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CHAPTER I - Introduction and Research Objectives

Abstract

In this introductory chapter, we introduce the gahenotivation and research question
underlying this dissertation. First, we discuss veimyployee voice behavior, defined as the
voluntary expression of change-oriented ideas tprawe organizational functioning, is

important for scholars and managers alike. We fgghthat current insights on voice behavior
have mostly been developed and tested in Westdturalucontexts and we argue that it is
theoretically and practically important to incorate culturally diverse perspectives to build a
more global understanding of voice enactment aadliation. Next, we discuss how taking a
Chinese cultural perspective causes us to formtha¢e key research objectives by which we
aim to contribute to the voice domain. We concltlde chapter with a brief overview of the

structure of this dissertation.

Keywords voice behavior, cross-cultural research, Chireesteiral contexts, theoretical

contribution
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Overarching Research Question

Constructive voice (hereafter simply “voice”) igtholuntary expression of ideas, information,
or opinions that aim to benefit the organizationagMes & Podsakoff, 2014; Van Dyne,
Cummings, & McLean Parks, 1995). Scholars have bagted attention to voice because it
is a primary means by which employees can help tiiganization remain effective, vigorous,
and competitive (for recent reviews, see Morrise@11, 2014). For example, employees’
change-oriented suggestions can help public setdtitutions to better address the demands
of its increasingly diverse citizen base and magnefacilitate shifts from bureaucratic toward
more flexible, citizen-centered ways of working éRy& Abed, 2013). As another example,
employee voice counts as a key resource in mani-fis§ industries (e.g., aviation,
healthcare), where employees’ failure to speak ap bhave far-reaching consequences
(Bienefeld & Grote, 2014). Finally, given that ongeations increasingly operate across
national boundaries, local employees’ suggestioag be crucial for expatriate managers to
avoid the pitfalls, and leverage the opportunitiethese cross-border activities (Toh & Denisi,
2005). Unfortunately, employees are often reluctanspeak up (Milliken, Morrison, &
Hewlin, 2003; Perlow & Williams, 2003; Pinder & Has, 2001), causing scholars and

practitioners to explore ways to promote employaee:

In the past two decades research on voice hasdsucgdminating in important insights
regarding the antecedents and consequences of beicavior (Morrison, 2011, 2014).
Scholars have predominantly focused on identifyamgl examining key organizational and
dispositional factors (e.g., supervisor opennesgl@yee duty orientation, employee role
cognitions) that predict the amount of voice an leyge is willing to engage in (e.g., Detert
& Burris, 2007; Tangirala, Kamdar, VenkataramaniPé&rke, 2013; Van Dyne, Kamdar, &

Joireman, 2008). One important rationale for tHeatfof some of these antecedents on voice
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enactment is that they affect employees’ belietsualivhether speaking up is effective and
safe (Morrison, 2011). Furthermore, apart from thagk on voice enactment, scholars have
begun to examine the outcomes of voice. This bddgsearch addresses the question of when
and why voice helps versus hinders individual,estilive, and organizational outcomes (e.qg.,
Frazier & Bowler, 2015; MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & BakKoff, 2011). Some of the key factors
determining whether voice results in more versiss lpositive consequences are message
characteristics (e.g., challenging versus supp®rtixoice; Burris, 2012) and voicer
characteristics (e.g., trustworthiness; Whiting ylkes, Podsakoff, & Podsakoff, 2012). Taken
together, this body of research offers rich andiafle insights into a vast array of key factors

that affect voice enactment and evaluation.

Regrettably, however, our current insights havgdbrbeen developed and tested in Western-
oriented cultural contexts and therefore reflety one of many culturally diverse perspectives
on voice enactment and evaluation. We know less tha should about when and why
employees in other cultural contexts speak up ehtinge-oriented ideas, in what manner they
typically speak up, and how they evaluate and nsekese of the suggestions they receive. Put
simply, the question “What determines voice enaatraad evaluation in non-Western cultural

contexts?” deserves more attention.

Our purpose in this dissertation is to expand owdewstanding of voice enactment and
evaluation by exploring these topics in a Chineskural context—a distinctive cultural
context where voice behavior may generally be dismged and perceived in a somewhat more
negative light (Zhang, Huai, & Xie, 2015). Thisngportant because taking a culturally diverse
perspective should allow us to shed new light oistesg knowledge, engender theoretical

innovation, and build a more global understandihgroployee voice (Chen, Leung, & Chen,
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2009; Tsui, 2004, 2006, 2012). In addition, suchinaestigation is also practically important
to offer employees, managers, and organizationsre miverse and more globally effective

set of strategies to elicit employee voice and itapenefits.

Benefiting from (Cross-)Cultural Perspectives

In this section, we provide a brief overview of gtate of the cross-cultural research domain.
Furthermore, we elaborate on the ways in which mament research and theory can benefit
from taking into account divergent cultural perdpas. This section is essential to this
dissertation because it specifies how we aim tdritirte to the voice literature by taking a

Chinese cultural perspective.

Research on the impact of national culture haseaeldi a front-and-center role in management
research (for reviews, see Gelfand, Erez, & Ay@0Q7; Leung, Bhagat, Buchan, Erez, &
Gibson, 2005; Taras, Kirkman, & Steel, 2010; Tuifadkar, & Ou, 2007) and practice
(Meyer, 2014; Molinsky, 2013). This is further esttted by the great number of special issue
calls for cross-cultural research efforts (e.g.vey, Dhanaraj, Javidan, & Zhang, 2015;
Barkema, Chen, Luo, & Tsui, 2015; Morris, Hong, GH& Liu, 2015) and editorial efforts to
engage global scholars (Eden & Rynes, 2003; Cheéh4)2 Throughout the past decade,
numerous reviews of the cross-cultural managenmamnggh have applauded the surge in cross-
cultural research as well as pinpointed the manyareing conceptual and methodological
challenges (see, Gelfand et al., 2007; Schafferi&dan, 2003; Tsui et al., 2007). These
conceptual and methodological reviews encouragelachto make progress in a number of
key domains, such as strengthening our confideméieei causal role of culture (Leung & van
de Vijver, 2008), expanding and combining availatldtural frameworks (Gelfand et al.,

2007), and accounting for the impact of contextaelors beyond culture (Tsui et al., 2007).
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Notwithstanding this progress in the cross-cultarahagement domain, several cross-cultural
research scholars have urged us to reflect ontiaatrquestion: what exactly makes cross-
cultural research valuable, and how can we bettarage this value? (Chen et al., 2009; Tsui,
2012) Like any research endeavor, cross-cultusglaeeh is first and foremost expected to add
new and fundamentally important theoretical insgbtexisting knowledge. In the light of this
requirement, Chen and colleagues (2009) arguattisanot sufficient for scholars to pursue
cultural differences “an sich” (e.g., by testingstixng models in novel cultural contexts).
Rather, the key value of cross-cultural researes iln the frame-breaking, creative value of
diverse cultural perspectives to substantially taddand even challenge—existing theory and
realize knowledge growth. This resonates with ii@sensus on what constitutes a theoretical
contribution in general management research (C&l&ijoia, 2011) and what is considered
“interesting” (Davis, 1971). As Corley and GioiaO(2) argue: “contribution arises when

theory reveals what we otherwise had not seen, knowconceived.”

Because of cross-cultural research’s inherent dégptc uncover divergent perspectives on
phenomena, it provides a natural segue for makitigearetical contribution (Chen et al.,
2009). Leveraging this potential requires reseasche have a thorough understanding of
indigenous characteristics and the way these may siew light on the state of current
research. It does not, however, require them talweoinexplicit cross-cultural comparisons
because it is the novel cultural perspective, mttucal differences “per se”, that help us to
reveal interesting, and previously unknown, fadetsphenomena. In that sense, several
scholars have posited that indigenous research—akagnnon-Western concepts and
perspectives—has a strong potential to make aetieal contribution, and thereby also helps
us to better understand our own culture. As P(R@04, p. xii) put it: “characteristics that are

dominant in one culture tend to be recessive irthe@rp and vice-versa. By studying other
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societies where these features are dominant, #weylevelop concepts and theories that will

eventually be useful for understanding their own.”

Given this discussion and guidelines on how managemesearch can best benefit from
(cross-)cultural perspectives, it is the aim o$ttlissertation to contribute to the voice domain
by taking an indigenous Chinese cultural perspector each of the papers in this dissertation
the objective was to uncover novel perspectivestoe enactment and evaluation which we
may not have readily uncovered had we not crossedto the “middle kingdon?, and let our

perspectives be altered.

Voice Behavior — Joining the Conversation

In order to contribute to the voice domain, it &/ko “relate the novelty of the new context to
the literature familiar to the Western readers”approach labelled “making the novel appear
familiar” (Tsui, 2004, p. 3). In other words, to &bkle to “join the conversation” on voice and
shift it with a novel cultural perspective, we ndedstart from the current state of the voice
literature. In what follows, we derive three kegearch objectives for this dissertation, by
focusing on areas in voice enactment and evaluaggarding which Chinese culture may

provide a substantial shift in perspective, andckanay contribute to theoretically.

Voice Enactment — Supervisor—Subordinate Relationsps

When employees speak up with suggestions for chaheg do so within the context of their
relationship with their supervisor. Therefore, tliality of supervisor—subordinate
relationships has important implications for upwaahstructive voice. Empirical studies

demonstrate that leader-member exchange (LMX)nedédfias the reciprocal exchange of

2 Chinese for “China"f E.
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efforts (e.g., employee performance contributia@rs) rewards (e.g., supervisor treatment and
decisions such as pay raises and promotions), Sgiyely related to voice behavior (e.g.,
Botero & Van Dyne, 2009; Burris, Detert, & Chiabu2008; Van Dyne et al., 2008). The
rationale for the positive relationship between LieXd voice is that the fruitful and reciprocal
exchange of valuable resources reduces employeedbaut potential negative consequences
of voice and increases employee confidence that skipervisor will be responsive to their

change-oriented opinions, ideas, and suggestions.

We propose that taking a Chinese cultural persgectiay shed new light on the linkage

between supervisor—subordinate relationships amdagme voice. This is because in Chinese
cultural contexts, relationships or “guanx¥g) are the cornerstone of society (Hwang, 1999,

2000) and therefore the concept and operationalizaf supervisor—subordinate relationships
may be richer and more complex in Chinese cultooattexts, compared to how it has been
conceived in the West (i.e., LMX) (Gelfand et 2007). More specifically, rather than being
characterized by the equal and reciprocal exchahgalued resources (cf. LMX), guanxi are
typically differentiated according to 1) the degoéeloseness between dyadic partners; and 2)
the hierarchical ordering of the dyadic partnereg@; Chen, & Huang, 2013). Furthermore,
Confucius stipulated that “social interaction slibblegin with an assessment of the role
relationships between oneself and others” acrossettiogics (closeness and hierarchy). In
other words, the distinct nature of guanxi shoadehimplications for how Chinese supervisors
and employees interact, and thus for employee vagea part of supervisor-subordinate
interaction. In all, we propose that our currenb\tedge, based on a prototypically Western
model of supervisor—subordinate relationships (LIvVBflould benefit from the distinctive take

on supervisor—subordinate relationships that Cleinegtural contexts have to offer (guanxi).
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RO1: The first research objective of this dissertatisid examine the impact of
supervisor—subordinate guanxi (i.e., supervisor-esdimate relationships in Chinese

cultural contexts) on upward constructive voic&€imnese cultural contexts.

Voice Enactment — Drivers of Voice Behavior

Voice researchers have identified many differerteegdents of employee voice, such as
employee personality (e.g., LePine & Van Dyne, 30@hder behaviors (e.g., Detert & Burris,
2007), and employee perceptions of social supgogt,(Chiaburu, Lorinkova, & Van Dyne,
2013). In thinking about and identifying antecedenhe key question that voice scholars have
asked is: what considerations need to be addrdsseunployees to be willing to engage in
voice behavior? Recent reviews of the voice doreaiphasized two key perceptions that may
strengthen the motivation to engage in upward coosve voice: perceived efficacy of voice
and perceived safety of voice (Morrison, 2011, J0P4&rceived efficacy refers to “individual’s
judgment about whether speaking up is likely todfkective” (Morrison, 2011, p. 382).
Perceived safety refers to “individual's judgmelbat the risks or potential negative outcomes
associated with speaking up” (Morrison, 2011, R)38& the light of these key perceptions,
part of the research on antecedents of voice aahtound factors nurturing perceptions of
control (e.g., job autonomy) and perceptions ofnoess (e.g., supervisor openness). As in the
broader proactivity literature, the assumptiorhit tproactive behavior, such as voice, is self-
started, planned for, with a self-chosen goal efovi in mind. Thus, if employees can feel
efficacious and safe, they can personally initet&on and speak up with change-oriented

ideas, opinions, and suggestions, on their owrtioli

Taking a Chinese cultural perspective however,dsimto scope another important—yet

largely unaddressed—issue which employees may a@endiefore they speak up: am |
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expected (by others) to speak up with change-@temieas, suggestions, and opinions?
Indeed, in Chinese cultural contexts, face (i.ee’'® self-worth or respectability in the eyes of
others) is paramount (Leung & Cohen, 2011). Theesfbonoring and acting uparthers
expectations—rather than initiating one’s own atgie-should be most important to maintain
mutual face. Entertaining the possibility that wisehavior is most likely to be driven by
others’ expectations in Chinese cultural contegtestions the self-starting nature of voice,
and surfaces some important questions for voicelard1 What if contexts do not consistently
support and legitimize the individual as separatenfothers, as self-directed and in control?
What if agency results from being responsive tethcoordinating with others, and affirming
one’s place in a particular social order? We thinkse are important questions and that
addressing them may not only shed light on whenwingl employees in Chinese cultural
contexts are likely to speak up, but also helpsdbuiore global knowledge on the drivers of
voice.

RO2: The second research objective of this dissertatida develop a conceptual

model of when and why individuals in Chinese caltaontexts (where face is

important) are likely to engage in upward constivetvoice.

Voice Evaluation — Voice Tactics and Perceptions

Scholarly and practitioner interest in voice bebavs largely spurred by the central premise
that voice entails a range of benefits for orgaions, work groups, and individuals (Morrison,
2011). Despite initial insights in the consequerafegice (e.g., Burris, 2012; Detert, Burris,
Harrison, & Martin, 2013), scholars have calledddiroader and more in-depth understanding
of voice effectiveness (Morrison, 2011). For exasppturrent research has centered on
performance- and career-related individual outcowfesoice (Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant,

2001; Whiting et al., 2012), with less considenatmf consequences in other domains. In
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addition, we still have a limited understandingred manner in which employees can speak up
to be more effective and the target characteridtied can facilitate versus hinder voice

effectiveness (Morrison, 2011).

We propose that taking a Chinese cultural persgecian uncover implicit Western-oriented
assumptions on voice consequences, tactics, agedtsathereby addressing some of these
avenues for future research from a relatively moogel angle. For example, given the
importance of relationships in Chinese culturalteats, it may be natural to expect task-related
as well as relational consequences of voice (Ek@qg, social exclusion, future interaction).
As another example, given the importance of degidamd acting interdependently (vs.
independently), it may be more effective to provati@nge-oriented suggestions in a humble
manner—and not in a self-assertive manner. Furthexntonsidering a general deference to
hierarchy, could it be that Chinese employees ayeerikely to check their ideas with their
peers or speak out to them first with change-oei@ntleas and suggestions? Taken together,
these questions contrast (implicit) Western andn€se perspectives and addressing these
guestions should contribute to a novel, broaded, more in-depth understanding of voice
consequences.

RO3: The third research objective of this dissertatisna develop and test a model

of when and why voice is more or less effectivarethy contrasting (implicit) Western

and Chinese perspectives on voice consequences, tagtics, and voice targets.

Overview of this Dissertation

We developed a conceptual paper and conductedrpaieal studies to address the research
objectives of this dissertation. Our theorizing dindlings are comprised in Chapters 2 to 4,

with our final chapter serving as the epilogue luf tdissertation. Table 1.1 provides an

10
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overview of the core research question, the culpesspective, and the theoretical framework

for each of the papers.

In Chapter Il, we address the first research olyeodf this dissertation: to examine the
implications of the quality of supervisor—subordenaelationships for employee voice in
Chinese cultural contexts. In this paper entitfedo Attached to Speak up? It depends: How
Supervisor—Subordinate Guanxi and Perceived Jobtr@bmfluence Upward Constructive

Voice”, we draw on Relational Models Theory (Fiske, 19@2)levelop and test a model of
when and why supervisor—subordinate relationshis, (supervisor—subordinate guanxi)
affect upward constructive voice, over and above firototypical, Western-oriented

conceptualization of supervisor—subordinate retetips (LMX).

In Chapter lll, we address our second researchctibge developing a conceptual model of
when and why individuals in Chinese cultural cordeare likely to engage in upward
constructive voice. In the paper entitlé@bliged To Speak: An Accountability Model of
Upward Constructive Voice in Chinese Cultural Cottg& we take an accountability lens
(Frink & Klimoski, 1998) to explicate why employe&gsChinese cultural contexts generally
feel accountable tonot speak up with change-oriented ideas and we igeatifecedents and
boundary conditions that foster voice accountahiliand thereby promote employee’s

obligation to speak.

In Chapter IV, we address our third research oljectleveloping and testing a model of when
and why voice is more or less effective, by conings (implicit) Western and Chinese
perspectives on voice consequences, voice taetich,voice targetdn this paper entitled

“Hitting the Right Notes: Peer’s Reactions to Caostive Voice as a Function of Voice Style

11
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and Cultural Agency Beliefsive draw on Self-Presentation Theory (Jones &Riit, 1982)
to examine when and why individuals react moreess Ipositively toward change-oriented

suggestions delivered in different self-presentativoice styles by their peers.

In Chapter V, we conclude this dissertation withegilogue in which we discuss how the
Chinese cultural perspective taken in each of capeps contributes to theory on voice
behavior, and on organizational behavior in genetal addition, we elaborate on
methodological contributions and limitations, folate managerial implications, and highlight

a number of fruitful avenues for future research.

12
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Table 1.1
Overview of the Papers by Cultural Perspective &hdoretical Framework

Research Question Cultural Perspective Theoreticdframework

Paper 1 — Guanxi-Voice What are the implications of the quality of Supervisor—subordinate  Relational Models Theory
supervisor—subordinate relationships for Guanxi (Fiske, 1992)
employee voice in Chinese cultural
contexts?

Paper 2 — Obliged to Speak When and why are employees in ChineseFace Accountability Theory
cultural contexts likely to speak up with (Frink & Klimoski, 1998)
change-oriented suggestions, ideas, and
opinions?

Paper 3 — Hitting the Right Notes  When and why is peer-to-peer voice moreAgency Beliefs Self-Presentation Theory

or less effective? (Jones & Pittman, 1982)
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CHAPTER Il - Too Attached to Speak Up? It Depends:
How Supervisor—Subordinate Guanxi and Perceived Joontrol Influence

Upward Constructive Voice

Abstract

In general, reciprocal supervisor-subordinate imahips (high leader-member exchange
relationships) provide a supportive context for &yees to speak up. In Chinese cultural
contexts however, supervisor—subordinate relatipsstor guanxi are characterized by
affective characteristics and hierarchical charattes which may respectively facilitate and
inhibit employee voiceNe draw on Fiske’s Relational Models Theory to depe model of
the effects of two dimensions of supervisor—subw@tdi guanxi (affective attachment to the
supervisor and deference to the supervisor) onevdresults of a multi-source, lagged field
study demonstrated that affective attachment tstipervisor guanxi facilitated and deference
to supervisor guanxi inhibited voice, when emplayerperienced low job control. In addition,
two aspects of relational self-concept (concernottiers self-concept and relational identity
self-concept) differentially predicted the two dimséons of supervisor—subordinate guanxi.
We discuss how these findings extend our understgndf the nature of supervisor—

subordinate relationships and their impact on voice

Keywords:supervisor—subordinate guanxi, voice behavioati@hal self-concept
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Introduction

Upward constructive voice is the voluntary expressif ideas, information, or opinions that
aim to benefit the organization (Maynes & Podsak2lfLl4; Van Dyne, Cummings, & McLean
Parks, 1995). Upward constructive voice is impdria@cause suggestions for change can
contribute to organizational effectiveness and cdowibmpetitive advantage by facilitating
innovation (LePine & Van Dyne, 1998; Nemeth & Std®d9), learning (Edmondson, 1999,
2003), and decision making (Morrison & Milliken, @@). Unfortunately, employees are often
reluctant to speak up (Milliken, Morrison, & HewliB003; Perlow & Williams, 2003; Pinder
& Harlos, 2001), and so scholars have examinedmifft ways to promote upward constructive

voice (hence referred to as “voice”).

Research demonstrates that the quality of superdsbordinate relationships is a key
predictor of voice (for a review, see Morrison, 2P1Specifically, research consistently
demonstrates that leader-member exchange (LMX)ctwieflects a reciprocal and mutually
beneficial supervisor—subordinate relationshipjlitates speaking up (e.g., Botero & Van
Dyne, 2009; Burris, Detert, & Chiaburu, 2008; Det&Burris, 2007; Van Dyne, Kamdar, &
Joireman, 2008). These positive effects occur mraMX reduces employee fears about the
negative consequences of voice and strengthenogegpkxpectations that supervisors will

be responsive to voice and their suggestions wakera difference.

Regrettably, our current understanding of the ¢ffet supervisor—subordinate relationships
on voice is based primarily on social exchange ments about equal contributions and
reciprocity from a prototypically Western perspeet{Chen, Friedman, Fang, & Lu, 2009; Hui
& Graen, 1997). This is problematic because diffecailtures tend to develop different types

of supervisor—subordinate relationships (Khatri,LP0 Specifically, theory argues and
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empirical work demonstrates that supervisor—subaitdi relationships in Chinese cultural
contexts are based guanxi,defined as a “dyadic, particular and sentimenlttiat has
potential of facilitating favor exchange betweee ffarties connected by the tie” (Bian, 2006,
p. 312). Guanxi relationships are guided by twagpgles that are particularly salient in
Chinese cultural contexts and different from LMXh@D, Chen, & Huang, 2013; Y. Chen et
al., 2009). First, supervisor—subordinate guanxbives particularistic, affective ties (i.e.,
affective attachment to the supervisor guanxi). o8d¢ supervisor—subordinate guanxi
involves hierarchical obligations to show defererai@edience, and loyalty (i.e., deference to
the supervisor guanxi) (Y. Chen, et al., 2009).Usimg on these particularistic and hierarchical
dimensions of supervisor-subordinate guanxi is @b because they are influential in
Chinese cultural contexts (for initial evidencee e Chen et al., 2009), they are different from
typical conceptualizations of the quality of supsov—subordinate relationships (LMX)
(Khatri, 2011), and these particularistic and menecal dimensions of supervisor—subordinate

guanxi may have paradoxical implications for empleyoice.

Our purpose in this article is to address the dguesif when and why employee’s relative
emphasis on these dimensions of supervisor—suladediguanxi facilitates or impedes
speaking up in Chinese cultural contexts. In addjtive consider individual attributes (self-
concept) that cause employees to differentially leasfze the two dimensions of guanxi when
interacting with their supervisor. We draw on Riela&l Models Theory (RMT; Fiske, 1992)
as the theoretical framework for our model. RMTiwe$ four fundamental ways in which
individuals relate to others. Two of these fourdamental relational models have special
relevance to supervisor—subordinate relationsmp&hinese cultural contexts because they
encompass the particularistic and hierarchical dsins of supervisor—subordinate guanxi.

Specifically, the communal sharing relational moeletompasses the affective, particularistic
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character of affective attachment to the supengs@nxi and the authority ranking relational
model encompasses the hierarchical character efetgfe to the supervisor guanxi (Y. Chen
et al., 2009). Because RMT discusses predictaisesk relational models and the implications
of these relational models for people’s social d¢bgms and behavior, this theoretical
framework allows us to develop predictions aboet dimensions of supervisor—subordinate
guanxi and voice, as well as predictions aboutcaatents and boundary conditions for these

guanxi—voice relationships.

Overall, we aim to contribute to the voice liter@tuby providing a deeper scholarly
understanding of when, how, and why supervisor—glibate relationships in Chinese cultural
contexts influence upward constructive voice. Thastheoretically important because
contrasting indigenous perspectives (e.g., guawii) prototypical perspectives taken in

Western cultural contexts (e.g., LMX) can build eors well-rounded and nuanced
understanding of phenomena (e.g., voice) (Y.-R.nCheung, & Chen, 2009; Tsui, 2006). In
what follows, we first introduce Relational Moddlseory (RMT; Fiske, 1992) and show how
this theoretical framework allows for a deeper ustinding of the nature of two dimensions
of supervisor—subordinate guanxi, their antecedemd implications for voice. Drawing on

RMT, we then develop our conceptual model.

Relational Models Theory

Relational Models Theory (RMT; Fiske, 1992) positat individuals use four fundamental
relational models to think about their relationshipith others: communal sharing, authority
ranking, equality matching, and market pricing.communal sharingelationships, people
consider their relationship partner as an equalsivagle resources freely based on the other’s

needs. lrauthority rankingrelationships, hierarchical roles cause subordmti show respect
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and obedience and superiors to show careegmality matchingelationships, a sense of
egalitarian balance causes tit-for-tat, in-kindpeacal exchanges and turn-taking.nrarket
pricing relationships, people seek suitable returns onitngestment of time, effort, or money
in the relationship. RMT also posits that cultumall individual factors determine a person’s
tendency to use each of the four relational modsts] that these relational models have

implications for individual-level social cognitiand behavior (Haslam, 2004a; 2004b).

Over the past two decades, empirical research teasdpd compelling support for the main
premises of RMT. Early empirical work demonstrathdt Fiske’'s (1992) four relational
models are distinct and capture the fundamenttdrdifices in ways people conceptualize their
relationships with others (for a review, see Haslafi04a). Research also demonstrates that
individual and cultural differences (e.g., persdgatultural values) predict the salience and
use of different relational models (Biber, Hupfe8dMeier, 2008; Haslam, Reichert, & Fiske,
2002). For example, Caralis and Haslam (2004) sbaiat agreeable individuals were more
likely to use and prefer close relationships (comatsharing), but were less likely to use and

prefer hierarchical relationships (authority ramgin

Finally, relational models explain individual-levebgnitions and behavior (McGraw &
Tetlock, 2005; Rai & Fiske, 2011). For example, @won and Laham (2015) showed that those
describing issues along communal sharing and dgumatitching relational models adopted a
more liberal stance on the issue, whereas thoseiblieg issues along authority ranking and
market pricing relational models adopted a moreseorative stance. As another example,
McGraw and colleagues (2003) demonstrated thasdbece of money such as from a parent
(communal sharing) versus from a business (mankeing) influenced the value placed by

the recipient on the money and whether they dectdespend or save the money. Taken
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together, RMT is an integrated theoretical framdwabout fundamental relational models,
their antecedents, and consequences. To dateraleseshave applied RMT in many domains,
including consumer behavior (McGraw, Tetlock, & #€al, 2003), morality (Rai & Fiske,

2011), and organizational behavior (Christie & Bay] 2014).

RMT is relevant to our research question aboutiptexs of voice in Chinese cultural contexts
because it increases our understanding of the comimsharing and authority ranking
relational models, which are at the basis of superv¥subordinate guanxi in Chinese cultural
contexts. In addition, RMT provides cues about vittlial differences that should cause
employees to construe their relationship with thaipervisor according to guanxi-based
relational models (communal sharing and authorétyking), and whether and when the

guiding principles of these relational models figaié or inhibit employee voice.

