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ABSTRACT KEYWORDS
Control-oriented HRM, performance appraisal dissatisfaction, and reputa- HRM; LMX; performance
tion concern are found to have a “muzzling effect” on teachers, partly appraisal; reputation
through leader-member exchange. Does this effect vary with the level of ~ Management; voice
(a) marketization, and (b) school popularity and privilege? These questions

are examined using survey data from Norwegian upper secondary school

teachers (N=1055), and analyzed with path analysis and bootstrapping.

Results support some, but not all, hypotheses. Analyses show that the

inhibiting effects of performance appraisal dissatisfaction and reputation

concern on employee voice are stronger in the highly marketized school

field of Oslo than in schools in other areas, and vary with marketization

level. The inhibiting effect of reputation concern on voice is stronger in

privileged than in marginalized schools and varies with the level of privil-

ege. No such patterns for the inhibiting effects of control-oriented HRM

and PA dissatisfaction are found. The findings indicate that reputation

management theory takes center stage, as voice is regarded as a reputa-

tion management tool. Institutional logics are too found to be crucial

when understanding the results. Implications are tied to reputation con-

cerns, leading to a stronger muzzling effect on teachers in marketized

areas than elsewhere, and in privileged schools as compared to marginal-

ized schools. This calls for caution with regard to differing marketization

and privilege levels in school settings.

Introduction

The last decade’s major conflicts related to the school field in the Norwegian capital of Oslo
(Malkenes 2014; Haugen 2020) are the backdrop of this article. Fueled by New Public Management
reforms in the 1990s and early 2000s, school authorities “took a neoliberal approach to school poli-
cies, resulting in increased assessment, a national test system, per capita funding, and a system of
accountability” (Dahle 2022, 178; Haugen 2021; Krejsler and Moos 2021). This neoliberal turn was
met with criticism and public debate. The resulting marketization and focus on reputation building
and branding have led to restrictions on teacher voice and public silence in upper secondary
schools (Dahle 2022; Dahle and Weeraas 2020). The empirical focus of the present article is on
examining whether voice restrictions vary with level of marketization and school privilege.

As public sector schools in Norway serve the public interest by providing quality education for
all “regardless of social and cultural background” (Imsen, Blossing, and Moos 2017, 568; Myhre
2021; Pinheiro et al. 2019), teacher silence is unexpected. One could expect that agents for the
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public interest, here teachers, engaged in public debate. But teachers seldom express their opin-
ions in public forums. Such limited use of voice is arguably linked to the last two decades’ overall
educational policy based on deregulation and marketization of the school field (Haugen 2020),
implying that schools need to build and protect their reputation to succeed in the current quasi-
market. Here, the use of voice is seen as a potential hazard, and unwanted use of voice is sanc-
tioned through the HRM function (Dahle and Waeraas 2020).

Introducing a free choice of schools with grades as the sole criteria for admission in a city
strongly divided along economical, social, and ethnic lines, that is, Oslo (Ljunggren and Andersen
2015; Haandrikman et al. 2023) has created huge reputational differences, with reputable, privi-
leged schools receiving a wealth of student applications, and less reputable, marginalized schools
not receiving enough applications to fill their available places (Haugen 2020). Such pronounced
differences in market position seem to affect employee voice, so that voice is more restricted in
privileged schools than in marginalized schools (Dahle and Weraas 2020). Relatedly, deregulation
involves the introduction and use of practices rooted in instrumentality and accountability,
including a somewhat control-oriented HRM approach and, relatedly, performance appraisal of
teachers, leading to a “muzzling effect” on teachers (Dahle 2022).

The present article examines whether factors like reputation concern, control-oriented HRM,
and dissatisfaction with performance appraisal have an inhibiting effect on teacher voice in three
different geographical areas characterized by different levels of school marketization, reflecting
the extent that the inhibiting effect varies with the level of marketization. Additionally, as both
reputation concern and control levels seem to differ with school popularity and privilege (Dahle
and Weraas 2020), the article examines whether the inhibiting effect on voice differs between
privileged and marginalized schools in Oslo.

Relatively few scholars have examined inhibitors to teacher voice (Zeng and Xu 2020; Sagnak
2017; Algarni 2020). Even fewer have examined whether reputation concern, control-oriented
HRM, and performance appraisal dissatisfaction inhibit teacher voice. No studies examining
whether this varies with marketization level, level of popularity, or degree of privilege were found.
Hence, the overall research question for the present study is:

To which extent does the inhibiting effect of reputation concern, control-oriented HRM and performance
appraisal dissatisfaction on teacher voice vary with level of marketization and school privilege?

This study is a response to a call for research by Mowbray, Wilkinson, and Tse (2015), who
identified a lack of research on voice in relation to HRM, organizational behavior, and employment
relations. The article contributes to present scholarship in several ways. First, it examines the pos-
ition of voice for employees in public sector organizations exposed to market forces. Second, it pro-
vides an examination of whether variables like reputation concern, control-oriented HRM, and
performance appraisal dissatisfaction function as voice inhibitors. Third, the article contributes by
testing leadership, namely leader-member exchange, as a mediator. Fourth, the study uncovers that
reputation concern and PA dissatisfaction has a stronger inhibiting effect on voice in the marke-
tized Oslo school field than in other areas. Fifth, the mediating effect of LMX is found to be, for
the most part, stronger in Oslo than in other areas, and stronger in privileged than in marginalized
schools. Theoretically, the article contributes by viewing voice as a tool for building and managing
reputation, and by viewing voice restrictions as a response to institutional market logics.

In the following section, the theoretical perspectives and hypotheses for the study are pre-
sented, followed by the methodological strategy, empirical findings, and discussion. The concep-
tual model for the study is shown in Figure 1.

Theory and hypotheses

In his seminal work, Hirschman (1970, 30) regarded voice as “any attempt at all to change, rather
than to escape from, an objectionable state of affairs, whether through individual or collective
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Figure 1. Conceptual model for analysis of data for each subsample.

petition to the management directly in charge, through appeal to a higher authority with the inten-
tion of forcing a change in management, or through various types of actions or protests, including
those that are meant to mobilize public opinion.” Hirschman’s take on employee voice involves
reacting to something which is negative. Later much of the research on voice had a more support-
ive flair, with improvement as the main goal (Zhang, Liang, and Li 2019; Morrison 2011; Dyne,
Ang, and Botero 2003). The present article argues that the voice construct should encompass both
a supportive and a less supportive and critical dimension. This is particularly pertinent in settings
where organizations are exposed to market pressure and engage in reputation building.

