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Purpose: Drawing on social judgement theory and the self-determination theory, this study aims to test the moderating roles of
employees’ extraversion and task performance in the effects of employees’ voice on leaders’ endorsement, as well as the mediating
role of leaders’ voice endorsement in the relationship between employees’ voice and creativity, and more importantly, the moderated
mediation model.
Methods: A total of 250 employees and their direct leaders participated in the two-wave multi-source survey. To examine the
hypotheses, we conducted the hierarchical regression and bootstrapping analyses on the basis of Hayes PROCESS Model.
Results: Findings revealed that both extraversion and task performance serve as moderators in the effects of employees’ voice on
leaders’ voice endorsement. Leaders’ voice endorsement significantly mediates the relationship between employees’ voice and
creativity. More importantly, the results indicated that the indirect effect of leaders’ voice endorsement on the association of
employees’ voice and creativity is significantly positive only when the employees are extraverted high performers, that is, there is
a significant moderated mediation.
Conclusion: The present study extends the current literature by exploring the moderated mediation mechanism between employees’
voice, extraversion, task performance, leaders’ voice endorsement, and employees’ creativity. Our findings recommend leaders to be
aware of the mediating role of their endorsement of employees’ voice and the moderating roles of employees’ extraversion and
performance in linking employees’ voice to their creativity.
Keywords: voice endorsement, extraversion, task performance, creativity, moderated mediation

Introduction
Voice refers to the behavior of expressing ideas, opinions, suggestions, or alternative approaches that aims at organiza-
tional change and improvement.1 It has long been considered a critical behavior that benefits employees, work units, and
organizations. Prior work has highlighted that organizations and work units thrive on the ideas and suggestions of their
employees.2,3 Meanwhile, employees who speak up to share their opinions in this way tend to be seen as active
contributors and more effective in their jobs, which in turn advances their careers.4,5 Given the apparent importance of
voice, numerous studies have been conducted on its antecedents and consequences.6–9

Studies examining the outcomes of voice for individuals are exceptionally rich, but their findings are rather mixed.1

Although several meta-analysis studies10–12 have confirmed the positive effect of voice on individual performance
(leader-, peer-, and self-rated overall or in-role performance), the challenging nature of voice (ie, change-oriented in
its motive) may actually harm the voicer and bring forth the risk of being misunderstood and other undesirable social
consequences.13 For example, Seibert et al14 found a negative effect of voice on career progression and no effect on
career satisfaction. Aside from the potential risk of voice itself, leaders’ response to/feedback on employees’ voice (eg,
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leader voice endorsement) is a key factor that alters the impact of voice for individuals. Hunton et al15 revealed that when
voice is ignored, it would result in a 41% reduction in output in comparison to when it was endorsed.

Considering the critical role of voice endorsement, scholars have spared no effort to shed light on the mechanism
whereby leaders choose to endorse and act upon employees’ voice. Several factors, such as leader’s status (eg, ego
depletion),16 leader-voicer relationship (eg, leader-member exchange quality),17 voicer’s political skill,18 voicer’s
proactive personality,1 voicer’s politeness,20 and the type of voice (whether employees speak up in challenging or
supportive ways),21 have been identified as critical moderators or predictors of voice endorsement. Although the current
literature of voice endorsement helps to outline an initial framework of the relationship between employees’ voice and
leaders’ endorsement, what is lacking is an integrated model whereby the influencing mechanism linking employees’
voice to leaders’ endorsement and to individual positive outcomes (eg, creativity) could be clarified.

In this study, we drew on social judgement theory22,23 and self-determination theory24,25 to propose an integrated
theoretical framework of the impact of employees’ voice on creativity via leaders’ endorsement. Social judgement theory
posits that people’s behavior toward a target is governed by their judgments of the target’s warmth (eg, friendliness,
kindness, politeness) and competence (eg, ability, intelligence, skills).20,22 Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that
employees’ extraversion (a personality trait related to warmth) and task performance (an indicator of competence)
moderate the association of voice with leaders’ endorsement. In addition, according to self-determination theory,24,25

people have three basic and universal motivations—autonomy, competence, and relatedness, and the satisfaction of these
needs has a significant impact on individual attitudes and behaviors. Leaders’ endorsement of employees’ voice
contributes to the satisfaction of employees’ need for competence and relatedness, which in turn leads to increased
creativity.

