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The present study offers a contribution in this regard by examining self-promotion
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within work groups. In particular, we hypothesized that work group self-promotion
climate—referring to the shared perception of the occurrence of self-promotion in
the work group—moderates the relationships between individuals' supervisor-
focused self-promotion and supervisor ratings of both job performance and promot-
ability. More precisely, we expected these relationships to be positive only when
self-promotion climate is low. With respect to the entire work group, we further
hypothesized that self-promotion climate negatively relates to supervisor-rated work
group performance via impaired work group cohesion. We tested these propositions
with data from 195 work groups. Multivariate path analysis provided support for our
hypothesized model. Taken together, our findings illustrate the important role of self-
promotion as a climate construct. In particular, self-promotion climate helps us better

understand the role of self-promotion for individuals and work groups.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

One of the most prevalent forms of self-presentation in working life is
self-promotion; that is, behaviors used to appear competent and
capable, such as highlighting one's talents and making others aware of
one's accomplishments (Jones & Pittman, 1982). A large body
of research has focused on self-promotion and its relevance for rat-

ings of interview performance, job performance, and career success
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(for reviews, see Bolino et al., 2008; Bolino et al., 2016; Ferris
et al., 2017). Self-promotion is usually an effective strategy to obtain a
job but can also have undesired outcomes for employees once hired
(Bolino et al., 2016). Indeed, research has revealed mixed findings in
terms of the relationship between employee self-promotion and job
performance ratings, suggesting that self-promotion at work is not a
universally effective behavior (e.g., Bolino et al., 2014; Harris
et al., 2007; Higgins et al., 2003). Due to these mixed results, research
has often drawn from social influence theory (Cialdini & Trost, 1998;
Ferris et al., 2002) to examine the conditions under which
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self-promotion may be effective. In particular, social influence theory
highlights that the effectiveness of self-promotion depends on various
factors (Ferris et al., 2002). Thus far, research has mainly focused on
person-related moderator variables, including individual characteris-
tics of both self-promotion actors (e.g., self-monitoring and political
skill, Harris et al.,, 2007; Turnley & Bolino, 2001) and key self-
promotion targets such as supervisors (e.g., supervisor's narcissism;
Den Hartog et al., 2018).

However, beyond this focus on individuals, social influence the-
ory further stresses the importance of the social context in which self-
promotion is enacted (Ferris et al., 2002; Goffman, 1959). To address
this issue, we focus on the concept of organizational climate
(Glick, 1985; Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009), referring to the shared per-
ceptions about how things are (done) in a given work environment
(Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009). We further focus on the most direct envi-
ronment in which employees are typically embedded at work—that is,
in work groups (Kozlowski & Bell, 2003). More precisely, we consider
work groups' self-promotion climate, which we define as the shared per-
ception among employees regarding the extent to which self-
promotion occurs in their work group. When examining the outcome
of self-promotion, self-promotion climate should be a particularly
important variable to consider for at least two reasons. First, theory
and research on work climates suggests that shared cognitions about
organizational behavior are crucial to predict the impact of such
behavior for individuals (Schneider, 1978; Smith-Crowe et al., 2003).
Second, shared climate perceptions of organizational behavior can fur-
ther affect work group outcomes such as work group performance
(e.g., Frazier & Bowler, 2015; Priesemuth et al., 2014). Hence, study-
ing self-promotion climate can help us understand the role that this
behavior plays for work groups—a particularly important topic given
that the effective functioning of work groups has received growing
attention among organizations beyond the work outcomes of individ-
uals (e.g., Bolino et al., 2008; Ferris et al., 2017).

In the present study, based on social influence theory (Ferris
et al, 2002) and social information processing theory (Salancik &
Pfeffer, 1978), we develop and test a conceptual model that depicts
the role of self-promotion climate both as an environmental

moderator of individuals' supervisor-focused self-promotion effective-
ness and as a predictor of work group processes and outcomes. In
particular, we propose that self-promotion climate moderates the rela-
tionships between individual supervisor-focused self-promotion and
both supervisor-rated job performance and promotability, such that
these relationships are positive only when self-promotion climate is
low; this is because individual self-promotion attempts should be
more salient to supervisors when there is a collective perception that
self-promotion does not occur frequently within the work group
(i.e., a low self-promotion climate; Bolino et al., 2008). Concerning
self-promotion climate's implications for the entire work group, we
propose that a high self-promotion climate impairs work group cohe-
sion due to its self-oriented nature, which, in turn, would be associ-
ated with lower supervisor-rated work group performance. Figure 1
presents our hypothesized model.

Our study offers several contributions. First, by studying the
shared climate perceptions of self-promotion in work groups, we
expand on the conceptualization of self-promotion as an individual
behavior. In doing so, we extend and test theory on self-promotion
as a climate-based construct. More precisely, while existing theory
has mainly focused on self-promotion as an influence process within
single actor-target dyads (Bolino et al, 2016; Jones &
Pittman, 1982), our climate-based view accounts for the sum of
influences between various self-promotion actors and targets in a
given work environment. In doing so, a climate-based view also
acknowledges the fact that self-promotion is neither enacted nor
interpreted in a social vacuum at work (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978),
thus likewise contributing to the literature on self-promotion more
generally. Second, we address theoretical arguments that emphasize
the relevance of the social context in which self-promotion is
enacted at work (e.g., Bolino et al., 2016; Gardner & Martinko, 1988)
by examining self-promotion climate as an environmental moderator
of individual supervisor-focused self-promotion behavior and its
outcomes. Indeed, as already noted by Bolino et al. (2008),
self-presentation behaviors may be interpreted very differently by
supervisors depending on the extent to which the work group as a

whole wuses such behaviors. Thus, by elucidating whether
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supervisor-focused self-promotion is more effective at low levels of
self-promotion climate in work groups, our study provides empirical
evidence to support this line of reasoning.

Finally, by investigating how self-promotion climate relates to
work group cohesion and supervisor-rated work group performance,
we provide relevant knowledge on the consequences that self-
promotion may have beyond individual work outcomes. Based on
extant individual-focused perspectives on self-promotion, it is still
unclear how self-promotion may relate to broader organizational out-
comes (Bolino et al., 2016). Our study raises caution in this respect,
suggesting that self-promotion utility may differ for individuals and
work groups. Moreover, we not only examine the proximal drawback
of self-promotion climate (i.e., a declined work group cohesion) but
also investigate whether a high self-promotion climate is indirectly
linked to lower supervisor-rated work group performance. Taken
together, our approach thus highlights a previously unexplored link
with work group cohesion (Lvina et al., 2015; Stoverink et al., 2014)
and contributes to our understanding of work group effectiveness
(Mathieu et al., 2008).

