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Purpose: Based on trait activation theory, this study validates the boundary effect of perceived organizational support (POS) on
employee empowerment (EE) to sustain employee’s taking charge behaviour (TCB). It hypothesizes that EE has a strongly significant
and positive relationship with TCB when POS is high.
Methodology: The authors selected a time-lagged cross-sectional study and collected data from two sources in manufacturing firms
in China where 290 team members and 56 supervisors participated in the survey. In a questionnaire, team members self-reported
employee empowerment, taking charge behaviour, and perceived organizational support, whereas supervisors rated employees’ taking
charge behaviour at individual-level to avoid common method bias. In addition, for meeting the study objectives statistically, we used
SPSS-Process Macro for hypotheses testing.
Findings: The study findings were significant, in which employee empowerment demonstrated positive relationship with TCB under
the boundary condition of POS but under low POS. This empirical result endorses that employee empowerment accelerated by
perceptions of low organizational support demonstrates a positive impact on the development of taking charge behaviour.
Practical Implications: Receivers’ reactions to organizational support are not constantly positive; sometimes, they might feel
vulnerable or incapable, and sometimes “overhelped”. Our study outcomes extend these streams of work by concentrating on support
from the organization and authenticating an exclusive outline associating employee empowerment with perceived organizational
support on employee’s taking charge behaviour- specifically organizations might, rather counterintuitively, attain greater levels of
empowered employee’s taking charge behaviour by delivering less is more-oriented organizational support programs. More specifi-
cally, it is not always high, but sometimes low POS performs as a resilient situational factor or contextual moderator that is capable of
activating and encouraging employee empowerment on their taking charge behaviour.
Originality/Value: This study highlights the importance of taking charge as trait-relevant behaviour by empowered employees (a trait
in our case) and organizational support as a trait-relevant cue for sustainable performance in the manufacturing industry of China.
Keywords: employee empowerment practice, perceived organizational support, taking charge behaviour, trait activation theory

Introduction
The pursuit of sustainable performance and competitive advantage is always a trending issue for scholars and practitioners
alike. Firms are undergoing immediate changes in the corporate environment.1 Worldwide, many renowned companies, for
example, Yahoo, BlackBerry, and Nokia, have faced defeat in this sustainable environment. One of the primary reasons that
leads to failure, according to Morrison and Phelps,2 is the managers cannot supervise and manage these challenges by
themselves. Firms are gradually relying on their workers to discover and deal with regular work-related problems and
concerns.3 Therefore, defining how to stimulate sustainable change-oriented behaviours from workers has drawn growing
research attention.4,5 Because, it promotes exploration of new and better ways of getting things done, or trying to unleash
hidden potential in people or situations, which eventually leads to competitive advantage. Amongst different types of
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sustainable change-oriented behaviours, taking charge behaviour is crucial for the organization’s sustainable performance as it
“involves employees'” voluntary and creative efforts to effect organizationally functional change with respect to how work is
executed within the contexts of their jobs, work units, or organizations,2 which is aimed at sustained progress.

Although the workers’ taking charge behaviours are essential to firms in the unpredictable and unstable organizational
environment, they have received inadequate research consideration. In this study, we intended to investigate the
predecessors of workers taking charge. Past studies have discovered that traits-like factors or individual traits, for
instance, self-actualization,6 psychological ownership;7 personal motivation, ie prosocial motivation and work
engagement;8,9 and leadership quality eg, LMX quality7 can increase workers’ taking charge behaviours. Nevertheless,
limited research has drawn sustainable HRM’s perspective to investigate its role in fostering the workers’ taking charge
behaviours.