Taken together, the purposes of this study are to test the moderating roles of both extraversion and task performance
in the effects of employees’ voice on leaders’ voice endorsement, as well as the mediating role of leaders’ voice
endorsement in the relationship between employees’ voice and creativity; and more importantly, to test the moderated
mediation model. In so doing, we start with a review of employees’ voice, extraversion, task performance, leaders’ voice
endorsement, and employees’ creativity, in order to propose the moderated mediation model (shown in Figure 1) and
hypotheses. Then, we examine our hypotheses using two-wave multi-source surveys of Chinese employees and their
leaders. Finally, we discuss the theoretical and practical implications as well as the limitations and future directions of
this paper.

Theoretical Background and Hypotheses
Employees’ Voice and Leaders’ Voice Endorsement
The original conceptualization of voice is derived from Hirschman,26 who defines voice as “directed to a higher authority
and intended to bring change or improvement to an existing, objectionable state” (p. 16). Although this concept has been
regarded as “messy”, it foreshadows the breadth of conceptual frameworks in voice studies.27–29 One of the popular
conceptual frameworks of voice is given by Liang et al.29 Based on the work of Van Dyne and Lepine,28–30 Liang et al

Figure 1 The moderated mediation model in this study.
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distinguished two major types of voice: promotive voice and prohibitive voice. Promotive voice refers to “employees’
expression of new ideas or suggestions for improving the overall functioning of the work unit or organization” (p. 74).
Prohibitive voice refers to “employees’ expressions of concern about work practices, incidents, or employee behavior
that is harmful to the organization” (p. 75). In this study, we focus on both types of voice and combine their ratings as
a whole.

Numerous studies have focused on the aspects of voice including the antecedents and outcomes of its expression and
associated factors. Morrison31 offered a general theoretical framework in which the antecedents of voice were placed into
five categories: (a) individual dispositions; (b) schemas, beliefs, and emotions; (c) organizational and job perceptions and
attitudes; (d) supervisor and leader behavior; and (e) other contextual factors. Bashshur & OC,1 in contrast, focused on
the individual outcomes of voice, with five primary categories: job performance, justice perceptions, job attitudes (eg, job
satisfaction, organizational commitment), relational outcomes (eg, trust, loyalty, liking, leader support, leader–employee
relationships), and withdrawal/exit. More interestingly, scholars shed light on the moderating roles of some factors in the
impact of voice. For example, Whiting et al32 found that the link of voice with performance is further strengthened when
there is a norm for speaking up in the organization, when the voicer is an expert in the focal area and trustworthy, and
when voice provides a solution.

Indeed, scholars have made remarkable progress in understanding employees’ voice and its outcomes; however, what
remains less clear is why and why not leaders choose to endorse these voices. It is clear that leaders’ endorsement of
voice matters a lot; by Hunton et al15 found that when voice was ignored, there was a 41% reduction in output compared
to when it was endorsed. Some pioneering studies have focused on the factors that predict or moderate the link between
employees’ voice and leaders’ endorsement. An early work of Burris21 suggested that leaders tend to view employees
who speak up in more challenging ways as worse performers and endorse their suggestions and ideas less than those who
voice in supportive forms. In particular, employees who intended to alter, modify, or destabilize generally accepted sets
of practices, policies, or strategic directions were considered as “speaking up in more challenging ways” (p. 852), while
those who intended to stabilize or preserve existing organizational policies or practices were seen as “voicing in
supportive forms” (p. 853).

