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Abstract 

Modern work environments, including such innovations as remote work-stations and telecommuting employees, 

require creative approaches to improve the effectiveness of self-management. This paper examines relationships 

between work autonomy, performance, and public service satisfaction mediated by trends of innovations in public-
sector organizations. It aims to describe causal effect of work autonomy on 1) work performance, and 2) public 

service satisfaction as outcomes through the contribution of innovation on employee management. The study 

addresses empirical issues in Korean public-sector organizations and concepts of work autonomy, work 
performance, public service satisfaction and organizational innovations based on self-determination and 

innovation diffusion theory. Using survey data of Korean Institute of Public Administration (KIPA), the research 
applied structural equation modeling for the analysis. The results show that work autonomy positively shaped 

employees’ capacities for better work performance development and public service satisfaction. Those components 

are triggered by the power of competitive innovations by Korean public-sector organizations. The study highlights 
the importance of people innovation as an influential factor on work autonomy, performance and public service 

satisfaction. This suggests that organizations need to concern with work autonomy-based innovations for creative 
work performance and increase service satisfaction for public-sector organizations.  

Keywords: work autonomy, work performance, public service satisfaction, innovation. 

1. Introduction 

Public-sector organizations have experienced dynamic progress through rapid disruptive technology and innovation 

in this recent era. And public-sector employees are challenged within their field of work to be more innovative and 

develop better performance within the organization. To empower public-sector employees, and decentralizing tasks 

accomplishment, work autonomy is imperative to be strengthened in the organization. Work autonomy is the scope 

of influence for freedom in which employees have on how and what to do at work as an enabler to broaden 

capacities and reduce supervisory control (Lopes et al. 2017). 

Work autonomy is employees' capabilities to perform their activities without fear of consequences and be able to 

improve the image, status, or career (Kahn 1990; Javed et al. 2017). And so, commitment to work would come 

alone due to the loyalties for effective public-services. Previous studies have addressed the effects of work 

autonomy and employee involvement on skills development (Spector 1986; Haynes et al. 1999; Karasek & 

Theorell 1990; De Lange et al. 2003; Van der Doef & Maes 2010; Gallie 2013; Lopes et al. 2017). The current 

research depicts the impacts of work autonomy on employee‟s work outcome development in public-sector 

organizations. Therefore, values of social dimensions through work performance and service satisfaction are 

critically pivotal to work autonomy for generating capacities and enhancing employee‟s well-being for the 

development of the organization (Kim & Park 2017). 

Work autonomy, likewise, simply deals with how leaders put trust in employees that are more autonomous forms of 

work (Lopes et al. 2017). This can trigger employee‟s work engagement and contribution to the growth and 

provides services with loyalty to society (Aninkan & Oyewole 2014; Kim & Park 2017). Scholars also 

continuously argued that leadership plays a potential role in employee‟s innovative behavior than other factors 

(Gerybadze et al. 2010; Javed et al. 2017), and work autonomy is deemed as the hallmark of decentralized activities 

of public-sector organizations.   

Moreover, empowering work autonomy requires creativity and innovation for organizational competitiveness and 

sustainability. Innovation becomes one of the key success factors for today‟s organizational development.  

It shows up when an employee develops, promotes, and manifests his new concepts into realities as innovative 

work behavior (Janssen 2000; Javed et al. 2017). Innovative work is performed in a competitive work environment. 

It is considered intentional creation, based on the introduction and integration of new ideas like idea generation, 

idea promotion, and idea realization to benefit the existence of the organization (Janssen 2000; Kim & Park 2017).  
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Innovation then is greatly dependent on changes in employees‟ social behavior in the organization. Scholars have 

argued that innovative work behavior is the core of useful ideas of employees because it integrates economic, social 

and psychological aspects for beneficial from organization‟s status quo through administrative, technological and 

social changes (West 2002; Rank et al. 2004; West et al. 2004; Orth &Volmer 2017). It is required by employees to 

avoid traditional thinking in their routines. Instead, they can deliver new ideas (Kanter 1988; Kessel & Schults 

2012; Javed et al.2017). Thus, it needs a high degree of work autonomy to express freedom of ideas for 

development in an organization (Foss et al. 2013; Javed et al. 2017). Previous scholars have addressed the role of 

innovative work behavior on organizational performance (Shanker et al. 2017). However, it is necessary to posit an 

independent construct i.e. work autonomy, so that organizational innovation can function as a mediator to bridge 

the work autonomy toward the outcomes i.e. both work performance and public service satisfaction in public-sector 

organizations. 

