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I seek to understand the dynamic organizational change process by focusing 

on employees' change-related voice as the mechanism through which their 

dissatisfaction with change implementation processes relates to their positive 

behavioral outcomes during organizational change. I propose that employees who are 

dissatisfied with their organization's change implementation processes are more likely 

to engage in change-related voice behavior – defined as behavior that expresses 

constructive suggestions (promotive voice) and challenges (prohibitive voice) to 

improve change processes – and that their affective commitment to change, change 

efficacy, and work-unit leader’s empowering leader behavior will positively moderate 

the relationship between dissatisfaction and change-related voice behavior. Through a 

survey with a sample of 192 employees and 27 work-unit leaders working for an 

organization undergoing a large-scale organizational change, I found that the patterns 

of how the hypothesized antecedents relate to change-related voice behavior vary 

depending on the type of voice behavior. Specifically, employees are more likely to 

make constructive suggestions (promotive voice) when their work-unit leader shows 



 

empowering behaviors and when they are high in change efficacy. Employees who 

are dissatisfied with the change implementation processes engage in promotive voice 

behavior only when they are strongly committed to change (affective commitment to 

change) and believe they are not capable of handling change demands (change 

efficacy). Furthermore, employees tend to point out problems in current change 

implementation processes (prohibitive voice) when the levels of their work-unit 

leader’s empowering leader behavior and dissatisfaction with the current change 

processes are high; and the relationship between dissatisfaction and prohibitive voice 

was stronger when the level of their change efficacy is low rather than high. Lastly, 

increased levels of employee change-related voice behavior in both types are 

positively related with their individual performance of change tasks. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 Throughout the last two decades in the contemporary business environment, 

the incidence of organizational change has continued at a high rate in the workplace, 

one of many efforts to respond to an ever-changing business environment and new 

opportunities inside and outside of the organization (Armenakis & Harris, 2009; 

Cascio, 1995; Herold & Fedor, 2008; Howard, 1995; Malone, 2004). However, 

according to a survey report with global companies, only one third of organizational 

change initiatives were considered successful by their organizational executives 

(Meaney & Pung, 2008). In many cases, organizational change has failed to deliver 

expected results and/or to meet intended objectives (Marks, 2006; Paper & Chang, 

2005; Quinn, 2004). Previous scholars have suggested that one very important 

determinant of the level of change success is the attitudinal and behavioral 

engagement of employees who are actually responsible for executing the change 

processes in their workplaces (e.g., Kotter & Cohen, 2002; Van Knippenberg, Martin, 

& Tyler, 2006; Whelan-Berry, Gordon, & Hinings, 2003). Previous research on 

organizational change has consistently documented that employees are prone to view 

organizational change as intrusive and disruptive because increased work demands 

and alteration of the existing work routines tend to accompany change processes 

(Beer, Eisenstat, & Spector, 1990; Pollard, 2001; Strebel, 1996). Not surprisingly 

then, it is common for employees to become discontent and dissatisfied with change 

implementation processes during organizational change even if they understand 

values and benefits underlying the change  (Burke, 2002; DeCelles, Tesluk, & 

Taxman, 2013; Wanous, Reichers, & Austin, 2000).  
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 In this paper, I argue that employees’ dissatisfaction with change 

implementation processes can contribute to the success of the organizational change 

by improving employees’ positive attitudes toward change and change-related 

performances when the dissatisfaction is converted to employees’ voice behaviors. 

Employee voice behavior – defined as behavior that expresses innovative suggestions 

and constructive challenges intended to improve rather than merely criticize the 

current work situation and organizational matters (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998) – 

indeed has been conceptualized as playing a critical role in the successful 

implementation of organizational change (Morrison & Milliken, 2000; Piderit, 2000). 

This is because employees’ voice behaviors can provide constructive feedback and 

diverse viewpoints on the current change processes, which, in turn, are likely to 

improve the effectiveness of the processes and further, the final outcome of the 

change (Ford, Ford, & D'Amelio, 2008). Importantly, I adopt a recent typology of 

employee voice behavior developed by Liang, Farh and Farh (2012) who proposed 

two types of employee voice behavior: promotive and prohibitive. More detailed 

discussion about this typology will be presented in the later section.  

Change implementation involves complicated and dynamic processes and 

novel approaches to work processes throughout the entire organization. Thus, it is 

important to attain bottom-up input regarding the change processes from the 

employees who actually execute change-related tasks in the field (By, Burnes, & 

Oswick, 2011; Cohen & Caspary, 2011; Sminia & Van Nistelrooij, 2006). In spite of 

the implications of voice behaviors during organizational change, little research has 

examined the antecedents and consequences of voice behavior during change. In this 
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paper, therefore, I study the circumstances under which employees are likely to 

engage in voice behavior by focusing on their dissatisfaction with change processes 

as an antecedent to the roles played by voice behaviors in the change context.  

Purpose of Study 

 Accordingly, the primary purposes of my dissertation are four-fold. First, I 

hypothesize that employees’ discontent with the change implementation processes 

can result in their positive attitudinal and behavioral outcomes, and subsequently, 

performance of change tasks. Extending the theory of exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect 

that proposes four types of employee reactions to  unpleasant jobs (Farrell, 1983; 

Hirschman, 1970; Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers, & Mainous, 1988), I argue that 

employees’ dissatisfaction with change processes can result in their positive 

behaviors toward change under some circumstances during change. 

Second and related to the first purpose, I attempt to investigate the mechanism 

through which employees’ dissatisfaction with change processes can lead to their 

change-related performance behavior. In particular, I theorize and hypothesize that it 

is employees’ change-related voice behavior, both promotive and prohibitive types, 

that converts their dissatisfaction with the change process into their positive attitudes 

and behaviors for change and, thereby, performance of change tasks. Given that many 

employees tend to be cynical about change implementation processes (Burke, 2002; 

DeCelles et al., 2013; Wanous et al., 2000), it is critical to provide them with 

opportunities to express their opinions, ideas, and concerns (voice behavior) in order 

to convert their discontent to a positive and productive individual outcome such as 

performance of change tasks.  
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Third, I examine the conditions under which employees’ dissatisfaction with 

change processes is more likely to lead to their voice behaviors. By proposing three 

moderating variables at both the individual and work-unit levels of analysis, I 

examine potential ways to assist employees who are discontent with the change 

processes in proactively engaging in voice behaviors for the purpose of participating 

in successful change implementation. Specifically, I argue that the positive 

relationships between dissatisfaction with change processes and positive outcomes 

(i.e., voice behavior) are more likely to occur in the presence of three moderating 

variables: employee commitment to change, change efficacy, and work-unit leader’s 

empowering behavior, each of which will be discussed in the later sections.  

Fourth, I strive to examine the condition under which a positive outcome of 

employees’ change-related voice behavior is more likely to occur. I predict that 

change-related voice behavior eventually leads to better performance, and these 

benefits of voice behavior will be more likely to occur when employees actually see 

their voice behaviors result in alterations of the change routines and processes. A 

visual summary of the theoretical hypothesized model that I propose to empirically 

test in my dissertation is illustrated in Figure 1.  

------------------------------- 

Insert Figure1 about here 

-------------------------------- 

 

Chapter Outline 

 This dissertation proceeds as follows. First, in Chapter 2, based on previous 

research on organizational change and voice behavior, I discuss the theoretical 
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background and development that guided the theoretical hypothesized model of my 

dissertation followed by specific sets of hypotheses. Next in Chapter 3, I provide the 

methodological approach of my dissertation study that includes an explanation about 

the research site (an organization in the electronics industry undergoing large-scale 

organizational change), sample and survey measures as well as my analytical 

approach to test hypotheses. In Chapter 4, I describe results of my data analyses and 

hypothesis testing followed by theoretical and practical contributions and limitations 

of this study in Chapter 5.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES 

Organizational Change and Employee Engagement 

 Prior scholars have suggested that it is critical to embrace employees’ input 

and encourage them to engage in change processes by expressing their voices and 

participating in organizational decision making in order to successfully implement 

change initiatives (Brown & Cregan, 2008; Ford et al., 2008; Morrison & Milliken, 

2000; Piderit, 2000; Vales, 2007). For instance, it has been empirically found that 

employees who are actively involved in change processes by expressing their 

opinions and concerns and participating in decision making are less likely to feel 

cynical about the change (Brown & Cregan, 2008). In that employees’ cynicism 

during organizational change is known to be detrimental to its successful 

implementation (e.g., Bommer, Rich, & Rubin, 2005; Wanous et al., 2000), it is 

reasonable to believe that employees’ proactive involvement in organizational change 

may directly and/or indirectly increase the probability that the change initiative is 

successfully executed (cf. Kim & Mauborgne, 2003; Neubert & Cady, 2001; 

Robertson, Roberts, & Porras, 1993).   

 In the organizational change literature, employees’ engagement and 

involvement in change processes have been studied with a focus on antecedents of 

employees’ attitudinal or behavioral reactions to change. To illustrate, researchers 

have studied factors leading to positive attitudes toward change, such as commitment 

to change (e.g., Fugate & Kinicki, 2008; Herold, Fedor, & Caldwell, 2007; Herold, 

Fedor, Caldwell, & Liu, 2008; Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002), openness to change 

(Wanberg & Banas, 2000), and positive emotions toward change (Fugate & Kinicki, 
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2008) as well as negative attitudes such as cynicism (Bommer et al., 2005; Brown & 

Cregan, 2008) and resistance to change (Furst & Cable, 2008). Other scholars have 

examined how employees’ attitudinal reactions to change lead to their subsequent 

behavioral reactions. For instance, employees’ commitment to change was found to 

be positively linked to their behavioral support for change (Herscovitch & Meyer, 

2002; Meyer, Srinivas, Lal, & Topolnytsky, 2007; Seo et al., 2012; Shin, Taylor, & 

Seo, 2012), which is defined as the extent to which employees demonstrate support 

and enthusiasm toward change by going along with the change spirit and going 

beyond their required roles and responsibilities to ensure the success of the change. 

As another example, it was found that employees’ organizational identification 

directly leads to their behavioral support for change (Michel, Stegmaier, & Sonntag, 

2010).  

Yet only a few studies have empirically examined the consequences of 

employees’ behavioral engagement and involvement in change processes despite the 

fact that a number of prior articles emphasize the importance of employee 

engagement during organizational change (By et al., 2011; Cohen & Caspary, 2011; 

Sminia & Van Nistelrooij, 2006). In this research, I build on prior studies in the 

organizational change literature by examining not only factors that predict 

employees’ voice behaviors during change but also the favorable outcome 

(performance of change tasks) that results as a consequence of their behavioral 

engagement in change. Next, I discuss employee voice behavior that I conceptualize 

is an important form of employee engagement during change.   
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Employee Voice Behavior 

 Employee voice behavior has attracted scholarly attention due to its 

significant implications for organizational outcomes. When employees express their 

voices concerning work-related issues, their work groups or organizations are likely 

to benefit from it. The benefits include improvement of the current work routines and 

successful management of, and prevention from, unexpected failures in the work 

process by error detection and correction, and improvement in the quality of decision 

making (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Nemeth, 1997; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2001). Indeed, 

scholars have empirically found that employees who speak up frequently tend to 

receive high performance ratings from their leaders (Whiting, Podsakoff, & Pierce, 

2008), and make contributions to team learning (Edmondson, 1999) and crisis 

prevention (Schwartz & Wald, 2003). In addition, Morrison and Milliken (2000) 

proposed  in their theory paper that employees’ collective level of silence – the 

opposite of their voice – is related to not only organizational outcomes such as less 

effective change processes, but also individual level outcomes such as decreased 

work morale or satisfaction and increased withdrawal behaviors.    

 Realizing the significant implications and benefits of voice for both individual 

employees and work groups, a number of scholars have examined the factors that are 

likely to influence employee voice behavior in the workplace. One stream of research 

on antecedents to voice has conceptualized it as a type of extra-role behavior (e.g., 

Detert & Burris, 2007; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998; Whiting et al., 2008) and focused 

on positive aspects of individual and contextual characteristics as predictors of 

employee voice behavior. To illustrate, researchers have found that the likelihood of 
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employees’ speaking up depends on their levels of dispositional affectivity (George & 

Zhou, 2002), personalities (e.g., conscientiousness, extraversion, and agreeableness) 

(LePine & Van Dyne, 2001), psychological detachment from the organization (Burris, 

Detert, & Chiaburu, 2008), work-group identification (Tangirala & Ramanujam, 

2008a, b), and work-flow centrality (Venkataramani & Tangirala, 2010), as well as 

the extent to which leaders and work-unit climates encourage voice behaviors (Detert 

& Burris, 2007; Morrison, Wheeler-Smith, & Kamdar, 2011).  