In what follows, we draw on RMT to develop our ceptual model (Figure 1). First, we
elaborate on the nature of supervisor—subordinagng, and how it contrasts with LMX.
Then, we further draw on RMT to develop the arguinbat different aspects of employee
relational self-concept (i.e., how employees thabkut themselves in relation to others) serve
as predictors of the different dimensions of suiser+subordinate guanxi. Furthermore, we
identify employee’s perceived job control (i.e.e txtent to which employees think they can
control issues and events that influence their yvagka boundary condition that qualifies the
relationship between their guanxi and voice. ThiBecause RMT conceptualizes relational
models as coordination devices (Fiske, 1992) antektional models, such as guanxi, are
more influential when employees need to coordimatie others, such as in the case of low job

control. Finally, we draw on RMT to argue that affee attachment to the supervisor guanxi
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and deference to the supervisor guanxi conveyndistielational norms that respectively

facilitate and inhibit employees to speak up, winety need to coordinate with their supervisor.

Supervisor—Subordinate Guanxi Dimensions as Protopjical Relational Models in

Chinese Cultural Contexts

Fiske (1992) described the four relational modslsuaiversally shared templates for social
relations and argued that they can be employedyircalture. Recent theorizing and empirical
evidence, however, suggest that the prototypidatiomal models for supervisor—subordinate
exchanges differ across cultures (Y. Chen et @092 Khatri, 2011). Nevertheless, most
research on the quality of supervisor—subordinatdhanges has focused on leader-member
exchange (LMX; Liden, Wayne, & Stillwell, 1993), wh is rooted in prototypically Western
cultural values. LMX parallels Fiske’s (1992) retaal model of equality matching (Y. Chen

et al., 2009) because both conceptualizations esg#haven, or balanced, exchanges of effort.

Y. Chen and colleagues’ (2009) recent examinatioth® nature of supervisor—subordinate
relationships (or guanxi) in China demonstratedt thapervisor—-subordinate guanxi is
multidimensional and includes two different and emcesearched relational models:
communal sharing and authority ranking. Supervisaiperdinate guanxi is modelled
according to family relationships (Y. Chen et &0Q09) and reflects the five cardinal
relationships Wu lun: emperor-subject, father-son, husband-wife, eldemger, and friend-

friend) central to Confucianist thought (Chen & @h2004). The role expectations for these
relationships involve differentiation along parfeustic and hierarchical dimensions,
paralleling communal sharing and authority rankialational models respectively (Chuang,

1998; Hwang, 2000).

29



Chapter Il — Guanxi and upward constructive voice

These relational models are especially relevar@himese cultural contexts (Y. Chen et al.,
2009) and are fundamentally different from priosgarch on LMX (equality matching).
Therefore, our model focuses on the two guanxi dsins that reflect communal sharing
(affective attachment to the supervisor guanxi) authority ranking (deference to the
supervisor guanxi) relational models (Hwang, 2808jfective attachment to the supervisor
guanxi is defined as the degree of emotional caimeanderstanding, and willingness to care
for the supervisor across varied circumstancesQhen et al., 2009, p. 378). Affective
attachment to the supervisor guanxi parallels conahsharing because it reflects the degree
to which the supervisor—subordinate tie is persandlinvolves emotional expressiveness and
concern. Indeed, Hwang (2000) noted that the bderge inherent in such particularistic, and
affective ties is the core of communal sharingcontrast, deference to the supervisor guanxi
is defined as the degree of obedience and devward the supervisor (Y. Chen et al., 2009,
p. 379). This dimension of supervsior—subordinateingi emphasizes appropriate and
righteous behavior based on hierarchical positie1.focus on hierarchical obligations is

similar to Fiske’s relational model of authoritynkang (Hwang, 2000).

Theory and Hypotheses

Relational Self-Concept and Supervisor-Subordinat&uanxi
RMT posits that individuals “differ in a systematicait-like manner in their tendencies to

employ the [relational] models in making senseheirtinterpersonal worlds” (Haslam, 2004a,

3 We acknowledge the third dimension of guanxi it by Y. Chen and colleagues (2009) who defined
personal life inclusion as the degree to which sdinates and supervisors include each other im ghreiate or
family life (p. 378). Personal-life inclusion inwas sharing meals, paying regular visits, and exgimg gifts.
Given that our research focuses on the implicatadnslational models for voice behavior at wotte personal
life inclusion dimension of guanxi has less releeato our research because it focuses primarily on
relationships outside of work (Smith et al., 20X@\r approach also differs from Leader-Member Guanx
(LMG; Law, Wong, Wang, & Wang, 2000) which also dmpizes non-work social exchanges based on gift
giving and dinner invitations (Chen et al., 2013awLet al., 2000).
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p. 44). This is because individuals utilize and resp key aspects of themselves (e.g.,
personality, beliefs, identity, values) when thbink about and approach their relationships
with others (Biber et al., 2008; Roccas & McCaul@p04). Specifically, Fiske (1992)

described a close connection between individuasse of self and their use of particular
relational models to relate to close others. Heattarized people oriented toward communal
sharing as having a sense of self that is united @lose others, affectively connected, and
concerned about the needs of others. In contrassetwith a sense of self derived from
knowing one’s place in relation to others in therarchy are more likely to use the authority

ranking relational model.

Applying this idea to the work context, we arguatthn employee’s self-concept can influence
an employee’s emphasis on the different dimensafrsupervisor—subordinate guanxi. We
focus on relational self-concept, which is derif'eain connections and role relationships with
significant others (Brewer & Gardner, 1996), beeatiss more relevant to relational models
(Fiske, 1992) than more asocial or individual damaof self-concept. Additionally, the

Confucian assumption that individuals fundamentatist in relation to others and are never
an isolated or separate entity (King, 1991; Liabh§88) makes the relational self-concept

especially salient in Chinese work contexts.

Research demonstrates that the relational selfeqintas multiple aspects (Hardin, 2006;
Hardin, Leong, Bhagwat, 2004). Given our interagpiiedicting employee’s emphasis on the
different dimensions of supervisor—subordinate gyame consider two contrasting aspects of
relational self-concept. The first is concern ftheys self-concept, which is more communal
and emphasizes care for others. An individualsgrconcern for others self-concept indicates

that high-quality affective relationships are cahtio this person’s sense of self (Johnson,
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Selenta, & Lord, 2006). The second is relationahidy self-concept and is more about one’s
standing relative to specific others and what thsans for one’s role responsibilities. For
individuals with a strong relational identity selincept, specific relationship contexts (e.qg.,
self-with-parent, self-with-supervisor, self-withieind) are self-defining and they adapt their

sense of self and role responsibilities accordiii@iyss, Gore, & Morris, 2003).

Both aspects of relational self-concept highlidgtg importance of relationships to a person’s
sense of self. However, they also differ in wayat tare important for the use of guanxi
(affective attachment to the supervisor guanxiedsice to the supervisor guanxi). Employees
with a strong concern for others self-concept havgeneral tendency to promote the well-
being of close others (Brebels, De Cremer, & Vakd)i2014; Fehr & Gelfand, 2009) and this
benevolent approach and communal orientation isceatral to employees with a strong
relational identity self-concept (Chen, Boucher,T&pias, 2006; Cross, Bacon, & Morris,
2003; Cross, Hardin, Gercek-Swing, 2011). In catiramployees with a strong relational
identity self-concept emphasize role behavior gg@iate within a particular relationship
context (e.g., show obedience to the supervisoedas the difference in their hierarchical
roles) and this adaptive, relation-specific oriéiotais not present in employees with a strong
concern for others self-concept (Cross et al., POBElow, we argue that Chinese employees’
emphasis on each aspect of the relational selfemindetermines the extent to which they
emphasize the more affective or the more hieraatidonension of supervisor-subordinate
guanxi. Table 1 summarizes these key constructshenkinks between relational self-concept

and guanxi.

4 Given the conceptual differences in the more comahand self-defining aspects of the relational-self
concept, it is not surprising that they are onlyderately relatedr(= .41, Cross, Bacon, & Morris, 2000;

= .42, Selenta & Lord, 2005) and not mutually egola (Cross, Bacon, & Morris, 2000; Seleété ord, 2005).
Individuals can be high on both, low on both, gthon one and low on the other.
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For our first hypothesis, we focus on concern fitvecs self-concept and affective attachment
to the supervisor guanxi. An employee’s strong eomdor others self-concept indicates that
high-quality affective relationships are centralthis employee’s identity (Johnson et al.,
2006). Therefore, this employee should emphasizeélf as committed to benevolent helping
and mutually caring relationships with close othés noted in Table 1, strong concern for
others self-concept causes employees to emphasiiydlent relationships with close others
(Chang & Johnson, 2010; Johnson et al., 2006) hisdp@arallels the primary focus of the
communal sharing relational model (Fiske, 1992).aAsesult, we expect that the caring,
helping, nurturing and sharing that are charadterid those employees with strong concern
for others self-concept will cause them to attemdhie personal needs and welfare of the
supervisor. This will result in an affectively céoselationship with the supervisor (i.e.,
affective attachment to the supervisor guanxi) imclv the employee shows the benevolence
that is characteristic of communal sharing relalanodels (Fiske, 1992) and the supervisor
and subordinate emphasize mutual care and conmeoné another (i.e., favoring the intimate,

Hwang, 2000).

Indirect empirical evidence confirms the link beemeconcern for others self-concept and the
tendency to approach relationships from a commuhaling perspective. For example,
research demonstrates that those high on conceothfer self-concept were more likely to go
out of their way to help close others (Johnson.e2806, study 1) and were more responsive
to apologies reflecting communal concerns (e.glapes involving empathy, concern, care,
and tenderness; Fehr & Gelfand, 2010). Thus, weigrthat Chinese employees with a strong
concern for others self-concept are more likelgage guanxi with their supervisor that is high

on affective attachment.
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Hypothesis 1:Concern for others self-concept positively presiadfective attachment

to the supervisor guanxi.

For our second hypothesis, we focus on relatiaetity self-concept and deference to the
supervisor guanxi. An employee’s strong relatiadahtity self-concept indicates that close
relationships with specific others are centralhis £mployee’s identity (Cross et al., 2000).
Specific relationship contexts (e.g., self-withefrd, self-with-supervisor) are self-defining and
employees adapt their sense of self and role redgbties accordingly. In the context of
Chinese employees’ relationship with their supemniemployees’ strong relational identity
self-concept makes their hierarchical role obligragi and subordinate role salient (e.g., self in
relation to supervisor) (Chen et al., 2006; Crasale 2003), and this parallels the primary
focus of the authority ranking relational modelsffg, 1992) (see Table 1). Therefore, we
expect that Chinese employees with a strong relatiadentity derive self-worth from
appropriate deference within the context of hidrenal work relationships (Brewer & Chen,
2007) and are more likely to show deference, olmedieand loyalty characteristic of authority

ranking relational models (Fiske, 1992).

Indirect empirical evidence suggests that the aitthaanking concepts of dominance,
subordination, and obedience are salient to indalisl with a strong relational identity self-
concept in Chinese cultural contexts. For examidleang and Bi (2012) demonstrated that
Chinese individuals with a strong relational idgnsielf-concept also thought of themselves in
hierarchical terms (submissive-dominant) and dbedrithemselves as dutiful and rule-
conscious. Thus, we predict that Chinese employetfs a strong relational identity self-

concept will emphasize deference and hierarchitdigations in their guanxi with their

supervisor
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Hypothesis 2: Relational identity self-concept positively predicdeference to the

supervisor guanxi.

Supervisor—Subordinate Guanxi, Job Control, and Upwrd Constructive Voice

Upward constructive voice is the voluntary expressof ideas, information, or opinions
directed at the supervisor and aimed at effectigamzationally functional change (Maynes
& Podsakoff, 2014; Van Dyne et al., 1995). In Ckimeultural contexts, affective attachment
to the supervisor guanxi and deference to the sigmerguanxi should be especially important
to voice behavior when employees coordinate witkirtilsupervisor because “Confucius
advised that social interaction should begin wittaasessment of the role relationship between
oneself and others” (Hwang, 2000, p. 168). Accailyinthe nature of supervisor—subordinate
guanxi has implications for employee beliefs albitvet appropriateness of speaking up with
change-oriented suggestions. This is because aeddtmodels, such as those reflected in
supervisor—subordinate guanxi, involve norms amelsrior appropriate interaction (Giessner

& Van Quaquebeke, 2010; McGraw & Tetlock, 2005; Rdtiske, 2011).

RMT, however, posits that “people do not alwaysrdowate” and do not always orient their
actions according to their role relationship withars (Fiske & Haslam, 2005, p. 269). Instead,
relational models apply only when there is a neeadordination to get things done. In other
words, the use of relational models is contingenthe perceived need to coordinate with
others. For example, Vodosek (2000) theorizedtdsk interdependence moderates the effect
of relational models on group outcomes, such #ational models are more influential when
task interdependense is high because task intardepee implies a strong need for
coordination and makes relational models saliemhil&ly, people regulate their behavior

according to sociocultural norms when coordinaisnecessary and the context makes norms
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salient (Gelfand, Lun, Lyons, Shteynberg, 2011;f&al & Realo, 1999; Liu, Friedman, &
Hong, 2012; Shteynberg, Gelfand, & Kim, 2009). Buiy on this rationale, we posit that
supervisor—subordinate guanxi has implications dpward constructive voice only when

employees need to coordinate with their supentsget the job done.

We focus on employee perceptions of job contra@ramdication of the need to coordinate and
posit that job control moderates the guanxi—vomlationship. This is because the general
sense of low job control makes coordination with slupervisor especially important (Wang,
Leung, & Zhou, 2014; Wei, Zhang, & Chen, 2015) ambuld strengthen the relationship
between guanxi and employee voice. Job contratfimed as the perceived level of decision-
making authority and the extent to which employthésk they can control issues and events
that influence their work (Karasek, 1979; Tangir&@l&amanujam, 2008). When job control
is high, employees typically can work more indepanity. In contrast, when job control is
low, they need to coordinate with others—specificéthe supervisor—to get the job done.
Prior research suggests that perceptions of lowgaoitrol make relationships with others more
important (Vaananen et al., 2003; Wang et al., 2044i et al., 2015). For example,
Schaubroeck and Fink (1998) demonstrated that gigperconsideration predicted extra-role
behaviors (altruism and conscientiousness) onlyrwamployees experienced low job control.
They reasoned that perceptions of low personakaboause employees to look to others for
assistance in ensuring effective job performanamil&ly, we expect that the nature of the
supervisor—subordinate guanxi relationship predigis/ard constructive voice only when

employees experience low job control and not whely perceive high job control.

We focus first on affective attachment to the suiser guanxi. When job control is low and

supervisor—subordinate guanxi is salient for ggttinngs done, employees who emphasize
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affective attachment to the supervisor guanxi sthdad more likely to coordinate with the
supervisor by speaking up with change-oriented ssijgns. This is because affective
attachment to the supervisor guanxi reflects a conahsharing relational model where
individuals treat their relationship partner asegoal (Giessner & Van Quaqgebeke, 2010) and
focus on mutual interests (Rai & Fiske, 2011). Adony to Fiske (1992), partners in a
communal sharing relational model address one arnistissues as they arise and count on
each other by virtue of the relationship tie. Wieemployees characterize the relationship with
their supervisors as based on communal sharingetkggect the supervisors to care about them
and their needs (Giessner & Van Quagebeke, 20Hi)s,Twe expect that the equivalence,
genuine care, and interdependence reflected bygtaffeattachment to the supervisor guanxi
cause employees to speak up with change-oriented idhen they experience low job control.
Given that the relational norm of affective guanxiChinese cultural contexts emphasizes
“favoring the intimate” (Hwang, 1999), employeesusll expect that their supervisor will

respond positively.

Consistent with the above theoretical argumentsearch demonstrates that relational
closeness, genuine care, and cooperative interdepeae—the defining attributes of affective
attachment to the supervisor—facilitate constr@ctienfrontation and controversy in Chinese
cultural contexts (Leung, Brew, Zhang, & Zhang, BOTjosvold, Hui, & Sun, 2004; Wang et
al., 2014). For example, Tjosvold and Su (2007) alestrated that Chinese employees discuss
issues openly when their goals and needs are ciigpéite., cooperative interdependence).
In addition, affect-based trust—a key componentChinese affective ties (Chen & Chen,
2004) and communal relationships (McAllister, 1996lark & Mills, 1979)—causes
employees to share their ideas because affect-iasgtdbuffers interpersonal anxiety and

opens up communication (Chua, Morris, & Ingram, @0Chua, Morris, & Mor, 2012).
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Furthermore, Wang and colleagues (2014) demondtrditat Chinese employees with a
tendency to promote mutually beneficial relatiopshwere more likely to believe that
communicating their concerns was safe and they wayee likely to engage in creative
performance, especially when job autonomy was lagain, the authors reasoned that low
autonomy makes employees dependent and highligataded to coordinate with others. In
sum, we predict a positive relationship betweermgubased on affective attachment to the
supervisor and voice, when job control is low.

Hypothesis 3:Perceptions of job control moderate the relatiapdbetween affective

attachment to the supervisor guanxi and upward tansve voice, such that the

relationship is positive when job control is lonwdsabsent when job control is high.

In contrast, when employees experience low jobrogndeference to the supervisor guanxi
should cause them to be less likely to speak up @hange-oriented ideas and suggestions.
This is because deference to the supervisor guafbects an authority ranking relational
model where social influence is asymmetric and lergeking individuals are expected to
emulate, defer to, and obey their superiors inrnetar support and resources (Fiske, 1992).
Researchers have emphasized the proactive and ecbaegted nature of voice behavior
(Detert & Edmondson, 2011; Kish-Gephart, Deterieviiio, & Edmondson, 2009; Liang,
Huang, & Chen, 2013), and we note that voice igaly incompatible with the deferential
norms of authority ranking. Thus, when employeesdrte coordinate with the supervisor due
to low job control, those employees who emphagizmng deference to the supervisor guanxi
should consider respectful obedience as the apgptepway to coordinate with the supervisor,
and they should be less likely to engage in vépeaking up with change-oriented suggestions
might imply a lack of loyalty and restrict accessrésources in hierarchical relationships

(Burris, 2012). Taken together, the relational nofrdeference in China involves “respecting
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the superior” (Hwang, 1999, 2000), and so employatsdeference to the supervisor guanxi

should manage their need for coordination by defgtio and obeying the supervisor.

Empirical research provides indirect support foesth arguments. When employees value
asymmetric relationships (high power distance E8liesalience of differences in power—the
defining attribute of deference to the supervisararki—inhibit employee voice and
participation in Chinese cultural contexts (Broakaeal., 2001; Li & Sun, 2015; Liang et al.,
2013; Y. Zhang, Huai, & Xie, 2015). For example,ptoyees who strongly endorse power
distance believe that they should not questiorsthpervisor or make suggestions, even when
requested to speak up (Brockner et al., 2001)dthtian, recent investigations demonstrate
that Chinese employees who view the supervisofsWer as authoritarian are less likely to
offer their change-oriented ideas (Li & Sun, 20¥5Zhang et al., 2015). Furthermore, Wei
and colleagues (2015) showed that power distanaef$aegatively predicted voice efficacy
and subsequent voice of employees, but this oatuordy when employees needed to
coordinate with the supervisor because supervisiegdtion was low. Building on this indirect
empirical evidence and the above conceptual argtsner predict a negative relationship
between guanxi based on deference to the supemusbvoice, when job control is low.
Hypothesis 4: Perceptions of job control moderate the relatiagpsbetween the
deference to the supervisor guanxi and upward coote voice, such that the
relationship is negative when job control is lowdaabsent when job control is high.
Considering the system of relationships impliedty first four hypotheses, we also predict
second-stage moderated mediation where relatieifat@encept has mediated effects on voice,
via guanxi, only when perceptions of job contr@ Byw. These predictions derive from Fiske
and Haslam’s (2005) proposition that individualtgde.g., facets of relational self-concept)

influence interpersonal behaviors (e.g., upwardstiotive voice) because these traits cause
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individuals to adhere to specific relational modetsl their associated behavioral norms and
rules (e.g., dimensions of supervisor—subordinatengi) (for a similar rationale, see Khatri,

2011).

However, just as traits and identity influence hébtraonly under certain conditions (Farmer
& Van Dyne, 2010), relational self-concept and suiser—subordinate guanxi should
influence voice behavior only when perceptionshef situation (e.g., low job control) trigger
the need for coordination with the supervisor andkenthe relational self-concept and
supervisor—subordinate guanxi salient. More speadlfi, when employees feel unable to
control important aspects of their work, strongaam for others self-concept and the guanxi
dimension of affective attachment to the supervisotivate them to speak up and engage in
voice. In contrast, when employees have a low sehg# control, strong relational identity
self-concept and the guanxi dimension of deferéadbe supervisor motivate them to avoid
speaking up. These predicted conditional effeascansistent with prior empirical evidence
in Chinese cultural contexts demonstrating thatwiddals only adhere to the behavioral norms
associated with culture-specific traits, when idegrendence with others is salient (e.g.,
Gelfand et al., 2013; Liu et al., 2012; Nouri et aD15). Taken together, we hypothesize:
Hypothesis 5:Perceptions of job control moderate the indireglationship between
concern for others self-concept and upward consitrax/oice (via affective attachment
to the supervisor guanxi), such that the relatiopss positive when job control is low
and absent when job control is high.
Hypothesis 6:Perceptions of job control moderate the indireglationship between
relational identity self-concept and upward constive voice (via deference to the
supervisor guanxi), such that the relationship egative when job control is low and

absent when job control is high.

40



Chapter Il — Guanxi and upward constructive voice

Method and Results

Participants and Procedure

The sample for this study comprised relatively rsales employees and their supervisors at a
large Hong Kong-based telecommunications compaalowing prior work, we focused on
relative newcomers to the organization because Haye varied expectations for control
(Ashforth, 1989) and are motivated to develop ateustanding of what they can and cannot
influence in their jobs (Ashford & Black, 1996). &ddition, sales people are paid for their
output and are expected to influence sales an@meastsatisfaction (Miao & Evans, 2013),
but their daily workflow can be variable and isfidult to influence (Chowdhury & Endres,
2010). Therefore, job control is especially salienthem and we expected that perceptions of

job control would be relevant to the effects oatelnal self-concept and guanxi on voice.

We translated and back-translated the questiorméieslin, 1980) from English to Chinese.
We collected data from employees (with at leastrapath of tenure) and their supervisors, in
two waves, over six weeks. At time 1, 360 employ@&86 response rate) completed online
guestionnaires on relational self-concept, supervi&ubordinate guanxi, job control,
demographic characteristics, and controls. At tipesupervisors rated employee upward
constructive voice. We obtained matched respormse262 employees working in 90 stores—
each operated by a single, unique supervisor (geenamber of employees rated by each
supervisor: 2.919D = 1.30)), for an overall response rate of 63%. &mployee sample (n =
262) was 58% male; average age was 21 y&ivs=(2.43). A minority of employees (22%)
had a college degree and most were relatively oetlhie company: 86% had worked at their
store less than one year. The supervisor sampte9@) was 88% male; average age was 25

years §D = 2.56); and 46% had a college degree. Most sigmsv(62%) had worked for the
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organization between one and two years, and 9%nma@ than 3 years of organizational

tenure.

Measures
All measures were rated on a 7-point Likert-typalsdl =strongly disagreg7 = strongly

agree. Table 1 provides descriptive statistics, cotretes, and Cronbach’s alpha.

Upward constructive voice behavior.Supervisors rated subordinate voice with five gem
from Maynes and Podsakoff (2014) adapted to fitsales context. A sample item is “Comes

up with new and practical ideas to improve perfarogd (@ = .90).

Relational self-concept.Employees rated concern for others self-condefat items;o = .73)
and relational identity self-concept (four iteras; .74) with the corresponding subscales from
Selenta and Lord’s (2005) Levels of Self-Concefatl&cA sample item for concern for others
self-concept is “Caring deeply about another pearh as a close friend or relative is very
important to me.” A sample item for relational itignself-concept is “My close relationships
are an important reflection of who | am.” FollowiMyeijters and Baumgartner's (2012)
recommendations to avoid reverse-coded items ihAsan surveys, we reworded two items.
Selenta and Lord’s (2005) validation study supportdtidimensionality of the Levels of Self-
Concept Scale, and research supports validity eftiale in Western (e.g., Fehr & Gelfand,

2010) and Chinese samples (e.g., Yang, JohnsongZ&pector, & Xu, 2013).

Supervisor—subordinate guanxi.Employees rated affective attachment to the sug@rv
guanxi and deference to the supervisor guanxi fern items each (Y. Chen et al., 2009). A

sample affective attachment to the supervisor iterfif my supervisor has problems with
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his/her personal life, | will do my best to helpriiher out” ¢ = .85), and a sample deference
to the supervisor item is “I am willing to give mpy goals in order to fulfil my supervisor’s

goals” @ = .85). Smith et al.’s (2014) investigation ofstmultidimensional scale in Chinese
(e.g., Taiwan) and non-Chinese (e.g., United Kimgdoultural contexts supports the validity
of affective attachment to the supervisor guanxi deference to the supervisor guanxi. Their
findings also suggest that Y. Chen et al.’s (2089pervisor—subordinate guanxi scale—
originally developed in mainland China—can be vatidhe Chinese cultural context of the

current Hong Kong sample.

Perceived job control. Employees rated their sense of job control witte¢hitems from
Ashford, Lee, and Bobko (1989), negatively wordédample item is “In this organization, |
do not have enough power to control events thahtmaffect my job” ¢ = .83). For ease of

interpretation, we recoded responses so high sceflested high job control.

Controls. Because prior work shows that demographic chaiatitsr can influence voice
behavior (e.g., Tangirala, Kamdar, Venkataramar®agke, 2013; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998),
we controlled for organizational tenure, educatidesel, and gender. Given that affective
attachment to the supervisor guanxi and deferentfestsupervisor guanxi may share variance
with the affect and professional respect subdinmssof leader-member exchange (Y. Chen
et al., 2009) and LMX can influence voice behay@g., Burris et al., 2008; Van Dyne et al.,
2008), we also controlled for LMX-affect and LMXgdessional respect. We measured each
subdimension with three items from Liden and Magli®98). A sample LMX-affect item is

“I like my supervisor very much as a person=.92), and a sample LMX-professional respect

item is “l respect my supervisor’s knowledge andhpetence on the jobdE .90). Controlling
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for demographics and LMX subdimensions sets a sighdard for the incremental predictive

validity of guanxi above and beyond the controls.

Analytical Strategy

We used confirmatory factor analysis to evaluagediscriminant validity of the variables. Fit
of the 8-factor measurement model (voice, concermthers self-concept, relational identity
self-concept, affective attachment to the superysanxi, deference to the supervisor guanxi,
perceived job control, LMX-affect, and LMX-profeesial respect)£ = 767.61df = 406,p
<.001, RMSEA = .06, CFI =.92, TLI = .91, SRMRG#6) was satisfactory (Bentler & Bonett,
1980; Hu & Bentler, 1999). Plausible alternatived®mis that combined the relational self-

concept scaleg{ = 869.72df = 413,p < .001, RMSEA = .07, CFI = .90, TLI= .88, SRMR

.07;A y2=102.11(7)p < .01) and the guanxi scalgd € 1086.12df=413,p<.001, RMSEA

.08, CFI = .84, TLI= .83, SRMR = .04; 2 = 318.51(7)p < .01) had significantly poorer
fit.

Given that each supervisor rated the voice of pleltsales employees, we evaluated the level
of non-independence of these supervisor ratingsnérway analysis of variance (ANOVA)
with voice as the dependent variable showed thag¢rsisors differed systematically in how
they rated the voice of their sales employdg89, 172] = 3.40, p < .01; ICC[1] = .45). To
account for this non-independence in voice ratings, followed recent methodological
recommendations for using path analysis (Preadyehur, & Zhang, 2010) within the general
framework of multilevel structural equation modglifMSEM) in Mplus 7 (Muthén & Muthén,
2012). We tested a second-stage moderated medratdel where the indirect effect of the
independent variable on the outcome, via the megiahanges as a function of the moderator
(Edwards & Lambert, 2007; Muller, Judd, & Yzerby005). MSEM accounts for the

hierarchical nature of data and avoids inaccurdadémdsrd errors and biased statistical
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conclusions due to non-independence (Bliese, 20Cdlso allows for simultaneous estimation
of the parameters in multiple mediation models pravides more comprehensive parameter
estimation than piecemeal approaches such as amplyzseries of hierarchical linear models
using more conventional multilevel modelling paguds (e.g., MLM, Raudenbush & Bryk,

2002).