Innovation is an enabler to improve performance and more responsive to customers in form of social innovation 

(Osborne 1993; Frederickson 1996; Sorensen & Torfing 2011; Suh et al. 2018), such as developing knowledge 

sharing for the organizational development. It deals with the process of exchanging information or interaction and 

communication, expert knowledge as well, as feed-back to create new things to achieve the intended goals 

(Cummings 2004; Wang & Noe 2010; Kim & Park 2017).  

Concerning the empirical circumstances of work autonomy and organizational innovation, South Korea as one of 

the longest workweeks in advanced countries has experienced kinds of social issues on public-sector employees 

such as stressful situations while working, lack of time and flexibility to strengthen social bonds or even lack of 

sleeping time. This problematic situation has been reacted through the Korean government policy implementation 

of public-employees working hours from 68 to 52 hours per week as an effort to diminish chronic overwork. Then, 

it was also intended to promote a greater work-life balance. The question is that does it help to improve work 

performance and increase service satisfaction for public-sector employees? 

From this rationale, the current research addressed the effects of work autonomy towards both work performance 

and public service satisfaction by applying the mediating role of organizational innovation in Korean public-sector 

organizations. So, the research questions of the study are 1). Is there any association of work autonomy to both 

work performance and public service satisfaction in the public-sector organization?; 2). Does organizational 

innovation play the mediating role between work autonomy and both work performance and public service 

satisfaction in the public-sector organization?   

The study was aiming to find out causal relationships between work autonomy to both employee‟s performance and 

public service satisfaction; and then, the mediating role of organizational innovation to those latent variables in 

Korean public-sector organizations. After the entire introduction, the author addressed the theoretical framework 

concerning previous findings and hypotheses development. Then, in the method section, structural equation 

modeling was applied for measurement techniques and the analysis for results. The author briefly addressed critical 

findings and discussion; and in the last part; the author also highlighted theoretical and practical implications and 

proposals for further studies. 

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development 
 

2.1 Work Autonomy, Performance, and Public Service Satisfaction 

Work autonomy is the degree of employees‟ decisions about determining which tasks to perform, and how to plan 

schedule, design, and implement as daily routines in the organization (Hackman & Oldham 1975; Orth & Volmer 

2017). It is also deemed as the extent to which employees can develop the influence and practice over their 

immediate work activities or routines (Lopes et al. 2017).  

Work autonomy is about decision making. And so it is simply a nudge of creating environmental conditions to 

influence employees affording their work choice (Thaler & Sunstein 2008; Owens et al. 2017). It gives chance to 

be able to choose and decide which tasks to do, how, and when that means self-determination given at work based 

on freedom from any type of control. In that sense, work autonomy required flexibility as in which it provides job 

independence for employees to determine the process and procedure to carry out the job as well (Hackman & 

Oldham 1975; Preenen et al. 2017). So, flexibility is greatly devoted to enhancing discretion and responsibility in 

the work environment (Lopes et al. 2017).   
 

This choice architecture integrates behavioral psychology in shaping decisions of employees‟ work autonomy and 

delegating empowerment (Owens et al. 2017). Thus, work autonomy is related to discretion for flexibility at work.   
In practice, work autonomy is an integral part of the job and forms employees‟ daily working conditions (March & 

Wilkinson 2000; Lopes et al. 2017). Providing employees services with choices would give them the freedom to act 

well and reach the goal of the organization. It depends on the relational perspectives of autonomy that employee‟s 

freedom to deliberate and act in social relationships which they experienced (Mackenzie & Stoljar 2000; Clifford 

2013; Owens & Cribb 2013; Owens et al. 2017).  
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Leaders wish to empower employees to express their work performance through work autonomy in the 

organization (Lopes et al. 2017). Performance becomes the ultimate measure of values dealing with achievements 

to support a competitive strategy in an organization (Valmohammadi & Ahmadi 2015).  The effect of power 

delegation enables employees to constrain their decisions and induce them to increase their performance and reduce 

tight control. So, having trust in employees both expected and actual trust worthiness like preferences and beliefs 

(Lopes et al. 2017) are determinants of work autonomy to gain better work performance in public-sector 

organizations.  

