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Abstract

Current studies have focused on exploring the impact of self-leadership on in-role outcomes, while research on extra-role
outcomes is limited. Will the self-leadership skills of employees work beyond themselves to transfer the positive state to
the organization or their colleagues? This study explores this field and enriches the research on extra-role outcomes of self-
leadership. Based on self-determination theory, this research verifies the mechanism of self-leadership on employee voice,
with thriving at work as a mediator and job characteristics (expressed as the motivating potential score) as a moderator. Using
a three-wave survey of 405 nurses, the results of confirmatory factor analyses show that the data fit of the hypothetical five-
factor measurement model is acceptable and we find that (1) self-leadership is positively associated with thriving at work,
(2) thriving at work is positively associated with promotive and prohibitive voice, (3) thriving at work mediates the relation-
ship of self-leadership on voice behavior, and (4) job characteristics moderate the relationship between self-leadership and
thriving at work, such that this relationship is stronger for employees with a poor job characteristic. Implications of these

observations for theory and practice are also discussed.
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Introduction

In today’s complex and competitive business environment,
enterprises cannot adapt to the rapidly changing knowledge
economy by relying solely on the traditional top-down man-
agement model (Marques-Quinteiro et al., 2019). Instead,
it is necessary to stimulate the potential and creativity of
employees through inspiring goals and to bring into play
the initiative of each employee for the organization to bet-
ter cope with external changes and competition and show
better performance (Inam et al., 2021; Kalra et al., 2021).
Self-leadership is a representation of subjective initiative,
which refers to the process by which employees achieve per-
formance through self-direction and self-motivation (Manz,
1986, 2015). Since Manz (1986) formally introduced self-
leadership, it has received widespread attention from both
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the theoretical and practical communities. Existing studies
have mainly explored the positive effects of self-leadership;
these effects can be broadly classified into three categories:
first, the effects on job attitudes, such as positive emotions
and job satisfaction (Houghton et al., 2012a, b; Manz et al.,
2016; Mueller & Niessen, 2019; Neck & Manz, 1996, 2010;
Stewart et al., 2011); second, the effects on work outcomes,
such as stress coping, job performance, creative behaviors,
team effectiveness, creativity, and career success (Murphy &
Ensher, 2001; Prussia et al., 1998; Raabe et al., 2007; Sampl
et al., 2017); and third, the effects on personality traits, such
as self-efficacy and psychological empowerment (Ganesh
et al., 2019; Houghton & Yoho, 2005; Konradt et al., 2009;
Megheirkouni, 2018).

As mentioned above, most previous studies have explored
the impact of self-leadership on in-role outcomes, with lim-
ited research on extra-role outcomes, such as organizational
citizenship behaviors and other organizational- or colleague-
oriented behaviors. Because individuals with strong self-
leadership will strive to achieve their own standard and
value through behavioral and cognitive strategies, which will
benefit their own self-development and self-effectiveness,
such as job performance and career success (Harari et al.,
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2021; Megheirkouni, 2018), will these self-leadership skills
work beyond themselves to transfer this positive effect to
the organization or their colleagues? This study will explore
this topic and enrich the research on extra-role outcomes of
self-leadership. Employee voice—a voluntary pro-organiza-
tion behavior that improves the organization’s status quo by
putting forward suggestions and identifying problems—is
a very important and effective way of communication to
adapt to the dynamic environment, as well as a common
extra-role behavior in the current organizational environ-
ment (Morrison, 2011; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). There-
fore, this research will further verify the positive effects of
self-leadership on voice behavior.

In addition, extensive research has argued that self-lead-
ership enhances individual self-efficacy, which then further
improves work outcomes (Ganesh et al., 2019; Konradt
et al., 2009; Megheirkouni, 2018). The fact is, however, that
the behavioral and cognitive strategies of self-leadership can
not only improve employees’ self-efficacy, that is, the need
for competence, but also satisfy the need for autonomy and
relatedness, thus stimulating employees’ intrinsic motivation
to do what they want to do rather than just what they can do
(Lim et al., 2018; van Dorssen-Boog et al., 2021). Voice
behavior is a voluntary pro-organizational behavior. When
employees are in the state of intrinsic work motivation, they
prefer to perform extra-role behavior such as voice behavior
(Gagne & Deci, 2005; Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006). Therefore,
this paper will use self-determination theory to explain the
positive effect of self-leadership on voice behavior.

According to self-determination theory (SDT), this study
holds that thriving at work, meaning that “individuals feel
vitality and learning at work™ (Spreitzer et al., 2012), con-
veys the effect of self-leadership on voice. SDT believes
that individuals tend to learn, explore, and be energized
when they are in a state of intrinsic motivation (Ryan &
Deci, 2017). Therefore, to a certain extent, we can treat
thriving at work as a manifestation of intrinsic motivation
(Spreitzer & Porath, 2014; van Beek et al., 2012; Wallace
et al., 2016; Yang et al., 2021). Thriving as a desirable and

Fig. 1 The conceptual model.
Notes: MPS motivating poten-

internal psychological state (Spreitzer et al., 2005; Yousaf
et al., 2019) can be motivated by personal characteristics,
and in turn influence an employee’s behavior (Chen et al.,
2020). A series of proactive strategies of self-leadership,
such as self-observation, can satisfy the three basic needs of
employees, thus enhancing intrinsic motivation and showing
a high level of vitality and learning (Wang et al., 2021), i.e.,
thriving at work. Further, based on SDT, this energetic and
learning state leads to more energy and willingness to exert
extra-role behavior, such as voice behavior (Gagne & Deci,
2005; Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006). Therefore, this study will
verify the mediating role of thriving at work.

SDT addresses that personal characteristics and job char-
acteristics jointly affect intrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci,
2000). Further, Spreitzer et al. (2005) suggested that per-
sonal characteristics and work context can affect thriving at
work. Therefore, this study will further demonstrate whether
the effect of personal characteristics (i.e., self-leadership)
on thriving at work is differs with different job characteris-
tics. Both personal and job characteristics promote intrin-
sic motivation by providing nutriments to satisfy the three
basic needs—autonomy, competence, and relatedness; there-
fore, whether the role of the two on intrinsic motivation is
mutually reinforcing or substitutive is to be further verified.
Therefore, this paper will examine how job characteristics,
as a moderator, influence the effect of self-leadership on
thriving at work. The motivating potential score (MPS) is a
comprehensive job characteristic factor, which is calculated
from five aspects of work characteristic scores. The higher
the score, the better it means to meet the intrinsic motivation
(Hackman & Oldham, 1976). Therefore, the MPS is cho-
sen to represent the job characteristic in this paper. Figure 1
shows the conceptual model.

