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Voice for oneself: Self-interested voice and its antecedents and consequences 

Abstract 

The aim of this study is to introduce a concept of self-interested voice, or voluntarily 

expressed ideas, solutions, or concerns related to workplace issues that affect the 

voicer’s personal interests. Three studies were conducted. In the scale development 

study, we developed and validated a new measure of self-interested voice with a sample 

of 36 researchers for content validity and a sample of 362 employees for factorial and 

discriminant validity. In Study 1, we examined the antecedents and motivational 

pathways of self-interested voice. We proposed that perceived organizational politics 

(POP) can promote self-serving cognition, especially among those high in 

Machiavellian personality, and thus lead to self-interested voice. Our hypotheses were 

supported by results from time-lagged survey data from 262 employees and 117 

supervisors in China. In Study 2, we extended the model by including the outcomes of 

self-interested voice. Using another Chinese sample (282 employees matched with 105 

direct supervisors), we replicated the findings of Study 1 and additionally found that 

self-interested voice was negatively related to supervisors’ liking and suggested salary 

increases of the employees but not task performance and promotability. The 

implications for employee voice research are discussed. 
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Practitioner points 

✓ Employees can send their voice concerning ideas, solutions, or concerns related to 

workplace issues that affect their personal interests. 

✓ Perceived organizational politics (POP) is an important trigger of employee self-

interested voice, especially among those high in Machiavellian personality. It is 

vital for managers to monitor the politicking climate in the workplace to reduce 

employees’ self-interested voice at work. 

✓ While employees are likely to engage in self-interested voice to protect their 

interests when perceiving organizational politics, such behaviour will lead to 

negative reactions from supervisors, such as lower supervisor liking and more 

hesitation in suggesting salary increases. 
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Voice for oneself: Self-interested voice and its antecedents and consequences 

Introduction 

Employees’ voice behaviour, which refers to the informal and discretionary 

communications initiated by employees in raising ideas, suggestions, and concerns for 

the purpose of bringing about improvement or change, has received substantial research 

attention over the past decade (see Bashshur & Oc, 2015; Morrison, 2011, 2014; Klaas, 

Olson-Buchanan, & Ward, 2012 for reviews). Given the voluntary and change-oriented 

nature of voice, it has been broadly recognized and discussed as a particular type of 

proactive behaviour that can positively impact a wide range of individual and 

organizational outcomes (e.g. Parker & Collins, 2010). 

Although scholarly understanding of employee voice has recently advanced 

significantly, with fine-grained differentiations about different voice behaviours being 

identified, this line of research has mostly focused on the “how” of voice, i.e. the 

different forms of voice that employees can display at work (e.g. Liang, Farh, & Farh, 

2012; Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014; Van Dyne, Ang, & Botero, 2003). In contrast, little 

research has taken the foci of voice into consideration to understand the targets that 

voice behaviour aims to impact. This gap needs to be bridged since, as has been shown 

in the proactivity literature, proactive behaviours can be directed at different foci; for 

example, pro-organization (directed at the organization), prosocial (directed at 

colleagues), and pro-self (directed at facilitating the achievement of one’s personal or 

career goals) foci are underpinned by different antecedents and have different 

implications on outcomes (Belschak & Den Hartog, 2010; Grant & Ashford, 2008). 
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Since voice has been primarily conceptualized as a proactive behaviour that is 

directed at benefitting organizations and that is prosocial in nature (e.g. Grant & 

Ashford, 2008; LePine & Van Dyne, 1998; Morrison, 2014), pro-organization voice 

(see e.g. Bashshur & Oc, 2015; Morrison, 2011, 2014; Klaas et al., 2012 for reviews) 

and prosocial voice (Liu et al., 2015) have received much attention in voice research. 

In contrast, pro-self voice has not been properly studied, despite the recognition that 

voice can be underpinned by self-serving purposes (e.g. Klaas et al., 2012; Morrison, 

2014) and, more broadly, that employees do engage in discretionary, non-prescribed 

behaviours at work to benefit themselves (e.g. Bolino, 1999; Hui, Lam, & Law, 2000; 

Yun, Takeuchi, & Liu, 2007). Hence, understanding this unique voice behaviour 

enables us to provide a more refined understanding of different voice behaviours at 

work. Moreover, as we articulate in detail later, pro-self voice as a new and distinct 

concept speaks to and extends existing literature on organizational politics, as it is a 

behaviour that is “strategically designed to maximize short-term or long-term self-

interest” (Ferris, Russ, & Fandt, 1989, p. 145). Although the political function of voice 

behaviours in pursuing self-interest has been recognized (Ferris, Adams, Kolodinsky, 

Hochwarter, & Ammeter, 2002; Klaas et al., 2012), a dedicated focus on this specific 

political behaviour remains lacking. As such, investigating employees’ pro-self voice 

not only extends the scope of voice behaviour but also enriches our understanding of 

organizational politics, especially in terms of employees’ political actions (Ferris, Ellen, 

Mcallister, & Maher, 2019). 
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In this research, we first proposed the new concept, self-interested voice (SIV), 

defined as employees’ voice behaviours on issues or subjects that are relevant to their 

own interests, and conducted a scale development study to establish its validity. We 

then conducted two focal studies to unpack its antecedents, psychological mechanisms, 

and implications on work-related outcomes. We argue that SIV is more likely to arise 

in an organizational context featuring a higher level of organizational politics. This 

context poses high uncertainty, with blurred boundaries and rules, which leaves room 

for discretionary behaviour (e.g. Ferris, et al., 2019; Hochwarter, Ellen, & Ferris, 2014), 

and contains scarce resources and competing interests, which can jeopardize 

individuals’ resources and cause self-serving interest (e.g. Ferris, et al., 2002). 

Therefore, this context likely induces self-serving proactive behaviours, since these 

behaviours can be a viable strategy for protecting oneself, accumulating resources, and 

gaining control in an uncertain and threatening environment (e.g. Chang, Rosen, & 

Levy, 2009; Lawong, McAllister, Ferris, & Hochwarter, 2018; Sun & Chen, 2017). We 

propose that perceived organizational politics (POP; Ferris, Harrell-Cook, & Dulebohn, 

2000) will activate employees’ self-serving cognition and subsequently lead to more 

SIV behaviours. Moreover, we expect different individual responses to such a political 

context, with self-interested cognition and voice behaviours more likely to occur among 

individuals with high Machiavellian personality, given these individuals’ tendency to 

manipulate their environment for personal gain (e.g. Christie & Geis, 1970; Dalton & 

Radtke, 2013). Finally, we investigate how employees’ SIV, once observed, will lead 

to supervisor-rated outcomes. Figure 1 presents our research model. 
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Our series of studies contributes to the voice literature by unpacking the voice 

behaviour with a specific focus on self, a missing piece in this line of investigation, and 

thus offers a more expansive view of voice behaviour. In addition to identifying this 

specific voice behaviour, by comprehensively studying its psychological mechanism, 

including the antecedents and consequences, we provide evidence on when, how, and 

for whom such behaviour is more likely to occur, as well as its important implications 

for employees and organizations. Our studies also advance the organizational politics 

literature, by identifying SIV as a distinct and new form of political behaviour that 

employees are likely to employ when facing organizational politics. Our focus directly 

responds to the call from Ferris et al. (2019), who in a recent review highlighted the 

need to expand the conceptualization of political behaviours, including understanding 

how proactive behaviours such as voice can be incorporated in light of their political 

potential. 

Theoretical background 

Conceptualizing of SIV 

Since the proposition of employee voice as an important behaviour in changing one’s 

work context for the better (e.g. Hirschman, 1970), scholarly interest in this concept 

has burgeoned, especially over the last three decades. It has now been well recognized 

that voice is a particularly complex concept that comes with multiple dimensions (e.g. 