Voice as a reputation management tool

As schools in marketized settings compete for students, their reputation is defined as “a collective
representation of a brand’s past actions and results that describes the brand’s ability to deliver
valued outcomes to multiple stakeholders” (Harris and de Chernatony 2001, 445), and is key to
attract high-performing students, and thus, public funding. To build a strong brand, an organiza-
tion’s identity needs to correspond with its reputation, so the gap between them is as small as
possible (Javed et al. 2020). If the gap is large, managers need to “work with staff to reduce these
gaps and eliminate incongruence” (Harris and de Chernatony 2001, 445; De Chernatony 1999).
In such situations, an imperative is to get employees to speak with “one single voice” (Xiong
et al. 2019; Argenti and Forman 2002), and not act as “brand saboteurs” (Peng et al. 2021; Ind
2001). Employees’ use of voice arguably carries a risk, as they might communicate something that
can harm the desired reputation.

In contrast to traditional views of reputation management, where employees are trusted to be
“corporate ambassadors” (Brockhaus et al. 2020; Alsop 2004), recent studies find that voice
restrictions and message control, not corporate ambassadorship, is the preferred strategy by
employers eager to get their employees to support and build the brand (Waeraas and Dahle 2020;
Dahle and Waraas 2020). On this note, voice is defined as not only a means to improve, but also
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to alter or change the current working of an organization. Building on the work by Hirschman
(1970), Bashshur and Oc (2015, 1531) define voice as “the discretionary or formal expression of
ideas, opinions, suggestions, or alternative approaches directed to a specific target inside or out-
side of the organization with the intent to change an objectionable state of affairs or to improve
the current functioning of the organization, group, or individual.” They position voice as
“problem focused, change oriented, and constructive” (Bashshur and Oc 2015, 1531). The con-
structive dimension is about improving, that is, making contributions to enhance the running of
the organization. Objectionable sides of the organization are at the core of the problem dimen-
sion, which involves contributing to solving a problem. The change dimension carries a wish to
alter the current state of the organization. According to Bashshur and Oc, “a change motive is
the common factor across most definitions of voice,” and “changing the current state of affairs
should be the most proximal dependent variable of voice” (Bashshur and Oc 2015, 1531).

The dimensions correspond with the constructs of promotive and prohibitive voice, developed
by Liang, Farh, and Farh (2012). The constructive dimension is mirrored in the promotive voice,
defined as “employees’ expression of new ideas or suggestions for improving the overall function-
ing of their work unit or organization” (Liang, Farh, and Farh 2012, 74). Prohibitive voice,
defined as “employees’ expression of concern about work practices, incidents, or employee behav-
ior that are harmful to their organization” (Liang, Farh, and Farh 2012, 74; Liang, Shu, and Farh
2019), mirrors the critical dimension. For reputation management purposes, employers seem to
want to restrict the use of prohibitive voice (Dahle and Weeraas 2020; Wilkinson, Sun, and
Mowbray 2020).

Voice restrictions in light of institutional logic responses

The present article advances the argument that organizations’ responses to institutional logics
reflect their efforts to build a favorable reputation, which, in turn, may lead to voice restrictions.

As a consequence of the economization of public sector upper secondary schools, the school
field works as a quasi-market (Rasmussen and Dovemark 2022) induced with an institutional
logic commonly present in markets (Ertimur and Coskuner-Balli 2015). Not surprisingly, bureau-
cratic (Costa Oliveira, Lima Rodrigues, and Craig 2023; Weber 1978), professional (Puaca 2021;
Hattke, Vogel, and Woiwode 2016; Bukve 2012), and administrative logics (Selwyn 2023; Vican,
Friedman, and Andreasen 2020) may be active in this particular field, as well, but market logics
are found to be particularly influential in the school field (Pietila and Pinheiro 2021; Dahle 2020;
Pages 2021; Lee, Kwan, and Li 2020). Moreover, the perfusing qualities of market logics may dif-
fer with the degree of marketization (Dahle 2021), and to some extent, with school privilege. As
follows, such variations may lead to organizations facing institutional logics in different ways.
Different responses may explain why organizations demonstrate different employee voice manage-
ment strategies: Schools that are highly exposed to market forces may be infused with market log-
ics, and, as a consequence, may be highly concerned about their reputation, which again may
lead to restrictions on teacher voice. Schools less exposed to market pressure are probably less
affected by market logics and are less reputation sensitive, allowing for teacher voice.

Based on this reasoning, the results in the present article are examined and analyzed in light
of institutional logics theory, including responses to institutional logics. The construct of institu-
tional logics is defined as “the socially constructed, historical patterns of material practices,
assumptions, values, beliefs, and rules by which individuals produce and reproduce their material
subsistence, organize time and space, and provide meaning to their social reality” (Thornton and
Ocasio 1999, 804). Such patterns materialize as mere belief systems affecting the cognitive, behav-
ioral, and communicative actions of organizational members (Alford and Friedland 1985;
Friedland and Alford 1991; DiMaggio 1979; Durand and Thornton 2018). Thornton and Ocasio
(1999, 804) even see it as a guide to “interpret the organizational reality.” Logics are embedded in
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vital institutions in society, such as capitalism, bureaucracy, democracy, family, and truth (incor-
porating religion and science) (Friedland and Alford 1991). This was developed by Thornton and
Ocasio (1999) and Thornton (2004) to include institutions like the state, the market, the family,
religion, the profession, the corporation, and community (Thornton, Ocasio, and Lounsbury
2012), comprising a set of potential competing logics, particularly in educational institutions
(Shields and Watermeyer 2020; Ingstrup, Aarikka-Stenroos, and Adlin 2021; Henningsson and
Geschwind 2022).

