overall Satisfaction grades of each sector 
studied. 
 
As we already explained in the Primary data analysis part of our research, the Overall 
satisfaction grades had been built using all the data presented before (each Factor satisfaction 
results & importance ratios). 
 
This grade has been made in order to represent the general workforce satisfaction level in the 
Two types of sectors we are studying. 
In order to improve the quality of this grade, each satisfaction grade has been compounded by 
Importance ratios. 
 
 
Figure 9: Overall satisfaction Grades 

 
 
As we can see in Figure 9, the company representing the tech sector (ACCENTURE) 
obtained a higher overall satisfaction grade than the company representing more traditional 
sectors (ALLIANZ). 
Indeed, figure 9 shows a significant difference between each sector studied; the tech 
Workforce is approximately 33% more satisfied compared to traditional sectors employees, 
thus, confirming the researcher hypothesis 5a. 
 
This result can be explained by the Workforce corporate governance strategy these two types 
of sectors are generally applying, indeed as we saw in the literature review of this research, 
Tech sector companies are mostly using the “Stakeholder” approach of corporate governance.  
 
The Stakeholder approach places the workforce as a critical stakeholder. Therefore it is safe 
to assume that tech companies are investing more time and money for satisfying Employees 
in order to improve their operational performance.    
 
Furthermore, the strategic approach used by more traditional sectors being the “Shareholder 
Approach”, maximizing workforce satisfaction is not a corporate governance objective for 
this type of sector. However, it is important to notice that proposing a high level of Financial 
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Incentives is a crucial factor in the workforce corporate governance strategy used by more 
traditional sectors (Figure 6). 
Nevertheless, this strategy focusing only on offering good financial incentives seems to be not 
as efficient as the Tech sector workforce corporate governance strategy who try to have good 
practices on the four major factors of Workforce corporate governance (Figure 4,5,6,7). 
 
Thus, as we can see in figure 9, the overall satisfaction hypothesis we drafted using the 
literature review seems to be true. 
However, there is another interesting point we need to mention; the Tech sector overall 
satisfaction is 1 point over the Dissatisfaction line (5.5) when the Traditional sector overall 
satisfaction is slightly under this line. 
 
Therefore, based on our survey answers, we can assume that the stakeholder corporate 
governance strategy applied by Tech companies positively impact workforce satisfaction, 
making tech labor generally satisfied. 
 
Furthermore, our survey answers tend to show that the Shareholder corporate governance 
strategy applied in more traditional sectors like the financial industry has a small tendency to 
hurt workforce satisfaction, making this workforce slightly dissatisfied.      
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4 Discussion  

4.1 Research objective  
 
The objective of this research was to determine if the CG strategies applied in the Tech sector 
create a higher workforce satisfaction compared to traditional industries. 
 
As we explained in our literature review, the workforce is one of the most valuable assets for 
companies it is pretty logical to assume that the workforce corporate governance strategy will 
strongly impact long term growth (Hagen Schweinitz, 2014). 
 
Therefore, determining which type of corporate governance model is creating the highest 
workforce satisfaction, was the main objective of this research. 
This objective has been reached, indeed, even if our survey results did not confirm every 
hypothesis of this research. They are showing that Tech corporate governance strategy tends 
to create a higher Workforce satisfaction compared to more traditional sectors like the 
financial industry.    
 
By exposing this point, our study successfully improved knowledge about workforce needs. 
 
 

4.2 Summary finding/ Research question (hypotheses)  
In order to efficiently summarize our research finding, this section will be divided into five 
parts corresponding to the five types of hypotheses of this research.  
 

• Hypotheses on Company behavior 

H1a:  Tech sector governance strategy creates a higher Company behavior' satisfaction of the 
workforce 
 
Based on our primary data analysis, a significant "satisfaction" difference has been found on 
this factor. Therefore, we can assume that hypothesis 1a is correct (figure 4). 
 
 
H1b:  Compared to traditional sectors, the Tech sector workforce gives a higher importance to 
Company behaviors. 
 