In the workplace context, HRM practices are generally known as a cure to encouraging or discouraging employee
behaviours10 and are accountable for an organization’s sustainable growth and competitive advantage.11 Sustainable
HRM, which was described as “the utilization of human resource management tools to help embed a sustainability
strategy in the organization and the creation of a human resource management system that contributes to the sustainable
performance of the firm”,12 might be a catalyst to encourage workers to take charge quite often. Therefore, we aspired to
discover the influence of employee empowerment practice, which is a certain form of sustainable HR practice,13 on the
workers’ taking charge behaviours in this research. Empowerment is a managerial tool that is intended for an organiza-
tion’s benefits and can be promoted by management to derive the benefits of empowered employees.14 And according to
Conger and Kanungo,15 empowerment is a form of internal drive beneficial to fostering change-oriented behaviour (eg,
taking charge).

To examine the association between employee empowerment practice and the workers’ taking charge behaviours, we
developed a conceptual framework by invoking the trait activation theory. Amongst the constructs in the theoretical
framework, employee empowerment practice was the independent variable, employee’s taking charge was the dependent
variable, and perceived organizational support was the moderator. We expected employee empowerment would fuel up
employee’s taking charge only when employees perceived that they have high organizational support. Particularly,
according to trait activation theory, behaviour can be explained on the basis of people’s responses to “trait-relevant cues”
which surface in situations. Trait-relevance refers to the degree to which a situation provides cues for the expression of
“trait-relevant behaviour”.16 Translated to our topic, a situation can provide a greater or lesser number of cues for
employees that are empowered (the trait in our case) to engage themselves in taking charge (the trait-relevant behaviour
in our case). Organizational support can be viewed as trait-relevant cues in the workplace. Therefore, guided by trait
activation theory, perceived organizational support (POS) offers employees trait-specific discretionary cues (eg, work
autonomy) which empower employees.16–18 Particularly, according to Luoh et al,19 employees are likely to take complete
responsibility to discover different ways and adapt sustainable behaviours to respond to challenges when they are
empowered and given job autonomy.

POS is a typically studied situational factor in workplaces, which signifies the extent to which workers perceive that
their organization appreciates their contributions and concerns about their comfort and well-being.20 It encourages
employees to apply higher-level skills and develops an intrinsic interest in the tasks.21 POS does not only lead employees
to those behaviours that are required in the job description but goes beyond that and contributes to the extra-role
behaviour in the organization.22 Such that, employees who perceive high organizational support make efforts aligned
with the organization’s interest and demonstrate extra-role behaviour. Therefore, we included perceived organizational
support and employee empowerment in our theoretical framework and observed their interaction influence on the
employees’ taking charge reported by two sources. We depicted the development process of the overall conceptual
framework in the following section (see Figure 1).

Sustainability has become an active research topic worldwide. At its core, sustainability refers to the ideas of “reproduc-
tion” and “self-sustainment” in order to ensure a system’s long-term viability or survival.23 In this sense, sustainable
development can be interpreted as the ability of a society, an organization or an individual to maintain, strengthen and to
develop itself (its resources, capital, etc.) from within. Meanwhile, according to Ehnert,23 sustainable HRM involves not
simply attracting and retaining talented and determined employees but also providing them a person-fit work environment and
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opportunities to grow. However, in the research field, research on sustainability in human resources management and
organizational psychology is getting adequate attention.24 One study in this domain investigated sustainable HRM’s role in
encouraging employees’ sustainable behaviours.12 Others affirmed that employee empowerment is a certain form of
sustainable HRM13 and taking charge is a distinctive form of behaviour that can support the organizations to attain sustainable
performance.2,4,5 Although research has investigated the sustainable HRM (eg, employee empowerment) with sustainable
behaviours, limited research has focused on individual-level and psychological perception inside the organization. Thus,
scholars in sustainable science have called for further research to understand psychological perception and processes in
sustainable development.25 In this sense, perceived organizational support is an important psychological element that might
clarify the psychological process for sustaining the behaviour and performance in the organization.18,26,27 As demonstrated in
Figure 1, we included the constructs mentioned above by studying the relationship between employee empowerment and
employee’s taking charge behaviour and examining the moderating role of perceived organizational support.