Following recommendations of Preacher and SeligZ20ve utilized Monte Carlo resampling
to construct 95% confidence intervals for indireffects and conditional indirect effects based
on 20,000 resamples (see web utility from Seligr&aeher, 2008). The Monte Carlo method
yields asymmetric confidence intervals consistdttt the compound nature of indirect effects
which tend not to be normally distributed and prelskewed sampling distributions (Preacher
et al.,, 2010). We group-mean centered predictoediamors, and moderators (Snijders &
Bosker, 2012) based on superviSofdroup-mean centering was necessary because aig fo
was on level 1 substantive predictors (which, in study, were the dimensions of relational
self-concept, the dimensions of supervisor-subatdinguanxi, and job control) and
interactions between level 1 variables (which,unstudy, were interactions between affective
attachment to the supervisor guanxi and job conénadl between deference to the supervisor
guanxi and job control) (Enders & Tofighi, 2007;uR®2015). Our theoretical model is situated
at the individual level, so we specified all subsitze structural relationships at the individual
level. Following Preacher et al. (2010), howevee, allowed the unit-level variance portions
of the mediator, moderator, and outcome variabte$réely correlate. We estimated the
covariances between these unit-level variances thadrandom slopes. We allowed the
relational self-concept subscales (i.e., concerrothers self-concept and relational identity

self-concept) to covary and we allowed the guaokissales (i.e., affective attachment to the

5 Because each supervisor supervised one storalsbi€orresponds to group-mean centering basetboes.
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supervisor guanxi and deference to the supervisanxj) to covary. This is because prior
empirical work demonstrates that the relationalsehcept subscales are related (Selenta &

Lord, 2005) and the guanxi subscales are relate@f¥én et al., 2009).

Results

Figure 2 reports the unstandardized path coeffisiéor the hypothesized model. Results
support Hypothesis 1 and show that concern forrstkelf-concept was positively related to
affective attachment to the supervisor guanxi (Haa .47, p < .01). Hypothesis 2 also
received support as relational identity self-comcgas positively related to deference to the
supervisor guanxi (H1B = .37,p < .01). As expected, concern for others self-coneeys
not related to deference to the supervisor guaBx (06, ns), and relational identity self-
concept was not related to affective attachmefitécsupervisor guanxB(= .10,ns). Hence,
each dimension of self-concept was uniquely relatea different dimension of supervisor—

subordinate guanxi, supporting our predictions daseRelational Models Theory.

Hypothesis 3 predicted that perceived job contrould moderate the relationship between
affective attachment to the supervisor guanxi amidey such that the relationship would be
positive when job control was low. Figure 2 repdtiese results and shows a significant
interaction B = -.11, p < .05). Figure 3 illustrates the form of the intdien and shows a

positive relationship when job control was low (plmslope = .33p < .01) and not when job

control was high (simple slope = .08). Hypothesis 4 predicted that perceived job cdntro
would moderate the relationship between deferemthe supervisor guanxi and voice, such
that the relationship would be negative when johticd was low. As reported in Figure 2, the

interaction was significanB(= .12,p < .01). Figure 4 shows a negative relationship whbén
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control was low (simple slope = -.19< .01) and not when job control was high (simptgpsl

=.08,n9). In sum, results provide full support for Hypatie3 and 4.

Hypothesis 5 predicted that perceived job contralild function as a second-stage moderator
of the indirect relationship between concern fdreo$ self-concept and voice, via affective
attachment to the supervisor guanxi, such that atiedi would be significant when job control
was low. We constructed a 95% confidence interwatlfe indirect effects of concern for others
self-concept on voice at high and low values otemed job control. These results show that
the indirect effect of concern for others self-ogptcon voice, through affective attachment to
the supervisor guanxi, was moderated by job corgrath that the indirect effect was positive
when job control was lowB(= .15,p < .05; 95% CI [.04; .29]) and not significant whieb
control was high B = .04, ns 95% CI [-.10; .19]). The difference between tpair of
conditional indirect effects was significamtg = .11, p < .05; 95% CI [.005; .22]), and so

results support Hypothesis 5.

We used a similar approach for testing Hypothesighi&h predicted a negative relationship
between relational identity self-concept and vouiz deference to the supervisor guanxi, when
perceived job control was low. Results support phediction and show mediation only when
job control was lowB = -.07,p < .05; 95% CI [-.15; -.01]) and not when job cohtras high
(B=.03,ns 95% CI [-.03; .10]). The difference between thasr of conditional indirect effects

was significant4B = .10,p < .05; 95% CI [.18; .02]). Thus, results also supptypothesis 6.

Discussion

In this paper, we drew on Relational Models Thetigke, 1992) to develop a model of how

two aspects of relational self-concept (concernofibiers self-concept and relational identity
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self-concept) predict two dimensions of supervisaberdinate guanxi (affective attachment
to the supervisor guanxi and deference to the sigmerguanxi). We also predicted that
relational self-concept would have mediated effeatsoice, via guanxi, only when perceived
job control was low. Analyses of multi-source, laddield data provide strong support for the
model. Concern for others self-concept had positnegliated effects on voice, via affective
attachment to the supervisor guanxi, when job cbmas low. In contrast, relational identity
self-concept had negative mediated effects on yeieedeference to the supervisor guanxi,

when job control was low.

Theoretical Contributions

Voice Literature. The present paper sheds light on the meaning ofkiey concepts in the
voice literature—the quality of supervisor—suboederelationships and employee’s perceived
job control in a Chinese cultural context. We d@wY. Chen et al.’s (2009) theorizing and
scale development of supervisor—subordinate guandi Relational Models Theory (Fiske,
1992) to suggest a more nuanced perspective omuléty of supervisor—subordinate
relationships for understanding employee voice him€se cultural contexts. Prior research in
Western cultural contexts has established thatrék@rocal, tit-for-tat LMX relationships
(which parallel Fiske’s equality matching relatibnzodel) encourage employees to speak up
with change-oriented ideas, but our results shaw tvo fundamentally different relational
logics (i.e., communal sharing as affective attaehimo the supervisor guanxi and authority
ranking as deference to the supervisor guanxi) batieal implications for employee voice in
Chinese cultural contexts. Even though affectivaciiment to the supervisor guanxi and
deference to the supervisor guanxi are part of mtidimensional conceptualization of
supervisor—subordinate guanxi, they had opposfecesf on employee voice because they

involve distinct norms for appropriate employee degbr. Our contrasting findings for
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affective attachment to the supervisor guanxi agfér@nce to the supervisor guanxi resonate
with recent empirical evidence that different disiens of paternalistic leadership can have
opposing effects on employee voice in Chinese mlltontexts (Chan, 2014; Y. Zhang et al.,

2015). Accordingly, it is important for future veicresearch to account for the nuanced
complexity of supervisor—subordinate relationshipat sometimes act as a double-edged

sword.

Furthermore, our application of RMT to supervisoibardinate relationships in Chinese
cultural contexts and the effects on voice is thgcally important beyond Chinese cultural
contexts. This is because communal sharing andodtthranking relational models are
broadly applicable to many cultural contexts (foample, other contexts that emphasize
personal relationships and hierarchical resporiisésj e.g., Latin and Middle Eastern cultures)
but have received less attention from researcheske’'s (1992) initial theorizing and
subsequent empirical work took place in differenttwral contexts (e.g., Fiske, 1993;
Thomsen, Sidanius, & Fiske, 2007), and he proptssdndividuals throughout the world use
the four fundamental relational models, albeit thfeerent extent or in different domains. For
example, Smith and colleagues (2014) demonstraiedalevance of guanxi to supervisor—
subordinate relationships in non-Chinese cult@réte insights from studying guanxi in
Chinese cultural contexts can be applicable mooadly and contribute to a more well-
rounded understanding the nature and consequehseparvisor—subordinate relationships in
general. Thus, indigenous concepts, such as guaari,offer new insights that may be
applicable and useful in other contexts to enhaoge understanding of the nuances

organizational behavior (Y.-R. Chen et al., 2009¢iT2006). For example, the insights from

6 Affective attachment to the supervisor guanxi dafkrence to the supervisor guanxi showed metviariance
across all eight cultural contexts (Taiwan, Singap8audi, Russia, Turkey, India, Brazil, and thrétéd
Kingdom) and also showed invariant relationshipdwpecific outcome variables across these samples.
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the present research could help Western scholagsIght on the paradox that “high-quality
relationships may be double-edged swords” (AshiBudcliffe, & Christianson, 2009, p. 187).
As another example, our theorizing may elucidaterprork showing that power distance
reduces the positive impact of LMX on voice in Ibatultural contexts (Botero & Van Dyne,

2009).

We also contribute to the voice domain by demotisggahat supervisor-subordinate guanxi
had implications for upward constructive only whehn control was low. Our rationale is that
low job control heightens the need for employeesotardinate with their supervisor to get the
job done, and hence strengthens the salience okgtelated norms for appropriate behavior.
The finding that low job control facilitates—rath#ran inhibits—voice when employees
describe their guanxi in terms of affective attaehinto the supervisor deserves some
discussion in the light of the current state ofliteeature. Within the voice literature (Morrison,
2011, 2014) and general proactivity literature kearBindl, & Strauss, 2010), low job control
is generally considered an important inhibiting dition of proactive behavior because it
indicates that employees have a low sense of parsfficacy which prevents proactivity. As
Parker and colleagues (2010, p. 840) argued, tts of low job control leave little scope

for individual antecedents to influence behavior.”

Job control and the sensep#rsonalefficacy, however, may not be necessary for preact
behavior in all cultural contexts. For example, oesults demonstrate that low job control
combined with affective attachment to the supemnig@nxi positively predict voice. Thus, in
Chinese cultural contexts, individuals can gaiesg of efficacy by being embedded in close
relationship networks—such as affective attachmattit the supervisor guanxi (Menon & Fu,

2006). Similarly, Yamaguchi and colleagues (200%veed that individuals in East Asian
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cultural contexts perceived effectiveness in cdliigp the environment as a collective group
capability. Thus, efficacy and control need notdeedicated on personal control, and low
personal job control may not inhibit proactive babaif it directs employees to another route
for getting things done (i.e., by means of affeztyuanxi). Contrasting our findings with the
literatures on voice and proactivity suggests kbatpersonal control may not imply a lack of
control and may leave room for dyadic or collectiwentrol—either from supervisor—
subordinate guanxi or peer relationships. In viéwhese insights, future research on the role

of job control and proactive behaviors in differenttural contexts may prove insightful.

Guanxi Literature. The present research responds to recent callptmebour understanding
of antecedents of guanxi (Chen et al., 2013; Ch&h&n, 2004). To date, the scarce research
on antecedents of guanxi has focused predominamil\shared social identities, such as
kinship, surname, and birthplace (Chow & Ng, 20@@nsistent with the proposition that
relationship construction allows people to defimeit own roles and the roles of others (Chen
& Chen, 2004) and resonating with recent work anlihk between proactive personality and
guanxi (X.-A. Zhang, Li, & Harris, 2015), we shohat individual characteristics (i.e., facets
of relational self-concept) also relate to supemvisubordinate guanxi. In addition, our
findings further build the nomological network afpervisor—subordinate guanxi. Whereas
prior research shows largely similar effects fdeetive attachment to the supervisor guanxi
and deference to the supervisor guanxi on a rafigenmortant outcomes (e.g., turnover
intentions, affective commitment, normative comnati) Y. Chen et al., 2009; Smith et al.,
2014), our findings show that these dimensions wingi have opposite implications for
employee voice when job control is low. More getigraby demonstrating differential
antecedents and consequences for these two dimeredfisupervisor—subordinate guanxi, we

expand current empirical evidence supporting threceptualization and operationalization of
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different dimensions of guanxi (Y. Chen et al., 208mith et al., 2014) and confirm the value

of multidimensional approaches to guanxi (Cherl.e2813).

Additionally, we drew on RMT to contrast supervissubordinate guanxi with LMX (see, Y.
Chen et al., 2009). This is important becausdata comparisons between the dimensions of
guanxi and LMX without denying their distinctive arfacteristics. This also allows links
between the indigenous and novel aspects of guartkithe general domain of supervisor—
subordinate relationships (i.e., making the noymdear familiar; Tsui, 2006, p. 499). This
approach should encourage future research on the mowel particularistic and hierarchical
dimensions of relationships as a way of acknowleglghe complexity of relationships across
different cultures. Indeed, as Pruitt (2004, p) aigued: “characteristics that are dominant in
one culture tend to be recessive in another, arelwersa. By studying other societies where
these features are dominant, they can develop pte&d theories that will eventually be
useful for understanding their own.” For exampbaraining the deferential nature of dyadic
relationships may be useful in some peer-to-peatioaships and in some command-and-
control Western cultural contexts (see Fragale,&uh Tiedens, & Northcraft, 2012; Joshi &

Knight, 2015).

Practical Implications

Our results also have implications for practitiandtirst, the research should help employees,
managers, and organizations operating in Chinekaraucontexts to understand that high-
guality relationships can sometimes paradoxicalbjlitate and inhibit speaking up behavior.
Even if managers think they have excellent relatigos with their employees, they may miss
out on important improvement-related suggestionsnifployees emphasize deference and

obedience in their guanxi relationships. Supergisaray view their interactions with
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employees as smooth and uneventful, but this doegumarantee that employees’ silence
indicates they agree with the supervisor's decsiopolicies, and procedures. Thus,
supervisors and their organizations in Chineseuralltontexts need to be attuned to the subtle
nuances of affective attachment to the supervigangi and deference to the supervisor guanxi

if they value the ideas and suggestions of empkyee

Second, results showed that deference to the sapeguanxi inhibits voice when perceived
job control is low. Accordingly, managers need &velop strategies for helping employees
gain a sense of job control. This could includadttiring reward systems, feedback processes,
and leadership practices so they clarify the saafpemployees’ work responsibilities and
identify the types of events that are beyond tleemtrol. Delineation of these boundaries
should allow employees to take control and worlepehdently—except under extenuating
circumstances. These practices should be espegllyrtant in Chinese work contexts given
the salience of guanxi (Chen et al., 2013) anccthiiral imperative of showing deference to

the supervisor (Huang, Van de Vliert, & Van der Y&§05).

A final practical implication is that multinationalompanies operating in Chinese cultural
contexts need to select and recruit Western egbatrmanagers carefully because they will
need to use their cultural intelligence (Ang & VBgne, 2008) to encourage their Chinese
colleagues to share change-oriented suggestiomy. dleo need to make sense of seemingly
paradoxical employee behavior, such as having &blerrelationships with subordinates who
are reluctant to provide feedback. In additionythey need to flex their leadership style to
build guanxi with their employees (Chen & Chen, £0@nd influence their employees’

relative emphasis on affective attachment and dater toward them.
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Limitations and Directions for Future Research

Notwithstanding the strengths of our culture-specitheorizing and rigorous design,
limitations of our study have implications for futuresearch. First, although we assessed
predictors and criterion at different time points@rding to their theoretically proposed causal
ordering, this lagged design does not allow usakercausal inferences. Hence, future research
should complement our field study with experimenmtasigns. This type of designs can also
adequately address the possibility that common-atetiias may confound the relationship
between the IV (i.e., aspects of relational setiempt) and mediator (i.e., dimensions of
guanxi) in our sample (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, LeeP&dsakoff, 2003). Furthermore, the
limited tenure, age, and experience of the empkyeeur sample suggest the importance of
future research that uses samples with more temar@xperience to check the generalizability
of our findings. Nevertheless, we note that mamganizations and industries are characterized
by young employees and high turnover so our redudtge special relevance to these
organizations and situations. For example, reshiésl light on factors that have positive and
negative implications for voice and this shouldlggp many retail and service organizations
throughout the world. Results also indicate thatghpervisors in our sample recognized the
positive intentions of employees and valued thaggestions because we used supervisor

ratings of employee upward constructive voice barav

Second, our model is necessarily incomplete aridtace research should consider additional,
theoretically-based moderators and mediators. Tdusld include different boundary

conditions that may amplify, reverse, or suppréssimplications of supervisor-subordinate
guanxi for employee voice. For example, althoughresults supported our arguments about
the salience of low job control, future researchldduild on Shteynberg and colleagues’

(2009) theorizing about the amplifying role of nédedcognitive closure, the reversing role of
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low accountability, and the suppressing role ajrgfrsituations where behavioral expectations
are clearly prescribed (e.g., role expectation®selarch could also extend our model by
examining the implications of supervisor-subordinguanxi for different types of voice
(Liang, Farh, & Farh, 2012; Maynes & Podsakoff, 20IFor instance, recent research has
identified perceived efficacy as a predictor ofrpative voice and perceived risk as a predictor
of prohibitive voice (Wei et al.,, 2015). Similarlyt is possible that the dimensions of
supervisor—subordinate guanxi we studied may héferehtial implications for efficacy and
risk and this could suggest differential relatiapshwith promotive and prohibitive voice.
Furthermore, prior work shows that leader behasiwit leader characteristics are important
predictors of voice (e.g., Detert & Burris, 200Thus, future research could expand our model

by considering leader characteristics and behadqredictors of guanxi and employee voice.

Third, our results suggest that deference to tipersisor guanxi can inhibit employee voice
when perceived job control is low. Although thisyr@event organizations from benefiting
from employee ideas, we are not suggesting tharelete to the supervisor guanxi is entirely
dysfunctional. Employees who emphasize deferenttetsupervisor guanxi may be especially
conscientious and exert high levels of effort witlihe scope of their assigned work roles.
Likewise, they may demonstrate high levels of @ftive organizational citizenship behavior,
such as helping and loyalty. Thus, we recommentfthare research should consider other
outcomes and other moderators that may shed lightvieen and how deference to the

supervisor guanxi predicts positive outcomes.

It also would be interesting to manipulate roleentptions (speaking up is or is not an expected
role obligation; Van Dyne et al., 2008) and type gofanxi (affective attachment to the

supervisor guanxi and deference to the supervisany) and assess the extent to which
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deference to the supervisor guanxi facilitates upwanstructive voice when it is internalized
as a role expectation. For instance, it is possibé¢ deference to the supervisor guanxi
combined with role expectations to speak up paditipredicts voice behavior. This would

shed light on ways to enhance upward constructiieevso that organizations have the
opportunity to benefit from the ideas of a broadeny of employees. This sort of approach
would be consistent with research in Taiwan thataestrated creativity expectations motivate
creative behavior when employees integrate theaapens into their role identity (Farmer,

Tierney, & Kung-Mclntyre, 2003).

It would also be useful to consider situationaltéas that cause affective attachment to the
supervisor guanxi—which is positively related toiceoin our study—to have negative

implications for organizations. For example, Hw&h§99, 2000) suggested that the principle
of “favoring the intimate” may cause supervisorsaliocate resources unfairly and this may,
in turn, account for some of the negative effedtgumnxi on third party observers and the
larger organization (C. C. Chen & Chen, 2009; Cigiedman, Yu, & Sun, 2011). In sum,

future research should examine additional outcoamesboundary conditions that shed light
on negative outcomes of affective attachment tcsthpervisor guanxi and positive outcomes

of deference to the supervisor guanxi.

A fourth limitation of our research is our focus thre employee’s perspective of supervisor—
subordinate guanxi. Although our approach madeestarsan initial study on relational self-
concept, guanxi, and voice, we note the value iréuresearch that considers the supervisor’s
perspective on guanxi relationships. This is imgartbecause individuals socially construct
their relationships based on the reactions of stteetheir behavior (Stryker & Statham, 1985).

Thus, the leader’'s perspective on guanxi may beasly important in Chinese cultural
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contexts. It also would be useful to consider tvegruence between employee and supervisor
perceptions of guanxi relationships because guesiationships are inherently reciprocal.
They depend on the mutual exchange of affect aridation (Chen & Chen, 2004) and
research shows that employee and supervisor p@&muspbf voice are not necessarily
congruent and have performance implications (8wgrris, Detert, & Romney, 2013). In sum,
future research should model both supervisor ahdrsiinate perceptions of guanxi to provide
a more comprehensive and balanced view of theigakdtip and subsequent implications for

voice behavior.

Finally, although our study provides insights irtiow different RMT relationships can
influence employee voice, our approach remains idyanld subjectivist. It does not capture
the structural aspects of social relationships thay also facilitate and constrain employee
behavior (Morris, Podolny, & Ariel, 2000). Thustdue research should go beyond the dyadic
level and use cross-level and social network petsms as another way of researching
Relational Models Theory. For example, the extentwhich the quality of supervisor—
subordinate guanxi relationships differ within tteam may be an important contextual factor
that influences the roles of guanxi and perceie&ccjpntrol on voice (see the research on LMX
differentiation; e.g., Liden, Erdogan, Wayne, & 8pae, 2006). In addition, as suggested by
Morris and colleagues (2000), a more structurabstal network approach should further the
understanding of guanxi by going beyond the petmdpapproach. A structural approach
would also extend existing research on guanxi (Cleenal., 2013) and voice (see

Venkataramani & Tangirala, 2010).
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Conclusion

The introduction to this paper highlighted the atiaton that supervisor—subordinate
relationships or guanxi in Chinese cultural corgearre guided by particularistic and
hierarchical characteristics that can paradoxicAlyp and hinder employees in Chinese
cultural contexts to speak up with change-oriestaghestions. To elucidate this phenomenon,
we drew on Relational Models Theory (RMT; Fiske92pto note that most prior research on
the effects of supervisor-subordinate relationshigs adopted a social exchange perspective
and advanced arguments based on contributionseaiptacity. Although this research has
been insightful, it emphasizes an equality matchiatational model based on in-kind
reciprocal exchanges and this type of relationatiehas typically characteristic of Western
relationships. In contrast, much less research upersisor—subordinate relationships has
acknowledged the importance of other relational e®duch as communal sharing and
authority ranking (for exceptions, see Y. Chenlet2®09; Smith et al., 2014). Responding to
the call of this special issue for research on €¢encultural contexts, we advanced a model
where supervisor-subordinate relationships areegulay guanxi which emphasizes affective
ties (communal sharing) and hierarchical defere(aethority ranking) with opposite
implications for upward constructive voice when gmtrol is low. We hope our model and
results stimulate future research on when, how,vemgdsupervisor—subordinate relationships
in Chinese and other cultural contexts affect upWweonstructive voice and other work

behaviors.
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Table 2.1

Relational Models Theory, Self-Concept, and Superssubordinate Guanxi

Type of
Relational SeltConcept

Causal Mechanism

Type of
Relational Model

Supervisor-Subordinate Guanxi

Concern for Others
Self-Concept

Benevolence
in General

Communal Sharing

Affective Attachment
to the Supervisor

Relational Identity
Self-Concept

Respectful Obedience
In Chinese Hierarchical
Relationships

Authority Ranking

Deference
to the Supervisor
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Table 2.2
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations
Variable Mean s.d. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Organizational Tenuré .40 .49 -
2. EducatiorP 22 41 .04 -
3. Gender 42 A48 .06 -22" -
4. LMX — Affect ¢ 5.45 1.10 -.06 .06 =15 (192)
5. LMX - Professional Respe® 5.5( 1.1C -.05 .03 -.03 717 (.90)
6. Concern for Others Self-Concept 6.02 .60 .02 A1 04 - A1 .10 (.73)
7. Relational Identity Self-Concept 5.25 .94 .01 .08 .09- .07 .09 .37 (.74)
8. Affective Attachmento the Supervist 5.4¢ 1.01 -.01 -.02 -.07 .6€” 61" .3C" .2€" (.85)
9. Deference to the Supervisor 4.40 1.21 17 a1 -.02 .32 .30” A4 .39" 50" (.85)
10.Job Control 4.58 1.35 -.03 -.02 -.06 718 .14 A1 -.01 22" 13 (.83)
11.Upward Constructive Voic® 5.4E .9C .01 ¢ .0E .08 ke .08 A1 A€ A -.0€ (.90)

Note.N = 262. Internal consistency reliabilities appeapamentheses along the diagonal.

2Dummy coded: 0 = less than 6 months; 1 = more tharonths® Dummy coded: 0 = no college degree; 1 = collegeagDummy coded: 0 = male; 1 = femafd.eader-
Member Exchange dimensioridfated by the supervisor.

‘p<.05

"p<.01
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Figure 2.1
Hypothesized Model
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Figure 2.2
Structural Model with Study Variables
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Note.N = 262. Reported values are unstandardized pafficgeets. Dashed lines represgnt .05. For simplicity the covariation between cemcfor others self-concept
and relational identity self-concept and betwedective attachment to the supervisor and deferemtee supervisor, as well as the control varigldes not represented in
the figure.

‘p<.05

"p<.01
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Figure 2.3
Interaction of Affective Attachment to the Supemnv{Suanxi and Job Control
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Figure 2.4
Interaction of Deference to the Supervisor Guamd dob Control
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CHAPTER Il - Obliged To Speak:

An Accountability Model of Upward Constructive Voice in Chinese Cultural Contexts

Abstract

The present research draws on accountability theohuild a conceptual model of upward
constructive voice in Chinese cultural contextsthiese cultural contexts a person’s face (i.e.,
one’s respectability and self-worth as conferreathers) is important. Given the importance
of face, our theorizing situates voice accountb(iie., subjective experience that one feels
accountable to others to speak up with change-eeideas, suggestions, and opinions) as a
central driver of upward constructive voice in Gisa cultural contexts. Taking an
accountability lens, we explicate why employeeghese cultural contexts generally feel
accountable taot speak up with change-oriented ideas and we igeatitecedents and
boundary conditions that foster voice accountahiliand thereby promote employee’s
obligation to speak. This model complements voesearch by offering a novel theoretical
lens to understand upward constructive voice amghels accountability theory by applying it

to Chinese cultural contexts.

Keywords upward constructive voice, Chinese cultural crtsieface, voice accountability
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Introduction

Technological innovation, globalization, compettipressures, and the shift toward service
and knowledge economies have made today’s workjeceasingly uncertain and dynamic.
One way that employees can help their organizationspete in volatile environments is by
speaking up with constructive voice (e.g., MacKenzZPodsakoff, & Podsakoff, 2011).
Constructive voice is the voluntary expressiondsfais, information, or opinions that aim to
benefit the organization (Maynes & Podsakoff, 20ddn Dyne, Cummings, & McLean Parks,
1995). When employees speak up with suggestiorchiorge, they can contribute to important
organizational processes, such as innovation (leeRivan Dyne, 1998; Nemeth & Staw,
1989), learning (Edmondson, 1999, 2003), erroraliete, and decision making (Morrison &

Milliken, 2000).

Prior work greatly enhanced our understanding ®@fthtecedents that help employees to speak
up with change-oriented ideas (e.g., employee peiiyp, LePine & Van Dyne, 2001; leader
behaviors, Detert & Burris, 2007). One recent view the literature has identified two
considerations that are important for employeesthér speaking up is likely to be effective
(voice efficacy) and whether they can remain unkaimvhen speaking up (voice safety)
(Morrison, 2011). These key considerations canarpthe effect of several contextual and
dispositional antecedents on voice behavior (bgtert & Burris, 2007; Walumbwa &

Schaubroeck, 2009).

While insights into these two levers for voice.(iwice efficacy, voice safety) has been useful
to structure and direct research efforts, thesights have largely been developed and tested
based on Western theoretical perspectives. In Westdtural contexts an individual’s self-

worth does not depend on the esteem of others (L& @ohen, 2011), and individuals are not
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so much held answerable by others for their belhg@elfand, Lim, & Raver, 2004). Not
surprisingly then, the two key levers for voiceritiBed in these cultural contexts are focused
on personal concerns: can my behavior be effectfveite efficacy); can | be safe when
engaging in such behavior? (voice safety) Along same lines, antecedents of these key
considerations have focused on breaking away boigsdar individuals to feel effective (e.qg.,
personal control, transformational leadership) &l safe (e.g., high-quality leader-member

exchange).

