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Abstract: This study examines how performance pressure influences the complex relation-
ships between job autonomy and critical employee outcomes in contemporary organiza-
tions. Specifically, we investigate the relationships between employees’ job autonomy, work
engagement, and innovative behavior, while testing the moderating effects of performance
pressure perceived within teams. Drawing on Self-Determination Theory and the Job
Demand-Resource Model, this research explores the dynamic tension between autonomy
and performance demands in organizational settings. Using a two-wave survey design
to prevent common method bias, data were collected from 485 employees across diverse
organizations in South Korea, representing various industries and organizational levels.
The results revealed that job autonomy positively impacts both work engagement and
innovative behavior, supporting the fundamental role of autonomy in employee motivation
and performance. More importantly, performance pressure perceived within teams had
significant moderating effects, weakening the positive relationships between job autonomy
and work engagement and innovative behavior. The results of simple slope analyses further
confirmed these interaction effects, demonstrating that the benefits of job autonomy were
consistently diminished under conditions of high performance pressure. These findings
contribute to the organizational behavior and human resource management literature by
demonstrating how performance pressure within teams can systematically constrain the
benefits of job autonomy in contemporary work environments. For practitioners, our
results suggest that organizations should enhance employees’ job autonomy while carefully
managing performance pressure within team contexts. To optimize organizational effec-
tiveness, organizations should balance autonomous decision-making with performance
expectations, fostering immediate outcomes (work engagement) and long-term capabilities
(innovative behavior) in an increasingly competitive business environment.

Keywords: job autonomy; work engagement; innovative behavior; performance pressure;
moderating effects

1. Introduction

In an era of unprecedented organizational change, sustainable human resource man-
agement has emerged as a critical paradigm for organizational success and longevity.
Organizations must not only respond flexibly to technological, economic, governmental,
and environmental changes but also ensure that their human resource practices support

Adm. Sci. 2025, 15,97

https://doi.org/10.3390/admscil5030097


https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci15030097
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci15030097
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/admsci
https://www.mdpi.com
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci15030097
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/admsci15030097?type=check_update&version=1

Adm. Sci. 2025, 15,97

20f17

long-term employee development and organizational sustainability. Recent research has
emphasized that building sustainable employee—organization relationships is crucial in or-
ganizational development, particularly in promoting innovative behavior and maintaining
employee engagement (Yu et al., 2018).

The challenge lies in balancing the increasing pressure for immediate performance
with sustainable human resource practices. While organizations need to maintain com-
petitiveness, excessive performance pressure may undermine long-term sustainability by
affecting employee well-being and innovation capacity. In this context, job autonomy
has emerged as a crucial factor in fostering sustainable work practices, particularly in
promoting innovative behavior and work engagement.

Modern organizations require employees with diverse skills and expertise to address
complex and dynamic challenges. While teams are common in contemporary workplaces
(Kozlowski & Bell, 2012), our focus is on understanding how individual employees” auton-
omy and their perception of performance pressure affect their work outcomes. Individual
employees are expected to achieve increasingly demanding goals through high levels of
work engagement (Saks, 2006), while simultaneously developing innovative approaches to
task performance. This dual requirement for engagement and innovation has become criti-
cal in organizations’ long-term survival in uncertain environments (Anderson et al., 2014).

The question then becomes the following: How can organizations foster sustainable
work engagement and innovative behavior at the individual level while managing per-
formance pressures? Job autonomy has received significant attention as a key antecedent
of both outcomes (Hakanen & Roodt, 2010; Bakker & Geurts, 2004). According to Self-
Determination Theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000) and the Job Demand-Resource Model (Bakker
& Demerouti, 2007), job autonomy serves as a vital resource that promotes engagement
and innovative behavior through enhanced intrinsic motivation. Autonomy allows indi-
viduals the freedom and independence to perform their tasks in ways that align with their
capabilities and preferences (Hackman & Oldham, 1975).

However, the relationship between job autonomy and employee outcomes is complex.
Previous research has presented mixed findings regarding the benefits of job autonomy
(Farh & Scott, 1983; Langfred, 2000, 2004). While autonomy generally positively affects
organizational effectiveness, certain contextual factors may minimize or negate its benefits.
Of particular interest is how individuals’ perception of performance pressure within their
team environment might affect their response to job autonomy. Langfred (2004) suggest
that high performance pressures might hinder the positive effects of job autonomy by
shifting the focus from intrinsic motivation to external performance demands.

This study addresses these complexities by examining how individuals’ perception of
team performance pressure moderates the relationship between their job autonomy and
two key outcomes: work engagement and innovative behavior. Our research objectives
are threefold:

1.  To examine how job autonomy contributes to work engagement in organizations;

2. To investigate the relationship between job autonomy and innovative behavior in
organizational contexts;

3.  To understand how individual perception of team performance pressure moderates
these relationships, affecting the dynamic interplay between autonomy and outcomes.

