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Abstract: Based on institutional theory, the current study examines the relationship of coordina-
tion, job security, psychological safety, and coercive pressure with employees’ performance. Further,
coercive pressure is treated as a boundary condition between coordination, job security, and psy-
chological safety with employees’ performance. A survey method was used to collect data from
235 faculty members of higher education institutions (HEIs) in Pakistan. Study results show that
there is a positive and significant relationship between job security and coordination with employees’
performance. The results also reveal that coercive pressure moderates job security, coordination,
and psychological safety with employees’ performance. Implications for organizations and HEIs
administration are discussed.

Keywords: coordination; employees’ performance; coordination; job security; psychological safety;
coercive forces; higher educational institutions of Pakistan

1. Introduction

Employees are the most important element for an organization; indeed, they are the
most important asset of an organization. Their performance in an organization collectively
affects the organization’s performance [1]. So, performance is like behavior that improves
the capacity of the employees [2]. Further, employee performance for the organization is a
motivating factor to strengthen the organization’s performance as a whole [3]. Employees’
performance is relevant to the behavior and action of the employees at the workplace, which
is a link to the organization’s goals [4]. So, the employees’ (faculty members) performance
plays a significant role in all types of organizations, including higher education [5].

Higher education has a primary role in enhancing the nation’s knowledge economy [6].
Any country’s knowledge indicators predict the development of a society [7]. It is imper-
ative for the education sector’s higher authority to underpin those problems, which are
associated with the HEIs and their employees. HEIs’ employees’ performance has unique
importance for the knowledge economy of a country, which is still not given much attention
from the actors for the survival of HEIs’ quality and research [8].

In past studies, researchers explored the relationship of psychological safety with an
individual’s work performance [9,10], psychological safety with a mediating variable work-
place bullying and harassment [11], psychological safety and creative performance [12,13],
coordination and employees’ performance [14,15]. All these previous researchers’ work
explains the importance of the relationship between psychological safety, coordination,
and job security with employee performance. Therefore, coordination, psychological safety,
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and job security play a significant role in enhancing employees’ performance in the or-
ganization [16,17]. So, it is clear from the previous research that individual relationships
of these variables have been explored with different dependent variables, but together,
these three variables coordination, psychological safety, and employees’ performance are
unexplored so far.

According to [18], Institutional Theory explains there are three institutional pressures—
those which have an impact on the organization’s and its employees’ performance. These
institutional pressures are coercive, mimetic, and normative [18,19]. From the three institu-
tional pressures, coercive pressure is more important because it relates to rules, regulations,
punishments, and sanctions by government regulations and other shareholders that influ-
ence employees’ performance [20]. This pressure changes institutional practices, which
ultimately affect the organization and its employees. Streams of studies explain that coer-
cive pressure has a strong role in the long life and development of an organization and its
employees [21] and compels an organization to improve its performance [22]. Furthermore,
coercive pressure has importance for educational institutions that enforce an organization
to meet leading organization standards [23,24]. However, the authors of [25] explain that
coercive pressure is important for organizational fit. So, it is imperative to address this
issue on a priority basis. Moreover, it is assumed that coercive pressure may moderate
the relationship of coordination, job security, and psychological safety with employee per-
formance (Figure 1 shows study model). Streams of research explain that no such studies
were carried out to fill the theoretical void between moderating variable (coercive pressure)
coordination, job security, psychological safety, and employees’ performance in Pakistan’s
context [26].
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Figure 1. Proposed research frame.

The current study will attempt to answer these questions: (a) Does coordination,
psychological safety, job security have a positive relationship with employees’ performance?
(b) Does coercive pressure moderate the relationship between coordination and employee
performance? (c) Does coercive pressure moderate the relationship between job security
and employee performance (EP)? (d) Does coercive pressure strengthen the relationship
between psychological safety and an employee’s performance?
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This study tries to fill the theoretical void, which is so far rarely discussed by re-
searchers. This study framework contributes to the study in several ways in the literature
of employee performance. Firstly, it investigates the relationship between coordination,
job security, psychological safety, and employee performance. Secondly, coercive pres-
sure plays a role in strengthening the relationship between coordination, job security,
psychological safety, and employee performance.