 A second perspective on the nature of voice antecedents can be found in a 

stream of research, rooted in the theories about employee reaction to job 

dissatisfaction (Farrell, 1983; Hirschman, 1970; Rusbult et al., 1988). This research 

conceptualizes voice behavior as one of several forms of response that dissatisfied 

employees can exhibit. According to prior research in this stream, employees may 

respond to unpleasant jobs in one of four ways: exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect. First, 

employees who are dissatisfied with their work may decide to leave the organization 

– exit. Second, dissatisfied employees may opt to remain in the organization and 

actively try to improve work situations by coming up with and supporting new 

approaches to the current work processes – voice. Third, employees may remain in 

the organization and just adopt existing problematic approaches of doing things 

without raising issues or searching for new approaches – loyalty. Fourth, dissatisfied 

employees may remain in the organization but engage in withdrawal behaviors – 

neglect. Exit and voice are considered as active responses while loyalty and neglect 

are forms of passive and dysfunctional responses (Farrell, 1983). Between the two 

forms of active responses to job dissatisfaction, only voice has been conceptualized as 
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a functional and constructive way that is likely to assist the organization in improving 

the work processes by correcting existing problems and adopting innovative 

approaches (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Contrary to voice, the other three reactions 

do not help to solve work problems or improve situations; rather they simply involve 

remaining silent and ignoring difficulties. In this regard, it seems critical to help 

employees convert their dissatisfaction with their work to a functional reaction, which 

is voice.  

 In my dissertation research, I integrate these two perspectives in order to 

better specify the antecedents of employee voice behavior during change. Consistent 

with the second perspective, I predict that employees who are discontent with change 

implementation processes are likely to engage in voice behavior. Relying on the first 

perspective and also drawing on the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1988, 1991), 

I further predict that the latter relationship between employees’ dissatisfaction with 

change processes and their voice behaviors will be more or less likely to occur 

depending on the presence of other variables that encourage employees’ discretionary 

engagement in voice behaviors. I will discuss this in more detail in the later 

hypotheses section.   

 In the next section, I discuss the core construct of this research – change-

related voice behavior – and develop specific hypotheses.  

Change-Related Voice Behavior 

 By extending and integrating the organizational change and employee voice 

behavior literatures, this research examines both antecedents and consequences of 

employees’ voice behavior in the change context. Among various forms of employee 
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engagement in change processes, this paper focuses on employees’ change-related 

voice behavior – defined as the extent to which employees express constructive 

suggestions and ideas and challenge problematic approaches in order to improve 

change implementation processes. Next, I discuss how change-related voice behavior 

is similar to and/or distinct from two existing constructs in the organizational change 

literature.  

 In the first comparison, change-related voice behavior and previously 

examined behavioral reactions to change, such as behavioral support for change, 

share a common element – namely that both behaviors are supportive of the 

successful accomplishment of change goals. However, change-related voice behavior 

and behavioral support for change are distinct in two aspects. First, while the basic 

assumption underlying employees’ behavioral support for change is that they agree 

and are willing to comply with the change processes established by organizational 

managers (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002), change-related voice behavior does not 

necessarily require employee compliance with the current change processes (cf. Choi, 

2007; Morrison & Milliken, 2000). Second, while the purpose of employee 

engagement in change-related voice behavior is to improve the existing change 

implementation processes by providing new suggestions and challenging problematic 

approaches, the goal of employee behavioral support for change is simply to support 

the change by acting consistently with its spirit and planned implementation. In this 

sense, I argue that employee voice behavior during change is a more proactive and 

discretionary form of employee engagement in the change process than behavioral 
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support for change, a construct frequently examined as a behavioral reaction of 

employees to change in the organizational change literature. 

 The second comparison examines the similarities and differences between 

change-related voice behavior and procedural justice. There have been scholarly 

efforts to study the implications of managers providing employees with opportunities 

to express their concerns and ideas in the change context mostly relying on the 

taxonomy of organizational justice that categorizes justice into four forms: procedural 

justice, distributive justice, informational justice and interpersonal justice (Colquitt, 

2001; Cropanzano & Folger, 1991; Folger & Konovsky, 1989). Procedural justice 

refers to the extent to which the process by which organizational decisions about 

outcome distribution (e.g. promotion, pay, recognition) are made is ethical, fair, free 

from bias and consistent across different recipients and occasions (Greenberg, 1993; 

Lind & Tyler, 1988). Prior studies in the organizational change literature have 

examined the effects of employees’ perceived procedural justice on their attitudinal 

and behavioral reactions to change (e.g., Brotheridge, 2003; Kickul, Lester, & Finkl, 

2002; Korsgaard, Sapienza, & Schweiger, 2002; Michel et al., 2010; Riolli & Savicki, 

2006).  

Although procedural justice and voice behavior appear similar in that both 

regard the opportunities to speak up, they are distinct in terms of their foci (Morrison, 

2011). Procedural justice regards whether or not employees perceive that they have 

been treated justly by the decision process, while employee voice behavior regards 

whether or not they took discretionary action and indeed expressed their voice. 

Therefore, in the change context, employee voice behavior is expected to directly 
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influence employees’ perception about whether they were able to speak up and to 

improve the actual change implementation processes by actually speaking up 

(Morrison & Milliken, 2000). On the contrary, procedural justice influences 

employees’ perception about whether the allocation of resources or organizational 

decisions resulting from the change was fair as examined in prior studies (e.g., 

Brotheridge, 2003; Kickul et al., 2002; Korsgaard et al., 2002; Michel et al., 2010; 

Riolli & Savicki, 2006). Furthermore, antecedents of voice behavior include not only 

social aspects of the work context that encourage speaking up (e.g., leadership, 

climate) (e.g., Detert & Burris, 2007; Morrison et al., 2011; Walumbwa & 

Schaubroeck, 2009) but also employee characteristics leading them to engage in voice 

behavior (e.g., LePine & Van Dyne, 2001; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008b), while 

whether employees perceive procedural justice is mostly dependent on managerial 

practices that determine the process through which organizational decisions are made. 

In conclusion, I argue that employees’ change-related voice behavior differs 

substantially from their perceptions of the procedural justice of decisions made during 

organizational change.  

Promotive Change-related Voice Behavior versus Prohibitive Change-related 

Voice Behavior  

As mentioned earlier, in my dissertation study, I examine two different forms 

of voice behavior. A recent definition of voice behavior by Van Dyne, Ang, and 

Botero (2003) suggests that employees’ voice behavior includes not only making 

constructive suggestions for improvement of organizational functioning but also 

expressing concerns and pointing out harmful factors that potentially do harm to 
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organizational performance. They introduce three types of voice depending on 

employees’ motives underlying their voice behavior: prosocial voice, defensive voice, 

and acquiescent voice. Prosocial voice is an other-oriented form of voice including 

proactively making constructive ideas and solutions to problems with a cooperative 

motive; defensive voice is a type of self-protective behavior motivated by fear and it 

includes expressing suggestions and ideas in order to protect the self from unpleasant 

outcomes; and acquiescent voice is a kind of a disengaged behavior that includes 

expressing ideas and opinions because of feelings of resignation. Similarly, Morrison 

(2011) also proposed that voice behavior can take three different forms depending on 

the content and message type. The three types of voice suggested by her include: 

suggestion-focused voice defined as expressing ideas and suggestions to enhance the 

organizational functioning; problem-focused voice defined as speaking up with 

concerns regarding existing or potential harmful factors; and opinion-focused voice 

defined as expressing opinions pertaining to work practices that are different from 

others’ viewpoints.  

In line with the theorizations above, Liang and associates (2012) introduced 

two dimensions of voice – promotive and prohibitive – and provide empirical support 

for their conceptual distinction and discriminant validity. Promotive voice behavior is 

defined as employees’ behaviors that include expressing helpful and constructive 

ideas, suggestions and opinions in order to improve the status quo of the 

organizational functioning and processes whereas prohibitive voice behavior regards 

employees’ behaviors that include reporting errors and pointing out problematic 
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approaches in a constructive manner that are likely to do harm to effective 

organizational functioning (Liang et al., 2012).   

According to Liang and colleagues’ (2012) conceptualization, both types of 

voice share several commonalities. That is, both promotive and prohibitive voice 

behaviors aim to improve the functioning of an employee’s work-unit or the entire 

organization. As the content of voice is constructive in nature, the purpose of 

speaking up is not merely criticizing the current organizational practices as is also 

documented in other previous voice papers (e.g., LePine & Van Dyne, 1998; Van 

Dyne et al., 2003). In addition, both promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors are 

discretionary behaviors. Consistent with other citizenship behaviors (e.g., 

sportsmanship behavior), promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors are not formally 

described as job duties. Thus, employees’ enactment of these voice behaviors requires 

their efforts and willingness to go beyond their formal duties and engage in extra-role 

behaviors in order to promote organizational performance. Last, the two types of 

voice behavior tend to stem from employees’ positive and favorable attitudes toward 

their work-units or organization and reflect their sense of responsibility. Both 

promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors are born out of employees’ desire to help 

their work-unit or organization perform better; thus, although both types of voice can 

possibly evoke inconvenience or negative emotions to others in the short term, the 

two types of voice are intended to, and are likely to lead to bring about improvements.  

In spite of these commonalities that both promotive and prohibitive voice 

behaviors share, there are also clear distinctions between the two. According to Liang 

and colleagues’ (2012) theorization, promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors are 
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distinct from one another in three ways. First, the two types of voice behavior are 

different from each other in behavioral content. Promotive voice behavior is future-

oriented as it is associated with speaking up with constructive suggestions and 

solutions that possibly improve the status quo and lead to better ways of doing things 

in the organization in the future. In contrast, prohibitive voice can be both future and 

past-oriented depending on its focus. Employees detect and report problematic 

practices or routines that have been harmful to their work-unit or organization or that 

may cause harm to the organization in the future by enacting prohibitive voice 

behavior. Second, promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors differ from one another 

in function. While promotive voice enables an organization to function or perform 

more effectively by suggesting better ways in which things are done, prohibitive 

voice enables an organization avoid any harmful factors to the organizational 

functioning that may potentially cause an organizational failure or malfunctioning by 

calling attention to those factors. Third, promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors 

differ in terms of their implications for others. Promotive voice identifies ways that an 

organization can benefit in the long-run even though it can disrupt or bring a hard 

stop to organizational practices and routines in the short-run. Furthermore, the 

intention underlying enacting promotive voice behaviors tends to be positive and 

easily recognizable by others (Van Dyne et al., 2003). On the contrary, although the 

intention of prohibitive voice is a good one (i.e., to point out harmful factors), it is 

likely to stimulate others to feel negative emotions, inconvenience, and defensiveness, 

and sometimes, even causes a misunderstanding.  



 

17 

 

Beyond the conceptual distinctions between promotive and prohibitive voice 

behaviors, Liang and associates (2012) also empirically show that these two types of 

voice behavior are influenced by similar and different psychological mechanisms. 

First, the researchers found that both promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors are 

positively predicted by three psychological antecedents: psychological safety, felt 

obligation for constructive change, and organization-based self-esteem. Psychological 

safety refers to the degree to which employees believe that their speaking up with 

suggestions or pointing out concerns will not be negatively evaluated by their 

colleagues or managers (Detert & Burris, 2007). Felt obligation for constructive 

change reflects the extent to which employees perceive that they are socially obliged 

to make innovative suggestions and address problematic approaches in order to create 

constructive changes in their workplace (Fuller, Marler, & Hester, 2006). 

Organization-based self-esteem is defined as individuals’ perceptions regarding their 

insider status and capabilities within their organization (Pierce, Gardner, Cummings, 

& Dunham, 1989). Despite the finding that all three psychological states positively 

predict both promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors, Liang and associates (2012) 

also found that these three antecedents are differentially related to the two types of 

voice. In particular, among the three antecedents, felt obligation for constructive 

change was found to be the strongest predictor of promotive voice whereas 

psychological safety was found to be the strongest predictor of prohibitive voice. 

They argue that the differential relationships between the antecedents and the two 

types of voice stem from different psychological mechanisms. Specifically, an 

employee’s enactment of promotive voice behavior requires him or her to invest time 
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and cognitive efforts in generating innovative ideas and helpful opinions in order to 

promote the current organizational practices or routines; thus, engaging in promotive 

voice behavior requires strong commitment to help his or her workplace in 

functioning more efficiently. On the contrary, speaking up with concerns and 

problems in the status quo of the work routines involves taking risks because such 

behaviors are more likely to evoke negative emotions and defensiveness from others 

in the organization. Therefore, in order for an employee to willingly take risks by 

pointing out problematic approaches or errors, he or she needs to believe engaging in 

prohibitive voice behavior is safe in his or her workplace and will not be punished or 

misunderstood by others.  