Despite the challenging or supportive ways in which the voicer expresses his or her opinions, leader’s ego depletion16

and leader-employee exchange quality17 significantly impact leaders’ voice endorsement as well. Additionally, some
individual characteristics of the voicer play critical roles in the mechanism of leaders’ voice endorsement. These
individual characteristics include proactive personality and task performance,19 political skill,18 and voicer politeness
and credibility.20 In a word, the voice expressed by those employees who are viewed as proactive, polite, and trustworthy,
and with high levels of political skills and better task performance, is more likely to be endorsed by the leaders.

The Moderating Roles of Employees’ Extraversion and Task Performance
Drawing on social judgement theory, we expect that employees’ extraversion and task performance moderate the
relationship between voice and leaders’ voice endorsement. As noted previously, the social judgment theory emphasizes
that people tend to judge a target’s warmth and competence first, and then to use those judgments to decide how to
behave toward the target.22,23,33 We use employees’ extraversion and task performance as indicators for warmth and
competence, respectively.

Extraversion, as one factor in the Big Five model of personality traits, reflects individual’s sociability.34 Extraverted
individuals are regarded as more sociable and active, but less dysphoric and self-preoccupied than introverts (p. 769).35

Moreover, extraversion is also closely related to positive emotionality/affectivity, which in turn expresses itself in
positive moods, greater social activity, and more rewarding interpersonal experiences.34,35 Numerous meta-analysis
studies have focused on the relationship between the Big Five factors and individual outcomes such as performance,36

work values,37 career success,34 and organizational citizenship behaviors;38 overall, extraversion has positive impacts. In
the context of voice, we believe that extraverted employees are more likely to be viewed as having higher levels of
friendliness and kindness, which contributes to making a stronger impression of warmth on the leader. Accordingly, the
voice expressed by extraverted employees is more likely to be endorsed by leaders than those proposed by introverts.
Hence, we propose that:
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Hypothesis 1: Employees’ extraversion moderates the association between employees’ voice and leaders’ voice endorse-
ment, such that the association is more positive when the employees are more extravert.

There are many indicators of competence; in this study, we use task performance because it is one of the most
important individual outcomes in organizational settings and can be easily rated by the leader. Employees with better task
performance and reputations are viewed as more trustworthy39,40 and their ideas and suggestions are more likely to be
viewed as constructive and useful. Prior research found that an audience (a receiver) is more likely to be persuaded by
a trustworthy speaker (voicer), even when there is no difference in the content.41 In terms of voice endorsement, Whiting
et al32 and Lam et al20 showed that voice proposed by a more credible source or voicer tends to be viewed as more
constructive, resulting in better performance evaluations of that voicer and greater likelihood to be endorsed by the
leader. Accordingly, we propose that:

Hypothesis 2: Employees’ task performance moderates the association between employees’ voice and leaders’ voice
endorsement, such that the association is more positive when the employees’ task performance is higher.

As noted above, social judgement theory highlights two critical factors of the target: warmth, and the competence that
people need to form a judgement to further guide the following behaviors toward the target.22,23,33 It is reasonable to
argue that employees’ extraversion and task performance tend to simultaneously moderate the link of voice with leaders’
voice endorsement. Specifically, when the voicer is an extraverted high performer, the leader tends to judge the target in
terms of warmth and competence, and accordingly chooses to endorse his/her voice. But for other voicers such as
extraverted poor performer, introverted high performer, and introverted poor performer, the leader cannot view them in
terms of warmth and competence simultaneously, which in turn results in a denial or negative feedback on their voice.
Therefore, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 3: Employees’ extraversion and task performance simultaneously moderate the association between employ-
ees’ voice and leaders’ voice endorsement such that the association is the most positive when the employees are more
extraverted and their task performance is higher.

The Mediating Role of Leaders’ Voice Endorsement
As introduced above, the self-determination theory24,25 posits that there are three universal and basic motivations—
autonomy, competence, and relatedness—for human beings, and whether these needs are satisfied or not has paramount
influence on people’s behaviors. It is a common notion that when employees’ needs for autonomy, competence, and
relatedness are satisfied, they are more likely to engage in positive behaviors such as organizational citizenship
behaviors42 and creativity.43,44 A leader’s endorsement of an employee’s voice signals recognition and appreciation of
this employee and his/her ideas and suggestions, which in turn contribute to the satisfaction of the employee’s need for
competence and relatedness and to more creativity. Hence, we expect that:

Hypothesis 4: Leaders’ voice endorsement mediates the link between employees’ voice and creativity.

