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The aim of this three-study report was to validate the Dutch version of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale and to further embed the constructs of promotive and prohibitive voice within their nomological network. Promotive voice refers to the expression of suggestions for improving work practices, whereas prohibitive voice refers to the expression of concerns about practices and behaviors that are detrimental. In Study 1 (N = 121), confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) provided evidence for the two-factor structure, which was replicated in the other two studies. In Study 2 (NT1 = 209/NT2 = 107), we investigated the convergent and discriminant validity of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale, and tested measurement invariance across gender and time. Results provided validity evidence, partial scalar invariance for gender, and scalar invariance across time. In Study 3 (N = 149), we expanded the nomological network of the promotive and prohibitive voice scales through their relationship with personal initiative, approach temperament, and risk propensity. Taken together, our results provide strong evidence for the validity of the Dutch version of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale.
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INTRODUCTION

Employee voice –the expression of constructive opinions, concerns, or ideas about work-related issues– is crucial to the functioning of organizations (Van Dyne et al., 2003; Morrison, 2011). For example, employee voice behavior contributes to the innovative capacity of organizations, learning within teams, and improving efficiency (Morrison, 2014). Voice behavior can also prevent problems and malfeasance within organizations, such as medical malpractice. Given the positive outcomes of voice behavior for organizations, much research has been conducted in recent years on factors and conditions that can encourage voice behavior (e.g., Liu et al., 2015; Kakkar et al., 2016).

Although the definition of employee voice entails constructive suggestions, its manifestation may differ. For example, employees can formulate ideas for improving procedures, or can speak up when a colleague undermines team performance. To account for these different manifestations, scholars have differentiated the voice construct based on its content domain: promotive (or suggestion-focused) voice and prohibitive (or problem-focused) voice (Morrison, 2011; Liang et al., 2012). Promotive voice refers to the expression of suggestions for improving current practices, whereas prohibitive voice refers to the expression of concerns about practices and behaviors that might have detrimental effects. Distinguishing between these two manifestations of employee voice is important because suggestions for improvement are just as important for organizations as identification and reporting of errors and problems. In fact, both are required for a healthy functioning of organizations (Argyris, 1977).

To adequately differentiate between these different manifestations of employee voice, Liang et al. (2012) developed and validated a new employee voice scale. This new scale measures promotive and prohibitive forms of voice. Since its introduction, this voice scale has been used as the new standard for studying employee voice and has advanced the field of voice research. That is, a cumulating body of empirical evidence indicates that differentiating between promotive and prohibitive voice is of great theoretical value. To illustrate, a meta-analysis by Chamberlin et al. (2017) has shown that different antecedents, such as core self-evaluations and ethical leadership, are differentially related to promotive and prohibitive voice. Likewise, promotive and prohibitive voice are differentially related to outcomes such as job performance (Chamberlin et al., 2017). These insights are also of great practical value, as they allow organizations to stimulate specific types of voice behavior. Thus, given the theoretical and practical value of distinguishing between promotive and prohibitive voice, it is essential that validated versions of the promotive/prohibitive voice scale are available in different languages. Such translated versions would help to expand cross-cultural comparisons and, hence, to further advance research on employee voice. With this study, we aim to provide a validated measure of promotive and prohibitive voice in Dutch.

Although translated versions of the promotive/prohibitive voice scale developed by Liang et al. (2012) do exist - for example, the scale was used in a sample from a Chinese bank (Huang et al., 2018), in a sample of Norwegian white-collar workers (Svendsen et al., 2018), and in a German sample (Cheng et al., 2020) -, the psychometric properties of the scale have remained understudied and, hence, unclear. In fact, no validated translated versions of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale have been published, the invariance of the structure of the scales is generally assumed but hardly tested (for an exception, see Svendsen et al., 2018), and there is little information available on the construct validity and the nomological network of the scale. This is problematic for multiple reasons. First, without evidence on the construct validity (i.e., convergent validity, discriminant validity, and nomological network) of the translated promotive and prohibitive voice scale, the interpretations of empirical results on promotive and prohibitive voice remain obscure. Second, without having measurement invariance tested, we cannot assume that a construct has the same meaning across groups or across repeated measurements (Vandenberg and Lance, 2000; Putnick and Bornstein, 2016). It is essential that participants across all groups and across all time points interpret the scale items in the same way. Only then, it is possible to make comparisons between groups (e.g., gender) regarding their voice behavior and to draw conclusions from longitudinal designs. Third, the lack of validated scales in other languages limits cross-cultural comparisons. While the promotive and prohibitive voice scales are used in different countries and languages, validated translations of the scale need to be available in order to conduct meaningful and methodologically sound voice research across the world.

With this multi study report, we aim to provide evidence for the psychometric properties of the Dutch version to measure promotive and prohibitive voice. In order to do so, we will (a) investigate convergent and discriminant validity, (b) test measurement invariance across groups and across time, and (c) aim to advance the divergent nomological networks of promotive and prohibitive voice. The resulting psychometrically sound measure has the potential to expand cross-cultural comparisons and to advance voice research in general and in the Dutch-speaking scientific community specifically. In the following, we will discuss our expectations regarding convergent and discriminant validity, measurement invariance, and the nomological network.


