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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT 
 In the realm of business, innovative work behavior holds significant importance. 

While the direct connection between job characteristics and innovative work 
behavior has received attention, there remains a gap in understanding the indirect 
pathways and the influence of job-based psychological ownership in this 
relationship. This study seeks to address this gap by investigating the relationship 
between job characteristics and innovative work behavior through job-based 
psychological ownership. Data was collected through a survey of 574 Vietnamese 
employees, and the analysis was conducted using PLS-SEM with Smart PLS 4.0 
software. The findings reveal that job characteristics positively influence job-
based psychological ownership, which subsequently fosters innovative work 
behavior. Moreover, the results confirm the mediating role of job-based 
psychological ownership in the relationship between job characteristics and 
innovative work behavior. These findings carry significant practical implications 
for Vietnamese businesses.  
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1. Introduction. 

 
Innovation is a cornerstone in bolstering organizational performance and securing competitive advantages 
within the business realm (Aziz & Samad, 2016; Al-Khatib & Al-ghanem, 2021; Alosani, Yusoff, & Al-Dhaafri, 
2020). It operates on three distinct levels: organizational, group, and individual (Kabir, 2019). The individual 
level often remains overshadowed despite its pivotal role as a precursor to organizational and individual 
designable outcomes (Axtell et al., 2000; Ramamoorthy, Flood, Slattery, & Sardessai, 2005). Innovative work 
behavior encompasses intentional actions by employees aimed at generating, introducing, and implementing 
novel ideas within the workplace, whether within a team or across an entire organization, thereby augmenting 
overall performance (Janssen, 2000). Such behavior yields manifold benefits for both organizations and 
individuals alike. It catalyzes product/service innovation (Li, Li, & Chan, 2019; Sanz-Valle & Jiménez-Jiménez, 
2018), streamlines processes (Enz & Siguaw, 2003), shapes consumer preferences (Victorino, Verma, 
Plaschka, & Dev, 2005), heightens customer satisfaction and experience (Su, 2011; Ta & Yang, 2018; Truong, 
Dang-Pham, McClelland, & Nkhoma, 2020), and fosters customer loyalty (Maria Stock, Jong, & Zacharias, 
2017; Woo, Kim, & Wang, 2021; Yeh, 2015). Furthermore, innovative work behavior serves as a potent 
predictor of firm performance (Shanker, Bhanugopan, Van der Heijden, & Farrell, 2017) and organizational 
innovation performance (Dedahanov, Rhee, & Yoon, 2017). On an individual level, it correlates with 
heightened job satisfaction (Robinson & Beesley, 2010) and enhanced job performance (Aryee, Walumbwa, 
Zhou, & Hartnell, 2012; Kim & Koo, 2017). 
Recognizing the significance of innovative work behavior, extensive research has focused on its drivers and 
impediments, which can be categorized into four main groups: organization, leadership, individual, and work 
characteristics (Minglong Li & Hsu, 2016). At the organizational level, various factors influence innovative 
work behavior, including organizational structure (Dedahanov et al., 2017), organizational culture (Botelho, 
2020; Naranjo‐Valencia, Jimenez‐Jimenez, & Sanz‐Valle, 2017; Yousaf, Javed, & Badshah, 2024), 
organizational climate (Ren & Zhang, 2015; Shanker et al., 2017), organizational learning (Tsamantouridis, 
Bellou, & Tsameti, 2023), and human resource management practices (Botelho, 2020; Jalil, Ullah, & Ahmed, 
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2021; Liu, Chow, Gong, & Wang, 2019). Leadership also plays a crucial role in fostering innovative work 
behavior, with aspects such as transformational leadership (Afsar, Badir, & Saeed, 2014; Choi, Kim, Ullah, & 
Kang, 2016; Tsamantouridis et al., 2023), servant leadership (Wang, Meng, & Cai, 2019; Zainal & Lata, 2021), 
leader-member relationships (Atitumpong & Badir, 2018; Taştan & Davoudi, 2015; Zuberi & Khattak, 2021), 
and employee empowerment (Rao Jada, Mukhopadhyay, & Titiyal, 2019; Stanescu, Zbuchea, & Pinzaru, 2021) 
being particularly influential. At the individual level, factors facilitating innovative work behavior include 
personality traits like proactive personality ( Li, Liu, Liu, & Wang, 2017; Madrid, Patterson, Birdi, Leiva, & 
Kausel, 2014; Mubarak, Khan, Yasmin, & Osmadi, 2021; Zuberi & Khattak, 2021), individual resources such 
as psychological capital (Li et al., 2017; Zainal & Lata, 2021), employee attitudes and psychology such as job 