In a change setting, I believe that employees can speak up from two different 

motivational states. Relying on the broadened definition of voice suggested by 

previous research (Morrison, 2011; Van Dyne et al., 2003) as well as the two types of 

voice behaviors introduced by Liang and associates (2012), I argue that employees 

may make efforts in generating constructive and helpful suggestions and ideas that 

are likely to promote change implementation processes – promotive change-related 

voice. Likewise, employees may also be motivated to correct errors and problematic 

approaches that potentially are harmful to their work-units or organization by 

pointing out those problems – prohibitive change-related voice. I believe that both 

types of change-related voice behavior will be helpful and useful for the successful 

implementation of organizational change. Promotive change-related voice behavior 

will point to possibilities of how to implement the change more effectively and more 

efficiently than how it has been implemented so far. As well, prohibitive change-
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related voice behavior will enable an organization to avoid any potential harmful 

factors that can negatively affect the way change is implemented or to address current 

problematic factors in the current change implementation processes by calling 

managers’ attention to those harmful factors. Therefore, I argue that it is imperative to 

examine both promotive and prohibitive types of voice behavior, despite their 

differential relationships to the antecedents of voice, given the benefits they 

contribute to the successful implementation of organizational change. 

Hypotheses  

 Based on the literature reviews provided above, I now discuss the 

hypothesized relationships that I propose to empirically test in my dissertation work. 

The general research question of my research is how and why employees’ 

dissatisfaction with change implementation processes tends to result in positive 

outcomes during change – that is, higher levels of change performance. As a first step 

to address this question, I hypothesize that employees’ dissatisfaction with their 

organizations’ change implementation processes will tend to lead to their display of 

change-related voice behaviors in both promotive and prohibitive types. I then 

identify, develop, and hypothesize several moderating variables that are expected to 

strengthen the relationships between dissatisfaction and employee voice behaviors. 

Finally, I develop and discuss the effect of employees’ change-related voice behavior 

on a positive outcome as well as a moderating variable that is likely to strengthen the 

latter effect of voice behavior on the positive outcome. 

 Dissatisfaction with change implementation processes and change-related 

voice behavior. By drawing on the theory of exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect about 
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employees’ four types of reactions to their unpleasant jobs (Farrell, 1983; Hirschman, 

1970; Rusbult et al., 1988), I predict that employees’ dissatisfaction with current 

change implementation processes is related to their level of engagement in change-

related voice behaviors. Note that the dissatisfaction of interest in this study is that 

concerning the processes through which change is implemented, rather than 

dissatisfaction with the general purpose and/or content of the change. I expect that 

employees who see problems in current change implementation processes and/or 

ways to improve the current approaches – in other words, those who are not fully 

satisfied with the change processes – will try to communicate the existence of 

problems and constructive, innovative ways to resolve them by expressing their 

voices.  

Indeed prior research has found that voice behavior tends to occur when 

employees are discontent with their existing work or work environment and thus, 

exert efforts to make improvements (e.g., Withey & Cooper, 1989; Zhou & George, 

2001). Further, this research has found that employee creativity is a significant 

reaction to employee dissatisfaction. Applying these findings to the situation of 

organizational change, I argue that employees who are not satisfied with current 

change-related processes will tend to engage in voice behavior to improve the 

organizational functioning during change.  

In spite of the tenet of the framework regarding the four types of employee 

reaction arguing that dissatisfied employees tend to speak up, there have been 

conflicting empirical findings pertaining to the relationship between organizational 

satisfaction and voice in the prior voice literature. In particular, some scholars found 
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that employees who are satisfied with their job or work-unit tend to be more 

motivated to voice because they tend to have high levels of organizational 

identification and perceived obligation to the organization (Detert & Burris, 2007; 

LePine & Van Dyne, 1998). In a change context, however, given that the process of 

organizational change lasts only for a fixed period of time with a specific change 

purpose and goal, employees’ satisfaction or dissatisfaction with change 

implementation processes is not likely to influence their levels of organizational 

identification or a sense of obligation to the organization. Hence, the above findings 

regarding the positive relationship between organizational satisfaction and voice may 

not emerge in a change context.  

Based on the previous discussion about promotive and prohibitive aspects of 

voice, I argue that employees who are not satisfied with change implementation 

processes will likely engage in both promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors. First, 

employees who are dissatisfied with the status quo of the organizational change 

implementation will be motivated to improve the implementation processes in order 

to alleviate their dissatisfaction by generating and speaking up with new ideas and 

solutions regarding how to do things better during organizational change. Second, 

employees’ dissatisfaction with change implementation processes will also lead 

employees to address the factors that cause their dissatisfaction by reporting current 

problematic approaches and expressing their concerns. Thus, I predict that 

employees’ dissatisfaction with change implementation processes will be predictive 

of both promotive and prohibitive change-related voice behaviors as follows. 
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 Hypothesis 1a: Employees who are dissatisfied with change implementation 

processes will engage in promotive change-related voice behavior. 

Hypothesis 1b: Employees who are dissatisfied with change implementation 

processes will engage in prohibitive change-related voice behavior. 

 Moderating factors associated with the relationship between dissatisfaction 

with change implementation processes and change-related voice. The above 

relationships between employee dissatisfaction with change implementation 

processes and their promotive and prohibitive change-related voice behaviors, 

however, will be more likely to occur for some employees than for others. Again, I 

note findings of research examining employee dissatisfaction with their jobs and their 

identification of four major types of reactions of which voice is only one, although 

the most functional. Thus, some dissatisfied employees may choose to keep silent 

rather than to speak up and instead choose to exit the organization, remain loyal and 

accepting of the status quo, or exhibit passive withdrawal behaviors (Farrell, 1983; 

Hirschman, 1970; Rusbult et al., 1988). Thus, it is important to investigate the 

conditions under which employees who are dissatisfied with change implementation 

processes are likely to respond in an active and constructive manner through voice. 

 I first assume that voice behavior is a planned behavior in line with prior 

research (Liang et al., 2012; Van Dyne et al., 2003). Prior voice research has 

consistently emphasized that exhibiting voice behaviors is associated with risk taking 

because it increases the focal employee’s visibility and potentially causes negative 

reactions from other colleagues and managers if its intention is misunderstood (e.g., 

Detert & Burris, 2007; Liang et al., 2012; Liu, Zhu, & Yang, 2010; Morrison & 
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Milliken, 2000; Van Dyne, Cummings, & McLean Parks, 1995). Furthermore, an 

organization is prone to experience internal chaos and turbulence during 

organizational change due to large-scale alterations of organizational routines and 

newly adapted (Burke & Litwin, 1992; Herold et al., 2007). Given the volatility and 

turbulence during change, employees may be more likely to view speaking up with 

their concerns and suggestions as something likely to bring forth inconvenience and 

intrusiveness into their workplace and organization, often known as resistance to 

change. In this sense, change-related voice behavior may require even more courage 

and maneuvering as a planned behavior in a change context. To more closely examine 

this possibility, I build on the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1988, 1991). 

According to the planned behavior theory, individuals intend to execute a 

particular planned behavior such as voice when they have three beliefs regarding the 

focal behavior (Ajzen, 1988, 1991): behavioral beliefs, control beliefs, and normative 

beliefs. First, behavioral beliefs (attitudes toward the behavior) regard the extent to 

which individuals view the focal behavior is favorable and desirable. Enactment of a 

planned behavior occurs when an individual believes that the focal behavior will 

result in positive outcomes. Second, control beliefs (perceived behavioral control) 

regard the extent to which individuals perceive that they have control over the focal 

behavior. Individuals are more motivated to perform the focal behavior when they 

perceive that they have necessary resources and opportunities for, and capabilities of 

performing the behavior and possess sufficient control over the result of the behavior. 

Third, normative beliefs (subjective norm) regard the extent to which individuals feel 

obligated to engage in the focal behavior. When individuals perceive that the focal 
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behavior is supported by social or moral norms, they are willing to perform the 

behavior without worrying about punishment or other negative evaluation from others.  

Placing the theory of planned behavior in the context of organizational change, 

I expect that employees’ three beliefs relating to change-related voice behavior will 

strengthen the above relationships between employees’ dissatisfaction with change 

implementation processes and their display of voice behavior. I expect that 

employees’ behavioral beliefs (positive attitude toward the behavior), control beliefs 

(perceived behavioral control), and normative beliefs (subjective norm) regarding 

change-related voice behavior will strengthen the above relationships between 

employees’ dissatisfaction with change implementation processes and their display of 

voice behavior. Based on the three beliefs, I predict that employees feeling 

dissatisfied with change processes will be more likely to speak up when they (a) are 

committed to the organizational change – affective commitment to change 

(Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002) (behavioral beliefs), (b) feel capable in engaging in 

change behaviors – change efficacy (Wanberg & Banas, 2000) (control beliefs), and 

(c) believe that expressing voice is perceived as a desirable behavior by others within 

their work-unit, such as their work-unit leader’s behaviors supporting employees’ 

responsibility to participate in decision making – a work-unit leader’s empowering 

behavior, respectively (Kirkman & Rosen, 1997, 1999; Manz & Sims, 1987; Strauss, 

1963) (normative beliefs). Below, I develop each proposed moderator variable based 

on the three beliefs of the theory of planned behavior.  

First, as a factor that influences behavioral beliefs about change-related voice 

behavior, employees’ commitment to change is hypothesized to moderate the 
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relationship between dissatisfaction and voice behavior. Employee commitment to 

change refers to an individual employee’s mind-set that increases the likelihood that 

he or she is willing to and desires to support the change (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). 

Herscovitch and Meyer (2002) originally proposed three types of commitment to 

change: affective commitment to change, referring to one’s desire to support 

organizational change as he or she believes the benefits change is expected to bring; 

normative commitment to change, defined as one’s normative feeling of obligation to 

support change; and continuance commitment to change, referred to as support for 

change that stems from one’s recognition of the costs that are likely to occur if they 

fail to support change.  

In this study, the type of commitment to change of interest is affective 

commitment to change. This type of commitment to change reflects the degree to 

which employees see inherent values and benefits of the change initiative and thereby 

feeling a sense of excitement about change (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). While the 

other two types of commitment to change (normative and continuance) are born out 

of external pressures or influences, affective commitment to change is based on 

employees’ own evaluation about the benefits resulting from change and 

accompanied feelings of enthusiasm and excitement.  

I argue that it is reasonable to believe that employees who are affectively 

committed to change will tend to possess positive attitudes toward the change-related 

voice behavior because it is likely to yield significant improvements in the change 

processes. Employees who see values and benefits underlying organizational change 

(affective commitment to change) are likely to believe that speaking up with helpful 
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suggestions and concerns will increase the likelihood those expected values and 

benefits occur. Hence, due to their positive attitudes toward the change-related voice 

behavior, employees who are discontent with the change processes will exert their 

voice to improve change implementation processes. Therefore, I hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 2a:  The relationship between employee dissatisfaction with 

change implementation processes and promotive change-related voice 

behavior will be stronger when an employee is high in affective commitment 

to change. 

Hypothesis 2b:  The relationship between employee dissatisfaction with 

change implementation processes and prohibitive change-related voice 

behavior will be stronger when an employee is high in affective commitment 

to change. 

 Second, as the factor influencing employees’ control beliefs about change-

related voice behavior, I propose that employees’ change efficacy will be another 

moderating variable of the relationship between dissatisfaction with change 

implementation processes and change-related voice behavior. Change efficacy is 

defined as the extent to which employees feel competent in dealing with change-

related demands and in performing well during and after the change implementation 

(Wanberg & Banas, 2000). I argue that change efficacy may reflect employees’ felt-

control over their change-related voice behavior. Employees possessing high self-

efficacy in coping with challenges associated with change seem likely to feel 

competent to deal with additional or new change demands that are likely to accrue 

from their voice behaviors. Also, their efficacy in change demands may help them to 
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feel that engaging in change-supportive behaviors, such as suggesting new ways of 

doing things and challenging problematic approaches to improve change processes, 

will be easy to accomplish. Thus, employees’ felt-control over the change demands 

will tend to stimulate a felt-control over their change-related voice behaviors. In this 

sense, employees who are not satisfied with change implementation processes are 

more likely to decide to speak up in order to make corrections and improvements due 

to their felt-control over their change demands and change-related voice behaviors. 

Hypothesis 3a:  The relationship between employee dissatisfaction with 

change implementation processes and promotive change-related voice 

behavior will be stronger when an employee is high in change efficacy. 

Hypothesis 3b:  The relationship between employee dissatisfaction with 

change implementation processes and prohibitive change-related voice 

behavior will be stronger when an employee is high in change efficacy. 