This research contributes to developing both theory and practice by examining how
organizations can balance individual autonomy and performance pressure in contempo-
rary work environments. By understanding these relationships, organizations can better
design management practices that promote both immediate performance and long-term
effectiveness through enhanced employee engagement and innovation capacity.
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2. Theoretical Background
2.1. Job Autonomy

Organizations have long used job autonomy (Langfred, 2004) as a key component of
sustainable human resource management practices. However, the widespread systematic
use of autonomy within organizations has only recently been considered. Until the mid-
1980s, systematic use was rare; it began to be used in the 1990s. Employee participation
related to autonomy was more commonly used than job autonomy (Ledford et al., 1995).

Job autonomy refers to the extent to which members can exercise a high level of
autonomy, independence, and discretion in performing their tasks (Morris & Feldman, 1996;
Shirom et al., 2006). Given its long-standing conceptualization, it has long been studied
as a key factor in many theories. Job characteristics theory (Oldham et al., 1976) views job
autonomy as a highly desirable work characteristic and as one of the five core elements
(skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback). Job demand-control
theory (Karasek, 1979) also mentions the importance of autonomy. Takeuchi (1985) argues
that when managers reduce work control over members and grant discretion in relation to
details, employees are motivated to be proactive and develop themselves.

Recent research further emphasizes the role of job autonomy in fostering employee
engagement and innovation. Kivrak et al. (2025) highlight that job autonomy enhances
intrinsic motivation, empowering employees to take ownership of their tasks and engage in
creative problem-solving, a key driver of innovative behavior. This aligns with prior find-
ings that greater autonomy leads to increased work engagement by providing employees
with a sense of control over their work, ultimately reinforcing their sense of purpose and
commitment. As organizations continue to adapt to rapid changes, fostering collaboration
within teams has become essential in maintaining a competitive advantage. Having a high
degree of discretion in one’s job encourages teamwork and knowledge-sharing within
the organization, strengthening both individual motivation and overall team dynamics.
Moreover, high job autonomy positively affects members’ positive emotions and happiness
levels (Slemp et al., 2015), highly motivates individuals, and improves job satisfaction and
performance, as previous studies (Argote & McGrath, 1993; Dodd & Ganster, 1996; Dwyer
etal., 1992; Loher et al., 1985; Spector, 1986) have revealed.

2.2. Job Autonomy and Work Engagement

Work engagement is a higher-order construct comprising three sub-elements: vigor,
dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli, 2012). This refers to the positive and fulfilling mental
state that members feel toward their assigned tasks (Zhang et al., 2017). Work engagement
is the opposite of job burnout. While previous organizational behavior research has focused
more on job burnout, research on the positive aspects of work, such as work engagement,
has been emphasized since the emergence of positive psychology. Unlike employees who
suffer from burnout due to their jobs, engaged employees complete their job demands with
a pleasant mindset (Schaufeli et al., 2006). The three sub-elements are as follows.

Vigor refers to a high level of energy and mental resilience and the willingness to
invest effort in one’s work, with the characteristic of persistence despite difficulties. Ded-
ication refers to being strongly involved in work and experiencing a sense of meaning,
passion, inspiration, pride, and challenge. Absorption is characterized by being completely
concentrated and immersed in one’s work to the extent that time passes quickly, and it is
difficult to detach oneself from work. Therefore, members engaged in their work will work
hard, become highly involved in their tasks, and feel immersed (Zhang et al., 2017).

The logic behind the positive (+) effect of job autonomy on work engagement can
be attributed to a high level of intrinsic motivation. According to Hackman and Oldham
(Oldham et al., 1976), when members are given autonomy, they perceive the outcome of a
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task as responsibility for their own choices, leading to a critical psychological state in which
they feel the need to perform the task better. Ultimately, the tasks that they perform result
from their choice; therefore, they perceive that everything depends on them. Consequently,
when employees experience job autonomy, they invest a high energy level to perform
their work well, leading to higher levels of vigor. They also experience higher levels of
dedication as they become strongly involved in their work and higher levels of absorption
as they concentrate intensely on the task. Numerous empirical studies have confirmed the
positive relationship between autonomy and work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007;
Mauno et al., 2007).

Based on the above logic and previous research, the following hypothesis is proposed
regarding the relationship between job autonomy and work engagement:

Hypothesis 1: Employees” perceived job autonomy is positively associated with work engagement.