satisfaction (Alshebami, 2021; Mustafa, Coetzer, Ramos, & Fuhrer, 2021) and work engagement (Mubarak et 
al., 2021), organizational commitment (Battistelli, Odoardi, Vandenberghe, Di Napoli, & Piccione, 2019), 
organization-based psychological ownership (Hao, Chen, Mahsud, & Yu, 2024; Liu, Chow, Zhang, & Huang, 
2019), employee behaviors such as knowledge sharing (Battistelli et al., 2019; Radaelli, Lettieri, Mura, & 
Spiller, 2014), and employee tenure (Woods, Mustafa, Anderson, & Sayer, 2018). Finally, work-related factors 
also contribute to innovative work behavior, such as job characteristics (Černe, Hernaus, Dysvik, & Škerlavaj, 
2017; De Spiegelaere, Van Gyes, & Van Hootegem, 2016; Tsamantouridis et al., 2023; Verma & Singh, 2022; 
Zuberi & Khattak, 2021) and job standardization (Luoh, Tsaur, & Tang, 2014).  
The relationships among job characteristics, psychological ownership, and innovative work behavior have been 
extensively explored (Černe et al., 2017; De Spiegelaere et al., 2016; Hao et al., 2024; Liu, Chow, Zhang, et al., 
2019; Tsamantouridis et al., 2023; Verma & Singh, 2022; Zuberi & Khattak, 2021). It has been observed that 
all job characteristics directly impact innovative work behavior (Tsamantouridis et al., 2023). While each job 
characteristic exerts an independent influence on innovative work, some studies suggest that not all aspects of 
job characteristics significantly impact innovative work behavior (De Spiegelaere et al., 2016). Furthermore, 
while previous research has examined the direct impact of job characteristics on innovative work behavior, it 
has often overlooked the indirect effects. However, Li and Hsu (2016) emphasize the importance of considering 
both the direct and indirect relationships between job characteristics and innovative work behavior. 
Additionally, while the role of psychological ownership in influencing innovative work behavior has been 
investigated, prior studies primarily focus on organization-based psychological ownership (Hao et al., 2024; 
Kousina & Voudouris, 2023; You, Hu, Li, Wang, & Xu, 2022), neglecting the examination of job-based 
psychological ownership. Moreover, studies have demonstrated the mediating role of psychological ownership 
in relationships such as between innovation climate and innovative work behavior (You et al., 2022), as well 
as ambidextrous leadership and innovative work behavior (Kousina & Voudouris, 2023). However, to the best 
of the author's knowledge, no study has explored the mediating role of psychological ownership in the linkage 
between job characteristics and innovative work behavior. Lastly, previous studies investigating the interplay 
among job characteristics, psychological ownership, and innovative work behavior have utilized diverse 
samples from various regions, including Slovenia (Černe et al., 2017), India (Verma & Singh, 2022), Pakistan 
(Hao et al., 2024; Zuberi & Khattak, 2021), Ẻ uro (De Spiegelaere et al., 2016; Kousina & Voudouris, 2023), and 
China (You et al., 2022).  
This study makes several contributions to the literature on innovative work behavior. Firstly, it explores the 
role of job-based psychological ownership as a mediator between job characteristics and innovative work 
behavior. While previous research has explored psychological ownership as a predictor or mediator, it has 
predominantly focused on organization-based psychological ownership (Hao et al., 2024; Kousina & 
Voudouris, 2023; You et al., 2022). Secondly, although extensive research has investigated the relationship 
between job characteristics and innovative work behavior, most studies have primarily examined the direct 
association. However, as highlighted by Li and Hsu (2016), job characteristics may exert an indirect influence 
on innovative work behavior. This study fills this gap by exploring the indirect pathway between job 
characteristics and innovative work behavior through job-based psychological ownership. Finally, while 
innovative work behavior has been studied in Vietnam (Nguyen, 2023), to the best of the author’s knowledge, 
there is a dearth of research on the relationship between job characteristics, psychological ownership, and 
innovative work behavior in Vietnam. Given Hofstede et al.’s (2005) assertion that cultural differences may 
influence behavior, there is a compelling need for this research to be conducted in the Vietnamese context. 
This paper is organized as follows: The subsequent section provides a comprehensive literature review, 
outlining background theory and hypotheses. Following that, the methodology is detailed in section 3. 
Subsequently, the analysis of the results will be presented. Finally, the paper concludes with discussions on the 
implications of the findings and highlights limitations encountered during the research process. 
 

