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THE ROLE OF INCLUSIVE CLIMATES IN EMPOWERING SOLDIER VOICE

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Research Requirement:

Inclusive climates are thought to elicit diverse perspectives that leaders may leverage to
enable their units to achieve mission success. However, little research has investigated specific
outcomes of inclusive climates, especially within a military context. In support of an Army
Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences (ARI) research program on developing
military-specific climates for inclusion, this research was intended to identify organizational
characteristics supporting individual Soldiers in contributing their full potential to mission
success. Specifically, this research provides a foundation for leaders to empower their
subordinates to contribute ideas, challenge the status quo, and take an active role in shaping the
organizational context to better reflect their commander’s intent.

Approach:

The goal of this research was to test a conceptual model of inclusive climates and how
these climates impact Soldiers’ expressive behaviors. Inclusive climates may provide a context
enabling leaders to leverage Soldiers’ diverse perspectives, ideas, and experiences to enhance
mission success. We predicted that if inclusive climates enable leaders to leverage diverse
perspectives, then inclusive climates would also influence subordinates to communicate mission-
relevant information more openly. Creating a climate that supports subordinates in
communicating mission-relevant information—described in the psychological literature as
“voice behavior” (Van Dyne et al., 2003) or “speaking up” (Burris, 2012)—is essential for a
leader to become aware of, evaluate, and incorporate such contributions from subordinates into
organizational processes, such as mission planning and execution. We tested the relevance of
inclusive climates on voice behaviors by collecting survey data using a variety of theoretically
relevant demographic, psychosocial, and organizational climate measures, including rank,
psychological empowerment, trust-in-leader, workgroup identification, and both leader- and
peer-related climates for inclusion.

Findings:

The findings were relatively consistent with prior organizational research on voice
behavior. The strongest predictor was psychological empowerment, followed by rank and peer-
related climates for inclusion. All predictors were positively related to voice behaviors. Due to a
particularly strong effect of psychological empowerment, we conducted an exploratory analysis
of its predictors, revealing that psychological empowerment is predicted most strongly by
workgroup identification, followed by leader-related climates for inclusion, trust-in-leader, and
rank.

Utilization and Dissemination of Findings:

The research explains the benefits of voice behavior on unit effectiveness and presents
empirical evidence that peer-related inclusive climates are a unique factor in supporting voice
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behavior. These findings can guide leaders who want their Soldiers to inform peers or leaders of
new mission-relevant information. Therefore, this research gives leaders a framework for
evaluating voice behavior in their units as well as plausible intervention points to increase voice
behavior (e.g., peer-related interaction norms and individual-level psychological empowerment).
Army leaders, with their greater degree of authority, have the power and responsibility to shape
the climate of their unit to support their subordinates’ willingness and capacity to contribute their
perspective to larger organizational processes. This research may be applied by leaders who seek
to support and empower their Soldiers to address and solve problems as they notice them,
leading to a more effective and adaptive unit. Empowered Soldiers contribute to organizational
success, making leaders aware of emerging challenges and presenting solutions to consider.



THE ROLE OF INCLUSIVE CLIMATES IN EMPOWERING SOLDIER VOICE

CONTENTS
Page
THE ROLE OF INCLUSIVE CLIMATES IN EMPOWERING SOLDIER VOICE..................... 1
V0iCe S @ BENAVIOTA] OULCOIMIE ...t eeeeeeeeeeesennnnnn 2
Antecedents and Barriers 0f VOICE BERAVIOT......coovuuuueeee e 2
Climate and VOoi1Ce BeRavior.......coooiiiiiiiii 4
Psychological Empowerment and Voice Behavior...........c.cccovvieiiiiiiiiiiiiieceeeeeeeeeee 5
IMETHOD .ottt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ee e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeereeeeaeeeeeaeaeaaeees 5
Participants and ProCEAUIE............ccuieiiiiiiiiiieiie ettt ettt s en 5
IMLEASUTES ..ottt et e e e et e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e et e e e e eaee e e e e s eenanaeeenanaeeennnn 6
LeVels Of ANALYSIS.....iciiiiiiiiieeiiecie ettt ettt et e et e st e et e e sbeesabe e seesabeebeesnbeensaennseens 7
F N1 A TN o P 3 o RO USSR 7
RIE SULTS oottt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeereeeeaeeaeeeeaeaaaees 9
DISCUSSION ..ottt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeaeaeeeeereeeeaeeaaeeaaeaeaees 12
Rank as @ Generalized ANTECEAENT ........ouvueeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeseeeeaneeenennnnne 12
Factors Related t0 VOICE BERAVIOT ... .cooeieeeeeeeee e 13
Factors Related to Psychological EMpOWerment .............cccoeovieviiiniieniieniieiieeieeiee e 14
Limitations and FULUIE DITECTIONS ... .eeeeieeiieeee et e e e e e e e e eeeeee e e e e e e eeeeaaaaeens 15
CON C LU SION .., 16
REFERENCES ..ottt ettt e e e e e e e ee e e e e eeae e e e e ee e e e e e e e e eeeaeeeeaeeaaaeeaees 18

LIST OF TABLES

TABLE 1: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS ..ot 9
TABLE 2: MEAN DIFFERENCES FOR JUNIOR-ENLISTED AND NCO STATUS.............. 10
TABLE 3: CORRELATIONS AND RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS ..ot 10
TABLE 4: REGRESSION MODEL PREDICTING VOICE BEHAVIOR .....oovveeei. 11

TABLE 5: REGRESSION MODEL PREDICTING PSYCHOLOGICAL EMPOWERMENT . 12

vi



The Role of Inclusive Climates in Empowering Soldier Voice

Inclusive climates are thought to elicit diverse perspectives that leaders may leverage to
enable their units to achieve mission success. However, little research has investigated specific
outcomes of inclusive climates, especially within a military context. In support of an Army
Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences (ARI) research program on developing
military-specific climates for inclusion, this research was intended to identify organizational
characteristics supporting individual Soldiers in contributing their full potential to mission
success. Specifically, this research provides a foundation for leaders to empower their
subordinates to contribute ideas, challenge the status quo, and take an active role in shaping the
organizational context to better reflect their commander’s intent, focusing on the organizational
antecedents of Soldiers’ voice.

Voice is a familiar metaphor, captured in idiomatic phrases like ‘make your voice heard’
or ‘voice your concerns.” As a metaphor, voice describes how an individual may resist, shape,
even define the actions of a group, making others aware of what only the individual had
previously perceived or come to know. It symbolizes the expressive power of the individual to
influence others, ultimately shaping the opinions, beliefs, and actions of others. This common
metaphoric usage of the word voice has extended into psychological terminology to describe the
communicative behaviors of subordinates within an organizational context, expressing personal
knowledge, experiences, and perspectives with the intent to inform or shape higher-level
organizational processes. Army leaders rely on the knowledge, experiences, and perspectives
expressed by subordinate Soldiers to inform them of relevant and critical events related to the
mission; in effective Army organizations, leaders rely on the Soldiers’ voice to maintain
situational understanding and inform decision-making. Subordinate Soldiers can provide
information that leaders need to form accurate understandings and make timely and effective
decisions (Department of the Army, 2019). It is therefore critical that leaders establish
organizational climates that are inclusive of diverse perspectives and that empower Soldiers to
communicate promptly and openly—that is, inclusive climates that empower the Soldiers’ voice.