2.3. Job Autonomy and Innovative Behavior

Innovative behavior combines innovation and behavior and is manifested when new
ideas are successfully turned into action (Amabile et al., 1996). In other words, it relates to
the productive process of implementing ideas in products or services (Van de Ven, 1986);
(Kanter, 1988). Scott and Bruce (1994) define innovative behavior as taking concrete actions
based on creativity. In this context, employees’ innovative behavior can be defined as
finding new ideas, establishing implementation plans, mobilizing necessary resources, and
putting them into practice when performing tasks.

The difference between companies that achieve outstanding performance and those
that are not participating in continuous innovation (Pearson, 2002) is that idea generation
and implementation by employees themselves can become the source of a company’s
competitive advantage (Anderson et al., 2004). Therefore, in the 21st century, with fierce
competition, employees” work engagement and innovative behavior are critical factors
in sustainable organizational development (Binkley et al., 2012). However, research on
innovation is still scarce in the management field in Korea, and further research is needed
on the antecedents of innovative behavior.

Job autonomy is an important antecedent for employee creativity and innovative
behavior (Amabile et al., 1996; Hammond et al., 2011; Anderson et al., 2014; Scott & Bruce,
1994). For example, considering innovative companies such as Google, 3M, and Apple,
we can see that as employees” autonomy over their tasks increases, they exhibit more
creative thinking and innovative behavior. This is because job autonomy increases a sense
of control over their functions. As implementing ideas falls within their power, they will
likely actively express and validate them and develop them into creative outcomes. Many
studies have shown a positive relationship between job autonomy, innovative behavior
(Axtell et al., 2000; Ramamoorthy et al., 2005; De Spiegelaere et al., 2014), and job creativity
(Liu et al., 2011).

In particular, Hammond et al. (2011) found that job characteristics, including job
autonomy, were among the key antecedents that elicited employees’ innovative behavior
among all the predictors evaluated in this research. They argue that employees can find and
develop optimal work methods (De Spiegelaere et al., 2014). In other words, in task perfor-
mance, a certain degree of freedom to choose is necessary to find the optimized method,
and freedom in the job provides this space (De Spiegelaere et al., 2014). When individuals
have control over their tasks, task performance constraints are reduced, allowing them to
perform their duties more creatively (Dierdorff & Morgeson, 2013).

Research has consistently demonstrated that job autonomy enhances creativity and in-
novation by allowing employees to explore various approaches and develop ideas through
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small-scale applications (Cabrera et al., 2006). Employees with higher autonomy also tend
to engage more in knowledge-sharing activities.

Recent studies further emphasize the role of perceived supervisory support (PSS) in
this process. Kivrak et al. (2025) found that employees with high levels of job autonomy
tend to perceive their supervisors as more supportive, which fosters an environment
conducive to engagement and innovation. This aligns with self-determination theory
(SDT), which posits that autonomy fulfillment enhances intrinsic motivation, enabling
employees to leverage their autonomy for creative work (Deci et al., 1989). While job
autonomy is widely recognized as a direct antecedent of innovative behavior, considering
contextual factors such as supervisory support can provide a deeper understanding of how
autonomy fosters creativity in organizational settings.

Furthermore, research has confirmed that job autonomy is a strong predictor of inno-
vative employee behavior (Axtell & Parker, 2003; Krause, 2004; Unsworth et al., 2005; Ohly
et al., 2006). Grounded in job characteristics theory (Oldham et al., 1976) and SDT’s em-
phasis on the motivational role of autonomy (Ryan & Deci, 2000), the following hypothesis
is proposed:

Hypothesis 2: Employees’ perceived job autonomy is positively associated with innovative behavior.

2.4. Performance Pressure

Leaders in organizations evaluate and strengthen rewards and punishments based
on employees’ performance levels, competition intensifies, and employees perceive the
importance of achieving the organization’s desired goals (Baumeister & Showers, 1986).
This is referred to as performance pressure.

Performance pressure differs from performance goals. Previous research on job mo-
tivation showed that goals are “broadly interpreted as the internal representation of a
desired state, event, or process” (Austin & Vancouver, 1996, p. 338). However, performance
pressure refers to the external forces imposed on employees.

Generally, supervisors or customers are in a position to exert pressure in performance
reviews or use the results of task performance (Gardner, 2012). Specifically, performance
pressure is associated with negative evaluative orientations toward poor performance,
beliefs that current performance is insufficient to meet desired goals, and negative emo-
tional responses to slow progress (Eisenberger & Aselage, 2009). It strengthens employ-
ees’ aversive emotional reactions when progress toward a goal is slower than expected
(Carver, 2001). Therefore, while performance pressure may drive employees to achieve
their desired performance goals (Zhang et al., 2017), it is also possible that under high per-
formance pressure, employees may feel constrained by external expectations and evaluation
standards, which could weaken the positive effects of job autonomy.

