
Leader-Member Exchange and Employee Voice 

Evidence Summary 

Employee Voice 

Employee voice consists of two elements: the expression of complaints or concerns 

(prohibitive) and the introduction of new ideas and participation in decision making 

(promotive) 

One way of promoting employee voice is through upward appraisal but this can marginalise 

unions and be disturbing for managers. 

Employees’ likelihood to voice ideas has been linked to work satisfaction and “quality of the 

supervisor as voice manager.” Employees who perceive their work as meaningful are also more 

likely to use voice behaviour. 

Ditchburn (Ditchburn & Hames, 2014) found that voice encouragement was positively 

associated with work engagement and affective organisational commitment, while voice climate 

efficacy was positively related to work engagement. 

Computer-mediated communication can enhance employees’ ability to express their views and 

participate in decision-making. Two features facilitate this: the fact that discussions can be 

broadcast company wide and employees’ efforts to form interest groups. Madsen (Madsen, 

2018) examined the role of internal social media. Madsen distinguished three types: a quiet 

arena; a knowledge-sharing arena; and a participatory arena. “Participatory communication 

capable of changing the organisation only develops when co-workers perceive that they have a 

license to critique.” 

Sobo (Sobo & Sadler, 2002) describes a project to improve morale in one hospital by fostering 

employees’ constructive expression of dissatisfaction and of innovative ideas to senior leaders 

in the context of Employee Leadership Council meetings.  

One researcher found that a quarter of middle managers did not “feel free to express their 

views in terms of emotional and intellectual capital that could contribute to enhanced quality 

assurance and other measurable performance assets.” Half of employees think that a lack of 

openness about how decisions are made and little employee input contributes to ineffective 

workplace practices. Timming (Timming & Johnstone, 2015) argued that some employees 

reject participation in decision-making on principle, preferring to defer to managerial authority 

and remain silent. Potentially fascistic personalities could be expected to derive pleasure in 

submission to the will of management. 

Failure of open-voice systems can exacerbate employees’ feelings of unfairness and discontent 

– ‘open-door,’ policies are particularly susceptible to this happening. 

Upward feedback is rare and when it does occur it can be inaccurately positive. Senior 

managers are often unaware of such distortions and unwilling to contemplate the possibility that 

they exist. Senior managers have an exaggerated impression of how much feedback they 

receive and discourage the transmission of critical feedback. Managers often disregard what is 

already muted criticism and employees often suppress it in the first place. Rotteau (Rotteau, 

Shojania, & Webster, 2014) carried out a qualitative study of senior leaders’ safety walkrounds. 

She found that senior leaders tended to regard executive visibility as an end in itself and 



generally did not engage with staff beyond the walkround encounter. Some senior leaders 

believed they understood patient-safety issues better than front-line staff, and even characterised 

staff concerns as ‘stupid.’ Senior leaders acknowledged they often controlled the conversations, 

delimiting what counted as patient-safety problems and sometimes even steered the 

conversations to predetermined topics. A systematic review by Mauro (Mauro, 2016) 

concluded that “Organisation[s] may encourage input from below, but voice will remain silent 

without a conscious effort by management to diminish the perceived risk and futility of upward 

voice behaviour.” Donovan (Donovan, O'Sullivan, Doyle, & Garvey, 2016) found that 

management expressed willingness to act on employee voice on workplace problems 

concerning business improvements and employee performance but were very resistant to voice 

in regard to a change in working conditions or a manager’s performance. Employees and 

management couched employee voice in terms of technical knowledge exchange rather than 

being associated with employee dissatisfaction or having a say in decision making. 

Allen (Allen, Yoerger, Lehmann-Willenbrock, & Jones, 2015) found that counter-productive 

meeting behaviour – engaging in irrelevant discussion, complaining about other attendees, 

arriving late etc – was negatively related to employee voice. This relationship was even stronger 

among people who went to relatively few meetings. 

It has been argued that the target culture of the NHS precludes the development of effective 

voice mechanisms. 

Employee surveys can be useful but employees should: 

• Know their objectives 

• Use employee-centric and performance-centric survey topics 

• Start with the end in mind  

• Invest organisational effort accordingly 

Being a responsive and approachable supervisor encourages people to use employee voice 

whilst power distance reduced their tendency to speak up. Ethical leadership encourages voice 

behaviour by creating psychological safety even if leaders’ motivations are Machiavellian. 