2 | THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND
HYPOTHESES

21 | Self-promotion through the lens of social
influence theory

Social influence theory posits that individuals strive to influence
others in a manner that maximizes influencers' desired outcomes
(Ferris et al., 2002). From this theoretical perspective, self-promotion
is regarded as an attempt to gain personal benefits by affecting how
one is seen by relevant targets of influence (e.g., supervisors) (Barrick
et al.,, 2009; Ferris et al., 2017); and indeed, experimental studies have
demonstrated that manipulating low versus high levels of self-
promotion usage affects others' views and behaviors (e.g., Bolino
et al., 2014; Wayne & Ferris, 1990). Yet, in line with social influence
theory, various scholars have theoretically argued that self-promotion
in the workplace can be a tricky business (Bolino et al., 2016; Jones &
Pittman, 1982). More precisely, social influence theory suggests that
self-promotion may lead to desired outcomes only under certain cir-
cumstances, instead of being a universally effective strategy (Ferris
et al., 2002). Accordingly, research over the last decades has typically
neither assumed nor found a generic positive effect of self-promotion
on work outcomes but rather has focused on what makes such behav-
ior at work more versus less effective (e.g., Bolino et al., 2016). For
example, Harris et al. (2007) found that only when employees are
politically skilled, their self-promotion positively relates to job perfor-
mance ratings by supervisors. Similarly, Turnley and Bolino (2001)
found that being high in self-monitoring can also help individuals to
use self-promotion more successfully. In addition, there is evidence
that self-promotion may be particularly effective for individuals who
are relatively new to the workplace to elicit positive outcomes

such as supervisor-rated job performance (Bolino et al, 2014;

Gross et al., 2020) and the likelihood of receiving a job after an intern-
ship (Zhao & Liden, 2011). These findings are also in line with the
meta-analysis by Higgins et al. (2003), which reveals a nonsignificant
relationship between self-promotion and job performance ratings.
While this stream of research has remained focused on self-
promotion as individual behavior (e.g., Harris et al., 2007), we argue
that self-promotion has additional importance that arises from the col-

lectively held climate perception of self-promotion in work groups.

2.2 | The construct of self-promotion climate
Organizational climate generally refers to the shared perceptions or
beliefs of practices, behaviors, and policies that employees experience
in a given work environment (James et al, 2008; Kuenzi &
Schminke, 2009; Mawritz et al., 2014; Schneider et al., 2013). In
accordance with Schneider's (1975, 1990) call to study climates for
something, research over the past decades has focused on various
facet-specific organizational climates. More precisely, this research
has studied the shared perceptions of particular aspects of the work
environment such as, for example, safety climate (e.g., Zohar, 2000),
voice climate (e.g., Morrison et al., 2011), and abusive supervision cli-
mate (Priesemuth et al., 2014). These facet-specific climates reflect
norms regarding specific organizational behaviors or practices
(Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009), which Cialdini et al. (1990) specified can
be either descriptive norms (i.e., what is done in a social group) or
injunctive norms (i.e., what ought to be done or is approved in a social
group) (see also Schein, 1996). Given that self-promotion is self-
serving by definition, this organizational behavior is typically not
approved or rewarded in a formal sense by supervisors and the orga-
nization (Bolino et al., 2008; Bolino et al., 2016). We therefore con-
ceptualize self-promotion climate in a descriptive way—that is, as
shared perceptions about what is done in terms of self-promotion
behavior and practices in the work group. This includes self-
promotion behavior from any actor directed at any target within the
work group. As such, this study examines shared perceptions of
the extent to which self-promotion occurs, rather than the extent to
which self-promotion may be viewed as accepted or approved. This is
consistent with other established facet-specific organizational cli-
mates that focus on potentially disputable organizational behavior or
practices (e.g., hostile climate or abusive supervision climate; Mawritz
et al,, 2014; Priesemuth et al., 2014).

Social information processing theory (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978)
helps explain why collective climate perceptions of self-promotion are
likely to exist in work groups. According to this theory, employees
look to those around them to understand how things are (done) in
their work environment (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). Through such
social cues and interactions in the work group, employees tend to
share similar experiences and create collective perceptions of
the extent to which specific organizational behaviors prevail
(e.g., Naumann & Bennett, 2000; Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). Accord-
ingly, research on self-promotion shows that both dispositional and

situational factors determine whether individuals engage in such
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behavior (e.g., Kacmar et al., 2004). This suggests that climate forma-
tion likely occurs through social information processing, while not all
employees will necessarily adapt their individual self-promotion

behavior to align with the prevailing climate.

23 |
climate

The moderating role of self-promotion

Based on social influence theory (Cialdini & Trost, 1998; Ferris
et al., 2002) and the climate literature (Schneider, 1978), we expect
that self-promotion climate in work groups is critical for how effective
an individual employee's self-promotion toward their supervisor is in
achieving positive individual work outcomes assessed by their super-
visor. In this respect, supervisor-rated individual performance and pro-
motability (i.e., the ascribed potential to perform in a higher-level
position; De Pater et al., 2009) reflect central indicators of the success
that employees have in striving to promote themselves in an organiza-
tion (Bolino et al., 2008; Bolino et al., 2016). According to social influ-
ence theory, employee self-promotion should therefore be aimed
mostly at supervisors because supervisors are the ones who usually
evaluate their employees along these outcomes and also exert a great
amount of control over HR decisions (e.g., rewards, pay raise, and pro-
motion) (Bolino et al., 2006; Harris et al., 2007). We thus specifically
focus on supervisors as targets of individual employees' self-
promotion behavior.

Social influence theory further helps us understand why individ-
ual employees' supervisor-focused self-promotion is likely to be more
effective under low levels of self-promotion climate, reflecting
descriptive norms (i.e., what is done with regard to self-promotion in
the group). In particular, based on social influence theory, a low self-
promotion climate likely increases an individual's chances of attracting
their supervisor's attention with their own self-promotion behavior.
This is because when self-promotion climate within a work group is
low, supervisors less frequently experience self-promotion directed at
them within their work group (Bolino et al., 2016; Ferris et al., 2002),
thus making individual supervisor-focused self-promotion efforts
more salient. As a result, under low levels of self-promotion climate,
supervisors would be more susceptible to an individual employee's
efforts to make them aware of the employee's own talents and
strengths, thus increasing the likelihood that individuals can use
self-promotion to positively influence how they are seen by their
supervisor. In contrast, under high levels of self-promotion climate,
supervisors would be less influenced by an individual employee's self-
promotion directed at them when rating that employee's performance

and promotability. Hence, we expect that:

Hypothesis 1. Self-promotion climate moderates the
relationships between focal employees' supervisor-
focused self-promotion and their (a) supervisor-rated
job performance and (b) supervisor-rated promotability,
such that the relationships will be positive only when

self-promotion climate is low.

24 | Self-promotion climate, work group cohesion,
and work group performance

Based on social information processing theory's tenet that cues from
the social context shape the attitudes and behavioral responses in
work groups (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), various scholars have linked
work group climate to work group outcomes (e.g., Frazier &
Bowler, 2015; Stoverink et al., 2014). Thereby, work group cohesion
has been identified as a central construct to explain how
specific work group climates translate into work group functioning or
malfunctioning (e.g., Stoverink et al., 2014). Drawing from this litera-
ture, we propose that self-promotion climate negatively relates to
work group cohesion, which, in turn, positively relates to supervisor-
rated work group performance.

In the first step, we theorize that self-promotion climate is nega-
tively related to work group cohesion for two reasons. First, self-
promotion climate reflects the self-serving nature of self-promotion,
which stands in contrast to work group cohesiveness. More specifi-
cally, self-promotion at work is typically self-focused and self-serving:
individuals engage in self-promotion to highlight their positive
attributes and gain personal benefits such as recognitions, pay raises,
or promotions (Bolino et al, 2008; Bolino et al., 2016; Smith
et al,, 2013). As such, from a climate-based view, when a high self-
promotion climate prevails in a work group, employees would likely
act in a more self-serving way, striving to maximize their self-interest
(e.g., following self-interested, competitive norms rather than cooper-
ative, and collaborative ones; Grant & Patil, 2012). Due to employees'
focus on their own interests and benefits in work groups with a high
self-promotion climate, cohesion should be lower.