Scholars argued that autonomy is sometimes limited to the constructive capacities of making the decision and 

taking action. Employees' capacities in terms of knowledge, skills, and abilities are believed can improve better 

performance (Tims et al. 2015; Guan & Frenkel 2018). So, the main concern is extended through opportunities for 

employees to practice capacities in „choice and voice‟ (Mladenov et al. 2015; Owens et al. 2017). And then, 

satisfaction in public services can also be deeply acknowledged in terms of its relationship to determinant factors 

like stress, high control at work, and working conditions (Noor 2011; Arunika & Kottawatta 2017). Employees 

need to be empowered to express their freedom and commitment to work for greater work performance and better 

public service satisfaction in the organization. Work autonomy has been widely studied as s predictor of perceived 

organizational support (Eisenberger et al. 1999; Rhoades & Eisenberger 2002; Jong & Ford 2020). And by 

applying Self-Determination Theory, a recent study has also addressed the mediation function of autonomy to the 

relationship between social media usage and employee job satisfaction (Demircioglu 2018). Whereas, the current 

research addressed work autonomy as the antecedent for the outcomes, i.e. work performance and public service 

satisfaction in the public-sector, regarding the context of public-sector employees in Korea who are 

demographically highly educated and innovative in public-sector organizations. Thus, the author addressed 

assumptions that: 

Hypothesis 1a: Work autonomy is positively associated with work performance in public-sector organization. 

Hypothesis 1b: Work autonomy is positively associated with public service satisfaction in public-sector 

organization. 

2.2 Mediating Role of Organizational Innovation 

Work autonomy leads to a sense of responsibility as the increase of employees‟ motivation which is respectively 

correlated to the integration of new ideas into creativity (Amabile et al. 1996; Urbach et al. 2010; Fay et al. 2015). 

It is the independence of team-work operating within the organization. Work autonomy in an organization through 

team work management can lead to achieve innovation and initiate practical implementation (Fay et al. 2015).  

Organizational innovation is considered as a response for the adaptation and implementation of new ideas to the 

environment of the organization at a certain time of adoption (van de Ven 1986; Amabile, 1996; Damanpour & 

Schneider 2006; Fay et al. 2015). Innovation is related to process, product, technology, administrative or structure 

innovation, people innovation, exploitative innovation, and exploratory innovation (Neck et al. 2017). And so, 

creativity is a trigger for innovation. This writing is more on administrative, and people innovation that complies 

with changes in organization and behaviors of employees‟ work in public-sector organizations. Then, exploratory 

innovation focuses on risk-taking and freedom of radical thinking. It can bring changes within the organization 

through a structure, culture, and decision making (Neck et al. 2017).  

Turning new ideas into reality, some challenges need to be considered (Klein & Sorra 1996; Fay et al. 2015) related 

to complex processes and adaptations within the organization. Innovation goes through matching the integration of 

ideas into an opportunity as a decision to implement practical routines (Zaltman et al. 1973; Fay et al. 2015). Then, 

in making an innovative decision, trust is deemed as the hallmark that reduces risks and costs and then promotes 

self-enforcement to secure the organization from opportunistic behavior. Having generalized trust may lead leaders 

and managers trustworthy to increase employees‟ discretion and decentralize in decision making. Nevertheless, a 

lack of trust may diminish work autonomy and would lead to much more monitoring at work within the 

organization (Lopes et al. 2017). Thus, work autonomy becomes a determinant aspect of the organizational 

innovation (Drucker 1999; Preenen et al. 2017) to greater performance and anticipate uncertainties of the 

competitive environment.  

The uniqueness of leader and employees‟ relationships support the quality of innovative work behavior. In this 

case, inclusive leadership is fundamental to employees‟ relationships (Javed et al. 2017). Flexibility practices also 

facilitate individuals inside the organization to arrange the content of the job (Preenen et al. 2017) without 

neglecting the goal of the organization.  A low level of work autonomy, in contrast, can inversely affect employees‟ 

efforts to innovate. Autonomy is likely to be related to innovation developed by employees that required changes in 

innovative work behavior (Battistelli et al. 2013; Orth & Volmer 2017). Scholars have repeatedly stated that work 

autonomy and innovative work behavior perpetuate meaningful variations in employees‟ daily routines. However, 

both autonomy and innovation are less explored so far in the public-sector organization (Petrou et al. 2012; Orth & 

Volmer 2017).  
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Implementation of Innovative ideas and integration of daily work autonomy are as prominent variables that can 

foster the extend of employee‟s discretion in designing and choosing the method to complete their tasks (Hackman 

& Oldham 1975; Orth & Volmer 2017). Daily work autonomy and work engagement correlate to innovative work 

of employees which is more efficacy for creative work (Orth & Volmer 2017). As scholars found that work 

autonomy is positively related to innovation (Axtell et al. 2000; Spreitzer 1995; Preenen et al. 2017) and work 

autonomy is strongly associated with employee innovation as the outcome of the organization (Hammond et al. 