2. Literature review 
 
2.1. Psychological ownership theory 
The Psychological Ownership Theory was initially proposed on the basis of three fundamental human needs: 
efficacy and effectance, self-identity, and having a place (Pierce, Rubenfeld, & Morgan, 1991). Psychological 
ownership denotes the state wherein individuals perceive the target of ownership (whether tangible or 
intangible) or a portion thereof as "theirs" (Pierce, Kostova, & Dirks, 2001; Pierce et al., 1991). This target may 
manifest tangibly, such as in the workplace, or intangibly, such as in one's job role (Pierce et al., 2001). 
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Psychological ownership exists within the minds of individuals, distinct from legal ownership (Pierce, 
O'driscoll, & Coghlan, 2004), and can manifest even in the absence of legal ownership (Mayhew, Gardner, 
Bramble, & Ashkanasy, 2007). 
This theory proposes three pathways to psychological ownership: controlling the target, intimately knowing 
the target, and investing the self into the target (Pierce et al., 2001; Pierce et al., 1991). Research indicates that 
control over a target leads to feelings of ownership (Csikszentmihalyi & Halton, 1981; White, 1959), while 
objects beyond one's control are not perceived as part of the self (Seligman, 1975). Additionally, individuals 
treat objects they have created as extensions of themselves (Turner & Durkheim, 2013), fostering a sense of 
ownership. Lastly, intimate knowledge of an object leads to a fusion of self with the object (Beaglehole, 2015), 
thus contributing to psychological ownership. 
This theory suggests that individuals who feel a sense of ownership are typically more accountable for the 
object and are inclined towards initiating changes autonomously (Pierce et al., 2001). When an employee's 
identity is closely intertwined with the organization, as seen in cases of psychological ownership, there emerges 
a heightened responsibility toward the outcomes of their work (Pierce et al., 1991). Additionally, individuals 
are likely to advocate for changes in objects they feel ownership towards, especially when these changes align 
with their sense of control and effectiveness, contribute to their sense of self-consistency, and add value to their 
sense of control, self-worth, and personal effectiveness (Pierce et al., 1991). Conversely, employees tend to 
resist changes imposed on them, particularly when these changes threaten their sense of control and continuity 
of self and diminish the essence of what they are attached to (Pierce et al., 1991) 
The theory of psychological ownership has been widely applied and validated across numerous studies in the 
fields of Marketing and organizational behavior (Brundin, McClatchey, & Melin, 2023; X. Chen et al., 2023; 
Lyu, Jiang, & Balaji, 2023; Peck & Luangrath, 2023; Pham, 2022). It has been utilized to elucidate the 
antecedents of innovative work behavior (Bai, Jia, Liu, & Shahzad, 2023; Hao et al., 2024; Kousina & 
Voudouris, 2023) and to explain the antecedents and consequences of psychological ownership (Asatryan & 
Oh, 2008; Brown, Pierce, & Crossley, 2014; Pierce, Jussila, & Cummings, 2009). Therefore, it is justifiable that 
this theory be applied in the present research. 
 