This research will explore the underlying process of self-
leadership on employee voice, with thriving at work as the
mediator and job characteristic (i.e., MPS) as the moderator.
The following are the contributions of this study: first, self-
leadership positively affects voice behavior via thriving at
work, which enriches the study of self-leadership in terms of

H5a/5b

tial score

Job characteristic (MPS)

H4 . .
Promotive voice

Self-leadership

H1

\ 4

Thriving at work

H2b

H3a/3b Prohibitive voice

@ Springer



1408

Current Psychology (2024) 43:1406-1422

extra-role behavior. Self-leadership is beneficial to not only
self but also the organization, demonstrating its spillover
effects. Second, using SDT, this paper explains how self-
leadership affects voice behavior through thriving at work
and makes a more comprehensive analysis of self-leadership,
which deepens the understanding of self-leadership. Third,
based on SDT, this study finds a boundary condition for
the relationship between self-leadership and voice behavior,
namely the job characteristic, which adds some knowledge
to the mechanism of self-leadership. It also enriches SDT
by demonstrating and explaining the role of internal and
external factors on intrinsic motivation.

Literature review and hypotheses
Self-leadership

Manz (1983) derived the concept of self-leadership from
self-management (Stewart et al., 2019). Self-leadership is a
self-directed and self-motivated process, which shapes the
employees’ behavior in a positive way, thus improving their
performance (Manz & Neck, 2004). Scholars believe that
self-regulation, self-management, and self-leadership are all
concepts under self-influence but with different degrees of
control (Neck & Houghton, 2006). Self-regulation has the
lowest degree of control, representing a low level of self-
influence, just monitoring the external situation and mak-
ing some corrections when deviating from the goal, accom-
panied by less awareness. Self-management represents a
medium level of self-influence, with behavioral strategies
added. Self-leadership adopts behavioral and cognitive
strategies in a more positive and comprehensive manner
and represents a higher form of self-influence. In terms of
control degree, if the external control to internal control is
a continuum, the three are in different positions of the con-
tinuum. Self-leadership is highest in autonomy and intrinsic
motivation (van Dorssen-Boog et al., 2021).

Manz (1992) indicated that self-leadership includes three
different but complementary strategies: (1) the behavior-
focused strategy, which aims to stimulate and maintain effec-
tive behavior and reduce ineffective behavior, (2) natural
reward strategy, which aims to find ways to make individuals
enjoy the work itself, and (3) constructive thought strategy,
which guides employees to face challenges and difficulties
in work with a positive attitude (Anderson & Prussia, 1997;
Manz, 2015; Houghton et al., 2012a, b) attributed these
three strategies to another three factors, namely behavioral
awareness and volition (self-observation and self-goal set-
ting), task motivation (visualizing successful performance
and self-reward), and constructive cognition (self-talk and
evaluating beliefs and assumptions); these are adopted in
this paper. The stronger the employee’s self-leadership, the
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higher their autonomous working skills, and such personal
characteristic may make the employee thrive better.

Self-leadership and thriving at work

Thriving at work is defined as “the psychological state in
which an individual feels vitality and learning while work-
ing” (Spreitzer et al., 2005). Vitality refers to energy and
enthusiasm in working (Nix et al., 1999; Porath et al., 2012),
whereas learning refers to gaining skills and knowledge
(Edmondson, 1999). These two dimensions represent the
affective and cognitive components of thriving, respectively
(Niessen et al., 2012). Only when both are present at work
will employees feel thriving; without either one, they will
not. Overall, they help employees assess whether they are
progressing and moving forward (Kleine et al., 2019). As
mentioned above, intrinsic motivation can be expressed as
thriving at work; the stronger the intrinsic motivation, the
stronger the thriving at work. This intrinsic motivation can
be affected by individual factors (Wallace et al., 2016) such
as self-leadership.

van Dorssen-Boog et al. (2021) demonstrated that self-
leadership can facilitate autonomous motivation (expressed
as work engagement) of health care workers, which in turn
promotes health and job performance. Lee et al.’s (2018)
cross-sectional study suggested that cancer patients with
higher self-leadership and action plans were more likely
to adhere to exercise programs, and self-leaders were more
likely to care about themselves. This study argues that self-
leadership involves a set of proactive strategies that can sat-
isfy the needs of employees for autonomy, competence, and
relatedness, thus enhancing thriving (Spreitzer & Porath,
2014; Wang et al., 2021; Williams & Deci, 1996; Spreitzer
et al., 2005) indicated that employees’ agentic behavior
(such as positive coping and goal-oriented at work) is key to
thriving. Specifically, based on SDT, the sense of autonomy
employees get when they set their own goals makes them
feel more responsible and take ownership of their work; this
in turn keeps them better focused on their goals and open
to be in a state of learning in order to acquire new knowl-
edge to achieve the goals (Abid et al., 2018; Geiger, 2013).
Self-reward and visualizing successful performance lead
employees to set expectations for work results and believe
that they will succeed (feel competence), thus increasing
employees’ aliveness and enthusiasm (i.e., vitality). Self-
talk and evaluating belief and assumptions help individuals
eliminate dysfunctional thought and remain positive, as well
as the autonomy that comes from various autonomous work
strategies of self-leadership, which helps maintain relation-
ships (i.e., relatedness), thus making employees more ener-
gized (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Hodgins et al., 1996; Ryan &
Lynch, 1989). In conclusion, the self-leadership’s skillset
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enables employees to thrive at work. Hence, we hypothesize
the following:

Hypothesis 1: Self-leadership is positively related to
thriving at work.