When Soldiers notice significant changes to the mission environment, it is beneficial that
they make their leaders aware so that mission planning and execution may be adapted to the new
circumstances. That said, research in the private sector suggests that subordinates too often hold
back, remaining silent out of fear of ostracism or retaliation (Ryan & Oestreich, 1991),
particularly when they perceive that the information they have to share does not align with their
leaders’ existing expectations. That reluctance to share critical information can negatively affect
the success of a mission. Evidence further suggests that subordinate military personnel who are
hesitant to speak up may share similar concerns with subordinates in the private sector (Pinder &
Harlos, 2001). Even so, extensive research has shown that subordinates who are comfortable
communicating with their leaders may provide vital information to prevent major errors and
improve decision making (Morrison, 2014). The Army requires an understanding of the factors
that may contribute to Soldiers’ willingness to communicate openly with their leaders, especially
when the information to be shared is critical to improving their unit’s ability to adapt to evolving
situations and accomplish its mission. An understanding of these factors may highlight critical
aspects of organizational climates that can be influenced to improve how information is shared



between subordinates and leaders, thereby improving organizations’ adaptation to and success
within dynamic and evolving mission environments.

Voice as a Behavioral QOutcome

If Soldiers voice mission-relevant ideas or concerns to an authority figure, also known as
speaking up (Burris, 2012), such phenomena should be observable through voice behavior.
Voice behavior is defined as “intentionally expressing relevant ideas, information, and opinions
about possible improvements” (Van Dyne et al., 2003, p. 1360). Although some jobs formally
require speaking up about work functions (e.g., legal counsel, mandatory reporters of abuse),
voice behaviors refer to occasions where an employee decides to speak up even though their job
does not require it (Morrison, 2014). Generally speaking, voice behaviors are informal and extra-
role communications that are intended to improve organizational functioning by challenging
standard operating procedures (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998; Morrison, 2014), either by promoting
good ideas or discouraging bad ones (Liang et al., 2012). High levels of voice behaviors enable
organizations to take advantage of opportunities, detect and solve problems, make more
informed decisions, and rapidly respond to crises (Morrison, 2014). Comparatively, silence is
often implicated when organizations ignore underlying and emerging problems, eventually
leading to large-scale failures, such as the space-shuttle Columbia disaster (Greenberg &
Edwards, 2009) or the collapse of Enron (Milliken et al., 2003). In these situations, many
individuals noticed that critical problems were becoming increasingly dire, but the organizational
climate either inhibited these individuals from speaking up, or prevented their voiced concerns
from having influence. The problems continued to persist until they became catastrophic
situations from which there was no return. In the context of military missions, the consequences
of missing key details may also be catastrophic; there is a need to understand the factors that
contribute to voice behavior in military organizations.

Antecedents and Barriers of Voice Behavior

As individuals engaged in voice behaviors may challenge the organizational status quo,
these individuals may likewise perceive risk in the choice to speak up. Many individuals
consider how others may receive their message when choosing whether to speak up (Li et al.,
2020). The predominant barriers to voice are often perceptions of risk and/or futility (Morrison,
2014). Risk stems from concerns that challenging the status quo will have negative consequences
for the individual, such as being ostracized by peers, passed over for promotion, or even fired
(Detert & Trevifio, 2010; Milliken et al., 2003). Subordinates may also see others holding back,
and therefore remain silent and then lose confidence in their ideas, or they may fear being
labeled as a complainer or troublemaker (Morrison, 2014). Futility stems from concerns that
expressing their voice will not bring about a desired outcome, such as situations in which
leaders, peers, and/or the organization may resist the desired change (Morrison & Milliken,
2000). These concerns can arise even if subordinates have not yet experienced negative
outcomes and are merely uncertain about the likelihood of a good outcome when challenging the
status quo (Li et al., 2020).

One factor likely influencing the expression of voice in the Army is rank. It is well-
documented that hierarchical organizations can reduce voice, especially from members with



lower social status or authority (Festinger, 1950; Detert & Trevifio, 2010). As militaries are in
many respects hierarchical organizations, rank should be a strong predictor of voice—a
phenomenon observed among Dutch military personnel (Hilverda et al., 2018). When
considering the role of risk and/or futility perceptions, the effect of rank seems reasonable, as
lower-ranking members have less authority or autonomy to effect the change they desire. We
expect to replicate these findings, hypothesizing that leaders who have greater authority and
autonomy in their work role will have reduced perceptions of voice-related risk and futility
(Morrison, 2014) and will therefore report greater rates of open communication that challenges
the status quo than will subordinates.

Hypothesis 1: Higher-ranking Soldiers (noncommissioned-officers [NCOs]) will report
engaging in higher rates of voice behaviors than lower-ranking Soldiers (junior-enlisted).

Researchers have indicated that the quality of the military leader-subordinate relationship
is a factor in fostering voice (Hyllengren et al., 2011), but it may also serve as a barrier to voice
(Pinder & Harlos, 2001). For example, Soldiers have long reported that toxic military leaders can
create a climate of silence in their units (Pelletier, 2010) in which Soldiers feel motivated to
withhold negative mission-critical information, fearing negative consequences (Reed, 2004).
Army research further reveals that toxic leaders tend to avoid frank discussions, fail to
implement new ideas, and discourage new ideas in general (Steele, 2011), all of which hold clear
parallels to perceptions of risk and futility (Morrison, 2014). In contrast, authentic and inclusive
leaders have been shown to facilitate voice behavior by demonstrating respect for diverse
opinions (Simmons et al., 2022) and inviting input from those whose “voice might have
otherwise been absent” (Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006 as cited in Boekhorst, 2015, p. 246).
These leaders act in ways that may reduce perceptions of risk and reinforce the act of providing
input to organizational processes, thus encouraging group members to speak-up. Essentially,
leaders are likely key gatekeepers to voice behavior as they shape an organizational climate that
either fosters or punishes expressing opinions that differ from the status quo (Key-Roberts et al.,
2020).

Beyond the effects of leadership practices and rank, Soldiers’ voice behavior may be
affected by broader sociocultural norms. When individuals consider expressing their voice, their
perceptions of others’ desire to use what they may communicate is a strong predictor of whether
they choose to engage in voice behavior (Tucker et al., 2008). This view suggests that voice
behavior is strongly influenced by the perceived relevance of individual communications to the
group’s shared goals. Specific to the military, Hilverda et al. (2018) reported that what Soldiers’
came to believe about voice-specific organizational norms was shaped by voice behavior they
observed among others within their organization. In a sense, people express their voice when
they believe others will support them and their contributions. Hilverda et al.’s findings are
limited, however, in that Soldiers’ perceptions of their subordinates, peers, supervisors, and
highest management levels were combined to form a single index of social norms, blurring the
distinctions represented by different types of social relationships within an organization. While
perceptions of general social norms may influence whether Soldiers decide to express their
voice, it is difficult to disentangle the influence of norms which may be specific to subordinates,
peers, or leaders as distinct types of social relationships. One goal of the current research is to
examine how the perceived norms of leader and peer groups may influence Soldiers’ voice



behavior in a military organizational context—i.e., taking a step toward distinguishing between
these different types of social relationships.

Climate and Voice Behavior

Army doctrine clearly states that leaders should foster an organizational climate that
encourages speaking up: “Commanders whose command climates make subordinates reluctant to
share bad news are likely to be poorly informed and operate from faulty assumptions that put
operations at risk” (Department of the Army, 2019, Chapter 3, p. 4). Given such requirements,
climates for inclusion have been proposed to elicit diverse perspectives by providing
opportunities for all voices to be heard (Shore et al., 2011; Nishii, 2013). Inclusive climates
emerge when members of a group perceive that they and their expressed beliefs and ideas are
valued, integrated, and leveraged by the organization (Key-Roberts et al., 2020). Inclusive
climates extend traditional diversity efforts beyond fair treatment and representation to better
enable all group members to contribute to their fullest potential (Ferdman & Deane, 2014). A
key factor in developing inclusive climates is ensuring that group members understand that they
are part of the group, that they belong, while also respecting each individual member for their
unique experiences and perspectives (Boehm & Dwertmann, 2015; Shore et al., 2011; Chung et
al., 2020).

