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ABSTRACT
JOHN J. SUMANTH: Be Careful What You Ask For: How Highly Inclusivetiers
Diminish Upward Communication Quality
(Under the direction of David A. Hofmann and Adam M. Grant)

As organizations have come to realize the value of having employees offer ideas
suggestions, and observations that can improve organizational effectivenesss savaar
sought to better understand how leaders can cultivate higher levels of upwardréoation
within their organizations. To date, research has shown that leaders who sigisaleness
and openness to their followers’ ideas and concerns are able to create a ps\aityodadec
environment that encourages individuals to take the risk of communicating upwards.
However, an implicit and untested assumption across this literature is thatvacl
leadership also has a similar positive effect on the quality of commumatbordinates
provide. In this dissertation, | challenge conventional wisdom that “moretés"dey
suggesting that highly inclusive leaders may elicit a higher quantitgveérd
communication from their followers, but potentially a lower quality. Draviiam
established literatures on motivation, social exchange and self-cepsbsiopose and find
evidence for an inverted U-shaped relationship between inclusive legdanshindividuals’
upward communication quality, such that both highly exclusive and highly inclusivedeade
negatively influence the quality of comments individuals provide. In doing so, | advance
established theory by providing conceptual and empirical guidance on how masteysds

be mindful of the benefits of inclusive leadership while recognizing its poteostd.c
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.  INTRODUCTION

“Too much of a good thing can be taxing.” ~ Mae West

As the global economy continues to become increasingly competitive and knowledge-
based, organizations have sought to leverage their human capital more effégtively
encouraging frontline employees to “speak up” with new ideas that mayritelpae
organizational effectiveness (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998; George, 2007;rP1£8s;

Powell & Snellman, 2004). Unfortunately for firms, getting employeebdoesheir

insights with management is not always an easy task. Research stlygdbis fear of
negative repercussions (Kish-Gephart, Detert, Trevifio & Edmondson, 2009;dvdris
Milliken, 2000; Ryan & Oestrich, 1998; Dutton & Ashford, 1993) prevents many engdoye
from communicating openly and honestly with management, causing them to rderdin si
across a wide variety of important organizational issues (e.g., Cortinagtely] 2003;

Detert & Trevifio, 2010; Miceli, Near, & Dworkin, 2008).

Given this widespread and pervasive problem of organizational silence (Morrison &
Milliken, 2000), scholars have sought to better understand how organizational leaders can
minimize followers’ fears and encourage them to communicate their ideas;ailmses and
concerns. Research suggests that one of the best ways leaders can enpwaiabe
communication — defined as “openly stating one’s views or opinions about workplace
matters, including the actions or ideas of others, suggested or needed changgsaativel

approaches or different lines of reasoning for addressing job-related ig3sBeaux &



Bedeian, 2003, p.1538) — is by developing a psychologically safe environment.
Psychologically safe environments are characterized by high levelstoél respect among
members and help individuals take the interpersonal risk of expressingmitésropenly
and honestly (Edmondson, 1996, 1999, 2003; Detert & Burris, 2007). Perhaps
unsurprisingly, empirical evidence has shown that these safe, inclusivenements provide
numerous organizational and individual benefits, including greater learning among
colleagues (Carmeli & Gittell, 2009; Carmeli, Brueller, & Dutton, 2009; Edmondson,,1999)
higher employee engagement and job satisfaction (Vogelgesang, 200&)d=im, 1996;
Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006) improved decision-making (De Dreu & West, 2001;
Roberto, 2002), enhanced innovation and creativity (West, 1990; Mumford & Gustafson,
1988; Edmondson, 2004), reduced accidents and safer workplaces (Christian, Bradley,
Wallace, & Burke, 2009; Hofmann & Stetzer, 1996) and stronger financial perfcem
(Baer & Frese, 2003; Lockwood, 2007). In this way, employees who commuhiegte
ideas and concerns to powerful decision-makers can be an important and valuablefsourc
change within their organizations (Frohman, 1997; Zhou & George, 2001; Dutton, Ashford,
O’Neill, & Lawrence, 2001).

For these reasons, understanding how leaders can create work environments that
encourage upward communication is a question of growing importance for both semalar
practitioners alike. Recent perspectives suggest that one way leades this effectively
is by being inclusive and open to employees’ ideas and concerns (Edmondson, 1999;
Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006; Detert & Burris, 2007; Carmeli, Reiter-Palmon, & Ziv,
2010). For example, in studying a team-based neonatal medical unit, Nembhard and

Edmondson (2006, p. 947) discovered that perceptions of a leader’s inclusiveness, which



they defined as “words and deeds by a leader or leaders that indicate diomarnd
appreciation for others’ contributions,” predicted higher levels of employegengent in
process improvement work through the mechanism of psychological safetyditiorg in a
large-scale field study of restaurant employees and managerd, &et&urris (2007)
showed that managers’ openness to employees’ ideas and suggestipasiinesy
associated with employees’ frequency of speaking up. Building on these warkeliCa
Reiter-Palmon, and Ziv (2010) recently demonstrated that inclusive legdprsticted
individuals’ engagement in creative work. Specifically, they found that “...wdetels are
open, accessible, and available to discuss new ideas with employees, thete@binvaal
context in which people feel that they are psychologically safe to voice, speak up, &d com
up with novel and useful solutions” (p.256). Together, this emerging body of empirical
evidence suggests that a leader’s willingness to be receptive, inclodie@en to others’
ideas can help create psychological safety for followers, which in tups tredm take the
risk of communicating upwards in ways that may challenge the orgamabstatus quo.
Yet, despite the positive impact highly inclusive leaders seemingly ¢rancreasing
theamountof ideas and suggestions subordinates provide, questions remain as to whether or
not such leaders also recelwetterideas from their followers. To date, scholars have
focused primarily on understanding how leaders affect the quantity of subostunaterd
communication, without paying sufficient attention to the quality of this conication.
This oversight is both surprising and unfortunate particularly in light of azghons’
perpetual need for high quality ideas (Tushman & O’Reilly, 2002) and the exdemsbunt
of time, energy and resources they spend designing systems and pradésgeslity

considerations in mind (Yong & Wilkinson, 2001; Powell, 1995). Ever since the late 1970s



and early 1980s ushered in the era of total quality management (TQM), Six Sigzen K
and a host of other quality control measurement systems (Goldman, 2005; Hackman &
Wageman, 1995), an emphasis on increasing quality across products, processes, and
resources has been at the center of leaders’ stated goals. This focusaseohquality has
more recently found its way down to an idea level of analysis as a necessamg@ir for
innovation. For instance, Terwiesch and Ulrich (2009) argued that lgadstsi0t simply
rely on identifying raw opportunities or ideas for organizational improvemeatheR
leaders must invest in a more systematic evaluation and refining of thaseadechieve
innovative, quality solutions.

Yet, perhaps due to the fuzzy nature of “quality” as an easily definable and
observable construct, this quality-first mindset has yet to pervade schbiakiyng on a
wide variety of organizational issues, including upward communication. As Gr@dnt a
Ashford (2008) observed in their review of the proactivity literature, scholarsspawnt a
disproportionate amount of time and effort on predicting the frequency and volume of
employees’ proactive behaviors, while little to no attention has been paid to undiewgta
whether or not these behaviors are ultimately useful or effective. One gaeanple of this
myopia is the implicit and untested assumption throughout the upward communications’
literature that the more open and inclusive the leader is to subordinates’ injngtténe

However, both anecdotal and research evidence seem to suggest that a leader’s
inclusiveness may actually have a ‘dark side,’ offering positiveretonly up to a certain
inflection point before these benefits start to diminish. For instance, on onetéed of
inclusiveness spectrum, leaders who are not particularly open or recephiee followers’

input are likely to find their subordinates distrustful of management anddge sif



opportunities to make their opinions known (Korsgaard & Roberson, 1995; Cook, Kramer,
Thom, Stepanikova, Mollborn, & Cooper, 2004). This kind of exclusive leader can fuel
individuals’ fear and anxiety about communicating upward, leading them to gepeoate-
quality ideas (e.g., Staw, Sandelands, & Dutton, 1981). When individuals are fearful about
speaking up, they may experience greater pressure to perform and may nettbe abl
concisely articulate their point of view to management. As a result, thelayexbty of
communication they share with their supervisor may be poorer. Less inckmie@d may

also lower individuals’ quality of upward communication by increasing #pprehension

about being evaluated, even if employees have good ideas worth sharirigeéeyg.1983;
Paulus & Yang, 2000). By making it uncomfortable for employees to speak up, leagiers ma
find their followers unwilling to challenge management and/or prevailing argaonal
assumptions. As a result, leaders may only end up hearing what they wanf tathear

than what they need to hear (Van Dyne, Ang, & Botero, 2003). In this way, leadersswho a
unwilling to consider and/or act upon their followers’ input are likely to find that thigyua

of upward communication they receive is generally lower because wvidudis’

unwillingness to express creative, unconventional ideas that challengaipgeva
organizational norms.

At the other end of the inclusiveness spectrum, however, leaders face asefandiff
challenge. Highly inclusive leaders who invite and appreciate others’ inpotihard &
Edmondson, 2006) may unintentionally create a work climate where psycholofgtaisa
so rampant that individuals relax their standards and tendencies towarmEnseifship to
the point that they frequently express irrelevant, ill-formed comments andssiogg that do

not further the organization’s goals and objectives. Because psychological®ates the



perceived risk of speaking up and reinforces individuals’ belief that there argatovae
consequences for doing so, individuals may be less motivated to put forth the cogfative ef
necessary to provide high quality input. Given that individuals are often prone to take the
path of least cognitive resistance (e.g., Taylor & Fiske, 1978; Latanéamé|l& Harkins,
1979) highly inclusive leaders may find that encouraging and inviting upward
communication may not actually produce very many novel or useful ideas tharthagce
organizational effectiveness. Instead, leaders may get a large muddy thaeights and
suggestions that have no clear relevance or strategic benefit for thezatiga.

To illustrate, consider the case of BP, which encouraged the public to submit the
ideas and suggestions on how to stop the massive oil well leak in the Gulf of Mekico las
summer. Although part of the motive behind opening up this idea forum may have been
driven by public relations concerns on the part of BP’s leadership (parkyc light of
their CEO’s numerous and untimely verbal gaffes), the results of BP’s culggestion box
produced over 35,000 ideas, of which 99 percent never received serious consideration for
implementation (Crandell, 2010). Instead of securing a few well-conceivedtind¢asay
have held greater promise, taking a highly inclusive approach produceé aulanper of
bad ideas that cost the company significant time and money by diverting impesiamtces
away from the core problem.

This example illustrates the very real and practical conundrum leadees'ftrying
to determine just how inclusive they should be. Although, highly inclusive leadenglpan
to alleviate individuals’ fears about speaking up, in doing so they may simultanesiiste
individuals’ motivation to engage in effortful cognitive processing and sedfifilj of ideas

for quality. In this way, an overabundance of psychological safety creatbd ®ader’s



inclusive style may actually be harmful to the organization’s goal of obtanmghgguality
comments that effectively address workplace issues.

In light of this evidence pointing to how both low and high levels of inclusive
leadership can produce a lower overall quality of upward communication, allqgestion
emerges — does an optimal “sweetspot” of inclusive leadership existe &xisiting
research on the topic is still sparse, both classical and emerging pgeespenthuman
behavior and an observance of curvilinear relationships across various psyethologic
constructs provide general support for such a possibility. For exampie,agmCoombs
and Avrunin (1977, p. 224) used a series of mathematical functions to make the simple, but
profound argument that “good things satiate, bad things escalate.” They ardweldeiteas
positive influences for human survival, such as food, water, and even sexual acteityare
tipping point at which they no longer satisfy individuals’ hedonistic desires, bad,thuas
as a dripping faucet or monotonous music can increase irritation and frustratearid.

This perspective suggests that although inherently good things momentaitie @ad

satisfy individuals’ needs and desires, they do not continue ad infinitum. Echoing these
concerns, Grant and Schwartz (2011) more recently highlighted the dangeolafs
overreliance on predicting linear relationships in psychological rdsesnguing instead for
further exploration and investigation into more complex, inverted U-shape func\sns
evidence for why monotonic relationships may under represent organizational phenomenon
Grant and Schwartz (2011) suggested that well-established psychological guitleas

wisdom and knowledge, humanity and love, courage and justice, all exhibit seri@uthabst

limit their supposed infinite benefits.



Drawing upon this logic for the study of inclusive leadership and upward
communication suggests that leaders who are open and accessible mayyflimditzal
benefits of their inclusive approach beyond an optimal midpoint. This view has been
generally supported in field research by Ames and Flynn (2007), who demexshstnat
inverted U-shaped relationship between assertiveness and perceptions dfileaders
effectiveness. Across multiple field studies, they found that moderate tEhadsertiveness
facilitated the achievement of organizational outcomes, but high levels dhessess
fostered negativity in interpersonal relationships, which reduced perceager$hip
effectiveness. This evidence suggests that inherently effectivedbgdapproaches, such
as assertiveness or inclusiveness, may be detrimental at the far endsooititngum. In
addition, Fleishman and Harris (1962) showed that increased leader cdrsidara
decreased structure did not predict lower turnover rates among a sampduadtion
foreman. Rather, grievances and turnover were found to increase most markaelly a
extreme ends of the leader consideration (low end) and structure (higlt&ied) girther
suggesting that the relationship between leadership, grievances and twas\eenvilinear,
rather than linear.

In short, this body of work suggests that neither a very low, nor a very high level of
inclusive leadership will yield optimal results if a leader’s gedb get the highest quality of
ideas from his/her workforce. Rather, a more moderate level of inclussveragsbe the
optimal strategy for leaders to adopt if they are to obtain high quality tingiutruly helps
their organizations innovate and gain a competitive advantage. For these risessineng
positive association between leader inclusiveness and upward comnaumioatid in prior

empirical work may actually be more complex and nuanced than origthalight.



Therefore, a more thorough investigation into the form of the relationship Ireinahasive
leadership and upward communication is needed to provide greater conclpittysiund
how inclusive leadership influences individuals’ motivation to speak up well.

In this dissertation, | challenge conventional wisdom that “more is bettafdung
that highly inclusive leaders may elicit a higher quantity of ideas tham followers, but
potentially a lower quality of ideas as well. Drawing from well-esshield theories on
motivation, social exchange, and self-censorship, | propose and test andriyethaped
relationship between inclusive leadership and upward communication quality Hoees
separate studies (archival, lab and field), in an effort to provide triand@eaitgence
(Campbell & Fiske, 1959) for this phenomenon. In doing so, | contribute to the growing
upward communication and leadership literatures in three important wayisst(e)yf
shifting researchers’ sole focus away from the quantity of upward commanitzdders
receive towards a more holistic view of both quantity and quality, (b) second, by
demonstrating how important contextual forces, such as inclusive leadershgretha
conducive to increasing the quantity of individuals’ upward communication, may have more
mixed implications for the quality of this communication, and (c) third, bigligiating the
hidden costs and pitfalls associated with inclusive leadership.

| begin this discussion by first reviewing the expansive literaturesaoiedship and
upward communication. Specifically, | highlight several specific ledmi@iconstructs that
are related to the broader conceptual idea that leaders can be open and rtecepiindrom
others, as well as several upward communication-related constructeosedy mirror the
broader idea of leader-directed input. Next, | highlight the different waykich the

relationship between inclusive leadership and upward communication hasurbed st



prior research, and how this evidence and related social psychological gbtkmform my
predictions about inclusive leadership and upward communication quality. Third, |
empirically test my conceptual model and hypotheses across three di$teidins (archival,
lab and field) in an effort to provide triangulated evidence for how high lefatglusive
leadership can lower followers’ quality of upward communication at both malhagh
levels. Finally, | discuss the strengths and limitations of this resediscuss the
implications of this work for both theory and practice and suggest avenudatufer

research.
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IIl. THEORIES OF LEADERSHIP AND INCLUSIVENESS

The idea that leaders can be inclusive, open and receptive to employee input is not a
new one, given the numerous theoretical perspectives that have emerged on the toipec over
past several decades (e.g., Avolio, Walumbwa, & Weber, 2009; Yukl, 1994; Vroom &
Yetton, 1973). However, recent conceptualizations of leader inclusiveness arftegow t
relate specifically to individuals’ propensity to express upward commuonctat
management have arisen primarily from two empirical studies by NechbBhdrEdmondson
(2006) and Detert and Burris (2007). Despite the theoretical advances made thi©ugh t
work, the concept of leader inclusiveness remains elusive, as research Hzeganlyo
scratch the surface of what it actually means to be inclusive as adadine specific
behaviors followers perceive as inclusive or not.

According to Nembhard and Edmondson (2006), leader inclusiveness can be defined
as ‘words and deeds by a leader or leaders that indicate an invitation and appreciation for
others’ contribution$(p.947). In providing justification for how this construct differs from
existing perspective®yembhard and Edmondson (20@&er the following explanation:

“Leader inclusiveness captures attempts by leaders to include othersissiias

and decisions in which their voices and perspectives might otherwise be abgent. |

related to team leader coaching behavior, which describes team leaapizethat

facilitate group process and provide clarification and feedback (Baron, 1990;

Edmondson, 1999), and to participative leadership, which describes leaders that

consult with workers, participate in shared decision-making and delegat®nlecis

making authority to subordinates (Bass, 1990; McGregor, 1960; Yukl, 1994). Leader
inclusiveness differs from these constructs in that it directly per@isituations

characterized by status or power differences and pertains more nawdselyaviors
that invite and acknowledge others’ views” (p. 947).



In other words, for leaders to be inclusive there must be some perceived diffarence
formal status and authority that makes their acts of inclusiveness stand out vwapages
against their hierarchical position. Yet, despite the intuitive nature of thistaefithat
suggests applicability to a variety of contexts, Nembhard and Edmondson (2006) defined the
construct of leader inclusiveness specifically for a medical environmeémg, itesms adapted
from Shortell and colleagues’ (1991) physician leadership scale. Thus, this rastEsngue
as to whether or not Nembhard and Edmondson’s (2006) conceptualization of leader
inclusiveness is generalizable across a broader set of industries, jobs andtivagg. s
In an effort to build upon this work, Detert and Burris (2007) offered a related conkguct t
called leader openness, definedsaaghordinates’ perceptions that their boss listens to them,
is interested in their ideas, gives fair consideration to the ideas presented, and at least
sometimes takes action to address the matter raige&71). Although similar to Nembhard
and Edmondson’s (2006) leader inclusiveness construct, this definition of leader openness
provides subtle, but important distinctions. For instance, while leader inclusiveoesss
more on the participative and emotional aspects of leaders’ behaviors (i.ehealtszsier
involve others in decisions by seeking and appreciating their input), leader opgoe®ss
beyond this by emphasizing leaders’ fairness in evaluating ideas, andlitigglidne degree
to which they act upon employees’ suggestions. In this way, leader openness pnioror
work on management openness (Ashford, Rothbard, Piderit, & Dutton, 1998; House &
Rizzo, 1972) that looks at specific behaviors top management teams take to create a
favorable context for raising issues and expressing ideas. However, an nhjimitation
of Detert and Burris’ (2007) definition is that leader openness is constraisatidrdinates’

perceptions of their direct supervisor, which limits the ability of the congtsuap into

12



other work-relationships (e.g., project teams, informal committees, eticorganizational
structures (e.g., matrix organizations) where leadership is more emanglembt solely
defined by the dyadic leader-member interaction (Morgeson, DeRue, & Karam B2JI1&);
Kozlowski, 2002).

Given these small, but important conceptual distinctions between these conistructs,
seek to bridge these gaps by offering an integrated definition of leadeivankss and
leader openness that potentially offers greater generalizability dihdfat researchers
going forward. Specifically, | definaclusive leadershis: ‘Individuals’ perceptions that a
leader is receptive to feedback and input, as demonstrated by behaviors and acts of
communication (both written and verbal) that show a willingness to listen to individuals’
ideas, to consider them fairly, and to potentially act upon them

One benefit of viewing leader inclusiveness from this slightly broadepesrge is
that individuals’ perceptions of leaders’ inclusiveness are not limited golétg views of
subordinates, as they are in the definition of leader openness, but can be expanded to
consider multiple sources in future research, such as subordinates, peers,reumtome
supervisors. In this way, multiple measures of leader inclusiveness can lgatepjre
together to form a more robust assessment of whether or not a leader is trulyanclus
Having provided my operational definition of inclusive leadership, | now highlight other

closely related leadership constructs that help fill the nomological netlokive leadership.

Transformational Leadership

Ever since Burns (1978) and Bass (1985) signaled the need to shift the focus of
leadership research from more transactional models of leadership to mosenakiari

visionary and inspiring leadership forms, the concept of transformational leipdeas
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grown into one of the most frequently researched theories over the past 20 yeécs (A
2005; Lowe & Gardner, 2000; Bono & Judge, 2004). Although this theory is multi-
dimensional and suggests that transformational leaders provide their follexers
intellectual stimulation, inspirational motivation and idealized influence, (&wplio, 1999;
Bass, 1985; Conger & Kanungo, 1998; Howell & Hall-Merenda, 1999), perhaps most
relevant for our understanding of how transformational leadership relatescalgdid
inclusive leadership is its fourth dimension of individualized consideration.

When transformational leaders provide individualized consideration, they tend to
their followers’ individual and collective needs, act as a mentor/coach and liskeirto t
followers’ concerns and suggestions. In the language of inclusive leadership,
transformational leaders “invite and appreciate” input from others. By pngvapathy
and support for their followers and by keeping the lines of communication open,
transformational leaders help individuals feel cared for and respected. Bysdoirgders
can encourage their followers to be more loyal, committed and devoted to tters &
Saks, 2005). Although transformational leadership has provided equivocal results as a
positive predictor of individuals’ performance in the past (e.g., Dvir, Eden, Avolio, &
Shamir, 2002; Barling, Weber, & Kelloway, 1996; McNatt & Judge, 2004; Bono & Judge,
2003; Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1996), it has been shown to be positively associated withlseve
organizationally-important outcomes, including individuals’ citizenship behaviors
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990), and leaders’ effectivemegss a
productivity (Judge & Piccolo, 2004).

Recently, scholars have begun to investigate the effects of transtoratddiadership

on individuals’ upward communication at work. For instance, Liu, Zhu, and Yang (2010)
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found empirical support for the positive association of transformational |&guensh
speaking out (voice toward peers) and speaking up (voice toward the supervisora across
sample of 191 Chinese employees in different organizations. Similarly, BeteBurris
(2007) tested the association of transformational leadership on individuals’ imotre
oriented communication across a national restaurant chain, arguing thmativicualized
consideration transformational leaders provide fosters two-way commanijoahile their
inspirational motivation helps to increase followers’ engagement in resoidriglace
issues. Despite the intuitive nature of these hypotheses, the authors did not find support for
significant predictor of managers’ perceived transformational leagesshémployees’
upward communication behavior. This lack of a direct association between maatsiorl
leadership and upward communication raises interesting questions and thdifydssit the
positive impact of transformational leaders may be limited and bounded by numerous
conditions that researchers have yet to uncover.

Other work has also begun to explore the underlying mechanisms driving the positive
relationship between transformational leadership and employee behagggaréhers have
demonstrated that transformational leaders are effective at infhgesigbordinates’ behavior
because they are able to increase followers’ commitment, satisfactiotificdéon, and
perceptions of fairness (e.g., Liao & Chuang, 2007; Walumbwa, Avolio, & Zhu, 2008). They
do this by enhancing perceptions of leader trustworthiness (e.g., Wang, Lekeft{d/ang,

& Chen, 2005) and perceptions of individual- and group-efficacy, potency and cohesiveness
(e.g., Bass, Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003; Bono & Judge, 2003; Schaubroeck, Lam, & Cha,

2007).
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In short, this body of work suggests that transformational leaders who are open and
receptive to their subordinates’ ideas can motivate and encourage their feftowle things
they may have never envisioned before, such as taking the risk of communicatingeup to t
boss with challenging dissent or constructive criticism (Bass &li8teier, 1999; Shamir,
House, & Arthur, 1993). Going forward, teasing apart the individualized consierat
dimension of transformational leadership as a proxy for inclusive leadenslyiproduce
valuable dividends for scholars seeking to better understand how inclusive |leaders c

enhance both the quantity and quality of upward communication within their orgamsza

Participative Leadership

Although transformational leadership is perhaps the most well-known modern
leadership construct in management circles, its broad focus on visionasetiowy makes it
slightly more tangential to the core premise of inclusive leadership. eaderkhip
perspective that more closely shares the basic idea of openness andityeteptibordinate
input is participative leadership. The theory of participative leadershipssdgbat leaders
can encourage greater employee involvement and engagement in theizairgas by
adopting a participative leadership style. According to Yukl (1994), particidatdership
is “the use of various decision procedures that allow other people some influendesover t
leader’s decision” (p.157). Often described as consultation, joint deciskingnpower
sharing, decentralization or democratic management, participativedbgdisrtypically
used as a way to involve others in the decision-making process (Johns & Saks, 2005; Yukl,
1994). As defined here, participation is not a fixed or absolute property, but ratlaiva re
concept. In fact, the manner in which leaders can go about trying to gain sulgordinat

participation can vary along a continuum, ranging from no influence by other geeple

16



autocratic decision-making) to high influence (i.e., delegating full auyhi¢Heller & Yukl,
1969; Strauss, 1977; Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1958; Vroom & Yetton, 1973).

