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When identification with your group matters: Leader consultation in response to
constructive follower voice

Integrating social exchange and social identity theory, the present research investigates
to what extend and why follower social identification matters for the relationship between
constructive follower voice and leader consultation. We argue that when the voicing follower
is strongly identified with the joint workgroup, leaders will positively reciprocate constructive
voice with consultation, as a concrete participatory leader behavior, because they perceive this
follower’s voice as more constructive. We conducted a multi-wave field study (N = 177) and
two pre-registered experiments (N =199 and N = 528). Overall, we found that leaders
consulted constructive voicers more when they were strongly rather than weakly identified
with the joint workgroup, because they perceived their voice as a more constructive
contribution. Comparison with a neutral control condition further showed that this effect was
mainly due to leaders refraining from consultation when voicing followers were weakly
identified. Additionally comparing constructive voice to two other types of proactive
expressions (i.e., destructive voice, supportive voice) in Study 3 showed that followers’” weak
social identification attenuated the positive effect of voice on leaders’ perceived voice
constructiveness only for constructive voice (i.e., challenging and promotive) but not for non-

challenging (i.e., supportive) or non-promotive (i.e., destructive) follower expressions.

Keywords: Constructive follower voice, leader consultation, perceived voice

constructiveness, social identification
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When identification with your group matters: Leader consultation in response to
constructive follower voice

Constructive voice is a “promotive behavior that emphasizes the expression of
constructive challenge intended to improve rather than merely criticize” (Van Dyne & LePine,
1998, p. 109). Two fundamental characteristics define constructive follower voice and
differentiate it from other proactive follower expressions (e.g., supportive or destructive
voice): Constructive follower voice is both challenging, that is aimed at bringing about
change, and it is promotive, that is constructively intended (e.g., Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014;
Morrison, 2014, 2023; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Scholars argue that constructive follower
voice has the potential to positively shape leadership outcomes (Oc et al., 2023; Uhl-Bien et
al., 2014) as it can grant social influence to followers (McClean et al., 2018; Weiss &
Morrison, 2019). Although constructive voice has been in the spotlight of organizational
science since decades (e.g., Van Dyne & LePine, 1998), it has only been in recent years that
scholars focused on the consequences of constructive follower voice, and leader responses to
it (Morrison, 2023), in particular leaders’ immediate responses to the voice message (e.g.,
idea endorsement; Burris, 2012; Urbach & Fay, 2018) or their decisions regarding the voicer’s
career (e.g., performance or promotability; Grant et al., 2009; X. Huang et al., 2018).

While recent studies focused on the quality of leader-follower exchange relationships
(e.g., A.J. Xu et al., 2023), we still know little about the type of voicing followers for whom
leaders are willing to positively reciprocate in terms of their behavior. Not knowing when and
why leaders are willing to invest in positive behavioral exchanges with a voicing follower
limits our understanding of how follower voice affects future leader-follower interactions. We
are specifically interested in how constructive voice can drive leaders to grant voicing
followers a say in topics beyond those initially raised, such as through leader consultation.
Consultation is a relational and participative leadership behavior that in its essence “is

involving followers in making important decisions” (Yukl et al., 2002, p. 21). It can be an
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important outcome of constructive voice as it indicates the leader’s willingness to grant the
voicing follower a say, and include them into their decision-making, thus investing in a
reciprocal behavioral exchange. Constructive voice represents the predominant view of voice
as being challenging and promotive (e.g., J. Liang et al., 2012; Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014;
Morrison, 2014, 2023, p. 202; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998), and has been labelled as
‘voice’(e.g., Weiss & Morrison, 2019), ‘constructive voice’ (e.g., A. J. Xu et al., 2023),
‘promotive voice’(e.g., Fiirstenberg et al., 2021) or ‘challenging voice’ (e.g., Duan, Lin, et al.,
2022). We are interested in constructive follower voice because, despite its promotive and
constructive intend, it may not always be perceived as such by leaders (e.g., Burris, 2012;
Whiting et al., 2012). We argue that leaders may not equally perceive the constructive value
of voice from all followers, and that followers’ social identification with the joint work group
plays a crucial role in this process.

Our research investigates in how far follower identification with the joint work group
enhances the relationship between constructive voice and leader consultation. Drawing on
social exchange theory (SET; Cropanzano et al., 2017; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005), we
concur with the view that constructive voice is a means by which followers initiate a positive
exchange with their leaders (Kim et al., 2023), and that leader consultation can be a positive
behavioral response to it. Constructive voice involves two parties, a follower who expresses
voice and a leader as the receiver of voice. A positive behavioral exchange takes place when
the leader provides benefits to the follower in return for the benefits they received through
voice (Kim et al., 2023; Molm et al., 2007). That is, a follower who expresses constructive
voice intends to take positive action towards their leader, who may reply by offering
consultation, thus fostering a reciprocal exchange.

However, evidence suggests that despite its constructive intentions, constructive voice
is not always received positively by leaders (e.g., voicer derogation, voice rejection or non-

endorsement; Popelnukha et al., 2021; Schreurs et al., 2020). This raises the question as to
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under what circumstances leaders are willing to positively reciprocate constructive voice with
consultation. We argue that for leaders to be willing to positively reciprocate to a constructive
voicer, they have to acknowledge that the follower’s voice is a constructive behavior, thus, in
SET terminology, they have to value what is offered by the follower (Cropanzano et al., 2017,
Mitchell et al., 2012). That is, seeing voice as a constructive follower contribution will prompt
leaders to reciprocate by offering consultation to the voicing follower. In fact, perceived voice
constructiveness has been demonstrated as a mechanism that explains why leaders provide
positive evaluations to voicers (X. Huang et al., 2018; Whiting et al., 2012).

Integrating social identity theory (Hogg, 2001; Tajfel & Turner, 1985) with SET, we
argue that a key information for leaders to recognize the constructive value of voice is the
followers’ positive attitude towards the joint work group, that is their degree of social
identification. We argue that followers’ social identification signals leaders that voice is
constructive as it is expressed in the interest of the group, which eliminates doubts that it
could be driven by self-interest or destructive intentions (e.g., self-interested or destructive
voice; Duan et al., 2021; Maynes & Podsakoft, 2014). This, in turn, will make it more likely
that leaders intend to positively reciprocate. That is, we argue that followers’ social
identification with the joint work group determines if leaders are willing to behaviorally
respond to follower constructive voice by offering consultation to the voicing follower.

The contribution of our research is twofold. First, we draw on SET to contribute to a
better understanding of voice as a positive behavioral exchange between followers and
leaders. Prior research on leaders’ immediate response to the voice message (e.g., voice
endorsement; Schreurs et al., 2020), and their decisions on voicers’ career (e.g., performance
or promotability; Howell et al., 2015; Whiting et al., 2012) offers little insight into the
potentials for a leader’s longer-term behavioral exchange with the voicer. Complementing
these perspectives, we focus on leader consultation as a specific relational leadership

behavior, which has been shown to positively contribute to future voice opportunities (e.g.,
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Duan et al., 2020; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2012). Investigating leader consultation as a
meaningful response to constructive voice emphasizes that voice and voice opportunities can
be co-dependent, such that constructive voice and leader consultation are building blocks of a
positive behavioral leader-follower exchange.

Second, integrating SIT with SET, we explain the conditions under which a positive
behavioral exchange between voicing followers and leaders is likely to occur. Prior research
argued that leader consultation depends upon rather stable leader characteristics (i.e., social-
comparison motivation; managerial self-efficacy; Fast et al., 2014; Guarana et al., 2017). We
depart from this view to argue that leader consultation is a function of leaders seeing the
voicing follower’s positive attitude towards the joint work group as informative about the
constructiveness of their voice (i.e., perceived voice constructiveness; X. Huang et al., 2018;
Whiting et al., 2012).

Theoretical Background and Hypotheses

Contemporary perspectives regard leadership as a process of mutual social influence
(Oc & Bashshur, 2013; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014), with leaders responding to follower behaviors
and characteristics (e.g., Han et al., 2019; A. J. Xu et al., 2019). SET aligns with this
perspective, emphasizing that leader-follower transactions are interdependent, such that the
behaviors of a follower can provoke a response in the leader (Cropanzano et al., 2017;
Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Such leader-follower exchanges start with an initial move by
one actor and can result in further rounds of exchanges if the exchange partner positively
responds (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005).

Drawing on SET, we maintain that followers express constructive voice in order to
initiate a positive exchange with their leaders (Kim et al., 2023). When followers express
constructive voice, they approach their leaders to verbalize their improvement-oriented ideas
(Morrison, 2014, 2023; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998), showcasing their interest in making a

lasting contribution at work. When leaders see the follower’s voice as beneficial, they will be
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willing to reciprocate the follower’s initiative for a positive exchange. Kim et al. (2023)
suggest that as long as leaders and followers see their mutual actions (i.e., voice and the
response to it) as beneficial, they will continue to reciprocate their exchanges and over time
develop into a positive social exchange relationship. In fact, recent research demonstrated that
constructive voice can result in high-quality relationships, particularly when leaders value
originality (A. J. Xu et al., 2023) or attribute pro-social values to the voicer (Cheng et al.,
2013).