2.2. Hypothesis and research model 
Job characteristics and job-based psychological ownership 
Job characteristics, as proposed by Hackman and Oldham (1975), consist of skill variety, task identity, task 
significance, autonomy, and feedback. Skill variety refers to the extent to which a job entails various activities 
that require different skills and talents from the employee (Hackman, Oldham, Janson, & Purdy, 1975; 
Hackman & Oldham, 1975). Task identity pertains to the degree to which a job involves completing a whole 
and identifiable piece of work from start to finish, with a visible outcome (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). Task 
significance relates to the extent to which a job has a meaningful impact on the lives or work of others, whether 
within the organization or in the external environment (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). Autonomy refers to the 
degree of freedom, independence, and discretion provided to the employee in scheduling the work and 
determining the procedures for carrying it out (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). Feedback indicates the degree to 
which performing the job activities yields direct and clear information about the effectiveness of the employee's 
performance (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). 
Drawing on the definition of psychological ownership proposed by Pierce et al. (2001), Mayhew et al. (2007) 
further define job-based psychological ownership as an individual's exclusive sense of possession of their job. 
Contrary to being an enduring personality trait, job-based psychological ownership is viewed as an attitude, as 
underscored by Van Dyne and Pierce (2004). Moreover, it is context-specific, reflecting an individual's current 
position within the organization and the specific nature of their job role (Mayhew et al., 2007). 
According to psychological ownership theory, individuals develop a sense of ownership through three 
pathways: controlling the object, intimately knowing the target, and dedicating themselves to the target (Pierce 
et al., 2001; Pierce et al., 1991). Employees engaged in jobs requiring diverse skills tend to invest more time 
and effort, fostering psychological ownership of the job (Pierce et al., 2009). Task identity plays a significant 
role in job-based psychological ownership by facilitating a deep understanding of the job and personal 
dedication to it. Employees tasked with completing entire projects have the opportunity to grasp all aspects of 
the work, understand task sequencing, and invest more time in contemplation, leading to heightened 
ownership (Pham, 2022). Job autonomy empowers employees to make decisions, fostering a sense of job 
control and ownership (Pierce et al., 2009). Moreover, autonomy encourages dedication and involvement at 
work, further enhancing job-based psychological ownership (Chen & Chiu, 2009). The significance of tasks 
influences psychological ownership by encouraging self-investment in the work. Employees working on tasks 
with high significance tend to exert more energy and effort due to the impact of their work on others' lives, 
thereby increasing ownership (Chen & Chiu, 2009). Comprehensive feedback enhances employees' awareness 
of their performance effectiveness, leading to a deeper understanding of their work and heightened ownership  
(Pham, 2022; Pierce et al., 2001). Additionally, feedback fosters work engagement, which in turn predicts 
psychological ownership (Ghafoor, Qureshi, Khan, & Hijazi, 2011; Xanthopoulou, Baker, Heuven, Demerouti, 
& Schaufeli, 2008). Therefore, job characteristics positively affect job-based psychological ownership. 
The relationship between job characteristics and job-based psychological ownership has been investigated in 
prior studies (Brown et al., 2014; Pham, 2022). Brown et al. (2014) suggest that job characteristics, viewed as 
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a composite variable, positively influence job-based psychological ownership. Conversely, Pham (2022) finds 
that, with the exception of skill variety, other job characteristics also positively impact job-based psychological 
ownership. In this study, the author maintains the belief that all job characteristics play a role in influencing 
job-based psychological ownership. 
From the above analysis, the author hypothesizes that: 
Hypothesis 1: Job characteristics positively affect job-based psychological ownership. 
 
Job-based psychological ownership and innovative work behavior 
There exist several interpretations of innovative work behavior. According to Janssen (2000), it encompasses 
the deliberate actions of employees to generate, introduce, and apply novel ideas within the workplace, whether 
individually, within a team, or across an organization, aimed at enhancing performance. Building upon this, 
De Jong and Den Hartog (2007) elaborate that innovative work behavior entails a series of actions involving 
the introduction of new, significant ideas aimed at improving both individual and organizational performance. 
Yuan and Woodman (2010) further expand on this concept by emphasizing the multifaceted nature of 
innovative work behavior, which includes the conceptualization, adoption, and implementation of new ideas 
spanning products, technologies, and work methods by employees. The definition by Janssen (2000) is 
frequently cited, underscoring the sequential phases of innovative work behavior: the introduction of novel 
and beneficial ideas akin to employee creativity, followed by their implementation. 
According to psychological ownership theory, psychological ownership serves as a precursor to self-initiated 
change (Pierce et al., 2001; Pierce et al., 1991). Given that innovative work behavior entails purposeful actions 
by employees to generate, introduce, and apply novel ideas within the workplace (Janssen, 2000), it is 
reasonable to suggest a connection between psychological ownership and innovative work behavior. 
Furthermore, psychological ownership fosters individual engagement, thereby enhancing individual creativity 
(Martinaityte, Unsworth, & Sacramento, 2020). Moreover, psychological ownership within the work 
environment promotes incremental innovation behavior, which, in turn, enhances radical innovation behavior 
(Leyer, Hirzel, & Moormann, 2021). Additionally, psychological ownership enhances openness to change 
(Chai, Song, & You, 2020). Lastly, research indicates that job-based psychological ownership is positively 
associated with organizational citizenship behavior (Peng & Pierce, 2015) and voice behavior (Mayhew et al., 
2007; O’driscoll et al., 2006). Therefore, it is plausible to deduce that job-based psychological ownership 
influences innovative work behavior. 
From the above analysis, the author hypothesizes that: 
Hypothesis 2: Job-based psychological ownership positively influences innovative work behavior. 
 