Leader openness and psychological safety have both been identified as important factors in 

increasing employee voice in reviews of the evidence. Coaching leadership can also increase 

employee voice. Employees’ critical thinking and leaders’ inspirational motivation have also 

been linked to higher employee voice.  

Adelman (Adelman, 2010) studied CEO behaviours and actions that promoted employee 

voice and upward communication in performance excellence award-winning health-care 

organisations. Her results suggested that award-winning CEOs facilitated employee voice and 

upward communication by being approachable, largely achieved through their regular presence 

throughout their organisation. By being consistently visible and available to employees, these 

CEOs fostered relationships, built trust, and promoted open, upward communication. Leaders 

created a cultural focus on continuous improvement largely built around transparency of 

information, and particularly looking for the bad news from their employees. Voice invitation 

and positive voice response from leaders reinforced critical upward feedback as not only 

welcome, but expected. Transformational – particularly individual consideration, empowering 

and servant leadership can create a climate in which people feel freer to speak up and make 



suggestions. However, authoritarian leadership can reduce employee voice as does narcissism 

among supervisors and managers. 

People who received less-favourable appraisals can be more reluctant to make their voices 

heard subsequently. Job insecurity has also been shown to reduce employee voice as can 

breaches of the psychological contract between employers and staff. 

Conscientiousness and emotional stability are the strongest predictors of employees’ voice 

behaviour. 

Edmondson (Edmondson & Munchus, 2007) identified four dissent strategies: organisational 

silence; organisational rumbling; organisational communication and organisational blasting. 

Van Buren (Van Buren & Greenwood, 2008) argued that employee voice had been ‘turned 

down,’ by the changing nature of the work; employer preferences for employee flexibility and 

change in public policy and institutional systems that have failed to protect workers. 

 

Leader-member exchange (LMX) 

Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) often develops in the first few weeks of a leader-follower 

relationship. Perceived similarity and liking are important factors as is followers’ extraversion. 

Other important factors include: 

• Socioeconomic differences 

• Power differences 

• Racial similarity 

LMX has been linked to:  

• Job performance 

• Satisfaction with supervision 

• Overall satisfaction 

• Commitment 

• Role conflict 

• Role clarity 

• Member competence 

• Turnover intentions 

• Delegation 

• Being an ‘inner-circle,’ manager 

• Interpersonal trust 

• Similar views on the Protestant work ethic 

• Similar preference for work environment 

• Higher levels of organisational citizenship 

• Reduced “retaliation behaviour.” 

• A reduced risk of burnout 

• More flexible, family-friendly working 

• Reduced work interference with family life 

• Leading by example 



• Competence 

• Autonomy 

• Relatedness 

• Emotional intelligence 

• Improved creativity 

However, if LMX is different between a manager and different subordinates it can lead to a 

perception of unfairness and reduced job satisfaction and wellbeing. And it’s better for 

performance if followers underestimate the quality of their relationship with their manager than 

if they think it’s better than it is. Favouritism by the leader and the reliance on impression 

management by followers can lead to dysfunctional LMX which can, in turn, lead to negative 

reactions from group members and undermine work-group cohesiveness. 

Evidence Review 

Scandura (Scandura & Graen, 1984) found that a group who had initially low levels of leader-

member exchange (LMX) benefitted most from a leadership intervention in terms of 

productivity, job satisfaction, and supervisor satisfaction. 

Employee voice consists of two elements: the expression by employees to management of their 

complaints in a work-related context and the participation of employees in the decision-making 

processes of organisations (McCabe & Lewin, 1992) 

Redman (Redman & Snape, 1992) discusses the issues around upward appraisal. It can 

generate problems around fairness, morale and acceptability. It has the potential to benefit 

employees by bringing their views and problems to the attention of senior management but 

unions can feel marginalised and some managers may find the initial experience of upward 

appraisal rather disturbing. 

Liden (Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell, 1993) found that leader and member expectations of each 

other assessed in the first five days predicted LMXs at two weeks and six weeks following the 

first day of the dyads’ existence. Member expectations of leaders also predicted LMXs at six 

months. Perceived similarity and liking from both leaders’ and members’ perspectives 

predicted LMXs at most time periods. 

Phillips (Phillips & Bedeian, 1994) studied 84 registered nurses and their supervisors and 

found that leaders’ perceptions of leader-follower attitudinal similarity and follower 

extraversion were positively related to the quality of leader-follower exchanges. 

Borchgrevink (Borchgrevink, 1995) found that socioeconomic differences and power 

differences were related to LMX which in turn influenced the communicative relationship. 