On the basis of our primary data analysis, a significant "importance" difference has been 
found on this factor. Therefore, we can assume that hypothesis 1b is correct (figure 8).` 
 

• Hypotheses on Financial incentives 

H2a:  Tech sector governance strategy creates a higher Financial incentives' satisfaction of the 
workforce 
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Based on our primary data analysis, a significant "satisfaction" difference has been found in 
favor of traditional sectors. Therefore, we can assume that hypothesis 2a is incorrect (figure 
5). 
 
 
H2b:  Compared to traditional sectors, the Tech sector workforce gives a lower importance to 
Financial incentives. 
 
Based on our primary data analysis, a significant "importance" difference has been found on 
this factor. Therefore, we can assume that hypothesis 2b is correct (figure 8). 
 

• hypotheses on non-financial incentives 

H3a:  The Tech sector governance strategy creates a higher non-financial incentives' 
satisfaction of the workforce 
 
Based on our primary data analysis, a significant "satisfaction" difference has been found on 
this factor. Therefore, we can assume that hypothesis 3a is correct (figure 6). 
 
 
H3b:  Compared to traditional sectors, the Tech sector workforce gives a higher importance to 
non-financial incentives. 
 
Based on our primary data analysis, a significant "importance" difference has been found on 
this factor. Therefore, we can assume that hypothesis 3b is correct (figure 8). 
 

• Hypotheses on Board characteristics 

H4a: The Tech sector governance strategy creates a higher Board characteristic satisfaction of 
the workforce 
 
Based on our primary data analysis, no significate "satisfaction" difference has been found on 
this factor. Therefore, this research will consider this hypothesis as incorrect (figure 7). 
 
 
H4b:  Compared to traditional sectors, the Tech sector workforce gives a higher importance to 
Board characteristics. 
 
Based on our primary data analysis, no significate "importance" difference has been found on 
this factor. Therefore, this research will consider this hypothesis as incorrect (figure 8). 
 

• Overall Hypothesis 

H5a: Tech sector governance strategy creates a higher overall satisfaction of the workforce 
 
Based on our primary data analysis, a significant "satisfaction" difference has been found on 
this factor. Therefore, we can assume that hypothesis 5a is correct (figure 9) 
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4.3 Previous research and theory.  
 

• Links between corporate governance strategy and operational performance 

As we saw in our literature review, studying the impacts of corporate governance is not a new 
phenomenon. Indeed, a high number of researches have been made to demonstrate impacts of 
corporate governance on various aspects of performance as the share valuation performances. 
 
However, the basis of this research is coming from studies exposing the link between corporate 
governance practices and operational performance (Appendix 2). Furthermore, most of these 
studies are highlighting the importance of workforce satisfaction in order to improve 
operational performance, notably through listening to the workforce voice.   
 
 

• Shareholder Theory & Stakeholder theory 

The Shareholder & Stakeholder theories are also a fundamental basis of this study.  
Indeed, nowadays, these models of corporate governance are the most used in business, 
therefore in order to analyze and compared impacts of each model on workforce satisfaction, 
a study of the keys principles of these theories is critical. 
 
As we saw in our literature review, the Shareholder theory place stockholder as the most 
important stakeholder, the maximization of share valuation will be the main objective of this 
model. Even if it is putting other stakeholders' interests in a secondary plan, therefore, this 
model will tend to impact workforce satisfaction negatively. 
 
On the other hand, the stakeholder theory will define multiple main stakeholders in order to 
follow the interest of the company as an all. This model will have more chances to place the 
workforce as a critical stakeholder; thus, maximizing workforce satisfaction will be an 
objective of any company willing to apply this approach. 
 
However, even if many studies have been made on the impact of workforce satisfaction on 
operational behavior, research checking the difference of satisfaction created by these models 
are rarer.   
 

• Main factors of workforce governance strategies  

As we explained during the design justification of our research, workforce governance 
strategies can be divided into four major factors. Indeed, each of these factors has a 
significant influence on the workforce.  
Good practices in each of these factors could reduce workforce turnover, but also improve the 
best talent attractiveness, teamwork, workforce satisfaction, commitment, and efficiency, thus 
increasing the overall operational performance. 
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4.4 Strength and weakness of research  
 
4.4.1 Weakness  
 

• Low company sample  

The first weakness of this study is due to some technical limitations of the researcher. Indeed, 
our primary data is based on only two companies (ACCENTURE & ALLIANZ). However, 
even with this limitation, both companies provided enough participants for this study to be 
credible.  
 