This study aimed to offer various hypothetical contributions. Firstly, by examining the impact of employee empow-
erment practice on employees’ taking charge behaviour, this research made an inventive attempt to investigate the
association between sustainable HR practices and change-oriented behaviours. By this attempt, we provide an inclusive
understanding of how to stimulate employees to attain sustainable performance in a promptly changing and uncertain
business environment. Secondly, we brought perceived organizational support as a psychological process that, based on
trait activation theory, let employees perceive trait-specific discretionary cues. By doing so, we examined the interactive
effect of perceived organizational support with employee empowerment on employees’ taking charge behaviours.
Moreover, by examining the proposed relationships, this study answered the call for further studies by scholars to
investigate the psychological processes in sustainability science.25,28

Theory and Hypotheses Development
Employee Empowerment Practice
From the resource-based perspective, a firm’s sustainable performance and its competitive gain result from the possession
and authorization of valuable, non-substitutable, and rare resources.29 According to Barney and Wright,30 Wright et al,31

and Potnuru et al,32 amongst various valuable resources of an organization, effective human resources development
creates a competency level and sustainable competitive gain because of its matchless role in empowering employees to
accomplish desired objectives and pursue an organization’s sustainable performance.

Empowerment is a managerial tool that is intended for an organization’s benefits and can be promoted by manage-
ment to derive the benefits of empowered employees. Empowerment means supporting and inspiring the workforce to
make decisions with high authority inside the organization. It is termed as providing authority, autonomy, and status to
employees to make crucial decisions timely for the organizations. This approach is basically comprised of practices
intended at sharing information, job-related knowledge or data, and power with employees.14

Existing studies narrated significant effects of employee empowerment practice on work engagement,33 job
performance,13 organizational performance,34 and employee competencies.32 Nevertheless, limited research investigated
the association between employee empowerment and employee’s change-oriented behaviour, which might be important
for sustaining an organization’s performance and its long-term development.2,4,25,32,34 Therefore, we investigated the

Perceived Organizational 
Support (High/Low)

(Self-reported)

(Self-reported)

Employee Empowerment 
(Self-reported)

(Supervisor-reported)

Figure 1 Conceptual framework.
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impact of employee empowerment under individual-level perception about organizational support on taking charge
behaviour. Our reasoning is described in the following section.

Employee Empowerment and Taking Charge Behaviour
“Employee empowerment is a relational construct that describes how those with power in organizations share power and
formal authority with those lacking it”.14 Employee empowerment, according to Daft35 implicates offering employees the
freedom to work, control over certain activities, and access to information to contribute in decision-making processes and
organizational affairs. But, some scholars (eg, Conger and Kanungo;15 Spreitzer;36 Thomas and Velthouse37) have altered
their attention to employees’ psychological traits. They stress the level of empowerment (psychological empowerment)
an individual feels within him/herself ie, meaning, competence, self-determination, and impact.36 According to Conger
and Kanungo,15 psychological empowerment is a form of internal drive beneficial to fostering change-oriented behaviour
(eg, taking charge). Morrison38 recommended that empowerment stimulates employees, increasing their motivational
drive, ambitions, and demonstration of taking charge; furthermore, for sustainable taking charge, employees must have
authority and impact in the accomplishing of their occupational responsibilities. Wang and Long39 also signified that
employee’s psychological empowerment positively incentivizes taking charge. A key factor of taking charge behaviour is
that it is innovative and change-oriented. Moreover, it pushes individuals to be more adaptive.5 It is a crucial type of
proactive behaviour that maintains organizational survival and promotes individual growth. Meanwhile, taking charge
has a number of practical uses. Constructing new processes to carry out job duties, changing the approach to job
performance to amplify efficiency, or making on-the-spot modifications of substandard practices or procedures are all
practical uses of taking charge.2

