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1. Introduction: Definition and brief history
Paralleling research on organizational commitment, research on perceived organizational support has suggested that just as organizations may be concerned with the engagement of their employees toward them, employees may be interested in their organization’s commitment to them. In agreement with this view, the American social psychologist, Robert Eisenberger, and his colleagues (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986) have proposed that commitment would be a two-way street, in that employees’ inferences concerning the organization’s commitment to them would in return influence employees’ commitment to the organization. These inferences regarding the organization’s commitment to employees are called “perceived organizational support” (POS). 
By introducing the POS construct, organizational support theory (OST) was indeed the first theory to consider the employee-organization relationship from the employees’ point of view (Kurtessis, Eisenberger, Ford, Buffardi, Stewart, & Adis, 2017). Specifically, POS was defined as “employees’ beliefs about the extent to which the organization values their contributions and cares about their well-being” (Eisenberger et al., 1986, p. 501). In other words, it represents employees’ perceptions of the organization’s general (positive or negative) orientation toward them or the extent to which the organization favors them or not. 
The development of these perceptions of organizational support is fostered by the natural tendency of employees to ascribe anthropomorphic characteristics to organizations (Levinson, 1965). According to Levinson (1965, p. 377), “people project upon organizations human qualities and then relate to them as if the organizations did in fact have human qualities. They generalize from their feelings about people in the organization who are important to them, to the organization as a whole, as well as extrapolating from those attitudes they bring to the organization.” Thus, employees personify their organization by viewing it as having a personality with benevolent or malevolent intentions toward them (Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011). This personification process is a kind of pre-requisite to the development of POS. 
The objectives pursued through this chapter are multiple. After presenting the theoretical framework within which POS is embedded, we will describe its nomological network, both in terms of its antecedents and its consequences. We will then present the few empirical studies that have addressed cultural differences and their impact on research findings related to POS. We will discuss the measurement of the POS construct in the next section. We will continue by discussing the current trends within the POS literature. Then, we will provide HR professionals with practical recommendations derived from the substantial literature on POS. Finally, we will provide a critique of the field, and propose some perspectives for future research.
2. [bookmark: _Hlk12866749]Theoretical frameworks associated
OST offers various theoretical frameworks for understanding POS and its effects (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011). In particular, social exchange and self-enhancement processes were found to be the most successful in accounting for the relationship of POS with its outcomes (Kurtessis et al., 2017).
2.1 Social Exchange Theory
Based on the reciprocity norm (Gouldner, 1960), the social exchange theory (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005) posits that when an actor does something to benefit a target person, the target person is expected to repay the favorable treatment. Applying this theory to the employee-organization relationship (Baran, Shanock, & Miller, 2012), OST considers employee and employer as partners who exchange valued resources (Blau, 1964). The organization provides employees material and socio-emotional rewards in exchange for their work effort and dedication to the organization (Baran et al., 2012; Eisenberger et al., 1986). In line with this view, POS initiates a social exchange process wherein employees seek balance between the organization’s orientation toward them and the favorableness of their orientation toward the organization. The norm of reciprocity encourages employees who feel supported by their organization to repay their debt and reciprocate the organization’s caring. As a result, supported employees feel obligated to help their supportive organization reach its goals and expect that their increased performance or efforts on behalf of the organization will be rewarded. By contributing to the development and general efficiency of the organization in return of the support received, employees maintain a positive self-image by avoiding the stigmatization related to the violation of the norm of reciprocity and encourage future favorable treatment (Rhoades, Eisenberger, & Armeli, 2001).
Empirical support has been found for these social exchange processes in the realm of POS. Research has indeed shown that employees’ felt obligation toward the organization partially mediates the relationship between POS and several positive attitudes and behaviors at work such as affective commitment and citizenship behaviors (e.g., Coyle-Shapiro, Morrow, & Kessler, 2006; Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel, Lynch, & Rhoades, 2001). Further supporting this explanation in terms of reciprocity, the relationship between POS and felt obligation was found to be stronger among those who strongly endorse the reciprocity norm as applied to work (Eisenberger et al., 2001). 
2.2. Self Enhancement processes
While social exchange processes have clearly dominated the literature on POS since the concept first emerged, OST has from the beginning suggested that self-enhancement processes are also at stake. OST indeed holds that POS helps to fulfill employees’ socioemotional needs. Just as perceived support from friends and relatives fulfills socioemotional needs in interpersonal relationships, POS was supposed to meet fundamental human needs in the workplace (Armeli, Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Lynch,1998; Eisenberger et al., 1986). Following Armeli et al. (1998), POS should satisfy employees’ need for recognition or esteem by increasing their inferences that the organization values and is proud of their work accomplishments. POS is also suggested to meet their need for affiliation or need to belong by conveying that the organization accepts them as organizational members and is committed to them. In addition, POS should fulfill employees' need for emotional support by suggesting that help and understanding will be provided to deal with stressful situations at work or home. Finally, POS may meet employees’ need for social approval by promoting the perception that the organization is satisfied that the employee is acting in accordance with established standards and policies. In line with this view, Armeli et al. (1998) reported that patrol police officers with high socioemotional needs showed a stronger positive relationship between POS and performance. Furthermore, Gillet, Fouquereau, Forest, Brunault, and Colombat (2012) showed that employee need satisfaction mediates the relationships between POS and several well-being indicators. 
[bookmark: _Hlk13171153][bookmark: _Hlk13171189][bookmark: _Hlk13171234]OST further proposes that this fulfillment of socioemotional needs by POS leads employees to “incorporate organizational membership and role status into their social identity’’ (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002, p. 699). Social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1985; Turner, 1985) holds that individuals categorize themselves and others into different social categories in order to define and locate themselves in a given environment. Because individuals are motivated to maintain a positive self-evaluation, they tend to identify with groups who are perceived positively (Tajfel & Turner, 1985; Turner, 1985) and support these groups through their acts (e.g., Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Mael & Ashforth, 1992). In line with this theory, several authors have suggested that, in fulfilling employees’ socioemotional needs, POS increases organizational attractiveness which, in turn, leads to employees’ organizational identification (e.g., Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011; Sluss, Klimchak, & Holmes, 2008). Consistent with this view, empirical evidence has supported the mediating role of organizational identification in the relationship between POS and several outcomes such as affective commitment, turnover intentions and performance (e.g., Edwards & Peccei, 2010; Marique, Stinglhamber, Desmette, Caesens, & De Zanet, 2013; Ngo, Loi, Foley, Zheng, & Zhang, 2013; Stinglhamber et al., 2015a).
