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(e.g., Viswesvaran, Schmidt, & Ones, 2005). Thus, political skill may be a more direct 

predictor of task performance ratings than actual task performance (Jawahar et al., 2008). 

It is conceivable that political skill could have a similar effect on other work-

relevant behavior, such as political behavior. This parallel is especially likely when one 

considers the ease with which politically skilled individuals maintain trust while 

concealing motives. Further, it is likely that the more negative internal experience felt by 

those with low political skill is aversive, resulting in less inclination to engage in those 

behaviors. Political skill then interacts with emotions to have a conditional effect on 

political behavior intentions, and another conditional effect on the indirect relationship 

from politics perceptions to political behavior intentions via emotion. Those who 

experience anger may use their political skill to attain resources and security in a more 

hostile environment. Additionally, their heightened skill at concealing their motives may 

make them more likely to engage in political behavior. For those experiencing sympathy, 

they may be similarly predisposed to using political behavior, but in a more positive 

situation their political skill may mean they recognize the benefits associated with 

organization-serving political behavior.  

Hypothesis 16: Political Skill will moderate the strength of the relationship 

between Emotion and Political Behavior Intention such that (a) the relationship 

between Sympathy and Organization-Serving Political Behavior Intention will be 

stronger under strong Political Skill and weaker under weak Political Skill, and 

(b) the relationship between Anger and Self-Serving Political Behavior Intention 

will be stronger under strong Political Skill and weaker under weak Political Skill. 
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Hypothesis 17: Political Skill will moderate the strength of the indirect 

relationship between Politics Perceptions and Political Behavior Intentions such 

that (a) the mediated relationship from Positive Politics Perceptions to 

Organization-Serving Political Behavior Intention via Sympathy (Hypothesis 13a) 

will be stronger under high Political Skill and weaker under a weak Political Skill, 

and (b) the mediated relationship from Negative Politics Perceptions to Self-

Serving Political Behavior Intention via Anger (Hypothesis 13b) will be stronger 

under high Political Skill and weaker under a weak Political Skill. 

Figure 5 shows the hypothesized relationship for paths related to Study 2.  

Study 2: Method 

Participants 

Data collection for Study 2 was done as part of the same data collection effort as 

Study 1 using a survey administered online through Qualtrics. As described in Study 1, 

516 participants of 18 years or older were recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. 

Through checks for recent employment, time expended on the survey, attention checks, 

and a manipulation check, 133 were removed resulting in a final sample size of 383. This 

met the estimated minimum sample size of 360 needed to achieve sufficient power 

(Schumacher & Lomax, 2010).  

 Univariate and multivariate outliers were investigated. There were 13 multivariate 

outliers identified, but investigation of these cases found no clear grounds for removal. 

Analyses were conducted with and without them and no substantive differences were 

found (model fit, path coefficients, correlations). The results reported here include all 383 

participants. 
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As reported previously, this sample’s average age was 36.16 years (range = 18 - 

70, SD = 11.25), and 46.2% were female. The largest racial demographic was white 

(73.9%) and most participants were currently employed (95.3%). The average 

employment with their current employer was 5.8 years (range = 0 - 44, SD = 5.90), and 

they worked an average of 39.7 hours per week (range = 3 - 80, SD = 9.06). The most 

common industries were retail (15.4%), education (9.9%), technology-related professions 

(9%), and healthcare (8.6%).  

Procedure 

Data Collection. Participants completed a survey online using Qualtrics. The 

survey consisted of an initial set of measures (demographics questions, attribution style, 

and political skill), the stimulus videos, and then a final set of measures (inferred motive, 

attribution, politics perceptions, acceptance of political behavior, emotion, and political 

behavior intentions).  

Materials 

Videos. Study 2 used the same videos as Study 1. The videos were created based 

on critical incidents collected during the pilot study. Please see the explanation given in 

Study 1 for details of video development. 

Politics perceptions. The same scale used to measure politics perceptions in 

Study 1 was used in Study 2. As described in Study 1, this measure had four positive 

politics perceptions items and five negative politics perceptions items. After removal of 

one negative politics item for low loading, the scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .80 and 

composite reliability of .87. Due to reverse coding of negative items, higher scores on 

this scale indicate more positive perceptions and lower scores indicate more negative 
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perceptions. See Appendix C for the politics perceptions scale items. It should be noted 

that politics perceptions was the only variable with reverse coding in this model. 

 Emotion. Anger and sympathy were assessed using scales created for each 

emotion (see Appendix C). The scales were generally based on Reisenzein (1986), but the 

item statements were slightly modified and additional statements added. Anger had five 

items and sympathy had six items. Participants were asked to rate the level of anger or 

sympathy they felt toward the target in the video. Sample items are “How much 

sympathy would you feel for the target?” and “How angry would you feel at the target?”  

Responses were made using a five-point Likert scale (1 = None to 5 = A Lot). The anger 

scale had a reliability of .96 and sympathy of .93. Both scales can be found in Appendix 

C. 

Political behavior intentions. The items for this scale were collected and adapted 

from several different scales measuring general influence tactics (Schriescheim & 

Hinkin, 1990), subordinate influence tactics (Wayne & Ferris, 1990), political behavior 

(Treadway, Hochwarter, Kacmar, & Ferris, 2005), and use of political tactics (Schoel, 

1995). After pilot testing, there were 10 items for political behavior intentions to benefit 

personal objectives and 10 for political behavior intentions to benefit work objectives. In 

the survey, intentions based on work objectives were assessed separately from those 

based on personal objectives, following the general framework used by Schoel (1995). 

Participants were given descriptions of work- and personal-benefit objectives and asked 

to consider the likelihood of performing the item behaviors to achieve benefits similar to 

the examples using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Very Unlikely to 5 = Very Likely). 

Therefore, the item “I would use my connections at work to achieve my objectives” was 
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presented for both types of political behavior. Both scales had ten items and showed good 

reliability; political behavior intentions personal (PBIP) had a Cronbach’s alpha of .88 

and political behavior intentions work (PBIW) had an alpha of .83. 

It should be noted that simultaneous analysis of both intention type scales was 

expected to produce a factor associated with each intention type (work or personal 

benefit). However, using exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and CFA, it became clear that 

these items did not fall into sub-factors corresponding to personal and work objectives. 

When constrained to two factors, the items in each were a mix of personal and work 

objectives. The CFA revealed that each was best modeled as having two dimensions that 

could be interpreted as a support dimension (behavior oriented specifically to gaining the 

support of others) and a more general influence dimension. Based on these results, I 

decided to model the two types of behavioral intentions separately but allowed them to 

covary. Neither scale had any reverse coding, so higher scores mean greater behavior 

intentions on each scale. Please see Table 3 for the CFA model fit results for these two 

scales. Both scales are provided in Appendix C. 

Acceptance of political behavior. Participants’ acceptance of political behavior 

was assessed with a set of items primarily composed of the Schoel’s (1995) attitudes 

toward politics scale, with supplementation by modified items from Zahra’s (1989) 

attitudes regarding organizational politics scale. Following the procedure described in 

Schoel (1995), a general definition of organizational politics was provided to participants 

in addition to a list of objectives (work-related or personal benefit-related). Participants 

were asked to rate their agreement with a set of statements relating to organizational 

politics in the context of work-related or personal benefit-related objectives using a five-
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point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree). The scale had 18 items; 

nine for work-related objectives and nine for personal benefit-related objectives. An 

example item is “It is wrong for employees to use political tactics to accomplish their 

work-related objectives” and the scale showed a Cronbach’s alpha of .94 and a composite 

reliability of .96. Negatively worded items were reverse coded so higher scores on this 

scale indicate greater acceptance of political behavior. This scale is provided in Appendix 

C. 

 Political Skill. Ferris et al.’s (2005) Political Skill Inventory was used to measure 

participant political skill. The scale consists of 18 items such as “I am good at using my 

connections and networks to make things happen at work” (p. 150). Participants were 

asked to indicate how much they agreed with the statements using a 7-point Likert scale 

(1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree). The scale had good reliability with an 

alpha of .93. Because it has four dimensions, composite reliability was also computed and 

found to be .95. This scale is provided in Appendix C. 

Data Analytic Procedure 

The types of analysis for Study 2 mirror that used in Study 1. As such, the 

following explanation will be brief and targeted to the hypotheses in Study 2.  

Data were analyzed using SPSS (IBM, 2015) and the statistical software package 

R (R Core Team, 2013). Parceling was used and followed the procedure outlined in Little 

et al. (2002). Both CFA and SEM were used and evaluated using χ2 statistic, the RMSEA 

(Steiger & Lind, 1990), the CFI (Bentler, 1990), and the NNFI (Bentler, 1980). RMSEA 

signifies model fit relative to degrees of freedom with values less than .08 interpreted as 

acceptable fit and less than .05 as very good fit. CFI and NNFI are comparative indices, 
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and for each .90 indicates acceptable fit and .95 very good fit. As there are no universally 

recognized values for fit, these cutoffs will be used as guidelines (Schumacher & Lomax, 

2010).  

Structural validity of the scales was determined using CFA and hypothesis, 

moderation, and mediation model testing were conducted using the lavaan package in R 

(Rosseel, 2012) and Maximum Likelihood Estimation. A two-step analysis for SEM was 

used (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) consisting of an initial measurement model tested with 

CFA and then a structural model tested with SEM. Direct path hypothesis testing used the 

standardized regression weights produced by the final structural model (Hypotheses 11 

and 12). 

Testing of moderation hypotheses (Hypotheses 14, 16, and the research question) 

followed the procedure described by Kenny and Judd (1984; Cortina, Chen, & Dunlap, 

2001). After creating the latent cross-product terms and constraining composite indicators 

and their error variances according to their procedure, the fit of the additive model was 

compared to the model without the interaction term. Moderation was concluded when the 

additive model showed significantly better fit (Mathieu, Tannenbaum, & Salas, 1992). 

Mediation (Hypotheses 13) was tested with bootstrapping in R (James et al., 

2006; Preacher et al., 2007). Bootstrapping allowed for the decomposition of indirect 

effects on the latent outcomes of political behavior intentions via emotion. Ninety-five 

percent confidence intervals that do not include zero indicated significance.  

Study 2: Results 

All measures demonstrated good fit upon CFA examination. One item was 

removed from the politics perceptions scale based on low factor loading, but all other 
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scale items loaded appropriately. See Table 3 for goodness of fit statistics for the 

measures and Appendix C for scale items. 

Hypothesized model. The measurement model achieved good fit (χ2[168] 

=409.17, p < .001; RMSEA = .06; CFI = .97; NNFI = .96) as did the structural model 

(χ2[175] =466.18, p < .001; RMSEA = .07; CFI = .96; NNFI = .95). Table 6 shows these 

and all subsequent model fit statistics. The hypothesized model did not include direct 

paths from politics perceptions to political behavior intentions, so two models which 

added these paths were tested. The first model included a direct path to personal benefit 

political behavior intentions. It achieved good fit (χ2[174] = 464.96, p < .001; RMSEA = 

.07; CFI = .96; NNFI = .95), but was not a significantly better fitting model than the 

hypothesized model (Δc2[1] = 1.22, p = .27). The added path was not significant (b = 

.08, p = .28). The next model included a path from politics perceptions to work benefits 

political behavior intentions. As in the previous model, it had acceptable fit (χ2[174] 

=462.97, p < .001; RMSEA = .07; CFI = .96; NNFI = .95), but it also was not 

significantly better fitting than the hypothesized model (Δχ2[1] = 3.21, p < .07). The 

added path approached, but did not reach significance (b = .13, p = .09). There were no 

other path additions that were logical, and so the hypothesized model was retained for 

subsequent hypothesis testing. See Figure 6 for this model. 

Direct relationships. Hypothesis 11 asserted a relationship between politics 

perceptions and emotion, and it was supported. Positive politics perceptions were 

significantly related to sympathy (g = .69, p < .001) and negative politics perceptions 

were related to anger (g = .66, p < .001). Hypothesis 12a proposed that sympathy would 

be related to work benefit political behavior intentions, but this relationship only 
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approached significance (g = .07, p = .06). The relationship between anger and personal 

benefit political behavior intentions, hypothesis 12b, was not supported (g = .00, p = 

1.00). Thus, hypothesis 12 was not supported.  

Indirect relationships. There were two indirect paths hypothesized as part of 

hypothesis 13. Hypothesis 13a asserted that the effect of positive politics perceptions on 

work benefit political behavior intentions would be indirectly transmitted through 

sympathy, and hypothesis 13b proposed the relationship between negative politics 

perceptions and personal benefit political behavior intentions would operate through 

anger. Hypothesis 13a was supported (PE b = .07, p = .05; 95% CI [.01, .24]), but 13b 

(PE b = .01, p = .75; 95% CI [-.10, .13]) was not. Therefore, hypothesis 13 was partially 

supported in that there was a significant indirect relationship via sympathy between 

positive politics perceptions and behavior intentions to benefit work. 