In addition, guided by trait activation theory, when employees perceive empowerment cues, they are more likely to
focus on such behaviors that communicate their authority and benefit the organization.17,36 More specifically, according
to trait activation theory, behaviour can be explained on the basis of people’s responses to “trait-relevant cues” which
surface in situations. Trait-relevance refers to the degree to which a situation provides cues for the expression of “trait-
relevant behaviour”.16 Translated to our topic, a situation can provide a higher or lesser number of cues for employees
those are empowered (the trait in our case) to engage themselves in taking charge (the trait-relevant behaviour in our
case). Generally, in organizations, employees are encouraged to offer helpful and change-oriented ideas for the work and
the business, which might reflect their authority and importance.40,41 As such, when employees reflect a sense of control
and a proactive orientation towards their role at work, they strive for sustaining organizational performance and
improvement.42 In particular, several empirical studies have confirmed that individuals who experience greater empow-
erment at work are strongly determined to work on their taking charge behaviour to sustain performance.7,43 Coun et al44

also posited the significantly positive bond between psychological empowerment and workplace proactivity. In other
words, empowered employees are keen and motivated at work and can reinforce problem-solving skills,36,39,45 resulting
in a greater level of proactive behaviour. Therefore, we assume that employee empowerment will play a key role in
employee’s taking charge behaviour and formed the following hypothesis;

Hypothesis 1: Employee Empowerment has a positive relationship with Employee’s Taking Charge behaviour.

Perceived Organizational Support as an Underlying Psychological Boundary Condition
Although research has investigated the sustainable HRM (eg, employee empowerment) with sustainable behaviours,
there has been a call for further studies by scholars to investigate the psychological processes in sustainability
science.25,28 Because, individuals perform within the organizational context, it is therefore crucial to investigate the
influence of an employees’ individual-level perception of organizational factors associated with their empowerment and
taking charge behaviour. For instance, the dispositional practice of employee empowerment would be better ventilated
and be further predictive of taking charge in a more supportive organizational setting. Therefore, this study, building on
prior outcomes, investigates the role of perceived organizational support as underlying psychological boundary condition
on the employee empowerment and employee taking charge.

According to Eisenberger et al20 and Kurtessis et al,22 perceived organizational support is an imperative contextual
factor that mainly dictates how individuals inside an organization act in return to promising treatments from the
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authorities. A supportive environment inside organization is thought to have the competence of developing an empow-
ered and creative workforce;20 because, perceived organizational support encourages individuals’ expectancy and
perception that their organization would deliver adequate job resources when required. Therefore, perceived organiza-
tional support as a significant job resource, has been indicated to be associated to taking charge positively46 and manifests
to develop other respective resources; for instance, affective commitment, positive emotional outcomes, work engage-
ment, trust, and well-being18,26 which greatly facilitate taking charge behaviour.

In addition, guided by trait activation theory, individuals would ventilate an attribute or trait just when an appropriate
contextual cue is existing which is believed to “activate” the attribute or trait.16 As explained earlier, behaviour can be
explained on the basis of people’s responses to “trait-relevant cues” which surface in situations.16 In our case,
organizational support can be viewed as trait-relevant cues in the workplace. More specifically, we propose that
a supportive organizational environment (high POS) formed by the prevalence of managers in the organization indicates
that employees’ proactive behaviors are accepted and appreciated. Thus, employee empowerment would be activated
which accordingly fosters taking charge through self-regulation of a resourceful job setting.

Basically, perceived organizational support (POS) offers employees trait-specific discretionary cues (eg, work autonomy)
which empower employees.16–18 Particularly, according to Luoh et al19 employees are likely to take complete responsibility to
discover different ways and adapt sustainable behaviours to respond to challenges when they are empowered and given job
autonomy. Perceived organizational support also promotes approval of fresh ideas conceivably by mitigating the pressure
related with fear of failure and by increasing identified and intrinsic motivation to seek ways to perform well.18 Consequently,
employees strive for sustaining organizational performance and improvement.42 Besides, when empowered, employees take
complete responsibility to ascertain new techniques and acquire a variety of skills to face organizational challenges.19 Hence,
we formed the following hypothesis;

Hypothesis 2: Perceived Organizational Support moderates the relationship between Employee Empowerment and
Employee’s TakingCharge behaviour. Such that, the relationshipwill be stronger when PerceivedOrganizational Support is high.