2011; Preenen et al. 2017). A recent study has addressed the mediating effect of innovative work behavior on the 

relationship between organizational climate for innovation and organizational performance (Shanker et al. 2017). 

This current study posited the organizational innovation as the mediator to the relationship of work autonomy on 

both work performance and public service satisfaction in public-sector organizations. The study considered 

organizational innovation as a critical component that plays a role to link public employees‟ freedom to work in 

flexible conditions and greater innovation in public-sector organizations. Therefore, it was assumed that:    

Hypothesis 2a: Organizational innovation positively mediates the relationships of work autonomy and work 

performance in public-sector organization. 

Hypothesis 2b: Organizational innovation positively mediates the relationships of work autonomy and public 

service satisfaction in public-sector organization. 

2.3 Organizational Innovation, Work Performance, and Public Service Satisfaction 

Innovation appears as the initiation of the public sector organizations to bring new changes to the performance and 

service satisfaction in the organization. It is from the integration of new ideas to proceed with products or services 

(Crossan & Apaydin 2010; Suh et al. 2018). Organizational innovation is a well-known action for changes through 

creativity and development with the organization. Successful organizational innovation cannot be separated from 

employees‟ commitment and dedicated trust to contribute and stay with the organization. Though high risks 

situations are encountered, employees keep their trust to serve the organization in innovative ways for achieving 

better public service satisfaction (Buchele & Christiansen 1999a; Preenen et al. 2017). Like work performance, 

public service satisfaction is also an imperative outcome in public-sector organizations. Work satisfaction is a 

pleasurable state resulting from the appraisal gained in the work as well as work experiences (Locke 1976; 

Bayraktar et al. 2017). Abilities to learn new things and develop cooperation greatly contribute to job satisfaction 

(Daft 2008; Bayraktar et al. 2017). Therefore, innovation is deemed to support greater impacts on work 

performance and the achievement of public service satisfaction.     

Innovation diffusion is a strong theory to predict the spread of innovation in the social system. It is an idea and 

practice that individuals perceived a new change in time since it is first used or discovered (Rogers 1983; Wani & 

Ali 2015). Innovation diffusion focuses on persuading individuals to change behaviors, so people become better fits 

for the needs of individuals and groups (Wani & Ali 2015). The diffusion of innovation can only develop when a 

social system accepts it as an innovation, share, and communicate the information within and among the system of 

institutions (Rogers 2003; Wani & Ali 2015).     

In terms of innovative work performance, employees need the support of a work environment like leadership factor 

as a key agent of change that perform new ideas to support the employee‟s innovation (De Jong & Den Hartog 

2010; Javed et al. 2017). Social and environmental changes thus push innovation for reaching better employees‟ 

work performance. Previous scholars stated that engaged employees are more likely to put attention to work-related 

knowledge and innovative work behavior which influences the human dimension of organizational development 

(Kim & Park 2017). Innovative work may boost employees‟ efforts to implement individual as well as 

organizational innovation across days (Orth & Volmer 2017).  

Therefore, it is important to promote innovative work performance across employees‟ routines.  Internal flexibility 

work builds employees' trust, feeling, and commitment to job practices that can enhance organizational innovation 

and bear productivity (Preenen et al. 2017). Flexibility to work also improves the quality of work-life through 

creativity and new ideas that reduce repetitive works, monotonous for the employees‟ performance, and 

organizational improvements (Kelliher & Riley 2003; Martínez-Sánchez et al. 2008; Preenen et al. 2017). Work-

related innovation is posited as a novel behavior which can impact on performance (Guan & Frenkel 2018) and 

dedicate public service satisfaction.  

Employees‟ learning process in an organization contributes to competitive advantage based on the emerged 

experiences and practical learning for organizational innovation (Gherardi et al.1998; Van der Sluis 2004; Preenen 

et al. 2017). Better public services help create welfare sustainability for the achievement of good economic, 

environmental, and social attainment in a collective manner (Hart & Milstein 2003; Spreitzer et al. 2012; Kim & 

Park 2017). Scholars argued that innovation has been widely taken as the outcome of collaboration based on 

knowledge sharing for the performance of organizational innovation (Lee et al. 2005; Preenen et al. 2017).  This 

study addressed work performance and public service satisfaction as outcomes of public-sector employees‟ 

sustainable work development.  