Thriving at work and employee voice behavior

Voice is a voluntary communication behavior aimed at
promoting organizational effectiveness (Singh et al., 2016;
Liang et al., 2012) classified voice into promotive voice and
prohibitive voice according to its nature. Promotive voice
behavior is more aimed at improving the organization’s
status quo via some new ideas and therefore more accept-
able to the stakeholders. Prohibitive voice behavior mainly
focuses on improper procedures, rules, or policies existing
in work practice, which may cause differences of opinions
and worsen interpersonal harmony within the organization
(Chamberlin et al., 2017). Both types of voice behavior need
to consume extra time and energy, so they are challenging
and risky (Song et al., 2019). Most of the previous studies
considered voice behavior as cognitive behavior, and the
decision on voice behavior should be made after weighing the
gains and losses (Li et al., 2020). However, when employees
are in a very positive state, they are willing to exert extra-
role behaviors such as voice. This view is also be supported
by the empirical study of Yousaf et al. (2019), which holds
that thriving is a desirable state, and that when employees
are thriving at work, they will be motivated by this intrinsic
motivation to exert more voice behavior. Therefore, when
employees are thriving, they will take the initiative to voice.

More specifically, first, when employees are in a state
of thriving, they are in a state of learning. As a result, they
are more likely to find some hidden dangers and problems
in their work as well as generate ideas and measures for
improvement (Wallace et al., 2016); these are conducive to
voice behavior. Second, when employees thrive at work, they
are full of energy and vitality. Based on SDT, employees
in this state are more willing and able to adopt extra-role
behavior (Gagne & Deci, 2005) such as voice behavior.
Third, based on SDT, employees who experience thriving
tend to take more proactive actions to promote continued
thriving. Moreover, voice behavior will help them shape
the context and gain access to resources, thus contributing
to continuous thriving (Fuller et al., 2007; Spreitzer et al.,
2005). Therefore, the more thriving the employee, the more
voice behavior, including promotive and prohibitive voice,
they portray. Based on the above views, we hypothesize the
following:

Hypothesis 2: Thriving at work is positively related to
promotive voice (Hypothesis 2a) and prohibitive voice
(Hypothesis 2b).

Thriving at work as a mediator

Through the framework of SDT (Ryan & Deci, 2000), thriv-
ing at work conveys the effect of self-leadership on voice
behavior. The skill sets of self-leadership provide enough
fuel for learning and vitality, which in turn promotes voice
behavior. Briefly, the behavioral and cognitive strategies of
self-leadership greatly help employees to obtain satisfac-
tion of the three basic needs (autonomy, competence, and
relatedness), thus motivating them to enter a state of intrinsic
motivation and subsequently exhibit high levels of vitality
and learning (Spreitzer & Porath, 2014). This positive state
of high vitality and learning, in turn, motivates employees
to perform more extra-role behavior (Gagne & Deci, 2005;
Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006), like promotive and prohibitive
voice. Thus, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 3: Thriving at work mediates the relationship
between self-leadership and promotive voice behavior
(Hypothesis 3a) and prohibitive voice behavior (Hypoth-
esis 3b).

Job characteristic as a moderator

SDT suggests that individual characteristics and job charac-
teristics jointly influence intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan,
1985). Moreover, Spreitzer et al. (2005) argued that both
individual personality and work context affect thriving at
work. While personal characteristics, such as self-leadership,
may make it easier for some employees to feel thriving than
others, understanding the characteristics of the work at the
same time may contribute more to theoretical development
and practice. Therefore, this paper will explore how external
factors such as job characteristics and internal factors such as
personal characteristics jointly influence the intrinsic moti-
vation, i.e., thriving at work.

The MPS is a comprehensive job characteristic factor,
which is a type of work context and is calculated by scor-
ing five job characteristics; the more the MPS, the greater
the intrinsic motivation (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Singh
et al., 2016). The five job characteristics are skill variety,
task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback.
The first three characteristics are related to work meaning,
autonomy is associated with responsibility, and feedback is
related to the knowledge brought by work results (Hack-
man & Oldham, 1974, 1975). The five job characteristics, as
motivators, influence intrinsic motivation through the three
psychological states, i.e., meaningfulness, responsibility,
and knowledge (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). These five
job characteristics also provide nutrients to the basic needs
(i.e., autonomy, competence, and relatedness) in SDT, which
in turn influence the individual’s intrinsic motivation, i.e.,
thriving at work (van Dorssen-Boog et al., 2021).
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These job characteristics meet the basic needs in SDT and
promote thriving as follows: first, skill variety, task identity,
and task significance enable employees to believe that their
work is meaningful and that they are embedded and con-
tributing to the outside word (i.e., relatedness), such as the
community, the company, and their colleagues. This makes
employees full of energy and vitality (Hackman & Oldham,
1976; Deci & Ryan, 2012). It also encourages them to learn
and master more skills so that they can better complete the
tasks they consider meaningful (Niessen et al., 2012). Sec-
ond, with higher autonomy, employees feel more responsible
for the success or failure of the task; they will consequently
keep learning to ensure that tasks can be achieved (Geiger,
2013). At the same time, according to SDT, job autonomy
can increase vitality (Li et al., 2016; Ryan & Deci, 2017).
Third, the better the feedback of the job, the more employ-
ees know about the results and effects of their work, and
they can adjust and maintain their behaviors in time to keep
moving forward, which enhances their sense of control
(i.e., competence) and thriving (Wang et al., 2021). Taken
together, the job characteristics embedded in the MPS enable
employees to thrive.

As mentioned earlier, self-leadership also fuels thriving;
therefore, both personal and job characteristics may pro-
mote thriving at work by providing nutrients for autonomy,
competence, and relatedness. According to SDT, employ-
ees’ intrinsic motivation can be stimulated as long as the
three basic psychological needs are met (Deci & Ryan, 2012;
Spreitzer & Porath, 2014). When employees are with good
job characteristics (high MPS), there are more nutriments
to meet these three needs, thus promoting intrinsic motiva-
tion. Therefore, intrinsic motivation reduces the reliance on
self-leadership skills. That is, when the job characteristic is
better, the effect of self-leadership on intrinsic motivation
is weaker. Conversely, when employees are with the poor
job characteristic (low MPS), the job characteristic does not
provide enough nutrients and thus increases the reliance on
self-leadership. That is, when the job characteristic is poor,
self-leadership has a stronger effect on intrinsic motivation,
i.e., thriving at work. This logic is consistent with Black and
Deci’s (2000) view that the effects of individual autonomy
orientation and autonomy-supportive context on intrinsic
motivation are mutually substituting. Thus, we hypothesize
the following:

Hypothesis 4: Job characteristics (MPS) will moderate
the relationship between self-leadership and thriving at
work, such that this relationship is stronger for employees
with a poor job characteristic (low MPS).