Scant research suggests however that Westerngamtb encourage voice and other proactive
behaviors may not be so effective in Chinese calltoontexts (e.g., Liang, Huang, & Chen,
2013; Zhang & Zhou, 2014). In these cultural cotderdividual's face (i.e., self-worth and
respectability) is conferred by others (Leung & €012011), and individuals feel accountable
to uphold one another’s face by adhering to theucallimperatives of maintaining harmony,
respecting hierarchy, and being humble (Heine, lahnMarkus, & Kitayama, 1999; Lee,
Kam, & Bond, 2007; Leung & Cohen, 2011; Leung, Ko&hLu, 2002). As a consequence,
researchers have argued that—rather ffe@aonalconsiderations-ethers’ expectations may
be paramount for individuals’ attitudes (Riemera@tt, Koo, & Markus, 2014), choices (e.g.,
Savani, Markus, & Conner, 2008), and behaviors (&glfand, Leslie, & Fehr, 2008; Gelfand,
Lim, & Raver, 2004). For example, Liang and colleag (2013) found that—prototypically
Western—patrticipative management practices did ootsistently encourage Chinese
employees to speak up. On the other hand, moretideeleadership styles which have
typically been assumed to stifle creativity andcegihave proven effective for promoting
proactive behavior in China (Leung, Chen, Zhou, &nL 2009). Taken together, these

observations imply that we may further our underditag of key considerations for voice
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(beyond voice efficacy and safety) by addressiegaihestion of when and why employees in

Chinese cultural contexts are most likely to engaggward constructive voice.

In the present paper we use accountability theenypK & Klimoski, 1998) to develop a model
of upward constructive voice in Chinese culturaitexts. We draw on accountability theory
to reflect that individuals in Chinese cultural texis—where face is important—are typically
answerable omccountableto others for their behavior (Gelfand et al., 200dnd voice
accountability therefore should be a key considematr driver of voice behavior. On the one
hand, this accountability lens allows us to makeseeof the expectations that individuals in
Chinese cultural contexts find themselves answenahland that lead them to generally avoid
speaking up. On the other hand, accountability theéso provides levers to identify novel
antecedents and boundary conditions that promate \axcountability and thereby facilitate

upward constructive voice in Chinese cultural crtste

Our theorizing on upward constructive voice in @&s@ cultural contexts contributes to the
organizational behavior literature in two major wayirst, and as alluded to above, we
contribute to the voice literature (for recent eavs, see Morrison, 2011, 2014) by making
critical distinctions between commonly studied driv of upward constructive voice in

Western cultural contexts and voice accountalalitya key driver of such behavior in Chinese
cultural contexts. Taking an accountability lens fivet argue that employees in Chinese
cultural contexts—where face is important—find rtiselves answerable to their supervisor
and work group to respect hierarchy, maintain hayynand display humility (Leung & Cohen,

2011), all of which generally discourage upward storctive voice. Building on this

understanding we then identify novel antecedentspward constructive voice in Chinese

cultures. In so doing, we draw attention to thespmbty that creating a mere opportunity to
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voice may not be enough to overcome sociocultwahs that discourage speaking up. Rather,
a strong moral obligation to bring about change braygrucial to support upward constructive
voice in Chinese cultural contexts. Thus, our tia#og heeds calls for improving our
understanding of the impact of national cultureipward constructive voice (Morrison, 2014),
and thereby also builds a more well-rounded andbailounderstanding of the key
considerations that facilitate and drive upwardstarctive voice (Chen, Leung, & Chen,

2009).

Second, we advance the accountability literatuiseireral ways. Building on Gelfand et al.’s
(2004) theorizing, we argue that individuals in i@se cultural contexts find themselves in
accountability webs (i.e., cognitive maps of expéohs within the social system) that consist
of tight, multiple, and cross-level ties. Consedlyerour theorizing extends the current focus
on individual task accountability (for a revieweddall, Frink, & Buckley, In Press) to consider
accountability standards emanating from sourcesiwdtiple levels of analysis (e.g., work
group). In so doing, we heed calls for more multletheorizing within the accountability
domain (Frink et al., 2008). In addition, in iddyitaig culturally relevant antecedents that may
shift initial cultural accountabilities to avoidesgking up, toward a determination to engage in
upward constructive voice, we also further our ust@ading of culture-dependent predictors
of voice accountability. Finally, our theorizing ggests that—at least in some cultural
contexts—it may be helpful to create accountab#itgndards for important work-relevant
behaviors that are typically considered extra-aold self-starting (see Chen, Zhang, & Wang,

2014 for similar complementary effects of contnetl@mpowerment).

Our paper unfolds as such: first, we discuss thie temets of accountability theory (Frink &

Klimoski, 1998). Then, as a backdrop for building eaonceptual model, we elaborate on the
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importance of face in Chinese cultural contexisrater to identify the accountability dynamics
that generally discourage upward constructive voiext, we develop a model of upward
constructive voice in Chinese cultural contextsr @odel introduces voice accountability as
the predominant driver for upward constructive ecand identifies important culture-specific
antecedents that facilitate the internalizatioracfense of voice accountability. Finally, we

conclude the paper with a discussion of implicatitor research and practice.

Accountability Theory

Accountability Theory (Frink & Klimoski, 1998) exains when and why individuals are likely
to feel accountable to certain standards (i.ecgree themselves being answerable for actions
or decisions, in accordance with these standaasg), when—and to what extent—they are
likely to comply. In other words, this theory deates the antecedents of felt accountability,
and its likely consequences. Felt accountabilitgeBned as “thgperceivedneed to justify or
defend a decision or action to som&lience(syvhich has potential reward and sanction power,
and where such rewards and sanctions are percéivé@ contingent on accountability
conditions” (Frink & Klimoski, 1998, p. 9, emphassided). Importantly, accountability is
distinct from responsibility because—compared tepomsibility—accountability has the
additional requirement of having an external aucke(Hall, et al., In Press). Accountability
theory specifiesvherefelt accountability emanates from (i.e., so-calkedountability sources
such as supervisor, work group, performance evalualystems)what standards employees
feel accountable to (e.g., performance standardgnizational norms or values, safety
guidelines), the scenarios where standards or &qmcs from different sources are

(mis)aligned (e.g., supervisor’'s vs. work groupipectations), theesourceghat help versus
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hinder compliance (e.g., social capital, suppaat)d the range of likelyputcomes(e.qg.,
reputational consequences, behavioral consequences)

Accountability—as a fundamental norm enforcementimaaism (Tetlock, 1992)—has been
the subject of study in various disciplines sucthealthcare (Emanuel & Emanuel, 1996),
safety management (Dekker, 2012), and performaracegement (Wallace, Johnson, Mathe,
& Paul, 2011), and it is an important topic in themain of organizational behavior (for a
recent review, see Hall et al., In Press). We psepthat there are several reasons why
accountability theory is useful to think about toee question of our theorizing: when and why

individuals in Chinese cultural contexts are likedyengage in upward constructive voice?

This is because the function of face—much like aotability—revolves around external
valuation and social control (Kim & Nam, 1998).dddition, recent theorizing has begun to
employ accountability theory to understand howvrittials are typically held accountable in
different cultures (cf. taxonomy in Gelfand et @0Q04). Additionally, we propose that
accountability theory may also be applied to hatdividuals answerable to proactive,
anticipatory behaviors, such as upward constructdiee. Indeed, whereas the majority of
accountability research has focused on the useajuatability for attributing blame after
some event occurred, felt accountability can alwesin a self-regulatory and anticipatory
manner whereby employees comply to manage theireisspns toward others, to learn new
behaviors, or to develop themselves (Hall et al.Ptess). In this more proactive sense,
accountability serves as a “safety net” becaudegitimizes specific employee behaviors
(Frink et al., 2008). For example, when employees lzeld accountable for customer
satisfaction, this accountability standard legiies customer-focused behaviors, even at the
cost of other important goals such as speed orugtndty. Taken together, because

accountability changes the meaning attached tovi@hi@.g., from inappropriate to required),
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we expect it to be especially useful in Chineseucal contexts, where upward constructive

voice is traditionally considered less appropriate.

Default Implications of Face for Upward Constructive Voice

As a backdrop to the development of our concephael, we first draw on Gelfand et al.’s
(2004) theorizing and the nature of face (Kim & Nai®98) to elaborate on the default
implications of face for upward constructive voice Chinese cultural contexts. The face
cultural logic weaves together various scripts, behaviors, mestiand cultural patterns
around the central theme of face, giving them megand a certain logical consistency and
coherence for people of these cultures (Leung &eDpl2011, p. 2). Face refers to “the
respectability and/or deference which a personataim...by virtue of [his or her] relative
position” in a hierarchy and the proper fulfilmerfthis or her role (Ho, 1976, p. 883). Because
face is socially conferred depending on fulfilmehtole obligations, meeting the expectations
of others is essential to secure one’s face andldegitimacy (Kim & Nam, 1998). Thus, face
serves as an effective social control mechanisnrettyeindividuals are obliged to conform to
others’ expectations. Three facets are core tatifteral logic of face: hierarchy, harmony,
and humility (Kim & Cohen, 2010; Kim, Cohen, & ARQ10).Hierarchyrefers to the charge
of showing appropriate deference to people higlperuhe hierarchyHHarmonyindicates that
individuals should pursue, or at least not disttine, harmony of the systerdumility then,
prescribes that individuals should not overreaeir $tatus claims. Together, these three facets
comprise the 3 Hs (Leung & Cohen, 2011), to whiatividuals in Chinese cultural contexts
are accountable in order to maintain their selfthvar face. Because upholding one’s face is
essential to maintain one’s position in the sostalcture (Ho, 1976; Hwang, 1987) and avoid

social sanctions, such as social ostracism (Xu &gy 2012), employees in Chinese cultural
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contexts should have a strong motivation to reguiaéir behavior according to these 3 Hs

(Gelfand, et al., 2004; Leung & Cohen, 2011).

In this sense, the function of face is similar t@@untability systems in general which also
serve to control and regulate behavior. Accordm@elfand et al. (2004) individuals develop
cognitive maps of how various individuals groupsd aorganizations are answerable or
accountable to one another. More importantly, diaeition in particular sociocultural contexts
specifies the unique expectations (Frink & Klimgslk®98) and linkages among entities (i.e.,
individuals, groups, or organizations) in thesenitige maps or so-called accountability webs
(Gelfand et al., 2004). Building on Gelfand ets{2004) work and meaning of face and dignity
(Leung & Cohen, 2011), we argue that the structuré content of accountability webs in
Chinese cultural contexts (where face is importaeherally inhibit upward constructive
voice, whereas this is much less the case for atability webs in Western cultural contexts
(where dignity is important). Below we discussibtites of accountability webs in Chinese
and Western cultural contexts and the extent teahvthiey allow for upward constructive voice

(see Table 3.1 and Table 3.2 for an overview).

We propose that accountability webs in Chinesaicallcontexts reflect the importance of face
and the 3 Hs (hierarchy, harmony, and humility}hair structureandcontent Structurally,
the immediate supervisor, the group, and the orgdion are key loci of accountability in
Chinese cultural contexts (Gelfand et al., 2004)adidition, because of the importance of
hierarchy in Chinese cultural contexts, accounitglbstandards are often unidirectional. For
example, individuals are held accountable to therervisor and group, but not the other way
around. Content-wise, many of the implicit standatdat individuals are accountable to

revolve around the 3 Hs (hierarchy, harmony, andility). Therefore, employees in Chinese
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cultural contexts may generally believe that vasaeappropriate and risky because it conflicts
with the need to defer to one’s supervisor, ituiss social harmony, and it may lead oneself
to be judged as a show-off. Thus, we expect thastructure and content of accountability
webs in Chinese cultural contexts generally disagerupward constructive voice, and even

hold individuals accountable twt speak up.

Following prior theorizing, we propose that thaisture and content of accountability webs is
different in Western cultural contexts (Gelfandakt 2004). Structurally, individuals are
accountable primarily to themselves (i.e., therehigh self-accountability or personal
responsibility). In addition, because Western aaltwontexts are more egalitarian, there is
mutual (rather than unidirectional) accountabilistween individuals and their supervisor and
accountability standards are negotiable. Employses engage in a larger amount of role
sending (rather than role taking), compared to éhws Chinese cultural contexts. As a
conseqguence, they can more easily alter the stasitaey are accountable to and bring those
in line with their internal standards (self-accability). Therefore, we expect that the structure
and content of accountability webs in Western caltaontexts generally allow for more self-

initiated change efforts such as upward constractoice.

Conceptualizing culture’s implications for upwamhstructive voice by means of the concept
of the accountability web provides an importantkstiop for building our conceptual model.
In view of our accountability lens, the account@pivebs in Chinese cultural contexts serve
as the prescriptions to which employees in Chice#ieral contexts generally hold themselves
accountable when contemplating whether or not age in upward constructive voice. In
general, then, the tight, multiple, and cross-leties in these webs should hold people

accountablaot to engage in upward constructive voice. Indeedhénabsence of competing
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standards, rather than constructively challenging status-quo, employees should feel
personally obligated to maintain the status-que,(&ccountability to maintain the status quo).
Table 3.3 (top row) illustrates this default patgwia addition to the altered pathways which

will be discussed throughout our model development.

An Accountability Model of Upward Constructive Voice in Chinese Cultural Contexts

In this section we introduce our accountability mloof upward constructive voice and
provide theoretical and empirical evidence to supjp® propositions (Figure 1). In view of
the discussion in the previous sections, we fursipecify our earlier broad research question
for our theorizing: given the tight, unidirectionahd cross-level accountability standards for
the 3 Hs (hierarchy, harmony, and humility) towaederal important others (e.g., supervisor,
coworker, group), when and why would individual€hinese cultural contexts be most

likely to speak up?

Drivers of Upward Constructive Voice in Organizations: Review of Previous Research
and Extension to Chinese Cultural Contexts

Scholarly work on the antecedents of voice hastifieth many contextual and dispositional
factors that predict employee voice (e.g., DeteBuris, 2007). One recent review has looked
at two key perceptions that may strengthen thewvatitin to engage in upward constructive
voice: voice efficacy and voice safety (Morrisof12). Voice efficacy refers to “individual's
judgment about whether speaking up is likely teetiective” (Morrison, 2011, p. 382). This
consideration is rooted in well-established theorigf motivation which assume that
individuals are more motivated to engage in thadebiors that are most likely to yield valued
benefits (Vroom, 1964). In other words, accordingthis view, engagement in upward

constructive voice depends on the perceived likelihthat voice efforts will result in desired
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outcomes (i.e., whether the target will listen dakie appropriate action). Supporting this
perspective, research has found relationships legiweice and efficacy-related cognitions
such as personal control and empowerment (e.gzidfr& Fainshmidt, 2012; Tangirala &
Ramanujam, 2008). Voice safety refers to “indidtisijudgment about the risks or potential
negative outcomes associated with speaking up” istor, 2011, p. 382). More specifically,
research has shown that individuals are less liketpeak up with change-oriented suggestions
if they believe that they cannot freely expressrthersonal opinions and that doing so would
harm them (e.g., Liang, Farh, & Farh, 2012). Tlse#f-protectionist motives are important for

employees’ decisions of whether or not to engagmice behavior.

Whereas voice efficacy and safety clearly are ingardrivers for upward constructive voice,
we propose that voice accountability should berdraédriver of upward constructive voice
in Chinese cultural contexts (for an overview, $able 3.4). In general, felt accountability
refers to the “subjective experience that one’sastare subject to evaluation and that there
are potential punishments based on these evalsat{@elfand, Nishii, & Raver, 2006, p.
1229). It is a psychological mechanism through Whagternal societal constraints ultimately
influence behavior (Gelfand et al., 2006) and ligirently invokes the expectations that others
have for one’s own behavior. More specifically theme define voice accountability as the
subjective experience that one feels accountabtehers to speak up with change-oriented

ideas, suggestions, and opinions.

We propose there are several reasons why voiceuatatnlity is a key driver of upward
constructive voice in Chinese cultural contextsstFand foremost, acting in accordance with
others’ expectations is at the heart of the conadpface. Indeed, face refers to “the

respectability and/or deference which a personataim...by virtue of [his or her] relative
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position” in a hierarchy and the proper fulfilmewit his or her role (Ho, 1976, p. 883). In
Chinese cultural contexts, expectations of othergesas an informal but legitimate guide for
one’s behavior and failure to meet these expectsiivay cause one to lose face. In this sense,
face, much like accountability, serves as a s@oiatrol mechanism (Kim & Nam, 1998). Thus,
felt accountability or answerability to others feeak up with change-oriented suggestions
should be a more important driver for voice comgaie voice efficacy and safety. Indeed,
Kim and Nam (1998) have argued that organizatibedalavior in Asia is better predicted by

external attributes such as face than internabattrs such as desires, emotions, and cognition.

A second reason why voice accountability should key driver for upward constructive voice
is that acting in accordance with the expectatimingthers—rather than with private wishes
and attributes—has a moral component to it in Germultural contexts (Kim & Nam, 1998).
Thus, when employees engage in upward constructdiee under the guise of others’
expectations for them to do so (i.e., voice accalifity), they can safeguard their face and
thereby assure the confidence of others in theiityeof their moral character. Taken together,
when individuals in Chinese cultural contexts arpeeted to speak up with change-oriented
ideas, opinions, and suggestions—in other wordsenwthey are accountable for such
behaviors—this should considerably alter the megpafrupward constructive voice and render
it appropriate and even necessary for employeesdage in this behavior. This echoes Johns’
(2006) assertion that “changes in accountabiliey @ften important events that considerably
alter the meaning that is attached to behavior’34). Taken together, we propose the
following:
Proposition 1: Voice accountability is a stronger predictor ofwgrd constructive

voice in Chinese cultural contexts than voice atfyjcand voice safety.
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Accountability Sources, Salience, and Alignment

Given that employees in Chinese cultural contegtsegally perceive a strong accountability
to notengage in upward constructive voice, strong adidra standards would be necessary to
motivate employees o engage in this behavior. We propose that sucaltiee standards
are most likely when they emanate from the leaddrthe group (rather than from the self).
Indeed, prescribing subordinates’ behavior is iaherto the role of a leader (Avolio,
Walumbwa, & Weber, 2009). In addition, because éesdre a source of valued social and
economic resources (Ferris, Judge, Rowland, & Fbanps, 1994; Tangirala, Green, &
Ramanujam, 2007), subordinates should be motiviteabide by their leader's behavioral
expectations. Furthermore, considering the impodasf deference to the leader in Chinese
cultural contexts (Leung & Cohen, 2011) and thedimactional nature of accountability ties
(Gelfand et al., 2004), employees in Chinese caillitwntexts are more likely to engage in role
taking (i.e., accepting the expectations that areraunicated to them), rather than role making
(i.e., proactively shaping these expectations thinosubsequent role episodes) (Frink &

Klimoski, 2004; Gelfand, et al., 2004).

Next to the leader's expectations, employees ase atcountable to their (in-)group’s

expectations. Indeed, as Kim and Nam (1998) ndteste are “strong pressures for each
member to meet the expectation of others to setiuséher social legitimacy in the

organizational community” (p. 530). This is becagsaup members may lose face by not only
their own misconduct but also the misconduct oirtgeup members. Because it is bad form
to cause others to lose face, employees in Chioekearal contexts should thus be closely
attuned to the expectations of their group membErerefore, we propose that the extent to
which other group members feel answerable to speais also an important antecedent of

whether individuals feel they are expected to spgakith change-oriented ideas, suggestions,
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and opinions. Considering the arguments above, ni@duce two antecedents of voice
accountability that are key to create strong actatility standards for upward constructive

voice: voice role sending (by the leader) and (grtmvel) shared voice accountability.

Voice role sending (by the leader)Drawing on the broader accountability literature rote
sending (Frink & Klimoski, 2004; Gelfand, et alQ@), we introduce the construct of voice
role sending as the process by which a leadermrigmsstandards and norms for upward
constructive voice in order to elicit employees sjgeak up with change-oriented ideas,
suggestions, and opinions. Specifically, voice sdading entails a number of specific leader
behaviors that clarify that voice is a priority.iFltonstruct is especially relevant in Chinese
cultural contexts considering the general tendericgubordinates for role taking, rather than
role making (Gelfand, et al., 2004). While suchspretive role sending may seem at odds
with the initial discretionary nature of more proae and change-oriented behaviors, such as
upward constructive voice, recent theoretical amgigcal work has begun to recognize that
voice behavior, and the general class of orgamzaticitizenship behaviors (OCBs), are not
always perceived as discretionary and may be iatediin employees’ role cognitions (Bolino,
Klotz, Turnley, & Harvey, 2012; Kim, Van Dyne, Kaid & Johnson, 2013). Importantly, the
prescriptive nature of voice role sending doesmety that this process should necessarily be
explicit. On the contrary, considering the prefeeefor indirect communication in Chinese
cultural contexts (Hall, 1976) and the tendencegrntbed standards for behavior in the social
context (e.g., roles, duties, group norms) (Gelfagtdal., 2004), voice role sending should
consist of both explicit role sending, such asrsgfpriorities and giving feedback (Avolio, et
al., 2009; Zohar & Polachek, 2014), and implicitereending, such as modelling and non-

verbal feedback (Yaffe & Kark, 2011).
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Voice role sending is different from other relatmmhstructs, such as intellectual stimulation,
change-oriented leadership, and role making and taking aspects of leader-member
exchange. First, intellectual stimulation, as adémension of transformational leadership,
uniquely refers to explicit inquiries on part ofetteader to encourage subordinates to re-
examine some of their assumptions about their veortt rethink how it can be performed
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990).stish, it only subsumes a small part of
the behaviors associated with voice role sendilh@n@e-oriented leadership, characterized by
more strategic behaviors, such as scanning thenatenvironment, strategy reformulation,
and political activities to build support for changesides more at the strategic level, and is
thus distinct from the dyadic focus of voice roknding (Yukl, 1999). Finally, while the
conception of “role sending” bears resemblancénéorble making process in leader-member
exchange (LMX) (Graen, 1976), voice role sendindifferent in that it is prescriptive and
unidirectional, while LMX implies mutual role malgnin addition, voice role sending includes
behaviors that specifically convey expectationsfoployees to speak up, while LMX remains
silent as to which specific performance standardsagotiated. In sum, voice role sending is
distinct from related constructs and sets cleasgrigtions for upward constructive voice. Prior
work has suggested that the absence of a cleagecfarconstructive change in each of these
alternative constructs may be one of the reasanthéar limited predictive validity for voice

behavior (e.g., Ashford, Sutcliffe, & Christians@909; Detert & Burris, 2007).

Voice role sending — Individual-level effects

There are several reasons why voice role sendirmulghresult in individual voice
accountability, especially in Chinese cultural exts. First, voice role sending conveys to
employees that leaders prioritize speaking up deé&rence. Whereas employees may assume

that leaders expect deference from them and tleeped sharedness of this deference charge
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may cause employees to withhold their change-atmndeas, we propose that voice role
sending can shift perceived priorities and roleestations emanating from the leader. For
example, when leaders want to hear employee’s stiggs first and intentionally withhold
their own prejudice or biases, when leaders questie status quo and themselves, and when
leaders consistently show that they expect emptyeecome up with solutions (e.g., by
keeping more quiet at meetings, by sharing and pi@rng employee’s solutions and
decisions), they eradicate uncertainty regardingthér they expect employees to bring up
change-oriented ideas or be deferent and withholdev This reasoning is in line with
empirical evidence showing that employees make esarispriorities and standards by
observing their leader’'s behavioral patterns (Zodruria, 2004) and discourse (Zohar &
Polachek, 2014). Given the importance of honoreagler’s expectations in Chinese cultural
contexts, we expect that employees should be edpetikely to look for their leader’s

priorities to support them in making appropriateichs (Kim & Nam, 1998).

A second reason why voice role sending should pteramployee voice accountability is that

it signals to employees how they may convey theggsstions for change. By defining who
should do what, when, and how (see Frink & Klimos04), voice role sending provides
structure and a clear context for speaking up. Sumntext in turn can reduce the anxiety and
uncertainty that often accompany interactions ber interpersonal risk (Avery, Richeson,
Hebl, & Ambady, 2009) and therefore voice role segdcan support employees’ upward
constructive voice. Thus, the new routines, taskd,structures that leaders establish by means
of voice role sending facilitate taking up this nele and accepting answerability for bringing
about change. Taken together, the above argumetitsssociated empirical work suggest that
role sending can clarify priorites and reduce utaety, thereby facilitating voice

accountability. Thus, we propose:
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Proposition 2:Voice role sending (by the leader) is positivediated to (individual)

voice accountability.

Voice role sending — Group-level effects

Given the multilevel nature of leadership (Yammar& Dansereau, 2008), we propose that
voice role sending also affects voice accountghdlitthe group level. Consideration of those
effects is essential because individual employeéshinese cultural contexts find themselves
answerable to both their supervisor as well ag tireup (Frink & Klimoski, 1998; Gelfand et
al., 2004). Thus, to the extent that voice role ezxations of the leader and perceived
performance standards in the group converge orrgivendividual employees should

respectively feel more or less accountable fore/oic

Whereas prior work has generally conceptualizedaietountability at the individual level of
analysis, recent theoretical and empirical effodsnceptualized and evaluated felt
accountability at the group level (Gelfand et 2004; Wallace et al., 2011). Extending this
work, we conceptualize shared voice accountabdiythe collective experience of being
answerable to others for speaking up with changeitad ideas, suggestions, and opinions.
Similar to the individual level effects of voicelesending, we propose that in their dealings
with group members, voice role sending (by the déepdignals that engaging in voice is
expected and is a task priority. When leaders Bsketihe expression of change-oriented ideas
as a focal goal for their group members they cdit stembers’ shared voice accountability
such that voice accountability trumps traditionefledtence norms. Prior work on the impact of
leader behavior on group safety climate demonsitthi group members indeed infer shared
performance standards from supervisory action timaand discourse (Zohar & Luria, 2004;

Zohar & Polachek, 2014). For example, Zohar andd si(2004) findings showed that leader’s
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priority of safety, relative to competing goals sugs production speed or cost, informed
employees about the type of role behaviors thaewkely to be rewarded or supported, and
stimulated shared perceptions of safety climateil&ily, we propose that voice role sending
promotes shared voice accountability.

Proposition 3:Voice role sending (by the leader) is positivediated to shared voice

accountability.

Voice role sending variability

Accountability theory emphasizes the importancecofisistency in the standards that
individuals are held accountable to (Frink et2008; Frink & Klimoski, 1998). To the extent
that employees are consistently held answerabtbegcsame standards by their supervisor,
employees should be more likely to experience aatednility and comply. Similarly, we argue
that for voice role sending to be effective andesalat the individual and the group level,
leaders need to consistently (i.e., across situsitaond employees) signal the importance of
sharing change-oriented ideas. Indeed, when areagects employees to speak up with
change-oriented ideas in one situation and demadeflsrence in another or expect one
employee to speak up but not another, voice raidiag at the individual and the group level
is less likely to be effective: employees are ldgsly feel individually accountable (voice
accountability) and are less likely to agree cailety on their level of answerability to speak
up (shared voice accountability). This general teasonates with empirical work on leader
behavioral consistency (e.g., Johnson, Venus, |.afap, & Chang, 2012; Zohar & Luria,
2004). This work suggests that the extent to wheelders show consistency in their behavior
matters for whether they are effective in conveyinlg expectations and affecting employees.

In view of above arguments, we extend the followpngpositions:
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Proposition 4a: Voice role sending variability (across situationsjoderates the
relationship between voice role sending and (irdliai) voice accountability, such that
this relationship is weaker when voice role sendiagability is high versus when it is
low.

Proposition 4b:Voice role sending variability (across employemsgderates the
relationship between voice role sending and sha@de accountability, such that
this relationship is weaker when voice role sendiagability is high versus when it

is low.