Racial similarity was also found to be positively related to communication. 

Gerstner (Gerstner & Day, 1997) found that there were significant relationships between LMX 

and job performance, satisfaction with supervision, overall satisfaction, commitment, role 

conflict, role clarity, member competence, and turnover intentions. 

Hughes (Hughes, 1997) found that liking and similarity accounted for a large portion of the 

variance in LMX 



Schriesheim (Schriesheim, Neider, & Scandura, 1998) found that both subordinate and 

supervisor LMX were significantly related to delegation and had similar effects on 

subordinates’ performance and satisfaction. 

Janssen (Janssen, de Vries, & Cozijnsen, 1998) found that innovatively predisposed police 

officers were less likely to voice conventional ideas and more likely to voice innovative ones 

than adaptively-disposed ones. Employees’ likelihood to voice ideas was linked to work 

satisfaction and “quality of the supervisor as voice manager.” 

Bishop (Bishop & Levine, 1999) found that computer-mediated communication enhanced 

employees’ ability to express their views and participate in decision-making. Two features 

facilitated this: the fact that discussions could be broadcast company wide and employees’ 

efforts to form interest groups. 

In a sample of 195 nurse managers Goetze (Goetze, 1999) found that those deemed to be 

inner-circle managers had higher LMX and self-esteem. 

Martin (Martin, 1999) found that there was a positive relationship between the quality of LMX 

and interpersonal trust. “For both leaders and members integrity was found to be more 

important than either ability or benevolence in developing interpersonal trust.” 

Dose (Dose, 1999) found that perceived similarity on the Protestant work ethic and preference 

for work environment were positively related to LMX 

Oliver (Oliver, 2000) reported that a quarter of middle managers did not “feel free to express 

their views in terms of emotional and intellectual capital that could contribute to enhanced 

quality assurance and other measurable performance assets.” 

Morrison (Morrison & Milliken, 2000) discusses the conditions that create “organisational 

silence,” and organisational silence’s consequences. 

Townsend (Townsend, Phillips, & Elkins, 2000) found that performance and citizenship were 

positively related to LMX and that LMX was negatively correlated with “retaliation behaviour.” 

Subordinates in poor exchange relationships were more likely to engage in retaliation against 

the organisation than subordinates in high-quality relationships. 

Maslyn (Maslyn & Uhl-Bien, 2001) found that for both managers and subordinates, higher-

quality LMX relationships were reported and expectations met when the other member of the 

dyad put forth effort into relationship development. One’s own higher effort coupled with 

lower effort by the other was associated with a lower-quality LMX relationship. 

Harlos (Harlos, 2001) studied what happened when organisational voice systems failed finding 

they could exacerbate employees’ perceptions of unfairness and discontent. She referred to this 

as ‘deaf-ear syndrome,’ and found that informal systems, namely open-door policies, were 

particularly susceptible to failure. 

Sobo (Sobo & Sadler, 2002) describes a project to improve morale in one hospital by fostering 

employees’ constructive expression of dissatisfaction and of innovative ideas to senior leaders 

in the context of Employee Leadership Council meetings.  

Tourish (Tourish & Robson, 2003) studied upward feedback in a sample of 146 employees in 

a health-care organisation. He found that informal upward feedback was mostly absent; that 



where it occurred the feedback was inaccurately positive, that senior managers were unaware of 

such distortions and unwilling to contemplate the possibility that they existed; that they had an 

exaggerated impression of how much upward feedback they received and that they discouraged 

the transmission of critical feedback. Tourish later argued (Tourish & Robson, 2006) that 

“there has been little examination of the sensemaking heuristics employed by both managers 

and non-managerial staff that stimulates the former to disregard much of the already muted 

critical communication they receive and the latter to suppress its transmission in the first place. 

This leads to the consequent elimination of critical upward communication. 

Hepperlen (Hepperlen, 2003) found that LMX significantly predicted employee needs 

fulfilment. Needs fulfilment was found to mediate the association between LMX and job 

satisfaction and LMX and affective wellbeing in the workplace. 

Bach (Bach, 2004) argued that the target culture of the NHS precluded the development of 

effective voice mechanisms. 

Lo (Lo, Ramayah, & Jerome Kueh Swee, 2006) found that LMX had a significant impact on 

organisational citizenship behaviour performed by subordinates. 

Wiley (Wiley, Brooks, & Lundby, 2006) discusses employee surveys. He argues that 

employees can “serve as keen observers of the effectiveness of their workgroups and the 

customer-service environment.” To make the most of employee surveys employers should: 1. 