2. Theoretical Background and Hypothesis Testing
2.1. Employees’ Performance

Employees’ performance is a vital building block of an organization, a pre-requisite
for an organization’s success. In other words, employees’ performance directly affects an
organization’s progress and efficiency [27]. According to the study in [28], it explains that
employees’ performance has a significant and multidimensional role that aims to achieve
results that strongly link to an organization’s strategic goals. It means that employees’
performance measures both efficiency and productivity [16]. Employees’ performance has
a relationship with the job performance of the employees, which has a final effect on an
employee’s effort, as modified by his abilities, roles, or task perceptions [29,30] which is
integrated with the job satisfaction and commitment of employees with the organization.
The relationship between job performance and feedback has been studied extensively in
motivational theories, such as social learning theory [31]. According to this theory, employ-
ees’ performance includes establishing their performance appraisal plans’ elements and
standards. Employees’ performance should be measurable, understandable, verifiable,
equitable, and achievable. Streams of research explain that employee performance has im-
portance in educational sectors, illuminating and magnifying its importance [32]. Scholars
have described the need for an improved understanding of job security and satisfaction in
an organization; this factor should be fulfilled for results [33], although there are various
approaches and benefits for an organization to motivate the employees for their better
performance. Due to employees’ performance, the organization’s productivity increased
which ultimately affected the organization economically [34].

2.2. Coordination and Employees’ Performance

Coordination has generally been known as a mechanism to regulate interdependent
objects in the form of the tasks, responsibilities, capabilities, and information of different
groups that must match both ways and time for an integrated accomplishment of organi-
zational objectives [35]. Coordination has an integrated role in the group of people in an
organization to work in a team to tackle issues and minimizes the obstacles for individu-
als and an organization’s goal [36]. It is essential to enhance employees’ motivation and
employees’ voice and management, as well as develop, and define their role and responsi-
bilities [37]. According to the study in [38] “coordination is putting the pieces together, we
do not have an organization but only a collection of separate activities”. Coordination is the
actual relationship when the people in the group work together to achieve a common goal.

Researchers in [39] believe that coordination has a positive and significant role in the
development of employees’ performance. Further, Mohiuddin [40] and Akhtar et al., [41]
have explained that coordination plays a crucial role in an organization’s commitment and
performance. Further, coordination has significance in the education sector to improve
the performance of the faculty members [42]. Therefore, based on the above arguments, it
can be analyzed that coordination has importance for the employees’ performance in an
organization. So, the following hypothesis can be assumed as:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Coordination has a positive and significant influence on employees’ performance.

2.3. Psychological Safety and Employees’ Performance

Psychological safety is a sense of showing and employing self-respect without nega-
tive consequences [43]. Psychological safety can also be clarified as a psychological climate,
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where employees feel safe [10]. The studies reveal that psychological safety is the need for
the employees’ safety and security on the job, which affects the organization’s performance.
According to the study in [44], the authors suggested a climate of psychological safety
allows people to feel safe while taking risks, setting high standards that require enormous
effort, and such a type of interdependent safe environment to perform their job. Further
research [44] explains that psychological safety promotes situations where employees can
learn and improve their performance safely. It indicated that psychological safety is an
essential relational catalyst for employees’ learning behaviors in the organizational work
setting for their performance. Psychological safety and trust environment play a significant
role in fueling intrinsic motivation [44]. Psychological safety helps develop the employees’
confidence, and it ultimately strengthens the courage of the employees to take risks and
show performance [45,46]. Psychological safety emphasizes an organization’s environment
where critical or reflective thinking is openly exercised [47]. Psychological safety could be
developed by facilitating high-quality relationships of shared goals, knowledge, informa-
tion, planning, and mutual respect among employees [48]. This explains that psychological
safety has a role in changing the attitude and behavior of the employees [49].

Psychological safety for the employees’ performance is an essential factor for an
organization’s survival [50]. It carries great importance for the organization’s good en-
vironment. For knowledge sharing, the perceptions of psychological safety are vital for
employees. Furthermore, from the work in [50], study findings expanded our knowledge
that different employees react differently to HR practices within the same organization
environment, so an organization needs to pay attention to the psychological safety of em-
ployees’ performance factors. A psychologically safe environment within the organization
has an alignment with its employees and organization performance [10,51].

Furthermore, the researcher indicated that psychological safety within the organi-
zation positively links with its stakeholders, ultimately giving appositive moves for the
organization employees and its other stakeholders [45]. Therefore, psychological safety
has a supporting role in the employees’ performance at the workplace. Based on the above
discussion, our hypothesis is as follows:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Psychological safety has a statistically positive effect on the employees’
performance.