The Moderated Mediation Model
Integrating the insights of the social judgement theory22,23 and the self-determination theory,24,25 we argue that there
should be a moderated mediation model in which employees’ extraversion and task performance moderate the mediating
effect of leaders’ voice endorsement on the impact of employees’ voice on creativity. In particular, for extraverted high
performers, the positive effect of employees’ voice and leaders’ voice endorsement is augmented, which strengthens the
mediating role of leaders’ voice endorsement in the relationship between employees’ voice and creativity. Meanwhile, for
other voicers (including extraverted poor performer, introverted high or poor performer), the impact of employees’ voice
on leaders’ voice endorsement is weakened, which neutralizes the role of leaders’ voice endorsement in mediating the
effects of employees’ voice on creativity. Therefore, we propose that:
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Hypothesis 5: Employees’ extraversion and task performance simultaneously moderate the mediating effect of leaders’
voice endorsement in the relationship between employees’ voice and creativity such that the mediating role of leaders’
voice endorsement is the most positive when the employees are more extraverted and their task performance is higher.

Methods
Participants and Procedures
A total of 250 employees and their direct leaders from one large-scale state-owned enterprise located in North China
participated in the study. To reduce the potential risk of common method bias,45 we employed a two-wave multi-source
design. The questionnaires were distributed to the employees and their direct leaders with the assistance of the human
resources manager. To reduce participants’ potential concerns about being evaluated, and to assure confidentiality, each
questionnaire was enclosed within an envelope. To ensure the two-wave multi-source surveys could be matched, we
asked the participants to write down an identity verification code. Employees rated their own extraversion and demo-
graphics (Time 1) as well as their direct leader’s voice endorsement (Time 2, one month later). Leaders evaluated their
employees’ voice (Time 1) and their task performance and creativity (Time 2). All participants reported their sex, age,
tenure, and education level. Of the 250 employees, 95.1% were male and 48% had a high school diploma or above. Their
average age was 39.7, and they had an average of 13.9 years of organizational tenure.

Measures
All substantive variables were rated on 5-point Likert-type scales ranging from one (strongly disagree) to five (strongly
agree). We followed the guidance of Brislin (1986)46 to translate all English items into Chinese.

Employees’ Voice
We used two items from the measure of promotive voice and prohibitive voice of Liang et al29 and asked leaders to
provide ratings of employees’ voice. The two items are “This employee proactively develops and makes suggestions for
issues that may influence the unit” and “This employee advises other colleagues against undesirable behaviors that would
hamper job performance.” The Cronbach’s alpha in this study was 0.907.

Leaders’ Voice Endorsement
We adopted three items from the measure of voice endorsement developed by Burris21 and invited employees to evaluate
their direct leader’s voice endorsement. One sample item is “My leader thinks the employees’ comments are valuable”.
The Cronbach’s alpha in this study was 0.904.

Employees’ Extraversion
We used the four-item scale of extraversion from the 20-item Mini International Personality Item Pool developed by
Donnellan et al.47 The Mini-IPIP is derived from the 50-item IPIP-Five Factor Model developed by Goldberg.48 One
sample item is “I usually talk to a lot of different people at parties”. In this study, the Cronbach’s alpha for these four
items was 0.674, meeting the minimum level of 0.60 for acceptable reliability, according to Nunnally.49

Employees’ Task Performance
We used one item and asked leaders to provide overall ratings of their employees’ task performance. This item is “How
would you evaluate this employee’s task performance?”.

Employees’ Creativity
Employees’ creativity was evaluated by their leaders using a four-item scale developed by Farmer et al.50 Sample items
are “This employee tries new ideas or methods first” and “This employee seeks new ideas and ways to solve problems”.
The Cronbach’s alpha for these four items was 0.936.
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Control Variables
We included individuals’ demographic information such as sex, age, tenure, and education level as control variables. The
education level was measured by five categories (1 = middle school diploma or below, 2 = high school diploma, 3 =
associate diploma, 4 = bachelor degree, and 5 = graduate degree).