Research suggests that participative leadership offers tangibletbémdfie
organization, including (a) improving the quality of a decision when participants have
information and knowledge that the leader lacks and (b) enhancing individuals’ tvoemtni
to the decision (Yukl, 1994; Yukl, Gordon, & Taber, 2002). Furthermore, when individuals
have an opportunity to communicate their concerns about organizational issues giney oft
feel a greater sense of procedural justice (Korsgaard & Roberson, 1995)itionadd
participation is likely to yield favorable results when employees are op@gagiag in the
process and the task is complex enough to make participation useful (Miller &eMIBRS;
Wagner & Gooding, 1987a; Wagner & Gooding, 1987b). In this way, participative
leadership is a strategy leaders can use to signal inclusiveness bragimaptollowers to
communicate upwards with ideas, observations and concerns and enabling them to

participate in organizational decision-making.

Empowering Leadership

Although similar to participative leadership in its emphasis on encouragingdinglivi
participation and engagement within organizations, empowering leadership fiifa
participative leadership in its exclusive focus on leader actions thatshaee or give more
autonomy and responsibility to employees (Kirkman & Rosen, 1997; 1999; Strauss, 1963).
In their empirical paper testing the effects of empowering leadevshigam performance,
Srivastava, Bartol and Locke (2006) defined empowering leadershiygaaviors whereby

power is shared with subordinates and that raise their level of intrinsic motivdpdr240).
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Some of the behaviors that empowering leaders engage in when adopting such a
leadership style include leading by example, participative decision-gyaioaching,
informing, and showing concern (Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, & Drasgow, 2000). By actively
soliciting employees’ input on organizational matters and explicitly camgating to them
that such input is welcome and of value to both the leader and the organization, empowering
leaders can help increase followers’ motivation to actively parteipagolving
organizational problems. At a time when employees are highly cynical dandtid of
organizations, government, and leaders in general (Kohut, Batlck, 2010), empowering
leadership can be a powerful antidote to the widespread lack of employee engagement
within organizations today (cf., Robison, 2010), despite its inherent limitatioreng&n,
2006).

In fact, in a recent large-scale field investigation of professional €awerkers,
Zhang and Bartol (2010) found that empowering leadership predicted individuals’
psychological empowerment, which in turn predicted both their intrinsic motivation and
involvement in creative work. Across a much different, but still relevant orgemmah
context (i.e., public high schools) Vecchio, Justin, and Pearce (2010) showed that
empowering leadership was associated with higher levels of em@agefaction and
performance, as well as reduced dysfunctional resistance. Morécsfmethe focus of the
current investigation, Srivastava and colleagues (2006) demonstratean ploatexing
leaders helped to improve team performance by increasing team rseafheacy and
knowledge-sharing — the latter being a key measure of whether or not individualbyact

spoke up and expressed their concerns to management.
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In short, by providing their subordinates with the autonomy and flexibility to be able
to share their ideas and concerns with management, empowering leadersatoopegness

and receptivity to upward communication — a key marker of inclusive leadership behavior

Shared Leadership

A final leadership perspective that shares conceptual overlap with the idea of
inclusive leadership is shared leadership. Often described as “collectidéstributed”
leadership, shared leadership has been conceptualized as a team emergeat deatelops
over the lifespan of a team, whereby team members collectively leadteachrather than
relying on a single individual to lead the team (Day, Gronn, & Salas, 2004). This model of
reciprocal influence helps to reinforce and develop positive relationships aeaong t
members (Carson, Tesluk, & Marrone, 2007). According to Pearce and Conger (2003, p.1),
shared leadership ig‘dynamic, interactive, influence process among individuals in groups
for which the objective is to lead one another to the achievement of group or organizational
goals or botH. Klein, Ziegert, Knight and Xiao (2006) describe this process of shared
leadership within teams as dynamic delegation, in which senior leadetsiate delegate
active leadership roles to more experienced members, while providing jumdrersgewith
opportunities to develop skills and learn over time.

In this way, shared leadership differs greatly from earlier leadersbuelsfocused
on hierarchical authority (Pearce & Sims, 2002). Because shared leaderstaplympl
discounts status differences within the team in an effort to make it morewegaj
employees are freer to communicate their ideas, observations and condetatebaity, as
well as upwards. Particularly in team situations where relative stéteiedces between the

leader and members are high, adopting a shared leadership approach may tialbenefi
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creating a psychologically safe environment that encourages interdersknaking
(Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006).

Although empirical work on shared leadership is scarce, initial studies tend to support
the view that shared leadership predicts higher levels of team effessv@ng., Avolio &
Bass, 1995; Pearce & Sims, 2002). However, too much shared leadership may not
necessarily work well under all conditions. For example, Edwards and Jabs (2008y rece
conducted a study within a multinational corporation’s R&D facility in thetevadJnited
States to understand the impact of bureaucratic control and shared governance omeavorkpla
safety culture. They found that safety protocols, rules, and rhetoric, combinedfovith e
to give workers more shared responsibility for safety in the workplaaglggpredicted
tendencies toward worker alienation, shame with regard to injuries, complacatheyfear
of bureaucratic processes. Although these findings need to be replicated inviuturéhey
do suggest that leaders’ efforts to create a strong culture of shareshepanay backfire if
not implemented correctly. Thus, additional research is needed to understand the impac
shared leadership can have on employee outcomes, both intended and unintended. Given
that no work to date has tested the relationship between shared leadership and upward
communication, this offers an interesting and important avenue for futurectesea
particularly in light of the growing organizational trend towards teamebasek structures
(cf. O'Toole & Lawler, 2006).

In summary, each of these unique, but related leadership perspectives — leader
inclusiveness, leader openness, transformational leadership, participatieeshep,
empowering leadership and shared leadership — provide general support for the idea that

leaders who are considerate of their followers, solicit their input about oatjanal issues,

20



and at least sometimes, act upon their input, are often seen by others as&hidaders.
Although future research is needed to empirically validate this proposed norablogic
network, this discussion provides an initial theoretical framework from which ta bagh
efforts.

| now turn my attention to briefly reviewing the upward communicatienditire,
focusing specifically on a variety of constructs (e.g., voice, issuegealisue-crafting,
upward influence, upward feedback) that much like the leadership literature, share
conceptual overlap with one another. In discussing these various forms of upward
communication, | specifically focus only on the interpersonal and contexitededentsf
upward communication, rather than taking a more procedural justice view thaiesxpler
opportunity individuals have for upward communication as well as the various outd¢@nes t

can result from it (e.g., McFarlin & Sweeney, 1996; Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996)
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[ll. THEORIES OF UPWARD COMMUNICATION

Just as the leadership literature includes a host of constructs thatsiaeptoal
overlap around the idea that leaders can be inclusive and open to their followerahidleas
concerns, so too do numerous theories of upward communication provide a broad foundation
from which to argue that individuals “speak up” to management in a variety ef way
Although theoretically distinct in the conceptual space they occupy, edubsefforms of
upward communication — employee voice, issue-selling, issue-crafting, upwashod and
upward feedback — are perhaps more accurately identified as unique forimeadar
construct oupward communicatianin the following section, | briefly review these
literatures, highlighting their shared commonalities around the broaderadfem

management-directed, upward input.

Employee Voice

Since Hirschman (1970) first conceptualized the idea that employeesuspedien
they recognize some source of dissatisfaction or opportunity to improve their own and/
their organization’s well-being, scholars have taken a greater intengstiérstanding this
phenomenon, as evidenced by a growing body of work examining the many antgcede
moderators, mediators and consequences of voice in the workplace. As originally
conceptualized, employee voice is a proactive, discretionary behavioDjuee, Cummings
& McLean Parks, 1995; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998) that individuals express upward in the

form of challenging opinions, concerns, or ideas about work-related issare{we, Ang,



& Botero, 2003). In this way, voice shares conceptual overlap with a family of other
challenge-oriented constructs, including issue-selling (Dutton & Ashford, T88)n,
Ashford, O’Neill & Lawrence, 2001), speaking up (Premeaux & Bedeian, 2003), issue
crafting (Sonenshein, 2006), prosocial rule breaking (Morrison, 2006), temperedisadical
(Meyerson & Scully, 1995), whistleblowing (Miceli, Near & Dworkin, 2008), and taking
charge (Morrison & Phelps, 1999). A common theme running through each of these
behaviors is that individuals are motivated to speak up out of a desire to help and improve the
organization, even if it means sometimes having to upset established norms and
organizational practices.

Given that voice can sometimes be perceived as a challenge to management’s
authority, expressing voice carries inherent challenges and riskgéorizational actors,
since it may or may not be well received by the powerful individual toward vitiem
directed. In fact, several studies demonstrate the inherent difficultyesting employees to
speak up honestly (e.g., Detert, 2003; Milliken, Morrison & Hewlin, 2003; Ryan & Oestrich,
1998), since many individuals conclude that it is better to “bite your tongue and be a good
soldier,” rather than risk upsetting the boss and facing negative repercugsamsximize
the likelihood that their expressions of voice are welcomed, rather thanefdavpon,
individuals are thought to engage in a cost-benefit mental calculus when dednditinger or
not to speak up (Chiaburu, Van Dyne & Marinova, 2008; Dutton et al., 2001; Ashford et al.,
1998; Morrison & Milliken, 2000).This cognitive process involves weighing the personal,
professional and social repercussions individuals may experience as a consefjluenc

speaking up (Cortina & Magley, 2003; Detert, 2003; Edmondson, 1996).
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In light of the potential challenges associated with upward voice, scholars have
attempted to better understand who voices, why they choose to voice, and what
organizational conditions facilitate voice (cf., Van Dyne & LePine, 19988 Detert &
Chiaburu, 2008; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008a, 2008b; Detert & Burris, 2007). In
developing theories around each of these questions, three broad lines of researah on voic
have emerged. First, scholars have spent considerable time systéyreataraining
demographic and personality differences as correlates of voice (CraBi,L2B0ne & Van
Dyne, 2001). For instance, studies have shown that voice is more common among
employees high in conscientiousness and extraversion (LePine & Van Dyne, 200), low i
agreeableness and neuroticism (LePine & Van Dyne, 2001), and high in proactivelpgrsona
(Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 2001; for meta-analytic reviews, seerRullMarler, 2009, and
Thomas, Whitman, & Viswesvaran, 2010). Recent work has also begun to examine the
personality correlates of voice in cross-cultural samples. For instamoss @ sample of
Greek workers, Nikolaou, Vakola, and Bourantas (2008) found that compared to other
personality traits such as extraversion, openness, and agreeableness, individwedsev
high in conscientiousness and emotional stability were more likely to expresdwtheir
supervisor.

A second body of work, based primarily on Hirschman’s (1970) exit, voice and
loyalty model, suggests that individuals’ attitudes towards their work enveonga.g., job
satisfaction, supervisors, organization, etc.) drives their decision to speakempaom silent
(Rusbult, Farrell, Rodgers, & Mainous, 1988; Withey & Cooper, 1989). This perspective
takes the view that individuals’ attitudes and beliefs about their job and supehaper s

their motivations to voice (Farrell & Rusbult, 1992). That is, when employees are
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dissatisfied with their current work conditions, they seek to restore equity ielétiemship

by expressing their dissatisfaction vocally and making their views known tayerarat

(Withey & Cooper, 1989; Zhou & George, 2001). Scholars in other research domains have
also sought to understand how employee attitudes might impact voice behavior. For
instance, marketing scholars have shown that individuals’ attitudes to the respesasiof

their organization across a variety of service-oriented contexts (e@naive repair,

medical care, banking services) have a significant influence on whether beypohbse to

voice their complaints or not (Singh & Wilkes, 1996).

The third primary stream of research within the voice literature reote
understanding how various organizational contextual factors, such as psychaclafgtal
voice climate, and leadership, influence individuals’ decision to voice (Marrig/heeler-
Smith, & Kamdar, 2011; Detert & Trevifio, 2010; Edmondson, 2006; Detert & Burris, 2007,
Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006; Hofmann & Stetzer, 1996). This literature makes the
implicit assumption that over and above personal characteristics anficspedk-related
attitudes, individuals are likely to gauge the “temperature in the roomiebeétermining
whether or not to make their thoughts and ideas publicly known (Dutton, Ashford, O’Neill,
Hayes, & Wierba, 1997; Ashford, Rothbard, Piderit & Dutton, 1998; Milliken, Morrison, &
Hewlin, 2003; Ryan & Oestrich, 1998; Withey & Cooper, 1989). That is, individuals make
general attributions about the perceived risks of speaking up in a partatikrcantext,
and take their behavioral cues from organizational leaders who explicithpbcitly
convey to their followers that expressions of voice are welcome or not. Inapigaw

leader’s perceived trustworthiness and openness to followers’ ideas can hrang a st
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influence on whether or not individuals feel comfortable speaking up about ciradieng
controversial issues (Ashford, 1998).

In summary, the employee voice literature has been instrumental in helping to bring
to the forefront an important and relevant issue for both scholars and practitidters ali
specifically, how leaders can encourage individuals to speak up to managenmeat for t
betterment of their organizations. Yet, despite the significant contmitsusicholars have
made to this body of work, much of this research has focused exclusively gntérgjat
leaders to obtaimorevoice, not necessarilyettervoice from their followers. Thus, going
forward, understanding how managers can reap both a high quantity and high quality of

voice from their subordinates is a promising avenue for future research.

Issue-selling and Issue-crafting

Another popular and well-established form of upward communication that scholars
have explored in-depth is issue-selling. In their seminal paper introducingrtept,
Dutton and Ashford (1993) defined issue-selling as “individuals’ behaviors that artedire
towards affecting others’ attention to and understanding of issues” (p.398).cétatsssue-
selling is concerned with understanding how middle managers can effedinegiysenior
leaders’ attention towards issues or concerns they deem worthy ofogitteintithis way,
issue-selling is a process through which middle managers attempt todefiine
identification phase of organizational decision making (Dutton & Ashford, 1993). dingor
to Mintzberg, Raisinghani and Théorét (1976), this identification stage involues iss
recognition, where “opportunities, problems, and crises are recognized and evsimdec
activity” as well as diagnosis, in which “management seeks to compreheexbiting

stimuli and determine cause-effect relationships for the decision situgti@®3). This
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ability to identify important issues among the many that vie for managtastian can be a
valuable resource for leaders seeking to adapt their strategies tzeminganizational
effectiveness (Dutton et al., 2001; Dutton & Ashford, 1993; Grant, Parker, & Collins, 2009).
However, despite the importance of identifying critical issues withiarorgtions,
comparatively little work has examined the contextual influences that ssagesellers’
behavior over time, and how issue-selling can be a mechanism of organizational chang
(Dutton & Ashford 1993; Dutton, Ashford, Lawrence, & Miner-Rubio, 2002). In an effort to
address this shortcoming, scholars have taken greater interest in exdmimingdividuals
go about selling issues to management to achieve maximum impact. Foresxartimir
study of hospital workers and top management teams, Dutton, Ashford, O’Neill and
Lawrence (2001) found that successful issue-sellers used a variety gfistnabges, such as
packaging, involvement, and timing to amplify their chances that senior |eatdrs
receptive to their concerns. Research has shown that these tactiaseaadi\geffective
because they help issue-sellers thoughtfully demonstrate how their ideaenndisdn
with the leader’s broader goals and constraints (Ashford, et al., 1998; Dutton &d\shfo
1993; Sonenshein, 2006). By framing issues as ‘win-win’ solutions, individuals caramake
more compelling case to management for why their ideas and concerns shoéd hgpan
(Bansal, 2003; Savitz, 2006). As a case in point, Howard-Grenville (2007) used
ethnographic, archival and interview data over a six-year period to bettestamdenow a
high-tech manufacturer came to implement environmental considerations intootieei
manufacturing processes. Through this longitudinal effort, she found that sthkinght
balance between the novelty of the issue and an appeal to dominant schemas within the

organization produced the conditions necessary to effect organizational chargje. Thi
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research illustrates how the linguistic strategies issue-seligpfoy can potentially mean the
difference between success and failure.

In an effort to expand the portfolio of linguistic tactics described in the isfliregyse
sensegiving, and influence tactics literatures, as well as work on discouse(tBeant,
Hardy, Oswick, & Putnam, 2004), Sonenshein (2006) introduced the concept of issue-
crafting, which he defined as “the intentional use of public language to partiggue in a
way that differs from an individual’s private understanding of that issue” (p.1158). Althoug
issue-crafting differs from issue-selling in that it lacks a tyedefined communicator (e.qg.,
middle managers are the orgemsidered issue-sellers), as well as a clearly defined target of
communication (e.g., senior leaders are the target of issue-selersany ways the two
constructs share much in common. For instance, just as issue-sellers seek to gaifosuppor
their views by framing their issues as vital to the organization’s sucsess;arafters use
the domain of public opinion to position their concerns as legitimate (Hardy, P&mer
Phillips, 2000). Furthermore, in the same way that issue-ssedleksto frame their
arguments in a way that management finds most palatable and persuasivel{Howa
Grenville, 2007), issue-crafters construct public justifications that havddartegitimacy
with important others, and portray issues as being congruent with the target’savalues
mental schema (Creed, Scully, & Austin, 2002). In this way, issue-crafteesstagain the
ear of powerful leaders who have the ability to enact change, particulzely thve issues are
difficult to talk about openly (e.g., social issues).

Taken together, this collective stream of research provides importeyftitimgo how
individuals can draw senior leaders’ attention to important organizational easti@sprove

the perceived quality of their upward communication. More importantly, through the use of
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these subtle, but powerful framing and communication techniques, emplogaasrease
their chances of getting their specific issue(s) heard and acted upon byuboeeision-
makers, thus setting the stage for improved organizational effectivenesslofging
specific linguistic strategies that help to frame their contribution asagerand legitimate,
issue-sellers and issue-crafters can provide their leaders with rikasggestions that they

perceive as high quality upward communication (e.g., Savitz, 2006).

Upward Influence

Upward influence is a third form of upward communication that is closeledelat
the aforementioned constructs of employee voice, issue-selling and isiungrcrghis line
of research is primarily concerned with how power affects the techniquesluni/use to
influence others (Kipnis, Schmidt, & Wilkinson, 1980; Yukl & Falbe, 1990; Yukl, Falbe, &
Youn, 1993; Yukl & Tracey, 1992). Specifically, Kipnis and colleagues offer six eliffer
strategies individuals can use to influence those situated higher in tinézatigaal
hierarchy — namely, ingratiation, assertiveness, administrativd@aretchange, rationality,
and appealing to higher levels of authority. Although this line of research, much like the
work on issue-selling and issue-crafting, is most concerned with thestacticiduals use to
gain the attention of powerful individuals, it also speaks more generally to the pmamome
that individuals look for ways to make their voices heard and known within organizational
settings. Although individuals’ motives for speaking up in the first place may isoasdbe
suspect (Bolino, 1999), the fact that individuals take the time to consider how best to
influence their superiors — be it through ingratiation, rational appeal or othel verba
techniques — suggests that sharing views and opinions with management is something

individuals value and deem consequential. In this way, the act of engaging in upward
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communication, whether through proactive, discretionary expressions of voice or more
calculated issue-selling, issue-crafting or upward influence tacticserae as a powerful
testament to the desire individuals have to express their thoughts, ideas astiauggp

through the organizational ranks.

Upward Feedback

A fourth and final theoretical perspective that can be subsumed under the broader
conceptual umbrella of upward communication is upward feedback. As described by
Atwater and colleagues (2000) “upward feedback is a process that involvesnihefat
supervisors by their respective subordinates on various behavioral dimensions, combined
with formal feedback of the results to the supervisors” (p.275). This form of upward
communication enables subordinates and peers to offer their leader constuidiveg
and insight into how he/she is performing. In this way, upward feedback can be a tool
organizational actors use to communicate their ideas and suggestions tomeriaghile
also providing leaders with helpful input on how to improve their perceived performance. As
suggested by research, this upward feedback can have a tangible positive impact on how
leaders’ behave, and subsequent perceptions of their effectiveness (Atwasah R
Fischthal, 1995). For this reason, providing upward input to managers about their
performance can help improve overall organizational functioning.

In summary, this review is intended to highlight how the dominant forms of upward
communication discussed in the organizational literature, such as employeessoiee
selling, issue-crafting, upward influence and upward feedback all coadlgptvolve
around the broader idea that individuals are motivated to make their thoughts and opinions

known to management. Although not the focus of the current investigation, future research
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should explore in greater depth how these purportedly unique forms of inclusivsigade
and upward communication are theoretically and empirically related tanotigea, given
the conceptual similarities these different constructs share.

Having reviewed the extensive literatures on both inclusive leadership and upward
communication, | now turn attention to highlighting the need for scholars to cogsialéy
implications in their assessments of individuals’ upward feedback to manageraehta S
focus is sorely needed, given that much of the literature to date has focusenvelyabus
guantity-based arguments for why inclusive leadership is consequential. mMansffort to
help move both the leadership and upward communication literatures forward and to invite
new thinking on the topic, in the following section | introduce the concegtwéard

communication qualityor scholars to consider.
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IV. UPWARD COMMUNICATION: MOVING FROM QUANTITY TO QUALITY

As the pace of business has dramatically increased over the last geattiey ¢
(Gates, 1999), organizations have begun to place a greater premium on designing high
quality products and services that can compete effectively in the glodadtplace. Despite
the significant amounts of time, money and effort required to design systems, piailict
processes with quality considerations in mind (Yong & Wilkinson, 2001; Powell, 1995),
many organizations have come to realize that this investment in quality isveftespent,
given its positive association with higher financial performance (Mo#&e& White, 1995;
Germano, 1992; Kearns & Nadler, 1992; Koska, 1990).

At a more micro-level, however, researchers have also considered theofotio
quality, but primarily from an idea generation and information flow standpointingtance,
creativity scholars have spent a considerable amount of time and efforigatregtthe
processes through which individuals generate and evaluate novel and cadativassfor
their organizations (e.g., Amabile, 1983, 1996; Elsbach & Kramer, 2003). This research ha
attracted a great deal of interest, since highly creative idedsecasignificant source of
competitive advantage for both individuals and organizations (Amabile, 1988, 1996; Oldham
& Cummings, 1996; Shalley, 1991; Zhou, 2003). For instance, companies like Ideo and
Google have developed reputations as some of the most innovative places to work (Fast
Company, 2010), in part, because of their commitment to helping employees share
challenging, creative ideas with management. Rather than stiflingdigaaamunication,

these organizations actively encourage it and even solicit frequeldyea feedback. In



many cases, these employee-driven ideas often become the fuel for newspaoduct
innovations for these leading organizations (EID05; Kelley & Littman, 2001). An
added benefit of this innovation culture, and the positive press that results frofnat, is t
highly talented job seekers line up to be recruited by such firms. In thjseypagable firms
like Google and Ideo are better positioned to hire the best and the brightésyesna (e.g.,
Turban & Cable, 2003), which further strengthens their competitive advantatye (H
Bierman, Bierman, Shimizu, & Kochhar, 2001; Kang, Morris, & Snell, 2007).

Yet, despite the numerous benefits associated with higher levels of orgeraikzat
guality at both a micro- and macro-level, management researchers havéngetdly adopt
this “quality-first” mindset in their research, perhaps in part due to thegaous nature of
quality as a theoretical construct. In their extensive review of trecpvity literature, Grant
and Ashford (2008) lamented that researchers have spent the bulk of themdieféoa
predicting the amount and frequency of individuals’ proactive behaviors, such aswbie
failing to consider whether or not such behaviors are ultimately beneficifflective.
Unfortunately, the majority of studies that have been done in recent years exttlering
impact of contextual forces, such as leadership and psychological safetgnhaneasured
either increases in the amount of upward feedback individuals offer (e.gohdein&
Edmondson, 2006) or increases in the frequency of this behavior (e.g., Deterisk Burr
2007). Although such a focus on the quantity of upward communication behaviors is
understandable, given scholars’ interest in helping organizations break the ciosilnce
that keep many employees from speaking up in the first place (BoweackrBbn, 2003;
Kish-Gephart, et al., 2009; Morrison & Milliken, 2000), this lack of focus on the

effectiveness of upward communication leaves an important gap in thuhéet@be
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addressed. Without a more holistic understanding of how important contextual influences
such as inclusive leadership, are related to individuals’ quamdtyguality of upward
communication, our knowledge of upward communication and leadership remains
incomplete and lacking theoretical precision. Thus, in an effort to take atépstowards
addressing this shortcoming, | introduce the tapward communication quality describe
how managers and researchers alike can more effectively consider luadectree content

of individuals’ spoken and/or written forms of upward feedback. Drawing from the
employee voice literature, | define upward communication qualitjeaslér-directed

feedback that attempts to clarify, improve and/or challenge the organizational status quo

Although this definition captures essential elements of previous descriptivoEef
such as an improvement-orientation and organizational-level focus (e.g., Van Dyne &
LePine, 1998), this proposed definition of upward communication quality is noticeably
broader — in large part, based on prior guidance from the creativity literaalthough a
host of literatures speak directly to how individuals assess the effectivdnediduals’
upward communication to management (e.g., issue selling, issue craftswggpen and
upward influence), creativity scholars have been engaged in a vigorous debatthand at
forefront of trying to understand how individuals make judgments about what constitutes a
high quality, “creative” idea.

