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Abstract
Leaders’ support for employee voice is often assumed to encourage employees to speak up and share their ideas or sugges-
tions rather than remain silent. However, existing research primarily focuses on how managerial support for voice leads to 
increased voice behavior and overlooks its impact on silence. As silence is not merely the absence of voice but a distinct 
construct, evidence linking managerial support for voice to more voice is insufficient to conclude that it reduces silence. In 
this paper, we examine how and when advantageous voice endorsement–employees’ perception of receiving greater manage-
rial support for their voiced ideas or suggestions compared to their coworkers–paradoxically increases subsequent silence. 
Drawing upon the sensitivity about being the target of a threatening upward comparison (STTUC) model, we argue that 
employees with advantageous voice endorsement experience heightened concern about being envied, which in turn leads 
to more silence. Furthermore, the positive indirect effect of advantageous voice endorsement on silence via concern about 
being envied intensifies for employees with higher levels of superficial harmony. Across one preregistered experiment and 
three multi-wave field studies, we found consistent support for our hypothesized relationships and ruled out several alterna-
tive mechanisms.
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Introduction

Silence refers to an employee’s intentional withholding of 
potentially important ideas, suggestions, or concerns about 
work-related issues (Morrison, 2014). It is not merely a lack 
of ideas, but a deliberate decision not to speak up despite 

having insights to share (Van Dyne et al., 2003). Silence is 
pervasive in the workplace, with studies indicating that over 
70% of employees report not raising issues they encounter 
(Milliken et al., 2003; Ryan & Oestreich, 1991). Silence car-
ries substantial costs, including the loss of valuable insights, 
decreased employee performance, and even the downfall of 
organizations (Wang & Hsieh, 2013; Xu et al., 2015).

Understanding silence is particularly relevant to eth-
ics. Organizations often fail to detect and address unethi-
cal issues or practices before they escalate due to employee 
silence (De Maria, 2006; Hendy & Tucker, 2021; Zhao et al., 
2023). Silence has played a central role in several infamous 
corporate scandals, including Enron’s accounting scandal, 
General Motors’s ignition switch scandal, and Volkswagen’s 
emissions scandal (Wang et al., 2024a, 2024b; Whiteside & 
Barclay, 2013). In the case of Enron, for example, employees 
who recognized deceptive practices chose not to voice out 
their concerns, allowing misconduct to persist and escalate 
until it was publicly exposed (Trinkaus & Giacalone, 2005). 
By remaining silent, employees fail to draw attention to ille-
gal or immoral issues or practices (Knoll & Van Dick, 2013). 
As a result, silence hinders organizations from taking timely 
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actions to prevent unethical practices from developing into 
serious issues or scandals, therefore impeding the detection 
and correction of misconduct (Brooks et al., 2023; Lucas & 
Fyke, 2014).

To address these risks, scholars have extensively exam-
ined the antecedents of employee silence (see Hao et al., 
2022, for a meta-analysis), with one prominent research 
avenue focusing on how leaders influence employee silence 
(Morrison, 2023). A widely held assumption in this line 
of research is that when leaders demonstrate support for 
employee voice, it encourages employees to speak up and 
reduces their tendency to remain silent when they have ideas 
or suggestions to share (Bowen & Blackmon, 2003; Mil-
liken & Morrison, 2003). However, most existing studies 
have examined only one side of this assumption, primarily 
focusing on how and why managerial voice endorsement–the 
extent to which leaders support employees’ voiced ideas or 
suggestions (Burris, 2012)–increases employees’ subse-
quent voice behavior (Janssen & Gao, 2015; Ni et al., 2024a, 
2024b; Rubenstein et al., 2023). This line of research high-
lights the role of leader support in promoting employees’ 
right to express concerns, ideas, or ethical issues, which is 
an important ethical principle in managing employees.

Notably, recent work highlights that silence is not merely 
the opposite of voice; instead, the mechanisms driving 
employees to speak up are distinct from those that lead them 
to (not) remain silent (Hao et al., 2022; Sherf et al., 2021). 
As such, evidence supporting the positive effect of manage-
rial voice endorsement on voice is insufficient to conclude 
that such support also reduces employee silence. In fact, 
silence and voice can coexist: Employees may voice out their 
ideas or suggestions on certain issues while withholding 
their opinions on others (Whiteside & Barclay, 2013). This 
underscores the importance of examining employee silence 
directly (Detert & Edmondson, 2011).

Focusing on silence, we argue that research on mana-
gerial support for voice has missed the social comparison 
processes and corresponding complex implications for 
employee silence. Specifically, leaders may endorse not 
only the ideas of focal employees but also those of their 
coworkers (Poulton et al., 2024), and the level of endorse-
ment inevitably varies across employees. According to 
Festinger’s (1954) theory of social comparison, individuals 
inherently evaluate their circumstances by comparing them-
selves to others. In organizational settings, employees often 
compare their achievements and experiences with those of 
their coworkers (e.g., Carlson et al., 2023; Reh et al., 2018). 
Particularly, employees are motivated to assess how leaders 
treat them relative to their coworkers (Koopman et al., 2020; 
Tang et al., 2022; Vidyarthi et al., 2010). Accordingly, a 
critical nuance overlooked is that employees do not evalu-
ate managerial voice endorsement in isolation; instead, they 
observe leaders’ endorsement of their colleagues’ ideas or 

proposals (Ni et al., 2024a, 2024b; Poulton et al., 2024) and 
gauge their received managerial voice endorsement relative 
to that of their peers. We use advantageous voice endorse-
ment to capture this perception, and define it as the extent 
to which focal employees perceive a relative advantage in 
receiving managerial support for voiced ideas or suggestions 
over their coworkers. While previous studies assume that 
leaders’ support for voice encourages employees to speak up 
rather than remain silent (Brykman & Maerz, 2023; Janssen 
& Gao, 2015), we introduce social comparison as a novel 
angle to extend this assumption. We contend that when eval-
uated comparatively, managerial voice endorsement, which 
intends to support employees’ right to expression, can para-
doxically increase employee silence, and hence undermine 
the very ethical principle it intends to support.

To elucidate how advantageous voice endorsement 
increases subsequent employee silence, we base our theory 
on the sensitivity about being the target of a threatening 
upward comparison (STTUC) model (Exline & Lobel, 
1999). According to the STTUC model, individuals who 
outperform their peers often become wary of being per-
ceived as threatening targets for upward social comparison. 
This heightened sensitivity triggers concerns about negative 
reactions from those who are outperformed, motivating indi-
viduals to protect themselves by downplaying their superior 
achievements and performance (Zell & Exline, 2010). By 
engaging in such self-deprecating actions, these outper-
formers attempt to reduce the perceived threat they pose to 
those who are outperformed and appease them (Henagan & 
Bedeian, 2009; Tai et al., 2024).

Building upon the STTUC model, we argue that employ-
ees who perceive advantageous voice endorsement may 
anticipate becoming targets of upward social comparison, 
as advantageous voice endorsement implies that they out-
perform their coworkers in receiving leaders’ endorse-
ment of voice. Upward social comparison often generates 
interpersonal tensions that prompt the comparison targets 
to worry about others’ negative reactions against them 
(Exline & Lobel, 1999; Sun et al., 2021). Prior studies have 
identified envy as one of the most common negative reac-
tions caused by upward social comparison (Bamberger & 
Belogolovsky, 2017; Tai et al., 2023). We thus propose that 
perceived advantageous voice endorsement engenders appre-
hensions about becoming targets of envy by colleagues, a 
psychological state encapsulated by the concept of “concern 
about being envied” (Lee et al., 2018; Vecchio, 2005). This 
concern, rooted in the fear of interpersonal backlash, may 
subsequently drive these individuals to choose silence as 
a strategic response, intentionally withholding their ideas 
or suggestions. Therefore, we contend that employees’ con-
cern about being envied explains the positive indirect effect 
of advantageous voice endorsement on employee silence. 
Notably, we examine the mediating role of this concern in 
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conjunction with previously established cognitive (voice 
self-efficacy and psychological safety) and affective (fear 
and pride) drivers that can potentially influence employees’ 
decision to voice out or remain silent (Huai et al., 2024; 
Kiewitz et al., 2016; Sherf et al., 2021; Yan et al., 2022).

Moreover, the STTUC model notes that individuals’ har-
mony beliefs may act as boundary conditions, positing that 
the effects of outperforming others on outperformers’ con-
cerns can escalate “if the outperformer has a strong desire to 
maintain harmonious social relationships” (Exline & Lobel, 
1999, p. 313). Drawing on the STTUC model, we investigate 
for whom advantageous voice endorsement is more likely to 
increase employees’ concern about being envied and, conse-
quently, their silence, by examining an individual difference 
in harmony belief: superficial harmony. Superficial harmony 
refers to an individual’s inclination to believe that in order 
to protect self-interest, s/he must avoid disrupting interper-
sonal relationships (Leung et al., 2011). Previous research 
has revealed its presence across both Eastern and Western 
cultures (Gu et al., 2024; Leung et al., 2015). Individuals 
with higher superficial harmony are more sensitive to the 
potential risks and undesirable consequences of interper-
sonal relationships (Wei et al., 2015). Consequently, they 
often anticipate negative reactions from others during social 
interactions (Zhang & Wei, 2017). Therefore, employees 
with higher levels of superficial harmony are more likely to 
interpret advantageous voice endorsement as socially pre-
carious, amplifying both their concern about being envied 
and subsequent silence.

Overall, this paper examines how and when advantageous 
voice endorsement increases employee silence. Our paper 
aims to make several contributions. First, we extend the lit-
erature on silence by revealing how getting more endorse-
ment for voiced ideas from leaders can paradoxically lead 
to more silence. We reveal concern about being envied as 
a perceived relational cost associated with receiving more 
voice endorsement, which in turn motivates employees to 
withhold important suggestions or ideas. By doing so, we 
extend the assumption that managerial support for voice 
invariably encourages employees to speak up rather than 
remain silent. Instead, we argue that managerial support 
for voice can generate unintended interpersonal costs when 
evaluated comparatively (Milliken & Morrison, 2003). Sec-
ond, we expand the literature on voice by distinguishing the 
impact of advantageous voice endorsement from that of 
voice endorsement itself. While recent work has examined 
either employees’ own managerial voice endorsement (Huai 
et al., 2024) or perceptions of coworkers’ managerial voice 
endorsement (Ni et al., 2024a, 2024b; Poulton et al., 2024) 
in isolation, the existing literature still neglects the compara-
tive assessments of these endorsements. By highlighting the 
social comparison perception of managerial voice endorse-
ment, we offer a novel lens to understand the interpersonal 

nuances of the post-voice-endorsement process (Kim et al., 
2023). This shift redefines the roles of leaders and cowork-
ers in voice outcomes, emphasizing interpersonal dynam-
ics–where employees weigh their managerial voice endorse-
ment against that of their coworkers–over the absolute level 
of managerial voice endorsement. Third, this paper extends 
the STTUC model. Although Exline and Lobel (1999) have 
contended that individual differences in harmony beliefs 
may affect reactions to outperformance, they have not theo-
rized the specific boundary conditions (Tai et al., 2024; Zell 
& Exline, 2010). We advance the STTUC model by iden-
tifying superficial harmony, a specific harmony belief, as a 
boundary condition that influences outperforming individu-
als’ experiences of STTUC-related concerns and their sub-
sequent behaviors in the domain of outperformance. Lastly, 
our study offers insights into the paradoxical ethical role of 
managerial voice endorsement. While such practice supports 
employees’ right to expression, it can paradoxically under-
mine ethics by fostering employee silence because endorse-
ment often varies across individuals. Managers, therefore, 
should be aware of the unintended ethical consequences of 
practices intended to support ethics in organizations.