While performance pressure is often seen as a motivational factor, recent research
suggests that its effects are not always positive, particularly in contexts where employees
rely on high levels of job autonomy. Liao et al. (2025) found that performance pressure
can interact with workplace conditions, influencing the extent to which employees engage
with their tasks. Specifically, when employees perceive high job autonomy, they tend to
experience greater work engagement. However, under high performance pressure, this
positive effect of job autonomy may be weakened, as employees feel constrained by external
expectations and evaluation standards.

Performance pressure can be studied on the individual and team levels (Eisenberger &
Aselage, 2009). Gardner (2012) defines team performance pressure as a combination of fac-
tors prioritizing teams that provide excellent performance, such as shared responsibility for
performance, teamwork precision and evaluation, and results related to team performance.
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Theoretical perspectives on team or organizational climates indicate that team perfor-
mance pressure can be categorized into psychological and team-level pressures (Anderson
& West, 1998; LaFollette & Sims, 1975). Psychological performance pressure reflects an
individual’s perception of the importance of delivering excellent team results, whereas
team-level performance pressure represents a shared perception of collective performance
expectations within the team.

Regardless of performance pressure, high team performance pressure reflects em-
ployees’ perception of the importance of teams that provide excellent results (Eisenberger
& Aselage, 2009). Furthermore, team performance pressure may hinder employees’ au-
tonomous work responsiveness regardless of research (Zhang et al., 2017). While this
study focused on individual-level performance pressure, the conceptual definition aimed
to measure the performance pressure that members perceive within their teams.

2.5. Job Autonomy and Performance Pressure

Job autonomy helps employees achieve their work goals (Nahrgang et al., 2011),
respond quickly to changing job demands, and buffer the negative impacts of stress factors
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Several theories have demonstrated positive effects.

The Job Demand-Resource Model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) assumes a motivational
process in which job resources such as job autonomy affect work engagement. The self-
determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000) also states that employees exhibit more innovative
behavior in an environment that supports autonomy.

However, studies have shown that job autonomy may not always be a beneficial
resource. Some studies have confirmed a negative (—) association between autonomy and
performance. In a comparative analysis of job autonomy and performance in social welfare
and military organizations, Langfred (2000) argued that job autonomy negatively affects
social welfare organizations but positively affects military organizations. In a later study on
MBA students, he demonstrated that the relationship between autonomy and performance
is moderated by the level of trust and monitoring within the team (Langfred, 2004). A recent
meta-analysis revealed that not all employees with highly autonomous jobs exhibit positive
work attitudes and greater happiness. Among team-level job autonomy studies, Man
and Lam (Man & Lam, 2003) found that the relationship between team autonomy and
performance was insignificant. Other studies have shown that the relationship between
job autonomy and performance variables can vary depending on factors such as team
trust (Langfred, 2004), task interdependence (Langfred, 2005), the job demand climate
(Hirst et al., 2008), and job uncertainty (Cordery et al., 2010).

Given these mixed findings, this study explores the situational factors that might
moderate the relationship between job autonomy and employees” work engagement and
innovative behavior. Specifically, this study introduces the concept of performance pressure
as perceived by employees within their teams as a potential moderator of the effects of job
autonomy on work engagement and innovative behavior.

The motivational mechanism responsible for the positive effects of autonomy sug-
gests that the primary benefit of increased job autonomy is enhanced intrinsic motivation
(Langfred, 2004). The approach that emphasizes employees (Vroom & Jago, 1988) also
assumes that the beneficial effects of job autonomy are contingent on employees” motivation
and resource perception.

From a sustainable HRM perspective, excessive performance pressure may under-
mine the long-term benefits of job autonomy by shifting employees’ focus from intrinsic
motivation to external demands.

In other words, autonomy means that employees must perform their work indepen-
dently, evaluate their choices, and make decisions about future work tasks, resulting in
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dual-task processing (Langfred, 2004). Bandura (Bandura & Jourden, 1991) and Hackman
and Oldham (Oldham et al., 1976) also argue that employees with high job autonomy
can decide the methods and timing of assigned tasks and use their judgment in the work
process, which makes them responsible for the outcomes.

However, autonomy does not always function as a purely motivational resource. In
high-pressure environments, employees may experience autonomy not as freedom but as
an additional burden in meeting external expectations. Performance pressure is defined as
employees’ subjective perception of the necessity to achieve expected goals, accompanied
by a sense of urgency and tension. Recent research suggests that performance pressure can
drive employees toward proactive engagement or, conversely, induce work withdrawal be-
haviors depending on how it is appraised (Liao et al., 2025). In the context of job autonomy,
high performance pressure may shift employees’ focus from intrinsic motivation to external
demands, limiting the positive effects of autonomy on work engagement and innovation.