Here, we go beyond the focus of relationships and focus on leader consultation as a
specific behavior that shows that leaders are positively reciprocating to a follower who
expresses voice. Leader consultation is a form of participative leadership, in that leaders
actively seek followers’ ideas and concerns to include into their decision making (Yukl et al.,
2002; Yukl & Fu, 1999). Consultation has also been regarded as a form of empowering
leadership as it provides followers influence opportunities over important leadership decisions
(Yukl & Fu, 1999). Prior studies have highlighted that leaders’ willingness to consult with
followers is driven by leaders’ own personal characteristics. Leaders with low levels of
leadership self-efficacy or with high levels of social comparison motivation were less likely to
solicit followers’ opinion due to ego-defensiveness (Fast et al., 2014; Guarana et al., 2017).
Conversely, leaders who experienced high levels of personal control were more likely to
consult with their followers (Sherf et al., 2019). We go beyond stable personality
characteristics and focus on constructive voice as a follower behavior that invites leader
consultation as a behavioral response, that is, a social exchange process.

In line with SET, we argue that a key for leaders to positively reciprocate follower’s
voice is that they see the initial voice expression as a valuable and beneficial contribution.
Social identity theory helps to explain when this will be the case such that leaders are more

likely to reciprocate constructive follower voice with consultation.
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Constructive Voice, Followers’ Social Identification and Leader Consultation

Social identity and self-categorization theory argue that individuals define themselves
in terms of the group to which they belong, such as their workgroup (Ashforth & Mael, 1989;
Tajfel & Turner, 1985). Strongly identified individuals see their group’s successes and
failures as their own (Kark et al., 2003; Mael & Ashforth, 1992) and devote themselves to the
group’s welfare, placing little importance on their personal interests (Ellemers et al., 2004;
Turner et al., 1987; Van Knippenberg, 2000). We argue that when a voicing follower is
strongly identified with the joint workgroup, it signals to leaders that their voice is of
constructive value for the group, strengthening leaders’ willingness to reciprocate with
consultation.

Although followers are driven by promotive intentions when expressing constructive
voice, the challenging nature their expressions can make it difficult for leaders to discern the
constructive intention behind the employees’ comments. While constructive voice can be seen
as a resource by leaders (A. J. Xu et al., 2023), it is also seen as more threatening and less
loyal when compared to supportive and non-challenging follower expressions (Burris, 2012).
That is, despite the promotive intention inherent in constructive voice, leaders often feel
threatened (e.g., Burris et al., 2022; [saakyan et al., 2021) and respond negatively to
constructive voice (e.g., voice rejection; Krenz et al., 2019; Popelnukha et al., 2021).

Followers’ social identification with the joint workgroup is a social signal that can
make it more likely that leaders decide to positively reciprocate to the voicing followers by
consulting with them. When constructive voice is raised by someone who is strongly
identified with the joint workgroup, leaders can attribute voice to the followers’ concern for
the group rather than other intentions that could drive follower voice (e.g., destructive
intentions, self-interest; Duan et al., 2021; Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014). For example, for
strongly identified followers, leaders can better rule out that voice is expressed due to

follower’s self-serving or power-striving purposes, which can hamper their willingness to
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solicit voice in the future (Guarana et al., 2017), a concept similar to leader consultation.
Rather, a strong social identification allows leaders to presume that follower’s suggestions
serve the workgroup’s interests as the followers’ identity is tied to the positive value of the
group.

Further, leaders are likely to see voice that is raised by strongly identified followers as
useful, as it supports them in their duty of solving workgroup issues. This is empirically
underlined by Burris et al. (2017) who showed that leaders placed high value on voice from
followers who were identified with the workgroup as their voice targeted issues of immediate
relevance for the group. A follower’s strong social identification thus informs leaders that
their follower’s voice - as an initiative for a positive exchange - is both well-intended and
relevant to their workgroup. As such, leaders will be more likely to reciprocate with
consultation to constructive voice from a follower who is strongly rather than weakly
identified with the joint workgroup. Indeed, qualitative findings from Benson et al. (2016)
showed that leaders value the input of proactive followers who showed a collective
orientation and addressed team values, as this offered support for their leadership. Similarly,
leaders were more likely to give credits to voicers high rather than low in prosocial values
(Grant et al., 2009). Recent findings further demonstrated that voice had a greater influence
on leaders’ decisions when the voicing follower belonged to the same rather than a different
social group as the leader (Oc et al., 2019). In sum, these findings speak to the relevance of
followers’ social identification for a leaders’ reciprocating constructive voice with
consultation.

Hypothesis 1: Follower social identification with the joint workgroup moderates the
relationship between constructive follower voice and leader consultation, such that the
relationship is positive and stronger with increasing levels of follower social identification

with the joint workgroup.
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Perceived Voice Constructiveness as an Explaining Mechanism

Based on SET, we regard perceived voice constructiveness as a key cognitive
mechanism that explains why constructive follower voice and social identification interplay to
predict leader consultation. For leaders to positively reciprocate a follower’s exchange
initiative, they will need to see the follower’s action as a valuable input, that is as a
constructive contribution that can make a positive difference. Perceived voice
constructiveness describes the extent to which leaders perceive followers’ voice as a positive
and valuable contribution for the organization (Whiting et al., 2012). That is, perceived voice
constructiveness captures the degree to which leaders recognize that the follower’s voice is
driven by constructive intentions and able to make a valuable contribution to the team rather
than merely criticizing. Previous research has shown that perceived voice constructiveness
can explain positive leader responses, such that it prompts leaders to see voicers as more
competent (Duan, Lin, et al., 2022) and to rate their performance and promotability more
positively (X. Huang et al., 2018; Whiting et al., 2012).

Perceived voice constructiveness explains why a strong social identification enhances
the positive relationship between constructive follower voice and leader consultation. A
follower’s social identification with the joint workgroup is a social cue that helps leaders to
positively evaluate the constructiveness of the follower’s action (i.e., voice), and thus be more
willing to reciprocate (i.e., leader consultation), thereby reflecting the interactive nature of the
leadership process. Leaders form their perception of voice constructiveness in the light of
stable personal or contextual characteristics of the voicer (Duan, Lin, et al., 2022; Whiting et
al., 2012), such as the degree of followers’ social identification with the joint workgroup.
Strongly identified followers care deeply about their workgroup and often show behaviors
that support their workgroup (e.g., altruistic behaviors; Riketta & Dick, 2005). When these
followers express constructive voice, leaders are more likely to view their input as a valuable

constructive contribution to the team. In contrast, when weakly identified followers express
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constructive voice, leaders have fewer social cues to interpret the promotive intent behind the
challenging behavior, making them less likely to perceive the voice as a constructive
contribution to the team. Furthermore, the more leaders perceive voice as constructive, the
more they will be willing to reciprocate and consult with followers on workplace issues in
response to voice. In summary, we propose that perceived voice constructiveness explains
why constructive voice from strongly identified followers drives leader consultation.

Hypothesis 2: Perceived voice constructiveness mediates the interactive effect of
follower social identification and constructive follower voice on leader consultation, so that
the indirect relationship between follower constructive voice and leader consultation via
perceived voice constructiveness is positive and stronger with increasing levels of follower
social identification.

The Present Research

To test our Hypotheses, we conducted a multi-wave field-study (Study 1) and two
scenario-experiments (Study 2 and 3). Study 1 collected data from employees in pre-existing
leader-follower relationships at three-points in time, assessing the strength of their social
identification with their workgroup (time 1), their self-indicated constructive voice (time 2),
and their perception of leaders’ consultation with them (time 3). Study 1 serves to test
Hypothesis 1, which will be supported if the relationship between constructive voice and
perceived leader consultation is positive and stronger with increasing levels of followers’
social identification with their workgroup.