Second, some researchers have suggested that self-promotion
behaviors can lead to lower affect and more rejection, presumably
because individuals tend to feel threatened by those who promote
themselves and their image (Ferris et al., 1994; Judge & Bretz, 1994).
Indeed, this tendency may be particularly accentuated among mem-
bers of the same work group, given that they are usually judged and
rewarded by a common supervisor with substantial control over deci-
sions and desired outcomes (Bolino et al., 2008) and exposed to a cer-
tain degree of intra-group comparisons (Brown et al., 1998). Hence, a
high self-promotion climate in work groups may lead work group
members to view each other as a threat, which may further under-
mine the cohesiveness among work group members. Taken together,

we thus propose:

Hypothesis 2. Self-promotion climate is negatively

related to work group cohesion.

Furthermore, we expect that work group cohesion positively
relates to supervisor-rated work group performance. Following extant
literature on work group performance (e.g., Beal et al., 2003; Hoegl &
Gemuenden, 2001; Jehn et al., 1999), we focus on supervisor-rated
work group performance as a work group outcome, capturing both the
effectiveness and efficiency of the work performed by the work group

as a whole. Effectiveness refers to the degree to which the work
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group meets expectations for the quality and accuracy of the outcome
produced, whereas efficiency describes the adherence to schedules
and budgets (Hoegl & Gemuenden, 2001). According to theorizing
on work group cohesion (e.g., Evans & Dion, 1991; Mullen &
Copper, 1994), the primary theoretical rationale for why work group
cohesion leads to an increased work group performance is that cohe-
sion reflects individuals' desire to stay in the group. Thus, group mem-
bers become more willing to advance the group's goals, participate in
its activities, and contribute to the group's success (e.g., Evans &
Dion, 1991; Mullen & Copper, 1994). In fact, there is meta-analytical
evidence for the positive link between work group cohesion and work
group performance (Beal et al., 2003; Evans & Dion, 1991; Mullen &
Copper, 1994). We thus hypothesize:

Hypothesis 3. Work group cohesion is positively

related to supervisor-rated work group performance.

Following from the above arguments, a work group's self-
promotion climate would thus be negatively and indirectly related to
the work group's performance via the work group's cohesion. Indeed,
the proposed mediation process is consistent with the existing
conceptualization of work group cohesion as a key mediating variable
that shapes work group functioning (e.g., Kozlowski & lligen, 2006;
Mathieu et al., 2008; Raver & Gelfand, 2005).

Hypothesis 4. Work group cohesion mediates the
relationship between self-promotion climate and super-

visor-rated work group performance.

3 | METHOD

3.1 | Procedure

We gathered data from work groups employed at a diverse set of
companies in the German-speaking part of Switzerland. A work group
was defined as a permanent group with at least three members work-
ing together under the same supervisor (George, 1990; Liao &
Rupp, 2005). In each work group, we surveyed a focal employee, two
work group colleagues, and their supervisor (see below for further
details). Doing so enabled us to obtain at least three responses
from each group (without supervisors), which is often used as a
criterion for aggregating group-based variables in team research
(e.g., Kostopoulos et al., 2013; Li et al., 2017). To recruit participants,
we contacted organizations and informed them about the study.
Companies and their contact information were derived from the
Swissfirms database (http://www.swissfirms.com), an official, publicly
accessible database that lists all companies within Switzerland. We
sorted companies across all industry types, which allowed us to
approach companies from diverse industries. After an organization
had given consent, we contacted supervisors via company mail and
invited them to participate with three of their subordinate work group

members. When recruiting our sample, we aimed for 250 registrations

of work groups. By the time we reached this number of registrations,
we had contacted nearly 1000 organizations. As an incentive for their
participation, we offered supervisors and the three work group mem-
bers a summary of the study results. This report contained no
individual- or group-specific results, nor any identifiers that could be
used to trace back to individuals or groups within organizations. To
be eligible for study participation, work groups had to fulfill the
abovementioned definition criteria; that is, it had to be a permanent
group with at least three members working together under the same
supervisor. In addition, “working together” was defined as “sharing
common working goals and a common workplace” to ensure that
group members worked relatively interdependently at the same loca-
tion (i.e., not remotely). When these study criteria were fulfilled, we
asked supervisors to register the subordinate work group member
whose surname appeared first alphabetically as the focal employee
and those subordinate members whose surnames appeared second
and third alphabetically as work group colleagues. To alleviate poten-
tial selection effects, we stressed the importance of adhering to this
selection rule (Shadish et al., 2002). In particular, we reassured super-
visors that no individual- or group-based information would be shared
(so that no advantage could be drawn from selecting particular group
members) and declared that using any other selection criteria
(e.g., group members' tenure) may bias the study findings. After
supervisors had registered the focal employee and the two work
group colleagues for study participation, we sent each of them an
individualized link to an online questionnaire. This individualized link
contained a code number which later allowed us to match the respec-
tive work group units.*

Focal employees responded to questions assessing their use of
self-promotion, their self-promotion climate perception within the
work group, perceived work group atmosphere, and several control
variables (see below). The two work group colleagues were likewise
asked to report their self-promotion climate perceptions within the
work group, their perceived work group atmosphere, and a number of
demographics (see below). Finally, supervisors rated their focal
employee's job performance and promotability, the performance of
the entire work group, and several demographics (see below).

3.2 | Sample

In total, 254 work group units (i.e., 1,016 individuals) registered for
study participation. Of these, 220 work group units completed study
participation (i.e., 34 work group units were removed due to incom-
plete data). In addition, 25 work group units were excluded after we
ran plausibility checks to ensure the quality of the data. More pre-
cisely, we asked focal employees and their supervisors to report focal
employees' gender and group size to ensure a match of the reported
information. If the information regarding gender and group size as
reported by focal employees and supervisors did not match, we
deleted the entire work group from the dataset. Thus, the final sample
consisted of 195 work group units (i.e., 780 individuals) who provided

usable data, yielding an overall response rate of 76.8%. This response
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rate is comparable to other studies in the field of work group climates
(e.g., Myer et al., 2016; Ozcelik, 2017; Wallace et al., 2016).

The work groups in the final sample covered various industries,
with the majority operating in services (33.3%), finance and assurance
(17.4%), and health care and social assistance (16.4%). The majority of
work groups (37.5%) were from companies with less than
50 employees or between 50 and 249 employees (29.2%); the remain-
der were from companies with employee counts of 1000-4999
(11.5%), 500-999 (7.8%), >5000 (7.3%), and 250-499 (6.8%). Focal
employees (55.4% female) were on average 36.85years old
(SD = 12.04) and had been working in their work group position for
4.78 years (ranging from 1 to 27 years, SD = 4.61). With regard to
their highest educational degree, three focal employees (1.5%) had a
doctorate degree, 89 (45.6%) had a university degree, 41 (21.0%) had
a higher vocational training, 12 (6.2%) had a high school degree, and
50 (25.6%) had vocational training. Work group colleagues (61.0%
female) were on average 39.01 years old (SD = 11.32) and had been
working in their work group position for 5.47 years (ranging from 1 to
35 years, SD = 5.50). Supervisors (34.4% female) were on average
45.92 years old (SD = 9.95) and had been working in their work group
position for 5.59 years (ranging from 1 to 27 years, SD = 4.95).