In the present article, the spotlight is on how organizations in general and schools in particular
deal with and respond to prevailing institutional logics (Anderson-Gough et al. 2022). Of particu-
lar interest is the categorization of strategic responses to institutional processes done by Oliver
(1991). She identifies a set of common responses, namely acquiescence, compromise, avoidance,
defiance, and manipulation (Oliver 1991, 152). Defiance is an active response, which is about
actively resisting institutional pressure or logics through dismissal, challenge, or attack.
Manipulation is a less active response, where the primary goal is to change expectations set up by
institutional logics or directly exert influence on the forces that express the prevailing logic.
Avoidance is a response based on steering clear of logics through precluding, buffering, or escap-
ing from institutional logics pressure. Aiming to reach a compromise, the compromise response
strives to balance different logics, accommodate differing institutional elements or logics through
pacifying strategies, or bargain between different stakeholders or logics. The response of acquies-
cence means that organizations either fully adhere to institutional logics (habiting), mimic institu-
tional models based on logics (imitation), or abide by such logics (compliance), and, as such,
acquiesce to the reigning logics. The present article argues that schools in marketized areas facing
prevailing market logics will acquiesce to logics, while schools in less marketized areas may
choose one of the less welcoming responses, and that these differences are linked to different lev-
els of voice restrictions.

Inhibitors of employee voice

Several review articles identify common inhibitors of employee voice, including personality factors
like introversion, lack of initiative, little conscientiousness, and self-perceived status (Morrison
2023), career risks, instrumental job climate, abusive leadership, work place stressors (Morrison
2014; Chamberlin, Newton, and Lepine 2017), lack of high-commitment HRM (Marchington
2007), dissatisfaction with working conditions and wages, and low levels of organizational support
(Ng and Feldman 2012). Dahle (2022) found that both control-oriented HRM, performance
appraisal dissatisfaction, and reputation concern function as inhibitors of employee voice, partly
mediated by the leader-member exchange. Relatedly, schools in a highly marketized area are
found to have a markedly stronger concern for reputation and branding than schools in less mar-
ketized areas (Dahle 2021). In addition, schools exposed to market pressure demonstrated a more
differentiating branding than schools that were less exposed to market forces. Based on studies
showing a positive relationship between voice and reputation management and branding, respect-
ively (Weeraas and Dahle 2020), it is expected that the three independent variables in the present
article have a stronger relationship with employee voice in a marketized area like Oslo than in
less marketized areas. This leads to the following hypotheses:

The inhibiting effect of reputation concern on employee voice is significantly stronger in Oslo than in the
suburbs surrounding the city (Hla), and in the northern county of Troms and Finnmark (HIb).

The inhibiting effect of control-oriented HRM on employee voice is significantly stronger in Oslo than in the
suburbs surrounding the city (H2a), and in the northern county of Troms and Finnmark (H2b).

The inhibiting effect of PA dissatisfaction on employee voice is significantly stronger in Oslo than in the
suburbs surrounding the city (H3a), and in the northern county of Troms and Finnmark (H3b).
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Prior studies indicate that transparency, as a product of reputation management, may lead to
increased control (Gierlich-Joas, Hess, and Neuburger 2020; Byrkjeflot 2015; Christensen,
Morsing, and Cheney 2008), for example through voice restrictions. Other scholars have found
that silence is a way of responding to organizational threats (Pope 2019; Maor, Gilad, and Bloom
2013). Dahle and Weraas (2020) found that voice restrictions vary with reputation and brand
image, with stricter voice restrictions being imposed on teachers in privileged schools than in
marginalized schools. In light of this, it can be expected that the relationships between employee
voice and the three independent variables vary with reputation. The following hypotheses are
tested:

The inhibiting effect of reputation concern on employee voice is significantly stronger in privileged schools than
in marginalized schools in Oslo (H4).

The inhibiting effect of control-oriented HRM on employee voice is significantly stronger in privileged schools
than in marginalized schools in Oslo (H5).

The inhibiting effect of PA dissatisfaction on employee voice is significantly stronger in privileged schools than
in marginalized schools in Oslo (H6).

According to Moller and Skedsmo (2013, 343), the second wave of New Public Management
after 2000 included market-induced changes like “deregulation, efficiency competition, learning
outcomes, and accountability.” It also included “a stronger focus on leadership and
accountability” and the introduction of a “value-based management to increase understanding of
collective goals and norms” (Meller and Skedsmo 2013, 343) in Norwegian schools. As leadership
played a more prominent role (Paulsen and Moos 2020), the relationship between leader and
employee probably came to matter more than before. Leader-member exchange is found to be an
important mediator between independent and dependent variables, including employee voice
(Jiang et al. 2022; Jada and Mukhopadhyay 2019; Chou and Barron 2016; Mowbray, Wilkinson,
and Tse 2015; Morrison 2011). According to Chou and Barron (2016, 1723), “high quality social
exchange relationships allow employees to feel more valued, recognized, heard and involved, and
thereby are more willing to voice.” Hence, it is expected that LMX plays a more prominent role
in highly marketized settings than in less marketized settings. Such a highly marketized setting
may be high schools in Oslo, and/or privileged schools with a favorable reputation to maintain
(Dahle and Weraas 2020). We expect that LMX plays a particularly prominent role in relation-
ships between reputation concern and employee voice. This leads to the following hypotheses:

The mediation effect of LMX on the relationship between reputation concern and employee voice is
significantly stronger in Oslo than in the suburbs surrounding the city (H7a), and in the northern county of
Troms and Finnmark (H7b).

The mediation effect of LMX on the relationship between reputation concern and employee voice is
significantly stronger in privileged schools than in marginalized schools in Oslo (H8).

