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In the view of complexity theory, the emergency behavior of individual is nonlinear and influenced not only by individual variables
but also bymany other environmental variables. Based on complexity perspective, this article explored why employees’ taking charge
behavior occurs in organizations from a multilevel approach. Specifically, this study has explored the cross-level interactive effect of
organization-level factor (organizational justice climate and psychological safety climate) and individual-level factor (organizational
identification) on employees’ taking charge behavior. Using a total of 806 valid matching questionnaires from 91 firms in China, this
study found that first, organizational identification is positively related with employees’ taking charge behavior. Second, distributive
justice climate positively moderates the influence of organizational identification on employees’ taking charge behavior. )ird,
psychological safety climate negativelymoderates the influence of organizational identification on employees’ taking charge behavior.
According to our results, organizational policies and practices should be made to foster employees’ identification with the or-
ganization, to construct a fair environment within the organization, and to convince employees that taking charge behavior will not
entail political risks, especially for those employees with low organizational identification.

1. Introduction

Organizations are complex adaptive systems in which or-
ganizational culture and climate promote the interactions
among individuals, teams, and groups, and in turn the ideas,
attitudes, and adaptive behaviors emerge from those in-
teractions of their members [1, 2]. Employees’ behaviors
usually have their determinants at multiple levels (indi-
vidual, group, and organization level), while most organi-
zational behavior studies have typically analyzed only at one
level [3]. Research conducted at a single level often ignores
the fact that organizational dynamics result from multilevel
interactions. For example, employees in an organization will
not only make judgments based on their rational expecta-
tions, employees’ behavior choices are highly influenced by
local relationships, and the majority state in the organization

has a significant effect on individuals [4]. Although single-
level approaches have their own advantages, there is a
knowledge gap in how multiple levels interact with one
another and what implications they bring on organizational
behavior. Moreover, in the view of complexity theory, the
emergency behavior of individual is nonlinear and influ-
enced not only by individual variables but also by many
other environmental variables [5]. However, organizational
researchers have seldom used multilevel analysis to achieve a
bigger picture of organizational dynamics, which results in
an incomplete understanding of multilevel interactions and
their consequences [3]. So, this paper will use a multilevel
approach to study employees’ extra-role behavior.

All along, the importance of employees’ extra-role be-
haviors to the competitiveness of corporations has been
generally emphasized by scholars [6]. According to whether
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behavior is helpful to maintain interpersonal relationship,
Van Dyne et al. [7] classified extra-role behaviors into two
categories: affiliative behavior and challenging behavior.
Affiliative behavior is intimate, cooperative, and noncon-
troversial and tends to consolidate or maintain interpersonal
relationships, such as helping behavior; while challenging
behavior is change-oriented, controversial, and emphasizing
the reform of the status quo, which may damage the rela-
tionship with other people, such as voice behavior.

Morrison and Phelps [8] have proposed another example
of challenging extra-role behavior, namely, taking charge,
which means individual employees dedicate voluntary and
constructive efforts to effect organizationally functional
change with respect to how work is executed within the
contexts of their jobs, work units, or organizations. Al-
though they are both challenging extra-role behaviors,
taking charge behavior is different from voice behavior.
Voice behavior focuses on information collection and
suggestions around problems in the work situation, while
the remarkable characteristic of taking charge behavior is to
make efforts to initiate and implement change; that is to say,
it is not only to make suggestions [9]. Scholars have dis-
cussed a lot about voice behavior (see a review of [10], while
taking charge behavior has received little attention.

Since Morrison and Phelps [8] put forward this concept,
scholars have made some explorations on the influencing
factors of taking charge behavior. )ese influencing factors
can be classified into three levels: individual, leadership, and
environmental level. At the individual level, factors, such as
self-efficacy and felt responsibility [8], conscientiousness in
Big Five [11], psychological contract breach [12], and pro-
pensity to trust and exchange ideology [13], have been found
to positively predict the taking charge behavior of employees.
At the leadership level, factors, such as ethical leadership [14],
leader inclusiveness [15], LMX [16], empowering leadership
[17, 18], transformational leadership [19, 20], and self-sac-
rificial leadership [21], have strong impact on employees’
taking charge behavior through psychological empowerment,
trust in leader, and identification with leader, and other
mediating variables. At the environmental level, factors, such
as top management openness [8], distributive justice and
procedural justice [11], control types [13], idiosyncratic deals
[22], job insecurity [23], and perceived organizational support
[24], have significant predictive effect on employees’ taking
charge behavior.

According to the complexity theory, individual behavior
in an organization is best understood as the result of an
interactive process that happen between contextual factors
and personal characteristics. Yet, the researchers above have
tended to focus on either personal or situational predictors,
respectively, and they rarely explore the interactive effect of
both influencers on employees’ taking charge behavior.
Based on complexity perspective, this article explores why
taking charge behavior occurs in organizations from a
multilevel approach. Specifically, we explore the cross-level
interactive effect of organization-level factor (organizational
justice climate and psychological safety climate) and indi-
vidual-level factor (organizational identification) on em-
ployees’ taking charge behavior.

)e rest of the article is organized as follows: in Section 2,
the theoretical framework is proposed and a literature review
is conducted to highlight the theoretical contributions of this
study. In Section 3, research hypotheses are proposed.
Section 4 details the research methodology, followed by the
empirical analyses and results in Section 5. In Section 6,
managerial implications are discussed, and the suggestions
for future research are put forward.

2. Research Framework

In a word, this study is of great significance to the theoretical
development of taking charge behavior by exploring the
direct effect of organizational identification on employees’
taking charge behavior, the cross-level direct effect of dis-
tributive justice climate and psychological safety climate on
employees’ taking charge behavior, and the cross-level
moderating effect of distributive justice climate and psy-
chological safety climate between organizational identifi-
cation and employees’ taking charge behavior. Our research
model is as follows, see Figure 1.