3.3 | Measures

All measures were administered in German. We followed Brislin's
(1980) translation/back-translation procedure to translate the mea-

sures from English to German.

3.31 |
promotion

Focal employee's supervisor-focused self-

We assessed focal employees' self-promotion directed at supervisors
with the measure developed by Bolino and Turnley (1999). All four
items followed the instruction phrase “Please indicate how often you
engage in these behaviors towards your supervisor.” Anchors for all
items were 1 (never) to 5 (often). Because the original item wording
included “people” or “others” as nonspecific self-promotion targets,
we replaced these terms in all items with “supervisor” to properly cap-
ture focal employees' self-promotion directed at their supervisors.
Doing so allowed us to rule out that effects of self-promotion on
supervisor-rated job performance and promotability might have been
biased by self-promotion carried out in the absence of supervisors
(e.g., self-promotion to impress colleagues). A sample item was “Make
your supervisor aware of your accomplishments”. Cronbach's alpha

was .80.

3.3.2 | Work group self-promotion climate

We assessed focal employees' and their colleagues' individual self-

promotion climate perceptions by adapting the four self-promotion

items from Bolino and Turnley (1999). Specifically, the instruction
and items were worded such that the work group was the referent.
In addition, given adequate within-group agreement (see aggregation
of group-based constructs below), individual ratings were aggre-
gated to form a measure of the shared self-promotion climate per-
ception within groups. This referent shift consensus composition
approach (Chan, 1998) is consistent with our definition of self-
promotion as a type of organizational climate and the group-based
nature of this construct. Participants were therefore instructed to
indicate the extent to which self-promotion occurs in their work
group as a whole using a 5-point scale (1 = never; 5 = often). A sam-
ple item was “In this work group, one makes others aware of one's
own accomplishments”. Cronbach's alpha for these individual ratings
was .80.

3.3.3 | Work group cohesion

We assessed focal employees' and their colleagues' individual
work group cohesion perceptions with three items by Jehn
and Mannix (2001). Participants responded to all items on a
7-point rating scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (7) strongly
agree. The items were “My work group is cohesive,” | feel like my
work group has a team spirit,” and “l would talk up my work
group to my friends as a great group to work in.” Cronbach's alpha
was .85.

3.3.4 | Supervisor-rated job performance of the
focal employee

Supervisor ratings of focal employees' overall work performance were
assessed with five items based on the measure by Wayne and
Liden (1995). Responses were made on a 7-point scale. Sample items
were “How is the overall level of performance that you observe for
this employee?” (1 = unacceptable; 7 = outstanding), “What is your
personal view of this employee in terms of her or his overall effective-
ness?” (1 = very ineffective; 7 = very effective), and “Overall, to what
extent do you feel this employee has been effectively fulfilling her or
his roles and responsibilities?” (1 = not effectively at all; 7 = very

effectively). Cronbach's alpha was .92.

335 |
employee

Supervisor-rated promotability of the focal

Supervisor ratings of promotability were assessed with the two-item
scale developed by De Pater et al. (2009), reflecting focal employees'
potential for attaining a higher position in the future. Both items were
rated on a 7-point rating scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to
(7) strongly agree. A sample item was “This employee has the capabili-
ties to successfully perform in higher-level jobs”. Cronbach's alpha

was .77.
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3.3.6 | Supervisor-rated work group performance

Supervisor ratings of work group performance were assessed with a
five-item scale by Jehn et al. (1999), tapping work groups' effective-
ness and efficiency. Responses were made on a 5-point scale. Sample
items were “How effective is your work group?” (1 = not effective at
all; 5 = very effective), “How well do you think your work group per-
forms?” (1 = very bad; 5 = very well), and “How efficient is this work
unit?” (1 = not efficient at all; 5 = very efficient). Cronbach's alpha

was .82.

3.3.7 | Control variables

In line with prior research in the field of self-presentation behavior
and organizational group climate (e.g., Harris et al., 2007), we con-
trolled for focal employees' age, gender, education, and group size. In
addition, we controlled for focal employees', work group colleagues',
and supervisors' group membership duration in order to rule out the
possibility that our findings can be attributed to how long a work
group had been working together. More precisely, it is conceivable
that supervisors, as typical targets of self-promotion attempts, might
be more or less used to such behavior directed at them as a function
of how long they have been supervising their work group. Moreover,
given that interdependence and interaction frequency may impact
influence processes within work groups (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), we
additionally controlled for the opportunity to interact in the work group
(rated by focal employees and assessed with a two-item scale by
Wanberg & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2000; Cronbach's alpha = .77).

3.4 | Aggregation of group-based constructs

We aggregated focal employees' and work group colleagues' percep-
tions of both self-promotion climate and work group cohesion. To
demonstrate the viability of our group-based measures of self-
promotion climate and work group cohesion, we calculated within-group
agreement (r,gg) and reliability (ICC(1), ICC(2)) indices (Bliese, 2000;
James et al., 1984). The median r,; was .87 for self-promotion cli-
mate and .94 for work group cohesion.? These rwgi) Values suggest
sufficient within-group agreement to justify aggregation (LeBreton &
Senter, 2007). Further, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) demon-
strated significantly more variance across versus within groups for
both self-promotion climate (F(194, 390) = 1.62, p < .001) and work
group cohesion (F(194, 390) = 2.36, p < .001). ICC(1) values were .17
for self-promotion climate and .31 for work group cohesion. Both ICC
(1) values represent moderate to moderately high values (Bliese &
Hanges, 2004); they were higher than the median value of .12
reported in the organizational literature (Bliese, 2000). ICC(2) values
for these variables were .38 and .58. These values were comparable
with those recommended for group-based constructs in the climate
literature (e.g., Liao & Rupp, 2005; Salvaggio et al., 2007; Schneider
et al, 1998). In sum, these analyses suggested that aggregation of

both self-promotion climate and work group cohesion were justified.
We therefore formed group-based measures of these variables by

averaging individual scores within each work group.

3.5 | Analytic strategy

We applied multivariate path modeling to estimate the hypothesized
model using Mplus 7 software (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2015).
Specifically, supervisor-rated focal employee's job performance and
promotability were regressed onto focal employee's supervisor-
focused self-promotion and work group self-promotion climate. Focal
employee's supervisor-focused self-promotion and work group self-
promotion climate were both centered (Cohen et al., 2003), the prod-
uct of which was used as the interaction term to test the moderation
effect (Hypothesis 1). To test Hypotheses 2 and 3, work group cohe-
sion was regressed on work group self-promotion climate; supervisor-
rated work group performance was regressed on work group cohesion
and work group self-promotion climate. In addition, we specified
effects of the control variables (i.e., focal employee gender, age, edu-
cation, group membership duration, supervisor group membership
duration, colleague group membership duration, group size, and
opportunity to interact in the work group) on work group cohesion
and the three outcome variables. To examine the postulated indirect
effect (Hypothesis 4), we conducted a 20 000-replication bias-
corrected bootstrap procedure to obtain a 95% confidence interval
(CI) of the estimated parameter, which accurately reflects the asym-
metric nature of the sampling distribution of the mediation effects
(Liu et al., 2012). In line with the literature on statistical mediation
analysis, testing indirect effects does not require a significant
predictor-outcome correlation (Hayes, 2009).

