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Drawing on social comparison theory (SCT), this research aims to explore the 
moderated path by testing the interaction effect of a supervisor's organizational 
embodiment between leader–member exchange social comparison and employee voice 
behavior (EVB), as well as the mediating role of the employee–organization relationship 
(EOR). The hypothesis was tested based on the moderated mediation model using a 
sample of 788 employees through a structured questionnaire from public sector 
organizations in Fiji. The findings of the study showed that leader–member exchange 
social comparison (LMXSC) are positively related to employee voice behavior. 
Furthermore, the mediating role of the employee–organization relationship quality had 
significantly strengthened the relationship. In addition, supervisors’ organizational 
embodiment (SOE) also positively moderated the influence of LMXSC on EVB, and 
LMXSC on EOR quality. This research delineates the brighter side of social 
comparison, suggesting that employee voice behavior can be enhanced through fair 
distribution of the leaders’ resources among the employees, communication training, 
two-way interactive communication, and employee empowerment in improving work 
ethics and creating a sustainable organization. Finally, to lead an organization ethically, 
managers need to encourage voicing behavior of subordinates. Employees need to stand 
up against unethical issues to enhance the social responsibility of the corporation. The 
limitations and directions for the future are also presented.  
 

Contribution/Originality: This study is the first to investigate how disparity in leader–member exchange 

social comparison influences employees voice behavior and its importance in improving an organization. In 

addition, this study is the first one to include the combined interaction effect of employee–organization relationship 

and supervisors’ organizational embodiment. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Leading an organizational change can be very challenging for leaders as organizations try to gain a sustainable 

competitive advantage in the long run. Rhetorically, organizations not only attempt to attract and maintain a 

prodigious workforce that is not only enthusiastic and proficient but assume responsibilities beyond in-role 

behavior through quality leader–member exchange relationship in contemplating organizational changes (Nemeth, 

1997). In reality, this may not be possible as leaders are often constrained by limited resources. The leader–member 

exchange (LMX) theory assumes that with limited resources, leaders are likely to develop differential relationships 
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in terms of support, benefit and work-related resources with employees in the organization (Dansereau Jr, Graen, & 

Haga, 1975). However, a limitation in leader–member exchange theory is that leader–member dyads are treated in 

isolation, while the independence of relationships with the social setting at the workplace is neglected (Sparrowe & 

Liden, 1997). Recently, LMX scholars have diverted their interest towards the social comparison aspect of leader–

member exchange relationships through shared events, informal conversations and interactions to further their 

understanding of the quality of the relationship between coworkers and leaders (Henderson & Liden, 2007; Hu & 

Liden, 2013; Vidyarthi, Liden, Anand, Erdogan, & Ghosh, 2010). Interestingly, leader–member exchange social 

comparison (LMXSC) offers an important explanation for social comparison theory; to date, the empirical research 

on its effect on coworkers’ behavior has been scarce. As such, we have a limited understanding of the nomological 

network of variables linked to LMXSC. According to prior literature, subjective comparison of individuals with 

their coworkers was positively related to organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and job performance beyond 

the effect of LMX, providing individuals an impetus for behavior, i.e., higher social comparison encourages 

individuals to engage more in voluntary activities (Vidyarthi et al., 2010). In contrast, Huang, Lihua, Jun, & Lin 

(2015) demonstrated that social comparison had a negative effect on organizational deviance, indicating that 

supervisors tended to suppress voicing behavior. Duffy, Scott, Shaw, Tepper, & Aquino (2012) highlighted that 

individuals with high LMXSC tended to engage more in additional tasks and citizenship behavior, and low LMXSC 

may activate the intention to harm the organization through unacceptable and damaging behavior, such as 

schadenfreude, bullying or aggression (Smith & Kim, 2007). Therefore, we added a new dimension to the current 

study by arguing that as well as organizational citizenship behavior, employee voice behavior is also a welcome 

proactive and additional behavior that has the potential to improve the organization through constructive changes 

for three reasons. First, individuals high in social comparison will indicate more access to resources and more 

opportunities for communication (Botero & Van Dyne, 2009). Second, high LMXSC builds trust in a relationship 

and stronger work support. This suggests that employees believe that little risk is involved in speaking out and that 

their suggestions are understood (Botero & Van Dyne, 2009; Hsiung, 2012). Third, individuals with better LMXSC 

may contribute towards role expansion, take on more responsibilities in improving the work environment, and 

progress towards the partnership level (Uhl-Bien, Graen, & Scandura, 2000). 

To explain this, we considered social comparison theory (Buunk & Gibbons, 2007; Festinger, 1954; Wood, 

1996), which postulates that individuals naturally form a tendency to compare, evaluate and gain self-relevant 

information in forming their behaviors and attitudes. The theory further states that the quality of the relationship 

rises and falls according to the distribution of resources. When individuals receive a greater share of a leader's 

resource, it fosters self-enhancement, prosocial and extra-role behavior, and provides more opportunities for voice 

behavior (Botero & Van Dyne, 2009), while low resource allocation can make individuals feel worse about 

themselves, which may cause them to react through absurd behavior (Lyubomirsky & Ross, 1997; Zell & Alicke, 

2009). Moreover, social comparison theory (SCT) also states that individuals with high LMXSC show greater 

commitment to and satisfaction with the organization, and can help in alleviating any crises in the organization 

through sharing ideas, taking an active part in decision making, and providing corrective feedback to improve 

organizations. Martin, Thomas, Legood, & Dello Russo (2018) denoted that social comparison has a powerful effect 

in forming an efficient, open, productive and sustainable organization. As such, having stronger ties or a good 

relationship with leaders will helps the employees decrease risks related to voicing behavior (Mo & Shi, 2018). 

Moreover, employee voicing behavior can assist the organization in adapting to a rapidly changing business 

environment with a quality decision-making process (LePine & Van Dyne, 2001; Morrison & Milliken, 2000) for the 

sustainable growth of an organization. Furthermore, we examined the combined interaction effects of a supervisor's 

organizational embodiment (SOE) as a moderator and the mediating role of the employee–organization relationship 

(EOR). We argued that LMXSC is a powerful driver of EOR and, as a result, will be strongly associated with 

employee voice behavior. According to Festinger, (1954), a high LMXSC is shared by greater respect, high 
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commitment, trust, appreciation of loyalty and a greater sense of obligation (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). Moreover, 

SCT posits that when an employee receives a greater share of a leader's resources, they acknowledge the treatment 

as coming from the organization and engage more in prosocial behavior creating a feeling of trust, satisfaction, 

commitment and more active participation in the organization. In contrast, low resource allocation will show low 

commitment, satisfaction (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, and Sowa, 1986; Rousseau, 1989; Rousseau, 1998), 

employee isolation and more critical behavior (Waters, Bortree, & Tindall, 2013). Similarly, social identity theory 

(Tajfel, 1978) states that when leaders identify more with the organization and are congruent with organizational 

values, employees will show more loyalty to the leader and the organization (Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Rhoades & 

Eisenberger, 2002). Eisenberger et al. (2010); Eisenberger et al. (2014) opined that high supervisor organizational 

embodiment (SOE) can result in close relationships between the leader and the organization, enhancing more 

exchange relationships to better their support from the leader. In contrast, low SOE would mean low LMXSC and 

result in low commitment, doubt in relations, a tendency of non-cooperation and socio-emotional failure leading to 

counterproductive behavior (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Meyer, 2009; Shoss, Eisenberger, Restubog, & Zagenczyk, 

2013). Organizational change in a turbulent economy can very be challenging for leaders to maintain good work 

ethics within the workplace in the twenty-first century. As far as we know, this research is the first to discover the 

interacting role of supervisor’s organizational embodiment between the LMXSC-EVB, and LMXSC-EOR. To 

confirm this relationship, cross-sectional data were collected from the public sector domain. The findings confirm 

that the presence of a quality relationship between employee and organization strengthens employee voicing 

behavior. Additionally, the analysis of mediated moderation shows that LMXSC has a positive relationship with 

EOR, and consequently influences employee voicing behavior to a large degree for those individuals having higher, 

rather than lower SOE. By doing so, we contribute to the extant literature on LMX social comparison by 

suggesting a new perspective in explaining how the difference in social comparison influences employee voicing 

behavior in creating long-term sustainable growth of an organization.  