In Figure 1, organizational identification is an individ-
ual-level variable, representing an individual influencing
factor which has direct effect on the dependent variable.
Distributive justice climate and psychological safety climate
belong to organizational-level variables, representing envi-
ronmental factors which have cross-level direct effect on the
dependent variable, respectively. At the same time, dis-
tributive justice climate and psychological safety climate
cross-levelly moderate the impact of organizational identi-
fication on the dependent variable, respectively.

Organizational identification refers to the individual
perception of oneness with or belongingness to an orga-
nization, and it reflects the extent to which an employee
defines himself/herself with reference to his/her organiza-
tional membership or the extent to which an employee
integrating his/her social identity with organizational
identity [25]. A variety of organizationally relevant out-
comes have been found to be highly correlated with orga-
nizational identification, such as innovations, job
involvement, in-role performance, and extra-role perfor-
mance, turnover intentions, etc. [26]. However, few people
have tested the impact of organizational identification on
employee’s taking charge behavior. So, Fuller et al. [27]
suggested that, given that organizational identification was
found to be positively related to voice behavior, future re-
search should investigate the extent to which it is related to
other change-oriented behavior such as taking charge be-
havior. )is study attempts to explore the impact of orga-
nizational identification on taking charge behavior, so as to
fill the gap. )is is the first theoretical contribution of this
study.

)e literature on organizational justice shows that fair
organizational environment can help to induce employees to
show extra-role behavior, and unfair organizational envi-
ronment will reduce employees’ desire to engage in them. So,
the first environmental factor we considered in our study is
organizational justice climate. Organizational justice climate
is a collective cognition or a shared perception held by
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organizational members together about to what extent they
are fairly treated by organizational authorities [28]. Orga-
nizational justice climate is different from individual justice
perceptions. Individual justice perceptions are personal
assessments of fair treatment by the organization they work
for, while organizational justice climate refers to consensual
collective cognitions, often represented by aggregated justice
judgments of employees in the organizations [29]. Some
scholars suggest that the collective evaluation of fair treat-
ment by an organization may account for unique variance in
important outcomes [30]. For example, a few cross-level
studies demonstrate that justice climate has incremental
validity in predicting individual-level attitudes and behavior
beyond individual-level justice perceptions [28, 31]. How-
ever, these studies focus more on the impact of organiza-
tional justice on affiliative extra-role behaviors, and few
studies explore whether employees who are treated fairly
have the motivation to perform challenging extra-role be-
haviors [11]. )erefore, this study will fill in this gap by
exploring the cross-level impact of organizational justice
climate on taking charge behavior. )is is the second the-
oretical contribution of this study.

On the other hand, it is generally believed that orga-
nizational justice consists of three distinct but related
components: distributive, procedural justice, and interactive
justice [32]. Distributive justice refers to the perceived
fairness of outcome distributions or allocations; procedural
justice refers to the perceived fairness of the decision-
making procedures used to determine the distribution of the
outcome; interactive justice refers to the interpersonal
treatment of organizational members in the process of
implementation of organizational procedures. Because in-
teractive fairness usually occurs between leaders and
members, it is rarely concerned by scholars in organizational
studies. Although scholars generally focused on the impact
of procedural justice on employees’ attitudes and behaviors,
Lind and Tyler [33] argued that distributive justice judg-
ments are likely to be more influential than procedural
justice judgments in determining overall fairness judgments.
Consistent with this argument, Conlon [34] found that
distributive justice explained more variance in grievant
evaluations of authorities (an appeal board) than did pro-
cedural justice. Tremblay et al. [35] also reported that the
relationships with pay satisfaction and organizational sat-
isfaction were stronger for distributive justice than

procedural justice. Moreover, in the countries with collec-
tivism culture, the decision-making process itself is not very
transparent, so employees do not have high expectations for
procedural fairness, and they tend to pay more attention to
the fairness of distribution [36]. )erefore, we will not
choose procedural justice climate but distributive justice
climate as an environmental factor in this study.

Another environmental factor we considered in our
study is psychological safety climate. Psychological safety
climate was first studied at team level. Edmondson [37] put
forward the concept of team psychological safety climate
which is defined as shared perceptions that the team is safe
for interpersonal risk taking. Later, Baer and Frese [38]
defined the psychological safety climate at the organizational
level, which refers to the shared perception of organizational
members on “organizational policies or procedures that
encourage open and trusted interpersonal interaction in the
working environment.” No matter at what level the concept
is defined, psychological safety climate describes an orga-
nizational work environment in which employees can ex-
press their opinions boldly without fear of rejection or
punishment. Psychological safety climate as an antecedent
has been shown to correlate with firm performance [38],
learning behaviors [37, 39], teammember performance [40],
and so on, but few scholars have studied the influence of
psychological safety climate on employees’ taking charge
behavior. Chiaburu and Baker [13] pointed out that orga-
nizational culture, team atmosphere, and other predictive
variables at the organizational or team level may also affect
employees’ taking charge behavior, which should be paid
more attention. In order to fill the gap, this study will ex-
amine the cross-level direct effect of psychological safety
climate on employees’ taking charge behavior. )is is the
third theoretical contribution of this study.

3. Hypotheses

3.1. 0e Direct Effect of Organizational Identification.
Based on social identity theory [41] and self-categorization
theory [42], organizational identification has been defined as
the employees’ perception of oneness or belongingness to
the organization where they work [25]. Although some
scholars argued that there are two forms of organizational
identification: situated identification (triggered by situa-
tional cues and thus is more temporary and unstable) and
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Figure 1: Research framework.
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deep identification (a more fundamental connection be-
tween individual and collective and thus is stable and last),
e.g., [43], Ashforth et al. [44] still insisted that organizational
identification should be regarded as a more or less stable
quality that transcends specific situations, and as a root or
deep or stable construct. According to Ashforth and Mael
[25], organizational identification is not an attitude concept
(such as organizational commitment and job satisfaction),
but a perceptual cognitive concept. To identify with an
organization, there is no need to show any specific behavior
or emotional state towards the organization, and an em-
ployee need only perceives himself or herself as psycho-
logically intertwined with the fate of the organization.