 Third, regarding the normative beliefs about voice behavior, I argue that 

leadership behavior towards work-unit members will influence employees’ normative 

pressure and social norm to voice. Empowering leader behaviors include sharing and 

delegating authority, power, and responsibilities to employees (Kirkman & Rosen, 

1997, 1999; Manz & Sims, 1987; Strauss, 1963). There have been two streams of 

research on empowering leadership. One is focused on leader behaviors (e.g., 

Kirkman & Rosen, 1997, 1999; Strauss, 1963; Zhang & Bartol, 2010), and the other 

is focused on employees’ psychological or motivational states as a result of 

empowerment (e.g., Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Spreitzer, 1995; Thomas & Velthouse, 

1990). This study takes the former perspective to examine the social and contextual 
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influence of leader behaviors on employees’ change-related voice behavior because 

the perspective that views empowering leadership as a leader’s influence fits into the 

theorization of the planned behavior theory that social and contextual influences 

surrounding a focal behavior shape one’s evaluation about the focal behavior’s 

subjective norms. 

Prior research indicates that the tendency of employees to express voice is 

influenced by the extent to which their immediate leader or supervisor encourages 

them to participate in organizational decision-making processes and take 

responsibility for job tasks (cf. Detert & Burris, 2007; Raub, 2008). Since leaders 

tend to form a social influence on employees’ attitudes and behaviors within their 

work-units through their actions and behaviors (e.g., Chen & Tesluk, 2011; Yukl, 

2002) and tend to serve as agents of the organization (Levinson, 1965), employees 

may learn what actions are expected and desired as social norms via leader actions. 

Work-unit members’ collective perception about their work-unit leader’s empowering 

behavior is a shared perception about what they see and experience within their work-

unit (Ostroff, Kinicki, & Tamkins, 2003). Hence, the extent to which employees view 

voice behavior as encouraged and safe within their work-unit will serve as a social 

norm for voice. In this sense, empowering leader behavior toward work-unit members 

will reflect the extent to which social contexts and norms support voice behaviors 

during organizational change.  

Therefore, it is likely that employees who are dissatisfied with change 

implementation processes may be more willing and feel obliged to express their 

views and thoughts regarding change processes when their leader encourages them 



 

29 

 

and their work-unit colleagues to engage in change implementation and take 

responsibilities for change-related tasks through his or her empowering leader 

behaviors. I expect that work-unit leaders’ empowering leader behavior will be 

another moderating condition under which employees’ dissatisfaction with change 

implementation processes is linked to their change-related voice behavior by shaping 

employees’ subjective norm for voice behavior. 

Hypothesis 4a:  The relationship between employee dissatisfaction with 

change implementation processes and promotive change-related voice 

behavior will be stronger when the work-unit leader displays high levels of 

empowering leader behavior toward work-unit members. 

Hypothesis 4b:  The relationship between employee dissatisfaction with 

change implementation processes and prohibitive change-related voice 

behavior will be stronger when the work-unit leader displays high levels of 

empowering leader behavior toward work-unit members. 

 Taken together,  I hypothesized that the theorized direct positive relationships 

between employees’ dissatisfaction with change implementation processes and their 

promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors are more likely to be observed when the 

three moderators discussed above – affective commitment to change, change efficacy, 

and empowering leader behavior – are present. Next, I present hypotheses for the 

second half of my conceptual model focusing on the benefits of change-related voice 

behaviors during organizational change.  

 A consequence of change-related voice. I predict that an increased level of 

change-related voice behavior will be positively related to employee performance of 
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change tasks for two reasons. First, one known benefit of voice for employees is that 

it increases the focal individual’s work motivation and general work attitudes toward 

the organization (Morrison & Milliken, 2000). These effects may result because 

employees who are able to openly express their viewpoints tend to perceive that they 

are valued and supported by the organization (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Morrison & 

Milliken, 2000). This feeling of being valued may, in turn, increase their work morale 

and positive attitudes toward the organization (Morrison & Milliken, 2000). 

Extending this theorization to the change context, it is likely that employees who are 

able to openly express their ideas and challenge the status quo of change processes in 

order to make improvements are likely to believe that they are valued and supported 

by the organization and, thus, will be more motivated to work hard and support the 

change that their organization strives to successfully implement. Furthermore, the 

feeling of being valued will lead employees to believe that their organization will 

share the benefits of change with them, which, in turn, will tend to increase the 

likelihood that employees make efforts in performing their change-related tasks (cf. 

Shin et al., 2012). 

 Second, I argue that voice behavior will increase the effectiveness and 

creativity of the process individual employees engage in to achieve their change-

related goals. According to Morrison and Milliken’s theorization (2000), employees’ 

voice behaviors are likely to improve the effectiveness of change processes during 

organizational change because voice behaviors help the organization detect and 

correct errors and improve decision qualities. Similarly, I argue that employees’ 

change-related voice behaviors may also improve the processes through which 
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individuals achieve their performance for change tasks. Employees’ voice behaviors 

will assist individual employees in addressing problematic ways that may have 

caused their dissatisfaction with change processes previously and further in having 

more effective and innovative ways of doing things. Furthermore, employees who 

openly express their voices – as opposed to those who do not – are likely to be more 

motivated to invest their time and energy in developing better work processes. This is 

because employees may want to see their efforts to suggest new ideas and challenge 

problematic approaches result in actual improvement of their work processes during 

change that exceeds the improvement of their organization’s change implementation 

processes in general.  

In conclusion, I predict that the increased levels of change-related voice 

behavior, both promotive and prohibitive, will directly impact employees’ 

performances of change tasks, which is defined as the degree to which employees 

fulfill their responsibilities and achieve their individual goals regarding the change 

initiative. Thus, I propose the following hypotheses. 

Hypothesis 5a: Employees’ promotive change-related voice behavior will be 

positively related to their performance of change tasks. 

Hypothesis 5b: Employees’ prohibitive change-related voice behavior will be 

positively related to their performance of change tasks. 

Importantly, I expect that the above benefits of employees’ change-related 

voice behavior are more likely to be realized when the “voice” is actually integrated 

within the organizational change processes. Specifically, I suggest that voice 

instrumentality will moderate the positive relationships between change-related voice 
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behavior and employees’ performance of change tasks by enhancing both their later 

favorable attitudes toward change and effective process engagement. Voice 

instrumentality is defined as the extent to which an employee’s suggestions are 

actually incorporated in the outcome of the decision and work processes – specifically, 

change-related processes in this research (Avery & Quiñones, 2002). Positive 

outcomes of voice behavior are more likely to result when individuals see and 

experience instrumentality in their voice behavior. Based on the prior research, I 

argue that if employees do not see their input incorporated, they are likely to be less 

motivated to support the change by displaying low levels of affective and normative 

commitment to change (e.g., Avery & Quiñones, 2002; Korsgaard & Roberson, 1995; 

McFarlin & Sweeney, 1996). Similarly, employees who see their voice has no impact 

on change-related processes will be less willing to get involved in developing 

effective work processes to achieve their change-related goals. Therefore, I 

hypothesize that the positive relationships between employees’ proactive and 

prohibitive change-related voice behaviors and their performance of change tasks will 

be positively moderated by employees’ experienced voice instrumentality. In other 

words, employees who see the constructive and helpful suggestions and ideas they 

made actually incorporated into change implementation processes will be more likely 

to perform better during change because of their belief that they are valued within 

their workplace. Likewise, if employees see that the problematic approaches or errors 

that they reported were well received by organizational managers and addressed, they 

will likely perform better during change.  
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It is important to note that even when employees experience that the 

suggestions and ideas they provide to improve change implementation processes 

(promotive voice) are frequently accepted by their managers or colleagues, it is 

possible that the influence of their prohibitive voice on the outcome of a decision 

during change is low, or vice-versa. Therefore, I distinguish promotive voice 

instrumentality from prohibitive voice instrumentality in the hypotheses and measures 

as well. Thus, I predict:  

Hypothesis 6a: Promotive voice instrumentality will strengthen the positive 

relationship between employees’ promotive change-related voice behavior 

and their performance of change tasks. 

Hypothesis 6b: Prohibitive voice instrumentality will strengthen the positive 

relationship between employees’ prohibitive change-related voice behavior 

and their performance of change tasks. 

Up to this point, I have discussed the theoretical background and literature 

review underlying my hypothesized model. In the next section, I will describe the 

research design and procedure to test the hypotheses. 
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Sample and Procedure  

 In order to test the hypothesized model, I collected data from an organization 

in the electronics industry located in South Korea that was in the middle of large-

scale organizational change at the time of data collection. After reaching agreement 

on a joint research project with the company, a survey was conducted several months 

after the specific change implementation plans and processes had been delivered to all 

work-units and work-unit members but about a year before the change 

implementation efforts were completed. In return for the research collaboration, I 

provided an executive summary and feedback report based on survey findings.  

 The study organization was going through change efforts that aimed to alter 

its strategic vision, organizational culture, human resource management policies, and 

communication processes under a bigger change initiative called “implementing 

autonomously-managing team system.” All work-units and organizational members 

were affected by this initiative.  

The organization consists of 29 work-units to which, in average, eight work-

unit members belong (245 employees in total), and these work-units constitute seven 

organizational divisions. Two versions of survey were distributed: one for employees 

(work-unit members) and one for work-unit leaders. The entire organization except 

executive members participated in the on-line survey, and the response rates were 

93.47% for the employee survey and 93.10% for the work-unit leader survey, 

respectively. Owing to the organizational representative’s strong sponsorship, I was 
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able to achieve high response rates. After removing incomplete data, 192 employee 

responses and 27 work-unit data sets were included in the final dataset for analyses.  

 I used two different data sources to minimize the common method bias 

(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003): employees and work-unit leaders. 

Employees assessed their dissatisfaction with change implementation processes, 

affective commitment to change, change efficacy, empowering leader behavior of 

their work-unit leader, and control variables (i.e., impact of change, organizational 

commitment, voice expectancy, usage of other formal communication media to speak 

up). Work-unit leaders reported their employees’ change-related voice behaviors and 

performances of change tasks. As the survey participant’s native language was 

Korean, I followed the back translation procedures suggested by prior research 

(Brislin, 1970, 1981). In other words, all survey items that were originally developed 

in English were first translated to Korean and then translated again back to English 

for comparison in order to minimize discrepancies between the original items and the 

translated items. 

In terms of employee sample characteristics, 82.6% of the sampled employees 

were male, 94.5% held a Bachelor’s degree or higher, and the age in average was 32.64. 

In terms of work-unit leader sample characteristics, 96.3% were male and held a 

Bachelor’s degree or higher, and the average age was 40.15. 

Individual Level Measures  

 The full version of the survey measures and items is provided in Appendix.  

 Dissatisfaction with change implementation processes. Employees were 

asked to report the extent to which they were dissatisfied with the current change 
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implementation processes based on a 7-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree to 7= 

strongly agree) using the 4-item scale of pessimism about organizational change 

developed by Reichers, Wanous, and Austin (1997) and the 3-item scale of job 

satisfaction developed by Seashore, Lawler, Mirvis, and Cammann (1982). These 

scales were modified for this study in order to reflect employees’ dissatisfaction about 

change processes. The items were reverse-scored so that higher scores reflected 

greater dissatisfaction with change processes. Example items are “Most of the process 

through which the change has been implemented will not do much good,” and “All in 

all, I am not satisfied with the current change implementation processes.” The 

reliability value of this scale (α) was .96. 

 Affective commitment to change. Employees were asked to rate the extent to 

which they are affectively committed to change based on a 7-point Likert scale (1= 

strongly disagree to 7= strongly agree) using the 4-item scale of affective 

commitment to change developed by Herskovitch and Meyer (2002) and used in 

previous studies (e.g., Seo et al., 2012; Shin et al., 2012). Example items include: “I 

believe in the value of this change,” and “This change initiative serves an important 

purpose.” The scale reliability (α) was .88. 

 Change efficacy. Employees reported the degree of their change efficacy on a 

7-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree to 7= strongly agree) using the 4-item scale 

developed by Wanberg and Banas (2000). Example items are “Wherever the change 

initiative takes me, I’m sure I can handle it,” and “I have reason to believe I may 

perform well in my job situation following the change initiative.” The reliability of 

the scale (α) was .77. 
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 Change-related voice behavior. Work-unit leaders were asked to rate the 

degree to which each of their employees engages in change-related voice behavior 

based on a 7-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree to 7= strongly agree) using the 

10-item scale of voice behavior developed by Liang et al. (2012) and modified for 

this study to reflect the change context. This scale consists of two dimensions of 

voice behavior – promotive (making suggestions) and prohibitive (reporting 

problems) – using 5 items to measure each dimension. Example items include: “This 

employee proactively develops and makes suggestions for issues that may influence 

the change implementation processes” (promotive aspect); “This employee advises 

others against the undesirable change implementation processes that would hamper 

the change implementation” (prohibitive aspect). The scale reliabilities for promotive 

and prohibitive voice behaviors (α) were .96 and .90, respectively. 