Methodology
Sample and Procedure
In order to meet the objectives of this study, we selected a cross-sectional approach and collected the data from two
sources (eg, team members and team supervisors) in manufacturing firms in China. We considered individual-level data
comprised of 290 team members who self-reported perceived organizational support, employee empowerment, and
taking charge behaviour. Besides, to avoid common method bias about their change-oriented behaviour, we asked their
immediate supervisors to rate their individual-level taking charge behaviour. Hence, in time one, we received self-
reported data from team members, in time two, once we had all responses from team members, we collected supervisor-
rated responses on employee’s taking charge.

Considering the demographic information, our study received 290 responses. In this sample size, 241 were male
employees (83.1%) and 49 were female employees (16.9%). The majority of the respondents held a bachelor’s degree
(n = 144, 49.7%). Of the remaining respondents, 48.3% were master’s degree holders (n = 140), and the rest, 2.1%
(n = 6) were diploma holders. Besides, participants age ratio is as follows; the majority of the respondents were between
“26–35 years old” (n = 191, 65.9%), and the remaining “20–25 years” (n = 37, 12.8%), “36–45 years” (n = 36, 12.4%),
and “46 and above” (n = 26, 9.0%). Regarding tenure in the same organization, employees with “1–3 years” were the
most (n = 105, 36.2%), and then “3–5 years” (n = 66, 22.8%), “less than one year” (n = 47, 16.2%), “5–8 years” (n = 38,
13.1%), and the rest had “above 8 years” experience in the same organization (n = 34, 11.7%).

In addition, for meeting the study objectives statistically, we employed the SPSS-Process Macro by Andrew F. Hayes47–49

for hypotheses testing, and used model no. 01 for moderation effect that analyzed direct and interactional effects in one go.

Ethical Consideration
Participants were informed prior to the survey regarding the purpose of research and were given assurance for the confidenti-
ality of data. A description was given prior to commencement of the survey. The study was conducted in line with the Helsinki
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Declaration principles. We used standard procedures and measurement instruments and sought approval from the academic
development committee of Zhejiang Gongshang University (reference no. 202103/IRB/03, dated 2021-03-09).

Measurements
This study used established scales for a structured questionnaire survey for primary data and ensured its reliability and
validity prior to further analysis. We designed a questionnaire in two portions; first section consisted of demographic
information (eg, gender, age, education, experience), and second section consisted of study variables (eg, perceived
organizational support, employee empowerment, and taking charge behavior) on the seven-point Likert scale; options ranged
from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree. Besides, to match the supervisor-rated responses for each team member’s
taking charge behaviour, we assigned a unique code to all participants, and amid the pandemic, we prioritized data collection
electronically; for instance, we shared google form’s link to participants directly via e-mail and WhatsApp messenger.

For perceived organizational support, we adopted a measurement scale developed by Eisenberger et al,20 and
modified items according to the present study. The reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) for perceived organizational support
in the current study is (0.776). For measuring the effectiveness of employee empowerment, we used Men and Stacks50

and Menon51 scales, and modified construct’s items accordingly. The Cronbach’s alpha for employee empowerment for
this study is (0.832). Lastly, for taking charge behaviour, we adopted the Morrison and Phelps2 scale and modified it
according to self-reported response and supervisor-rated response. The reliability for self-reported taking charge
behaviour is (0.801), and for supervisor-rated taking charge behaviour is (0.794).

Results
Data Analysis
In the current study, we analyzed data in two phases. In the first phase, we performed basic analysis to identify the
reliability of items, convergent validity, discriminant validity, and checked model fitness. In the second phase, after
receiving the significant results, we evaluated hypotheses using model no. 01 for moderation effect.

Construct Reliability and Validity
In the current study, we tested the consistency in responses to the questionnaire survey by calculating the items’
reliability. Thus, the present study staged reliability analysis of 4 constructs (including supervisor-rated taking charge)
by using Cronbach’s alpha (α), and Cronbach’s value for all constructs is α > 0.7.