Theory and Hypotheses

Sensitivity about Being the Target of a Threatening 
Upward Comparison (STTUC) Model

The STTUC model is grounded in the broad social compari-
son theories (Exline & Lobel, 1999). It specifically focuses 
on situations in which individuals outperform their peers 
(Festinger, 1954; Tai et al., 2024), offering insights into 
how such outperformance shapes individuals’ psychological 
concerns and behavioral responses to excelling. The central 
premise of this model is that outperformers become sensitive 
to the possibility of becoming a threatening target of upward 
social comparison by those they outperform. This sensitiv-
ity leads to STTUC-related concerns, particularly worries 
about provoking negative reactions from those who are 
outperformed (Exline & Lobel, 1999). The STTUC model 
identifies two key preconditions necessary for outperformers 
to develop these concerns (Exline & Lobel, 2001). First, out-
performers must perceive that they are viewed as targets of 
upward social comparison by those they outperform. Specifi-
cally, they must hold the belief that their higher performance 
or achievements are recognized by those they outperform, 
thereby positioning them as benchmarks for upward com-
parison. Second, outperformers must also perceive that their 
superior performance elicits a sense of threat in the outper-
formed individuals. This entails the belief that the latter feels 
disadvantaged or vulnerable due to the comparison.
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Furthermore, outperformers are motivated to behave stra-
tegically to mitigate their STTUC-related concerns (Exline 
et al., 2013). One common strategy that outperformers use 
is self-deprecation, wherein they downplay their superior 
accomplishments (Zell & Exline, 2010). By deliberately 
minimizing their achievements in the domain of outper-
formance, outperformers aim to reduce the threat they pose 
to those they outshine. For example, a high-achieving col-
lege student may intentionally reduce effort in coursework 
to alleviate concerns about being the target of upward social 
comparison among peers (Zell et al., 2020). Similarly, in 
the workplace, top-performing employees may purposefully 
underachieve to alleviate concerns that their achievements 
could foster social strain with coworkers who are overshad-
owed by their success (Henagan & Bedeian, 2009).

Advantageous Voice Endorsement, Concern About 
Being Envied, and Silence

In today’s dynamic workplace, organizations increasingly 
rely on employees to proactively voice their ideas, sugges-
tions, or concerns to identify organizational problems or 
misconduct, address unethical issues, and drive improve-
ments (Parker et al., 2019; Reeves & Bristow, 2024; Weiss 
& Zacher, 2025). When a manager endorses a follower’s 
voiced input, it signals the manager’s acknowledgment of 
the follower’s competency in effectively identifying and 
appropriately addressing work-related issues (Parke et al., 
2022; Zhang et al., 2023). Thus, receiving managerial voice 
endorsement is of importance to employees. The literature 
on social comparison suggests that people are naturally 
inclined to assess their standing relative to others in areas 
that are important to them (Festinger, 1954). In this paper, 
we propose that employees observe both their own and their 
coworkers’ received managerial voice endorsement, forming 
perceptions of their relative performance in this area.

Managerial voice endorsement is a salient social cue in 
the workplace that often occurs publicly, such as in team 
meetings (Xu et al., 2020). Even if employees are not present 
when leaders endorse coworkers’ voiced ideas or sugges-
tions (Isaakyan et al., 2021), they can learn of these events 
through informal channels such as workplace gossip or peer 
discussions (Martinescu et  al., 2019). Not surprisingly, 
recent studies have confirmed that employees can directly 
or indirectly observe managerial endorsement of their cow-
orkers’ voiced ideas (Ni et al., 2024a, 2024b; Poulton et al., 
2024). Consequently, we suggest that employees are able 
to gather information about leaders’ endorsement of both 
their own and their coworkers’ voiced ideas and discern any 
differences. We use advantageous voice endorsement to 
capture this perception, which refers to the extent to which 
focal employees perceive a relative advantage in receiving 
managerial support for voiced ideas or suggestions over their 

coworkers. Drawing on the STTUC model, we suggest that 
advantageous voice endorsement may increase employees’ 
concern about being envied by coworkers, a typical mani-
festation of STTUC-related concerns.

According to the STTUC model, outperformers experi-
ence STTUC-related concerns only if two conditions are 
met: They believe they are targets of upward comparison 
and that others feel threatened by this comparison (Exline 
& Lobel, 2001). We argue that advantageous voice endorse-
ment fulfills both conditions. First, previous studies sug-
gest that individuals engaged in a social comparison tend 
to assume that others are also participating in it (Buunk & 
Gibbons, 2007; Festinger, 1954; Taylor & Lobel, 1989). 
Due to this assumed mutuality in comparative evaluations, 
employees perceiving superior endorsement relative to cow-
orkers may infer that their coworkers recognize this imbal-
ance and are aware of being outperformed in the domain of 
voice. As such, employees who perceive high advantageous 
voice endorsement are likely to feel that they are the target 
of upward social comparison by their coworkers.

Second, employees with high advantageous voice 
endorsement likely believe that their coworkers feel threat-
ened by these comparisons. Managerial voice endorsement 
is crucial in the workplace because it reflects leaders’ rec-
ognition of employees’ capabilities (Poulton et al., 2024; 
Zhang et al., 2023). This recognition links managerial voice 
endorsement to various valuable resources, such as higher 
performance evaluation and enhanced workplace status 
(Janssen & Gao, 2015; Parke et al., 2022). Superior perfor-
mance in securing managerial voice endorsement implies 
greater access to these valued, and often limited, resources. 
Therefore, employees who perceive high advantageous voice 
endorsement may worry that their coworkers feel vulnerable 
and threatened by the prospect of resource deprivation.

Synthesizing the above argument, we contend that 
employees perceiving high advantageous voice endorse-
ment meet both preconditions outlined in the STTUC model, 
making them more likely to experience STTUC-related 
concerns. Specifically, concern about being envied tends to 
emerge as a salient STTUC-related concern in this context. 
Envy refers to the pain or resentment one feels over another’s 
good fortune (Parrott & Smith, 1993; Tai et al., 2012). It 
is triggered when someone lacks something desirable pos-
sessed by another (Vecchio, 2005). As a comparison-driven 
emotion, envy frequently arises in response to upward social 
comparisons in the workplace (Bamberger & Belogolovsky, 
2017; Tai et al., 2023). Therefore, employees perceiving 
high advantageous voice endorsement may anticipate being 
envied by coworkers, given their disproportionate access 
to valued but scarce resources linked to managerial voice 
endorsement (Janssen & Gao, 2015; Poulton et al., 2024). To 
summarize, drawing on the STTUC model, we hypothesize 
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that advantageous voice endorsement elevates employees’ 
concern about being envied.

Hypothesis 1  Employees’ advantageous voice endorsement 
is positively related to their concern about being envied by 
coworkers.

The literature on envy has accumulated considerable 
evidence that being envied by coworkers has many nega-
tive consequences for employees (see Duffy et al., 2021, 
for a review). For example, envious coworkers may display 
various hostile behaviors toward envied employees, such as 
social undermining (Duffy et al., 2012), incivility (Koop-
man et al., 2020), and interpersonal counterproductive work 
behaviors (Khan et al., 2014). Additionally, employees who 
are worried about being envied often experience psycho-
logical strain such as discomfort and anxiety, which can 
diminish their job satisfaction, work engagement, and task 
performance (e.g., Lee et al., 2018; Liu et al., 2024). As 
a result, employees are motivated to take action to reduce 
the envy-driven repercussions (Puranik et al., 2019; Zell & 
Exline, 2010). In this paper, we suggest that to mitigate the 
concern about being envied by coworkers elicited by high 
advantageous voice endorsement, employees may display 
more silence behaviors.

Recent work has shown that silence is a construct dis-
tinct from voice and is not equal to merely the absence of 
speaking up (see Hao et al., 2022, for a meta-analysis). 
Instead, silence is a conscious and intentional decision to 
withhold ideas or suggestions when one has them (Mor-
rison, 2014; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008). The STTUC 
model posits that experiencing STTUC-related concerns can 
motivate outperformers to adopt appeasement strategies, 
such as self-deprecation, to downplay their outperformance 
(Exline & Lobel, 1999, 2001). Applying the STTUC model 
to the literature on silence, we view silence as a form of 
self-deprecating behavior that employees may adopt when 
concerned about being envied due to high advantageous 
voice endorsement. Specifically, employees who perceive 
themselves as outperforming coworkers in receiving leader 
support for voiced ideas or suggestions may deliberately 
choose to underachieve in subsequent situations to reduce 
their relative advantage in this domain (Henagan & Bedeian, 
2009). For instance, they may intentionally withhold their 
input in subsequent team meetings or conversations with 
leaders, even when they have opinions that could have been 
shared, thereby avoiding further accentuating their advan-
tage in gaining managerial voice endorsement. Doing so 
diminishes their threat potential and appeases coworkers 
(Zell et al., 2020).

In addition, when they are concerned about being envied 
by coworkers, employees may seek to minimize interac-
tions with coworkers to avoid provoking resentment and 

hostility (Puranik et al., 2019). Silence allows employees 
to decrease interpersonal exposure and visibility in teams 
or organizations (Kish-Gephart et al., 2009). By remaining 
silent, employees can disengage from certain discussions 
and interpersonal communications, which decreases their 
likelihood of drawing further attention as targets of envy. 
Accordingly, we suggest that advantageous voice endorse-
ment is positively related to concern about being envied by 
coworkers, which in turn prompts employees to engage in 
more silence behaviors subsequently.

Hypothesis 2  Employees’ concern about being envied by 
coworkers mediates the positive indirect effect of advanta-
geous voice endorsement on silence.

The Moderating Role of Superficial Harmony

Superficial harmony refers to individuals’ tendency to avoid 
disrupting interpersonal relationships to protect their self-
interest (Leung et al., 2011). While initially studied in East-
ern contexts, subsequent studies have demonstrated that it is 
an individual belief relevant across both Eastern and West-
ern cultures (Gu et al., 2024; Leung et al., 2015). It reflects 
dispositional differences in how individuals assess potential 
relational risks, prioritize interpersonal harmony, and navi-
gate social interactions. Individuals high in superficial har-
mony are hypervigilant about potential interpersonal risks 
such as being socially sanctioned or negatively evaluated by 
others (Zhang & Wei, 2017). They value the instrumental 
benefits of maintaining harmonious relationships with others 
as a means to effectively minimize interpersonal risks (Chen 
et al., 2015). To maintain interpersonal harmony, they often 
adopt a self-defensive strategy in their interpersonal interac-
tions (Wei et al., 2015). For example, they tend to concede 
to others’ opinions or preferences to avoid conflicts, even at 
a personal cost (Zhang & Wei, 2017).