The U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences (ARI) has
conducted research that led to a military-specific model of inclusive climates (Key-Roberts et al.,
2020) as well as a dedicated climate survey (Brown et al., 2020). In accordance with the ARI
model of inclusive military climates, both leaders and subordinates must actively work to shape
climate perceptions. Within the proposed measurement framework, inclusive climates emerge
from leader-driven informational inclusion (vertical informational inclusion, [VII]) and peer-
related group interaction norms (horizontal social inclusion, [HSI]). VII describes leader and
organizational support for sharing information and soliciting subordinate input, whereas HSI
describes the degree to which peers support each other and welcome diversity in both words and
actions. Within a social unit, the distinct work roles of leaders and peers likely have different
effects on perceptions of risk and futility about speaking up. Leaders often have the authority to
reward or punish extra-role behaviors as well as to consider, implement, or ignore new ideas. At
the same time, peers can choose to welcome or reject individuals for challenging the status quo
and to accept, reject, or resist recommendations. Both VII and HSI are likely to influence voice
behavior.

It is likely that VII and HSI will predict voice behavior because they are also
conceptually related to interpersonal relationships with leaders and peers (Key-Roberts et al.,
2020), both of which influence voice behavior (Morrison, 2014). For example, higher quality
relationships between leaders and subordinates elicit increased rates of subordinate voice
behaviors (Van Dyne et al., 2008), especially when the subordinate trusts the leader to be
respectful and open to new ideas (Detert & Burris, 2007; Gao et al., 2011). Similarly, a strong
sense of belongingness, to the point of personal identification with a work group leads to higher
rates of voice behavior (Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008). It is unclear the degree to which such
findings extend to inclusive climates as the above findings refer to individuals’ personal
experiences whereas inclusive climates refer to perceptions of how everyone is treated. However,



if inclusive climates are uniquely pertinent to voice behavior, then inclusive climates should
remain significant predictors even after accounting for conceptually similar psychosocial
attitudes regarding social bonds.

Hypothesis 2a: After controlling for rank, trust-in-leader (TiL) and workgroup
identification (WGI) will each explain unique variance in voice behavior.

Hypothesis 2b: After controlling for rank and psychosocial variables (TiL and WGI),
vertical informational inclusion (VII) and horizontal social inclusion (HSI) will each explain
unique variance in voice behavior.

Psychological Empowerment and Voice Behavior

Challenging the organizational status quo is a risky and active effort to shape the work
environment. In addition to the perceptions of risk and futility, Morrison (2014) also argues that
engaging in extra-role voice behaviors requires a proactive motivation to change the organization
for the better. This activity aligns with the organizational psychology concept of psychological
empowerment, which is defined as an intrinsic motivation to take an active orientation to work
(Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Spreitzer, 1995). Empowered subordinates are more likely to pursue
untested ideas and perform extra-role behaviors to improve their organization, including
engaging in voice behaviors (Spreitzer, 2008). A meta-analysis provided evidence that
empowerment and voice are causally linked, such that increasing psychological empowerment
necessarily increases the expression of voice behaviors (Chamberlin et al., 2018). As empowered
subordinates are neither afraid of novelty, nor cynical of organizational change, it is not
surprising that empowered subordinates are much more likely to challenge the status quo via
voice behaviors (Raub & Robert, 2010).

Hypothesis 3a: After accounting for all variables laid out in all above hypotheses (rank,
TiL, WGI, VII, and HSI), psychological empowerment will be the strongest predictor of voice.

Hypothesis 3b: After accounting for psychological empowerment, the inclusive climate
variables (VII and HSI) will still predict unique variance in voice behavior.

Method
Participants and Procedure

A total of 283 enlisted Soldiers completed a paper-and-pencil survey. To ensure high
quality of data, we removed Soldiers who failed to complete 25% of any individual block or
missed more than one attention check (e.g., Draw a box above response 4). This step removed 19
participants. We also removed participants who answered questions they had been explicitly
directed to skip. This step removed an additional 48 participants, resulting in a final sample size
of N =216 participants. The final sample was composed of approximately equal numbers of
junior-enlisted personnel (E1-E4, n = 106) and NCOs (E5-E9, n = 110).



Measures
Horizontal Social Inclusion (HSI)

We used the Horizontal Social Inclusion subscale from the Climate for Inclusion measure
developed by Brown et al. (2020) to measure peer-driven inclusive interaction norms. The
subscale consists of nine items designed to assess peer interaction norms, with an emphasis on
peer-level respect, support, and communication (Brown et al., 2020) and uses five-point Likert
response options, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. The subscale assesses social
norms that foster Soldiers’ feelings of belongingness and uniqueness within their unit. Examples
of items include, “Soldiers celebrate unit members’ achievements” and “Soldiers speak up if
someone is being excluded.”

Vertical Informational Inclusion (VII)

We used the Vertical Information Inclusion subscale from the Climate for Inclusion
measure developed by Brown et al. (2020) to measure leader-driven informational inclusion
norms. The subscale uses five-point Likert response options, ranging from strongly disagree to
strongly agree. The subscale assesses mutual communication feedback between leaders and
Soldiers. Example items include, “Soldiers are actively listened to, not just talked to” and
“Communication goes up and down the chain of command.”

Voice Behavior

We used the Employee Voice scale developed by Liang et al. (2012) to measure voice
behavior. The scale consists of ten items designed to assess the degree to which individuals feel
comfortable expressing work-related ideas or concerns, and uses five-point Likert response
options, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. We made minor revisions to adapt the
scale to a military context (e.g., replace “work unit” with “unit”). Example items include, “I
make constructive suggestions to improve the unit’s operation” and “I proactively report
coordination problems in the unit to leaders.”

Psychological Empowerment

We measured Psychological Empowerment with the scale developed by Spreitzer (1995).
The scale consists of items designed to assess the four theoretical dimensions of empowerment:
meaning, impact, self-determination, and competence. This scale and uses five-point Likert style
response options, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Example items for each of
the respective dimensions include: “The work I do is very important to me,” “My impact on what
happens in my unit is large,” “I can decide on my own how to go about doing my work,” and “I
am confident about my ability to do my job.”



Trust-in-Leader (TiL)

We measured TiL using the scale developed by Mayer and Gavin (2005). The scale
consists of five items designed to assess the degree to which subordinates feel comfortable being
vulnerable to their leader, and uses five-point Likert response options, ranging from strongly
disagree to strongly agree. To make the measure more relevant to the Army context, we made
minor revisions to make the items less industry-centric and more military-relevant (e.g.,
changing “this company” to “the Army”). Example items include, “I would be willing to let my
unit leader have complete control over my future in the Army” and “I really wish I had a good
way to keep an eye on my unit leader.”

Workgroup Identification (WGI)

We measured WGI using the Organizational Identification scale developed by Mael and
Ashforth (1992). The scale consists of six items designed to assess the degree to which
individuals define their sense of self in terms of unit membership, and uses five-point Likert
response options, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. To make the measure more
relevant to the Army context, we made minor revisions to make the items less education-centric
and more military-relevant (e.g., changing “this school” to “this unit”). Sample items include
“When someone criticizes this unit, it feels like a personal insult” and “This unit’s successes are
my successes.”