Moderation and moderated mediation. There were six hypothesized 

moderations, but none of the additive models for these moderations proved to be 

significantly better fitting. Hypothesis 14 proposed moderation by acceptance of political 

behavior on the paths from the emotions to political behavior intentions. Neither the path 

from sympathy (Δχ2[1] = .26, p = .61) nor the path from anger (Δχ2[1] = .01, p = .91) 

were significantly moderated by acceptance of political behavior. Political skill did not 

have a conditional effect on the paths from sympathy (Δχ2[1] = .67, p = .41) or anger 

(Δχ2[1] = .15, p = .70) to behavioral intentions, thus hypothesis 16 was not supported. A 

research question was posed as to the conditional effects of acceptance of political 

behavior on the relationship between positive politics perceptions and sympathy and 

negative politics perceptions and anger. Neither interaction significantly related to 
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sympathy (Δχ2[1] = .91, p = .34) nor anger (Δχ2[1] = .88, p = .77). Due to the lack of 

support for the moderation hypotheses, the further testing of moderated mediation in 

Hypotheses 15 and 17 was not warranted. 

Post Hoc Analyses. I was interested in how the phenomena in Study 1 and Study 

2 could work together, so I designed two post hoc models to illuminate how attribution of 

political behavior related to emotions and political behavior intentions independently.  

In the first model, Post Hoc Model B, I considered possible indirect effects 

through politics perceptions, and I modeled acceptance of political behavior as a potential 

moderator on the attribution to politics perceptions relationship. See Figure 7 for Post 

Hoc Model B. The measurement model (χ2[48] = 122.34, p < .001; RMSEA = .06; CFI = 

.98; NNFI = .97) and structural models both had good fit (χ2[82] =186.16, p < .001; 

RMSEA = .06; CFI = .98; NNFI = .98) indicating that this system of relationships is a 

good fit to the data. The standardized coefficients demonstrated several significant paths. 

As in Study 1, attribution was positively related to politics perceptions (g = .58, p < .001), 

thus more attributions of selfishness corresponded with more negative politics 

perceptions. Politics perceptions were inversely related to anger (b = -.30, p < .001); the 

more negative the perceptions, the more anger was experienced. However, the path to 

sympathy was not supported and did not approach significance as it did in the a priori 

Study 2 model (b = .05, p = .47). These results indicate that the positive or negative 

quality of the attribution is reflected in the perceptions of politics, that the type of 

perceptions affected anger but was unrelated to sympathy. 

Indirect and conditional effects on sympathy and anger via politics perceptions 

were also tested. The indirect path to sympathy was not supported (PE b = .03, p = .51; 



POSITIVE VS. NEGATIVE POLITICS PERCEPTIONS 96 

95% CI [-.06, .12]), but the path to anger was (PE b = -.18, p < .001; 95% CI [-.58, -.11]). 

Thus, the indirect path is also indicative of negative perceptions association with 

increased anger. It should be noted, however, that the direct path is also significant (b 

= -.45, p < .001), thus the path through politics perceptions represents only part of the 

effect on anger. The direct path from attribution to sympathy was also significant (b = 

.64, p < .001). Positive, helpful team player attributions were associated with sympathetic 

emotional reactions. Thus, in this study, attribution was related to emotion; however, its 

effects on sympathy were direct while those on anger were partially indirect. Acceptance 

of political behavior demonstrated a significant relationship with politics perceptions (g = 

.37, p < .001) such that the greater the acceptance of political behavior, the more positive 

the politics perceptions. However, an interaction effect between it and attribution on 

politics perceptions was not found (Δχ2[1] = .65, p = .42). 

Post Hoc Model C also incorporated the path from attribution to politics 

perception with moderation by acceptance of political behavior. The endogenous 

variables, however, were work- and personal-benefit political behavior intentions. The 

model also included moderation of the paths from politics perceptions to these intentions 

by political skill. See Figure 8 for Post Hoc Model C. Both the measurement model 

(χ2[120] = 306.05, p < .001; RMSEA = .06; CFI = .97; NNFI = .96) and the structural 

model (χ2[123] = 328.86, p < .001; RMSEA = .07; CFI = .96; NNFI = .95) demonstrated 

good fit. As found in the previous post hoc test, attribution was positively related to 

politics perceptions (g = .59, p < .001), and acceptance of political behavior was 

significantly related to politics perceptions (g = .40, p < .001). Greater acceptance of 

positive political behavior was associated with positive politics perceptions. The 
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interaction of acceptance of political behavior and attribution on politics perceptions was 

not supported (Δχ2[1] = .41, p = .52). Interestingly, this model found a positive 

relationship with both types of political behavior intentions: political behavior intentions 

for work benefit (b = .49, p < .001) and personal benefit (b = .50, p < .001). Politics 

perceptions was reverse coded such that higher scores indicated positive perceptions and 

lower scores mean more negative perceptions, but the behavior intention scales had no 

reverse coding and simply indicate magnitude of behavior intention. More positive 

politics perceptions resulted in more political behavior intentions of both types, and more 

negative politics perceptions result in less political behavior intentions of both types. 

Though political skill did contribute to political behavior intentions for work benefit (b = 

.27, p < .001), it did not have an interaction with politics perceptions (Δχ2[1] = 1.25, p = 

.26). Similarly, it related to intentions for personal benefit (b = .22, p < .001), but did not 

moderate politics perceptions’ effects (Δχ2[1] = .24, p = .62).  

The indirect paths analysis for Post Hoc Model C revealed more about the 

relationship between political behavior and the formation of political behavior intentions. 

The direct path from attribution to political behavior intentions for work benefit 

approached significance (b = -.14, p = .07), and the path to personal benefit intentions 

was significant (b = -.21, p < .01). While not fully supported for work-benefit behavior 

intentions, the direct path results indicate that the more negative the attribution, the 

higher the intentions to engage in either type of political behavior. However, the positive 

signs of the indirect effects imply a different and positive relationship: work benefit (PE 

b = .29, p < .01; 95% CI [.08, .40]) and personal benefit (PE b = .29, p < .01; 95% CI 

[.11, .60]). I also examined the total effects on each outcome and found total effects on 
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personal benefit behavior intentions (PE b = .15, p < .05; 95% CI [.04, .20]) were 

significant, but were not on work benefit intentions (PE b = .09, p < .13; 95% CI [-.40, 

.22]).  

In the case of behavior intentions to benefit the self, the significant indirect and 

direct paths had opposite signs. Situations like this are called inconsistent mediation and 

may be associated with suppression effects in which the inclusion of the mediator results 

in an increase in the strength of the direct path (MacKinnon, Krull, & Lockwood, 2000). 

Focusing on political behavior intentions we see that the signs are opposite, but the direct 

path is not larger than the total effect when the indirect path is present. As the total effects 

on personal benefit behavior intentions were smaller than the direct effect, this is not 

interpreted as suppression according to MacKinnon et al. (2000). Though the two paths 

are not consistent in their signs, it cannot be concluded that politics perceptions 

accentuates the relationship between attribution and political behavior intentions. 

MacKinnon et al. (2000) noted this type of inconsistent mediation is possible by chance, 

thus these results should be taken with caution. As a final check on these indirect 

relationships, I examined the direct effects when the indirect paths were constrained. 

When the indirect paths are constrained to zero, the direct relationships between 

attribution and both behavioral intention outcomes are significant and positive: work 

benefit (b = .17, p < .01) and personal benefit (b = .12, p < .05).  

The results from Post Hoc Model C can be interpreted to mean that more positive 

attributions and politics perceptions are associated with increased political behavior 

intentions of both types. Increased acceptance of political behavior corresponded with 

increased positive politics perceptions, and the higher one’s political skill, the greater the 
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political behavior intentions of both types. Attribution is indirectly related to both 

behavioral intention outcomes, and directly to personal-benefit behavior intentions.  

Study 2: Discussion 

The goal of Study 2 was to understand how politics perceptions affected the 

political behavior intentions of those who witness political behavior, and how that may be 

different for positive and negative politics perceptions. The results were mixed. As 

hypothesized, sympathy and anger showed significant relationships with politics 

perceptions. Participants’ emotional reactions to their politics perceptions were as 

expected, but the subsequent paths to behavior intentions were not supported. Past 

research with social conduct theory found that emotions were linked to behavioral 

reactions (e.g., Weiner, 1996, 2000), and these findings are in contradiction with that. A 

possible explanation is that though the experience of watching a video may have allowed 

participants to have emotional reactions, these emotional reactions were simply not 

strong enough to trigger substantial behavioral intentions. In fact, the mean scores for 

sympathy (M = 2.15, SD = 1.05) and anger (M = 2.75, SD = 1.26) were moderate in 

strength, thus the emotions were not intensely felt. This level of emotional reaction may 

simply not have been enough to allow for the projected behavioral intentions that the 

survey asked for. Alternatively, the viewing experience may not have effectively 

demonstrated how political behavior would be useful in the organizations depicted. The 

distance from an actual situation or a lack of clarity about how using political behavior 

would play out could diminish the likelihood of participants reporting intentions to 

behavior politically. 
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It may also be that in this more sterile experimental setting behavioral intentions 

simply would not develop. When in an organization, individuals are surrounded by 

political behavior, organizational climate and culture regarding politics, and have history 

with other potential political actors. All of this may make emotional responses more 

intense or more focused resulting in stronger intentions to react politically. Perhaps if the 

participants were actively engaged in a political situation, physically present to the 

behavior they witnessed, or somehow invested in the outcomes of the situation, rather 

than merely observing actors on a screen, a more powerful effect would have been seen. 

It may also be that without the imminent need for a behavioral reaction, intentions were 

too amorphous for participants to adequately gauge in their responses. Remembering that 

the study asked participants to picture themselves in a fictitious situation and then to 

project how they would react. This may be too great a leap for most people.  

When Post Hoc Model C was tested absent the emotions variables, the 

relationships between perceptions and behavior intentions were significant. This is in 

contrast with what was found in the a priori model tested in Study 2. Additionally, the 

significant correlations between politics perceptions and personal-benefit political 

behavior intentions (r = .30, p < .001) and work benefit political behavior intentions (r = 

.32, p < .001) imply that the relationships exist, but that emotions took up much of the 

variance in the Study 2 model.  See Table 5 for correlations for this study and Table 7 for 

correlations between Study 1 and Study 2 variable. Though Hypotheses 12a and 12b 

could not be supported by the testing of the Study 2 model, there are other indications 

that these relationships may exist with a different model. Perhaps emotion would have 

emerged as a mediator with a stronger manipulation, but that is not certain.  
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A further complication may be that there are very likely unmeasured variables 

helping to explain the relationship between politics perceptions and political behavior 

intentions. As evidenced by the impact of political skill, there are other antecedents 

beyond emotion, and possibly other intermediate variables that the effects of politics 

perceptions operate through. Another possibility is that there are moderators or mediators 

on the path from emotions to intention. In line with the TPB (Ajzen, 1985), the attitude 

toward the behavior is just one part of behavioral intentions. The subjective norms and 

perceived control are also contributors, but they are not measured in this study. It is 

possible that one, both, or an interaction between them attenuated the effects on 

behavioral intentions.  

Though the moderation hypotheses were not supported, the direct relationships 

are valuable to consider. Political skill was related to both types of political behavior 

intentions indicating that people higher in political skill were more likely to intend to 

engage in political behavior. It may be that those who have high levels of political skill 

are simply more likely to use behaviors that suit their skill. As a person contemplates 

engaging in political behavior, they may first evaluate their ability to be successful with 

it. If they believe they are capable, they may be more inclined to perform the behavior; in 

essence, the perceived control component of the TBP. The strength of the paths from 

political skill are not especially strong; thus, it is possible that other parts of the TBP are 

relevant. For instance, the organizational climate and norms around political behavior 

would be consistent with the social norms portion of the TPB. Whether viewed through a 

TBP lens or not, it is entirely reasonable to expect that other variables not included in this 

research are important to behavior intention formation.  
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The post hoc testing adds dimension to the findings of Study 2. In Post Hoc 

Model B, when emotions were the outcomes, positive attributions resulted in positive 

politics perceptions, but the path to sympathy was not supported and the indirect 

relationship between attribution and sympathy was not supported. There was a direct 

relationship with sympathy, however. The negative path to anger was different. There was 

a significant relationship between politics perceptions and anger, and the indirect 

relationship from attribution was also significant, though it explained only a portion of 

the effects on anger. This set of relationships supports the notion that as people make 

more negative attributions, they experience more anger, and that some of those effects 

occur through the increase in negative politics perceptions.  