 

2. THEORY AND HYPOTHESIS  

2.1. Leader–Member Exchange Social Comparison and Employee Dissent Behavior 

Leader–member exchange theory (LMX) reflects the quality of an individual's relationship with their 

supervisor and reciprocates the benefit related to LMX (trust, support, valued resources and challenging tasks, 

time, and socio-emotional benefit) through positive behaviors and attitudes (Dulebohn, Bommer, Liden, Brouer, & 

Ferris, 2012; Rockstuhl, Dulebohn, Ang, & Shore, 2012). LMX theory further assumes that leaders are often 

restricted by resources and are likely to develop different relationships in terms of support, benefit, and work-

related resources with employees in the organization (Dansereau Jr. et al., 1975). Prior research highlighted that to 

maintain their reputation and status in the organization, leaders distribute resources to employees based on skill, 

performance and competencies; trust and compatibility; and leader prejudice based on ethnicity, religion and race to 

form high LMX quality (Graen & Scandura, 1987; Liden & Graen, 1980). Naturally, when resources are shared 

unevenly, the employees in the absence of formal assessment make comparative and subjective ratings of one's own 

leader–member relationship with that of coworkers reporting to the same leader (Festinger, 1954; Hu & Liden, 

2013). In relation to this, Vidyarthi et al. (2010) labeled this concept as a leader–member exchange social 

comparison (LMXSC). Factors such as the quality of the relationship between leaders and members depend on 

positive leadership characters and traits, and a style that influences employee voice behavior (Chen & Hou, 2016; 

Lee, Choi, Youn, & Chun, 2017; Liu, Zhu, & Yang, 2010; Van Dyne, Kamdar, & Joireman, 2008). Recently, scholars 

have highlighted that LMXSC forms the basis of determining the quality of relationships between leaders and 

members and provides individuals with an impetus for behavior. According to the scholars, subjective rating 

provides individuals with self-relevant knowledge positively related to organizational citizenship behavior and job 

performance, e.g., higher social comparison encourages individuals to engage more in voluntary behavior (Vidyarthi 
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et al., 2010). In contrast, Huang et al. (2015) demonstrated that social comparison had a negative effect on 

organizational deviance by supervisors suppressing voicing behavior. Dong, Jiang, Rong, & Yang (2020) denoted 

this as violating the principle of equality and neutrality of resource distribution, affecting individuals’ participation 

in the organization. These contrasting views suggest that when individuals perceive disparity in resources, they 

tend to exhibit different behaviors. According to Duffy et al. (2012), individuals with better social comparisons can 

display extra-role behaviors, while less favorable social comparisons may lead to behavior that will harm the 

organization (Smith & Kim, 2007). Therefore, we argue that speaking up is a proactive behavior with a greater 

potential to provide corrective challenges. As such, it becomes equally important to examine how social comparison 

affects individual willingness to engage in voicing behavior, as this has not been examined in prior literature. 

According to social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954), individuals tend to compare themselves with 

coworkers to evaluate their capabilities and gain insight of self-relevant knowledge to form their behaviors and 

attitudes. When individuals perceive their position as disadvantageous, the intension to harm is activated (Duffy et 

al., 2012). Moreover, SCT suggest that when individuals recognize their relationship to be better in term of 

resource, they display positive behaviors and have more opportunities for communication (Botero & Van Dyne, 

2009). Wang, Law, Hackett, Wang, & Chen (2005) denoted that employees with better quality LMXSC tend to 

have off-job interactions and also make progress towards the partnership level (Uhl-Bien et al., 2000). Similarly, 

individuals with high LMXSC tend to comprehend more regarding leader perspective and position and hence a 

greater likelihood of providing useful suggestions and achieving goals that will collectively benefit coworkers and 

leaders (Hsiung, 2012; Hsiung & Tsai, 2009). To this effect, SCT also suggests that individuals with better 

relationships with leaders tend to develop more trust in relationships, stronger work support, and believe that there 

is little risk involved when voicing their concerns or suggestions and that their suggestions are understood (Botero 

& Van Dyne, 2009; Hsiung, 2012). As such, employee voice behavior is generally regarded as a panacea in providing 

challenging suggestions pertinent to work-related issues to create a sustainable organization (Van Dyne & LePine, 

1998; Young Seong & Kristof-Brown, 2012). In addition, Yrle, Hartman, & Galle (2002) highlighted that 

individuals with high LMXSC are comfortable sharing ideas, are innovative, play an active part in decision making, 

stimulate positive responses, actively engage in self-enhancement, and provide corrective feedback in improving 

organizations (Goldman & Myers, 2015; Kassing, 2011; Lyubomirsky & Ross, 1997; Zell & Alicke, 2009). A group 

of scholars also demonstrated that during organizational change, an employee with in-depth knowledge and 

experience can help leaders to alleviate crises through critical evaluation, significantly improving the leader–

employee relationship (Grunig & Huang, 2000; Kim & Rhee, 2011). Moreover, Bolino & Turnley (2009) also opined 

that individuals in a high-quality relationship often avoid indulging in deviant behaviors and are more engaged in 

extra-role behaviors, indicating that individuals with a high share of resources are given autonomy to express their 

views. Bearing this in mind, we argue that individuals with high LMXSC are in a more comfortable position to 

express their opinions or concerns with leaders to try to improve work ethic and relationships. Therefore, we 

propose that LMXSC will significantly affect employee voicing behavior. 

H1: Leader–member exchange social comparison will have a positive relationship with employee voicing behavior. 

 

2.2. The Mediating Role of the Employee–Organization Relationship 

Employees in an organization have an inherent need to establish and maintain a healthy sustainable 

relationship within the organization (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). These so-called relationships "generally refer to 

patterns of exchange between two interacting members or partners, whether individuals, groups, or organizations, 

typically directed at the accomplishment of some common objectives or goals" (Ferris, Blass, Douglas, Kolodinsky, 

& Treadway, 2003). Men & Stacks (2014) described EOR as "the degree to which an organization and its employees 

trust one another, agree on who has the rightful power to influence, experience satisfaction with each other, and 

commit oneself to the other" and this quality of the relationship depends on level of trust, autonomy and 
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commitment. The quality of the relationship between the leader and the employee is a crucial element in 

understanding the employee's behavior towards the organization and what makes an employee thrive at work 

(Dutton & Heaphy, 2003). Hence, to perform a given task, employees rely on collaboration, support, direction, 

information and resources forged through the establishment of relationships.  

Prior literature demonstrated that low LMXSC can  physiologically  damaging for the focal employee resulting 

in low commitment and low satisfaction (Eisenberger, Stinglhamber, Vandenberghe, Sucharski, and Rhoades, 2002; 

Rousseau, 1989), more critical behavior (Waters, Bortree, & Tindall, 2013), greater separation from the leader, low 

positive effects, reduced performance and commitment, reduced trust towards the supervisor and the organization 

(Rowold & Rohmann, 2009), and ultimately looks for solutions outside the organization. Similarly, individuals with 

low LMXSC develop low trust of the organization and become apprehensive that the leaders may underestimate 

their valuable suggestions (Detert & Burris, 2007), as such, they may resort to silent behavior in the organization 

due to apprehension. However, Lind (2001) argued that even dissatisfied employees with a poor allocation of 

resources rely on leaders to voice their concerns in the organization, considering this as relationship-building with 

the organization. Consequently, this also provides a signal to employees that they are being valued by the 

organization and, in turn, they will not harm the wellbeing of the organization. Therefore, we argue that high 

quality LMXSC is a powerful driver of EOR and, as a result, will be strongly associated with employee voice 

behavior. As highlighted by  Festinger, (1954),  high LMXSC is shared by greater respect, mutual trust, loyalty, 

and a greater sense of obligation in the organization (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). The theory posits that the value of 

exchange relationship fluctuates depending on how a leaders' share of resources is being distributed. The more 

evenly the resources are distributed, the more the relationship is perceived as positive. This suggests that 

individuals with high LMXSC tend to have high trust and commitment with the organization and greater 

willingness to provide critical feedback or ideas. Comparatively, individuals with high LMXSC through support, 

obligation and tangible and intangible resources create less separation, develop positive attitudes (Fisk & Friesen, 

2012), have more autonomy in decision making (Sparrowe & Liden, 1997; Vecchio & Gobdel, 1984) have enhanced 

trust (Epitropaki et al., 2016), are open-minded and have a cognitive ability that benefits the organization in the 

long run (Basadur, 2004). As such, self-evaluation by employees provides emotional, motivational and cognitive 

information in predicting their behavior and attitudes and can adjust accordingly to the organizational setting. 