Results
Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFA)
We conducted a series of CFA to examine the discriminant validity among the variables. Five factors were included:
employees’ voice, extraversion, task performance, creativity, and leaders’ voice endorsement. The goodness of baseline
five-factor model fit was compared to three alternative models using the data collected from leader-employee matched
surveys. Results in Table 1 indicate that model 1 fit the data well (χ2/df = 1.97, RMSEA = 0.062, IFI = 0.971, TLI =
0.961, CFI = 0.971) and provided substantial improvement in fit indices over models 2–4.

Hypotheses Testing
Table 2 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations among all variables. As shown in Table 2, employees’
voice was positively related to leaders’ voice endorsement (r = 0.193, p < 0.01) and creativity (r = 0.461, p < 0.01).
Moreover, leaders’ voice endorsement was positively associated with employees’ creativity (r = 0.427, p < 0.01). We
then conducted hierarchical regression to test Hypotheses 1 to 4, as shown in Table 3. Furthermore, we employed
bootstrapping analyses on the basis of Hayes PROCESS Model 4 and Model 9 to examine Hypotheses 4 and 5,
respectively.

Hypothesis 1 predicted the moderating role of extraversion in the association of employees’ voice with leaders’ voice
endorsement. Table 3 shows that the interaction of employees’ voice and extraversion had a significantly positive effect
on leaders’ voice endorsement (β = 0.142, p < 0.05). We followed Aiken et al51 to explicate the interaction, as shown in
Figure 2. It can be seen that for participants with high extraversion, employees’ voice was positively related to leaders’
voice endorsement (effect = 0.289, 95% CI = [0.138, 0.440], excluding zero); but for participants with low extraversion,

Table 1 Comparison of Alternative Measurement Models

Models Factors χ2/df Δχ2 RMSEA IFI TLI CFI

1 Five factors: EV, EE, ETP, LVE, EC 1.97 0.062 0.971 0.961 0.971

2 Four factors: EV+ETP, EE, LVE, EC 4.37 176.51** 0.116 0.895 0.865 0.894
3 Three factors: EV+ETP+EC, EE, LVE 5.45 269.39** 0.134 0.856 0.821 0.855

4 One factor: EV+EE+ETP+LVE+EC 12.35 817.69** 0.214 0.616 0.544 0.614

Notes: N= 250; **p < 0.01.
Abbreviations: EV, employee voice; EE, employee extraversion; ETP, employee task performance; LVE, leader voice endorsement; EC, employee creativity.

Table 2 Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations of All Variables

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1 Sex 1.05 0.22

2 Age 39.65 7.44 0.049
3 Tenure 13.89 9.12 0.064 0.755**

4 Education 1.57 0.68 0.283** −0.107 0.103

5 Voice 3.89 1.08 0.013 0.085 0.184** 0.234**
6 Voice endorsement 3.79 0.91 −0.099 0.01 −0.042 0.015 0.193**

7 Extraversion 3.17 0.78 −0.085 −0.044 −0.063 −0.106 0.105 0.071

8 Task performance 3.70 1.12 −0.023 −0.003 0.011 0.181** 0.575** 0.369** 0.191**
9 Creativity 3.59 0.97 −0.019 0.038 0.089 0.151* 0.461** 0.427** 0.117 0.792**

Notes: N= 250; **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05.
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Table 3 Results of Hierarchical Regressions

Variable Leaders’ Voice Endorsement Employees’ Creativity

M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 M9 M10 M11

Sex −0.125 −0.112 −0.109 −0.113 −0.094 −0.087 −0.094 −0.09 −0.073 −0.045 −0.005
Age 0.181 0.185 0.188 0.19 0.148 0.156 0.149 0.16 0.021 0.028 −0.037
Tenure −0.177 −0.215* −0.213* −0.211* −0.15 −0.155 −0.15 −0.155 0.06 −0.019 0.057
Education 0.083 0.032 0.041 0.048 0.002 0.003 0.005 0.012 0.166* 0.058 0.047