Convergent Validity and Discriminant Validity

Convergent validity is demonstrated when an instrument shows positive and rather high associations with instruments that are intended to study theoretically similar concepts (Campbell and Fiske, 1959). To examine the convergent validity of the Dutch version of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale, we will assess how this scale correlates with two other employee voice measures that are frequently used: the employee voice scale from LePine and Van Dyne (1998) and the employee voice scale from Farh et al. (2007). Like the promotive and prohibitive voice scale, these employee voice scales also aim to measure proactive behavior with the intent to improve the workplace. As such, we expect that our promotive and prohibitive voice scale will be positively related to these two alternative voice scales. Yet, the scales of LePine and Van Dyne (1998) and Farh et al. (2007) focus on expressions of opportunities to enhance organizational functioning by doing new things (i.e., promotive voice), rather than on expressions intended to benefit the organization by preventing negative consequences (i.e., prohibitive voice). Accordingly, we expect that promotive voice will be more strongly related to these two alternative measures of employee voice than prohibitive voice.

Discriminant validity reflects the extent to which a measure does not relate to constructs from which it should theoretically differ, indicated by moderate to low correlations (Cronbach and Meehl, 1955). To examine the discriminant validity of the Dutch version of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale, we will assess how the scale correlates with two constructs: knowledge sharing and employee silence. The first construct, knowledge sharing, is defined as “the act of making knowledge available to others within the organization” (Ipe, 2003, p. 341). While knowledge sharing and voice both involve the exchange of information, they substantially differ in two important ways. First, knowledge sharing can be seen as an individual learning strategy (Lu et al., 2012), whereas voice is focused on improving the unit and organization as a whole. Second, knowledge sharing is considered necessary to execute formal tasks, whereas voice is considered a proactive behavior that is not part of formal working procedures. Accordingly, we expect that promotive and prohibitive voice will show moderate to low correlations with knowledge sharing. The second construct, employee silence, refers to the conscious withholding of potentially important information, suggestions, or concerns, from those who might be able to act on that information (Van Dyne et al., 2003). Although voice and silence might seem like opposites on the same continuum, research clearly illustrates that they are orthogonal (Sherf et al., 2021). As such, we expect that promotive and prohibitive voice will show moderate to low correlations with employee silence.



Measurement Invariance

Although many studies assume that different groups have the same understanding of the promotive and prohibitive voice construct and that the structure of the scales remains the same in different groups and over time, this assumption has almost never been appropriately tested (for an exception, see Svendsen et al., 2018). This is unfortunate, because without such evidence we cannot be sure that we are measuring the same construct across groups and over time (Vandenberg and Lance, 2000). Put differently, before any justified comparisons between groups or over time can be made, measurement invariance, i.e., “the psychometric equivalence of a construct across groups or across time” (Putnick and Bornstein, 2016, p. 71), should be demonstrated. Therefore, we will investigate the measurement invariance of the Dutch version of the promotive and prohibitive voice scales across gender and time.



Nomological Network

Finally, to further establish the construct validity of the Dutch version of the promotive and prohibitive voice scales, we will investigate and extend its nomological network with three dispositional antecedents: personal initiative, approach temperament and risk propensity. The first antecedent, personal initiative, refers to a behavioral style characterized by taking a proactive, self-starting approach to work, going beyond formal job requirements, and demonstrating persistence in overcoming barriers (Frese et al., 1997; Frese and Fay, 2001). Meta-analytical evidence shows that personal initiative is the most important individual dispositional antecedent of voice (Chamberlin et al., 2017), although no differentiation was made between different types of voice. Given that both promotive and prohibitive voice hinge on proactivity and the willingness to go beyond role requirements and allocate effort on behalf of the organization, we expect personal initiative to be positively associated with both promotive and prohibitive voice.

The second antecedent, approach temperament, is defined as “a general neurobiological sensitivity to positive (i.e., reward) stimuli (present or imagined) that is accompanied by perceptual vigilance for, an affective reactivity to, and a behavioral predisposition toward such stimuli” (Elliot and Thrash, 2010, p. 866). The approach and change-related aspects reflected in approach temperament bear similarities with promotive voice rather than with prohibitive voice: promotive voice is focused on improving and aiming for positive outcomes by signaling and expressing opportunities for doing new things. As such, we expect approach temperament to be positively related to promotive voice in particular.

The third antecedent, risk propensity, refers to people’s willingness to take risk (Sitkin and Weingart, 1995). Research shows that people’s assessment of perceived risk is one of the most important underlying factors in expressing prohibitive voice behavior (Wei et al., 2015). For example, because prohibitive voice is focused on problems or sensitive topics, it might jeopardize individual relationships. Given these involved risks, the decision to voice involves a calculated decision process in which individuals assess the likelihood that they will be successful as well as the likely consequences of their action, such as whether the risks of voicing outweigh the benefits (Morrison and Phelps, 1999). The core argument is that individuals are more likely to engage in voice as their judgments of safety increase (Morrison, 2014). People’s risk propensity can be expected to lead to higher levels of perceived safety and therefore also in more prohibitive voicing. Accordingly, we expect risk propensity to be positively associated with prohibitive voice in particular.



Overview of Current Studies

The aim of the present study was to validate and test the psychometric properties of the Dutch version of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale (based on Liang et al., 2012). To do so, we conducted three studies. In Study 1, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to verify the two-factor structure of the Dutch voice scale, and tested the internal consistency of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale to ensure it exceeded the recommended cutoff of 0.70 (Hinkin, 1998). In Study 2, we investigated the convergent and discriminant validity of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale and tested measurement invariance across gender and time. In Study 3, we advanced the nomological network by investigating the relationships of both voice scales with personal initiative, approach temperament, and risk propensity.