Thus far, we have elaborated the mechanism of self-

leadership on voice behavior, in which thriving at work acts
as a mediator and the job characteristic (i.e., MPS) plays
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a moderating role. In summary, when employees are in a
high MPS context, the impact of self-leadership on voice
behavior through thriving is weaker. On the contrary, when
employees are in a low MPS context, self-leadership has a
stronger effect on voice via thriving. That is, the job charac-
teristic (i.e., MPS) moderates the mediating effect of self-
leadership on voice behavior. Thus, we have the following
hypothesis:

Hypothesis 5: The job characteristic (MPS) moderates the
mediating relationship between self-leadership and promo-
tive voice (Hypothesis 5a)/prohibitive voice (Hypothesis 5b)
via thriving at work, such that this mediating effect is stronger
for employees with a poor job characteristic (low MPS).

Methods
Sample and procedures

Nurses from a large general hospital in northwest China
were invited to participate in our survey through the profes-
sional questionnaire platform Wenjuanxing. Based on Pod-
sakoff et al.’s (2003) suggestions, measuring predictor and
criterion variables with temporal separation is an effective
technique to control common method biases. Thus, we con-
ducted three surveys at 2-week intervals and collected the
following information of participants: the first round for self-
leadership, proactive personality, MPS, and demographics
(gender, age, tenure, marriage, education, professional title,
and department); the second round for thriving at work; and
the third round for promotive and prohibitive voice.

Before sending the questionnaire, we explained the sur-
vey process to the participants and assured anonymity of the
participants. We initially invited 561 nurses to participate
in the survey. After three rounds of surveys, we kept the
successful matches and excluded the invalid questionnaires.
Data from those who participated in only one or two rounds
of the survey were excluded. Finally, 405 effective ques-
tionnaires were available (response rate =72.19%). Among
them, 96.05% were female, with a mean age of 32.07 years
(SD=5.58), and a mean organizational tenure of 9.41 years
(8§D =6.07). To test response bias, t-tests for independent
samples were performed, i.e., mean differences on demo-
graphics were assessed between those who responded (stay-
ers, 405) and those who did not respond (leavers, 156) at
time 2 and time 3. The two groups were found to differ in
age, organizational tenure, gender, education, professional
title, surgery, and internal medicine. Thus, referring to previ-
ous studies (Mitchell et al., 2001; Murphy et al., 2013; Pater-
son et al., 2014; vanDorssen-Boog et al., 2021), we used age,
organizational tenure, gender, education, professional title,
and department as control variables throughout the analyses.
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Measures

Because the respondents were from China, all English scales
were translated into Chinese using the translation—back
translation method (Brislin, 1980). Except for special
remarks, all scales are on a five-point Likert scale, with 1
representing strongly disagree and 5 representing strongly
agree. All the detailed scales are shown in Appendix.

Self-leadership

We measured self-leadership using Houghton et al. (2012a,
b) nine-item scale. A sample item for behavior awareness and
volition is “I make a point to keep track of how well I'm doing
at work,” for task motivation is “I visualize myself successfully
performing a task before I do it,” and for constructive cognition
is “Sometimes I talk to myself (out loud or in my head) to work
through difficult situations”. Cronbach’s o was 0.922.

Motivating potential score

We measured the MPS using the scale developed by Hackman
and Oldham (1976). This paper focuses on the moderating
effect of job characteristics on the relationship between self-
leadership and intrinsic motivation, and job characteristics
as a whole (i.e., MPS) are more closely related to intrinsic
motivation (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). Therefore, referring
to previous studies (Han et al., 2022; Oerlemans & Bakker,
2018; Zaman et al., 2020), this paper discusses job charac-
teristics as a whole. The scale includes five factors of the job
characteristic model that reflect a job’s MPS. It is calculated
using the five indicators via the following formula:

_ Skill Variety + Task Identity + task Significance

MPS
3

influence of motivated intrinsic motivation on employee
behavior. Thriving considered as a whole is more repre-
sentative of intrinsic motivation, thus we consider thriving
as a whole construct. Cronbach’s a was 0.961.

Promotive voice and prohibitive voice

We measured voice using Liang et al.’s (2012) 10-item scale.
Promotive and prohibitive voice each have five items. A sam-
ple item for promotive voice is “I raise suggestions to improve
the unit’s working procedure” and for prohibitive voice is “I
dare to point out problems when they appear in the unit, even if
that would hamper relationships with other colleagues”. Cron-
bach’s o values were 0.938 and 0.880, respectively.

Controls

First, similar to other literature on voice (Li et al., 2020) and
taking into account possible response bias, we selected gender,
age, organizational tenure, marriage, education, professional
title, and department as control variables. Second, given that
some studies demonstrated that proactive personality can affect
thriving and voice behavior (Jiang, 2017; Xu et al., 2019), we
also took it as a control variable and measured it with Seibert
et al.’s (1999) 10-item scale. A sample item is “I am always
looking for better ways to do things.” Cronbach’s o was 0.950.

Analysis

We performed confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) to verify the
discriminant validity of the concepts via Amos 24. The MPS is
calculated by a formula and contains a product term. Therefore,

X Autonomy X Feedback

The items of the scale were from the Job Diagnostic Sur-
vey that measured the job characteristic model (Hackman &
Oldham, 1974, 1975). A sample item is “The job requires me
to use a number of complex or high-level skills”. Cronbach’s
a was 0.711 for the skill variety subset, 0.824 for the task
identity subset, 0.828 for the task significance subset, 0.899
for the autonomy subset, and 0.900 for the feedback subset.

Thriving at work

We measured thriving at work using Porath et al.’s (2012)
10-item scale. The vitality and learning dimensions each
have five items. A sample item for vitality is “I have energy
and spirit” and for learning is “I see myself continually
improving”. The purpose of this paper is to explore the

the MPS is treated as an explicit variable in this paper and not
considered in CFAs. Then, following other studies (Abid et al.,
2021; Mo & Shi, 2018), Hayes’s (2013) PROCESS macro was
used to examine the hypothetical model in this paper, in which,
a bootstrapping method was conducted to test the mediating and
moderated mediating effects (Edwards & Lambert, 2007).