Therefore, having received a greater share of their leader’s resources (e.g., time, autonomy in decision making and 

emotional support), the employee feels motivated and reciprocates the leader's positive behavior through increasing 

their efforts, commitment and satisfaction towards the organization, and thus more constructive feedback can be 

anticipated in the organization as the employee will feel more comfortable raising any issues of concern. Therefore, 

we can reasonably say that EOR will be a suitable mediator between LMXSC and EDB. 

H2: EOR will mediate the relationship between leader–member exchange social comparison and employee voice behavior; 

as such, high EOR will have a positive relationship between LMXSC and employee voice behavior.  

 

2.3. The Moderating Role of Supervisor's Organizational Embodiment (SOE) 

Levinson (1965) stated that coaching, directive and evaluative functions carried out by supervisors are roles 

assigned to them by the organization and employees may interpret this as favorable or unfavorable treatment from 

the supervisor on behalf of the organization. Eisenberger et al. (2010) highlighted that supervisors, as 

organizational agents congruent with organizational values and objectives, can influence employees’ behavior and 

attitudes. The more a supervisor identifies with an organization, the more favorable attribute is honored to 

employees, improving affective commitments (Tajfel, 1978). Similarly, Eisenberger et al. (2010); Eisenberger et al. 

(2014) denoted that supervisors’ organizational embodiment (SOE) can result in closer relationships between the 

leaders and the organization, enhancing more exchange relationships to better their support from the leader. 

Comparably, when individuals perceive more resources, they develop quality relationships with leaders and see the 
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leaders as having stronger self-concepts, making individuals more connected to the organization. Accordingly, the 

higher the supervisor’s organizational embodiment, the more employees feel obligated to participate in 

organizational activities.  
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Figure-1. A three-dimensional view of supervisors' organizational embodiment in determining the interaction between LMXSC, EVB and 
quality of EOR. 

 

As alluded to earlier, when a supervisor’s organizational embodiment (SOE) is high, the directive, requested 

resources, attention, encouragement, compliments, interaction, goal-setting, praise and support are perceived to 

come from the organization (Eisenberger et al., 2010). As such, we expect supervisors to assist employees, maintain 

trust in a relationship, share responsibility and strengthen the employee–organization relationship (EOR). 

Similarly, social identity theory (Tajfel, 1978) highlighted that high SOE increases the effect of LMX on affective 

commitments and develops a close relationship between the leaders and the organization, enhancing more exchange 

relationships to better their support from the leader. Moreover, high SOE will strengthen the quality relationships 

between employees and supervisors (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Shoss et al., 2013), and encourage more employee 

voice behavior in improving the organization. According to Gerstner & Day (1997), high SOE maintains the 

direction of resource distribution. As such, individual feels more psychologically committed to providing suggestive 

feedback as they perceive that the communication channel is open between them and the leaders (Botero & Van 

Dyne, 2009; Burris, Detert, & Chiaburu, 2008) (see Figure 1). In contrast, social identity theory (Tajfel, 1978) also 

denoted that low SOE shows supervisors as having a lower sense of identification, do not comply with 

organizational norms, and demonstrate non-alignment with the strategic objectives of the organization. In this way, 

supervisors act in their own interests and have an exchange relationship rather than offering guidance (Eisenberger 

et al., 2010). Supervisors with a lower organizational embodiment lose the importance of maintaining healthy 

relationships and fair resource distribution, causing both leaders and employees to question the integrity of the 

organization (Agrawal & Knoeber, 1996; Eisenberger et al., 2010). Similarly, low SOE would mean low LMXSC, 

which leads to low commitment, doubts regarding relations, the tendency toward non-cooperation, and socio-

emotional failure leading to counterproductive behavior (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Meyer, 

2009; Shoss et al., 2013). As such, low SOE will worsen the relationship between supervisor and employee, forcing 

employees to engage in destructive behavior and seek alternative sources for explanations (see Figure 1).  

Therefore, we argue that when individuals perceive a supervisor with high SOE, it creates a bond between 

supervisor and employee, creating trust, attachment, high organization identification, distinctiveness in social 

existence, high performance from the employees, and drives more employee voice behavior. Accordingly, high SOE 

can enhance quality exchange relationships between employees and supervisors, increasing employee organizational 

commitment, building trust and sharing the balance of power in decision-making in exchange for favorable 

relationships with supervisors and the organization. Therefore, we suggest the following hypothesis: 
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H3: SOE will moderate the relationship between LMXSC and EVB and, as such, high SOE will strengthen the relationship 

between LMXSC and employee voice behavior.  

H4: SOE will moderate the relationship between LMXSC and EOR and, as such, high SOE will strengthen the relationship 

between LMXSC and EOR.  

 

 
Figure-2. Proposed research model. 

Note: The framework in Figure 2 provides a proposed model for the research, suggests 

how disparity in leader–member exchange social comparison (LMXSC) can influence 
employee voicing behavior through employee–organization relationship (EOR) and 
supervisor’s organizational embodiment (SOE). 

 

3. METHOD  

3.1. Sample and Procedure  

The study was conducted through the distribution and collection of survey data via convenience sampling from 

788 employees in public sector organizations in the turbulent economy of Fiji. A cover letter was attached to the 

survey questionnaire to ensure awareness of the voluntary nature of the study. Participants were asked to fill in the 

questionnaire and return it in a sealed envelope. No missing data were reported. We controlled several 

demographic characteristics including gender, age, organizational experience and salary scale to see if controls have 

any significant statistical effects. Gender was coded as a dummy variable (0 = male, 1 = female). Males made up 

35.5% of participants and the remaining 64.5% were females. Age categories were as follows: 20–25 years (15.4%), 

26–30 years (36.3%), 31–35 years (20.8%), 36–40 years (7.3%) and 41 years and above (20.2%). Finally, as part of 

the demographic variable, we included organizational experience recorded as 1–3 years (19.2%), 4–7 years (40.1%), 

8–11 years (15%), 12–14 years (3.9%), 15–17 (11.2%) and more than 18 years (10.6%).  

 

3.2. Measures  

All constructs were measured using a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). 

 

3.2.1. Leader–Member Social Comparison (LMXSC) 

We used a seven-item scale proposed by Vidyarthi et al. (2010) to measure LMXSC. The respondents were 

requested to show the social comparison aspect of LMXSC with their leader. The sample items included: "My 

supervisor has made a significant investment in me." Cronbach's α was measured at 0.86. 

 

3.2.2. Employee–Organization Relationship (EOR)  

The EOR was measured using an eight-item measurement scale developed by Shore, Tetrick, Lynch, & 

Barksdale (2006) and used the following phrase: "My organization has made a significant investment in me.” 

Cronbach's α was measured at 0.88. 

 

3.2.3. Supervisors’ Organizational Embodiment (SOE) 

We used a five-item measurement scale develop by Eisenberger et al. (2010) to measure the supervisors’ 

organizational embodiment. The sample item included: "When my supervisor encourages me, I believe that my 

organization is encouraging me." Cronbach's α was measured at 0.92.  
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3.2.4. Employee Voice Behavior (EVB) 

We used a five-item measurement scale develop by Kassing (1998) to measure employee voice behavior. The 

sample item included: "I make suggestions to management or my supervisor about correcting inefficiency in my 

organization." Cronbach's α was calculated at 0.88. The survey consisted of 71 latent variables. The results of 

descriptive statistics, inter-correlation and alpha/reliability coefficient are shown in Table 1. Consistent with 

predictions, leader–member exchange social comparison (LMXSC) is positively related to employee voice behavior 

(EVB); employee organization relationship (EOR) was positively related to LMXSC; and EOR is positively related 

to employee voice behavior (EVB). Supervisor's organizational embodiment (SOE) also had a positive association 

with LMXSC, EOR and employee voice behavior (EVB).  

 
Table-1. Descriptive statistics and correlations. 