The STTUC model has theorized that individuals’ har-
mony beliefs may act as boundary conditions of the effect of 
outperformance, suggesting that the intensity of its impacts 
on outperformers’ concerns should increase among those 
who strongly wish to preserve harmonious interpersonal 
relationships (Exline & Lobel, 1999). Based on the STTUC 
model, we examine superficial harmony as a moderator of 
the relationship between advantageous voice endorsement 
and concern about being envied. We propose that super-
ficial harmony amplifies this relationship by intensifying 
both preconditions necessary for STTUC-related concerns. 
First, employees with higher levels of superficial harmony 
are more attuned to potential interpersonal risks, render-
ing them more sensitive to cues suggesting that they have 
become upward social comparison targets. When perceiving 
attaining superior managerial voice endorsement compared 
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to coworkers, they are more inclined to assume that cowork-
ers also recognize this difference and view them as better-off 
benchmarks in the domain of voice (Tai et al., 2024). Sec-
ond, for employees high in superficial harmony, their pes-
simistic outlook predisposes them to focus on the potential 
negative aspects of interpersonal relationships with cowork-
ers and expect to receive unfavorable treatment from their 
peers (Leung et al., 2011; Wang et al., 2014; Zhang & Wei, 
2017). Thus, when perceiving themselves as receiving more 
managerial voice endorsement than their coworkers, they are 
more likely to anticipate that their coworkers may feel dis-
comfort or resentment over being outperformed. This antici-
pation further prompts them to interpret their advantageous 
voice endorsement as a potential threat to their coworkers. 
Consequently, employees with higher levels of superficial 
harmony are especially prone to experience heightened 
concerns about being envied by their coworkers when they 
perceive high advantageous voice endorsement.

By contrast, employees low in superficial harmony are 
less preoccupied with interpersonal risks (Leung et al., 
2011). They engage in social interactions with fewer defen-
sive postures and are less likely to anticipate negative reac-
tions from their peers (Wang et al., 2014; Zhang & Wei, 
2017). Consequently, even when outperforming coworkers 
in receiving managerial voice endorsement, they are less 
inclined to perceive themselves as threatening comparison 
targets in the eyes of their coworkers, thereby experiencing 
attenuated worries about being envied by their colleagues.

Hypothesis 3  Employees’ superficial harmony moderates 
the relationship between advantageous voice endorsement 
and concern about being envied, such that the positive rela-
tionship is stronger for employees with higher rather than 
lower superficial harmony.

We further propose our final hypothesis regarding the 
overall moderated mediation model. As we have argued, 
superficial harmony amplifies the extent to which employees 
become concerned about being envied when they perceive 
advantageous voice endorsement. Once triggered, this con-
cern is further associated with the self-deprecation behav-
ior of silence. Overall, we argue that superficial harmony 
strengthens the positive indirect effect of advantageous voice 
endorsement on employees’ silence via concern about being 
envied.

Hypothesis 4  Employees’ superficial harmony moderates 
the positive indirect effect of advantageous voice endorse-
ment on silence via concern about being envied, such that 
the positive indirect effect is stronger for employees with 
higher rather than lower superficial harmony.

Overview of Studies

We examined our hypotheses across four studies1 with com-
plementary designs. To provide evidence of causality, we 
first conducted a preregistered experiment (Study 1) using a 
between-subjects vignette design to test the mediating effect 
of concern about being envied on the relationship between 
advantageous voice endorsement and silence. We then con-
ducted three field studies with lagged survey designs using 
working adult samples from different countries (Study 2: 
China, Study 3a: United States, Study 3b: United Kingdom) 
to further examine our hypotheses and increase confidence 
in the generalizability of findings. We also accounted for the 
effects of several alternative pathways in these field studies. 
Our package of studies highlights how and when advanta-
geous voice endorsement increases subsequent employee 
silence while addressing alternative explanations.

Study 1

Participants and Procedures

We recruited 200 full-time employees located in the U.S. 
or the U.K. to take part in this study via Prolific. Partici-
pants received £1 for their participation. A vignette-based, 
between-subjects experimental design was employed, and 
participants were randomly assigned to one of the two condi-
tions (advantageous voice endorsement: high vs. low). They 
were instructed to adopt the role of an employee working at 
a finance company and read a vignette describing their work 
experiences. In the high advantageous voice endorsement 
condition, the vignette described that the focal employee’s 
voiced ideas or suggestions are more frequently endorsed by 
the leader compared to those of coworkers (i.e., the leader 
always supports the employee’s voiced opinions but only 
sometimes supports coworkers’ voiced opinions). In the low 
advantageous voice endorsement condition, the vignette 
described that the employee’s voiced opinions and those 
of coworkers are equally endorsed by the leader (i.e., the 
employee’s voiced opinions are sometimes supported by the 
leader, and so are coworkers’ voiced opinions). The full text 
of the scenarios is presented in Appendix A. After reading 
the vignette, participants completed measures of concern 
about being envied and silence. To minimize demand effects, 
the manipulation check was administered last, followed by 
demographic questions.

1  The design, measures, and data analysis plan of Study 1 were pre-
registered at AsPredicted. An anonymized version of the pre-registra-
tion was submitted to Open Science Framework (OSF) at https://​osf.​
io/​p85he/?​view_​only=​9103d​f55f3​93458​69d0c​5e4af​4eb93​f5.

https://osf.io/p85he/?view_only=9103df55f39345869d0c5e4af4eb93f5
https://osf.io/p85he/?view_only=9103df55f39345869d0c5e4af4eb93f5
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As per our preregistered exclusion criterion, we excluded 
the participants who did not pass the attention check ques-
tion (Please select “Strongly disagree”) and finally obtained 
194 records for the data analysis. Most of the participants 
were female (61.86%). Their average age was 39.25 years 
(SD = 10.79). Most of them (61.86%) received a bachelor’s 
degree or above. Their average organization tenure was 
7.24 years (SD = 6.85).

Measures

Concern about being envied was measured with Vecchio’s 
(2005) three-item scale. An example item is “You worry 
that some of your colleagues are envious of your accom-
plishments.” Responses range from 1 = strongly disagree to 
5 = strongly agree.

Silence was measured using Van Dyne et al.’s (2003) five-
item scale of defensive silence. An example item is “You 
avoid expressing ideas for improvements, due to self-pro-
tection.” We focused on defensive silence because it is most 
theoretically aligned with our STTUC-based model. Defen-
sive silence is defined as a behavior “intended to protect the 
self from external threats” (Van Dyne et al., 2003, p. 1367) 
and is motivated by self-protection. This aligns directly with 
our theoretical argument that employees who are concerned 
about being envied due to high advantageous voice endorse-
ment engage in self-deprecating behaviors in order to reduce 
potential negative reactions and hence protect themselves 
from peers. Participants were asked to envision how they 
would behave in the next team meeting. Responses range 
from 1 = extremely unlikely to 7 = extremely likely.

Results

The descriptive statistics and correlations among variables 
are presented in Table 1.

Manipulation check. Participants were asked to respond, 
“Compared to your colleagues, do you more frequently or 
less frequently receive your manager’s support for the ideas 
you propose?” Responses range from 1 = least frequently to 
7 = most frequently. Participants in the high advantageous 
voice endorsement condition (N = 95, M = 6.08, SD = 1.02) 
scored higher than those in the low condition (N = 99, 
M = 4.24, SD =.70), F(1, 192) = 217.00, p <.01, Cohen’s 
d = 2.10. Hence, the manipulation was effective.

Hypotheses Testing

The ANOVA results showed that participants assigned to 
the high advantageous voice endorsement condition reported 
higher levels of concern about being envied (M = 3.30, 
SD = 1.12) than those assigned to the low advantageous 
voice endorsement condition (M = 2.23, SD =.98), F(1, 
192) = 50.55, p <.01, Cohen’s d = 1.02. Hypothesis 1 was 
supported.

We then conducted a path analysis using Mplus 8.3 
(Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2017) to test the mediation 
model. We found that advantageous voice endorsement was 
positively related to concern about being envied (b = 1.07, 
SE =.15, p <.01), and concern about being envied was posi-
tively related to silence (b =.34, SE =.09, p <.01). To test the 
indirect effect, we then conducted the Monte Carlo simula-
tion with a parametric Bootstrapping based on 20,000 re-
samplings using R (Selig & Preacher, 2008). The indirect 

Table 1   Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations among study variables (Study 1)

N = 192–194. Gender was coded as 0 = male, 1 = female. Education was originally measured with five response options: 1 = master’s degree or 
above, 2 = bachelor’s degree, 3 = high school, 4 = others, and 5 = prefer not to answer. We treated “5 = prefer not to answer” responses as missing 
values and treated “4 = others” as the reference category and thus created three dummy variables: Education 1 was coded as 1 = master’s degree 
or above, 0 = otherwise; Education 2 was coded as 1 = bachelor’s degree, 0 = otherwise; Education 3 was coded as 1 = high school, 0 = otherwise. 
The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients are shown in parentheses
*  p <.05, ** p <.01 (two-tailed)

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Advantageous voice endorsement –
2. Concern about being envied 0.46** (0.96)
3. Silence 0.05 0.25** (0.95)
4. Gender  − 0.00 0.10 0.08 –
5. Age  − 0.09  − 0.18*  − 0.20**  −.13 –
6. Education 1 0.04 0.07  − 0.02 0.05  − 0.03 –
7. Education 2  −.02  − 0.00 .07 0.03  − 0.16*  −.44** –
8. Education 3  − 0.01  − 0.10  − 0.08  − 0.07 0.23**  −.38**  − 0.59** –
9. Organization tenure  − 0.18*  − 0.20**  − 0.12 .00 0.52**  −.21**  − 0.04 .24** –
Mean 1.49 2.75 2.85 0.62 39.25 0.22 0.41 0.34 7.24
SD 0.50 1.18 1.35 0.49 10.79 0.41 0.49 0.47 6.85



	 B. Song et al.

effect of advantageous voice endorsement on silence via 
concern about being envied was positive and significant 
(estimate =.36, SE =.11, 95% CI [.159,.605]), supporting 
Hypothesis 2.

Discussion of Study 1

In Study 1, we adopted a vignette-based, experimental 
design and found that advantageous voice endorsement was 
positively related to concern about being envied, which in 
turn was positively associated with silence. These results 
provided initial support for our Hypotheses 1 and 2, dem-
onstrating the internal validity of our findings. We then con-
ducted Study 2 using multi-wave field data to establish the 
external validity of our findings. Study 2 also served two 
additional purposes. First, it tested the proposed mediation 
effect while controlling for two alternative cognitive mecha-
nisms (voice self-efficacy and psychological safety) that have 
been established as key factors influencing whether employ-
ees choose to speak up or remain silent (Sherf et al., 2021; 
Yan et al., 2022). Second, Study 2 measured and examined 
both silence and voice as outcome variables, allowing for a 
direct comparison of their antecedents. While silence and 
voice are both conceptually related as involving employee 
communication, previous studies have demonstrated that 
they are two distinct constructs (Hao et al., 2022). Silence 
reflects the intentional withholding of input, whereas voice 
reflects the proactive expression of ideas or concerns (Morri-
son, 2014). Critically, silence does not equal a lack of voice, 
as employees may display low levels of voice simply because 
they do not have ideas to express (Birnbaum et al., 2025). 
In contrast, silence reflects instances in which employees 
possess ideas but deliberately choose to withhold them 
(Van Dyne et al., 2003). Although scholars have called for 
research to differentiate the nomological networks of silence 
and voice (Detert & Edmondson, 2011; Whiteside & Bar-
clay, 2013), most studies continue to examine them sepa-
rately. By measuring both voice and silence simultaneously, 
Study 2 addresses the question of how silence and voice 
differ by demonstrating that their predictors are distinct.