STUDY 1


Method


Sample and Procedure

A convenience-sampling method was used to collect the data. Data were collected by a trained master student as part of a research project at their University, under the first author’s supervision. Participants were invited by email or via professional network contacts (e.g., LinkedIn) to participate in the study. This sample consisted of Dutch employees (N = 121) who were employed at several consultancy firms in the Netherlands. Their age ranged from 21 to 64 years, with a mean age of 36.7 years (SD = 12.38; based on N = 105). Of the 121 employees, 81 (66.9%) were female, 38 (31.4%) were male, and two (1.7%) did not answer this question. Fifty-six percent of the employees had a permanent contract, 38% a temporary contract, and 6% did not answer this question. Mean organizational tenure in the current organization was 6.8 years (SD = 8.7). The questionnaire was administered online. The study was approved by the University’s Ethics Review Board (2017-WOP-7995).



Measures


Promotive and Prohibitive Voice

Promotive and prohibitive voice was assessed with a translated Dutch version of the 10-item scale (see Appendix Table A1) developed by Liang et al. (2012). Five items measured promotive voice (“I proactively develop and make new suggestions for issues that may influence the unit/organization”) and five items measured prohibitive voice (“I advise other colleagues against undesirable behaviors that would hamper job performance”). Items were rated on 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). We translated the original items (Liang et al., 2012) to Dutch using a translation-back-translation procedure (Brislin, 1986).




Data Analysis

Confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) using AMOS 25.0 (Arbuckle, 2017) were conducted to validate the factor structure of the translated items. We compared a two-factor model with a one-factor model, and assumed the former would fit the data best. To evaluate the model fit we considered the χ2-value divided by the degrees of freedom (χ2/df), the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), the Standardized Root Mean Residual (SRMR), the Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI), and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI). Typically, χ2/df ratio < 2, RMSEA < 0.08, SRMR < 0.09, and TLI and CFI > 0.90 indicate an acceptable fit (Hu and Bentler, 1999). To test the two-factor model, the two sets of five items were used as indicators for the promotive and prohibitive voice scales, respectively. The promotive and prohibitive voice scales were allowed to correlate at the latent level.




Results and Discussion

The mean for promotive voice was 3.85 (SD = 0.63; range = 2.20–5.00) and the mean for prohibitive voice was 3.45 (SD = 0.59; range = 2.00–4.80). Skewness and kurtosis values for the promotive voice items ranged from (−0.65 to −0.30) and (−0.20 to 0.90), respectively. For the prohibitive voice items, skewness and kurtosis values ranged from (−0.60 to −0.08) and (−1.04 to 0.22), respectively. These results suggest that the promotive and prohibitive voice items conform to the assumptions of correlation-based statistics for this sample (cf. Cohen et al., 2003). Cronbach’s alpha values were 0.86 for promotive voice and 0.74 for prohibitive voice, indicating acceptable to good reliability (Tavakol and Dennick, 2011). The intercorrelation between promotive and prohibitive voice was significant (r = 0.48, p < 0.001) and comparable to results found in previous studies (cf. Liang et al., 2012; Kakkar et al., 2016).

Table 1 presents the fit indices of the tested factor-structure models. The two-factor model showed an acceptable fit and was significantly superior to a one-factor model [Δχ2 (1) = 54.17, p < 0.001]. All standardized factor loadings within the two-factor model were significant and ranged from 0.74 to 0.76 for the promotive voice factor and from 0.50 to 0.73 for the prohibitive voice factor (see Table 2). In addition, we calculated the values of average variance extracted (AVE). The AVE value for promotive voice (0.56) was above the suggested cutoff of 0.50 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). The AVE value for prohibitive voice (0.37) was below the suggested cutoff of 0.50. Yet, given that the composite reliability (CR) for both promotive voice and prohibitive voice were above 0.70 (0.86 and 0.74, respectively), convergent validity can still be regarded as adequate (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Together, these results show that the Dutch version of the promotive and prohibitive voice scales are internally consistent and provided initial evidence for the instrument’s two-factor structure.


TABLE 1. Fit statistics for the measurement models.
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TABLE 2. Estimated standardized factor loadings of the Dutch promotive and prohibitive voice scales in Study 1 (N = 121), Study 2 (NT1 = 209/NT2 = 107), Study 3 (N = 149), and combined sample (N = 479).
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STUDY 2

In Study 2, we aimed to provide further evidence for the psychometric properties of the Dutch version of the promotive and prohibitive voice scales. For this purpose, we (1) again assessed the validity of the two-factor structure, (2) tested the convergent and discriminant validity of the scales, and (3) investigated measurement invariance across gender and across time.


Method


Sample and Procedure

Data were collected by trained bachelor students as part of a research project at their University, under the first author’s supervision. Students first collected email addresses of employees from Dutch organizations in several industries. The first author then sent an online survey to these employees (Time 1), and a follow-up survey 3 months later (Time 2). At the start of each survey, a cover letter explained the nature of the research and assured participating individuals of anonymity and confidentiality. Participants digitally signed an informed consent. The study was approved by the University’s Ethics Review Board (2020-WOP-12208).