Cross-level effects and alignment between supervisand work group standards. As has
become clear in the previous section, shared \axceuntability determines the level of the
group’s expectations. In this section, we propasss:level effects of this group norm or
standard on individual's voice accountability besmwnext to leaders, groups are an important
source of accountability standards in Chinese miltoontexts (Gelfand et al., 2004). In
analogy with climate research (Zohar & Luria, 20@805) and team motivation research
(Chen, Kanfer, DeShon, Mathieu, & Kozlowski, 20@hen, Kirkman, Kanfer, Allen, &
Rosen, 2007), we propose that group-level perceptaond motivations are likely to trickle
down to the individual level. More specifically,asled voice accountability is expected to relate
positively to individual voice accountability. Espally in Chinese cultural contexts, where
individuals are likely to be more sensitive to groaxpectations (Kim & Nam, 1998),
employees should be attentive to any discrepantydas their own felt voice accountability
and the extent to which their group members feebantable to speak up (shared voice

accountability). In view of above arguments, weeext the following proposition:

Proposition 5:Shared voice accountability is positively related(individual) voice

accountability.
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As alluded above, both the leader and the grouprgrertant accountability sources in Chinese
cultural contexts (Frink & Klimoski, 1998; Gelfaret al., 2004). Therefore, the degree of
alignment between the expectations emanating fleenléader and the group is important
(Frink & Klimoski, 1998). Accountability Theory pits that employees should feel most
accountable to the expectations and standards caioated by those with whom they interact
most or to which the behavior is most prominentd@ese upward constructive voice primarily
takes place between the employee and the leadezxpext that supervisor cues will trump

group-level cues when it comes to voice accouritgbil

Face Management Strategies — The role of Humilitylierarchy, and Harmony

Resources

Accountability Theory (Frink & Klimoski, 1998) pdsithat there is a myriad of ways in which
individuals can respond to the experience of actility. For example, response strategies
could include conformity, avoidance, and negotiatiOverall however, Frink and Klimoski
(1998) posited that these “responses to accouityapiessures involve efforts to manage the
building of one’s reputation” (p. 31). Thus, indlvials in Chinese cultural contexts should
respond to accountability pressures in ways tHatvathem to manage and maintain their
respectability in the eyes of others (i.e., thane). This is also why accountability theory is
closely linked to impression management and seégmtation literatures (Schlenker &
Weigold, 1992). Given these considerations, whdl dédtermine employees’ responses to
voice accountability? Will it be advisable for eroyptes to honor the charge for upward
constructive voice and speak up? What other stiegege available to them to manage and

maintain their face in the eyes of others?
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Following general accountability theorizing (Frinkt al., 2008), we propose that

notwithstanding a clear and self-implicating charfge upward constructive voice, and

subsequent feelings of voice accountability, emgésymay still refrain from speaking up due
to lack of resources for dealing with accountapiéitxpectations. In the present theorizing,
resources refer to characteristics of employeeleir workplace that help them deal with the
pressures of accountability (Hall et al., In Pre&yen the importance of face, and its related
components (humility, hierarchy, and harmony), weppse that resources that alleviate
humility, hierarchy, and harmony concerns, areregmd strengthen the relationship between

voice accountability and upward constructive voice.

Building on recent work on humility and modestyGhinese cultural contexts (e.g., Bond,
Lun, Chan, Chan, & Wong, 2012; Chen, Bond, ChangT & Buchtel, 2009) we propose that
humility resources could include situations oriegt wherein the employees can speak up
with change-oriented suggestions without seeminguisue self-interest, without attracting
attention to the self, and while expressing conéarothers and elevating others. For example,
such situations could include—but are not restilitte—events where employees can speak up
with change-oriented suggestions to the benefitbérs (e.g., coworkers, clients) (Maynes,
Podsakoff, & Morrison, 2013) or private situatiansvhich they are less likely to be seen as

attracting attention or showing off (Bond et aD]12).

We propose that hierarchy resources emanate plynfesm the nature of the supervisor—
subordinate relationship. More specifically, atitds of this relationship that reduce
hierarchical distance and the salience of defeakntrms, should help employees to act upon
voice accountability by speaking up. For exampkective attachment to the supervisor

guanxi may facilitate acting upon voice accountgbih this way (Y. Chen, Friedman, Yu,

104



Chapter Il — Upward constructive voice in Chinesdtural contexts

Fang, & Lu, 2009). Affective attachment to the swis®r guanxi refers to the degree to which
the supervisor—subordinate tie is personal andwegemotional expressiveness and concern.
Another hierarchy-related resource which may hefpleyees to act upon their charge for
speaking up is the quality of their leader’s relaship with his own leader or supervisor (Liu,

Tangirala, & Ramanujam, 2013).

Harmony resources, then, refer to those contefaicabrs that reduce the harmony concerns
that may keep employees from acting upon voice wtedility. Social harmony refers to the
relationship between an individual and a group tbepindividuals (Lun, 2012, p. 468). As
such, harmony is intimately related to face andading harmony with others is an effective
way of earning or preserving one’s face. Building mrior work on harmony orientations
(Leung, Brew, Zhang, & Zhang, 2011; Wang, Leund®u, 2014), we propose for example
that value harmony beliefs, whereby employees hen toworkers believe that harmony is a
valuable end in itself and harmony striving entgésuine problem solving could serve as such
a harmony resource. In contrast, instrumental haymbeliefs should impede the
accountability—voice linkage because it causes eyegls and their coworkers to try to prevent
any possible disruption, such that the focus wdnglcbn the disruptive nature rather than the

constructive nature of voice.

Overall, drawing on accountability theory (Frink &t, 2008) and considering the above

examples and indirect empirical evidence, we pregbat voice accountability is most likely

to result in upward constructive voice when thes®urces are high. Thus, we propose:
Proposition 6: Voice Accountability (of the employee) positivphedicts upward

constructive voice when resources for hierarchypfany, and humility are high.
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When these resources are low however, we propasesthployees attempt to manage their
face by engaging in particular coping behaviorgoaating strategies. An account is defined
as “the use of language to interactionally consfpoeferred meanings for problematic events”
(Buttny, 1993, p. 21). Accounts are “statementseartacexplain untoward behavior and bridge
the gap between actions and expectations” (Scolly@ann, p. 46). Prior taxonomies of
account-giving have included 4 primary categorigsconcessions/apologies; 2) excuses; 3)
justifications; and 4) refusals (see Greenberg01®ott & Lyman, 1968). In the present
theorizing, we propose that employees may use atsdo avoid the pressures of voice
accountability. More specifically, when construetichange is expected but employees feel
they lack the resources to speak up with changev®d suggestions, they may use account-
giving as a coping strategy. This is because adegiving can help them to maintain and
protect the reputation of a “moral” actor (in otesrds: maintain face).
Proposition 7: Voice accountability (of the employee) positiveledicts voice

accounts when resources for hierarchy, harmony, fandility are low.

Discussion

In this article we have extended past voice resdayaising accountability theory to explicate
the accountability standards to which people inn€bé cultural contexts hold themselves
accountable and to describe a new domain of aree¢ednd boundary conditions to upward
constructive voice in Chinese cultural contextsoum theorizing we elucidate how different
combinations of these antecedents interact todegaoyees to be more or less likely to engage
in upward constructive voice. In so doing, thischet offers valuable contributions to our

understanding of voice behavior, accountability] aunlture in organizations.
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Theoretical Contributions

Voice Literature. While voice behavior has attracted consideraldearch attention over the
previous years (Greenberg & Edwards, 2009), treeedlear need for more coherent theory
building within the voice domain (Morrison, 201Tpaking a Chinese cultural perspective, our
theory building contributes to the voice literatuby broadening and deepening our
understanding of when and why individuals speak Ingeed, following Y.-R. Chen and
colleagues (2009) we purport that the theoretinaights from this theorizing may extend
beyond applicability in Chinese cultural contexecdéuse indigenous theorizing oftentimes
sheds light on dynamics which may be less visibletAgvertheless relevant—in more often-

studied settings (Tsui, 2004, 2006, 2012; Whe2609).

First, in taking an accountability perspective toice behavior, we shift attention to the
possibility that voice behavior can, and may some$ need to be, driven by strong
obligations This emphasis on obligation is in contrast witle majority of voice research
which has, perhaps implicitly, largely focused @whmanagers may creat@portunitiesto
speak. For example, researchers have examineddamer openness and ethical leadership
create trusting environments for employees to v@izetert & Burris, 2007; Walumbwa &
Schaubroeck, 2009). Our theory building suggests th the presence of a strong imperative
notto voice, merely creating opportunities may notfective in promoting voice behavior.
Rather, external obligations to speak and activeagament of boundary conditions (e.qg.,
resources), may be necessary. In other words, whewde making (i.e., creating one’s own
voice role expectations) is explicitly and impligiemphasized in the voice literature, role
taking (i.e., accepting voice roles communicatedomveyed to oneself) may in some instances
be more effective. Beyond Chinese cultural contetkis accountability perspective should

prove insightful in other contexts where voice bebia does not come naturally (e.g.,
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bureaucratic or military environment) (Morrison 1A() or for employees who generally would
want to avoid speaking up with suggestions or corecée.g., neuroticism, agreeableness)
(LePine & Van Dyne, 2001). We propose that furidgplications of this perspective in other

contexts may bring other novel antecedents intg. pla

The above-described extension of prototypical vdiceers (voice efficacy and voice safety)
with voice accountability, also raises questiorsalthe nature of voice. Indeed, to what extent
can speaking up, in response to requests by avésgeor norms of the group be considered
“proactive” and “voluntary?” Whereas a completecdission of this issue may go beyond the
scope of this paper, implicit and explicit streamthe voice and general proactivity literatures
do not necessarily exclude the possibility thas¢hkeehaviors are driven by others or external
standards. For example, within the voice literatesearchers have implicitly examined both
more proactive (e.g., emanating from dispositiomaientations; Tangirala, Kamdar,
Venkataramani, & Parke, 2013) and more reactivensoof voice (e.g., in response to
consultation; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2012). Fumiae, within the creativity literature,
several researchers have demonstrated the effeetisef creativity-related expectations and
norms (Farmer, Tierney, & Kung Mclintyre, 2003; Galo; Chatman, Duguid, Kennedy, 2015;

Goncalo & Duguid, 2012).

Our theorizing also contributes to the voice litara by explicating and delineating the
potential conflict that employees may experienceenwvispeaking up. Our focus on voice
accountability, more than prior research’s focuvoice efficacy and voice safety, sheds light
on the multiple sources that employees feel acedlatto and the potential misalignment
across these sources. This is important becausélatts a decidedly more social and more

embedded view on voice. Whereas prior perspec{veise efficacy, voice safety) largely
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focused on a reconciliation of personal concerrth Wie context, our accountability model
highlights how employees may receive diverse amdlicting signals from different sources,

keeping them silent, urging them to speak up, oisicey them to manage their reputation
toward these different sources by means of voicewnting. In so doing, we also emphasize
a somewhat more diverse set of response strat@giel may allow scholars and practitioners
to assess voice in more nuanced ways. A final ragbn of the socially embedded nature of
our accountability approach is that it can helpeaeshers address calls for furthering our

understanding of the multilevel influences on vdiedavior (Morrison, 2011).

Accountability Literature. The present theorizing also speaks to the accbilibtdheory in
important ways. More specifically, it expands pribeorizing at the structural and content

level.

Structurally, a common critique of accountabilltgory has been its unique focus on individual
level task accountability, largely ignoring cross€l and informal sources of accountability
(Frink et al., 2008; Frink & Klimoski, 2004). In plying accountability theory in Chinese

cultural contexts and extending Gelfand et al.G0@ taxonomy, this article sheds light on the
role of tight, cross-level accountability webs, eagng from cultural, rather than task-related
imperatives, and how these accountability websedfait accountability, and subsequent

strategies to deal with this accountability charge.

At the content level our theorizing extends accahitity theory by explicitly recognizing and
modelling the possibility that employees are actable for upward constructive voice. This
is important for several reasons. First, prior wonkfelt accountability has rarely specified the

standards or norms that individuals are accountablgHall et al., In Press). As becomes
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apparent from our theorizing merely increasing d&eitountability (i.e., general answerability
to others) would likelyeducethe likelihood that employees in Chinese cultamaitexts would
speak up. In contrast, some have argued that seiclra accountability would positively
(rather than negatively) predict proactive behavior Western-oriented cultural contexts
where dignity is important (Grant & Ashford, 2008hus, general felt accountability could
have opposite implications depending on prominettucal norms (e.g., Gelfand & Realo,
1998; Liu, Friedman, & Hong, 2012). A second reastw our specification of the content of
accountability standards is important, is that Kteeds typical performance-focused
accountability standards to include the possibilitgt employees are held accountable for
proactive endeavors. Most accountability reseasshdmphasized accountability as a way of
assessment of blame for past events. Our theorimmgever, draws attention to a less often-
investigated facet of accountability: ex-ante, @pttory standards for guiding and learning

important work behaviors, such as voice.

Practical Implications

Because today’s employees, teams, and organizatioreasingly find themselves operating
in multicultural and multinational contexts (GeléarLeslie, & Fehr, 2008), and organizations
increasingly rely on employee initiative (Kanteteid, & Jick, 1992), our theorizing also has
implications for managers and employees. Firss, dhlicle suggests that managers in Chinese
cultural contexts need to lay out explicit expeota for voice behavior. Due to the implicit
nature of cultural beliefs, transmitting such expgons may be challenging and supervisors
may inadvertently send out cues (e.g., power aoeslict avoidance) that reinforce rather than
weaken employees’ deference expectations (Lockenflefson, 2010). Furthermore, this

article draws managers’ attention to the importasiceaintaining consistency in their own
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voice role sending behaviors and the alignmenheif texpectations with the general group’s

expectations for voice.

Second, our theorizing also has implications foplelyees. Because upward constructive voice
is not only a resource for the organization, buy o constitute a resource for employees
(e.g., cater support for important process impromeisy draw attention to issues that hinder
their work performance), it is often in employedisst interest to be able to voice their
concerns, suggestions, and solutions (Ng & Feldr2@h?). This research, in explicating the
implicitly held beliefs that may keep employeesnfracquiring important resources through
voice, may help employees become more aware of Iselgdfs and encourage them to check
whether these actually apply to the specific situathey find themselves in (e.g., given my
manager’s earlier behavior, would he/she reallgkhhis suggestion is inappropriate, or am |
just assuming this would be the case?). Furthermexgending the implications of this
theorizing to intercultural team settings, the eatialized nature of this research may make
team members more attuned to the default accolityabinot speak up that individuals from
Chinese cultural contexts may bring with them ahdttmay keep them from actively
contributing to joint decision making. Such awasnenay at the same time prevent faulty
attributions of team members’ silence (Van Dyne,gA& Botero, 2003) and motivate

informed action to foster voice.

Limitations and Future Research
Beyond a formal test of the conceptual model, Rit@search may be directed toward making
this model more complete. More specifically, we gpportunities to further specify the model

through the exploration of additional antecedentse implications, and contexts.
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Other antecedentsFirst, future research should consider what faatould serve as harmony,
humility, or hierarchy resources in the present elo#or instance, employees with higher
organization-based self-esteem (OBSE), definedndwidual’s beliefs about his/her own
capabilities and social worth in the workplace (ege Gardner, Cummings, & Dunham, 1989),
may overall be less concerned about humility ($ee Frink & Klimoski, 1998 on status; and
voice literature on influence, Janssen & Gao, 20A3)such, high levels of OBSE may be
another important resource. As a second examplgergisor—subordinate similarity on
important demographic or value-related attributes serve as a hierarchy-related resource by
increasing trust and connection between the emplayel the supervisor (Farh, Tsui, Xin, &
Cheng, 1998). Thus, future research may also exgopervisor—subordinate (dis)similarity

effects as a boundary condition in our model.

With its focus on cognitive and motivational inhidos and drivers of upward constructive
voice, our theorizing has largely left out the rotaffect. Because prior work identified mood,
emotions, and emotion regulation as important @&ueats of OCBs in general, and voice
behavior more specifically (Edwards, Ashkanasy, &rdher, 2009; Grant, 2013; Kish-

Gephart, Detert, Trevifio, & Edmondson, 2009; Spe&t&ox, 2002), future research should
explore how affect and emotion regulation may iafice the extent to which employees in
Chinese cultural contexts act upon feelings of antability, especially, considering

surmounting evidence regarding differential experés of emotions across cultures

(Kitayama, Mesquita, & Karasawa, 2006; Matsumotoo,Y& Nakagawa, 2008).

Time. Future research should also explore the rolenté in the proposed model. Indeed, the
specific costs or benefits that accrue to an eng@ognay strongly influence his or her

willingness to engage in voice, notwithstandingceoirole sending. For instance, when
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supervisors are not responsive to the ideas vdigeeimployees, over time, employees may
not find this supervisor’'s voice role sending cbodelianymore (Janssen & Gao, 2013). This
may lead to avoidance of voice accountability (evgice accounting), rather than further

facilitating upward constructive voice.

Other contexts.A final topic for future research lies in the exd@®n of the proposed model to
other contexts. Indeed, while prior work in theasodomain has increased our understanding
on voice behavior in Western cultural contexts wheignity is important, and the present
theorizing provides insights on upward constructioee in Chinese cultural contexts where
face is important, future research should furthé¢emd this body of research toward voice
behavior in Latin American contexts where honamiportant. The honor cultural logic bears
differences as well as resemblances with both gigmd face cultural logics (Leung & Cohen,
2011), thus allowing researchers to draw on exgstwork, as well as derive culture-specific
features of voice.

Conclusion

Our primary purpose in writing this article has bde shed light on the unique factors that
motivate employee upward constructive voice in @hke cultural contexts. By means of
contextualized theorizing we have shown how an aa@bility lens to upward constructive
voice, is uniquely fit to bring into scope covessamptions in the voice literature, and helps
identify several factors that may be unique in @lginese cultural context, yet globally
relevant. In so doing, our theorizing draws attmtio the possibility that voice can, and
sometimes should, be driven by@bligationto voice, thereby extending the current focus on
antecedents that are largely focused on creatingpportunity to voice. Explicating such
diverse perspectives on voice behavior is not onfyortant from a theoretical point of view,

but may also shed light on inconsistencies in peimpirical work and inform managerial
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practices to encourage voice. In view of an indreghg multicultural workplace and continuing
calls for more global management knowledge, we hbpe our theorizing may help guide

future research on voice behavior within and accodtsires.
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Table 3.1
Cultural Accountability Configurations — Implicatie at the Organizational Level

Organizational Level

Cultural Standards  Number of

Configuration Locus_qf most (explicitor  Cross-level Strength of Accountability Webs
Accountability Sources " .
implicit) Connections

Overall Alignment
within the
Organizational System

Number of Clarity of Degree of
standards standards  monitoring
Chinese The immediate Explicit High Comparatively High High High
Cultural supervisor, group, and more
Contexts organization
(collectivistic,
tight,
hierarchical)
Western The self and Implicit Low Comparatively Low Low Low
Cultural peers/supervisor fewer
Contexts
(individualistic,
loose,
egalitarian)

Note: Adapted from Gelfand et al. (2004)
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Table 3.2

Cultural Accountability Configurations — Implicatie at the Interpersonal, Group, and Individual Lleve

Interpersonal/Group
Context and Individual
level

Cultural Configuration Amount of Role

Nature of Role

Degree of Role

Felt Responsibility

Amount of Self-

Strength of

Sending Episodes to External Accountability Reactions to
Standards (internal Violations of
standards) Standards
Chinese Low Greater role taking High Low High
Cultural Contexts
(collectivistic, tight,
hierarchical
Western High Greater role Low High Low

Cultural Contexts
(individualistic, loose,
egalitarian)

making

Note: Adapted from Gelfand et al. (2004)
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Table 3.3
Default, Partly, and Fully Situated Pathways regagilUpward Constructive Voice

Accountability Standard Felt Accountability Behavioral Strategy
Chinese Cultural Contexts Hierarchy, Harmony, Humility toward Accountability for Silence
(default) Supervisor and Group Members Maintaining the Status Quo
Partly Voice Role Sendir; Shared Voice Voice Accountabilit Silence;
Altered Affordance Accountability (P1-P5) Accounting
Altered Affordance Voice Role Sending; Shared Voice Voice Accountability Upward Constructive Voice

Accountability; Hierarchy, Harmony,
Humility Resources (P6-7)
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Table 3.4

Characterization of Different Drivers of Upward Csiructive Voice

Driver Theory Motivational logic  Focus Key Considemtion

Voice efficacy Expectancy-value Instrumental Self Is wsefulto speak?
(Vroom, 1964)

Voice safety Engagemern Self-protectionis Self Is it safe to speak
(Kahn, 1990)

Voice accountability Accountability Normative Others Am éxpectedo speak?

(Frink & Klimoski,

1998)
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Figure 3.1
An Accountability Model of Upward Constructive \@in Chinese Cultural Contexts

Group Level

Accountability Sources, Standards, and (mis)alignmie Psychological State Resources Face Management
Strategies
Shared Voice
> Accountabilit
P2 1 (Group) y Resource8d

P4b Harmony

Role Sending

weendoiceRole AL Nanability e N s HIETAICHY e e,
Sending (Leader) (across situations

and across Humility

employees)
P4a

v

P2

Voice Accountability

(Employee)

Upward Constructive
Voice
Voice Accounts

aThese resources can be situated at the individual br the group level.
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CHAPTER IV - Hitting the Right Notes:
Peer’'s Reactions to Constructive Voice as a Functioof Voice Style

and Cultural Agency Beliefs

Abstract

The present study takes a Chinese cultural perispéotaddress some of the current challenges
in the realm of voice evaluation (e.g., types ofceoconsequences, tactics, and target
characteristics) from a relatively novel angle. Blgpecifically, we draw on Self-Presentation
Theory to examine when and why individuals reactemar less positively toward change-
oriented suggestions delivered in different seffigentational voice styles by their peers. Our
selection and conceptualization of voice styledf-@®moting vs. self-effacing), outcome
domains (behavioral and relational), and targetadtaristics (individual vs. group agency
beliefs), capture the diversity of prototypicallyedtern and Chinese perspectives on these
concepts. Results from a laboratory experiment in& provide general support for the
proposed second-stage moderated mediation modetetn the indirect effect of voice style
via denigration of the voicing peer's competende@$ behavioral and relational outcomes,
especially for those targets holding group agerediets. We discuss the implications of our

findings for research on voice, culture, and sedfspntation in general.

Keywords peer-to-peer voice, self-presentation, Chinedei@l contexts, denigration of
competence, agency beliefs
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Introduction

Throughout recent years, there has been a grehbfdseholarly interest in voice behavior —
the expression of constructive opinions, concesngjeas about work-related issues (LePine
& Van Dyne, 1998). This interest is largely spurlgdthe central premise that voice entails a
range of benefits for organizations, work groupsd andividuals (Morrison, 2011). For
example, several voice scholars demonstratedhibgi@¢rformance of employees who engage
in voice behavior is evaluated more positively (\Came & LePine, 1998; Whiting, Podsakoff,
& Pierce, 2008). In addition, it has been arguexd toice behavior is quintessential to team
learning and performance since the very naturerafigwork requires that group members
“share ideas, knowledge, and insights so that plaltiewpoints are considered in making
decisions” (LePine & Van Dyne, 1998, p. 853). Aynaht the organizational level scholars
have argued that employees’ suggestions, conceand, ideas feed into important
organizational processes, such as innovation (&hGeorge, 2001),process improvement and
error detection (Edmondson, 1999), thereby takiegotle of an important bottom-up resource

for those at the top who otherwise would lack infation for organizational improvement.

Despite these initial insights in the consequemdamice, scholars have recently called for a
broader and more in-depth understanding of voiéecgfeness (Morrison, 2011). Indeed,
because the value of the burgeoning research antbeedents of voice is ultimately premised
on the subsequent consequences of voice, furthetingnderstanding of voice effectiveness
is critical. More specifically, a recent review woice behavior highlights a range of important
avenues for future research (Morrison, 2011), whiehpresent research aims to address. First,
prior work has demonstrated that employee voice ilmp®rtant and consistent effects on
performance- and career-related individual-levétomes of voice (Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant,

2001; Whiting, Maynes, Podsakoff, & Podsakoff, 2012owever, notwithstanding calls to
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broaden and deepen the outcome domain of voiceri®dor, 2011), it remains unclear whether
voice matters beyond these performance- and ceststed consequences. In addition,
whereas there is initial evidence that voice tygras$tactics influence voice effectiveness (e.g.,
Burris, 2012; Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014), prior wbds mostly focused on the content of the
voice message (e.g., challenging vs. supportiveiisTwe know less than we should about
other voice characteristics which may be importantdetermining voice effectiveness
(Morrison, 2011). Furthermore, whereas scholareetxfhat voice effectiveness depends on
the interpretive mindset of the target of voice i@Dru, Farh, & Van Dyne, 2013), our
understanding of target characteristics that fiatdiversus hinder voice effectiveness remains
limited. Taken together, it seems that whereasrpsiork has identified a number of key
building blocks of voice effectiveness, these hngdblocks are still developing and therefore

ripe for more elaborate and refined theorizingjrdeébn, and investigation.

Our purpose in this article is to shed new lighttoe question of when and why voice is more
or less effective. To explore this question we dm@wSelf-Presentation Theory (Jones &
Pittman, 1982), which is concerned with delineatmagv individuals present themselves and
whether these self-presentational strategies dextivie to influence the evaluations and
behaviors of others. Furthermore, to provide stmgcto our theorizing and as a way to bring
relatively novel building blocks to the prototypliga\Western-oriented domain of voice

outcomes (Morrison, 2011), we incorporate bothentr(implicitly) Western perspectives and
Chinese cultural perspectives for developing astlrtg our conceptual model (Chen, Leung,

& Chen, 2009; Tsui, 2012).

We suggest that applying Self-Presentation Theonrfhinese cultural contexts generates

several important emphases and predictions abdaoé \effectiveness. First, it allows us to
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identify two self-presentational strategies (setirpotion vs. self-effacement; Rudman, 1998)
which are likely to be differentially effective ipeer-to-peer settings and across cultural
contexts: self-promoting voice style and self-efigcvoice style. Self-promoting voice style
refers to communication of change-oriented suggestin a manner that is self-focused and
direct. Self-effacing voice style refers to comnuation of change-oriented suggestions in a
manner that is other-focused and indirect. Wheaesalf-effacing voice style may overall be
more expected in Chinese cultural context, givemithportance of accounting for others’
expectations (Kim & Nam, 1998) and behaving in alest manner (Chen, Bond, Chan, Tang,
& Buchtel, 2009; Leung & Cohen, 2011), especiallpeer-to-peer interactions, more indirect
interaction patterns have also proven desirabi@géstern cultural contexts (Fragale, Sumanth,
Tiedens, & Northcraft, 2012). Therefore, this prega voice style distinction should be helpful
for broadening our global understanding of voiaits and effectiveness. Second, given that
using “alternative dependent variables is a goog wwaexplore and highlight the operation of
context” (Johns, 2006, p. 397), our Chinese culpeespective helped us broaden the outcome
domain of voice to include a key relational outcodesire for future interaction (see Brockner,
De Cremer, van den Bosch, & Chen, 2005; Chen, Gaétgrtnoy, 2009), beyond behavioral
and intentional adoption. Finally, our theorizimgws attention to a key interpretive difference
between more Western-oriented versus Chinese alittontexts, which may act as a boundary
condition for voice effectiveness: cultural agemejiefs. Agency beliefs refers to a person’s
understanding of what makes things happen: wheittemcy is vested primarily in individuals

(individual agency beliefs) or groups (group agebelefs).

Taken together, the present study develops ansl desbntext-sensitive model of when, how,
and why speaking out (to peers) with change-oréeatggestions is more versus less effective

(see Figure 4.1), thereby providing a deeper—anemoanced—scholarly understanding of
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this issue. In what follows we discuss Self-Presgon Theory and introduce the two proposed
self-presentational voice styles. Then, we devedap hypotheses and test our proposed
second-stage moderated mediation model by meam#abbratory experiment in the People’s
Republic of China, whereby we activate differeritunal agency beliefs by means of priming.
We conclude with a discussion of the theoreticakigbutions and delineate avenues for future

research.