Study 2

Participants and Procedures

We recruited 190 full-time public administration employ-
ees enrolled in a weekend training course at a university 
in northern China. Data was collected at two time points 
with a two-week time interval. We chose a two-week interval 
as recent studies (e.g., Poulton et al., 2024) have suggested 
that a two-week interval is appropriate to assess the conse-
quences of managerial voice endorsement. In addition, our 

choice of time interval aligns with participants’ schedules: 
The participants were full-time employees who attended a 
weekend training course every two weeks, and we adminis-
tered each wave of the survey during these training course 
sessions. Coordinating our data collection with this sched-
ule allowed for a consistent and feasible process and helped 
reduce concerns about common method bias (Podsakoff 
et al., 2012). At Time 1, participants were asked to report 
managerial endorsement of their own voiced ideas or sug-
gestions (hereafter referred to as self MVE), managerial 
endorsement of their coworkers’ voiced ideas or sugges-
tions (hereafter referred to as coworker MVE), and their 
demographic information. At Time 2, participants answered 
questions regarding their concern about being envied, psy-
chological safety, voice self-efficacy, silence, and voice.

Among the 190 participants we invited, 182 provided 
responses at Time 1, and 135 provided responses at Time 2. 
We finally obtained 133 matched records for data analyses, 
yielding an overall response rate of 70%. The majority of 
the participants were female (63.16%) and were in the age 
range of 26–30 years old (52.63%). Most of them (82.71%) 
received a bachelor’s degree. Their average organization ten-
ure was 3.81 years (SD = 2.49).

Measures

Following the translation-back-translation procedure (Bris-
lin, 1980), we generated the Chinese versions of all scales 
used in this study. Unless otherwise noted, all measures were 
anchored on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 
7 = strongly agree).

Advantageous voice endorsement. We used polynomial 
regression analysis to test the effect of advantageous voice 
endorsement on concern about being envied and silence. 
Advantageous voice endorsement was operationalized as 
the incongruence between self MVE and coworker MVE 
in the polynomial regression. We measured self MVE and 
coworker MVE by adapting three items from Burris’s (2012) 
scale. An example item of self MVE (coworker MVE) is 
“My supervisor supports my (my coworkers’) ideas.” 
Responses ranged from 1 (never) to 7 (always). In addition, 
following prior studies that use difference scores to meas-
ure individuals’ perceptions of differences (Han & Pollock, 
2021), we also assessed advantageous voice endorsement 
by calculating the difference score between self MVE and 
coworker MVE. We utilized polynomial regression analysis 
as the main analysis and reported the results using the dif-
ference score approach in the supplementary analyses. The 
findings using both approaches were largely consistent.

Concern about being envied was measured using the 
same scale as in Study 1.



Enviable Support: How and When Advantageous Voice Endorsement Fosters Employee Silence﻿	

Psychological safety was measured with four items 
adapted from Liang et al.’s (2012) scale. A sample item is 
“I can freely express my thoughts.”

Voice self-efficacy was measured with Tangirala et al.’s 
(2013) three-item scale. A sample item is “I am self-assured 
about my capabilities to speak up on work-related issues.”

Silence was measured with Tangirala and Ramanujam’s 
(2008) five-item scale. A sample item is “Although I had 
ideas for improving work-related practices in my team, I 
did not speak up.”

Voice. Although our research model focuses on silence, 
we measured voice following the suggestion of Sherf et al. 
(2021) to differentiate silence and voice in terms of their 
nomological network. We measured voice with Liang 
et al.’s (2012) five-item promotive voice scale. A sample 
item is “I raised suggestions to improve my team’s working 
procedure.”

Control variables. As noted above, we controlled for psy-
chological safety and voice self-efficacy as two alternative 
mediators. Excluding or including these two variables in the 
data analysis did not change the significance of our results. 
In addition, following previous studies that investigated the 
antecedents of feelings of being envied and silence (Madrid 
et al., 2015; Sun et al., 2021), we controlled for demograph-
ics, including employee gender, age, education level, and 
organization tenure. Excluding or including these demo-
graphic control variables in the data analysis did not change 
the significance of our results.

Analytical Strategy

Polynomial regression analysis is an advanced approach to 
test the consequences of the (in)congruence between two 
predictors (Edwards & Parry, 1993). It allows researchers to 
model all possible combinations of two predictors, including 
the congruence line, which reflects cases where the two pre-
dictors match with one another at each of their values, and 
the incongruence line, which indicates cases where the two 
predictors mismatch with one another at each of their val-
ues (Barranti et al., 2017). This analysis approach is widely 
used by recent organizational studies to operationalize social 
comparison perceptions (e.g., Xu et al., 2024; Yoon et al., 
2023).

Following recent studies’ practices, we grand-mean-
centered self MVE (X) and coworker MVE (Y) to mitigate 
potential multicollinearity. Using the grand-mean-centered 
self MVE and coworker MVE, we then estimated the three 
higher-order polynomial terms (X2, X × Y, Y2). To test the 
effects of the (in)congruence of self MVE and coworker 
MVE on concern about being envied (Z), we estimated the 
following equation:

The coefficients obtained from this equation were used to 
draw a three-dimensional response surface plot to provide 
a visual representation of the effects of the (in)congruence 
of self MVE and coworker MVE on concern about being 
envied (Edwards & Parry, 1993). We plotted self MVE and 
coworker MVE on the perpendicular horizontal axes and 
concern about being envied on the vertical axis.

In this study, as we were interested in the difference 
between self MVE and coworker MVE, we specifically 
focused on the incongruence line, which ranged from low 
self MVE and high coworker MVE (i.e., low advantageous 
voice endorsement) to high self MVE and low coworker 
MVE (i.e., high advantageous voice endorsement). To sup-
port the hypothesized positive effect of advantageous voice 
endorsement on concern about being envied, the slope of 
the incongruence line (estimated as b1–b2), as an indicator 
of advantageous voice endorsement, should be positive and 
significant. It indicates that concern about being envied is 
greater when employees perceive high advantageous voice 
endorsement compared to when they perceive low advanta-
geous voice endorsement. Shown in the response surface 
plot, the shape of the surface should have an upward ridge 
along the incongruence line (X = −Y).

Further, to test the mediation effect, we utilized the slope 
of the incongruence line as the first-stage path estimate; the 
second-stage path estimate was calculated by regressing 
silence on concern about being envied after controlling for 
the five polynomial terms. Following recent methodologi-
cal recommendations (e.g., Liao et al., 2023; Rosen et al., 
2020; Yoon et al., 2023), we did not use the block variable 
approach to test the indirect effect, as it conflates the effects 
of all patterns of (in)congruence into a single omnibus 
term, making it impossible to disentangle the unique effect 
of our focused incongruence line. Using the block variable 
approach did not change the significance of the results.

Results

Table 2 reports the descriptive statistics and correlations of 
all study variables.

Confirmatory factor analysis. To evaluate the discrimi-
nant validity of the study variables, we conducted a con-
firmatory factor analysis (CFA). The results demonstrated 
that the seven-factor measurement model (self MVE, cow-
orker MVE, concern about being envied, psychological 
safety, voice self-efficacy, silence, and voice) produced a 
satisfactory fit (χ2 = 475.66, df = 278, CFI =.930, TLI =.918, 
RMSEA =.073, SRMR =.044), and it fitted the data better 
than the other alternative measurement models (all Δχ2 with 
p <.01).

Z = b0 + b1X + b2Y + b3X
2
+ b4X × Y + b5Y

2
+ e
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Hypotheses Testing

We conducted a polynomial regression analysis using Mplus 
8.3 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2017). The results are pre-
sented in Table 3 and Fig. 1 and the corresponding response 
surface is presented in Fig. 2. As shown, advantageous voice 
endorsement was positively related to concern about being 
envied (estimate =.85, SE =.21, p <.01). This result indicated 
that employees tended to have more concern about being 
envied when their MVE was higher than that of coworkers 
(i.e., high advantageous voice endorsement) compared to 
when their MVE was lower than that of coworkers (i.e., low 
advantageous voice endorsement). This finding was consist-
ent with the response surface shown in Fig. 2, which demon-
strated an upward ridge along the incongruence line. There-
fore, Hypothesis 1 was supported. Concern about being 
envied was positively related to silence (b =.47, SE =.10, 
p <.01). To test the indirect effect, we then conducted a 
Monte Carlo simulation with a parametric Bootstrapping 
based on 20,000 re-samplings using R (Selig & Preacher, 
2008). The indirect effect of advantageous voice endorse-
ment on silence via concern about being envied was positive 
and significant (estimate =.40, SE =.12, 95% CI [.188,.659]), 
supporting Hypothesis 2.

Regarding the controlled mechanisms, results showed 
that advantageous voice endorsement was not significantly 
related to psychological safety (estimate = −.24, SE =.21, 
p =.26) or voice self-efficacy (estimate = −.00, SE =.20, 

p =.99). Psychological safety was not significantly related 
to silence (b = −.11, SE =.11, p =.31), nor was voice self-
efficacy (b = −.03, SE =.13, p =.83). The indirect effects of 
advantageous voice endorsement on silence via psycholog-
ical safety (estimate =.03, SE =.04, 95% CI [−.037,.130]) 
and voice self-efficacy (estimate =.00, SE =.01, 95% CI 
[−.054,.058]) were both non-significant.

Additionally, we found that concern about being envied 
was not significantly related to voice (b =.06, SE =.04, 
p =.15) whereas psychological safety (b =.15, SE =.07, 
p <.05) and voice self-efficacy (b =.58, SE =.09, p <.01) 
were both positively related to voice, supporting the notion 
that silence is not merely the opposite of voice as their pre-
dictors varied.

Supplementary analyses. In addition to the polynomial 
regression analysis, we used the difference score between 
self MVE and coworker MVE to operationalize advanta-
geous voice endorsement. The results are presented in 
Table S1 in Appendix B. We found that advantageous voice 
endorsement was positively related to concern about being 
envied (b =.37, SE =.13, p <.01), and concern about being 
envied was positively related to silence (b =.47, SE =.10, 
p <.01). The indirect effect of advantageous voice endorse-
ment on silence via concern about being envied was positive 
and significant (estimate =.18, SE =.07, 95% CI [.049,.319]). 
These results were consistent with those based on the poly-
nomial regression analysis.