Despite the fact creativity scholars agree that creativity caefoeed as the extent to
which an idea is both novel and useful (Amabile, 1996; George, 2007; Zhou & Shalley,
2008), they have been much more divided in their beliefs about how creativity should be
evaluated. Although some scholars have argued that creativity judgmentsncaaduged

and interpreted consistently across different organizational contexeb{inl996; George
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& Zhou, 2001; Hennessey & Amabile, 2010), others have said that creativity is much too
subjective a construct for it to easily generalize across organizateshays (Berry &
Tugman, 2010; Cropley, 2000; Ford & Gioia, 2000; Kampylis & Valtanen, 2010; Likdthfie
2008; Plucker, 2004; Shapiro, 1968). To support this latter assertion, scholars have shown
empirically that the evaluation of creativity is often highly context-dep®rated unique to
individual settings (Berry & Tugman, 2010; Ford & Gioia, 2000; Kilgour & Koslow, 2009;
Paletz & Peng, 2008). That is, an idea that may be considered novel and/or useful (i.e.,
creative) in a particular setting (e.g., academic institutions) mayenaewed similarly in a
far different organizational environment (e.g., for-profit businesses). enmesging body of
work seems to suggest that despite our inherent desire as researchersifadme@lizable
measures that adapt well across various contexts, creativity may benstreict that does

not fit the traditional mold.

In the same way that creativity judgments may not easily generalizesac
organizations or individuals, perceptions of upward communication quality may also be
context-specific. For instance, depending upon the organizational norms and culture of the
organization, the quality of individuals’ comments and ideas may be judged and evaluated
quite differently. In some cases, such as in highly competitive organizationaesul
expressing one’s thoughts in a loud, challenging, and somewhat acerbic manaetuaky
be viewed favorably by those individuals tasked with evaluating the quality oédubdck
(Dutton & Ashford, 1993; Dunbar, 1995). As a case in point, Dunbar (1995) found that
major advances and scientific breakthroughs within microbiology labs oftenfoame
scientists aggressively (and sometimes acerbically) challengaigather’s interpretations.

However, in more egalitarian, team-based organizational environments whamniar
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agreeableness and the quality of relationships are highly valued, or where irdigigustill
learning about one another, such a poignant and direct communicative act noayrisel fr

upon and even disregarded, irrespective of the merits of the argument (e.g., RGQfile

Loyd, Phillips, Whitson, & Thomas-Hunt, 2010).

In addition to the role organizational norms may play in determining how upward
communication quality is judged, the task itself may also dictate how leadduste the
guality of ideas they receive. For example, brainstorming sessions aadlygesigned to
allow for the free flow of thoughts and ideas that are not yet fully formed dcammteived
(Osborn, 1953). In such environments, individuals are actively encouraged to engage in low
levels of self-censorship in the belief that the more ideas generatedtdrgeete more
divergent ideas and points of view can jumpstart the creative energy of otgerArfebile,
1996; Guilford, 1950; Campbell, 1960; Osborn, 1953). However, in other more defined task
environments, such an approach may not be ideal. For example, at those critieaksnom
when leaders need clear, actionable intelligence to make the best decisible possi
employees who share ideas that are “out of the box” or “half-baked” may batedal
harshly because their input does little to address or solve the issue at handwady thine
task environment in which manager-directed feedback occurs may moderate how upward
communication quality is evaluated and judged by powerful decision-makers.

Taken together, this line of evidence suggests that upward communicatiowp, qualit
much like creativity, is often highly context specific and lacks global stdadaainst which
individuals can make objective measurements (cf. Csikszentmihalyi & V20IB®). Given
the potential for individual-level differences to introduce systemic bias imngpow

communication quality evaluations, one solution advocated by creativity scholaeumset
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of raters who are familiar with the domain in which the product was made. Thismsoake
assessment technique (Amabile, 1982, 1983), which allows informed raters to provide
subjective assessments and judgments of creative products, may be a useful tool for
researchers seeking to find agreement as to what constitutes upward cormomuqucity.
Furthermore, given the natural similarities and shortcomings both creaimdtupward
communication quality share as context-specific constructs, drawing frerastiaiblished
procedure for idea evaluation helps to integrate a closely relatedulieenato the broader
upward communications domain.

In short, because assessments of quality, much like creativity, are often éyetbé
the beholder,” and can vary widely depending upon the context in which they are judged, |
conceptualize upward communication quality as a domain-specific phenomenisn that
dependent upon a variety of individual-, task-, process-, and contextual-forces. Althoug
future research should aim to explore whether upward communication qualityiis mult
dimensional and generalizable across multiple contexts, for purposes of thisidisduss
position upward communication quality as an individual-level assessmentffeet dcross

contexts, and therefore, must be judged by domain experts accordingly (cfl&Arh@Bp).
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V. THE INFLUENCE OF INCLUSIVE LEADERSHIP ON THE QUANTITY AND
QUALITY OF UPWARD COMMUNICATION

| now turn attention to developing my theoretical arguments/fgrhigh levels of
leader inclusiveness might have varied implications for both the quamditgueality of
upward communication. In doing so, | articulate reasons why inclusive |agdsheuld
enhance the quantity of comments and ideas individuals raise, while having more mixed
effects on the quality of these ideas.

Although it seems fairly intuitive that leaders who are more inclusive slgetiichore
upward communication from their followers, while those who are less inclusivedshoul
receive less, surprisingly few studies have been done to explore thmns#ad in greater
depth. Of those studies that have been conducted to date, both qualitative (e.g.,&prague
Rudd, 1988; Ryan & Oestrich, 1998) and quantitative work (e.g., Carmeli, et al., 2010; Detert
& Burris, 2007; Liu, Zhu, & Yang, 2010; Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006; Walumbwa &
Schaubroeck, 2009) support the view that higher levels of inclusive leaderspgseineely
associated with followers’ willingness to speak up to management ingneiatéers and
more frequently. Because inclusive leaders create a “voice clinvhgge individuals can
freely take risks and discuss issues that may not necessarily suppatubesb (Morrison,
Wheeler-Smith, & Kamdar, 2011), individuals are likely to feel empowered tbtbbée
inhibitions and express their feedback with management openly and without condbgirfor

social standing. Thus, it stands to reason that highly inclusive leaders shduluefr



followers more willing to communicate upwards about relevant organizateswds and
concerns.

Hypothesis 1: Inclusive leadership is positively associated with the quantity of
upward communication individuals express.

Yet, despite the positive influence highly inclusive leadership has been shown to have
on individuals’ willingness to speak up (e.g., Detert & Burris, 2007; Nembhard &
Edmondson, 2006: Carmeli et al., 2010), this form of leadership may also have a dark side
that encourages followers to engage in a lower quality of upward communication.
Unfortunately, to the detriment of the field, scholars have demonstrated litiikation to
explore the potentially deleterious effects (if any) of inclusive lediie on individuals’
upward communication behavior.

However, accepting the benefits of inclusive leadership as limitless gmalitvi

boundary conditions seems to be misguided from both a conceptual and practical standpoint
Despite the numerous individual and organizational benefits associated with positive
organizational scholarship (e.g., Bakker & Schaufeli, 2008), both classic (e.g., Coombs &
Avrunin, 1977) and recent (e.g., Grant & Schwartz, 2011) theoretical perspset@rago
suggest that “all good things must come to an end” and that in fact, there can bactoofm
a good thing.” As noted earlier by Coombs and Avrunin (1977), there is a general yendenc
for inherently good things to reach a tipping point before yielding to diminiskingns.
This implies that the assumption of monotonic functions across a wide body of psyadologic
research may be overly simplistic and failing to take into account the potential
nonmonotonic phenomena.

More recently, Grant and Schwartz (2011) used this same logic to develop theory

around choice overload and how the presence of too few or too many choices can lead
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individuals to experience less than optimal outcomes (e.qg., Patall, Cooper &dpl2068;
Shah & Wolford, 2007). Specifically, these scholars argue that when individuals have an
abundance of options to choose from, this can lead to feelings of regret, missed opportunities
and rising expectations, which together heighten the risk of disappointment (Grant &
Schwartz, 2011).

In the same way that having too many choices can lead individuals to experience a
host of negative emotions and cognitions, having too much psychological safetyogiven t
them by a highly inclusive leader may also encourage negative outcomes, slmhexs a
quality of upward input. Although inclusive leadership has often been perceiveda@s a g
thing because it helps to reduce individuals’ fears (e.g., Kish-Gephakt, 2009) and
lowers their perceived risks of speaking up to management (Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006;
Detert & Burris, 2007), too much inclusive leadership may actually prodgezive effects
because it reduces individuals’ self-monitoring and self-censorship terslésegeSnyder,
1974; Snyder & Gangestad, 1986). That is, beyond the initial positive impact inclusive
leadership has on followers’ willingness to communicate upwards, it mayauhice
monotonic infinite returns. Rather, past a certain inflection point, a negdtect of
inclusiveness may become apparent as individuals misuse the psychologiyahggf have
been afforded and express ill-formed thoughts and ideas that are not borne from hsgh level
of cognitive effort.

To illustrate this point, consider a common work setting — the meeting — whigh ma
employees characterize as notorious incubators of low quality upward comnmmicat
Despite being the de facto venue within organizations for employees to ekgiesdeias

and opinions (Tobia & Becker, 1990; Streibel, 2003), meetings are often infamous for being
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ineffective platforms for solving organizational problems, and often have the unidtende
effect of demotivating employees. In many cases, research sutgestghly inclusive

leaders are to blame for these unwanted outcomes. A recent global workydiyoef shore

than 6,100 finance, accounting, HR and executive-level managers from 20 countries showed
that between 25 and 40 percent of individuals surveyed described meetings ag af'wast
time,” primarily because participants lose focus and discuss anyti@ggviant, rather than

the issue the meeting was called for (Robert Half International, 2009). Eves wastings

can actually harm employees’ job attitudes and well-being on a variety t, |pagicularly

if the meetings are unscheduled or perceived as ineffective (Rogelbaoi, Warr, &

Burnfield, 2006).

The fact that so many meetings and other frequently used forums for upward
communication (e.g., employee feedback surveys) devolve into useless, unfocused, and/
unhelpful comments and suggestions implies that many modern leaders have swung the
pendulum of leadership too far in favor of inclusiveness, without carefully considieeing
downsides of such an approach. By inviting followers to share opinions and ideas without
holding them accountable to communicate in a focused, constructive manner, highly
inclusive leaders may find that their subordinates take advantage of the pgydidafety
they have been afforded and offer tangential, irrelevant and/or ill-conddr@sl (Premeaux
& Bedeian, 2003). Ironically, by attempting to be overly inclusive and accommgaxti
their subordinates’ views, leaders may actually work against themselesr quest to
obtain the highest quality ideas from their workforce. In this way, high levatslaEive

leadership can negatively affect the quality of upward communication indiviguwaiste.
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However, high levels of inclusive leadership and its harmful impact on followers
communication quality is only one half of the psychological phenomenon. At the low end of
the inclusive leadership continuum, poor quality feedback can still emergénidonaduals,
but for much different reasons. One rationale for why individuals may provideuality
ideas to their supervisor is their apprehension about being evaluated pubtiotylesder.

As described in the brainstorming literature, leaders can sometimeshealfellowers feel
uncomfortable sharing novel ideas because they evaluate them harshly in fronafehe
group (Diehl & Stroebe, 1987; Paulus & Yang, 2000). Such leader behavior can often have
the unintended effect of shutting down individuals’ motivation to engage in the creative
process, even if individuals have good ideas worth sharing (cf. Paulus & Yang, 200@f Sta
al., 1981). Because individuals have an inherent need for belonging (e.g., Baugneiste
Leary, 1995), this fear of being made to look foolish in front of one’s peers and supervisor
can lead individuals to experience a great deal of apprehension and amdegace their
willingness to challenge prevailing norms (Detert & Edmondson, 2008; Duttbn E3%v;
Kish-Gephart, et al., 2009). In fact, Leary (1983) observed that when individudteieg
evaluated negatively by others, they often behave in predictable ways, suchoasicgnfo
majority held-views, engaging in greater self-censorship, and feelihgrigvels of social
anxiety. One important consequence of this evaluation apprehension is that indivialals m
retreat from potentially beneficial task conflict in favor of conformiRather than openly
challenging the organizational status quo, individuals may take the pathtoEkstsnce

and choose to express only acquiescent forms of voice (e.g., Van Dyne, Angr&, ROI03)

that simply mirror what leaders already know. As a result, leadersiata@et enough new

42



ideas to be able to make accurate judgments of quality or they may gehateds mot offer
truly creative solutions.

Although this literature provides one logical rationale for why individualg m
provide their leaders with a lower quality of ideas, other research sutjgestydividuals
may express a lower quality of communication because they becomeigitbie response
to the perceived threat posed by the highly exclusive leader. As Staw, Sdsdalad
Dutton (1981, p. 502) noted in their threat rigidity hypothesis, “a threat to the veedstg
of an entity...will lead to forms of rigidity.” This theoretical lens suggests thatiddals
may respond to direct threats through inaction and an inability to carry ousi€s)t
effectively. If individuals perceive their leaders as a signifidamat to their self-esteem
and well-being, they may “seize up” and prove unable to communicate their thooghts a
ideas clearly when given the opportunity to provide the leader with input. Indihesons,
highly exclusive leaders may reduce individuals’ confidence and ability to expedss
conceived ideas because of the perceived threat they pose to individliadensept.

Although this tendency towards expressing low quality upward communication is
likely to be heightened in face-to-face settings where individuals mayalbeaéed publicly
by the leader, it may even occur in situations where individuals have thet lnéeiing able
to provide input anonymously. Although scholars have often used anonymity in survey
designs as a way to ensure confidentiality and increase individuals’ confitiahtieey can
provide honest opinions (Simsek & Veiga, 2001; Singer, Von Thurn, & Miller, 1995) highly
exclusive leaders may find that these anonymous forums devolve into largely wtipeodu
complaint sessions. Rather than using anonymity to express out of the box, catioas

to management, individuals may misuse it by using engaging in excessiveioomgpla
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venting and voicing of grievances with management. For instance, usingsadseri
confidential online surveys, Kassing (2000) found that employees were moregdikelg
less articulate forms of dissent when they had low quality relationshipshsith t
supervisors, compared to when they had high quality working relationships. Although
individuals’ frustrations may very well be justified, expressing negé&tiekngs and opinions
in this manner may not be the best approach if the objective is to changalthslea
behavior. As research on issue-selling has shown, leaders are gemerallikely to
respond favorably to employees’ concerns when they are framed conmstyuatid with the
organization’s best interests in mind (Ashford, 1998; Dutton et al., 2001; Bansal, 2003,
Savitz, 2006). This suggests that employees who communicate upwards in a imetroeer t
be interpreted as griping, whining or worse, may not find a receptive auderbeif
concerns. In this way, anonymity may potentially contribute to a lower qodlifgward
communication as well.

Taken together, the preceding arguments suggest that the quality of upward
communication individuals express in highly rigid and threatening work envewotsns
likely to be quite low, even across anonymous environments that provide individuals with a
means of protection against leader-driven retaliation. If one supportseahigsprthat
neither high nor low levels of inclusiveness leads to high quality upward feedlblaegs the
guestion as to whether a more moderate level of inclusiveness exists thédarely
resolve these dueling psychological forces. According to Coombs and Avrunin (1977) and
Grant and Schwartz (2011), such a possibility is quite likely.

One rationale for why a moderate level of inclusive leadership may ptieelict

highest quality of upward feedback is the uncertain receptivity to ideasl¢laelees pose for
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individuals. When individuals have a clear sense for a leader’s level ofiueciass — either
high or low — it provides them with greater clarity and direction on how toTdus. is

consistent with the goal-setting and role definitions’ literatures, whighesi that a lack of
ambiguity around what individuals are expected to accomplish and how they are to behave
can steer their behavior in the desired direction (Locke & Latham, 2002; House, 1971;
Lyons, 1971). For example, when a leader is highly approachable and open to subordinate
feedback, individuals are more likely to feel more positive emotions and dabfout

sharing their honest opinions with the leader (Chiaburu, Marinova & Van Dyne, 2008).
contrast, when a leader is highly unapproachable and disinterested in folloleass’
individuals are likely to know that they should be on their guard and be more catéful wi
their words (Detert & Edmondson, 2008; Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006). In either case,
the leader’s clear inclusiveness (or lack thereof) can provide individualsagtiitive

clarity as to how they should behave around the leader.

However, when leaders are perceived as only ‘moderately inclusiveintplies a
degree of uncertainty around how the leader will respond to acts of upward contirannica
By definition, a moderate level of inclusiveness suggests that sometimeadkeik open to
input, and sometimes the leader is not. Because moderately inclusive lead@arsadnie in
how they respond to subordinates’ upward communication, individuals may not be able to
accurately predict how the leader will respond to their comments andssiogge

Although uncertainty reduction theory suggests that individuals are often mativate
reduce uncertainty about self and others in their communicative inbera¢Berger &
Calabrese, 1975), in some cases, a moderate level of uncertainty cdy bhetpab improve

individuals’ performance. For instance, experimental research by Brown aahel (A087)
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found that task performance within groups was highest under moderate levels @intycert
and ambiguity because it allowed the groups to be more imaginative and dre#irie
approach to the task. In the same way, moderate levels of uncertainty around hodethe lea
will evaluate individuals’ upward communication can improve the quality of conuation
individuals raise because they approach the task more creatively and expendgmitineeco
resources. This can occur because individuals often use uncertainty as agsoligre in
communication interactions (Bradac, 2001). Rather than attempting to eli@iinate
uncertainty from the equation, individuals may actually find great beneftme moderate
amount of ambiguity because it helps them focus on communication cues and signals more
closely (Bradac, 2001). For instance, research suggests that when indivie walseatain
about the norms of their task environment, they often engage in more systematisipgoces
to ensure their behavior is in line with established protocols (e.g., Chiabur2€0s)).
This increase in ambiguity can even help individuals focus their cognitiveroes in a
more productive fashion. Supporting this position, Whitchurch, Wilson, and Gilbert (2011)
recently used an experimental task to show how higher levels of uncertaintyabhantic
interests actually led individuals to expend greater cognitive effort and.focu

In the same way, individuals who are uncertain about how leaders will respond to
their upward communication may be motivated to engage in more effortfdpsist
processing (e.g., Todorov, Chaiken, & Henderson, 2002) that can help improve the overall
quality of ideas and suggestions they raise to management. In essencatibg cre
uncertainty around how they will react to their followers’ concerns, modieratdusive
leaders increase individuals’ motivation to invest the time and cognitive rescgeded to

speak up at a high quality level. Since individuals are often motivated to reztyate/a
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evaluations and harsh criticism (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Leary, 1983), kndwingnly
“good ideas” will be viewed favorably by the leader can help to increase tlity qfia
communication individuals’ ultimately share. In this way, moderatelysinot leaders can
reap the benefits of inclusiveness by breaking down barriers of feag, stitlicreating the
uncertainty needed to encourage individuals to engage in a higher level of cognitive
complexity (e.g., Tetlock, 1983). In other words, moderately inclusive |leddeesly
activate their followers’ approach and avoidance tendencies simultaneouslys that can
ultimately help to improve the quality of ideas organizations receive.

In summary, while prior research has suggested that highly inclusivedendgiget
a higherguantityof upward communication from their followers, the logic presented here
suggests that highly inclusive leaders may also get a lower ogeadilly of upward
communication. Specifically, the influence of inclusive leadership on individugigard
communication is likely to be positive at low to moderate levels, but negative atateotte
high levels, consistent with a more general overall negative trend of inclusvangsality.
However, at moderate levels of inclusiveness, leaders’ perceived unpredictabili
evaluating the quality of upward feedback can encourage individuals to engage in more
systematic processing, which helps to produce the highest quality of upward coatronnic
These dueling mechanisms that converge at a moderate level of inobssveply an
inverted U-shaped relationship (e.g., McGuire, 1997; Grant & Schwartz, 2011). Tagetefor
hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis2: The form of the relationship between inclusive leadership and the

quality of upward communication followers express is an inverted U-shape. That is,

individuals’ upward communication quality is highest at moderate levels of inclusive
leadership but lower at either very low or very high levels of inclusive |eaigers
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By proposing divergent predictions for how inclusive leadership might influence
individuals’ quantity and quality of upward communication, this raises logicaliqngsts to
whythese very different phenomena exist. In an effort to articulate reakgrigagh levels
of inclusive leadership might have differential effects on upward communicatiotitgua
and quality, in the following section, | offer several theoretically-grourm@thnations,
drawing from a wide expanse of literature on psychological safety, rtiotiyaocial
exchange, social anxiety and self-censorship.

The Psychological Mechanisms of Upward Communication Quantity and Quality

To date, perhaps the most well-established psychological explanationyfor wh
inclusive leadership enhances upward communication is psychological daédiged as the
belief that a workplace is safe for interpersonal risk-taking (Edmondson, 1999),
psychological safety has been theorized and shown to be an important contextedeantec
of individuals’ speaking up behavior because of its ability to reduce individuat€gigms
of risk (e.g., Chiaburu, Marinova, & Van Dyne, 2008; Morrison & Milliken, 2000;
Edmondson, 2003; Detert & Burris, 2007; Walumbwa & Schaubroeck, 2009). When
individuals perceive that they can communicate to management without incunyifgy @
of punishment, they may communicate upward more often and in greater numbeis&Deter
Burris, 2007; Morrison, Wheeler-Smith, & Kamdar, 2011). For example, Morrison and
colleagues (2011) recently demonstrated across a sample of engireekngachemical
company that shared group-level beliefs about upward communication (i.e., grogip voic
climate) were positively associated with individuals’ upward communic&ghavior.

The basic logic for why psychological safety increases upward coratiom is that

when individuals feel safe to share their thoughts and opinions without fear of negative
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repercussions from management, they are more willing to share opinions antsonae
would otherwise remain unspoken. Because psychologically safe environments promote
risk-taking, freedom of expression (Edmondson, 1996; 1999), and higher levels of
engagement (Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006), these settings can have a positivenmpac
individuals’ willingness to share their concerns with powerful decision-ragkeg.,

Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006). For these reasons, high levels of psychological safety
should help highly inclusive leaders increase the amount of upward communicagion the
receive.

Hypothesis 3: Psychological safety will mediate the relationship between inclusive

leadership and the quantity of upward communication individuals express.

Specifically, inclusive leadership will be positively related to psychologidatys

(H3a) and psychological safety will be positively related to the quantity of upward

communication individuals raise (H3b).

However, at the same time high levels of psychological safety akengdo increase
individuals’ willingness to communicate upward, they may also be creating anrenent
where a lower quality of communication is more frequently observed. Becaus
psychologically safe environments lower the risks individuals assacidt€ommunicating
upward (Edmondson, 1999; Detert & Burris, 2007), individuals may say whatever is on their
mind, with little concern or regard for the overall quality of ideas theyess. That is,
environments high in psychologically safety may have the unintended effect ohigwer
individuals’ self-monitoring and self-censorship behaviors, since individuaisame to
believe there are no sanctions associated with speaking up (Premeaux & Bedeian, 2003)
When individuals do not feel pressure to vet their comments or self-monitor their

communication, their personality tendencies may overpower any behavioraaodast

placed upon them by situational norms. As a result, individuals may use this consequence-
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free work environment to share perspectives with management that aséemant, timely,
or well-conceived, yielding a low overall quality of communication.

Another possible consequence of high levels of psychological safety isrtiet it
encourage individuals to engage in less effortful cognitive processing. As thElcaftng
literature has repeatedly shown, individuals do not need much motivation to loweffibrei
levels dramatically (Karau & Williams, 1993). Given that individuals often takpdtteof
least resistance (Leary, 1983; Premeaux & Bedeian, 2003), psychologicaliyoskfe
environments may further reduce individuals’ motivation to expend the cognitive resources
needed to be able to communicate to management effectively. In this way, pgiaiiylo
safe environments may encourage cognitive laziness that manifelts itee form of half-
baked, low quality ideas and suggestions.

At the other end of the spectrum, however, low levels of psychologica) sadet
also encourage lower upward communication quality but for a far differestirrea
Specifically, when individuals are fearful about how their ideas will be redtd&yemportant
others, individuals are not likely to offer their honest opinions and thoughts to management
(Kish-Gephatrt, et al., 2009; Van Dyne, Ang, & Botero, 2003; Morrison & Milliken, 2000).
Rather than offering challenging, improvement-oriented ideas that can erthanc
organizational status quo (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998), individuals are likely todathvio
conformity pressures and engage in more acquiescent communication behavior f¢an Dy
Ang, & Botero, 2003). Unfortunately for organizations, if leaders have th&nieis
simply parrot back to them whatever they want to hear, this does little to improve
organizational-decision-making and makes them more prone to a host of nator@eog

biases (see Bazerman, 1993). For these reasons, low levels of psycholégigalredikely

50



to be counterproductive to leaders’ goals of obtaining high quality ideas andtsugges
from their workforce, since they may not even get a significant numberasf arewhich to
render quality judgments. Of the ideas they do receive, they may not be novelasrgihgl
of current practices, given the exclusive leader’s appetite for maintdirersjatus quo.

These countervailing and opposing mechanisms at different points along the
psychological safety continuum suggests that the established posgoaadion of
psychological safety on individuals’ upward communication (e.g., Detert & B@0D7;
Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006) may only occur at low to moderate levels of psychological
safety. Beyond this point, higher levels of psychological safety may belgantbthe
positive linear function and start to produce diminishing returns. Therefore, hiegpo
that the association of psychological safety on individuals’ upward comntionicalikely
to take on the shape of an inverted U-shaped function, where an initial positareramsl of
psychological safety on upward communication quality begins to give way toea mor
negative relationship.

Hypothesis 4. Psychological safety will mediate the relationship between inclusive

leadership and the quality of upward communication individuals express.

Specifically, psychological safety will be related to the quality of upward

communication in the form of an inverted U-shape, where an initial positive

association bet'ween psychological safety and upward communication quality gives
way to a negative association.