Know their objectives. 2. Use employee-centric and performance-centric survey topics. 3. Start 

with the end in mind. 4. Invest organisational effort accordingly. 

In a study of LMX scores Larson (Larson, 2007) found that higher LMX scores led to a lower 

risk of burnout 

Ilies (Ilies, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007) found a moderately strong, positive relationship 

between LMX and citizenship behaviours. LMX predicted individual-targeted behaviours more 

strongly than it predicted organisational targeted behaviours. 

Hooper (Hooper & Martin, 2007) found that fostering different quality LMXs within a team 

ran counter to rules of consistency, which are important for maintaining perceptions of 

procedural fairness. “Leaders may need to be cautious about fostering very high-quality 

relationships with only a select subset of followers.” Hooper (Hooper & Martin, 2008) later 

found that a person’s perception of LMX variability in their team was negatively related to 

employee job satisfaction and wellbeing. 

Erdogan (Erdogan & Enders, 2007) studied 210 subordinates and 38 supervisors of a grocery 

store chain. The positive relationship between LMX and job satisfaction was stronger when 

supervisors had higher perceived organisational support. LMX was related to performance only 

when supervisors had high perceived organisational support. 

Fuller (Fuller, Barnett, Hester, Relyea, & Frey, 2007) found that people who were keen to 

manage the impression they made engaged in voice behaviour when they had received positive 

performance ratings but refrained from engaging in voice behaviour when they had received 

less-favourable appraisals. The voice behaviour of people who were less bothered about 

impression management was largely unaffected by their past performance ratings. 



Bernerth (Bernerth, Armenakis, Feild, Giles, & Walker, 2007) studied the links between 

personality and LMX. He found that employees’ conscientiousness, extroversion, openness 

and neuroticism all affected perceptions of LMX. For supervisors conscientiousness and 

agreeableness also affected employees’ perceptions of LMX. 

Edmondson (Edmondson & Munchus, 2007) argued that levels of trust and sense of urgency 

impel employees to voice opposition using four dissent strategies: organisational silence; 

organisational rumbling; organisational communication and organisational blasting. “Decision 

makers should be better equipped to identify and manage dissent strategies before they cause 

harm within their organisations.” 

Ansari (Ansari, Daisy Kee Mui, & Aafaqi, 2007) found that professional respect mediated the 

relationship between LMX and organisational commitment and turnover intentions. 

Schyns (Schyns & Wolfram, 2008) found that follower-rated LMX was related to followers’ 

attitudes and followers’ wellbeing whereas leader-rated LMX was related to the performance of 

the group. 

Van Buren (Van Buren & Greenwood, 2008) argued that employee voice had been ‘turned 

down,’ by the changing nature of the work; employer preferences for employee flexibility and 

change in public policy and institutional systems that have failed to protect workers. 

Nikolaou (Nikolaou, Vakola, & Bourantas, 2008) found that conscientiousness and emotional 

stability were the strongest predictors of employees’ voice behaviour. 

Scandura (Scandura & Pellegrini, 2008) concluded that trust “appears to be vulnerable even in 

high-quality LMX relations.” 

Landau (Landau, 2009) found that voice propensity was positively related to being a supervisor, 

self-efficacy, and having a supervisor who was responsive and approachable. Voice propensity 

was negatively related to high power distance. 

Kacmar (Kacmar, Harris, Carlson, & Zivnuska, 2009) found that a common perspective, 

receptiveness and liking were more important for the development of LMX than superficial 

demographic similarity. 

Cogliser (Cogliser, Schriesheim, Scandura, & Gardner, 2009) studied four types of LMX. 1) 

Where both leader and follower though LMX was high quality 2) Where both leader and 

follower thought LMX was low quality 3) Where the leader thought the relationship was good 

and the follower didn’t (follower underestimation) 4) Where the follower thought the 

relationship was good and the leader didn’t (follower overestimation). She found that high and 

low-quality relationships were associated with high and low follower job performance, 

organisational commitment and job satisfaction. Follower underestimation was related to high 

levels of follower job performance whereas follower overestimation was associated with high 

levels of follower satisfaction and organisational commitment. 

Sin (Sin, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2009) found that the extent of LMX agreement between 

leaders and subordinates increased as the length of relationship tenure and intensity of dyadic 

interaction increased. 



Walumbwa (Walumbwa & Schaubroeck, 2009) found that ethical leadership influenced 

followers’ voice behaviour as rated by followers’ immediate supervisors, a relationship that was 

partially mediated by followers’ perceptions of psychological safety. 