International Journal of Humanities and Social Science       Vol. 10 • No. 8 • August 2020      doi:10.30845/ijhss.v10n8p5 

32 

Concerning the suggestion of Sonmes and Yildirim (2018) to investigate the relationship between employees 

(nurses) innovative work behavior and working performance, as what Shanker et al. (2017) have studied 

previously, ─ thus, regardless of its position as the mediator in this study a, the author also tested the relationship of 

the organizational innovation as the interim antecedent to the outcomes, i.e. work performance and public service 

satisfaction in public-sector organization. So, it was hypothesized that:    

Hypothesis 3a: Organizational innovation is positively associated with work performance in public-sector 

organization. 

Hypothesis 3b: Organizational innovation is positively associated with public service satisfaction in public-sector 

organization. 

Figure 1: 

 
 

3. Research Methods 
 

3.1 Research Setting and Data Collection 

The study applied survey data collected from the Public Employee Perception Survey of the Korean Institute of 

Public Administration (KIPA) 2016. It was applied to 42 central administrative agencies that integrated 2070 

respondents employed in 17 local governments in South Korea. 

A total population of 2070 valid responses participated to conduct the study as a sampling population, involving 1, 

340 (64.7%) participants as civil servants from central administrations, while 730 (35.3%) were from local 

governments. The survey questionnaire comprises 14 items in total derived from those latent constructs of work 

autonomy, organizational innovation, work performance, and public service satisfaction. In the sample, there are 

63.4 percent male and 36.6 percent female. The ratio of gender in the sample delineated the male-female ratio 

addressed by the Korean Ministry of Gender and Family in 2015 (i.e., 71.3% male, 28.7% female).  

The majority of levels of respondents‟ education are bachelor‟s degree (72.4%) and master‟s degree (17.6%). Then, 

the average age of the total respondents was 40 years.  

For the marital status, 74.6 percent were married, and 24.9 percent were single. In terms of carrier ranking, mostly 

respondents belong to civil service grade 7 (28.8%), grade 6 (28.8), and grade 5 (22.6%). Table 1 depicted the 

characteristics of the sample in detail. Those items are in the Korean language, while for the sake of this study, they 

are translated into English. Table 1 addressed the detailed characteristics of the sample (n=2070).  
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Table 1. Sample Characteristics 
 

Variables % 

Gender  

  Male 63.4 

  Female 36.6 

Age (years)  

  20-29 9.2 

  30-39 39.5 

  40-49 38.4 

  50 and above 12.9 

Current Position  

  Grade 9 4.9 

  Grade 8 7.8 

  Grade 7 28.8 

  Grade 6 28.8 

  Grade 5 22.6 

  Grade 4 5.7 

  Grade 3 1.3 

  Grade 2 0 

  Grade 1 0 

Current Educational Attainment   

  High School or less 2.9 

  College (2-3 years) 5.5 

  Bachelor‟s Degree 72.4 

  Master‟s Degree 17.6 

  Doctorate 1.6 

Type of Organization  

  Central 64.7 

  Local 35.3 
 

The designed constructs generated multiple item scales which were measured by applying the Likert scale. Each 

item was ranged from points of strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5).  

Then, the author applied exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to identify factors and maximize their variances based 

on the entire data; and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to test those hypotheses by looking at underlying 

relationships among measured variables. Then, structural equation modeling was applied to find the causal-effect 

relationships between those measured variables and latent constructs based on the given hypotheses.  
 

In work autonomy, four items were applied from the study to measure employees‟ choice, decision, flexibility work 

adjustment, and determination of work. Those items were expressed as follows: “I can participate in making a 

decision that can affect the content of my work; I have the choice of how to do the work based on procedures; I can 

adjust my work speed and deadline; I can determine the order and priority of my work”. So, the value of 

Cronbach‟s alpha achieved for those factors of work autonomy was .828.  
 

Organizational innovation was measured using a five-item scale. Those items encompassed: “Our organization is 

flexible and responds instantly for changes; Our organization accepts some risk for innovation; I develop new ideas 

to solve problems that arise during work; I try to create/ apply a new and original way of doing business; Change in 

our organization usually has a positive effect”. The result of those factors counted Cronbach‟s alpha for 

organizational innovation was .875. 
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Furthermore, work performance was measured by having three items. They were noted as follows: “I am achieving 

the expected performance in my work; I attain the required results from the organization, other organizations, and 

stakeholders involved in my duties; I fulfill my responsibilities for my performance”. Thus, Cronbach‟s alpha for 

work performance factors was .871. 