2.4. Job Security and Employees’ Performance

Job security can be defined as security associated with a decline in average tenure
and an increase in employment exit rates [52]. Organizations need human resources to
accomplish their goals, and also, employees need job security and satisfaction at the work-
place [53]. So, this factor has importance for employees. As job security has a significant
role, so researchers have worked extensively and defined it differently. As per the study
in [54], studies explain that job security is the main factor for accomplishing organizational
tasks by securing employees’ jobs. Furthermore, Lăzăroiu [55] has explained that job secu-
rity is an essential factor for an organization’s motivation. Job insecurity [56] has diverse
and risky effects that affect the employees psychologically and economically and ultimately
affect the organization’s goals and objectives. Therefore, job security has an integrated role
in the organization, primarily for its performance [17]. Suppose the employees observe
distributive justice and coordination within the organization regarding their job security
and satisfaction [56]. In that case, they perform well and show their involvement within the
organization and with the organization’s customers. New policies and institutional pres-
sure have importance for the organization that is still suffering to address employees’ job
security [53]. The issues and problems arise in most organizations where most employees
feel insecure and psychologically depressed. So, there needs to be attention to address these
issues on a priority basis [57,58]. Job insecurity creates the risk of unemployment for an
employee, which usually has negative psychological consequences and affects employees’
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performance [59]. Therefore, this issue needs to address the organization’s productivity and
employees’ satisfaction. Based on the above arguments, the following hypothesis proposed:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Job security has a positive and significant relationship with employees’
performance.

2.5. The Moderating Role of Coercive Pressure

Institutional factors play an essential role in employees’ performance enhancement [60,61].
The coercive pressures significantly affect an organization because it compels the orga-
nization to follow the rules and regulations of higher authority, vital for its survival in a
competitive environment [62]. Educational institutions have increasingly been subjected
to the stakeholders’ enormous pressure and the education department to improve perfor-
mance [63,64]. As in the context of Europe, the role of the institutional environment has
not shown a significant difference in education sector performance [64,65]. The increased
attention on performance measures by academics and consultants reflects the increased
pressure to enhance organizational performance [66]. The significant relationship between
coercive pressure and organizational performance is evident in recent literature [19].

Further, according to the findings of [67] that universities and academic workers are
affected by external pressures related to higher education that include government regula-
tions and control of the state (state pressure), the expectations of the professional norms,
and collegiality of the academic community (academic pressures)compel the institutions to
adapt themselves as according to requirements of the main actors. In the European context,
the institutional pressures have a partial role in the performance of the institutions [68]. In-
stitutional pressures also affect the decision and strategies of institutions, which ultimately
affects the performance of the employees [69].

Moreover, according to the study in [70], external drivers have a mediating effect
on an organization’s performance. Further, Huang and Yang [71] believes that coercive
pressure has a role in the organization’s employees’ performance [72]. It means that coercive
pressure plays a leading role in the development and performance of an organization and
its employees. Furthermore, according to [73,74], innovation and development in the
organization need to adapt according to the external environment for the organization’s
performance and its employees. Coercive pressure plays a vital role in the organization to
adapt itself according to the current competitive environment.

Market pressure, regulatory pressure, and competitiveness pressure, are all factors
that play a vital role in deploying the organization’s business and enhancing the employ-
ees’ performance [75]. According to [70], external environment pressure has a significant
and moderating effect on the organization to compete in a competitive environment. It
means that external institutional pressure plays a central role in enhancing organizational
productivity. Moreover, coercive pressure improves an organization’s performance directly
and indirectly [76,77].

Further, Sahadev [78] explored how coercive pressure plays a moderator role between
coordination and employees’ performance. His findings expound that external institutional
pressure plays a primary role in the isomorphism process of the organization. Further,
Dubey et al. [74] also elaborated that external institutional pressures enhance coordination
and collaboration between the institutions for better organization performance. Further,
the institutional environment also affects the psychological safety of the employees [49,79].

Based on the previous research, it is considered that there exists a link between
coercive pressures and employees’ performance. Hence, this is considered as one of the
main theoretical voids in the literature. Coercive pressure has a significant interaction
between coordination, psychological safety, job security, and employee performance based
on the discussed arguments. Based on the above discussion, the hypotheses are as follows:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Coercive pressure has a positive and significant relationship with employee
performance.
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Hypothesis 5 (H5). Coercive pressure plays the role of moderator between coordination and
employees’ performance.