Detert (Detert & Treviño, 2010) found that “a broad spectrum of leaders from supervisors to 

senior managers influences individual employee voice perceptions in both direct and indirect 

ways.” 

Othman (Othman, Ee, & Shi, 2010) reviewed the literature and found that favouritism by the 

leader and the reliance on impression management by followers can lead to dysfunctional 

LMX which can, in turn, lead to negative reactions from group members and undermine work-

group cohesiveness. 

Adelman (Adelman, 2010) studied CEO behaviours and actions that promoted employee 

voice and upward communication in performance excellence award-winning health-care 

organisations. Her results suggested that award-winning CEOs facilitated employee voice and 

upward communication by being approachable, largely achieved through their regular presence 

throughout their organisation. By being consistently visible and available to employees, these 

CEOs fostered relationships, built trust, and promoted open, upward communication. Leaders 

created a cultural focus on continuous improvement largely built around transparency of 

information, and particularly looking for the bad news from their employees. Voice invitation 

and positive voice response from leaders reinforced critical upward feedback as not only 

welcome, but expected.  

Markham (Markham, Yammarino, Murry, & Palanski, 2010) found that LMX and 

performance were most strongly related and displayed the strongest dyadic-level effects when 

superior and subordinate assessments of LMX and values are in agreement. 

Venkataramani (Venkataramani, Green, & Schleicher, 2010) found that leaders who had 

higher quality relationships with their bosses and who were more central in their peer networks 

were perceived by their subordinates as having greater status in the organisation and, therefore, 

were able to form higher quality relationships with them. The effects of the leaders’ perceived 

status on LMX were stronger when subordinates were less central in their own peer network. 

Erdogan (Erdogan & Bauer, 2010) found that LMX differentiation was related to more 

negative work attitudes and co-worker relations, and higher levels of withdrawal behaviours 

only when justice climate was low. 

Morrison (Morrison, Wheeler-Smith, & Kamdar, 2011) found that group voice climate was 

highly predictive of voice and explained variance beyond the effects of individual-level 

identification and satisfaction, and procedural justice climate. The effect of identification on 

voice was stronger in groups with favourable voice climates. “Voice is shaped not just by 

individual attitudes and perceptions of … work … but also by group-level beliefs.” 

Major found that high-quality LMX could help with the development of family-friendly work 

roles, use of organisational family-friendly policies, and the negotiation of flextime and 

flexplace accommodations. (Major & Morganson, 2011) 

Sumanth (Sumanth, 2011) found that both highly exclusive and highly inclusive leaders 

negatively influenced the quality of comments upwards people provided. 



Carioti (Carioti, 2011) found that transformational leadership helped to create an organisational 

atmosphere that was an incubator for employees to bring forward opportunistic ideas and 

suggestions for process improvement. The most important aspect of transformational 

leadership was individual consideration. 

O’Donnell (O'Donnell, Yukl, & Taber, 2012) found that supporting, delegating and leading by 

example were statistically-significant predictors of LMX. 

Avey (Avey, Wernsing, & Palanski, 2012) found that employee voice mediated the relationship 

between ethical leadership and psychological wellbeing 

Hsiung (Hsiung, 2012) found that employee positive mood and LMX quality mediated the 

relationship between authentic leadership and voice behaviour. 

Brotherton (Brotherton, 2012) reported a survey which found that half of employees thought 

that a lack of openness about how decisions were made and little employee input contributed 

to ineffective workplace practices. 

Lawrence (Lawrence & Kacmar, 2012) found that role conflict and job involvement partially 

mediated the relationship between LMX and stress. 

Gajendran (Gajendran & Joshi, 2012) found that LMX could enhance member influence on 

team decisions when it was sustained through frequent leader-member communication. The 

effect was strengthened as team dispersal increased. At the team level member influence on 

team decisions had a positive effect on team innovation. 

Rockstuhl (Rockstuhl, Dulebohn, Ang, & Shore, 2012) carried out a meta-analysis of 282 

studies covering 68,587 people in 23 countries. Relationships between LMX and organisational 

citizenship behaviour, justice perceptions, job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and leader trust 

were stronger in Western, more individualistic countries. However, national culture did not 

affect the relationship between LMX and task performance, organisational commitment and 

transformational leadership. 