The lack of consistency between the positive and negative paths is interesting, and 

there are several possible explanations. First, it is possible that the negative condition was 

more effective at generating negative politics perceptions than the positive condition 

generated positive politics perceptions. The mean perceptions of the negative items (M = 

3.22, SD = .84) was higher than the positive items (M = 3.07, SD = .83). A comparison of 

each test condition’s score on positive and negative politics adds some clarity. Those in 

the negative conditions perceived significantly higher levels of negative politics (M = 

3.51, SD = .70) than the positive condition (M = 2.93, SD = .88; t = -7.16, p < .001), but 

they also perceived significantly more positive politics (M = 3.19, SD = .77) than the 

positive condition (M = 2.94, SD = .87; t = 3.01, p < .001). The stimulus videos 

manipulated the motive behind the political actor’s behavior and every participant passed 

the manipulation check, meaning that they all correctly identified the general motivation. 

This implies that positive politics, as delineated by an altruistic motive, are perceived as 
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political, however, political behavior with a self-serving motive is perceived as political 

even more. Additionally, it means that participants can perceive positive politics even in 

selfish political behavior. I would propose that part of the reason for this is that people 

may identify with using political behavior to benefit oneself when other, officially 

sanctioned options are not feasible or successful. Using a personal connection to get 

business accomplished so one gets a promotion still benefits the organization, therefore it 

is understandable that there would be mixed perceptions. The same may be true for 

positive politics, but the effects are not as strong, likely because behavior which is 

altruistic may simply be less likely to be seen as political. 

Whether positive or negative, politics perceptions were related to acceptance of 

political behavior. The path coefficient was positive (g = .37, p < .001) which is 

interpreted as increased acceptance being associated with increased positive perceptions 

and decreased negative perceptions. This is consistent with the correlations between 

acceptance of political behavior and positive (r = .30, p = < .001) and negative politics 

perceptions (r = -.19, p < .001). A closer examination of the scales helps to explain these 

relationships. The acceptance of political behavior scale is a mixture of items regarding 

behavior to benefit the organization or oneself. The negative items were reverse coded so 

that a high score means greater acceptance of all political behaviors in the measure. 

Therefore, as acceptance increases, positive political perceptions increase, while negative 

politics perception decrease. It is logical to assume that greater acceptance would be 

positively related to the usefulness of politics at work, which is what the positive politics 

perceptive items measure. The negative politics perceptions items largely touch on the 
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destructive nature of politics; thus, the negative relationship is consistent with the 

approval of political behavior represented in the acceptance of political behavior scale. 

Post Hoc Model C presents a number of interesting findings, especially when 

considered in conjunction with the Study 2 results. This model linked attribution with 

behavior intention, and supported indirect and direct effects on behavioral intentions. 

Interestingly, these mediations appear to be inconsistent mediations without suppression 

effects. The direct effects are negative; positive attributions decrease political behavior 

intentions, but the indirect effects are positive. Were this a suppression effect, we would 

see direct paths larger than the total effects. This is not the case, thus according to 

MacKinnon et al. (2000) we can conclude the effect is possible by chance. 

To help tease out this situation, I consulted the correlations and found that 

perceptions of politics positively correlated with both types of behavioral intention. 

However, when looking at correlations with positive and negative politics perceptions 

independently, personal-benefit behavioral intentions related to positive politics 

perceptions (r = .39, p < .001) and work-benefit behavioral intentions (r = .41, p < .001), 

but negative perceptions were not related to either. When combined into a single scale 

(with negative items reverse coded), perceptions positively related to both outcomes. 

Using the scale items to help interpret, this means that as people find political behavior 

more useful and less destructive, they have greater intention to use it, whether it be for 

personal or work benefit. The negative attribution to intention paths may be indicating 

something different. As people make a self-serving attribution of others, they are less 

inclined to engage in the behavior themselves. In each case, the logic is sound, and the 
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combination helps to explain why the direct path would be negative and the indirect 

positive.  

The lack of moderation across all models is surprising. Possibly, the effect of the 

manipulation was not powerful enough or there were not enough participants for any of 

the tests to be significant. Another possible consideration is multicollinearity among the 

predictors. However, testing did not find any tolerances between any of the moderation 

predictors below .60. Power may also have been an issue. O’Boyle, Banks, Walter, 

Carter, and Weisenberger (2015) conducted a meta-analysis of 15 years of publications 

using continuous moderators. They found that the effect sizes for moderations are quite 

small, therefore many tests of moderation are underpowered. Ironically, they found an 

inverse relationship between sample size and effect size. The authors maintained this as 

evidence of a bias for small sample sizes. It may be that the interaction effects I was 

testing were very small and the sample size (whether too small or too large) did not allow 

for enough power to find the effects. Certainly, another possible explanation is that there 

simply are no conditional effects to be found.  

Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research 

As highlighted for Study 1, one of the strengths of this research is the design. The 

use of critical incidents and manipulation of political motivation in the videos in an 

experimental design is innovative and adds to the design alternatives for studying 

organizational politics. Though Study 2 did not include political behavior as a variable, 

politics perceptions resulted from the video stimuli and the political behavior intentions 

were directed toward how participants would intend to behave were they in the 
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organization in the video. Therefore, the video design and creation are critical to the 

results in Study 2. 

Another important contribution of Study 2 is that it examined politics perceptions 

and political behavior intentions simultaneously. This combination of perceptions and 

intended actual political behavior is unusual and fills a gap in our understanding. 

Perceptions have implications beyond simply being reactions to organizational politics. It 

is important to understand what people do as a result of their perceptions. Though the 

hypothesized model did not support the paths from emotion to political behavior 

intentions, the post hoc testing did support the relationship between positive politics 

perceptions and political behavior intentions, and indirectly from attribution through 

positive politics perceptions. Therefore, overall, this study supports the relationship 

between politics perceptions and behavior intentions.  

While positive politics perceptions were related to political behavior intentions, 

correlations showed no relationship between negative politics perceptions and political 

behavior intentions. A possible explanation for this is that watching someone use political 

tactics to benefit themselves may have deterred the participants from any political 

behavior. Participants may have associated the objective behavior shown in the behavior 

video with the self-serving motive, and were then disinclined to endorse similar behavior. 

Additionally, it is possible that the act of projecting what one would do in a fictitious 

situation may not have been powerful enough for political behavior intentions from 

negative politics perceptions to form. Watching someone do something to help others 

may trigger similar behavior in others, but watching someone do something to help only 

themselves may not be sufficient for the perceiver to intend similar behavior. It is also 
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possible that there was an issue of impression management; participants did not want to 

endorse behavior conducted for selfish purposes as it might portray them negatively. 

Another strength of this study is that it includes individual difference variables in 

the study of perception and behavior intention formation, and specifically the new 

construct, acceptance of political behavior. As measured, this construct assesses the 

degree to which the individual accepts political behavior. When studied with emotions, 

its relationship with sympathy was supported. The more participants accepted political 

behavior, the more sympathy they had with the political actor. It was also significantly 

related to both types of political behavior intentions. This is very logical; as people are 

more accepting of political behavior, the more likely they are to engage in it themselves. 

As this is a new construct, a great deal more research is needed to fully understand its 

role in organizational politics perceptions and behaviors, but this is an exciting first step. 

There are several limitations associated with this study that should be recognized. 

First, this was cross sectional research. While the experimental design contributes to 

conclusions of cause, the results only refer to a single moment in time. Changes in 

politics perceptions and behavioral intentions over time remain unknown. Further, several 

of the measures asked participants to answer in a prospective manner. This relies on their 

ability to accurately project themselves into a fictitious situation, however realistic, and to 

report their responses. Past research using this design (Hill et al., 2016) has proven its 

utility, but this remains a limitation.  

 It is possible that there are variables missing from the model that account for the 

influence of emotion on behavior intentions. I think it is likely that emotion may be a 

precursor to behavior intentions, but there are several other variables, such as political 
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skill, that either accentuate or diminish that relationship. It is likely that there are several 

cognitive steps that occur after emotion, as reflected by political skill. Organizational 

climate and possible negative consequences likely weigh heavily on the decision to enact 

behavior. Future research should examine how internal and external processes affect the 

development of political behavior intentions. One may feel very angry about the politics 

in their environment, but feel too constrained by their ability or the organizational climate 

to even consider reacting politically.  

 It is also possible that reactions to politics perceptions may not always be political 

behavior intentions. Withdrawal from the situation, the team, or the work may be other 

possible outcomes. The perceiver may choose to not interact with political actors, or they 

may choose to report the political behavior in an effort to stop it. It may also be that the 

intention to behave politically takes time to develop, and witnessing a single negative 

politics event is not enough to trigger it.  

 Future research should delve into what contributes to political behavior intentions, 

beyond strictly politics perceptions. It should ascertain how perceptions interact with 

other emotional, cognitive, and environmental variables, and specifically how positive 

and negative politics perceptions may operate differently. Understanding the 

circumstances that surround political behavior would help organizations understand what 

may be contributing to a political climate and take steps to mitigate negative results.  

 Study 2 examined perceptions and behavior intentions in conjunction with the 

individual differences of acceptance of political behavior and political skill. The results 

show that perception is not strictly what we observe and behavior intentions are not 

simply the result of perception. Future research should investigate other individual 
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difference attributes that could contribute to the processes of perception and behavior 

intention formation. For instance, past experience with political behavior may be an 

important antecedent of perceptions and intentions. Additionally, examining these 

attributes at the group- or team-level and how they relate to political behavior and 

perceptions would be invaluable to understanding the political dynamics within teams. It 

is likely that there are individual-level effects, team-level effects, and interactions 

between the two. Multilevel modeling would help illuminate these relationships. 

General Discussion 

This research set out to understand the perceptual mechanism behind positive and 

negative politics perceptions and then to identify how those perceptions affect political 

behavior intentions. It maintained that the paths for positive and negative political 

behavior and perceptions would be different; that witnessing the same behavior with 

different motives would have different effects. These relationships were largely 

supported. This is important because it shows that positive and negative politics exist 

together and can be studied together. It shows that the motives and attributions inferred 

by the perceiver are different for positive and negative political behavior, and that they 

result in different perceptions of the same political behavior.  

These results support the notion that politics may be for personal gain or to 

benefit work objectives, and that they will be perceived as having different motives. It is 

important for organizations to recognize that efforts to control or reduce political 

behavior may have unintended consequences. If the focus is solely on behaviors used, 

then the benefits for the work team or organization could be lost. Without an 

understanding of the motivational component, employees may simply stop using social 
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influence to accomplish goals. Alternatively, employees may be forced to find different 

methods to work outside of formally sanctioned techniques, or they may leave the 

organization for a place with greater flexibility. This research shows that people differ in 

how much they accept political behavior and in how politically skilled they are, and these 

differences contribute to the differences we see in political behavior intentions. Those 

with the greatest skill may go somewhere that allows them to use that skill. Organizations 

may also benefit from understanding more about why their employees use political 

behavior or perceive politics. The excessive use of political behavior could indicate that 

the formal structure for achieving work and personal goals is too restrictive, uncertain, or 

ambiguous (e.g., Fedor et al., 1998; Ferris et al., 2002; Harrell-Cook, Ferris, & Dulebohn, 

1999).  

From a research perspective, much of politics research has focused on politics 

perceptions because it was thought to be the most relevant aspect of the individual’s 

political experience. Perception is subjective and forms the basis for reactions. 

Additionally, the measurement of perception is somewhat simpler than the measurement 

of political behavior, especially in light of the lack of consistency regarding what 

organizational politics and political behavior are. This research impacts these conclusions 

in two primary ways. First, it shows that, while perceivers do have individual differences 

in how they perceive and accept politics, their perceptions are generally in line with the 

positive or negative nature of the behavior they observe. The input matters to perception, 

and objective behavior is still relevant and should be considered in examinations of 

politics perceptions. Additionally, how we view politics affects how we see political 

behavior. Political behavior benefitting oneself is seen more as political than behavior 
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benefitting the group. Those in the negative politics condition perceived more politics 

than the positive condition, and not just overall politics; they also perceived more positive 

politics than those in the positive condition. This finding is consistent with the idea that 

the negative reputation of organizational politics affects perception; if it is positive it 

simply cannot be political. Therefore, it is the behavior, individual perceptual tendencies 

and errors, and general views on the nature of politics which all contribute to politics 

perceptions and political behavior intentions. 

Politics perceptions are not limited to what the person perceived happened; they 

are also importantly related to why the perceiver thinks they happened. In these studies, 

the actor’s motivation was manipulated and subsequent perceptions were logically related 

to them, and this explicit consideration of actor motivation is new in politics research. 

The implication is that study of political behavior cannot be divorced from consideration 

of actor motivation in combination with individual perceptual tendencies and general 

acceptance of political behavior. People who witness behavior intended to benefit the 

work group saw that behavior more positively. Additionally, those who were less 

accepting of political behavior were more inclined to see that behavior negatively.  