Furthermore, each company applies radically different approaches of corporate governance. 
Indeed, ALLIANZ is a financial company using an almost pure Shareholder model of 
corporate governance when ACCENTURE is clearly applying a Stakeholder approach of 
corporate governance. 
Thus, even with this limitation, our research successfully exposed a clear difference between 
both companies' workforce satisfaction levels.    
 

• Full anonymity limiting stratification.   

 
The second weakness of this study is due to legal limitations imposed by both companies 
studied. The researcher could stratify participants only using the sector they work in. Indeed, 
both companies asked the researcher to provide full anonymity to every participant; therefore, 
gender, age, and job position were unusable in this research. 
 
 
4.4.2 Strength  
 
Most studies the researcher used to build the literature review of this dissertation were made 
to demonstrate the impact of workforce satisfaction on operational performance. However, 
only a few researches are checking what type of corporate governance strategy is creating the 
highest workforce satisfaction was found by the researcher. 
 
 
The entire Data analysis methodology of this study has been built in order to create three 
levels of primary data analysis for the researcher, giving him a more in-depth analysis:  
The sub-factor level; The factor level; The overall level. 
 
 
The Comparative approach used in this research allows to clearly highlight differences 
between each corporate governance model (Shareholder model applied by traditional sectors 
and Stakeholder model applied by the tech industry) in term of workforce satisfaction. 
Furthermore selecting, two radically different sectors in terms of corporate governance 
approach also helped highlight the impact of each corporate governance model on workforce 
satisfaction. 
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4.5 Future research  
 
This study could lead to new research on the same field:  
 
Due to technical limitations, the researcher could survey only two companies' workforce, 
therefore expanding this study to multiple companies could give more insight about 
workforce’s demands and needs. 
 
Legal limitations forced the researcher to provide full anonymity for every participant. 
However, this situation is creating a new research opportunity, indeed using more 
stratification like Age, Gender, or job position could definitely create more knowledge about 
workforce demands and needs. However, it could be difficult due to potential participants 
anonymity asked by companies. 
 
Finally, the last future research opportunity created by this study is a more in-depth research 
on the importance given by the workforce to each factor of workforce governance strategy. 
Indeed, this research only focuses on the satisfaction aspect; however, as we saw through our 
importance ratios study, according to the sector they work in, the importance employees give 
to each factor is different. 
Researching the potential reasons for these differences could be an excellent opportunity to 
increase our knowledge of workforce's demands and needs. 
 
 

4.6 Involvement and application of research  
 
The main application of this research is to improve the general knowledge about workforce 
needs and demands. This objective is creating two levels of application: 
 
Company-level 
This study could have applications at the company level. Indeed, this dissertation is studying 
the impacts of each corporate governance model on workforce satisfaction.  
Therefore, if a company wants to build or modify their workforce governance strategy, this 
research could give some good insight about the potentials impacts of each model 
(Shareholder & Stakeholder models) on workforce satisfaction.    
 
Manager level 
Furthermore, this research could also be useful for any manager. Indeed, this dissertation 
could expand their knowledge on the importance of good workforce governance practices in 
order to improve workforce satisfaction, commitment & teamwork, thus, increasing 
operational performance. 
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4.7 Conclusion 
 
To conclude, as we saw in the literature review of this study, workforce satisfaction has a real 
impact on operational performance. Indeed, good practices in terms of workforce governance 
could improve employees’ skills, engagement toward the company, decision-making process, 
and attractiveness of the company toward best talents. 
Furthermore, good practices in workforce governance could also reduce workforce turnover 
and attendance issues. 
 
Thus, satisfying the workforce is a critical matter for every company in order to use this 
resource efficiently. 
Our primary data analysis strongly suggests that the workforce governance strategy applied in 
the Tech sector creates a higher workforce satisfaction compare to the strategy applied in 
more traditional sectors like the financial sector. 
 