Public service satisfaction was measured in four items. They were stated as follows: “Public officials are socially 

highly rated; I am satisfied with the stability of public service; I am satisfied with the prospect of public service; I 

am generally satisfied with work as a civil servant”. The result perceived through Cronbach‟s alpha was .824. 

The effects of demographic factors such as employee‟s age, gender, education, year of employment, and tenure 

which could affect those constructs and variables were also controlled in this study. The result showed consistency 

among those demographic aspects as well, like the age indicating longer time duration of work on the work 

performance. 
 

3.2 Analysis and Measurement Model 

Structural equation modeling was applied in a two-step approach, firstly by estimating the measurement model, and 

then estimating the structural model. Those regressions were aimed to minimize the standard error by applying 

maximum likelihood with strength of standard errors. Then, the integration of CFA to assess factor structure, 

reliability, and validity for those constructs as latent variables. 

Table 2. Findings of Exploratory Factor Analysis 

Pattern Matrix 
a 

 

Items Factors Cronbach Alpha 

1 2 3 4 5 

OrgInnov_2 .867     

OrgInnov_1 .866     

OrgInnov_3 .793    .875 

OrgInnov_4 .636     

OrgInnov_5 .584     

PublicServSat_2  .843    

PublicServSat_4  .813   .824 

PublicServSat_3  .739    

PublicServSat_1  .561    

Autonomy_3   .809   

Autonomy_4   .775  .828 

Autonomy_2   .747   

Autonomy_1   .597   

WorkPerf_3    .873  

WorkPerf_2    .836 .871 

WorkPerf_1    .792  

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.  

 Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization 
a
 

 

Rotation converged in 5 iterations.  
 

Measurement technique was modelled in factor loading which was ranged from .56 to .87, and it was indicated if 

the minimum threshold was above .50. The measurement of Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) of sampling adequacy 

was equivalent to .843 (p< .000).  

Then, in conducting confirmatory factor analysis, author addressed the difference among latent variables found in 

the model to a proper fit among the constructed model. It was found if the comparative fit index (CFI) was .967 

(>.95); the standard root mean residual (SRMR) was .059 (<.08); and the root mean square of approximation 

(RMSEA) was .045 (<.08); PClose was 0.924 (>.05). So, it can be argued that these results were assumed as 

excellent as long as they were greater than the minimum threshold for each. Measurement on discrimination 

validity of constructs model found that internal consistency index (CR) was greater than .86, which is above the 

threshold of .70, and the average variance extracted was above .70, which is above the threshold of .50. 
 

Table 3. Model Validity Measures 
 

Variables CR AVE       

1. Work Autonomy 0.864714  0.709175        

2. Organizational Innovation 0.880407  0.721076        

3. Work Performance 

4. Public Service Satisfaction 

0.91241 

0.90132 

0.802321  

0.801216  
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Furthermore, the correlation coefficient in terms of descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviation) between 

constructs model showed that the correlation among variables are relatively strong (p<.001). Therefore, it can be 

stated that work autonomy is strongly correlated with both work performance and public service satisfaction; and 

the mediating role of organizational innovation to the relationships between those latent variables.  
 

 
 

4. Hypothesis Testing and Discussion of the Results 
 

Regarding the measure of the stated assumptions, the aggregation of estimation and fit indices were applied in the 

structural equation modeling (SEM). It is depicted in figure (3). 

 
 

The presented results revealed a good fit index: CFI = .967; RMSEA= .045; and CMIN/DF = 2.458.  Those 

measures are found as fulfilling the minimum thresholds and thus, acceptable, and excellent treatments as depicted 

on the entire table (4).   
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Table 4. Model Fit Measures 
 

Measure Estimate Threshold Interpretation 

CMIN 339.196  -- -- 

DF 138  -- -- 

CMIN/DF 2.458  Between 1 and 3 Excellent  

CFI 0.967  >0.95 Acceptable  

SRMR 0.059  <0.08 Acceptable 

RMSEA 0.045  <0.06 Acceptable  

P Close 0.924  >0.05 Acceptable 
 

From the results of the measurement, it is argued that the findings were considered suitable to the depicted model, 

and the given data. And so the study found positive relationships among those variables; in this matter, there is a 

positive direct relationship between work autonomy and outcomes, i.e. both work performance, and public service 

satisfaction of the Korean public-sector organizations. It essentially indicates that autonomy allows much more 

freedom and flexibility to the Korean public-sector employees to develop their capacities for better work 

performance and public service satisfaction. In practice, Mrayyan (2014; Sonmez & Yildirim 2020) similarly 

conducted a study on nurses as public employees, ─ found that autonomy allows nurses to express their expertise 

and skills to increase care outcomes, job satisfaction, and retention. Other previous scholars also argued that 

working in an environment where autonomy exists, public employees might experience more interests and a sense 

of willingness to address novel things, and more productive (Amabile et al. 1996; Si & Wei 2012; Shanker et al. 