We retrieved the convergent validity as well. According to Hair Jr. et al,52 to validate satisfactory convergent validity,
the considerable standardized average variance extracted (AVE) is supposed to be greater than 0.5 and reliability should
be greater than 0.7. Hence, followed by the results, all variables’ values in the current study meet the threshold values,
which demonstrate the internal consistency at a satisfactory level. Table 1 exhibits the results of reliability and validity,
which are acceptable for further analysis.

Model Fitness Statistics
In order to proceed with further analysis, we checked the model fitness by using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on the 3
constructs of employee empowerment, taking charge, and perceived organizational support. We performed CFA on self-reported
and supervisor-rated taking charge behaviour separately. The fit of both three-factor models was verified. Table 2 demonstrates
that both hypothesized three-factormodels confirmed suitable fit. For the default model involving self-reported constructs, results
are as follows; (X2(50) = 62.027, p < 0.005; RMSEA = 0.042, CFI = 0.976). For the default model containing two self-reported
(eg, employee empowerment and perceived organizational support) and one supervisor-reported construct (eg, taking charge
behaviour), results are as follows; (X2(40) = 47.587, p < 0.005; RMSEA = 0.037, CFI = 0.982). Both models have a slight
difference in result, but both confirmed the authenticity of employee’s change-oriented behaviour reported by two different
sources. In addition, factor loadings of all items were substantial, supporting convergent validity in the present study.
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Hypotheses Testing (Direct and Indirect Channel)
Table 3 demonstrates the statistical results for proposed hypotheses (H1 and H2). The outcomes indicated employee
empowerment’s positive association with self-reported taking charge (β = 1.305, t = −7.815, p = <0.01) and supervisor-

Table 1 Construct Reliability and Validity

Main Variables Cronbach’s Alpha Composite Reliability Average Variance Extracted (AVE)

Employee Empowerment 0.832 0.816 0.773
Taking Charge (Self-reported) 0.801 0.845 0.645

Taking Charge (Supervisor-rated) 0.794 0.769 0.581

Perceived Organizational Support 0.776 0.842 0.695

Table 2 Model Fitness Statistics

Model X2 Df X2/Df SRMR RMSEA CFI

Default Model (Self-Reported) 62.027 50 1.241 0.656 0.042 0.976

Default Model (Supervisor-Rated TCB) 47.587 40 1.19 0.615 0.037 0.982

Abbreviations: TLI, Tucker-Lewis index; CFI, Comparative fit index; RMSEA, Root mean square error of approximation’ SRMR, Standardised Root Mean Residual; TCB,
Taking Charge Behaviour.

Table 3 Regression Results

Predictor

Model Summary (Self-rated TCB) R R-sq MSE f
0.512 0.263 0.892 33.944

B SE t p
Taking Charge Behaviour (Self-Reported)
Constant −1.746 0.972 −1.797 0.073

Employee Empowerment 1.305 0.167 7.815 0.000
Perceived Organizational Support 0.887 0.217 4.098 0.001

Taking charge x Perceived Organizational Support −0.177 0.036 −4.963 0.000

Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s) R2-chng f
0.603 24.631

Model Summary (Supervisor-rated TCB) R R-sq MSE f
0.556 0.309 0.694 42.510
B SE t p

Taking Charge Behaviour (Supervisor-Reported)
Constant −1.186 0.857 −1.383 0.168
Employee Empowerment 1.190 0.147 8.079 0.000

Perceived Organizational Support 0.766 0.191 4.008 0.000

Taking charge x Perceived Organizational Support −0.149 0.314 −4.726 0.000
Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s) R2-chng f

0.054 22.335

Moderator Levels Boot Indirect Effect Boot SE Boot t Boot p LLCI ULCI

Perceived Organizational Support (Self-Reported TCB) Low 0.606 0.063 9.879 0.000 0.483 0.729

