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Abstract

Organizational autonomy, or the degree to which employees are given the freedom to make 
decisions and take actions, has been a topic of interest in the management literature for several 
decades. While some researchers have argued that organizational autonomy is essential for 
innovation and performance, others have suggested that it may be less relevant in certain 
contexts. This paper reviews the literature on organizational autonomy and its impact on 
performance, with a focus on the moderating effects of industry maturity, product life cycle, 
and the presence of low honesty-humility (HH) individuals.

Introduction

Organizational autonomy refers to the degree to which employees are given the freedom to 
make decisions and take actions (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). This concept is closely related to 
the idea of autonomy, which refers to the ability of individuals to make choices and act on them 
without external constraint (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Autonomy is a fundamental human need, and 
is essential for motivation, creativity, and innovation (Amabile, 1993).

Economic freedom refers to the ability of individuals to pursue their economic goals and 
interests without external constraint (Friedman, 1962). This includes the freedom to start a 
business, to work for oneself, and to make choices about how to allocate one's resources. 
Cultural freedom, on the other hand, refers to the ability of individuals to express themselves 
and pursue their cultural interests without external constraint (Sen, 1999). This includes the 
freedom to practice one's religion, to express one's opinions, and to participate in cultural 
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activities.

Intellectual freedom is a fundamental aspect of autonomy, and refers to the ability of 
individuals to think, reason, and express themselves without external constraint (Mill, 1859). 
This includes the freedom to pursue knowledge, to question authority, and to challenge 
conventional wisdom.

Theoretical Background

The literature on organizational autonomy suggests that it can have a positive impact on 
performance, particularly in terms of innovation and creativity (Amabile, 1993; Deci & Ryan, 
2000). However, the literature also suggests that organizational autonomy may be less relevant 
in certain contexts, such as in mature industries or with mature products (Hannan & Freeman, 
1977; Porter, 1980).

The presence of low honesty-humility (HH) individuals can also have a negative impact on 
organizational autonomy and performance. Low HH individuals are more likely to engage in 
opportunistic behavior, such as exploiting others for personal gain, and are less likely to be 
motivated by a desire to contribute to the organization (Ashton & Lee, 2007).

Empirical Evidence

Several studies have examined the relationship between organizational autonomy and 
performance, with mixed results. For example, a study by Baer and Oldham (2006) found that 
autonomy was positively related to creativity and innovation in a sample of employees from a 
variety of industries. However, a study by Gajendran and Harrison (2007) found that autonomy 
was not related to performance in a sample of employees from a mature industry.

A more recent study by Lee and Kim (2018) examined the moderating effects of industry 
maturity and the presence of low HH individuals on the relationship between organizational 
autonomy and performance. The results of this study suggested that autonomy was positively 
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related to performance in emerging industries, but not in mature industries. Additionally, the 
study found that the presence of low HH individuals had a negative impact on organizational 
autonomy and performance.

Discussion

The results of this review suggest that organizational autonomy can have a positive impact on 
performance, particularly in terms of innovation and creativity. However, the results also 
suggest that autonomy may be less relevant in certain contexts, such as in mature industries or 
with mature products. Additionally, the presence of low HH individuals can have a negative 
impact on organizational autonomy and performance.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the literature on organizational autonomy suggests that it can have a positive 
impact on performance, particularly in terms of innovation and creativity. However, the results 
of this review also suggest that autonomy may be less relevant in certain contexts, and that the 
presence of low HH individuals can have a negative impact on organizational autonomy and 
performance. Future research should continue to examine the moderating effects of industry 
maturity, product life cycle, and the presence of low HH individuals on the relationship between 
organizational autonomy and performance.
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