Levels of Analysis

To assess group-level aspects of the work environment, measures are usually designed to
include items that target organizational factors with a group-referent (e.g., “Members of my unit
tend to”) as opposed to an individual-referent (e.g., “I tend to’). Group- referents solicit
information about experiences shared by the group whereas individual-referents solicit
information about the experiences of the single participant. When group-referent items are
aggregated across group members, they measure the shared perceptions of the organizational
environment (i.e., organizational climate; see Ehrhart et al., 2014). Alternatively, when such
measures are aggregated at the level of the individual, such measures assess individual-level
perceptions of the work environment (i.e., psychological climate; see Baltes et al., 2009).
Because the variables we selected to assess leader and peer social bonds — TiL. and WGI — were
designed with an individual-referent (e.g., “I tend to’), we analyzed all data at the level of the
individual. Specifically, to maintain consistency across levels of analysis, we assessed individual
perceptions of the general environment for inclusion (i.e., psychological climate for inclusion;
group-referent) and not organizational (i.e., shared) climate for inclusion.

Analysis Plan

The current research leveraged the ARI climate for inclusion assessment to examine the
distinct role of leader-driven informational inclusion and peer-driven social inclusion in
predicting rates of voice behavior. As an additional test of the construct validity of Brown et al.’s
(2020) measure, we compared the utility of leader-driven and peer-driven inclusion in predicting
voice against psychosocial attitudes pertaining to leader and peer-related social bonds. Leader-



related social bonds were operationalized in terms of trust-in-leader while peer-related social
bonds were operationalized in terms of workgroup identification.

We conducted a sequential series of regressions to test each hypothesis in the order that
they were presented. In the first step, we built a regression model that tested if rank explained
unique variance in voice (H1) due to the theoretical relevance between rank and voice as well as
the potential for rank to account for many experiential factors that are extraneous to psychosocial
attitudes and climate perceptions. In the second step, we added the variables TiL and WGI to the
regression model to test if social bonds relating to respondents’ leaders and peers explained
unique variance in voice behavior while still accounting for rank (H2a). In the third step, we
added the variables VII and HSI to the regression model to test if leader-driven and peer-driven
inclusive climate perceptions each predicted unique variance in voice while still accounting for
rank, TiL, and WGI (H2b). In the fourth step, we added psychological empowerment because of
its prominent theoretical relevance to voice (H3a) and as an additional test of the unique variance
in voice behavior accounted for VII and HSI (H3b). We calculated descriptive statistics,
correlations, and regression analyses using the R statistical program (R Core Team, 2013).

In addition to examining relevant predictors of voice behaviors, we also explored the
relative importance of each predictor using a dominance analysis (Azen & Budescu, 2003). A
standard regression model provides weighted regression coefficients, which reflect unique
variance instead of total variance that a predictor shares with an outcome. When predictors are
correlated, as is likely with psychological constructs, regression coefficients are limited in
representing the full extent of how one predictor relates to an outcome when compared to the
combination of other predictors. When multiple variables are input into a regression, there is a
strong possibility that one variable will render another insignificant because that second variance
no longer explains unique variance after accounting for the first one. That does not mean the
insignificant variable is irrelevant to the outcome, just that it no longer explains anything unique
after accounting for the first one. Therefore, a way to view overall variance explained in addition
to unique variance explained provides more context to interpret the results.

Dominance analysis is a technique to evaluate how relevant each predictor is to the
outcome variable without relying on unique variance explained. Dominance analysis calculates
the average variance accounted for by each predictor, compared to all combinations of the other
model predictors. Imagine a three-predictor model: X;, X> and X3. The R? value for the model
containing Xi and X predictors is compared to the R? value for the model only containing Xa.
The difference in R? values between these models provides the R? contribution (AR?) of X; over
X>. Similarly, the difference in R? values between a model containing Xi and X5 and the model
only containing X3 provides the R* contribution (AR?) of X; over X;. Finally, the difference in R?
values between the maximal model and the model containing both X> and Xj is the R?
contribution (AR?) of Xi over X> and X3. The dominance of X; is calculated by averaging all AR?
values associated with Xi. As dominance analysis complexity increases substantially with more
predictors, we automated this process with the dominanceanalysis R package (Navarrete, 2020).



Results

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics on demographic variables for the entire sample.
Missing data refers to responses that were either unintelligible or cases in which participants left
responses blank.

Table 1
Sample Demographics
n %
Rank
Junior-Enlisted 106 49%
NCO 110 51%
Gender
Male 198 92%
Female 17 8%
Missing 1 <1%
Race
American Indian or Alaskan Native 2 1%
Asian 10 5%
Black or African American 29 13%
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 5 2%
White 148 69%
Multi-Ethnic 6 3%
Missing 16 7%
Hispanic
Yes 55 25%
No 160 74%
Missing 1 <1%

Table 2 presents mean differences between junior-enlisted and NCOs across all response
variables. Results from #-tests revealed that NCOs rated every variable higher than junior-
enlisted Soldiers. Effect sizes ranged from medium to large, suggesting relatively robust
differences. The strongest effect of rank was observed for voice (d = 0.90), supporting H1.
Intercorrelation coefficients and scale reliabilities are presented in Table 3. Coefficient alphas
exceeded .80 for all variables except TiL (a = .62) and results show moderate to strong positive
correlations between all variables ( = .30 — .66).



Table 2
Mean Differences for Junior-Enlisted and NCO Status

Junior-enlisted NCO

M SD M SD  t-value d
Horizontal Social Inclusion 341 .69 3.64 .69 2.46** 0.33
Vertical Informational Inclusion 2.92 .80 343 91 4.36*** 0.60
Voice 3.22 .69 3.77 .52 6.57*** 0.90
Psychological Empowerment 3.23 67 3.67 .64 5.05%** 0.67
Trust-in-Leader 3.01 .66 3.20 .68 2.07* 0.28
Workgroup Identification 3.00 .95 340 .98 3.02%** (.41

Notes. Junior-enlisted (n =106); NCO (n = 110).
* p <.05; ** p<.01; *** p <.001. All significant at p < .05 with Holm-Bonferroni-correction.

Table 3
Correlations and Reliability Coefficients

HSI VII  Voice Empwr TiL WGI

Horizontal Social Inclusion (.89)

Vertical Informational Inclusion .66  (.90)

Voice 39 39 (.88)

Empowerment 45 51 .59 (.88)

Trust-in-Leader 34 49 30 43 (.62)
Workgroup Identification S1 43 31 54 36 (.90)

Notes. n = 216; HSI = Horizontal Social Inclusion; VII = Vertical Informational Inclusion;
Empwr = Empowerment; 7iL = Trust-in-Leader; WGI = Workgroup Identification.

All significant at p < 0.05, with Holm-Bonferroni-correction; Diagonal indicates Cronbach alpha
reliability coefficients, presented in parentheses.

We tested all hypotheses by conducting specific hierarchical regression analyses. The
results of each model are found in Table 4. H1 proposed that rank would positively predict voice.
The results of the first model supported H1, as rank contributed significant variance to voice (R?
=.169) and positively predicted voice (B =.55, p <.001). H2a proposed that the psychosocial
variables of TiL and WGI would predict unique variance in voice even after accounting for rank.
The second model added TiL and WGI and supported H2a. The addition of TiL and WGI to the
regression model contributed significant incremental variance (AR*>=.085, p <.001), with
significant coefficients for both TiL (f =2, p <.01) and WGI (§ =.11, p <.05). H2b proposed
that the inclusive climate variables VII and HSI would predict unique variance in voice even
after accounting for rank, WGI, and TiL. The third model, which added VII and HSI to the
preceding model, found partial support for H2b. Although including these variables contributed
significant incremental variance (AR?=.048, p < .001), the results revealed a significant
coefficient for HSI (B =.22, p <.05) and a null effect for VII. Additionally, this model altered the
significance of the TiL and WGI coefficients, such that the effect of TiL was reduced to a non-
significant trend ( =.13, p <.10) and the effect of WGI was nullified entirely. Finally, H3a
proposed that psychological empowerment would be the strongest predictor of voice even after
accounting for all other variables. The regression results generally supported H3a, as
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psychological empowerment contributed the largest significant incremental variance of the
regression models (AR?>=.121, p <.001), with a strong positive relationship between
psychological empowerment and voice (B =.45, p <.001). This model also revealed significant
coefficients for HSI (f =.19, p <.05) and rank ( =.33, p <.001), with null effects for TiL, WGI,
and VII, partially supporting H3b. To test the prominence of each predictor more precisely, we
conducted a dominance analysis, which is reported in Table 4. The results further supported H3a,
with the most prominent predictor of voice being psychological empowerment (AR? = .192),
followed by rank (AR*> =.091), HSI (AR* = .052), VII (AR* = .039), TiL (AR* = .025), and WGI
(AR?> = .024).