Results
Confirmatory factor analyses
Table 1 presents the CFA results. It shows acceptable fit of

the five-factor measurement model (consisting of self-lead-
ership, proactive personality, thriving at work, promotive
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voice, and prohibitive voice; x2=1825.219, df =678,
comparative fit index [CFI] =0.924, Tucker-Lewis index
[TLI]=0.917, root mean square error of approximation
[RMSEA]=0.065). We used x 2 difference tests to compare
this five-factor model to several alternative models. x 2 dif-
ference tests showed that the five-factor model fit the data
significantly better than the four-factor model (combined
self-leadership with proactive personality; x2=3668.407,
df =696, CFI=0.802, TLI=0.790, RMSEA =0.103;
Ax2=1843.188, p<.001), the three-factor model (com-
bined self-leadership with proactive personality; combined
promotive voice with prohibitive voice; x2=3865.965,
df =699, CFI=0.789, TLI=0.777, RMSEA =0.106;
Ax2=2040.746, p < .001), and the one-factor model (com-
bined all the items; x2=9146.922, df =702, CF1=0.438,
TLI=0.407, RMSEA =0.173; Ax2=7321.703, p <.001).
The results verified that the five measurements were dif-
ferent. The results verified that the five measurements were
different.

Descriptive statistics and correlations

Table 2 shows the means, standard deviations, and correla-
tions of the variables. Self-leadership was positively related
to thriving at work (r=.346, p <.01), promotive voice
(r=.378, p<.01), and prohibitive voice (r=.344, p<.01).
Thriving at work was positively correlated with promotive
voice (r=.581, p<.01) and prohibitive voice (r=.499,
p <.01). Furthermore, the MPS was positively associated
with thriving at work (r=.335, p<.01).

Hypothesis testing

Table 3 indicates that self-leadership positively affects thriv-
ing at work (B=0.248, p <.01), supporting Hypothesis 1.
Furthermore, thriving at work positively affects promotive
voice (B=0.514, p<.01) and prohibitive voice (B=0.422,
p <.01), supporting Hypotheses 2a and 2b.

Hypothesis 3: proposed that thriving at work plays a
mediating role between self-leadership and employee
voice. A bootstrapping of 5000 was performed to test
this mediating effect. Table 3 suggests that thriving at
work has a mediating effect between self-leadership
and promotive voice (indirect effect=0.127, 95% CI
[0.040, 0.244]), supporting Hypothesis 3a. Furthermore,
the mediating effect of thriving at work between self-
leadership and prohibitive voice is significant (indirect
effect=0.105, 95% CI [0.034, 0.215]), again supporting
Hypothesis 3b.

Hypothesis 4: predicts that the job characteristic
(expressed as MPS) moderates the relationship between
self-leadership and thriving at work. Table 3 shows that
the interaction between self-leadership and MPS sig-
nificantly affects thriving at work (B=—0.001, p <.05).
Figure 2 illustrates that when employees are in a strong
(M +1 SD) MPS, self-leadership has a weaker impact on
thriving at work than when they are in a weak (M — 1 SD)
MPS; thus, Hypothesis 4is supported.

Hypothesis 5 provides that the job characteristic
(expressed as MPS) moderates the mediation effect of
thriving at work between self-leadership and voice behav-
ior. A bootstrap of 5000 was also performed to test this
moderated mediation. Table 4 suggests that for promo-
tive voice, the mediating role of thriving at work is sig-
nificant (indirect effect=0.108, 95% CI [0.019, 0.241])
when the MPS is low (M —1 SD) and is not significant
(indirect effect=0.018, 95% CI [—0.129, 0.134]) when
the MPS is high (M +1 SD). Therefore, for promotive
voice, the job characteristic (MPS) plays a moderating
role; this supports Hypothesis 5a. In addition, for pro-
hibitive voice, the mediating role of thriving at work is
significant (indirect effect=0.089, 95% CI [0.012, 0.203])
when the MPS is low (M —1 SD) and is not significant
(indirect effect=0.015, 95% CI [—-0.106, 0.111]) when
the MPS is high (M + 1 SD). Therefore, for prohibitive

Table 1 ReSl.lltS of confirmative Model
factor analysis

Xz df Ay 2 (Adf) RMSEA CFI TLI

5-factor Model®

4-factor Model® (combining SL and PP)
3-factor Model® (combining SL and PP;

combining V1 and V2)
1-factor Model®

1825219 678 ----- 0.065 0.924 0.917
3668.407 696 1843.188(18)"" 0.103 0.802  0.790
3865.965 699 2040.746(21)""  0.106 0.789 0.777

9146.922 702 7321.703(24) 0.173 0.438  0.407

SL =self-leadership, PP = proactive personality, V1 =promotive voice, V2 =prohibitive voice

3self-leadership, proactive personality, thriving at work, promotive voice, prohibitive voice. "“Combining
self-leadership and proactive personality; “Combining self-leadership and proactive personality; combining
promotive voice and prohibitive voice; ‘Combining all constructs

N=405
“*p <0.001
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Table 3 Regression analyses for the model

Predictor Thriving at work
Modell
Intercept 2.830%*
Age 0.012
Tenure 0.006
Marriage 0.049
Gender 0.235
Education -0.013
Professional title —0.199
Surgery 0.099
Internal medicine 0.191
Proactive personality 0.160*
Self-leadership 0.248%%*
Thriving at work
MPS
Self-leadership X MPS
R2? 0.155
F 7.211%%*

Indirect effects of self-leadership on promotive voice and prohibitive voice

Promotive voice
Sobel Test (z)
3.304%:*

95% Cr*
[0.040, 0.244]

Indirect effect
0.127

Promotive voice

Prohibitive voice

Model2 Model3 Model4
2.321 0.257 1.083
0.010 0.035 0.022
0.009 —0.018 0.000
0.100 -0.073 0.007
0.201 -0.132 —0.264
-0.017 0.013 0.034
—0.182 0.016 0.091
0.118 0.141 0.199
0.200 0.010 0.088
0.084 0.266%* 0.244%:*
0.355%%* 0.031 0.032
0.514%%* 0.422%:*
0.009%*
—0.001*
0.168 0.420 0.333
6.596%* 25.864** 17.835%*
Prohibitive voice
Indirect effect Sobel Test (z) 95% C1*
0.105 3.214%% [0.034, 0.215]

N=405. MPS motivating potential score. a. Based on bootstrap 5000. *p <.05. **p <.01

S &
~ o oo N
| | |

o
o
|
L}

thriving at work
(o))
[

5.8

5.6 —

5.4

32 7 —— low MPS
-= - high MPS

low self-leadership high self-leadership

Fig.2 Moderation of job characteristic (MPS). Notes: MPS motivat-
ing potential score

voice, the job characteristic (MPS) plays a moderating
role; this supports Hypothesis 5b.