The mediating role of job-based psychological ownership 
Expanding upon the job characteristic model introduced by Hackman and Oldham (1975, Pierce et al. (2009) 
proposed the parsimonious model, which outlines how job characteristics facilitate pathways to psychological 
ownership. According to this model, job characteristics enable three routes to psychological ownership: 
control, intimate knowing, and investment of self. These routes, in turn, positively influence psychological 
ownership, which subsequently impacts various outcomes, including motivation, job satisfaction, sense of 
responsibility, in-role performance, extra-role behavior, and attitudes toward change. Therefore, it is 
reasonable to infer that psychological ownership mediates the relationship between job characteristics and 
innovative work behavior. 
Baron and Kenny (1986) outline three conditions for mediation, necessitating the significant influence of the 
independent variable on the mediator, the significant influence of the mediator on the dependent variable 
controlling for the independent variable, and a reduction in the effect of the independent variable on the 
dependent variable when the mediator is included. Empirical studies confirm the positive impact of job 
characteristics on job-based psychological ownership (Brown et al., 2014; Pham, 2022), as well as on 
innovative work behavior (Černe et al., 2017; Tsamantouridis et al., 2023; Zuberi & Khattak, 2021). 
Additionally, evidence supports the connection between psychological ownership and innovative work 
behavior (Leyer et al., 2021). Moreover, production ownership mediates the association between flexibility and 
multifunctionality and innovative work behavior (Chai et al., 2020), suggesting that job-based psychological 
ownership could potentially mediate the relationship between job characteristics and innovative work 
behavior. 
From the above analysis, the author hypothesizes that: 
Hypothesis 3: Job-based psychological ownership mediates the relationship between job characteristics and 
innovative work behavior. 
The research model is as follows. 
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Figure 1: Research model 

 
3. Methodology 

 
3.1. Sample 
The author developed a Google Form questionnaire and utilized the Snowball sampling technique to gather 
data. Initially, the questionnaire was distributed to 30 employees across seven companies, who were requested 
to forward it to their colleagues. After one month, a total of 527 responses were collected. Table 1 provides an 
overview of the demographic characteristics of the sample used in this study. 
 

Table 1. Sample demographic 
No Variables/ criteria Frequencies Percentage 
1 Sex 

Male 254 44.3 
Female 320 55.7 

2 Age 
From 18 to 30 272 47.4 
From 31 to 40 145 25.3 
From 41 to 50 138 24.0 
From 51 to 60 16 2.8 
Over 60 3 0.5 

3 Positions 
Employees 440 76.7 
First-line managers 86 15.0 
Middle managers 41 7.1 
Top managers 7 1.2 

4 Education 
High school 24 4.2 
College 154 26.8 
Under graduate 270 47.0 
Post Graduate 126 22.0 

5 Sector 
Service 416 72.5 
Manufactoring 48 8.4 
Commerce 151 26.3 
Agriculture 13 2.3 

Note: A respondent can choose more than one sector 
( Source: From calculating survey data) 

 
The research sample, comprising 574 individuals, exhibited a diverse demographic profile. Gender distribution 
revealed 44.3% male and 55.7% female participants. Age-wise, the majority fell within the 18 to 30-year bracket 
(47.4%), followed by 31 to 40 years (25.3%) and 41 to 50 years (24.0%), with smaller proportions in older age 
categories. Regarding positions, the sample encompassed 76.7% employees, 15.0% first-line managers, 7.1% 
middle managers, and 1.2% top managers. Educationally, the sample was varied, with 4.2% holding high school 
diplomas, 26.8% college graduates, 47.0% undergraduates, and 22.0% possessing postgraduate degrees. The 
sectors represented were primarily service-oriented (72.5%), with commerce (26.3%), manufacturing (8.4%), 
and agriculture (2.3%) sectors following suit. 
 