Klaas et al., 2012; Morrison, 2011 for reviews). A number of frameworks have been 

developed to offer a nuanced understanding about voice when it is conceptualized as 

an informal, discretionary behaviour (e.g. Liang, et al., 2012; Maynes & Podsakoff, 
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2014; Van Dyne et al., 2003). While these discussions have greatly advanced our 

understanding of the multiple forms of voice, the key assumption underlying these 

studies, as well as the broader voice literature in general, is that the targets of impact of 

voice behaviour concern organizations or work groups. Voice has primarily been 

conceptualized as benefitting organizations, such as by raising suggestions to improve 

work practices, directing managers’ attention to issues that need addressing, and 

correcting problems to avoid potential harm to organizations, among others (e.g. LePine 

& Van Dyne, 1998; Liang et al., 2012; Van Dyne et al., 2003). 

Little attention has been paid to voice behaviours that are intended to benefit 

individuals themselves, despite the recognition that the self can be a valid focus of voice, 

just like the other foci. As people tend to “focus on, process, recognize, and retrieve 

self-relevant [over] self-irrelevant information” (Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994, 

p. 224), it is reasonable to see employees to be concerned with issues relevant to their 

interests at work and to voice for themselves. As defined by Bashshur and Oc (2015), 

voice behaviours are enacted by employees with the intent to “improve the current 

functioning of the organization, group, or individual” (p. 1531). Thus, an individual can 

be an important target for employee voice. That the self is an important target of benefit 

has also been recognized in the broader proactivity literature. For example, Belschak 

and Den Hartog (2010) conceptualized the three “foci” of proactivity: pro-organization, 

prosocial, and pro-self; they then empirically demonstrated that the different foci of 

proactivity come with different antecedents and outcomes. In sum, understanding the 

target of impact for proactivity, or “foci”, represents a crucial line of investigation. 
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In this study, we bring this foci perspective into studying voice and propose the 

concept of SIV to capture employees’ voice behaviours on issues or subjects that are 

relevant to their own interests. Similar to existing voice constructs (e.g. Hirschman, 

1970; Morrison, 2011; Van Dyne et al., 2003; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998), SIV is 

discretionary and purposeful by nature, and is change-oriented by influencing work 

environments through communication. In a departure from existing voice constructs, 

however, it specifically is targeted at benefitting oneself and concerns personal interests 

when voicing. Of note, our approach is to directly capture voice behaviour targeting 

issues, procedures, or practices that are relevant to one’s personal interests, instead of 

conceptualizing self-interest as a motive behind voice behaviour (e.g. Klaas et al., 2012; 

Morrison, 2011 for reviews). Furthermore, our conceptualization of SIV renders it 

capable of mapping well onto organizational political behaviour, which is “self-

interested, goal-directed”, and refers to “the strategic and planned intentionality of the 

behaviour to achieve goals that are important to the self” (Ferris et al., 2019, p. 308). In 

this sense, SIV can be regarded as a new and specific form of organizational political 

behaviour, enabling us to broaden the scope of political behaviours – an important 

research direction highlighted by Ferris et al. (2019). Having articulated the 

conceptualization of SIV, we now turn to its antecedents and motivational mechanisms, 

drawing on the organizational politics lens. 

Antecedent and psychological mechanism towards SIV 

Although SIV may occur in all organizational contexts, we suggest that, as it is an innate 

human nature (e.g., Miller, 1999), this behaviour is more likely to occur in contexts that 
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pose greater threats to resource loss, which cause people to become self-focused to 

protect their interests. Following this idea, we propose that POP will activate employees’ 

self-serving cognition and thus SIV. We also propose that this mechanism is more 

prominent for those with a high Machiavellian personality since they are more sensitive 

to POP. 

Perceived organizational politics and self-serving cognition 

POP refers to employees’ subjective perceptions of the extent of self-interested or 

political activities being pervasive at the workplace (Ferris et al., 2000). A high-POP 

environment often poses great uncertainty, with blurred boundaries and rules, which 

leaves room for discretionary behaviour such as voice (Ferris et al., 2002, 2019; 

Hochwarter et al., 2014). Ferris et al. (2002), for instance, by building on Hirschman’s 

(1970) work, suggested two ways for employees to react towards a highly political 

environment – exit or voice: they either flee from this stressful environment or engage 

in voice to alter or manage the work settings to achieve own career success. Apparently, 

voice appears the more viable approach for those choosing to stay (Mayes & Ganster, 

1988). Hochwarter et al.’s (2014) empirical study showed that voice behaviour is 

undertaken in a highly political context since it renders employees a better sense of 

control and reduces the stress associated with uncertainty. 

A high-POP context is conducive to self-interested behaviours, possibly through 

the activation of self-serving cognition – a cognitive state of self-concern (e.g. Mitchell, 

Baer, Ambrose, Folger, & Palmer, 2018). In organizations with high POP, employees 

often consider their organizational decisions to deviate from formal structures and 
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procedures, and observe the environment to be marked by a great extent of self-serving 

activities among colleagues (Ferris et al., 2000; Ferris et al., 2002; Hall, Hochwarter, 

Ferris, & Bowen, 2004). On the one hand, such a perception likely alerts employees to 

an opportunity to obtain more resources since the uncertainty and ambiguity caused by 

organizational politics can create power vacuums that invite individuals to gain 

resources as they wish. As human beings are inherently concerned with themselves, 

they have an automatic tendency to engage in behaviours that can gain resources for 

their own benefits (Cropanzano, Goldman, & Folger, 2005). Hence, the murky 

environment in a high-POP context provides employees who are eager for resources 

with more opportunities to achieve self-serving purposes (Ferris et al., 2002). On the 

other hand, POP may also induce a threat of resource losses since employees may worry 

that the rewards for their accomplishments (e.g. pay incentives or recognition) and 

opportunities for career development (e.g. promotion or taking important tasks) may be 

affected by others’ political actions if they do not do anything. This concern over 

potential resource loss can further heighten one’s self-serving cognition (e.g. Mitchell 

et al., 2018; Murnighan, Cantelon, & Elyashiv, 2001; Schwartz, 1986; Wang & 

Murnighan, 2011). 

An enhanced state of self-serving cognition will further motivate employees to 

engage in self-interested behaviours to maximize their personal benefits and minimize 

the threats (e.g. Mitchell et al., 2018). We particularly expect SIV behaviour to be a 

consequence since this type of proactive behaviour can help employees shape their 

work environment and regain clarity and control (Ferris et al., 2002, 2019; Hochwarter 
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et al., 2014) while engaging in an influential political tactic that can remedy an 

unfavourable situation and protect their benefits (Treadway, Hochwarter, Kacmar, & 

Ferris, 2005). In summation, we theorize that POP creates a self-serving cognitive state, 

which further leads to SIV behaviours. 

Hypothesis 1: POP is positively associated with self-serving cognition, which 

in turn is positively associated with employees’ SIV. Self-serving cognition 

mediates the association between POP and employees’ SIV. 

The moderating role of Machiavellian personality 

Employees vary in their reactions to POP (e.g. Ferris et al., 1996), which thus warrants 

the need to take individual differences into account. In this study, we focus on the 

Machiavellian personality, a dark-side personal attribute that features manipulation and 

deception, desire for status and control, and a distrust of others (e.g. Christie & Geis, 

1970; Dahling, Whitaker, & Levy, 2009). Employees with more highly Machiavellian 

personalities (high Machs) have stronger self-interested motives and are more likely to 

engage in self-interested behaviours, such as unethical behaviours (O’Boyle, Forsyth, 

Banks, & McDaniel, 2012), counterproductive work behaviours (Belschak, 

Muhammad, & Den Hartog, 2018), and deviant behaviours (Zagenczyk, Restubog, 

Kiewitz, Kiazad, & Tang, 2014). As a personal trait that is highly related to political 

and self-serving tendencies (Christie & Geis, 1970), Machiavellian personality has been 

theoretically tied to organizational politics, and should thus impact employees’ 

reactions towards POP (Dahling et al., 2009; Ferris et al., 2002). 
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In a politically charged environment, where employees are likely to perceive 

threats to their resources (Ferris et al., 2000), high Machs’ desire for manipulation and 

personal benefits and their “catch the ball before the bound” mindset will be elicited 

(Greenbaum, Hill, Mawritz, & Quade, 2017). This is the case because high Machs are 

inherently eager to maximize personal benefits by all possible means (Jones & Paulhus, 

2009) and sensitive to situational cues that indicate the necessity and convenience to be 

self-interested (Kuyumcu & Dahling, 2014). In contrast, employees with low 

Machiavellian personality (low Machs) do not have a strong innate tendency to seek 

personal benefits and seem to care less about power and status (Dahling et al., 2009). 