The political experience at work is more a system of motivation, behavior, 

perception, and reciprocal inputs between individuals. To this point, to a degree, the 

political behavior intentions we form mirror what we see others do. The impact of the 

organization’s culture and climate regarding politics and political behavior will impact 

what we see, and likely the acceptance people have of politics. Use and perceptions of 

political behavior in organizations where it is sanctioned (and possibly expected), will 

differ from organizations in which it is not accepted. Adequate study and understanding 
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will only come when we fully grasp all parts of this system and how they function 

together.  

Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research 

 A strength of this research was that it ultimately combined both the perceptual 

aspect of political behavior, as well as the formation of behavioral intentions influenced 

by perceptions. Though the paths from emotion to behavioral intentions were not 

supported in the hypothesized model, subsequent testing involving attribution from the 

MIM model did establish a relationship with behavior intentions. The results imply that 

people do form intentions to behave politically in situations where they perceive others to 

behave politically. Additionally, there was no real difference in the formation of intention 

to benefit oneself or work, thus the quality of politics perceived does not, in this sample, 

seem to affect being more or less willing to act politically to benefit oneself or the work 

group. Further, the strength of the relationships with politics perceptions were moderately 

strong; participants saw the value in using political behavior and had a reasonable degree 

of willingness to consider using it.  

The perceptual path outlined by MIM was different for positive and negative 

political behavior and resulted in different politics perception. In the hypothesized model 

for Study 2, the emotional responses to those perceptions were also different, but the 

formation of behavior intentions in response to those emotions was not supported. 

However, politics perceptions did relate to political behavior intentions when emotion 

was removed from the model, and in fact, politics perceptions mediated the relationship 

between attribution and behavior intentions. Thus, when portions of each study’s models 

are tested together, an overall picture develops in which attributions result in perceptions 
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and ultimately political behavior intentions. Thus, the motivations behind the political 

behavior we observe affect how we perceive political behavior, and are then related to 

how we choose to react.  

The effects of the individual difference variables were also interesting. Indeed, the 

degree to which one accepts political behavior and views it as useful contributes to it 

being perceived more positively, but surprisingly it related to decreased sympathy. It is 

possible that the use of political behavior is still not entirely accepted by people, and 

therefore they are less likely to identify and sympathize with those who use it. I may see 

the utility of the behavior, but find it distasteful and believe that there would be other 

ways to accomplish my goals were I in that situation. Across the Study 2 models, the 

importance of political skill to political behavior intentions was consistent. Those with 

higher political skill may be more inclined to use political behavior because of their 

facility with it, or a more acute sense of when to use it.  

The overall picture is one in which the behavior we see processed through our 

perceptual filters creates politics perceptions influenced by our acceptance of political 

behavior. Then our individual level of political skill and those perceptions contribute to 

behavioral intentions. The paths taken by positive political behavior and negative 

political behavior are distinct, but both contribute to political behavior intentions to 

benefit the workplace and the individual. The implication is that what we see, why we 

think it happened, and how we perceive it are all important to what we choose to do.  

Positive and negative politics perceptions are not strictly about the behaviors 

observed, but also the motivations behind them and individual differences about the 

perceiver. Politics becomes a system of exchange between the actor and the perceiver, 
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and ultimately influences the perceiver becoming a political actor in the future. It is 

highly likely, then, that relationships are also critical to this equation. Previous 

experience with a political actor is likely to affect the inferred motives and attributions. A 

good relationship may correct the attributions we make of someone when they use 

political behavior to achieve a personal benefit.  

It is important to note that the study models were informed by theory, but could 

not possibly account for all variables that employees encounter while at work. Therefore, 

these models are indicative of specific relationships, but not of the entire system 

surrounding politics in organizations. As such, future research should continue to 

examine other mediators and moderators of the relationships in this research. Future 

research should also consider what other constructs contribute to the formation of 

positive and negative politics perceptions. While this research focuses on perceived 

motivations, the outcomes derived by political behavior have also been suggested as 

factors. Ultimately, considering motivations and outcomes simultaneously would be 

ideal. A prominent unmeasured variable in these studies is how our social relationships 

alter perceptions and political behavior intentions. It is likely that influence behaviors 

used for politicking are different depending on the degree of social connection one has to 

others in the organization.  

 This research made an important first step to outline a process from political 

behavior to a political behavior intention response, but it also points the way to a new 

way of researching and viewing organizational politics. Using a set of videos to isolate 

one aspect of the political situation for manipulations offers a useful tool for 

experimentally considering political behavior and perceptions. Though the videos in this 
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research may not have been a powerful enough stimulus to elicit strong emotions, it they 

were effective in establishing the other relationships, pointing to their potential for future 

research efforts.  

 Future research should also begin to examine the dyadic nature of organizational 

politics. Consistent with Hill et al. (2016), the dyadic relationships that are affected by 

organizational politics are also likely contributors to it, being connected to the individual 

level as well as group and organizational climate and culture. Hierarchical examinations 

would be an important next step, as well as greater explication of the dyadic process. 

What one sees affects what one perceives and then what one does, which then affects 

what others see, perceive, and do. The perceptual process may be internal to the 

individual, but their possible reactions form the political inputs for others. Combined with 

the general climate and acceptance or encouragement of political behavior in the 

organization, there are any number of fascinating and exciting opportunities for research 

that could profoundly add to this area of study. 

Conclusion 
 

This research adds meaningfully to our understanding of organizational politics, 

how it manifests, and the perceptual processes that surround it. Positive and negative 

politics are areas in need of study, particularly concurrent study, and these studies add to 

our understanding of how they may be distinct in their formation and consequences. 

Additionally, this research further develops our knowledge of the relationship between 

perceptions and behavior, thereby addressing calls in past research to integrate constructs 

that have largely been assumed to relate.  
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Table 1 

Definitions of Organizational Politics 

Who Quoted Definition 

Allen, Madison, Porter, Renwick 
& Mayes (1979, p. 77) 

“Intentional acts of influence to enhance or protect the self-interest of individuals or groups.” 

Bacharach & Lawler (1998, p. 69 “The efforts of individuals or groups in organizations to mobilize support for or opposition to 
organizational strategies, policies or practices in which they have a vested stake or interest.” 

Buchanan (2008, p 14) “…the discursive processes through which behaviours come to be labelled as political, 
attributed with political intent, and socially constructed as political remain unexplored.” 

Buchanan & Badham (1999) “The practical domain of power in action, worked out through the use of techniques of influence 
and other (more or less) extreme tactics.” 

Cropanzano, Kacmar & Bozeman 
(1995, p. 7) 

“Social influence attempts directed at those who can provide rewards that will help promote or 
protect the self-interest of the actor.” 

Farrell & Peterson (1982, p. 405) “those activities that are not required as part of one's formal role in the organization, but that 
influence, or attempt to influence, the distribution of advantages and disadvantages within the 
organization"  
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Who Quoted Definition 

Ferris, Adams, Kolodinsky, & 
Hochwarter (2002 p. 220) 

“...politics as a process by which influence over others is accomplished through the 
manipulation of images, impressions, and the management and interpretation of the meaning of 
phenomena.” 

Ferris, Harrell-Cook & Dulebohn 
(2000, p. 90) 

“Involves an individual’s attribution to behaviors of self-serving intent, and is defined as an 
individual’s subjective evaluation about the extent to which the work environment is 
characterized by co-workers and supervisors who demonstrate such self-serving behavior.” 

Ferris, Russ, & Fandt (1989, p. 
145) 

“A social influence process in which behavior is strategically designed to maximize short-term 
or long-term self-interest, which is either consistent with or at the expense of others’ interests.” 

Gotsis & Kortezi (2010, p. 498) “…organizational politics embodies three constitutive elements: influencing behaviors through 
intentional acts, use of power tactics and strategies, and non-sanctioned, informal activities 
sometimes implying potential intra-organizational conflict. Accordingly, there are two distinct 
ways in viewing organizational politics: either, in the more general sense, as a manifestation of 
social influence processes entailing rather beneficial organizational effects, or in the narrower 
sense as self-serving and unsanctioned attempts, most frequently opposing to organizational 
goals.”  

Kacmar & Baron (1999, p. 4) “Actions by individuals that are directed toward the goal of furthering their own self-interests 
without regard for the well-being of others within the organization.” 
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Who Quoted Definition 

Kurchner-Hawkins & Miller 
(2006, p. 331) 

“…an exercise of power and influence that primarily occurs outside of formal organizational 
processes and procedures. The behavior is based upon influence tactics designed to further self 
and/or org interests and is aimed at reconciling potential competing interests.”  

Mayes & Allen (1977, p. 675) “Organizational politics is the management of influence to obtain ends not sanctioned by the 
organization or to obtain sanctioned ends through non-sanctioned influence means.” 

Mintzberg (1983, p. 172) “… individual or group behavior that is informal, ostensibly parochial, typically divisive, and 
above all, in the technical sense, illegitimate - sanctioned neither by formal authority, accepted 
ideology, nor certified expertise (though it may exploit any one of these).” 

Pettigrew (1973) as cited in 
Kurchner-Hawkins & Miller 
(2006, p. 330) 

“…politics is about setting goals, and generating support for achieving them and managing the 
distributions of resources.” 

Pfeffer (1981, p. 7) “…those activities taken within an organization to acquire, develop, and use power and other 
resources to obtain one's preferred outcomes in a situation in which there is uncertainty or 
dissensus about choices.” 

Porter, Allen, & Angle (1981, p. 
111) 

“Social influence attempts that are discretionary (i.e., that are outside the behavioral zones 
prescribed or prohibited by the formal organization), that are intended (designed) to promote or 
protect the self-interests of individuals or groups (units), and that threaten the self-interests of 
others (individuals, units).” 
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Who Quoted Definition 

Schein (1977, p. 66) “The intent of the [political actor] can be classified into two general categories: (a) to bring 
about personal goals congruent with organizational goals and (b) to bring about personal goals 
incongruent with organizational goals.”  

Tushman (1977, p. 207) “The use of authority and power to effect definitions of goals, directions, and other major 
parameters of the organization.”  

Valle & Perrewé (2000, p. 351) “...the exercise of tactical influence by individuals which is strategically goal directed, rational, 
conscious and intended to promote self-interest, either at the expense of or in support of others' 
interests.” 

Vrendenburgh & Maurer (1984, 
p. 50) 

“Organizational politics (a) is undertaken by individuals or interest groups to influence directly 
or indirectly target individuals, roles, or groups toward the actor's personal goals, generally in 
opposition to others' goals, (b) consists of goals or means· either not positively sanctioned by 
an organization's formal design or positively sanctioned by unofficial norms, and (c) is 
objective and subjective in nature, involving real organizational events as well as perceptual 
attributions.” 
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Table 2 

Study 1 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Among Study Variables. 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Political Behavior Condition NA NA NA      

2. Inferred Motive 2.60 .84 .57* .93     

3. Attribution 2.82 .81 .43* .83* .94    

4. Hostile Attribution Style 1.98 .53 -.04 .00 -.05 NA   

5. Politics Perceptions 2.91 .49 .21* .42* .49* .05 .79  

6. Perceived Likelihood of Future 
Political Behavior 3.76 .77 -.28* -.54* -.46* .01 -.24. .81 

Note. N = 383  
* p < .01 level.  
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Table 3 

Goodness of Fit Statistics for Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Study 1 and Study 2 Scales 

Scale c2 df RMSEA CFA NNFI Items 
Removed 

Final Item 
Count 

Study 1        

Inferred Motive 202.32** 62 .08 .96 .95 0 13 

Attribution 292.15** 88 .08 .94 .93 0 15 

Politics Perceptions 81.09** 24 .08 .95 .92 1 9 

Hostile Attribution Style 498.80** 246 .05 .91 .90 0 32 

Perceived Likelihood of Future Political Behavior 15.83* 4 .09 .98 .95 0 5 

Study 2        

Politics Perceptions 81.09** 24 .08 .95 .92 1 9 

Anger 24.37** 6 .09 .99 .98 1 6 

Sympathy 18.73* 7 .07 .99 .98 2 6 

Political Behavior Intentions Personal 102.75** 34 .07 .96 .95 0 10 

Political Behavior Intentions Work 98.11** 32 .07 .94 .92 3 10 

Acceptance of Political Behavior 438.44** 128 .08 .94 .93 0 18 

Political Skill 442.54** 127 .08 .93 .91 0 18 
* p < .01 level. ** p < .001 level. 
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Table 4 

Study 1 Goodness of Fit Statistics for Structural Equation Modeling 

Model χ2 df RMSEA CFI NNFI 
Compared 

to Dχ2 

Measurement 47.51* 24 .05 .99 .99   

Hypothesized 77.70** 40 .05 .99 .98   

Final 
(Trimmed) 70.93** 32 .06 .99 .98 Hypoth. 6.77 

Post Hoc Model A       

Measurement 156.97** 48 .08 .97 .96   

1. Added  
 PF à IM 219.58** 61 .08 .96 .95   

2. Added  
 PB à PF 188.15** 60 .08 .97 .96 Model 1 31.44* 

Note. N = 355. df = degrees freedom; RMSEA = root mean square of approximation; 
NNFI = nonnormed fit index; CFI = comparative fit index; PF = Perceived Likelihood of 
Future Political Behavior; IM = Inferred Motive; PB = Political Behavior. 
* p < .01 level. ** p < .001 level. 
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Table 5 

Study 2 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Among Study Variables.  