Theory and Hypotheses

Self-Presentation Theory

The present study offers a self-presentational agglr to the examination of voice
effectiveness. Self-presentation is defined as ¢trescious or unconscious attempt to control
self-relevant images that are projected in reaimagined social interactions” (Schlenker,
Forsyth, Leary, & Miller, 1980, p. 554). Becausenweying the “right” or “appropriate”
impression is key in social interaction, self-prgagion constitutes one important means of
social influence (Arkin & Shepperd, 1989). Selfgmatation theory is concerned with
delineating the nature of self-presentational sgiats (e.g., Jones & Pittman, 1982), examining
the factors that cause individuals to use particsti@ategies (e.g., Bye et al., 2011, Tice et al.,
1995), and investigating the relative appropriassnend effectiveness of these strategies in
varied settings (e.g., Powers & Zuroff, 1988; Wekm Dabul, Whetsone-Dion, & Cialdini,
1996). We argue that there are several reasonsselfypresentation theory is applicable and
relevant to delineate different voice styles, aritewand why these styles are more or less
effective in bringing about change.

First, voice is inherently subjective and openrtteipretation (Chiaburu et al., 2013). This
implies that those who deliver change-oriented estigns have latitude in thsay they

present their suggestions. In addition, they shbelaéspecially motivated to try to influence
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how others perceive themselves and their ideasuseaaf the image risks involved in trying
to change the status quo (Milliken, Morrison, & Hiew 2003). Thus, voice behavior is
susceptible to self-presentation, and it is imparta examine which self-presentational styles
can help individuals get their ideas accepted aotept their desired image. A second reason
why self-presentation is applicable and relevantdize, is that voice entails a high-stakes
interaction aimed at influencing others in an armbigs and uncertain setting. In this way, a
voice event is similar to other situations in whibh self-presentational lens has proven useful,
such as the employment interview (e.g., Paulhustiee, Calvez, & Harms, 2013; Sandal et
al., 2014), negotiation (e.g., Pfeffer, Fong, Giald& Portnoy, 2006), and performance
attribution (e.g., Bond et al., 1982). Finally, exffiveness of self-presentation is typically
constrained by the audience’s knowledge, prefeerare beliefs. Similarly, recent theorizing
within the voice literature has called for moree@sh regarding the role of receiver’s
characteristics in voice effectiveness (e.g., Qlmabket al., 2013). We contend that a self-
presentational lens can also further inform andugtate research in this regard. Taken together,
we believe that a self-presentational lens is apple and relevant in examining voice

effectiveness.

Self-Presentational Voice Styles

Whereas a lot of different self-presentationaltetygies have been delineated and investigated
in the self-presentation literature (e.g., JondRii@man, 1982; Sandal et al., 2014), the present
research focuses on self-promotion and self-effaceifRudman, 1998). This is because these
two strategies or styles capture prototypically Wes (i.e., direct, self-focused) versus East

Asian (i.e., indirect, other-focused) ways of présey issues and oneself (e.g., Markus &

Kitayama, 2003), can be easily transferred to itumtson of voice (i.e., presenting a change-

oriented idea in these styles), and have been fooinygeld differential consequences (e.g.,
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Wosinska et al., 1996). In what follows, we introdwand describe the characteristics of a self-

promoting voice style and a self-effacing voicdesty

Self-promotion refers to “playing up one’s abilgier accomplishments in order to be seen as
competent” (Turnley & Bolino, 2001, p. 352). In éogy with this definition, we define a self-
promoting voice style as the communication of cleaagented suggestions in a manner that
is self-focused and direct, with an emphasis om#reefits of the idea. Thus, much in the same
way as job applicants self-promote by playing ugirtiskills and abilities, individuals may
deliver change-oriented suggestions by emphasthagtheir ideas are better than and will
improve the status quo. In contrast, self-effacamefiers to downplaying one’s positive traits,
contributions, expectations, or accomplishmental@i & De Nicholas, 1989). Analogously,
we define a self-effacing voice style as commuimcabdf change-oriented suggestions in a
manner that is other-focused and indirect, witks leglsan emphasis on the benefits of the idea.
Thus, much in the same way as job applicants $elée by downplaying their skills and prior
accomplishments, individuals may speak up in aedédicing way by modestly providing their
suggestions as one possible option in going forwlaravhat follows, we set out to build our

conceptual model and formulate our hypotheses.

Self-Presentational Voice Styles and Behavioral andelational Consequences

Prior work on lateral, peer-to-peer interactionsygests that such interactions easily elicit
perceptions of threat (Fragale, Sumanth, Tieden8lo&hcraft, 2012; Menon et al., 2006).
This is because the greatest threat to self-wartikely to come from similar others who are
comparable and whose attributes are self-rele\aagéle et al., 2012; Overbeck, Correll, &
Park, 2005). In addition, compared to cross-ratédractions, interactions between same-status

peers involve greater ambiguity regarding the nedgposition of these peers, rendering actual
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and perceived threat more likely (Fragale et &8l,22 Menon et al., 2006). Furthermore, threat
appraisals in peer-to-peer interactions are ak&dyiito result in retaliating behavior, such as
criticizing, denigrating, confronting, and rejedirthe threatening peer (e.g., Fournier,

Moskowitz, & Zuroff, 2002).

Building on these general insights, we contendriagiving change-oriented suggestions from
a peer similarly has the potential to be threagr@nd may elicit negative judgments and
reactions. More specifically, the present studyn@ras voice style’s negative implications for
willingness to implement the ideas (intention),uattidea implementation (behavior), and
desire for future interaction (relational). Wherdas above-mentioned arguments on peer-to-
peer interactions suggest a general negative effecice on these outcomes, we draw on self-
presentation theory to posit that the effect otealepends on self-presentational voice style.
We argue that there are several reasons why ragetViange-oriented suggestions delivered
by a peer in a self-promoting voice style causegeta to be less willing to implement the
ideas, less likely to actually implement the idesam] less likely to desire to work with this peer
in the future, compared to receiving change-origstiegggestions delivered in a self-effacing

voice style.

When peers deliver change-oriented suggestions selfpromoting voice style, their
communication is self-focused and direct, emphagittie benefits of their ideas. In the context
of peer-to-peer interactions, such a self-promotinge style may cause the target to feel
threatened. Indeed, when individuals find that Eimbthers do better than them, their self-
worth is at risk (Fragale et al., 2012; Kilduff f&ibein, & Staw, 2010; Menon et al., 2006). In
order to restore one’s self-worth, we argue thatanget of self-promoting voice style is likely

to retaliate by rejecting the proposed ideas, awmoidafuture threat by refusing future
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interaction. In other words, we expect that targetdressed in a self-promoting (vs. self-
effacing) voice style, attempt to maintain and ecbttheir own self-worth by rejecting the
competence claim of their peer, causing them téebe willing to implement the proposed
ideas, less likely to actually implement the idesams] less likely to want to work with this peer
in the future. Our hypothesis resonates with thevgvorestoration hypothesis (Gergen &
Wishnov, 1965), which posits that interacting wathers who claim high levels of competence
can be intimidating and motivates targets to “ceuint kind” by rejecting the other’s claims
and presenting the self more positively (Gergen &hWov, 1965). Similarly, we propose that
self-worth maintenance and restoration cause tmgfeself-promoting voice style to reject
their peer’s ideas and avoid interacting with fheer. Indeed, implementing ideas of someone
who intimidates or challenges one’s competence, mgyly that one admits personal

inadequacy (Fast et al., 2014).

In contrast, when receiving change-oriented suggestin a self-effacing voice style, we
expect that targets of voice should feel less teresd, and hence should be less likely to feel
they need to restore self-worth. This is becaugtigicase, change-oriented suggestions are
communicated in a manner that is other-focusedraicect, without claiming the benefits of
the ideas in contrast to the status-quo. The maagste of self-effacing voice style should be
especially appreciated given the inherently thrg@ate content of constructive voice. This
contention resonates with prior work demonstrathng sensitive treatment confirming or at
least not denying other’s worth, can compensataiuni disadvantageous outcomes (e.g.,
Brockner et al., 2000; Chen, Brockner, & Greenb@@)3). Thus, notwithstanding the fact
that target’s personal ideas are being challengeldir peer, self-effacing voice style can help

affirm and maintain the target’s self-worth, subhttthere is less need to restore one’s self-
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worth. In this way, the target should be more wylio implement the peer’s ideas, more likely

to actually implement these ideas, and desire & with this peer in the future.

Empirical evidence in the domains of self-presenitadnd peer-to-peer interaction provides
indirect support for our arguments. Menon and egjiees (2006) showed that threat appraisals
among peers, such as those emerging from intemparsballenge, caused individuals to
devalue their peer’'s knowledge and be less willmmgpend time and resources to implement
the plans of their peers. In addition, within thelfgpresentation literature, research
demonstrates that those who self-promote and asatentheir accomplishments, are more
likely to be denigrated in private (i.e., targetterthe self-promotor's competence as relatively
lower compared to their own), and targets are \Wabsg to work with self-promotors in the
future. In contrast, those who are more self-aitend present a more balanced overview of
their accomplishments, are less likely to be dextegt (i.e., targets rate the self-critical and
neutral interaction partner higher compared to gedues), and targets are more willing to
work with them in the future (Gergen & Wishnov, 59@Ilatt, 1977; Powers & Zuroff, 1988).
Furthermore, in the general domain of peer-to-p#eraction Anderson and colleagues (2006)
similarly demonstrated that those who self-enhameedgroup setting were less likely to be
socially accepted, whereby desire for future irteom was one indicator of social acceptance.
Building on the above-mentioned arguments and #&stsalcempirical findings, we hypothesize
the following:

Hypothesis 1Receiving change-oriented suggestions delivereal fiiser in a self-

promoting voice style causes targets to be a)wekisg to implement the ideas

(intention), and b) less likely to actually implemhéhe idea (behavior), compared to

receiving change-oriented suggestions deliverealself-effacing voice style.
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Hypothesis 2Receiving change-oriented suggestions delivereal fiiser in a self-
promoting voice style causes targets to be les$ylilo want to work with this peer in
the future, compared to receiving change-orienigggestions delivered in a self-

effacing voice style.

The Mediating Role of Denigration of the Peer’'s Corpetence

Building on prior work on threat to self-worth andmpetence (e.g., Fast et al., 2014; Menon
et al., 2006), we posit that denigration (i.e.,auairable evaluation) of the peer's competence
mediates the effect of voice style on outcomes.i@ation has typically been studied as a
defensive reaction to threat (e.g., Cho & Fast22@4ast et al., 2014). For example, in the face
of threatening upward social comparison (i.e., Bshperformance is superior) individuals
denigrate the other person (Tesser, Millar, & Modr@88) or the validity of a performance
test on which they underperformed (Dunn, Ruedy chvitzer, 2012). As another example,
supervisors low in managerial self-efficacy complaethose high in managerial self-efficacy
were more likely to denigrate the competence ofoslibates who spoke up to them,
supposedly because of the greater level of thr@dt/bice entailed for them (Fast et al., 2014).
Thus, prior work suggests that denigration is anédog coping strategy that enables

individuals to manage their self-worth in the fa¢ehreat.

Building on this work, we argue that denigratiortlué peer's competence mediates the effect
of self-presentational voice style on outcomes. évispecifically, we posit that receiving
change-oriented suggestions delivered by a peerself-promoting (vs. self-effacing) voice
style causes targets to denigrate the peer's cempetmore and therefore be less willing to
implement the ideas (intention), less likely touatly implement the idea (behavior), and less

likely to want to work together in the future. Ither words, in order to cope with the relatively
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higher threat to self-worth and competence thdtmeimoting (vs. self-effacing) voice style
entails, we hypothesize that targets’ initial coigei coping strategy is more likely to consist
of denigration of the legitimacy of the peer’s catgnce claim, which in turn is likely to drive

negative downstream behavioral and relational oo

Empirical evidence within the self-presentation é@mdemonstrates that targets of self-
presentation indeed downgrade self-promotor's caempe (e.g., Platt, 1977; Powers &
Zuroff, 1988). For example, Powers and Zuroff (1988monstrated that subjects interacting
with a self-promoting confederate raised their -se@Hiluations and downgraded the self-
promotor's performance. Thus, the subjects deregrair devalued the self-promotor’s
performance. Interestingly, the opposite patterrerged for those subjects interacting with
self-effacing confederates. Those subjects redtedself-evaluations and upgraded the self-
effacer's performance. Much in the same way, weuarthat denigration of the peer's
competence is more likely when peers employ agelfroting (vs. self-effacing) voice style
and that this defensive denigration in turn infsibitllingness to implement the ideas, actual
idea implementation, and desire for future intecactWhen addressed in a self-effacing (vs.
self-promoting) voice style however, targets shdigel less threatened and see much less
reason to denigrate the competence of the peeth®nontrary, because self-effacing voice
style is other-enhancing, targets may even feagetlto value, rather than denigrate, their
peer’'s competence, and take action accordinglye@®as these arguments, we hypothesize the
following:

Hypothesis 3:Denigration of the peer's competence mediatesdlaionship

between voice style and a) willingness to implerttentdea; and b) idea

implementation. More specifically, receiving charayented suggestions delivered

by a peer in a self-promoting (vs. self-effacingire style causes targets to denigrate
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the peer’'s competence more and therefore be ayggsg to implement the ideas
(intention), and b) less likely to actually implemhéhe idea (behavior).

Hypothesis 4Denigration of the peer's competence mediatesdlaionship

between voice style and desire for future intecactMore specifically, receiving
change-oriented suggestions delivered by a pearself-promoting (vs. self-effacing)
voice style causes targets to denigrate the pearspetence more and therefore be

less willing to work with this peer in the future.

The Moderating Role of Agency Beliefs

In this section we introduce a boundary conditimnthe influence of self-presentational voice
style on outcomes through denigration of peer’'s petence. More specifically, following the
voice (Chiaburu et al., 2013) and self-presentditeratures (Gardner & Martinko, 1988), we
contend that the effectiveness of voice and sa&g@mtational styles depends on target
characteristics. In other words, the ultimate meg@nand effectiveness of the self-
presentational voice styles is “in the eye of thldider.” Indeed, prior research demonstrates
that target characteristics, such as individuakistiéctivism (Bond et al., 1982; Chen & Jing,
2012), and relationship with the self-presentecéTet al., 1995; Wosinska et al., 1996), play
a role in determining the effectiveness of selfspragational strategies. Extending this work,
the present study examines the role of target’'s@gbeliefs as a potential boundary condition

for the appropriateness and effectiveness of segntational voice styles.

Agency beliefs constitute one facet of individualisollectivism (Brewer & Chen, 2007) and
refer to a person’s understanding of what makesgthhappen: whether agency is vested
primarily in individuals (individual agency beli@fer groups (group agency beliefs). Because

group and individual agency beliefs include diffgrexpectations for appropriate behavior, we
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expect these beliefs to serve as an important l@oyrabndition for self-presentational voice
styles. More specifically, we hypothesize that gragency beliefs strengthen the indirect
effect of voice style on outcomes which we haveatlypsized up till now, whereas individual

agency beliefs weaken it.

Individuals espousing group agency beliefs assinaiegroups determine what happens in the
social world and achievement depends on othersn Finis perspective appropriate behavior
may best be described as behavior that is attumesthier's needs, references others, and
conveys a receptive stance (Markus & Kitayama, 2003view of such behavioral standards,
targets of voice espousing group agency beliefs pmsider a self-promoting (vs. self-
effacing) voice style as less expected and leseopppte and so denigration because of this
voice style should yield more negative behavional eelational reactions. Indeed, from a group
agency beliefs perspective, it may seem inapprtepaad ineffective to propose change and
claim competence one-sidedly, because any outcsielieved to be jointly determined and
controlled. Compared to those espousing group ggbkelefs, targets espousing individual
agency beliefs may consider self-promoting voigiesds somewhat more appropriate because
from their perspective appropriate behavior cambependent from others and geared toward
influencing others (Markus & Kitayama, 2003). Takegether, we hypothesize the following
second-stage moderated mediation:

Hypothesis 5:Agency beliefs moderate the indirect effect afevstyle on a)

willingness to implement the idea; and b) idea inpéntation, via denigration of the

peer's competence. More specifically, denigratibthe peer's competence, as a

consequence of the change-oriented ideas deliygredpeer in a self-promoting (vs.

self-effacing voice style) causes targets espougiogp agency beliefs to be a) less
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willing to implement the ideas (intention), andéss likely to actually implement the
idea (behavior), compared to targets espousingviddial agency beliefs.

Hypothesis 6:Agency beliefs moderate the indirect effect afesstyle on desire for
future interaction, via denigration of the peer@nepetence. More specifically,
denigration of the peer’s competence, as a conseguef the change-oriented ideas
delivered by a peer in a self-promoting (vs. s#tieng voice style) causes targets
espousing group agency beliefs to be less likelyatiat to work together in the future,

compared to targets espousing individual agenciefsl

Methods

Participants and Design

Participants were 139 students at a large uniyersiBeijing, China. In order to ensure the
quality of the data, we excluded 15 participants thufailed attention checks (n = 10), potential
suspicion (n = 3), missing data for core varialffes 1), and a technical distribution error (n
= 1). Thus, the final sample consisted of 124 estizsl (43 male, 81 female) and the average
age was 22.645D = 2.46). Participants were randomly assigned wafrthe four conditions

in our 2x2 between-subjects design: self-promotivige style/individual agency beliefs, self-
promoting voice style/group agency beliefs, sel&ahg voice style/group agency beliefs, and
self-effacing voice style/group agency beliefs. bWpoompletion participants received a

monetary compensation for their participation (3083.

Experimental Procedure
For our experimental design, we drew on Baer arahBis (2012) experimental set-up. This
is because their design has been employed in anAS&mn context (Singapore), promotes

participant involvement, and allows for the assesgnof idea implementation (behavioral).
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Notably, we revised the materials in view of oupesimental conditions, the assumptions

inherent to our theoretical framework, and the leoatext.

Upon their arrival in the lab, participants weratsel, back-to-back and at a distance of one
another. We informed participants that a local bess owner was planning to set up a new
restaurant close to the university campus and eeilsiisg student input. Participants were told
that an initial—yet unfinished—marketing strateggdhbeen developed by some other
university students and that they had the oppdstuairevise and complete this initial proposal
prior to sending it in for review by the local bosss owner. Participants were told that a class
of marketing students at a renowned university jiBg, China, was simultaneously
participating in the experiment and that the sysaeyuald link them with one of those students.
This person would be their virtual partner for ession, providing them with change-oriented
suggestions later on. In reality, however, oneheféxperimenters took on the role of virtual
peer for all of the participants. We still opted &distant set-up (other university and location),
rather than telling them another student in themawas their virtual partner, because pilots

suggested this was less credible and could digtragbarticipants more.

In a first phase, participants were instructedamplete the initial strategy proposal and then
send it via email to their virtual partner at thiker university for feedback. In reality, however,
all participants sent their proposal to the sanmpearenter-owned email address and received
experimenter-composed suggestions to carry outgasam their proposal (for details, see
Manipulation of voice sty)e In the second phase of the experiment, parintga@ot the
opportunity to revise their proposal based on thggsstions they received and then to send
their proposal to the local business owner. Thegrpenter emphasized that they did not have

to change anything in response to the feedbatieyf did not want to.
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Following this general introduction, participantsre told to access a survey link which guided
them through the experimental procedure. Firsty teeorded the number of their computer,
supposedly for the system to link them to theitual partner. Second, they reviewed the
general instructions and objectives for the tagkragnd downloaded the unfinished marketing
strategy proposal. This unfinished marketing stwatgroposal was identical for all

participants. Then, they had 25 minutes to reviesavproposal, complete important facets of
the proposal (e.g., restaurant name, target augliesttonale, menu composition, celebrity
representative), and send it to their virtual partat the other university. While waiting for

their partner’s suggestions, they completed a nrgadomprehension and writing task which
supposedly was unrelated to the main objectivabetession. In reality, however, this task

contained the agency beliefs priming (for detaéeManipulation of agency beligts

Ten minutes after emailing the proposal, participaeceived the feedback on their ideas
presented in either a self-promoting or a selfafig voice style. Participants then completed
a questionnaire about their impressions of the fieeluding the denigration measure) and
then had the opportunity to revise the proposateiA$ending their proposal to the local
business owner, they filled out a final questiommaieporting on their willingness to

implement, desire for future interaction, and derapbics.

Following the self-presentation literature, we pded all participants with identical and
generally positive information about their virtyertner (e.g., Kim, Kim, Kam, & Shin, 2003;
Wosinska et al., 1996). This is important for ooice style manipulations to be accurately
perceived as either self-promoting or self-effac{@jaldini & De Nicholas, 1989). More

specifically, by introducing their virtual partnes a marketing student from a renowned
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university in China, it should have been clearttments that a partner using a self-promoting
voice style capitalized on and emphasized his/kperise and knowledge. In contrast, a
partner using a self-effacing voice style shouldehseemed careful to present his/her expertise
and knowledge in more modest ways. In addition,ndm@e of the virtual partner was unisex
and identical for all participants to account fospible gender effects in the effectiveness of

self-presentational strategies (e.g., Rudman, 1@a&sinska et al., 1996).

Manipulation of voice styleWe created two self-presentational voice stylevdnying the
way in which the change-oriented suggestions were &g, To create the self-promoting
and self-effacing voice style conditions, we drew mrior work in the domain of self-
presentation (Mast, Frauendorfer, & Popovic, 2(R@idman, 1998). In the self-promoting
voice style condition, the virtual partner commuated in a direct, self-confident manner,
highlighting the quality and value of the changeoted ideas. For example, this included
references to personal accomplishments (e.g., gahia right background to provide good
suggestions) and direct language (e.g., “you rewdlyd to consider my expert judgment”). In
the self-effacing voice style condition, the vidtyertner communicated in a more indirect,
modest manner, highlighting reservations aboutgtnedity and value of the change-oriented
ideas. For example, this included neutral and nmtagdsrences to personal accomplishments

(e.g., general background comments) and tentaivguiage (e.g., “Don’t you think?”).

The content of the change-oriented suggestionsthengreeting and ending of the e-mail were
kept constant across voice style conditions. Mpeegically, the change-oriented suggestions
challenged four facets of the proposal which theaigpants had been asked to complete
previously and proposed a revision for that spedéscet. In brief, the suggestions implied the

following 1) the restaurant name insufficiently megents the vision of the restaurant, with a
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suggestion to change to a different name; 2) tlose celebrity to represent the restaurant was
not felt appropriate, with a suggestion to incladaore active, sporty, and energetic celebrity;
3) the target audience was deemed not very effsotwth a suggestion to shift to a different
target audience; and 4) the menu was deemed vergles (with associated operational costs),

with a suggestion to simplify the menu items.

Manipulation of agency beliefsAgency beliefs were primed by means of Liu’s (2015)
priming procedure. Participants carefully read iarste-based news article under the guise of
a reading and comprehension task. The article testra key statement and a range of
supporting scientific findings that either refledténdividual agency or group agency.
Subsequently, participants were asked to respormdataipulation checks. As an additional
reinforcement of the priming, they wrote down aspeial experience that attested to the key

statements in the article.

In the group agency condition, the key messageeoétientific article was “Social groups play
the strongest role in shaping society” and resefinthings in the scientific article reported
supporting evidence. For example, that researdbatet] that group characteristics determined
the group’s outcomes and individual outcomes, aatlihdividuals collaborating with others
and aiming for common goals were more successfutontrast, the key message of the
scientific article in the individual agency condiiiwas “Individual action plays the strongest
role in shaping society” and research findingshm @rticle reported empirical support for key
features of individual agency. For example, thaseagch indicated that individual’s
characteristics determine one’s outcomes and tithviduals making independent choices

were more successful.
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Pretest We pretested the materials on a group of 20 stedenterify the effectiveness of our
manipulations. With regard to the agency beliefaiimalations, participants in the individual
agency condition reported that the key point of dhiicle was the importance of individual
agency Ma = 5.55), rather than group agen®¥cx= 3.50). In contrast, those assigned to the
group agency condition reported that they had edslit group agencWga= 6.45), rather
than individual agencyMia = 2.20). The mean of the individual agency manipoacheck
(Mia) varied significantly across the conditiotd 8) = 6.91p < .05, d = 2.77), as did the mean
of the group agency manipulation chetfd ) = -5.03p < .05, d = -2.25). Consistent with our
manipulations, participants in the self-promotimgce style condition reported that their peer’s
voice style was more self-promotingl§s= 6.00) than self-effacingMse= 3.25). Participants

in the self-effacing voice style condition reportbdt their peer’s voice style was more self-
effacing Mse= 5.90) than self-promotingisp= 5.60). However, whereas the mean of the self-
effacing voice style manipulation chedd{p varied significantly across conditiorn$1@8) = -
5.03,p < .05, d = 2.27), the mean of the self-promotinge style manipulation checkigp

did not ¢(18) = .79ns d =.35).

Further exploration of the items comprising thd-pebmoting voice style check showed that
the voice style manipulations did not differ sigraintly on the item “This person conveys
his/her ideas in a determined and confident waye’ 8ifspected that the reason why the voice
style conditions did not significantly differ onishitem was that they shared constructively
challenging content, which may inherently render style more confident and decisive. Still
keeping the content constant across conditions, subsequently slightly adapted
manipulations and manipulation checks in view af main study. First, we suspected that the
differences in style needed to be more clear, sth® self-promoting voice style, we further

emphasized decisiveness and confidence, the beoéfihe idea, and the peer’s reliance on
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his/her expert background. Second, we added addltimanipulation check items “This
person overly exaggerates the value of his/hesid®ad “This person is overly confident about
his/her ideas”, which better probed the claim tmmpetence which should be present in the

self-promoting voice style condition, but not iretbelf-effacing voice style condition.

Measures

Unless reported otherwise, the scales employetiignresearch were measured on 7-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)7tdstrongly agree). The materials were
translated to Chinese by means of a committee appr¢Douglas & Craig, 2007). More
specifically, four translators were involved in timitial translation from the English source
materials to the Chinese target materials. Oneslggor conducted the initial translation from
English to Chinese. Another translator reviewed thitial translation. Subsequently the two
remaining translators (one of which being very ieft in English) checked the equivalence
of the translation with the English source text aadfied cultural adequacy. Finally, the four
translators discussed the translation and decidegteofinal version.

The local research team at the Chinese univerdiigrevthe research was planned reviewed
this translation and proceeded to a final checkview of 1) prospective participant’s
comprehension of the text; 2) accuracy of the tedios in view of their background in
organizational behavior; and 3) realism of the gostyles (i.e., was it realistic that these

change-oriented suggestions would come from otlelests?).

Denigration (of the peer’'s competencd)rawing on prior work in the voice domain (Fast et
al., 2014), we measured denigration of the pedr foir items adapted from the competence
dimension of trustworthiness (Mayer & Davis, 1988%bach & Elofson, 2000). In contrast to

Fast et al. (2014) we worded the items so that bagines reflect denigration of the peer. The
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items are: “This person is not knowledgeable abimiproposal”, “This person is not qualified
to provide suggestions regarding the proposal”,isTerson does not really understand the
subject of the proposal”’, and “This person’s chaogented suggestions about the proposal

are unreliable” ¢ = .83).

Idea implementationWe trained two Chinese doctoral students (blinthtohypotheses) to

code whether participants incorporated each ofdbe suggestions (1. change the restaurant
name; 2. simplify the menu; 3. focus on a differarget audience; and 4. use a different
celebrity to promote the restaurant) in their recmndations to the restaurant owner. Upon
training completion, the coders each coded hathefproposals and also coded 10% of the
proposals initially assigned to their fellow codBased on the 18 proposals coded by both
coders, agreement.g) and inter-rater reliability ICC(1); ICC(2)) fahe different categories

were found to be appropriate (see Table 4.1). Bex#we idea implementation categories did
not correlate consistently with one another (sd@€erfd.2), we opted to examine the associated

hypotheses separately for each of the four idedeim@ntation categories.