Although scholars have explored psychological safety as the primary driver of
individuals’ upward communication, several other well-established psychdltucaies
have the potential to offer fresh insight into how inclusive leadership affettsduals’
propensity to communicate at work. One such perspective that may explaindiviguals

choose to provide upward feedback is Vroom’s (1964) expectancy theory of motivation, one

of the most well-established theories in all of organizational behavior resezirply
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stated, expectancy theory posits that individuals are motivated to act whérelieeg that
(a) they have the knowledge, skills and abilities needed to do what is asked oféhem (i
expectancy beliefs), (b) if they perform, there will be consequeneesifstrumentality
beliefs), and (c) the consequences are highly valued (i.e., valence). Allabetzare
necessary for individuals to be fully motivated, with motivation decreaseryitomponent
of this equation is absent or less than optimal (for a review, see Van Eerdergy, T1H86).

Applying this theoretical lens of expectancy theory to individuals’ datikl engage
in upward communication suggests that individuals may not speak up if they have
reservations or concerns about their ability to communicate persuasivelgayr something
of value (e.g., Van Dyne, Ang, & Botero, 2003). Although individuals’ reticencelraale
to their own lack of self-efficacy or natural personality chargsttes (e.g., high
introversion), highly inclusive leaders should be able to help their followersawerthese
hesitations about sharing concerns with management, irrespective of gersoreadtation,
by reassuring them that they can communicate competently and offanagfal
contribution. Similarly, highly inclusive leaders can strengthen individuas'umentality
beliefs about providing upward feedback by removing individuals’ doubts about
management’s commitment and willingness to implement their ideasy(&w®@uifiones,
2002). If employees perceive their leaders as merely paying lijgséo their suggestions
and concerns, their motivation to communicate with management in the futurdyisdike
decrease, since leaders’ inaction implicitly communicates to subolthatetheir
performance (i.e., communicating upward) will not be rewarded.

However, when inclusive leaders demonstrate their commitment to their falower

considering and implementing good ideas whenever possible, individuals wibdedikely
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to communicate with management more frequently and in greater numbead @Burris,
2007). For these reasons, highly inclusive leaders should increase indivichpastancy
and instrumentality beliefs about communicating upward, which in turn, should enhance
amount of comments, ideas and/or suggestions individuals provide.
Hypothesis 5: Individuals’ expectancy beliefs about communicating upward will
mediate the relationship between inclusive leadership and the quantity of upward
communication individuals express. Specifically, inclusive leadership will be
positively related to expectancy beliefs (5a) and expectancy beliefs will begbpsi
related to the quantity of upward communication individuals raise (5b).
Hypothesis6: Individuals’ instrumentality beliefs about communicating upward will
mediate the relationship between inclusive leadership and the quantity of upward
communication individuals express. Specifically, inclusive leadership will be
positively related to instrumentality beliefs (6a) and instrumentalitgtsalvill be
positively related to the quantity of upward communication individuals raise (6b).
However, just as high levels of psychological safety can potentialkfitmand lead
individuals to engage in a lower quality of upward communication, so too can hedjhtene
expectancy and instrumentality beliefs. The primary logic for tlsigsraien comes from the
goal-setting literature which finds that when individuals have simples gloal do not
challenge their capabilities, they exert less effort and perforrsentban when they are
given more challenging, difficult goals (Locke & Latham, 2002; LockenS&aari, &
Latham, 1980). Because simple goals enable individuals to accomplish theivebjedttile
exerting minimal effort, individuals’ focus and attention to the task can eesilg (e.g.,
Knight, Durham, & Locke, 2001). In this way, by creating the perceptianis¢ easy for
anyone to communicate to management well (i.e., increasing expebtiefy), irrespective
of whether they possess the relevant knowledge, skills and abilities to do spjiugidive

leaders may unintentionally reduce individuals’ motivation to put forth the cognitore e

needed to engage in high quality upward communication. Essentially, highlyvaclus
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leaders may encourage individuals to feel overconfident in their capacitynmunicate

well, even if their ideas and comments are poorly conceived (e.g., VancouverdalKe

2006; Bandura & Locke, 2003; Dunning, Heath & Suls, 2004). As a result, individuals may
view speaking up to management as something that doesn’t demand theierftitb@atbr

care, resulting in lower quality ideas.

In the same way that individuals’ expectancy beliefs about upward communication
can rise to the point where they do not take it seriously enough, individuals’ hetghtene
instrumentality beliefs may also lead to lower quality upward commuaoirchgcause there
are no perceived consequences of speaking up poorly. When individuals do not have any
evaluation apprehension or concern about how their comments will be perceived by the
leader, they may take the path of least resistance and offer ideas or suggésti are not
particularly relevant or well-conceived (Leary, 1983; Premeaux & Bed2@03). For
example, an analyst who is unconcerned about the consequences of communicating to
management poorly may come to a meeting unprepared to discuss work-relagsdns
depth, choosing instead to offer surface-level suggestions or commentyehiaiegi
appearance of conscientiousness. In this way, individuals may abuse the privilege thei
leader has given them to speak up freely, and instead, engage in social loafsotpolass
have previously demonstrated (e.g., Harkins, 1987; Karau & Williams, 1993; Latané
Williams, & Harkins, 1979), when individuals know that their performance will be eealuat
and observed by others, they are less likely to shirk their responsibiliti@sséead, put
forth the effort needed to perform at a high level. Thus, the reward of being able to
communicate upward freely and not being sanctioned or punished by the highlyweclusi

leader, may actually work against individuals’ motivation to provide high quality
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communication to management. lronically, by telling followers that they haveapacity
to provide input to senior leaders, and that doing so will not lead to any punitive actions,
highly inclusive leaders may unintentionally lower followers’ motivation to pi@Wigh
guality ideas and suggestions.

While these heightened expectancy and instrumentality beliefs wr&yimtandem
to reduce the overall quality of communication individuals provide to their lead&msilar
problem can occur when leaders are highly exclusive and unwilling to consideupoact
their followers’ suggestions or concerns. This assertion is grounded in the basofe
motivation theory, which posits that individuals are unlikely to put forth sufficiéort e&f
they are not convinced that they can achieve the task they are asked tdesaonjfi¢hey
believe that performing the task will not result in important, valued consequenoesn,V
1964; Ramlall, 2004). Because highly exclusive leaders can easily neakilibwers feel
incapable and undervalued (Padilla, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2007), individuals may lack the
confidence or required expertise needed to communicate their ideas upward. Even if
individuals do believe they have the knowledge, skills and ability to provide management
with valuable feedback, they may still determine that it is not worth the tinféodrte do
so, given the exclusive leader’'s demonstrated unwillingness to act upon their inguyt &A
Quifiones, 2002). These broken motivational links of expectancy and instrumentality can
often lead to higher levels of employee disengagement and cynicism @aoheR, Wanous,
& Austin, 1997; Cartwright & Holmes, 2006; Wanous, Reichers, & Austin, 2000), which can
manifest in the form of discourteous, unhelpful and/or lackadaisical upward comnamicat
Furthermore, because followers often view their interactions with le#a@ugh the lenses

of equity (Adams, 1963, 1965) and social exchange (Gouldner, 1960; Graen & Uhl-Bien,
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1995), individuals may decide that the appropriate amount and quality of ideas theéy offer
their leaders should be consistent with the lack of respect and concern they nastedve®e
As a result, they may choose not to speak at all, or if they do, only offer sudate-le
suggestions that maintain the balance in their inequitable relationship. s@rehsons,
lowered expectancy and instrumentality beliefs about communicating upwadiscaurage
individuals from expressing a higher quality of upward communication.

In short, these arguments suggest that despite the positive motivational influence
heightened expectancy and instrumentality beliefs can have on individuailsgmeks to
engage in more upward communication, these forces do not provide unlimited benefits.
Rather, the quality of individuals’ spoken and/or written contributions to managenment, ca
actually suffer at both high and low levels of expectancy and instrumentalgysbeince at
high levels of each, individuals say too much and at low levels, they say tooGttlen
these opposing mechanisms influencing the quality of individuals’ communication wit
management, this suggests an inverted curvilinear relationship between mxpacid
instrumentality beliefs and upward communication quality.

Hypothesis 7: Individuals’ expectancy beliefs about communicating upward will

mediate the relationship between inclusive leadership and the quality of upward

communication individuals express. Specifically, expectancy beliefewdldied to
the quality of upward communication in the form of an inverted U-shape.

Hypothesis 8: Individuals’ instrumentality beliefs about upward communication will

mediate the relationship between inclusive leadership and the quality of upward

communication individuals express. Specifically, instrumentality beliefbavill
related to the quality of upward communication in the form of an inverted U-shape.

A third potential explanation for why highly inclusive leadership may haxeani

implications for individuals’ upward communication behavior comes from adtangding

body of research on social exchange and norms of reciprocity. For yeargslof social
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exchange (Blau, 1964) and norms of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) have been used to explain
the relationship of perceived organizational support and leader-member exchidnge wi
employee attitudes and behavior (e.g., March & Simon, 1958; Levinson, 1965; Etzioni,
1961). Researchers have found that depending on the nature of the relationship between
leader and member, individuals engage in different reciprocation efforts (eNedly &
Meglino, 1994).
In work environments where individuals perceive a high degree of closeness and trust
with their supervisor (i.e., a strong leader-member exchange (LMX) redatm), they are
more likely to engage in both in-role and citizenship behaviors (Settoon, Bennetie®; Li
1996), such as upward communication, because of strong feelings of obligation and duty to
the leader. This desire to reciprocate arises from individuals’ lteieh leader who signals
a willingness to listen to their ideas and input, should be rewarded by rec@methag
back. Because the leader has taken the initiative to offer something of valuedaidhe s
exchange — namely, an opportunity to provide input — individuals may feel obligated to
respond in kind. For this reason, remaining silent in this moment may be viewed by
individuals as “not holding up their end of the bargain.” As a result of thesé¢ axd@nge
expectations, highly inclusive leaders may find themselves receivirguparard
communication from their subordinates because the latter feel compeléspi@cate in
some tangible manner.
Hypothesis 9: Individuals’ social exchange beliefs about communicating upward will
mediate the relationship between inclusive leadership and the quantity of upward
communication individuals express. Specifically, inclusive leadership will be

positively related to social exchange beliefs (9a) and social exchange béelibks wi
positively related to the quantity of upward communication individuals raise (9b).
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At the same time, however, the very need to reciprocate that encouragehiaddi
to engage in more upward communication may also lead them to express a ldiyeofjua
upward communication, particularly when leaders have high social exchapeetations of
the individual. As Harris and Kacmar (2006) demonstrated, high levels of leaddremem
exchange (LMX) and reciprocity expectations can actually be detrimeataing greater
stress among followers because of their perceived need to fulfill role todnigia These
heightened stress levels can easily arise when individuals feeldbtigemmunicate
something, such as in a project update meeting, where individuals’ opinions arushrereg
being actively solicited by the leader. In such cases, individuals mayndetehat saying
anything, regardless of whether or not it is useful or germane to the discuspiefeiable
to remaining silent and being seen as not having anything to contribute.

From an employee’s perspective, offering more, rather than less inpultenmagonal
behavior, in light of research showing that individuals who speak up more frequently and
forcefully are often viewed by observers as higher status (Tiedens &l&r2g03; Erickson,
Lind, Johnson, & O’Barr, 1978). As Van Dyne, Ang, and Botero (2003) suggested, even the
simple act of expressing agreement with another’s opinion can be viewed as a form of
“speaking up,” albeit a less than ideal one. In situations where individuaésveestrong
norms of social exchange with the leader, they may determine that the castscef s
outweigh the costs of communicating poorly, and thus, choose to share their ideas or
suggestions, even if they are ill-formed, untimely, or generally unhelpful. dnvty, high
levels of social exchange that place excessive demands on individuals to keepertbéir
the psychological contract make it more likely that a lower quality of upward comation

will emerge.
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At the other end of the social exchange spectrum, leaders who have not made a real
effort to develop trusting, productive relationships with their subordinatekahgti find
their followers unwilling to provide them with highly valuable input. Because highly
exclusive leaders, through their inattention to followers’ ideas and concerns thduc
likelihood that productive, mutually beneficial relationships can develop betweesdives
and their subordinates (Cropanzano, Prehar, & Chen, 2002), they are likely to “reap what
they sow” in the form of low quality communication.

According to the justice literature, this can easily happen when |deskpsheir
followers from having an active role in shaping the organization’s respansepdrtant
issues. For instance, when leaders fail to develop strong social exchange norms and
discourage their followers’ active participation in solving organizational enog)|
subordinates are likely to be unwilling to share their best ideas with manatgessause
they feel little or no sense of obligation or commitment to the leader (Turnkesidinan,

1999; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008a). Instead, these subordinates experiencedi@ler m
and higher levels of affective and cognitive disengagement that diminnshealility to be
effective (Saks, 2006). In this way, highly exclusive leaders who fail to fosiductive
working relationships with their members are likely to produce followers weharawilling

to expend the cognitive energy and resources needed to provide management with high
guality ideas and suggestions.

In summary, neither very low nor very high levels of perceived social exchange
between leader and follower are likely to increase individuals’ quality of mpwa
communication. However, as leaders and followers collectively move from dove(pr

non-existent) perception of social exchange to a more moderate level, théparthaat

59



followers begin to trust leaders more and provide them with quality ideas and suggest

that serve as a reward for this dramatic increase in trust and msjpattte However, once

this level of social exchange has been established, it no longer servemltpunpose of

freeing up individuals to express their concerns without fear. Therefore, thistsuthge

beyond a point of moderation, high levels of social exchange do not provide any added

benefit, and thus, produce diminishing returns.
Hypothesis 10: Individuals’ social exchange beliefs about communicating upward
will mediate the relationship between inclusive leadership and the quality of upward
communication individuals express. Specifically, social exchange beliefs will be
related to the quality of upward communication in the form of an inverted U-shape
where an initial positive association between social exchange and upward
communication quality gives way to a negative association and diminishing returns.
A final reason why highly inclusive leaders may get more upward commiomicat

but also a lower quality of upward communciation, is the mixed influence higtilysive

leaders have on subordinates’ social anxiety and motivation to self-censbtordson and

Milliken (2000) theorized, in many organizations, employees are hesitant toshiateue

thoughts and opinions because they worry that their leader will not look favorably ugon thei

ideas and/or make negative attributions about them. Because individuals majolis a

about being evaluated and receiving negative feedback from the leader (Leary, 1983)

individuals may instead engage in self-censorship — defined as “the withholding'sttrue

opinion from an audience perceived to disagree with that opinion” (Hayes, Glynn, and

Shanahan, 2005, p.298). In fact, research has shown that individuals will often choose

silence over voice unless they know beforehand that their opinions are shared and supported

by numerous others (Hayes, Uldall, & Glynn, 2010; Hayes, Scheufele, & Huge, 2006, Hayes

Shanahan, & Glynn, 2001). As Van Dyne and colleagues (2003) describe it, this passive,
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acquiescent form of communication enables individuals to endear themselves #attigy m
in the group, while simultaneously limiting the possibility that they willibgled out.

However, when individuals work for highly inclusive leaders, they gain the freedom
to openly share their honest, unfiltered perspective with important actorsis,Tinghly
inclusive leaders implicitly signal to their followers that there is no neetthéon to engage
in self-censorship, since there are no negative sanctions associatedmwwihunicating
upward (Detert & Burris, 2007). By providing their followers with the psycholgafety
they need to communicate upward effectively (Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006), individuals
are likely to feel empowered to share their insights with little concern feitiher leader
might perceive them (Carmeli, Reiter-Palmon, & Ziv, 2010). For these reasdmly, hig
inclusive leaders should receive an abundance of ideas — good, bad, and in-between —
because individuals are not anxious about communicating upward, nor feel the néfed to se
censor their views in order to make them palatable to management (e.g.,lré&mea
Bedeian, 2003).

Hypothesis 11: Individuals’ social anxiety about communicating upward will

mediate the relationship between inclusive leadership and the quantity of upward

communication individuals express. Specifically, inclusive leadership will be

negatively related to social anxiety (11a) and social anxiety will be negativelgdelat
to the quantity of upward communication individuals raise (11b).

Hypothesis 12: Individuals’ willingness to self-censor will mediate the relationship

between inclusive leadership and the quantity of upward communication individuals

express. Specifically, inclusive leadership will be negatively related to self-
censorship (12a) and self-censorship will be negatively related to the quantity of
upward communication individuals raise (12b).

However, similar to the previously hypothesized mechanisms, these banefici

influences of lower social anxiety and self-censorship on individuals’ quantigyvedrd

communication may also have negative implications for the quality of this conatianic
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beyond a certain inflection point. For instance, on the right side of the cumgdh level of
anxiety about speaking up to management can lead individuals to experieneerggiektly,
which hinders their ability to perform (Staw et al., 1981). Just as high levelsiaf soc
exchange increase individuals’ perceivel obligations to the point where it induces
debilitating stress (Harris & Kacmar, 2006), so too can high levels of sociatyamarease
individuals’ experiences of threat rigidity. Unlike the beneficial impasttp@ emotions
can have on individuals’ ability to broaden and build their cognitive resourcesi¢ksex,
2001), higher levels of anxiety caused by the leader’s unwillingness tdleoathers’ input
can leave individuals with fewer mental faculties available to be hathésse Kashdan,
2007 for a meta-analysis and review) for the purpose of expressing high giesdgy iln this
way, high levels of social anxiety may reduce the number of good ideas indi\genalsate
and share with senior leaders, thereby lowering the probability tHaghality ideas can
emerge. The same outcome can arise when individuals engage in high levels of self-
censorship, particularly when they do so in response to a highly exclusive ledusm. W
individuals self-impose too restrictive a cognitive filter when sharinig iteas and concerns
upward, managers have a limited base of ideas from which to render quality fusigme
Thus, by creating a climate of fear and apprehension around speaking up, leadasgin
individuals’ self-censorship tendencies to the point where they implicitly clsilesee over
voice, thus hurting leaders’ ability to get both a high quantity and quality of fieagheir
workforce.

However, at the low ends of social anxiety and self-censorship, poor quality upward
communication can also result, but for the opposite reason. When individuals expeaence

little social anxiety about communicating upward and have little motivatiengage in self-
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censorship, they may engage in too little cognitive filtering of ideas fortgaald say

whatever is on their mind. In this way, low levels of social anxiety and eedfecship can

lead individuals to produce an abundance of upward communication that varies widgly in it
perceived quality. Without giving individuals an appropriate amount of struetigre (

Judge, Piccolo, & llies, 2004) or strong incentives to exert high levels oftiegeifort,

highly inclusive leaders who lower individuals’ social anxiety and self-cehgobehaviors

may find that their openness and approachability actually works against liléms way, a

lack of social anxiety and self-censorship can actually contributéoteea overall quality of
upward communication.

Given that theory suggests that neither high nor low levels of social anxmsif-or
censorship are particularly conducive to producing a high quality of upward conathomic
this implies that perhaps a more moderate approach to both mechanisms maleamee
yield quality outcomes. In fact, such a view is supported by the psychologg-¥Yaskes-
Dodson law (1908), which suggests that a moderate amount of arousal (e.g., streg€ds ne
to produce high levels of individual performance, but that at the extremes of arousal,
performance suffers. In this way, having a moderate amount of social aaix@ettyhow the
leader will perceive and evaluate one’s contribution may actually helpatmnel individuals’
cognitive resources towards producing a higher quality of communication. 8imila
moderate levels of self-censorship may help leaders get a sufficient nundesaisofi.e.,
enough to be able to make sound quality judgments), but only those ideas that have been
vetted by the individual and that have gone through some elaborate cognitivegfetedin
selection process. Thus, it stands to reason that individuals’ overall quality of upward

communication may be highest when there is some moderate level of paderprassure
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that motivates individuals to put forth a significant amount of time and effort ineragng
and articulating their ideas to management. Therefore, for my final tpathsses, |
propose the following:

Hypothesis 13: Individuals’ social anxiety about communicating upward will

mediate the relationship between inclusive leadership and the quality of upward

communication individuals express. Specifically, social anxiety will be related to the

quality of upward communication in the form of an inverted U-shape where an initial
positive association between social anxiety and upward communication quality gives
way to a negative association.

Hypothesis 14: Individuals’ willingness to self-censor will mediate the relationship

between inclusive leadership and the quality of upward communication individuals

express. Specifically, self-censorship will be related to the quality of upward
communication in the form of an inverted U-shape where an initial positive
association between self-censorship and upward communication quality gives way to

a negative association.

In summary, this preceding discussion highlights several different reabgrisghly
inclusive leadership can increase the quantity of individuals’ upward communjcakibe
simultaneously lowering the quality of this communication. While these argame
admittedly stand in direct opposition to conventional wisdom and recent trends in
management, a few scholars have noted that high levels of inclusive leadaglaptually
be counterproductive (e.g., Judge, Piccolo, & llies, 2004; Fleishman & Harris, 1962;
Peterson, 1999) to organizations’ stated goals of getting the best, most innolests/&om
their workforce. Although highly inclusive leaders may increase the amount ofdipwa
communication they receive by creating a climate of psychologibetlys increasing
expectancy and instrumentality beliefs, fostering higher levels ofl ®@hange, and
reducing individuals’ social anxiety and need to self-censor, thesefearas may also

produce a lower quality of upward communication because they do not provide angtadequ

form of monitoring, accountability or structure that individuals often need torpegt a
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high level. Because individuals’ incentives to engage in self-censorship &htieselg of

ideas for quality are minimal in highly inclusive settings, individuals mayddkantage of

the comfortable and open relationship they have with their leader by ergréssughts,

ideas or concerns that are not at all clear, constructive, thoughtful,araddé. Therefore,

the established positive association between highly inclusive leadershipdanduals’

upward communication observed in previous studies (e.g., Detert & Burris, 28@H€rd

& Edmondson, 2006) may turn negative when evaluated from a quality perspective.

Figure 1: The Influence of Inclusive Leadership on Upward Commurmation Quantity

and Quality
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VI. STUDY 1

To test my primary hypotheses, three separate studies using multiptedsg.e.,
archival, lab, and field) were conducted in an effort to find triangulated suppaomtfor
primary thesis that high levels of inclusive leadership may have mixed atipfis for the
guantity and quality of upward communication individuals’ offer. In the next thragters,
| detail the results of these analyses.

To better understand how leaders’ inclusiveness might impact both the quantity and
quality of upward communication individuals raise within their organizationgd as
archival dataset of MBA student-faculty evaluations to test Hypotheses 2 ta determine

if any initial empirical support for the phenomena existed.

Sample

| sent an e-mail invitation to full-time and part-time faculty membgs1 members
in total) at a large, accredited business school in the Southeast requestipgrmission to
use their 2008-2009 MBA student-faculty teaching evaluations as an archiatddtarty-
three faculty members, representing 28 percent of total faculty, and roughlycé0tyu
MBA teaching faculty, agreed to release their teaching evaluatbotisi$ research effort.

These 43 faculty members represented each of the seven academic unithevgbhobl —

! Although faculty members may not be viewed asdesih the traditional sense, their role in cregtin
climate of psychological safety for students toresg ideas, communicating performance feedbacksettidg
clear goals and expectations for performance (sg¢, Y994), provided sufficient theoretical justdiion to
investigate their behavioral impact on their folln/ (i.e., students) communication patterns.



Accounting (4), Finance (10), Marketing (4), Organizational Behavior (7),a0pes,
Technology, and Information Management (6), Communications (4), and Strategy and
Entrepreneurship (8), with tenure-track Assistant Professors rapngsthe largest group
among respondents (32.6%). Across the entire sample, tenure-track faculty @rta80)
Assistant, Associate, Full, and Chair Professor levels had greater rdgtiesethan Clinical
and Adjunct faculty (32.6%). On average, each faculty member taught 1.5 MBgesou
during this time period, with a total of 58 courses and 143 sections representsdtcros
departments. Each faculty member received an average of 65.7 studentansluat
(SD=49.2). Although students were typically asked by both the faculty member and the
school to complete these evaluations, student participation was completelyamoamd had
no bearing on their course grades.

Students had the opportunity to complete and submit their course evaluations via an
online school-wide system. This online evaluation form included a quantitative daction
which students were asked a series of questions about both the instructor and the course,
followed by an open-ended qualitative free response section where studethisrouide
typed comments about their academic experience. In total, facultyee@B60 open-
ended comments related specifically to the course, its charactg@stechow it might be
improved. Although the large number of comments provided sufficient power to test the
proposed hypotheses, because this study was designed to test the assoamliosive |
leadership with individuals’ quantity and quality of upward communication, thedéve
analysis chosen for all statistical analyses was the faculty ménegethe leader).
Therefore, all student comments nested within sections and within courseaggeegated

to the specific faculty member, resulting in a final sample dixef(43.
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Measures

Inclusive Leadershipinclusive leadership was measured using a three-item

composite taken from the course evaluation faxm&9), where each item was measured on
a 1 to 5 point Likert scale (Btrongly Disagregs=Strongly Agreg The three items were,
“The instructor was open to student questions (during or outside of class), “The instructor
was available for help outside of class (e.g., by keeping office hours or making
appointments)”, and “The instructor provided appropriate feedback on my performance
during this coursé. While the first two items were clearly face valid with respect to
inclusiveness, the third item was included based on research suggesting fired ek
process constitutes an open and honest exchange of information that communicates
supportiveness on the part of the leader (see Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997 &[Bateit,
2007).

Upward Communication QualityGiven the large number of comments (i.e., over

2,300) that needed to be evaluated for quality, two independent coders were seleeted. T
first coder was employed by the school and had extensive prior experieneaelsiagt
assistant in MBA classes, thereby allowing her to serve as a ral@lgn expert, while the
second coder was a prospective doctoral candidate. | asked both coders tmgitetars
for upward communication qualityl tvould describe this statement/comment as high
quality’ on a 1 to 7 point Likert scale (Btrongly Disagreg7=Strongly Agreg

After reviewing a small sample of coded comments from both raters, discussing
discrepancies and calibrating ratings, a good level of internal tamsys(ICC(2) = .80,

p<.001) and agreement,{=.80) between both coders’ ratings of upward communication
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quality was observed. Thus, overall upward communication quality was measured using an
average of each coder’s quality ratings.