 Voice instrumentality. Employees were asked to rate the extent to which their 

voice efforts have been integrated into the change implementation processes based on 

a 6-point Likert scale (1= never (0%), 2 = rarely (20%), 3 = sometimes (40%), 4 = 

often (60%), 5 = frequently (80%), 6 = very frequently (100%)) using two items to 

reflect the two dimensions of the voice behavior scale (i.e., promotive and prohibitive 

aspects). These items were developed by modifying the measure of voice 

instrumentality used in a previous study (Avery & Quiñones, 2002). Sample items are 

“Indicate the extent to which your suggestions to improve the change implementation 

processes were incorporated in the processes” (promotive voice instrumentality) and 

“Indicate the extent to which your speaking up with problems in the change 
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implementation processes was incorporated in the processes” (prohibitive voice 

instrumentality).   

 Performance of change tasks. Work-unit leaders were asked to rate their 

individual employees’ performance of change tasks based on a 7-point Likert scale 

(1= strongly disagree to 7= strongly agree) using the 4-item scale of in-role behavior 

developed by Van Dyne and LePine (1998) and adapted for this research to take into 

account the change context. Example items include: “This employee performs the 

change-related tasks that are expected as part of his/her job,” and “This employee 

fulfills his/her change-related responsibilities.” The reliability of the scale (α) was .95. 

 Control variables. Several variables were included in the data collection in 

order to rule out possibilities that other factors beyond the study variables influence 

the hypothesized relationships among the study variables.  

First, I measured and controlled for employees’ age. This is because previous 

research suggested that more experienced employees are more likely to be resistant to 

organizational change than younger employees (cf. Van Dam, Oreg, & Schyns, 2008) 

while tending to feel easier to speak up (Stamper & Van Dyne, 2001). 

Second, it is likely that employees’ general organizational attitudes influence 

their attitudes and behaviors during organizational change (Herold et al., 2008). Thus, 

employees’ generic organizational commitment was assessed based on a 7-point 

Likert scale (1= strongly disagree to 7= strongly agree) to control for using the four-

item scale of affective organizational commitment developed by Mowday, Steers, and 

Porters (1979) and shortened by Simons and Roberson (2003). An example item is “I 
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am proud to tell others that I am part of this organization.” The scale reliability of this 

measure (α) was .87. 

Third, according to prior findings, employees’ perceived impact of 

organizational change tends to influence employees’ attitudes and behaviors toward 

change (e.g., Fedor, Caldwell, & Herold, 2006; Herold et al., 2008). Therefore, I 

controlled for employees’ perceived impact of change on their job routines by 

measuring individual employees’ perceived impact of change using the six-item scale 

of individual job impact that was developed by other scholars (Caldwell, Herold, & 

Fedor, 2004) on a 7-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree to 7= strongly agree). 

An example item is “I find greater demands placed on me at work because of this 

change.” The scale reliability (α) of this measure was .77.  

Fourth, I controlled for the extent to which employees expect their efforts to 

speak up will make changes (voice expectation) as it has been found to be positively 

correlated with employees’ actual enactment of voice behavior (cf. Burris et al., 

2008). To measure it, I adapted Burris and colleagues’ voice futility scales to reflect 

the change context and both promotive and prohibitive aspects of voice. A sample 

item is “It is useless for me to suggest new ways of doing things to increase the 

efficiency of the change implementation processes.” The scale reliability (α) was .93. 

Last, as some organizations have in-house formal communication media for 

employees to communicate their suggestions and complaints with organizational 

managers (e.g., suggestion box, employee forum, etc.), I controlled for employees’ 

usage of such official media to better examine the effects of change-related voice 

behaviors on the consequence variable. 
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Work-unit Level Measure 

 To measure a work-unit level construct – empowering leader behavior – I 

obtained data from individual employees and aggregated their data to the work-unit 

level. To better reflect work-unit members’ shared perceptions, a referent shift 

consensus model of aggregation (Chan, 1998) was applied. In other words, individual 

employees were asked to report their perception about their leader’s empowering 

leader behavior toward their work-unit members. 

 Empowering leader behavior. To measure work-unit leaders’ empowering 

behavior toward the work-unit members, employees were asked to rate the extent to 

which their work-unit leaders exhibited empowering leader behavior during 

organizational change based on a 7-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree to 7= 

strongly agree) using the 12-item scale of empowering leader behavior developed by 

Ahearn et al. (2005b). This scale consists of four dimensions – enhancing the 

meaningfulness of work, fostering participation in decision making, expressing 

confidence in high performance, and providing autonomy from bureaucratic 

constraints – using three items to measure each dimension. Example items include:  

“Your manager helps members of your team understand how their objectives and 

goals relate to that of the company” (enhancing the meaningfulness of work); “Your 

manager makes many decision together with members of your team” (fostering 

participation in decision making); “Your manager believes that members of your 

team can handle demanding tasks” (expressing confidence in high performance); and 

“Your manager allows members of your team to do their job their way” (providing 
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autonomy from bureaucratic constraints). The scale reliability of this measure (α) was 

96. 

Analyses  

The scores of empowering leader behavior assessed by individual employees 

were aggregated to the work-unit level. To verify the appropriateness of aggregating 

these scores at the work-unit level of analysis, I conducted a one-way analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) using the work-unit membership as the classification variable and 

the aggregated scores as the dependent variables to examine between-groups variation. 

Average inter-member agreement (rwg score) across work-unit members as well as 

ICC(1) and ICC(2) scores were calculated as statistics. ICC(1) is an index of the 

intraclass correlation coefficient that indicates the proportion of variance that is 

explained by group membership (work-unit membership) (Bliese, 2000; James, 1982). 

ICC(2) indicates the extent to which group means (work-unit means) are reliably 

different (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992). According to prior researchers’ 

recommendations, an acceptable level of rwg is .70 or higher (James, Demaree, & 

Wolf, 1984), an acceptable range of ICC(1) is between .05 and .20 (Bliese, 2000), and 

a recommended cutoff value for ICC(2) is .60 (Glick, 1985).   

For the empowering leader behavior at the work-unit level, the result of 

ANOVA showed that F was 2.64 (p < .001), and the average inter-member agreement 

score (rwg score) was .81. Furthermore, ICC(1) and ICC(2) scores for empowering 

leader behavior were .17 and .62, respectively. These scores reflected reasonable 

within-group agreement (LeBreton & Senter, 2008) and sufficient within- and 

between-group reliability (Bliese, 2000; Glick, 1985).  
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Upon matching individual employees’ data with their work-unit data, I tested 

the hypothesized relationships using hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) (Bryk & 

Raudenbush, 1992) as the primary statistical approach for data analyses given that the 

set of measured variables was hierarchically structured. In other words, individuals 

were nested within their work-units. HLM allows analyses of the relationships 

between variables at different levels of analysis by modeling both individual and 

work-unit level variance in individual outcome variables. In this study, empowering 

leader behavior was treated as work-unit level (level-2) variables, while all other 

variables were analyzed as individual level (level-1) variables. 

To build the HLM models, I entered both the level-1 predictors and control 

variables in the level-1HLM equations after centering their scores around the 

corresponding work-unit mean (i.e., group-mean centering) as grand-mean centering 

can yield a spurious cross-level interaction effect (Hofmann & Gavin, 1998). Also, in 

examining the effects of empowering leader behavior on the level-1 dependent 

variables (i.e., voice behaviors), the scores of empowering leader behavior were 

centered relative to the mean of the entire sample (i.e., grand-mean centering) in order 

to obtain estimates based on between-group variances (Enders & Tofighi, 2007). Next 

I estimated intercept-as-outcomes models by regressing the intercept estimates 

obtained from level-1 analyses on the level-2 predictor (i.e., empowering leader 

behavior) and then estimated whether the level-1 relationships (i.e., the within group 

slope) between the level-1 predictor (i.e., dissatisfaction with change implementation 

processes) and level-1 outcome variables (i.e., voice behaviors) vary as a function of 
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the cross-level moderator (i.e., empowering leader behavior) (called slope-as-

outcomes model).  
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations among the 

study variables. 

------------------------------- 

Insert Table 1 about here 

-------------------------------- 

 

Hypothesis Testing 

 Hypothesis 1 predicted that employees who are discontent with the current 

change implementation process are more likely to speak up with constructive 

suggestions (Hypothesis 1a: promotive voice) as well as concerns (Hypothesis 1b: 

prohibitive voice). As presented in Table 2, Model 1 and Model 2, the relationship 

between dissatisfaction with change implementation processes and promotive change-

related voice behavior was not significant whereas the relationship between 

dissatisfaction with change implementation processes and prohibitive change-related 

voice behavior was positive and significant as hypothesized (γ = .11, p < .01). Thus, 

Hypothesis 1b was supported while Hypothesis 1a was not. 

------------------------------- 

Insert Table 2 about here 

-------------------------------- 

  

Table 3 summarizes the results of the interactional effects between 

dissatisfaction with change implementation processes and the three hypothesized 

moderators on change-related voice behavior. Hypothesis 2 predicted that employees 

who are dissatisfied with change implementation processes will be more likely to 

speak up with helpful suggestions to improve the change process (Hypothesis 2a) and 
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report harmful factors and concerns (Hypothesis 2b) when they have a strong 

affective commitment to change. As shown in Model 2 and Model 6 of Table 3, 

affective commitment to change was found to significantly strengthen the relationship 

between dissatisfaction with change implementation processes and promotive change-

related voice behavior as hypothesized (γ = .07, p < .05) but not the relationship 

between dissatisfaction and prohibitive change-related voice behavior. Figure 2 

illustrates the interaction patterns. As expected, the relationship between 

dissatisfaction and promotive change-related voice behavior was stronger for those 

who are strongly committed to change. Therefore, Hypothesis 2a was supported while 

Hypothesis 2b was not. 

--------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 2 about here 

---------------------------------------------------- 

  

Hypothesis 3 suggested that the relationships between dissatisfaction with 

change implementation processes and promotive (Hypothesis 3a) and prohibitive 

(Hypothesis 3b) voice behaviors will be stronger when employees’ change efficacy is 

high. As shown in Model 3 and Model 7 of Table 3, change efficacy significantly 

moderated the relationships between dissatisfaction with change implementation 

processes and both promotive and prohibitive of change-related voice behaviors (γ = -

.10, p < .05; γ = -.10, p < .05, respectively). These interactional effects are illustrated 

in Figure 3 and Figure 4. As shown in the figures, although the interaction effects 

were significant, the patterns were different from the hypotheses. In both figures, the 

generally-positive slopes between dissatisfaction and the two types of voice behavior 
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were steeper for those with low, rather than high, levels of change efficacy (dotted 

lines). However, the average levels of the enactment of voice behaviors were higher 

for those with high change efficacy (solid lines) in both figures. Therefore, 

Hypothesis 3a and Hypothesis 3b were partially supported. Additionally, although not 

formally hypothesized, as shown in Model 1 and Model 5 of Table 3, change efficacy 

was found to be significantly and positively related with promotive change-related 

voice behavior (γ = .13, p < .05). 

--------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 3 and Figure 4 about here 

---------------------------------------------------- 

  

Next, I predicted that empowering leader behavior would strengthen the 

relationships between dissatisfaction with change implementation processes and 

promotive (Hypothesis 4a) and prohibitive (Hypothesis 4b) change-related voice 

behaviors. Contrary to the hypotheses, empowering leader behavior was not found to 

significantly moderate the relationships between dissatisfaction and change-related 

voice behaviors; hence, Hypothesis 4a and 4b were not supported as shown in Model 

4 and Model 8 of Table 3. However, the results show that empowering leader 

behavior is positively and significantly associated with both promotive and 

prohibitive change-related voice behaviors (γ = .43, p < .01; γ = .48, p < .001, 

respectively) although these patterns were not formally hypothesized.  

 Furthermore, I additionally tested the interactional effects between 

dissatisfaction and the three moderating variables on voice behaviors with the three 

interactional terms being included in the equation simultaneously. The results 
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indicated that the significant interactional effects discussed above still remained 

significant. 