3.2. Measure 
The author utilized a scale derived from prior research to measure variables in this study, employing the 
backward translation technique outlined by Brislin (1970) to translate items from English to Vietnamese. 
Subsequently, an online survey was developed and distributed to 30 participants to refine the questionnaires, 
with adjustments made to align with Vietnamese cultural nuances. 
Innovative work behavior was assessed using the scale proposed by Chai et al. (2020), which initially 
comprised two dimensions: creativity-oriented work behavior and implementation-oriented work behavior. 
However, due to their high correlation, these dimensions were combined into a single summative scale (Chai 
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H2 

H3 
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et al., 2020). In this study, the author employed a composite scale consisting of 9 items from Chai et al. (2020), 
modifying the statements to be self-rated instead of colleague-rated. Examples of items include "I actively 
contemplate improvements in the work of direct colleagues" and "I am able to translate new ideas into practical 
applications." A Likert 5-point scale was utilized for measurement. 
Job-based psychological ownership was assessed using the scale proposed by Van Dyne and Pierce (2004), 
originally comprising seven statements. However, feedback from pilot respondents indicated that collective 
psychological ownership items were unsuitable in the Vietnamese context, a sentiment echoed by (Pham, 
2022). Consequently, job-based psychological ownership was measured using four items focusing on 
individual job-based psychological ownership. An example item is "This is my job." Measurement was 
conducted using a Likert 5-point scale. 
Job characteristics were assessed using the scale introduced by Sims Jr, Szilagyi, and Keller (1976), comprising 
five dimensions: skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback. The author utilized a 
shortened summated scale consisting of five items representing the five dimensions, a method previously 
employed by (Brown et al., 2014). An example statement related to job characteristics was, "The amount of 
variety in my job is substantial." Measurement was conducted using a Likert 5-point scale. 
 

4. Results 
 
4.1. Measurement model  
The author utilized Smart PLS version 4.0 to conduct data analysis for this research. Following the guidelines 
outlined by Hair, Sarstedt, Hopkins, and G. Kuppelwieser (2014), the measurement model was assessed. 
Specifically, Hair et al. (2014) recommend evaluating the quality of observed variables using outer loadings, 
assessing construct reliability employing composite reliability, examining convergence validity using Average 
Variance Extracted coefficients, and appraising discriminant validity utilizing Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratios. 
Table 2 presents the results of Outer Loadings, Composite Reliability (CR), Average Variance Extracted (AVE), 
and Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratios (HTMT) derived from survey data analyzed with Smart PLS 4.0. 
 

Table 2. Outer Loadings, Composite Reliability, Average Variance Extracted, Heterotrait-
Monotrait Ratios 

Code Items Outer 
loading 

CR AVE HTMT 

IWB1 I actively think along concerning improvements in the work of direct 
colleagues 

0.867 0.973 0.803 0.504 – 0.718 

IWB2 I generate ideas to improve or renew services my department 
provides 

0.895 

IWB3 I generate ideas on how to optimise knowledge and skills within my 
department 

0.879 

IWB4 I generate new solutions to old problems 0.929 
IWB5 I suggest new ways of communicating within your department 0.907 
IWB6 In collaboration with colleagues, I get to transform new ideas in a 

way that they become applicable in practice 
0.921 

IWB7 I realize ideas within my department/ organization with an amount 
of persistence 

0.935 

IWB8 I get to transform new ideas in a way that they become applicable in 
practice 

0.942 

IWB9 I mobilize support from colleagues for my ideas and solutions 0.772 
JPO1 This is My job 0.912 0.929 0.765 0.504 – 0.627 
JPO2 I feel a very high degree of personal ownership for this job 0.884 
JPO3 I sense that this is my job 0.867 
JPO4 It is hard for me to think about this job as mine (reversed score) 0.835 
JC1 The amount of variety in my job is large 0.551 0.904 0.660 0.627 – 0.718 
JC2 The opportunity to do a job from beginning to end ( ie. The chance 

to do a whole job) is large 
0.898 

JC3 The results of my work likely to significantly affect the lives or well-
being of other people. 