Controls Iincluded several control variables in the regression analysis to rménimi
the possibility of alternative explanations. For Hypothesis 1, which testedsth@ation
between inclusive leadership and upward communication quantity, | included contible f
number of faculty evaluations completed and students’ satisfaction r&mgents’ overall
satisfaction was assessed with the following two-itei@sgtall, considering its content,
design and structure, this course was excéllemtd “Overall, considering both the
possibilities and limitations of the subject matter, this instructor was ertelle=.98). It
was important to control for students’ satisfaction ratings in order to acasuhef
possibility that students were simply unhappy with grades, the class, or thesprpoéand
thus, wrote comments that were unhelpful, poorly expressed, or generally low tg.quali
Additional controls, such as faculty member gender, rank, and departmeatiaffivere
also tested, but excluded from the reported results for the sake of parsimenythegir lack
of predictive power.

For Hypothesis 2, which tested the proposed inverted U-shaped relationship between
inclusive leadership and upward communication quality, the same controls as ab®ve we
used, while also including the total number of words each faculty membere@aitheir
evaluations. By including the number of evaluations and number of words as proxy
measures of upward communication quantity, the incremental effectsusgiuecleadership

on upward communication quality could be better assessed.
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Results

Means, standard deviations, and correlations for the tested variables argedispl
Table 1. OLS hierarchical regression was used to test Hypothesis 1 and Idigodihiee
results of which are displayed in Table 2. Following the recommendations of Aiken and
West (1991), all measures were mean-centered prior to inclusion in the regressimm égua

facilitate interpretation of the form of the interaction.

Table 1

Study 1 - Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations Among All Tested Variabs

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Inclusive leadership 4.35 .33 (.89)
2. Inclusive leadership 19.06 279 -58** -
3. Number of word 2399.44 234456 -34* .60** ---
4. Number of evaluatior 65.72 4922 -14 31 .88**  ---
5. UC Quality 3.86 56  -31* .20 23 -10---
6. Student satisfaction 4.25 51 .90**.57** -35* -11 -.44* (.98)

Notes** p<.01; *p<.05;N=43
Coefficient alphas for scales are in parenthesawmahe diagonal.
UC = Upward Communication

Hypothesis 1 predicted that a high level of inclusive leadership was positively
associated with a higher quantity of upward communication, measured in teitmas of
number of words students typed in their evaluations. In Step 1, control variables were
included in the regression model (i.e., the number of faculty evaluations and students’
satisfaction). As expected, a main effect for the number of evaluations ormliradsvi
upward communication quantitp=£ .85,p<.001) was observed. This result simply indicates
that the more faculty evaluations students voluntarily completed, theigtlea amount of

written communication faculty members received. In Step 2, the inclesigdership term
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was added to the model, but no significant association with the amount of upward
communication was foung£ -.001,n.s). Thus, Hypothesis 1 was not supported.

Hypothesis 2, which was the primary hypothesis of interest in this investigati
predicted that high levels of inclusive leadership would be associated with dimgnis
returns on upward communication quality (i.e., an inverted U-shape). In Step 1ffiects e
for the number of evaluationg< -1.20,p<.001) and number of wordB< 1.24,p<.001)
were observed. These results imply that the fewer evaluations faculty meedsved, but
the more words students wrote, the higher the perceived quality of their coatrsbuti Step
2, the linear inclusive leadership was entered, but no significant associaharmpward
communication quality was foun@<.44,n.s). In Step 3, as predicted, there was a
significant curvilinear association of inclusive leadersip €.60,p<.001) on upward
communication quality. Thus, Hypothesis 2 was supported. Figure 2 graphicaliratibs
this finding, highlighting the inverted U-shaped relationship between fataigber’'s
inclusiveness and the quality of feedback students provided in their online course
evaluations.

Although this finding provides some initial support for the hypothesized negative
influence of inclusive leadership, given the extremely high correlatioreleetimclusive
leadership and student satisfaction.90,p<.001), a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
using AMOS Version 17.0 was conducted to assess whether students’ ratings of
inclusiveness were reflective of an underlying attitude toward the mlatsgsor, or whether
they were truly judging faculty members’ inclusiveness independent sfegaitbn. Results
of the CFA showed slightly poorer model fit when the correlation between the twosfac

was fixed to 1.04¢=62.7,df=7, p<.001, CFI=.80), compared to when they were allowed to
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correlate freelyy?=57.3,df=6, p<.001, CFI=.82), providing some evidence for discriminant
validity. However, given the similarity of these results, to furtheess whether including
students’ satisfaction scores as a unique predictor was justified, Hymoihasd 2 were
reanalyzed without student satisfaction included in the hierarchical sesgresodel. Results
of this supplemental analysis are shown in Table 3.

In testing Hypothesis 1, the total number of completed faculty evaluations was
included as a predictor of individuals’ upward communication quantity in Step 1, resalting i
a significant main effec3€ .88,p<.001). However, unlike in the original analysis, adding
the inclusive leadership term in Step 2 produced a significant negativéatissoaf
inclusive leadership with individuals’ amount of upward communicafien.23,p<.01).

This implies that highly inclusive leaders received less, not more, wigeglback from their
students, contrary to my prediction. Thus, Hypothesis 1 was still not supported. Although
the removal of students’ satisfaction scores changed the interpretatiopaihklsis 1 in this
supplemental analysis, retesting Hypothesis 2 without students’ satisfactires as a
predictor in the regression equation did not yield significantly differentse Just as

before, a significant curvilinear term was observed for the associatianufyf members’
inclusiveness and individuals’ upward communication qugity-(61,p<.001). Thus,

Hypothesis 2 was still supported.
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Table 2

Study 1 - Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis with Studergatisfaction as a
Predictor of Upward Communication (UC) Quantity and Upward Communication
(UC) Quality

DV=UC Quantity (H1) DV=UC Quality (H2)
Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Number of evaluations 85*xx  Ghxrx -1.20%** -1.18*** -1.64%**
Number of words 1.24%** 1.24%** 1.94%**
Student satisfaction - 25%** -.25 -.15 -.54 -.53*
Faculty inclusiveness -.00 44 .26
Faculty inclusiveneds -.60F*
.83 .83 A7 .51 .64
AdjustedR? .83 .82 43 .45 .60
AF 100.79*** 00  11.47%*= 2.82 14.30***

Note *p <.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001;N = 43. Statistics in bold represent tests of higpses.

Table 3

Study 1 - Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis without Studé Satisfaction as a
Predictor of Upward Communication (UC) Quantity and Upward Communication
(UC) Quality

DV=UC Quantity (H1) DV=UC Quality (H2)
Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Number of evaluations .88***  ghHrE* -1.32%** -1.31 % -1, 77
Number of words 1.40%*=* 1.38*** 2.09%**
Faculty inclusiveness -.23** -.02 -.19
Faculty inclusiveness -.B1F**
R 77 .82 45 45 .59
AdjustedR? 77 81 43 41 .55
AF 139.53** 92.80**  16.57*** .01 13.10***

Note *p <.05; *p<.01; ***p<.001;N = 43. Statistics in bold represent tests of hgpses.
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Figure 2

Study 1 - MBA Students’ Upward Communication Quality as a Function of Faglty
Members’ Perceived Inclusiveness
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Discussion

Although this study makes an important empirical contribution to both the upward
communication and leadership literatures by providing initial support for thehdé high
levels of inclusive leadership may encourage a lower quality of upward conatiomitrom
subordinates, it is not without its limitations. For one, this sample includediaaigiamall
number of faculty members from a single academic institution that ogpenagier a culture
that encourages faculty members to be open and receptive to students’ ideas and.conce
As illustrated by the high mean for faculty members’ inclusivends# (35,SD=.33), the
restricted range of observable values on this measure (i.e., between 3 and &gcouht

for the symmetrical inverted-U shaped function observed in Figure 2, rathex thare
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asymptotic-shaped function that might be more consistent with a diminigturgs
argument. Second, although faculty members were viewed as the “leaders’partiwular
study, they may not necessarily play the traditional roles leaders migRkpbeted to occupy
in typical business environments. A third limitation of this exploratory irmyegsbn is that
highly inclusive faculty members could very well have captured students’ input and
suggestions throughout the course, thus leaving students with very little of substaaioe or
to say in their final evaluations. Fourth, the data in this initial study weteda ways

(e.g., multiple evaluations within students) that leave open the possibilitsttiants’
personal characteristics influenced their ratings across multipl#yfasembers. Fifth, the
dependent measure of upward communication quantity was measured as the number of
words, rather than the number of specific sentences or comments. This was done, in larg
part, due to the limited availability of coders and resources, given the atieablle dataset
they were evaluating for quality. However, future research should atterbpak down
communication patterns in more specific and tangible ways, including thexpeeseaffect
(e.q., positive vs. negative tone). Finally, because this study design wehsqmurelational,

it did not allow for the testing of psychological mechanisms or determininglitauda

such, an experimental lab study using a sample of undergraduates was cbmdaicteffort

to constructively replicate the curvilinear findings from Study 1, and to provedgeyr

insight into the reasons why high levels of inclusive leadership might encdavage

upward communication quality.
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VIl. STUDY 2

Sample

One-hundred and thirty undergraduate business students from a large public
university in the southeast participated in this experimental task. Studeatseamiited to
participate in this study through visits to undergraduate classes, as Wedugh the
undergraduate subject pool available to researchers. This resulted in 53 pdstmppaing
from multiple sections of an upper-level, undergraduate strategy course, antcigaoas
from the undergraduate subject pool. | conducted an independent samples t-test and used
Levene’s equality of variances test to see if there were signifidéetetices between the
two groups on the key dependent measures of interest (i.e., upward communication quantity
and upward communication quality). Through this analysis, no significant difesrenc
between the two groups on either the quanktyl(74,p=.190) or quality of communication
measures were foun&%£.084,p=.773). For this reason, | combined both groups into a
single sample to ensure sufficient statistical power across my tpegraental conditions
(see Cohen, 1992). After excluding participants who did not complete the experimghtal t
or survey completely, 121 students (93%) were left in the final samplpoR#Ents were
primarily Caucasian (83.5%), male (62.8%) and on average, 20.9 yea&old.84).
Study Design

To test my primary thesis that compared to low or high levels, moderal déve
inclusive leadership should produce the highest quality of upward communication, |

randomly assigned participants to one of three manipulated conditions in whidivec



leadership varied across three separate levels (high, moderate, and latingrasa single-
factor ANOVA (3x1) design. To validate the strength of the manipulati@n &arpretest

using a random sample of 150 undergraduates who were not a part of the main sample, or
any other part of the investigation. Results of this pretest confirmedcagmitlifferences
between the three groups on individuals’ perceptions of inclusive leaddfsii8%,

p<.001), where inclusive leadership was measured using Ashford et al.’s (1988jstop
management openness scale.

For the main experimental task, participants were presented with anléditdiang
memo from a fictitious new Associate Director of Undergraduate Bissimes/hich he
solicited their input on an important organizational issue. To help foster realism and
students’ role immersion in the task, the memo included the school’s official logo and the
Director’s personal signature. More generally, this task was modeledKaftai, Sosik, and
Avolio’s (2004) experimental manipulation in which they sought to determine thesefffect
leadership style (i.e., participative vs. directive) on work groups’ perforepgacticipation
and satisfaction in interactive, electronic-communication environments.

In this “official memo,” the new administrator described how he had been tasked by
senior leadership to help the school become “ranked as one of the top three undergraduate
business programs among public universities.” Participants across the threiecsmdte
asked to provide their input and ideas on how to go about achieving this goal, but to varying
degrees. In the high inclusive leadership condition, the leader’s manipulated reguest f
input was inviting and enthusiastic, and suggested that the leader would comgided all
ideas:

“I would like to extend a personal invitation to you to send me your ideas,
observations, concerns, and suggestions on what we should be doing to become a Top
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3 business school. Please be aware that | will read each and every single one of your
comments carefully, and will think hard about how | can implement all of your ideas.
Your input is extremely valuable and important to me. Thank you so much for taking
the time to send me your helpful feedback - | really appreciate it, and eagerly look
forward to hearing from you!”
In the moderate inclusive leadership condition, the leader was more subdued in his
request for feedback, suggesting that only a few ideas would be consideretpéemented:
“l ask that you send me your ideas, observations, concerns, and suggestions on what
we should be doing to become a Top 3 business school. Please be aware that | will
go through a few of your comments, and will give a bit of thought as to how | can
implement a few of your ideas.”
Finally, in the low inclusive leadership condition, the leader made it explibdar
that students’ input was not considered valuable, nor was it likely to be acted upon:
“I have a strong sense already for what our next steps should be to become a Top 3
business school, but if you really want to, you can write down some ideas,
observations, concerns, and suggestions below. If past experience is any guide, I'm
unlikely to implement them.”
Upon reading this memo from the hypothetical leader, participants weretgn
minutes to write down or type their comments and suggestions on how the school could
achieve its stated goal. After completing this experimental paskicipants were then
presented with a short survey in which they were asked to rate how they feltrebout
feedback process, what they were experiencing as they completeskihenththeir
perceptions of the leader, all of which formed the basis for testing foghesized

mechanisms. At the end of the survey, participants were thanked for theinime a

debriefed.

Measures

Unless otherwise noted, all measures were assessed on a 1 to 7-pointéalkert s

where 1Strongly Disagregand 7-Strongly Agree
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Manipulation Check — Inclusive Leadership

To determine whether or not the inclusive leadership manipulation worked as
intended, at the end of the survey | captured adapted measures of percaiagdment
opennesso= .96) (see Ashford, Rothbard, Piderit, & Dutton, 1998). A sample management
openness item is] Wwould feel free to make recommendations to this leader to change
existing practiceS One-way analysis of variance and Tukey multiple comparison tests
provided evidence of significant mean differences between the low vs. mogerat @nd
moderate vs. high inclusive leadership conditigrs1), suggesting the manipulation was
effective.
Dependent Measures

Upward Communication Quantity and Upward Communication Quality

As in Study 1, upward communication quantity was operationalized as the number of
words individuals provided in their responses to the fictitious leader. To evaluatelupwar
communication quality, | had two independent coders once again rate studentgnterfon
perceived quality on a single item measuré wduld describe this statement/comment as
high quality” One of the coders worked in the business school as a research assistant, while
the other was employed full-time outside of the school, in the higher eduasgioa, thus
providing them both with relevant contextual knowledge for making judgments about
quality. Measures of both consistency (ICC(2) =p&6001) and agreemenmnt, =.75) of

ratings between both coders were adequate.

Tested Mediators

Psychological Safety
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| assessed psychological safety using adapted items from Edmondson’s (1999)
established seven-item scale82), of which a sample item isStudents at (XYZ School)
are able to bring up problems and tough issues

Expectancy and Instrumentality Beliefs

I measured individuals’ expectancy beliefs about communicating upward using a
three-item scalenf.86). The first item was adapted from Jones’ (1986) self-efficacy-scale
“Speaking up to this leader was well within the scope of my ahilitvede the other two
items were created for the purposes of this studyfelt‘capable in my ability to effectively
speak up to this leadgrand ‘1 was confident in my ability to voice my concerns effectively to
this leader’

To measure individuals’ instrumentality beliefs, | created a threestale ¢=.93), specific
to upward communication motivation. These items wdrdidught my ideas would be
heard by this lead¢t“ | thought my suggestions would be well received by this |gaated
“l thought my ideas would be acted upon by this leader

Social Exchange

Social exchange was measured using a three-item scale | developesl $tudii
(0=.89). These items werd,felt obligated to offer ideas that will help (XYZ School) be
successful because of the way this leader communicated withl et it was my duty to
offer my best thoughts and ideas to this ledderd ‘1 felt a sense of responsibility to this
leader to provide him with high quality comments and ideas

Social Anxiety and Self-censorship

| adapted Leary’s (1983) twelve-item evaluation apprehension sca@9] to assess

individuals’ social anxiety about communicating upward. A few sample itechgde,
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was worried about saying the wrong things around this leaded “When | voiced my
opinions, | was afraid that this leader might find fault with’'hir@nally, | measured
individuals’ perceived need to engage in self-censorship using an adapted versaye©tH
al's (2005a) previously validated eight-item scafe.84). A sample item is] thought it

was safer to keep quiet than publicly speak an opinion that | thought this leader might not

share”

Results

| used one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) with Tukey HSD multiplepzamson
tests to test for mean differences in upward communication quantity (Hyjsothesd
quality (Hypothesis 2) across the three inclusive leadership conditions. stitis of this
analysis are presented in Table 4. For Hypothesis 1, | predictdughat levels of
inclusive leadership would yield a higher quantity of individuals’ upward commuorncati
Although the omnibug-test indicated significant differences across conditié, (118)=
3.62,p<.05), the highest mean word count resided in the moderate inclusive leadership
condition M=126.22,SD=67.29), rather than the high inclusive leadership condition
(M=101.91,SD=68.55), contrary to Hypothesis 1. Post hoc, planned comparison tests using
Tukey’s HSD further indicated that the driver of the observed differencessamonditions
was the significantly higher word coumi(05) in the moderate inclusiveness condition
(M=126.22,SD=67.29), compared to the low inclusiveness conditiddng6.06,SD=60.36).
No statistically significant mean differences across the low vs. high orratedes. high
conditions were observed. Thus, Hypothesis 1 was not supported.

For Hypothesis 2, | predicted an inverted U-shaped relationship betweasivacl

leadership and individuals’ quality of upward communication. This suggests thatlisthig
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quality of upward communication would occur within the moderate inclusive leadership
condition. Once again, | found a significant omnibu®st, suggesting differences across
the three conditiond=(2, 118)= 5.31,p<.01). Furthermore, as predicted, the highest
upward communication quality was observed in the moderate inclusive leadershtmoondi
(M=4.78,SD=1.43), while feedback quality was roughly equal in both the ING{B(79,
SD=1.41) and low=3.97,SD=1.62) inclusiveness conditions. A post hoc planned
comparison using Tukey’s HSD test confirmed significant mean differencgedrethe low

vs. moderate conditionp<.05) and the moderate vs. high conditigns.Q1), but no

significant difference between the low vs. high conditiggs10). Thus, this evidence
provides support for Hypothesis 2 and the inverted curvilinear relationship betweeivénclus

leadership and upward communication quality.

Table 4

Study 2 — Mean Differences in Upward Communication Quantity and Qualit across
Low, Moderate and High Inclusive Leadership Conditions

DV = Upward Communication Quantity

95% Confidence Interval

Lower Upper
Condition N M SD Bound Bound
Low Inclusive Leadership 35 86.06 60.36 65.32 106.79
Moderate Inclusive Leadership 41  126.22 67.29 104.98 147.46
High Inclusive Leadership 45 101.91 68.55 81.32 122.50
Total 121 105.56 67.28 93.45 117.67

DV = Upward Communication Quality

95% Confidence Interval

Lower Upper
Condition N M SD Bound Bound
Low Inclusive Leadership 35 3.97 1.62 3.42 4.53
Moderate Inclusive Leadership 41 4.78 1.43 4.33 5.23
High Inclusive Leadership 45 3.79 1.41 3.37 4.21
Total 121  4.18 1.53 3.90 4.45
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Trend Analysis

Having found initial support for the inverted curvilinear relationship between
inclusive leadership and upward communication quality using a traditional ANOVA
framework, | wanted to conduct a more robust test of the mean differences aodierts
by comparing them using trend analysis. According to Keppel (1982, p.129), trendsanalysi
is particularly useful as an analytic technique because of its abiliiyotide the simplest
function that adequately describes the data and to “make specific staemscgrning the
shape of a function relating performance to different points on a stimulus diménEius.
is especially true when the function may be nonlinear in nature, as suggesteddsyits in
both the archival and experimental study. However, one important requiremesinigpr
trend analysis is that it assumes equally spaced intervals acrossoliethed treatment
variable (Keppel, 1982).

In order to test this equal interval assumption and whether the differenbes in t
strength of the manipulation were roughly equivalent across the low, moderatgtand hi
inclusive leadership conditions, | compared the means of my manipulation checkeyariabl
management openness (i.e., Ashford et al., 1998), across the three conditions.t This tes
yielded approximately equidistant intervals between the Mw3(78,SD=1.70), moderate
(M=4.53,SD=1.62) and highNI=5.21,SD=1.17) inclusive leadership conditions. Thus,
having met this necessary requirement, | proceeded to create linear dratiquathogonal
contrasts for the purpose of including them as independent predictors in theiwagress
model.

The conceptual basis for using orthogonal contrasts in trend analysis is thsedtsli

the data into a number of orthogonal comparisons to allow for cleaner interpresaiotne
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order of the function. According to Keppel (1982, p.134), “each comparison represents the
pure form of a different order of polynomial, one for the linear order, one for theatjecadr
order, and so on.” These individual components can then be tested for significance to
determine the true nature of the function (e.g., linear, quadratic, cubic, etc.) e thst
parsimonious explanation can be offered.

To perform this trend analysis, | began by first creating dummy variablestiothe
linear and quadratic comparisons, using a special set of contrastieogdfior each of the
orthogonal trend components (i.e., linear vs. quadratic). These coefficieattaken from
Keppel's (1982) Table A-4 of Appendix A, in which he outlined special coefficients
depending on the number of number of levels and the order of the polynomial. For the linear
contrast, the coefficients were -1, 0, and 1, corresponding to the low, moderate and high
inclusive leadership conditions in my experiment. For the quadratic contrasbetffieients
were 1, -2, and 1, once again corresponding to the low, moderate and high inclusive
leadership conditions.

After | created these independent predictors in SPSS Version 17.0, | then used
hierarchical regression analysis to test the impact of the linear and tiuéairas of
inclusive leadership on the quality of students’ feedback (Hypothesis 2). In Step 1,
individuals’ upward communication quality was regressed on the dummy-coded linear
contrast variable, and no support for a significant linear function was f@endd{,n.s). In
Step 2, I included the quadratic contrast variable along with the linear contrabtezaAs
hypothesized, | found a significant negative coefficient for the quadaticast = -.28,
p<.01), but no significant effect for the linear contrgst {.05,n.s). Most significant, the

inclusion of the quadratic contrast in Step 2 of the hierarchical regression mpidaheck
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over eight percent of the total variance in individuals’ upward communicatioityqUr =
.083,AF=10.01,p<.01).

In short, this trend analysis, combined with the previously reported one-way ANOVA
results, provides further support for the assertion that individuals’ quality of coisinaeas
and input can often increase from low to moderate levels of inclusive leadership, but

potentially decrease as inclusive leadership goes beyond an optimal nfidpoint

Analytic Approach to Testing Mediation

After completing regression-based orthogonal polynomial trend analysisvider
more robust support for the observed inverted curvilinear effect of inclustlerskap on
individuals’ quality of upward communication, | proceeded to test Hypotheses8gltht4
in my model, which hypothesized various psychologically-based mediators. To do this,
followed Baron and Kenny's (1986) classic approach to testing mediation agiegsion
analysis to estimate coefficients for each hypothesis. For mediatioistaging the Baron
and Kenny (1986) approach, four conditions are necessary: (a) The independble {afia
should be related to the dependent variable (DV), although this requirement hadebeeh re
by Kenny, Kashy, and Bolger (1998) in subsequent work (cf. Mathieu & Taylor, 2006) (b)
the IV should be related to the mediator; (c) the mediator should be relatedtd, the
controlling for the IV; and (d) for full mediation, the effect of the IV on the BYion-
significant when the mediator’s effect on the DV is included. If the fourth tonds not

met, partial mediation is concluded.

2 In addition to testing the hypothesized curvilinetiect through trend analysis and ANOVA, | alsed
analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) to control for thember of words individuals wrote (i.e., upward
communication quantity) while conducting pairwisenparisons across conditions. Results of thisyaisal
confirmed that the highest quality of feedback egadrin the moderate inclusiveness condition, coeth&r
the low inclusiveness conditiop%£.055), as well as the high inclusiveness condifmBsn01).
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In order to test the mediated hypotheses predicting inclusive leadershagtsoeff
upward communicatioguantity, | first created dummy coded variables (0/1) for both the low
and high inclusive leadership conditions, which were then entered into the regressibn mode
as independent predictors. This implies that the moderate inclusiveness conaltithre w
omitted reference group in the analysis. For purposes of testing the mediatdbgpot
predicting upward communicatia@uality, | used the aforementioned linear and quadratic
contrast variables as the independent predictors of inclusive leadership, alottievinear
and quadratic terms of the proposed mediators (e.g., psychological safetlyesclcange,
etc.). This approach was necessary, given that | hypothesized invertdiieairvi
relationships across multiple stages of the model (i.e., from inclusive legdterstpward
communication quality, and from the various mediators to upward communication quality)
(see Edwards & Lambert, 2007 for a discussion of multi-stage moderation and ongdiati
As a result, testing mediation of the upward communication quality hypothesestatass

the use of regression-based orthogonal polynomial mediated trend analysis.