In conclusion, according to our study, the stakeholder model used by Tech companies is more 
efficient in terms of workforce satisfaction, improving operational performance, 
On the other hand, the shareholder model used by traditional sectors is actually creating a 
small workforce dissatisfaction, negatively impacting operational performance. 
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5 Self-Reflection  
 

5.1 Skill improved  
 
During the past year and a half, the researcher studied in an MBA program in corporate finance, 
wrote a dissertation, and had a job in a tech company based in Paris for the last 10 months. 
 
All these experiences allowed the researcher to develop and acquire many skills as: 
 
 
5.1.1 Adaptation skill  
 
The First skill the researcher improved during this dissertation is clearly the adaptation skill. 
Indeed, the researcher had to adapt to a new environment and a new education system, where 
expectations, demands and courses are totally different from the master’s degree in France.  
 
Indeed, the French Master's degree in finance pass by the researcher had a much courses hours, 
but almost no personal report had to be made, for this degree the researcher was assessed on his 
knowledge on corporate and market finance.  
The Dublin Business School MBA required more personal work, particularly in proactive 
research, an essential part of dissertation writing. 
 
Researches made for various reports and research made for this dissertation, principally for the 
literature review, led the researcher to be strict with the collection of information.  
Furthermore, the researcher had to learn how to select and analyze the data collected from the 
selected sources. This exercise developed not only the researcher adaptation but also several 
other skills like interpretation, analysis, and critical thinking.  
 
Finally, this dissertation was an autonomous work, where the researcher had to manage several 
unpredictable problems and adapt to these difficulties.  
The adaption skills developed during this MBA will serve the researcher in his future, whether 
in the professional or personal environment. 
 
 
5.1.2 Self-management skills  
 
First of all, the researcher had to submit his study in May 2020. But he started to work in a tech 
company right after the end of his school career in Dublin.  
This dissertation also gave the researcher more insight to choose a sector to work in.  
 
The researcher chooses to join ACCENTURE, one of the biggest tech companies in the world. 
The amount of work required is massive, and the researcher had to understand the mechanisms 
of this profession. It is a particularly gratifying and encouraging experience.  
 
However, the researcher had to balance the hours spend working at ACCENTURE with the 
study time to carry out his research. Therefore, due to this situation, but also some health issues, 
the rendering of his dissertation had to be postponed to May 2020. 
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It was a difficult period. To get through this, the researcher had to set daily objectives. The 
many deadlines for this dissertation, while working full time for a Tech company, helped to 
develop strong self-management skills. 
 
 
5.1.3 Personal skills  
 
This MBA program highly developed the researcher "personal skills" for several reasons:  
 
First, the courses at Dublin Business School and contact with international students. It allowed 
the researcher to interact with working groups of multiple nationalities with different working 
cultures. 
 
The researcher is very curious by nature. Therefore, the discovery of different working cultures 
was a very enriching experience. Moreover, these different cultures help to improve his sense 
of listening and collaboration.  
 
Moreover, life in a new country requires adaptability and strengthens the researcher's self-
confidence. It is not the first time that the researcher has expatriated over a long period, and he 
appreciates the fact that he is leaving his comfort zone. 
 
 
5.2 Future application of learning  
 
The MBA in Finance program offered by the Dublin Business School is a relevant and 
reliable program for the researcher's future career.  
 
The addition of a diploma recognized in multiple countries is highly valuable. Furthermore, 
this MBA demonstrates adaptation ability and open-mindedness.  
 
Moreover, it shows the desire to surpass oneself and to discover new working methods.  
 
The individual, group and management skills developed during this MBA will be crucial in 
his future career. After this journey and this dissertation, the researcher feels more competent, 
confident, and prepared for his future missions. 
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7. Appendices  

Appendix 1. Survey distributed. 
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Survey Definitions & Materials: 
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(Cedric Herring. “Does Diversity Pay? Race, Gender, and the Business Case for Diversity.” 
American Sociological Review, April 2009) 
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Materials 
 
 
Accenture 
 
Accenture company behavior information: 
 
https://www.accenture.com/be-en/about/company-index  
 
Accenture Board of director information: 
 
https://www.accenture.com/us-en/about/leadership/leadership-index  
 
Accenture ownership structure information: 
 
https://money.cnn.com/quote/shareholders/shareholders.html?symb=ACN&subView=instituti
onal  
 
 
 
Allianz 
 
Allianz company behavior information: 
 
https://www.allianzcare.com/en/about-us/our-values.html  
 
Allianz Board of director information: 
 
https://www.allianz.com/en/about-us/management/board-of-management.html  
 
Allianz ownership structure information: 
 
https://www.allianz.com/en/investor_relations/share/shareholder-structure.html  
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Appendix 2. Catalogue of governance and performance studies.  
 