Voice 0.216** 0.207** 0.218** 0.003 0.067 0.002 0.08 0.457** 0.381**

Extraversion 0.064 0.063 0.022 0.017
Task performance 0.366** 0.379** 0.362** 0.372**

voice* extraversion 0.142* 0.136*

Voice* task performance 0.152* 0.152*
Voice endorsement 0.353**

R2 0.027 0.069 0.073 0.093 0.156 0.174 0.157 0.192 0.033 0.223 0.339

ΔR2 0.027 0.043 0.047 0.02 0.13 0.018 0.13 0.036 0.033 0.191 0.116
ΔF 1.58 10.47** 5.72** 5.01* 17.51** 4.87* 11.67** 4.97** 1.93 56.31** 40.04**

Notes: N = 250; **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05.
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it was not (effect = 0.062, 95% CI = [−0.081, 0.204], including zero). These results provide considerable support for
Hypothesis 1.

Similarly, Hypothesis 2 proposed the moderating role of task performance in the relationship between employees’
voice and leaders’ voice endorsement. As shown in Table 3, the interaction of employees’ voice and task performance
was positively related to leaders’ voice endorsement (β = 0.152, p < 0.05). We followed Aiken et al51 to explicate the
interaction, as shown in Figure 3. It can be seen that for high performers, their voice was positively related to leaders’
voice endorsement (effect = 0.167, 95% CI = [−0.025, 0.358], including zero); but for low performers, their voice had
a negative effect on leaders’ voice endorsement (effect = −0.059, 95% CI = [−0.194, 0.076], including zero). Hence,
Hypothesis 2 was supported.

Hypothesis 3 predicted the simultaneously moderating roles of employees’ extraversion and task performance in the
association between voice and leaders’ voice endorsement. Table 3 demonstrates that both the interaction of employees’
voice with extraversion (β = 0.136, p < 0.05) and the interaction of employees’ voice with task performance (β = 0.152,
p < 0.05) had positive effects on leaders’ voice endorsement. We followed Aiken et al51 to explicate the interaction, as
shown in Figure 4. It can be seen that for extraverted high performers, their voice was positively related to leaders’ voice
endorsement (effect h-h = 0.282, 95% CI = [0.066, 0.499], excluding zero). But for others, their voice did not exert
significant effects on leaders’ voice endorsement (effect l-l = −0.160, 95% CI = [−0.320, 0.000]; effect l-h = 0.066, 95%
CI = [−0.144, 0.275]; effect h-l = 0.057, 95% CI = [−0.112, 0.225]; all including zero). These findings provide support for
Hypothesis 3.

Hypothesis 4 proposed that leaders’ voice endorsement mediates the association of employees’ voice and
creativity. Based on Baron and Kenny’s procedure,52 we conducted a series of regressions. The results in Table 3
reveal a positive effect of employees’ voice on leaders’ voice endorsement (β = 0.216, p < 0.01) and creativity (β =

Figure 2 The interactive effect of employees’ voice and extraversion on leaders’ voice endorsement.

https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S347148

DovePress

Psychology Research and Behavior Management 2022:15220

Shu et al Dovepress

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

https://www.dovepress.com
https://www.dovepress.com


0.457, p < 0.01). More importantly, the effect of employees’ voice on creativity became less (β = 0.381, p < 0.01)
when leaders’ voice endorsement entered the model. We further confirmed the mediating role of leaders’ voice
endorsement by using bootstrapping analyses using Hayes PROCESS Model 4. The results showed that the 95% CIs
with 10000 bootstrapped samples of the indirect effect of leaders’ voice endorsement linking employees’ voice to
creativity (indirect effect = 0.076, SE = 0.026, 95% CI = [0.027, 0.129]) did not include zero. Hence, Hypothesis 4
was supported.

Figure 3 The interactive effect of employees’ voice and task performance on leaders’ voice endorsement.