Hypothesis 6 (H6). Coercive pressure strengthens the relationship between psychological safety
and employees’ performance.

Hypothesis 7 (H7). Coercive pressure has a strong relationship between job security and employees’
performance.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Data Collection and Participants

The target group of the study was HEIs’ faculties and administration. A standard
questionnaire was employed to collect the data from faculty members of HEIs.

Based on the simple random sampling technique, 26 HEIs were selected for this study.
Three hundred questionnaires were distributed among the employees; 250 responses were
recorded. The HEIs’ faculty members were asked to record their responses by filling out
the standard questionnaire. The participants responded against every variable’s items
based on the 5-point scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. Based on the
eligibility criteria and careful checking, we only included 235 responses for this study.

The higher education institutions’ faculties list was downloaded from the higher
education commission (HEC) website. Moreover, the HEIs’ heads and registrar were also
approached for the data collection.

3.2. Measurement

In the present study, the measurement items were adapted from existing literature
and tested scales of employees’ performance, coordination, psychological safety, and job
security [46,64,72–76]. The strategy of inclusion and exclusion was adapted to make minor
changes in the words and sentence structure. The details of the scale of study variables are
given below and Appendix A.

3.2.1. Employees’ Performance

Items for employees’ performance were adapted from [80]. The generated value of α
for the adopted items was α = 0.83.

3.2.2. Coordination

The coordination scale was adapted from [81,82]. The items values were (α = 0.814).

3.2.3. Job Security

Job security was assessed through three items, adapted from Probst [83]. The scale
explained item values of (α = 0.85 and KMO = 0.717).

3.2.4. Psychological Safety

Three items were used to assess psychological safety, adapted from [47,84] scale. The
value of items were (α = 0.811).

3.2.5. Coercive Forces

The five items were adapted from [70] to assess the coercive forces. This scale explains
(α = 0.956) in the study.

3.2.6. Common Method Bias (CMB)

A single source was used to collect data from the respondents. So, there may be the
existence of a common bias issue in the study data set [85]. If the data has a variance greater
than 50%, then it explains the CMB problem. Harman’s single-factor approach was used
to examine the CMB issue in the data. All of the items in this study data are divided into
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five constructs. The first construct showed 40% of the total variance, which was less than
50% [86]. Therefore, there is no such common variance problem in the data. All the values
of the VIF are less than the threshold value of 3.3; these results show that there is no such
issue of CMB in our data [87].

4. Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 demonstrates the characteristics of the sample, which indicates that in the
data collection process, most of the respondents were male (n = 235, 65.1%), and only
(n = 235, 34.9%) were females. On the other side, (n = 235, 36%) respondents were profes-
sors (associate, assistant), and 36% were lecturers. In terms of age ratio, the number of
samples aged 20–25 was 83, accounting for 35.2%; the number of samples aged 26–30 is 70,
accounting for 29.8%; the number of samples aged 31–35 was 59, the proportion was 25.1%;
for 34–40 years, respondents were 16 with a proportion of 6.8%, and for 41 and above age,
participants were 12, and their proportion was 6.8%. In the sample of age, most of the
respondents were between the ages of 20–25 and, 26–30 years, which elaborates that most
of the respondents were young. In terms of the proportion of education, the number of
respondents of master education holders was 188, accounting for 80%, and the number
of respondents with Ph.D./other level degrees was 47, and the proportion is 20%. The
majority of the respondents had a master’s degree.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics.

Sample Information Types Number of Samples Percentage

Gender
Male 153 65.1%

Female 82 34.9%

Designation Lecturers 150 64%

Professors 85 36%

Age

20–25 years old 83 35.3%

26–30 years old 70 29.8%

31–35 years old 59 25.1%

36–40 years old 16 6.8%

41 years old and above 12 3.0%

Education
Master/MS/M.Phil 188 80%

Ph.D. or other 47 20%

4.1. Measurement Model

In this study regression, four steps approach from Baron and Kenney (1986) was
used to analyze the data. The reliability and validity of the scale were also checked [88].
The structural equation modeling technique in SmartPls was used to analyze the relation-
ship between the data. This method is preferred because it estimated the multiple and
interrelated dependence in a single analysis [88,89].