Tests of Mediation — Results

Results from my tests of mediation are detailed in Tables 5, 6, and 7. All reported
estimates are unstandardized. In Hypothesis 3, | proposed that psyciliagdagety would
mediate the relationship between inclusive leadership and upward communicatioryquantit
where inclusive leadership would positively predict psychological safety) @t@a
psychological safety would positively predict the quantity of upward commatimic
individuals’ provided (H3b). Using Baron and Kenny’s (1986) approach to assessing
mediation, in path c | found a significant effect of inclusive leadership on individuals

guantity of upward communication, in both the |dw 86.06,p<.01) and moderate
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inclusiveness condition®£ 126.22 p<.001), and a marginal effect in the high inclusiveness
condition p=101.91p<.10). Testing path a, in which inclusive leadership predicted
psychological safety showed that relative to the dummy coded referenge(ge.,
moderate inclusiveness leadership condition), psychological safety wesitoboth the
high inclusivenessE -.27,p<.05) and low inclusivenesb< -.12,n.s) conditions,
providing inconsistent support for Hypothesis 3a. | then tested Hypothesis 3b, in which
upward communication quality was regressed on the low and high dummy coded
independent variable and the proposed mediator of psychological safety. This test did not
yield a significant association of psychological safety on upward commumapiality b=
6.37,n.s). Thus, mediation was not established and Hypothesis 3 was not supported.
For Hypothesis 4, | posited that psychological safety would mediate the relgtionshi
between inclusive leadership and individuals’ upward communication quality. As geporte
earlier, using the linear and quadratic contrasts as predictors of feepllaity in step c,
yielded a significant, negative quadratic tebm {.30,p<.01), indicating an inverted
curvilinear relationship existed that could be mediated. Although there wasfecaigni
guadratic effect of inclusive leadership on psychological sabety.13,p<.05) in step a,
controlling for inclusive leadership and adding psychological safety and iteedgeam to
the model did not yield a significant association of the quadratic term of pegatadlsafety
on upward communication qualitp= .09,n.s). Thus, Hypothesis 4 was not supported.
In Hypothesis 5, | predicted that individuals’ expectancy beliefs about
communicating upward would mediate the inclusive leadership-upward commauomicati
linkage. In step a, results from the regression analysis showed no signifieahbéff

inclusive leadership on individuals’ expectancy beliefs across any of thectmeigéions
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(low, moderate or high) (Hypothesis 3a). Thus, this lack of a significant pattteom
independent variable to the mediator suggested no mediation was present. Thus, I8ypothesi
5 (5a and 5b) was not supported.

Similarly, Hypothesis 6 predicted that individuals’ instrumentality behéisut
speaking up would mediate the inclusive leadership-upward communication réligtiolms
testing path a, where inclusive leadership predicted instrumentality befedsd a
significant negative effect for the low inclusiveness conditisn-(56,p<.01), but not the
moderate or high inclusiveness conditions, lending partial support for Hypothesis 6a.
Similarly, in Hypothesis 6b | predicted that instrumentality belibfsua providing feedback
would predict upward communication quantity. After controlling for inclusive isagg |
found that instrumentality beliefs significantly predicted upward commuaoircgtiantity b=
13.71,p<.05), providing support for Hypothesis 6b, although the overall relationship
between low inclusive leadership and feedback quantity was still signifi¢éus, these
results suggest that instrumentality beliefs partially medidtedlbserved relationship
between inclusive leadership and upward communication quantity.

To test the significance of this mediated model, | created a bias{eorenfidence
interval (95% percentile), computed from the 1,000 bootstrap estimates with adjusted
formulas (see Shrout & Bolger; 2002; Stine, 1989). Although researchers havdytypical
conducted follow-up tests of mediation models using the Sobel test to assess their
significance, scholars have shown that the Sobel test is limited by distrib@issnanptions
of normality (Preacher & Hayes, 2004; MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, & Sheets,
2002). Therefore, to allow for this normality assumption to be relaxed, and consistent wi

recent guidance from the literature, | ran bootstrapped confidenceaisterstead. | used
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the constrained nonlinear regression module (CNLR) in SPSS Version 17.0 to estimate
coefficients from 1,000 bootstrapped samples with replacement from the fplesd&esults
from the 95 percentile bias-adjusted confidence interval (-14.43, 2.27) included zero,
providing tenuous support for mediation. As such, Hypothesis 6 was only partially supported
For Hypotheses 7 and 8, | predicted that the effect of inclusive leadership on
individuals’ quality of upward communication would be mediated by their expectat
instrumentality beliefs about speaking up to management. Testing the efféot linear
and quadratic contrasts on individuals’ expectancy beliefs (H7a) did not yieiggificant
main effects on the mediator. Thus, Hypothesis 7 was not supported. In contrast, inclusive
leadership did have a strong positive linear effect on individuals’ instruntgtiefs =
.39,p<.001), supporting Hypothesis 8a. However, when | included the quadratic and linear
instrumentality terms in the regression, controlling for the linear and quafinatis of
inclusive leadership, | did not find significant effects of the curvilinear ingratity term
(b=.08,n.s.) Thus, Hypothesis 8 was also not supported.
For the remaining hypotheses predicting the mediating effects of secharege (H9
& H10), social anxiety (H11 & H13), and self-censorship (H12 & H14), the initial pa¢hs (
path a) on which the mediator was regressed on the independent variable (i.eveinclusi
leadership) did not yield any statistically significant coefficientherefore, this implied that
none of these variables could mediate the curvilinear relationship found origiAslisuch,

Hypotheses 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14 were not supported.

Discussion

This experimental study helps to provide further support for my primary asstrét

high levels of inclusive leadership may produce diminishing returns in tertne qtiality of
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upward communication individuals’ provide to their leaders. Although I did not fiodgstr
support for any of the proposed mediators in this study, a few of them seemed to bg trendin
in the hypothesized direction (e.g., self-censorship, social exchange, so@#y)anxi
suggesting other potential explanations for the preponderance of null results. Onétgossibi
is that imprecise measurement of the focal constructs may be to blasrefltat many of

the measures were created for the purposes of this study. At the sanhetiener, a few
interesting findings from these null results should also be noted. For example, lalphiong

field work has shown the positive mediating influence of psychological safety orduali/i
upward communication to managers, this study did not provide any evidence to indicate that
psychological safety was salient in participants’ minds as they provided anihat fleader.

One possible explanation for this somewhat surprising finding is that participahésstudy
lacked the familiarity and interpersonal knowledge of the leader that wouldvigtede

present in real-life organizational settings. In addition, psychologicetlysafis referenced in

my study at the school level (i.e., with the administration), rather than at tiez-legel. As

a result, students’ perceived psychological safety with the currenhisth@iion may not

have been viewed as critical to their decision to communicate upward onr&laat.

Although this study helps to build on Study 1’s findings, by providing additional
support for the inverted-U hypothesis, it is also not without several limitatioost M
importantly, | did not find strong empirical support for the hypothesized mediatspstale
the fact the curvilinear relationship between inclusive leadership and uparardunication
guality was replicated. As such, this raises new questions as to why inti\sdaeingly
engage in a lower quality of communication at both low and high levels of inclusive

leadership. One possible explanation is that participants may have viewesehoelv
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administrator as much too distant a leader for them to be worried about futuaetiotes or
consequences. For instance, in real-life settings, employees ofte aesact with their
supervisors frequently, even daily. These leaders may also be situatedrahtliévels
within the organizational hierarchy, which can influence individuals’ upward comationc
decisions greatly (Detert & Trevifio, 2010). In such environments, the risks of
communicating upwards are clearly much more salient than they would be in this
experimental task, since students may not have a great deal of contabewith t
administration. Another possible limitation of this study is that like Studij<l, t
investigation was conducted in an academic setting where the norms of berevitera
quite different than in for-profit organizations and where individuals’ perceptidesaérs
are influenced by a variety of individual-, task-, and organizational-defattors. Given
these notable shortcomings, a third study using a sample of real-lifeyemplas

conducted in an effort to extend these findings and provide greater geaigligyiz
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Table 5

Study 2 — Tests of Mediation (Hypotheses 3a-6b)

Test Path Path/effect b SE t p

c Low IL — UC Quantity 86.06 | 15.16| -2.65  .009
c Moderate IL— UC Quantity 126.22| 10.28| 12.27 .000
C High IL — UC Quantity 101.91| 14.22] -1.71 .090
a Low IL — Psychological safety -.12 22 -1.36| .176
H3a, H3b a Moderate IL— Psychological safety .19 15 1.23 222
a High IL — Psychological safety -.27 21 -2.18| .031
b Low IL — UC Quantity 86.57 | 15.25| -2.52 .013
b Moderate IL— UC Quantity 124.95| 10.36| 12.06 .000
b | High IL — UC Quantity 103.66| 14.52| -1.47  .145
b Psychological safety> UC Quantity 6.37 6.27 1.02 312
c Linear Contrast UC Quality -.09 17 -.55 .585
C Quadratic Contrast UC Quality -.30 .09 -3.16 .002
a Linear Contrast> Psychological safety -.08 A1 -73 467
Ha4 a Quadratic Contrast Psychological safety| -.13 .06 -2.04| .043
b Linear Contrast UC Quality -.10 A7 -.61 541
b Quadratic Contrast> UC Quality -.31 .10 -3.22 .002
b Psychological safety> UC Quality -.19 .68 -27 .784
b | Psychological safety> UC Quality .09 67 13 .893
o Low IL — UC Quantity 86.06 | 15.16| -2.65 .009
c Moderate IL— UC Quantity 126.22| 10.28| 12.27 .000
c High IL — UC Quantity 101.91| 14.22| -1.71  .090
a Low IL — Expectancy -.03 .23 -.09 .929
H5a, H5b a Moderate IL.— Expectancy -.01 .16 -.08 .940
a High IL — Expectancy .04 22 .23 .819
b Low IL — UC Quantity 87.25 | 14.87| -2.60 .010
b Moderate IL— UC Quantity 125.98| 10.09| 12.49 .000
b High IL — UC Quantity 101.87| 14.02| -1.72  .088
b Expectancy- UC Quantity 15.24 | 5.96 2.56 .012
c Low IL — UC Quantity 86.06 | 15.16| -2.65 .009
c Moderate IL— UC Quantity 126.22| 10.28| 12.27 .000
c High IL —» UC Quantity 101.91| 14.22| -1.71  .090

a Low IL — Instrumentality -.56 22 -2.90| .004
H6a, H6b a Moderate IL— Instrumentality .06 15 42 677
a High IL — Instrumentality 21 21 74 461
b Low IL — UC Quantity 92.76 | 15.38| -2.12 .036
b Moderate IL— UC Quantity 125.34| 10.17| 12.32 .000
b High IL — UC Quantity 99.52 | 14.16| -1.82 .071

b Instrumentality—> UC Quantity 13.71 | 6.33 2.16| .033
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Table 6

Study 2 — Tests of Mediation (Hypotheses 7-10)

Test Path Path/effect b SE t p
c Linear Contrast UC Quality -.09 A7 -.55 .585
C Quadratic Contrast UC Quality -.30 .09 -3.16 .002
a Linear Contrast> Expectancy .04 A1 31 .755
H7 a Quadratic Contrast Expectancy .00 .06 .08 .939
b Linear Contrast UC Quality -.09 7 -.52 .607
b Quadratic Contrast UC Quality -.30 .10 -3.15 .002
b Expectancy» UC Quality -22 .16 -1.38| .169
b | Expectancy— UC Quality -.02 09 | -24| 812
c Linear Contrast UC Quality -.09 a7 -.55 .585
C Quadratic Contrast UC Quality -.30 .09 -3.16 .002
a Linear Contrast> Instrumentality .39 A1 3.65 .000
Hs a Quadratic Contrast Instrumentality -.08 .06 -1.30]  .196
b Linear Contrast UC Quality -12 .18 -.67 .507
b Quadratic Contrast> UC Quality -.30 .10 -3.07 .003
b Instrumentality—» UC Quality 14 .16 .90 .370
b | Instrumentality— UC Quality .08 12 64 | 526
c Low IL — UC Quantity 86.06 | 15.16| -2.65 .009
c Moderate IL— UC Quantity 126.22 | 10.28| 12.27 .000
c High IL — UC Quantity 101.91 | 14.22| -1.714 .090
a Low IL — Social exchange -22 .23 -1.04 .300
Hoa, Hob a Moderate IL.— Social exchange .02 .16 14 .892
a High IL — Social exchange .05 22 13 .894
b Low IL — UC Quantity 89.46 14.96| -2.43 .017
b Moderate IL— UC Quantity 125.73 | 10.10| 12.45 .000
b High IL — UC Quantity 101.71 | 14.03| -1.71 .090
b Social exchange> UC Quantity 14.65 5.82 2.52 .013
c Linear Contrast UC Quality -.09 A7 -.55 .585
c Quadratic Contrast> UC Quality -.30 .09 -3.16 .002
a Linear Contrast> Social exchange 13 A1 1.18 .240
H10 a Quadratic Contrast Social exchange -.03 .06 -.54 .589
b Linear Contrast UC Quality -.08 A7 -47 .638
b Quadratic Contrast UC Quality -31 .10 -3.21 .002
b Social exchange> UC Quality -17 .16 -1.08| .284
b | Social exchandge—~ UC Quality -.05 10 | -49| .628
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Table 7

Study 2 — Tests of Mediation (Hypotheses 11a-14)

Test Path Path/effect b SE t p
Low IL — UC Quantity 86.06 | 15.16| -2.65 .009
c Moderate IL— UC Quantity 126.22 | 10.28| 12.27 .000
C High IL —» UC Quantity 101.91 | 14.22] -1.74 .090
a Low IL — Social anxiety -.10 22 -.19 .851
Hlla, a Moderate IL— Social anxiety -.06 .15 -.40 .693
H11b a High IL — Social anxiety .27 21 1.54 125
b Low IL — UC Quantity -41.00 | 15.10| -2.72 .008
b Moderate IL— UC Quantity 125.70 | 10.24| 12.27 .000
b High IL — UC Quantity -21.45 | 14.29| -1.50 .136
b Social anxiety~> UC Quantity -8.80 6.11 | -1.44| .153
C Low IL — UC Quantity 86.06 | 15.16| -2.65 .009
c Moderate IL— UC Quantity 126.22 | 10.28| 12.27 .000
C High IL —» UC Quantity 101.91 | 14.22] -1.74  .090
a Low IL — Self-censorship .20 .22 .88 .378
H12a, a Moderate IL— Self-censorship .08 .15 .50 .617
H12b a High IL — Self-censorship -21 21 -.97 .335
b Low IL — UC Quantity 90.14 14.70| -2.52 .013
b Moderate IL— UC Quantity 127.16 | 9.96 | 12.77 .000
b High IL — UC Quantity 99.62 13.80| -2.00 .048
b Self-censorship> UC Quantity -17.81 | 592 | -3.01] .003
c Linear Contrast UC Quality -.09 A7 -.55 .585
c Quadratic Contrast> UC Quality -.30 .09 -3.16 .002
a Linear Contrast> Social anxiety .18 A1 1.68 .095
H13 a Quadratic Contrast Social anxiety .05 .06 .76 449
b Linear Contrast UC Quality -.16 A7 -.95 .345
b Quadratic Contrast> UC Quality -.32 .09 -3.36 .001
b Social anxiety—» UC Quality .25 14 1.79 .076
b | Social anxiety— UC Quality -15 A1 | -1.30] 196
c Linear Contrast UC Quality -.09 A7 -.55 .585
c Quadratic Contrast> UC Quality -.30 .09 -3.16 .002
a Linear Contrast> Self-censorship -.20 a1 -1.83| .069
H14 a Quadratic Contrast Self-censorship .00 .06 -.02 .983
b Linear Contrast UC Quality -.07 A7 -.39 .695
b Quadratic Contrast> UC Quality -.30 .09 -3.15 .002
b Self-censorship> UC Quality .10 15 .68 499
b | Self-censorship— UC Quality A7 13 | 1.36] 177
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VIIl. STUDY 3

I conducted the third and final study at a large biotechnology and pharmalseut
services provider headquartered in the southeast United States. Isenting surveys to
1,492 employees operating within a single division of the organization, apprekiroae
month apart in an effort to minimize common method variance (see Podsakoff, MagKenzie
Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003 for a review). The first survey captured measures ndé¢pendent
variables in the model, and the second survey captured measures of the dependa# variabl
and proposed mediators. In the second survey, employees were presentegquédsa r
from their immediate supervisor to provide written ideas on how to enhance the
organization’s effectiveness over the next five years. This written coroatiom served as

the primary dependent variable of interest and was evaluated for both quantity atyd quali

Sample

| worked closely with the senior director for global human resources ovenkever
weeks to launch this study, which was framed internally as part of an ongousydn
leadership development. For this reason, no incentives were provided to empmoyees t
participate in this research effort. The 1,492 division employees who vkect tas
participate represented nearly eight percent of the organization’s eotkfoxe, and
spanned a wide range of positions across the organizational hierarchy, incladiagens
(28.0%), professionals (e.g., specialists/analysts) (58.6%), and administtati@3.4%).

Respondents to the survey were primarily female (69.8%) and younger (69r8%5weears



old or below). Additionally, the vast majority of employees had less than five geaork
experience with the organization (71.0%), and had been in their current jobs for lesgethan f
years (87.6%).

During the initial data collection phase, 611 employees provided at leastipart
completed responses to the online survey (41.0% response rate). For the second survey,
administered roughly one month afterwards, 580 participants once agairetenhgilleast a
portion of the survey, resulting in a slight drop in response rate (38.9%). However, during
this second phase of data collection, the online survey company used to administer and host
the survey experienced a technical malfunction that caused 152 records naleiatifieble.
Because | had no way to link these respondents back to their time 1 survey data, these
records were regrettably excluded from the analysis, resulting in a nnaehdample size
than would otherwise be the case. After removing cases from the amatiisiscomplete

data, this left a final sample of 159 individuals.

Study Design

| sent two online questionnaires approximately one month apart to employeas vi
email with an embedded survey link. In Survey 1, | asked employees quedtoarigheir
perceptions of their immediate boss’s leadership style (i.e., the persqreviboned their
annual performance review). Employees were asked to provide selftapuags of their
perceptions of job satisfaction, personality, work group climate and other dsgphomgr
variables (e.g., organizational tenure, job tenure, gender, education, etc.). InZurvey
employees began by answering items related to their frequency ofdupsamunication
behavior within the organization, and the extent to which they had ideas for organizational

improvement. About midway through the second survey, | presented employeas wit
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voluntary request for input from their immediate boss, in which they were asked the
following question: What can the XYZ group do to increase organizational performance in
the next five year§?Survey logic was created to require employees to provide an answer to
this question, as a way to ensure individuals would not skip the opportunity to provide input.
However, participants could still choose to remain silent by simply typing mwabhas,

“none” in the text box. In this way, individuals’ upward communication was still dypure
discretionary behavior. After providing their typed comments and ideas into the taxt

box, participants answered a series of questions about their reactions to the upwar
communication process and what they were experiencing psychologically astegleted

the task. These latter measures were captured in order to test the anadided

Measures

All measures, unless otherwise noted, were assessed on a 1 to 7-point Likert scal
where 1Strongly Disagregand 7-Strongly Agree

Inclusive Leadership

Inclusive leadership was measured using Ashford et al's (1998) sixxiasure of
management openness=(95), which was used previously in Study 2 as a manipulation
check. These items werd féel free to make recommendations to my boss to change
existing practice$ “ Good ideas get communicated upward because my boss is very

approachablg “ Good ideas get serious consideration from my Bd$8y boss is interested
in ideas and suggestions from people at my level in the organiZatidhen suggestions are
made to my boss, they receive fair evaluatiand “My boss takes action on

recommendations made from people at my level
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Upward Communication Quantity and Quality

As in Study 1 and Study 2, upward communication quantity was measured as the
number of words individuals typed in their comments to management. Upward
communication quality was assessed by two independent coders who were nateassoc
with the organization. Because neither coder had relevant insight into how the atiganiz
evaluated good ideas, nor had the ability to evaluate their true feasibpibyemtial for
implementation, | instructed both coders to look for an ‘actionable component’ to tee idea
(e.g., Cannon & Witherspoon, 2005), as well as facets of upward communication (e.g.,
clarity of expression, constructive or improvement-oriented, thoughtfulnesss Bigton &
Ashford, 1993; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998) that often characterize quality commanicat
Each coder rated the same single item-measure of upward communicatighuged in the
previous studies - twould describe this statement/comment as high gualijter both
coders met to discuss and resolve differences across ratings, inegratmentr(,y=.83)
provided justification for averaging these individual measures into an overall atenpios

upward communication quality (see Bliese, 2000; James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1993).

Tested Mediators

Psychological Safety

Once again, | measured psychological safety using items referenbednatrk unit
level and adapted from Edmondson’s (1999) previously used scal8)]. A sample item
(reverse coded) ifPeople in this work unit sometimes reject others for being différent

Expectancy and Instrumentality Beliefs

| measured individuals’ expectancy beliefs about communicating upward using a

three-item compositer€.85), adapted from Jones’ (1986) self-efficacy scale. A sample item
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is, “I did not anticipate any problems speaking up to my bossstrumentality beliefs about
communicating upward were assessed using the same three items usey ) Bitd
referenced instead at the immediate supervisor level (etggught my ideas would be
acted upon by my bd$ga=.87).

Social Exchange

I measured employees’ perceptions of social exchange using Bernertdnakim
Feild, Giles, and Walker’s (2007) recently validated eight-item leader-nmresnbial
exchange (LMSX) scaler€.95). Two sample items includeyly efforts are reciprocated by
my bosgs and “My relationship with my boss is composed of comparable exchanges of giving
and taking

Social Anxiety and Self-censorship

| created an eight-item composite measure adapted from LeB®$3)(evaluation
apprehension scale£.92) to assess individuals’ social anxiety about communicating
upward. | assessed employees’ willingness to engage in self-censenslgpdies using a
shortened five-itemoE.90) version of Hayes et al.’s (2005) scale that was used in Study 2.
A sample item is, It was difficult for me to express my thoughts and opinions because |
thought my boss wouldn’t agree with what | said
Controls

| controlled for a few key individual-difference variables, such as gdfdémale,
1=male), job level (Manager, Professional, Administrative), and individugfstepported
job satisfaction. | measured job satisfaction using Edwards and Rothbard’s (1989ettre

scale (=.94). A sample item is]A general, | am satisfied with my j6b
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Results

Means, standard deviations, and correlations are displayed in Table 8. Aluooisti
measures were mean-centered, following the recommendations of Aiken ain{d 9943.
OLS hierarchical regression analysis was used to test my hypothe$&3nv@rsion 17.0.
Once again, Hypothesis 1 predicted that higher levels of inclusive leadership would
be associated with a higher quantity of upward communication. In Step 1dlthdde
control variables for employees’ gender, rank in the organization, and jolac#tisf In
Step 2, | added the linear term for inclusive leadership into the hierarchiczdsien model,
but did not find a significant positive association between inclusive leadership and upward
communication quantity as predictgi(-.11,n.s). Thus, Hypothesis 1 was once again not
supported. To test Hypothesis 2, which predicted an inverted curvilinear function for
inclusive leadership and communication quality, | included the same controls as befor
while also adding in the amount of upward communication individuals provided. In Step 2, |
added in the linear term for inclusive leadership to the baseline model, but did not find a
significant correlationff=.06,n.s). In Step 3, | added in the quadratic term for inclusive
leadership to test the hypothesized inverted curvilinear effect. Howeviée imStudies 1
and 2, | did not find a significant quadratic teffps €.07,p=.405), despite the fact the
negative sign on the coefficient indicated the proper inverted curvilineat. tfeherefore,

Hypothesis 2 was not supported.
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TOT

Table 8

Study 3 - Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations among All Tested Variéds

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
1. Inclusive L'ship 546 125 (.95)
2. Inclusive L'shif 31.35 12.11-65
3. Psychological safety 473 112 52+ -23** (.78)
4. Psychologicalsafefy 23.62 10.16-,17** .23** - 34**
5. Expectancy 526  1.31 50** -36** .35%* -.20** (.85)
6. Expectancy 2943 12.06-.46** 51** -26** .10 -.66**
7. Instrumentality 512  1.31 43 -28** 22** -09 .61**-39** (.87)
8 Instrumentalit); 27.93 11.82-36** 40** -.16* .06 -.39** 55%*-63**
9. Social exchange 4.87 137 .43** -26%* .36%* -.21** .66** -.40** .62** -.41** (.95)
10. Social exchangze 25.61 12.16-.32%* 34%* - 26%* 24** - 36** 49** - 36** 56** - 53**
11. Social anxiety 339 131 -24** 15 -24** -03 -.46** .19**-25** 08 -30** .05 (.92)
12. Social anxiet)zl 1317 951 -09 .26** -08 .14 -11* .30** -.03 .25** -02 .28** .21**
13. Self-censorship 319  1.34 -32%* 15 -35%* 03 -.54** .20%* - 40** 21** - 43** 15%* 76** [19** (.90)
14. Self-censorshﬁ) 1199  9.67 -12 .22%* -09 .05 -.25%% 46** - 19%* 42** - 16%* 35** . 16%* .64** 37**
15. Job satisfaction 510 1.39 44** -16** 50**-26** .17+ .02 .18* -05 .22** -13 -03 .07 -.16* -01 (.94)
16. Gender (0=F, 1=M) .29 45 o7 -05 -01 -07 .09 -06 .13 -14 .13 -08 .13 .01 .12 -.099 -.
17. JobLevel - Manager 22 42 -11 07 .02 -06 .05 -07 .06 -12 -08 .05 -13 .01 -14 -0633 .09
18. JobLevel - Professional 58 50 -04 -03 -12* 01 -03 .12 -11 .17+ 00 .01 .09 -02 .09 -0707 -.03 -63**
19. JobLevel - Admins 14 35 07 -02 .02 .03 -07 -04 .02 -08 .01 -05 .09 .03 .09 .11 .0Bl*-.21**-47**
20. Orgtenure: 0to 2yrs. 43 50 06 -05 .03 -06 .15 -15 .09 -15 .27%20** .14 .00 .01 .00 .06 .05.17**.23** .00
21. Orgtenure: 2to 5yrs. .34 A48 -14* 06 -.13** .07 -.15* .17* -.18* .24**-23** 12 .03 .02 .07 -06.13** .03 -08 .03 .08 -55**
22. Orgtenure: 5to 10 years 14 34 01 -01 .01 -05 -05 -01 .04 -13 -12 .01 -07 -11 .03 -020 -.05 .29**23** -0l -.39**-36**
23. Orgtenure: 10 to 15 years .06 24 13** -01 .19** .03 .09 -04 .16+ -01 .14 -05 -19* .10 -20.19* .15** -03 .02 -.11* -.10%-.20%*-.19**-13**
24. UC Quantity (no. ofwords) 31.84 3531 -06 .14** -03 .03 .02 .03 -05 .12* -10 .15** -09 .03 -0802. -01 -06 .07 -02 -02 .03 .01 -05 -03
25. UC Quality 401 119 01 .07 -07 00 .05 -09 -06 .03 -05 .05 -10* -08 -10 -082 -07 .09 -09 -04 -10 .07 .06 -.08 .66**

Notes. N159;p<.05* p<.01** Coefficient alphas for scales are in paheses along the diagonal.