Therefore, compared to high Machs, low Machs are less likely to be as attuned, and to 

react as sensitively, to POP. They tend to follow universal moral standards (Kessler et 

al., 2010) and are less likely to maximize personal benefits without considering the 

interests of others (Nagin, Rebitzer, Sanders, & Taylor, 2002), even though they may 

be harmed in highly political environments. Therefore, we expect low Machs to be less 

affected than high Machs by the POP environment, and propose: 

Hypothesis 2: Machiavellian personality moderates the positive relationship 

between POP and self-serving cognition such that the relationship is stronger 

(i.e. more positive) when the Machiavellian personality is high. 

By integrating the mediation pathway in Hypothesis 1 and the moderating effect 

in Hypothesis 2, we also propose a moderated mediation process. 
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Hypothesis 3: Machiavellian personality moderates the indirect effect of POP 

on SIV via self-serving cognition such that the indirect effect is stronger (i.e. 

more positive) when the Machiavellian personality is high. 

The consequences of SIV behaviour 

We now turn to the consequences of SIV. We focus on supervisor-rated outcomes 

because supervisors are usually the target of employee voice in the organization 

because of their influence on employees’ work activities (e.g. tasks and access to 

resources) and benefits (e.g. rewards, performance evaluations, and promotion 

opportunities) (e.g. Fuller, Marler, Hester, & Otondo, 2015; Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 

2001; Weiss & Morrison, 2019). When employees have concerns about and intend to 

make changes to their work duties, resources, and benefits, speaking to their supervisors 

appears to be the most direct and meaningful approach. In this study, we focus on four 

outcomes reported by supervisors: task performance, liking, promotability, and 

suggested salary increment, providing a comprehensive coverage of the impact of SIV 

by uncovering its relationships with supervisors’ evaluations of employees’ work 

accomplishment, interpersonal preference, and career prospects. These variables are 

key indicators of work and career success that greatly concern employees (e.g. Huang, 

Xu, Huang, & Liu, 2018; Milliken, Morrison, & Hewlin, 2003; Seibert et al., 2001). 

In general, we expect a negative relationship between SIV and supervisor-rated 

outcomes. Although the traditional understanding of voice indicates its benefits to 

individuals, teams, and organizations because of its contributions to work practices 

improvement (see Bashshur & Oc, 2015; Morrison, 2011, 2014; Klaas et al., 2012 for 
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reviews), we expect SIV to have different consequences since supervisors likely 

attribute these behaviours as driven by self-interest and accordingly develop negative 

perceptions towards employees who express them. Existing research on proactivity 

provides evidence to support this speculation, showing that supervisors prefer 

employees’ proactive behaviours to be less self-serving. For instance, the feedback-

seeking literature suggests that, when leaders observe subordinates’ feedback-seeking 

behaviour as driven by the intention to benefit themselves (e.g. to enhance their image 

or manipulate others’ impressions), they are less likely to perceive such proactivity as 

positive and tend to give lower performance evaluations (e.g. Dahling, O’Malley, & 

Chau, 2015; Lam, Huang, & Snape, 2007). As such, we expect a negative association 

between SIV behaviour and task performance as rated by supervisors. In addition, when 

employees demonstrate SIV behaviour, their supervisors likely perceive that voice as 

selfish and mercenary, which could undermine a balanced social exchange relationship 

in organizations (O’Boyle et al., 2012). Therefore, supervisors likely regard these 

employees as undesirable partners for social exchange, hence reducing liking towards 

them. Following the same notion, performing SIV behaviour can also undermine the 

likelihood of supervisors recommending promotion and salary increases, as supervisors 

may be hesitant to reward such behaviour and provide more resources to those who are 

less likely to reciprocate in turn. 

Hypothesis 4: SIV is negatively related to supervisor ratings of employees’ a) 

task performance, b) liking by leaders, c) promotability and d) suggested salary 

increases. 
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The present studies 

We conducted three field studies to validate the new construct of SIV and 

comprehensively test our hypotheses. In the scale development study, we developed 

and validated the measure of SIV, including testing its construct validity and 

discriminant validity with other related voice constructs. In Study 1, we tested the 

indirect effect of POP on SIV via self-serving cognition, as well as the moderating 

effect of Machiavellian personality (Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3). In Study 2, we replicated 

the findings from Study 1 (Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3) while strengthening its results by 

controlling for alternative mechanisms. Moreover, we explored how SIV was related to 

various outcomes (i.e. supervisor-rated task performance, liking, promotability, and 

suggested salary increment; Hypotheses 4a, 4b, 4c, and 4d). 

Scale development study 

Item generation for SIV 

In developing the SIV measure, we used item stems from two voice measures: 

“constructive voice”, from Maynes and Podsakoff (2014), and “speaking up”, from Liu, 

Zhu, and Yang (2010), to draw on a wider range of items and adapted them to reflect 

voice actions for pursuing self-interests. We used stems reflecting promotive form of 

voice to capture the core conceptualization of voice (e.g. Detert & Burris, 2007; Van 

Dyne & LePine, 1998) and the proactive nature of political behaviour (Ferris et al., 

2019). Our review of items across these two measures led to the selection of eight items 

in total for adaptation into SIV items. Specifically, we adapted all five items of 

constructive voice from Maynes and Podsakoff (2014) and three items of speaking up 
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from Liu et al. (2010). These eight items have stems that capture generic voice 

behaviour, rendering them capable of being easily adapted to measure voice for 

pursuing personal interests. For example, the item “frequently makes suggestions about 

how to improve work methods or practices” was adapted to “frequently make 

suggestions about how to do things to fit my interests” for measuring SIV. All items 

are presented in Table 1. We did not adapt the other six items from Liu et al. (2010), 

either because the item stem did not lend itself to be relevant for SIV (e.g. “If his or her 

supervisor made mistakes in his or her work, this person would point them out and help 

the supervisor correct them”) or because those items contained redundant information 

that had already been captured by items from the Maynes and Podsakoff (2014) 

measure. 

Content validity 

We conducted a content validity study with 36 researchers in organizational 

behaviour/industrial and organizational psychology disciplines (mean age = 32 years, 

SD = 6.18 years, 41.67% male, either having PhD or currently pursuing PhD study in 

these disciplines). Following the sorting method for content validity (Anderson & 

Gerbing, 1991), we asked participants to map items measuring five voice constructs: 

SIV and constructive voice, defensive voice, supportive voice, and destructive voice 

from Maynes and Podsakoff (2014), onto the definitions of the five constructs. The 

substantive validity coefficients of those items ranged from 0.81 to 0.94, demonstrating 

the content validity of SIV items. 

Discriminant validity 
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We used a number of existing voice measures to assess the discriminant validity. We 

included supportive voice (i.e. voice to support certain policies, programmes, objectives, 

procedures), constructive voice (i.e. voice to effect positive change to the work context), 

defensive voice (i.e. voice to oppose change), and destructive voice (i.e. voice that was 

hurtful, critical, or debasing opinions), following Maynes and Podsakoff (2014). Each 

voice form was measured by five items. We included promotive (voicing for improving 

work practices) and prohibitive voices (voicing for prohibiting practices that may harm 

organizations), following Liang et al. (2012), with each dimension measured by five 

items. We also used prosocial (voicing by offering suggestions and expressing 

solutions), acquiescent (voicing by agreeing with the group), and defensive voices 

(voicing by shifting attention for self-protection), following Van Dyne et al. (2003), 

with each voice measured by five items. All measures were translated into Chinese and 

then back-translated into English by a panel of bilingual experts, following the 

procedures advocated by Brislin (1980). We used five-point scales ranging from 

“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” on all measures. 