Willingness to implementWe measured willingness to implement the changented

suggestions by means of a measure adapted fromnvietnal. (2006). Participants took the
perspective of the business owner and indicatedhtat extent they were willing to 1) spend
time to implement the proposed ideas; 2) spend gntménplement the proposed ideas; and

3) use the proposed ideas<.91). The scale ranged from 1 (not at all) teéry much).

Desire for future interaction.We measured desire for future interaction by meaing

dichotomous measure. Participants responded tguéstion “Based on your interaction with
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this student, would you like to work with this s again in the future?” with 0 (no) or 1

(yes).

Manipulation checks Participants indicated the extent to which thantper’s voice style was
self-promoting or self-effacing by responding tvesal items designed to tap into these voice
styles. Items assessing self-promoting voice siye“This person’s speech style is decisive
and direct”, “This person overly exaggerates thieie/af his/her ideas” and “This person is
overly confident about his/her ideas? £ .80). Items assessing self-effacing voice stye a
“This person’s speech style is very polite”, andhif person modestly presents his/her ideas”
(o = .94). To assess the effectiveness of our agealgf®& manipulation, we employed items
from Liu (2015). More specifically, participantsparted the extent to which a number of
statements reflected the article they read. Thersents assessing individual agency were: “In
most organizations, individual choices and dectssi@me key to achieving results” and
“Individual actions determine organizational deyetent and change’a(= .91). The
statements assessing group agency were: “In mgahations, group choices and decisions
are key to achieving results” and “Group actiontedrine organizational development and

change” & = .94).

Realism.Following Farh and Chen (2014) we assessed tlismeaf the experimental session
by means of two items. The items are: “The tastirget just experienced was realistic” and
“The experiment | just completed was realistie”4.87). The mean score across these items
(M =5.51;SD=1.15) indicated that participants generally agrthat the experimental session

and tasks were realistic.
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Description of Data Analytic Method

We employed regression analyses to test our hypethd@his is because regression analysis is
equivalent to a 2x2 factorial analyses of variafelayes, 2013) and can accommodate
conditional process analyses allowing for a tesifindirect effects and moderated mediation
hypotheses. More specifically, we employed simpldtiple regression to test for Hypotheses
1, 3, and 5 and logistic regression for Hypoth2si, and 6 to accommodate the binary nature
of desire for future interaction. We employed Hay2613) PROCESS macro to arrive at the
bootstrapped estimates for our indirect effectsliypses (Hypotheses 3-4; PROCESS Model
4) and moderated mediation hypotheses (HypothesgsPIROCESS Model 14). Hayes’
(2013) PROCESS macro recognizes and accommodatasy lmutcome variables, so these
analyses could include our binary outcome variatdsire for future interaction. In view of
recent methodological developments positing andvsig that Baron and Kenny's (1986)
causal-steps approach for testing mediation haptower and may be overly conservative (see
MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, & Sheets, 208Brout & Bolger, 2002), we assume
that non-significant total effects from IV to DV dwt preclude the presence of an indirect
effect. Indeed, recent recommendations suggesathagnificant total effect (3®Y) may not

be strictly necessary to establish mediation, eafjgavhen relationships are more distal

(Shrout & Bolger, 2002).

Results

Table 4.2 presents the descriptive statisticsifernariables included in the analysis.

Manipulation Checks
In analyzing our results, we first compared theoeses to the manipulation check measures

across conditions to verify the effectiveness of awanipulations. Consistent with our
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manipulations, participants in the self-promotindgce style condition reported that their peer’s
voice style was more self-promotingl{p= 5.71) than self-effacind{se= 3.19). Participants
in the self-effacing voice style condition reportidt their peer’s voice style was more self-
effacing Mse= 6.12) than self-promotindsp= 3.74). The mean of the self-promoting voice
style manipulation checlsp) varied significantly across voice style condisdi{122) = 8.25,

p < .05, d = 1.50), as did the mean of the selfedfig voice style manipulation ched122)
=-12.98,p < .05, d = 2.31). With regard to the agency bsliefnipulations, participants in
the individual agency condition reported that tbg koint of the article was the importance of
individual (Mia = 6.16), rather than group agen®dph= 2.31). In contrast, those assigned to
the group agency condition reported that they bad about group agendyéa= 6.41), rather
than individual agencyMia = 1.99). The mean of the individual agency manipoattacheck
(Mia) varied significantly across agency conditiot{¢22) = 28.68p < .05, d = 5.18), as did
the mean of the group agency manipulation chtk) (t(122) = -29.97p < .05, d = 5.23).

Taken together, these results provide evidencthéoeffectiveness of our manipulations.

Discriminant Validity

To verify the discriminant validity of the measuresluded in our study, we conducted a
confirmatory factor analyses including denigrataomd willingness to implement items. The
hypothesized two-factor model (Mplus 7.0; Muthénii&thén, 2012) provided acceptable fit
(r3(12) = 19.98, p > .05; CFI =.97; TLI = .94; RMSEA10; SRMR = .04). In addition, this
model provided a better fit than the competing taster model £2(13) = 65.82, p < .01; CFI
=.79; TLI = .66; RMSEA = .26; SRMR = .18;x3(1) = 45.84, p < .01). Taken together, these

results support the discriminant validity of thenstucts in our study.
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Tests of Total and Indirect Effects

Table 4.3 displays the regression results for Hypst¢s 1-4. Hypothesis 1 posited that
individuals receiving change-oriented suggestions self-promoting voice style would be a)

less willing to implement the ideas; and b) lekelli to actually implement the ideas, than
individuals receiving those suggestions in a sédeing voice style. In support for hypothesis

1a, self-promoting voice style caused individualdé less willing to implement the change-
oriented suggestions compared to self-effacingevetgle B = -.53, p < .05). As can be seen

in Table 4.3 however, this main effect of voiceestywas not found for the different facets of

actual idea implementation. Thus, Hypothesis 1mdidreceive support. Hypothesis 2 posited
that individuals receiving change-oriented suggestiin a self-promoting voice style would

be less willing to work with the peer in the fututlean individuals receiving those suggestions
in a self-effacing voice style. In support for Hypesis 2, individuals were less likely to desire
future interaction when receiving change-orientedggestions in a self-promoting (vs. self-

effacing) voice styleR = -1.95, p < .05).

Hypothesis 3 predicted that denigration of the ‘seeompetence mediates the relationship
between voice style and a) willingness to implemant b) idea implementation. As can be
seen in Table 4.3, the indirect effect of voicdestyn willingness to implement via denigration
of the peer’'s competence was only marginally sigaift 8 = -.10, p <.10; 95%ClI [-.26; .00]).
In addition, the indirect effect of voice style @ea implementation via denigration of the
peer’s competence was significant for adoptiomefrestaurant namB € -.23, p < .05; 95%ClI
[-.41; -.06]) and adoption of the target audienBe=(-.15, p < .05; 95%CI [-.29; -.04]).
However, the indirect effects of voice style viandgation of the peer's competence on
adoption of the menu simplificatiorB(= -12, p < .10) and adoption of the celebrity

representativeR = -.05,ns) are respectively marginally significant and nagngicant. Thus,
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Hypothesis 3a and 3b only received partial supptypothesis 4 predicted that denigration of
the peer mediates the indirect effect of voiceest desire for future interaction. In support
for Hypothesis 4, the indirect effect of voice stylia denigration of the peer on desire for

future interaction was significamB & -.73, p < .05; 95%CI [-1.75; -.17]).

Tests of Moderated Mediation

As a final step in our hypothesis testing, we exadiwhether agency beliefs moderated the
indirect effect of voice style on the outcome vhlég via denigration of the peer (Hypotheses
5-6). As can be seenin Table 4.4, the relationséipreen denigration of the peer's competence
and willingness to implement the ideas was moddrayeagency beliefsB(= -.40, p < .05).
Simple slopes analyses of the significant intecaicbetween denigration and agency beliefs
on willingness to implement demonstrated that tifece of denigration of the peer on
willingness to implement the ideas was significant negative in the group agency beliefs
condition B =-.40, p <.01), and was non-significant in theividual agency beliefs condition
(B = .00, ng). Figure 4.2 further illustrates the pattern aSthteraction. Furthermore, the
indirect effect of voice style via denigration onlliwgness to implement the ideas was
significant in the group agency beliefs conditiBn=(-.23, p < .05; 95%ClI [-.51; -.04]), but not
in the individual agency beliefs conditioB € .00,ns 95%CI [-.14; .16]). In addition, as
reported at the bottom of Table 4.4, Hayes’ (20h8ex of moderated mediation confirmed
that the difference between these conditional éadieffects was significant. Thus, Hypothesis

5a received support.

Moving to the idea implementation outcomes in Tabfe the results show that the relationship
between denigration and change facets is modetayedgency beliefs for adoption of

restaurant namd3(= -.38, p <.01), but not for the other changeefacSimple slopes analyses
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of the significant interaction between denigratiand agency beliefs on adoption of the
restaurant name demonstrated that the effect ofgdgion of the peer's competence on
adoption of the restaurant name was significant @egative in the group agency beliefs
condition 8 = -.63, p < .01), and was only marginally sigrafit in the individual agency
beliefs conditionB = -.24, p < .10). Figure 4.3 further illustrates pattern of this interaction.
In addition, the indirect effect of voice style danigration on adoption of the restaurant name
was significant in the group agency beliefs coonditB = -.35, p < .05; 95%CI [-.65; -.10]),
but not in the individual agency beliefs condit{@~ -.14,ns, 95%CI [-.30; -.01]). In addition,
Hayes’ (2015) index of moderated mediation confulntlat the difference between these
conditional indirect effects was significant. Thidpothesis 5b received support for one of
the change facets (i.e., adoption of the restauname). Finally, agency beliefs did not
influence the relationship between denigrationhef peer's competence and desire for future

interaction B = -.23,n9). Thus, Hypothesis 6 did not receive support.

Discussion

Inspired by the peculiarities of voice in Chinesétural contexts, the present study has shed
new light on the prototypically Western-orientedrdon of voice outcomes (Morrison, 2011).
More specifically, the present study examined whad why two self-presentational voice
styles affected important behavioral and relatiooatcomes of peer-to-peer voice. Our
findings demonstrate that receiving change-oriestgghestions delivered in a self-promoting
voice style generally causes individuals to be \@#isg to implement the ideas (intention), to
be less likely to actually use the ideas (behayvam}l to be less likely to want to work with the
peer again, compared to receiving those ideassielfaeffacing voice style. In addition, we
showed that denigration of the peer’'s competensesoma mechanism underlying these effects.

Furthermore, we found that the mediated effecteafe style on willingness to implement the
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ideas and one facet of idea implementation, weonger for those who believed that groups,

rather than individuals, typically get things dared are able to realize change.

Theoretical Contributions

Voice Literature. A first contribution to the voice domain lies iretmtroduction of two self-
presentational voice style (i.e., self-promotingl aelf-effacing voice style) and an initial
exploration of their relative effectiveness. Insthivay we heed calls to further our
understanding of the tactics and strategies whidtevs may use and the implications of these
tactics for voice effectiveness (Morrison, 2011)r @esults provide preliminary evidence that
self-presentational voice style matters in Chinegkural contexts. In concert with recent
findings regarding the differential effectivene$saice types with varying content (see Burris,
2012; Maynes & Podsakoff, 2013), our results furthighlight the importance of going beyond
general conceptualizations and operationalizat@ingoice. In addition, our theorizing and
findings show that taking a cross-cultural lens d®n helpful in generating novel, and
theoretically meaningful distinctions in this redgsee also, Davidson & Van Dyne, 2015).
Indeed, whereas a self-effacing voice style mayailvbe less common and more recessive in
Western cultural contexts, this style may still yaié and be more effective than a self-
promoting style in specific settings (e.g., whemethee group identity is predominant; or
individual status is uncertain and easily thread@risee Fragale et al., 2012) such as Chinese

cultural contexts.

Our investigation of the moderating role of cultuegency beliefs also constitutes a
contribution to the voice literature. As noted bgveral authors (Chiaburu et al., 2013;
Morrison & Milliken, 2000; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998pice is open to interpretation and

reactions to voice should therefore be subject salgective process of sensemaking. In the

161



Chapter IV — Voice effectiveness in peer-to-pe@ratctions

present research, we found initial evidence for rible of cultural agency beliefs as one
interpretive factor and a boundary condition foriceo effectiveness in Chinese cultural
contexts. Furthermore, although we have taken aomdtural approach and we have primed
participants with either individual or group agermsfiefs, our findings may still further our

understanding of voice effectiveness across cudfumhich is also considered an important

avenue for future research within the voice donfliarrison, 2014).

In several reviews of the voice literature, reskars have pointed to the relative dearth of
research on the outcomes of voice and called faermomprehensive investigations in this
regard. Our findings broaden the domain of voiceseguences with an important relational
outcome: desire for future interaction (with theces). This is important because the extent to
which peers in a group support or avoid one anotiar implications for effectiveness
(Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008). Furthermore, becausieevis iterative, relational consequences
for the voicing peer may motivate or inhibit voicethe future. For example, prior work shows
that individual's centrality in a social network tdemines the likelihood of voicing
(Venkataramani & Tangirala, 2010). In addition, oesearch also contributes by examining
behavioral idea implementation, in addition to there commonly used intentional measure
(willingness to implement; see Burris, 2012; Fastle 2014). This is important because
adoption of improvement-oriented suggestions i®¥a frerequisite for voice to affect team

and organizational functioning.

Self-Presentation Literature. The present study contributes to the self-presientéiterature
by expanding self-presentational strategies beyaditional settings (e.g., employment
interview; Kacmar, Delery, & Ferris, 1992) to thettgg of constructive peer-to-peer voice.

We have theorized that because providing and riexeioice involves risk and the value of
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proposed suggestions is ambiguous (i.e., opent¢opiretation), self-presentation should be
relevant and make a difference in peer-to-peerevd@dur results provide initial evidence that
self-presentational styles apply to peer-to-pe@evand matter for effectiveness and relational
outcomes. Our findings that self-effacing (vs. getimoting) voice style was generally more
effective in this peer-to-peer setting resonatesh wirior work examining hierarchical
differences in the self-presentation literature §ilieka et al., 1996) and the general status

literature (Fragale et al., 2012).

Furthermore, our finding that cultural agency Hsliserve as a boundary condition for the
effectiveness of self-presentational styles expamdsr work on self-presentation across
cultures (e.g., Chen & Ying, 2012; Sandal et @14). More specifically, albeit in a novel
setting (i.e., peer-to-peer voice), our findingsifton prior research demonstrating that more
accommodating and self-effacing self-presentatiarmes preferable in more collectivistic or

embedded cultural contexts (Chen & Jing, 2012; Skeidal., 2014).

Cross-Cultural Research.The present study also adds to our understanditigeafausal role
of culture in organizational behavior. More speuxfiy, we manipulated agency beliefs as a
specific facet of individualism/collectivism (Brew& Chen, 2007) and theorized about how
agency beliefs influence target’s interpretationd eeactions toward voice behavior. This is
important because it heeds calls for more speciflteeorizing in view of
individualism/collectivism (Brewer & Chen, 2007)cdexpands recent work on agency beliefs
(Liu, 2015). Furthermore, whereas our use of expental manipulation of a cultural facet
within a monocultural context (China, Beijing) miag short of external validity, it allows for

causal inference about the role of cultural agdmiefs in self-presentational effectiveness.
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This is important because assessing and estalgisiansality of culture’s effects is a long-

standing challenge in (cross-)cultural researchuige& van de Vijver, 2008).

Limitations and Future Research

The present research also has a number of limitiloat require us to qualify our findings
and call for future research. First, whereas oyreerental approach can safeguard internal
validity, it may limit the generalizability of oufindings. For example, agency beliefs as
activated experimentally within a Chinese cultwrahtext, may not fully reflect the richness
of individual versus group agency beliefs whichattically operate in Western versus East
Asian settings. Therefore, future research reptigadur findings across cultures that typically
espouse stronger individual versus group agenciefbetan strengthen our results and
contribute to the generalizability and ecologicalidity of the current findings. In addition,
such research efforts can shed light on an impbmaestion that remains, and that has
continued to intrigue cross-cultural researchess (3ai et al., 2010; Heine & Hamamura, 2001;
Kurman, 2001; Sedikides, Gaertner, & Toguchi, 20@8)ld it be that a more modest, self-
effacing self-presentation is actually a way of pating the self in East Asian cultural
contexts? Thus, future research making use of legtweelture variance to further contrast the

effectiveness of these self-presentational stylesilsl be insightful.

Similarly improving external validity, (quasi-expexental) field studies should allow the
investigation of peer-to-peer voice in more naistial settings, where ongoing relationships
may provide a boundary condition for self-preseateat styles. Indeed, according to self-
presentation theory, the use and effectivenesslbpeesentational styles is circumscribed by

the knowledge the target has about the self-pres@Baumeister & Jones, 1978).
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A second limitation is that we have conceptualiaed operationalized cultural agency beliefs
dichotomously. Whereas this is in accordance witlchmof the prior work in this domain in

Western and East Asian settings (Liu, 2015), thersome evidence that agency beliefs in
honor cultures (e.g., Turkey) are unique, andmtistirom the individual versus group agency
beliefs that are typically investigated (Gungorr&&awa, Bolger, Dinger, & Mesquita, 2014).
Therefore, future research considering a broadeetyaof agency beliefs across a broader

variety of cultural contexts should be insightful.

Third, our results showed some inconsistenciesiirfindings across outcomes. We believe it
may be case that the different idea implementatiimensions—where most of the
inconsistencies occurred—were not considered egumafiortant to the participants or that the
participants’ reactions were strongest on the éinsinge facet they received feedback on (i.e.,
adoption of restaurant name). Considering thesmnsistencies in our findings, future research
is needed to replicate our findings and futurergdfanay find it useful to improve or simplify

the idea implementation measure we employed.

Finally, the present research constitutes an initi@estigation of some of the factors
determining voice effectiveness. Therefore, a gneatber of future research avenues remain.
For example, following prior work on threat to sebrth in the context of voice (Fast et al.,
2014), future research may examine the moderatiey of self-affirmation in countering
aversive effects of voice in a peer-to-peer setityin or across cultures. Furthermore, our
research only focused on the interpretive role d¢hcet of individualism/collectivism (i.e.,
cultural agency beliefs) and future research magmeme cultural dimensions beyond

individualism/collectivism. For example, shiftingice to a typical hierarchical setting, power
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distance comes into play and future research meg Biht on the role of supervisor's power

distance orientation in interpreting and reactmgubordinate voice.

Conclusion

The present study has employed Self-Presentati@oryh(Jones & Pittman, 1982) to shed
light on some of the contingencies of peer-to-paace effectiveness. Our findings suggest
that successful self-presentation in the contexpedr-to-peer voice may require peers to
employ a self-effacing voice style in order to gsgir ideas implemented and assure social
acceptance. Furthermore, self-effacing voice stfleuld be especially helpful for peers to
avoid being denigrated when their targets are Bpethsuch that they believe that groups—
and not individuals—are the primary agents in dgci#&/e hope that the present study can
further spur research attempting to gain a morbailand nuanced understanding of when and

why voice is more versus less likely to be effeztiv
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Table 4.1
Inter-rater Agreement (rwg) and Inter-rater Relityi Indices for Idea Implementation
Facets

Change Facet lwg ICC(1) ICC(2)
1. Adoption of Restaurant Name .96 .96 .98
2. Adoption of Simplified Menu 1 1 1
3. Adoption of Target Audience 1 1 1
4. Adoption of Celebrity 1 .93 .96

Note: Agreement and reliability of 2 raters over 12 cases
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Table 4.2

Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, and @tations

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Voice Stylé .52 .50 -
2. Agency Belief8 54 .50 -.03 -
3. Denigration of Peer's Competence 3.02 1.17 “24 -11 (.83)
4. Willingness to Implement 4.84 1.04 -25 -11 -23 (.91)
5. Adoption of Restaurant Name 1.35 1.28 -.07 -08 6-3 21 -
6. Adoption of Simplified Menu .88 1.25 -.08 13 =23 14 23 -
7. Adoption of Target Audience 77 .82 01 .06 -37 24" .05 .23 -
8. Adoption of Celebrity .35 51 -.02 .06 -118 11 12 .29 14 -
9. Desire for Future Interactién .85 .35 -.30 .03 -51 29" 21 13 .22 .03

Note: N= 124. 2 Voice style coded: 0 = self-effacing voice style; self-promoting voice styl&€ Agency beliefs coded: 0 = individual agency beligf = group agency
beliefs.¢ Desire for future interaction coded: 0 = no; lesyCronbach alphas are reported in italics owmlidugonal.
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Table 4.3

Indirect Effects of Voice Style on Outcomes throbghigration of the Peer's Competence

Mediator DV: Intention DV: Behavior DV: Relational
Denigration Willingness to Adoption of Adoption of Adoption of Target Adoption of Desire for
Implement Restaurant Name  Simplified Menu Audience Celebrity Future Interaction
Representative
Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step3tep 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2

Voice Stylé 56" -53" -.44 -.18 .05 -.18 -.06 .01 .16 -.01 .04 -1795 -1.43
Denigration -.18 41" -27 -27 -.08 -1.30°
Indirect Effect -.10' -.23 -12 -15 -.06 -73

Note.N = 124. Reported regression coefficients are udstalized values. All analyses controlled for agelmeljefs.2Voice style coded as: 0 = self-effacing voice st§le

self-promoting voice style.
Tp<.10

‘p<.05

"p<.01
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Table 4.4

Moderated Mediation Results for Idea Implementation

DV: Intention DV: Behavior DV: Relational
Mediator Model Denigration
Voice Style
Dependent Variable Model Willingness to Adoption of Adoption of Adoption of Adoption of Desire for
Implement Restaurant Name Simplified Menu Target Audience Celebrity Future
Representative Interaction
AgencyBeliefs? 95" .8E -.0t .28 .02 .53
Voice Styl& -.43 .06 -.06 .16 .04 -1.42
Denigration .00 -24 -27 .23 -.08 -1.20
Denigration x AB -.407 -.38 A1 -.08 .00 -.23
Individual AB .00 -13 -.15 -.13 -.05 -.67"
Group AB -.23 -.35 -.09 -.17 -.05 -.80"
Index of Moderated Mediation -.23 -22 .06 -.04 .00 -.13

Note.N = 124. Reported regression coefficients are udstatized values.Agency beliefs coded as: 0 = individual agencydisjil = group agency beliefs/oice style

coded as: 0 = self-effacing voice style; 1 = setfirpoting voice style.

Tp<.10

‘p<.05

"p<.01
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Figure 4.1
Conceptual Model
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Figure 4.2

Interaction of Denigration of the Peer and Agen&}i&s on Willingness to Implement
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Figure 4.3
Interaction of Denigration of the Peer and Agen&ji&s on Adoption of Restaurant Name
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CHAPTER V - Epilogue

Introduction

This dissertation set out to investigate the enantnand evaluation of voice behavior in
Chinese cultural contexts. In these cultural castesultural norms and beliefs can make it
difficult for individuals to speak up with changeiented ideas and to be willing to accept and

implement ideas proposed by others.

The three papers comprising this dissertation aseékthree key research objectives. The first
research objective was to shed light on the paiadbeffects of supervisor—subordinate
relationships on upward constructive voice in Ch@neultural contexts. Drawing on Relational
Models Theory (Fiske, 1992), the first paper o tlissertation disentangled when and why
high-quality supervisor—subordinate guanxi can grtnand inhibit voice in Chinese cultural
contexts. The second research objective was tm@xter current understanding of the drivers
of voice enactment by acknowledging that much oatneople in Chinese cultural contexts
do is guided by what others expect from them ortwhizers would like them to do. Addressing
this research objective, the second paper in isgedation built on accountability theory to
situate voice accountability as a central drivenmivard constructive voice in Chinese cultural
contexts. In addition, it identified antecedentsyidary conditions, and consequences of voice
accountability, thereby paving the way for futureperical efforts. Finally, the third research

objective was to examine the culture-bound effectess of diverse voice strategies. To this
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end, the third paper of this dissertation examitedrelational and behavioral consequences
of self-promoting and self-effacing voice stylesldrow the effectiveness of these voice styles

was circumscribed by cultural agency beliefs.

Taken together, the three papers in this dissen@&mployed three different research methods
to paint a varied yet consistent picture of voina@ment and evaluation in Chinese cultural
contexts. This concluding chapter discusses how digsertation contributes to the voice
literature, and to the general organizational bahditerature. It also delineates a number of
directions for future research on voice enactmadtevaluation. Furthermore, it addresses the
methodological contributions and limitations of thesearch studies and concludes by

reiterating and re-emphasizing the overarching thand aim of this dissertation.

Theoretical and Methodological Contributions

Theoretical Contributions and Directions for Future Research

Contributions to Voice Enactment

Research on voice enactment has surged througheuast few decades and has yielded a
great many invaluable insights on the contextudliadividual factors that predict employees’
willingness to speak up with change-oriented ideagygestions, and opinions (Morrison,
2011). Taking a Chinese cultural perspective howelvas allowed us to contribute to this

domain by shedding a new light on some fairly vesifablished findings.

First, the present dissertation demonstrated theatlver Chinese employees speak up to their
supervisor in part depends on how they think alaot construe their relationship with their
supervisor (i.e., the quality of their supervisabsrdinate guanxi). This is because social

interaction in Chinese cultural contexts startsfitbe role relationship between the interacting
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parties and therefore is delineated by Confuciaristionship differentiation (Hwang, 1999).
This relational focus contrasts with and extendscilrrent emphasis on more general prosocial
tendencies as antecedents of voice. More spetyfigacomplements the study of prosocial
individual attributes (e.g., duty orientation, angaational concern motives) with the study of
characteristics of the relationship between théviddals involved in the voice event (e.g.,
supervisor—subordinate relational norms, histoffius, these findings bring into scope how
the nature of Chinesemployees’ relationships with a particularly relenalose other-the
supervisor—matters for the extent to which theywiting to speak up with change-oriented

ideas and suggestions.

A second contribution lies in our investigation &he relationship between the
multidimensional, indigenous concept of supervisaberdinate guanxi and voice. This
extends our understanding of the role of superv@drordinate relationships beyond the
impact of LMX, which reflects only one—prototypigalWestern—way in which employees and
supervisors relate to one another (Chen, Leungh&nC2009; Hui & Graen, 1997; Khatri,
2011). Building on Relational Models Theory (FiskE992) we have argued that an
examination of the particularistic and hierarchiciinensions of supervisor—subordinate
relationships is key for more well-rounded understanding of how the qualftgupervisor—

subordinate relationships affects employee voice

Third, whereas prior work in the proactivity dom#&ias positioned perceived job control as a
key precondition for employees to engage in preadiehaviors (for a review and discussion,

see Parker, Bindl, & Strauss, 2010), the findingshe present dissertation demonstrate that
low job control can also facilitate employee voiger similar findings, see Tangirala &

Ramanujam, 2008). The rationale is that, evennéqeal efficacy in the job is low, Chinese
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employees can rely on efficacy by virtue of beingoedded in close relationship networks—
such as guanxi. This role of supervisor—subordiganxi as a source of control or relief when
job control—and hence personal control—is low redes with prior work on the cultural
psychology of control (Menon & Fu, 2006; YamagudBglfand, Ohashi, & Zemba, 2005).
This theoretical and empirical work posits thafsian cultural contexts individuals are more
likely than their Western counterparts to attribwgfficacy to their close relationship
networks—such as guanxi. Taken together, our fojgliwarrant and inspireraore in-depth
and nuanced understanding of the interplay betwekrtontrol, personal efficacy, relational

efficacy (embedded in guanxi), and voice.