Burris (Burris, Detert, & Romney, 2013) studied 7,578 employees and 335 managers in a 

national restaurant chain. He found that agreement between employees and managers that 

employees display a high level of voice led to favourable outcomes for employees. Negative 

outcomes arose when employees overestimated their voice relative to their manager’s 

perspective and positive outcomes resulted when employees underestimated their upward 

voice. 

In a study of 225 employees Schermuly (Schermuly, Meyer, & Dämmer, 2013) found that 

empowerment mediated the effect of LMX on innovative behaviour. 

Boichuk (Boichuk & Menguc, 2013) found that supervisor support for employee’s voice only 

led to creative solutions from dissatisfied employees if the employee’s commitment to 

continuing in the job was high. 

Graves (Graves & Luciano, 2013) found that employee’s perception of the quality of LMX was 

positively related to satisfaction of the needs for competence, autonomy and relatedness. 



Tse (Tse, Lam, Lawrence, & Huang, 2013) found that when employees had dissimilar levels of 

LMX those with high levels of social comparison felt contempt for one another and felt that 

they got less help from one another. 

Johnson (Johnson, 2014) found that emotional intelligence was related to LMX 

In a study of 108 acute-care nurses Boyle (Boyle, 2014) found that managerial approachability 

and prosocial voice were positively correlated. Nurses use of prosocial voice was positively 

correlated with their level in the organisation but negatively correlated with their perception of 

managerial responsiveness. 

Ditchburn (Ditchburn & Hames, 2014) found that voice encouragement was positively 

associated with work engagement and affective organisational commitment, while voice climate 

efficacy was positively related to work engagement. 

Xie (Xie, Chu, Zhang, & Huang, 2014) found that voice self-efficacy partially mediated the 

relationship between proactive personality and voice behaviour. 

Li (A. N. Li & Liao, 2014) found that at the individual level LMX quality positively contributed 

to customer-rated employee performance through enhancing employee role engagement. At 

the team level LMX differentiation exerted negative influence on teams’ financial performance 

through disrupting team coordination. LMX differentiation also strengthened the relationship 

between LMX quality and role engagement. 

Rotteau (Rotteau et al., 2014) carried out a qualitative study of senior leaders’ safety 

walkrounds. She found that senior leaders tended to regard executive visibility as an end in 

itself and generally did not engage with staff beyond the walkround encounter. Some senior 

leaders believed they understood patient-safety issues better than front-line staff, and even 

characterised staff concerns as ‘stupid.’ Senior leaders acknowledged they often controlled the 

conversations, delimiting what counted as patient-safety problems and sometimes even steered 

the conversations to predetermined topics. 

Huang (Huang, Wang, & Xie, 2014) found that followers’ identification with the leader 

mediated the influence of LMX on organisational citizenship behaviour. The relationship was 

stronger for people scoring high on perceived group leader’s reputation than it was for those 

scoring low. 

Tucker (Tucker & Turner, 2015) studied safety voice among younger workers. He found that 

people who were more likely to have ideas about how to improve safety and had high affective 

commitment to the organisation reported the highest level of safety voice. Supervisor openness 

to voice moderated the relationship between safety voice and future work-related injuries. 

Future work-related injuries were most frequent when high levels of safety voice were 

combined with low supervisor openness to voice. 

Timming (Timming & Johnstone, 2015) argued that some employees reject participation in 

decision-making on principle, preferring to defer to managerial authority and remain silent. 

Potentially fascistic personalities could be expected to derive pleasure in submission to the will 

of management. 



Schreurs (Schreurs, Guenter, Im, & De Cuyper, 2015) found that felt job insecurity negatively 

affected voice among both high- and low-punishment sensitive people. Felt job insecurity was 

also negatively related to voice in both high- and low-reward-sensitive people. 

Allen (Allen et al., 2015) found that counter-productive meeting behaviour – engaging in 

irrelevant discussion, complaining about other attendees, arriving late etc – was negatively 

related to employee voice. This relationship was even stronger among people who went to 

relatively few meetings. 

Liden (Liden, Wu, Cao, & Wayne, 2016) presents an overview of LMX measurement 

Kahrobaei (Kahrobaei & Mortazavi, 2016) found that, in teams, LMX indirectly affects 

involvement in creative work via affective, cognitive and behavioural energies 

Wharton (Wharton, 2016) reviewed 57 research studies and found that leader openness and 

psychological safety were the most salient voice antecedents. 