In sum, OST holds that both social exchange and self-enhancement processes are at stake and must be mobilized in order to understand POS and its effects. Although presented here separately for the sake of clarity, these two types of processes are not mutually exclusive. Caesens, Marique and Stinglhamber (2014) found that some of the POS effects should be understood both in terms of exchange and reciprocity and in terms of self-definition and self-categorization. Thereby, they concluded that the two mechanisms do not compete against one another, but instead play a conjoint role. In another vein, other scholars have suggested that these two kinds of processes interplay so that individuals with strong socioemotional needs should find POS very rewarding, thus producing a greater obligation to repay the organization for this favorable treatment (Armeli et al., 1998; see also Kim, Eisenberger, & Baik, 2016).
3. Nomological network
OST has generated considerable interest, so that hundreds of empirical studies have been conducted to identify the antecedents and consequences of POS. Several meta-analyses and reviews of the literature were therefore carried out in order to aggregate the multitude of findings concerning the proposed antecedents and consequences of POS (Baran et al., 2012; Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011; Kurtessis et al., 2017; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Riggle, Edmondson, & Hansen, 2009). Figure 1 provides an overview of the nomological network of POS based on this prior work.
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Figure 1. Overview of the nomological network of perceived organizational support, based on Eisenberger and Stinglhamber (2011) and Kurtessis et al. (2017).





3.1.  Antecedents of POS
As there are many ways to indicate positive regard for employees’ contributions and care for their welfare, an impressive list of antecedents is related to POS. In their meta-analytic review, Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002) concluded that POS develops based on the experience of fair treatment from the organization, the receipt of favorable rewards (e.g., salary, promotions) and job conditions (e.g., job autonomy), and the perceived support received from supervisors. More recently, the comprehensive review of the POS literature by Eisenberger and Stinglhamber (2011) and the meta-analysis of 558 studies by Kurtessis et al. (2017) have suggested that POS antecedents can be classified into four main categories: (1) employee-organization relationship quality, (2) HR practices, rewards and job conditions, (3) treatment by organization members, and (4) employees’ characteristics. For each category, we will focus on the most important specific antecedents without seeking to be exhaustive given the multitude of POS antecedents that have been identified. 
[bookmark: _Hlk13171839]Employee-organization relationship quality. Employee-organization relationship quality refers to contextual factors that convey the organization’s (dis)regard for employees (Kurtessis et al., 2017). Among the elements falling into this category, perceptions of fairness are indubitably the most important ones. While all dimensions of organizational justice (i.e., procedural, distributive and interactional justice) were found to be positively related to POS, procedural justice (i.e., the fairness of the ways used to establish the distribution of resources among employee; Colquitt, 2001) is the strongest predictor of POS. Perceptions of fairness and, in particular, fairness regarding how the decisions are made in the organization indicate a concern for employees’ welfare and then foster POS (Shore & Shore, 1995). On the contrary, organizational politics, defined as “unsanctioned influence attempts that seek to promote self-interest at the expense of organizational goals” (Randall, Cropanzano, Bormann & Birjulin, 1999, p. 161), convey the implicit message that the organization cares too little about its personnel to control these harmful behaviors (Kurtessis et al., 2017).
HR practices, rewards and job conditions.OST suggests that HR practices (i.e. developmental opportunities, job security, flexibility in work schedule), rewards (e.g., salary, promotions) and favorable job conditions (i.e., enriching job characteristics such as job autonomy or task variety) enhance POS by making the context and the nature of the work more agreeable (Kurtessis et al., 2017: Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). In line with this view, several specific HR practices, rewards and job conditions have been examined in relationship with POS. In particular, effective training was found to be an HR practice stimulating POS because it indicates an investment in the employee. In the same vein, when employees perceive job security and thus feel that their organization wishes to maintain them as a member of the organization, they are more likely to perceive support and valuation from their organization. Furthermore, job autonomy (i.e., employees’ perception of being in control of the way they do their job) is perceived as an indication that the organization trusts its employees to carry out their work and, as such, fosters employee POS. In contrast, role stressors, described as job demands that individuals feel unable to cope with, negatively influence POS. Three main role stressors have been particularly examined as antecedents reducing POS, i.e. work overload, role ambiguity and role conflict. 
Importantly, the impact of HR practices, rewards and job conditions on POS are all the more important, as they are perceived as being given based on a voluntary act on the part of the organization rather than to the result of external constraints. A central tenet of OST is that employees make attributions regarding the origin of the favorable or unfavorable treatment they received from the organization (Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011). Eisenberger, Cummings, Armeli, and Lynch (1997), for instance, have shown that favorable HR practices, rewards and job conditions (e.g., promotion practices, reward systems, fringe benefits, and training opportunities) have a stronger (over 6 times greater) impact on POS when employees believe that these conditions are the result of their organization’s voluntary decisions rather than being impelled by external circumstances, such as governmental policies, safety regulations, or legal compliance (see also Stinglhamber & Vandenberghe, 2004).