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Age 2.80 1.35 1 
       2. Gender 1.09 1.27 0.011 1 

      3. Occupation 2.69 1.41 0.746** 0.143** 1 
     4. Salary 2.81 0.88 0.257** -0.030 0.305** 1 

    5. LMXSC 3.33 0.81 0.018 -0.184** -0.034 0.099** (0.60) 
   6. EOR 3.72 0.74 0.009 -0.062 0.022 -0.005 0.482** (0.68) 

  7. EVB 3.25 0.57 0.044 0.152** 0.086* 0.003 0.190** 0.493** (0.56) 
 8. SOE 0.19 0.66 0.042 0.066 0.101** -0.026 0.384** 0.135** 0.123** (0.62) 

Note: ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 

 

The control variables may confound the significant relationship of interest; as such, individual demographic 

characteristics were included in the analysis (Tekleab & Taylor, 2003). The analysis shows that gender and 

occupational experience are positively related to employee voice behavior.  

 

4. DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Following the recommendation by Anderson & Gerbing (1988), before testing the hypotheses we examined the 

construct validity using average variance extracted (AVE) and composite reliability (CR). As shown in Table 2, all 

items had significant factor loading. AVE ranged from 0.56 to 0.68, which exceeded the recommended level of 0.5, 

and the composite reliability of all the constructs met the threshold of 0.7 (Fornell, 1981). The Cronbach's alpha 

value of the construct exceeds 0.7, suggesting good reliability for the measurement scale. Additionally, we 

conducted a series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) to confirm the distinctiveness of our research constructs. 

Analysis of moment structures (AMOS) was used to determine chi-square statistics along with the root mean 

square error of approximation (RMSEA), Tucker–Lewis index (TLI) and the comparative fit index (CFI) (Anderson 

& Gerbing, 1988). Table 3 shows the model of LMXSC, EOR, EVB and SOE as the best model fit for the study; x2 

= 1953.919, d.f. = 730, CFI = 0.952, TLI = 0.946 and RMSEA = 0.052.  

Moreover, common method bias (CMB) can potentially pose a critical threat of biasness in any behavioral 

research, especially with one-time data collection (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012). However, this can be 

mitigated through various procedures and the use of statistical remedies, as suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2012). In 

the procedure, we minimized evaluation, ensured respondents’ anonymity and took particular care with items, 

wording and separation of other variables from predictor variables. Using statistical remedy, a confirmatory factor 

analysis (CFA) approach was used to eliminate CMB. First, we used Bagozzi's method and suggestion (Bagozzi & 

Yi, 1990) that any correlation between the construct more than 0.9 indicates the presence of common method bias. 

Our research showed the correlation between the focal variables as 0.75 (see Table 1). Second, we used a common 

latent factor (CFL) to check standardized regression weights for the proposed measurement model with CFL and 

found the differences to be minuscule (see Table 2). Statistically, our analysis showed no threat of CMB. Finally, we 

examined the moderation effect using conditional process analyses (Hayes, 2018). 
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H1 predicts that leadership–member exchange social comparison (LMXSC) will have a positive effect on 

employee voice behavior. As expected, the result in Table 5 shows LMXSC and EVB voice (β = 0.166, p < 0.001), 

which confirms that H1 is supported. A recommendation by Baron & Kenny (1986) was followed to test the 

hypothesis for a mediation effect. The indirect effect of employee–organization relationship (EOR) on employee 

voice behavior (EVB) through leadership–member exchange social comparison (LMXSC) is stronger for an 

individual with a high EOR Table 4; therefore, H2 is supported. 

 
Table-2. Factor loading with CFA. 

Item  Factor Loading Error Cronbach's Alpha AVE Composite Reliability 

LMXSC1 0.819 0.120 

 
0.86 

 
0.60 

 
0.77 

LMXSC2 0.889 0.132 

LMXSC3 0.866 0.129 
LMXSC4 0.867 0.126 

EOR1 0.766 0.032 

 
 
 
 
 
 

0.88 

 
 
 
 
 
 

0.68 

 
 
 
 
 
 

0.82 

EOR2 0.796 0.040 
EOR3 0.840 0.039 

EOR4 0.788 0.039 
EOR5 0.722 0.031 

EOR6 0.779 0.068 
EOR7 0.803 0.079 

EOR8 0.899 0.076 
EOR9 0.774 0.076 

EOR10 0.806 0.072 
EOR11 0.722 0.036 

EOR12 0.846 0.040 
EOR13 0.854 0.041 

EOR14 0.751 0.034 
EVB1 0.848 0.035 

 
 

0.88 0.56 0.74 

EVB2 0.837 0.034 
EVB3 0.791 0.034 

EVB4 0.680 0.043 

EVB6 0.786 0.036 
SOE1 0.747 0.041 

 
 
 
 

0.92 0.62 0.78 

SOE2 0.844 0.040 
SOE3 0.833 0.041 

SOE4 0.835 0.041 
SOE5 0.765 0.044 

SOE6 0.797 0.046 
SOE7 0.730 0.040 

SOE8 0.787 0.040 
SOE9 0.776 0.038 

             
Table-3. Model fit. 

 df RMR RAMSEA IFI TLI CFI 

1953.919 730 0.030 0.052 0.952 0.946 0.952 
Source: Field survey, 2020. 

 
Table-4. The mediation effect of employee–organization relationship. 

H2 
 SE T-Value Direct Effect Indirect 

Effect 
Total Effect 

LMXSC      EOR     EVB 0.035 8.916 0.010 0.298 0.308 
Source: Field survey, 2020. 

 

H3 predicts that supervisor's organizational embodiment (SOE) will moderate the relationship between 

LMXSC and EVB. As expected, the results in Table 5 show that the integration term indicates significant 

moderation (β = 0.272, p < 0.001); therefore, H3 is supported. Similarly, H4 also predicted that SOE will moderate 

the relationship between LMXSC and EOR. The interaction term shows a significant moderation effect (β = 0.213, 

p < 0.001); therefore, H4 is supported. 
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Table-5. The moderating effect of supervisor’s organizational embodiment. 

 Outcome Variable: EOR Outcome Variable: EVB 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

 β SE t β SE t β SE t β SE t β SE t β SE t 

Constant 3.858 0.084  2.564 0.104  2.945 0.108  3.137 0.074  2.602 0.108  2.975 0.109  
Age -0.01 0.026 -0.03 0.01 0.016 0.002 -0.018 0.020 0.03 -0.007 0.023 -0.295 -0.012 0.022 -0.029 -0.004 0.020 -0.18 

Gender -0.04 0.018 -0.07 -0.032** 0.012 -0.06 -0.014 0.015 -0.063 0.060 0.016 1.796 0.078 0.016 0.0172 0.065 0.015 0.116 
Occupation 0.027 0.025 0.06 -0.015 0.016 -0.03 0.033 0.020 -0.03 0.033 0.022 1.502 0.041 0.022 0.102 0.029 0.020 0.001 

Salary -0.013 0.027 -0.18 0.01 0.017 0.01 -0.038 0.022 0.01 -0.009 0.024 -0.384 -0.025 0.024 -0.039 -0.019 0.022 -0.86 

Independent 
LMXSC 

   0.158*** 0.020 0.198 0.274*** 0.027 0.208 
   

0.166*
** 

0.025 0.234 0.112*** 0.027 0.019 

Moderator 
SOE 

   0.702*** 0.025 0.687 
-

0.675*** 
0.056 -0.023 

   
0.470*

** 
0.030 0.516 

-
0.720*** 

0.057 -0.521 

Interaction 
effect 

LMXSC*SO
E 

      0.213*** 0.016 0.686 
   

   0.272*** 0.017 0.084 

Mediator 
EOR 

             0.391*** 0.042 0.288 

R2 0.002 0.6 0.612 0.026 0.348 0.355 
R2 0.021*** 0.073*** 0.375*** 0.021*** 0.343*** 0.355*** 

 Dependent Variable: EVB (employee voice behavior).  

 Note: ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Dummy variables: gender (0 = male, 1 = female), age, occupational experience, salary scale, LMXSC = leader–member exchange social comparison, SOE = supervisor’s organizational embodiment, EOR = employee–organization 

relationship.
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Finally, the result of the mediated moderating effect is shown in Table 6. When combining all the variables, the 

significant interaction shows the effects of EOR as a mediator and SOE as a moderator. 

 
Table-6. The mediated moderating effect. 