Table 4
Regression Model Predicting Voice Behavior

Modell Model2 Model3 Model4 Dom

Variable Est. SE Est. SE Est. SE Est. SE
(Intercept) -0.28 0.06** -0.24 0.06** -0.22 0.06** -0.17 0.05**
Rank (Junior-
Enlisted vs.
NCO) 0.55 0.08** 0.47 0.08** 0.44 0.08** 0.33 0.08** 091
Workgroup
Identification 0.11 0.04* 0.04 0.05 -0.07 0.05 .024
Trust-in-Leader 0.20 0.06** 0.13 0.07F 0.06 0.06 .025
Vertical
Informational
Inclusion 0.05 0.06 -0.02 0.06 .039
Horizontal Social
Inclusion 0.22 0.08* 0.19 0.07* .052
Psychological
Empowerment 0.45 0.07** .192

R’ .169 254 302 423

AR? .085 .048 121

F 15.47 8.65 43.94

p <.001 <.001 <.001

Notes. N =216; Dom = Dominance
p <.10, *p <.05, **p < .01

The magnitude of psychological empowerment’s relevance to voice, coupled with its
theoretical relevance to voice, led us to consider an exploratory post-hoc regression analysis,
with psychological empowerment as the outcome, and VII, HSI, WGI, TiL, and rank as potential
predictors. We conducted a similar hierarchical regression as above, with model 1 consisting of
rank, model 2 adding WGI and TiL, and model 3 adding HSI and VII. The results of the
exploratory analysis are reported in Table 5. These results revealed that psychological
empowerment was significantly predicted by rank (f =.23, p <.01), WGI (B = .23, p <.001),
TiL (B = .16, p <.05) and VII (B = .15, p <.05), with no significant effects of HSI. Dominance
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analyses revealed that the most prominent predictor of psychological empowerment was WGI
(AR? = .147), followed by VII, (AR? = .098), TiL (AR? = .071), HSI (AR? = .067), and rank (AR?
=.052). We discuss the implications of these results in the following section.

Table 5
Regression Model Predicting Psychological Empowerment

Modell Model2 Model3 Dom
Variable Est. SE Est. SE Est. SE
(Intercept) -0.23 0.06*** -0.15 0.05* -0.12 0.05*
Rank (Junior-Enlisted vs. NCO) 0.44 0.09*** 0.29 0.08*** 0.23 0.07** .052
Workgroup Identification 0.29 0.04* 0.23 0.04*** 147
Trust-in-Leader 0.25 0.06%* 0.16 0.06** 071
CAI: Vertical 0.15 0.06* .098
C1I: Horizontal 0.07 0.07 067
R’ 107 .396 434
AR? .289 .039

F 53.6 7.15

p <.001 <.001
Notes. N =216; Dom = Dominance
*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p < .001

Discussion

Drawing on research concerning voice behavior (Morrison, 2014) and organizational
inclusive climates (Key-Roberts et al., 2020), we investigated the relevance of inclusive military
climates on Soldier voice while accounting for established predictors of voice behavior. These
established predictors included social status (i.e., rank), psychological empowerment, and
psychosocial perceptions of leader and peer social bonds (i.e., TiL and WGI). The results
revealed that rank, psychological empowerment, and peer-driven factors of inclusive climates are
highly relevant to voice behavior. Below we describe our interpretations.

Rank as a Generalized Antecedent

NCOs reported higher ratings for all variables. One explanation is that NCOs develop
more positive attitudes towards inclusion, leadership, and peer relations as they experience more
authority and career-centric rewards within the Army. As Soldiers gain more experience, they
may develop expertise in both their specialty, but also in how the Army operates. With this
knowledge, they understand how to best navigate the Army and therefore feel more comfortable
and generally positive in their attitudes towards to the Army. Another possibility is that the NCO
population may simply hold more homogenously positive attitudes about the Army in general, as
demonstrated by NCO’s retention over time, or the selection process for NCOs may favor
candidates who hold positive attitudes toward the Army. For example, the attraction-selection-
attrition hypothesis argues that organizations tend to retain subordinates whose values more
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closely align with the organization (Schneider et al., 2000). NCOs, as a more senior (i.e.,
retained) group of enlisted Soldiers, may hold values that better align with Army values and thus
may have more favorable feelings about the organization overall. In contrast, individuals whose
values are less aligned, and who have more negative feelings about the Army organization, have
likely already left (i.e., attrition), thus eliminating these individuals from the senior enlisted
ranks. The large variation in effect sizes across the attitudes is important to note. Such variation
suggests that the true drivers of rank differences are likely multifaceted and viable as a topic for
future research.

Factors Related to Voice Behavior

As indicated above, we observed that rank was a robust predictor of voice, further
evidenced by the large effect size observed in the initial ¢-test (d = 0.90). This finding is
consistent with current voice theories that assert that professional social status should foster
increased rates of voice behavior (Morrison, 2014). Within the U.S. Army, NCOs have greater
authority and autonomy than junior-enlisted. Therefore, NCOs are likely more certain that their
suggestions will be seriously considered, thereby evoking lower perceptions of risk and futility in
speaking up. Additionally, the supervisory role of NCOs makes them more central to workflow
processes than junior-enlisted. Research has shown that subordinates who are more critical to
task-interaction networks are more likely to express voice, likely because their heightened
perceptions of impact foster a greater sense of responsibility for guiding team performance
(Venkataramani & Tangirala, 2010). In addition to factors influencing NCOs’ comfort with
speaking up, it is also possible that junior-enlisted are more likely to be explicitly afraid of being
punished or censured for speaking up than NCOs, a common phenomenon identified in general
research on organizations (e.g., Pinder & Harlos, 2001). Research has long shown that lower-
ranking subordinates often assume that voice is inherently risky, and so they remain silent unless
trust is developed about voicing ideas and concerns (Burke et al., 2007). Leaders who wish to
empower Soldiers to contribute to their units will need to ensure that Soldiers are comfortable
speaking up in general, particularly if such individuals are lower-ranking and presumably have
different experiences and perceptions of the work environment.