According to social identity theory, part of the reason
why individuals identify with an organization is to enhance
self-esteem [45, 46]. A desire for self-enhancementmotivates
people to identify with the organization that excel other
organizations [47]. By identifying with an organization, a
person integrates his or her personal identity with organi-
zational identity, the identity boundary between individual
and organization becomes blurred, and then the salient
attributes of that organization can be used to define him or
herself, so as to gain a sense of self-esteem. )erefore, the
strongly organizational identifiers usually hope the orga-
nization they identify with has a higher status and attrac-
tiveness than those compared organizations [48]. )ey also
hope that the organizations they identify with continue to
improve and have a greater competitive advantage in front of
their competitors [49]. For strong identifiers, voluntarily
helping the organization achieve its goal is important be-
cause the organization’s goal is theirs as well. )erefore, it is
a quite nature and common thing for them to dedicate
voluntary and constructive efforts to effect organizationally
functional change. )e preceding discussion leads to the
following hypotheses:

H1: organizational identification is positively related
with employees’ taking charge behavior.

3.2.0e Cross-Level Direct Effect and Cross-Level Moderating
Effect of Distributive Justice Climate. A variety of employee
attitudes and behaviors have been widely found to be
influenced by perceptions of justice or fairness in the
workplace [50]. As an old form of fairness, distributive
justice refers to the perceived fairness of decision outcomes
and has its roots in research on equity theory [51]. When an
individual believes that the outcomes such as rewards or
promotions he or she gets from the organization is fair, it is a
signal that an individual’s abilities and contribution are
valued by the organization. According to the principle of
reciprocity, when one is perceived as a valued member of an
organization, he or she is more likely to demonstrate be-
haviors to help the organization thrive, as a form of social
exchange [11]. Distributive justice has been shown to be
significantly related to employee work-related attitudes and
behaviors such as outcome satisfaction, system and agent-
referenced evaluation of authorities, job satisfaction, orga-
nizational commitment, trust, and OCB [52]. So, we believe
that fair rewards and recognition of their contributions will

encourage individuals to engage in behaviors aimed at
triggering positive changes in the organization. Moreover,
the existing cross-level justice studies demonstrate that
justice climate has incremental validity in predicting indi-
vidual-level attitudes and behavior beyond individual-level
justice perceptions [28].)erefore, we have reason to believe
that distributive justice climate has a positive predictive
effect on employees’ taking charge behavior. )e following
assumptions are proposed:

H2a: distributive justice climate is positively related
with employees’ taking charge behavior.

According to the group engagement model [53], there
are at least two different status evaluations about the groups
can be made by employees to shape identification with that
group: the group’s status in the eyes of those outside the
group and his or her own status in the eyes of others within
the group. )e group’s status in the eyes of those outside the
group has been indicated as “pride,” and the perception of
one’s relative status within the group has been indicated as
“respect.” )at is, people will be more highly motivated to
merge their identity with a group when the group has high
status (pride), when they feel that they have status in the
group (respect), or both [53]. In the group engagement
model, procedural justice judgments, distributive justice
judgments, and outcome favorability have all been perceived
as antecedents of employees’ identity assessments, which
implies that a sense of distributive justice helps to enhance
employees’ organizational identification. )e group en-
gagement model also suggests that “pride” will be particu-
larly linked to mandatory-required behavior, whereas
“respect” will be linked especially strongly to discretionary-
voluntary behavior [53].

On the basis of the group engagement model, Fuller et al.
[27] further demonstrated that the status of the organization
(pride or prestige) and the individual’s status within it
(respect) have different antecedents. )ey specially pointed
out that high commitment management (HCM) practices,
such as recognition by top management, opportunities for
extensive training/development, participation in decision-
making and problem solving, and pay for performance, are
likely to be viewed by an employee as a signal or cue in-
dicating that he or she is valued and respected within the
organization, and should make independent contributions
to an individual’s overall evaluation of his or her status
within the organization (i.e., respect). In a sense, all these
HCM practices constitute a fair organizational environment,
which is conducive to the formation of employees’ per-
ception of distribution fairness.)is means that a perception
of distributive fairness is beneficial to employees’ judgment
about “respect,” thus enhancing his or her organizational
identification.

From the above discussion, we can draw a conclusion
that those highly identifiers exposing under a context with
high distributive justice climate will engender a positive
judgment of one’s relative status within the group, thus
further enhancing their identification with the organization,
and therefore perform more cooperative behavior and en-
gagement in organization. In another word, under a high
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distributive justice climate, the effect of organizational
identification on employees’ taking charge behavior will be
strengthened. So, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H2b: distributive justice climate will positively mod-
erate the influence of organizational identification on
employees’ taking charge behavior. In another word,
the positive effect of organizational identification on
employees’ taking charge behavior will increase with
the increase of distributive justice climate in an
organization.

3.3.0e Cross-Level Direct Effect and Cross-Level Moderating
Effect of Psychological Safety Climate. Morrison and Phelps
[8] argued that employees will weigh anticipated risks
against anticipated benefits when deciding whether to en-
gage in taking charge behavior. Taking charge behavior has
potential risks, such as a damaged reputation if the initiative
fails or disapproval if it is seen as inappropriate or threat-
ening. According to this, employees will be less likely to
engage in taking charge behavior if they fear that doing so
will harm their images or bring them other losses. )erefore,
employees’ psychological safety is very important to improve
their motivation to engage in taking charge behavior.

Psychological safety is the perception of employees that
their self-image, status, and career will not suffer negative
consequences when they employ and show themselves in
work context [54]. Psychological safety affects employees’
internal motivation to shape individual roles, and when
employees experience more psychological safety, they will
make higher work engagement [37]. Empirical studies also
found that psychological safety helps to explain why em-
ployees speak up with suggestions for organizational im-
provements [55], and take initiative to engage process
innovation [38].