Methods

The formulated research question was examined using data from public sector upper secondary
schools in Norway. Public sector schools in Norway are part of “the Nordic model of education,”
and offer education of roughly the same quality to all students (Imsen, Blossing, and Moos 2017,
568). Due to a highly regulated private school market (Haugen 2020), there is limited competition
between private and public sector schools. Fueled by New Public Management reforms, however,
neoliberal policies were introduced at the beginning of the new millennium, resulting in wide-
spread student testing, per capita funding, and, partly, free choice of school (Strommen-Bakhtiar
and Timoshenko 2021; Imsen, Blossing, and Moos 2017). The outcome was marketization and
economization of the school field. At the same time, control-oriented HRM practices, including
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rating of employees and voice restrictions, have crept into Norwegian schools (Paulsen and Moos
2020; Dahle and Weeraas 2020; Kuvaas and Dysvik 2016; Revik 2007)

As free choice of school has been introduced as an option for municipalities and is not manda-
tory, the level of marketization varies between areas, with Oslo as the most marketized area
(Haugen 2020; Hovdenak and Stray 2015). In the quasi-market in Oslo schools compete for stu-
dents, a “money follows the student” approach prevails, and accountability is a pronounced fea-
ture (Bjordal 2022; Haugen 2020). As a consequence of market forces, schools’ popularity or
market position, both within Oslo and between Oslo and other areas of the country, varies. Since
public sector schools carry all these dimensions, they constitute a promising setting for examining
relationships between the chosen independent variables and employee voice, and the extent that
these vary with marketization and privilege.

Sample and procedure

The main source of data in the present study is survey data from public sector upper secondary
schools in areas chosen by strategic cluster sampling (Stratton 2021), namely the mostly rural
northern county of Troms and Finnmark, the suburban areas of Follo and Romerike in the
county of Viken, and the urban capital of Oslo. The areas reflect central dimensions in
Norwegian society in general and in the school sector in particular, namely the urban-rural
dimension, the north-south dimension (Blossing, Imsen, and Moos 2014), and different levels of
marketization.

Schools in Oslo were divided into two parts based on market position. In the school system in
Oslo, student grades are the only valid admission criteria, and schools are obliged by law to
accept students with good enough grades. The grades needed for admission thus function as a
measure of schools’ market position, and, as follows, popularity. In the socially, economically,
and ethnically divided city of Oslo (Haandrikman et al. 2023), there are huge differences in
school popularity. Using official admission statistics for 2019/2020 by the Oslo municipal admin-
istration, schools were categorized into marginalized schools (requiring 10-37.4 admission points)
and privileged schools (35.5-60 admission points). Initially, a middle category was identified, as
well. For analytic purposes related to the present article, schools in the middle category were
placed into one of the other two categories.

A web-based questionnaire was in October 2018 electronically distributed to teachers in all
public sector upper secondary schools in the three areas, in a total of 65 schools. The question-
naire was sent to teachers’ email addresses publicly available on the school websites. Sixty percent
of teachers at each school were randomly selected and received the questionnaire, in total 3,414
teachers. Within a month 1,264 responses were received, representing a response rate of 37%.
Responses represented a fair coverage of the teachers and their schools. The 397 responses from
teachers in Oslo schools represented 37.6% of the teachers who received the questionnaire in that
area, while the 422 responses from teachers in the suburbs represented 40.0% of teachers who
received the questionnaire. For responses from teachers in the north, the rate was 19.6%.
Responses were received from all schools in the three areas, and the average number of responses
from each school was 16, indicating a satisfactory coverage of the schools.

After the omission of incomplete responses, 1,055 responses were used. Only responses from
respondents who reported that they had been rated were included. Sample characteristics, as seen
in Table 1, illustrate that the sample was relatively balanced with regard to gender and age, but
was dominated by respondents with higher education compared to lower-educated respondents.
All respondents were informed that the research project had been approved by NSD—Norwegian
Center for Research Data.

All items were assessed on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). Items had been previously validated and published with satisfactory reliability
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Table 1. Sample characteristics.

Gender
Women 52.9%
Men 47.1%
Age
Younger than 29 years 4.9%
30-39 years 17.4%
40-49 years 30.4%
50-59 years 31.4%
60 years or older 15.2%
Education
No higher education* 3.8%
Bachelor degree 37.5%
Master degree or PhD 58.7%

*In some rural areas candidates with no higher education may be employed, at least temporarily,
as teachers due to difficulties with attracting qualified candidates.

and internal consistency at the time of measurement. A few scales were adapted to fit the theoret-
ical model. English worded scales were translated into Norwegian, and translated back into
English (Brislin 1986). Full scales and items are included in Appendix A.

The model and hypotheses were tested with path analysis, which main fore is the facilitation
of simultaneous testing of entire models with related regression relationships (MacKinnon 2008),
including both direct and indirect relationships between variables (Kline 2015). AMOS 27.0 was
used to analyze the data, and bootstrapping was utilized to test indirect effects and mediation
(Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes 2007). Mediation was not tested with the causal steps approach by
Baron and Kenny (1986), but through simultaneous testing of paths (Meule 2019; Zhao, Lynch,
and Chen 2010). Several fit indices (Vandenberg 2006) were applied to assess model fit: First, the
likelihood ratio or “Chi-square” test showed CMIN/df values 3.3 (df=1), indicating a good model
fit. Then the absolute root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), the comparative fit
index (CFI), and the normed fit index (NFI), both incremental, were applied. Results revealed
good model fit: RMSEA =.047, CFI=.997, NFI =.996 (Lei and Wu 2007, 36-37).

As common method bias might affect survey data collected at one point in time, several ex
ante steps were taken to avoid this: A large sample size (Katou and Budhwar 2006), different
measures types (Eisenhardt and Tabrizi 1995), a large number of items, an exhaustive data col-
lecting process (Kintana, Alonso, and Olaverri 2006), and a complex model, all to prevent cogni-
tive mapping by respondents (Chang, Van Witteloostuijn, and Eden 2010). Post ante, a common
latent factor test was conducted (Podsakoff et al. 2003). First, a common latent factor (CLF) was
included in the model, and standardized regression weights were extracted after running the
model. After running the model again without the CLF, regression weights from both models
were compared (MacKenzie and Podsakoff 2012). Very small differences (<0.1) between paths
were found, indicating little common method bias.

Measures

To assess the usability and reliability of items, a pilot study with 80 respondents was completed
first. To explore the factor structure of items, an exploratory factor analysis with principal com-
ponent factoring was carried out on the full set of data using SPSS 26.0. A confirmatory factor
analysis with maximum likelihood estimation was then performed using AMOS 27.0, to assess
the factor structure further.