At Time 1, 229 out of 322 approached employees finished the questionnaire. From 20 employees data on relevant study variables was missing, leaving a final sample of 209 for the analyses (response rate T1: 64.9%). Seventy-five employees were male (35.9%) and 134 were female (64.1%). Their age ranged from 18 to 66 years, with a mean age of 36.0 years (SD = 14.79). One hundred forty-five (69.4%) of the employees had a permanent contract, and 64 employees (30.6%) had a temporary contract. Mean tenure was 16.5 years (SD = 13.5). The main sectors represented in the sample commercial services (17.2%), healthcare (14.4%), financial services (8.6%), education (7.7%), retail (7.2%), government (6.2%), and catering and recreation (6.2%). At Time 2, a total of 128 out of 229 employees started the follow-up questionnaire, of which 111 provided data on relevant study variables (response rate T2: 48.5%). After matching employees who had completed both questionnaires, the sample consisted of 107 participants (response rate: 33.2%).



Measures

Unless indicated otherwise, all measures were assessed with 5-point Likert scales ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree). All measures were assessed at Time 1. To test measurement invariance across time, we again assessed promotive and prohibitive voice at Time 2.


Promotive and Prohibitive Voice

Promotive and prohibitive voice were assessed with the 10-item Dutch version of the voice scale as described in Study 1.



Knowledge Sharing

We assessed knowledge sharing with a 5-item scale, with four items derived from the Knowledge Sharing scale of Nerstad et al. (2018), e.g., “I share information I have with my colleagues,” and one item derived from Reinholt et al. (2011): “I am willing to share my knowledge with my team members.”



Employee Silence

We used the 5-item scale from Tangirala and Ramanujam (2008) to measure employee silence. An example item is “I chose to remain silent when I had concerns about problems in our workgroup”.



Employee Voice

Employee voice was measured with two alternative voice scales, similar to Liang et al. (2012). The first employee voice scale from LePine and Van Dyne (1998) consisted of four items, e.g., “I speak up and encourage others in this group to get involved in issues that affect the group.” The second employee voice scale from Farh et al. (2007) consisted of two items: “This employee actively raises suggestions to improve work procedures or processes” and “This employee actively brings forward suggestions that may help the organization run more efficiently or effectively.”




Data Analysis

To again validate the factor structure of the promotive and prohibitive voice scales, we conducted CFAs using AMOS 25.0 (Arbuckle, 2017). Next, we examined the convergent and discriminant validity by means of correlations. We tested measurement invariance across gender by means of multigroup CFA. For all these analyses, we used the sample from Time 1 (N = 209). To test the measurement invariance across time, we conducted multigroup CFA with the sample that included data from both Time 1 and Time 2 (N = 107).




Results


Factor Structure

Results of the CFAs replicated the results and factor structure found in Study 1: the two-factor model showed an acceptable fit and was significantly superior [Δχ2(1) = 251.52, p < 0.001] to a one-factor model (see Table 1). In addition, all standardized factor loadings were significant (see Table 2). AVE values for promotive voice (0.64) and prohibitive voice (0.57) were acceptable and provide evidence for convergent validity (Fornell and Larcker, 1981).



Descriptive Statistics, Convergent and Discriminant Validity

Table 3 presents the means, standard deviations, intercorrelations, and reliabilities of the variables in this study. Skewness and kurtosis values for the promotive voice items ranged from (−0.93 to −0.69) and (−0.22 to 1.30), respectively. For the prohibitive voice items, skewness and kurtosis values ranged from (−0.80 to −0.39) and (−0.66 to 0.19), respectively. To further test convergent validity, we examined the Pearson correlations between the promotive and prohibitive voice scales and the two alternative employee voice scales. Results showed that both promotive voice and prohibitive voice were positively correlated with LePine and Van Dyne (1998) employee voice scale (r = 0.74, p < 0.001 and r = 0.62, p < 0.001, respectively) and with Farh et al.’s (2007) employee voice scale (r = 0.67, p < 0.001 and r = 0.51, p < 0.001, respectively), suggesting good convergent validity. In addition, the difference in strength of the correlations was significant for both LePine and Van Dyne (1998) employee voice scale [r = 0.74 vs. r = 0.62, t(206) = −2.81, p = 0.005] and Farh et al.’s (2007) employee voice scale [r = 0.67 vs. r = 0.51, t(206) = 3.21, p = 0.001]. Together, these results provide support for the convergent validity of the Dutch promotive and prohibitive voice scale.


TABLE 3. Descriptives and intercorrelations of the study variables (Ntime1 = 209).
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To test discriminant validity, we examined the Pearson correlations between, on the one hand, promotive and prohibitive voice, and, on the other hand, two theoretically distinct constructs, namely knowledge sharing and employee silence. Table 3 shows that both promotive voice and prohibitive voice show weak positive correlations with knowledge sharing (r = 0.27, p < 0.001 and r = 0.22, p = 0.001, respectively) and weak to medium negative correlations with employee silence (r = −0.32, p < 0.001 and r = −0.48, p < 0.001, respectively). Together, these findings provide evidence for discriminant validity.



Measurement Invariance

We performed a multigroup CFA in several steps to test whether the two-factor structure of the promotive and prohibitive voice scales was invariant across gender and time. Following Vandenberg and Lance (2000), we first created a configural model (M1), by constraining one-factor loading for each subscale and one item intercept to be equal. We then created two nested models where factor loadings (to test for metric invariance; M2), and item intercepts (to test for scalar invariance; M3) were sequentially constrained between groups. Fit indices of the nested models were assessed to probe for invariance. Invariance was assessed using the |ΔCFI| < 0.01 (Cheung and Rensvold, 2002) and the |ΔRMSEA| < 0.01 criteria (Rutkowski and Svetina, 2014).