Variable Coeff. Mean SE LLCI ULCI 

Constant 1.811 1.814 0.145 1.529 2.104 
LMXSC 0.196 0.270 0.026 0.149 0.242 
EOR 0.391 0.390 0.036 0.320 0.459 
SOE -0.186 -0.191 0.062 -0.320 -0.067 
Int_1      0.088 0.089 0.019 0.050 0.126 
Age 0.002 0.002 0.018 -0.033 0.036 
Gender  0.068 0.069 0.011 0.048 0.090 
Occupation 0.017 0.017 0.016 -0.015 0.049 
Salary -0.003 -0.004 0.018 -0.039 0.031 
Outcome Variable: EVB 

Note: Outcome Variable: EVB (employee voice behavior). 
Gender, age, occupational experience, salary scale. LMXSC = leader–member exchange social comparison, SOE = 
supervisor’s organizational embodiment, EOR = employee–organization relationship. 

 

 
Figure-3. Interaction of leader–member exchange social comparison (LMXSC) with supervisor's 
organizational embodiment (SOE). 
Source: Field survey, 2020. 

 

In Figure 3, the slope test suggests that the relationship between LMXSC and SOE was stronger (slope = 

0.720, p < 0.001) showing that employee voicing behavior is more congruent with high SOE than low SOE.  

 

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

5.1. Conclusion  

As a pioneer, this study evaluates the quality of EOR through the lens of leader–member exchange social 

comparison (LMXSC) in a turbulent economy where public sector organizations are suffering from massive wastage 

of resources, centralized bureaucracies, preoccupation with rules and regulations, hierarchical chains of command, 

organizational crisis and poor service delivery (World Bank, 1998). As such, leaders often face resource constraints, 

which makes distribution more difficult among the workers (Liden & Graen, 1980). Accordingly, Vidyarthi et al. 

(2010) defined this as "when leaders differentiate, the varied levels of LMX quality within the group are likely to 

trigger social comparison processes". The LMXSC is an important concept in determining the level of motivation 

an employee has towards productive behavior, the attachment an employee has towards the leader, and what makes 

an employee thrive at work (Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). According to Festinger (1954), 

social comparison occurs when an employee objectively lacks understanding of one's self in the social context 

among workers in terms of performance, abilities and attitude, and the employee makes a subjective assessment in 

obtaining such information directly by observing focal employees (Henderson, Wayne, Shore, Bommer, & Tetrick, 
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2008). Therefore, LMXSC can be differentiated from LMX, as the former is based on social group comparison with 

employees from the work group as a reference point and the latter does not involve any comparative judgment.  

This study investigated the effect of leader–member exchange social comparison on employee voice behavior 

(EVB) with the mediating role of the employee–organization relationship (EOR) in creating a sustainable 

organization. As expected, EOR plays a significant mediating role between LMXSC and EVB. The combination of 

LMXSC and EVB determines the quality of the relationship, and the findings from the research also show that the 

relationship between LMXSC and EVB is contingent on SOE. The results in Table 5 show that the presence of a 

quality relationship between employee and organization strengthens employee voice behavior. This shows that 

supervisors with high organizational embodiment encourage employee voice behavior to improve the policies and 

operating procedures in the organization.  

The study also evaluated the effect of SOE between LMXSC and EOR. The finding suggests that supervisors 

with high organizational embodiment can assist employees, maintain trust in a relationship, and encourage shared 

responsibility and more active employee participation. This was also congruent with the findings of Eisenberger et 

al. (2010) who highlighted that high SOE increases the effect of LMX on affective commitments. Moreover, the 

analysis of mediated moderation shows that LMXSC has a positive relationship with EOR and, consequently, 

influences employee voice behavior to a large degree for those individuals having higher, rather than lower, SOE. 

This suggests that employees identify with their roles in the organization and it also reinforces employees’ beliefs 

that they are being encouraged to participate more actively to provide constructive feedback to the organization. 

Such beliefs positively increase individual job performance and outcome and enhance extra-role behavior (Karriker 

& Williams, 2009; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). As such, the findings of the study expand our knowledge and 

understanding of the complexities of a leader's behavior and how a leader's behavior, action and distribution of 

resources can effectively improve individuals’ participation in the organization through constructive feedback. 

According to Venkatraman (1989), the contingency perspective of "fit-as-moderation", an organization's 

performance is attributed to matching its behavior to the external or internal environment. As an external attribute, 

the organization goes through changes; we aligned SOE as an internal attribute between LMXSC and EVB, and 

LMXSC and EOR. This study discovered the interaction between LMXSC and SOE on EVB and through EOR on 

EVB; indirectly the effect of SOE on these constructs is enhanced. In summary, the findings showed that with the 

varied distribution of leaders' resources, individuals engage in social comparison in public sector organizations in 

the turbulent economy. According to the findings, it is anticipated that organizations will encourage more 

constructive feedback when supervisors are identified as organizational representatives. Thus, to enhance the 

relationship between a leader and its members, there is a need to strengthen employee voice behavior for the 

sustainable growth of an organization. 

 

5.2. Theoretical Implication  

This research makes several theoretical contributions to the sustainable growth of an organization. First, from 

our knowledge, this research is the first to explore the relationship between leader–member exchange social 

comparison and employee voice behavior. Prior literature has mainly focused on leadership style and its influence 

on voicing behavior and little is known about social comparison and how it influences employee voice behavior. Van 

der Veen & Van der Wal (2012) suggested that research should not exclusively focus on leadership style, rather 

more focus is needed on leaders’ deferential behavior with employees in the work setting. In response, our research 

extends the extant literature on LMXSC as an antecedent of employee voice behavior through examining the 

leaders’ deferential behavior in terms of resource allocation among members in the work setting.  

Second, LMXSC is channeled through EOR, which subsequently induces employee voice behavior in the form 

of constructive feedback for improving the organization. In addition to adding LMXSC as an antecedent of EVB, 

this research particularly emphasizes connecting the roles of leaders and the organization and aligning with the 
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moderating role of SOE. Social comparison theory posits that individuals tend to compare one's self with coworkers 

to evaluate their capabilities and to gain insight into self-relevant knowledge regarding their behavior, attitude, 

relationship and position within the organization (Festinger, 1954). In addition, we added a favorable explanation of 

an individual’s behavior when the role of the leader in an organization is merged. 

Third, this research further explains the occurring effects and processes through which EOR is moderated by 

SOE. SOE is a fairly new concept and very little research has been done to broaden the existing knowledge in 

extant literature (Eisenberger et al., 2014; Shoss et al., 2013). Scholars have called for further investigation of the 

moderating role of SOE because individuals’ final behavioral outcomes substantially changed through the effect of a 

moderator between LMXSC, EOR and EVB. As such, SOE not only enables an individual to gain attention from 

leaders but also enhances the perception of organizational trust, commitment, satisfaction and power-sharing 

through the supervisor. As such, social comparison theory is further strengthened through SOE, for instance, high 

LMXSC could develop high-quality EOR (trust, commitment, satisfaction and control mutuality) through a leader's 

high organizational identification. The result shows that the level of SOE perceived by employees influences EOR 

on EVB, strengthens the important role of a leader as an organizational agent bridging the theoretical gap that 

explained employee organization exchange relationship through social comparison theory. Finally, to lead an 

organization ethically, managers need to encourage voicing behavior of subordinates. Employees need to stand up 

against unethical issues to enhance the social responsibility of the corporation. 

 

5.3. Practical Implication  

Employee voice behavior is essential in identifying the problems and providing amicable solutions required for 

the sustainable growth of an organization. Employees' voices regarding problematic management procedures or 

operations can sometimes provide very useful insights or ideas for the management team because these employees 

are the ones who operationalize work procedures within the organization (Finkenauer, Kerkhof, Righetti, & Branje, 

2009; Kassing, 2011; Morrison, 2011). Moreover, employees who suppress their views and disagreements are found 

to be very unhappy, and unhappy employees are harmful to organizational productivity and the achievement of a 

sustainable competitive advantage in the long term (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). This research makes several 

practical implications for leaders in public sector organizations, especially in a turbulent economy such as Fiji.  