4 | RESULTS

41 | Preliminary analyses

We conducted confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to examine the con-
struct validity of all measures (i.e., focal employee supervisor-focused
self-promotion, work group self-promotion climate, supervisor-rated
job performance, supervisor-rated promotability, work group cohe-
sion, and supervisor-rated work group performance). A six-factor
model was specified by loading items on their respective latent vari-
ables. Results showed that this six-factor model fits the data well,
;(2(216, N = 195) = 409.18, p < .01, confirmatory fit index (CFl) = .93,
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) = .92, root mean square error of approxima-
tion (RMSEA) = .07, standardized root mean square residual (SRMR)
= .06. The correlations between latent factors ranged from —.19 to
.53 (Median = .10; seven out of the 15 correlations were significant at
the .05 level), thus supporting the discriminant validity of the mea-
sures. Moreover, all items significantly loaded on their respective
latent factors (standardized factor loadings ranged from .59 to 1.00).

We further fitted three alternative five-factor models and compared
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them with the six-factor model. The first five-factor model was speci-
fied by loading items of employee supervisor-focused self-promotion
and work group self-promotion climate (i.e., all self-promotion-related
items) onto the same latent factor. This five-factor model,
24221, N=195)=72005 p<.01, CFI=.83 TL =.81,
RMSEA = .11, SRMR = .09, fitted the data significantly worse than
the six-factor model A){z(S, N = 195) = 310.87, p < .01. The second
five-factor model was specified by loading items of work group self-
promotion climate and work group cohesion (i.e., all group-related
items) onto the same factor. This five-factor model,;(2(221, N = 195)
=967.75, p < .01, CFl =.74, TLI =.71, RMSEA = .13, SRMR = .12,
also vyielded a significantly worse fit than the six-factor model,
Ay4(5, N = 195) = 55857, p < .01. The third five-factor model was
specified by loading items of supervisor-rated job performance and
promotability (i.e., all supervisor-rated items of focal employees) onto
the same latent factor. This five-factor model, ;(2(221, N = 195)
=974.04, p < .01, CFl =.74, TLI =.70, RMSEA = .13, SRMR = .14,
also yielded a significantly worse fit than the six-factor model,
Ay4(5, N = 195) = 564.86, p < .01. In sum, model comparison results
showed that the measures used in the current study did indeed

TABLE 2 Unstandardized coefficients of the moderated path model

Supervisor-rated

capture distinct constructs. Means, standard deviations, reliabilities,
and intercorrelations of the study variables and the control variables

are displayed in Table 1.

4.2 | Hypothesis testing

Unstandardized coefficient estimates for the estimated path model
are displayed in Table 2. The key findings are also summarized in
Figure 2. Table 2 shows the R? of the mediators and outcomes: pre-
dictors included in our model explained 11.2% of the variance in
supervisor-rated focal employee job performance, 34.4% of the vari-
ance in supervisor-rated focal employee promotability, 16.1% of the
variance in work group cohesion, and 15.3% of the variance in
supervisor-rated work group performance. Thus, our results demon-
strated that a sizable portion of variance was explained in supervisor-
rated promotability. The variances explained in work group cohesion
and the performance-based outcomes (i.e., supervisor-rated individual
job performance and work group performance) appeared somewhat

more modest, ranging from 11% to 16%. Yet these numbers translate

Supervisor-rated Supervisor-rated

focal employee job focal employee Work group work group
performance promotability cohesion performance

Variables Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE
Intercept 6.09" .05 512" .09 543" .06 3.58" 21
Control variables

Focal employee gender 0.19 .09 -0.37 17

Focal employee age 0.00 .00 —0.06" .01

Focal employee education 0.01 .04 0.08 .07

Focal employee group membership duration 0.01 .01 -0.02 .02 0.02 .01 0.01 .01

Colleague 1 group membership duration 0.01 .01 —0.02 .02 -0.01 .01 0.00 .01

Colleague 2 group membership duration 0.00 .01 0.00 .02 -0.02 .01 —0.02" .01

Supervisor group membership duration -0.01 .01 0.01 .02 —0.03" .01 0.01 .01

Group size 0.01 .01 0.00 .02 -0.01 .01 -0.01 .01

Interaction opportunity in work group 0.23" .10 0.01 A7 051" 12 0.03 .07
Independent variables

Focal employee supervisor-focused self-promotion 0.13 .05 0.19 .10

Work group self-promotion climate —0.21 .10 -0.04 17 —0.27" A1 -0.04 .06
Interaction

Focal employee supervisor-focused self- -0.17 .08 -0.32° .14

promotion x work group self-promotion climate

Mediator

Work group cohesion 0.13" .04
Residual variances 041" .04 1.24” 13 060" .06 0.19" .02
R? 11.2% 34.4% 16.1% 15.3%

Note: N = 195.
Abbreviation: SE, standard error.
*p <.05. **p < .01.
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FIGURE 2 Unstandardized estimates of path coefficients. Effects of the control variables (i.e., focal employee gender, age, education, group
membership duration, supervisor group membership duration, colleague group membership duration, group size, and opportunity to interact in
the work group) and the direct effect between self-promotion climate and supervisor-rated work group performance are not included for the
purpose of clarity (for estimates of these variables, please see Table 2). Solid lines are statistically significant, whereas dashed lines are not.

*p < .05; **p < .01

FIGURE 3 Work group self-promotion
climate moderates the relationship between 7
focal employee supervisor-focused self-
promotion and supervisor-rated focal
employee job performance
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into medium effect sizes according to Cohen (1988; i.e., Cohen's f? of
.12-.19), thus suggesting that our performance-based findings are not
only statistically significant, but also practically meaningful
(Preacher & Kelley, 2011). Moreover, the sizes of explained variance
further correspond to earlier studies in the field of self-promotion and
specific work group climates (e.g., Den Hartog et al., 2018; Frazier &
Bowler, 2015).

Regarding Hypotheses 1a and 1b, as shown in Table 2 and
Figure 2, the interaction of focal employee supervisor-focused self-
promotion x work group self-promotion climate was significant for
both supervisor-rated focal employee job performance (y = —.17,
p < .05) and focal employee promotability (y = —.32, p < .05). Follow-
ing Cohen et al.'s (2003) recommendations, we plotted both interac-
tions at conditional values of work group self-promotion climate (1 SD
above and below the mean). These interactions are shown in Figure 3
(for supervisor-rated focal employee job performance) and Figure 4
(for supervisor-rated focal employee promotability). Simple slopes
analyses revealed that the relationships between focal employee

supervisor-focused self-promotion and both outcomes were positive

when work group self-promotion climate was low (for supervisor-
y=.23, p<.01; for
supervisor-rated focal employee promotability: y = .36, p <.01) and

rated focal employee job performance:
nonsignificant when work group self-promotion climate was high
(for supervisor-rated focal employee job performance: y = .04, ns; for
supervisor-rated focal employee promotability: y = .01, ns). The differ-
ence between the simple slopes at high and low self-promotion
climate was significant for both supervisor-rated focal employee job
performance (y = —.19, p <.05) and focal employee promotability
(y = —.35, p<.05). Given that the relationships between focal
employee supervisor-focused self-promotion and both outcomes
climate was low

high),

were positive only when self-promotion

(vs. nonsignificant when self-promotion climate was
Hypotheses 1a and 1b were supported.