Table 2   Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations among study variables (Study 2)

N = 133. Gender was coded as 0 = male, 1 = female. Age was coded as 1 = below 18  years old, 2 = 18–25  years old, 3 = 26–30  years old, 
4 = 31–40 years old, 5 = 41–50 years old, 6 = 51–60 years old, and 7 = above 60 years old. Education was originally measured with five response 
options: 1 = middle school and below, 2 = high school/vocational high school, 3 = associate degree, 4 = bachelor’s degree, and 5 = master’s degree 
or above. No participant selected “1 = middle school and below” or “2 = high school/vocational high school”. We treated “3 = associate degree” 
as the reference category and thus created two dummy variables: Education 1 was coded as 1 = master’s degree or above, 0 = otherwise; Educa-
tion 2 was coded as 1 = bachelor’s degree, 0 = otherwise. The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients are shown in parentheses
*  p <.05, ** p <.01 (two-tailed)

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1. Self MVE (0.96)
2. Coworker MVE 0.78** (0.97)
3. Concern about being envied 0.17* 0.06 (0.95)
4. Silence  − 0.01  − 0.05 0.50** (0.97)
5. Voice 0.46** 0.50**  − 0.01  − 0.22* (0.96)
6. Psychological safety 0.40** 0.41**  − 0.06  − 0.17* 0.52** (0.91)
7. Voice self-efficacy 0.37** 0.37**  − 0.17*  −.17* 0.73** 0.46** (0.94)
8. Gender  − 0.03  − 0.13  − 0.04 0.06  − 0.20*  − 0.11  − 0.17* –
9. Age 0.03 0.01  − 0.07  −.08 0.10 .01 .12  − 0.10 –
10. Education 1 0.17* 0.13 0.11 .03 0.06 0.09  −.04 .13  − 0.16 –
11. Education 2  − 0.18*  − 0.12  − 0.12  − 0.02  − 0.06  − 0.08 .04  −.14 .17*  − 0.97** –
12. Organization tenure 0.06 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.12 0.03 0.16  − 0.04 .16  −.02 0.02 –
Mean 4.49 4.37 3.75 3.91 4.88 4.41 4.99 0.63 3.41 0.17 .83 3.81
SD 1.16 .99 1.35 1.27 0.95 1.18 0.94 0.48 0.62 0.37 .38 2.49
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Table 3   Results of polynomial 
regression analysis (Study 2)

N = 133. MVE = managerial voice endorsement; Est. = the unstandardized estimate; SE = standard error. 
Gender was coded as 0 = male, 1 = female. Age was coded as 1 = below 18 years old, 2 = 18–25 years old, 
3 = 26–30 years old, 4 = 31–40 years old, 5 = 41–50 years old, 6 = 51–60 years old, and 7 = above 60 years 
old. Education 1 was coded as 1 = master’s degree or above, 0 = otherwise; Education 2 was coded as 
1 = bachelor’s degree, 0 = otherwise
*  p <.05, ** p <.01 (two-tailed)

Concern about 
being envied

Psychological 
safety

Voice self-
efficacy

Silence Voice

Est SE Est SE Est SE Est SE Est SE

Polynomial terms
b1 Self MVE (X) 0.43** 0.11 0.16 0.11 0.19* 0.09  − 0.08 0.17 0.01 0.06
b2 Coworker MVE (Y)  − 0.42** 0.13 0.39** 0.13 0.19 0.13 0.03 0.18 0.18* 0.08
b3 X2 − 0.20* 0.09 0.05 0.07 0.08 0.05 0.03 0.13 0.03 0.03
b4 X × Y 0.08 0.16 0.34* 0.17  − 0.22 0.15  − 0.11 0.27  − 0.10 0.08
b5 Y2 0.20 0.20  − 0.48** 0.16 0.14 0.16 0.11 0.20 0.06 0.08
Congruence line (X = Y)
Slope (b1 + b2) 0.01 0.13 0.55** 0.10 0.37** 0.09
Curvature (b3 + b4 + b5) 0.08 0.11  − 0.09 0.05 0.00 0.05
Incongruence line (X = −Y)
Slope (b1−b2) 0.85** 0.21  − 0.24 0.21  − 0.00 0.20
Curvature (b3−b4 + b5)  − 0.08 0.34  − 0.77* 0.34 0.44 0.31
Mediators
Concern about being envied 0.47** 0.10 0.06 0.04
Psychological safety  − 0.11 0.11 0.15* 0.07
Voice self-efficacy  − 0.03 0.13 0.58** 0.09
Control variables
Gender  − 0.24 0.24  − 0.19 0.19  − 0.22 0.15 0.21 0.21  − 0.10 0.11
Age  − 0.17 0.19  − 0.02 0.15 0.11 0.14  − 0.07 0.16 0.04 0.09
Education 1  − 0.19 0.35 0.24 0.26  − 0.21 0.23 1.37** 0.24  − 0.10 0.10
Education 2  − 0.46* 0.21 0.16 0.19  − 0.04 0.15 1.45** 0.20  − 0.23* 0.10
Organization tenure 0.02 0.05  − 0.02 0.03 0.05* 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.02
R2 0.10 0.23 0.22 0.28 0.61

 Concern about 
being envied

Advantageous voice 
endorsement Silence

Alternative 
mechanisms

Psychological 
safety
Voice self-
efficacy

Voice

.85** .47**

-.03
-.11

-.24
-.00

.58**
.15*

.06

Fig. 1   Results of polynomial regression analysis (Study 2). N = 133. All paths presented in this figure were estimated with control variables. The 
results of the unstandardized estimate are presented.* p <.05, ** p <.01 (two-tailed)
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Discussion of Study 2

In Study 2, we replicated the findings of Study 1 using a field 
sample of Chinese working adults. Consistent with Hypoth-
eses 1 and 2, we found that advantageous voice endorse-
ment was positively related to concern about being envied 
and generated a positive indirect effect on silence via this 
concern. We also ruled out two alternative mechanisms by 
demonstrating that the mediation effects of psychological 
safety and voice self-efficacy on the relationship between 
advantageous voice endorsement and silence were non-sig-
nificant. Moreover, in Study 2, we distinguished the predic-
tors of silence from those of voice. Specifically, we found 
that concern about being envied was positively associated 
with silence, but was unrelated to voice. In contrast, psycho-
logical safety and voice self-efficacy were both positively 
related to voice but were not significantly associated with 
silence. These findings demonstrate that silence and voice 
differ in their antecedents, suggesting that they are influ-
enced by different mechanisms. As such, our findings echo 
Sherf et al.’s (2021, p. 115) call for “separating the ques-
tion ‘Why are people speaking up or not?’ into two distinct 
questions–‘Why are people speaking up?’ and ‘Why are they 
keeping silent?’”.

Building on the findings of Study 1 and Study 2, we con-
ducted Studies 3a and 3b to test the full moderated media-
tion model. Notably, while the results of Study 2 using the 
polynomial regression approach and the difference score 
approach largely converged, demonstrating the robustness 
of our findings, both of these approaches serve as indirect 
measures of advantageous voice endorsement. In Studies 
3a and 3b, following the approach used by existing stud-
ies on social comparison (e.g., Vidyarthi et al., 2010), we 
adopted a more direct operationalization to measure advan-
tageous voice endorsement. Furthermore, to establish the 

generalizability of our findings, Studies 3a and 3b collected 
multi-wave data from working adults located in countries 
with cultures different from China. Additionally, Study 3a 
extended our investigation by controlling for two affective 
pathways (pride and fear; Huai et al., 2024; Kiewitz et al., 
2016), together with the two cognitive pathways accounted 
for in Study 2.

Study 3a

Participants and Procedures

We recruited 400 full-time employees located in the U.S. via 
Prolific, an online crowdsourcing platform that has been uti-
lized by previous research to collect data from field samples 
(e.g., Chen & Treviño, 2022; Fatimah et al., 2024; Isaakyan 
et al., 2021). To be eligible, participants were required to 
(a) be employed full-time, (b) work in the U.S., and (c) use 
English as their first language. Participants completed three 
surveys separated by two-week intervals. Similar to Study 2, 
we selected a two-week interval between the data collection 
waves because prior work has indicated that this duration is 
appropriate for assessing the consequences of managerial 
voice endorsement (e.g., Poulton et al., 2024). Additionally, 
previous research has suggested that a two-week interval is 
suitable for investigating the consequences of envy-related 
perceptions (e.g., Li et al., 2024). At Time 1, participants 
reported their advantageous voice endorsement, self MVE, 
superficial harmony, leader-member exchange (hereafter 
referred to as LMX), and demographics. At Time 2, par-
ticipants answered questions regarding their concern about 
being envied, psychological safety, voice self-efficacy, fear, 
and pride. At Time 3, participants reported their silence and 
voice behaviors. Participants received £2 for their comple-
tion of each survey, and those who completed all three sur-
veys received an additional £1.

Among the 400 participants who completed the Time 1 
survey, 367 provided responses at Time 2, and 352 provided 
responses at Time 3, yielding an overall response rate of 
88%. After excluding 19 participants who did not pass the 
attention check question (Please select “Strongly disagree” 
or “Never”) in any of the three surveys, we finally got 333 
matched records for data analyses. Among the 333 partici-
pants, 61.26% were male. Their average age was 41.34 years 
(SD = 10.61). Most of the participants (76.58%) had at least 
a bachelor’s degree. Their average organization tenure was 
8.58 years (SD = 7.07).

-2

-0.4

1.2
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

-2 -1
.2 -0

.4 0.
4 1.

2

2

Coworker MVE

Concern about
being envied
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Fig. 2   Concern about being envied as predicted by the (in)congru-
ence of self MVE and coworker MVE (Study 2)
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Measures

Unless otherwise noted, all responses were anchored on a 
seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) 
to 7 (strongly agree).

Advantageous voice endorsement. Following prior studies 
that developed items to directly capture individuals’ per-
ceptions of differences (Vidyarthi et al., 2010), we adapted 
Burris’s (2012) five-item scale to directly measure the extent 
to which employees perceive a relative advantage in receiv-
ing managerial support for voiced ideas or suggestions over 
their coworkers. An example item is “My supervisor more 
frequently supports my ideas, compared to my colleagues’ 
ideas.” Compared with those indirect approaches to assess 
advantageous voice endorsement (i.e., using the incongru-
ence line in polynomial regression analysis or the difference 
score between self MVE and coworker MVE), one advan-
tage of this direct approach is that it allows the evaluation 
of the impact of advantageous voice endorsement while 
simultaneously controlling for the effect of self MVE in the 
data analysis.

Concern about being envied, psychological safety, voice 
self-efficacy, silence, and voice. We measured these vari-
ables using the same scales as in Study 2. Silence and voice 
were rated with a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 
(never) to 7 (always).

Fear was measured with Kiewitz et al.’s (2016) four-item 
scale. An example item is “I feel nervous.”

Pride was measured with Huai et al.’s (2024) three-item 
scale. An example item is “I feel proud.”

Superficial harmony was measured with Leung et al.’s 
(2011) eight-item scale. An example item is “In order to 
maintain harmony, people might have to give up principles 
of justice in handling matters.”