Figure 4 The simultaneous moderating effect of employees’ extraversion and task performance.
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To examine Hypothesis 5, which predicted employees’ extraversion and task performance simultaneously moderate
the mediating effect of leaders’ voice endorsement in the relationship between employees’ voice and creativity, we
conducted bootstrapping analyses using Hayes PROCESS Model 9. The results in Table 4 reveal an overall significant
moderated mediation effect (the differences of “Effect 4 - Effect 1” = 0.172, SE = 0.066, 95% CI = [0.039, 0.297],
excluding zero; “Effect 4 - Effect 3” = 0.088, SE = 0.046, 95% CI = [0.003, 0.183], excluding zero; “Effect 4 - Effect 2”
= 0.084, SE = 0.042, 95% CI = [−0.013, 0.158], including zero). In particular, only for extraverted high performers, the
indirect effect of leaders’ voice endorsement linking employees’ voice to creativity was significant (indirect effect h-h =
0.110, SE = 0.045, 95% CI = [0.019, 0.196], did not include zero). But for others, the indirect effect was not significant
(indirect effect l-l =−0.062, SE = 0.041, 95% CI = [−0.147, 0.012]; indirect effect l-h = 0.026, SE = 0.044, 95% CI =
[−0.062, 0.114]; indirect effect h-l =0.022, SE = 0.037, 95% CI = [−0.067, 0.080]; all included zero).

Discussion
This study proposed and tested a moderated mediation model whereby the relationships among employees’ voice,
extraversion, task performance, creativity, and leaders’ voice endorsement were revealed. Particularly, we detected the
moderating roles of employees’ extraversion and task performance in the association between voice and leaders’ voice
endorsement. Meanwhile, we found a mediating effect of leaders’ voice endorsement on the link between employees’
voice and creativity. More importantly, the findings indicated a significant moderated mediation mechanism in which
employees’ extraversion and task performance simultaneously moderate the mediating effect of leaders’ voice endorse-
ment in the relationship between employees’ voice and creativity.

Our findings largely supported the usage of the social judgment theory22,23,33 in examining the moderating mechan-
ism linking employees’ voice to their leaders’ voice endorsement.20 In particular, employees’ extraversion and task
performance acted as indicators of their warmth and competence, respectively. A leader’s decision on whether to endorse
the suggestions raised by one employee or not is more likely to be affected by their judgement of this voicer16,18–20 in
terms of his/her extraversion and task performance. More importantly, drawing on self-determination theory,24,25 we
extend the linking path of employees’ voice and leaders’ voice endorsement to one of the important positive employees’
outcomes, creativity. In so doing, our study advances the current understandings of the outcomes of leader voice
endorsement.

Theoretical Contributions
The results of this study extend the current literature of employees’ voice and its impact. First, we found significant
moderating roles of extraversion and task performance in the association of employees’ voice with leaders’ voice
endorsement. This is consistent with the prior findings that drew on social judgement theory to detect the moderating
effects of the target’s warmth (voice politeness) and competence (voice credibility) on the relationship between voice and
managerial endorsement.20 In this study, we confirmed that it is only when the voice is raised by an extraverted high-
performance employee that leaders tend to accept and endorse it.

Table 4 Results of Moderated Mediating Effect

Moderating Variables Indirect Effect Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval

Extraversion Task Performance Upper Limit Lower Limit

Low Low −0.062 0.041 −0.147 0.012

High 0.026 0.044 −0.062 0.114
High Low 0.022 0.037 −0.067 0.080

High 0.110* 0.045 0.019 0.196

Differences Effect 4 - Effect 1 0.172* 0.066 0.039 0.297
Effect 4 - Effect 2 0.084 0.042 −0.013 0.158

Effect 4 - Effect 3 0.088* 0.046 0.003 0.183

Notes: N= 250; *p < 0.05.
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Second, we detected considerable support for the mediating role of leaders’ voice endorsement in the link between
employees’ voice and creativity. Drawing on self-determination theory, employees whose voice receives positive
responses (ie, endorsement) from their leaders would have a sense of fulfillment for their competence and relatedness
needs, which in turn contribute to higher creativity. This study verified the mediating mechanism of leaders’ voice
endorsement linking employees’ voice to creativity, which therefore contributes to understanding of the impact of
employees’ voice and the positive role of leaders’ endorsement.