Sample and procedure 

We sent out 500 online questionnaires to a pool of full-time employees supported by 

Wenjuanxing (the Chinese equivalent of Amazon Mechanical Turk) and received 

responses from 388 employees (response rate = 77.6%). After removing observations 

with missing data, we obtained 362 valid responses (effective rate = 93.3%). Of the 

final sample, 46.7% were male, with an average age of 32.35 years (SD = 6.83) and an 

average organizational tenure of 9 years (SD = 7.38); 71.2% of participants had a 
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college degree or above. With the final sample, the reliability of SIV was 0.89 and 

ranged from 0.81 to 0.93 for all other voice measures (for detailed Cronbach’s alphas, 

please see Table 2). 

Results 

To ensure the robustness of our results, we randomly divided the sample in half so that 

we could use Sample A (n = 181) for exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and Sample B 

(n = 181) for confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). With Sample A, we conducted EFA 

with a principal axis factoring estimator with promax rotation for all SIV items and 

used the eigenvalues-greater-than-1 criterion. The results showed that one factor 

emerged and explained 51.38% of the variance, and this factor was formed on the basis 

of strong factor loadings (see Table 1 for factor loadings). We then conducted a CFA 

with Sample B to validate the one-factor model, and obtained a good model fit (χ2 (20) 

= 39.72, χ2/df = 1.99, CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.95, SRMR = 0.04, RMESA = 0.07; see Table 

1 for factor loadings). The results from the EFA and CFA indicate that SIV has 

satisfactory factorial validity. 

Insert Table 1 about here 

We further assessed the discriminant validity of SIV with other voice constructs 

using the whole sample (n = 362). Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics for all 

measures. The intercorrelations between SIV and the other voice constructs ranged 

from 0.01 to 0.41; these low to moderate correlations provide support for SIV as a 

distinct voice construct. We also conducted a series of CFAs to provide further evidence 

on the discriminant validity for SIV. As shown in Table 3, for each of the 
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abovementioned existing voice measures, we assessed whether a model positing SIV 

as a distinct factor from existing voice factors is superior to models in which SIV was 

merged with other voice factors. Our results demonstrate that the models in which SIV 

was posited as an independent factor fitted the data much better than alternative models, 

further showing the uniqueness of SIV from existing voice constructs. 

Insert Tables 2 & 3 about here 

Study 1 

Methods 

Sample and procedure 

We carried out three waves of data collection with 15 organizations in manufacturing 

industries in eastern China. With the help of HR managers, we approached employees 

and their direct leaders in these companies, and 350 employees and 138 leaders agreed 

to participate. In Wave 1, we invited employees to report demographic details, POP and 

Machiavellian personality. In Wave 2 (five weeks later), employees who offered usable 

data were then asked to report their self-serving cognition. In Wave 3 (five weeks 

thereafter), those employees’ direct leaders were invited to rate each employee’s SIV 

behaviour. We ultimately obtained 262 matched samples (from 117 leaders and 262 

subordinates; each leader rated 2.24 employees on average; employees’ response rate 

= 74.9%, leaders’ response rate = 84.8%). Data were matched by the last four digits of 

employees’ mobile phone numbers, which was information reported in both the 

employee survey and the leader survey (according to the organizations’ norms, the 

leaders in these organizations knew each subordinate’s phone number). To ensure data 
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confidentiality, all respondents returned completed surveys in sealed envelopes and 

mailed them directly to the research team. Among the 262 employees, 50.8% were male, 

the average age was 30.18 years (SD = 6.65), and the average length of time with their 

leader was 2.98 years (SD = 2.82). Among the 117 leaders, 73.4% were male, their 

average age was 36.25 years (SD = 7.41), and their average organizational tenure was 

4.54 years (SD = 3.59). 

Measures 

The same translation procedure as the scale development study was applied and the 

same five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) was used. 

Employees’ POP was measured using the 15-item scale developed by Kacmar 

and Carlson (1997), with an example item being “Agreeing with powerful others is the 

best alternative in this organization” (α = 0.72). Machiavellian personality was 

measured by the 16-item scale developed by Dahling et al. (2009), with an example 

item being “I am willing to be unethical if I believe it will help me succeed” (α = 0.92). 

Self-serving cognition was measured using Mitchell et al.’s (2018) four-item scale, with 

an example item being “I am preoccupied with enhancing benefits for myself at work” 

(α = 0.85). SIV was measured by the eight-item scale we developed in the scale 

development study (α = 0.94). Regarding control variables, given that demographic 

variables may affect voice behaviours (Duan, Li, Xu, & Wu, 2017; Tangirala, Kamdar, 

Venkataramani, & Parke, 2013), we controlled for employees’ gender, age, and length 

of time with their leader; we also controlled for leaders’ gender, age, and tenure since 

those variables might impact leaders’ ratings. 
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We conducted confirmatory factor analyses to examine the distinctiveness of 

the study variables. We applied item parcelling on items for POP and Machiavellian 

personality by using the mean scores of their facets, given the large number of items in 

these two measures. This approach can mitigate the challenges associated with large 

numbers of items relative to the sample size (e.g. Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & 

Widaman, 2002). A four-factor model with all four study variables (POP, 

Machiavellian personality, self-serving cognition, and SIV) as independent factors 

yielded a good fit (χ2/df = 2.70, CFI = 0.92, TLI = 0.90, RMSEA = 0.08, SRMR = 0.05) 

and was superior to the alternative models (see Table 4). 

Insert Table 4 about here 

Results 

The descriptive statistics are presented in Table 5. All constructs were conceptualized 

and measured at the individual level, except for SIV, for which each supervisor rated 

several subordinates. A one-way random analysis of the variance of SIV showed that 

the variances at the supervisor level were significant (F (116, 261) = 2.83, p < 0.001). 

ICC(1) for SIV was 0.38, which is greater than the median value of 0.12 across the 

studies reviewed by James (1982). We therefore employed a complex model using 

Mplus by considering the random variance effect from the supervisor level and the 

correlated structure of the data (Foo, Uy, & Baron, 2009; Liu et al., 2015; Wu, Liu, 

Kwan, & Lee, 2016) and specified a path model to test our hypotheses. 

As shown in Table 6, POP and self-serving cognition significantly predicted 

SIV (B = 0.45, S.E. = 0.13, p < 0.001; B = 0.40, S.E. = 0.08, p < 0.001). However, the 
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relationship between POP and self-serving cognition was not significant (B = 0.09, S.E. 

= 0.10, n.s.), and neither was the indirect effect (estimate = 0.04, S.E. = 0.04, 95% CI 

= [−0.04, 0.11]). Hypothesis 1 was not supported. 

We found that the interaction term between POP and Machiavellian personality 

(using mean-centred scores) significantly predicted self-serving cognition (B = 0.18, 

S.E. = 0.04, p < 0.001). A simple slope analysis showed that POP had a stronger 

association with self-serving cognition when Machiavellian personality was higher 

(one SD above the mean, B = 0.22, S.E. = 0.10, 95% CI = [0.02, 0.42]) than when it 

was lower (one SD below the mean, B = −0.05, S.E. = 0.10, 95% CI = [−0.25, 0.16]). 

The difference between these two slopes was significant (B = 0.27, S.E. = 0.05, 95% CI 

= [0.16, 0.37]; see Figure 2), supporting Hypothesis 2. 

To test the overall moderated mediation model (Hypothesis 3), we carried out 

moderated path analysis using Mplus to calculate the indirect effect at conditional 

values of Machiavellian personality. The indirect effect from POP to SIV via self-

serving cognition was stronger for high Machiavellian personality (estimate = 0.09, S.E. 