Control-oriented HRM
An adapted version of the HRM scale by Lepak and Snell (2002) was used to measure the HRM
approach. A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using non-orthogonal direct oblimin rotation,
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Table 2. Factor loading analysis based on a principal component analysis with varimax rotation performed with SPSS for 17
items from the high-commitment scale by Lepak and Snell (2002).

Performance Training and
Empowerment appraisal Compensation  development  Recruitment

Here, employees can routinely make .80

changes in the way that they perform

their jobs.
Here, employees are empowered to make .83

decisions.
Here, employees have jobs that include a .60

wide variety of tasks.
Here, the recruitment/selection process 61

focuses on their ability to contribute to
our strategic objectives.
Here, the recruitment/selection process .76
focuses on selecting the best all-round
candidate, regardless of the specific job.
Here, the recruitment/selection process .67
places priority on employees’ potential
to learn.
Here, training activities for employees are .78
comprehensive.
Here, training activities for employees are 81
continuous.
Here, training activities for employees strive .76
to develop firm-specific skills/knowledge.
Here, performance appraisals for employees .66
are based on input from multiple
sources (peers, subordinates).

Here, performance appraisals for employees 71
emphasize employee learning.
Here, performance appraisals for employees 77

focus on their contribution to our
strategic objectives.

Here, performance appraisals for employees .69
include developmental feedback.

Here, compensation/rewards for employees .81
include an extensive benefits package.

Here, compensation/rewards include .82
employee ownership programs.

Here, compensation/rewards for employees .70
provide incentives for new ideas.

and a CFA with varimax rotation (Cattell 2012; Tabachnick, Fidell, and Ullman 2007) showed
that factors were uncorrelated. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test showed meritorious/marvelous sam-
pling adequacy (.89) (Kaiser 1974). The Bartlett’s test of sphericity revealed significance at the
.000-level. All items, as shown in Table 2, had an eigenvalue higher than 1 and a factor loading
of .60 or higher. The items are loaded on five factors: Compensation, empowerment, performance
appraisal, recruitment, and training and development. The factors corresponded with HR practi-
ces commonly associated with high-commitment HRM (Boon and Kalshoven 2014; Lepak and
Snell 2002). Reverse coding was applied for the scale to reflect control-oriented HRM. The rotated
factors captured 64.11% of the variance, and there were no cross-loadings. The scale consisted of
16 items and had a Cronbach’s alpha value of o =.84.

Performance appraisal dissatisfaction

The three-item satisfaction with the performance appraisal system scale developed by Giles and
Mossholder (1990) was used to measure teacher’s satisfaction with the PA system. Instead of the
original 6-point Likert scale a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree), was used. The coding was reversed to get a scale reflecting dissatisfaction. A sample item
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is: “Generally, I feel the organization has an excellent performance appraisal system.” A principal
component analysis extracted only one component. The Bartlett’s test was significant at the .000-
level, and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin gave a value of .74. The scale had a Cronbach’s alpha
of o=.90.

Reputation concern

The schools’ concern for their reputation was measured with a further developed version of the
six-item scale by Waeraas (2014, 197). The items were reworded to fit research in all organiza-
tions, and three items were adjusted to better reflect concern for reputation in school settings.
Items were assessed on a 5-point Likert scale with a range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). A sample item is: “Management are concerned about improving the organization’s
reputation.” Only one component was extracted by a principal component analysis. The Bartlett’s
test of sphericity was significant at the .000-level, and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value was .88. The
scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of o =.86.

Leader-member exchange (LMX)

The quality of the dyadic relationship between leader and employee was measured using the scale
by Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995). A 5-point scale ranging from “none” to “very high” was used. A
sample item is: Regardless of the amount of formal authority your leader has, what are the chances
that he/she would “bail you out” at his/her expense. Graen and Uhl-Bien state that “the LMX con-
struct has multiple dimensions, but these dimensions are so highly correlated they can be tapped
into with the single measure of LMX” (Graen and Uhl-Bien 1995, 237), explaining why two com-
ponents were extracted by a principal component analysis. The scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of
o=.85. The Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant at the .000-level, and the Kaiser-Meyer—
Olkin value was .83.

Employee voice

The 10 item scale by Liang, Farh, and Farh (2012), translated into Norwegian by Svendsen,
Unterrainer, and Jensson (2018), was used to measure employee voice. The prohibitive and pro-
motive dimensions were measured with five items each, and assessed on a 5-point Likert scale
spanning from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Sample items include “I make construct-
ive suggestions to improve the unit’s operation” (promotive) and “I dare to point out problems
when they appear in the unit, even if that would hamper relationships with other colleagues” (pro-
hibitive). A principal component analysis extracted two components, one for each of the two
dimensions. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value was .91, and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was sig-
nificant (.000). The Cronbach’s alpha value was o =.88.

Of several control variables included in the questionnaire, the variables gender, age, and
received rating were included in the model. Other control variables had no effect on the depend-
ent variable and were thus excluded from the model (Becker 2005). Gender was dummy-coded
(female = 1, male = 0), age was operationalized in actual numbers, and received rating was oper-
ationalized on a high, medium, and low level.

Results

Table 3 shows means, standard deviations, and correlations for the full set of data. Control-
oriented HRM, PA dissatisfaction, reputation concern, and LMX are all significantly correlated to
employee voice. The highest are correlations between control-oriented HRM and PA dissatisfac-
tion (r=0.43) and LMX (r=0.43). Yet, the variance inflation factor (VIF) for each independent
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Table 3. Means, standard errors, and correlations.

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(1) Control-oriented HRM 3.17 040
(2) Rating dissatisfaction 219 1.02 043
(3) Reputation concern 392 084 0.15%  —0.02
(4) Leader-member exchange  3.55 0.77  0.41** 0.31%* —.04%*
(5) Employee voice 3.64 064 0.29%* 0.23%* 0.06* 0.26**
(6) Received rating 0.83 0.14 0.15** 0.11%* 0.01 —0.18%*  —0.15%*
(7) Gender (female) 0.53 0.50 0.03 0.07* 0.11%* 0.03 0.06 —0.02
(8) Age 434 109 0.04* —0.06* —0.06* 0.02 0.14** —0.09%*  —0.06*

Correlations = Pearson’s R. **p < 0.01 level; *p < 0.05, two-tailed. N=1055.