@ Springer

Additional analysis

Table 3 shows that thriving at work fully mediates the rela-
tionship of self-leadership on promotive/prohibitive voice
behavior. However, it has been shown that the role of learn-
ing and vitality on the two types of voice behavior could be
different (Sheng & Zhou, 2022). Therefore, although there
is no relevant hypothesis, we empirically analyzed the role
of the two dimensions of thriving (learning and vitality) in
the self-leadership- promotive/prohibitive voice relationship,
using Hayes’s (2013) PROCESS macro. A bootstrapping
of 5000 was performed to test the mediating effect and to
generate confidence intervals. As shown in Table 5, when
learning and vitality are analyzed as mediators at the same
time, vitality has a mediating effect between self-leadership
and promotive and prohibitive voice (indirect effect =0.088,
95% CI [0.020, 0.191] and indirect effect=0.084, 95% CI
[0.023, 0.184], respectively). Conversely, the mediating
effect of learning between self-leadership and promotive and
prohibitive voice is not significant (indirect effect=0.034,
95% CI [- 0.007, 0.117] and indirect effect=0.013, 95% CI
[-. 029, 0.084], respectively).

Next, we verified the moderating effect of MPS between
self-leadership and the two thriving dimensions (learning
and vitality). As shown in Table 5, the interaction between
self-leadership and MPS affects vitality (B=—-0.001,
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Table 4 Conditional indirect Promotive voice Prohibitive voice

effect analyses for the model
MPS effect BootSE 95% CI* effect BootSE 95% CI
High(M + 1SD) 0.018 0.067 [-0.129, 0.134] 0.015 0.055 [-0.106, 0.111]
Low(M-1SD) 0.108 0.055 [0.019, 0.241] 0.089 0.047 [0.012, 0.203]

N=405. * confidence interval. M mean, SD standard deviation. MPS motivating potential score, SE stand-

ard error

Table 5 Additional analyses for the mediating effects of the two thriving dimensions and the moderating effects of MPS

Predictor Learning Vitality
Modell Model2 Model3
Intercept 2.846%* 4.787+* 2.815%*
Age 0.008 0.006 0.016
Tenure 0.008 0.010 0.005
Marriage 0.062 0.104 0.036
Gender 0.309 0.281 0.161
Education 0.024 0.021 —0.050
Professional title —0.062 —0.047 -0.335
Surgery 0.096 0.111 0.102
Internal medicine 0.120 0.127 0.261
Proactive personality 0.127* 0.062 0.194%%*
Self-leadership 0.252%* 0.150 0.243%**
Learning
Vitality
MPS 0.002
Self-leadership X MPS —0.001
R? 0.142 0.152 0.148
F 6.525%%* 5.837%* 6.849%%*

Indirect effects of self-leadership on promotive voice and prohibitive voice

Promotive voice

Promotive voice Prohibitive voice

Model4 Model5 Model6
4.873%* 0.313 1.157
0.014 0.034 0.021
0.007 —0.018 0.001
0.097 —0.069 0.013
0.121 -0.110 —-0.237
—0.054 0.021 0.044
-0.316 0.043 0.127
0.125 0.142 0.201
0.272 —0.003 0.072
0.106 0.262%* 0.237%*
0.096 0.037 0.039
0.133 0.050
0.362%%* 0.347%*
0.002*
—0.001*
0.163 0.424 0.341
6.344%%* 24.087** 16.888**

Prohibitive voice

Indirect effect Sobel Test (z) 95% CI* Indirect effect Sobel Test (z) 95% CI*
Learning 0.034 1.556 [-0.007,0.117]  0.013 0.611 [-0.029, 0.084]
Vitality 0.088 2.616%* [0.020, 0.191] 0.084 2.556* [0.023, 0.184]
N=405. MPS motivating potential score. a. Based on bootstrap 5000. *p <.05. **p <.01

p <.05) significantly, but has no significant impact on
learning (B =—0.001, ns). Last, since the mediating effect
of learning between self-leadership and voice behavior is
nonsignificant and the moderating effect of MPS on the
relationship between self-leadership and learning is also
nonsignificant, we only test whether MPS moderates the
mediation effect of vitality between self-leadership and
voice behavior. A bootstrap of 5000 was also performed
to test this moderated mediation. As shown in Table 6,
for promotive voice, the mediating role of vitality is sig-
nificant (indirect effect=0.073, 95% CI [0.003, 0.186])
when the MPS is low (M — 1 SD) and is not significant
(indirect effect=—0.003, 95% CI [-0.111, 0.098]) when
the MPS is high (M + 1 SD). Therefore, for promotive
voice, the MPS plays a moderating role. In addition, for

prohibitive voice, the mediating role of vitality is signifi-
cant (indirect effect=0.070, 95% CI [0.003, 0.176]) when
the MPS is low (M — 1 SD), and is not significant (indirect
effect=—0.003, 95% CI [—0.111, 0.090]) when the MPS
is high (M + 1 SD). Therefore, for prohibitive voice, MPS
also plays a moderating role.

Discussion

This study focuses on how self-leadership, a self-focused
variable, affects extra-role behavior (i.e., voice behavior).
Based on SDT, through the investigation of its underlying
mechanism, that is, taking thriving at work as a mediator and
job characteristic (MPS) as a moderator, we have gained an

@ Springer
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Table 6 Conditional indirect
effect analyses for the additional

Promotive voice

Prohibitive voice

analysis Mediator MPS effect BootSE  95% CI* effect BootSE  95% CI
Vitality =~ HighM+1SD) —0.003 0.053 [-0.111,0.098] —0.003 0.050 [-0.111, 0.090]
Low(M-1SD) 0.073 0.045 [0.003,0.186]  0.070 0.042 [0.003, 0.176]

N=405. ? confidence interval. M mean, SD standard deviation. MPS motivating potential score, SE stand-

ard error

in-depth understanding about self-leadership and the SDT.
The empirical results support all the hypotheses proposed
in this study.