2017). In this regard, greater work performance and public service satisfaction admittedly depend on freedom and 

flexibility of employees to work, in which absolutely through innovative behavior, service motivation and 

commitment of individual employees; ─ so individualized considerations play a critical role of the work autonomy 

toward work outcomes (Jong & Ford 2020), ─ and institutions included leadership aspect as well are also pivotal in 

public-sector organizations. Therefore, from this study, the stated assumptions of hypotheses 1a,b were supported. 
 

Subsequently, the results revealed that organizational innovation positively has a mediating role in the relationships 

of work autonomy and both work performance and public service satisfaction. The support of the organizational 

innovation is not just about the sufficient physical technological infrastructure, but also it is tightly determined by 

capable public employees and process innovation. For instance, a study of Demircioglu (2018) about the effect of 

social media use on job satisfaction, showed that social media has an indirect effect on job satisfaction.  

Thus, through innovative work behavior, greater human resource autonomy could contribute to having better 

human resource inputs such as relevant knowledge and skills to fit the job for better outcomes of public services 

(Nielson 2014; Song et al. 2020). And then a high level of professional autonomy might devote greater innovative 

outputs through the support of innovative work behavior of the employees (Sonmes & Yildirim 2018) in public-

sector organizations. From the mediating effect of the organizational innovation, then, the result supported 

hypothesis 2a,b. 
 

Then, the result also showed that organizational innovation had positive relationships with both work performance 

and public service satisfaction. Rationally, public-sector employees have perpetuated their innovative work 

behaviors to achieve greater service satisfaction and better work performance. Bottom-up innovation, i.e. 

employees‟ capacities, is an essential point associated with public employees‟ work satisfaction (Demircioglu 

2020), and service performance. And it is supported by a sufficient innovative organizational environment such as 

innovative human resource capacities, technological advancement, and agile process through smart work systems in 

public-sector organizations. Scholars also argued that employees‟ satisfaction through public service satisfaction 

could strongly influence employees' work performance in public-sector organizations (Lasisi et al. 2020). And so, 

the stated assumption (hypothesis 3a,b) was supported as well.  
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Table 5. Regression Weights of SEM 
 

Outcomes 
 

Antecedents Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

Organizational 

Innovation 
<--- Work Autonomy .328 .035 9.307 *** 

 

Public Service 

Satisfaction 
<--- 

Organizational 

Innovation 
.412 .061 6.777 *** 

 

Work Performance <--- 
Organizational 

Innovation 
.152 .055 2.774 .006 

 

Work Performance <--- Work Autonomy .301 .042 7.209 *** 
 

Public Service 

Satisfaction 
<--- Work Autonomy .101 .042 2.401 .016 

 

Work Performance <--- Gender -.100 .047 -2.141 .032 
 

Work Performance <--- Age .012 .003 4.257 *** 
 

Work Performance <--- Education .044 .032 1.389 .165 
 

Public Service 

Satisfaction 
<--- Gender .091 .049 1.866 .062 

 

Public Service 

Satisfaction 
<--- Age -.001 .003 -.503 .615 

 

Public Service 

Satisfaction 
<--- Education .101 .033 3.045 .002 

 

 

5. Conclusion 
 

The study was applied to measure the causality of the relationships of work autonomy to both public service 

satisfaction, and work performance in public-sector organizations. Work autonomy perpetuated a significant 

influence on the development of public service satisfaction, and work performance in public-sector organizations. 

Public employees who posit more autonomy in their work behavior are more likely to work favorably in a more 

supported working condition; ─ However, those with low perceived autonomy might attribute unfavorable working 

conditions (Jong & Ford 2020) that impact on the low work performance, and lack of public service satisfaction in 

public-sector organizations. Therefore, granting more autonomy to public sector employees can improve the 

organizational performance, efficiency, effectiveness which simultaneously increase public service satisfaction 

(Stazyk 2016; Demircioglu 2018), and more than that, it can develop equality and equity of public services.  
 