Studies 2 and 3 use an online scenario-experiment with a managerial sample. The
experimental paradigm allows us to capture constructive voice more explicitly as an initiating
event. The managerial sample further allows to assess leader consultation as indicated by
managers, as well as to test leaders’ perceived voice constructiveness as explaining
mechanism. Study 2 presents participants with a constructive voice scenario and manipulates

the strength of voicer’s social identification. Subsequently, it measures perceived voice
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constructiveness, and leader consultation via a scale and a behavioral decision task.
Hypothesis 1 will be supported if leaders consult more with a constructive voicer who is
strongly as compared to weakly identified with the joint work group. Hypothesis 2 will be
supported if perceived voice constructiveness mediates the positive effect of constructive
voicers’ social identification on leader consultation. Study 3 extends the paradigm to
additionally manipulate follower constructive voice, which can inform if the effect a voicers’
social identification is unique to constructive voice or expands to other forms of proactive
follower expressions. Based on the defining criteria of constructive voice to be (a) challenging
/ focused on changing the status quo, and (b) promotive / constructively intended (see Detert
& Burris, 2007; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998, LePine & Van Dyne, 2001; Morrison et al.,
2011), Study 3 compares constructive voice to two alternative verbal expressions that differ
from these dimensions respectively: Destructive (i.e., challenging but non-promotive), and
supportive (i.e., non-challenging but promotive) voice. For Study 3, Hypothesis 1 will be
supported if leader consultation is higher for constructive (but not destructive, supportive)
voice expressed by followers strongly rather than weakly identified with the joint workgroup.
Hypothesis 2 will be supported if perceived voice constructiveness mediates the interactive
effect, such that perceived voice constructiveness is higher for constructive (but not
destructive, supportive) voice expressed by followers strongly rather than weakly identified

with the workgroup, and positively related to leader consultation.

Study 1
Method
Sample and Procedure
We collected data from full-time employees in Germany via a panel provider. Data
was collected at three time points, each approximately four weeks apart. Informed written

consent was collected at the onset of the study. To be included, participants had to be direct
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reports working under the supervision of a formally assigned leader, have regular interactions
with their supervisor (i.e., minimum once per week), be in full-time employment, and hold an
academic degree (i.e., established indicator of job autonomy which is an important predictor
for employee voice; Chamberlin et al., 2017; Karasek, 1979). We assessed these criteria prior
to participation and verified at the second and third data point via an open text box that
participants continued to work in the same organization for their formally assigned leader.

Initially, 198 participants completed all surveys and fulfilled our inclusion criteria. We
excluded 16 participants based on archival and statistical screening (DeSimone et al., 2015;
Goldammer et al., 2020), including checks on open responses (n = 12 indicated random
characters), response times (n = 3 fell below the conservative criteria of minimum 2
seconds/item; Curran, 2016; J. L. Huang et al., 2012), and personal reliability (n = 6 with an
adjusted personal reliability below .30; J. A. Johnson, 2005). The final sample comprised 177
employees (103 male, 74 female), with a mean age of 44.57 years (SD = 11.25, ranging from
25 to 66 years). Participants worked in public administration (26.6%), service (23.2%),
manufacturing (17.5%), education (15.8%) and other industries (16.9%). They worked in
units with an average size of 12.93 members (SD = 12.81). On average, participants had
worked for 5.85 years with their supervisors (SD = 5.80, ranging up to 28 years), who were
predominantly male (67.8%). Participants interacted with their supervisors at multiple times
per day (19.8%), every day (44.1%) or a minimum of once a week (36.2%). Participants
specified the type of their interactions with the manager (1 = not at all to 5 = all the time):
Face-to-face (M = 4.29, SD = .79, ranging from 2 to 5), e-mails (M = 3.08, SD = .97, ranging
from 1 to 5), and phone-calls (M = 2.81, SD = 1.04; ranging from 1 to 5).
Measures

At time 1, we assessed employees’ general level of social identification, their social-
demographics, and control variables. Approximately four weeks later, at time 2, participants

rated their constructive voice as directed towards their supervisor. Further four weeks later,
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participants rated perceived leader consultation. If not indicated otherwise, measures were
based on 5-point Likert scales (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) and translated via
standard procedures (Brislin, 1970).

Follower social identification (a. = .90) was assessed with ten items developed by the
authors of Kark et al. (2003), based on the work by Mael and Ashforth (1992) as well as
Shamir et al. (1998). Participants worked in ongoing leader-follower relationships, such that
leaders were aware of their followers’ social identification. The full list of items is available
via the Online Supplementary Material (OSM). Sample item: When I talk about employees in
the unit, [ usually say ‘we’ rather than ‘they’.

Follower constructive voice (o. = .95) was assessed with Liang et al.’s (2012) 5-item
measure of promotive voice, which aligns with the conceptualization of voice as constructive
challenge (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Items were rated on a 7-point Likert scale (1=strongly
disagree to 7 strongly agree), and instructions adapted to include leader as recipient (e.g., W.
Liu et al., 2010). Sample item: I raise suggestions to my manager to improve the unit’s
working procedure.

Leader consultation (o = .92) was assessed via a total of six items. We combined the
3-item consultation measure from Tangirala and Ramanujam (2012) with the 3-item measure
of fostering participation in decision making by Ahearne et al. (2005). Our rational for adding
the three Ahearne et al (2005) items was that although the items by Tangirala and Ramanujam
(2012) assess leader listening and leader encouraging suggestions, more emphasis on
involving followers in important decision making is needed to represent the definition of
leader consultation (Yukl et al., 2002). We decided for Ahearne et al.’s (2015) measure of
fostering participation in decision-making as it is a subscale of empowering leadership, which
has been claimed to gauge consultation (Richardson et al., 2021). The full list of items is
available via the OSM. A sample item reads “My manager often consults me on strategic

decisions”. Our 6-item measure was strongly correlated with the original 3-item measure (» =
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.82). Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFA) indicated acceptable fit for a one-factor solution
(x*(9, 177) =30.819, p < .001, RMSEA = 0.117, CF1=0.971, TLI = 0.951), yet a worse fit as
compared to a two-factor solution based on the two distinct scales (x*(8, 177) = 26.068, p <
.01, RMSEA = 0.113, CFI = 0.976, TLI = 0.955, y*diff = 4.75, p < .05), which may be due to
a more active (e.g., making decisions together with the follower) and passive consultation
(e.g., listening carefully to follower concerns). We retained the six items to represent the
breadth of the construct.!

Control variables. We followed previous research (e.g., X. Huang et al., 2018) and
controlled for voicer gender, and the frequency of leader-follower interaction (How often are
you normally in direct interaction with your manager (e.g., telephone, face-to-face meetings)?
Scale anchors: 1= less than once per week, 2 = minimum once per week, 3 = every day, 4 =
multiple times per day). Analyses without control variables (Becker et al., 2016) resulted in
the same conclusions.?

Results

The correlations and descriptive statistics can be found in Table 1.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis

To test our measurement model, we performed a series of CFAs with the lavaan
package in R and a Maximum Likelihood estimator. Our proposed model with three latent
factors (i.e., social identification, voice, leader consultation), exhibited adequate model fit
with the data (*(186, 177) = 321.75, p < .001, RMSEA= 0.064, CF1 = 0.948, TLI = 0.941). It

had a better fit compared to the best-fitting two-factor model, in which voice and consultation

! As robustness check, we repeated our analysis with the original 3-item measure for leader consultation
by Tangirala & Ramanujam (2012), which resulted in the same pattern of results.

2 Since participants were in established leader-follower relationships, we followed the advice by an
anonymous reviewer to conduct additional checks on the robustness of our findings. We repeated our analysis
with relational tenure as additional variable that could account for leader consultation. Adding relational tenure
did not change the results. Further, we added unit size as additional control variable, yielding the same pattern of
results. Finally, we additionally controlled for LMX as rated by the follower at time 1 (LMX7 by Graen & Uhl-
Bien, 1995) German translation of the by Schyns, 2002), which yielded the same pattern of results.
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loaded on one factor (x*(188,177) = 991.27, p <.001), RMSEA= 0.155, CFI = 0.69, TLI =
0.653, *diff = 669.52, p < .001), and compared to a one-factor model in which all items
loaded on one common factor (y*(189,177) = 1732.43, p <.001), RMSEA= 0.215, CFI =
0.404, TLI = 0.338, *diff = 1410.7, p < .001).
Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis 1 proposed that followers stronger in social identification who show voice
instill higher leader consultation. In Study 1, we tested whether the relationship between
follower voice (rated at time 2) and perceived leader consultation (rated at time 3) would be
stronger for followers with generally stronger, as compared to weaker, social identification
(rated at time 1). We conducted a linear regression analysis using the function Im in R,
entering main and interaction effects of follower voice and social identification. Table 2
displays the results. Results showed a significant interaction between follower voice and
social identification to predict leader consultation (b = .22, SE =.10, p = .03, 95% CI [0.03,
0.42]). Simple slope analyses showed that for followers stronger in social identification
(+1 SD), the positive relationship between voice and leader consultation was significant
(b=.41,SE=.12, p <.001, 95% CI [0.18, 0.64]), but not for followers weaker in social
identification (- 1 SD; b = .08, SE =.09, p = .38, 95% CI [-0.10, 0.27]. This supports that
voicers with stronger as compared to weaker social identification receive more leader

consultation. Figure 1 depicts the interaction.