4.1.1. The Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to check the model fitness test. According
to this (see Table 2), all the requirements are full for a model fitness [89]. Results proved that
our hypothesized five-factor model is fit (see Table 2), and values were within the range.
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Table 2. Reliability and convert validity.

Construct Items Loadings Cronbach’s Alpha CR AVE

Coordination
CO1 0.782

0.712 0.839 0.635CO2 0.791
CO3 0.816

Coercive Pressure
CP1 0.828

0.763 0.863 0.678CP2 0.863
CP3 0.778

Employees’ Performance

EP1 0.825

0.84 0.893 0.676
EP2 0.858
EP3 0.84
Ep4 0.762

Job Security
JS1 0.848

0.665 0.81 0.588JS2 0.748
JS3 0.698

Psychological Safety
PS1 0.787

0.63 0.802 0.575PS2 0.773
PS3 0.714

Note(s): All factor loadings are significant at p < 0.001; CR = Composite Reliability and AVE = Average Variance Extracted.

4.1.2. Validity and Reliability

In this study, discriminant and convergent validities were checked. Table 2 expounds
the factor loading values and average variance extracted (AVE), which confirmed conver-
gent validity. To analyze discriminant validity, we work according to the guidelines of
the [88] technique by comparing the shared variance between the variables with the AVE
of each variable, and the results confirmed discriminant validity AVE > shared variance.
The linear regressions were used among the variables in the study. Before applying linear
regression analysis to measure and validate a study variable’s model fit, some prelimi-
nary assumptions of the regression analysis like normality, outliers, homogeneity, and
collinearity were checked. All these assumptions were fulfilling the regression require-
ments (collinearity, normality, outliers, and homogeneity were checked). The VIF values of
all the items of the variables are less than the threshold value of 3.3%. Further, Figure 2
explains a good measurement model for the study. All these things explain a good fit of
the model.

Table 3 depicts that the square root of the AVE is higher than the intercorrelation among
constructs which indicates a good discriminant validity [90]. In Table 3, the intercorrelation
of the variables is less than the square root of AVE.
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Table 3. Correlation between the constructs.

Coercive Pressure Coordination Employees’
Performance Job Security Psychological Safety

Coercive pressure 0.824

Coordination 0.611 0.797

Employees’ performance 0.677 0.685 0.822

Job security 0.469 0.427 0.502 0.767

Psychological safety 0.648 0.875 0.682 0.499 0.758

Figure 2 illustrates a positive and significant relationship between coordination, psy-
chological safety, job security, coercive pressure, and employees’ performance. Further, all
the independent variables explain a variation of 59.8% in employees’ performance.

4.2. Testing of Hypotheses

A regression analysis was carried out to test the direct relationship of the coordination,
job security, psychological safety relationship with employees’ performance, as well as
the moderating effect of coercive pressure in the relationship between coordination, job
security, psychological safety, and employees’ performance. Figure 3 below showing the
structural model detail. The results are as follows.
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4.2.1. Coordination

Table 4 illustrates that coordination positively and significantly influences employees’
performance. Coercive pressure also has a positive relationship with employees’ perfor-
mance. Therefore, our study results supported Hypothesis H1 and H4. Further, Table 4
findings and Figure 4 explain that coercive pressure is dampening the positive relationship
of coercive pressure between coordination and employee performance. So, results do not
support Hypothesis H5.

Table 4. Moderating effect of coercive pressure between coordination and employees’ performance.

Original Sample
(O)

Sample Mean
(M)

Standard Deviation
(STDEV)

T Statistics
(|O/STDEV|) p Values

coordination ->
employees’ performance 0.473 0.473 0.097 4.874 0.000

coercive pressure ->
employees’ performance 0.29 0.29 0.059 4.875 0.000

coordination-coercive
pressure-> employees’

performance
−0.335 −0.325 0.107 3.135 0.002
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Figure 4. Coercive pressure dampens the positive relationship between coordination and employees’ job performance.

4.2.2. Psychological Safety

Table 5 illustrates the psychological safety results (β = −0.133, p > 0.001), which show
that there is a negative and insignificant relationship between psychological safety and
employee’ performance. So, Hypothesis H2 is not supported. However, there is a positive
and significant relationship between coercive pressure (β = 0.29 p < 0.001) and employees’
performance. Therefore, Hypothesis H4 is supported. Table 5 and Figure 5 show that
coercive pressure has a dampening on the relationship between psychological safety and
employees’ job performance. So, Hypothesis (H6) is supported.