First, when leader resources are unequal in distribution, individuals have decreased trust in their leader 

resulting in low voicing behavior. As such, organizations need to guide and train leaders through communication 

training, which will enhance two-way communicative behavior, encourage constructive exchange and fairly allocate 

the resources in question to all employees thus maintaining favorable LMX (Gilliland, 1993; Liao, Liu, & Loi, 2010), 

and enabling individuals to perceive support from both leader and organization. Employees perceive these acquired 

resources from leaders as coming from the organization, enhancing employees’ extra-role behaviors. Additionally, 

an organization should implement an open-door policy, as this will allow employees to voice any disagreement with 

their leader at any time. 

Second, the employee–organization relationship can be enhanced through high SOE. A study suggests high 

SOE context rather than low SOE reveals more effects on enhancing EOR. Therefore, to enhance SOE, the 

organization should guide and support its representatives through social media, email, participation in policy, 

interactive communication, and incorporating a leader's thoughts and ideas for decision making, especially during 

the process of organizational transformation. Effective communication will see leaders identify more with the 

organization thus increasing employee trust towards the leader and the organization. Also, while hiring or 

recruiting leaders, the organization should carefully evaluate candidates' viewpoints and thoughts to see if they 

match the organization's goals and culture.  

Third, while high LMXSC signals employees receiving a high share of leaders’ resources, more research are 

needed to study employees with low LMXSC, as these employees may be frustrated by having lower LMXSC. 
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Having been identified, leaders should provide consistent feedback and devote more time on regular basis to address 

the coworkers’ concerns, as this can foster a more relational and socio-emotional relationship. 

Finally, the findings also showed that EOR mediated the relationship between LMXSC and EVB. Accordingly, 

the presence of EOR has strengthened employee voice behavior indicating that leaders should spend more time on 

team-building exercises, such as problem-solving, to increase the quality of the employee–organization relationship. 

 

5.4. Limitations and Future Research 

First, the cross-sectional data do not allow causal inference; a quasi-field experiment or a longitudinal design 

would iron out the causal inference. Second, there is a possibility of other moderators having the potential to 

influence the relationship between LMXSC and employee voice behavior. Although we have used social identity 

theory to explain the overarching effect of supervisors’ organizational embodiment, there are other plausible choices 

for moderating effect. According to Qin, DiRenzo, Xu, & Duan (2014), interactional justice climate and job security 

moderated the curvilinear relationship among prohibitive voice and emotional exhaustion. As such, future research 

could examine other potential moderators to provide a deeper understanding of LMXSC and employee voice 

behavior. Third, employee voice behavior was measured via a self-reported survey, which may be indicative of 

participants' self-perceived intentions. Future research could use an observational method or supervisor-directed 

questionnaire that would evaluate whether and how individuals voice their concerns when experiencing 

unsatisfactory situations or events at the workplace, as this might help in exploring additional expressions. Fourth, 

the study was conducted in public sector organizations in a turbulent economy. Future research could also include 

the private sector for a comparative study. Fifth, this study did not describe which department of the public sector 

was considered for the sample. Future research could include the department and LMX as a control variable. 

Finally, given that the sample for the study is based in Fiji, the generalizability of the findings cannot be attested to 

other countries with distinct cultural backgrounds. Fiji is a multiracial country with individuals at liberty to 

practice their own cultures. Employees in organizations work in harmony with national values as embedded in 

people's charter for change, peace and progress. Future research could test the applicability of the current model to 

other cultural domains. 

 

Funding: This study received no specific financial support.    
Competing Interests: The authors declare that they have no competing interests.  
Acknowledgement: Both authors contributed equally to the conception and design of the 
study. 

 

REFERENCES 

Agrawal, A., & Knoeber, C. R. (1996). Firm performance and mechanisms to control agency problems between managers and 

shareholders. Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis, 31(3), 377–397.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.2307/2331397. 

Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1988). Structural equation modeling in practice: A review and recommended two-step 

approach. Psychological Bulletin, 103(3), 411–423.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.411. 

Bagozzi, R. P., & Yi, Y. (1990). Assessing method variance in multitrait-multimethod matrices: The case of self-reported affect 

and perceptions at work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 75(5), 547–560.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.75.5.547. 

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator–mediator variable distinction in social psychological research: Conceptual, 

strategic, and statistical considerations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51(6), 1173–1182.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173. 

Basadur, M. (2004). Leading others to think innovatively together: Creative leadership. The Leadership Quarterly, 15(1), 103-

121.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2003.12.007. 



International Journal of Management and Sustainability, 2021, 10(1): 1-21 

 

 
15 

© 2021 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved. 

Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: Desire for interpersonal attachments as a fundamental human 

motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 117(3), 497–529.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497. 

Bolino, M. C., & Turnley, W. H. (2009). Relative deprivation among employees in lower-quality leader-member exchange 

relationships. The Leadership Quarterly, 20(3), 276–286.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.03.001. 

Botero, I. C., & Van Dyne, L. (2009). Employee voice behavior: Interactive effects of LMX and power distance in the United 

States and Colombia. Management Communication Quarterly, 23(1), 84-104.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0893318909335415. 

Burris, E. R., Detert, J. R., & Chiaburu, D. S. (2008). Quitting before leaving: The mediating effects of psychological attachment 

and detachment on voice. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(4), 912-922.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.93.4.912. 

Buunk, A. P., & Gibbons, F. X. (2007). Social comparison: The end of a theory and the emergence of a field. Organizational 

Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 102(1), 3-21.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2006.09.007. 

Chen, A. S. Y., & Hou, Y. H. (2016). The effects of ethical leadership, voice behavior and climates for innovation on creativity: A 

moderated mediation examination. Leadership Quarterly, 27(1), 1-13.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2015.10.007. 

Dansereau Jr, F., Graen, G., & Haga, W. J. (1975). A vertical dyad linkage approach to leadership within formal organizations: A 

longitudinal investigation of the role making process. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 13(1), 46-

78.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(75)90005-7. 

Davenport, T. H., & Prusak, L. (1998). Working knowledge: How organizations manage what they know (pp. 1–75). Boston, 

MA, USA: Harvard Business School Press. 

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.Available at: https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2007.26279183. 

Dong, Y., Jiang, J., Rong, Y., & Yang, B. (2020). LMX differentiation and voice behavior: A resource-conservation framework. 

Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies 2020, 27(3), 307–322.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051820911354. 

Duffy, M. K., Scott, K. L., Shaw, J. D., Tepper, B. J., & Aquino, K. (2012). A social context model of envy and social undermining. 

Academy of Management Journal, 55(3), 643-666.Available at: https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.0804. 

Dulebohn, J. H., Bommer, W. H., Liden, R. C., Brouer, R. L., & Ferris, G. R. (2012). A meta-analysis of antecedents and 

consequences of leader-member exchange: Integrating the past with an eye toward the future. Journal of Management, 

38(6), 1715-1759.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311415280. 

Dutton, J. E., & Heaphy, E. (2003). The power of high-quality connections. In K. S. Cameron, J. E. Dutton & R. E. Quinn (Eds.), 

Positive organizational scholarship. Foundations of a new discipline (pp. 263-278). Berrett-Koehler: San Francisco, CA. 

Eisenberger, R., Huntington, R., Hutchison, S., & Sowa, D. (1986). Perceived organizational support. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 71(3), 500-507. 

Eisenberger, R., Karagonlar, G., Stinglhamber, F., Neves, P., Becker, T. E., Gonzalez- Morales, M. G., & Steiger-Mueller, M. 

(2010). Leader–member exchange and affective organizational commitment: The contribution of supervisor's 

organizational embodiment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95(6), 1085–1103.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020858. 

Eisenberger, R., Shoss, M. K., Karagonlar, G., Gonzalez-Morales, M. G., Wickham, R. E., & Buffardi, L. C. (2014). The 

supervisor POS–LMX–subordinate POS chain: Moderation by reciprocation wariness and supervisor's organizational 

embodiment. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 35(5), 635–656.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1877. 

Eisenberger, R., Stinglhamber, F., Vandenberghe, C., Sucharski, I. L., & Rhoades, L. (2002). Perceived supervisor support: 

Contributions to perceived organizational support and employee retention. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(3), 565–

573.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.3.565. 



International Journal of Management and Sustainability, 2021, 10(1): 1-21 

 

 
16 

© 2021 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved. 

Epitropaki, O., Kapoutsis, I., Ellen, B. P., III., Ferris, G. R., Drivas, K., & Ntotsi, A. (2016). Navigating uneven terrain:  The roles 

of political skill and LMX differentiation in prediction of work relationship quality and work outcomes. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 37(7), 1078-1103.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2100. 