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1.  Politics Perceptions 2.91 .49 .79       

2.  Anger 2.75 1.26 -.46** .96      

3.  Sympathy 2.15 1.05 .37** -.51** .93     

4.  PBI-Personal 3.41 .79 .30** -.12* .08 .88    

5.  PBI-Work 3.44 .65 .32** -.14** .14** .78** .83   

6.  Acceptance of 
Political Behavior 2.83 .82 .40** -.32** .08 .38** .35** .94  

7.  Political Skill 3.77 .66 .04 -.01 .08 .23** .25** .11* .93 

Note. N = 383. PBI = Political Behavior Intentions.  
* p < .05 level. ** p < .01 level. 
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Table 6 

Study 2 Goodness of Fit Statistics for Structural Equation Modeling 

Model χ2 df RMSEA CFI NNFI 
Measurement 409.17* 168 .06 .97 .96 

Hypothesized 466.18* 175 .07 .96 .95 

Post Hoc Models     

Post Hoc B Measurement 122.34* 48 .06 .98 .97 

Post Hoc B Structural 186.16* 82 .06 .98 .98 

Post Hoc C Measurement 306.05* 120 .06 .97 .96 

Post Hoc C Structural 328.86 * 123 .07 .96 .95 
Note. N = 383. df = degrees freedom; RMSEA = root mean square of approximation; 
NNFI = nonnormed fit index; CFI = comparative fit index. 
* p < .001 level. 
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Table 7 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Among Study 1 and Study 2 Variables.  

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Political Behavior Condition NA NA NA      

2.  Inferred Motive 2.60 .84 .57** .93     

3.  Attribution 2.82 .81 .43** .83** .94    

4.  HAS 1.98 .53 -.00 .05 -.05 NA   

5.  Politics Perceptions 2.91 .49 .21** .42** .47** .03 .79  

6.  PLFPB 3.76 .77 -.28** -.54** -.46** -.01 -.24** .81 

7.  Anger 2.75 1.26 -.30** -.57** -.61** .13* -.46** .39** 

8.  Sympathy 2.15 1.05 .38** .70** .68** .12* .37** -.42** 

9.  PBI-Personal 3.41 .79 -.02 .05 .12* .05 .30** .16** 

10.  PBI-Work 3.44 .65 -.04 .12* .18** .03 .32** .18** 

11.  Acceptance of Political Behavior 2.83 .82 -.04 .07 .12* -.06 .40** -.03 

12.  Political Skill 3.77 .66 .10 .12* .07 .06 .04 .02 
Note. N = 383. HAS = Hostile Attribution Style. PLFPB = Perceived Likelihood of Future Political Behavior. PBI = Political Behavior 
Intentions.  
* p < .05 level. ** p < .01 level. 
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 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Political Behavior Condition       

2.  Inferred Motive       

3.  Attribution       

4.  HAS       

5.  Politics Perceptions       

6.  PLFPB       

7.  Anger .96      

8.  Sympathy -.51** .93     

9.  PBI-Personal -.12* .08 .88    

10.  PBI-Work -.14** .14** .78** .83   

11.  Acceptance of Political Behavior -.32** .08 .38** .35** .94  

12.  Political Skill -.01 .08 .23** .25** .11* .93 
Note. N = 383. HAS = Hostile Attribution Style. PLFPB = Perceived Likelihood of Future Political Behavior. PBI = Political Behavior 
Intentions.  
* p < .05 level. ** p < .01 level. 
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Figure Caption Page 
 

Figure 1. Study 1 Hypothesized Model. 

Figure 2: Results from SEM modeling of Study 1 Hypothesized Model. 

Figure 3. Figure 3. Results from SEM modeling of Study 1 Final (Trimmed) Model 

reflecting the removal of Hostile Attribution Style.  

Figure 4. Results from SEM modeling of Post Hoc Model A reflecting the addition of 

Perceived of Likelihood of Future Political Behavior. 

Figure 5. Study 2 Hypothesized Model. 

Figure 6. Results from SEM modeling of Study 2 Hypothesized Model. 

Figure 7. Results from SEM modeling of Post Hoc Model B. 

Figure 8. Results from SEM modeling of Post Hoc Model C. 
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Figure 1. Study 1 Hypothesized Model.  
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Figure 2. Results from SEM modeling of Study 1 Hypothesized Model. Values represent 
standardized path coefficients. *p < .001.  
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Figure 3. Results from SEM modeling of Study 1 Final (Trimmed) Model reflecting the 
removal of Hostile Attribution Style. Values represent standardized path coefficients.  
*p < .001 
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Figure 4. Results from SEM modeling of Post Hoc Model A reflecting the addition of 
Perceived of Likelihood of Future Political Behavior. Values represent standardized path 
coefficients. *p < .001 
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Figure 5. Study 2 Hypothesized Model. 
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Figure 6. Results from SEM modeling of Study 2 Hypothesized Model. Values represent 
standardized path coefficients. Political Behavior Intentions-Work. PBIP = Political 
Behavior Intentions-Personal. *p < .001. † p < .10. 
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Figure 7. Results from SEM modeling of Post Hoc Model B. Values represent 
standardized path coefficients. *p < .001.  
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Figure 8. Results from SEM modeling of Post Hoc Model C. Values represent 
standardized path coefficients. Political Behavior Intentions-Work. PBIP = Political 
Behavior Intentions-Personal. *p < .01. **p < .001. † p < .10. 
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Appendix A: Pilot Testing 

A pilot study was conducted prior to the two main studies to collect critical 

incidents of positive and negative political behavior, and to determine the psychometric 

characteristics of the scales created for this research. Data was collected from participants 

in the Psychology Human Subjects Pool and business school classes of a Midwestern 

university, and Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. Participants were mostly white (71.9%), 

followed by African American (10.5%), Asian (10.5%) Hispanic/Latin-American (4.4%) 

and other (2.6%). Female participants made up 62.3% of the sample. The participant 

average age was 31.34 years (range = 19 - 66, SD = 10.94).  

The pilot study asked participants to write an incident in which they had 

witnessed someone use social influence behavior. There were two conditions. In the first, 

the behavior was for the benefit of the work group or team. In the second, the behavior 

was for personal benefit. After reporting their incident, participants completed the 

measures. With the exception of acceptance of political behavior, scale instructions 

directed participants to answer the items in relation to the incident they had described.  

There were 155 people who completed the pilot study. To maintain data quality, 

several criteria were used to evaluate cases for retention or removal. Participants had to 

pass 80% of the attention checks items, and 20 participants failed this check. The time 

spent on the study was also used to evaluate sufficient effort, however a different time 

cutoff was used for UMSL and Mechanical Turk participants, as it was clear that 

Mechanical Turk workers were far faster and similar in their response times (M = 16, SD 

= 8.80) than UMSL students (M = 27, SD = 24.96), likely due to the practice they have 

completing surveys like this. Those that took less than half the mean time of their group 
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were removed. Nine UMSL participants and seven Mechanical Turk participants were 

removed for insufficient time. Being employed within the last two years was also a 

condition of retention, and five participants were removed for not being employed in that 

timeframe. Excessive missing data was also grounds for removal of one participant. The 

final sample was 113, of which 58 were Mechanical Turk workers and 55 were UMSL 

students. The data collected in the pilot study was not used in the main study analyses.  

Pilot Study Results 

Data Analytic Procedure. Both exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) were used to ascertain the psychometric quality of 

each scale. EFA was used to assess factor structure for scales without an a priori 

understanding of factor structure, CFA was used to establish fit of the model, and 

correlations were consulted to ensure that items were not so strongly related as to be 

duplicative. For EFA, Principal Axis Factoring with a Direct Oblimin rotation was used 

in SPSS (IBM, 2015). CFA fit was evaluated in R (R Core Team, 2013) with the lavaan 

package (Rosseel, 2012) using χ2 statistic, the root mean square error of approximation 

(RMSEA; Steiger & Lind, 1980), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI; Bentler, 1990), and the 

Nonnormed Fit Index (NNFI; Bentler, 1980). RMSEA with values less than .08 are 

interpreted as acceptable fit and less than .05 as very good fit. For CFI and NNFI, .90 

indicates acceptable fit and .95 very good fit. These cutoffs were used as general 

guidelines for fit decisions, but there are no universally recognized values for fit 

(Schumacher & Lomax, 2010).  

 The items for each scale in the pilot study were intentionally more numerous than 

desired for the final data collection, and participant fatigue was a concern. Trimming the 
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measures to the most effective items within each scale to have reliable, well-fitting 

measures was the goal. Decisions to remove items were based on several criteria. First, a 

minimum loading of .35 per Clark and Watson (1995). This was a minimum, however, 

and depending on the fit of the model and length of the survey, items with loadings less 

than .50 were removed in some instances. Other considerations for item removal were 

cross loading across factors, correlations with other items so as to be duplicative, and the 

overall fit and reliability of the scales.  

 Inferred Motive. There were 17 items for this scale. It was designed to be two 

factors corresponding to altruistic and self-serving motive. A CFA was conducted first 

which demonstrated achieved acceptable fit (χ2[118] = 219.57, p < .001; RMSEA = .07; 

CFI = .93; NNFI = .92), but one altruism item showed low loading and was removed. I 

decided to check the factor structure and cross loading using EFA. The resulting model 

had two factors accounting for 62% of the variance. Both factors had eigenvalues 

exceeding one and the scree plot supported the two-factor solution. Three items were 

found to cross load over the course of three EFAs and were removed:  

Table A.1 

Items Removed from the Inferred Motive Measure 

Altruism 

1. The target person was motivated to put their needs before the needs of their work 
group. 

Self-Serving 

1. The success of the work group was less important than the target person’s success. 

2. The target person was motivated by selfish interests. 

3. The target person would take advantage of the mistakes of others if they benefitted 
him/her. 
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CFA of the two-factor model achieved good fit (χ2[64] = 114.77, p < .001; 

RMSEA = .09; CFI = .96; NNFI = .95). To double-check that a two-factor model was 

indeed the best fit to the data, I compared it to a model in which all items loaded onto a 

single factor. The fit was significantly worse with the single-factor model (Δχ2[1] = 

83.92, p < .01), indicating that a two-factor model was best fitting. The final scale had 13 

items: nine for altruism and four for self-serving inferred motive, and the two factors 

were negatively correlated (r = -.77, p < .001). See Table A.2 for final item factor 

loadings. Reliability for this measure was .69 and its composite reliability was .82. 
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Table A.2 

Factor Loadings for Items Assessing Inferred Motive 

Altruistic Inferred Motive 

Item Loading 

The target person was motivated to do what it takes to help his/her work 
group. 

.94 

The target person was motivated by a desire to see their work group do 
well. 

.94 

The target person wanted to see their work group succeed. .92 

The target person wanted to help others. .91 

The target person was motivated by concern for those they work with. .85 

The target person was motivated by ethical principles. .83 

The target person was a moral person. .81 

The target person was inspired to take one for the team. .74 

The target person would rather do things that help others than only 
benefit themselves. 

.51 

Self-Serving Inferred Motive 

Item Loading 

The target person had an ulterior motive. .92 

The target person just wanted to gain power. .84 

The target person believed it was important to first look out for number 
one. 

.69 

The target person was mostly concerned about getting ahead. .65 

 

Attribution. This measure had 24 items and was designed to have two factors 

corresponding with helpful team player and selfish go-getter attributions. The CFA to 

evaluate the expected structure of the scale was poorly fitting (χ2[251] = 497.978, p < 

.001; RMSEA = .10; CFI = .89; NNFI = .80), though all items loaded significantly onto 

their respective factors above .55. An EFA was conducted to help reduce the size of the 
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measure and to improve its model fit. Five items were removed for cross loading over a 

series of EFA tests. One item was removed because it correlated strongly (r > .70) with 

eight other items with similar content. Items that were removed are shown in Table A.3. 

 
Table A.3 

Items Removed from the Attribution Measure 

Helpful Team Player  

1. The target person is a cooperative, team player. (removed for high correlations with 
other items) 

Selfish Go-Getter 

1. The target person would offer to help others only if it didn’t cost him/her.  

2. The target person would take advantage of the mistakes of others if they benefitted 
him/her. 

3. The target person is a selfish person. 

4. The target person would take the attitude that “good guys finish last." 

5. The target person would always be first in line to get the best stuff.  

 

The final EFA had two factors explaining 67% of the variance in the data. Both factors 

had eigenvalues greater than 1 and scree plots indicated two factors. Subsequently, a CFA 

of the two-factor model was conducted which achieved good fit (χ2[89] = 137.41, p < 

.001; RMSEA = .07; CFI = .96; NNFI = .96). I compared this model to a single factor 

model and found the fit significantly worse with the single-factor model (Δχ2[1] = 61.68, 

p < .01). The two factors were negatively correlated (r = -.79, p < .001). The final 

measure had 15 items: 11 helpful team player factor items and four selfish go-getter items 

(see Table A.4). Its reliability was .94 and composite reliability was .82.
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Table A.4 

Final Items for the Attribution Measure by Factor 

Helpful Team Player 

Item Loading 

The target person is generous. .92 

The target person is helpful. .90 

The target person would help a coworker he/she did not know well with 
their work when he/she knew more about it. 