A systematic review by Mauro (Mauro, 2016) found that managers did attribute voice 

behaviours that challenged or supported the status quo as a relative measure (positive vs 

negative) influencing the evaluation of an employee’s performance. However, employee 

perceptions of managerial behaviours in response to their voice behaviours often contrasted 

with those of management. These contrasting perceptions lead to inaccuracies concerning the 

intent of the message by the manager and judgements concerning the risk and futility of 

speaking up by employees. “Organisation[s] may encourage input from below, but voice will 

remain silent without a conscious effort by management to diminish the perceived risk and 

futility of upward voice behaviour.” 

Svendsen (Svendsen & Joensson, 2016) found that transformational leadership had no effect 

on change-related voice although there was an indirect effect via affective commitment to 

change. 

Wang (D. Wang, Gan, & Wu, 2016) found that psychological empowerment mediated the 

positive relationship between LMX and employee voice and that stronger role clarity 

strengthened this indirect relationship. 

Donovan (Donovan et al., 2016) found that employees on training contacts had a high 

propensity to remain silent on workplace problems. Quiescent and acquiescent forms of 

silence were evident. Management expressed willingness to act on employee voice on 

workplace problems concerning business improvements and employee performance but were 

very resistant to voice in regard to a change in working conditions or a manager’s performance. 

Employees and management couched employee voice in terms of technical knowledge 

exchange rather than being associated with employee dissatisfaction or having a say in decision 

making. 

Chou (Chou & Barron, 2016) argued that employee voice behaviour can be classified into self-

centred vs other centred; improvement focused vs prevention focused and present-oriented vs 

future oriented. 

Wang (Y. Wang, Yuan, & Zhu, 2017) found that coaching leadership was positively related to 

employee voice behaviour, and moreover, that follower psychological capital mediated the 

relationship between coaching leadership and employee voice behaviour. 



Zhou (Zhou, Liao, Liu, & Liao, 2017) found that trust and suspicion both played significant 

mediating roles in the relationship between leader impression management and employee 

voice behaviour. 

Liu (P. Liu, Chen, Wang, & Hou, 2017) found that institutionalised socialisation tactics were 

highly correlated with newcomer adjustment and voice behaviour. 

Guo (Guo, 2017) found that psychological contract breach was negatively associated with 

employees’ promotive and prohibitive voice. In addition, organisational trust played a 

completely mediating role in this relationship, and managerial openness moderated the 

relationship between organisational trust and employees’ promotive and prohibitive voice. 

Kwak (Kwak & Shim, 2017) found that Machiavellian supervisors’ ethical leader behaviours 

were seen as genuine by subordinate employees, and that ethical leadership promoted 

supervisors’ extra-role voice behaviours. The effects of Machiavellian supervisors’ ethical leader 

behaviours on employee voice were intensified in the particular organisational context of higher 

vs lower employee power distance orientation. 

Maslyn (Maslyn, Schyns, & Farmer, 2017) examined the links between attachment style and 

LMX. Secure and anxious attachment styles were associated with LMX only by affecting the 

exertion of effort specifically aimed at relationship development with the manager. An avoidant 

attachment style was directly and negatively linked to LMX but not associated with effort 

undertaken to build a high-quality relationship. 

Hsi-An Shih (Hsi-An & Nikodemus Hans Setiadi, 2017) found positive effects of team 

member exchange (TMX) on both voice behaviour and creative work involvement. A positive 

effect of voice behaviour on creative work involvement was found. Voice behaviour partially 

mediated the relationship between TMX and creative work involvement. 

Duan (Duan, Li, Xu, & Wu, 2017) found that leaders’ voice expectation and employees’ voice 

role perception mediated the relationship between transformational leadership and voice 

behaviour.  

Morganson (Morganson, Major, & Litano, 2017) found that high LMX was linked to reduced 

work interference with family; perceptions of managerial support; perceived career 

consequences; and organisational time demands. However, the benefits of high LMX were 

attenuated in the presence of low work-group LMX for all outcomes except managerial 

support. 

Jiang (Jiang, Gao, & Yang, 2018) found that employees’ critical thinking and leaders’ 

inspirational motivation both had a positive effect on employees’ voice and that voice efficacy 

mediated the relationship among employers’ critical thinking, leaders’ inspirational motivation, 

and employees’ voice. 

Duan (Duan, Bao, Huang, & Brinsfield, 2018) studied authoritarian leadership and employee 

silence. Authoritarian leadership had a positive relationship with employee silence behaviour. 

Both psychological safety and organisation-based self-esteem partially mediated the relationship 

between authoritarian leadership and employee silence. The relationship between authoritarian 

leadership and employee silence was stronger for employees with high (as opposed to low) 

power-distance orientation. The mediating effects of both psychological safety and organisation-

based self-esteem were stronger for employees with low power-ditance orientation. 