0.914 

JC4 The opportunity for independent thought and action is huge 0.920 
JC5 The opportunity to find out how well I am doing on my work is large 0.711 

( Source: From calculating survey data) 
 
In Table 2, all outer loadings surpass the threshold of 0.7, with the exception of JC1. As per Hair et al. (2014), 
outer loadings should ideally exceed 0.7; however, if they fall between 0.5 and 0.7, further assessment of 
Average Variance Extracted (AVE) and Composite Reliability (CR) is recommended. Given that the AVE and 
CR values for job characteristics exceed acceptable levels, the decision is made to retain JC1 for further analysis, 
ensuring the quality of observed variables. 
For evaluating construct reliability, the author adopts Composite Reliability (CR) in accordance with the 
guidelines outlined by Hair Jr et al. (2014). They suggest a minimum CR threshold of 0.7. As depicted in Table 
2, all CR values surpass 0.7, indicating sufficient reliability. 
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To assess the convergence validity of the measurement model, Average Variance Extracted (AVE) coefficients 
are utilized. Hair Jr et al. (2014) advocate for AVE coefficients to exceed 0.5. Table 2 demonstrates that all AVE 
coefficients surpass 0.7, indicating a satisfactory level of convergence. 
Lastly, to evaluate the discriminant validity of the measurement model, Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratios (HTMT) 
are employed. Hair Jr et al. (2014) recommend that HTMT ratios should fall below the cutoff of 0.85. As 
evidenced in Table 2, all HTMT ratios are below 0.85, affirming sufficient discriminant validity. 
 
4.2. Hypotheses testing  
In this research, hypotheses were tested through bootstrapping, employing 5000 subsamples with a 
significance level set at 0.05. The outcomes of the hypothesis testing are presented in Table 3. 
 

Table 3. Hypotheses testing 
Relationships Standardized  P f2 Decisions 

JC → JPO 0.573 0.000 0.858 Accept H1 
JPO → IWB 0.679 0.000 0.488 Accept H2 
JC → JPO → IWB 0.389 0.000  Accep H3 

( Source: From calculating survey data) 
 

Table 3 presents a comprehensive analysis of the standardized path coefficients (β), p-values, effect sizes (f^2), 
and decisions for each hypothesis examined in the study. Notably, the relationship between job characteristics 
(JC) and job-based psychological ownership (JPO) is highlighted, revealing a significant path coefficient of 
0.573 (p = 0.000) with a substantial effect size (f2 = 0.858). Consequently, Hypothesis 1 is supported. 
Furthermore, the connection between job-based psychological ownership (JPO) and individual work behavior 
(IWB) is statistically significant, with a notable path coefficient of 0.679 (p = 0.000) and a moderate effect size 
(f^2 = 0.488), thereby confirming Hypothesis 2. Moreover, the analysis reveals a sequential relationship 
wherein JC influences JPO, subsequently impacting IWB. This path, characterized by a coefficient of 0.389 (p 
= 0.000), is found to be significant, leading to the acceptance of Hypothesis 3. These findings underscore the 
intricate dynamics between job characteristics, job-based psychological ownership, and individual work 
behavior within the research context. 
 

5. Discussions and limitations 
 

5.1. Discussion 
The research endeavors to explore the relationship between job characteristics and innovative work behavior, 
with a focus on the mediating effect of job-based psychological ownership. The findings elucidate a positive 
impact of job characteristics on job-based psychological ownership. This outcome aligns with the findings of 
Brown et al. (2014) but presents a nuanced contrast with the study by Pham (2022). Brown et al. (2014), based 
on a sample of salesmen in the US, demonstrate that job characteristics, viewed as a composite scale, positively 
influence job-based psychological ownership. Conversely, Pham (2022) analyzing Vietnamese employees in 
the manufacturing sector, identifies that four out of five job characteristics impact job-based psychological 
ownership. This variance can be attributed to the distinct samples utilized in the studies. Pham (2022) focuses 
on respondents from the manufacturing sector, while our research sample is service-oriented. As underscored 
by Li and Hsu (2016), the service and manufacturing sectors differ in terms of standardized work, thereby 
yielding diverse impacts of job characteristics. Consequently, the findings suggest that enhancing job-based 
psychological ownership necessitates a multifaceted approach to boosting job characteristics. This implies a 
need for businesses to redesign work processes through strategies such as job enrichment and job enlargement. 
As anticipated, job-based psychological ownership significantly influences innovative work behavior, 
consistent with prior research findings (Hao et al., 2024; Leyer et al., 2021). These studies underscore the 
pivotal role of ownership perception in fostering innovation at work. This suggests that cultivating employees' 
sense of ownership towards their roles is crucial for promoting innovative behaviors. As highlighted by Pierce 
et al. (2001), psychological ownership can be attained through three pathways: control, intimate 
understanding, and self-investment. Therefore, enhancing job-based psychological ownership through these 
avenues is imperative for encouraging innovation in the workplace. 
Finally, the findings of this study highlight the significant influence of job characteristics on innovative work 
behavior via job-based psychological ownership. This result aligns with the concept that psychological 
ownership serves as a mediator between organizational stimuli and innovative work behavior (Hao et al., 2024; 
Li & Hsu, 2016). Consequently, these findings imply that fostering job-based psychological ownership is 
essential for leveraging job characteristics to enhance innovative work behavior. 
 