.86 

The target person would help carry a coworker’s belongings (briefcase, 
parcels, etc.). 

.84 

The target person would donate to a charity. .82 

The target person would delay an elevator and hold the door open for a 
coworker. 

.79 

The target person would give money to a coworker who needed it (or 
asked for it). 

.78 

The target person would allow someone to go ahead of him/her in a 
lineup at the copy machine. 

.75 

The target person would give a coworker a lift in his/her car. .75 

The target person would help a coworker that he/she didn’t know well to 
move households. 

.74 

The target person is altruistic. .73 

Self-Serving Inferred Motive 

Item Loading 

The target person is a selfish go-getter. .91 

The target person would only help a coworker if he/she believed the 
coworker could do something for him/her later on. 

.83 

The target person would take the attitude “you snooze, you lose." .71 

The target person would take the attitude that “good guys finish last." .69 
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Politics Perceptions. This measure had 25 items and was designed to have two 

factors corresponding with negative (9 items) and positive (8 items) politics perceptions. 

An initial EFA found 6 factors exceeding Eigenvalues of 1 and accounting for 49% of the 

data variance. After iterative removal of 10 items for cross-loading or low loadings (< 

.50), EFA showed two factors accounting for 46% of the variance. To assess the fit of 

these two factors, CFA was conducted and resulted an additional item being removed for 

low loading. In total, 11 items were removed over the course of the EFA and CFA and 

they are shown in Table A.5. The final two-factor model (see Table A.6) had six negative 

items and four positive items, achieved acceptable fit (χ2[34] = 60.77, p < .001; 

RMSEA = .09; CFI = .92; NNFI = .90), and had a Cronbach’s alpha of .56. The 

composite reliability for this measure was .90.  
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Table A.5 

Items Removed from the Politics Perceptions Measure 

Positive Politics Perceptions 

1. My job is easier because other people use influence tactics. 

2. While others might judge what my manager/supervisor does as being political, 
his/her actions are for the benefit of my work group. 

3. The better my manager is at being a politician, the better it is for my work group. 

4. As long as we are performing well, it does not bother me if my work group is 
accused of being somewhat political. 

5. I often need to influence others to get the best results I can achieve. 

6. My job is easier because other people use politics. 

7. I would not be as successful without the use of some political behavior on my part.  

Negative Politics Perceptions 

1. I have seen individuals use influence to make changes to policies which only 
benefit a few people. 

2. Trading favors, paying compliments to others, and using good working 
relationships pays off in this organization. 

3. Agreeing with powerful others is the best alternative to get along or get ahead in 
this organization. 

4. Politics has, at times, made doing my own job more difficult. 

5. Political behavior by others has a negative impact on my job situation in this 
organization. 

6. We have not been as effective as we could have been because of people being 
political within our work group. 

7. Telling others what they want to hear is sometimes better than telling the truth. 
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Table A.6 

Final Items for the Politics Perception Measure by Factor 

Negative Politics Perceptions 

Item Loading 

Favoritism rather than merit determines who gets ahead in my work 
group. 

.78 

To do well in this organization, who you know matters more than how 
good a job you do. 

.71 

People in this organization attempt to build themselves up by tearing 
others down. 

.69 

Political behavior within my work group has wasted time and effort 
that could have been more productively channeled. 

.67 

People in this organization who use their power are the ones who get 
what they want. 

.64 

Political behaviors have more to do with raises and promotions than 
policies. 

.62 

Positive Politics Perceptions 

Item Loading 

I use political maneuvering to reap the most benefits from my 
contributions at work. 

.90 

Learning how to work the system has real benefits for me at work. .72 

Bending the rules aids me in doing a superior job. .57 

I have seen necessary changes happen because of the use of politics. .50 

 

Perceived Likelihood of Future Political Behavior. This unidimensional 

measure had eight items. CFA of all the items resulted in good fit, but two items had very 

low loadings (< .15). Further investigation found that one item was strongly correlated 

with another item (r = .77, p < .001) and was removed (see Table A.7). The final model 
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fit well (χ2[5] = 5.59, p < .001; RMSEA = .03; CFI = 1.00; NNFI = .99) and the scale had 

Cronbach’s alpha of .77. The final items are shown in Table A.8. 

Table A.7 

Items Removed from the Perceived Likelihood of Future Political Behavior Measure 

Item 

1. Rely on personal connections with influential people to primarily achieve their 
personal goals. 

2. Rely on personal connections with influential people to primarily achieve their 
work team's goals. 

3. Influence others to primarily get the best results they can for their work team. 

  
 

Table A.8 

Final Items for the Perceived Likelihood of Future Political Behavior Measure 

Item Loading 

Use political behavior to get promotions rather than focus on good 
performance. 

.73 

Use political maneuvering to get the greatest benefits from my 
contributions at work. 

.73 

Influence others to primarily get the best results they can for themselves 
personally. 

.68 

Agree with major opinions outwardly, even when they disagreed 
inwardly. 

.62 

Offer an exchange (e.g., if you do this for me, I will do something for 
you). 

.45 

 

Emotion. This measure was created to have two dimensions corresponding to 

sympathy and anger. An EFA indicated a two-factor solution, and the factors fell along 

sympathy and anger lines accounting for 72% of the variance. It was concerning that two 
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sympathy items (How much sympathy did you feel for the person? and How much 

compassion did you feel for the person?) correlated positively greater than .30 with all of 

the anger items. Normality checks had shown these items to not be skewed or kurtotic. 

The only outlier response was on the item not positively correlated with anger items 

(How much pity did you feel for the person?). CFA of the two factors produced a theta 

matrix that was not positive definite due to one item having negative estimated variance 

(How much compassion did you feel for the person?). It also indicated that the item that 

did not correlate with anger was very low-loading (-.15), though I interpret those results 

with caution. Removing that item resulted in nonconvergence of the model. Removing 

both the low-loading and Heywood case produced good fit (χ2[2] = 3.42, p < .001; 

RMSEA = .08; CFI = 1.00 NNFI = .99) with loadings exceeding .90, but a limited 

assessment of sympathy. These results were unexpected and contrary to the expected 

relationship direction described by theory.  

It became clear that the pilot test for the sympathy items had not provided good 

information. I decided more items and more testing was needed to give a good 

assessment of these constructs. I drafted five additional items for sympathy and four for 

anger to be used with the pilot study items in Study 2 data collection with the 

understanding that the scales would be refined based on that sample. The unexpected 

phenomena and Heywood case did not repeat with the new data. See Table A.9 for pilot 

study items and newly generated items. 
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Table A.9 

Final Emotion Measure Items 

Sympathy 

Item 

How much sympathy did you feel for the person? 

How much pity you did feel for the person? 

How much compassion did you feel for the person? 

How much did you feel like you understood where the target person was coming 
from?* 
How much did you feel like you were on the same wavelength as the target person?* 

How much did you identify with the person?* 

How much forgiveness did you feel for the person?* 

Anger 

Item 

How angry did you feel at the person? 

How irritated did you feel by the person? 

How aggravated did you feel by the person? 

How displeased were you with the person?* 

How outraged were you with the person?* 

How much did you resent the person?* 

How infuriated were you with the person?** 

* Indicates items created after pilot testing. 

 Political Behavior Intentions. This scale was written to have two factors: 

intentions for work benefit and intentions for self-benefit. The items were mostly 

matched between the types of intention, with participants instructed to answer regarding 

one type of benefit or the other. In other words, in many cases, the behaviors were seen 

twice by participants; it was the reason for the intention that differed. This complicated 
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scale analysis as the matched pairs tended to load onto factors together, and produced a 

large number of factors that did not indicate the personal or work benefits they were 

intended to measure. A clear picture of the dimensionality of the scale was somewhat 

obscured.  

An EFA of the items indicated 9 factors based on Eigenvalues (greater than one) 

and on the scree plot. These factors accounted for 63% of the variance. In some cases, the 

paired behaviors (personal and work benefit) loaded onto the same factor, but in some 

they did not. I tried EFA constrained to two factors and found that the personal and work 

benefit items often loaded onto the same factor. I used CFA to test how well a two-factor 

model would fit these data, and found that when they were modeled as two factors of a 

single construct, the overall model fit was poor (χ2[463] = 1414.41, p < .001; RMSEA = 

.14; CFI = .45 NNFI = .41). 

 For these reasons, I thought it appropriate to evaluate each behavior intention separately. 

Political behavior intentions for work benefit. This measure consisted of 17 

items. Initial CFA of all items indicated a poor fit to the data (χ2[119] = 279.83, p < .001; 

RMSEA = .12; CFI = .63 NNFI = .57). Four items loaded at or lower than .40 and were 

removed iteratively. See Table A.10 for all removed items.  

 
Table A.10 

Items Removed from the Political Behavior Intentions for Work Benefit Measure 

Item 

1. I would carefully check my work to ensure its quality. 

2. I would use a forceful manner doing things like making demands. 

3. I would act in a friendly manner prior to asking for what I wanted. 

4. I would confront others face-to-face to accomplish my objectives. 



POSITIVE VS. NEGATIVE POLITICS PERCEPTIONS 177 

 

After iterative removal of these items, CFA found improvement in the model fit, 

but it had not reached acceptability (χ2[65] = 120.78, p < .001; RMSEA = .09; CFI = .82 

NNFI = .78). Consulting the modification indices, I found two pairs of items that would 

improve model fit if they were covaried. As all behaviors for this scale are logically and 

theoretically related, I made these changes and the resulting model achieved acceptable 

fit (χ2[63] = 87.49, p < .001; RMSEA = .06; CFI = .92 NNFI = .90). Two items were 

included in pilot testing which were intentionally not related to interpersonal influence. 

One of those items (#1 in Table A.10) did not load adequately and was not retained, but 

the other showed a surprising relationship in the model. This item related to enrolling in 

training to improve skills, and in retrospect, it is possible that this could be viewed as 

impression management; my supervisor and others may be impressed by my efforts to 

improve. I decided to retain but flag the item for use in main data collection. Notably, this 

item had a weak loading (l = .17) in the final data collection and was removed. See Table 

A.11 for the final 13 items for this measure. This scale had an alpha of .85. 
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Table A.11 

Final Items for the Political Behavior Intentions for Work Benefit Measure 

Item Loading 

I would obtain the informal support of higher-ups. .80 

I would use my connections at work to achieve my objectives. .77 
I would offer an exchange (e.g. If you do this for me, I will do something 
for you). 

.73 

I would agree with major opinions outwardly. .67 

I would work late so that my supervisor and others would think that I'm a 
hard worker. 

.62 

I would compliment the other person on his or her dress or appearance. .56 
I would remind others of past favors that I'd done for them. .54 

I would make formal appeals to higher levels to back up my requests. .53 
I would obtain the support of co-workers to back up my requests. .51 

I would enroll in training to develop new skills and qualifications.* .51 
I would use my interpersonal skills to influence people at work. .50 

I would agree with my supervisor or important other's major ideas; .48 

I would work behind the scenes to see that my work group/department/ 
team objective was taken care of; 

.43 

*Non-interpersonal influence item flagged for main data collection. 

Political behavior intentions for personal benefit. There were 17 in this measure 

and an initial CFA had poor fit (χ2[119] = 249.79, p < .001; RMSEA = .10; CFI = .80 

NNFI = .77). One item had very low loading (< .35) and was removed (item #1 in Table 

A.11 below). Removal of this item did not improve the fit to an acceptable level (χ2[104] 

= 229.89, p < .001; RMSEA = .11; CFI = .80 NNFI = .77). There were a number of items 

with low but greater than .40 loadings, and I decided to use EFA to assess the factor 

structure of the measure and see if that would produce a better fitting model. This 

resulted in a three-factor solution accounting for 48% of the variance. The second and 
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third factors accounted for less than 10% of the variance and the items were similar, 

making it unclear why they were distinct. I decided to constrain the model to a more 

parsimonious two factors for future evaluation. The two-factor solution accounted for 

44% of variance, but several items appeared to cross-load. Through an iterative process 

of EFA, I removed six items for cross loading, and found the two factors accounting for 

52% of the variance. Table A.12 shows all items removed, and it is noteworthy that all the 

items removed from the political behavior for work benefit were also poor performing for 

this measure. I examined the items within each factor and found that the first factor had a 

focus on achieving objectives from others and the second had a greater focus on general 

influence. 