= 0.04, 95% CI = [0.01, 0.17]) than for low Machiavellian personality (estimate = −0.02, 

S.E. = 0.04, 95% CI = [−0.10, 0.07]). The difference between these two conditional 

indirect effects was significant (estimate = 0.11, S.E. = 0.03, 95% CI = [0.05, 0.17]). 

Hypothesis 3 was thus supported. 

Insert Tables 5 and 6 and Figure 2 about here 

Study 2 

Methods 
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Sample and procedure 

We carried out a three-wave data collection procedure with 16 organizations in the 

manufacturing and service industries in China. The data collection procedure was 

similar to Study 1, and a total of 389 employees and 152 direct supervisors agreed to 

participate. In Wave 1, 389 cemployees participated and were asked to report their 

demographics, POP, and Machiavellian personality. In Wave 2 (four weeks later), we 

asked employees who provided valid responses to report self-serving cognition, 

emotional exhaustion, and affective organizational commitment – the latter two were 

collected for the purpose of ruling out alternative mechanisms, as explained later. Also 

in Wave 2, these employees’ leaders were asked to rate the employees’ SIV behaviour. 

In Wave 3 (four weeks thereafter), these leaders were again asked to rate each 

employee’s task performance, promotability, and suggested salary increment, along 

with their liking of these employees. We finally obtained 282 matched samples (105 

leaders and 282 subordinates; each leader rated 2.69 employees on average; employees’ 

response rate = 72.5%, leaders’ response rate = 69.1%). Of the 282 employees, 50.7% 

were male, the average age was 32.53 years (SD = 6.99), and the average length of time 

with their direct leader was 4.14 years (SD = 5.06). Of the matched leaders, 66.3% were 

male, their average age was 40.74 years (SD = 7.44), and their average organizational 

tenure was 12.52 years (SD = 8.80). 

Measures 

POP (α = 0.77), self-serving cognition (α = 0.83), Machiavellian personality (α = 0.92), 

and SIV (α = 0.92) were measured using the same scales as in Study 1. 
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For the supervisor-rated outcomes, task performance was assessed by the five-

item scale adopted from Methot, Lepine, Podsakoff, and Christian (2015), which was 

originally developed by Williams and Anderson (1991). An example item was “Meets 

formal performance requirements of the job” (α = 0.89). Promotability was assessed by 

the three-item scale adopted from Huang et al. (2018). An example item was “If a 

position were available, I would recommend this person for a promotion” (α = 0.88). 

Suggested salary increment was measured by adopting the three items for promotability, 

with an example being “I would recommend this person for a salary increment” (α = 

0.90). Liking was measured by the four-item scale developed by Wayne and Ferris 

(1990). An example item was “Supervising this subordinate is a pleasure” (α = 0.89). 

To identify whether self-serving cognition uniquely translates the effect from 

POP to SIV, we included two control variables in this study beyond demographic 

variables: emotional exhaustion and affective organizational commitment. These two 

variables have been well investigated as mediators linking POP with its outcomes (e.g. 

Chang et al., 2009; Cropanzano, Howes, Grandey, & Toth, 1997; Sun & Chen, 2017), 

since they respectively account for the potential influences of POP from a resource 

depletion perspective and an organizational attachment perspective. In brief, POP can 

lead to emotional exhaustion because, as a work stressor, it is likely to threaten or cause 

a depletion of the valued resources that employees possess (Sun & Chen, 2017; 

Treadway et al., 2005), which may prevent employees from engaging in SIV – an 

energy-consuming behaviour influencing others. POP can also lower affective 

organizational commitment because the unfairness and injustice embedded in the 
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political environment will harm the attachment that employees have to their 

organizations (Cropanzano et al., 1997), and this decreased engagement can demotivate 

employees to engage in SIV. Emotional exhaustion was measured using a three-item 

scale adapted from Watkins et al., (2012), with an example item being “I feel 

emotionally drained from my work” (α = 0.89). Affective organizational commitment 

was measured by an eight-item scale developed by Meyer and Allen (1984), with an 

example item being “I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this 

organization” (α = 0.87). 

Confirmatory factor analyses showed that the hypothesized eight-factor model 

(POP, Machiavellian personality, self-serving cognition, SIV, task performance, liking, 

promotability, and suggested salary increment, with POP and Machiavellian 

personality item-parcelled based on their facets, which is the same as Study 1) fitted 

the data well (χ2/df = 1.96, CFI = 0.91, TLI = 0.90, RMSEA = 0.05, SRMR = 0.06) and 

was superior to alternative models (see Table 7). 

Insert Table 7 about here 

Results 

The descriptive statistics and correlations for the study variables are presented in Table 

8. As in Study 1, we conducted path analysis for the hypothesized relationships using 

the complex model in Mplus 7.4. Table 9 presents the results from the overall path 

analysis. In line with our expectations, after the demographic variables, emotional 

exhaustion, and affective organizational commitment were controlled for, POP was 

positively related to self-serving cognition (B = 0.28, S.E. = 0.10, p < 0.01), which in 
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turn was positively related to SIV (B = 0.21, S.E. = 0.08, p < 0.01). The indirect effect 

of POP on SIV via self-serving cognition was 0.06 (95% CI = [0.01, 0.11]), supporting 

Hypothesis 1. 

Insert Tables 8 & 9 about here 

We also observed that the interaction term of POP and Machiavellian 

personality was significant in predicting self-serving cognition (B = 0.21, S.E. = 0.07, 

p < 0.01, Table 9). The interaction pattern, presented in Figure 4, shows that the positive 

relationship between POP and self-serving cognition was stronger among those with 

high Machiavellian personality (with 1 SD above the mean: B = 0.44, S.E. = 0.11, 95% 

CI = [0.23, 0.66]) than among those with low Machiavellian personality (with 1 SD 

below the mean: B = 0.11, S.E. = 0.12, 95% CI = [−0.13, 0.34]). The difference between 

these two slopes was significant (B = 0.33, S.E. = 0.12, 95% CI = [0.11, 0.56]), 

supporting Hypothesis 2. 

Insert Figure 4 about here 

For the moderated mediation model (Hypothesis 3), we calculated the indirect 

effect for conditional values of Machiavellian personality. The indirect effect from POP 

to SIV via self-serving cognition was stronger when Machiavellian personality was 

high (estimate = 0.09, S.E. = 0.04, 95% CI = [0.02, 0.17]) than when it was low 

(estimate = 0.02, S.E. = 0.03, 95% CI = [−0.03, 0.07]). The difference between these 

two conditional indirect effects was significant (estimate = 0.07, S.E. = 0.03, 95% CI = 

[0.01, 0.14]), supporting Hypothesis 3. 
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As for the outcomes, we found SIV was negatively related to supervisor-rated 

liking (B = −0.23, S.E. = 0.08, p < 0.01) and suggested salary increment (B = −0.14, 

S.E. = 0.07, p < 0.05) but was not related to task performance (B = −0.09, S.E. = 0.05, 

n.s.) and promotability (B = −0.05, S.E. = 0.07, n.s.), after all other variables were 

controlled for. These results support Hypotheses 4b and 4d but not Hypothesis 4a and 

4c. We also examined the moderation effect of Machiavellian personality on the 

association between SIV and the four outcomes and did not find significant effects. 

Discussion 

In this research we proposed a new concept of SIV and validated a measurement for it. 

In the two focal studies of its antecedents, mechanism, and outcomes, we found that 

POP promotes one’s self-serving cognition, especially for those high in Machiavellian 

personality, and thus SIV. SIV, in turn, was negatively related to supervisors’ ratings. 

When supervisors observed SIV, they reduced their liking towards these employees and 

were less likely to recommend them for salary increases. 