When employees experience high performance pressure, the autonomy that they
possess may no longer be perceived as a resource for self-directed decision-making but
rather as an obligation to meet external demands. As a result, instead of enhancing
engagement and innovative behavior, autonomy under high performance pressure can
lead to cognitive overload and diminished intrinsic motivation.

If the team to which the member who must perform the dual task belongs makes them
feel that the task is being forced upon them because of a high level of performance pressure,
it will excessively promote cognitive activity and damage the motivational process.

In summary, members with low levels of performance pressure within the team will
have increased work engagement through job autonomy, allowing them to utilize their
judgment to accomplish their work. Additionally, freedom in the work process will enable
them to find and develop optimal work methods that exhibit higher levels of innovative
behavior. However, for members who feel high levels of performance pressure within the
team, their job autonomy makes them perceive that the tasks they have to prioritize are
not based on their own decisions but rather on the team’s demands. In this situation, their
work engagement decreases, and their innovative behavior is also lower (see Figure 1).

Performance
pressure
(Time 1)
Work
Engagement
(Time 2)
Job autonomy
(Time 1) .
Innovative
Behavior
(Time 2)

Figure 1. The theoretical model of this study.

Based on this logic and previous research, the following hypotheses are proposed:

Hypothesis 3: The positive relationship between job autonomy and work engagement is attenuated
under conditions of high performance pressure as compared to low performance pressure.
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Hypothesis 4: The positive relationship between job autonomy and innovative behavior is attenu-
ated under conditions of high performance pressure as compared to low performance pressure.

3. Methods
3.1. Data Collection and Research Sample

For this study, we conducted a large-scale survey of employees working in various
industries in South Korea. To ensure representative sampling and enhance generalizability,
we employed a stratified sampling approach across different industries and organization
sizes. The stratification criteria included (1) industry type (manufacturing, service, IT, and
others), (2) organization size (small, <100 employees; medium, 100-499; large, 500+), and
(3) employee hierarchical levels (entry-level to executive).

The data collection process involved two waves with a five-week interval to minimize
common method bias, following Podsakoff et al. (2003) recommendations. In the first
wave (March 2023), we measured independent variables (job autonomy) and moderating
variables (performance pressure). After the five-week temporal separation, the second wave
(April 2023) assessed dependent variables (work engagement and innovative behavior).
This temporal separation helps reduce potential common method variance and strengthens
causal inferences.

Initial surveys were distributed to 710 employees across 10 companies. After matching
Time 1 and Time 2 responses and removing incomplete or invalid responses, we obtained
485 valid responses, yielding a response rate of 68.3%. The participating organizations con-
sisted of four manufacturing companies, three service companies, two IT companies, and
one company from another industry. To check for potential non-response bias, we compared
early and late respondents across key study variables and found no significant differences.

The final sample included 247 males (50.9%) and 238 females (49.1%). The age distri-
bution showed that the highest number of participants were in their 30s (44.3%), followed
by those in their 40s (27.9%), those in their 20s (18.9%), and those in their 50s or above
(8.9%). Regarding job positions, more than half were entry-level employees (52.4%), with
the remainder consisting of middle management (22.5%), senior management (11.1%), and
executives (4.5%).

To ensure data quality and in light of ethical considerations, we implemented sev-
eral control measures. First, trained research assistants administered the surveys under
standardized conditions. Second, all participants were assured of confidentiality and
anonymity through formal consent procedures. Third, each respondent was assigned a
unique identifier using a coded system to match their Time 1 and Time 2 responses while
maintaining anonymity. Fourth, we conducted systematic data cleaning procedures, ex-
cluding incomplete responses, checking for unusual response patterns, and verifying the
consistency of matched responses. Finally, we performed preliminary analyses to identify
potential outliers and verify data normality assumptions.

3.2. Measure

The survey questionnaire employed a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (“strongly
disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”). The English-language instrument was translated into
Korean. To ascertain the reliability and validity of the research tool, this study utilized
a standard translation and back-translation process (Brislin, 1980). Additionally, the full
measurement instrument is provided in the Appendix A for reference.

3.2.1. Job Autonomy

Regarding job autonomy, three items were measured at Time 1. Job autonomy was
conceptualized as the extent to which employees were granted freedom, independence,
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and discretion in carrying out their job responsibilities. This study used 3 items from the
job autonomy subscale of the Job Diagnostic Survey developed by Hackman and Oldham
(Hackman & Oldham, 1975).

3.2.2. Work Engagement

Regarding work engagement, 3 items were measured at Time 2. Work engagement
referred to the cognitive, emotional, and behavioral energy that members invested in their
work. It was measured using the UWES-3 (Utrecht Work Engagement Scale-Short Measure)
by Schaufeli et al. (2019).