Insert Table 1, 2, and Figure 1 about here.

Study 2
We conducted an experiment with a managerial sample to better capture constructive
follower voice as an initiating event for a positive exchange, as well as to allow for a better

test of causality (Project title: “Managerial responses to employee voice”; Institutional
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Review Board (IRB) approval at Durham University reference: DUBS-2021-07-
22T11 54 35-bbvs3).
Method

We conducted a between-subjects online experiment, manipulating a constructive
voicing follower’s social identification at three levels (strong vs. weak vs. neutral). We
randomized the voicer’s gender (male / Eric vs. female / Erica) across our experimental
conditions, to control for potential gender effects (e.g., McClean et al., 2018). Hypotheses,
methods, and analyses were preregistered at

https://osf.io/hb8x4/?view_only=aded9cd460f947e7a419da35a626d1c2.

Sample

Based on a-priory power analysis using the Shiney App in R by Schoemann et al.
(2017), we targeted a sample size of 200 participants. We recruited full time working (min.
31h/week) managers in the United Kingdom via Prolific Academic (Palan & Schitter, 2018).
Out of initially 207 participants, eight were excluded due to concerns about their data quality
(six failed an attention check; two did not recall the topic of the scenario upon enquiry),
resulting in a final sample of 199 participants. In the final sample, 109 were male (54.77%).
Participants were on average 40.10 years old (SD = 10.82), and worked in education (13.1%),
government (13.1%), healthcare (11.6%), retail (10.1%), manufacturing (11.1%), media and
communication (8%), finance and insurance (7.5%), transportation (5.5%), hospitality (3.5%),
and others (16.6%). On average, participants had 9.55 years (SD = 8.92) of managerial
experience and were leading units with an average size of 10.51 (SD =22.13).

Table 3 gives a breakdown of participants assigned to the three experimental

conditions that saw the scenario with Erica or Eric as voicer.

Insert Table 3 about here.
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Procedure

In line with prior research on managerial responses to voice (e.g., Burris, 2012;
Isaakyan et al., 2021), we used a two-stage scenario. The full scenario, along with further
information on its development and pre-testing is available in the OSM.

The first stage described the constructive voice event and was identical across
experimental conditions. We adapted an existing vignette (Isaakyan et al., 2021; Sijbom et al.,
2015a) to reduce verbal cues on voicer social identification (e.g., use of collective pronouns;
Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Steffens & Haslam, 2013). Participants took the role of a marketing
manager who presented the details of a new campaign to the team. After the presentation, one
team member (Eric / Erica) spoke up, raised concerns, and proposed an alternative approach.

The second stage manipulated the constructive voicer’s social identification at three
levels (strong, weak, neutral). While for the neutral identification condition, no further
information was provided, participants in the strong and weak identification conditions read
that they passed the voicing follower at lunchtime, who was chatting with others about the
marketing group to which both the voicing follower and the leader belong. We manipulated
voicing follower’s social dentification by integrating references on pride, praise, shared
values, and interest in others’ opinion about the group (Kark et al., 2003; Randsley de Moura
et al., 2009). Afterwards, we assessed the manipulation check, mediator, and outcome
variables.

Measures

All measures were rated on 7-point Likert scales (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree).

Manipulation check (a.= .98). To check our manipulation of voicers’ social
identification, we adapted three items from Kark et al. (2003) and Randsley de Moura et al.

(2009). Participants rated the extent to which their employee Eric / Erica showed a strong
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sense of belongingness to the team, strong ties with the team, and strongly identified with the
team members.

Perceived voice constructiveness (a. = .90). We assessed leaders’ perceived voice
constructiveness via five items from previous research that assessed leaders’ cognitive
appraisal of voice as a constructive contribution (Burris et al., 2017; Fast et al., 2014; Whiting
et al., 2012). The list of items and supportive evidence can be accessed via the OSM.

Leader consultation intention (o = .85). Leaders’ intention to consult with the voicer
was assessed via the six items used in Study 1 adjusted to indicate the voicer’s name (Eric /
Erica).

Leader consultation decision. To complement the scale measurement, we further
implemented a behavioral decision task. Scholars recommend for experimental research to
make participants’ answers to dependent variables that focus on behavior consequential, such
as linking them to the monetary compensation (Lonati et al., 2018). We thus designed a task
that made it costly for participants to consult with the voicer. Participants read that they have
been offered the lead for a prestigious three-person project on internal organizational
transformations, and that the executive board wants one more marketing person to join, which
participants would closely work with. The board offers the opportunity to recommend
someone or otherwise they would appoint the best-fitting person based on an HR statistic.
Participants were presented with an e-mail draft had the option to write a recommendation for
a specific employee (Eric / Erica), or to move directly to the end of the survey. Writing a
recommendation was costly because it required effort and time, and time, resulting in lower
reimbursement per study duration (i.e., reimbursement was fixed and independent of actual
completion time). Nevertheless, albeit being consequential and clearly quantifiable, the
behavioral decision was still hypothetical as participants did subsequently not interact with

the voicer. The instruction is presented in the OSM.
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Results

All analyses were conducted in R (R Core Team, 2021), using the R stats package (R
Core Team, 2021) and the R package mediation (Tingley et al., 2014). Table 4 presents the
descriptive statistics and correlations of the study variables.
Manipulation Check

Results from a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) confirmed that the three
experimental conditions were significantly different in their ratings of the manipulation check
items (F(2, 196) =399.4, p < .001, #*= 0.80). Participants in the strong-identification
condition (M = 6.19, SD = 0.76) rated voicing follower’s social identification higher as those
in the conditions of weak (M = 1.93, SD = 0.78) and neutral identification (M = 4.94, SD =
1.08). An additional two-way ANOVA confirmed that there was no effect of voicer gender
(F(1,193) =1.53, p =.22)), and no interaction effect of voicer gender and identification
(F(2,193)=1.08, p = .34). We concluded that our manipulation of voicer identification was
successful and that we would not have to control for voicer’s gender in our analyses.
Leader Consultation Intention

Hypothesis 1 proposed that leaders intend more consultation with constructive voicers
who are strongly as compared to weakly identified. We ran a linear regression analysis,
entering the predictor voicer identification via two dummy-coded variables. Strong
identification was specified as the reference category for the contrast coding. Contrasting
strong (M = 5.35, SD = .86) versus weak (M =4.69, SD = .91) voicer identification confirmed
a significant effect of voicer social identification on leader consultation intention (b = 0.65,
p <.001), F(2,196) = 14.41, p <.001, R?=0.12. There was no effect when contrasting strong
versus neutral (M = 5.40, SD = .76) voicer identification (b = -.06, p =.70). The findings
support Hypothesis 1 in that leaders show more consultation to constructive voicing followers

who are strongly as compared to weakly identified. Comparison with the neutral identification
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condition showed that this effect is driven by leaders being less willing to consult with
weakly-identified followers.
Leader Consultation Decision

We conducted a logistic regression using voicer identification as predictor (introduced
as two dummy-coded variables) and leader consultation decision as outcome (0 = no
recommendation letter, 1 = recommendation letter). Figure 2 displays the results. Findings
showed that strong as compared to weak voicer identification significantly increased the
likelihood that participants wrote a recommendation letter (b = 1.80, p <.001, 95% CI [1.04,
2.56]). For strongly as compared to weakly identified voicers the odds that leaders wrote a
recommendation letter increased by 83.44%. There was no significant difference when
comparing strong identification to neutral identification (b = 0.58, p = .12, 95% CI [1.32, -
0.16]). This provided additional support for Hypothesis 1, that leaders consult more often with
constructive voicers who are strongly as compared to weakly identified with the work group.
It also supports the finding that the effect is driven by leaders’ intention to consult less with

followers who are weakly identified.’

Insert Table 4 and Figure 2 about here.

3 For exploratory purposes, we had collected a measure of LMX (LMX-MDM; Liden & Maslyn, 1998,
rated on a 7-point Likert scale) at the end of the experimental study. When entering LMX as a control variable in
the regression analysis to test Hypothesis 1, findings did not confirm our Hypotheses anymore. Results showed
that leaders’ rating of LMX was positively related to their consultation intention (b =0.71, p <.001), indicating
that leaders’ consultation intention and their affective rating of the relationship quality were linked. Contrary to
the findings without LMX, there was no difference in leader consultation for strongly as compared to weakly
identified voicers (b = - 0.09, p = .55). However, again contrary to the findings without LMX, there was a
difference for strongly as compared to neutrally identified followers, in the direction that leaders intended to
consult more with voicers in the neutral condition (b = - .26, p = .04). We note that conceptually LMX depicts
(longer-term) relationship quality which seems difficult to appropriately assess just after a short interaction in the
context of a scenario experiment, in particular as LMX was assessed at the end of the experimental study and not
manipulated. We conclude that LMX might more likely represent an outcome (i.e., momentary perceived
positive relationship) rather than a control variable.
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Perceived Voice Constructiveness as Mediator

Hypothesis 2 predicted an indirect effect of constructive voicer social identification on
leader consultation intention via perceived voice constructiveness. We applied the model-
based causal mediation analysis via the R package mediation (Tingley et al., 2014), with the
default quasi-Bayesian Monte Carlo method with 2000 simulations. We quantified the
robustness of the effect via a sensitivity analysis* (medsens function), specifying 2000
simulations, with the sensitivity parameter Rho (p) varying in 0.01 increments (Tingley et al.,
2014). This parameter indicates the degree and direction of possible unobserved confounders
that affect both the mediator and the outcome, and is represented by the correlation of their
error terms (Imai et al., 2010, 2011).