The results for measurement invariance tests are presented in Table 4. For gender, the configural invariance model (M1) provided an adequate fit, indicating that the two-factor structure of the promotive and prohibitive voice scales is configurally invariant across gender. The metric invariance model (M2) fit the data well and provided support for measurement invariance, with changes in CFI and RMSEA within acceptable criteria values (ΔCFI = −0.001, ΔRMSEA = 0.003). This indicates that the items are measuring the same construct for men and women. The scalar invariance model (M3) did not provide full support for measurement invariance (ΔCFI = 0.021, ΔRMSEA = 0.014). However, after sequentially releasing three item intercepts (backward method) (Yoon and Kim, 2014; Putnick and Bornstein, 2016), the model reached partial scalar invariance (M3a; ΔCFI = 0.007, ΔRMSEA = 0.001).


TABLE 4. Reporting tests for measurement invariance.

[image: Table 4]
For time, the configural invariance model (M1) fit the data well (see Table 4), indicating that the two-factor structure of the promotive and prohibitive voice scales is configurally invariant across time. The metric invariance model (M2) also fit the data well, with changes in CFI and RMSEA within acceptable values (ΔCFI = −0.001, ΔRMSEA = 0.003). This indicates that all items have the same meaning at different time points. The scalar invariance model (M3) also fit the data well and yielded strong invariance (ΔCFI = −0.004, ΔRMSEA = 0.007), indicating that both factor loadings and item intercepts are invariant across different points in time.

The results of Study 2 (1) provided evidence for the validity of the two-factor structure of the Dutch version of the promotive and prohibitive voice scales (2) provided evidence for its convergent and discriminant validity, and (3) demonstrated measurement invariance partial scalar invariance across gender (i.e., partial scalar invariance) and across time (i.e., scalar invariance).





STUDY 3

In Study 3, we further establish the construct validity of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale with other constructs in the nomological network by investigating the relationships with personal initiative, approach temperament, and risk propensity.


Method


Sample and Procedure

We tested our expectations regarding the nomological network of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale in a cross-sectional survey using a convenience sample of employees from several Dutch organizations. Data were collected by a trained master student as part of a research project at the University under the first author’s supervision. Participants were invited by email or via professional network contacts (e.g., LinkedIn) to participate in the study. At the start of the online survey, a cover letter explained the nature of the research and assured participating individuals of anonymity and confidentiality. Participants digitally signed an informed consent. The study was approved by the University’s Ethics Review Board (2017-WOP-7741).

A total of 149 participants completed the questionnaire on all relevant study variables. The majority was female (96 participants; 64,4%). Age ranged from 18 to 63 years, with a mean age of 33.1 years (SD = 13.81). Mean tenure was 14.7 years (SD = 11.9), with the average tenure in the current organization 5.9 years (SD = 6.97).



Measures

Unless indicated otherwise, all measures were assessed with 5-point Likert scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).


Promotive and Prohibitive Voice

Promotive and prohibitive voice were assessed with the 10-item Dutch version of the voice scale as described in Study 1.



Approach Temperament

To measure approach temperament, we used the six-item Dutch version of the approach temperament questionnaire (Bipp et al., 2017). Example items are: “When I see an opportunity for something I like, I immediately get excited” and “When I want something, I feel a strong desire to go after it.”



Personal Initiative

We measured personal initiative with a 7-item scale (Frese et al., 1997). Example items are: “I am always looking for better ways to do things” and “I excel at identifying opportunities.”



Risk Propensity

To assess risk propensity we used a 7-item scale developed by Meertens and Lion (2008). Example items are: “I prefer to avoid risks (reverse scored)” and “I usually view risks as a challenge.”





Results


Factor Structure

First, and similar to Study 1 and Study 2, we conducted CFAs using AMOS 25.0 to examine the two-factor structure of the promotive and prohibitive voice scales. Table 1 shows the goodness of fit statistics: the two-factor model provided a good fit and was superior to a one-factor solution [Δχ2(1) = 107.64, p < 0.001]. The estimated factor loadings are presented in Table 2. AVE values for promotive voice (0.62) and prohibitive voice (0.49). CR values were 0.89 and 0.83 for promotive and prohibitive voice, respectively. Although for prohibitive voice the AVE value is just below the 0.50 cutoff, the CR value is well above 0.70, meaning that convergent validity can still be regarded as adequate (Fornell and Larcker, 1981).



Nomological Network

We assessed the nomological validity of the promotive and prohibitive voice scales by examining their (dispositional) antecedents. Table 5 shows the descriptive statistics, intercorrelations and reliabilities of the variables. Skewness and kurtosis values for the promotive voice items ranged from (−0.69 to −0.27) and (−0.62 to 0.13), respectively. For the prohibitive voice items, skewness and kurtosis values ranged from (−0.59 to −0.17) and (−0.76 to −0.12), respectively.