Table 9

Study 3 - Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting Wyard
Communication (UC) Quantity and Upward Communication (UC) Quality

DV = UC Quantity (H1) DV = UC Quality (H2)

Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Gender -.08 -.07 .01 .00 .01
Manager .20 A7 -.23 -21 -.22
Professional A1 .08 -.29* -.27* -.29*
Administrative .03 .01 -.18 -17 -.18
Job satisfaction .00 .05 .02 -.01 .01
UC quantity (words) -11 .B9*** B9*** 70>
Inclusive leadership .06 .00
Inclusive leadership -.07
R .03 .04 A8rrx 48 .49
AdjustedR? .00 .00 46 46 46
AF .86 1.38 23.42%** .82 .70

Note *p <.05;p<.001** N = 161. Statistics in bold represent tests of hiyps¢s. Estimates are standardized.

Tests of Mediation — Results

Although Hypotheses 1 and 2 were not supported, | chose to conduct mediation tests
for my proposed mechanisms, given the possibility that indirect effects stillibe at work
(see Kenny, Kashy, & Bolger, 1998) through the suppression of omitted varia#deShi®ut
& Bolger, 2002; Mathieu & Taylor, 2006). The results of these tests are provided&s Tab
10 and 11.

In Hypothesis 3, | posited that the association between inclusive leadership and
upward communication quantity would be mediated by psychological safety. Patleta, whi
regressed psychological safety on inclusive leadership, produced a sigm@icaidtion
(b=.52,p<.001), supporting Hypothesis 3a. Path b included both psychological safety and
inclusive leadership as antecedents of upward communication quantity. Hovitever, a
controlling for inclusive leadership, psychological safety did not transmitcarect effect

(b= -.14,n.s), refuting Hypothesis 3b. Thus, Hypothesis 3 was not supported. Hypothesis 4

102



predicted that psychological safety would mediate the inclusive leadensivgrd
communication quality linkage. After controlling for both the linear and curatine
inclusive leadership terms, while including the linear and quadratic termsyfcnological
safety in the regression equation, no significant association between the seguaret t
psychological safety and upward communication quality was obsdrvedb,n.s). Thus,
Hypothesis 4 was not supported.

For Hypothesis 5, | predicted an indirect effect of individuals’ expectanafdeh
the inclusive leadership-upward communication quantity relationship. The tastiaftial
indirect path (a) yielded a significant positive association between ivelleadership and
upward communication quantitip<£.46,p<.001), supporting Hypothesis 5a. However,
Hypothesis 5b, and Hypothesis 5 more generally, were not supported since the irdfuence
expectancy beliefs after controlling for inclusive leadership was ndatstally significant
(b=2.69,p=.225). Hypothesis 6 predicted that another motivational mechanism —
instrumentality beliefs about speaking up — would mediate the relationship betwlesive
leadership and upward communication quantity. Hypothesis 6a was supported, ds the pat
from inclusive leadership predicting instrumentality beliefs was highglyifstant (=.40,
p<.001). However, instrumentality beliefs did not significantly predict the amount of
communication individuals’ providedb€1.19,n.s) after controlling for inclusive leadership
(Hypothesis 6b). Thus, Hypothesis 6 was not supported. Hypotheses 7 predicted that
expectancy and instrumentality beliefs about communicating with managemddt w
mediate the link between inclusive leadership and individuals’ quality of upward
communication. However, after including the linear and squared terms for bothaexgyect

and instrumentality in their respective regression equations, no evidengpdataacy
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(b=.06,n.s) or instrumentalityl§=.03,n.s) as a significant mediator was found. Thus,
Hypotheses 7 and 8 were not supported.

Hypothesis 9 predicted that the amount of communication employees provided their
bosses would be mediated by the extent to which they had a high degree of socrjeexcha
with their leaders. Path a, in which social exchange was regressed on inchuersHe
was highly significantl{=.40, p<.001), fulfilling the initial test for establishing mediation,
and providing support for Hypothesis 9a. However, when social exchange was incladed as
primary predictor of communication quantity, after controlling for incluteaelership, this
indirect effect was not transmittel=-2.07,p=.330) (Hypothesis 9b). As such, Hypothesis
9 was not supported.

| then proceeded to test social exchange as a potential mediator of theenclus
leadership-upward communication quality relationship, as predicted iothigis 10. Once
again, the data demonstrated a clear linkage between inclusive leadershigand soc
exchange beliefd€.40,p<.001) in path a. Path b included both linear and curvilinear social
exchange predictors of upward communication quality, while also controlling forheoth t
linear and quadratic forms of inclusive leadership. Tests of this regressa®t yielded a
significant association between the quadratic social exchange terorantunication
quality (b=.16,p<.05), while the curvilinear predictor of inclusive leadership was non-
significant p=.06,p=.269), thereby providing evidence of an indirect effect. Tests of
significance computed from 1,000 bootstrapped estimates confirmed the prdsadoed
effects as the 95bias-corrected confidence interval excluded zero (.012, .132). However,
given that the sign of the quadratic social exchange term was positive, thegdithpk social

exchange beliefs would be higher at high levels of inclusive leadership, compared to
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moderate levels, in contrast to what was hypothesized. Thus, Hypothesis 10 was only
partially supported.

| then tested Hypotheses 11 and 12, which predicted that individuals’ social anxiety
about communicating upward and perceived need to engage in self-censorship behaviors,
respectively, would mediate the linkage between inclusive leadership and the amount of
upward communication they provided to their immediate supervisor. Testing tk&asao
of inclusive leadership on individuals’ social anxiety about speaking up produced a
significant negative relationship< -.21,p<.01), in support of Hypothesis 11a. Regressing
upward communication quantity on individuals’ social anxiety perceptions while dogrol
for inclusive leadership, produced a marginally significant associatiarebe social anxiety
and upward communication quantity=(-3.66,p<.10), providing initial support for
Hypothesis 11b and indirect effects. | estimated coefficients from 1,000 bootdtrappe
samples with replacement, and found that tH& @& centile bias corrected confidence
interval excluded zero (.061, 2.196), thereby providing confirming evidence for indirect
effects. In short, this suggests that individuals’ lowered social anxiety apeaking up to
their supervisor yielded an increase in the amount of upward communication thelegdrovi
Thus, Hypothesis 11 was supported.

With Hypothesis 12, | made a similar prediction to Hypothesis 11 by suggesting tha
individuals’ perceived need to self-censor their comments and suggestions wtnvae b
the presence of highly inclusive leaders. This first path of this hypothiasisupported
(i.e., Hypothesis 12a), as demonstrated by the highly significant negativeasadp= -
.29,p<.001) between inclusive leadership and individuals’ perceived need to engage in self-

censorship. Hypothesis 12b, in which self-censorship was predicted to mediate the
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relationship between inclusive leadership and upward communication quantdggdyse
marginally significant association for self-censorship on upward commumagatantity b=
-3.61,p<.10). | then proceeded to test this indirect effect for significancedayicg 1,000
bootstrapped estimates. While thd'@@rcentile bias corrected confidence interval excluded
zero (.084, 2.347), the @Epercentile bias corrected confidence interval did not (-.017,
2.600), thus providing limited support for indirect effects. Therefore, Hypothesis 12 was
only partially supported.

In Hypothesis 13, | predicted that individuals’ anxiety about communicating upwards
would mediate the relationship between inclusive leadership and upward communication
guality. Path a, regressing social anxiety on inclusive leadership wdgcaignp= -.26,
p<.01). However, after controlling for inclusive leadership (both the linear and tjuadra
terms), | found a significant linear association between social aratetypward
communication qualityl= -.24,p<.01), but no significant correlation for the quadratic form
of social anxiety (b=.021.s). Thus, Hypothesis 13 was not supported.

Finally, Hypothesis 14 suggested that highly inclusive leadership would lead to lowe
guality upward communication because individuals would feel less of a need to engage in
self-censorship. Similar to the findings for social anxiety, a strongimegsssociation
between inclusive leadership and self-censorship emebbged?Q,p<.001). However, after
including both the linear and quadratic forms of self-censorship and inclusiveslaades
predictors of upward communication quality, no significant correlation betiheequadratic
form of self-censorship and upward communication quality was fdam@Z,n.s),

suggesting indirect effects were not present. Thus, Hypothesis 14 was not supported.
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Table 10

Study 3 — Tests of Mediation (Hypotheses 3a-8)

Test Path Path/effect b SE B t p

IL— UC Quantity -2.31 1.73 -10 -1.33 .184

H3a H3b a | IL— Psychological safety 52 .04 .52 13.09 .000
' b IL, Psychological Safety» UC Quantity -2.22 1.99 -10  -1.12  .266
b IL, Psychological Safety> UC Quantity -.14 2.10 -.01 -.07 .946
c IL— UC Quality 12 A1 12 1.07 .287
¢ | IL>- UC Quality .08 .06 15 139 167
a | IL— Psychological Safety 52 .04 52 13.09  .000
H4 b | IL— UC Quality .23 13 .23 1.74  .084
b | IL?>> UC Quality 11 .06 21 181  .072
b Psychological safety> UC Quality -17 .10 -16  -1.62  .108
b | Psychological safefy— UC Quality -.05 06  -07 -79 431
c IL— UC Quantity -2.31 1.73 -.10 -1.33 .184

H5a. H5b a IL— Expectancy 46 .06 .50 7.50 .000
' b | IL, Expectancy— UC Quantity -3.24 2.03 -14 -159 113
b IL, Expectancy— UC Quantity 2.69 2.21 A1 1.22 225
C IL— UC Quantity -2.31 1.73 -.10 -1.33 .184

H6a. H6b a | IL— Instrumentality 40 .07 43 6.02 .000
' b IL, Instrumentality— UC Quantity -2.21 1.98 -10  -1.12 266
b IL, Instrumentality— UC Quantity 1.19 2.13 .05 .56 577
c IL— UC Quality A2 A1 A2 1.07 .287
¢ | IL>- UC Quality .08 .06 15 139 167
a IL— Expectancy .46 .06 .50 7.50 .000
H7 b | IL— UC Quality 15 12 15 121 .226
b | IL%> UC Quality .07 .06 14 118 239
b Expectancy— UC Quality .05 12 .05 44 .660
b | Expectancy— UC Quality .06 .07 10 82 415
c IL— UC Quality A2 A1 A2 1.07 .287
¢ | IL>- UC Quality .08 .06 15 139 167
a | IL— Instrumentality 40 .07 43 6.02 .000
H8 b | IL— UC Quality 19 12 20 162  .107
b | IL%> UC Quality .09 .06 A7 143 156
b Instrumentality— UC Quality -.07 A1 -.07 -.66 511
b | Instrumentality — UC Quality .03 07 .05 A7 642

107



Table 11

Study 3 — Tests of Mediation (Hypotheses 9a-14)

Test Path Path/effect b SE B t p
c IL— UC Quantity -2.31 1.73 -.10 -1.33 .184
Ha, Hob a | IL— Social exchange 40 .06 43 6.39 .000
b IL, Social exchange> UC Quantity -1.50 1.92 -.07 -.78 438
b IL, Social exchange»> UC Quantity -2.07 2.12 -.08 -.98 .330
o IL— UC Quality 12 A1 12 1.07 .287
¢ | IL>- UC Quality .08 .06 15 139 167
a | IL— Social exchange 40 .06 43 6.39 .000
H10 b | IL— UC Quality 21 11 22 187  .064
b | IL%> UC Quality .06 .06 12 111 269
b | Social exchange»> UC Quality -.14 .10 -13  -141 161
b | Social exchande— UC Quality 16 .07 20 222 .028
c IL— UC Quantity -2.31 1.73 -.10 -1.33 .184
Hlla, a IL— Social anxiety -21 .07 -24  -3.12 .002
H11b b | IL, Social anxiety~> UC Quantity -2.51 1.83 -1 137 172
b IL, Social anxiety~ UC Quantity -3.66 2.03 -15  -1.80 .074
c IL— UC Quantity -2.31 1.73 -10 -1.33 .184
H12a, a IL— Self-censorship -.29 .07 -.32 -4.28 .000
H12b b IL, Self-censorship> UC Quantity -2.95 1.92 -13 -154 126
b IL, Self-censorship> UC Quantity -3.61 2.09 -14  -1.73 .086
c IL— UC Quality 12 A1 12 1.07 .287
¢ | IL>- UC Quality .08 .06 15 139 167
a | IL— Social anxiety -.26 .09 -22 292  .004
H13 b | IL— UC Quality .09 11 .09 81 419
b | IL>-> UC Quality .08 .06 16  1.38  .169
b | Social anxiety» UC Quality -.24 .09 -22  -2.64  .009
b | Social anxiet§f— UC Quality .02 .08 .02 24 814
c IL— UC Quality 12 A1 12 1.07 .287
¢ | IL>- UC Quality .08 .06 15 139 167
a | IL— Self-censorship -.29 .07 -32 428  .000
H14 b | IL— UC Quality 10 12 10 .85 .396
b | IL>-> UC Quality .08 .06 16 135  .180
b | Self-censorship~ UC Quality -.13 .10 -12  -130  .197
b | Self-censorshfp— UC Quality .02 .07 .02 24 812
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Discussion

While this field study was intended to provide additional support for my primary
thesis that high levels of inclusive leadership lead to diminishing returns iorthef lower
quality upward communication, no support for this assertion was found in this particular
setting. In addition, just as in Studies 1 and 2, Hypothesis 1 was not supported, which
predicted that the more inclusive the leader, the higher quantity of comnmiitegty
would receive from their subordinates. One plausible explanation for why this hsigothe
was not supported across all three studies is that highly inclusive leadesslitidyand
proactively receive good ideas from their subordinates in the natural,-day-tmurse of
affairs. Because such leaders are seen as highly approachable and ameeabigrg
input from below, individuals may not feel the need to withhold their comments or
suggestions until a more public opportunity to provide input arises. This suggestgtthat hi
inclusive leaders may not stand to gain much from more large-scale inputgsieeiims,
since they are likely to receive good ideas regardless. Future research zphtuukltbe
different means through which leaders capture good ideas and how they may leagatdiff
implications for the quality of ideas individuals’ share.

Although this study did not provide significant support for the presence of an inverted
U-shaped relationship between inclusive leadership and upward communication guality
did provide evidence for the importance of individuals’ social exchange expastatith
their leader as a predictor of communication quality. Contrary to my hypmthesie
inclusive leaders were associated with individuals’ feeling a greatse $¢ responsibility
and reciprocity towards the leader, which encouraged them to express a higleoguali

upward communication. This indirect effect suggests that highly inclusiveseads help
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to encourage better input and ideas from their followers by creating amaladiynamic that
fosters a mutual “give and take,” since norms of reciprocity and exchande geowerful
motivators (e.g., Gouldner, 1960).

A second key finding of this study is that inclusive leaders help to lower both
individuals’ anxiety and apprehension about communicating upward to managemerlk, as we
as their perceived need to engage in self-censorship. By essentially geslugiloyees’
concerns that they will be called out or embarrassed by their boss for sagething that is
not consistent with current organizational practices, highly inclusive eauy help to
foster feelings of trust and liking with their subordinates that motivates tii@rovide the
leader with something of value (i.e., good ideas for organizational improvement)is Int
way, highly inclusive leaders help reduce the possibility that systemic oagjanel silence
(e.g., Morrison & Milliken, 2000) can develop within the ranks. Future research should
explore in greater detail the specific behaviors inclusive leadergengto help facilitate
this sense of mutual obligation.

Although this study offers some interesting insights into the psychological and
relational processes that motivate individuals to express a higher quadtiyality of
upward communication, the overall lack of significant findings likely pr@elthe possibility
of this study being included in any future publication effort. However, for purposes of
understanding why these null results may have emerged, | offer a fewigddtgpotheses.
First, the dramatic reduction in sample size caused by the failure @fdtsutveys to link
together properly may have contributed to a sample with less statistical g@aver
unaccounted for variance. This seems plausible, given that an analysis of non-rgsponde

(see Rogelberg & Stanton, 2007) (i.e., those who were not identifiable but provided data)
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indicated no significant differences in ratings of upward communicatiomigué=1.46,
p<.10) or upward communication quality£1.05,p=.414) when comparing non-respondents
against the final sample.

Other possible reasons for the abundance of non-significant findings wasgtheden
both surveys (each one nearly 20 minutes), no tangible incentives for partioipeasisand,
and survey fatigue caused by the organization engaging in at least one otheeHartey
during the same time period, despite my objections. Although | offered to provide some
form of incentive to encourage employee participation, this idea was nixad hyian
resources executive who felt that the organization had a strong enough iciéual
around survey completion that made this unnecessary. In hindsight, this assumption may
have been somewhat flawed. Furthermore, despite our best efforts to staggeodbetion
of these two surveys in order to minimize employees’ survey fatiguegseqnch study was
“trumped” by an organization-wide employee satisfaction survey aala2g,000+
employees that sought to measure many of the same factors | wasga(etyy.,
psychological safety, climate, leadership, etc.). As such, it is possibEntboyees may
have been less motivated to participate in my research effort, despite dackirtge
division’s vice president, given that they were already completing thiesesairveys.

In short, while the results of this study are hardly conclusive, and offer limited
support for my basic arguments, they are still encouraging in that the neggtioa she
guadratic inclusive leadership term was consistent with the hypothesizeddnvesteaped
relationship between inclusive leadership and upward communication quality. Fotéer
this study does provide some initial evidence that expectations of sociahggcha well as

perceptions of social anxiety and self-censorship requirements, may centoilnaw
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individuals decide to communicate with managers. Going forward, it will bessegeto
provide support in the field for my thesis that upward communication quality diminishes
beyond an optimal midpoint as a function of inclusive leadership. This exploratory
investigation provides encouraging support for future research to uncover thetseaffess

a broader sample of organizations.

Supplemental Analysis

While | did not find evidence for the hypothesized inverted U-shaped relationship
between inclusive leadership and upward communication quality in the preceding study
when using management openness (see Ashford et al., 1998) as the independenbfeasure
inclusiveness, this curvilinear finding did emerge when | used leader-mexdieange
(LMX) as the primary measure of inclusive leadership. As such, the foll@aungiemental
analysis is included as “food for thought” as to why higher levels of LMX naltéde a
lower quality of upward communication.

The basic tenet of LMX is that leaders have unique exchange relationsthipgbeir
followers that differ in their level of quality, and it is this variance in thengfth of the
relationship that has important implications for both leader and follower outcQugkser
& Schriesheim, 2000; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Gerstner & Day, 1997). LMX theory
suggests that by developing trust, respect and mutual obligations to each othereg\aer tim
leader-follower relationship transforms from one purely defined by individterests to one

based more upon shared interests (Uhl-Bien, Marion, & McKelvey, 2007).

Measures
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Leader-Member Exchange (LMX)

| measured leader-member exchange using Graen and Uhl-Bien’s (1995gdalida
seven-item LMX-7 scalen€.90). These items arel: Know where | stand with my bgss
“My boss understands my job problems and néé&tsy boss recognizes my potentidlMy
boss would use his/her power to help me solve work related prgbldvhsboss would
“bail me out” at his/her expense&”| defend and justify decisions made by my boss when
he/she is not present to dg’sand “l have an effective working relationship with my bbss

Upward Communication Quantity & Quality

As in the prior studies, upward communication quantity was measured as the number
of words individuals typed in their communication to their boss, while upward
communication quality was assessed by averaging the ratings of two indepmtieaton a
single-item — t would describe this statement/comment as high qualifter both coders
met to discuss and resolve differences across ratings, interrateilitglpgoved sufficient
(ICC(2)=.83,p<.001) (e.g., Bliese, 2000; Greguras & Robie, 1998).

Controls

| controlled for individuals’ gender, job level, organizational tenure, pelgptraits
and job satisfaction. Gender (O=female, 1=male), job level (manager, pro&ssd
administrative), and organizational tenure (0 to 2 years, 2 to 5 years, 5 to 10 years, 10 to 15
years) were dummy coded variables in the regression model. In an effoninuzeisurvey
length, | used Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, & Lucas’s (2006) mini-IPIP scalegptare
measures of individuals’ extraversion, agreeableness and conscientioushes20-item
scale uses four items to measure each relevant personality dimensibas gandviously

demonstrated acceptable internal consistencies across five studies @bove .60)
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(Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, & Lucas, 2006). In this particular study, however, internal
consistency estimates of individuals’ extraversion §3), agreeableness<.66) and
conscientiousness£.53) proved adequate, but not particularly robust. In addition to
measuring these Big 5 dimensions, | also included a four-item compositereneas
individuals’ proactive personality (see Detert & Burris, 2007). A sample getham
always looking for better ways to do thingse=.84). Finally, | controlled for individuals’
job satisfaction using Edwards and Rothbard’s (1999) previously noted threscaéam

(0=.94).

Results

Means, standard deviations, and correlations for all tested variables in this
supplemental analysis are displayed in Table 12. Scale alphas are prakamehe
diagonal of the correlation matrix. All continuous measures were meaeree to facilitate
interpretation of the form of the interaction. OLS hierarchical regnessialysis was used

to test Hypotheses 1 and 2, the results of which are presented in Table 13.
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Tl

Table 12: Study 3 — Supplemental Analysis: Means, Standard Deviations and @elations Among All Tested Variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28
1. LMX 508 1.30 (.90)

2. LMX? 27.51 11.82-61*

3. Psychological safety 473 112 517 -26* (.78)

4. Psychological safefy 2362 10.16-18% .24 -34%

5. Bxpectancy 526 131 .49~ -30 .35% -20* (.85)

6. Bpectancy 2943 12.06-42% 46 -26% .10 -.66**

7. Instrumentality 512 131 46 -27% 22% -09 .61* -39 (.87)

8. Instrumentality 27.93 11.82-36™ .46 -16* .06 -39% 55 63

9. Social exchange 487 137 A= -20% 36 -21% 66" -40% .62 -41* (.95)

10. Social exchange 2561 12.16-37% .48 -26% 24" -36% 49" -36" 56 -53*

11. Social anxiety 339 131 -14 .05 -24* -03 -46% .19~ -25% 08 -30* .05 (92)

12. Social anxietyy 1317 951 .00 .19* -08 .14 -11* 30%* -03 .25% -02 .28 .21*

13. Seff-censorship 319 134-27% 08 -35% .03 -54% 20% -40% 21% -43% 15% 76% 19% (.90)

14. Seff-censorship 1199 967 -11 .21% -09 .05 -25% 467 -19% 42% 16" 357 16 .64 37+

15. Job satisfaction 510 139 47+ -21% 50= -26% 17+ .02 .18 -05 .22 -13 -03 07 -16* -01 (94)

16. Extraversion 412 116 -02 .08 .03 .10+ -O07 -02 -02 .06 -11 .08 .02 -09 .04 -083 .

17. Agreeableness 570 .77 .03 .13* .16~ .13* -10 .06 -15 .10 -12 .10 -02 -10 -1816* .12* .19%

18. Conscientiousness 576 .89 .14~ 06 .47 03 .01 .07 -03 .09 01 .10 -03 .08 -18 .1212%x .02 .27*

19. Proactive personality 605 .70 16~ .02 .06 .10 .00 -01 .01 .05 -04 .04 .02 .03 .00 .00 *1716~ .26 .32+

20. Gender (0=F, 1=M) 29 45 o7 -100 -01 -07 .09 -06 .13 -14 .13 -08 .13 .01 .12 -099- .06 -10* -15% 04

21. JobLevel - Manager 22 42 .07 05 .02 -06 05 -07 .06 -12 -08 .05 -13 .01 -14 -0B3 - .07 .10+ -05 -04 .09

22. JobLevel - Professional 58 50 -09 -03 -12 .01 -03 .12 -11 .17 .00 01 .09 -02 .09 -GO7 .04 -09 -01 .00 -03 -63*

23. Joblevel - Admins 14 3% 100 00 .02 .03 -07 -04 .02 -08 .01 -05 .09 .03 .09 .11 .062* .00 .07 -01 -11* -21% 47"

24. Orgtenure: 0to 2 yrs. 43 50 .10* -13* 03 -06 .15 -15 .09 -15 .27 -20% 14 .00 .01.00 .06 .00 .00 .03 .04 .05 -17* .23* .00
25. Orgtenure: 2to 5 yrs. 34 48 -15% 107* -13* .07 -15¢ .17* -18° .24 -23=« 12 .03 .02 .07 -06 -13* -02 -06 -10*+ .02 .03 -08 .03 .08 -55%

26. Orgenure:5to 10years .14 .34 -01 .02 o -05 -05 -01 .04 -13 -12 .01 -07 -11 .03 -.0R0 .00 04 .01 -05 -05 .29 -23* -01 -39 -36™

27. Orgenure: 10to 15years .06 .24 14 -01 .19~ .03 .09 -04 .16 -01 .14 -05 -19¢ .10 -2019 .15~ .04 03 .11* -01 -03 .02 -11* -10* -20* -19 -13*

28. UC Quantity (no. of words)31.84 3531 -08 .11* -03 .03 .02 .03 -05 .12 -10 .15+~ -09 .03 -082.0-010 05 .03 .07 .05 -06 .07 -02 -02 .03 .01 -05 -03

29. UC Quality 401 119 -o7 .01 -07 .00 05 -09 -06 .03 -05 .05 -100 -08 -106-002 -01 -04 .15 .02 -O07 .09 -09 -04 -10 .07 .06 -.08*.66

Notes. N159;p<.05*, p<.01**; Coefficient alphas for scales are in paheses along the diagonal.