Our findings replicate the long-known relationship between social bonds (i.e., TiL and
WGI) and voice behavior (Morrison, 2014). However, these results also reveal that inclusive
group norms (i.e. HSI) are a more dominant predictor of voice than TiL, WGI, and VII, as
including HSI nullified the significance of the other three. We were surprised that VII was not an
observed predictor of voice, especially given that VII assesses communication up and down the
chain of command. However, the ARI model of inclusive military climates does predict group
interaction norms to be more proximal to outcomes than leader actions (Key-Roberts et al.,
2020). Therefore, if leaders want to leverage the full spectrum of diverse perspectives from
subordinates, focusing on leader-subordinate relationships may be insufficient. Leaders may
need to prioritize inclusive group norms, such as treating others with respect, speaking up if
someone is being excluded, and actively building on other’s ideas during decision-making
processes (Brown et al., 2020; Key-Roberts et al., 2020). Ultimately, to foster voice from one
Soldier, leaders must ensure that the entire unit feels comfortable voicing opinions to one
another, as well as to their leaders.
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Consistent with prior research (Chamberlin et al., 2018), the present research revealed the
strongest predictor of voice behavior to be psychological empowerment. The existence of such a
strong relationship is not surprising when one compares the primary barriers to voice with the
foundational elements of psychological empowerment. These voice barriers are perceptions of
risk and futility. Risk refers to the fear that speaking up with result in some form of retaliation
(e.g., ridicule, ostracism, punishment) whereas futility refers to the fear that speaking up will not
have any meaningful impact (Morrison, 2014). Comparatively, the foundational elements of
psychological empowerment are meaning, competence, self-determination, and impact.
Specifically, we consider self-determination and impact. Self-determination refers to a sense of
choice in initiating and directing actions (Deci & Ryan, 2012). Self-determined subordinates feel
they have the authority to make autonomous decisions about the best way to go about their work.
Impact refers to perceptions that individuals can meaningfully influence strategic, administrative,
or operational work outcomes (Ashforth, 1989).

When self-determination and impact are compared with voice-related risk and futility, it
seems reasonable to propose there is a strong inverse relationship between high levels of
empowerment and high levels of risk and/or futility. Research has shown that fear of aversive
outcomes reduces job commitment and extra-role behaviors (Latham & Pinder, 2005) and the
more futile individuals perceive a situation, the less likely they are to attempt to improve it
(Ashforth & Saks, 2000). The proposed inverse relationship between empowerment and voice
barriers seems analogous to the extensive research on learned helplessness, which has shown that
exposure to uncontrollable aversive events can lead individuals to perceive their behaviors to be
irrelevant to the outcomes they experience (Abramson et al., 1978). As it stands, these
propositions are general predictions, as the specific relationship between voice-related barriers
and psychological empowerment has not been examined and the true relationship between these
factors is likely more complex than presented here. We recommend that future research more
closely examine how specific voice-related concerns relate to the motivational dispositions of
those who hold them.

Factors Related to Psychological Empowerment

Due to the strong effect of psychological empowerment in predicting voice, we explored
possible antecedents of psychological empowerment by examining its strongest correlates in our
dataset. The exploratory dominance analysis revealed empowerment is most prominently
predicted by WGI, VII, TiL, and then rank. Although VII did not predict voice, its role in
predicting empowerment provides support for the possibility that leadership practices may
indirectly influence voice through other mediating mechanisms (e.g., psychological
empowerment). Future research, perhaps using longitudinal data, will be necessary to prove a
causal mediation between leadership practices, psychological empowerment, and voice behavior,
but this hypothesis does align with the current organizational literature. In a recent meta-analysis,
Chamberlin et al. (2018) revealed that management practices that solicit voice and reduce
perceptions of risk foster psychological empowerment, which increases voice behavior and
ultimately benefits organizational functioning. Voice theories also align with these propositions,
arguing that subordinates are only prepared to speak up if they first are motivated to improve the
organization and perceive that ideas will be well-received (Morrison, 2014). If our hypothesis is
correct, then longitudinal research would reveal that changes in VII preempt changes in
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psychological empowerment, which then fosters similar changes in voice behaviors. Finally, we
found that NCOs reported greater empowerment than junior-enlisted. This difference is
expected, as NCOs’ greater authority likely fosters greater perceptions of self-determination and
impact, both of which are necessary components of psychological empowerment. Although
exploratory, these results suggest that the motivational consequences of leadership experiences
and practices are relevant to fostering empowerment.

As noted earlier, WGI and TiL are explicitly individual-level psychosocial attitudes
pertaining to individuals’ relationships with their leaders and peers in the unit. Soldiers regularly
transition to different units across their career and the degree to which strong relationships are
developed with leaders and peers influences their psychological well-being and professional
competence (Adrian et al., 2018). Furthermore, research has shown that when individuals know
their work performance affects others, and the individuals value those relationships, such
individuals will take a more active role in their work role (Grant & Parker, 2009). Thus, we
suggest that strong social bonds with leaders and peers co-occur with and potentially have causal
relationships with psychological empowerment. This finding contributes to the long-established
relationship between social bonds and Soldiers” work motivations (Shils & Janowitz, 1948;
Pawinski & Chami, 2019), leading us to suggest that clarifying the antecedents and outcomes of
psychological empowerment will inform military psychology.

Limitations and Future Directions

This research supports the theoretical argument that inclusive climates leverage diversity,
particularly diverse voices and perspectives (Key-Roberts et al., 2020; Nishii, 2013; Shore et al.,
2011). Future research is needed to test if results pertaining to general psychological climates for
inclusion generalize to organizational climates for inclusion.

One limitation of the present research pertains to potential measurement issues. After the
unexpected finding that VII did not explain unique variance in voice, we reviewed the VII, HSI,
and voice measures. First, there are clear parallels between certain HSI items and voice (e.g.,
Soldiers speak up when others are being excluded). Also, the majority of voice items refer to
peer targets explicitly (e.g., “I advise other colleagues against undesirable behaviors that would
hamper job performance”), implicitly (e.g., “I dare to point out problems when they appear in the
unit, even if that would hamper relationships with other unit members”), or are ambiguous (e.g.,
“I proactively voice out constructive suggestions that help the unit reach its goals™). Essentially,
the voice measure is more similar to peer-focused measures (i.e., HSI) than leader-focused
measures (i.e., VII). Research suggests that there are distinct antecedents of expressing voice to
peer than of expressing voice to leaders (Detert et al., 2013). For a more precise understanding of
the antecedents of voice behavior, we propose a need for voice behavior measures that
differentiate targets (i.e., leaders, peers) as well as voice behavior measures that differentiate
underlying social concerns (i.e., risk, futility).

Finally, given the dangerous nature of military occupations (Shortland et al., 2019), it is
unclear if other industry research generalizes to military populations. Unfortunately, there is a
dearth of research on both voice and psychological empowerment in military populations. For
example, Van Dyne and LePine (1998) is a classic paper on voice with over 3,200 citations at the
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time of this writing. We searched Google Scholar for papers that cited Van Dyne and LePine
(1998), using the search terms “military”, “soldiers”, and “officers”, and found only 21 results,
very few of which were peer-reviewed studies. Similar results were observed for Spreitzer
(1995), a classic paper on psychological empowerment. We recommend that military researchers
explore research questions related to voice and psychological empowerment, including testing if
encouraging voice empowers Soldiers or if empowering Soldiers motivates them to pursue voice
opportunities. We also recommend researchers disentangle perceptions of empowerment from
other attitudes that may be pertinent to expressing voice behavior. Chief among these pertinent
attitudes are psychological safety, which enables individuals to feel safe to take risks and voice
ideas (Key-Roberts et al., 2020) as well as prosocial motivations, which are intrinsic motivations
to benefit the organization (Liang et al., 2012). Understanding how leadership and group norms
interact with these perceptions over time will better enable the Army to prepare Soldiers to speak
up with thoughts or concerns relevant to the mission.