TABLE 5. Means, standard deviations, and correlations (Study 3).
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Table 6 presents the results of multiple hierarchical regression analyses with promotive and prohibitive voice as the dependent variable, respectively. In the analysis with promotive voice as the dependent variable, we included prohibitive voice as a covariate and vice versa (Model 1). Personal initiative, approach temperament, and risk propensity were entered in Model 2. In line with our expectations, personal initiative was positively related to both promotive voice (β = 0.23, p = 0.007) and to prohibitive voice (β = 0.26, p = 0.005). Approach temperament was positively related to promotive voice (β = 0.25, p = 0.002) but not to prohibitive voice (β = −0.03, p = 0.747). Risk propensity was unrelated to promotive voice (β = −0.02, p = 0.834) but positively related to prohibitive voice (β = 0.16, p = 0.019). Together, these results provide further support for the construct validity of the Dutch version of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale.


TABLE 6. Results of regression analyses.
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ADDITIONAL ANALYSES

To further support the validity of the two-factor structure of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale, we conducted CFAs using AMOS 25.0 on the combined samples of Study 1, Study 2 (time 1), and Study 3. The goodness of fit statistics are presented in Table 1 and show that the two-factor model provided a good fit and was superior to a one-factor solution [Δχ2(1) = 411.72, p < 0.001]. The estimated factor loadings are presented in Table 2.



GENERAL DISCUSSION

The primary purpose of this study was to validate the Dutch version of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale and to further establish the psychometric properties and construct validity of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale in general. Results of three separate studies provided unequivocal evidence for the validity and reliability of the Dutch version of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale. In doing so, we replicated findings from the original promotive and prohibitive voice scale (Liang et al., 2012) and further established its construct validity by investigating discriminant validity and advancing the nomological network. Below we will discuss the implications in more detail.


Theoretical Implications

Across three samples we provided evidence for the two-factorial structure of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale in a Dutch context. The promotive voice dimension and the prohibitive voice dimension showed an excellent internal consistency reliability, i.e., well above the suggested threshold of 0.70. We also demonstrated the convergent validity of the Dutch promotive and prohibitive voice scale: promotive and prohibitive voice were strongly correlated with two alternative employee voice measures, and relatively weakly correlated with theoretically distinct constructs such as knowledge sharing and employee silence. Taken together, these results replicate and extend the reported validity and reliability of the original English version of the scale (cf. Liang et al., 2012).

To further establish the validity of the Dutch version of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale, we also examined its measurement invariance across gender and time. For time, we found full scalar invariance: The items in the promotive and prohibitive voice scale were interpreted similarly at different time points and participants responded in a similar fashion to the items. Put differently, none of the participants responded systematically higher or lower to the items of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale across time (Meredith, 1993; Vandenberg and Lance, 2000). The measurement invariance across time indicates that the promotive and prohibitive voice scale allows for meaningful comparisons between participants over time, which is particularly important for longitudinal research. That is, latent mean differences between different time points can be interpreted as actual time differences. For gender, we found partial scalar invariance: the intercepts of seven out of ten items were equal across gender. Although standards for partial invariance vary, releasing three out of ten item intercepts can be regarded as acceptable (for a discussion see Putnick and Bornstein, 2016). We can therefore conclude that men and women interpreted the items of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale similarly and responded in a similar fashion to the items. Thus, the measurement invariance across gender allows us to interpret latent mean differences between males and females as actual gender differences.

Finally, we tested and extended the divergent nomological network of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale. Our results showed that two dispositional antecedents were differentially related to promotive and prohibitive voice. Specifically, approach temperament was only positively related to promotive voice, while risk propensity was only positively related to prohibitive voice. These findings show that the promotive and prohibitive dimensions of voice have linkages with unique antecedents, underscoring the importance and added value of distinguishing between these two different manifestations of the construct employee voice. Yet, by uncovering these unique associations with promotive and prohibitive voice, our study also signals that previous voice research that did not explicitly account for this distinction may have drawn incomplete conclusions and, as such, is hard to interpret (see also Chamberlin et al., 2017). By extension, we believe that our finding that personal initiative was positively related to both types of voice is relevant as well: while the meta-analytic study by Chamberlin et al. (2017) was unable to test for the differential effects of personal initiative because the included studies did not use a measure that could distinguish between promotive and prohibitive aspects, our study -in which both manifestations of voice could be distinguished- showed that the dispositional characteristic personal initiative was positively related to both promotive and prohibitive voice. This finding implies that voice is a form of proactive behavior, regardless of whether it is suggestion-focused (promotive) or problem-focused (prohibitive). Taken together, our findings show that promotive and prohibitive voice share certain antecedents (e.g., personal initiative) but, at the same time, also have their unique antecedents. As such, our study has paved the road to further define the nomological network for promotive and prohibitive voice and may help to produce a cohesive set of shared and unique antecedents.



Practical Implications

First and foremost, the results of this study can be useful for researchers that conduct cross-national comparative studies (e.g., between Western countries), cross-cultural studies between the Dutch (Western) culture and another culture (e.g., Eastern-European or Asian), and/or researchers that aim to validate the promotive/prohibitive voice measure in other languages. Second, the validated Dutch version of the promotive/prohibitive voice scale allows Dutch organizations and employees to assess their collective and individual levels of promotive and prohibitive voice, and, by extension, the extent to which there may be room for improvement. Third, our findings indicate that organizations and managers may cultivate and facilitate promotive and prohibitive voice among their employees by encouraging certain characteristics and by creating opportunities and an environment that allows them to engage in voice behavior. For example, organizations can aim to stimulate promotive voice among their employees by encouraging proactivity or stimulating and cultivating approach related motivations. In contrast, focusing on risk propensity within the organization can be relevant if the aim is to stimulate prohibitive voice behavior.