Treatment by organization members. OST holds that all favorable treatment received from organizational agents or units may contribute to foster a general perception of organizational support (Kurtessis et al., 2017). In particular, because supervisors are representatives or agents of the organization, any (un)favorable treatment from them are perceived as indicative of the (un)favorable treatment from the whole organization. In line with this perspective, numerous studies have shown that leader-member exchange, perceived supervisor support, and transformational leadership are positively related to POS whereas abusive supervision is negatively related to POS. Further, Eisenberger, Karagonlar, Stinglhamber, Neves, Becker, and Steiger-Mueller (2010) suggested that employees might differ in the extent to which they consider their supervisors as being representative of their organization. While some supervisors might strongly embody the organization and be closely aligned with the organization in the eyes of their subordinates, others might be perceived as individuals in their own right possessing characteristics that considerably diverge from those of the organization. This variation in the perceived alignment between the supervisor and the organization was termed “supervisor’s organizational embodiment” (SOE) and defined as the extent to which employees identify their supervisor with the organization. Importantly, research has shown that the greater the SOE, the more the treatment received from the supervisor affects the perceive treatment from the organization as a whole and thus POS (Shoss, Eisenberger, Restubog, & Zagenczyk, 2013; Stinglhamber, Marique, Caesens, Hanin, & De Zanet, 2015b). 
Beyond supervisors, OST states that treatment from other entities in the employee's work environment also impact employee POS. In particular, treatment from colleagues—but also from unions, customers or subordinates—may contribute to the development of high POS (Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011). For instance, employees perceiving their coworkers as supportive are more likely to feel a support from the organization as a whole, even though this influence has been found to be more modest than that of the supervisor given his/her power and formal authority on the employee (Ng & Sorensen, 2008).
Employees’ characteristics. While OST has focused mainly on the actions of the organization that impact POS, a final category of antecedents refers to the employee's characteristics and in particular to his/her personality traits that may influence his/her POS. Significant but weak associations were reported between both positive/negative affectivity and conscientiousness and POS (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Demographic characteristics (i.e., age, education, gender, and tenure) were found to show very little relationships with POS (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002).
Relative contributions of antecedents. In their meta-analyses, Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002) and Kurtessis et al. (2017) examined the relative contribution of some of these antecedents to POS. First, Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002) concluded that among fairness, supervisor support, and job conditions, fairness is most closely related to POS, followed by supervisor support and job conditions. More recently, Kurtessis et al. (2017) tested the relative contribution of fairness, employees’ affectivity, and supervisor support to POS. The results of a multiple regression model predicting POS indicated that fairness is the strongest predictor, followed by employees’ negative affectivity, supervisor support, and employees’ positive affectivity.


3.2.  Consequences of POS
For more than three decades, numerous empirical studies have shown that POS is related to several beneficial outcomes for both organizations and individuals (Baran et al., 2012; Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011; Kurtessis et al., 2017; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Riggle et al., 2009). Eisenberger and Stinglhamber (2011) proposed to classify these positive consequences into three main categories, namely (1) employees’ subjective well-being, (2) a positive orientation (i.e., positive attitudes) toward organization and work, and (3) behavioral outcomes.
Employees’ subjective well-being. Research has consistently supported the view that how organization treats and considers employees has a substantial influence of their welfare at work by making the workplace more pleasant. More precisely, because POS fulfills their socio-emotional needs, employees who feel supported are more likely to show a greater wellbeing at work and in general (Baran et al., 2012; Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011; Kurtessis et al., 2017; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Accordingly, employees who experience high POS have been found to be generally more satisfied with their jobs, to have higher levels of organization-based self-esteem, and to have better general health. They also are less stressed, experience less burn-out, report lower levels of psychological strains and somatic complaints, and experience less work-to-family conflict. 
Positive orientation toward organization and work. By communicating a positive valuation of employees, POS leads employees to develop a more positive orientation toward both their organization and the work it provides them. Regarding the organization, OST (e.g., Eisenberger et al., 1986; Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011) suggests that, based on the social exchange theory and the norm of reciprocity, employees who experience a high level of POS are more likely to develop a stronger emotional attachment to their organization. In accordance with this view, empirical evidence supports a strong relationship between POS and affective organizational commitment so that this outcome is indubitably considered the most important consequence of POS (Stinglhamber, Caesens, Clark, & Eisenberger, 2016). Importantly, Rhoades et al. (2001) went further by providing evidence for the antecedence of POS on affective commitment to the organization using a cross-lagged panel design. Research also reports that employees who perceive a high level of POS more strongly incorporate their organizational membership into their social identity and are thus more likely to show identification with this organization displaying such positive characteristics (e.g., Stinglhamber et al., 2015a). Finally, because POS provides cues to employees regarding the organization’s benevolent intentions toward them, it has also been shown to increase their trust in the organization (Kurtessis et al., 2017). 
POS also leads employees to experience a better orientation toward the work they perform in this supportive organization. Accordingly, POS has been found to increase employees’ job involvement (i.e., the incorporation of the job into their social identity; O’Driscoll & Randall, 1999) and work engagement (i.e., a positive fulfilling work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication and absorption in one’s work; Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, & Bakker, 2002, p. 74) (e.g., Kurtessis et al., 2017; Caesens & Stinglhamber, 2014).
Behavioral outcomes. According to OST (Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011; Kurtessis et al., 2017; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002), employee who feel supported by their organization are more prone to behave in accordance with the organization’s expectations. Again, on the basis of social exchange processes and the reciprocity norm, they are indeed more inclined to return the support received by showing positive work behaviors. Supporting this view, numerous studies (Kurtessis et al., 2017; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002) have reported that employees who perceive high POS perform better in their job and work harder. More precisely, POS was found to be positively related to both in-role (i.e., the work activities that employees are expected to carry out as part of their job) and extra-role performance (i.e., the work activities that go beyond what is prescribed by formal job requirements). Furthermore, high-POS employees display more proactive behaviors and propose more creative suggestions in order to help the organization to reach its goals. Finally, POS helps to reduce employees’ negative behaviors at work. High levels of POS reduce the propensity to display behaviors that violate organizational norms, i.e. workplace deviance or counter-productive behaviors directed toward the organization or its members. Employees who report feeling supported by their organization also engage less in withdrawal behaviors, such as absenteeism and turnover.  