Control variables. As noted above, we controlled for four 
alternative mediators (psychological safety, voice self-effi-
cacy, fear, and pride). Among them, fear and pride are two 
affective pathways not assessed in Study 2. We measured 
and controlled for fear alongside pride because they repre-
sent avoidance- and approach-oriented emotional responses 
that could emerge from advantageous voice endorsement. 
On the one hand, receiving advantageous voice endorsement 
highlights that the focal employee’s capability to identify 
and address organizational issues is well recognized by the 
leader, which can elicit an approach-oriented emotion of 
pride (Huai et al., 2024). On the other hand, receiving supe-
rior support from the leader can sometimes pose risks to and 
be experienced as emotionally uncomfortable by the recipi-
ent, as it may prompt a generalized apprehension about pos-
sible negative outcomes, such as experiencing greater scru-
tiny or being criticized more harshly for future failure. As 
such, employees who perceive advantageous voice endorse-
ment may experience the avoidance-oriented emotion of fear 

(Kiewitz et al., 2016; Wang & Hsieh, 2013). By controlling 
for both fear and pride, we aimed at ruling out these emo-
tional reactions as alternative explanations for our proposed 
mechanism based on concern about being envied.

Beyond these alternative mediators, we also controlled for 
self MVE when assessing the effect of advantageous voice 
endorsement on outcomes. Self MVE was measured with 
Burris’s (2012) five-item scale. An example item is “My 
supervisor supports my ideas.” Furthermore, we controlled 
for employees’ LMX, because the quality of relationships 
with leaders may influence employees’ interpersonal rela-
tionships and silence behavior at work (Cooper et al., 2018; 
Xu et al., 2015). We measured LMX by adapting three items 
from Vidyarthi et al.’s (2010) scale. An example item is “I 
have a good relationship with my supervisor.” In addition, 
as in Study 2, we controlled for demographics, including 
employee gender, age, education level, and organization ten-
ure. Excluding or including these control variables in the 
data analysis did not change the significance of the results.

Results

Table 4 reports the descriptive statistics and correlations of 
all study variables.

Confirmatory factor analysis. To evaluate the discrimi-
nant validity of the study variables, we conducted a con-
firmatory factor analysis (CFA). The results demonstrated 
that the eleven-factor measurement model (advantageous 
voice endorsement, self MVE, superficial harmony, LMX, 
concern about being envied, psychological safety, voice self-
efficacy, fear, pride, silence, and voice) produced a satis-
factory fit (χ2 = 1574.49, df = 1025, CFI =.964, TLI =.961, 
RMSEA =.040, SRMR =.047), and it fitted the data better 
than the other alternative measurement models (all Δχ2 with 
p <.01).

Hypotheses Testing

The path analysis results are presented in Table 5 and Fig. 3. 
As shown, advantageous voice endorsement was positively 
related to concern about being envied (b =.45, SE =.05, 
p <.01), and concern about being envied was positively 
related to silence (b =.12, SE =.05, p <.05). The indirect 
effect of advantageous voice endorsement on silence via 
concern about being envied was positive and significant 
(estimate =.06, SE =.02, 95% CI [.008,.103]). Therefore, 
Hypotheses 1 and 2 were supported.

Meanwhile, we tested the mediation effects of the four 
alternative mechanisms. As shown, advantageous voice 
endorsement was negatively related to psychological safety 
(b = −.16, SE =.05, p <.01) and it was not significantly 
related to voice self-efficacy (b =.07, SE =.05, p =.15), fear 
(b =.06, SE =.05, p =.22), or pride (b =.09, SE =.06, p =.14). 
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Among the four, only fear was positively related to silence 
(b =.18, SE =.07, p <.01), while the relationships between 
the other three variables and silence were all non-significant. 
The indirect effects of advantageous voice endorsement on 
silence via psychological safety (estimate =.00, SE =.01, 
95% CI [−.012,.021]), voice self-efficacy (estimate = −.00, 
SE =.01, 95% CI [−.018,.008]), fear (estimate =.01, SE =.01, 
95% CI [−.004,.035]), and pride (estimate = −.00, SE =.00, 
95% CI [−.015,.008]) were all non-significant.

The interaction effect of advantageous voice endorse-
ment and superficial harmony on concern about being envied 
was significant (b =.08, SE =.03, p <.05). We then followed 
Aiken and West (1991) and displayed the interaction plot 
in Fig. 4. As predicted, advantageous voice endorsement 
produced a stronger positive effect on concern about being 
envied when superficial harmony was higher (+ 1 SD; 
b =.53, SE =.06, p <.01) as compared to when it was lower 
(−1 SD; b =.37, SE =.06, p <.01) (diff: b =.15, SE =.07, 
p <.05). Hypothesis 3 was supported.

We further found that the positive indirect effect of 
advantageous voice endorsement on silence via concern 
about being envied was stronger when superficial harmony 
was higher (estimate =.07, SE =.03, 95% CI [.011,.122]) as 
compared to when it was lower (estimate =.05, SE =.02, 95% 
CI [.007,.089]). The difference in these indirect effects was 

significant (estimate =.02, SE =.01, 95% CI [.001,.046]), 
supporting Hypothesis 4.

Additionally, we found that voice self-efficacy (b =.31, 
SE =.08, p <.01) and pride (b =.31, SE =.06, p <.01) were 
positively related to voice. In contrast, concern about being 
envied, psychological safety, and fear were not significantly 
related to voice, sharply contrasting with the predictors of 

 Concern about 
being envied

Advantageous 
voice endorsement

Alternative 
mechanisms

Psychological 
safety 
Voice self-
efficacy
Fear
Pride

Silence

Superficial 
harmony

Voice

.45** .12*

-.03

.08*

-.03

.09

.06

.18**

.07

-.04

-.16**
.02

.01

.31**

.31**

.08

Fig. 3   Results of path analysis (Study 3a). N = 333. All paths presented in this figure were estimated with control variables. The results of the 
unstandardized estimate are presented.* p <.05, ** p <.01 (two-tailed)
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Fig. 4   The moderation effect of superficial harmony on the relation-
ship between advantageous voice endorsement and concern about 
being envied (Study 3a)
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silence (i.e., concern about being envied and fear). Consist-
ent with Study 2, these results supported the distinct nomo-
logical networks of voice and silence.

Last but not least, the results suggested that the impacts 
of advantageous voice endorsement and managerial voice 
endorsement itself diverged, as self MVE was not signifi-
cantly related to concern about being envied (b = −.17, 
SE =.11, p =.11) but was positively related to psychological 
safety (b =.50, SE =.11, p <.01), voice self-efficacy (b =.21, 
SE =.09, p <.05), and pride (b =.34, SE =.12, p <.01).

In summary, Study 3a replicated the findings of Study 
2 and provided support for the overall moderated media-
tion model. Notably, Study 2 and Study 3a utilized different 
approaches to measure advantageous voice endorsement. To 
ensure consistency across different operationalizations of 
advantageous voice endorsement, we conducted Study 3b in 
which we incorporated both the direct and indirect measures 
of this focal variable. Furthermore, in Study 3b, we aimed to 
replicate the moderation effect of superficial harmony while 
controlling for the potential influence of an alternative mod-
erator–deep harmony. There exist two typical types of har-
mony beliefs–superficial harmony and deep harmony (Leung 
et al., 2011; Wang et al., 2014). Unlike superficial harmony 
that addresses an avoidance-oriented interpersonal tendency, 
deep harmony reflects a genuine desire for interpersonal har-
mony and indicates an approach-oriented tendency to handle 
interpersonal tensions and conflicts (Chen et al., 2015). As 
such, we do not expect deep harmony to strengthen the rela-
tionship between advantageous voice endorsement and con-
cern about being envied. We seek to distinguish the moderat-
ing effects of these two different types of harmony beliefs.

Study 3b

Participants and Procedures

We collected data by recruiting 350 full-time employees 
located in the U.K. via Prolific. Same as Study 3a, eligible 
participants should (a) be employed full-time, (b) work in 
the U.K., and (c) use English as their first language. We 
asked participants to complete two surveys with a one-week 
time interval. We used a shorter interval in Study 3b to test 
the robustness of our findings across different temporal 
windows and examine whether the hypothesized effects 
emerge within a shorter timeframe. A one-week interval 
is also widely used in recent studies that examine the out-
comes of managerial voice endorsement (e.g., Howard et al., 
2022; Huai et al., 2024). At Time 1, participants answered 
questions about their advantageous voice endorsement, self 
MVE, coworker MVE, superficial harmony, deep harmony, 
and demographics. At Time 2, participants were asked to 

report their concern about being envied and silence. Par-
ticipants received £1.5 for their completion of each survey.

Among the 350 participants who completed the Time 1 
survey, 328 provided responses at Time 2, yielding an over-
all response rate of 93.71%. After excluding seven partici-
pants who did not pass the attention check question (Please 
select “Strongly disagree”) in any of the two surveys, we 
finally got 321 matched records for data analyses. Among 
the 321 participants, 56.39% were male. Their average age 
was 40.17 years (SD = 10.40). The majority of the partici-
pants (68.54%) had at least a bachelor’s degree. Their aver-
age organization tenure was 8.94 years (SD = 7.90).

Measures

Unless otherwise noted, all responses were anchored on a 
seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) 
to 7 (strongly agree).

Advantageous voice endorsement. In Study 3b, we uti-
lized both the direct and the indirect approaches to assess 
advantageous voice endorsement. The direct approach 
was the same as we used in Study 3a, and we presented 
the main data analysis results based on this approach. The 
indirect approaches were the polynomial regression and dif-
ference score approaches, the same as we used in Study 2, 
and we reported the corresponding data analysis results in 
the supplementary analyses. The findings using different 
approaches were largely consistent.

Concern about being envied, silence, and superficial har-
mony. We measured these variables using the same scales 
as in Study 3a.

Deep harmony was measured with Leung and colleagues’ 
(2011) twelve-item scale. An example item is “Having an 
ability to interact with others harmoniously is vital for 
achieving major successes.”

Control variables. Same as Study 2 and Study 3a, we 
controlled for employees’ demographics (i.e., gender, age, 
education level, and organization tenure). We also controlled 
for both self MVE and coworker MVE when assessing the 
effect of advantageous voice endorsement using the direct 
approach. Excluding or including these control variables 
in the data analysis did not change the significance of the 
results.

Results

Table 6 reports the descriptive statistics and correlations of 
all study variables.

Confirmatory factor analysis. To evaluate the discri-
minant validity of the study variables, we conducted a 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Given that the deep 
harmony measure includes twelve items, we used an item 
parceling technique to create two parcels (Hall et al., 1999). 
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Each parcel was calculated using the average of six items. 
The results demonstrated that the seven-factor measure-
ment model (advantageous voice endorsement, self MVE, 
coworker MVE, superficial harmony, deep harmony, con-
cern about being envied, and silence) produced a satis-
factory fit (χ2 = 1214.00, df = 474, CFI =.910, TLI =.900, 
RMSEA =.070, SRMR =.055), and it fitted the data better 
than the other alternative measurement models (all Δχ2 with 
p <.01).

Hypotheses Testing

The path analysis results are presented in Table 7 and Fig. 5. 
As shown, advantageous voice endorsement was positively 
related to concern about being envied (b =.36, SE =.05, 
p <.01), and concern about being envied was positively 
related to silence (b =.12, SE =.05, p <.05). The indirect 
effect of advantageous voice endorsement on silence via 
concern about being envied was positive and significant 
(estimate =.04, SE =.02, 95% CI [.007,.085]). Hypotheses 
1 and 2 were supported.