Third and more importantly, we revealed a moderated mediation mechanism in which two moderators (extraversion
and task performance) and one mediator (leaders’ voice endorsement) were identified in the impact of employees’ voice
on creativity. In particular, the positive effect of employees’ voice on creativity via leaders’ voice endorsement was the
strongest for extraverted high-performance employees. In other words, leaders tend to accept and endorse the voice
proposed by those employees who are characterized with higher extraversion and whose task performance is better; and
leaders’ endorsement in turn motivates employees’ creativity. The present study is among the first to integrate social
judgement theory and self-determination theory and to spotlight the moderated mediation mechanism underlying the
impact of employees’ voice on creativity. Our findings provide a novel insight into “when and how employee voice could
lead to positive outcomes like creativity”. That is, it depends on who is the one to propose it and whether the leader
endorses it or not.

Practical Implications
This study shows that employees’ voice would only be endorsed by their leader when the voicer is characterized by
a personality trait of extraversion and good task performance. Given the potential risk of voice, especially of prohibitive
voice (ie, communications addressing existing problems to prevent harmful outcomes),29 employees should be aware that
high levels of extraversion and task performance contribute to the “success” of voice, that is, leaders’ acceptance and
endorsement. Meanwhile, organizations and managers should pay more attention to the voice proposed by those
employees who are less extraverted and average performers; although leaders may be less likely to endorse those
employees’ voice, it does not mean that their voice is useless or worthless.

Moreover, the findings in this study indicate the mediating role of leaders’ voice endorsement in the impact of
employees’ voice and creativity. Therefore, it is clear that managers’ endorsement is critical for voicers to improve their
creativity. Considering the great importance of voice and creativity, organizations may provide some training programs
for employees to improve their ability and skills to raise their voice and for managers to identify and endorse their
employees’ voice.

Limitations and Future Research Directions
The present study has some limitations that need to be highlighted. First, the small sample incorporated in our study may
restrict the generalizability of our findings. We encourage future research to use larger samples to examine the underlying
mechanism among employees’ voice, extraversion, task performance, creativity, and leaders’ voice endorsement.

Second, despite the use of two-wave multi-source design in collecting data from both employees and their leaders,
common method variance may still be a limitation in this study. Fortunately, the results of CFA showed good
discrimination validity among the variables, which helps to relieve this concern. We encourage future work to employ
longitudinal or qualitative methods. Third, we only detected the moderating roles of extraversion and task performance
and the mediating role of leaders’ voice endorsement examine other moderating and mediating factors in the impact of
employees’ voice on other outcomes.

Conclusions
This study extends the current literature of employees’ voice by examining a moderated mediation model in which two
moderators (extraversion and task performance) and one mediator (leaders’ voice endorsement) were identified in the
influencing mechanism of employees’ voice on their creativity. Our study provides substantive support for the notion that
social judgment theory22,23,33 could serve as a theoretical rationale in predicting leaders’ voice endorsement.20 More
importantly, drawing on self-determination theory,24,25 our findings also advance the current understandings of the
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outcomes of leader voice endorsement by linking it to employees’ creativity. We recommend organizations and leaders to
be aware of the importance of voice endorsement in improving employees’ creativity and to provide training programs to
help employees better raise their voice.

Ethical Statement
This study was approved by the Ethic Committee on Human Experimentation of Sichuan University and adhered to the
Declaration of Helsinki. In the first-wave questionnaire, we introduced the study purposes and explained that this study
welcomed voluntary participation and the data, complying with the principle of confidentiality, is only used for research
purposes. Before responses to the questionnaire, all participants filled in a written informed consent form, claimed their
understanding of the study purposes and that they would like to participate in the study voluntarily.
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