In sum, the literature has so far mainly considered POS as a fully positive element in the workplace and empirical research has supported this view by showing its beneficial consequences for both employers and employees (Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011).
4. The relevance of demographic diversity and culture to POS
In recent decades, many organizations in many countries have faced an increase in the demographic diversity of their workforce. On the one hand, major societal changes have led to the emergence of more gender- and age-diversified workforces. On the other hand, the increase of globalization in the world has triggered more interactions between people from different cultures and backgrounds than ever before. While this has created many challenges for organizations to manage this diversity, researchers were not spared and were also challenged to consider whether or not their findings apply to all. POS research was no exception and therefore focused on the fact that the workforce was heterogeneous. 
4.1 Demographic diversity
In their meta-analysis, Kurtessis et al. (2017) examined gender and age as possible moderators of POS–outcome relationships. They suggested that women are more inclined to return favorable treatment to their organization and have more pronounced socio-emotional needs for affiliation and support than their men counterparts. Because the norm of reciprocity and the fulfillment of socioemotional needs are the two basic mechanisms explaining the effects of POS (cf. above), they further hypothesized that female employees should show a more positive relationship between POS and outcomes such as performance or organizational citizenship behaviors (or OCB). However, their meta-analytical results did not support their predictions, suggesting that the effects found are equally valid for both men and women. 
Similarly, they considered the possibility that age may also influence POS–outcome relationships. Precisely, they expected weaker relationships between POS and both job satisfaction and organizational commitment among older workers, whose awareness of limited time enhances the appreciation of positive aspects of life (Cartensen, Isaacowitz, & Charles, 1999). Because, by default, they thus tend to have more positive perceptions of their employer, older workers would be less attentive to POS in forming their job attitudes. The findings indicated that while the relationship between POS and job satisfaction was lessened to a small degree among older workers, its relationship with organizational commitment was unaltered by age.
4.2 Culture and POS
[bookmark: _Hlk30185381]At the national level. Research on POS also focused on the impact of national culture. While the vast majority of research on POS has been conducted in the United States, the effects found in the US were replicated around the world, suggesting that the basic principles of OST were somewhat universal (see Baran et al., 2012 for a review). However, this does not exclude the possibility that cultural differences may attenuate or amplify some of the relationships generally reported and composing the nomological network of POS.
[bookmark: _Hlk13172730]In line with this perspective, Chiaburu, Chakrabarty, Wang, and Li (2015) examined through a meta-analysis on 78 samples coming from 11 countries whether national cultures (i.e., country-level cultural dimensions from Hofstede) may modify the strength of the POS-OCB relationship. They argued that employees from collectivist countries (i.e., societies characterized by “a tight social framework in which people distinguish between ingroups and outgroups, they expect their ingroup to look after them, and in exchange for they feel they owe absolute loyalty to it”; Hofstede, 1980, p. 45) are more sensitive and appreciative of POS, so that they reciprocate with greater enthusiasm and intensity by displaying more OCB. They further proposed that employees in high power distance cultures (i.e., societies that accept “the fact that power in institutions and organizations is distributed unequally”; Hofstede, 1980, p. 45) do not expect to receive support so that, when it happens, they are particularly grateful and reciprocate through behaviors that go beyond their job roles. In addition, they assumed that, given their feeling of powerlessness toward external forces, employees in high uncertainty avoidance cultures (i.e., societies that feel “threatened by uncertain and ambiguous situations and try to avoid these situations”; Hofstede, 1980, p. 45) may look up to organizations for support to a greater extent. When receiving this support, they are more likely to behave in such a way as to return this favorable treatment. Finally, in order to maintain warm personal relationships and solidarity, countries with cultural feminity (i.e., societies “in which gender roles overlap: both men and women are supposed to be modest, tender, and concerned with the quality of life”; Hofstede, 2001, p. 297) are supposed to encourage reciprocity to a greater extent so that employees living in these countries should thus be more sensitive to POS and more willing to reciprocate it. In line with these assumptions, the authors found that the POS-OCB relationship is indeed strengthened in countries with higher levels of collectivism, power distance, uncertainty avoidance and femininity. 
[bookmark: _Hlk13173107][bookmark: _Hlk13173208]At the individual level. Although these cultural dimensions are usually discussed as part of national culture (e.g., Hofstede, 1980), researchers have also used them as important individual-level self-constructs to distinguish between individuals within the same culture (e.g., Triandis, Bontempo, Villareal, Asai, & Lucca, 1988; Wagner, 1995). Several scholars have thus examined whether the degree to which POS resulted in some positive work attitudes and behaviors may depend on these cultural values endorsed at the individual level. In particular, Farh, Hackett, and Liang (2007) found that the relationships between POS and both affective commitment and performance are weaker among employees high in power distance. Eisenberger, Stinglhamber, Shanock, Jones, and Aselage (2009) found that the relationship between POS and affective commitment might be heightened by employees’ collective orientation. In the same vein, Lam, Liu, and Loi (2016) showed that the indirect effect of POS on OCB through organizational identification is stronger among collectivist Chinese nurses. On the contrary, Van Knippenberg, van Prooijen, and Sleebos (2015) proposed and found that the relationship between POS and OCB is attenuated among collectivist employees from The Netherlands. As we can see, the literature offers mixed results on the role of individual-level collectivism in exchanges between employees and organizations. This discrepancy in results can probably be partly explained by the fact that there are highly varied operationalizations of individualism–collectivism (e.g., Jackson, Colquitt, Wesson, & Zapata-Phelan, 2006). Yet, the studies described above do not rely on the same measure, which calls into question the comparability of the findings mentioned above. 
Overall, this line of research certainly deserves to be continued. More research on the role played by these cultural and individual differences would certainly enrich our understanding of the employee-employer relationships. In particular, much remains to be done on how the antecedents of POS may differ in their predictive power based upon an organization’s demographic composition or within the different cultures. To the best of our knowledge, only one study has so far examined the impact of cultural orientations at the individual level on the relationship between POS and one of its antecedents, i.e. high-performance HR practices (see Zhong, Wayne, and Liden’s (2016) study conducted in China). Importantly, this research on the cultural and individual differences provide guidance for managers dealing with a diverse and international workforce to successfully manage it. While it shows that OST is useful to organizations within a wide variety of contexts and for everyone, it also shows the nuances that must be taken into account to best match the characteristics of each.