Ferris, G. R., Blass, F. R., Douglas, C., Kolodinsky, R. W., & Treadway, D. C. (2003). Personal reputation in organizations. In J. 

Greenberg (Ed.), Organizational behavior: The state of the science (pp. 211–246): Lawrence Erlbaum Associates 

Publishers. 

Festinger, L. (1954). A theory of social comparison processes. Human Relations, 7(2), 117–140.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1177/001872675400700202. 

Finkenauer, C., Kerkhof, P., Righetti, F., & Branje, S. (2009). Living together apart: Perceived concealment as a signal of 

exclusion in marital relationships. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 35(10), 1410-1422.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167209339629. 

Fisk, G. M., & Friesen, J. P. (2012). Perceptions of leader emotion regulation and LMX as predictors of followers' job satisfaction 

and organizational citizenship behaviors. The Leadership Quarterly, 23(1), 1-12.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.11.001. 

Fornell, C. (1981). Structural equation models with unobservable variables and measurement error: Algebra and statistics. 

Journal of Marketing Research, 18(3), 382-388.Available at: https://doi.org/10.2307/3150980. 

Gerstner, C., & Day, D. (1997). Meta-analytic review of leader-member exchange theory: Correlates and construct issues. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 82(6), 827-844.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.82.6.827. 

Gilliland, S. W. (1993). The perceived fairness of selection systems: An organizational justice perspective. Academy of 

Management Review, 18(4), 694-734.Available at: https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1993.9402210155. 

Goldman, Z. W., & Myers, S. A. (2015). The relationship between organizational assimilation and employees’ upward, lateral, 

and displaced dissent. Communication Reports, 28(1), 24-35.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08934215.2014.902488. 

Graen, G. B., & Uhl-Bien, M. (1995). Relationship-based approach to leadership: Development of leader-member exchange (lmx) 

theory of leadership over 25 years: Applying a multi-level multi-domain perspective. Leadership Quarterly, 6(2), 219-

247.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(95)90036-5. 

Graen, G. B., & Scandura, T. A. (1987). Toward a psychology of dyadic organizing. Research in Organizational Behavior, 9, 175–

208. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Grunig, J. E., & Huang, Y. (2000). From organizational effectiveness to relationship indicators: Antecedents of relationships, 

public relations strategies, and relationship outcomes", in ledingham, j. and bruning, s. (eds), public relations as 

relationship management: A relational approach to the study and practice of public relations (pp. 23-53). Mahwah, NJ: 

Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Hayes, A. F. (2018). Introduction to mediation, moderation and conditional process analysis, a regression based approach . New York: 

Guilford Press. 

Henderson, D. J., & Liden, R. C. (2007). Leader–member exchange differentiation and workgroup relationships: A social network 

perspective. In L. R. Ford and E. Harden (Chairs), Leader–member exchange (LMX): Exploration and exploitation. 

Symposium Conducted at the Annual Meeting of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, New York.   

Henderson, D. J., Wayne, S. J., Shore, L. M., Bommer, W. H., & Tetrick, L. E. (2008). Leader-member exchange, differentiation, 

and psychological contract fulfillment: A multilevel examination. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(6), 1208-

1219.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012678. 

Hsiung, H.-H. (2012). Authentic leadership and employee voice behavior: A multi-level psychological process. Journal of Business 

Ethics, 107(3), 349-361.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1043-2. 

Hsiung, H.-H., & Tsai, W.-C. (2009). Job definition discrepancy between supervisors and subordinates: The antecedent role of 

LMX and outcomes. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 82(1), 89-112.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1348/096317908x292374. 



International Journal of Management and Sustainability, 2021, 10(1): 1-21 

 

 
17 

© 2021 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved. 

Hu, J., & Liden, R. C. (2013). Relative leader–member exchange within team contexts: How and when social comparison impacts 

individual effectiveness. Personnel Psychology, 66(1), 127-172.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12008. 

Huang, J., Lihua, S., Jun, X., & Lin, W. (2015). Leader–member exchange social comparison and employee deviant behavior: 

Evidence from a Chinese context. Social Behavior and Personality, 43(8), 1273–1286. 

Judge, T. A., & Piccolo, R. F. (2004). Transformational and transactional leadership: A meta-analytic test of their relative 

validity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(5), 755-768.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.5.755. 

Karriker, J. H., & Williams, M. L. (2009). Organizational justice and organizational citizenship behavior: A mediated multifoci 

model. Journal of Management, 35(1), 112 135.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307309265. 

Kassing, J. W. (2011). Dissent in organizations. Cambridge, U.K: Polity. 

Kassing, J. W. (1998). Development and validation of the organizational dissent scale. Management Communication Quarterly, 

12(2), 183-229.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1177/0893318998122002. 

Kim, J.-N., & Rhee, Y. (2011). Strategic thinking about employee communication behavior (ECB) in public relations: Testing the 

models of megaphoning and scouting effects in Korea. Journal of Public Relations Research, 23(3), 243–268.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1062726X.2011.582204. 

Lee, D., Choi, Y., Youn, S., & Chun, J. U. (2017). Ethical leadership and employee moral voice: The mediating role of moral 

efficacy and the moderating role of leader–follower value congruence. Journal of Business Ethics, 141(1), 47-57.Available 

at: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2689-y. 

LePine, J. A., & Van Dyne, L. (2001). Voice and cooperative behavior as contrasting forms of contextual performance: Evidence 

of differential relationships with big five personality characteristics and cognitive ability. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

86(2), 326-336.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.2.326. 

Levinson, H. (1965). Reciprocation: The relationship between man and organization. Administrative Science Quarterly, 9(4), 370-

390.Available at: https://doi.org/10.2307/2391032. 

Liao, H., Liu, D., & Loi, R. (2010). Looking at both sides of the social exchange coin: A social cognitive perspective on the joint 

effects of relationship quality and differentiation on creativity. Academy of Management Journal, 53(5), 1090-

1109.Available at: https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.54533207. 

Liden, R. C., & Graen, G. (1980). Generalizability of the vertical dyad linkage model of leadership. Academy of Management 

Journal, 23(3), 451-465.Available at: https://doi.org/10.5465/255511. 

Lind, E. A. (2001). Fairness heuristic theory: Justice judgements as pivotal cognitions in organizational relations. In: Greenberg, 

J., Cropanzano, R. (Eds.), advances in organizational justice (Vol. Stanford University Press, pp. 56–88). Palo Alto, CA. 

Liu, W., Zhu, R., & Yang, Y. (2010). I warn you because I like you: Voice behavior, employee identifications, and 

transformational leadership. Leadership Quarterly, 21(1), 189-202.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.10.014. 

Lyubomirsky, S., & Ross, L. (1997). Hedonic consequences of social comparison: A contrast of happy and unhappy people. Journal 

of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 1141–1157.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.6.1141. 

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.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030130202. 

Martin, R., Thomas, G., Legood, A., & Dello Russo, S. (2018). Leader–member exchange (LMX) differentiation and work 

outcomes: Conceptual clarification and critical review. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 39(2), 151–168.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2202. 

Men, L. R., & Stacks, D. (2014). The effects of authentic leadership on strategic internal communication and employee-

organization relationships. Journal of Public Relations Research, 26(4), 301-324.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1062726x.2014.908720. 

Meyer, J. P. (2009). Commitment in a changing world of work. In H. J. Klein, T. E. Becker, and J. P. Meyer (Eds.) Commitment 

in organizations: Accumulated wisdom and new directions (pp. 37–68). New York: Taylor and Francis. 



International Journal of Management and Sustainability, 2021, 10(1): 1-21 

 

 
18 

© 2021 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved. 

Mo, S., & Shi, J. (2018). The voice link: A moderated mediation model of how ethical leadership affects individual task 

performance. Journal of Business Ethics, 152(1), 91-101.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3332-2. 

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.Available at: https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2000.3707697. 

Morrison, E. W. (2011). Employee voice behavior: Integration and directions for future research. The Academy of Management 

Annals, 5(1), 373-412.Available at: https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2011.574506. 

Nemeth, C. J. (1997). Managing innovation: When less is more. California Management Review, 40(1), 59-74.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.2307/41165922. 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2012). Sources of method bias in social science research and 

recommendations on how to control it. Annual Review of Psychology, 63(1), 539-569.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452. 