The interaction effect of advantageous voice endorse-
ment and superficial harmony on concern about being envied 
was significant (b =.12, SE =.05, p <.01). The interaction 
plot is shown in Fig. 6. As predicted, advantageous voice 

endorsement produced a stronger positive effect on concern 
about being envied when superficial harmony was higher 
(+ 1 SD; b =.48, SE =.07, p <.01) as compared to when it 
was lower (−1 SD; b =.25, SE =.07, p <.01) (diff: b =.23, 
SE =.09, p <.01). These results supported Hypothesis 3.

Furthermore, we found that the positive indirect effect 
of advantageous voice endorsement on silence via concern 
about being envied was stronger when superficial harmony 
was higher (estimate =.06, SE =.03, 95% CI [.010,.112]) as 
compared to when it was lower (estimate =.03, SE =.02, 95% 
CI [.004,.063]). The difference in these indirect effects was 
significant (estimate =.03, SE =.02, 95% CI [.002,.066]), 
supporting Hypothesis 4.

In addition, consistent with our expectation that deep har-
mony would not moderate the relationship between advanta-
geous voice endorsement and concern about being envied, 
the results showed that the interaction effect of advanta-
geous voice endorsement and deep harmony on concern 
about being envied was non-significant (b = −.05, SE =.05, 
p =.31).

Last, we found that neither self MVE (b = −.01, SE =.08, 
p =.91) nor coworker MVE (b = −.13, SE =.10, p =.21) was 
significantly related to concern about being envied, replicat-
ing the results of Study 3a that the effects of advantageous 
voice endorsement and voice endorsement itself differed.

Table 7   Results of path analysis 
(Study 3b)

N = 321. MVE = managerial voice endorsement. Est. = the unstandardized estimate; SE = standard error. 
Gender was coded as 0 = male, 1 = female. Education 1 was coded as 1 = master’s degree or above, 0 = oth-
erwise; Education 2 was coded as 1 = bachelor’s degree, 0 = otherwise; Education 3 was coded as 1 = high 
school, 0 = otherwise
* p <.05, ** p <.01 (two-tailed)

Concern about being 
envied

Silence

Est SE Est SE

Study variables
Advantageous voice endorsement 0.36** 0.05 0.13* .06
Superficial harmony 0.33** 0.09 0.20* .08
Advantageous voice endorsement × Superficial harmony 0.12** 0.05 0.01 .05
Concern about being envied 0.12* .05
Alternative moderator
Deep harmony  − 0.08 .10  − 0.07 .08
Advantageous voice endorsement × Deep harmony  − 0.05 .05  − 0.07 .04
Control variables
Self MVE  − 0.01 0.08  − 0.39** .09
Coworker MVE  − 0.13 0.10 0.08 .09
Gender 0.08 0.14 0.15 .13
Age 0.01 0.01  − 0.01 .01
Education 1  − 0.17 0.18 0.26 .17
Education 2  − 0.16 0.16 0.36* .16
Education 3  − 0.21 0.19 0.60** .18
Organization tenure 0.00 0.01  −.01 .01
R2 0.22 0.17
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Supplementary analyses. We conducted two supple-
mentary analyses. First, similar to Study 2 (main analysis), 
we employed the polynomial regression analysis to retest 
our hypotheses. The results are presented in Table S2 in 
Appendix B. We found that advantageous voice endorse-
ment was positively related to concern about being envied 
(estimate =.82, SE =.19, p <.01), and concern about being 
envied was positively related to silence (b =.16, SE =.05, 
p <.01). The indirect effect of advantageous voice endorse-
ment on silence via concern about being envied was positive 
and significant (estimate =.13, SE =.05, 95% CI [.046,.237]). 
Advantageous voice endorsement produced a positive effect 

on concern about being envied when superficial harmony 
was higher (+ 1 SD; b = 1.42, SE =.30, p <.01) and this effect 
became non-significant when it was lower (−1 SD; b =.21, 
SE =.18, p =.25) (diff: b = 1.21, SE =.34, p <.01). Further-
more, the indirect effect of advantageous voice endorsement 
on silence via concern about being envied was positive when 
superficial harmony was higher (estimate =.23, SE =.08, 
95% CI [.080,.408]) and this indirect effect became non-
significant when it was lower (estimate =.03, SE =.03, 95% 
CI [−.024,.102]). The difference in these indirect effects was 
significant (estimate =.19, SE =.08, 95% CI [.059,.371]). 
Accordingly, the results using polynomial regression analy-
sis were consistent with the results of our main analyses.

Second, similar to Study 2 (supplementary analyses), we 
employed the difference score approach to measure advanta-
geous voice endorsement and retested our hypotheses. The 
results are shown in Table S3 in Appendix B. We found that 
advantageous voice endorsement was positively related to 
concern about being envied (b =.35, SE =.08, p <.01), and 
concern about being envied was positively related to silence 
(b =.17, SE =.05, p <.01). The indirect relationship between 
advantageous voice endorsement and silence via concern 
about being envied was positive and significant (esti-
mate =.06, SE =.02, 95% CI [.023,.106]). The interaction 
effect of advantageous voice endorsement and superficial 
harmony on concern about being envied was also significant 
(b =.23, SE =.07, p <.01). Specifically, advantageous voice 
endorsement produced a positive relationship with concern 
about being envied when superficial harmony was higher 

 Concern about 
being envied

Advantageous 
voice endorsement Silence

Superficial 
harmony

Alternative 
moderator

Deep harmony

.36** .12*

.12**

-.05

Fig. 5   Results of path analysis (Study 3b). N = 321. All paths presented in this figure were estimated with control variables. The results of the 
unstandardized estimate are presented.* p <.05, ** p <.01 (two-tailed)
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Fig. 6   The moderation effect of superficial harmony on the relation-
ship between advantageous voice endorsement and concern about 
being envied (Study 3b)
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(+ 1 SD; b =.56, SE =.13, p <.01) and this relationship 
became non-significant when it was lower (−1 SD; b =.13, 
SE =.08, p =.10) (diff: b =.44, SE =.14, p <.01). Further-
more, the indirect relationship between advantageous voice 
endorsement and silence via concern about being envied 
was positive when superficial harmony was higher (esti-
mate =.09, SE =.03, 95% CI [.036,.174]) and this indirect 
relationship became non-significant when it was lower (esti-
mate =.02, SE =.01, 95% CI [−.004,.052]). The difference 
in these indirect relationships was significant (estimate =.07, 
SE =.03, 95% CI [.020,.149]). To summarize, the results 
using the difference score approach to assess advantageous 
voice endorsement were also fully consistent with the results 
of our main analyses.

Discussion of Studies 3a and 3b

Studies 3a and 3b provided consistent support for the overall 
moderated mediation model. Using the direct operationaliza-
tion to measure advantageous voice endorsement in Study 
3a (Study 3b) enabled us to investigate the impact of advan-
tageous voice endorsement on concern about being envied 
and silence while simultaneously controlling for the effect 
of self MVE (both self MVE and coworker MVE). Nota-
bly, in Study 3b, we demonstrated that the results using the 
direct approach were consistent with those using the indi-
rect approaches (i.e., polynomial regression analysis and 
difference score), further supporting the robustness of our 
findings.

Moreover, in Study 3a, we ruled out four alternative 
mechanisms that could underlie the relationship between 
advantageous voice endorsement and silence. For example, 
our results showed that advantageous voice endorsement was 
not significantly related to fear (b =.06, SE =.05, p =.22), 
but was significantly related to concern about being envied 
(b =.45, SE =.05, p <.01). These results suggest that the rela-
tional dynamics triggered by advantageous voice endorse-
ment are better captured by concern about being envied–a 
construct inherently rooted in social comparison that spe-
cifically reflects anticipated envy from coworkers. Fear, in 
contrast, is a more general avoidance-oriented emotion that 
is not uniquely tied to social comparison processes. Thus, 
concern about being envied is better suited to capture the 
interpersonal dynamics at play following advantageous voice 
endorsement. Study 3a also ruled out the potential effect of 
LMX, a theoretically relevant construct capturing leaders’ 
relationships with employees, demonstrating that it did not 
confound the proposed relationships.

In addition, the results of Studies 3a and 3b supported 
the distinctiveness between advantageous voice endorse-
ment and managerial voice endorsement itself. We found 
that advantageous voice endorsement and self MVE had dif-
ferent impacts on concern about being envied, psychological 

safety, voice self-efficacy, fear, and pride. Finally, Study 3b 
ruled out the effect of an alternative moderator, deep har-
mony, demonstrating that not all forms of individual beliefs 
on interpersonal harmony are able to influence the relation-
ship between advantageous voice endorsement and concern 
about being envied.

General Discussion

Building on the STTUC model, we theorized and tested 
how and when advantageous voice endorsement increases 
employees’ subsequent silence. Across one preregistered 
experiment and three multi-wave field studies, we found 
consistent support for our hypotheses. Specifically, we found 
that advantageous voice endorsement has a positive indirect 
effect on silence via concern about being envied. This indi-
rect effect intensifies for employees with higher levels of 
superficial harmony. The implications of these findings are 
discussed below.

Theoretical Implications

We make several important contributions. First, we advance 
the literature on silence by extending the prevailing assump-
tion that leaders’ support for voice encourages employees 
to speak up rather than remain silent (Bowen & Blackmon, 
2003; Knoll et  al., 2016; Milliken & Morrison, 2003). 
Drawing on the STTUC model, we demonstrate that when 
employees perceive a relative advantage in receiving mana-
gerial support for voiced opinions over coworkers, it can 
counterintuitively stimulate silence. This unveils a previ-
ously overlooked, unintended consequence of high leader 
support for employee voice when evaluated comparatively. 
Specifically, perceiving advantageous voice endorsement 
triggers a relational concern about being envied by cow-
orkers, which motivates employees to withhold further 
input. Notably, this mediating effect remains robust even 
after accounting for potential alternative cognitive (voice 
self-efficacy and psychological safety, Study 2 and Study 
3a) and affective (pride and fear, Study 3a) pathways. Our 
findings suggest that the positive effect of leaders’ support 
for voice on voice behavior, as demonstrated by previous 
research, does not warrant the conclusion that such support 
reduces silence. Instead, we highlight that leader support for 
voice does not operate in a vacuum but is interpreted through 
employees’ social comparison, which generates potential 
relational costs that can catalyze silence. This paper thus 
adds to the literature on silence by demonstrating that the 
effect of leaders’ support for voice on silence is more com-
plex than currently assumed, due to the influence of social 
comparison processes. Our findings highlight the need for a 
more nuanced understanding: While managerial support for 
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voice may encourage employees to speak up, its compara-
tive evaluation can trigger employees’ decision to be silent.