5. Measurement of POS
Eisenberger and his colleagues (1986) originally developed a 36-item scale (18 positively and 18 negatively worded items) named the Survey of Perceived Organizational Support (SPOS) in order to assess employees’ general beliefs concerning the extent to which the organization values their contributions and cares about their well-being. These 36 statements refer to diverse possible favorable and unfavorable judgments by employees regarding their organization. The results of a factor analysis indicated that the scale was unidimensional (Eisenberger et al., 1986). 
[bookmark: _Hlk13173497]For practical reasons (i.e., gain in time and space), scholars then used shorter versions of the SPOS (i.e., using the 17 or 8 highest-loading items of the full SPOS as reported by Eisenberger et al., 1986, see Table 1 for the 8-item version). Prior studies provided evidence for the high internal reliability and unidimensionality of these shorter scales (e.g., Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Davis-Lamastro, 1990; Shore & Tetrick, 1991). Importantly, both facets of the definition of the unidimensional construct of POS (valuation of employees’ contribution and care about employees’ well-being) are represented in these shorter scales, thus preserving the content validity of the concept (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). 


Table 1
Eight-item version of the Survey of Perceived Organizational Support (Eisenberger et al., 1986) 
	1. The organization values my contribution to its well-being.

	2. The organization fails to appreciate any extra effort from me. (R)

	3. The organization would ignore any complaint from me. (R)

	4. The organization really cares about my well-being.

	5. Even if I did the best job possible, the organization would fail to notice. (R)

	6. The organization cares about my general satisfaction at work.

	7. The organization shows very little concern for me. (R)

	8. The organization takes pride in my accomplishments at work. 


Note. (R) indicates the item is reverse scored. Adapted from “Perceived Organizational Support: Fostering enthusiastic and productive employees”, by Eisenberger, R., & Stinglhamber, F., 2011, Washington, DC: APA Books. P. 3.
6. Current measurement issues or approaches 
A review of the recent literature on POS led us to identify three current research trends in the study of the concept and its links with the variables belonging to its nomological network: (1) the study of POS as a dynamic phenomenon, (2) the study of POS in combination with support from other constituencies, and (3) the study of POS in relation with a social environment. 
6.1.  The study of POS as a dynamic phenomenon 
The majority of research on POS described above has been cross-sectional and has so far considered POS as a stable variable differing from on individual to another and measuring static perceptions at one time point. Recently, scholars raised the idea that, above and beyond considering POS as an enduring experience (as OST has suggested so far), it is also relevant to consider it as a dynamic phenomenon. According to this view, employees’ perceptions of organizational support would be somewhat malleable so that POS can also be considered as a transient or vivid experience. Therefore, current research started to examine within-person variations of POS and momentary changes of POS over time. Within-person variations of organizational constructs are commonly measured with diary or weekly designs that allow capturing the short-term dynamics of workers experiences (Schaufeli, 2012). Based on this design, a recent study of Caesens, Stinglhamber, and Ohana (2016) showed that POS fluctuates within employees over short periods of time (i.e., week to week). Depending on what happens during the past days, workers showed subsequent higher or lower levels of POS. In addition, their results reported that employees’ weekly work engagement was a mediator in the positive relationship between weekly POS and employees’ weekly well-being (i.e., weekly positive and negative affect towards the organization and psychological strains). Overall, this study shows the dynamic of work relationships between an employee and his/her organization. 
Interestingly, if Caesens et al. (2016) found, for the first time, that employees’ organizational support perceptions fluctuated from week to week over a period of 3 months, these authors did not precisely examine the trajectories of those POS fluctuations, nor to what extent these fluctuations differ from one subgroup of employees to another. A promising avenue for future research might be to examine how POS varies within employees across the course of several days, weeks, months or years among subgroups of employees (i.e., examining common trajectories of POS over time). This issue should be addressed through the collection of longitudinal data and by applying a growth mixture modelling approach (e.g., Morin, 2016).
6.2.  The study of POS in combination with support from other constituencies
[bookmark: _Hlk13254852]Recently, several scholars started to raise the idea that POS should not be considered in isolation from other organizational constituencies such as the supervisor (perceived supervisor support) or colleagues (perceived colleagues support) (e.g., Caesens, Stinglhamber, & Luypaert, 2014; Ng & Sorensen, 2008). More precisely, they suggested to examine the possible complementary role of these three sources of support as they have been seen as coexisting in various degrees (Caesens, Gillet, Morin, Houle, & Stinglhamber, 2020). It might indeed be possible that POS is irrelevant or have a less prominent role when employees experience high level of support from their supervisor or colleagues or, on the contrary, to have multiplying effect. To address these questions, scholars (e.g., Caesens et al., 2020) adopted a person-centered approach by using a latent profile analysis (e.g., Morin, 2016). This approach led them to identify natural subpopulations of employees differing in their perceptions of sources of support in the workplace, namely POS, perceived supervisor support, and perceived colleagues support. 
Interestingly, the results of Caesens et al.’s (2020) study indicated that five profiles of social support at work emerged from two different samples of employees, i.e. (1) moderately supported (employees perceiving moderated levels of support of the three sources); (2) isolated (employees perceiving very low levels of social support from both the organization and the supervisor, and moderately low levels of social support from colleagues); (3) supervisor supported (employees perceiving high level of social support from the supervisor, low levels of support from the organization and moderate levels of social support from their colleagues); (4) weakly supported (employees perceiving low levels of support of the three sources); and (5) highly supported (employees perceiving high levels of support of the three sources). They further found that the most positive outcomes (i.e. job satisfaction, performance, and affective commitment) were associated with the highly supported profile, while the highest levels of emotional exhaustion were linked to the isolated one. Overall, this study also indicated that for the vast majority of individuals (81.7%) the three sources of support act altogether and that employees tend to perceive an overall climate of social support that generalizes across sources. Yet, research on how POS, PSS, and PCS combine in social support profiles (Caesens et al., 2020) has only just begun. More research on this important issue is certainly warranted and will provide valuable information for practice. 