Qin, X., DiRenzo, M. S., Xu, M., & Duan, Y. (2014). When do emotionally exhausted employees speak up? Exploring the 

potential curvilinear relationship between emotional exhaustion and voice. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 35(7), 

1018-1041.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1948. 

Rhoades, L., & Eisenberger, R. (2002). Perceived organizational support, A review of the literature. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

87(4), 698–714.Available at: http://doi.org/10.1037/00219010.87.4.698. 

Rockstuhl, T., Dulebohn, J., Ang, S., & Shore, L. (2012). Leader–member exchange and culture: A meta-analysis of correlates of 

lmx across 23 countries. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(6), 1097-1130.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029978  

Rousseau, D. M. (1989). Psychological and implied contracts in organizations. Employee Responsibilities and Rights Journal, 2(2), 

121–139.Available at: http://doi.org/10.1007/BF01384942. 

Rousseau, D. M. (1998). LMX meets the psychological contract: Looking inside the black box of leader–member exchange. In F. 

Dansereau & F. J. Yammarino (Eds.), Leadership: The multilevel approaches (pp. 149–154). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Rowold, J., & Rohmann, A. (2009). Transformational and transactional leadership styles, followers' positive and negative 

emotions, and performance in German nonprofit orchestras. Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 20(1), 41-

59.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1002/nml.240. 

Shore, L. M., Tetrick, L. E., Lynch, P., & Barksdale, K. (2006). Social and economic exchanges: Construct development and 

validation. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 36(4), 837-867.Available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0021-

9029.2006.00046.x. 

Shoss, M. K., Eisenberger, R., Restubog, S. L. D., & Zagenczyk, T. J. (2013). Blaming the organization for abusive supervision: 

The roles of perceived organizational support supervisor's organizational embodiment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

98(1), 158–168.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030687. 

Smith, R. H., & Kim, S. H. (2007). Comprehending envy. Psychological Bulletin, 133(1), 46-64.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.133.1.46. 

Sparrowe, R. T., & Liden, R. C. (1997). Process and structure in leader–member exchange. The Academy of Management Review, 

22(2), 522–552.Available at: https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1997.9707154068. 

Tajfel, H. (1978). The achievement of group differentiation. In H. Tajfel (Ed.), Differentiation between social groups, Studies in 

social psychology of inter-group relations (pp. 77–98). London: Academic Press. 

Tekleab, A. G., & Taylor, M. S. (2003). Aren't there two parties in an employment relationship? Antecedents and consequences 

of organization-employee agreement on contract obligations and violations. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 24(5), 

585–608.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1002/job.204. 

Uhl-Bien, M., Graen, G. B., & Scandura, T. A. (2000). Implications of leader-member exchange (LMX) for strategic human 

resource management systems: Relationships as social capital for competitive advantage. Research in Personnel and 

Human Resources Management, 18(1), 137-185. 

Van der Veen, T., & Van der Wal, J. (2012). Van leertheorie naar onderwijspraktijk. Groningen: Noordhoff Uitgevers B.V. 

http://doi.org/10.1037/00219010.87.4.698
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF01384942
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0021-9029.2006.00046.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0021-9029.2006.00046.x


International Journal of Management and Sustainability, 2021, 10(1): 1-21 

 

 
19 

© 2021 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved. 

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.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.6.1195. 

Van Dyne, L., & LePine, J. A. (1998). Helping and voice extrarole behaviors: Evidence of construct and predictive validity. 

Academy of Management Journal, 41(1), 108-119.Available at: https://doi.org/10.2307/256902. 

Vecchio, R. P., & Gobdel, B. C. (1984). The vertical dyad linkage model of leadership: Problems and prospects. Organizational 

Behavior & Human Performance, 34(1), 5–20.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(84)90035-7. 

Venkatraman, N. (1989). The concept of fit in strategy research: Toward verbal and statistical correspondence. The Academy of 

Management Review, 14(3), 423–444.Available at: https://doi.org/10.2307/258177. 

Vidyarthi, P. R., Liden, R. C., Anand, S., Erdogan, B., & Ghosh, S. (2010). Where do I stand? Examining the effects of leader–

member exchange social comparison on employee work behaviors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95(5), 849–

861.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020033  

Wang, H., Law, K. S., Hackett, R. D., Wang, D., & Chen, Z. X. (2005). Leader-member exchange as a mediator of the 

relationship between transformational leadership and followers' performance and organizational citizenship behavior. 

Academy of Management Journal, 48(3), 420-432.Available at: https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2005.17407908. 

Waters, R. D., Bortree, D. S., & Tindall, N. T. J. (2013). Can public relations improve the workplace? Measuring the impact of 

stewardship on the employer-employee relationship. Employee Relations, 65(6), 613-629.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1108/er-12-2012-0095. 

Wood, J. V. (1996). What is social comparison and how should we study it? Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22(5), 520-

537.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167296225009. 

World Bank. (1998). Enhancing the role of government in pacific Island economies. Washington D.C.: The World Bank. 

Young Seong, J., & Kristof-Brown, A. L. (2012). Testing multidimensional models of person-group fit. Journal of Managerial 

Psychology, 27(6), 536-556.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1108/02683941211252419. 

Yrle, A. C., Hartman, S., & Galle, W. P. (2002). An investigation of relationships between communication style and leader–

member exchange. Journal of Communication Management, 6(3), 257–268.Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13632540210807099. 

Zell, E., & Alicke, M. D. (2009). Contextual neglect, self-evaluation, and the frog-pond effect. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 97(3), 467–482.Available at: https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015453.  

 

APPENDIX 

Questionnaire 

  

Please tick (√) the appropriate choice  

 

Age  

1. 20-25   2. 26-30   3. 31-35   4. 36-40   5. More than 41  

 

Gender  

1. Male   2. Female  

 

Occupational experience  

1. 1-3   2. 4-7   3. 8-11   4. 12-14                   5. 15-17 6. More than 18   
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Salary scale 

1. Less than $10,000        2. $10,000-$20,000        3. $20,000-$30,000          4. $30,000-$40,000 

5.    More than $41,000 

 

  
Please tick (√) the appropriate column  
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  Leader-member exchange social comparison            

1  I don't mind working hard today – I know I will 
eventually be rewarded sooner or later  

          

2  I worry that all my efforts on behalf of my supervisor 
will be rewarded or not  

          

3  My relationship with my supervisor is about mutual 
sacrifice, sometimes I give more than I receive and 
sometimes I receive more than I give  

          

4  Even though I may not always receive the recognition 
from my supervisor I deserve, I know that he or she 
will take good care of me in the future  

          

5  My relationship with my supervisor is based on 
mutual trust.  

          

6  My supervisor has made a significant investment in 
me.  

          

7  I try to look out for the best interest of my supervisor 
because I can rely on my supervisor to take care of me.  

          

  Employee-organization relationship            

1  My organization has made a significant investment in 
me  

          

2  The things I do on the job today will benefit my 
standing with this organization in the long run  

          

3  There is a lot of give and take in my relationship with 
my organization.  

          

4 I worry that all my efforts on behalf of my 
organization will never be rewarded. (R) 

     

5 I don’t mind working hard today—I know I will 
eventually be rewarded by my organization. 

     

6 My relationship with my organization is based on 
mutual trust. 

     

7 My relationship with my organization is based on 
mutual trust. 

     

8 I try to look out for the best interest of my 
organization because I can rely on my organization to 
take care of me 

     

 Supervisors organizational embodiment      

1 When my supervisor encourages me, I believe that my 
organization is encouraging me. 

     

2 When my supervisor is pleased with my work, I feel 
that my organization is pleased. 

     

3 When my supervisor compliments me, it is the same as 
my organization complimenting me. 
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4 When my supervisor pays attention to my efforts, I 
believe that my organization is paying attention to my 
efforts. 

     

5 My supervisor is a characteristic of my organization.      

 Employee voice behavior      

1 I make suggestions to management or my supervisor 
about correcting inefficiency in my organization. 

     

2 I bring my criticism about organizational changes that 
aren’t working to my supervisor or someone in 
management. 

     

3 I speak with my supervisor or someone in organization 
when I question workplace decisions. 

     

4 I tell supervisor when I believe employees are being 
treated unfairly. 

     

5 I let other employees know how I feel about the way 
things are done around here. 
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