Our study enriches the current voice literature by studying a unique, unexplored 

voice behaviour that is directed at benefitting oneself. Although attempts to expand the 

concept of voice have been effectively undertaken, such discussions have centred on 

the different “forms” of voice, such as by understanding voice in its supportive and 

challenging forms or assessing voice with positive or negative implications (e.g. Burris, 

2012; Liang et al., 2012; Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014; Van Dyne et al., 2003). In contrast, 

the different foci, or targets of impact, of voice behaviour have rarely been considered. 

This may be due to the assumption that voice is primarily targeted at organizations or 
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work groups. However, it is important to recognize that voice can be targeted at 

benefitting not just organizations and teams but also individuals themselves (Bashshur 

& Oc, 2015; Fuller, Barnett, Hester, Relyea, & Frey, 2007). Our empirical results in the 

scale development study revealed that SIV behaviour was correlated with various 

existing forms of voice at a low to moderate level, providing support to its uniqueness 

as a voice behaviour. 

Second, our study generates great insights into organizational contexts that are 

conductive to this unique type of voice behaviour and provides an examination of the 

psychological mechanism underlying this relationship. We found that SIV is more 

likely to occur in highly political organizations (high POP) since such an uncertain, 

political work environment can both provide employees with potential opportunities to 

gain extra resources and pose a great threat to employees’ existing resources, thereby 

heightening their self-serving cognition and further motivating them to engage in 

actions to protect or enhance their interests. This finding supports the idea that voice 

can be a proactive reaction towards a political environment (Ferris et al., 2002; Klaas 

et al., 2012). The positive relationship between POP and SIV also brings a new insight 

into voice research. Previous studies on using voice for constructive changes have 

shown that employees are less likely to speak up to improve organizations when they 

are under stress and uncertainty. For instance, Ng and Feldman (2012) suggested in 

their meta-analysis that using voice for constructive changes tends to be reduced in 

highly stressful organizational contexts. A recent empirical study by Li, Liang, and Farh 

(in press) found that POP was negatively related to both promotive and prohibitive 
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voices, two forms of voice for organizational benefits. Our study shows that, however, 

when studying voice from a self-interested perspective, a different picture emerged. In 

a high-POP context, employees may actually engage in more SIV as a potential self-

protective strategy. This finding again shows the value of understanding voice 

behaviour that comes with a focus that is different from the pro-organization and 

prosocial foci. 

After further extending the psychological mechanism of SIV, we demonstrated 

that the individual characteristic of Machiavellian personality appeared to be an 

important boundary condition in the relationship between POP and self-serving 

cognition. Our findings suggest that highly Machiavellian individuals tend to be more 

sensitive to situational cues, and thus are more likely to engage in self-serving cognition 

and behaviours when a situation activates their manipulative, self-serving tendency. 

Our findings support the proposition that “those high in Mach are not always deceitful 

and exploitive but instead disregard moral standards only when it is convenient and 

when engaging in such behaviour is expected to result in personal gain” (Greenbaum 

et al., 2017, p. 586). We suggest that the political organizational climate can be an 

important context that activates this personality, beyond those activators that have been 

studied such as abusive supervision (Greenbaum et al., 2017) and leader 

Machiavellianism (Belschak et al., 2018). Moreover, by linking Machiavellian 

personality to POP, we respond to the call (Dahling et al., 2009) to better understand 

the role of Machiavellian personality in the relationship between POP and its outcomes. 



32 

 

Finally, by linking SIV to supervisor-rated outcomes, we found a general trend 

of negative relationship on all outcomes, suggesting that, when the self-interested 

behaviours are observed by others, SIV can result in negative consequences. 

Specifically, SIV was negatively associated with liking and suggested salary increment 

but not task performance and promotability. This finding first suggests that SIV can 

bring negative outcomes such as reduced liking by supervisors and less access to the 

resources governed by supervisors such as suggested salary increases. The null finding 

on task performance possibly reflects that when supervisors evaluate employees’ task 

performance, they will consider other factors such as performance criteria and do not 

solely based their judgment on employees’ engagement in SIV. Similarly, the null 

finding on promotability could reflect that a judgment of promotability will not solely 

be based on employees’ engagement in SIV but also structural or organizational factors 

such as promotion criteria, policies and practices. Overall, our findings suggest that, 

while high-Mach individuals tend to engage in SIV to achieve personal gains, this 

actually results in negative consequences for them when their self-interested behaviours 

are observed by others (e.g. by supervisors in our study). We believe that more research 

is needed to unpack the puzzle of individuals’ motives and actions for pursuing self-

interest and the resulting consequences. 

Our studies also advance research on organizational politics. It has been 

recognized that, while substantial research has already been conducted in this domain, 

a unified understanding of what political behaviour entails is still broadly lacking. More 

specifically, as highlighted by Ferris et al. (2019, p. 308), “political behaviour is a 
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complex and nuanced construct, which likely comprises multiple dimensions”. This 

indicates that the current conceptualization and operationalization of political 

behaviours, which has been represented as influence tactics (e.g. Kipnis & Schmidt, 

1988), impression management (e.g. Bolino & Turnley, 2003), or general political 

behaviours (Sun & Chen, 2017), are too limited to comprehensively capture the nuance 

of this broad concept. Ferris et al. (2019, p. 310) called for more research endeavours 

to expand the conceptualization “to include a broader spectrum of political actions”, 

with one possible avenue being incorporating behavioural constructs that come with a 

more neutral definition and unlocking their political potential, with proactive 

behaviours such as voice being an example. Our study directly responds to this call by 

studying how voice behaviour can be adopted as a political behaviour that benefits 

individuals, providing conceptual and empirical extensions to the organizational 

politics literature and offering an innovative and important synergy between this line of 

research and the voice literature. 

Practically speaking, our findings highlight that both employees and managers 

need to develop a better understanding of SIV, a type of voice behaviour that is distinct 

from other types. While other voice behaviours – those targeted at others and at 

organizations – can be beneficial to organizations and thus need to be facilitated, SIV 

behaviours may be the opposite. Employees need to be conscious of the negative 

consequences of such voice behaviours and minimize engagement with them, while 

managers need to effectively identify and manage this particular type of voice so that 

its negative impact does not encroach on teams and organizations. Our findings also 
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suggest that SIV behaviours are more prevalent in organizations with high levels of 

political climate, a context in which employees are impelled to focus on themselves and 

to protect their resources by engaging in SIV. This is likely to cause more politics in 

organizations and create a negative spiral. It is thus imperative that organizations 

attempt to reduce organizational politics, such as by establishing a fair and equitable 

reward system (Byrne, 2005), or inviting employees to participate in organizations’ 

decision-making (Witt, Andrews, & Kacmar, 2000), with the aim of creating a 

transparent and just culture that is less likely to breed SIV behaviours. Our study also 

demonstrates that a political context can especially mobilize employees with high 

Machiavellian personalities, who readily manipulate a political environment and 

engage in greater SIV behaviours. To address this, organizations need to be cautious in 

personnel selection practices to screen out highly Machiavellian individuals. Managers 

and organizations also need to be cautious in managing performance and rewarding 

these individuals to avoid such personalities being further cultivated through internal 

practices. 

Our time-lagged design cannot allow us to rule out the possibility of reverse and 

reciprocal causality, especially concerning the antecedents and outcomes of SIV. Also, 

we did not measure all variables every time to capture the dynamic change between 

variables. We relied on supervisors’ ratings of SIV when studying its psychological 

mechanisms and outcomes. While this approach is in line with previous research on 

voice that collected supervisor or observer ratings (e.g. Liang et al., 2012; Maynes & 

Podsakoff, 2014), such an approach lends itself to the potential effects of observers’ 
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attributions (Grant, Parker, & Collins, 2009). We believe that supervisor attribution is 

an important angle to unpack supervisors’ perceptions and psychological processes 

when interpreting employees’ voice behaviour and should be investigated further. 