Regarding the relationships among work group self-promotion
climate, work group cohesion, and supervisor-rated work group
performance (Hypotheses 2-4), results showed that work group self-
promotion climate was negatively related to work group cohesion

(y = —.27, p < .05), thus supporting Hypothesis 2.2 In turn, work group
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FIGURE 4 Work group self-promotion
climate moderates the relationship between
focal employee supervisor-focused self-
promotion and supervisor-rated focal employee
promotability
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cohesion was positively related to supervisor-rated work group per-
formance (y = .13, p <.01), thus supporting Hypothesis 3. Further-
more, the results showed a significant indirect effect of work group
self-promotion climate on supervisor-rated work group performance
via work group cohesion (95% Cl=[-.074, —.009]); thus,

Hypothesis 4 was supported.*>¢

5 | DISCUSSION

In working life, individuals often engage in self-promotion to assert
themselves and to achieve desired individual work outcomes. At the
same time, organizations increasingly rely on the use and effective
functioning of work groups (Bolino et al., 2016; Kozlowski &
ligen, 2006). Supporting our predictions, this study demonstrates that
self-promotion climate in work groups not only moderates an individ-
ual's supervisor-focused self-promotion effectiveness but also nega-
tively relates to work group outcomes. In particular, we found that an
individual employee's use of self-promotion toward their supervisor
was positively related to supervisor ratings of job performance and
promotability when the self-promotion climate in the work group was
low and unrelated to the outcomes when the self-promotion climate
was high. Furthermore, a high self-promotion climate in work groups
was associated with a lower work group cohesion and, in turn, with a
lower supervisor-rated work group performance.

As mentioned above, we found support for the proposed
interaction effects of focal employee supervisor-focused self-
promotion x work group self-promotion climate on both supervisor-
rated job performance and promotability. Yet the plots looked slightly
different for the two outcomes. Whereas self-promotion climate
exhibited an additional negative main effect on supervisor-rated job
performance, there was no main effect of self-promotion climate on
supervisor-rated promotability (see Table 2 and Figures 3 and 4). That
is, supervisors rated individuals' job performance, but not individuals'
promotability, to be higher on average in low (vs. high) self-promotion

climate groups. This might be because supervisor ratings of individual

—&— Low Self-

--48--- High Self-

Promotion
Climate

Promotion
Climate

job performance are typically less allocative than supervisor ratings of
individual promotability (Higgins et al., 2003). As such, on the one
hand, supervisor-rated individual job performance may be higher in
low (vs. high) self-promotion climate groups (e.g., because experienc-
ing a high self-promotion climate may be emotionally exhausting for
individuals, such that they are less motivated at work; Halbesleben &
Bowler, 2007; Vohs et al., 2005; Wright & Cropanzano, 1998). On the
other hand, supervisor promotability ratings may have been on aver-
age at the same level in low versus high self-promotion climate groups
because promotion opportunities, in contrast to job performance rat-
ings, are typically limited (e.g., a limited number of open positions at a
higher hierarchical level) (Higgins et al., 2003). Indeed, in line with
this reasoning, research suggests that supervisors who rate their
employees' promotability tend to account for employees' actual
chances of qualifying for a higher position in the organizational hierar-
chy (e.g., Breaugh, 2011; Higgins et al., 2003). Future research may
further examine the above explanation and the differing main effects
of self-promotion climate on the two individual work outcomes that

we found.

5.1 | Theoretical implications

The present findings offer several theoretical implications. First, the
present study links the literatures on self-promotion and climate by
introducing the construct of self-promotion climate. In particular,
while past research has mainly focused on self-promotion at work
from an individual perspective (Bolino et al., 2008; Ferris et al., 2017),
we offer insights from a climate-based view on self-promotion by the-
orizing and demonstrating that shared climate perceptions for self-
promotion have a relevant meaning and function in work groups. As
such, our findings show that it is important to recognize the relation-
ships that exist between focal individuals using self-promotion and
the social environment at work. Thus, a climate-based view on self-
promotion enables a more inclusive view of the ways that self-

promotion can be perceived and experienced at work, which
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complements existing theory on self-promotion as a process that pri-
marily unfolds between individual self-promotion actors and targets
(Gardner & Martinko, 1988; Leary & Kowalski, 1990).

Second, by identifying self-promotion climate as a critical environ-
mental moderator of self-promotion effectiveness, this study
addresses repeated claims that the social context matters for how
employee self-promotion relates to others' reactions (Ferris
et al., 2002; Gardner & Martinko, 1988; Goffman, 1959). Given that
prior research has typically focused on person-related moderators,
this study adds to a more comprehensive understanding of the multi-
ple factors that interact with employee self-promotion (e.g., Harris
et al., 2007; Klotz et al., 2018; Turnley & Bolino, 2001). Moreover,
while moderator studies (including ours) have typically refrained from
positing a generally positive main effect of self-promotion on work
outcomes, we found in our sample of individuals employed in hetero-
geneous jobs and industries that the use of self-promotion has a posi-
tive main effect on supervisor-rated job performance. Thus, our
findings somewhat challenge the existing view on self-promotion as a
tricky business (Bolino et al., 2016). In addition, these results stress
the importance of clearly differentiating the different work outcomes
of self-promotion. In particular, our findings suggest that self-
promotion, per se used to be seen as capable (Jones & Pittman, 1982),
may be conceptually closer to performance ratings—as compared to
promotability ratings that depend on a number of factors apart
from being viewed as capable in the current position (e.g., actual
promotion opportunities in the organization, personal fit to actual
promotion opportunities, and age) (Higgins et al., 2003). Relatedly, our
findings suggest that a high self-promotion climate makes specifically
supervisors, as key targets of self-promotion, less susceptible to self-
promotion attempts because of the high frequency of such attempts
specifically directed at them. Thus, our findings contribute to the liter-
ature on self-promotion more broadly (Bolino et al., 2008) by likewise
highlighting how important it is to differentiate targets of self-
promotion when predicting their reactions to such behavior.

Third, our study extends theory on self-promotion regarding
whether and how such behavior is relevant for work groups as a
whole. As noted by Bolino et al. (2016), it has thus far been unclear
whether the use of self-promotion is functional, dysfunctional, or
largely irrelevant with regard to broader organizational outcomes,
beyond individual work outcomes. Accordingly, our theorizing and
findings offer important insights suggesting that a prevailing self-
promotion climate has critical group-based implications for at least
two reasons. First, the negative relationship between self-promotion
climate and work group cohesion suggests that self-promotion does
matter for groups as a whole, not only because cohesion is a key
proxy for work group performance (e.g., Beal et al., 2003) but also
because cohesion is a core affective component of group functioning
that reflects the degree to which a group sticks together and operates
in synergistic ways (Barrick et al., 1998; Harrison et al., 1998). As such,
a high work group cohesion is desirable for individuals and organiza-
tions alike and has also been treated as a primary outcome in previous
research (e.g., Harrison et al., 1998; Stoverink et al., 2014). Second,
the indirect self-promotion climate-work group performance link

aligns with both our theorizing and prior research in the context of
individual self-promotion that has often revealed a nonsignificant
correlation between individual self-promotion and job performance
ratings (Den Hartog et al., 2018; Harris et al., 2007). Thus, our group-
based findings add to existing individual-based perspectives on self-
promotion, which likewise suggest a link between self-promotion and
performance ratings that is rather complex in nature and likely charac-
terized by various mediator and/or moderator variables (Bolino
et al.,, 2016). More specifically, our finding regarding the mediating
role of work group cohesion helps explain part of this complexity,
such that the link between self-promotion climate and supervisor-
rated work group performance becomes evident.