3.2.3. Innovative Behavior

Regarding innovative behavior, 3 items were measured at Time 2. Innovative behavior
was defined as innovative work behavior that involved the development and realization of
new ideas in performing one’s job tasks. It was measured using 3 items from Schuh et al.
(Wu et al., 2014).

3.2.4. Performance Pressure

Regarding performance pressure, 4 items were measured at Time 1. Performance
pressure was defined as the psychological burden felt by members due to their cognitive
assessment of the amount of work and the required level of achievement in their team. It
was measured using 4 modified and translated items from Mitchell et al. (2018).

3.2.5. Control Variables

As suggested in the proposed hypotheses, gender, age, position, and tenure were
controlled for as they could potentially influence the relationships among the variables.

3.3. Analysis Methods

The empirical analysis was conducted using Stata version 16.1, following a systematic
three-stage analytical approach. First, we conducted preliminary analyses to examine the
psychometric properties of our measures. Second, we performed measurement model
analyses to establish construct validity. Third, we tested our hypothesized relationships
using hierarchical regression analyses.

In the preliminary analyses, we conducted exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using
principal component analysis with varimax rotation. Following established guidelines, we
set the factor loading criterion to 0.7 or above to ensure item reliability. We also examined
cross-loadings and communalities to verify the distinctiveness of our constructs.

For the measurement model, we conducted confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using
maximum likelihood estimation. Model fit was assessed using multiple fit indices including
X2/ df, RMSEA, CFI, TLI, and SRMR, following Hu and Bentler (1999) recommendations. We
also evaluated construct reliability using Cronbach’s o coefficients and composite reliability
(CR) and assessed discriminant validity through average variance extracted (AVE) values.

For hypothesis testing, we employed hierarchical multiple regression analysis. Control
variables were entered in the first step, followed by main effects in the second step, and
interaction terms in the third step. To minimize multicollinearity concerns in testing
moderation effects, all variables were mean-centered prior to creating interaction terms
(Aiken et al., 1991). We also conducted simple slope analyses to interpret significant
interaction effects and performed additional robustness checks including tests for outliers,
influential cases, and potential violations of regression assumptions.



Adm. Sci. 2025, 15,97

10 of 17

4. Results
4.1. Statistical Analysis

CFA was conducted to confirm that the key variables used in the models were distin-
guished with adequate discrimination. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed
to verify the model fit. According to the general fit criteria, if the comparative fit index
(CFI) and Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) are above 0.90, the root mean square error of approxi-
mation (RMSEA) is below 0.08, and the ratio of the chi-squared statistic (CMIN) to degrees
of freedom is below 3, then the model can be considered to have a good fit (Browne &
Cudeck, 1992; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005). The 4-factor model proposed in this study
showed x? = 119.27, df = 59, RMSEA = 0.046, CFI = 0.983, TLI = 0.978, and SRMR = 0.031,
indicating that all fit indices were at acceptable levels. Therefore, the subsequent analyses
were conducted based on this 4-factor model (see Table 1).

Table 1. Chi-squared difference tests and fit statistics for alternative measurement models.

Model X df RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR Adf AP
4-Factor 119.27 *** 59 0.05 0.98 0.97 0.98 - -
3-Factor 1313.35 *** 62 0.21 0.66 0.57 0.57 3.00 1194.08 ***
2-Factor 1636.92 *** 64 0.23 0.57 0.48 0.47 2.00 323.57 ***
1-Factor 2052.05 *** 65 0.25 0.46 0.45 0.35 1.00 415.13 ***

Note: n = 485; *** p < 0.001; 4-Factor (hypothesized model), 3-Factor (job autonomy and performance pressure
merged), 2-Factor (job autonomy, performance pressure, and work engagement merged), 1-Factor model (all
variables merged). RMSEA, root mean square error of approximation; CFI, comparative fit index; TLI, Tucker—
Lewis Index; SRMR, standardized root mean square residual. Source: Stata software analysis.

To prevent common method bias, the survey was conducted in two rounds with the
same respondents, with an approximately 1-month time lag. Additionally, Harman’s single-
factor test was performed, and the results showed that the single factor that explained
the most variance accounted for 36.9% of the total variance, indicating that the common
method bias issue was not severe.

4.2. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

The means, standard deviations, and correlations among the variables are shown
in Table 2. The relationships between the variables presented in the model are mostly
consistent with the hypotheses. First, the control variables of gender, age, position, and
tenure were found to have high levels of correlation with the variables presented in the
research model. The independent variable of job autonomy showed positive (+) correlations
with work engagement and innovative behavior. Specifically, job autonomy had positive
(+) correlations with work engagement (r = 0.41, p < 0.01) and innovative behavior (r = 0.54,
p <0.01).

Table 2. Means, standard deviations, correlations, and consistency coefficients for each variable.