Hypothesis 1 predicted that higher levels of inclusive leadership would be positively
associated with more upward communication, measured in terms of the number of words
individuals wrote in their responses to management. In Step 1, control varialdes wer
included in the hierarchical regression model, including gender, organizatiomad,teank,
personality traits and job satisfaction. In Step 2, the inclusive leadesstmifite., LMX)
was added to the regression model. As in the prior studies, no significant posibieiatasn
was found between inclusive leadership and individuals’ quantity of communication
provided (3= -.17,p=.139). Thus, Hypothesis 1 was not supported.

As the primary hypothesis of interest across all three studies, Hypothegigested
that high levels of inclusive leadership would encourage individuals to engagenara |
guality of leader-directed communication. In Step 1, | added the samelc@miables as
before, while also adding in quantity of communication (i.e., word count), which emerged as
a significant predictor of upward communication quality=(.68,p<.001). In Step 2, | added
the linear effect of LMX, but no significant association was foy#sd-(01,n.s). In Step 3, |
added the quadratic term for LMX and found a significant negative ceeffipredicting
upward communicatior(= -.18,p<.05), indicating the presence of an inverted curvilinear
relationship. In contrast, the linear LMX term was not significgnat-(15,p=.122).

Therefore, just as in Studies 1 and 2, Hypothesis 2 was supported. This finding atelustr

graphically in Figure 3.
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Figure 3

Study 3 — Supplemental Analysis: Upward Communication Quality as a Funan of
Leader-Member Exchange (LMX)
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Table 13

Study 3 — Supplemental Analysis: Results of Hierarchical RegressiomaAlysis — LMX
Predicting Upward Communication (UC) Quantity and Upward Communication (UC)
Quality

DV=UC Quantity (H1) DV=UC Quality (H2)

Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Gender (0=F, 1=M) -.08 -.06 .03 .03 .03
Manager 21 .18 -.25 -.25 -27*
Professional 12 .06 -.34* -.35% -.37*
Administrative .05 .01 -.23* -.23* -.25*%
Job satisfaction .01 .07 .05 .05 .08
Org tenure (0-2 yrs.) -12 -.07 -.09 -.09 -.13
Org tenure (2-5 yrs.) -.07 -.03 -.04 -.04 -.06
Org tenure (5-10 yrs.) -.05 -.03 -.06 -.05 -.09
Org tenure (10-15 yrs.) -.05 -.02 -.15 -.14 -.13
Extraversion A1 A2 -.07 -.07 -.06
Agreeableness -.07 -.08 -.04 -.04 -.03
Conscientiousness .10 A1 .10 .10 14*
Proactive personality .03 .04 -.05 -.05 -.06
UC quantity (no. of words) -.14 .68** .68** .68**
LMX =17 -.01 -.15
LMX 2 -.18*
R .05 .07 51 51 53
AdjustedR? -.03 -.02 46 46 A7
AF .67 2.21 10.72** .02 4.46*

Note *p <.05;p<.001** N = 159. Statistics in bold represent tests of hypsts.

To test Hypotheses 3a through 14, | once again used Baron and Kenny’s (1986)
regression-based approach to testing for mediation, supplemented with gudidamc
Edwards and Lambert (2007) when dealing with multiple stage moderation. Theeseasur
used to test the proposed mediators (i.e., psychological safety, expectancy and
instrumentality beliefs, social exchange, social anxiety, and sebcghip) were the same as

those used in the write-up for Study 3. These tests of mediation resultesaeted in

Tables 14 and 15.
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Table 14

Study 3 — Supplemental Analysis: Tests of Mediation (Hypotheses 3a-8)

Test Path Path/effect b SE B t p

LMX— UC Quantity -2.62 1.71 -12  -1.53 128

H3a, H3b a | LMX— Psychological safety .57 .05 51 12.62  .000
b LMX, Psychological Safety» UC Quantity | -2.62 1.98 -12  -1.33 .187
b LMX, Psychological Safety> UC Quantity A1 2.12 .01 .05 .958
c LMX— UC Quality -.10 .10 -.10 -.96 .336
c | LMX*— UC Quality -.03 .06 -05  -51 612
a | LMX— Psychological Safety .57 .05 51 12.62 .000
H4 b | LMX— UC Quality -.08 12 -.08 -.66 512
b | LMX*— UC Quality -.03 .06 -04  -41 681
b Psychological safety> UC Quality -.05 .10 -.05 -.48 .635
b | Psychological safefy— UC Quality -.02 .06 -02  -26 798
c LMX— UC Quantity -2.62 1.71 -.12 -1.53 .128

H5a, H5b a | LMX— Expectancy 44 .06 49 7.29 .000
b | LMX, Expectancy— UC Quantity -3.57 1.99 -16  -1.79 .075
b LMX, Expectancy— UC Quantity 2.84 2.19 A1 1.30 .196
o LMX— UC Quantity -2.62 1.71 -.12 -1.53 .128

Hea, H6b a | LMX— Instrumentality 42 .06 .46 6.55 .000
b LMX, Instrumentality— UC Quantity -2.95 2.00 -13  -1.48 141
b LMX, Instrumentality— UC Quantity 1.63 2.16 .07 .76 451
c LMX— UC Quality -.10 .10 -.10 -.96 .336
c | LMX*— UC Quality -.03 .06 -05  -51 612
a LMX— Expectancy .44 .06 .49 7.29 .000
H7 b | LMX— UC Quality 11 11 -12 -99 325
b | LMX*- UC Quality -.05 .06 -10 -85 398
b Expectancy— UC Quality .16 12 .15 1.27 .208
b | Expectancy— UC Quality 10 .07 16 1.38 171
c LMX— UC Quality -.10 .10 -.10 -.96 .336
c | LMX*— UC Quality -.03 .06 -05  -51 612
a | LMX— Instrumentality 42 .06 .46 6.55 .000
H8 b | LMX— UC Quality -.06 11 -06  -54 587
b | LMX*- UC Quality -.04 07 -08  -67 503
b Instrumentality— UC Quality .01 A1 .01 .10 .924
b | Instrumentality — UC Quality .07 07 11 97 332
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Table 15

Study 3 — Supplemental Analysis: Tests of Mediation (Hypotheses 9a-14)

Test Path Path/effect b SE B t p
¢ | LMX— UC Quantity 262 171  -12 -153  .128
HOa, HOb a | LMX— Social exchange .60 .08 49 7.40 .000
b | LMX, Social exchange> UC Quantity -1.84 1.96 -.08 -.94 .350
b LMX, Social exchange> UC Quantity -1.30 1.59 -.07 -.82 413
c LMX— UC Quality -.10 .10 -.10 -.96 .336
¢ | LMX*— UC Quality -.03 06  -05 -51 612
a | LMX— Social exchange .60 .08 .49 7.40 .000
H10 b | LMX— UC Quality -.04 11 -04 -32 748
b | LMX*— UC Quality -.09 06  -16 -145  .150
b | Social exchange» UC Quality -.07 .10 -.06 -.67 .503
b | Social exchange— UC Quality 22 .08 26 2.80 .006
¢ | LMX— UC Quantity 262 171 -12 -153 .128
H11la, a LMX— Social anxiety -.14 .09 -12 -1.54 125
H11lb b | LMX, Social anxiety—> UC Quantity 225 178 -10 -127 207
b LMX, Social anxiety—> UC Quantity .61 1.74 .03 .35 725
¢ | LMX— UC Quantity 262 171 -12 -153  .128
H12a, a | LMX— Self-censorship -.30 .09 -25  -3.29 .001
H12b b | LMX, Self-censorship> UC Quantity 333 186 -15 ~-1.80 .074
b LMX, Self-censorship> UC Quantity -3.58 2.05 -14  -1.75 .083
¢ | LMX— UC Quality -.10 10 -10 -96  .336
¢ | LMX*— UC Quality -.03 06  -05 -51  .612
a | LMX— Social anxiety -14 .09 -12  -154 125
H13 b | LMX— UC Quality -.13 .10 -13  -125 212
b | LMX*— UC Quality -.05 06  -08 -76  .452
b | Social anxiety» UC Quality -27 .09 -25 -3.01 .003
b | Social anxiety— UC Quality .07 .08 .08 .90 367
c LMX— UC Quality -.10 .10 -.10 -.96 .336
c | LMX*— UC Quality -.03 06  -05 -51  .612
a | LMX— Self-censorship -.30 .09 -25  -3.29 .001
H14 b | LMX— UC Quality -.16 A1 -16  -143 155
b | LMX*— UC Quality -.05 06  -10 -87  .387
b | Self-censorship~> UC Quality -.19 .10 -18  -2.01  .047
b | Self-censorship— UC Quality .06 .07 .07 78 434
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As seen in Tables 14 and 15, no support was found for the proposed mediators of
psychological safety, expectancy and instrumentality beliefs (i.potHgses 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8
and 9). However, Hypothesis 10 was partially supported, as social exchaefg beli
transmitted an indirect effect between inclusive leadership and upward coratrmmic
quality. While I did not find support for Hypotheses 11 and 13 and the indirect dffect o
social anxiety on either the quantity (H11) or quality (H13) of individuals’ upward
communication, respectively, there was some evidence to suggest that higlsesflekxX
was associated with less self-censorship-8.58,p<.10), resulting in a greater quantity of
upward communication. Thus, Hypothesis 12 was marginally supported. Finally,
individuals’ perceived need to engage in self-censorship did not mediate the inclusive

leadership-quality communication relationship. As such, Hypothesis 14 was nottedppor

Discussion

The purpose of this supplemental analysis was to provide additional support for the
inverted curvilinear relationship between inclusive leadership and upward comtimmica
quality found in Studies 1 and 2, while using a measure (i.e., LMX) that on theesondgc
not necessarily be viewed as belonging to the same family of inclusiedbgrconstructs.
However, the fact that this relationship emerged in this field studysafferesting avenues
for further exploration. For instance, just as Harris and Kacmar (2006) demeoh$itrat
individuals who have a strong reciprocity-oriented relationship with their badinca
themselves burdened by the need to perform and thus, experience increastxystsess
perhaps individuals who had similarly strong relationships with their supervitor fe
compelled to provide input at any and all costs, irrespective of its quality. Saeas to

have been the case in the prior studies, leaders who share a positive rapportrwith thei
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subordinates may get their input periodically and without the need for fornralalba
Thus, additional work is needed to further uncover the psychological mechanisms behind
why individuals provide a lower quality of upward communication when their input is

solicited by highly approachable and inclusive leaders.
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IX. GENERAL DISCUSSION

The purpose of this investigation was to challenge conventional wisdom thatismore
better” by demonstrating that highly inclusive leadership may have asdikwhen it
comes to accomplishing the goal of getting high quality comments, idehsuggestions
from one’s followers. In two of three settings (archival and lab), | provitialievidence
for an inverted curvilinear relationship between inclusive leadership and upward
communication quality, such that quality begins to go down beyond a certain optimum
threshold. Furthermore, by highlighting the limited positive influence of imeusadership
on individuals’ leader-directed communication behavior, | offer support foe thd®lars
who have suggested studying leadership as a more complex and intricatealelat
phenomenon that may be nonmonotonic in its influence (e.g., Fleishman, 1995; Fleishman &
Harris, 1962; Judge, Piccolo, & llies, 2004)

In this dissertation, | make several contributions to both the upward commaimicati
and leadership literatures. First, by introducing the idea of upward comnnomigaality, |
highlight the importance of studying individuals’ quality of contributiond @eas within
their organizations, rather than just the amount or frequency of these contrib@tithragigh
the fear of speaking up (e.g., Kish-Gephart, et al., 2009) has regrettably contiabiied t
spirals of silence seen in many organizations today (e.g., Bowen & Biaci903),
scholars have overemphasized the need for employees to speak up more frequently and in
greater numbers, without considering the potential consequences of these attdas

research is still needed to uncover new ways to unlock the gates of fear thatgpreahy



front-line employees from speaking up at work, the current investigationdhighhow a
broader focus that includésth quantity and quality considerations can help to move the
upward communications literature forward in a meaningful way. Throughxjpenhded
focus on both the quantity and quality of ideas individuals contribute to improving the
organization, scholars broadly interested in issues of upward communicationgém hel
improve the depth and precision of our theory-building, while simultaneously hedping t
integrate several conceptually-related literatures (e.qg., isBung sissue crafting, employee
voice, persuasion, and creativity).

A second contribution of this work is demonstrating how various psychological
influences, such as instrumentality beliefs and social exchange exqestatiay provide
indirect influences on individuals’ upward communication behavior. As seen in Study 2,
participants were motivated to provide more upward communication when ththatdte
leader would act upon their concerns in some meaningful way. In this way, lemders c
increase employees’ motivation to engage in the upward communication process by
heightening their instrumentality beliefs, which research has shown g sintecedent of
procedural justice perceptions (see Avery & Quifiones, 2002). Building upon thesgdindi
Study 3 also demonstrated that individuals’ quality of written communica@sravgely
determined by the extent to which they felt strong bonds of social exchéhgaewr
immediate supervisor. Specifically, the greater employees’ percedesbita reciprocate and
engage in acts of social exchange with their leader, the more communicatioyesspl
provided and the higher the quality of this communicatibaken together, these findings
raise an interesting and potentially difficult practical challelmgerfanagers. On the one

hand, highly inclusive leaders can get more upward communication from thewead|
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because individuals feel more comfortable expressing their true thoughts and opinions
around their leader and believe that these leaders will act upon their concetins.s&nhe
time, however, the observed inverted curvilinear relationship between veclaadership
and upward communication quality suggests that individuals’ quality of comiaeshisleas
may actually be poorer when leaders adopt a highly inclusive style. Although clea
theoretical guidance for why inclusive leaders get lower quality conuation was not
evident in this exploratory set of studies, understanding how leaders can figteatiad
the negative influence of inclusive leadership through tactics such asargett
communication solicitations (e.g., “give me your one best idea” ratheoffeamended
invitations for input), or eliminating anonymity may provide a way for leattehandle this
delicate balance. Just as managers must sometimes take harsh action tosloevesasary
to ensure organizational effectiveness (Molinsky & Margolis, 2005), highlysive leaders
may need to place self-imposed constraints on their availability and wiliagoeonsider
others’ input, if they are to get the very best ideas from their workforce.

A third contribution this work makes to our collective understanding of upward
communication and management issues is the attention it draws to the darkrsitiesife
leadership. With recent trends in management practice seemingly skeveeds
highlighting only the beneficial aspects of inclusiveness, this rdsealoes Fleishman and
Harris’s (1962) early admonition that effective leadership is often found gtanal
‘middle point’ that is constrained on both sides. Most recently, Grant and Schwartz{2011
61) shared similar sentiments, arguing persuasively that “a wealthabfgdegical research
has focused on demonstrating the well-being and performance benefits okeposits,

states, and experiences. This focus has obscured the prevalence and importance of
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nonmonotonic inverted-U-shaped effects, whereby positive phenomena reaclomflect
points at which their effects turn negative.”

Taking Grant and Schwartz’s (2011) admonition to heart may move scholars in the
direction of developing new theories of leadership that are more precise andu@ihtex
bounded. Just as the original Ohio State leadership studies’ espousal of both camsiderati
and structure for effective leadership paved the way for modern leadersppgigres to
gain wider acceptance, so too can fresh conceptual work on the need for “bounded
inclusiveness” open the bridge to new developments in leadership theory.

Although this work makes important contributions to both the upward communication
and leadership literatures, this research is not without several longatiorth considering.
Perhaps the most glaring shortcoming of this initial research efftirat it did not yield
conclusive results as whyinclusive leadership lowers upward communication quality, nor
provide sufficient insight into how leaders may effectively limit the negatifluence of
inclusiveness on communication quality. Although individuals did express a lowdyagdali
upward communication to more inclusive leaders when given the opportunity to provide
input, these initial studies provide only tepid support for my underlying assuntipaion
highly inclusive leaders promote a work environment that encourages cograinasta
Thus, it remains to be seen why inclusive leaders might unintentionally logvgquality of
communication they receive from their subordinates. One possible explanatiomfer fut
research to consider is that highly inclusive leaders are simply bestrciting informal
communication and ideas from their workforce quite regularly, rather thamgviit more
formal, but infrequent mechanisms, such as employee feedback surveys, to garner

individuals’ input. As such, when it came time to offer their ideas and suggestions,
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participants had very little to share that hadn’t been already communicatesdrt
supervisor. Furthermore, given that all three forums for expressing-a@iaeieted
communication were more formal across these studies, testing thesadaesassother
contexts where communication is more informal and spontaneous (e.g., teangsheetd
potentially influenced by social contagion effects, would be a useful way torexpls
possibility in greater depth.

Related to this point, another important limitation of this work is that only writte
forms of communication were captured and evaluated for quality. However,sodagiern
workplace is one where individuals often have multiple forums at their disposal for
expressing their ideas and concerns, ranging from personal, one-on-one ma#tings w
supervisors to more large-scale employee gatherings where indivédeals/en the
opportunity to communicate their concerns to senior leadership. Thesedtitgyss
typically require individuals to express their ideas verbally and in persbe teader(s).
Thus, it is possible that the inverted curvilinear relationship betweeniveleadership and
upward communication quality found across this particular set of studies edianty to
forums where written communication is expressed. Going forward, it wititeeesting for
researchers to consider how individuals’ communication quality varies asti@fuoic
inclusive leadership in environments where individuals are required to sharedasir i
verbally and in person. In such cases, one might hypothesize individual-diffehanoes a
larger footprint, such that individuals who are more introverted and/or better-at self
monitoring, may produce a higher quality of upward communication than their more

loquacious, spontaneous colleagues (e.g., Grant, Gino, and Hofmann, in press).
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In light of these limitations, there are clearly numerous opportunities foragsaanch
efforts to address these shortcomings and enhance our knowledge and understanding of how
individuals come to share good ideas with their supervisors. In the final sectios of thi
dissertation, | turn my attention to explicating additional avenues for figsearch that may
hold promise in our ongoing quest to better understand how leadership and other important

contextual influences shape individuals’ upward communication behaviors.
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X. FUTURE RESEARCH

This initial exploration into the inverted curvilinear relationship betwiaeelusive
leadership and upward communication quality opens up a variety of interasting
noteworthy avenues for future research. As a logical first step, gomatty replicating the
findings presented here across a wider variety of organizations and sampkkdéevaul
valuable contribution to the literature and help to strengthen the conclusionstbat ca
drawn from this work. In addition to replicating these results using individualeritn N
America, these new investigations should also seek to expand geographic boundaries a
explore how upward communication quality differs across various cultures amctsont
given that status norms and power distance expectations often operate differsidly @ut
developed Western nations (Hofstede, 1980). Across Eastern nations, the highfdegree o
power distance and regard for institutional hierarchy and norms may make tagsexpof
low quality communication less prevalent and infrequent compared to theirriWeste
counterparts. Future research should explore this possibility.

Perhaps the most important issue left unresolved by the current inveatigathy
high levels of inclusive leadership leads to a lowering of individuals’ upward comation
quality. Although several psychological mechanisms were proposed for why thi
phenomenon exists, surprisingly little mediating evidence was found to support thesvari
predictions. In fact, despite some initial support in Studies 2 and 3 for thecasteat

inclusive leaders enhance followers’ instrumentality and social exehzeiggfs, the lack of



consistent results across both studies suggests the potential forigkezrptanations.
Additionally, the surprising lack of significant correlations between psyclualogafety and
upward communication, both in terms of quantity and quality, raises interestingpgaesi
to why this correlation was non-significant, particularly in light of presearch showing a
significant linkage between the two variables.

In addition, throughout the current investigation, a single-item measure was used to
assess upward communication quality in light of the large datasets andrbally
intensive time and effort needed to evaluate each of these comments forigdaditiually.
However, going forward, developing a more robust, multi-dimensional scale ofdipwar
communication quality and understanding how its various dimensions relate to one another
(e.g., Chan, 1998) would be an important and useful theoretical contribution. For instance, as
an initial starting point, scholars might consider dimensions of clarity, cotig&ticne,
thoughtfulness, and actionability, as possible drivers of upward communicatiay goell
whether or not these dimensions compensate for one another, such that different
combinations of communication quality are possible, depending on the particular ematex
the individual(s) rating it. Similarly, considering how source credyilérceptions might
also factor into leaders’ evaluations of idea quality might shed further instgtthie
psychological processes that shape how and why individuals provide the input they do to
their leaders. For example, the source credibility literature (éffin,@967; Hovland &
Weiss, 1951) has long pointed to the importance of an individual's perceived reputation and
standing within their organization as a prime determinant of whether or not tlasnveee
received favorably by management. For this reason, individuals who have acedraulat

large number of idiosyncrasy credits (Hollander, 1958) over time may actngge in
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lower quality of upward communication more frequently because they have proven
themselves over time and have the ability to say things that are not necessarilggful or
beneficial.

A third potentially fruitful avenue for future research is exploring how tbente
widespread proliferation of social networking sites, such as Facebook anelrTwitt
particularly among younger generations, may be contributing to a lowigyequaipward
communication across modern organizations. Although the rise of social msdjaeatly
enhanced the ability of individuals to be able to network and communicate instantaneously
one drawback of having “instant newsfeeds” is that it allows for, and evdatele the
expression of unfiltered, often irrelevant, obsequious communication. Given thastoday
emerging workforce has grown up in an era where instantaneous gratificatitinea
expression of ideas at any point in time is viewed as the “new normal” (Twenge, 2006;
Twenge, Campbell, Hoffman, & Lance, 2010), this mindset may easily begin to seep int
modern organizations, as highly inclusive leaders reinforce and give youngleryees the
perceived license to express a lower quality of upward communication witredilty
considering the consequences and context in which they raise it.

Another interesting idea for researchers to explore in the future is how dolow
perceive their leaders’ competence when they are highly inclusitreuih inclusiveness
may signal friendliness and openness to new ideas, it may also have the unintentletl effec
diminishing confidence in the leader, particularly if the leader requegtogees’ input
frequently. To illustrate, consider a senior manager who is eager to eng/hge hi
employees and takes the time to listen to everyone’s opinions and ideas in a &tigg. me

Although the leader may improve employees’ perceptions of procedural justi¢aiaess
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by giving everyone a say in the process, he/she may also create doubts and negative
attributions in subordinates’ minds about the leader’s strength, competence ares rf@4g.,
Ferris, Bhawuk, Fedor & Judge, 1995; Johns & Saks, 2005). Even worse, if management
fails to act on a majority of the concerns raised by employees in that meestiplpyee
morale is likely to suffer (Tucker & Singer, 2009), thereby defeatingehgpurpose the
leader intended to achieve by being inclusive.

Highly approachable leaders may also face more practical epaevhen adopting
an inclusive approach, such as the loss of time, productivity and the ability to iattafgc
on behalf of the organization. Soliciting and listening to employee input is fridgaetime-
consuming process, and does not always come with a guaranteed payoff foatization.
In fact, getting too many ideas from below may actually be counterprodtwtilve leader’s
ability to be effective. According to recent meta-analytical work thetbehenne,
Greifeneder, and Todd (2010), when individuals have too many choices to consider, their
motivation to choose among available options, as well as their satisfactiomewthrtal
selection can actually diminish. Along similar lines, decision-mal@sgarchers have also
found that individuals often make poorer judgments and decisions when presented with too
many ideas (as opposed to less) in part because of the increased cognitive load and
processing capabilities it requires (O’Reilly, 1980; Edmunds & Morris, 2000)thEse
reasons, leaders who attempt to get more input from their followers nuajyaéind
themselves becoming more frustrated by choice overload, and thus, choose to do hothing a
all, rather than investing the time and effort needed to sift through a numimeplofyee

suggestions. Therefore, in the same way this research has shown some of thdadinte
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consequences of inclusive leadership on upward communication quality, futurehwoldt s
investigate other ways in which leaders’ efforts to be inclusive can Edbeiackfire.

In closing, in this dissertation | have sought to grapple with an untested assumpt

that has plagued the upward communications literature in recent years —,nhatatyore
upward communication is synonymous with better upward communication. Througbésa seri
of archival, lab and field studies, | provide strong initial evidence cltatigrthis
assumption, and in doing so, provide greater theoretical insight into how leaders can
unintentionally harm organizational effectiveness by adopting an overlyivekiyle.
Going forward, it will be the creative and persistent work of scholars anttiprears alike
to determine better ways through which leaders can reap the benefits av/eress while
minimizing its costs. In this way, organizations and the leaders that geitlectin play a
vital and important role in shaping new’2ientury work environments that encourage

individuals to speak well, not more.
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