Table 5. Moderating effects of coercive pressure between psychological safety and employees’ performance.

Original Sample
(O)

Sample Mean
(M)

Standard Deviation
(STDEV)

T Statistics
(|O/STDEV|) p Values

psychological safety ->
employees’ performance −0.134 −0.133 0.111 1.21 0.227

coercive pressure ->
employees’ performance 0.29 0.29 0.059 4.875 0.000

Psychological
safety-coercive pressure ->
employees’ performance

0.418 0.4 0.113 3.686 0.000
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Figure 5. Coercive pressure dampens the relationship between psychological safety and employees’ performance.

4.2.3. Job Security

Table 6 illustrates that in the job security (β = 0.175 3, p < 0.001) results, there is a
positive and significant relationship between job security and employees’ performance.
Further, coercive pressure has a positive and significant relationship to employees’ per-
formance. Hence Hypotheses H3 and H4 are supported. Further, Table 6 and Figure 6’s
results (β = 0.055, p < 0.001) show that coercive pressure has a moderating role between job
security and employees’ job performance. Therefore, results support Hypothesis (H7).

Table 6. Moderating effect of coercive pressure between job security and employees’ performance.

Original Sample
(O)

Sample Mean
(M)

Standard Deviation
(STDEV)

T Statistics
(|O/STDEV|) p Values

coercive pressure ->
employees’ performance 0.29 0.29 0.059 4.875 0.000

job security -> employees’
performance 0.174 0.175 0.055 3.176 0.002

Job security-coercive
pressure -> employees’

performance
0.02 0.022 0.055 0.367 0.001
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Figure 6. This figure shows that coercive pressure strengthens the relationship between job security and employees’ performance.

5. Discussion

The study’s primary purpose was to determine how coercive pressure moderates the
relationship between coordination, job security, and psychological safety and how this
affects employees’ performance in Pakistan’s private sector HEIs. These research questions
were answered by testing the research framework used in this study by statistical analysis.
Tables result in a display that show the coordination, psychological safety, and job security
on employees’ performance in HEIs in Pakistan.

The study’s findings explain that coordination and employees’ performance has a
positive relationship with each other; these results are consistent with work [14,15]. Further,
the moderating variable coercive pressure is dampening the positive relationship between
coordination and employees’ performance.

Moreover, we found that psychological safety has an insignificant relationship with
the employees’ performance. The variable results are not consistent with the findings
of [91], in which they have the views that psychological safety has a positive and signif-
icant attachment to employees’ performance. Further, study results report that coercive
pressure has a partial moderating effect between psychological safety and employees’
performance. The results contradict [92] in which coercive pressure has a moderating rela-
tionship between psychological safety and employees’ performance, but these results are in
line with [65,67]. These results demonstrated that institutional environments do not have
a significant role in enhancing the performance of HEIs, but in the context of this study,
these results support that institutional pressures affect performance of the employees. It
shows that institutional pressure (coercive) has a role in enhancing the performance of the
employees. However, a further study produced results that job security has a positive and
significant predictor of employees’ performance, and the study results corroborate with
previous work of [93] in which they found that job security has a positive and significant
effect on employees’ performance. Furthermore, this study’s results elaborate that coercive
pressure has a moderating role between job security and employee performance.
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5.1. Theoretical Contribution

The current study contributes significantly to the literature on job security, coordina-
tion, psychological safety, coercive pressure, and employees’ performance. This paper also
indicates that coercive pressure has a moderating effect on coordination, psychological
safety, job security, and employees’ performance, and this relationship was unexplored
in the literature of the studies done in the past. Previous studies only show us the psy-
chological safety and employees’ performance [26] with individual work performance [9],
psychological safety with a mediating variable workplace bullying and harassment [11],
coordination and employees’ performance [14,15], relationship of coordination with job
performance [15], and job stress and employees’ performance [94]. There is no such re-
lationship explored in the past studies between job security, coordination, psychological
safety, and employees’ performance with a mediating role of coercive pressure. Based on
the above-mentioned relationship, further study was conducted in HIEs of Pakistan. This
is a new contribution to the literature of institutional theory and employees’ performance.