 ------------------------------- 

Insert Table 3 about here 

-------------------------------- 

 

 I next tested the hypotheses with respect to the consequence of change-related 

voice behavior. Hypothesis 5 predicted that increased levels of both promotive 

(Hypothesis 5a) and prohibitive (Hypothesis 5b) voice behaviors will be positively 

related with change performance. As shown in Table 4, I tested these hypotheses with 

all the variables up to change-related voice behavior being included as control 

variables in the equation. As presented in Model 1 and Model 2, both promotive and 

prohibitive change-related voice behaviors were positively and significantly related 

with performance of change tasks when tested independently (γ = .70, p < .001; γ 

= .58, p < .001, respectively). In contrast, when the two types of voice behavior were 

included simultaneously into the equation, only promotive voice was found to be 

significantly related with performance of change tasks as seen in Model 3 (γ = .60, p 

< .001). This suggests that a significant amount of variance explained by prohibitive 

change-related voice behavior is accounted for by promotive voice in the presence of 

it. Therefore, Hypothesis 5a was supported and Hypothesis 5b was partially supported 

as the significance of the effect of prohibitive voice on performance depended on the 

presence of promotive voice.  

 Last, Hypothesis 6 regards a moderating role of voice instrumentality in the 

relationship between voice behavior and performance. Model 4 and Model 5 in Table 

4 present the results of the interactional effects tests. As shown in Model 5, the 
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interactional effect of prohibitive change-related voice behavior and prohibitive voice 

instrumentality on performance of change tasks was found to be marginally 

significant (γ = .07, p < .055). The pattern of this significant interactional effect is 

illustrated in Figure 5. As expected, the generally-positive relationship between 

prohibitive voice behavior and change performance was stronger for those who 

reported high levels, rather than low levels, of prohibitive voice instrumentality (solid 

line). However, the promotive type of voice instrumentality was not found to 

significantly moderate the relationship between dissatisfaction and promotive voice 

behavior. Therefore, Hypothesis 6b was supported while Hypothesis 6a was not.  

 Figure 6 summarizes the significant findings reported above.      

------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Table 4, Figure 5, and Figure 6 about here 

-------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 In addition to the series of hypothesis testing discussed above, I tested 

whether empowering leader behavior at the work-unit level predicts the three 

moderating variables (affective commitment to change, change efficacy, and voice 

instrumentality). Previous research demonstrated that benefits of empowering leader 

behavior include not only increased levels of employees’ participation in 

organizational decision making but also increased levels of their adaptability and 

flexibility at work and self-efficacy (Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, & Drasgow, 2000). This 

suggests that empowering leader behavior may play a significant role in shaping 

employees’ perceptions associated with organizational change. Employees whose 

leaders exhibit empowering behaviors may better adapt to a change context, which 
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will positively influence their attitudes toward change. Also, they may perceive 

increased levels of their impact and influence on their job and organizational decision 

making during change owing to feelings of self-efficacy. Therefore, it makes sense 

that work-unit leaders’ empowering behavior will influence not only employee voice 

behavior but also employees’ commitment to change, change efficacy, and voice 

instrumentality. The results showed that given the control variables (age, 

organizational commitment, impact of change, and voice expectation), empowering 

leader behavior was positively related with affective commitment to change and 

change efficacy (γ = .33, p < .05; γ = .30, p < .05, respectively) but not with the two 

types of voice instrumentality.  

Post-hoc Simple Slope Tests 

I additionally tested the circumstances in which the relationships above 

between dissatisfaction with change processes and employees’ voice behaviors are 

significant at different levels of the moderating variables (i.e., commitment to change 

and change efficacy) by conducting post-hoc tests of simple slopes. The results 

suggest that employees who are dissatisfied with the current change processes are 

more likely to engage in promotive voice behaviors when their affective commitment 

to change is high (γ = .17, p < .01). This relationship between dissatisfaction with 

change processes and promotive voice behavior was not significant when affective 

commitment to change is low. In addition, regarding the moderating effects 

associated with change efficacy, the positive relationships between dissatisfaction 

with change processes and both promotive and prohibitive of voice behavior are 
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significant only when the levels of change efficacy are low (γ = .21, p < .001; γ = .26, 

p < .001, respectively). 

Furthermore, I conducted post-hoc tests of simple slopes for the significant 

interactional relationship between prohibitive change-related voice behavior and 

prohibitive voice instrumentality on performance of change task. The results indicate 

that this relationship is significant only when the level of prohibitive voice 

instrumentality is high rather than low (γ = .27, p < .01). 



 

51 

 

CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 

 Taking the perspectives of employees’ four reactions to job dissatisfaction 

(Farrell, 1983; Hirschman, 1970; Rusbult et al., 1988) and the planned behavior 

theory (Ajzen, 1988, 1991), this study examined the role of employee voice behavior 

during organizational change as a mechanism through which employees’ 

dissatisfaction with change implementation processes can be converted to a positive 

outcome in the workplace using a survey design and multiple data sources. The 

findings of this study suggest that the role of voice behavior during change varies 

depending on the type of voice, and voice behavior indeed can play a constructive 

role during organizational change.  

In particular, I found that employees who are dissatisfied with the way change 

is being implemented in their organization are more likely to suggest innovative ideas 

and solutions in order to improve the status quo of the change processes (promotive 

voice) if they are more strongly committed to the purpose of the change (affective 

commitment to change). Also, employees who are not dissatisfied with the change 

implementation processes are less likely to exhibit promotive voice when they 

strongly believe it will be difficult to perform well after the change is completed (low 

change efficacy). Furthermore, employees with low levels of dissatisfaction tend not 

to speak up with their concerns to address problems associated with the way change is 

implemented in their organization (prohibitive voice), and this tendency is more 

likely to occur for those with low change efficacy than with high change efficacy. 

Additionally, the analysis results report that those employees who are high in change 

efficacy tend to engage in promotive voice behavior more frequently than those with 
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low change efficacy after controlling for the effect of dissatisfaction with change 

implementation processes on the two voice behaviors. I also found that work-unit 

leaders’ empowering behaviors toward their employees tend to increase the likelihood 

of employees’ enactment of promotive voice behavior and prohibitive voice behavior. 

Moreover, although not formally hypothesized, empowering leader behavior was 

found to be positively associated with employees’ affective commitment to change 

and change efficacy.  

 With respect to the consequence of voice behavior during change, I found that 

employees who engage in voice behavior during change are more likely to perform 

better on their change-related tasks. This tendency is robust for promotive voice as it 

was found to be a significant predictor of change performance regardless of the 

presence of the other type of voice, which is prohibitive voice. In contrast, prohibitive 

voice behavior was found to be positively related with performance of change tasks 

only when promotive voice was not included simultaneously in the analysis. 

Theoretical and practical contributions and implications of the findings of this study 

are discussed in the next section. 

Theoretical Contributions 

Theoretical implications and contributions of this study to the existing 

literatures of organizational change and voice are threefold. First, it reveals a potential 

important role of employees’ voice behavior during organizational change in 

converting employees’ discontent with change implementation processes to their 

increased levels of performance of change tasks. As pointed out earlier, many 

employees are prone to be negative about the processes through which large-scale 
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organizational change is implemented in their workplaces (Burke, 2002; DeCelles et 

al., 2013; Wanous et al., 2000). Given this tendency, this study’s findings shed light 

on the important role of voice behavior as a means to deal with employees’ 

dissatisfaction in a constructive way, which is also in line with prior researchers’ 

attempt to conceptualize employees’ resistance to change as a resource for successful 

change management since the absence of resistance or dissatisfaction may imply 

employees’ disengagement or unthoughtful acceptance of the change (Ford et al., 

2008). Although there have been accumulating research efforts about antecedents of 

voice in the workplace, most of the work tends to focus on the positive aspect of the 

antecedents (e.g., Burris et al., 2008; Detert & Burris, 2007; Liang et al., 2012; 

Morrison et al., 2011; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008a; Venkataramani & Tangirala, 

2010). In contrast, this study focuses on employees’ dissatisfaction while they are 

experiencing organizational change as a factor that is related with employees’ voice. 

Therefore, this study contributes to the both voice and organizational change body of 

literature by showing how employees’ dissatisfaction with change implementation 

processes can result in positive consequences such as performance through voice. 

Furthermore, this study also contributes to the research stream about the framework 

of employees’ four types of reactions to their unpleasant jobs (Farrell, 1983; 

Hirschman, 1970; Rusbult et al., 1988) by taking it to the organizational change 

context. This study suggests that change-related voice – which is a more specific form 

of voice than a generic form of voice – can be a kind of employees’ reaction to their 

dissatisfaction with change implementation processes – which is change-specific 

dissatisfaction rather than general job dissatisfaction – even in the midst of 
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organizational change and that voice is positively associated with performance of 

change tasks.  

Second, the findings of this study show that employees’ voice behaviors 

during change need to be examined with consideration of the content and purpose 

behind the voice behavior. By revealing different patterns associated with antecedents 

and consequences of voice behavior between the promotive and prohibitive types of 

voice, this study builds on the studies of Liang and associates (2012) that introduced 

the two types of voice behavior as well as other prior scholars (Morrison, 2011; 

Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008b; Van Dyne et al., 2003) who broadened the 

definition of voice behavior to include the prohibitive aspect of it.  

In particular, the positive relationship between dissatisfaction with change 

implementation processes and promotive change-related voice holds only when 

employees are strongly committed to change (high affective commitment to change) 

and believe they are not capable of successfully dealing with change demands (low 

change efficacy). This implies that strong affective commitment to the inherent values 

and benefits of change is the driving force that motivates employees who are not 

satisfied with the current change processes to proactively work to improve them. Also, 

the interactional effects associated with change efficacy suggest that the extent to 

which employees are dissatisfied with change implementation processes matters only 

for those who believe they are not in a strong position during or after change 

implementation in terms of their capabilities of handling change demands. It means 

that for employees with high change efficacy, the variation in the frequency of their 

enactment of voice is low between employees with high dissatisfaction and 
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employees with low dissatisfaction; however, for employees with low change 

efficacy, those who are strongly dissatisfied tend to speak up while those with low 

dissatisfaction are not strongly motivated to do so. As employees with low change 

efficacy have stronger dissatisfaction with the change processes, they may be more 

likely to engage in voice behavior in order to improve the processes probably because 

they believe improved change processes will assist them in better adapting to the 

change demands. In contrast, those employees with high change efficacy may tend to 

actively engage in promotive voice behavior regardless of their levels of their 

dissatisfaction probably because they are motivated to help their organization 

successfully implement the change since they believe they are able to perform well 

after change. Supporting this argument, prior voice scholars suggested that employees 

who feel a weak sense of personal control over their work and work outcomes tend to 

be driven to speak up when they are dissatisfied with the status quo whereas those 

with high levels of personal control tend to be motivated to voice by their belief that 

they can positively influence their work and work outcomes (Tangirala & 

Ramanujam, 2008b).  

Regarding the observed main effect of change efficacy on promotive voice, 

this finding suggests that the extent to which employees perceive they are capable of 

handling change tasks and demands successfully influences the likelihood employees 

exercise promotive voice above and beyond the effect of dissatisfaction with change 

processes on voice. According to the planned behavior theory (Ajzen, 1988, 1991), an 

individual must perceive that he or she is able to achieve the purpose of a particular 

focal planned behavior in order to intend to engage in the focal behavior. Thus, 
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employees with high change efficacy may believe they are able to successfully speak 

up with innovative solutions and helpful suggestions to improve change processes 

due to their perceived capability and confidence during change.  

When it comes to prohibitive voice, the findings indicate that, unlike the case 

of promotive voice, there is a robust direct relationship between dissatisfaction and 

prohibitive voice during change. This makes sense in that employees may feel 

comfortable reporting problematic approaches and errors involving change processes 

when they are actually experiencing those harmful factors as indicated by their high 

levels of dissatisfaction with change implementation processes. Moreover, other 

findings suggest that, similarly to promotive voice, employees with strong change 

efficacy tend to engage in prohibitive voice regardless of their dissatisfaction levels 

whereas those with low change efficacy are more sensitive about the level of their 

dissatisfaction with the change implementation processes. Regarding affective 

commitment to change, I did not find any association of it with prohibitive voice 

during change. I speculate that the fact that employees with strong commitment to 

change tend to be very enthusiastic and excited about change may lead them to 

overlook or underrate errors or problems in the change implementation processes due 

to their strong focus on positive aspects of the change and strong belief that the 

change will bring lots of benefits to them and to the organization. 

In addition to the roles of affective commitment to change and change 

efficacy, this study’s findings also reveal that leaders’ empowering behavior is an 

effective trigger for employees’ voice behaviors during change. Furthermore, the 

additional data analysis suggested that employees tend to be strongly committed to 
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organizational change and confident about their capabilities in performing their 

change-related work when their leaders exhibit empowering behaviors. Given that 

empowering leaders tend to emphasize employees’ proactive participation in decision 

making, it is reasonable to argue that more attention should be given to the role of 

empowering leadership during organizational change. Furthermore, empowering 

leaders foster employees’ attachment to their job and organization by enhancing the 

meaningfulness of work, and emphasize confidence in their employees’ high quality 

work performance (Ahearne et al., 2005b), which may increase employees’ 

commitment to organizational change and change efficacy. It is also in line with the 

prior literature on psychological empowerment suggesting that employees who are 

empowered tend to have strong perceptions of meaningfulness, competence, self-

determination, and impact about their work role (Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Spreitzer, 

1995; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990), all of which are likely to increase employees’ 

positive perceptions and attitudes such as commitment to change and change efficacy 

during organizational change. This study contributes to the organizational change 

literature by emphasizing the importance of empowering leadership during change 

given that prior change researchers tend to only focus on the role of transformational 

leadership during change (e.g., Hill, Seo, Kang, & Taylor, 2012; Seo et al., 2012; Wu, 

Neubert, & Yi, 2007). 