5.2 | Practical implications

There are at least two practical implications that follow from our
research. First, work group members may benefit from knowing that
self-promotion attempts, such as making supervisors aware of one's
own capabilities and accomplishments, may have better odds of suc-
cess in a work environment characterized by a lower self-promotion
climate. In particular, when group members perceive a high self-
promotion climate, it may be useful for them to take these
climate-based cues into consideration and realize that the use of
self-promotion toward their supervisor may be largely ineffective
(at least in improving supervisor ratings of their performance and
promotability). Likewise, supervisors should be aware of the possibility
that they may respond to self-promotion attempts differently
depending on the prevailing self-promotion climate. More specifically,
supervisors may benefit from knowing that they may be more suscep-
tible to self-promotion attempts when the self-promotion climate is
low (rather than high). This may then impact how they judge their
employees' performance and promotability.

Second, organizations and supervisors should be aware of the
potentially negative consequences that a high self-promotion climate
may have for work groups (in terms of cohesiveness and perfor-
mance). In addition, the insights resulting from our study would also
be relevant for HR specialists. More specifically, because organiza-
tional climates result in part from HR practices (Bowen &
Ostroff, 2004; Schneider et al., 2017), HR specialists may contribute
to a lower self-promotion climate by promoting a reward structure
that is objective and results oriented, instead of subjective and
behavior-oriented (see e.g., Delery & Doty, 1996). Such a reward
structure may potentially limit (at least to some extent) self-promotion

instrumentality and usage in work groups.

5.3 | Limitations and directions for future research
First, our measures of work group self-promotion climate and work
group cohesion stemmed from the same sources, thus rendering some
findings prone to common method bias. However, in our design, we

aggregated multiple ratings of the self-promotion climate and
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cohesion in work groups and incorporated supervisor ratings of indi-
vidual job performance, promotability, and work group performance,
all of which aimed to alleviate this risk to some extent (Podsakoff
et al., 2003). In addition, the presence of a significant interaction
effect between focal employees' supervisor-focused self-promotion
and work group self-promotion climate further suggests that common
method bias is less likely to be a concern for the current research
(Holland, 1986). However, we still encourage future research to
cross-validate our findings with additional other-rated measures of
self-promotion climate or cohesion in work groups (e.g., additional
supervisor ratings).

Second, the present study design limits causal inferences. How-
ever, as mentioned in the theory section, previous results from experi-
mental research on the effects of individual self-promotion behavior
on others' ratings provide support for the proposed direction of cau-
sality (e.g., Bolino et al., 2014; Wayne & Ferris, 1990). Moreover, we
were able to further support the proposed causal direction between
work group self-promotion climate and work group cohesion in an
additional experimental study (see Appendix A for details). Further,
there are also longstanding theoretical arguments that position work
group cohesion as a key group process variable in shaping work group
performance (e.g., Evans & Dion, 1991). Yet we encourage future
research to further examine these relationships on a longitudinal
basis.

This study offers several avenues for future research. First, future
research may consider additional factors that interact with self-
promotion at work. In particular, it may be fruitful to jointly study
environmental and person-related moderator variables. Such an
approach may help us better understand the relative importance and
interplay of different moderator variables. For example, given that
prior research shows that employees with certain interpersonal abili-
ties such as political skill (Harris et al., 2007) and self-monitoring
(Turnley & Bolino, 2001) use self-promotion more successfully, it is
conceivable that the self-promotion attempts of employees low in
such interpersonal abilities might not provoke a positive reaction from
supervisors even when self-promotion climate is low. Second, while
we focused on supervisors as key targets of self-promotion attempts,
future research may also consider coworkers' reactions to individual
self-promotion attempts. To better understand coworkers' reactions,
it appears worthwhile to further differentiate the specific target of
self-promotion (Maher et al, 2018). In particular, coworkers
might react very differently depending on whether an individual's
self-promotion is specifically directed toward them (i.e., coworkers as
targets of self-promotion) versus toward relevant others such as
supervisors (i.e., coworkers as bystanders in the presence of relevant
others) (Bolino et al., 2008). For example, assuming a certain level of
competition among employees to get ahead, coworkers might react
more negatively in the latter bystander role in which an individual's
self-promotion behavior aims to impress the supervisor.

Third, future research may examine antecedents of self-
promotion climate in order to obtain a more comprehensive
understanding of this construct. For example, as previously

mentioned, supervisors are often preferred self-promotion targets

(Bolino et al., 2008). Yet supervisors are likely to also play a key role
as “climate engineers” (e.g., Frazier & Bowler, 2015; Mayer
et al., 2007), such that they shape the self-promotion climate within
their work groups through their own enactment of self-promotion.
More precisely, it is likely that by engaging in self-promotion, supervi-
sors act as role models (Bandura & Walters, 1977) and set a certain
standard within their work groups in terms of the level of self-
promotion that is common practice (Mawritz et al., 2012). Moreover,
it is also likely that supervisors' self-promotion alters how they per-
ceive and evaluate focal employees' self-promotion. In addition, a
work group's self-promotion climate might also be influenced by
organizational characteristics. For example, it is conceivable that the
extent to which a clan culture (characterized by a fraternal relation-
ship between the individual and the organization that rests on mutual
interests) versus a market culture (characterized by a contractual rela-
tionship that rests on self-interest) (Kerr & Slocum, 2005) prevails
within an organization affects the prevalence of self-promotion cli-
mate. More precisely, based on self-promotion's self-serving nature
(Jones & Pittman, 1982), one may speculate that a culture in which
self-interest and contractual relationships are valued (i.e.,, a market
culture) leads to a higher self-promotion climate, compared to a cul-
ture in which mutual interest and loyalty is valued (i.e., a clan culture).

Fourth, future research may explore the possibility that self-
promotion climate might also be perceived as an injunctive norm.
Although we examined self-promotion climate as a descriptive norm
due to theoretical reasons and to be consistent with the existing cli-
mate literature that focuses on questionable organizational behaviors
(e.g., Mawritz et al., 2014; Priesemuth et al., 2014), future research
may explore whether employees also hold shared perceptions of the
extent to which self-promotion is at least informally accepted or
encouraged by supervisors and the organization. Future research may
also examine whether shared climate perceptions of descriptive and
(implicit) injunctive norms regarding self-promotion may coexist
and perhaps even positively correlate. Indeed, one might speculate
that when self-promotion occurs often (denoting descriptive norms),
it might also be perceived as seemingly accepted (denoting injunctive
norms). As such, future research may further explore whether our
moderator findings can be generalized to injunctive norms regarding
self-promotion—that is, whether self-promotion that is collectively
viewed as highly accepted in certain work contexts would in fact be
ineffective in those contexts.