Kahn [54] further pointed out that psychological safety
was associated with elements of social systems that created
more or less nonthreatening, predictable, and consistent
social situations in which to engage. It implies that it is
necessary to build a supportive organizational environment
conducive to employees’ psychological safety. Many studies
proved that psychological safety climate is just such an or-
ganizational environment. For example, employees under
high-level psychologically safe organizational climate feel easy
and relaxed in taking interpersonal risks and are encouraged
to propose new ideas, openly discuss problems, and proac-
tively approach work [38]. Psychologically safe team climates
mitigate team members’ fears of social rejection or disap-
proval when speaking up, helping, or engaging in other social
interactions in which there is the potential to be judged or
humiliated by other team members [37].

Based on the above analysis, we believe that psycho-
logical safety climate can help employees gain a sense of
psychological safety, so they are more willing to engage in
taking charge behavior. )en, the following assumptions are
put forward:

H3a: psychological safety climate is positively related
with employees’ taking charge behavior.

Yet, what does psychological safety climate mean to
those strong organizational identifiers?

Ashforth and Mael [25] argued that the concept of
identification is characterized by the following attributes: (1)
identification describes only the cognition of oneness, not
the behaviors and affect that may serve as antecedents or
consequences of the cognition; (2) identification tend to
occur even in the absence of strong leadership or member
interdependency, interaction, or cohesion; (3) identification
can persist tenaciously even when group affiliation is per-
sonally painful, other members are personally disliked, and
group failure is likely; (4) identification maintains even if in
situations involving great loss or suffering, missed potential
benefits, task failure, and expected failure; (5) an organi-
zationally identified employee, as a “microcosm of the or-
ganization” is likely to have attitudes and take actions that
benefit the whole organization rather than benefitting in-
dividual self-interest.

)e above characteristics of identification implied that
there is no need for those strong organizational identifiers to
rely on psychological safety to engage in taking charge
behavior. Often, the strong organizational identifier wants to
be a prototypical member of a particular organization, and
his or her basic motivation to identify is the reputation and
status of the organization and the self-esteem that derived
from interorganizational comparisons [25]. So, the main
purpose of engaging in taking charge behavior for them is to
improve the reputation, status, and competitiveness of the
organization they belong to. Usually, for those strong or-
ganizational identifiers, acting on behalf of the organization
is tantamount to acting on behalf of themselves [56]. )at is
to say, although a better psychological safety climate in
organization helps to improve the enthusiasm of ordinary
people to engage in taking charge behavior, it has little
influence on the enthusiasm of strong identifiers to engage in
such behavior, because their intention to challenge the status
quo is not affected by psychological safety.

However, when the psychological safety climate in the
organization is relatively low, it is a different scene. Under a
poor psychological safety climate, owing to fear and worry,
the ordinary people in organization are often hesitant to
engage taking charge. In this case, the strong organizational
identifier will feel more obliged and responsible to optimize
business operation to help the organization move forward.
Because their fate is intertwined with the fate of the orga-
nization, the success or failure of an organization is equal to
their success or failure. In another word, the poorer the
psychological safety climate in an organization is, the more
likely the strong organizational identifiers are to engage in
taking charge behavior. Accordingly, we propose the fol-
lowing assumptions:

H3b: psychological safety climate will negatively
moderate the influence of organizational identifica-
tion on employees’ taking charge behavior. In another
word, the positive effect of organizational identifica-
tion on employees’ taking charge behavior will in-
crease with the decrease of psychological safety
climate in an organization.

Complexity 5



4. Method

4.1. Samples. Because this study needs to conduct a cross-
level analysis between the organizational level and the in-
dividual level, it needs to investigate a large number of firms,
so the investigation task is very difficult. For this reason, we
asked the on-the-job undergraduate students of a distance
education university in Shanghai to help us and asked them
to collect questionnaires in the corporations where they
work. )ese on-the-job students are located in most prov-
inces and cities in China. )ey are from different corpo-
rations and have rich working experience. After our
persuasion, 91 on-the-job students are willing to serve as
investigators of this study. )ese students come from 91
different firms distributed in most industries and cities in
China. )e questionnaire consists of two separate docu-
ments, A and B.)e content of document A includes control
variables (such as gender, age, tenure, and position), or-
ganizational identification, perception of distributive justice,
and psychological safety; the content of document B includes
employees’ taking charge behavior.

)e investigation process is as follows: first, we train those
on-the-job undergraduate students (as investigators) online.
)e training content includes questionnaire structure, how to
send out and collect questionnaires, and the matters needing
attention in the process of the survey. Secondly, we ask each
investigator randomly selects some of his or her colleagues as
the respondents. )irdly, questionnaire A with a cover letter
indicating the purpose of the investigation was sent to all the
selected respondents through various methods such as emails
and physical mails. At the same time, the investigators filled in
questionnaire B according to the respondents’ daily behavior.
Lastly, once the questionnaire A returned from one re-
spondent, corresponding questionnaire B will be merged with
it to form a matched questionnaire.

)is arrangement can prevent commonmethod variance
biases because the data of control variables, independent
variables, and moderating variables are from the investi-
gator’s colleagues (respondents), while the data of result
variables are from the investigators themselves. At last, a
total of 806 valid matching questionnaires were collected
from 91 firms. )e number of respondents in each firm
ranges from 4 to 13. )e distribution of demographic
characteristics of the sample is as follows: of the final sample,
39.0% are under 25 years old, 4.5% are over 41 years old, and
56.5% are 26–40 years old; most of them are well educated,
11.8% have high-school education, 85.4% have college or
bachelor degree, and 2.8% have graduate degree or above;
among the respondents, 4.3% have tenure of 1 year below,
95.7% have tenure of more than 2 years, 73.4% of the re-
spondents are ordinary employees, 26.6% are supervisors or
department managers, 41.5% of the respondents are male,
and 58.5% are female.