Finally, we make a practical recommendation. Leaders should foster regular voice
behavior as a long-term investment in their Soldiers and units. Although a lack of voice is often
implicated during disastrous events (e.g., the Challenger space shuttle), the benefits of voice
more often manifest over a long period of time, in which daily voice behaviors continuously
raise issues before they reach critical status (Sherf et al., 2019). Even in conditions where voice
behavior averts a specific mistake (e.g., medical operations), effective leaders regularly
encourage voice as a normal daily process (Farh & Chen, 2018). Our results suggest that leaders
should take notice of how their Soldiers express voice in their daily operations, not just from
subordinate-to-leader, but also peer-to-peer. Is it a regular practice for Soldiers to raise issues and
have mission-relevant conversations as part of their daily operations? And are these raised issues
considered during decision making? Although regular voice behaviors can appear slightly
disruptive in the short-term, their practice is a valuable long-term investment (Sherf et al., 2019).
Leaders who value and foster regular voice behaviors will train Soldiers to address minor issues
before they become serious. Additionally, when a critical event is imminent, Soldiers will be
trained to speak up and ensure the relevant information is known to their leaders and teams.

Conclusion

In this report, we have argued that Army leaders rely on their subordinates to keep them
informed and then examined factors that contribute to Soldiers’ readiness to speak up.
Specifically, we have argued that inclusive climates play a strong role in empowering Soldiers to
express voice behavior. Commanders cannot be everywhere at once. They must rely on their
entire chain of command carrying information from the individual Soldier who notices
something all the way up the chain of command. Commanders cannot risk the negative
consequences of Soldiers who notice something but refrain from saying something. Thus, more
information is needed regarding the factors that encourage voice behavior. The evidence
presented here demonstrates that psychological empowerment and individual perceptions of
inclusive group interaction norms are pertinent to voice behavior. We also reveal that leaders’
managing of informational inclusion, a Soldier’s trust-in-leader, and unit-level social bonds are
relevant to psychological empowerment. These findings align with managerial research, which
argues that empowering organizations share information, encourage autonomous action, and
authorize teams to hold themselves accountable (Seibert et al., 2004). If the Army wishes to
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ensure a well-informed leadership, we propose that leaders monitor for the prevalence of Soldier
voice behavior and do their utmost to foster and reinforce it. As the Army prepares for an
increasingly decentralized world where lower-ranking leaders must make local decisions, the
factors which contribute to an individual’s willingness to speak up will create a more informed
and agile Army.

17



References

Adrian, A. L., Adler, A. B., Thomas, J. L., & Britt, T. W. (2018). Integrating new soldiers: The
role of leaders and unit members. Military Psychology, 30(2), 131-141.
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/08995605.2018.1425064

Abramson, L. Y., Seligman, M. E., & Teasdale, J. D. (1978). Learned helplessness in humans:
critique and reformulation. Journal of abnormal psychology, 87(1), 49.

Ashforth, B. E. (1989). The experience of powerlessness in organizations. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 43(2), 207-242. https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-
5978(89)90051-4

Ashforth, B. E., & Saks, A. M. (2000). Personal control in organizations: A longitudinal
investigation with newcomers. Human Relations, 53(3), 311-339.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0018726700533002

Azen, R., & Budescu, D. V. (2003). The dominance analysis approach for comparing predictors
in multiple regression. Psychological Methods, 8(2), 129-148.
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/1082-989X.8.2.129

Baltes, B., Zhdanova, L., & Parker, C. (2009). Psychological climate: A comparison of
organizational and individual level referents. Human Relations, 62(5), 669-700.
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0018726709103454

Boehm, S. A., & Dwertmann, D. J. (2015). Forging a single-edged sword: Facilitating positive
age and disability diversity effects in the workplace through leadership, positive climates,
and HR practices. Work, Aging and Retirement, 1(1), 41-63.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/workar/wau008

Boekhorst, J. A. (2015). The role of authentic leadership in fostering workplace inclusion: A
social information processing perspective. Human Resource Management, 54(2), 241-
264. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1002/hrm.21669

Brown, T. A., Ratwani, K. L., Key-Roberts, M. J., Simmons, M. J., Toumbeva, T. H., & Nishii,
L. H. (2020). Contextualizing inclusion: Developing a framework and measure for a
military context. Military Psychology, 32(4), 313-328.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08995605.2020.1754147

Burke, C. S., Sims, D. E., Lazzara, E. H., & Salas, E. (2007). Trust in leadership: A multi-level
review and integration. The Leadership Quarterly, 18(6), 606-632.
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.leaqua.2007.09.006

Burris, E. R. (2012). The risks and rewards of speaking up: Managerial responses to employee

voice. Academy of Management Journal, 55(4), 851-875.
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.5465/amj.2010.0562

18


https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/08995605.2018.1425064

Chamberlin, M., Newton, D. W., & LePine, J. A. (2018). A meta-analysis of empowerment and
voice as transmitters of high-performance managerial practices to job performance.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 39(10), 1296-1313.
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1002/j0b.2295

Chung, B. G., Ehrhart, K. H., Shore, L. M., Randel, A. E., Dean, M. A., & Kedharnath, U.
(2020). Work group inclusion: Test of a scale and model. Group & Organization
Management, 45(1), 75-102. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1059601119839858

Conger, J. A., & Kanungo, R. N. (1988). The empowerment process: Integrating theory and
practice. Academy of Management Review, 13(3), 471-482.
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.2307/258093

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2012). Self-determination theory. In P. A. M. Van Lange, A. W.
Kruglanski, & E. T. Higgins (Eds.), Handbook of theories of social psychology (pp. 416—
436). Sage Publications Ltd. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446249215.n21

Department of the Army (2019). ADP 6-0: Mission Command — Command and Control of Army
Forces. Author.
https://armypubs.army.mil/epubs/DR_pubs/DR _a/pdf/web/ARN19189 ADP 6-
0 FINAL WEB v2.pdf

Department of Defense (2012). Diversity and Inclusion Strategic Plan. Author.
https://diversity.defense.gov/Portals/51/Documents/DoD_Diversity Strategic Plan %20f
inal_as%200f%2019%20Apr%2012%5B1%5D.pdf

Detert, J. R., & Burris, E. R. (2007). Leadership behavior and employee voice: Is the door really
open? Academy of Management Journal, 50(4), 869-884.
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.5465/AMJ.2007.26279183

Detert, J. R., & Trevifio, L. K. (2010). Speaking up to higher-ups: How supervisors and skip-
level leaders influence voice. Organization Science, 21(1), 249-270.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1080.0405

Detert, J. R., Burris, E. R., Harrison, D. A., & Martin, S. R. (2013). Voice flows to and around
leaders: Understanding when units are helped or hurt by employee voice. Administrative
Science Quarterly, 58(4), 624-668.
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1177/0001839213510151

Ehrhart, M. G., Schneider, B., & Macey, W. H. (2014). Organizational climate and culture: An
introduction to theory, research, and practice. Routledge.

Farh, C. I. C., & Chen, G. (2018). Leadership and member voice in action teams: Test of a

dynamic phase model. Journal of Applied Psychology, 103(1), 97-110.
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000256

19



Ferdman, B. M., & Deane, B. (2014). Diversity at work: The practice of inclusion. Jossey-Bass.

Festinger, L. (1950). Informal social communication. Psychological Review, 57(5), 271-282.
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/h0056932

Gao, L., Janssen, O., & Shi, K. (2011). Leader trust and employee voice: The moderating role of
empowering leader behaviors. The Leadership Quarterly, 22(4), 787-798.
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.05.015

Grant, A. M., & Parker, S. K. (2009). Redesigning work design theories: The rise of relational
and proactive perspectives. Academy of Management Annals, 3(1), 317-375.
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/19416520903047327

Greenberg, J., & Edwards, M. S. (Eds.) (2009). Voice and silence in organizations. Emerald
Group Publishing.