Results confirmed the indirect effect of constructive voicer social identification (strong
vs. weak) on leader consultation intention via perceived voice constructiveness (estimate =
44, 95% CI1[0.26, 0.65], p <.001). For the sensitivity analysis, Figure 3 depicts the values of
the true mediation effect against the values of p. When p equals zero, the true mediation effect
corresponds to the one estimated in our findings. Results show that the estimated mediation
effect gets non-significant when p exceeds 0.39 and is exactly zero for p = 0.50. That is, for
the true mediation effect to be non-significant, an unobserved confounder must affect both
perceived voice constructiveness (mediator) and leader consultation intention (outcome) in
the same direction, making the correlation between the two error terms greater than 0.39.

In sum, our findings supported Hypothesis 2 as constructively voicing followers strong

as opposed to weak in social identification caused leader consultation intention due to higher

4 Sensitivity analysis tests how sensitive the result is to potential violations of sequential ignorability.
Sequential ignorability includes two assumptions. First, voicers’ social identification to be independent of the
mediator and outcome, which is met due to the experimental randomization. Second, given voicers’ social
identification, the mediator is independent of the outcome (i.e., no unobserved covariates affect both the
mediator and the outcome), which is untestable. Sensitivity analysis thus informs how robust the findings are to
possible unobserved confounders that may violate this assumption.
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levels of perceived voice constructiveness. Comparison with the neutral-identification group
indicated that this effect was largely driven by weak voicer identification.

Overall, the findings from Study 2 showed that leaders responded with more
consultation to constructive voice expressed by followers who were strongly identified with
the joint work group, compared to those who were weakly identified (Hypothesis 1), because
they perceived their voice as a more constructive contribution (Hypothesis 2). Notably,
leaders did not consult strongly identified voicers more than they did voicers for whom they
had no information regarding their level of social information. This indicates that leaders
preferred to consult with voicers for whom they had no reason to believe that they are weakly
identified with the joint workgroup. In essence, this means that constructive voicers who were

weakly identified were consulted less by leaders.

Insert Figure 2 and 3 about here.

Study 3

Study 2 demonstrated that leaders intended to consult less with constructive voicers
that were weakly identified with the workgroup as they perceived their voice as less
constructive. The same constructive voice scenario was used in all experimental condition
manipulating only the strength of voicers’ identification. To further investigate whether the
effect of voicer social identification on leader consultation is specific to constructive voice,
we conducted a follow-up experiment that additionally manipulates the type of voice (Project
title: “Managerial responses to employee voice”; Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval
at Durham University reference: DUBS-2024-02-19T09 09 46-bbvs3). Specifically, we
expected that follower voice and social identification interact to predict leader consultation
such that leader consultation is higher when constructive voice (but not destructive or

supportive voice) is expressed by a follower who is strongly rather than weakly identified
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with the joint workgroup. Further, we would expect this effect to be mediated by perceived
voice constructiveness.
Method

We conducted a three-by-three between-subjects online experiment, manipulating
followers’ social identification (strong vs. weak vs. neutral), and the type of voice
(constructive vs. supporting vs. destructive). Similar to Study 2, we randomized the voicer’s
gender (male / Eric vs. female / Erica), and additionally randomized the presentation order of
the experimental factors. Hypotheses, methods, and analyses were preregistered at

https://aspredicted.org/HXD PKH.

Sample and Procedure

Recruitment and sample inclusion criteria were identical to Study 2. Out of initially
587 participants, fifty-nine were excluded due to concerns about data quality (55 failed an
attention check; 4 did not recall the topic of the scenario upon enquiry), resulting in a final
sample of 528 participants. Out of these, 338 were male (64.02%). Participants were on
average 40.61 years old (SD = 10.10), and worked in manufacturing and construction
(13.4%), education (12.5%), healthcare (11.4%), government (10%), retail (8.9%), finance
and insurance (9.7%), media and communication (6.3%), information technology (5.3%),
hospitality (4.2%), transportation (3.6%), and others (14.8%). Participants had 9.9 years
(8D = 8.02) of managerial experience and were leading units with an average size of 10.85
(8D =17.90). Table 3 shows the breakdown of participants assigned to the nine experimental
conditions seeing the scenario either with Erica or Eric as voicer.
Procedure and Measures

We applied a similar procedure as in Study 2, and additionally randomized the
presentation order for the two manipulations. The manipulation of follower social
identification was identical to Study 2. To manipulate voice type, we adapted the scenario of

Study 2 based on Maynes and Podsakoff’s (2014) definition of constructive, destructive, and


https://aspredicted.org/HXD_PKH

Running title: WHEN IDENTIFICATION MATTERS 25

supportive voice. We chose these comparison groups as they differ either in their constructive
intention or their challenging nature. Whereas constructive voice is both challenging and
promotive, destructive voice is challenging but not promotive. Supportive voice on the other
hand is promotive, but not challenging. Table 5 outlines our manipulation text. We confirmed
the effectiveness of our voice manipulation in a separate sample with N = 80 Undergraduate
students from a large University in the UK who received study credits in return for their
participation. The full scenario and pre-test are available in the OSM. After reading the
scenarios, participants rated the perceived voice constructiveness (o = .95) and leader

consultation intention (0. = .87)° using the same measures as in Study 2.

Insert Table 5 about here

Results

All analyses were conducted in R, using the R stats package (R Core Team, 2021), and
lavaan (Rosseel, 2012). Table 6 and 7 presents the descriptive statistics and correlations of the
study variables.

Hypothesis 1 proposed that leaders intend more consultation with followers who
express constructive voice that are strong as compared to weak in social identification. We
conducted a two-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), entering follower voice type
(constructive, destructive, supportive), and social identification (strong, weak, neutral) and
their interaction term. There was a main effect of voice type on leader consultation, F(2, 519)
=27.39, p <.001. Leader consultation was higher for followers who expressed constructive
(M=5.12, SD = 1.04) as compared to destructive (M =4.44 , SD =1.07, diff = 0.68, p <.001)

voice, but not when compared to supportive voice (M = 5.12, SD = 0.90, diff = 0.01, p = 1.0).

5 Again, we additionally intended to include a consultation decision for participants. We adapted the
decision scenario from Study 2 to ask participants directly whether they would decide to knock out a marketing
task themselves or consult with the voicer. The results did not provide a clear pattern and are reported in the
supplementary material.
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Further, there was a main effect of social identification on leader consultation, (2, 519) =
5.94, p <.001. Leader consultation was higher for followers strong (M =4.97, SD = 1.34) as
compared to weak (M =4.69, SD = 1.07, diff = 0.28, p = .02) in social identification, but not
higher than in the neutral identification condition (M = 5.03, SD = 1.03, diff = - 0.06,

p = 0.85). This replicated the findings from Study 2. There was no interaction between voice
type and social identification (F(4, 519) = 1.22, p = .30). Overall, the findings did not support
the proposed moderation but showed two main effects. These suggest that leaders intend to
consult more with followers who express promotive forms of voice (constructive, supportive),
and, similar to Study 2, with followers for whom they have no reason to believe that they are
weakly identified with the joint workgroup (i.e., strong identification, neutral).

To test the mediating role of perceived voice constructiveness (Hypothesis 2), we first
conducted an ANOVA to test the main and interactive effects of voice and social
identification on the mediating variable perceived voice constructiveness. Constructive voice
(M =5.34, SD =1.16) was perceived as a more constructive than destructive (M = 3.06,

SD =1.39, diff = 2.28, p <.001) or supportive voice (M =4.88, SD =1.16, diff =0.47,p <
.001), F(2,519)=171.40, p <.001). Voice of strongly identified followers (M =4.70, SD =
1.57) was perceived as more constructive than voice of weakly identified followers (M =4.17,
SD =1.52, diff = 0.53, p <.001), but not more constructive than in the neutral identification
condition (M =4.44, SD = 1.61, diff = 0.24, p = .15), F(2, 519) = 8.06, p <.001). The
interactive effect of voice and social identification was marginally significant (F(4, 519) =
2.35, p = .05). Post-hoc comparisons showed that leaders perceived constructive voice as
more constructive for voicers strong (M = 5.66, SD = 1.18) rather than weak in social
identification (M = 4.80, SD = 0.96, diff = .86, p <.01), but not more than in the neutral
identification condition (M = 5.54, SD = 0.06, diff = 0.12, p <.99). For the other forms of
voice (supportive, destructive) there was no difference in perceived voice constructiveness

depending upon the strength of follower social identification (diffsupportive = 0.40, p = .68;
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diffdestructive = 0.30, p = .93). That is, the positive effect of constructive voice (but not the other
voice types) on perceived voice constructiveness was stronger for strongly as compared to
weakly identified followers, and this effect was driven by weak voicer identification as in
Study 2. Figure 4 plots the perceived voice constructiveness as a function of follower voice

and identification.