4.2. Measurement

4.2.1. Control Variables. In the empirical studies on taking
charge behavior, scholars are used to take demographic
characteristics of employees as control variables. For

example, Moon et al. [11] used gender and job tenure
(measured in years) as control variables in their study.
Morrison and Phelps [8] used position level, job tenure,
gender, and age as control variables in their study. Demo-
graphic characteristics such as job type, age, gender, edu-
cation, and organizational tenure were used as control
variables in the study of Burnett et al. [24]. )erefore, this
study takes age, education, tenure (organizational tenure),
and rank (position level) as control variables. )e coding of
control variables is shown in Table 1. For example, age is set
as a 5-value variable, below 25 years old is coded as 1,
between 26 and 30 years old is coded as 2, and so on, and
over 40 years old is coded as 5.

In the above control variables, except for the variable of
rank including 3 grades, the other variables include 5 grades.
For the latent variables in this study, all scales utilized a five-
point response format ranging from strongly disagree (1) to
strongly agree (5). Because the survey was conducted in
China, so we need to translate the English scales into
Chinese. Using the procedures established by Brislin [57], all
the English scales were translated and back-translated to
ensure the Chinese translation was consistent with the
English meaning.

4.2.2. Organizational Identification. Based on the Mael and
Ashforth [58] six-item scale (e.g., when I talk about this
organization, I usually say “we” rather than “they”), we used
“back translation” to form the Chinese version of the or-
ganizational identification scale. We used the 806 data to test
the reliability, and Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was
0.9032, which shows that the organizational identification
scale has good measurement reliability.

4.2.3. Distributive Justice Climate. Distributive justice cli-
mate is an organization-level variable, and its measurement
value is obtained through the integration of the distributive
justice perception of individual employees. Ramamoorthy
and flood [59] developed a 5-item scale to measure em-
ployees’ perception of distributive justice (e.g., I am fairly
rewarded for the responsibilities I take on). Based on this
scale, a Chinese version was formed through “back trans-
lation.” We used the 806 data to test the reliability, and
Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was 0.9089, which shows that
the distributive justice perception scale has good measure-
ment reliability.

4.2.4. Psychological Safety Climate. Psychological safety
climate is an organization-level variable, and its measure-
ment value is obtained through the integration of the
psychological safety of individual employees. Edmondson
[37] developed a 7-item scale to measure employees’ psy-
chological safety. A sample item is “In our company, one is
free to take risks.” We used “back translation” to turn the
scale into a Chinese version. We used the 806 data to test the
reliability, Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was 0.8804, which
shows that the psychological safety perception scale has good
measurement reliability.
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4.2.5. Taking Charge Behavior. Taking charge behavior is an
individual-level variable. We used the 10-item scale devel-
oped by Morrison and Phelps [8] to assess employees’ taking
charge behaviors as reported by their colleagues. A sample
item is “)is person often tries to adopt improved proce-
dures for doing his or her job.” Based on this scale, a Chinese
version was formed through “back translation.” We used the
806 data to test the reliability, Cronbach’s alpha for this scale
was 0.8979, which shows that the taking charge behavior
scale has good measurement reliability.

)en, we construct a first-order 1-factor confirmatory
factor analysis model for each latent variable and use 806
data to fit the hypothetical factor model. )e fitting indexes
of all models are shown in Table 2. Each model fits the data
well, which shows that the scale of research variable has good
structural validity.

5. Results

In multilevel data analysis, scholars usually use the within-
group inter-rater reliability (Rwg) and reliability of score
within group (ICC(1)) or reliability of mean group score
(ICC(2)) to judge whether individual ratings can be ag-
gregated into collective-level variables. Generally speaking,
when Rwg is greater than 0.7 [60], ICC (1) is greater than
0.05 and F test is significant, and ICC (2) is greater than 0.5
[61], researchers can aggregate individual perceptions into
collective climate.

In this study, 105 firms were investigated. Firstly, the
Rwg coefficient for distributive justice and psychological
safety of the respondents in the same firm were computed by
SPSS 12.0 software. According to the principle that the Rwg
value is greater than 0.7, the data of 91 firms are valid.
Among the 91 firms, the mean of Rwg value for distributive
justice was 0.8416, ICC (1) value was 0.2196 (F test was
significant), and ICC (2) value was 0.7137; the mean of Rwg
value for psychological safety was 0.8983, ICC (1) value was
0.3197 (F test was significant), and ICC (2) value was 0.8063.
)e results show that the scores of distributive justice and
psychological safety can be aggregated into the scores of the
distributive justice climate and psychological safety climate.
All items were answered on a five-point scale, and the de-
scriptive statistics of latent variables are shown in Table 3.

5.1. HLM. Step 1: null model.

Because our model assumes that employees’ taking
charge behavior is predicted by individual-level and
organization-level variables together, so it must be
confirmed that taking charge behavior has variance
both at individual level and at organizational level.

)erefore, the first step is to use ANOVA to divide the
variance of employees’ taking charge behavior into
intragroup and intergroup variance. )e results of
ANOVA showed that the intergroup variance (τ00) is
0.06413 (χ2� 201.79877, P< 0.001), indicating that the
variance of taking charge behavior between groups was
significant. In addition, the within-group variance (σ2)
is 0.46210, and the ICC (1)� τ00/(σ

2+ τ00)� 0.122, in-
dicating that 12.2% of the variance of employees’ taking
charge behavior comes from the variance between
groups, while 88% comes from the variance within the
group. Because the dependent variable has significant
intergroup variance, then we can test our hypotheses.
)e hypothesis test is completed in the following three
steps, and the test results are shown in Table 4.

Step 2: testing the main effect of organizational
identification.

First, we regressed taking charge behavior (dependent
variable) on the individual-level independent variables
(organizational identification) with control variables
(age, education, tenure, and rank). In model 1, c50
represents the influence coefficient of organizational
identification on employees’ taking charge behavior,
which is used to test hypothesis 1. )e results of model
1 show that c50� 0.1783 (P< 0.001, t� 5.996). So, hy-
pothesis 1 is supported, and organizational identifi-
cation is positively related with employees’ taking
charge behavior. R2 of model 1 is 0.397, which means
39.7% of intragroup variance can be explained by
control variables and organizational identification. In
addition, after control variables and organizational
identification were entered into model 1, intergroup
variance(τ00) is 0.0853 (χ2� 330.432 and P< 0.001),
and it indicates that there may be group-level factors in
level-2, so we will go to Step 3 next.