Theoretical implications

There are several important theoretical implications. First,
self-leadership positively affects employee voice via thriv-
ing at work, which advances the study on self-leadership
in terms of the extra-role behavior. Not only does self-
leadership facilitate employees’ own development and suc-
cess, as stated in Megheirkouni’s (2018) study, we found
that this proactive state of self-leadership also spills over
to the organization and colleagues, contributing to organi-
zational development through voice behavior. This deepens
the understanding of self-leadership. In this paper, we con-
trol for proactive personality when examining the under-
lying process between self-leadership and voice behavior.
The corresponding results demonstrate that self-leadership
and proactive personality are distinct concepts, and they
have their own unique effect on extra-role behavior, such as
voice behavior. This provides an empirical basis for future
research on self-leadership. In addition, this study found that
self-leadership, as a new antecedent, promotes employees to
thrive at work. This observation supports Cockerell’s (2020)
point: “Things are more navigable when we are prepared,
and learning to lead ourselves is the first step.” It also dem-
onstrates that positive personal characteristics (e.g., self-
leadership) are conducive to employees thriving at work,
which is also consistent with Abid et al.’s (2021) findings
that employees who are hopeful and optimistic are more
likely to thrive at work.

Second, from the perspective of SDT, thriving at work
explains how self-leadership affects voice behavior, which
elucidates the mechanism of self-leadership clearer. Previ-
ous research has more often advocated that self-leadership
enhances self-efficacy and thus promotes work outcomes
(Ganesh et al., 2019; Megheirkouni, 2018; Prussia et al.,
1998), while less discussing its impact on the need for auton-
omy and the need for relatedness. However, in terms of the
most essential attribute of self-leadership—that employees
lead themselves rather than being led by others—i.e., high
degree of autonomy, this autonomous skillset also promotes
the satisfaction of employees’ autonomy and relatedness

@ Springer

needs (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Hodgins et al., 1996; Ryan &
Lynch, 1989). To summarize, strong self-leadership pro-
vides employees with sufficient nutriments to satisfy the
three basic needs and promotes intrinsic motivation, which
further promotes employees to pursue higher-order needs
and increase extra-role behaviors, such as voice behavior
(Lim et al., 2018; Gagne & Deci, 2005). Thus, SDT can
fully explain the mechanism of self-leadership and provide
us some new knowledge about the role of self-leadership.
Furthermore, additional analyses indicated that the medi-
ating effect of vitality between self-leadership and voice
behavior is significant, while the mediating effect of learning
is not significant. That is, vitality is more likely to convey
the effect of self-leadership on voice behavior relative to
learning. To some extent, this also suggests that vitality is a
better indicator of intrinsic motivation, which is consistent
with the views of Deci and Ryan (2000) and Ryan and Deci
(2000), who argued that intrinsically motivated people will
exhibit more vitality.

Third, this research found that the job characteristic
(expressed as MPS) is a boundary condition that fluctu-
ates the effect of self-leadership on thriving at work and
voice behavior. Thus, our understanding of self-leadership
is more complete. When the work itself is not motivating
enough, the positive role of self-leadership will be more
obvious, and employees will be able to take the initiative
to adjust their goals, adjust their mindset, and improve the
intrinsic motivation (i.e., thriving at work). This result also
reflects the essential role of self-leadership: individuals can
enhance their subjective perception of work to a more posi-
tive state through self-leadership strategies (Goldsby et al.,
2021). Although the job characteristic is often beyond our
control, we can change our own mentality and work process
through self-leadership (Goldsby et al., 2021) to feel more
controllable and purposeful at work (Harari et al., 2021).
As a result, performance can be improved, providing use-
ful insight for management practice. Incidentally, this result
suggests that the effects of self-leadership and job character-
istics on intrinsic motivation are substitutes for each other.
Job characteristics such as autonomy and feedback can
provide employees with the nutriments that promote thriv-
ing at work (Lee et al., 2015; Xie, 2016). Self-leadership
strategies such as self-goal setting and self-observation also
allow employees to feel more autonomy and feedback, and
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these nutriments promote intrinsic motivation, i.e., thriving
at work (van Dorssen-Boog et al., 2020). The nutriments
provided by self-leadership and job characteristics for thriv-
ing are somewhat substitutable, which implies that either
internal or external factors can promote intrinsic motivation
as long as they provide nutrients to satisfy the three basic
needs (Spreitzer & Porath, 2014), in the sense that the two
have similar effects on intrinsic motivation. Thus, the under-
standing of SDT is deepened.

Practical implications

There are also some practical implications for the manage-
ment. First, the current study demonstrated that self-lead-
ership positively affects promotive and prohibitive voice
behaviors through thriving at work. Organizations can
facilitate voice behavior by helping employees become self-
leaders through self-leadership training programs (Sampl
et al., 2017). Specifically, organizations in the healthcare
arena can help their workers learn to set their own work
goals, encourage them to have positive self-talk and track
their work results, and gradually make them feel that they
are in charge of their own work content and process, thereby
enhancing their intrinsic motivation. However, this requires
supervisor empowerment, otherwise employees are not
free to develop and exercise these skills (Yun et al., 2006).
Furthermore, in addition to training, organizations can also
screen employees with higher self-leadership through psy-
chometric tests and interviews. For example, employees with
traits such as openness, conscientiousness, optimism, and
hope may have a higher propensity for self-direction and
self-motivation (Abid et al., 2021; Harari et al., 2021).

Second, the results suggested that thriving at work posi-
tively affects extra-role behavior, including voice behav-
ior. In addition to self-leadership, organizations can also
promote thriving at work in other ways to promote voice
behavior. For example, organizations in the healthcare arena
can share more information with their employees, create a
trusting work environment, and facilitate employees with
more decision-making power (Spreitzer & Porath, 2014).
Furthermore, organizations in the healthcare arena can foster
a caring atmosphere that can both provide employees with
life opportunities and help them overcome adversity (Feeney
& Collins, 2015).