6.3.  The study of POS in relation with a social environment
Rooted in the social exchange theory (Blau, 1960), POS was essentially considered so far as a construct capturing the quality of a dyadic exchange relationship between an employee and his/her personified organization (Levinson, 1965). In agreement with this view and as we have seen in the section devoted to its antecedents, most POS studies have examined “how people personally perceive to be more or less supported by their organization based on their own work experiences” (Stinglhamber, Ohana, Caesens, & Meyer, 2020). This literature has thus mainly focused on individual-level psychological explanations in order to explain the development of POS. Recently, a handful of studies have begun to consider that OST would benefit from adopting a broader vision of the POS development and influence, i.e. a vision that exceeds the two-way relationship between an employee and his/her organization. Precisely, this research expands and deepens the comprehension of POS by considering that the social context is useful in understanding how POS is shaped and impacts employees’ attitudes and behaviors. Two different perspectives emerged in this recent stream of research. 
On the one hand, some scholars examined the social contagion or ripple effects that may occur in the formation of POS. Zagenczyk, Scott, Gibney, Murrell, and Thatcher (2010) suggested that a focal employee’s POS is influenced by information that this employee acquires from the social context. Through his/her interactions with coworkers within the organization, he/she collects a great deal of information and then interprets it in order to understand, analyze and form an opinion about the organizational environment in which he/she finds himself/herself. Sharing perceptions of organizational support among colleagues would thus provide clues that the focal employee uses to form his/her own views regarding the organization’s valuation of him/herself. Relying on a social network analysis, Zagenczyk et al. (2010) indeed found that employees sharing advice ties in the organization (i.e., “instrumental relationships through which employees share job- and organization-related information”, p.129) have similar levels of POS. They further showed that it is also the case for employees having ties with similar others in the organization, i.e. colleagues who occupy structurally equivalent positions in organizational friendship and advise networks (Zagenczyk et al., 2010). 
In the same vein, Stinglhamber et al. (2020) recently tested this contagion effect by examining whether a focal employee’s POS is associated with the POS of his/her direct coworkers, i.e. the people pertaining to the same workgroup and with whom the focal employee has no choice but to interact. They found that the POS of his/her direct coworkers is related to the focal employee’s POS, with positive consequences in terms of increasing job satisfaction and then OCB. However, the influence of coworkers’ POS on the focal employee’s POS and its subsequent outcomes was significant only when the focal employee experiences low voice in the workplace. This finding suggests that employees would rely on others’ judgments to a greater extent to build their own POS when they feel uncertain and feel like non-valued organizational members. Overall, these two studies suggest that if employees pay attention to the treatment they received from the organization to shape their POS, they also consider how this treatment is perceived by both coworkers with who they share advice or who reside in structurally equivalent networks positions (Zagenczyk et al., 2010) and coworkers who are by default part of their work environment (Stinglhamber et al., 2020).
On the other hand, some authors considered the possible social comparison processes that may be at play in the formation of POS or in its impact on employees’ work attitudes and behaviors. Vardaman, Allen, Otondo, Hancock, Shore, and Rogers (2016) recently proposed that, beyond making inferences about their own POS in absolute value, employees are also motivated to determine whether they are more or less supported than others. They suggested that the most salient reference group for a focal employee to determine this relative POS is that of direct coworkers, i.e. coworkers pertaining to the same workgroup and with whom they frequently interact at work. Accordingly, they objectively compare the individual POS of a focal employee to the group average to construct a measure of relative POS that best reflects reality. They found that a favorable relative POS (i.e., favorable within-group comparisons) is positively associated with affective commitment and retention whereas an unfavorable relative POS (i.e., unfavorable within-group comparisons) are negatively related to these outcomes, especially in less-supported workgroups. 
[bookmark: _Hlk13255128]In a similar vein, Tsachouridi and Nikandrou (2019) recently introduced the relative POS (RPOS) construct, defined as a focal employee’s global perceptions that the organization supports him/her more than his/her coworkers. Contrary to what Vardaman et al. (2016) did, they considered that perceptions of reality are more influential than reality in their effects on attitudes and behaviors, and therefore directly asked participants in their study to assess their POS in comparison with that of their coworkers. Their main findings indicate that this subjective comparison between their POS and that of their coworkers contribute to their own POS. The more the comparison is favorable (i.e. a high RPOS), the more the individual POS increases. This RPOS-POS relationship is further mediated by organizational identification and has consequences in terms of intention to quit the organization and willingness to help and support it. Overall, by demonstrating how social comparisons operate in the realm of POS, these studies help to highlight the very important role of self-enhancement processes in OST (Vardaman et al., 2016). While unfavorable comparisons of one’s POS with that of a reference group could harm self-enhancement and have negative consequences, favorable comparisons could instead increase self-enhancement and foster positive perceptions, attitudes and behaviors at work. 
In sum, the few studies described in this section show that POS does not develop or operate in isolation of social context. If they all argue for an effect of the social environment, the processes at stake are however different. A key challenge for upcoming studies will thus be to determine what would lead employees to engage in contagion versus comparison processes. 
7. Practical Implications
Given the favorable consequences of POS, identifying levers on which organizations can act on to foster, among employees, this feeling of being supported by their organization is of utmost importance for practitioners. As a plethora of antecedents were already identified and, in some extent, prioritized by research, practitioners have above many courses of action that they can follow and rely on (e.g., organizational justice; see section 3.1). Rather than reiterating each of these identified determinants of POS, we propose to list some basic principles that should be followed in allocating resources to foster POS.