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Gender (male =1,
female = 2) 1.49 0.50 -
2. Age 37.46 837  —0.35* -
3. Position 2.64 1.46 —0.41*  0.66** -
4. Tenure 2.73 117  —0.21*  045* 041* -
5. Job Autonomy 3.27 0.73 —0.08*  0.14*  0.15** 0.08 (0.80)

6. Performance pressure
7. Work engagement
8. Innovative behavior

3.06 0.89 —-0.14* 012* 021*  0.14* —0.01 (0.90)
3.16 0.81 -012*  026* 026*  0.11*  041* 0.23 (0.88)
3.31 0.76 —-0.14* 021* 024* 010* 054* 018" 046*  (0.89)

Note: n = 485. () is Cronbach’s alpha’s coefficient. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 (two-tailed). Source: Stata software
analysis.
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Next, a hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to verify the moderating effect
of performance pressure on the relationships between job autonomy, work engagement,
and innovative behavior. The results are shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Results of hierarchical multiple regression analysis of the effects of job autonomy on work
engagement and innovative behavior with standardized coefficients (1 = 485).

Dependent Variables
Variables Work Engagement Innovative Behavior
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Control variables
Gender 0.03 0.36 0.27 -0.73 —0.47 —0.57
Age 2.53 * 2.83* 2.87 ** 124 1.45 1.50
Position 2.23*% 1.51 1.52 2.18* 1.58 1.60
Tenure -091 —0.23 —1.25 —0.59 —0.85 —0.87
Independent variable
Job autonomy (a) 9.05 *** 9.46 *** 4.71 *** 13.40 *** 13.75 *** 6.28 ***
Performance pressure (b) 5.05 *** 3.16 ** 4.08 *** 3.22%*
Interactions
(@) x (b) —-1.99* —230*
R? 0.22 0.26 0.26 0.32 0.34 0.35
Adj_R? 0.21 0.25 0.25 0.31 0.33 0.34
F 26.47 *** 27.44 *** 24.24 *** 44.89 *** 41.41 *** 36.56 ***

Note: n =485;* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; on the diagonal is the coefficient of consistency. Two-tailed test of
significance.

First, the interaction term between job autonomy and work engagement showed the
expected negative (3 = —0.10, p < 0.01) influence, as predicted. This means that performance
pressure weakens the relationship between job autonomy and work engagement. Therefore,
Hypothesis 3 regarding the moderating effect was supported. This suggests that when
given job autonomy, employees exhibit increased vigor and dedication and high levels
of absorption in their work. However, when they perceive high levels of performance
pressure within their team, this positive influence is weakened.

Performance pressure moderated the effects of job autonomy on both job engagement
and innovative behavior in a negative direction. To examine the interaction effects more
specifically, the method proposed by Aiken et al. (1991) was used to estimate regression
equations, and t-tests were conducted to determine the significance of each regression
coefficient. Figure 2, which visualizes the results and shows the interaction between job
autonomy and performance pressure on job engagement. When the value for perfor-
mance pressure was high (simple slope = 0.50, t = 8.15, p < 0.001), and when the value
for performance pressure was low (simple slope = 0.34, t = 5.96, p < 0.001), the influence
differed. Figure 2, shows the interaction between job autonomy and performance pres-
sure on innovative behavior. When the value for performance pressure was high (simple
slope = 0.63, t = 11.43, p < 0.001), and when the value for performance pressure was low
(simple slope = 0.46, t = 9.08, p < 0.001), the influence also differed. As a result, in both
cases, the higher the performance pressure, the weaker the influence of job autonomy on
job engagement and innovative behavior, as evidenced by the differences in the slopes of
the graphs.
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Figure 2. Moderating effect of performance pressure on the relationship between job autonomy and
work engagement and innovative behavior.

5. Discussion
5.1. Theoretical Implications

This study examined how individual perceptions of performance pressure influence
the dynamic relationship between job autonomy and key organizational outcomes: work
engagement and innovative behavior. Our findings contribute to the literature in several
important ways.

First, we demonstrate that job autonomy positively affects work engagement, sup-
porting the organizational behavior perspective that employee autonomy is crucial in
maintaining employee motivation and well-being. This finding extends our understanding
of how organizational practices can foster employee engagement through supporting au-
tonomy.

Second, our results confirm that job autonomy positively affects innovative behavior,
highlighting its role in developing organizational capabilities. This aligns with previous
research (e.g., Axtell et al., 2000) demonstrating that autonomy is a strong predictor of
employee innovation, while extending these findings to contemporary organizational con-
texts.