 
Table A.12  

Items Removed from the Political Behavior Intentions for Personal Benefit Measure 

Item 

1. I would use a forceful manner doing things like making demands, setting 
deadlines, expressing strong emotion, etc.* 

2. I would confront others face-to-face to accomplish my objectives.* 

3. I would carefully check my work to ensure its quality.* 

4. I would enroll in training to develop new skills and qualifications.* 
5. I would work late so that my supervisor and others would think that I'm a hard 

worker. 
6. I would use my interpersonal skills to influence people at work. 

7. I would remind others of past favors that I done for them. 
* Indicates items removed from both personal benefit and work benefit political behavior 
intention scales. 

 

The resulting two-factor model after item removals achieved acceptable fit (χ2[34] 

= 56.88, p < .001; RMSEA = .08; CFI = .94 NNFI = .92). The final scale had six items 
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corresponding to the objective-focused factor, and four corresponding to the general 

influence factor, as shown in Table A.13. 

 
Table A.13 

Final Items for the Political Behavior Intentions for Personal Benefit Measure 

Objective Focused 

Item Loading 

I would use my connections at work to achieve my objectives. .77 

I would obtain the informal support of higher-ups .73 

I would make formal appeals to higher levels to back up my requests. .73 

I would work behind the scenes to see that my objective was taken care 
of. 

.68 

I would offer an exchange (e.g., if you do this for me, I will do 
something for you). 

.64 

I would obtain the support of coworkers to back up my requests. .62 

General Influence 

Item Loading 

I would agree with major opinions outwardly, even when I disagreed 
inwardly. 

.81 

I would agree with my supervisor or important other's major ideas. .67 

I would act in a friendly manner prior to asking for what I wanted. .67 

I would compliment the other person on his or her dress or appearance. .65 

 

 Acceptance of Political Behavior. The acceptance of political behavior measure 

consisted of two factors corresponding to acceptance of political behavior for work 

benefit and political behavior to benefit oneself. As I had an a priori expectation of this 

scale’s factor structure, I started with a CFA of the two-factor model which was poorly 

fitting (χ2[251] = 671.81, p < .001; RMSEA = .13; CFI = .71 NNFI = .68). Results 
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indicated that several items loaded less than .35. Through an iterative process, five items 

with low loading were removed. It was discovered after data collection for the main 

study, one personal benefit item (It is dishonest to use political tactics to accomplish 

personal benefit-related objectives) was mis-keyed as a work benefit item in syntax 

during analysis and mistakenly removed. As shown in Table A.14, a total of six items 

were removed, three from each factor. Modification indices suggested that covariance of 

five pairs of items would improve the fit. These covariances were logical and 

theoretically supported, and the final model achieved acceptable fit (χ2[129] = 220.76, 

p < .001; RMSEA = .08; CFI = .91 NNFI = .90). This scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .88 

and a composite reliability of .94. See Table A.15 for the final items and their loadings. 

 
Table A.14   

Items Removed from the Acceptance of Political Behavior Measure 

Work-Benefit Political Behavior 

1. To obtain your work-related objectives, you have to be willing to play the game. 

2. Organizations in which people use political behaviors to achieve work objectives 
are happier than those in which people do not. 

3. The use of politics to accomplish work-related objectives is detrimental to 
organizational effectiveness. 

Personal-Benefit Political Behavior 

1. To obtain personal benefit-objectives, you have to be willing to play the game. 

2. Politics can help individuals achieve goals that primarily benefit themselves. 

3. It is dishonest to use political tactics to accomplish personal benefit-related 
objectives.* 

* Indicates item removed due to syntax mis-key error. 
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Table A.15 

Final Items for the Acceptance of Political Behavior Measure 

Work Benefit 

Item Loading 

Using political methods to accomplish primarily work-related objectives 
is unethical. 

.82 

It is wrong for employees to use political tactics to accomplish their 
work-related objectives.  

.80 

It is dishonest to use political tactics to accomplish work-related 
objectives.  

.80 

The use of politics to accomplish work-related objectives does more 
harm than good in organizations.  

.77 

Using political methods to accomplish work-related objectives creates 
an atmosphere of conflict, mistrust, and tension in organizations.  

.74 

There is nothing immoral about using political tactics to accomplish 
work-related objectives. 

.68 

Employees’ use of politics to accomplish work-related objectives helps 
organizations function effectively. 

.66 

Successful executives must be effective organizational politicians to 
achieve their work-objectives. 

.57 

Politics can help organizations achieve their goals.  .54 

Personal Benefit 

Item Loading 

It is wrong for employees to use political tactics to accomplish their 
personal benefit-objectives.  

.80 

The use of politics to accomplish personal benefit-objectives does more 
harm than good in organizations.  

.79 

Using political methods to accomplish objectives that primarily benefit 
oneself is unethical.  

.75 

There is nothing immoral about using political tactics to accomplish 
objectives that primarily benefit oneself. 

.75 

The use of politics to accomplish personal benefit-objectives creates an 
atmosphere of conflict, mistrust, and tension in organizations.  

.74 
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Successful executives must be effective organizational politicians to 
achieve their personal benefit-objectives. 

.58 

Employees’ use of politics to accomplish personal benefit-objectives 
helps organizations function effectively. 

.53 

The use of politics to accomplish personal benefit-objectives is 
detrimental to organizational effectiveness.  

.47 

When people use political behavior to primarily benefit themselves, 
organizations are a lot happier than those in which people do not.  

.43 
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Appendix B: Video Stimulus Scripts 

Participants viewed one of the following two situation videos, and then both conditions 

watched the same behavior video.  The instruction to recall the phrase “violets are blue” 

was part of an attention check for the videos. 

Organization-Serving (Positive) Politics Situation Script: 

Please pay careful to the following information as it is important to the survey. 

 In the video you are about to watch, an accountant named Lisa will discuss a 

work situation with her friend and coworker, Jordan, and then interact with her boss, 

Carl.  Please pay special attention to Carl’s behavior. Carl is the target person in the 

video.   Carl is pushing the employees in his department to work extra hours and 

accomplish their tasks more quickly than usual.  Lisa is unaware that their department 

has been recommended for the Edison Award.  This award recognizes departments 

throughout the organization for exemplary performance, and each member of the team 

gets a $2000 bonus. Carl was instructed by his boss to not tell his employees about the 

award and the bonus.  Leaders of the organization want winners to be motivated by their 

work ethic and their supervisor, not a financial bonus.  For this reason, Carl has not told 

Lisa and the other employees about the award.  Carl has had to find other ways to 

motivate his workers to put in the additional time and effort to finish the quarterly reports 

so that they stand out among the departments nominated for the award. 

At this time, please make note of the phrase, “violets are blue.” You will be asked 

to recall the phrase, “violets are blue” later in the survey. 
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Self-Serving (Negative) Politics Situation Script: 

Please pay careful to the following information as it is important to the survey. 

In the video you are about to watch, an accountant named Lisa will discuss a 

work situation with her friend and coworker, Jordan, and then interact with her boss, 

Carl.  Please pay special attention to Carl’s behavior. Carl is the target person in the 

video.   Carl is pushing the employees in his department to work extra hours and 

accomplish their tasks more quickly than usual.  Lisa is unaware that a vice president 

position has opened up, and Carl has been approached about it.  Carl was told that the 

company leadership is interested in seeing Carl move into the executive suite, but they 

need him to show he can produce at a higher level.  He was told that his department has 

done well, but they want him to show that he can use his leadership skills to push his 

employees to complete their reports significantly earlier than in previous months.  Carl is 

relying on Lisa and his other employees to put in more time and effort to accomplish this 

faster timeline so that he will be seen more positively. 

At this time, please make note of the phrase, “violets are blue.” You will be asked 

to recall the phrase, “violets are blue” later in the survey. 

 

Behavior Video Script (same video for both conditions): 

Employee 1: Lisa 

Employee 2: Jordan 

Manager: Carl 
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Scene 1 

Opens on Lisa standing at a copy machine.  Lisa is shuffling papers as Jordan 

approaches 

Jordan:  Hey, Lisa, how are things in accounting these days? 

Lisa:  They’re ok, I guess.  We’re busy trying to get the quarterlies done, but 

there’s nothing new about that.   

Jordan:   I just don’t know how you do it. 

Lisa:  <laughs> Do what?  It’s just work. 

Jordan:  How you handle the stress.  The hours you put in!   

Lisa:  Yeah, but it is important work.  How would this place get along without 

us number crunchers? 

Jordan:   That’s true.  TimeCo couldn’t function without an accounting 

department.  Do you like what you do? 

Lisa:  Yeah, I suppose.  It’s ok. 

Jordan:  You seem to get along well with Carl.  Is he good to work for? 

Lisa:   Carl is a decent manager.  He really pushes us, sometimes.  Before last 

quarter’s report I was putting in 65 hours a week.  It was pretty brutal, 

honestly, but we got the job done. 

Jordan:   65 hours?! That’s a lot.  At least you make overtime, right? 

Lisa:   Sure, the overtime pay is good, but I end up pretty exhausted.  And it’s 

hard to get approval to take vacation and spend the extra cash.  I try to 

stay positive, though.  Overall, it's a good job and I like what I do. 
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Jordan:  I’m glad to hear that, and I am really glad you work here, too!  Listen, I 

have to get back to my desk, but let’s try to make time for lunch 

sometime in the next month.  I know you’ll be busy, but let’s try. 

Scene 2 

Opens on Jordan at her desk.  It is 2 weeks later. 

Lisa approaches Jordan’s desk looking frustrated and tired. 

Lisa:  Jordan, oh my god, I just have to vent for a minute. 

Jordan:   Hey, girl, no problem.  What’s up? 

Lisa:   The quarterly reports are killing me!  Carl is asking us all to put in extra 

time, even more than last month.  I feel like I live here, and now he’s 

asking us to take work home.  I’m already here till 8 most nights.   

Jordan:   Holy crap, that’s terrible!  Are there problems with the reports?   

Lisa:   Not that I can see, but the timeline has been sped up.  I don’t know.  It’s 

just one of those thing, y’know.  Sometimes we just have to work more, 

but god this is exhausting.  Carl has tried to make it easier on us.  He 

usually brings in dinner of some sort, and often we have coffee and 

bagels delivered.  He’s really nice, and is great about telling us how 

great we’re doing.  He’s just pushing us a lot.   

Jordan:   Are you going to quit? 

Lisa:   Oh, no, I’m not going to quit.  It isn’t that bad.  I’m just tired, but I know 

it is only temporary.  I just needed to blow off some steam.  I like what 

I’m doing and the people I’m working with.  I don’t want to leave. 
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Scene 3 

Opens on Lisa at her desk later that day 

Carl approaches Lisa. 

Carl:   Hey, Lisa, how’s it going? 

Lisa:   Oh, hi, Carl.  It’s going ok <looking and sounding tired>.  I’m just about 

done with this P&L statement for you.  It’s getting late, so I’m going to 

head out when I’m done. 

Carl:   Ok, thanks for knocking this one out before you leave.  Do you think 

you’ll be able to get to the Smitherton report tonight?  I’d like Juan to be 

able to start on it first thing tomorrow. 

Lisa:  <hesitating> Oh, um, I’m not sure I’ll be able to get it done tonight. 

Carl: I’ll get you set up with dinner and I’ll make it up to you- 

Lisa: I don’t know, I really need to get some rest. 

Carl:  Listen, Lisa, I know that I’ve kept you really busy lately and that you’re 

putting in a lot of hours.  I just want you to know how much I appreciate 

your hard work, and what a great job I think you’re doing.  I feel lucky 

to have an employee like you. 

Lisa:   Oh, well, uh, thank you.  It’s nice to hear that.   

Carl:   Oh, absolutely, and I want you to know that I’m going to recommend 

you for promotion at the end of the quarter.  You’ve really proven 

yourself and you’ve earned it. 

Lisa:   Really?  A promotion?  Thank you! 
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Carl:  <smiling> You’re an asset to the firm and I want to make sure we move 

you up the ladder. 

Lisa:   Well, thank you again.  I’ll have the P&L for you in just a minute. 

Carl:   And the Smitherton report?  Any chance you could finish that in time for 

Juan tomorrow morning? 

Lisa:   Um… yeah, yeah, of course.  I’ll take care of it. 
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Appendix C: Study Measures 

Inferred Motivation 

Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you would agree with the following 
statements regarding the motivations of the target in the video. 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 
Disagree 

 Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

 Strongly Agree 

 
The target person:  

 
1. was motivated by concern for those they work with 
2. was motivated to do what it takes to help his/her work group 
3. wanted to see their work group succeed 
4. was inspired to take one for the team 
5. was motivated by a desire to see their work group do well 
6. would rather do things that help others than only benefit themselves 
7. was a moral person 
8. was motivated by ethical principles. 
9. wanted to help others 
10. was mostly concerned about getting ahead 
11. believed it was important to first look out for number one 
12. had an ulterior motive 
13. just wanted to gain power 

 
 

Attribution 

Select items adapted from the Self-Report Altruism Scale (Rushton, 1981) and items used 
in MIM research (e.g., Reeder et al., 2002; Reeder et al., 2004; Reeder et al., 2005). Some 
created for this study. 
 
Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you would agree with the following 
statements about the target person in the video. 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly 
Disagree 

 Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

 Strongly Agree 

 
The target person: 
 

1. would take the attitude that “you snooze, you lose" 
2. is a selfish go-getter 
3. would take the attitude that “good guys finish last" 
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4. is generous 
5. would delay an elevator and hold the door open for a coworker 
6. would help carry a coworker’s belongings (briefcase, parcels, etc.) 
7. is altruistic 
8. would help a coworker that he/she didn’t know well to move households 
9. would allow someone to go ahead of him/her in a lineup at the copy machine 
10. would give a coworker a lift in his/her car 
11. would help a coworker he/she did not know well with their work when he/she 

knew more about it 
12. would give money to a coworker who needed it (or asked for it) 
13. is helpful 
14. would donate to a charity 

 
 

Politics Perceptions 

Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements 
if you currently worked in the work group in the video. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

 Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

 Strongly Agree 

 
Positive Politics Items (Fedor, Maslyn, Farmer, & Betternhausen; 2008) 

If I worked in the organization in the video I would say: 
 

1. I use political maneuvering to get the most benefits from my contributions at 
work. 

2. I have seen necessary changes happen because of the use of politics. 
3. Learning how to work the system has real benefits for me at work. 
4. Bending the rules aids me in doing a superior job. 
5. Influence others to primarily get the best results they can for themselves 

personally. 
6. Use political behavior to get promotions rather than focus on good performance. 
7. Use political maneuvering to get the greatest benefits from their contributions at 

work. 
 
Negative Politics Items (Items modified from Fedor, Maslyn, Farmer, & Betternhausen, 
2008, and are from Kacmar & Carlson, 1997.) 
 
If I worked in the organization in the video I would say: 
 

8. Political behavior within my work group has wasted time and effort that could 
have been more productively channeled. 

9. Favoritism rather than merit determines who gets ahead in my work group. 
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10. To do well in this organization, who you know matters more than how good a job 
you do. 

11. People in this organization attempt to build themselves up by tearing others down. 
12. People in this organization who use their power are the ones who get what they 

want. 
13. Political behaviors have more to do with raises and promotions than policies. 

 
 
Likelihood of Future Behavior Items 
 
Please rate how likely you think the people in the organization in the video would be to 
do the following: 
 

1 2 3 4  5 
Very Unlikely Unlikely Neither Likely 

nor Unlikely 
Likely Very Likely 

 
1. Influence others to primarily get the best results they can for themselves 

personally. 
2. Use political behavior to get promotions rather than focus on good performance. 
3. Use political maneuvering to get the greatest benefits from their contributions at 

work. 
4. Agree with major opinions outwardly, even when they disagreed inwardly. 
5. Offer an exchange (e.g., if you do this for me, I will do something for you). 

 
 
Social Attribution Style Questionnaire  
(Thomson & Martinko, 2004) 
 
Instructions: In this questionnaire, a number of situations are presented. Read each 
situation and imagine it happening to a coworker of yours in your current job or the last 
job that you held in which the situation is applicable. Based on what you know about 
people in general, write down what you think most likely to be the one major cause of the 
event in the space provided. Respond to each of the questions that follow the event by 
circling the number on the scale that best describes the cause you identified. 

 
Items 

1. Your coworker recently received a below-average performance evaluation from 
their supervisor. 

2. Today you are informed that suggestions made by a worker in your organization 
to your boss in a recent meeting will not be implemented. 

3. A coworker complains that they will not receive a promotion that they have 
wanted for a long time. 

4. You recently discovered that a coworker of yours is being paid considerably less 
than another employee holding a similar position. 
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5. You find out that another employee failed to achieve all of their goals for the last 
period. 

6. A fellow employee has a great deal of difficulty getting along with their 
coworkers. 

7. A customer recently complained about the service another employee at your firm 
provided them. 

8. A coworker was not selected for advanced training that they expressed a strong 
desire to attend. 

9. A large layoff has been announced at your company, and a worker in your unit 
was told that they will be laid off. 

10. You just learned that a coworker will not be reimbursed for expenses they recently 
submitted. 

11. A new member of your work group is having a great deal of difficulty learning 
how to use the new computer. 

12. You find out that another employee recently received a below-average raise. 
13. All of the recent feedback your boss has given another worker about their 

performance has been negative. 
14. A coworker was not nominated by their peers for a special award they wanted to 

receive. 
15. Your boss does not take one of your peers seriously. 
16. There is a serious accident at work involving one of your coworkers. 

 
Scales 
 
For each item above, 

 
Write down the one major 
cause:________________________________________________ 

 
1. Will this cause be present in future situations that are similar? (STABILITY) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Never 
present 

     Always 

 
 

2. To what extent is this cause something that they intended to have happen? 
(INTENTIONALITY) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not what 

they 
intended 

     Exactly 
what they 
intended 
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Emotion  
(Reisenzein, 1986) 

 
Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements 
about how you felt toward the target person in the video. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
None  A Little Some Quite a Bit A Lot 

 
 
Sympathy: 

1. How much sympathy did you feel for the person? 
2. How much pity did you feel for the person? 
3. How much compassion did you feel for the person? 
4. How much did you feel like you understood where the target person was coming 

from? 
5. How much did you feel like you were on the same wavelength as the target 

person? 
6. How much did you identify with the person? 
7. How much forgiveness did you feel for the person? 
8. How much good will did you have for the person? 

 
Anger: 

1. How angry did you feel at the person? 
2. How irritated did you feel by the person? 
3. How aggravated did you feel by the person? 
4. How displeased were you with the person? 
5. How outraged were you with the person? 
6. How much did you resent the person? 
7. How infuriated were you with the person? 

 
 

Political Behavior Intentions 

Work Objective Political Behavior Intention Scale 
 

At work there are formally established procedures and official channels that employees 
can use to get things done, however employees may also use their personal influence to 
accomplish work-related objectives.  

 
Work related objectives include things like: 

• needed resources (e.g., equipment, training) for your department/team. 
• help in completing your projects 
• approval to implement new ideas/projects 
• improvement in your department/team’s standing in the organization 
• more funding or staffing 
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Instructions: Using the description above, please indicate how likely you would be to 
do the following behaviors to achieve work-related objectives if you worked in the 
organization in the video. 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

Very Unlikely  Neither Likely 
nor Unlikely 

 Very Likely 

 
To achieve my work-related objectives, I would: 
 

1. agree with my supervisor or important other's major ideas 
2. obtain the support of co-workers to back up my requests 
3. use my interpersonal skills to influence people at work 
4. work behind the scenes to see that my work group/department/team objectives 

were taken care of 
5. remind others of past favors that I'd done for them 
6. obtain the informal support of higher-ups 
7. offer an exchange (e.g., if you do this for me, I will do something for you) 
8. compliment the other person on his or her dress or appearance 
9. use my connections at work to achieve my objectives 
10. enroll in training to develop new skills and qualifications 
11. make formal appeals to higher levels to back up my requests 
12. agree with major opinions outwardly, even when I disagreed inwardly 
13. work late so that my supervisor and others would think that I'm a hard worker 

 
Personal Objective Political Behavior Intention Scale 

 
In addition to work-related objectives, employees often use their personal influence to 
accomplish obtain objectives that benefit them personally.  

 
The following set of questions asks about personal benefit objectives. Personal benefit 
objectives include things like: 

• better pay 
• improved work schedule or time off 
• better job assignments 
• a promotion or transfer 
• good performance ratings 
• recognition 
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Instructions: Using the description above, please indicate how likely you would be to 
do the following behaviors to achieve personal benefit objectives if you worked in the 
organization in the video. 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

Very Unlikely  Neither Likely 
nor Unlikely 

 Very Likely 

 
To achieve my personal-benefit objectives, I would: 
 

1. use my connections at work to achieve my objectives 
2. make formal appeals to higher levels to back up my requests 
3. obtain the informal support of higher-ups 
4. work behind the scenes to see that my objective was taken care of 
5. obtain the support of co-workers to back up my requests 
6. agree with major opinions outwardly, even when I disagreed inwardly 
7. compliment the other person on his or her dress or appearance 
8. act in a friendly manner prior to asking for what I wanted 
9. agree with my supervisor or important other's major ideas 
10. offer an exchange (e.g., if you do this for me, I will do something for you) 

 
 
Acceptance of Political Behavior  
(Schoel, 1995; Zahra, 1989) 
 
Work-Related Objectives 

 
Organizational politics is made up of the actions used to influence others to accomplish 
one’s objectives (work or personal). These can include: 

• relying on personal connections with influential people 
• exchanging favors 
• doing things to improve one’s image 
• using various types of personal influence 

 
The following statements concern the use of influence to accomplish work-
related objectives such as: 

• getting additional help on projects 
• obtaining needed resources and information 
• gaining approval to implement new ideas or projects 
• improving your department/team’s standing in the organization   

  
Instructions:  Keeping in mind the above definition of organizational politics and the 
list of work-related objectives, please read the examples provided and indicate the 
extent to which you agree with each statement.  
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1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

 Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

 Strongly Agree 

 
1. It is wrong for employees to use political tactics to accomplish their work-related 

objectives. 
2. Successful executives must be effective organizational politicians to achieve their 

work-related objectives. 
3. Employees’ use of politics to accomplish work-related objectives helps 

organizations function effectively. 
4. There is nothing immoral about using political tactics to accomplish work-related 

objectives. 
5. Using political methods to accomplish primarily work-related objectives is 

unethical. 
6. Using politics to accomplish work-related objectives creates an atmosphere of 

conflict, mistrust, and tension in organizations. 
7. It is dishonest to use political tactics to accomplish work-related objectives. 
8. The use of politics to accomplish work-related objectives does more harm than 

good in organizations. 
9. Politics can help organizations achieve their goals. 

 
Personal Benefit-Related Objectives 
 

Organizational politics is made up of the actions used to influence others to accomplish 
one’s objectives (work or personal). These can include: 

• relying on personal connections with influential people 
• exchanging favors 
• doing things to improve one’s image 
• using various types of personal influence   

  
The following statements concern the use of politics to accomplish personal-benefit 
related objectives such as 

• salary increases 
• better job assignments 
• promotions 
• better work schedules 
• good performance ratings 
• time off 
• personal recognition. 

  
Instructions:  Keeping in mind the above definition of organizational politics and the 
list of personal-benefit related objectives, please read the examples provided and then 
indicate the extent to which you agree with each statement. 
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1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 

 Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

 Strongly Agree 

 
1. It is wrong for employees to use political tactics to accomplish their personal-

benefit objectives. 
2. The use of politics to accomplish personal-benefit objectives does more harm than 

good in organizations. 
3. Using political methods to accomplish objectives that primarily benefit oneself is 

unethical. 
4. The use of politics to accomplish personal-benefit objectives is detrimental to 

organizational effectiveness. 
5. The use of politics to accomplish personal-benefit objectives creates an 

atmosphere of conflict, mistrust, and tension in organizations. 
6. Employees’ use of politics to accomplish personal-benefit objectives helps 

organizations function effectively. 
7. When people use political behaviors to primarily benefit themselves, 

organizations are a lot happier than those in which people do not. 
8. Successful executives must be effective organizational politicians to achieve their 

personal-benefit objectives. 
9. There is nothing immoral about using political tactics to accomplish objectives 

that primarily benefit oneself. 
 

Political Skill Inventory  
(Ferris, Treadway, Kolodinsky, Hochwarter, Kacmar, Douglas, & Frink, 2005) 

 
Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following 
statements. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 

  Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

  Strongly 
Agree 

 
1. I spend a lot of time and effort at work networking with others.  
2. At work, I know a lot of important people and am well connected. 
3. I am good at using my connections and networks to make things happen at 

work.  
4. I spend a lot of time at work developing connections with others.  
5. I am good at building relationships with influential people at work.  
6. It is important that people believe I am sincere in what I say and do.  
7. When communicating with others, I try to be genuine in what I say and do.  
8. I have developed a large network of colleagues and associates at work who I 

can call on for support when I really need to get things done. 
9. I try to show a genuine interest in other people. 
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10. I always seem to instinctively know the right thing to say or do to influence 
others.  

11. I have good intuition or savvy about how to present myself to others.  
12. I am particularly good at sensing the motivations and hidden agendas of others.  
13. I pay close attention to people’s facial expressions. 
14. I understand people very well.  
15. It is easy for me to develop good rapport with most people.  
16. I am able to make most people feel comfortable and at ease around me. 
17. I am able to communicate easily and effectively with others.  
18. I am good at getting people to like me. 

 
 

 

 

  

 