Insert Table 6, 7, and Figure 4 about here

Next, we conducted moderated mediation analyses (Hayes, 2015) with estimations
based on 5000 bootstrap samples. As in Study 2, we applied dummy coding for our moderator
with strong social identification as the reference group. We first tested the conditional indirect
effect of constructive as compared to destructive voice on leader consultation (constructive =
1, destructive = 0). Constructive voice had an indirect effect on leader consultation via
perceived voice constructiveness at all levels of the moderator (strong identification: B =1.12,
SE=0.13, p <.001, 95%CI [0.88, 1.40]; weak identification; B = 0.85, SE = 0.15, 95%CI
[0.57, 1.18], p <.001; neutral: B =1.30, SE = 0.14, 95%CI [1.04, 1.61], p <.001). This
indirect effect was not stronger when followers were strongly identified with the joint work
group than when they were weakly identified (estimate = 0.27, SE =0.17, p = .10; 95% CI [-
0.06, 0.60]) or when there was no information regarding their level of identification (estimate
=-0.18, SE=0.15, p = .24; 95% CI [- 0.52, 0.10]) 6 We then tested the conditional indirect
effect of constructive as compared to supportive voice on leader consultation (constructive =
1, supportive = 0). Constructive voice was indirectly related to leader consultation at high and

neutral levels of the moderator (strong identification: B = 0.34, SE = 0.11, p = .003; 95%CI

® We additionally run the conditional mediation analyses with neutral identification as the reference
group for the dummy-coding. Results showed that the indirect effect was stronger at neutral as compared to low
levels of the moderator (estimate = 0.45, SE = 0.15, p =.004, 95% CI [.0177, .785]). This indicates that weak
identification with the joint workgroup reduces the positive indirect effect that constructive (vs destructive) voice
has on leader consultation via perceived voice constructiveness.



Running title: WHEN IDENTIFICATION MATTERS 28

[0.13, 0.56]; neutral: B =0.32, SE=0.10, p =.002; 95%CI [0.12, 0.54]), but not at weak
levels of the moderator (B =0.08, SE =0.12, p = 0.50; 95%CI [- 0.16, 0.31]). However, the
difference between the indirect effects at strong as compared to weak (estimate = 0.25, SE =
0.16, p=.14, 95% CI [- 0.06, 0.60]) or neutral levels (estimate = 0.01, SE =0.15, p = .97,
95% CI [- 0.28, 0.31]) did not reach statistical significance’. Taken together, constructive
voicers were more consulted than destructive voicers because their voice was perceived as a
more constructive irrespective of their strength of social identification. Further, there was a
tendency that constructive voicers were more consulted than supportive voicers due to higher
levels of perceived voice constructiveness when leaders had no reason to believe that the
voicer would be weakly identified with the joint workgroup (i.e., strong and neutral
identification). In sum, we found partial support for Hypothesis 2. Follower social
identification changed leaders’ perceived constructiveness for constructive (but not
supportive, destructive) voice. That is, leaders perceived constructive voice as less
constructive when it was expressed by weakly identified followers rather than strongly
identified followers or followers without information regarding their social identification.
However, there was no conditional indirect effect on leader consultation when constructive
voice was compared to destructive voice. That is, constructive voice was always seen as more
constructive and responded with more consultation than destructive voice. There was
preliminary support for a conditional indirect effect on leader consultation when constructive
voice was compared to supportive voice. The tendency was that constructive voice was
indirectly and positively related to leader consultation only at high and neutral levels of the

moderator, but not for weakly identified voicers.

7 Running the conditional mediation analysis with neutral identification as reference group for the
dummy-coding of the moderator showed that the difference in the indirect effect between neutral and low levels
of the moderator was not statistically significant (estimate = 0.24, SE = 0.16, p = .14, 95% CI [-.072, .577]).
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General Discussion

We integrated Social Exchange and Social Identity theory to predict in how far
follower identification with the joint work group enhances the relationship between
constructive voice and leader consultation via perceived voice constructiveness. We assumed
that follower constructive voice is an invitation for a positive social exchange in that leaders
respond to voice with consultation behavior. Although constructive voice is considered as a
way for followers to contribute to the leadership process, this assumption has barely been
tested empirically. With the goal to determine under which circumstances and why
constructive follower voice provokes leader consultation, we conducted a multi-wave field-
study with employees and two scenario experiments with managers. Findings from the field
study showed that constructive voicers perceived more consultation from their leaders one
month later, when they were stronger rather than weaker identified with the joint workgroup.
Findings from our two experimental studies further showed that without a pre-existing leader-
follower relationship history, cues of weak follower identification were most relevant for
leaders’ intention and decision to consult with followers. That is, weakly identified followers
were consulted less than strongly identified followers or followers for whom leaders had no
cues on their level of identification, because their voice was perceived by leaders as less
constructive. Findings from Study 3 further showed that strong levels of follower social
identification did not strengthen the positive indirect effect of constructive voice on leader
consultation via higher levels of perceived voice constructiveness. Rather, there was a
tendency that weak social identification undermined the positive indirect effect of
constructive voice on leader consultation. Overall, our findings speak to weak social
identification as a hindrance for followers to gain social influence, as leaders perceive their

voice as less constructive and are subsequently less willing to consult with them.
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Theoretical implications

Our research provides theoretical insights into the conditions under which constructive
follower voice is seen as constructive by leaders and leads to a behavioral response in the
sense of social exchange theory. Based on social identity theory, our findings show that
leaders’ perception of voice constructiveness depended upon the follower’s social
identification with the joint workgroup. Leaders evaluated the same voice message as less
constructive when it was delivered from a follower whom they regarded as weakly rather than
strongly identified. This expands earlier research on the content of voice as a driver for
leaders’ evaluation of its value (Burris, 2017) to show that even the same voice content can be
interpreted differently in light of followers’ social identification. While we assumed that
strong identification would lead to higher perceptions of constructiveness and higher
consultation, we found a more differentiated picture. In leader-follower settings with a pre-
existing relational history (Study 1), followers indicated that they received more leader
consultation when they were more strongly identified with the joint workgroup, indicating
that strong social identification can be an asset for followers, helping them to initiate a
positive behavioral exchange by expressing constructive voice. However, in leader-follower
settings without a pre-existing relational history (Study 2 and 3), it was not strong but weak
social identification that drove the effect. Leaders indicated that they would consult less with
constructive voicers who are weakly identified with the joint work group, as they regard their
expressions as a less constructive contribution. This may indicate that in new leader-follower
dyads, voice in itself prompts leaders to make assumptions about follower stable
characteristics such as their identification with the team, similar to what has been labelled as a
fundamental attribution error (Ross, 1977) where behavioral information is overemphasized
as an indicator of personality. If future research finds further examples of such a connection,

this has interesting implications for the integration of social identity theory and social
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exchange theory, in that some types of offers of exchange due conclusions about identity in
observers.

Our research moves the focus from voice-specific (e.g., voice endorsement, support,
implementation; Isaakyan et al., 2021; Schreurs et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2022) or career-
related leader responses (e.g., performance, promotability, salary; X. Huang et al., 2018;
Sibunruang & Kawai, 2022) towards leader consultation as indicator of leaders’ granting
followers a say in issues beyond those initially raised. Recently, scholars shifted attention to
relational voice outcomes (Kim et al., 2023) and demonstrated that — particularly when
leaders advocated high originality — constructive voice can improve the relational exchange
between leaders and followers, because it provides leaders with valuable resources (A. J. Xu
et al., 2023). We extend these findings in two important ways. First, rather than focusing on
dyadic relationship quality, we investigated a more behavioral type of exchange from both
sides of the leadership equation. Second, we found that constructive voice is not always seen
as equally constructive by leaders. Indeed, leaders did not recognize the constructive value of
constructive voice that was raised by weakly identified followers, with consequences for their
willingness to consult them further. This highlights that leader consultation, as a longer-term
behavioral voice outcome, is undermined when leaders see followers as weakly identified
with the joint workgroup.