Relatedly, our findings also contribute to the broader busi-
ness ethics literature. We unveil that managerial practices, 
which intend to recognize and leverage employee contribu-
tions and hence promote ethical management of employees, 
can inadvertently undermine organizations’ ethical effective-
ness (Knoll & Van Dick, 2013; Whiteside & Barclay, 2013). 
Ethics-related matters represent one of the most frequent 
domains where employees choose between speaking up and 
remaining silent (Chen & Treviño, 2022; Huang et al., 2025; 
Wang et al., 2024a, 2024b). Therefore, identifying predic-
tors of silence is important for addressing and preventing 
unethical behaviors in organizations. In particular, prior 
studies have highlighted the vital role of leaders in reducing 
employee silence. For example, leaders who model norma-
tively appropriate behaviors can curb silence by alleviating 
employees’ concerns about receiving negative treatment 
from managers (Bormann & Rowold, 2016; Brown et al., 
2005). Our findings extend this line of research by revealing 
how relational comparison processes can transform manage-
rial voice endorsement–an act typically intended to signal 
support and recognition of employees’ input–into a source 
of relational tension that triggers employee silence. In this 
way, our findings call for further scholarly attention to inves-
tigating how leaders’ well‑intentioned efforts to recognize 
employee input may unintentionally produce a social com-
parison process and hence paradoxically suppress employ-
ees’ willingness to speak up on issues, including sensitive, 
ethics-related ones, leading to unexpected ethical risks for 
organizations.

Second, we expand the literature on managerial voice 
endorsement by emphasizing the unique impacts of advanta-
geous voice endorsement. While managers’ endorsement of 
followers’ ideas naturally varies across different individuals, 
much of the prior research has overlooked the comparative 
aspect of such endorsement. Our findings provide evidence 
that advantageous voice endorsement explains unique vari-
ances in various outcomes above and beyond the absolute 
levels of managerial voice endorsement. For example, 
we found that advantageous voice endorsement increased 
silence through prompting concern about being envied by 
coworkers. By contrast, managerial voice endorsement itself 
was not significantly related to this relational concern–a pat-
tern consistent with Huai et al.’s (2024) findings. Our paper 
thus extends Huai and colleagues’ (2024) work by providing 
an explanation for why they did not find a significant link 
between managerial voice endorsement and being envied: 
The social comparison processes of voice endorsement 
should be explicitly considered when examining the inter-
personal consequences of managerial voice endorsement.

We also show that advantageous voice endorsement 
diverges from voice endorsement in its impact on outcomes 

traditionally associated with leader support for voice. For 
instance, Study 3a results suggest that although manage-
rial voice endorsement is positively related to psychological 
safety, a finding consistent with existing studies (Brykman 
& Maerz, 2023), advantageous voice endorsement is nega-
tively related to psychological safety, reflecting the tension 
between feeling individually supported and relationally 
threatened. Recently, scholarship has called for a deeper 
exploration of the consequences of receiving managerial 
voice endorsement (Kim et al., 2023; Morrison, 2023). How-
ever, prior studies have typically examined either employees’ 
own or their coworkers’ received managerial voice endorse-
ment in isolation (Huai et al., 2024; Ni et al., 2024a, 2024b; 
Poulton et al., 2024). By emphasizing the importance and 
necessity of considering both in tandem–particularly through 
the lens of advantageous voice endorsement–we provide new 
insights into how employees navigate leaders’ voice endorse-
ment in relation to coworkers. Thus, this paper enriches our 
understanding of the interpersonal dynamics that unfold in 
the post-voice-endorsement phase (Kim et al., 2023).

Third, we advance the STTUC model by clarifying its 
boundary conditions, thereby broadening its implications. 
Prior studies have investigated individual characteristics 
such as gender and personality traits of the outperformers as 
boundary conditions of the STTUC model (Tai et al., 2024; 
Zuiker et al., 2024). We shift the focus to the outperformers’ 
values and beliefs, particularly regarding interpersonal har-
mony (Zell & Exline, 2010). While Exline and Lobel (1999) 
theorized that outperformers who highly value harmony 
maintenance may experience heightened STTUC-related 
concerns, they did not specify constructs to capture this indi-
vidual difference, nor was this contention empirically tested. 
By examining superficial harmony–an inclination to avoid 
interpersonal conflict to safeguard self-interest (Leung et al., 
2011)–as a moderator influencing the effect of advantageous 
voice endorsement on concern about being envied, we pro-
vide some of the first empirical evidence for this theorized 
boundary condition. Notably, we distinguish superficial har-
mony from deep harmony (Study 3b) and extend the STTUC 
model by demonstrating that not all harmony beliefs equally 
moderate STTUC effects.

Last, we add to the growing body of research differenti-
ating silence from voice. In support of recent meta-analyt-
ical findings suggesting that silence is not merely the lack 
of voice (Hao et al., 2022; Sherf et al., 2021), our results 
indicate that silence and voice have distinct motivational 
underpinnings. While approach-oriented factors like voice 
self-efficacy (Study 2 and Study 3a) and pride (Study 3a) 
were strong predictors of voice but did not have signifi-
cant relationships with silence, avoidance-oriented factors 
such as concern about being envied (Study 2 and Study 3a) 
and fear (Study 3a) were powerful drivers of silence but 
were unrelated to voice. By following the methodological 
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recommendations to measure both voice and silence (Sherf 
et al., 2021), we provide additional evidence supporting their 
unique nomological networks.

Practical Implications

Our findings have significant practical implications. First, 
given the established role of silence in shaping organiza-
tional ethics, managers are motivated to reduce employee 
silence (Reeves & Bristow, 2024; Wang et al., 2024a, 2024b; 
Weiss & Zacher, 2025). Our findings remind managers to 
recognize that simply endorsing employees’ voiced ideas or 
suggestions is insufficient for curbing silence. Employees 
often compare the level of managerial voice endorsement 
they receive with that of their colleagues, and endorsing one 
individual’s voiced ideas more than others may inadvertently 
encourage this individual’s withholding of further input. The 
substantive importance of this effect is underscored in our 
results, which show that the standardized regression coef-
ficients (presented in Tables S4, S5, and S6 in Appendix B) 
for the relationship between advantageous voice endorse-
ment and concern about being envied were.68 in Study 
2,.48 in Study 3a, and.38 in Study 3b, respectively. Across 
studies, a one-standard-deviation increase in advantageous 
voice endorsement was associated with approximately a.51 
standard deviation increase in concern about being envied, 
representing a relatively large effect size (Fey et al., 2023). 
In addition, the standardized regression coefficients for the 
relationship between concern about being envied and silence 
were.51 in Study 2,.14 in Study 3a, and.14 in Study 3b. 
Averaging across studies, a one-standard-deviation increase 
in concern about being envied was associated with approxi-
mately a.26 standard deviation increase in silence, represent-
ing a relatively moderate effect size (Fey et al., 2023). The 
standardized indirect effects of advantageous voice endorse-
ment on silence through concern about being envied were.35 
(Study 2),.07 (Study 3a), and.05 (Study 3b), indicating that 
on average, a one-standard-deviation increase in advanta-
geous voice endorsement was associated with approximately 
a.16 standard deviation increase in silence through concern 
about being envied.

To address the risk that advantageous voice endorsement 
can increase employee silence, managers are encouraged 
to strive for relative balance in endorsing ideas of compa-
rable quality across employees. This approach is feasible 
over time, as valuable contributions may arise from different 
employees at different stages. Furthermore, when certain 
employees consistently present higher-quality ideas and 
receive greater endorsement, managers are advised to pro-
actively address these employees’ potential concerns about 
being envied by peers. For example, managers can establish 
shared team objectives and foster a culture of cooperation 
(Byron et al., 2023), which promotes mutual support and 

trust (Courtright et al., 2015). In such environments, employ-
ees receiving more voice endorsement than their coworkers 
become inspiring role models rather than perceived threats.

In addition, our findings serve as a cautionary reminder 
for managers to consider individual characteristics, such 
as superficial harmony, when trying to prevent employee 
silence. Employees with higher superficial harmony are 
more predisposed to feel concerned about being envied by 
peers and, consequently, engage in more silence behaviors 
when they perceive advantageous voice endorsement. Man-
agers can identify followers who are high in superficial har-
mony by encouraging discussions about interpersonal risk 
management. Defensive coping style or avoidance-oriented 
actions signal higher levels of superficial harmony (Zhang 
& Wei, 2017). To support these employees, managers can 
implement training programs focused on building mutually 
beneficial interpersonal relationships (Chen et al., 2015). For 
example, managers can encourage approach-oriented actions 
such as open communication and rapport-building to help 
them interact with coworkers more effectively (Leung et al., 
2011; Wang et al., 2014), alleviating their concerns about 
interpersonal risks and negative peer anticipation.

Limitations and Future Directions

This paper has several limitations. First, the reliance on self-
reported data may raise concerns about common method 
bias. Nonetheless, self-reporting was deemed conceptu-
ally more suitable than other-reporting for assessing our 
study variables. Advantageous voice endorsement reflects 
employees’ perceptions, concern about being envied pertains 
to employees’ internal psychological states, and superficial 
harmony involves a dispositional value or belief–all of which 
are less observable to external raters. Silence, as a deliber-
ate withholding of input, is also difficult for third parties to 
evaluate due to its covert nature (Knoll et al., 2016; Mor-
rison et al., 2015). Empirically, we temporally separated the 
measures of the study variables in the three field studies 
to mitigate the common method bias. Future studies may 
use behavioral measures, such as coding participants’ deci-
sions to withhold input despite having relevant information 
to share in lab experiments, to assess silence.

Second, different operationalizations of advantageous 
voice endorsement across studies may raise concerns about 
convergence. In Study 2, we employed an indirect approach 
using polynomial regression analysis (Edwards & Parry, 
1993) to analyze the incongruence between employees’ 
managerial voice endorsement (MVE) and their perceived 
coworkers’ MVE. We also calculated the difference score 
between self MVE and coworker MVE as an alternative, 
indirect measure of advantageous voice endorsement in 
the supplementary analysis (see Han & Pollock, 2021, for 
a similar approach). In Studies 3a and 3b, we used a direct 
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approach to measure advantageous voice endorsement 
by adapting an established MVE measure (see Vidyarthi 
et al., 2010, for a similar approach). Findings using differ-
ent approaches were highly consistent. Notably, Study 3b 
tested our hypotheses using both the direct and the indirect 
approaches, still yielding convergent results. Overall, these 
results support the robustness of our findings.

Finally, we focused on superficial harmony as a modera-
tor, leaving other contextual or relational factors unexplored. 
Scholars have suggested that contextual characteristics that 
reflect the nature of the relationship between outperform-
ers and those outperformed may also serve as boundary 
conditions of the STTUC model (Exline & Lobel, 1999, 
2001; Zuiker et al., 2024). For example, employees with 
closer peer ties may be less likely to perceive themselves as 
threatening targets in the eyes of peers due to greater mutual 
trust (Dirks & de Jong, 2022; McAllister, 1995). Therefore, 
future research could examine additional moderating fac-
tors that influence the indirect effect of advantageous voice 
endorsement on silence via concern about being envied, 
such as relationship closeness (Dibble et al., 2012). Doing 
so can enhance our understanding of the circumstances 
under which employees resort to silence to mitigate the per-
ceived relational costs associated with advantageous voice 
endorsement.

Conclusion

In this paper, we demonstrated that advantageous voice 
endorsement increases employee silence via concern about 
being envied. Furthermore, this indirect effect is stronger 
for employees with higher rather than lower levels of super-
ficial harmony. Our findings emphasize the importance of 
social comparison processes in understanding managerial 
voice endorsement and indicate the existing assumption that 
leader support for voice encourages voice and curbs silence 
is incomplete. Instead, we reveal that when evaluated com-
paratively, leader support for voice can unintentionally foster 
silence by generating relational concerns.
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