Step 3: testing the direct effect of distributive justice
climate and psychological safety climate.

Hypothesis 2a and hypothesis 3a argue that both dis-
tributive justice climate and psychological safety cli-
mate have a positive impact on employees’ taking
charge behavior.

In order to test hypothesis 2a and hypothesis 3a, we add
distributive justice climate and psychological safety
climate to level-2 and estimate the model with intercept
as the result variable. In model 2, c01 and c02 represent
the estimates of the effect of distributive justice climate
and psychological safety climate on employees’ taking
charge behavior, respectively, after controlling age,
education, tenure, rank, and organizational

Table 1: )e coding of control variables.

Variable/code 1 2 3 4 5

Age Under 25 years old 26–30 years old 31–35 years old 36–40 years old Over 40 years old
Education Junior high school High school Junior college Undergraduate Postgraduate
Tenure Less than 1 years 1-2 years 2–5 years 5–10 years More than 10 years
Rank Front-line staff Supervisor Manager
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identification in level-1. T-test of c01 can be used to test
hypothesis 2a, and T-test of c02 can be used to test
hypothesis 3a.

)e results of model 2 show that c01� 0.1366, t� 2.543,
and P< 0.05, So, hypothesis 2a is supported.
c02� 0.1854, t� 2.075, P< 0.05, and hypothesis 3a is
supported. R2 of model 2 is 0.232, which means 23.2%
of intergroup variance of dependent variable can be
explained by distributive justice climate psychological
safety climate. In addition, χ2(88)� 270.404 and
P< 0.001, indicating that the relationship between
level-1 predictors and taking charge behavior was
significantly different among different groups. )ere-
fore, the next step is to test the moderating effect of
distributive justice climate and psychological safety
climate.

Step 4: testing the moderating effect of distributive
justice climate and psychological safety climate.

Hypothesis 2b argues that distributive justice climate will
positively moderate the influence of organizational identi-
fication on employees’ taking charge behavior, while hy-
pothesis 3b argues that psychological safety climate will

negatively moderate the influence of organizational iden-
tification on employees’ taking charge behavior.

In order to test the above interaction effect, we can use
distributive justice climate and psychological safety climate
as predictors of the β coefficient of organizational identifi-
cation, so as to knowwhether distributive justice climate and
psychological safety climate can explain the variance of the β
coefficient of organizational identification. In model 3, c51
represents the estimate of the interaction effect between
distributive justice climate and organizational identification.
T-test of c51 can be used to test hypothesis 2b. In model 3, c52
represents the estimate of the interaction effect between
psychological safety climate and organizational identifica-
tion. T-test of c52 can be used to test hypothesis 3b.

)e results of model 3 show that c51� 0.2177, t� 2.444,
and P< 0.05, indicating the interaction effect of distributive
justice climate and organizational identification on the
dependent variable is significant. So, hypothesis 2b is sup-
ported. )e results of model 3 show that c52�−0.2286,
t�−2.653, and P< 0.01, indicating the interaction effect of
psychological safety climate and organizational identifica-
tion on the dependent variable is significant. So, hypothesis
3b is supported.

Table 3: )e descriptive statistics of latent variables.

Variable Number of samples Minimum Maximum Mean Standard deviation

Level-1
Organizational identification 806 1.00 5.00 3.64 0.84
Employees’ taking charge behavior 806 1.30 5.00 3.70 0.72

Level-2
Distributive justice climate 91 1.80 4.82 3.41 0.52
Psychological safety climate 91 2.19 4.76 3.51 0.52

Table 4: HLM analysis with taking charge behavior as dependent variable.

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Level-1
Intercept (c00) 3.6959∗∗∗ 2.5783∗∗∗ 2.5783∗∗∗

Age (c10) 0.0335 0.0323 0.0332
Education (c20) 0.1019∗∗ 0.1022∗∗ 0.1004∗∗

Tenure (c30) 0.0539∗ 0.0566∗ 0.0554∗

Rank (c40) 0.2027∗∗∗ 0.2017∗∗∗ 0.1991∗∗∗

Organizational identification (c50) 0.1783∗∗∗ 0.1786∗∗∗ 0.2494∗∗

Level-2
Cross-level main effects
Distributive justice climate (c01) 0.1366∗ 0.1368∗

Psychological safety climate (c02) 0.1854∗ 0.1852∗

Cross-level interaction effects
Distributive justice climate ∗ organizational identification (c51) 0.2177∗

Psychological safety climate ∗ organizational identification (c52) −0.2286∗∗

Table 2: Fitting index of confirmatory factor analysis of measurement tools.

Model X2/df RMSEA SRMR NNFI CFI GFI

Model 1: organizational identification 4.18 0.075 0.031 0.97 0.98 0.96
Model 2: distributional justice perception 3.423 0.075 0.047 0.96 0.97 0.98
Model 3: psychological safety perception 4.32 0.082 0.052 0.92 0.95 0.91
Model 4: taking charge behavior 4.2 0.085 0.067 0.91 0.93 0.86
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)e interaction effect of organizational identification
and distributive justice climate on employees’ taking charge
behavior is shown in Figure 2. In Figure 2, the black solid
line represents the effect of organizational identification on
employees’ taking charge behavior under the high level of
distributive justice climate, and the black dotted line rep-
resents the effect of organizational identification on em-
ployees’ taking charge behavior under the low level of
distributive justice climate.

According to Figure 2, the slope of black solid line is
positive and steep, indicating that when the level of dis-
tributive justice climate is high, organizational identification
has a positive impact on employees’ impact behavior, and
the effect is significant. )e slope of black dotted line is
negative and gentle, indicating that when the level of dis-
tributive justice climate is low, organizational identification
negatively affects employees’ taking charge behavior, but the
effect is not significant. In general, distributive justice cli-
mate positively moderates the effect of organizational
identification on employees’ taking charge behavior.