Although empowering leader behavior was found to be a significant predictor 

of both promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors, it did not significantly moderate 

the relationships between dissatisfaction with change implementation processes and 

the two types of voice. This finding occurs probably because empowering leader 
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behavior strongly influences both promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors above 

and beyond the effect of dissatisfaction on voice. Even when employees are not 

dissatisfied with change processes, they may be strongly motivated to engage in both 

promotive and prohibitive voice behaviors if their leaders encourage their 

participation in decision making and enlarge the scope of their responsibilities during 

change. 

Third, this study shows that employees’ change-related voice behaviors are 

positively associated with their change performance reported by their work-unit 

leaders. Even though voice behavior has been treated as an extra-role behavior as a 

consequence of employees’ perceptions and attitudes in many prior studies, this study 

indicates that it is significantly related to a performance measure rated by leaders. 

This may be because employees who have opportunities to speak up during change 

are likely to be motivated to work harder to help the organization successfully 

implement the change. The findings show that promotive voice is more strongly 

related with change performance than is prohibitive voice probably because 

employees are more likely to be visible in a positive way when suggesting innovative 

ideas and solutions while prohibitive voice involves risk-taking and potential negative 

reactions from listeners (Liang et al., 2012; Whiting et al., 2008). This point also 

supports the finding that the relationship between prohibitive voice and change 

performance was significant only when employees experience that their speaking up 

with concerns and problems are well received and actually incorporated in the process. 

Therefore, this study builds on prior research about the two types of voice (Liang et 
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al., 2012) by showing that the two types of voice are differentially related with other 

outcome variables such as performance during organizational change.  

Practical Contributions 

 In addition to the theoretical contributions discussed above, this study 

provides several important implications to organizational managers who are 

interested in successful management of organizational change. First, it calls 

managers’ attention on employees’ discontent and dissatisfaction with change 

processes as a factor that potentially produces employees’ positive outcomes during 

change. In order to benefit from having “grumblers” during organizational change, 

managers need to provide them with opportunities to express their opinions to those 

with power and authority to address them, rather than to bottle up their discontent and 

dissatisfaction which may harm the employee’s health without providing any benefit 

to the organization’s change effort. In this way, organizational managers will be able 

to improve change implementation processes, which in turn will lead to successful 

completion of it. 

 Second, I suggest managers invest organizational resources in increasing 

employees’ affective commitment to change. Many scholars have consistently 

emphasized the importance of commitment to change of employees during change 

(e.g., Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Seo et al., 2012; Shin et al., 2012). In line with it, I 

suggest organizational managers invest their time and resources to increase 

employees’ commitment to change by effectively communicating the purpose and 

benefits of upcoming or ongoing organizational change as this study’s findings show 

that strong affective commitment to change helps employees engage in promotive 
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voice behaviors when they are dissatisfied with change processes. Prior research 

supports this argument by suggesting that when employees possess abundant 

resources and inducements from their organization, they are likely to take favorable 

attitudes toward the change and perform positive behaviors to support the change 

(Shin et al., 2012). 

 Third, this study also recommends organizational managers understand and 

pay attention to the benefits of empowering leadership during organizational change. 

Consistent with many other scholars who emphasize benefits of empowering 

leadership in the workplace (e.g., Ahearne, Bhattacharya, & Gruen, 2005a; Kirkman 

& Rosen, 1997, 1999; Srivastava, Bartol, & Locke, 2006; Strauss, 1963; Zhang & 

Bartol, 2010), this study also suggests that managers need to delegate their power and 

enlarge employees’ responsibilities especially when the organizational change 

requires strong engagement of employees in its implementation process. By doing so, 

managers will benefit from innovative suggestions and solutions that are likely to 

improve the process as well as be able to prevent harmful factors that can potentially 

lead to a change failure through their employees’ voice behaviors.  

 Fourth, the findings of this study suggest that organizational managers need to 

listen to employees’ voices carefully and incorporate their suggestions as they will 

potentially improve employees’ work attitudes and change performance. If employees 

experience that speaking up is useless even if they take risks and speak up with 

concerns in order to improve change processes, they will be demotivated to pay 

attention to the successful implementation of change. Therefore, I recommend 

managers address the problems and errors reported by their employees when they are 
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reasonable in order to help employees feel that they are valued and subsequently 

more motivated to perform well during change.  

Limitations 

 Despite the interesting findings and considerable implications of this study, it 

is not free from methodological limitations that need to be addressed in future 

research work in order to more effectively examine the findings of this study.  

First, in spite of the fact that this study’s research design was based on multi-

source data collection, all survey measures were assessed at a single point in time. 

This implies that reversed or unexpected causal relationships among the variables 

may be also possible. For example, although this study’s findings suggest that 

employees with low change efficacy tend to more frequently speak up when they are 

not satisfied with change processes, it is also possible that those with low change 

efficacy are more likely to be dissatisfied with change processes due to feelings of 

fear and anxiety as well as lack of self-confidence during change. Also, although the 

two important behavioral measures – voice behavior and performance behavior 

during change – were obtained from work-unit leaders, the single time design yields 

the possibility that the relationships among the variables can be reversed in their 

direction. Moreover, the two behavioral outcome variables (i.e., voice behavior and 

change performance) were obtained from the same source (i.e., work-unit leaders). 

The usage of HLM as a primary analytical tool helps reduce the likelihood that the 

common source bias influences the nature of the relationships between the two 

outcome variables by taking into account work-unit membership variance. However, 

to better examine causal relationships among the antecedents and consequence of 
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employees’ change-related voice behavior, I recommend future research efforts 

obtain data at least two different points in time from multiple sources.  

 Second, although this study examined empowering leader behavior as a work-

unit level factor that influences employees’ voice behavior, other contextual factors at 

multi-level need to be examined. Given that organizational change involves a number 

of dynamic factors (Herold et al., 2007), various contextual factors such as work-unit 

climates, leader-member relationships, organizational HR practices, and the type of 

organizational change may benefit the research on the role of voice during 

organizational change.   

 Third, several hypotheses were not supported by this study’s data and more 

in-depth examination about the mixed findings is worth being conducted in future 

studies. In spite of interesting findings of this study, it was not fully examined why 

some variables were related with one type of voice behavior but not the other type of 

voice. I recommend future research more systematically examine differential 

antecedents, psychological mechanisms, and consequences involving promotive and 

prohibitive change-related voice behaviors.  

 Last, in terms of the sample characteristics of this study, there are several 

limitation points that need to be addressed in future studies. Most of the sampled 

employees and work-unit leaders were male, which suggests that the findings of this 

study may possibly not be replicated in the same way with other samples consisting 

of female employees. Also, the study organization has multiple divisions to which 

multiple work-units belong. Thus, it is likely that division membership and division-

related factors such as division leadership, division climates, and change impacts on 
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work routines and practices in each division nuance the examined relationships 

among the study variables. More systematic examination in multiple levels with a 

larger sample size will be fruitful to extend the findings of this study. 

Conclusion 

 In conclusion, despite increasing scholarly efforts in examining employees’ 

voice behavior in the workplace, relatively little is known about the role of voice 

behavior during organizational change. My dissertation study highlights the important 

role of voice in potentially converting employees’ dissatisfaction with change 

implementation processes to positive work outcomes during change by examining the 

factors that help employees perform voice behaviors in order to improve change 

implementation processes as well as how employees’ voice behavior is related with 

their performance of change tasks. Given that employees’ dissatisfaction with change 

processes is frequently observed in the modern organizations that are going through 

change, my dissertation helps organizational managers learn how to effectively 

address their employees’ dissatisfaction and further benefit from it. I hope my 

dissertation fuels the emergence of future research that replicates this study’s findings 

in other settings and extends this study by investigating other factors in multi-level 

that can increase the likelihood employees engage in voice behaviors and maximize 

benefits of voice during organizational change. This will greatly enhance the chances 

for its success.    
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TABLE 1 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among Study Variables
a 

 
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1. Proactive 

voice behavior 
4.37 0.98 ― 

             

2. Prohibitive 

voice behavior 
4.26 0.98 .76

**
 ― 

            

3. Affective 

commitment to 

change 

5.3 1.03 .18
*
 .07 ― 

           

4. Change 

efficacy 
5.06 0.92 .26

**
   .23

**
   .43

**
 ― 

          

5. 

Dissatisfaction 

with change 

implementation 

processes 

3.36 1.27 -.03 .13 -.55
**

 -.29
**

 ― 
         

6. Promotive 

voice 

instrumentality 

2.58 1.62 .09 .05 .2
**

 .21
**

 -.19
**

 ― 
        

7. Prohibitive 

voice 

instrumentality 

2.44 1.54 .01 -.02 .17
*
 .17

*
 -.15

*
  .86

**
 ― 

       

8. Change 

performance 
5.04 0.95 .76

**
   .62

**
 .19

*
 .23

**
 -.03 .04 -.02 ― 

      

9. Empowering 

leader behavior 
5.2 0.8 

.46
*
   .54

**
 .44

*
 .57

**
 -.49

*
 .29 .40

*
  .55

**
 

― 
     

10. Age 32.64 4.64 .17
*
   .24

**
 .11 .27

**
 -.01 .04 .04 .06 .25 ― 

    
11. 

Organizational 

commitment 

5.14 0.99 .12 .03   .40
**

 .36
**

 -.41
**

  .29
**

  .25
**

  .16
*
 .38

*
  .15

*
 ― 
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12. Change 

impact 
3.77 1.1 .14 .03 .01 -.07 -.02  .19

**
  .24

**
 .08 .10 .10 .10 ― 

  

13. Voice 

expectation 
3.38 1.29 .06 -.05   .43

**
 .17

*
 -.64

**
  .17

*
  .15

*
 .06  .58

**
 -.05 .44

**
 -.01 ― 

 

14. Other 

communication 

media 

(promotive) 

1.51 1.02 -.07 -.09 .07 .03 -.12  .46
**

  .47
**

 -.05 -.39
*
 -.07 .27

**
 .17

*
 .17

*
 ― 

15. Other 

communication 

media 

(prohibitive) 

1.47 0.97 -.06 -.1 .16
*
 .02 -.17

*
  .45

**
  .47

**
 -.03 -.40

*
 -.06 .30

**
 .19

**
 .24

**
 .84

**
 

 

  

a
N = 192 at level-1 and 27 at level-2. For empowering leader behavior, its mean, standard deviation, and correlations were 

calculated between groups using aggregated scores for level-1 variables. 

 
 *
p < .05, 

**
p < .01.
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TABLE 2 

The Main Effect of Dissatisfaction with Change Implementation Processes on 

Change-related Voice Behavior
a
 

 

DV = Promotive voice 

behavior  

DV = Prohibitive 

voice behavior 

 Model 1  Model 2 

 γ SE  γ SE 

Level-1      

  Age
b
      .04

***
 .01      .06

***
 .01 

  Organizational commitment
b
  .03 .04  .00 .04 

  Change impact
b
 -.02 .06  -.09 .06 

  Voice expectation
b
  .08 .06   .08 .05 

  DCIP  .06 .06      .11
**

 .04 
 

       a
N = 192 at level-1 and 27 at level-2. Unstandardized coefficients are reported. 

DCIP = dissatisfaction with change implementation processes. 

      b
Control variables. 