First, organizations must ensure that they communicate the voluntary nature of any favorable action taken or, on the contrary, that they communicate the unintended nature of any unfavorable action (Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011). Good treatment of employees indeed generates more POS when it is seen as discretionary rather than the consequence of external constraints such as the law (Eisenberger et al., 1997; Stinglhamber & Vandenberghe, 2004). 
Second, organizations should consider that having an impact on the employee's POS does not only mean that the employee must be the direct target of any organizational favorable treatment. Practitioners must pay attention to the indirect dissemination of POS. Actions and words of representatives of the organization (e.g., recruiters), managers, and opinion leaders may indeed have a greater impact on employees’ views of the organization than might be expected (Rhoades Shanock et al., 2019). 
Finally, organizations should tailor supportive treatment to cultural norms but also to individual needs or expectations. What employees find supportive or not depends on national culture (Rhoades Shanock et al., 2019) and individual differences, so that a greater personalization of the supportive treatment is certainly necessary. In sum, by using these three principles as a basis for developing their human resource policies and practices, practitioners should achieve good results in terms of increasing employees’ POS. 
8. Critique of the field up until now
[bookmark: _Hlk13255236]As we have seen above, much research has examined the consequences of POS for both organizations and employees (e.g., Kurtessis et al., 2017). So far, this literature has mainly considered POS as a positive element within the workplace: The more the POS, the more positive the outcomes for organizations and employees will be. A positive view of POS and its effects has thus dominated the literature so far. Nevertheless, some scholars started to suggest that POS might have some negative consequences or, at least, more limited positive consequences (e.g., Burnett, Chiaburu, Shapiro, & Li, 2015). For instance, Eisenberger and Stinglhamber (2011) suggested that “the employee’s organizational identification and affective commitment, resulting from POS can also cause employees to become complicit with poorly planned, risky, or unethical activities” (p. 208). A more systematic examination of the potential dark side of POS would certainly open the possibility of new insights and refinements for OST. 
Although seldom discussed, there is some empirical evidence that indicates that POS have negative consequences or, at the very least, less positive consequences for both organizations and employees under certain circumstances. First, Armeli et al. (1998) unexpectedly found in their study that, for patrol officers having low socioemotional needs, the relationship between POS and performance was actually negative. The authors explained this unexpected finding by “the possibility that employees with low socioemotional needs may view high POS as a bank of good will that provides an opportunity to rest on one's laurels” (p. 295). In other words, employees having low socioemotional needs might assume that their organization will forgive them for a poor performance (Armeli et al., 1998). More importantly, recently, Kurtessis et al. (2017) also reported in their recent meta-analysis that many relationships between POS and outcomes showed substantial variability across samples. This suggests that sample-level moderators might account for these relationships and that contextual variables also play a role. Overall, future research that consider individual or contextual moderators that weaken the relationships between POS and several outcomes would therefore be very helpful (see also section above on diversity issues). 
[bookmark: _Hlk13255560]Second, based on the “too-much of a good thing effect” proposed in the management literature (Pierce & Aguinis, 2013) and the vitamin model (Warr, 1987), some scholars started to examine potential nonlinear relationships between POS and several outcomes. In line with this view, Burnett et al. (2015) demonstrated that the relationship between POS and employees’ taking charge (i.e., a kind of proactive behavior characterized by change- or improvement-making actions) is characterized by a curvilinear inverted U-shaped curve. They suggested that when good things are present in excess (e.g., supportiveness), it can backfire. More particularly, too much support from the organization might be perceived as overwhelming, overly controlling or excessive for employees, so that the employee may feel threatened and incompetent and finally reduce his/her felt obligation to help the organization reach its goals through proactive behaviors (Burnett et al., 2015). Interestingly, this curvilinear relationship was also found to be stronger for employees having high concerns or perceiving high anticipated costs related to a potential non-receptivity to their proactive behavior. 
[bookmark: _Hlk13255605]Finally, even more recently, Harris and Kacmar (2018) also proposed that employees perceiving high levels of support might at some point consider that they have done enough efforts to reciprocate for the positive treatments received from the organization leading to a plateau in the POS-outcomes relationships. In line with this view, they found that the relationships between POS and in-role performance, extra-role performance, affective commitment and deviance (all rated by supervisors) were curvilinear (characterized by an inverted U-shaped curve for in-role, extra-role performance, and affective commitment, and a U-shaped curve for deviance). 
Based on this prior research, it seems of particular relevance to consider and explore in the future years the conditions under which POS might lead to negative consequences, or at least to cease to have positive consequences. Overall, this future research perspective will help managers to optimize their allocation of resources and certainly warrants future investigations.
9. What’s next, pushing the field forward in research and in practice
In the previous sections of this chapter, we have already identified several recent lines of research on POS that we believe should be pursued to help develop OST in general. In addition, several authors have proposed in their prior works perspectives for future research that are still relevant today. 
9.1 Causal relationships
With a few exceptions (e.g. Caesens, Marique, Hanin, & Stinglhamber, 2016; Chen, Eisenberger, Johnson, Sucharski, & Aselage, 2009; Rhoades et al., 2001), most of the research conducted on the antecedents and consequences of POS was based on cross-sectional designs. Experimental studies and field studies using longitudinal designs with repeated measures (i.e., panel designs) are certainly needed to establish the direction of the relationship between POS and any other variable. Research on causal relationships between POS and related constructs would be critical in order to both build a solid foundation for theory development and draw informed and practice-oriented conclusions for managers in organizations. 
9.2 Nontraditional work relationships 
Because organizations tend to try and preserve a competitive advantage, the workforce is becoming increasingly dependent upon nontraditional work relationships such as temporary workers (Kalleberg, 2000). It would certainly be interesting for future research to examine in detail whether the development of POS is different for contingent employees. 
These are only two examples among others of research perspectives that have already been highlighted by other researchers before us and to which we refer the interested reader for further details (e.g., Baran et al., 2012; Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011; Kurtessis et al., 2017; Stinglhamber et al., 2016). We prefer to focus here on three avenues of research which, to our knowledge, have been less regularly proposed or developed in previous work.