Finally, by focusing on self-serving cognition as the mediator, our study may overlook 

other important, non-cognitive mechanisms that underlie the relationship between POP 

and SIV. It is possible that POP can also elicit other psychological processes, such as 

an emotional pathway (e.g. Albrecht, 2006; Rosen, Harris, & Kacmar, 2009). Future 

studies can also consider exploring moderating factors that attenuate, rather than 

strengthen, the impact of POP on SIV behaviours to identify effective intervention 

strategies. For example, ethical leadership may attenuate the impact of POP as 

employees may be less likely to worry about whether their interests and benefits will 

be undermined if they perceive the leader and the management to be fair. 

Conclusions 

Our research brings in the pro-self perspective to the voice literature and provides 

researchers and managers with a new understanding of how social context and 

individual attributes may shape employees’ cognition and behaviours towards 

benefitting themselves. We argue that SIV can be regarded as a specific form of 

organizational political behaviour, offering an angle to understand employees’ 

behaviour in responding to a political work environment. 
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Figure 1. Research model 
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Figure 2. Moderation effect of Machiavellian personality on the relationship between 

POP and self-serving cognition (Study 1) 
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Figure 3. Moderation effect of Machiavellian personality on the relationship between 

POP and self-serving cognition (Study 2) 
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Table 1. Pattern matrix of the factor analysis 

Measurement items Factor loading 

(EFA) 

Factor loading 

(CFA) 

SIV1 I develop and make recommendations to the leader concerning issues that affect my interests. 0.642 0.575 

SIV2 I speak up and influence the leader regarding issues that affect my interests.  0.639 0.526 

SIV3 I communicate to the leader about my opinions only on issues relevant to my interests.  0.625 0.593 

SIV4 I frequently make suggestions about how to do things to fit my interests. 0.797 0.788 

SIV5 I often speak up with suggestions to work projects in order to make my benefit from it.  0.747 0.710 

SIV6 I often speak up about how to solve work-related problems from my end. 0.746 0.793 

SIV7 I frequently make suggestions to the leader about how to change work methods or practices to fit my 

interests. 
0.777 0.825 

SIV8 I regularly propose ideas to the leader for pursuing my interests. 0.740 0.807 
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Table 2. Means, SD, correlations among variables in scale development study (n = 362) 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1 Gender 0.53 .50               

2 Age 32.35 6.83 -.03              

3 Org. tenure 9.00 7.38 -.06 .87***             

4 Education 2.50 1.12 .08 -.10 -.12*            

5 SIV 2.02 .72 -.03 -.13* -.17** .18*** (.89)          

6 Defensive† 1.66 .78 -.08 -.11* -.13* .02 .41*** (.91)         

7 Destructive 1.40 .67 -.08 -.13* -.13* -.03 .39*** .64*** (.93)        

8 Constructive 3.48 .83 -.12* .13* .12* .05 .08 -.10 -.16** (.91)       

9 Supportive 3.58 .87 -.06 .06 .05 .21*** .01 -.21** -.24*** .48*** (.93)      

10 Promotive 3.55 .79 -.14** .22*** .21*** .12* .01 -.11* -.20*** .63*** .52*** (.93)     

11 Prohibitive 3.33 .83 -.14** .19*** .22*** -.21*** -.03 -.09 -.12* .50*** .36*** .66*** (.89)    

12 Prosocial 3.52 .65 -.18** .10* .12* .16** .02 -.05 -.14** .52*** .43*** .66*** .49*** (.81)   

13 Acquiescent 2.98 .78 .09 -.05 -.15** .04 .10 .17** .15** -.11* -.10 -.08 -.10 .04 (.84)  

14 Defensive‡ 2.41 .88 .14** -.08 -.11* .01 .17** .34*** .35*** -.31*** -.33*** -.28*** -.27*** -.20*** .57*** (.91) 

Notes: n = 362. Gender: 0 = male, 1 = female. Education: 1 = high school and below, 2 = college, 3 = university degree, 4 = master’s degree and above. ***p < 

0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05. 
† Defensive voice from Maynes and Podsakoff (2014); ‡ defensive voice from Van Dyne, Ang, and Botero (2003).  
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Table 3. Confirmatory factor analysis for scale development study (n = 362) 

Notes: + = combination of variables; † defensive voice from Maynes and Podsakoff (2014); ‡ defensive voice from Van Dyne, Ang, and Botero (2003). 

  

Model χ2 df χ2/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 

Five-factor (SIV, supportive, destructive, constructive, defensive†) 631.11 340 1.86  0.94 0.94 0.05 0.05 

Four-factor (SIV + constructive, supportive, destructive, defensive†) 1536.41 344 4.47 0.77 0.75 0.15 0.10 

Four-factor (SIV + supportive, constructive, destructive, defensive†) 1733.67 344 5.04 0.73 0.70 0.16 0.11 

Four-factor (SIV + destructive, supportive, constructive, defensive†) 1350.88 344 3.93  0.81 0.79 0.11 0.09 

Four-factor (SIV + defensive,† supportive, destructive, constructive) 1280.59 344 3.72  0.82 0.80 0.10 0.09 

Four-factor (SIV, prosocial, acquiescent, defensive‡) 506.53 224 2.26  0.91 0.90 0.07 0.06 

Three-factor (SIV + prosocial, acquiescent, defensive‡) 969.48 227 4.27 0.77 0.75 0.12 0.10 

Three-factor (SIV + acquiescent, prosocial, defensive‡) 1091.08 227 4.81 0.74 0.71 0.15 0.10 

Three-factor (SIV+ defensive,‡ prosocial, acquiescent) 1490.91 227 6.57  0.61 0.57 0.17 0.12 

Three-factor (SIV, promotive, prohibitive) 283.573 132 2.15  0.95 0.94 0.06 0.06 

Two-factor (SIV + promotive, prohibitive) 1518.68 134 11.33 0.56 0.50 0.25 0.17 

Two-factor (SIV + prohibitive, promotive) 1181.63 134 8.82 0.67 0.62 0.24 0.15 
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Table 4. Confirmatory factor analysis for Study 1 (n = 262) 

Model χ 2 df χ 2 /df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA Δχ2 

Four-factor model  394.23 146 2.70 0.92 0.90 0.05 0.08  

Three-factor model† 578.91 149 3.89 0.86 0.84 0.12 0.11 Δχ2(3) = 184.68*** 

Three-factor model‡ 408.14 149 2.74 0.90 0.90 0.06 0.08 Δχ2(3) = 13.91** 

Three-factor model§ 793.32 149 5.32 0.79 0.76 0.10 0.13 Δχ2(3) = 399.09*** 

Two-factor model¶ 1040.01 151 6.89 0.71 0.67 0.16 0.15 Δχ2(5) = 645.78*** 

One-factor modelα 1358.63 152 8.94 0.60 0.55 0.15 0.17 Δχ2(6) = 964.40*** 

Notes: Four-factor model includes perceived organizational politics (POP), self-serving cognition, SIV and Machiavellian personality. 
† Combined POP and self-serving cognition into one factor; ‡ combined POP and Machiavellian personality into one factor; § combined SIV and self-serving 

cognition into one factor; ¶ combined POP, Machiavellian personality and self-serving cognition into one factor; α combined all variables into one factor.
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Table 5. Means, SD, correlations among variables in Study 1 (n = 262) 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 Leader gender 0.26 0.44           

2 Leader age 36.25 7.41 .09          

3 Leader tenure 4.54 3.59 .16* .60***         

4 Employee gender 0.49 0.50 .21** .04 -.06        

5 Employee age 30.18 6.65 .12 .36*** .11 .11       

6 Work tenure with leader 2.98 2.82 -.09 .32*** .20** .03 .54***      

7 POP 2.70 0.51 .18** .08 -.09 .24*** .15* .03 (.72)    

8 Machiavellian personality 2.18 0.74 .07 -.13* -.20** .10 .06 -.05 .56*** (.92)   

9 Self-serving cognition 3.12 0.80 .05 .11 .12 -.06 -.07 -.05 .12 .19** (.85)  

10 SIV 2.38 0.94 -.11 -.07 -.01 .00 -.02 -.06 .24*** .34*** .35*** (.94) 

Notes: M = mean, SD = standard deviation. Gender: 0 = male, 1 = female. ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05. Cronbach’s alpha in italics. 
POP = Perceived organizational politics. 
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Table 6. Results of complex model-based path analysis for Study 1 (n = 262) 

 
Self-serving cognition SIV 

Intercept 2.28(.37)*** .43(.58) 

Leader gender .07(.12) -.41(.18)* 

Leader age .02(.01) -.02(.01) 

Leader tenure .02(.02) .03(.02) 

Employee gender -.07(.09) .02(.11) 

Employee age -.01(.02) .01(.01) 

Work tenure with leader -.01(.02) -.02(.01) 

POP .09(.10) .45(.13)*** 

Mach .11(.09)  

POP × Mach .18(.04)***  

Self-serving cognition  .40(.08)*** 

R2 .14 .22 

Notes: Unstandardized coefficients are reported. Standard errors in parentheses. Gender: 0 = male, 1 = female. POP = perceived organizational politics, Mach 

= Machiavellian personality. 