Limitations and Future Research

Despite the multi-study approach and elaborate assessment of the validity and reliability of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale in this study, some limitations should be taken into account. First, the relatively small sample size in some of the studies did not allow for a test of our hypotheses at a latent measurement level. Second, the cross-sectional nature of Study 3 did not allow to draw causal inferences. Although not directly the purpose of this study, the cross-sectional nature prevented conclusions regarding the directionality of the theoretically suggested relationships. Third, we did not investigate predictive validity of promotive and prohibitive voice in relation to, for example, job performance (Chamberlin et al., 2017). This is unfortunate, given the presumed importance of employee voice for employee performance within organizations. Finally, in this study, we only examined associations between the promotive and prohibitive voice scale and other self-report measures. To further strengthen the convergent validity of the Dutch voice scales, future studies could, for example, examine whether these scales are associated with behavioral measures or supervisor ratings of voice behavior.




CONCLUSION

We showed that the Dutch version of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale has excellent psychometric properties in terms of reliability, factor structure, and construct validity (convergent, discriminant, and nomological network). We also found support for strong measurement invariance across gender and time. Thus, this study provides researchers with a validated Dutch version to measure promotive and prohibitive voice and, as such, to advance the field of voice research.
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APPENDIX A1


TABLE A1. Promotive and prohibitive voice items in Dutch and English.

[image: Table A1]
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Items of the Dutch version of the promotive and prohibitive voice scale

Instructies voor de respondent: In hoeverre bent u het eens met de
volgende stelingen?

Antwoordopties: (1) helemaal niet mee eens; (2) enigszins mee oneens;
(8) noch oneens, noch eens; (4) enigszins mee eens; (6) helemaal mee eens

Promotive voice

(1) Ik ontwikkel en geef op proactieve wijze suggesties voor werk-gerelateerde
zaken die mogeljk van invioed ziin op het team.

(2) Ik stel op proactieve wijze nieuwe projecten voor die nuttig zijn voor het team.
(3) Ik kom met suggesties om de werkprocessen van het team te verbeteren.

(4) Ik kom met constructieve suggesties die het team helpen bij het bereiken
van hun doelen.

(5) Ik opper constructieve voorstellen om het functioneren van het team te
Verbeteren.

Prohibitive voice

(6) Ik spreek andere collega's aan op ongewenste gedragingen die de
werkprestaties kunnen belemmeren.

(7) Ik spreek me eerljk uit over problemen diie ernstige schade voor het team
kunnen veroorzaken, zelfs wanneer hierover afwijkende meningen bestaan.
8) Ik durf mijn mening te geven over zaken die van invioed kunnen ziin op de
efficiéntie binnen het team, zelfs als dit anderen in verlegenheid kan brengen.
(9) Ik durf te wijzen op problemen wanneer deze verschinen binnen het team,
Zelfs als dat de relaties met andere collega’s zou belemmeren.

(10) Ik meld proactief codrdinatieproblemen op de werkvioer aan het
management.

Items of the original English version of the promotive and prohibitive
voice scale (Liang et al., 2012)

Instructions for the respondent: Indicate your agreement with each of the
following statement.

Response options: (1) strongly disagree; (2) disagree; (3) neither agree nor
disagree; (4) agree; (5) strongly agree

Promotive voice

(1)1 proactively develop and make suggestions for issues that may influence the
unit.

(2) 1 proactively suggest new projects which are beneficial to the work unit.
(3) I raise suggestions to improve the unit's working procedure.

(4)1 proactively voice out constructive suggestions that help the unit reach its
goals.

(5) I make constructive suggestions to improve the unit's operation.

Prohibitive voice

(6) I ackvise other colleagues against undesirable behaviors that would hamper
job performance.

(7) I speak up honestly with problems that might cause serious loss to the work
unit, even when/though dissenting opinions exist.

(8) I dare to voice out opinions on things that might affect efficiency in the work
unit, even if that would embarrass others.

(9) I dare to point out problems when they appear in the unit, even if that would
hamper relationships with other colleagues.

(10) 1 proactively report coordination problems in the workplace to the
management.
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Variables Promotive voice Prohibitive voice

Model1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

Promotive voice 0.55™ 0.40™
Prohibitive voice 0.55** 0.35™

Personal initiative 0.23* 0.26™
Approach temperament 0.25* —0.03
Risk propensity —0.01 0.16*
AR? 0.30** 0.16** 0.30** 0.07*
Adjusted R? 0.30** 0.44** 0.30* 0.36*

N = 149. Standardized regression coefficients are reported for the respective
regression steps.
*p < 0.05, *p < 0.001.
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Variable

(1) Age

2) Gender

3) Personal initiative

4) Approach temperament
5) Risk propensity

(6) Promotive voice

(7) Prohibitive voice

N = 149. Reliability coefficients are on the diagonal.

“p < 0.05, *p < 0.01.