Mean 0.405 0.066 6.136 0.000 0.275 0.536

High 0.205 0.090 2.278 0.023 0.028 0.382
Perceived Organizational Support (Supervisor-rated TCB) Low 0.603 0.055 10.917 0.000 0.495 0.712

Mean 0.435 0.058 7.456 0.000 0.320 0.550

High 0.266 0.079 3.354 0.000 0.120 0.422

Notes: Sample size: 290 individuals; number of bootstraps resample = 5000.
Abbreviations: TCB, taking charge behaviour; EE, employee empowerment; POS, perceived organizational support.
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reported taking charge behaviour (β = 1.190, t = −8.079, p = <0.01). This supported hypothesis 1 and confirmed that
employee empowerment has a positive relationship with employee’s taking charge behaviour.

In line with our hypothesis 2, which assumed that perceived organizational support moderates the relationship between
employee empowerment and employee’s taking charge behaviour. The results indicate that the interaction term between
employee empowerment and perceived organizational support on self-reported taking charge (β = −0.177, t = −4.963. p =
<0.01) and on supervisor-reported taking charge (β = −0.149, t = −4.724. p = <0.01) were negatively significant. This confirmed
that the interactional effect between employee empowerment and perceived organizational support significantly influence the
employee’s taking charge behaviour.

To entirely support hypothesis 2, we applied conventional practices for plotting simple slopes (Figures 2 and 3) at one
standard deviation above and below the mean of the perceived organizational support measure. The positive association
between employee empowerment and employee’s taking charge will improve under the condition of low perceived
organizational support. This result is not consistent with hypothesis 2

perceived organizational support moderates the relationship between employee empowerment and employee’s taking charge
behaviour. Such that, the relationship will be stronger when perceived organizational support is high.

Thus, overall hypothesis 1 was supported and hypothesis 2 was rejected.

Figure 2 The moderating effect of perceived organizational support on the relationship between employee empowerment and taking charge (Self-reported).

Figure 3 The moderating effect of perceived organizational support on the relationship between employee empowerment and taking charge (Supervisor-reported).
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Results Discussion, Implications, and Limitations
Discussions
The present study has found that employee empowerment and perceived organizational support have a positive and
significant influence on employee’s taking charge behaviour. Moreover, the results confirm that the perceived organiza-
tional support’s moderating effect is significant on the above relationships. Detailed results are further discussed below.

Employee empowerment has demonstrated a positively significant link with employee’s taking charge behaviour. In
this regards, the outcome of this study is aligned with the studies of Kim et al.,7 Li et al43 and Coun et al44 that
established that empowered employees will enhance proactivity at workplace and will engage taking charge behaviour.
The study also identified the positive association between perceived organizational support and employee’s taking charge
behaviour which confirms the hypothesis of distinguished scholars, for instance, Burnett, Chiaburu, Shapiro, and Li.46

Moreover, the perception of organizational support moderated the link between employee empowerment with
employee’s taking charge behaviour. Followed by Lambert’s53 findings, employees become inept at higher levels of
perceived organizational support. Specifically, our study confirmed the strong effect of POS on employee’s taking charge
behaviour at low level and then moderate level; therefore, our finding empirically validates the theoretically assumed
relation by Burnett et al46 and Wang et al.54 This empirical result endorses that employee empowerment accelerated by
the perceptions of low organizational support might demonstrate a positive impact on the development of employee’s
taking charge behaviour. In other words, our hypothesis one received statistical support and hypothesis two did not meet
the expectations statistically.