5.2. Practical Contribution

With the theoretical contribution in place, this study also has some practical contribu-
tions to the HEIs’ main stakeholders. This suggests that they should focus on the effects of
the institutional environment, particularly, coercive pressure in their institutions. Further,
this research explains to the main actors that they should keenly observe the educational
activities of HIEs for their better performance. Management should align the coercive
pressure with employees’ performance on a priority basis. Further administration should
focus on coordination, psychological safety and job security on a priority basis because
these factors have an impact on the employees’ performance [95] and need to improve for
the facilitation of the employees’ performance. Furthermore, based on coordination, job se-
curity and psychological safety with a moderating effect of coercive pressure. performance
of employees of HEIs can be enhanced [94]. This study suggests that HEIs’ management
thinks that coordination, job security, psychological safety, and institutional pressure are
important for the best performance of their faculties.

5.3. Conclusions

This study purposes a theoretical model and hypothesizes the relationship between
coordination, psychological safety, job security, and employee performance. Study results
concluded a positive and significant relationship between coordination, job security, and
employee performance. Moreover, there is a direct positive and significant association of
job security with coercive pressure. Additionally, there exists a positive and significant
relationship between coordination and coercive pressure.

Furthermore, there is a negative and insignificant relationship between psychological
safety and employees’ performance. Psychological safety also has a direct positive and
significant relationship with coercive pressure. Likewise, coercive pressure has a direct
link with the employees’ performance. Finally, this study has tested the moderating role of
coercive pressure between coordination, job security, psychological safety, and employee
performance. Coercive pressure strengthens the relationship between coordination and job
security positively.

Further, coercive pressure dampened the relationship between psychological safety
and employee’s performance. This study explained that employee performance varies due
to the absence of job security, lack of coordination, and psychological safety. All the findings
of the study explain that coercive pressure has a moderating role between coordination,
job security, and psychological safety.

5.4. Limitations and Recommendations for Future Direction

Although this research study contributes to the literature on coordination, job security,
psychological safety, institutional pressure (normative pressure), and employees’ perfor-
mance, it still has some limitations. First, in this study, only a cross-sectional approach was
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used to collect the respondents’ data. For in-depth analysis, a multi-method approach can
be used. For instance, a semi-structured interview and disclosure analysis could be used.
Secondly, our study examines both external and internal factors of HEIs that affect employ-
ees’ productivity. Although only one institutional environment theory factor was taken in
this study, in future studies, normative and mimetic pressures can also be considered as a
mediator and moderating variables among coordination, job security, psychological safety,
and employees’ performance. Furthermore, the sample size of the study may be enlarged
to generalize the results of the study for other higher education institutions.

Finally, our study’s findings provide a footing for future research. Additionally, these
study variables can be tested in other areas such as health care, the business sector, and
small-medium enterprises to generalize the results. Along with these variables, employees’
sustainable performance can be tested in future research. This research could also be ex-
tended to Pakistan’s public sector HEIs for better investigations of the effects. Furthermore,
the replication of the current study in multi-cultural perspectives across boundaries will
develop more understanding of employees’ performance, coordination, psychological
safety, job security with institutional pressures (coercive, mimetic, normative). This study
has implemented and validated the current model through the lens of institutional theory.
In future avenues, learning organization theory may be used.
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Appendix A.

Appendix A.1. Employees’ Performance [80]

1. Are you aware of your work that you do being important for the institutions?
2. Do you learn new things while doing work in institutions?
3. Do you use your potential fully in your work?
4. Are you aware of the losses of the institutions if you do not work according to the

requirements?

Appendix A.2. Job Security [73]

1. Are you satisfied with your present job or business in terms of job security?
2. Do you think that in the future you will lose your job?
3. Do you think that your job is guaranteed?

Appendix A.3. Coordination [81,82]

1. Do you prefer to work as a team with your colleagues?
2. Do you think that sharing information for better performance is important?
3. Do you think that your institutions’ sharing of knowledge is strongly encouraged?

Appendix A.4. Coercive Pressure [63]

1. Institutions in our education sector that did not meet the legislated standards for
learning faced a significant threat of legal prosecution from HEC.
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2. Institutions in our education sector were aware of the fines and penalties potentially
associated with environmentally irresponsible learning organization’s behavior.

3. There were negative consequences for HEIs that failed to comply with the HEC
environmental rules and regulations.
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