Table 4. Direct, indirect, and total effects.

Employee voice

Direct effect Indirect effect Total effect

North

PA dissatisfaction .029 —.064* —.035

Control-oriented HRM —.285%H* —.044% —.320%F*

Reputation concern .028 —.008 .020
Suburbs

PA dissatisfaction —.068 —.029* —.098

Control-oriented HRM —.148* —.009 —.157%

Reputation concern —.066 —.002 —.067
Oslo

PA dissatisfaction —.108* —.055%** —.163%*

Control-oriented HRM —.239%%* —.097%%* —.330%**

Reputation concern —.113% —.029%* —.1471%*
Oslo, privileged

PA dissatisfaction —.086 —.034 —.120

Control-oriented HRM —.212%%* —.102* —.314%K*

Reputation concern —.189** —.049% —.238%**
Oslo, marginalized

PA dissatisfaction —.033 —.037 —.070

Control-oriented HRM — 432%H* —.061 — 493HH*

Reputation concern —.103 —.016 -.119

%D < 0.01 level; **p < 0.05 level; *p < 0.10 level.

variable is rather low (control-oriented HRM: 1.260, PA dissatisfaction: 1.231, and reputation
concern: 1.027) and well below the recommended threshold value of 4.0 (Hair et al. 2010), there
is little multicollinearity in the data.

Hypotheses 1-3

Results for direct and indirect relationships are shown in Table 4 and Figures 2-6. Based on anal-
yses of direct relationships using Amos 26.0, there is a significant negative effect of reputation
concern on employee voice in Oslo schools (f= —.113, p=.010), meaning that reputation con-
cern has an inhibiting effect on voice. There is no such effect neither in the suburbs (f = —.066,
p=.175) nor in the northern schools (f=.028, p=.678). Hence, hypotheses Hla and Hlb are
supported.

Control-oriented HRM has a significant negative effect on voice both in Oslo (f=—.239,
p=.001), the suburbs (f=—.131, p=.037), and in the north (f=—.285 p=.001). To test
whether the differences are statistically significant, the procedure for testing overlapping confi-
dence intervals, as recommended by Cumming (2009), is utilized. Estimation of 95% confidence
intervals via bias-correlated bootstrapping with 1,000 re-samples shows that the confidence inter-
vals for the highest and lowest estimate (north, suburbs) overlap more than 50% (.263 > .181).
Hence, differences are not significant, and H2a and H2b are not supported. The negative effect of
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Figure 2. Model with paths and effects for schools in Oslo.

PA dissatisfaction on voice is significant in Oslo (f=—.108, p=.032), but not in the suburbs
(f=—.065 p=.189). In the north, there is an insignificant positive effect (f=.029, p=.690).
Thus, H3a and H3b are supported.

Hypotheses 4-6

Turning to differences within Oslo, reputation concern has a significant negative effect on voice
in privileged schools in the city (f=—.189, p=.003), but not in marginalized schools (f = —.103,
p=_.141). This provides support for H4. Control-oriented HRM, on the other hand, has a signifi-
cant negative effect both in privileged (f =—.212, p=.007) and marginalized schools (f = —.432,
p=.001) in Oslo. Again, using the procedure by Cumming (2009), confidence intervals overlap
more than 50% (.362 > .322), telling us that differences are not significant. As follows, H5 is not
supported. The negative effect of PA dissatisfaction on employee voice is larger in privileged
(f=—.086, p=.254) than in marginalized schools (= —.033, p=.716). However, as none of the
effects are statistically significant, H6 is not supported.

Hypotheses 7-8

We note that there is no significant direct effect of LMX on employee voice in either of the mod-
els. This can be interpreted as an indication that leadership has a limited impact on employee
voice, which contradicts previous findings. Yet, it is important to keep in mind that school
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Figure 3. Model with paths and effects for schools in the suburbs of Follo and Romerike.

teachers in Norway traditionally have been given a certain degree of professional autonomy, and
have been subject to moderate levels of direct leadership. This may explain the absence of significant
direct effects of LMX on voice. However, this is not the focal point of the present article. Instead, the
spotlight is on the mediating qualities of LMX and the indirect effects of the independent variables
on voice, plus how these qualities differ with the level of marketization and privilege.

Bootstrapping (95% confidence intervals, z=>5,000 samples) was utilized to test for indirect
effects with LMX as a mediator. The indirect effect of reputation concern on voice is significant
in Oslo (f=-.029, p=.041), but not in the suburbs (f=—.002, p=.875) or in the north
(p=—.008, p=.752). On this, H7a and H7b are supported. The indirect effect of reputation con-
cern is significant in privileged schools (f=—.049, p=.010), but not in marginalized schools
(p=—.016, p=.227), which provides support for H8.

Discussion

As summed up in Table 5, the findings confirm the assumptions that the negative effect of repu-
tation concern is significantly stronger in the highly marketized school field in Oslo than in the
suburbs and in the rural north.

Theoretical and empirical contributions

This result can be explained by regarding voice as a reputation management tool, reflecting an
acquiescent response to institutional logics rooted in marked principles. As such, a favorable
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Figure 4. Model with paths and effects for schools in the northern county of Troms and Finnmark.

reputation is key to attract good students, and, thus, secure solid funding. For schools reputation
building and maintenance is a necessary part of succeeding in the school market, corresponding
directly with the fact that reputation concern inhibits employee voice.

The position of reputation may also explain why the effect of performance appraisal dissatis-
faction, too, is stronger in Oslo than in the suburbs and in the north. In schools highly exposed
to market pressure and infused with market logics, the relationship between employer and
employee may be more instrumental in Oslo schools than elsewhere (Dahle 2022), involving both
marketization and control-oriented HRM. Such an instrumental climate may influence teachers’
use of voice: PA dissatisfaction may initially trigger dissatisfied employees to speak up in critical
ways (Liang, Farh, and Farh 2012), but employees may instead choose to stay silent, either as a
form of self-protection to avoid hurtful sanctions (Chou and Chang 2020), or, perhaps also as a
consequence, not to hurt the school’s reputation. The present article argues that such a mechan-
ism is more prominent in market-exposed fields infused with market logics like Oslo, than in less
marketized fields like the suburbs or the north.