Finally, our findings contribute to the relationship between voice and subsequent voice
opportunities. Recently, scholars tapped into more dynamic approaches for understanding the
relationship between voice and followers’ subsequent voice intention, showing that leaders’
immediate responses to voice (i.e., voice endorsement and the explanations they provide for
non-endorsement; King et al., 2019; Wu et al., 2021) determined followers subsequently
willingness to engage in voice. Our findings complement this research in that we show that
constructive voice itself can promote subsequent voice opportunities offered by the leader:

Leaders are less willing to foster contributions of some voicers (i.e., those weakly identified),
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thereby reducing followers’ subsequent opportunities to contribute to decision making due to
not consulting them. For voicing followers who send signals of being weakly identified with
the joint workgroup, constructive voice may thus backfire in that they receive less subsequent
voice opportunities in the form of leader consultation. As prior research showed that lower
levels of leader consultation in turn reduce followers’ voice engagement (Sherf et al., 2019;
Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2012), and indicate that it may not be safe to express voice (Duan et
al., 2020), our results might help to break this cycle by encouraging followers to be clear
about their identification with the team.
Practical Implications

One practical recommendation is that followers who raise voice need to be mindful of
any cues that may indicate a weak identification with the joint workgroup, hindering their
leaders to perceive the constructive value of their voice (e.g., inclusiveness of language;
Weiss et al., 2018). As leaders in our experimental studies evaluated the constructiveness of
voice based on how identified they perceived the voicer, it might be important to help leaders
understand that constructive voice can also origin from weakly identified followers. As such,
trainings can help leaders to assess voice more objectively based on its content rather than the
source. In fact, if leaders respond to voice from weakly identified followers with consultation,
this could help the respective followers to feel more included, which might in turn strengthen
their social identification. This links to recent findings showing that leaders’ behavioral
response to a voicer and their message can affect voicers’ identification with the joint work
group. That is, when leaders endorse voice and grant the credits to the voicer, it increases
voicers’ social identification as they feel more respected (H. Johnson et al., 2024).
Limitations and Future Research

Our research combines correlational and experimental methodologies and collects data
from different perspectives. Yet, limitations remain. While we extend prior research on voice-

specific leader responses (e.g., voice endorsement) into more general and longer-term leader
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consultation, our research does not account for a possible further circular exchange process,
that is, a possible spiral starting with one voice event that leads to consultation, leading to
further voice, and further consultation (e.g., Kim et al., 2023). Particularly, our Study 1 is
correlational and focuses on employee perceptions in a sample in which leader-follower-
relationships were already established. Although controlling for relationship tenure did not
alter our results, future research should examine voice and consultation in newly formed
leader-follower-dyads, as well as over a longer period of time (e.g., repeated measurements
across several months) to more fully capture the interactive process and identify in which
ways it may result in objectively improved leadership decision-making. Especially a focus on
dyads and their mutual perceptions of and behavioral responses towards each other would be
a fruitful extension of our research. Although our research collected data from direct reports
(Study 1) and managers (Study 2 and 3) respectively, the interactive and processual nature
that underpins our theorizing can only be fully captured with leader-follower dyads. Future
research could thereby simultaneously consider both behavioral (e.g., consultation) and
relationship (e.g., LMX) exchanges between leaders and followers, investigating the role of
follower social identification for both the formation of affective and behavioral exchange
processes in response to constructive follower voice. This could build on prior research that
indicated a positive relationship between follower constructive voice and leaders’ perception
of LMX with the voicer (H.-L. Liang & Yeh, 2019; A. J. Xu et al., 2023). Finally, studying
reciprocal leader-follower-processes over longer time frames can further indicate potential
ceiling effects in leaders’ positive response to voicing followers. In fact, a recent work
pointed to a potential downside of leader consultation: When leaders showed strong (vs.
weak) levels of consultation, they viewed voice as a fulfilment of their expectations rather
than an expression of followers’ proactivity, and provided voicing followers with less reward

(Park et al., 2022).
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Measuring leader consultation in our experimental research via both a scale and a
behavioral decision is a strength of the present study. At the same time, the behavioral
decision still comes with limitations. For example, we asked participants to decide whether or
not they would like to recommend the voicing employee for a project on which they would
work together. Albeit working on a project provides the opportunities to consult, participants
may not have considered the notion of consultation in their decision. We thus recommend
future research to conduct lab experiments in which participants interact in a controlled
setting and consultation behavior can be directly observed. Future research could also
combine our results with research on leader characteristics stimulating a negative response to
voice, explaining why leaders react to weakly identified followers’ voice more negatively
than to voice by strongly identified voicers or when they do not have information about
identification. An interesting research question might be if leaders who perceive voicing
followers as weakly identified with the work group feel threatened (e.g., ego, image, or
competence threat; Fast et al., 2014; Isaakyan et al., 2021; Popelnukha et al., 2021; Sijbom et
al., 2015b), and thus decide to consult less with them in subsequent interactions.

Further, for Study 3, we compared constructive (challenging and promotive) with
supportive (not challenging but promotive), and destructive (challenging but not promotive)
voice. Contrasting different types of voice aligns with previous experimental research (e.g.,
constructive vs. supportive voice; Burris, 2012; Duan, Lin, et al., 2022; E. Xu et al., 2020),
and offers fine-grained insight into different defining aspects of constructive voice (i.e.,
challenging nature and constructive intent). However, the limitation remains that contrasting
different types of voice does not answer whether the effect of social identification on leader
consultation would also be present when a follower does not express voice at all.
Operationalizing no or low levels of constructive voice in experimental studies has been
proven challenging as some manipulations opted to manipulate silence (e.g., X. Liu et al.,

2023 Study 1; Weiss & Morrison, 2019 Study 2), which describes followers withholding
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ideas, concerns, or information about problems (Knoll & van Dick, 2013; Morrison, 2023),
and represents more than just an absence of constructive voice (Knoll & van Dick, 2013). A
promising approach for future research can be found in Parker et al. (2022) who manipulate
the frequency of voice by varying the number of ideas that followers raise across two
meetings.

Finally, we would like to discuss potential limitations with regards to our sampling
approach via crowdsourcing platforms. Although online panels are a reliable and appropriate
source of convenience sample data (e.g., Buhrmester et al., 2011; Landers & Behrend, 2015;
Walter et al., 2019), careful methodological and ethical considerations are required. We
followed recommendations to ensure the appropriateness of the sample and the data quality
(e.g., sample inclusion criteria; post-hoc data screening; Cheung et al., 2017; Fleischer et al.,
2015). Further, we adhered to recommendations to mitigate ethical concerns, such as relying
on good payment, transparent information on compensation in the consent form, as well as
detailed explanations for participants whose payment was rejected (e.g., due to missed
attention checks) (Du et al., 2024). Despite these efforts, limitations may remain, in particular
when investigating leadership and team processes. Due to the nature of the data, online
samples give access to the perspective of one individual in isolation of their social context at
work. This limits more detailed insights into the social context, including participants’ teams,
their managers or direct reports, and their organizational context that go beyond socio-
demographic information. Further, employees may have distinct characteristics that may favor
self-selection to become part of crowdsourcing platforms (e.g., interest in monetary
incentives, inherent enjoyment in study participation; Cheung et al., 2017). Self-selection may
also play a role at the study level (Du et al., 2024), such that participants signing up to our
research were particularly interested in learning more about teamwork and leadership. Finally,
our inclusion criteria for Study 1 to recruit participants that hold an academic degree could

further fuel selection biases as it targeted a professional sample of highly skilled individuals.
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Nevertheless, we are confident that our paper offers fruitful insights that should be extended
in terms of generalizability in future research.
Conclusion

The present research determines whether and why followers’ social identification with
the joint work group drives leader consultation as a behavioral response to constructive voice.
While we find that followers’ social identification increased the positive relationship between
constructive voice and leader consultation in long-standing leader-follower relationships, the
pattern was different when leaders had no long-standing relational history with the voicer.
Without pre-existing relational history, leaders intended to consult more with voicing
followers for whom they had no reason to believe that they would be weakly identified with
the joint workgroup. This was explained by leaders perceiving voice of weakly identified
followers as a less constructive contribution to the organization, and thus refrained from
consulting them on issues beyond those initially raised. Followers, leaders, and organizations
should emphasize social identification in voice processes to keep leaders from reacting
negatively to voicing followers and thereby possibly hindering a positive and fruitful
leadership process.