Mean

33.13
0.64
3.77
3.80
2.84
3.54
3.39

SD

13.81

0.68
0.69
0.65
0.87
0.83

0.11
0.13
—0.01
—0.02
0.12
0.10

0.01
0.08
—-0.21~
—0.01
—0.08

©0.87)
0.64**
0.13

0.56**
0.49™

4 5
(0.87)

0.10 (0.67)
0.53* 0.13
0.36™ 0.24*

(0.89)
0.55™

(0.83)
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Model X2 (df) CFI TLI RMSEA (90% CI) SRMR Model A 2 (df) A CFI ATLI A RMSEA Decision

comparison
Gender?
M1: Configural invariance 128.37** (69) 0.948 0.932 0.064 (0.047-0.082) 0.079
M2: Metric invariance 14477 (76) 0.939 0.928 0.066 (0.050-0.082) 0.110 M1 16.40* (7) 0.009 0.004 0.002 Accept
M3: Scalar invariance 178.73**(86) 0.918 0.915 0.072 (0.0567-0.087) 0.110 M2 33.96* (10)  0.021 0.014 0.006 Reject
M3a: Partial scalar invariance 160.62** (83) 0.932 0.926 0.067 (0.051-0.083) 0.108 M2 15.86* (7) 0.007 0.002 0.001 Accept
TimeP
M1: Configural invariance 92.25* (68) 0.980 0.973 0.041 (0.015-0.061) 0.0637
M2: Metric invariance 98.94* (76) 0.981 0.977 0.038 (0.009-0.057) 0.0622 M1 6.69(8) —0.001 —0.004 0.003 Accept
M3: Scalar invariance 104.06 (86) 0.985 0.984 0.031 (0.000-0.051) 0.0623 M2 5.13(10) —0.004 —0.007 0.007 Accept

ElNtime1 =209, bNtimeZ =107.
*p < 0.05, *p < 0.001.
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M
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3
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©®)
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Gender

Promotive voice

Prohibitive voice

Employee voice (LePine and Van Dyne, 1998)
Employee voice (Farh et al., 2007)
Knowledge sharing

Employee silence

Reliability coefficients are on the diagonal.
"o <0.01, *p < 0.001.

Mean

0.64
3.80
3.65
3.70
3.84
4.30
1.64

SD

0.79
0.82
0.85
0.94
0.60
0.60

—0.23"
—0.24*
—-0.17"
-0.12
0.10
0.03

(0.90)
0.65"
0.74**
0.67**
0.27**
—0.32**

(0.86)
0.62**
0.51**
0.22**
—0.48"

0.89)
0.81*
0.40™
—0.43"

(0.89)
0.36™
—0.46"*

(0.80)
—0.41*
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Standardized Standardized Standardized Standardized
factor loadings factor loadings factor loadings factor loadings
Study 1 Study 2 Study 3 combined sample

Promotive voice

(1) | proactively develop and make suggestions for issues that may 0.76 0.71/0.76 0.78 0.75
influence the unit.

(2) | proactively suggest new projects which are beneficial to the work unit. 0.74 0.75/0.67 0.72 0.74

(8) Iraise suggestions to improve the unit’s working procedure. 0.76 0.82/0.88 0.84 0.81

(4) | proactively voice out constructive suggestions that help the unit reach 0.74 0.86/0.90 0.81 0.82
its goals.

(5) I make constructive suggestions to improve the unit’s operation. 0.76 0.84/0.78 0.81 0.82

Prohibitive voice

(6) | advise other colleagues against undesirable behaviors that would 0.52 0.69/0.74 0.65 0.68
hamper job performance.

(7) | speak up honestly with problems that might cause serious loss to the 057 0.72/0.72 0.73 0.70
work unit, even when/though dissenting opinions exist.

(8) I dare to voice out opinions on things that might affect efficiency in the 0.68 0.81/0.79 0.79 .75
work unit, even if that would embarrass others.

(9) | dare to point out problems when they appear in the unit, even if that 0.73 0.89/0.83 0.67 0.79
would hamper relationships with other colleagues.

(10) I proactively report coordination problems in the workplace to the 0.50 0.64/0.63 0.66 0.64

management.
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Models x2 (df) x2/df  CFl  TLI  RMSEA(90% Cl) SRMR Model Ax2(df ACFI ATLI ARMSEA
comparison

Study 1

M1: 2 latent factors 66.80" (34) 1.965 0.922 0.897 0.090 (0.057-0.121) 0.065

M2: 1 latent factor 120.97*(35) 3.456 0.795 0.737 0.143(0.116-0.171)  0.100 M1 5417 (1) 0.127  0.160 0.053

Study 2

M1: 2 latent factors 88.30™ (34) 2.597 0.954 0.939 0.088 (0.065-0.110) 0.060

M2: 1 latent factor 339.82** (35) 9.709 0.742 0.668 0.205 (0.185-0.225) 0.119 M1 251.62* (1) 0.212 0.271 0107

Study 3

M1: 2 latent factors 69.28" (34) 2.038 0.951 0.935 0.084 (0.055-0.112) 0.051

M2: 1 latent factor 176.92* (35) 5.055 0.801 0.745 0.166 (0.142-0.190) 0.104 M1 107.64* (1) 0.150 0.190 0.082

Combined sample?

M1: 2 latent factors 93.00* (34) 2.735 0.975 0.966 0.060 (0.046-0.075) 0.042

M2: 1 latent factor 504.72**(35) 14.420 0.797 0.740 0.168 (0.1565-0.181) 0.106 M1 411,72 (1) 0.178 0.226 0.108

*p < 0.05, *p < 0.001.

aThis consists of the samples of Study 1, Study 2 (time 1), and Study 3.