)e interaction effect of organizational identification
and psychological safety climate on employees’ taking
charge behavior is shown in Figure 3. In Figure 3, the black
solid line represents the effect of organizational identifica-
tion on employees’ taking charge behavior under the high
level of psychological safety climate, and the black dotted
line represents the effect of organizational identification on
employees’ taking charge behavior under the low level of
psychological safety climate.

According to Figure 3, the slope of black solid line is
negative and gentle, indicating that when the level of psy-
chological security climate is high, organizational identifi-
cation negatively affects employees’ taking charge behavior,
but the effect is not significant. )e slope of black dotted line
is positive and steep, which shows that when the level of
psychological safety climate is low, organizational identifi-
cation has a positive impact on employees’ taking charge
behavior, and the effect is significant. Generally speaking, the
psychological safety climate negatively moderates the in-
fluence of organizational identification on employees’ taking
charge behavior.

6. Discussion

6.1. 0eoretical Implications. In practical terms, taking
charge behaviors consist of adopting improved procedures
for the job, changing how the job is executed in order to be
more effective, or correcting a faulty procedure or practice
[13]. Such behaviors are consistent with the more recent
business imperatives of “getting off the treadmill” and are
conducive to the self-improvement and development of
corporations. In the past, few scholars have explored the
antecedents of employees’ taking charge behavior from the
perspective of organizational identification. Our study has
confirmed the positive effect of organizational identification
on employees’ taking charge behavior, thus filled this gap.
Once identified with the organization, an employee usually
shares the common fate with the organization, so he or she
intrinsically performs taking charge behaviors to improve

the organization’s function. It is just the identity integration
between them and the organizations (namely, identification)
that make them voluntarily engage in taking charge be-
haviors. Our conclusion also confirms what the group en-
gagement model [53] said, “Cooperation is driven, in other
words, by the motivation to create and maintain a favorable
identity.”

In addition, our study has discussed the boundary
conditions of the relationship between organizational
identification and employees’ taking charge behavior.

Firstly, our study found that organizational distributive
justice climate positively moderate the relationship between
organizational identification and taking charge behavior.
)is means that organizational justice climate acts as an
environmental catalyst, amplifying the impact of organi-
zational identification on employees’ taking charge behavior.
In other words, once an organizational identifier works in a
fair environment, his organizational identification will be
further enhanced, therefore more taking charge behavior
will appear. )is finding can be explained as follows. )e
literature proposed that not only the organization’s status in
society (such as attractiveness, distinctiveness, prestige,
construed external image, etc.) but also the individual’s
status in organization (such as respect etc.) have been
considered as the important antecedents of employees’ or-
ganizational identification, because these factors help to
enhance employees’ self-esteem and self-image [62].)e
literature also proposed that organizational justice can en-
hance employees’ organizational identification, because for
employees, being treated fairly by the organization’s au-
thority equals being respected and valued [62]. )erefore, a
fair organizational environment can make those organiza-
tional identifiers (those who have identified with the or-
ganization for other reasons) experience the feeling of being
respected and valued, which further enhances their orga-
nizational identification. Our study has found the amplifying
effect of distributive justice climate between organizational
identification and taking charge behavior, which provided
empirical support for the above proposition.

Secondly, our study found that psychological safety
climate negatively moderates the relationship between or-
ganizational identification and taking charge behavior.
Owing to the challenging and risky nature of taking charge
behavior, it is generally believed that in an environment that
can provide psychological safety, people are more likely to
engage in taking charge behavior.)at is also what Morrison
and Phelps [8] proposed. Generally speaking, this statement
is correct, because, when employees decide whether to
engage in taking charge, they will trade off the expected cost
and expected benefit of that behavior. Our research results
showed that psychological safety climate has a positive direct
impact on employees’ taking charge behavior, which also
provides support for the above conclusion. However, for a
person who is highly identified with the organization, the
positive effect of psychological safety climate on taking
charge behavior will weaken or even disappear. )e reasons
can be explained as follows. According to the literature, an
organizationally identified person will not consider personal
interests when engaging in taking charge behavior, because

Complexity 9



identification maintains even if in situations involving great
loss or suffering, missed potential benefits, task failure, and
expected failure, and an organizationally identified em-
ployee, as a “microcosm of the organization” is likely to have
attitudes and take actions that benefit the whole organization
rather than benefitting individual self-interest [25].)at is to
say, psychological safety is not a necessary condition for
organizational identifiers to engage in taking charge be-
havior. )ey instinctively engage in such behaviors to
change the functions of the organization, so as to increase
the reputation and competitiveness of the organization, thus
enhancing their own self-esteem and status. In particular,
the worse the psychological safety climate, the more re-
sponsibility they feel to engage in taking charge. )ey
perceive it as their mission to increase the reputation and
competitiveness of an organization through taking charge,
especially when no one else dares to challenge the status quo.
In short, psychological safety may be a key environmental
condition for a person with low organizational identification
to engage taking charge behavior. However, for a person
with high organizational identification, the lower the psy-
chological safety perception, the more likely he or she is to
engage in taking charge behavior, because she or he has the
mission and original deep motive to change the bad envi-
ronment. Our study has found buffering effect of

psychological safety climate between organizational iden-
tification and taking charge behavior, which has a significant
contribution to taking charge behavior research field.

6.2. Practical Implications. As no organization can foresee
all environmental changes and potential accidents, the or-
ganizations are increasingly relying on employees to engage
in proactive behavior to challenge the status quo, promote
innovation, and initiate strategic change [63]. Staw and
Boettger [64] also strengthened the importance of employees
taking actions to correct wrong tasks or work roles. )ey
believe that if the current role definition, procedures, or
policies are inappropriate or ineffective, the most important
thing for employees is to shift their extra-role efforts to
change rather than maintain the status quo. So, it is very
important for managers to take strategies to improve the
enthusiasm of employees to engage in taking charge
behavior.