5.2. Theoretical implications 
This research contributes to the literature on innovative work behavior in several significant ways. Firstly, it 
investigates the role of job-based psychological ownership in influencing innovative work behavior. While 
previous studies have explored the impact of psychological ownership on innovative work behavior, they have 
predominantly focused on organization-based psychological ownership, overlooking the influence of job-based 
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psychological ownership. This study, to the best of the author's knowledge, represents the first attempt to 
investigate the effects of job-based psychological ownership on innovative work behavior. 
Secondly, although the connection between job characteristics and innovative work behavior has been well-
documented in prior research (Černe et al., 2017; Tsamantouridis et al., 2023; Verma & Singh, 2022), existing 
studies have primarily examined the direct impact of job characteristics on innovative work behavior. 
However, there is a noticeable gap in empirical research regarding the indirect relationship between job 
characteristics and innovative work behavior. The findings of this study suggest that future research exploring 
the relationship between job characteristics and innovative work behavior should consider incorporating job-
based psychological ownership as a mediating factor. This would provide a more comprehensive 
understanding of the mechanisms through which job characteristics influence innovative work behavior. 
 
5.3. Practical implications  
The findings of this study carry significant practical implications. Firstly, enhancing innovative work behavior 
necessitates the improvement of job-based psychological ownership. To achieve this, several strategies are 
recommended, including enhancing employee empowerment, fostering knowledge sharing, implementing 
transformational and transactional leadership styles, and structuring the work environment effectively. 
Secondly, the study underscores that job characteristics positively influence work behavior through 
psychological ownership. Therefore, businesses should focus on enhancing innovative work behavior through 
thoughtful job design. Specifically, it is suggested that businesses consider employing strategies such as job 
enlargement and promoting job engagement to optimize the impact of job characteristics on work behavior. 
These approaches can contribute to creating a work environment conducive to fostering innovation and 
productivity. 
 
5.4. Limitations  
While this research offers valuable insights into innovative work behavior, it's important for readers and 
practitioners to acknowledge several limitations when interpreting and applying these findings. Firstly, the 
study relies on self-rated measures, which may inflate perceptions of innovative work behavior compared to 
actual behaviors. This issue is common in studies on innovative work behavior (Hao et al., 2024; 
Tsamantouridis et al., 2023) and could be addressed in future research by employing more objective measures 
such as co-worker or supervisor ratings. Secondly, data collection was conducted spontaneously, potentially 
introducing common variance bias and artificial relationships (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 
2003). Employing longitudinal methods in future research could provide more robust and reliable results. 
Thirdly, the use of snowball sampling, a nonrandom method, may introduce biases into the findings (Saunders, 
Lewis, & Thornhill, 2019). Future studies employing random sampling methods would enhance the 
generalizability of the results. Lastly, while the sample size in this study is adequate (N = 574), the sample 
characteristics may not be representative. The sample is slightly skewed towards females, younger individuals, 
and highly educated participants. Future research with more diverse and representative samples would 
increase the validity and generalizability of the findings. 
Despite these limitations, the author maintains that this research contributes valuable insights to the literature 
on innovative work behavior in Vietnam. 
 

6. Conclusions 
 
This research endeavors to explore the connection between job characteristics and innovative work behavior 
through the lens of job-based psychological ownership. The survey results validate the association between job 
characteristics and innovative work behavior while also highlighting the mediating influence of job-based 
psychological ownership. These findings underscore the importance of enhancing both job-based 
psychological ownership and job characteristics to promote innovative work behavior effectively. As far as the 
author is aware, this study represents the first attempt to examine the impact of job-based psychological 
ownership on innovative work behavior and the indirect relationship between job characteristics and 
innovative work behavior. From these insights, several practical implications emerge, including 
recommendations for job enlargement and job engagement strategies. 
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