9.3 Dynamic of POS over time 
As noted above, it might be relevant to examine in the future the dynamic of POS over time. A promising avenue for future research is indeed to examine whether POS evolves over the course of several days, weeks, months or years among subgroups of employees (e.g., Beal, Weiss, Barros, & MacDermid, 2005). Does the majority of employees perceive stable POS perceptions, high or low, over time? Do certain employees experience a linear decreasing or increasing trajectories of POS over time or, on the contrary, nonlinear trajectories? More importantly, it would be interesting to examine both the predictors and outcomes of these trajectories. For instance, it may be relevant to analyze whether employees who typically perceive high levels of organizational support may react more negatively to a slight decrease in their POS over time, as compared to employees who are characterized by stable perceptions of moderate support from their organization over time. 
Interestingly, examining these within-person POS fluctuations may be particularly relevant at certain times in employees' working lives. More precisely, analyzing how POS varies among a population of newcomers may be of particular interest since organizational socialization is inherently dynamic (Ashforth, 2012) and implies adjustments among employees’ perceptions over time. Based on the organization's reputation, the information provided by acquaintances currently working in that organization, interactions with recruiters and information provided by the organization itself (Zheng, Wu, Eisenberger, Shore, Tetrick, & Buffardi, 2016), future employees of an organization develop perceptions of the extent to which that organization will value their contributions and care about their well-being when they join it (anticipated organizational support; Casper & Buffardi, 2004). Employees might, however, perceive discrepancies between this anticipated organizational support and the actual support they finally receive from the organization a few months after organizational entry, which might lead to negative consequences. Therefore, exploring how anticipated organizational support translates in actual POS through an examination of employees’ perceptions trajectories certainly warrants future investigations.
9.4 Mechanisms underlying the relationship between POS and its antecedents 
While much is known about the mechanisms that explain the relationships between POS and its consequences, comparatively little is known about the mechanisms that underlie the relationships between POS and its antecedents. Beyond the employees' attributions regarding the origin of the favorable or unfavorable treatment they received from the organization, much indeed remains to be done on the other factors that may be at play in the development of POS. In particular, Eisenberger and Stinglhamber (2011) stated that expressions of positive regard should contribute more to POS when they are given with sincerity and authenticity. Many employees indeed question the sincerity of the intentions behind some of their organization's actions: is the organization trustworthy and sincerely put the human being at the core of its management or is it a cynical attempt of manipulation? Although this principle of sincerity is at the heart of OST (Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011), it has never been empirically tested. 
Future research might also examine other moderators of the relationships between favorable treatments offered by the organization and POS. For instance, if the organization uses expressions of gratitude in a discriminating, contingent and proportionate fashion, the employee will certainly think that he/she really deserves this favorable treatment with more implications in terms of POS. In addition, the coherence of the recognition practices with the organizational culture and policies in general should be another factor to consider. Specifically, verbal praise and approval must be followed by concrete actions and tangible indications of positive regard, and must be part of an organizational logic consistent with these signs of consideration. Advancing OST on these principles would contribute to a better understanding of the conditions under which favorable treatment by the organization will effectively translate into a greater sense of support among the employee. For practitioners, these research results would be all the more important because they would allow them to better assess the probability that the actions taken will have an impact on their employees' POS with all the consequences, essentially positive, associated with it so far (see also Kurtessis et al., 2017).
9.5 Multilevel POS 
[bookmark: _Hlk13256081]As we have seen, POS has been initially conceptualized as an individual-level variable capturing an employee’s beliefs regarding the organizational support received. OST holds that these beliefs may highly vary from one individual to another based on the personal treatment that is provided by the organization. Since this initial development, they are however a few signs suggesting that beyond the individual perceptions, there may also be a more or less supportive climate in organizations. Studies on the trickle-down effect (e.g., Shanock & Eisenberger, 2006) suggest that the support received at one hierarchical level of an organization can percolate to lower levels, creating a kind of interesting snowball or multiplying effect. As explained above, in their latent profile analysis, Caesens et al. (2020) reported that for most employees a greater or lesser degree of support from the organization is generally accompanied by a greater or lesser degree of support from other sources (such as the supervisor or colleagues), suggesting that supports from different sources go hand in hand and thus create a more or less important supportive climate in organizations. 
[bookmark: _Hlk13256193]Finally, studies on the social contagion effect of POS (Stinglhamber et al., 2020; Zagenczyk et al., 2010) also suggest that these perceptions have a more collective dimension that should not be overlooked. This idea of climate has to some extent been implicitly suggested in a few prior studies (Frear, Donsbach, Theilgard, & Shanock, 2018; Tremblay, Gaudet, & Vandenberghe, 2019; Vandenberghe, Bentein, Michon, Chebat, Tremblay, & Fils, 2007) but, undoubtedly, needs further development. More precisely, POS research would benefit from multi-level studies that disentangle POS as an individual perception and POS as a climate variable (i.e. conceived of at the group and organization level; see also Baran et al., 2012). Since these two perspectives are conceptually distinct, they can lead to conflicting findings across levels of analysis. Support for homology of relationships across levels will contribute to the parsimony of OST. Conversely, differences of relationships across levels will lead to its refinement (Caesens et al., 2016). At a time when many organizations have evolved or are increasingly evolving towards the adoption of recognition practices that are no longer only individual, but also collective, such a line of research seems to make particular sense.  
Conclusion
In conclusion, OST has generated a substantial research literature and offers a robust theoretical framework for scholars to build on. Many aspects still require further investigation to improve the theory and assist practitioners. The topic certainly deserves the full attention of researchers given the implications of a high POS or, on the contrary, of a lack of POS, which is unfortunately still a reality for many employees. Overall, the results accumulated so far suggest that POS plays a central role in the employee–organization relationship. Treating employees supportively is a win-win situation for employers and employees. 
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