Third, and most importantly, we found that individually perceived performance pres-
sure negatively moderates the positive effects of job autonomy on both work engagement
and innovative behavior. This finding addresses the inconsistent results in previous studies
on job autonomy and organizational effectiveness by introducing performance pressure as
a key contextual factor. Drawing on Langfred (2004) motivational and structural mecha-
nisms, we demonstrate that high levels of perceived performance pressure can undermine
the benefits of job autonomy. Specifically, when employees perceive high performance
pressure, the positive influence of job autonomy on both work engagement and innovative
behavior is weakened.

This moderation effect provides important theoretical insights into the conditions
under which autonomy supports or constrains organizational outcomes. When excessive
performance pressure leads to increased responsibility and complexity, employees may
experience goal confusion and uncertainty about their responsibilities, potentially com-
promising their work engagement and innovative behavior. This finding is particularly
significant given the limited research on factors that moderate the relationship between job
autonomy and innovative behavior in organizational settings.

Our study contributes to organizational behavior theory in several ways. First, it
identifies the boundary conditions under which job autonomy effectively promotes em-
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ployee outcomes. Second, it demonstrates how individual perceptions of performance
pressure can affect the success of autonomous work arrangements. Third, it extends our
understanding of how organizations can balance autonomy and performance requirements
in contemporary work environments. Beyond theoretical contributions, our findings pro-
vide key insights for organizational leaders and HR managers that can aid in managing
autonomy and performance pressure effectively. To maintain employee engagement and
innovation, organizations should consider the following strategy: Balanced Goal Setting
for Short-Term Performance Pressure Management; while performance pressure can serve
as a short-term motivator, excessive pressure counteracts the synergies of autonomy. Or-
ganizations should establish realistic goals while aligning them with long-term strategic
visions to prevent burnout and disengagement.

5.2. Limitations and Future Suggestions

While our study provides valuable insights into the relationship between job autonomy
and sustainable employee outcomes, several limitations should be acknowledged that
suggest directions for future research.

First, our study focused on individual perceptions of performance pressure as a mod-
erating factor in the relationship between job autonomy and employee outcomes. While
this individual-level analysis provides important insights, future research could expand
on our findings by examining how different levels of performance pressure (individual,
team, and organizational) affect sustainable HRM outcomes. Such multi-level research
could provide a more comprehensive understanding of how performance pressure operates
across organizational levels and how it influences the effectiveness of autonomy-based
management practices (Eisenberger & Aselage, 2009; Gardner, 2012).

Second, while our research identified performance pressure as a key contextual
factor, future studies should explore potential mediating mechanisms in the relation-
ship between job autonomy and sustainable employee outcomes. For instance, feedback-
seeking behavior has been suggested as a potential mediating factor that may influ-
ence how employees respond to performance pressure and maintain innovative behav-
ior (Arun Kumar & Lavanya, 2024). Future studies could investigate whether feedback-
seeking behavior or other cognitive and behavioral strategies moderate or mediate the
effects of performance pressure on autonomy-related outcomes.

Third, our findings regarding the negative moderating effect of performance pressure
suggest the need for more nuanced research on the conditions under which autonomy
promotes sustainable outcomes. Future studies might consider three-way interactions
that incorporate individual differences, such as the level of growth needed or regulatory
focus, to better understand when and for whom autonomy is most effective. Additionally,
researchers might explore how different types of performance pressure (e.g., development-
focused versus evaluation-focused) differently affect the autonomy-outcome relationship.

Furthermore, in the South Korean organizational context, cultural values such as
Confucian hierarchical structures and collectivism may intensify employees” perception of
performance pressure. Unlike Western organizations that emphasize individual autonomy,
South Korean employees may experience a stronger sense of obligation to meet team
expectations, potentially reducing the motivational benefits of job autonomy. Future
studies should further explore how cultural factors shape the autonomy—performance-
pressure dynamic.

Finally, future research could extend our findings by examining these relationships
longitudinally to better understand how the effects of autonomy and performance pressure
on sustainable outcomes evolve over time. This could provide insights into the long-
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term sustainability of different HRM practices and their effects on employee well-being
and performance.
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Appendix A. Measurements

1. Job Autonomy (« = 0.80)

(1) I can decide how I want to work. (2) I have responsibilities in my work. (3) I have
no autonomy in my work.

2. Work engagement (« = 0.88)

(1) At my work, I feel bursting with energy. (2) I am enthusiastic about my job. (3) I
am immersed in my work.

3. Innovative behavior (x = 0.89)

(1) Searches out new working methods, techniques, or instruments (idea generation)

(2) Mobilizing support for innovative ideas (idea promotion)

(3) Transforming innovative ideas into useful applications (idea realization)

4. Performance pressure (x = 0.90)

(1) The pressures for performance in my workplace are high. (2) I feel tremendous
pressure to produce results. (3) If I don’t produce at high levels, my job will be at risk. (4) I
would characterize my workplace as a results-driven environment.
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