The negative effect of control-oriented HRM on voice is significant in all three areas, but it is,
however, not stronger in Oslo than in the other areas. While this was not as hypothesized, it can
be understood in light of the interwoven qualities of reputation, HRM, and voice: High-commit-
ment HRM may promote voice, while the opposite is the case with control-oriented HRM
(Marchington 2007, 243). We note, as well, that such an HRM approach is found to have a pro-
nounced effect on a diverse set of variables in organizations (Beer, Boselie, and Brewster 2015),
including employee voice (Bashshur and Oc 2015; Marchington 2007). In addition, since no
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Figure 5. Model with paths and effects for privileged schools in Oslo.

studies find the link between control-oriented HRM and voice to vary significantly between
school areas, the inhibiting effect of control-oriented HRM will not differ significantly between
the three school fields and their different levels of marketization.

Turning to results for privileged vs. marginalized schools, the findings confirm the assumption
that the inhibiting effect of reputation concern is stronger in privileged than in marginalized
schools. This, too, can be explained by reputation management theory. As school executives
regard voice as a reputation management tool, they will use the tool actively to build and protect
a favorable reputation. When teachers are not trusted to be reputation or brand ambassadors,
this may pan out as voice restrictions. The results are in line with prior studies (Dahle and
Weeraas 2020; Fredriksson and Pallas 2016; Byrkjeflot 2015; Christensen, Morsing, and Cheney
2008) showing more severe voice restrictions in privileged than in marginalized organizations,
probably because the privileged have more to lose. Privilege implies being in a favorable position
which needs to be defended and maintained.

Findings do not confirm that the inhibiting effect of PA dissatisfaction and control-oriented
HRM, respectively, is stronger in privileged than in marginalized schools. Both variables are
found to significantly inhibit voice in both privileged and marginalized schools, but the effect
does not differ significantly between the privileged and marginalized schools. No studies show
that the inhibiting effect of control-oriented HRM on voice (Marchington 2007, 243) varies with
level of privilege, which entails that this effect overrides consequences of potential differences in
privilege, leading to no significant differences between privileged and marginalized schools. The
same argument may be brought forward as a potential explanation to why the effect of PA
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Figure 6. Model with paths and effects for marginalized schools in Oslo.

dissatisfaction does not differ with the level of privilege. In addition, this may indicate that an
instrumental climate exists in both popular and less popular schools in Oslo.

Institutional logics and reputation management theory may together shed light on why LMX
has a significant mediating effect between reputation concern and voice is stronger in Oslo, but
not in the suburbs and in the north. As the school field in Oslo is highly marketized compared
to the other two areas, it is permeated by market logics and reputation concerns. More is at stake,
and, as a result, school executives do not take the risk of allowing teachers to be organizational
ambassadors, but instead impose voice restrictions. In the instrumental climate in Oslo schools,
leadership may be regarded as more important than in less marketized school fields, leading to a
situation where employees’ perceptions of and reactions to reputation concerns may lower the
LMX quality, which in turn may lead to severe voice restrictions among Oslo teachers.
Consequently, the position of middle managers should not be ignored. When leaders want to
influence employees’ values, attitudes, and behavior, middle managers play a crucial role.
Relatedly, as voice restrictions to some extent will be imposed and implemented by middle man-
agers, the leader-member exchange takes center stage, and the dyad between employee and leader
takes on mediating qualities.

The same line of argumentation may explain why LMX has a significant mediating effect
between reputation concern and voice in privileged schools, but not in marginalized schools
(Dahle and Weraas 2020; Fredriksson and Pallas 2016; Byrkjeflot 2015; Christensen, Morsing,
and Cheney 2008). Moreover, it does not seem unlikely that the focus on leadership is stronger
in privileged schools with a favorable reputation to defend than in marginalized schools with less
to defend, which may explain why the mediating effect of LMX differs with privilege.
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Table 5. Support of hypotheses.

Hypothesis Supported

The inhibiting effect of reputation concern on employee voice is significantly stronger in Hla: Yes
Oslo than in the suburbs surrounding the city (H1a), and in the northern county of H1b: Yes
Troms and Finnmark (H1b).

The inhibiting effect of control-oriented HRM on employee voice is significantly stronger H2a: No
in Oslo than in the suburbs surrounding the city (H2a), and in the northern county of H2b: No
Troms and Finnmark (H2b).

The inhibiting effect of PA dissatisfaction on employee voice is significantly stronger in H3a: Yes
Oslo than in the suburbs surrounding the city (H3a), and in the northern county of H3b: Yes
Troms and Finnmark (H3b).

The inhibiting effect of reputation concern on employee voice is significantly stronger in Yes
privileged schools than in marginalized schools in Oslo (H4).

The inhibiting effect of control-oriented HRM on employee voice is significantly stronger No
in privileged schools than in marginalized schools in Oslo (H5).

The inhibiting effect of PA dissatisfaction on employee voice is significantly stronger in No
privileged schools than in marginalized schools in Oslo (H6).

The mediation effect of LMX on the relationship between reputation concern and H7a: Yes
employee voice is significantly stronger in Oslo than in the suburbs surrounding the H7a: Yes
city (H7a), and in the northern county of Troms and Finnmark (H7b).

The mediation effect of LMX on the relationship between reputation concern and H8: Yes

employee voice is significantly stronger in privileged schools than in marginalized
schools in Oslo (H8).

The findings provide a new and deeper understanding of restrictions on employee voice. First,
voice inhibitors like reputation concern, control-oriented HRM, and PA dissatisfaction are exam-
ined. Second, the findings contribute by setting up a more theoretical layer of understanding:
Employers, in this case, school executives, utilize voice as a tool for building and managing their
reputation. In addition, they regulate teachers’ use of voice through the quality of leader-member
exchanges, highlighting the management of voice as a social exchange. On a slightly different
note, such voice management strategies are understood as ways of responding to reigning institu-
tional logics. The upper secondary school field in Oslo is organized as a market with a predomin-
ant market logic built on economic principles. In line with market logics, reputation concerns are
high on the agenda, and, as teachers’ use of prohibitive voice represents a reputational risk,
employers respond to the existing institutional logic by acquiescing, and, thus, imposing restric-
tions on voice. This represents insights into why inhibiting effects of the independent variables
on voice are weaker in less marketized areas, like the suburbs and the north, than in Oslo: When
an institutional field is little infused with market logics, there is little need for voice restrictions
as a response. Relatedly, since reputational concerns are regarded as key and voice is somewhat
restricted in privileged schools (Dahle and Weraas 2020), the inhibiting effect of reputation con-
cern on voice, viewed as an acquiescing response to market logics, is stronger in privileged than
in marginalized schools.