Organizational innovation is a pivotal mediating factor in the association between work autonomy and those 

organizational outcomes. Organizational innovation positively had a mediating role in the relationships between 

work autonomy and both work performance, and public service satisfaction in Korean public-sector organizations. 

Public-sector employees who have freedom and flexibility to work under relevant levels of autonomy tend to be 

more innovative, compared to those who lack work autonomy in public services (Sonmes & Yildirim 2018). And 

so work autonomy posits a huge effect on public employees‟ innovative behavior (Krause 2007; Shanker et al. 

2017) of the organizational innovation, which can result in greater work performance and public service 

satisfaction in public-sector organizations.     
 

Then, organizational innovation also affected both organizational performance and public service satisfaction. It is 

empirical that here now in Korea, greater performance perpetuated by the Korean public employees is significantly 

determined by their advanced organizational innovation in public-sectors. Scholars have also argued that 

innovations affect both individuals and organizational outcomes (Walker et al. 2011; Demircioglu 2020). 

Organizational innovation enhances the outcomes, i.e. services or products for greater work performance (Azar & 

Ciabuschi 2017) in public-sector organizations.  In short, the causal effect relationships of work autonomy to both 

work performance and public service satisfaction is contributable. Then, through the mediating role of 

organizational innovation, public employees are more autonomous and produce better services in organizational 

outcomes, and are getting more advance in the Korean public-sector organizations.  

Theoretical and Practical Implications 

The results of the study are consistent with previous findings showing causalities in an association between work 

autonomy and employee work performance in public-sector organizations. Work autonomy posits as a critical 

component for creating better employee‟s working conditions (March & Wilkison 2000; Lopes et al. 2017). From 

this study, work autonomy contributes significantly to the increased of better work performance of public 

employees in Korean public-sector organizations. Furthermore, the significant association of work autonomy to 

public service satisfaction was also contributable.  
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Similarly, scholars argued that work autonomy creates a suitable environment that impacts satisfaction in public 

services to avoid unintended circumstances like stress, high control at work, and other unintended working 

conditions (Noor 2011; Arunika & Kottawatta 2015). Therefore, the current research fully supports the principle of 

Self-Determination Theory (SDT), employed to support public employees‟ choices and flexibilities to work in 

public-sector organizations (Demircioglu 2020). Practically, the finding implied that work autonomy addressed 

freedom and flexibility of work to improve satisfied capacities within public sector organizations.  
 

Organizational innovation subsequently showed a pivotal mediating role for the association of work autonomy to 

work performance as well as public service satisfaction in Korean public-sector organizations. Previous research 

also found that innovative ideas and work autonomy are prominent variables to foster the extent of employees‟ 

freedom in designing and choosing the method to complete their tasks for better work performance (Hackman & 

Oldham 1975; Orth & Volmer 2017). The findings also support the principle of diffusion of innovation that works 

autonomy toward greater work performance can only develop when a social system accepts innovation and share or 

transmit the information inside and among institutions (Rogers 2003; Wani & Ali 2015). Therefore, organizational 

innovation in a creative atmosphere could improve employees‟ work performance and service satisfaction for 

organization development. Organizational innovation brings new changes for performance and service satisfaction 

because of the integration of new ideas to proceed with products or services (Crossan & Apaydin 2010; Suh et al. 

2018). And so, referring to the result, work autonomy and organizational innovation put pivotal contribution onto 

work performance and public service satisfaction in Korean public-sector organizations. 

Limitations and Recommendations  

Although the author found significant results, the study still encountered some limitations. The research just 

considered the aspect of work autonomy as the antecedent in this study due to its urgency in public-sector 

organizations. Further research may integrate other constructs of social issues in public sectors like the trend of 

leadership's influence, organizational commitment, work-life balance, and so forth. 
 

The study was also limited to public-sector employees in the public-sector organization. Thus, it was suggested to 

extend the research to another locus of study and dimensions of innovation in public administration. Then, it is 

recommended to modify and integrate other variables to develop the model regarding the contexts in public-sector 

organizations. 

Lastly, the study was conducted using survey data; In order to find an in-depth understanding, it would be 

necessary to integrate progressive mixed-approach and instruments, such as interviews applied to current public 

employees and so forth., While also it is necessary to apply the updated version of survey data in which the current 

survey data is considered lacking to up to date. It is suggested that to achieve effective outcomes, work autonomy 

should dedicate freedom of choice to public employees to express novel ideas, skills, and creativity in public-sector 

organizations.  
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