1. Studies that find positive governance and performance link in the US: 
 
Gompers, Paul, Joy Ishii, and Andrew Metrick (2003), “Corporate Governance and Equity 
Prices,” Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vol.118, pp.107-55. 
 
Bebchuk, Lucian Arye, Cohen, Alma and Ferrell, Allen, 2006, "What Matters in Corporate 
Governance?" Harvard Law School John M. Olin Center Discussion Paper No. 491 Available 
at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=593423  
 
Brown, Lawrence D. and Caylor, Marcus L., 2004, "Corporate Governance and Firm 
Performance" (December 7, 2004). Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=586423. 
 
Larcker, David F., Scott A. Richardson and A. Irem Tuna, 2007, "Corporate Governance, 
Accounting Outcomes, and Organizational Performance". Accounting Review, October 2007 
Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=976566. 
 

2. Studies that find positive governance and performance link in other countries:  
 
Chong and Lopaz-de-Silanes (2007): Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Mexico and 
Venezuela. 
 
Nenova, Tatiana, 2005, Corporate Law and Control Values in Brazil, Latin American 
Business Review, Federal University of Rio de Janiero, Volume 6(3), p. 1-37.  
 
Wahab, Effiezal Aswadi Abdul, Janice C.Y. How and Peter Verhoeven, 2007, “The Impact of 
the Malaysian Code on Corporate Governance: Compliance, Institutional Investors and Stock 
Performance, Journal Contemporary Accounting & Economics, Vol.3, No.2 2007. 
 
Toudas, Kanellos and George Karathanassis, 2007, Corporate Governance and Firm 
Performance: Results from Greek Firms, Working Paper, Athens University, Available at 
SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=1067504. 
 
Gruszczynski, Marek, 2006, Corporate Governance and Financial Performance of Companies 
in Poland, International Advances in Economic Research, Vol. 12, No. 2. 
 
El Mehdi, Imen Khanchel, 2007, Empirical Evidence on Corporate Governance and 
Corporate Performance in Tunisia, Corporate Governance: An International Review, Vol. 15, 
Issue 6, pp. 1429-1441.  
 
Black, Bernard S., Inessa Love and Andrei Rachinsky, 2006, “Corporate Governance Indices 
and Firms' Market Values: Time Series Evidence from Russia,” Emerging Markets Review, 
vol. 7 No. 4, December 2006, pp.361-379.  
 
Bae, Kee-Hong, Jae-Seung Baek and Jangkoo Kang, 2007, Do Controlling Shareholders’ 
Expropriation Incentives Imply a Link Between Corporate Governance and Firm Value? 
Evidence from the Aftermath of Korean Financial Crisis, Presented at the International 
Conference on Corporate Governance in Emerging Markets, November 2007. 
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Zheka, Vitaliy, 2006, Does Corporate Governance Causally Predict Firm Performance? Panel 
Data and Instrumental Variables Evidence, CERT Discussion Paper No. DP06/05. 
 
Erickson, John, Park, Yun W., Reising, Joe, and Shin, Hyun-Han, 2005, Board 
composition and firm value under concentrated ownership: the Canadian evidence, 
Pacific-Basin Finance Journal, vol. 13 (4), 387-410. 
 
Black, Bernard S. and Vikramaditya S. Khanna, 2007, Can Corporate Governance Reforms 
Increase Firms' Market Values? Evidence from India, Journal of Empirical Legal Studies, 
Vol. 4, 2007 
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Appendix 3. Catalogue of good corporate values examples:  

 

Intercom 

 
	
Slack 

 
	



 85 

Airbnb 

 
 
Spotify 

 

Google 
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Starbucks 
 

 

Zappos 
 

 