Limitations and directions for research

Possible limitations of the study include data being based on self-reported measures, which may
lower the validity of the results. Common-method bias might be a problem, as the data were
solely survey-based and collected at one point in time. Yet, no common method bias was
detected. Reverse causality is another possible limitation: Employees facing voice restrictions
might perceive the HRM approach to be control-oriented and not the other way around. By stra-
tegic cluster sampling the sample reflect dimensions relevant to the study, but it might be a limi-
tation that the sample does not represent the entire population. It is not unlikely that moderation
or moderated mediation could have been found, but neither moderation nor moderated medi-
ation was part of this study, which may be seen as a limitation. The Norwegian context, with
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teachers traditionally little accustomed to control-oriented HRM and school reputation, might be
another limitation, as the research setting might differ from corresponding settings in other parts
of the world. However, this represents a research opportunity. Such a study might have interest-
ing implications in other geographical locations, for example, other countries, eastern parts of the
world, and developing countries. Moreover, other implications might be found in other organiza-
tions than schools, for example public sector health institutions, welfare institutions, municipal
administrations, and the police, among other professions than teachers, and in organizational
fields infused with other institutional logics than market logics. Scholars may also find it fruitful
to examine inhibitors to different types of voice, to expand the study to include constructs like
organizational silence, ignored voice, sanctioning of voice, and different types of outcomes of
voice and voice restrictions.

Conclusions

The findings provide insights for both decision-makers and practitioners. Politicians, school
administrators, and school executives should note that the negative effects of reputation concern
and performance appraisal dissatisfaction on teacher’s voice increase with marketization level,
limiting teachers’ scope for voice. This calls for some caution when exposing schools to market
forces, as public silence from teachers might lead to a less informed public debate and less trans-
parency toward the public, parents, and students. Muzzling teachers may also have unwanted
effects, such as less job engagement, lower motivation, and higher turnover intention. Decision
makers and practitioners should also note that the negative effects of reputation concern on
voice increase with school privilege. As this highlights how teachers in privileged schools are
being muzzled by their schools’ concern for reputation, caution is advised when it comes to
increasing the differences in privilege between schools. School executives, in particular, should
note that the mediating effect of leadership, here in the form of LMX, increases with both levels
of marketization and school privilege. A lesson from this is that leadership is a crucial factor in
the relationship between reputation concern and employee voice, and that it plays a more
important role the more marketized the organizational field is, and the more privileged upper
secondary schools are.
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Appendix A. Survey instruments

High-commitment HRM (control-oriented HRM reversed) (Lepak and Snell 2002):
> Here, employees can routinely make changes in the way that they perform their jobs.
> Here, employees are empowered to make decisions.
> Here, employees have jobs that include a wide variety of tasks.
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> Here, the recruitment/selection process focuses on their ability to contribute to our strategic objectives.

> Here, the recruitment/selection process focuses on selecting the best all-round candidate, regardless of the
specific job.

> Here, the recruitment/selection process places priority on employees’ potential to learn.

> Here, training activities for employees are comprehensive.

> Here, training activities for employees are continuous.

> Here, training activities for employees strive to develop firm-specific skills/knowledge.

> Here, performance appraisals for employees are based on input from multiple sources (peers, subordinates).

> Here, performance appraisals for employees emphasize employee learning.

> Here, performance appraisals for employees focus on their contribution to our strategic objectives.

> Here, performance appraisals for employees include developmental feedback.

> Here, compensation/rewards for employees include an extensive benefits package.

> Here, compensation/rewards include employee ownership programs.

> Here, compensation/rewards for employees provide incentives for new ideas.

*

Satisfaction with the performance appraisal system (Giles and Mossholder 1990):

> In general, I feel the company has an excellent performance review system

> The performance review system does a good job of indicating how an employee has performed in the period
covered by the review.

> The review system provides a fair and unbiased measure of the level of an employee’s performance.

*

Reputation concern (adapted from Weeraas 2014):

> Management is concerned about improving the organization’s reputation.

> Management thinks that the organization will benefit economically from a favorable reputation.

> According to management a good reputation will turn the organization into a more attractive employer.

> Management would like the organization to have a favorable reputation because it signals that external stake-
holders trust the organization.

> In later years management has become more concerned about building a favorable reputation.

> When decisions are made it is natural to consider their consequences for the organization’s reputation.

*

Leader-member exchange (LMX) (Graen and Uhl-Bien 1995):

> Do you usually know how satisfied your leader is with what you do?

> How well does your leader understand your job problems and needs?

> How well does your leader recognize your potential?

> Regardless of how much formal authority your leader has built into his/her position, what are the chances
that your leader would use his/her power to help you solve problems in your work?

> Regardless of the amount of formal authority your leader has, what are the chances that he/she would “bail
you out” at his/her expense?

> I have enough confidence in my leader that I would defend and justify his/her decision if he/she were not
present to do so?

> How would you characterize your working relationship with your leader?

*

Employee voice (Liang, Farh, and Farh 2012):

> I proactively develop and make suggestions for issues that may influence the unit.

> I proactively suggest new projects which are beneficial to the work unit.

> I raise suggestions to improve the unit’s working procedure.

> I proactively voice out constructive suggestions that help the unit reach its goals.

> I make constructive suggestions to improve the unit’s operation.

> I advise other colleagues against undesirable behaviors that would hamper job performance.

> I speak up honestly with problems that might cause serious loss to the work unit, even when/though dissent-
ing opinions exist.

> I dare to voice out opinions on things that might affect efficiency in the work unit, even if that would
embarrass others.

> I dare to point out problems when they appear in the unit, even if that would hamper relationships with
other colleagues.

> I proactively report coordination problems in the workplace to the management.
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