Wang (Y. Wang, Zheng, & Zhu, 2018) found that psychological capital fully mediated the 

relationship between transformational leadership and voice behaviour. The effect of 

psychological capital was stronger when organisational identification was higher. 

Wang (H.-Q. Wang, Zhang, Ding, & Cheng, 2018) found that supervisor narcissism had a 

significant positive impact on employee silence, and negative anticipations played a partial 

mediating role between them. The positive correlation between supervisor narcissism and 

negative anticipations was stronger when LMX was low and weaker when LMX was high. 

Ding (Ding, Li, Quan, & Wang, 2018) found a significant negative relationship between 

supervisor narcissism and employee prohibitive voice, with the relationship being mediated by 

employee voice efficacy. 

Li (H. Li, Huang, Shu, & Liu, 2018) found that empowering leader behaviour promoted 

employee prosocial voice via organisational citizenship behaviours towards individuals, whereas 

it prohibited employee acquiescent voice and defensive voice via task performance. Work 

stress attenuated empowering leader behaviour’s indirect effect on prosocial voice via 

organisational citizenship behaviours towards individuals, whereas it augmented empowering 

leader behaviour’s indirect effects on employee acquiescent voice and defensive voice via task 

performance, respectively. 

Lapointe (Lapointe & Vandenberghe, 2018) found that affective commitment mediated a 

positive relationship between servant leadership and voice behaviours. 

Chen (Chen, Wang, & Lee, 2018) found that perceiving work as meaningful was positively 

related to promotive and prohibitive voice behaviours. Employees who saw their work as 

meaningful were found to fully mediate the relationship between transformational leadership 

and promotive voice behaviour but not prohibitive voice behaviour. 

Subhakaran (Subhakaran & Dyaram, 2018) found a significant positive effect of employee 

proactive personality and manager pro-voice behaviour on employee upward voice. These links 

were significantly mediated by employee voice efficacy. 

Madsen (Madsen, 2018) examined the role of internal social media. Madsen distinguished 

three types: a quiet arena; a knowledge-sharing arena; and a participatory arena. “Participatory 

communication capable of changing the organisation only develops when co-workers perceive 

that they have a license to critique.” 

Lin (Lin, Ma, Zhang, Jenny Chen, & Jiang, 2018) found that benevolent leadership worked 

through LMX to improve employee creativity. This effect was stronger for employees high in 

power-distance orientation. 

Muldoon (Muldoon, Keough, & Lovett, 2018) found that organisational change, perceptions of 

politics, and interpersonal conflict at work all mediated the relationship between LMX and 

turnover intention. 

Emelifeonwu (Emelifeonwu & Valk, 2019) found that fear of victimization and the state of the 

labour market could result in employee silence. 

Robinson (Robinson, 2019) argued that supervisor relationships are the main factor 

determining whether public-sector employees share ideas or remain silent and that employees 

do not feel comfortable speaking to those above them about any issues or concerns. 



He (He & Feng, 2019) found that leader behavioural integrity positively affected employee 

voice via team independence climate but only when ethical values are emphasised in 

organisations. 

Islam (Islam, Ahmed, & Ali, 2019) found that ethical leadership had a positive and significant 

effect on both organisational identification and voice behaviour but a negative and significant 

effect on workload, poor working conditions and bullying. 

Son (Son, 2019) found that perceived supervisor’s voice behaviour was positively related to an 

employee’s own voice behaviour and trust in supervisors. In particular, trust in supervisors 

mediates the relationship between perceived supervisor’s voice behaviour and employee’s own 

voice behaviour. The relationship between trust in supervisor and employees’ voice behaviour 

was stronger for female employees. 

Liu (F. Liu, Irene Hau-Siu, Gong, & Huang, 2019) examined the role of humour. Affiliative 

humour had a positive indirect effect on employee voice through LMX and subsequently 

through organisational identification, while leader aggressive humour had a negative indirect 

effect on employee voice through LMX and subsequently through organisational identification. 

Zhao (Zhao, Liu, Li, & Yu, 2019) found that LMX was negatively related to evasive hiding and 

playing dumb but not to rationalised hiding. 

Umamaheswara (Umamaheswara Rao & Mukhopadhyay, 2019) found that empowering 

leadership was best at promoting high-quality LMX and “promotive and prohibitive,” voice 

over transformational and ethical leadership. 
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