Third, the results showed that the effects of self-leader-
ship and job characteristics on thriving at work and voice
behavior are interchangeable. Therefore, organizations such
as healthcare can start from job design to make jobs with
a higher MPS. After all, the cultivation of self-leadership
requires an empowering culture, the right leaders, and the
right employees (Furtner et al., 2013; van Dorssen-Boog
et al., 2021), which does not happen overnight. Specifi-
cally, in order to improve job characteristics, leaders can

share more of the organizational vision and emphasize the
importance and contribution of each position; at the same
time, leaders should provide timely feedback to employees
on their work results and give them more space and freedom
to carry out their own work (Hackman & Oldham, 1976).

Limitations and directions for further research

To make the findings more valid, this study collected ques-
tionnaires in three time points and controlled for proactive
personality; however, there are still some limitations. First,
the respondents in this study were all nurses from the same
hospital, which poses some challenges to the generalizability
of the findings. Hence, this model could be validated in other
industries in the future to make the findings more robust.
Second, all scales were self-reported, which may introduce
the effect of common method variance on the results. Future
studies can collect data from different respondents, such as
the data of employee voice behavior obtained from leaders.

Third, we cannot discern the causality between the
variables in the model due to the cross-sectional data
of our research. For example, through the lens of social
learning theory, voice behavior is beneficial to improve
employee’s internal status and self-image, which may
facilitate an employee to thrive at work. From a social
cognitive theory perspective, employees who feel more
thriving at work develop a more positive self-concept,
which can drive them to develop additional self-leader-
ship skills. This needs to be demonstrated further through
complete panel design or experimental studies, such as
adding a self-leadership training program and introduc-
ing a growth model. Fourth, this study used thriving at
work as a manifestation of intrinsic motivation rather
than directly measuring the three needs; this may have
some challenges for the findings. Future studies may try
to measure the three needs directly to verify the reliabil-
ity of the model.

Conclusion

To explore the relationship between self-leadership and
extra-role behavior, we investigated its relationship with
voice behavior from the perspective of the SDT. We found
that thriving at work mediated the effect of self-leadership
on employee voice, and the job characteristic (expressed as
MPS) moderated the relationship between self-leadership
and thriving at work. In general, the stronger the self-lead-
ership, the better the vitality and learning state, and the more
the employees’ voice behavior will be stimulated. Future
research could continue to demonstrate the effects of self-
leadership on other extra-role behaviors such as organization
citizenship behavior to individual or organization.

@ Springer
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Appendix 1

Measures of Core Constructs
Self-leadership.
Behavior Awareness and Volition (BAV)

—_—

I establish specific goals for my own performance.
I'make a point to keep track of how well I’'m doing at work.
3. I work toward specific goals I have set for myself.

N

Task Motivation (TM)

4. When I have successfully completed a task, I often
reward myself with something I like.

5. Sometimes I picture in my mind a successful perfor-
mance before I actually do a task.

6. 1visualize myself successfully performing a task before
Idoit.

Constructive Cognition (CC)

7. Sometimes I talk to myself (out loud or in my head) to
work through difficult situations.

8. Ttry to mentally evaluate the accuracy of my own beliefs
about situations I am having problems with.

9. Ithink about my own beliefs and assumptions whenever
I encounter a difficult situation.

Proactive personality

1. No matter what the odds, if I believe in something I
will make it happen.

2. Tam constantly on the lookout for new ways to improve
my life.

3.  Wherever I have been, I have been a powerful force for
constructive change.

4. Nothing is more exciting than seeing my ideas turn into
reality.

5. IfIsee something I don’t like, I fix it.

6. Ilove being a champion for my ideas, even against
others’ opposition.

7. Texcel at identifying opportunities.

I am always looking for better ways to do things.

9. IfIbelieve in an idea, no obstacle will prevent me from

making it happen.
10. TIcan spot a good opportunity long before others can.

®©

Thriving at work.
Learning latent factor.

1. Ifind myself learning often.
2. Icontinue to learn more as time goes by.

@ Springer

3. Isee myself continually improving.
4. Tam not learning (R).
5. Tam developing a lot as a person.

Vitality latent factor.

I feel alive and vital.

I have energy and spirit.

I do not fell very energetic (R).

I feel alert and awake.

I am looking forward to each new day.

AEE ol .

Motivating potential score.

Skill Variety.

The job requires me to do many different things at work,
using a variety of my skills and talents.

The job requires me to use a number of complex or high-
level skills.

The job is quite simple and repetitive (R).

Task Identity.

The job is a complete piece of work that has an obvious
beginning and end.

The job provides me the chance to completely finish the
pieces of work I begin.

The job is arranged so that I do not have the chance to do
an entire piece of work from beginning to end (R).

Task Significance.

The results of my work are likely to significantly affect
the lives or well-being of other people.

This job is one where a lot of other people can be affected
by how well the work gets done.

The job itself is not very significant or important in the
broader scheme of things (R).

Autonomy.

The job permits me to decide on my own how to go about
doing the work.

The job gives me considerable opportunity for independ-
ence and freedom in how I do the work.

The job denies me any chance to use my personal initia-
tive and judgment in carrying out the work (R).

Feedback.

Doing the job itself provide me with information about
my work performance.

Just doing the work required by the job provides many
chances for me to figure out how well I am doing.

The job itself provides very few clues about whether or
not I am performing well (R).

Promotive voice/Prohibitive voice.
Promotive voice.

1. Proactively develop and make suggestions for issues that
may influence the unit.
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2. Proactively suggest new projects which are beneficial to
the work unit.

3. Raise suggestions to improve the unit’s working proce-
dure.

4. Proactively voice out constructive suggestions that help
the unit reach its goals.

5. Make constructive suggestions to improve the unit’s
operation.

Prohibitive voice.

1. Speak up honestly with problems that might cause seri-
ous loss to the work unit, even when/though dissenting
opinions exist.

2. Advise other colleagues against undesirable behaviors
that would hamper job performance.

3. Dare to voice out opinions on things that might affect effi-
ciency in the work unit, even if that would embarrass others.

4. Dare to point out problems when they appear in the unit,
even if that would hamper relationships with other col-
leagues.

5. Proactively report coordination problems in the work-
place to the management.
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