Hyllengren, P., Larsson, G., Fors, M., Sjoberg, M., Eid, J., & Olsen, O. K. (2011). Swift trust in
leaders in temporary military groups. Team Performance Management: An International
Journal, 17(7/8), 354-368. https://doi.org/10.1108/13527591111182625

Hilverda, F., van Gils, R., & de Graaff, M. C. (2018). Confronting co-workers: Role models,
attitudes, expectations, and perceived behavioral control as predictors of employee voice

in the military. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, 1-10.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02515

Key-Roberts, M., Lynn, B., Ratcliff, N., & Nye, J. (2020). Inclusion at work: A conceptual
model of factors that contribute to climates for inclusion. In D. L. Stone, J. H. Dulebohn,
& M. Lukaszewski (Eds.), Diversity and Inclusion in Organizations (pp. 225-252).
Information Age Publishing.

Latham, G. P., & Pinder, C. C. (2005). Work motivation theory and research at the dawn of the
twenty-first century. Annual Review of Psychology, 56(1), 485-516.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.55.090902.142105

Li, C,, Liang, J., & Farh, J. L. (2020). Speaking up when water is murky: An uncertainty-based
model linking perceived organizational politics to employee voice. Journal of
Management, 46(3), 443-469. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0149206318798025

Liang, J., Farh, C. ., & Farh, J. L. (2012). Psychological antecedents of promotive and
prohibitive voice: A two-wave examination. Academy of Management Journal, 55(1), 71-
92. https://doi.org/10.5465/am;j.2010.0176

Mael, F., & Ashforth, B. E. (1992). Alumni and their alma mater: A partial test of the

reformulated model of organizational identification. Journal of Organizational Behavior,
13(2), 103-123. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030130202

20



Mayer, R. C., & Gavin, M. B. (2005). Trust in management and performance: Who minds the
shop while the employees watch the boss? Academy of Management Journal, 45(5), 874-
888. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2005.18803928

Milliken, F. J., Morrison, E. W., & Hewlin, P. F. (2003). An exploratory study of employee
silence: Issues that employees don’t communicate upward and why. Journal of
Management Studies, 40(6), 1453-1476. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00387

Morrison, E. W. (2014). Employee voice and silence. Annual Review of Organizational
Psychololgy and Organizational Behavior, 1(1), 173-197.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091328

Morrison, E. W., & Milliken, F. J. (2000). Organizational silence: A barrier to change and
development in a pluralistic world. Academy of Management Review, 25(4), 706-725.
https://doi.org/10.2307/259200

Navarrete, C. B. & Soares, F. C. (2020). dominanceanalysis: Dominance Analysis. R package
version 2.0.0. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=dominanceanalysis

Nembhard, I. M., & Edmondson, A. C. (2006). Making it safe: The effects of leader
inclusiveness and professional status on psychological safety and improvement efforts in
health care teams. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27(7), 941-966.
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1002/job.413

Nishii, L. H. (2013). The benefits of climate for inclusion for gender-diverse groups. Academy of
Management Journal, 56(6), 1754—1774. https://doi.org/10.5465/am;j.2009.0823

Pawinski, M., & Chami, G. (2019). Why they fight? Reconsidering the role of motivation in
combat environments. Defence Studies, 19(3), 297-317.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14702436.2019.1632198

Pelletier, K. L. (2010). Leader toxicity: An empirical investigation of toxic behavior and rhetoric.
Leadership, 6(4), 373-389. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1742715010379308

Pinder, C. C., & Harlos, K. P. (2001). Employee silence: Quiescence and acquiescence as
responses to perceived injustice. Research in Personnel and Human Resources

Management, 20, 331-369. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-7301(01)20007-3

R Core Team. (2013). R: A language and environment for statistical computing.Vienna: R
Foundation for Statistical Computing. http://www.R-project.org/

Raub, S., & Robert, C. (2010). Differential effects of empowering leadership on in-role and
extra-role employee behaviors: Exploring the role of psychological empowerment and
power values. Human Relations, 63(11), 1743-1770.
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0018726710365092

21



Reed, G. E. (2004). Toxic leadership. Military Review, 84(4), 67-71.

Ryan, K. D., & Oestreich, D. K. (1991). Driving fear out of the workplace: How to overcome the
invisible barriers to quality, productivity, and innovation. Jossey-Bass.

Schneider, B., Smith, D. B., & Goldstein, H. W. (2000). Attraction—selection—attrition: Toward
a person—environment psychology of organizations. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates
Publishers.

Seibert, S. E., Silver, S. R., & Randolph, W. A. (2004). Taking empowerment to the next level:
A multiple-level model of empowerment, performance, and satisfaction. Academy of
Management Journal, 47(3), 332-349. https://doi.org/10.5465/20159585

Sherf, E. N., Tangirala, S., & Venkataramani, V. (2019). Why managers do not seek voice from
employees: The importance of managers’ personal control and long-term
orientation. Organization Science, 30(3), 447-466.
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2018.1273

Shils, E. A., & Janowitz, M. (1948). Cohesion and disintegration in the Wehrmacht in World
War II. Public Opinion Quarterly, 12(2), 280-315. http://www.jstor.org/stable/2745268

Shore, L. M., Randel, A. E., Chung, B. G., Dean, M. A., Ehrhart, K. H., & Singh, G. (2011).
Inclusion and diversity in work groups: A review and model for future research. Journal
of Management, 37(4), 1262-1289. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310385943

Shortland, N. D., Alison, L. J., & Moran, J. M. (2019). Conflict: How soldiers make impossible
decisions. Oxford University Press.

Simmons, M. J., Brown, T. A., Ratwani, K. L., Key-Roberts, M. J., Toumbeva, T. H., Trujillo, J.
S., Braun, M. T., & Nishii, L. H. (2022). The validation of a military-specific climate for
inclusion measure [Manuscript submitted for publication]. U.S. Army Research Institute
for the Behavioral and Social Sciences.

Spreitzer, G. M. (1995). Psychological empowerment in the workplace: Dimensions,
measurement, and validation. Academy of Management Journal, 38(5), 1442-1465.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/256865

Spreitzer, G. M. (2008). Taking Stock: A review of more than twenty years of research on
empowerment at work. In C. Cooper and J. Barling (Eds.), Handbook of organizational
behavior (pp. 54-73). Sage. http://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781849200448.n4

Steele, J. P. (2011). Antecedents and consequences of toxic leadership in the US Army: A two
vear review and recommended solutions (Technical Report 2011-3). Center for Army
Leadership. ADA 545383

22



Tangirala, S., & Ramanujam, R. (2008). Employee silence on critical work issues: The cross
level effects of procedural justice climate. Personnel Psychology, 61(1), 37-68.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2008.00105.x

Tucker, S., Chmiel, N., Turner, N., Hershcovis, M. S., & Stride, C. B. (2008). Perceived
organizational support for safety and employee safety voice: The mediating role of
coworker support for safety. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 13(4), 319-330.
https://awspntest.apa.org/doi/10.1037/1076-8998.13.4.319

Van Dyne, L., & LePine, J. A. (1998). Helping and voice extra-role behaviors: Evidence of
construct and predictive validity. Academy of Management Journal, 41(11), 108-119.
https://doi.org/10.2307/256902

Van Dyne, L., Ang, S., & Botero, I. C. (2003). Conceptualizing employee silence and employee
voice as multidimensional constructs. Journal of Management Studies, 40(6), 1359-1392.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00384

Van Dyne, L., Kamdar, D., & Joireman, J. (2008). In-role perceptions buffer the negative impact
of low LMX on helping and enhance the positive impact of high LMX on voice. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 93(6), 1195-1207. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.6.1195

Venkataramani, V., & Tangirala, S. (2010). When and why do central employees speak up? An

examination of mediating and moderating variables. Journal of Applied Psychology,
95(3), 582-591. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018315

23