According to our findings, employees with high orga-
nizational identification are more likely to engage in taking
charge behavior. )erefore, organizational policies and
practices should bemade with the intent to foster employees’
identification with the organization. )e literature shows
that the attractiveness, distinctiveness, prestige, construed
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Figure 2: )e interaction effect of organizational identification and distributive justice climate on employees’ taking charge behavior.
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Figure 3: )e interaction effect of organizational identification and psychological safety climate on employees’ taking charge behavior.
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external image that organizations get from society, and the
status and respect that employees get in the company are key
determinants of employees’ organizational identification.
Some human resource management practices, such as
participation in decision-making, positive recognition by
top management, performance-based reward system, and
opportunities for extensive training, can be used to influence
employees’ perceptions of status and respect within the
organization [27]. For example, managers can reduce the
uncertainty of the reward system through multiple man-
agement strategies (such as improving the transparency of
reward system), which will help enhance the organizational
identification of employees.

Moreover, in order to improve the company’s reputa-
tion, some public relation strategies should be used to
communicate the company’s achievements to internal em-
ployees and external stakeholders. Additionally, recruiting,
socialization and training programs can incorporate infor-
mation about the accomplishments of the organization [27].
From the perspective of complexity, feedback loops are the
one of key factors that helps self-organizing systems operate
effectively [65]. )is means that communication is more
effective in a complex adaptive system, and managers need
to listen carefully to the voice of employees and avoid
implanting control or pulling rank behavior during com-
munication [66].

According to our findings, high level of distributive
justice climate is conducive to improve the motivation of
employees to engage in taking charge behavior. Distributive
justice climate refers to the aggregated individual justice
perceptions of organizational events and practices related
with distribution results. Our results showed that organi-
zational justice climate is the accelerator of organizational
identification. People evaluate their identity and status in a
particular group by the level of the respect that they are
receiving from that group, the more they feel fair, the more
they feel being respected, and the more they identify with the
organization.)erefore, corporate policy and process should
construct a fair environment within the organization. For
example, one implication of complexity theory for organi-
zation procedure design is that firms should consider the
elements of environmental setting and perceived fairness in
penalty and reward system design [5].

According to our findings, as far as the motivation of
taking charge behavior is concerned, although psychological
safety climate has little influence on people with high or-
ganizational identification, it has significant influence on
people with low organizational identification. High level of
psychological safety climate is conducive to improve the
motivation of employees with low organizational identifi-
cation to engage in taking charge behavior. So, the company
should construct an environment to convince employees
that taking charge behavior will not be met with resistance or
entail high political risks. When employees perceive that
organizational policies support constructive efforts to bring
about improvement, they may be more confident that taking
charge will be effective and less concerned about potential
costs [8]. Taking charge can only be achieved if strong
climates for psychological safety exist in the organization,

and for people to feel comfortable engaging in taking charge
without fear of ridicule or punishment, managers must work
to create a climate of psychological safety. For instance, the
complexity lens implies that error-free systems are too rigid
to coevolve with the environment [67]. Hence, managers
should be deeply aware of the role of failure in organizational
learning and adaptation and enhance psychological safety by
building a corporate culture that embraces failure.

6.3. Limitations and Future Directions. Firstly, our study
could be criticized for the small sample size. So, a lot of
companies should be investigated as samples in future study.
A second limitation of the research is that all the data were
collected at roughly the same time. )us, we are unable to
make definitive causal conclusions based on our findings.
Lastly, we use different sources to gather the data for the
research variables, so the effect of common method bias on
results can be alleviated. In this study, we use coworker’s
evaluation to measure outcome variable, and supervisor’s
evaluation can be used to measure outcome variables in
future studies, to verify our results.

Future research can explore the influence of proactive
personality on taking charge behavior. Proactive personality
refers to the tendency of an individual to take initiative to
change his external environment without the restriction of
situational resistance [68]. Crant and Bateman [69] believe
that individuals with proactive personalities prefer to
challenge the status quo rather than passively accept their
roles. )ey are good at finding and seizing opportunities,
taking initiative actions, and persevere until their actions
produce the expected results. )ey actively change the or-
ganization’s goals and find and solve problems; they rely on
themselves rather than others to influence the world around
them. According to the definition of taking charge behavior,
we may reasonably conclude that proactive personality has a
positive impact on employees’ taking charge behavior.
However, we are not sure whether and how the influence of
proactive personality on taking charge behavior is moder-
ated by organizational justice climate and psychological
safety climate.)erefore, this problem deserves the attention
of future scholars.

Cooper and )atcher [47] discussed self-concept ori-
entations on employees’ organizational identification. Self-
concept orientations are the general tendency to think of the
self in terms of individual characteristics, role relationships,
or group memberships [47]. )ree self-concept orientations
were defined, individualist orientation, relationist orienta-
tion, and collectivist orientation. Cooper and )atcher [47]
argued that collectivist orientation, which means the ten-
dency of individuals to value groups and view themselves in
terms of group memberships, increases the likelihood of
work group and organizational identification. )erefore, the
future research can take collectivist orientation as an in-
dependent variable to explore the impact of self-concept
orientation on taking charge behavior.

Another important construct associated with organi-
zational climate is climate strength. Schneider et al. [70]
defined climate strength as the intragroup variance of
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climate perception. Research on climate strength suggests
that individuals who operate in strong climates hold con-
vergent expectations about how others will interact and
behave, resulting in compliance and uniform behavior [40].
)erefore, climate strength may enhance the influence of
climate on outcomes, because group consensus creates a
strong situation, which makes it difficult for group members
to deviate from consistent practices [70]. For instance,
Schneider et al. [70] found that service climate was positively
related to customer service quality in strong climates, but
unrelated in weak climates. )erefore, the future research
should explore the moderating effect of climate strength
between psychological safety climate, organizational justice
climate, and employees’ taking charge behavior.
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