       **
p < .01, 

***
p < .001.
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TABLE 3 

The Interactional Effects between Dissatisfaction with Change Implementation Processes and Moderating Variables 

(Affective commitment to Change, Change Efficacy, and Empowering Leader Behavior) on Change-related Voice 

Behavior
 a
 

 DV = Promotive change-related voice behavior  DV = Prohibitive change-related voice 

behavior 

 Model1  Model2  Model3  Model4  Model5  Model6  Model

7 

 Model8 

 γ  

(SE) 

 γ  

(SE) 

 γ  

(SE) 

 γ  

(SE) 

 γ  

(SE) 

 γ  

(SE) 

 γ  

(SE) 

 γ  

(SE) 

Level-1                

   Age
b
 .04

**
 

(.01) 

 .04
***

 

(.01) 

 .04
**

 

(.01) 

 .04
**

 

(.01) 

 .06
***

 

(.01) 

 .06
***

 

(.01) 

 .06
***

 

(.01) 

 .06
***

 

(.01) 

   Organizational 

commitment
b
 

-.01 

(.05) 

 .00 

(.05) 

 .00 

(.05) 

 -.01 

(.05) 

 -.03 

(.05) 

 -.03 

(.04) 

 -.03 

(.04) 

 -.03 

(.05) 

   Change impact
b
 .00 

(.03) 

 .01 

(.03) 

 -.01 

(.03) 

 .00 

(.03) 

 -.07 

(.05) 

 -.07 

(.05) 

 -.08 

(.05) 

 -.07 

(.05) 

   Voice 

expectation
b
 

.09 

(.06) 

 .11 

(.06) 

 .09 

(.05) 

 .09 

(.06) 

 .08 

(.04) 

 .10 

(.06) 

 .09
*
 

(.04) 

 .08 

(.05) 

   DCIP .11 

(.06) 

 -.27 

(.19) 

 .61
**

 

(.21) 

 .11 

(.06) 

 .15
**

 

(.04) 

 -.15
**

 

(.22) 

 .69
**

 

(.23) 

 .15
**

 

(.05) 

   Affective 

commitment to 

change 

.07 

(.07) 

 -.21 

(.17) 

 .09 

(.07) 

 .06 

(.07) 

 .05 

(.07) 

 -.17 

(.16) 

 .07 

(.08) 

 .05 

(.07) 
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   Change efficacy .13
*
 

(.06) 

 .13
*
 

(.06) 

 .42
**

 

(.16) 

 .13
*
 

(.05) 

 .09 

(.06) 

 .09 

(.05) 

 .41
*
 

(.18) 

 .09 

(.06) 

   DCIP X affective 

commitment to 

change 

  .07
*
 

(.03) 

       .05 

(.04) 

    

   DCIP X change 

efficacy 

    -.10
*
 

(.05) 

       -.10
*
 

(.04) 

  

Level-2                

   Empowering 

leader      behavior 

.43
**

 

(.13) 

 .43
**

 

(.13) 

 .43
**

 

(.13) 

 .43
**

 

(.13) 

 .48
***

 

(.11) 

 .48
***

 

(.11) 

 .48
***

 

(.11) 

 .48
***

 

(.11) 

   DCIP X 

empowering leader 

behavior 

      .04 

(.05) 

       -.03 

(.03) 

 

     a
N = 192 at level-1 and 27 at level-2. Unstandardized coefficients are reported. DCIP = dissatisfaction with change 

implementation processes. 

     b
Control variables. 

  
 *
p < .05, 

**
p < .01, 

***
p < .001. 
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TABLE 4 

The Effects of Change-related Voice Behavior and Voice Instrumentality on 

Performance of Change Tasks 

 DV = Performance of Change Task 

 Model1  Model2  Model3  Model4  Model5 

 γ  

(SE) 

 γ  

(SE) 

 γ  

(SE) 

 γ  

(SE) 

 γ  

(SE) 

Level-1          

   Age
b
 -.03

*
 

(.01) 

 -.04
**

 

(.01) 

 -.04
**

 

(.01) 

 -.03
**

 

(.01) 

 -.03
**

 

(.01) 

   Organizational      

commitment
b
 

.03 

(.08) 

 .04 

(.08) 

 .03 

(.07) 

 .03 

(.08) 

 .03 

(.07) 

   Change impact
b
 -.01 

(.03) 

 .04 

(.03) 

 .00 

(.03) 

 .01 

(.03) 

 .01 

(.03) 

   Voice 

expectation
b
 

-.01 

(.04) 

 .01 

(.04) 

 -.01 

(.04) 

 -.01 

(.04) 

 -.01 

(.04) 

   Usage of formal 

communication 

media (promotive)
b
 

-.09
**

 

(.03) 

   -.07 

(.07) 

 -.05 

(.07) 

 -.06 

(.07) 

   Usage of formal 

communication 

media (prohibitive)
b
 

  -.11
**

 

(.03) 

 -.04 

(.07) 

 -.02 

 (.07) 

 -.01 

(.06) 

   DCIP .04 

(.05) 

 .03 

(.05) 

 .03 

(.04) 

 .03 

(.04) 

 .03 

(.04) 

   Affective 

commitment to 

change 

.03 

(.07) 

 .07 

(.07) 

 .04 

(.07) 

 .04  

(.07) 

 .06 

(.07) 

   Change efficacy .04 

(.05) 

 .08 

(.06) 

 .04 

(.05) 

 .06 

(.05) 

 .05 

(.05) 

   Promotive 

change-related 

voice 

.70
***

 

(.10) 

   .60
***

 

(.15) 

 .60
***

 

(.15) 

 .73
***

 

(.19) 

   Prohibitive   .58
***

  .15  .15  -.02 
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change-related 

voice 

(.07) (.11) (.11) (.15) 

   Promotive voice 

instrumentality
 

      -.02 

(.04) 

 .22 

(.18) 

   Prohibitive voice 

instrumentality 

      -.02 

(.05) 

 -.32
*
 

(.16) 

  Promotive change-

related voice X 

promotive voice 

instrumentality 

        -.06 

(.04) 

  Prohibitive 

change-related 

voice X prohibitive 

voice 

instrumentality 

        .07
†
 

(.04) 

Level-2          

   Empowering 

leader behavior 

.27 

(.19) 

 .29 

(.19) 

 .27 

(.19) 

 .27 

(.18) 

 .27 

(.19) 
     

    a
N = 192 at level-1 and 27 at level-2. Unstandardized coefficients are reported. 

DCIP = dissatisfaction with change implementation processes.
 

     b
Control variables. 

   †p < .055, 
 *
p < .05, 

**
p < .01, 

***
p < .001.
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FIGURE 1 

Hypothesized Theoretical Model 
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FIGURE 2 

Interaction Effect between Dissatisfaction with Change Implementation 

Processes and Affective Commitment to Change on Promotive Change-related 

Voice 
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FIGURE 3 

Interaction Effect between Dissatisfaction with Change Implementation 

Processes and Change Efficacy on Promotive Change-related Voice 
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FIGURE 4 

Interaction Effect between Dissatisfaction with Change Implementation 

Processes and Change Efficacy on Prohibitive Change-related Voice  
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FIGURE 5 

Interaction Effect between Prohibitive Change-related Voice and Prohibitive 

Voice Instrumentality on Performance of Change Tasks  
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FIGURE 6 

Summary of Findings
a
 

 

 

 

                                           a
Standardized coefficients are reported for significant effects. Unstandardized coefficients are reported in parentheses.  

                                           †p < .055, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 

Performance 

of Change 

Tasks 

Empowering 

Leader 

Behavior  

Promotive 

Change-

related Voice 

Behavior 

 

Dissatisfaction 

with Change 

Implementation 
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Affective 
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to Change   

Change 

Efficacy 

Work-unit level 

Individual level  

 

.12
* 

(.13) 
.14

** 

(.11) 

.72
*** 

(.70) 

.11† 

(.07) 

Voice 

Instrumentality 

Prohibitive 

Change-

related Voice 

Behavior 

 

.09
* 

(.07) -.09
* 

(-.10) 

-.09
* 

(-.10) 

.52
** 

(.43) .58
*** 

(.48) 

.60
*** 

(.58) 
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APPENDIX 

Survey Measures and Items 

Construct Survey Items 

Dissatisfaction with change 

implementation processes 

1. In general, I don't like the processes that have 

been used to implement the organizational 

change. 

2. In general, I don’t like the way the change is 

implemented in this organization. 

3. All in all, I am not satisfied with the current 

change implementation processes.  

4. Most of the process through which the change 

has been implemented will not do much good. 

5. The process that has been used to implement 

the change will not produce good results. 

6. The current way to implement the change will 

not produce much real change. 

7. The current process for change implementation 

will not amount to much. 

Affective commitment to 

change 

1. I believe in the value of this change initiative. 

2. This change initiative is a good strategy for this 

organization. 

3. I think that management is making a mistake 
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by introducing this change initiative. (reversed) 

4. This change initiative serves an important 

purpose. 

5. Things would be better without this change 

initiative. (reversed) 

6. This change initiative is not necessary. 

(reversed) 

Change efficacy 

1. Wherever the change initiative takes me, I'm 

sure I can handle it. 

2. I get nervous that I may not be able to do all 

that is demanded of me by the change 

initiative. (reversed) 

3. I have reason to believe I may not perform well 

in my job situation following the change 

initiative. (reversed) 

4. Though I may need some training, I have little 

doubt I can perform well following the change 

initiative. 

Change-related voice 

behavior 

Promotive voice: 

1. This employee proactively develops and makes 

suggestions for issues that may influence the 

change implementation processes. 
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2. This employee proactively suggests new 

approaches which are beneficial to the change 

implementation processes. 

3. This employee raises suggestions to improve 

the change implementation processes. 

4. This employee proactively voices out 

constructive suggestions that improve the 

change implementation processes. 

5. This employee makes constructive suggestions 

to improve the change implementation 

processes. 

Prohibitive voice: 

6. This employee advises others against the 

undesirable change implementation processes 

that would hamper the change implementation. 

7. This employee speaks up honestly with 

problems in the change implementation 

processes that might cause serious loss to the 

organization, even when/though dissenting 

opinions exist.  

8. This employee dares to voice out opinions on 

things that might affect efficiency of the 
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change implementation processes in the 

organization, even if that would embarrass 

others. 

9. This employee dares to point out problems in 

the change implementation processes when 

they appear, even if that would hamper 

relationships with other colleagues. 

10. This employee proactively reports coordination 

problems in the change implementation 

processes to the management. 

Voice instrumentality 

Promotive voice: 

Indicate the extent to which your suggestions to 

improve the change implementation processes were 

incorporated in the processes. 

Prohibitive voice:  

Indicate the extent to which your speaking up with 

problems in the change implementation processes 

was incorporated in the processes.   

Performance of change 

tasks 

1. This employee fulfills his/her change-related 

responsibilities. 

2. This employee performs the tasks that are 

expected as part of the change-related job. 
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3. This employee meets change-related 

performance expectations. 

4. This employee adequately completes change-

related responsibilities. 

Empowering leader 

behavior 

Enhancing the meaningfulness of work: 

1. Your manager helps members of your team 

understand how their objectives and goals 

relate to that of the company. 

2. Your manager helps members of your team 

understand the importance of their work to the 

overall effectiveness of the company. 

3. Your manager helps members of your team 

understand how their job fits into the bigger 

picture. 

Fostering participation in decision making: 

4. Your manager makes many decisions together 

with members of your team. 

5. Your manager often consults members of your 

team on strategic decisions. 

6. Your manager solicits opinions of members of 

your team on decisions that may affect them. 

Expressing confidence in high performance: 



 

82 

 

7. Your manager believes that members of your 

team can handle demanding tasks. 

8. My manager believes in the ability of members 

of your team to improve even when they make 

mistakes. 

9. My manager expresses confidence in the ability 

of members of your team to perform at a high 

level. 

Providing autonomy from bureaucratic 

constraints: 

10. Your manager allows members of your team to 

do their job their way. 

11. Your manager makes it more efficient for 

members of your team to do their job by 

keeping the rules and regulations simple. 

12. Your manager allows members of your team to 

make important decisions quickly to satisfy 

customer needs. 

Organizational commitment 

1. For me this is the best of all possible 

organizations for which to work.  

2. I am proud to tell others that I am part of this 

organization. 
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3.  I really care about the fate of this organization. 

4.  I find that my values and the organization's 

values are very similar. 

5.  This organization really inspires the very best 

in me in the way of job performance. 

6. I talk up this organization to my friends as a 

great organization to work for. 

Usage of other 

organizational formal 

communication media 

Promotive communication 

1. Indicate the extent to which you have used 

formal communication channels [e.g., 

suggestion box] to express your suggestions to 

improve the change implementation processes. 

Prohibitive communication 

1. Indicate the extent to which you have used 

formal communication channels [e.g., 

suggestion box] to speak up with problems in 

the change implementation processes. 

Impact of change 

1. I am expected to do more work than I used to. 

2. The nature of my work has changed. 

3. My job responsibilities have changed. 

4. I find greater demands placed on me at work 

because of this change. 
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5. I am experiencing more pressure at work 

because of this change. 

6. The work processes and procedures I use have 

changed. 

Voice expectation 

1. It is useless for me to suggest new ways of 

doing things to increase the efficiency of the 

change implementation processes. 

2. It will not give significant influence over how 

the change plans are carried out around here 

even if I make constructive suggestions. 

3. Trying to point out problems in the way change 

programs are executed by speaking up is a 

waste of time. 

4. Nothing changes even if I speak up about 

problems in the current change implementation 

processes. 
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