Fifth, future research may also delve more deeply into the poten-
tial differential effects of self-promotion climate in work groups. For
example, whereas the present study indicates that a high self-
promotion climate lowers work group cohesion, it is conceivable that
shared climate perceptions affect individuals' work-related attitudes
and behaviors as well (e.g., Lin & Leung, 2014; Morrison et al., 2011).
Thus, examining how self-promotion climate may shape relevant atti-
tudes and behaviors of employees (e.g., job satisfaction, intention to
leave, or actual turnover) could be critical to further our understanding
of self-promotion climate.

Moreover, in light of the negative relationship between self-

promotion climate and work group outcomes, it is also important to

85U0|7 SUOWILIOD BAEa.D 3|qedjdde aup Aq peuenob afe sejonie VO ‘8sN Jo Se|ni Joj Aeiq1T8ulUO A8]I/M UO (SUOTPUD-PUE-SWLBI W0 A8 | 1M ARIq U1 UO//SANY) SUORIPUOD PUe SLLB | 841 885 *[£202/TT/90] Uo AriqiTauluO A8 |IM ‘1o alwepexy 8ydsiezemyds Aq G2 qol/z00T 0T/I0p/woo A8 |im Aiq1pul|uo//sdny wouy pepeojumod ‘8 ‘TZ0Z ‘6ET660T



GROSS ET AL

WILEY— | 1055

identify moderators that can help to buffer this relationship. In partic-
ular, given that multiple specific climates can occur at the same time
and can interactively affect work outcomes (e.g., Myer et al., 2016),
there might be situations in which a high self-promotion climate is less
of a concern. For example, it is conceivable that a high interpersonal
and/or procedural justice climate (i.e., the shared perception of how
fairly the work group is treated interpersonally and in terms of
decision-making procedures; Liao & Rupp, 2005; Naumann &
Bennett, 2000) alleviates the negative outcomes of self-promotion cli-
mate. As such, when interpersonal and/or procedural justice climate
are high, group members collectively perceive their group to be
treated fairly. In this case, the shared perception of people being con-
cerned with promoting themselves may be less threatening to group
members, thus making negative consequences for work group func-

tioning less likely.

6 | CONCLUSION

The present study illustrates how self-promotion climate within work
groups can not only lower the effectiveness of employees' self-
promotive behaviors toward their supervisors but also diminish work
group cohesion and supervisor-rated work group performance. In
doing so, this research unites the literatures on self-promotion and cli-
mate, thus arriving at a more integrated understanding of self-
promotion in work groups for both individuals and the work group as

a whole.
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ENDNOTES

1 We followed various recommendations to ensure data quality
(e.g., Porter et al., 2018). More precisely, (a) we informed participants
that study participation was voluntary, (b) we assured participants that
all surveys would be anonymized, (c) we clarified that the summary of
study findings would contain no individual- or group-specific information
nor other identifiers, (d) we encouraged supervisors to allow their
subordinates to fill out the survey during working hours, and (e) we gave
participants the option to have their data removed upon questionnaire
completion.

2 To compute rygp, We used a rectangular null distribution (James
et al., 1984). For the 15 groups with out-of-range values (<0 or >1), we
set ryg() to zero before computing an average (LeBreton & Senter, 2007;
Lindell & Brandt, 2000).

3 We conducted an experimental study that further supported the pro-
posed causal direction between work group self-promotion climate and
work group cohesion (see Appendix A for more details). We thank an
anonymous reviewer for this valuable suggestion.

4 To test the robustness of our findings, we reran the model without any
control variables. The results did not change and can be obtained from
the authors.

5> To demonstrate that self-promotion climate explains incremental
variance over and above perceived organizational politics as another con-
textual perception construct that has been shown to moderate the self-
promotion-outcome link (Zivhuska et al., 2004), we reran the model
including perceived organizational politics (measured with the six-item
scale from Hochwarter et al., 2003) as an additional moderator of the
relationship between individual employee supervisor-focused self-
promotion and supervisor-rated employee job performance and promot-
ability. Results did not change and can be requested from the authors.

o

While the relationships between all our study variables regarding the
focal employee and the entire work group performance occur at a single
level (i.e., between groups and focal employees, respectively), the effect
of work group self-promotion climate on work group cohesion can occur
at two levels: between groups (i.e., our hypothesized effect) and within
groups (due to the multiple ratings from the focal employee and the
work group colleagues that are available for these work group con-
structs). Thus, to account for the effects on both levels in predicting
work group cohesion (Antonakis et al., 2021; Preacher et al., 2010), we
reran our model by applying multilevel structural equation modeling
(MSEM; Liidtke et al., 2008). In contrast to traditional multilevel model-
ing, MSEM enables a simultaneous testing of a multivariate model
including between-level outcomes such as in the case of all our
supervisor-rated outcome variables (e.g., Preacher et al., 2010). When
testing our model with this multilevel approach, the results did not
change and can be obtained from the authors.
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APPENDIX A.

A.1 | Description of the additional experimental study

We conducted an additional experimental study to substantiate the
proposed direction of the effect between work group self-promotion
climate and work group cohesion. In particular, we tested whether
employees working in teams differ in the extent to which they
would perceive cohesion in their work group if their work group was
characterized by either low versus high levels of self-promotion

climate.

A.2 | Sample, materials, and procedures
We collected data from 100 individuals who indicated they were cur-

rently working on a team with the help of a market research company

(Respondi; http://www.respondi.de). In total, 43.0% of participants
were female and participant ages ranged from 22 to 65 years
(M=4477, SD=11.47). Average tenure was 11.20 years
(SD =9.39), and average work group membership duration was
7.17 years (SD = 6.25). In total, 4.0% had a certificate of secondary
education, 52.0% had vocational training, 12.0% had a bachelor's
degree, 27.0% had a master's degree, and 5.0% had a doctoral degree.
Participants worked in a variety of industry types, the most prevalent
being health and social affairs (17.0%), information technology
(12.0%), public administration (12.0%), and trade and repair (8.0%).
Data were collected online using a between-subjects design.
Participants were first instructed to imagine they were working in a
team with a specific climate, after which they were randomly assigned
to a scenario describing a work group with either a low self-promotion
climate (n = 50) or a work group with a high self-promotion climate
(n = 50). These vignettes were designed such that they (a) aligned
with the definition of self-promotion climate in our main study and
(b) presented the same self-promotion climate items of the adapted
measure from Bolino and Turnley (1999) that we used in the main
study. In particular, the vignettes were worded such that the partici-
pants had to imagine working in a team where “the following never/
often occurs,” followed by the self-promotion climate items. A sample
item was “In this work group, one makes others aware of own accom-
plishments.” Participants then reported the amount of work group
cohesion they would perceive based on the respective self-promotion
climate vignette (using the same three-item scale from Jehn &
Mannix, 2001, as in the main study) and provided their answers to

various demographics.

A.3 | Results

In line with our propositions, participants in the low self-promotion
climate condition perceived significantly more work group cohesion
compared to those in the high self-promotion climate condition (t[98]
= 246, p < .05, Cohen's d = .49). Hence, the results of this additional
experimental study lend further evidence for the proposed causal
direction between work group self-promotion climate and work group
cohesion.
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