Fourth, our theorizing regarding upward constrietwice in Chinese cultural contexts has
introduced voice accountability as a key drivevate in these contexts, next to several drivers
already known in the literature (i.e., voice eftigavoice safety). This is important because it
draws attention to the possibility that upward ¢nrdive voice—whilst typically considered

a seltstarting behavior—is most likely temanate from others’ expectations in Chinese
cultural contextsWhereas impression management (i.e., managerhemniets reputation in
the eyes of others)—has been examined within tmeadto of voice evaluation (e.g., Grant,
Parker, & Collins, 2009), much less attention hesrbdevoted to impression management and
general attention to other's expectations as aedrf voice (for an exception, see Fuller,
Barnett, Hester, Relyea, & Frey, 2007). Thereftreprizing about the drivers of voice from
a Chinese cultural perspective and taking an adebiity lens allowed for addressing this
“blind spot” and building a more global understarglin this regard. Indeed, whereas the
symbolic interactionist perspective purports thabgle generally consider how they are
perceived by others and account for this when taiction (Blumer, 1969), research indicates

that this tendency is much more pronounced forviddeals in Chinese cultural contexts
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(Cohen, Hoshino-Browne, & Leung, 2007). In this,amdike other recent theorizing (e.g.,
Riemer, Shavitt, Koo, & Markus, 2014), our theargiaims to demonstrate how taking a
different cultural perspective can make an impdrthaoretical contribution to the study of a

specific phenomenon.

A final contribution to the domain of voice enactrh&es in ourdentification of antecedents,
boundary conditions, and alternative outcomes force& accountability This theorizing
outlines how behavior in Chinese cultural contéxthe result of the accountability standards
emanating from different sources (e.g., supervisoworkers), depends on important face-
related cues (e.g., value harmony climate), andativeeeds to be “scaffolded” by the positive
meaning it takes on in the eyes of others. Our riheg extends prior empirical work
addressing the role of others’ expectations (Earmer, Tierney, Kung-Mcintyre, 2003; Qu,
Janssen, & Shi, 2015) by identifying and concejstireg new antecedents. For example, our
elaboration on voice role sending begins to addiesgmportant question as to what specific
leader behaviors may actually promote employeeevb&havior (Morrison, 2011), especially
in a Chinese cultural context. In addition, the titeirel nature of our theorizing can inform

current multilevel research efforts within the vwidomain.

Future Research on Voice Enactment

Based on the above insights on voice enactmentrefuesearch can fruitfully examine the
implications of employees’ social network charaist&rs on their likelihood to speak up
(toward their supervisor) or out (toward coworkevg}h change-oriented ideaghis research
may go beyond prior research on workflow centrglity., Venkataramani & Tangirala, 2010)
by assessing the relational models by which indizid relate to one another (also see Haslam,

2004 on RMT and social networks; Joshi & Knight12®n deference among coworkers)—
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instead of the task-focused interactions refleatedorkflow centrality. In addition, in view
our theorizing on accountability webs and voiceoatability, future research may examine
the extent to which the nature and centrality oémployee’s network relationships influences
their voice accountability. Furthermore, becauserpwork has shown cross-cultural
differences in the nature and effects of socialvoéts (e.g., Chua, Morris, & Ingram, 2009),

it is worthwhile to pursue the above-mentioned aesie avenues across Western and Eastern

cultural contexts.

Second, it is important that future theoretical antpirical research furthelisentangles the
link between accountability and proactive behavjietsch as voice behavior, across cultural
contexts Currently, diverging perspectives regarding thsie (e.g., Grant & Ashford, 2008;
Patil & Tetlock, 2014) call for synthesis and imatpn. For example, Grant and Ashford
(2008) positioned situational accountability atkely antecedent of proactive behaviors. They
reasoned that if employees are held answerabliéar actions, they have nothing to lose by
engaging in proactive behavior, assuming that preadehavior can help them do a better
job. However, as our theorizing and several auti@edfand & Realo, 1998; Gelfand, Lun,
Lyons, & Shteynberg, 2011) noted, the effects abaatability on behavior depend on the key
audience’s perspective, which generally discouraigeévidually proactive behaviors in
Chinese cultural contexts. Thus, theorizing and igogb work on the accountability—
proactivity link should take national and organiaasl climate and culture into account and
should uncover what employees are generally hetdwattable for by their supervisor and
coworkers. Furthermore, future research should alsosider other contingencies of
accountability and accountability types (e.g., psstoutcome accountability in Patil, Vieider,
& Tetlock, 2014, legitimate/illegitimate accountktyi Lerner & Tetlock, 1999). For example,

Patil, Tetlock, and Mellers (In Press) demonstrated process and outcome accountability
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respectively stimulate conformist and deviant béra¥uture research may fruitfully examine

the impact of these contingencies across cultunatexts.

A third avenue for future researchrisore elaborate theorizing and empirical work on the
specific type of leader behaviors that cause eng@syo speak up with change-oriented ideas
Prior qualitative and quantitative empirical wotkarly demonstrates the key role of the leader
in creating space for employees to speak up witinge-oriented ideas (e.g., Frazier & Bowler,
2012; Morrison & Milliken, 2000). Up till now resezhers have only linked existing and more
general conceptualizations of leader behavior ticevdbehavior (e.g., transformational

leadership, Liu, Zhu, & Yang, 2010). If our fiekltio provide managers with strategies on how
to elicit change-oriented suggestions from theipkayees, the field needs to move toward
more focused theoretical and empirical work. Althlowur theorizing regarding voice role

sending could be an initial step in this regard renmtegrative theorizing and especially

associated empirical evidence is necessary.

Finally, especially in those cultural contexts whérarmonious relationships are important
(e.g., Chinese cultural contexts), future researchhe antecedents of voice enactment will
find it useful to account for peer’s reactions and expémtatas antecedents of employee voice
This is important because peers’ effects on emgldyehavior have generally been found to
be substantial (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008), yet amtlidied. Because voice may have
positive, but also negative, consequences for p@egs, Bolino, Valcea, & Harvey, 2010;
Morrison, 2011; Van Dyne & Ellis, 2004) and emplegeften act interdependently with these
peers, peers’ attitudes and perspectives regavding and specific issues should be important
for whether and how employees voice.

Contributions to Voice Evaluation
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Overall, research on voice evaluation and consexgseis comparatively more scarce than
research on voice enactment (Morrison, 2011). Nbeésss, this line of research is essential
because it can verify when and why change-orieitteds shared by employees can actually
be effective (e.g., by changing the receiver's mmdimproving the workflow). The findings

in the present dissertation also contribute tolthesof research in several ways.

First, whereas reviews of voice have called foren@search othe effectiveness of different
voice tacticqi.e., howemployees voice their ideas or suggestions, Mmri2011), research

in this area is limited. The present dissertatias taken a Chinese cultural perspective and has
drawn on Self-Presentation Theory to introduce tways in which employees can provide
their change-oriented ideas and suggestions ifLe, self-promoting versus a self-effacing
voice style). In addition, it examined the effeetness of these voice styles in the context of
peer-to-peer voice. Taken together, the presesedaion contributes to the recent line of
research conceptualizing different voice types.(eBgrris, 2012) and tactics (e.g., Detert,

Burris, Harrison, & Martin, 2013) and investigatitigir relative effectiveness.

Second, the present dissertation lkl@epened our understanding of voice evaluation by
examining cultural agency beliefs as an importamgét characteristicWhereas prior work

on voice effectiveness has mainly examined thecefi employee characteristics for how
change-oriented suggestions are perceived anghiated (e.g., Whiting, Maynes, Podsakoff,
& Podsakoff, 2012), recent research has theorindddamonstrated that target characteristics
also influence voice evaluation in important waghi@buru, Farh, & Van Dyne, 2013;
Chiaburu, Peng, & Van Dyne, 2015). This shift, #imd dissertation’s empirical contribution
to it, is important because ultimately voice evébrais likely to be “in the eye of the beholder”

and target motives, beliefs, dispositions, andesikshould matter for voice effectiveness.
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A third contribution of this dissertation is thaekamines theffectiveness of voice in terms of
behavioral reactiongi.e., behavioral adoptiorgnd relational consequencése., desire for
future interaction). The investigation of behavigemctions is important because it allows for
an examination of the actual incorporation of theppsed ideas, thereby going beyond current
intentional measures of idea adoption. Furthermauie findings regarding the impact of self-
presentational voice style on desire for futurerattion are also critical. These findings heed
calls to consider the social capital implicatiofsace (Morrison, 2011) and they indicate that
employees keen on speaking out (to peers) withggraniented ideas can manage the risk of
harming their relationships by employing a selfeffig voice style. In other words, the well-
known fear of disrupting one’s relationship witte thoice target may be unfounded as long as

one is able to provide one’s ideas and suggestimaself-effacing style.

A final contribution to the domain of voice evaliaatlies in our focus othe effects of speaking
out (to peers) versus the more often examinedteffd@cspeaking up (to the supervisor)
Examining the effectiveness of speaking out is irtgpd because employees may oftentimes
test their ideas with their coworkers (Detert et2013). Furthermore, compared to supervisor—
subordinate relationships, status is less predéfiard more malleable in peer-to-peer
relationships, potentially rendering change-oridnteleas more personally threatening
(Fragale, Sumanth, Tiedens, & Northcraft, 2012). aledition, in the light of current
developments in the workplace, such as self-magagiams, and the importance of learning
for organizational effectiveness, the extent toohtemployees can both effectively speak out

and effectively adopt ideas and suggestions frar ffeers is increasingly important.

Future Research on Voice Evaluation
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A fruitful avenue for future research in the domai voice evaluation is thdentification and
investigation of additional theory-based voice ie&t Whereas prior research has
conceptualized and examined a range of importaiceviypes (i.e., categorization of issues
employees speak up about, Burris, 2012; Maynes ds&koff, 2013), there remain a number
of possible dimensions along which voice conceptatibns and effectiveness may vary. For
example, building on the importance of collectificacy and the other-oriented nature of
one’s actions, employees may speak up with ideas fheir group or from specific others (for
initial insights, see Maynes, Podsakoff, & Morris@913). As another example, researchers
may examine how employees’ tone of voice influentes effectiveness of their change-

oriented ideas and suggestions (for initial insgkee Burris, 2012).

Second, contributing simultaneously to the crodticai literature and the voice evaluation
domain, researchers mawestigate supervisor’'s power distance orientatjpe., the extent

to which the supervisor considers status inequabtyappropriateds a target characteristic
influencing voice effectiveneskhis is because power distance beliefs are ealpetkely to

be relevant to the effectiveness of speaking ughgosupervisor) and the strength of these
beliefs can determine the perceived appropriatenéssnployee voice in the eyes of the
supervisor. Furthermore, compared to culturaltaitas related to individualism-collectivism
(e.g., agency beliefs), power distance orientdt@s received less research attention, resulting

in calls for more research on this cultural oriéinta(Daniels & Greguras, In Press).

Third, future work shoulddentify and elaborate on integrated theoreticarfreworks that
may guide research efforts in the realm of voicalwation Current efforts are often
fragmented and do not explicitly and clearly drawimtegrated theorizing (Morrison, 2011).

Whereas several scholars have recently introdussatétical frameworks to address this issue
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(Chiaburu et al., 2013; Davidson & Van Dyne, In$3je future empirical work in this regard

remains important.

Finally, synthesizing several insights from thisss#irtation, future research may also
investigate théevel of supervisor—subordinate (dis)agreement rdig@ relationship quality
along key relational model®rior empirical work demonstrates that not ohly type or quality

of the supervisor—subordinate relationship is ingrar for employee outcomes, but also
supervisor—subordinate level of agreement regarthiegrelationship quality, whereby the
more employees and supervisors disagree, the netriendntal the effect on key employee
outcomes (Matta, Scott, Koopman, & Conlon, 201%®c&ise (dis)agreement in supervisor—
subordinate perspectives has proven importantdieevevaluation (Burris, Detert, & Romney,
2013), examination of the effect of supervisor-sdbmate (dis)agreement regarding
relationship quality along key relational modelsynte a fruitful avenue for future research.
For example, it may be that voice is perceived muositively when the employee and
supervisor agree their relationship is best redi@éh an equality matching relational model
versus when the employee perceives the relatiormshgmmmunal sharing and the supervisor
perceives it as authority ranking. Such mismatehesid be especially likely in intercultural

supervisor—subordinate relationships.

Contributions of Context to General Voice and Otigational Behavior Literature

More generally, the indigenous cultural lens takethis dissertation, also makes a number of
contributions to the general voice and organizatidrehavior literatures. The aim of this
section is to demonstrate how taking a culturakspective has allowed for a number of
theoretical contributions of this dissertation (&e&pter I; Chen et al., 2009; Whetten, 2009),

thereby emphasizing the theoretical value of (cjosfural research and encouraging future
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research in this regard. More specifically, we EmChen et al.’s (2009) and Davis’ (1971)

work to frame this discussion and summarize thegagts in Table 5.1.

In the first paper of this dissertation taking air@se, indigenous supervisor—subordinate
guanxi perspective demonstrated how prior workitigksupervisor—subordinate relationship
quality to voice has singularly relied on only ooeFiske’s (1992) relational models (i.e.,
equality matching in the form of leader—-member exge) and how the quality of supervisor—
subordinate guanxi in Chinese cultural contextéecé$ two other relational models (i.e.,
communal sharing and authority ranking). Furtheenmcesults showed that the dimensions of
supervisor—subordinate guanxi cut different waygmvtt came to upward constructive voice
and were more predictive of voice than the protiaid/Nestern conception of leader—member
exchange. Taken together, taking a guanxi persfgebts contributed by showing thathat
seems to be a single phenomendié., supervisor—subordinate relationship quglity in
reality composed of assorted heterogeneous elefnets., leader—member exchange,
affective attachment to the supervisor guanxi, @eférence to the supervisor guanxi) (Davis,

1971, p. 315), with distinct consequences for eyggsovoice enactment.

The second paper of this dissertation developseouatability model of upward constructive
voice in Chinese cultural contexts. Taking a Chénegltural perspective urged us to consider
that voice—considered as a typicadlglfstarting behavior—is most likely to emanate from
others’ expectations in Chinese cultural contextens face is important. In other words, our
theorizing proposed that in Chinese cultural caisiewhat seems to be an individual
phenomenon”(i.e., voice behavior)iis in reality a holistic phenomenonf(i.e., driven by

expectations of others) (Davis, 1971, p. 316).
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In the third and final paper of this dissertatiakihg a cultural agency perspective led us to
theorize that a self-promoting voice style—in whiemployees play up their abilities or
accomplishments in order to be seen as competenlesss effective in Chinese cultural
contexts overall, and especially when group agbetgfs are primed. This is because personal
attributes are not typically claimed and promoted icultural context where group agency is
paramount and actions need to be adaptive to stheeds, perspectives, and concerns. This
is in contrast to Western, individual agency c@twontexts where individuals are expected to
show and advocate for their unique traits and alfnotion has been found to be more
common and effective than self-effacing self-préstonal styles. Thus, taking a group agency
perspective, paramount in Chinese cultural contextstributed by demonstrating tHathat
seems to be a phenomenon that functions effectisedymeans for the attainment of an end”
(i.e., self-promoting (vs. self-effacing) voicelgly “is in reality a phenomenon that functions

ineffectively” (Davis, 1971, pp. 319-320).

In all, the above discussion aims to demonstrade dhlture is an important tool to improve

theoretical insights and build more global knowkedther than a purpose “an sich.” In that
sense, any field and any study can benefit fromtecarsensitive theorizing by creating

awareness about implicit assumptions and specifistext-bound characteristics of the
phenomenon under study (see Johns, 2006; Whefi6a).2

The theoretical value of cultural perspectivesuishfer corroborated in two more higher-level
and more fundamental shifts in perspective thad thissertation offers regarding 1) the

proactive nature of voice behavior; and 2) theetswof individual behavior in general.

First, the aggregated insights from this dissemeattwith its emphasis on the relational and

embedded nature of voice enactment and evaluatibateniges the current conceptualization
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of voice behavior as th@ndividual) voluntaryexpression of change-oriented ideas, opinions,
or suggestions aimed at making the workplace aadthanization more effective. Indeed,
when voice is a function of the nature of one’sesujsor—subordinate relationship or of one’s
felt accountability to others, voice behavior seemgre normative than personal, more
obligatory than voluntary or discretionary, and meoeactivethan proactive. The findings in
this dissertation suggest that the current conedipation and operationalization of voice may
be “emic” or (culture-)specific to the North-Ameait cultural context in which the cultural

model of the independent self is predominant (Gelfd.eslie, & Fehr, 2008).

The Chinese indigenous perspective taken in tlsisediation questions the typical depiction
of an independent, self-determined individual vélybaxpressing personal opinions or ideas
to bring about change at work. It surfaces sonteatiquestions that voice researchers want
to ask themselves when studying voice across elllundaries. Does it still count as “voice”
when the expression of change-oriented ideas ey others’ expectations or when these
ideas are expressed in a self-effacing way? Isevbehavior—as aerbal expression of
change-oriented ideas—also the predominant waygople in other cultures to make a change
and communicate change-oriented ideas? Could thdtethe typical expression of change-
oriented ideas is done more implicitly (see AdBuchan, Chen, & Liu, In Press, on context-
dependent communication) or more collectively iheot cultural contexts? Although the
present dissertation cannot offer conclusive arnswethese questions, its empirical evidence
and theoretical insights can provide a steppingesto begin to address these questions in the

future.

Second, the findings in this dissertation corrot®narevious calls for the importance and

significance of building a more global perspective on organizatiorizehavior and
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psychological research in generébelfand et al., 2008). This is important becacseent
research questions—implicitly and explicitly—oftgmioritize the “cultural model of the
independent self” (Gelfand et al., 2008). Recertip issues focusing on how organizational
behavior pans out in “the East” (e.g., Arvey, Dhapalavidan, & Zhang, 2015; Barkema,
Chen, George, Luo, & Tsui, 2015) and calls to inseeglobal voices in management research
attest to the need for and potential contributidn ao more inclusive perspective on
organizational behavior and management in genEedh of the papers in this dissertation
contributes to this overarching goal by theorizaiput and demonstrating how and why the
enactment and evaluation of voice is driven anduanscribed by others and behavior in
Chinese cultural contexts is inherently relatioaad social. Our hope is to inspire more
research that contributes to building such a mo@usive and global perspective on
management and organizational behavior. Paradbxieal several scholars have argued—and
as surfaced in this dissertation—contributions lmbgl management knowledge may most
benefit from dedicated, indigenous perspectiveseadled “deep contextualization” (Tsui,

2006)

Future Research on Culture’s Implications for Voaral Organizational Behavior

First, future research may contribute to the vaiod general organizational behavior domain
by examining the impact of more and novel cultural elisions on voice enactment and
evaluation For example, our examination of the effect ofedefice to the supervisor guanxi
hints at the salience and importance of hierarthiggerences in voice enactment (see also,
Morrison, See, & Pan, 2015). Therefore, future aede may fruitfully draw upon recent
developments in the realm of the related cultumadeshsion of power distance (for a recent
review, see Daniels & Greguras, In Press) to furéseamine the role of supervisor and

employee power distance orientation in the domahsoice enactment and evaluation.

199



Chapter V — Epilogue

Cultural tightness/looseness is another culturahegision that is increasingly receiving

theoretical (Gelfand, Nishii, & Raver, 2006) andpencal attention (e.g., Aktas, Gelfand,

Hanges, 2016), and which has been fruitfully relateproactive endeavors (e.g., Chua, Roth,
Lemoine, 2015). A final cultural dimension that negplain variance in employee voice across
cultures is context dependence (i.e., individuat&ntion and reliance on the communication
context while communicating, Adair et al., In P)e§sken together, these avenues for future
research should spur theoretical contributionsHgy dulturally divergent perspectives they

entertain (Chen et al., 2009).

A second key avenue for future research isekamination of voice enactment and voice
enactment in intercultural setting3his is important because the way employees parfo
interculturally within the organization (e.g., swgeor—subordinate, multicultural teams) or
external to the organization (e.g., in meetingshvaverseas clients) influences their own
effectiveness, as well as the organization’s peréorce (e.g., Ang et al., 2007; Imai & Gelfand,
2010). The present dissertation highlights a nundfecross-cultural differences in voice
enactment and evaluation, which—if left unaddresseditercultural interactions—may result
in flawed decision-making, errors, and employeenliggement. For example, in intercultural
supervisor—subordinate relationships, employeesapdrvisors should be more likely to have
a different view of the quality of their relationgh (e.g., along authority ranking vs. along
equality matching), leaving both parties dissatidfabout the amount of employee voice and
performance implications (also see, Burris et2013). As another example, members of a
multicultural team may experience that informatismot shared constructively and/or used
adequately within the team, due to diverse persg=cbn how to voice (e.g., self-promoting
vs. self-effacing style) and a diverse set of caltbeliefs (e.g., individual vs. group agency

beliefs). Taken together, research on voice enadtared evaluation in intercultural dyads and

200



Chapter V — Epilogue

multicultural teams is a fruitful avenue for futuresearch with important managerial

implications.

Finally, in view of this dissertation and calls farshift toward more global management
knowledge (e.g., Gelfand et al., 2008), future aeste on organizational behavior may benefit
by considering more extensively how even typicadlglfstarting” behaviors can be driven by
others more than by the self, especially in cultacatexts in which other’'s view on the self
are predominantly important (e.g., cultural cordextere face or honor are important). For
example, current frameworks on proactive motivati®arker, Bindl, & Strauss, 2010)—while
very insightful—implicitly focus on individual answs to key motivational questions: “can
do” motivation (e.g., self-efficacy); “reason to”otivation (e.g., intrinsic motivation); and
“energized to” motivation (e.g., individual's pasé affect). However, contemplating the same
key motivational questions (can do/reason to/emetio) from a Chinese cultural perspective
may result in different answers. Employees may lo¢ivated to engage in voice behavior
when they can do it without embarrassing otherthey know close others can deal with it
(can do). They may engage in voice behavior whearstexpect them to (reason to) and when
others show positive affect (energized to). Talagether, similar to recent developments in
other domains (e.g., Riemer et al., 2014), futuesearch on proactive behavior and
organizational behavior in general should attengptbting into light the current North-

American bias in studying these domains and bro#ukese domains accordingly.

Methodological Contributions and Limitations
Next to the above-mentioned theoretical contrilngjo this dissertation made some
methodological contributions as well. In additidrelso acknowledges some methodological

limitations and ways to address them.
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Methodological Contributions

First, the three papers in this dissertation haasgedgeyond those more well-known ways of
conceptualizing and measuring culture (e.g., Haistel980), thereby showing alternative
ways to incorporate culture in theorizing, concepaation, and operationalization. More
specifically, the first paper in this dissertatsimows how facets of the relational self-concept
typically studied in cross-cultural research, mayin the supervisor—subordinate relationships
and how this specific, contextualized relationshgs implications for behavior. In cultural
contexts where relationship differentiation is impat and meaningful (e.g., hierarchical,
ingroup/outgroup) and norms for appropriate behasi@mnge with relationship context (e.g.,
Adair et al., In Press; Riemer et al., 2014) captuculture by means of internal dispositions
only (e.g., cultural values) may in some cases Hiavieed predictive value (also see, Morris,

Podolny, & Ariel, 2000; Taras et al., 2011).

The second paper in this dissertation has drawtherecent distinction between face, dignity,
and honor cultures to theorize about face cultogit as a syndrome (i.e., “a constellation of
shared beliefs, values, behaviors, practices, andnsthat are organized around a central
theme” (Leung & Cohen, 2011, p. 2)). In the caséaog, this constellation includes the so-
called 3 Hs (hierarchy, harmony, and humility) amgblies tight norms to adhere to these 3
Hs. This approach allows for more comprehensiveoribmg and heeds calls for more

configural approaches to culture, comprising sdveuliural facets as a pattern (Tsui et al.,

2007).

The final paper in this dissertation contributeghmorizing and testing a specific, understudied

facet of the individualism-collectivism syndromedividual vs. group agency beliefs (see
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Brewer & Chen, 2007). Such specific investigatiom®mpared to the configural approach
mentioned above—are also important to distinguidhiclv facets of the individualism—
collectivism syndrome count as the “working ingesdi in view of a specific phenomenon. In
addition, in this last study, agency beliefs werenpd, rather than measured, challenging the
implicit internalized and static nature of cultimemeans of a so-called dynamic constructivist
approach (see Morris & Fu, 2001). Taken togetHus, dissertation thus capitalizes on the

benefits of some of the relatively more novel pecspves on culture’s consequences.

Finally, the methods used in the empirical chaptethis dissertation aid in corroborating the
causality of the findings. In the first study ofghlissertation, a multiple source, cross-lagged
design increases confidence in the causal effégsanxi on voice and reduces concerns for
common-method bias. In the third study of this @littion, the causal effect of voice style and
cultural agency beliefs is established by mearenaéxperimental design. Verifying causality
of culture’s effects is an important challenge @nogs-)cultural research (Leung & van de

Vijver, 2008).

Methodological Limitations

First, whereas the present dissertation has pravitgghts into the intricacies and logics of
voice enactment and evaluation in Chinese culwwatexts, it has not empirically compared
this setting with other cultural contexts, as ipit¢ally done in traditional cross-cultural
research studies. Replicating and extending oudirfgs by means of cross-cultural
comparative research is important to further casrate our findings and empirically attest to
some of the implicit and more explicit comparisonade (e.g., guanxi vs. LMX; face vs.
dignity; individual vs. group agency beliefs). Aetsame time, we have drawn upon prior work

(Chen et al., 2009; Schaffer & Riordan, 2003) teerthat reaping the theoretical benefits of
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culturally divergent perspectives, does not negégsaquire cross-cultural comparisons, nor
do cross-cultural comparisons guarantee (relialference of) these theoretical contributions

(e.g., due to lack of measured cultural differendeg to confounds, etc.).

A second methodological limitation of this disséda is the lack of multilevel examination of
voice antecedents and consequences. Because otiritig (see Chapter IIl) highlights this
as a key influence for voice enactment (e.g., lesddje, shared voice accountability, harmony
climate perceptions), future research into voicacément and evaluation in Chinese cultural
contexts should consider multilevel effects. At faene time, such investigations would heed

calls for multilevel theorizing within the voicddrature (Morrison, 2011).

Finally, notwithstanding the iterative and temparature of voice enactment and evaluation,
the present dissertation has not examined thesegses together nor investigated how one
voice event has implications for the next. For eplanit is possible that the way in which
supervisors react toward voice, alters the natbiguanxi, and subsequent voice. As another
example, it may be the case that the social exauiillowing the use of a self-promoting
voice style (due to reduced desire to interact wighvoicer), subsequently cause the voicer to
alter his/her voice style. Therefore, future reskamnay fruitfully explore theoretical (Shipp &
Cole, 2015) and empirical (e.g., longitudinal, Plagt & Vandenberg, 2010) advances to

further our understanding in this regard (for aamaple, see Lin & Johnson, 2015).

Conclusion

In trying to make sense of different cultural warlthd phenomena, cross-cultural researchers
shed light on key assumptions and this gives nsmaore integrated and global insights on

issues at hand. The present dissertation in spa&Efnonstrated how relational considerations
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are key for voice enactment, especially when coatibn with the supervisor is inevitable and
important to get the work done. In addition, itahieed about the ways in which behavior is
other-oriented and driven by close other’s expéwiat and why voice accountability should
be a predominant driver for voice in Chinese caltuwrontexts. Finally, examining voice

evaluation in China advanced our understandinghef geer-to-peer effectiveness of self-
presentational voice styles that employees mayndédiow this effectiveness is circumscribed
by their peer’s cultural mindset. In all, in thisgertation, we have aimed to listen in more
closely to better make sense of voice behaviormimése cultural contexts, with a willingness
to be changed by what was heard, and with the gerpb“making the novel appear familiar.”

In taking part in this conversation, we hope totdbnte to a better understanding of culturally
diverse perspectives knowing that such insights @asid misunderstandings, errors, and

conflict in the corporate world and beyond.
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