Data Availability Statement

The data and analysis code that support the findings of the experimental studies are
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https://osf.io/re2p5/?view_only=84dda3{6f4e9405a908769543589baff. Data for Study 1 can

be made available by the corresponding author upon request.
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Tables

Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among Variables in Study 1

Variable M

1. Follower gender®

0.42
2. Leader-follower interaction frequency® 2.84
3. Follower social identification (t1) 3.59
4. Follower constructive voice (t2) 3.55
5. Perceived leader consultation (t3) 3.40

SD

0.49

0.73

0.73

0.95

1.00

1

22%*

.08, .36]

.14

[-.01, .28]

.08

[-.06, .23]

.07

[-.08, .21]

.01

[-.14, .16]

-.02

[-.17, .13]

.04

[-.11,.19]

3 4
26%*

[.12, .40]

36** 2 8%*
[.22, 48] [.14, 41]

Note. N =177 employees. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correlation. Measurement points (t1, t2, t3) were
separated by approx. 4 weeks, respectively.  Gender is coded as 0 = male, 1 = female. ° Leader-follower interaction frequency is coded as 1 = less
than once/week, 2 = minimum once/week, 3 = each day, 4 = multiple times/day. * indicates p <.05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Table 2. Results from Regression Analyses in Study 1.

DV = Perceived Leader Consultation (Time 3)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variables B SE p B SE B SE »p
Intercept 3.13 0.34 <.001 1.00 0.48 .04 3.80 1.34 .01
Gender 0.12 0.16 74 0.00 0.15 .99 0.05 0.15 .72
Frequency of interaction 0.04 0.11 43 0.06 0.10 .52 0.03 0.10 .73
Social Identification (Time 1) 0.42 0.10 <.001 -0.41 0.39 .29
Constructive Voice (Time 2) 0.21 0.08 .01 -0.56 035 .11
Constructive Voice * Social Identification 0.22 0.10 .03
R2 0.01 0.17 0.19
F statistic F(2,174)=0.44 .64 F(4,172)=28.62 <.001 F(5,171)=8.05 <.001

Note. N =177 employees. Gender coded as 0 =male, 1 = female. Frequency of interaction with leader coded as 1= less than once per week, 2 = minimum
once per week, 3 = every day, 4 = multiple times per day).
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Table 3. Breakdown of Participants per Condition in Study 2 and Study 3.

53

Social Identification study2 / Study3

Voice Type study2 / Study3

Voicer Gender

N Study2 / Study3

Strong (n =66/ 175) Constructive (n = 66 / 59) Female 33/28
Male 33/31

Destructive ( -/ n=57) Female 29

Male 28

Supportive ( -/ n=59) Female 28

Male 31
Weak (n=65/173) Constructive (n =65/ 57) Female 31/31
Male 34/26

Destructive (- / n = 56) Female 30

Male 26

Supportive (- / n = 60) Female 30

Male 30
Neutral (n =68/ 180) Constructive (n =68 / 61) Female 34/28
Male 34/33

Destructive (- / n = 60) Female 29

Male 31

Supportive (- / n = 59) Female 31

Male 28

Notes. N =199 (Study 2) and N = 528 (Study 3).
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Table 4 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations with Confidence Intervals for Study 2

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5

1. Constructively-voicing follower social

identification® (strong vs. neutral) 0.49 0.50
2. anstmph:ely—vowmg follower social 0.50 0.50 NA
identification® (strong vs. weak)
3. Conitructlvely-vmcmg follower 0.49 0.50 00 02
gender
[-.17, .17] [-.15, .19]
4. Perceived voice constructiveness 5.56 0.91 .10 A45%* .07
[-.08, .26] [.30, .58] [-.07, 21]
5. Leader consultation intention 5.15 0.90 -.03 35k .06 STE*
[-.20, .14] [.19, .49] [-.08, .20] [.46, .65]
6. Leader consultation decision® 0.56 0.50 A3 42%* .02 A1** A1%*
[-.04, .30] [27,.55]  [-.12,.16] [.28, .52] [.29,.52]

Note. N =199 managers. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correlation. * Dummy coded: 0 = neutral or weak
social identification, 1 = strong social identification; ®* Dummy coded 0 = Eric, 1 = Erica; © Dummy coded 0 = no recommendation for project, 1 =
recommendation for project. * indicates p <.05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Table 5. Manipulation of Follower Voice Type in Study 3
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Expression of hurtful, critical, or debasing opinions
(e.g., bad-mouthing, overly criticizing).

Voice Type Definition (Maynes & Podsakoft, 2014) Manipulation
Constructive Challenging and promotive follower expression “The strategy is focusing on advertising the new product at sporting
Expression of ideas, information, opinions that are | events. But do people at these events really care about French Fries?
focused on effecting change (e.g., proposing ideas Recent market research shows that people don’t pay attention and easily
and improvements). forget products that they try at these kinds of events. I thus have
difficulties to see it working. Instead, I propose to go with an online
campaign. Advertisement with online banners on social media like
Facebook or Twitter should get customers attention much better than the
current strategy. I am confident that the sales number will be higher and
hit the target if the strategy is changed to an intensive online marketing.”
Supportive Non-challenging but promotive follower expression | “The strategy is focusing on advertising the new product at sporting
Expression of support for worthwhile work-related | events. I agree that people at these events will care about French Fries. As
procedures (e.g., supporting or defending ideas or you say, recent market research shows that people will pay attention and
policies). remember products that they try at these events as. Despite what others in
the group might think, I see it working. A campaign at sports events can
advertise healthy features of the French Fries. I am confident that the
sales number will hit the target if we go with the proposed event
marketing strategy.”
Destructive Challenging but non-promotive follower expression | “The strategy is focusing on advertising the new product at sporting

events. But do people at these events really care about French Fries?
People don’t pay attention and easily forget products that they try at these
kinds of events. I can’t see it working. I don’t agree at all that people at
these events will care about French Fries. This is another one of these
nonsense campaigns that is typically supported by management in this
organization. By all means, this event marketing strategy is rubbish. It is
a waste of time, and it will lead nowhere. I don’t see it working at all.”
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Table 6. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among Study Variables in Study 3.

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Follower voice?® 0.50 0.50
(constructive vs. supportive)
2. Follower voice? 0.51 0.50 NA
(constructive vs. destructive)
3. Follower social identification® 0.49 0.50 -.01 .00
(strong vs neutral) [-.14, .12] [-.12,.13]
4. Follower social identification® 0.50 0.50 .01 .00 NA
(strong vs weak) [-.12,.14] [-.13,.13]
5. Follower gender® 0.50 0.50 -.01 -.02 -.00 -.04
[-.11,.10] [-.12, .09] [-.11,.10] [-.14, .07]
6. Display order 0.48 0.50 .06 -.04 .01 -.02 -.02
[-.05, .16] [-.14, .06] [-.10, .11] [-.13, .08] [-.10, .07]
7. Perceived voice constructiveness 4.44 1.58 20%* 67F* .08 7% -.03 -.07
[.09, .29] [.61,.72] [-.02, .18] [.06, .27] [-.12, .05] [-.16, .01]
8. Leader consultation intention 4.90 1.05 .00 J1** -.03 3% .01 -.08 62 %*
[-.10, .11] [.21, .40] [-.13, .08] [.03, .24] [-.07,.10] [-.16, .01] [.56, .67]

Note. N = 528 managers. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correlation. * Dummy coded: 0 = supportive or
destructive voice; ® Dummy coded: 0 = neutral or weak social identification, 1 = strong social identification; * Dummy coded 0 = Eric, 1 = Erica; *
indicates p <.05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Table 7. Means and Standard Deviations for Conditions in Study 3.

Condition Voice Condition Identification | N Perceived Voice Constructiveness Leader Consultation
Constructive Voice | Strong identification 59 5.66 (1.11) 5.18 (1.18)

Weak identification 57 4.80 (1.24) 4.94 (0.96)

Neutral 61 5.54 (0.96) 5.25(0.95)
Destructive Voice Strong identification 57 3.33 (1.40) 4.69 (0.89)

Weak identification 56 3.03 (1.50) 4.14 (1.17)

Neutral 60 2.83 (1.23) 4.48 (1.09)
Supportive Voice Strong identification 59 5.05 (1.17) 5.05(0.94)

Weak identification 60 4.65 (1.16) 4.97 (0.88)

Neutral 59 4.94 (1.15) 5.35(0.84)

Note: Standard deviations in brackets.
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Figures

Figure 1. Interaction Effect of Constructive Follower Voice and Follower Social

Identification on Leader Consultation (Study 1).
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Figure 2. Leader Consultation Decision as a Function of Constructive Voicer Social

Identification (Study 2).
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Note. The Y-axis displays the number of participants that decided to write a recommendation
letter for the follower who expressed constructive voice, indicating their consultation

decision.

Figure 3. Graphical Display of Sensitivity Analysis (Study 2).
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Note. Mediation effect of voicer social identification (strong vs. weak) on leader consultation
intention as a function of sensitivity parameter p.
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Figure 4. Perceived voice constructiveness as a function of follower voice type and follower

social identification.
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