All results came from a path model that included all variables: controls, predictors, mediator, moderator, interaction term, and dependent variables. ***p < 

0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05. 
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Table 7. Confirmatory factor analysis for Study 2 (n = 282) 

Model χ 2 df χ 2 /df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA Δχ2 

Eight-factor model  976.73 499 1.96  0.91 0.90 0.06 0.05  

Seven-factor model† 998.76 506 1.97  0.90 0.89 0.06 0.06 Δχ2(7) = 22.03** 

Seven-factor model‡ 1121.06 506 2.22  0.88 0.88 0.07 0.07 Δχ2(7) = 144.33*** 

Seven-factor model§ 1084.82 506 2.14  0.89 0.88 0.06 0.06 Δχ2(7) = 108.09*** 

Seven-factor model¶ 1620.23 506 3.20  0.80 0.77 0.13 0.09 Δχ2(7) = 643.50*** 

Seven-factor modelα 1159.25 506 2.29  0.88 0.87 0.06 0.07 Δχ2(7) = 182.52*** 

Seven-factor modelβ 1163.14 506 2.30  0.88 0.87 0.06 0.07 Δχ2(7) = 186.41*** 

Six-factor modelγ 1309.95 512 2.56  0.85 0.84 0.07 0.07 Δχ2(13) = 333.22*** 

Six-factor modelδ 1801.52 512 3.52  0.76 0.74 0.10 0.10 Δχ2(13) = 824.79*** 

Six-factor modelε 1272.73 512 2.49  0.86 0.85 0.06 0.07 Δχ2(13) = 296.00*** 

Five-factor modelζ 1985.50 517 3.84  0.73 0.71 0.10 0.10 Δχ2(18) = 1008.77*** 

One-factor modelη 4216.87 527 8.00  0.32 0.28 0.19 0.16 Δχ2(28) = 3240.14*** 

Notes: Eight-factor model includes perceived organizational politics (POP), self-serving cognition, SIV, Machiavellian personality (Mach), promotability, 

suggested salary increment, task performance, and liking. 
† Combined POP and Mach into one factor; ‡ combined POP and self-serving cognition into one factor; § combined promotability and suggested salary 

increment into one factor; ¶ combined promotability and task performance into one factor; α combined promotability and liking into one factor; β combined 

suggested salary increment and liking into one factor; γ combined POP, Mach, and self-serving cognition into one factor; δ combined promotability, suggested 

salary increment, and task performance into one factor; ε combined promotability, suggested salary increment, and liking into one factor; ζ combined 

promotability, suggested salary increment, task performance, and liking into one factor; η combined all variables into one factor. 
***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05. 
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Table 8. Means, SD, correlations among variables in Study 2 (n = 282) 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1 Leader gender 0.34 0.47                 

2 Leader age 40.74 7.44 -.06                

3 Leader tenure 12.52 8.80 -.16** .61***               

4 Employee gender 0.49 0.50 .05 -.01 -.02              

5 Employee age 32.53 6.99 -.14* .33*** .32*** -.01             

6 Work tenure with leader 4.14 5.06 -.14* .28*** .46*** -.01 .38***            

7 POP 2.95 0.51 .03 -.15* -.15* -.08 .01 -.13* (.77)          

8 Machiavellian personality 2.49 0.75 .01 -.22*** -.14* -.05 -.11 -.11 .54*** (.92)         

9 Self-serving cognition 3.16 0.74 .16** -.26*** -.21*** -.03 -.14* -.24*** .34*** .32*** (.83)        

10 SIV 2.27 0.90 -.19** -.26*** -.40*** -.06 -.15* -.26*** .29*** .43*** .33*** (.92)       

11 Promotability 3.33 0.88 -.06 -.08 -.08 -.11 -.13* -.06 -.12* -.20** -.04 -.06 (.88)      

12 Suggested salary 

increase 
3.48 0.84 -.08 -.07 -.06 -.08 -.07 -.01 -.15* -.24** -.05 -.14* .73*** (.90)     

13 Liking 3.47 0.81 -.08 -.05 -.07 .01 -.02 .02 -.10 -.29*** -.04 -.22*** .68*** .71*** (.89)    

14 Task performance 3.66 0.76 -.11 -.06 .04 .02 .02 .07 -.28*** -.27*** -.15** -.21** .50*** .47*** .49*** (.89)   

15 Emotional exhaustion 2.76 0.99 .17** -.03 -.05 -.00 -.05 -.10 .26*** -.29*** .21*** .20** -.17** -.16* -.23*** -.29*** (.89)  

16 Affective commitment 3.29 0.70 -.07 -.06 .05 -.04 -.04 .00 -.13* -.12* .00 -.10 .21** .16* .23*** .19** -.25*** (.87) 

Note: M = mean, SD = Standard deviation. Gender: 0 = male, 1 = female. ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05. Cronbach’s alpha in italics. POP = perceived 

organizational politics.
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Table 9. Results of complex model-based path analysis for Study 2 (n = 282) 
 Self-serving 

cognition 

SIV Liking Promotability Suggested 

salary 

increment 

Task 

performance 

Intercept 2.26(.56)*** 1.14(.57)* 3.75(.55)*** 4.26 (.61)*** 4.64 (.63)*** 5.39 (.61)*** 

Leader gender .20(.09)* -.18(.13) -.05(.12) -.08(.13) -.09(.12) -.06(.11) 

Leader age -.02(.01)* .00(.01) .00(.01) -.00(.01) -.00(.01) -.02(.01)* 

Leader tenure .00(.01) -.03(.01) -.02(.01) -.01(.01) -.01(.01) .00(.01) 

Employee gender -.00(.08) -.10(.10) -.01(.09) -.21(.10)* -.15(.10) -.00(.09) 

Employee age -.00(.01) .00(.01) .00(.01) -.01(.01) -.01(.01) .01(.01) 

Work tenure with leader -.02(.01)* -.01(.01) .01(.01) -.00(.01) .00(.01) .00(.01) 

Emotional exhaustion .07(.06) .07(.07) -.12(.05)* -.09(.06) -.06(.05) -.14(.05)** 

Affective commitment .05(.07) -.05(.07) .20(.06)*** .20(.07)** .12(.08) .11(.05) 

POP .28(.10)** .27(.12)* -.01(.13) -.13(.12) -.17(.11) -.29(.09)** 

Mach .11(.07)      

POP × Mach .21(.07)**      

Self-serving cognition  .21(.08)** .06(.08) -.02(.09) .02(.07) -.04(.06) 

SIV   -.23(.08)** -.05(.07) -.14(.07) * -.09(.05) 

R2 .24 .28 .14 .10 .09 .17 

Note: Unstandardized coefficients are reported. Standard errors in parentheses. Gender: 0 = male, 1 = female. POP = perceived organizational politics, Mach 

= Machiavellian personality. 
All results came from a path model that included all variables: controls, predictors, mediator, moderator, interaction term, and dependent variables. ***p < 

0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05. 

 

 