Theoretical Implications
The present study has several theoretical implications for its findings. This study offers an in-depth understanding of how
employee empowerment fosters change-oriented behaviour, namely taking charge in the presence of situational factor
perceived organizational support. The findings verify that the link between employee empowerment and employee’s
taking charge can be reinforced by low perceived organizational support. By observing perceived organizational support
as a moderator, this research contributed to the literature of organizational support by delivering a comprehensive
understanding of prospective advantages of perceived organizational support at certain levels. Previous research has
broadly acknowledged that perceived organizational support, as a valued occupational resource, stimulates a range of
employee outcomes ie, affective commitment, trust, and work engagement.18,21,26

The present study basically enhanced this stream of research and contributed to the literature of organizational
support by demonstrating one more way via which perceived organizational support influences employee outcomes – by
holding the moderating position. More precisely, the research outcomes of this study recommend that it’s not high, but
sometimes, low perceived organizational support that performs as a resilient situational factor or contextual moderator
that is capable of activating and encouraging employee empowerment on their taking charge behaviour. Such that,
extreme support from organizations might “overburden” employees (cf. Burnett et al.,;46 Ilies et al.,;55 Kossek et al.,;56

Perlow,57). Hence, high perceived organizational support is not always helpful. Although, high perceived organizational
support in itself enables well-being, affective commitment, work engagement, trust, and it also protects from the negative
consequence ie, workplace conflicts.58 Yet, supra-optimal levels of “care” by the organization might be perceived as over
controlling, overpowering, or otherwise too much (cf. Burnett et al.,46 Ilies et al.,55 Kossek et al.,56 Perlow57) which
might result in unwanted consequences.

In addition, this study contributes to the trait activation theory by demonstrating organizational support as trait-
relevant cues in the workplace, which provides number of cues for empowered employees (the trait in our case) to engage
themselves in change-oriented behaviour (eg, taking charge – the trait-relevant behaviour in our case). Other than this, by
examining the proposed relationships, this study answered the call for further studies by scholars to investigate the
psychological processes in sustainability science.25,28 More specifically, the study findings brought forward the certain
level of perception of organizational support as psychological process that sustains the change-oriented behaviour among
empowered employees and directs them to sustainable performance.
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Practical Implications
There are several practical implications for this study. Primarily, there is evidently a threshold of perceived organizational
support beyond which there is probably to be detrimental outcomes. Such that, extreme support from organizations might
“overburden” employees, because supra-optimal levels of “care” by organization might be perceived as over controlling,
irresistible, or otherwise too much (cf. Burnett et al.,46 Ilies et al.,55 Kossek et al.,56 Perlow57). Certainly, receivers’
reactions to organizational support are not constantly positive; sometimes, they might feel vulnerable or incapable,59,60

and sometimes “overhelped”.61 Our study outcomes extend these streams of work by concentrating on support from
organization and authenticating an exclusive outline associating employee empowerment with perceived organization
support on employee’s taking charge behaviour, namely organizations might, rather counterintuitively, attain greater
levels of empowered employee’s taking charge behaviour by delivering less is more-oriented organizational support
programs. This interpretation could be welcoming for sustainable performance during times, for instance today, of
a stagnating resource-constrained economy.

Further, managers may consider other sustainable HR practices ie training on self-actualization,6 counselling on self-
performance expectations,62 investing in human capital,63 and providing satisfactory psychological climate64 to activate
the employee empowerment that later can foster employees to engage in positive organizational behaviours. Pay is also
termed as suitable HR practice that promotes taking charge behaviour.65 Consequently, managers can also revise the
compensation plans for encouraging employees to sustain change-oriented behaviour.

Limitations and Future Directions
The present study has some boundaries; but these boundaries pave the way for a new pathway for future work. Although,
we received responses from two different sources (eg, team members and team supervisors), but self-reporting of
employee empowerment and perceived organizational support may raise issues regarding biased responses. Therefore,
it is strongly recommended that future scholars consider two sources for such variables to avoid common method bias.
Besides, they should conduct longitudinal research that lessens the direction of causality, caused by time-lagged cross-
sectional study. In addition, future studies may consider other contextual and individual factors ie, organizational learning
culture,32 emotional intelligence,66 leader-member exchange7, and regulatory focus67 to influence our model.

Data Statement
The datasets used during the current study are available from the corresponding author on reasonable request.
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Authors declare no conflict of interest.
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