University of Denver

Digital Commons @ DU

Electronic Theses and Dissertations Graduate Studies

8-2023

Enhancing Employee Voice in Government: Transparency, Trust,
and Cognitive Empowerment

Jomarie Phelan Honcoop
University of Denver

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.du.edu/etd

6‘ Part of the Business Administration, Management, and Operations Commons, Organizational Behavior
and Theory Commons, and the Other Business Commons

Recommended Citation

Honcoop, Jomarie Phelan, "Enhancing Employee Voice in Government: Transparency, Trust, and Cognitive
Empowerment" (2023). Electronic Theses and Dissertations. 2301.
https://digitalcommons.du.edu/etd/2301

@ All Rights

Reserved

All Rights Reserved.

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Graduate Studies at Digital Commons @ DU. It

has been accepted for inclusion in Electronic Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Digital
Commons @ DU. For more information, please contact jennifer.cox@du.edu,dig-commons@du.edu.


https://digitalcommons.du.edu/
https://digitalcommons.du.edu/etd
https://digitalcommons.du.edu/graduate
https://digitalcommons.du.edu/etd?utm_source=digitalcommons.du.edu%2Fetd%2F2301&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/623?utm_source=digitalcommons.du.edu%2Fetd%2F2301&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/639?utm_source=digitalcommons.du.edu%2Fetd%2F2301&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/639?utm_source=digitalcommons.du.edu%2Fetd%2F2301&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/647?utm_source=digitalcommons.du.edu%2Fetd%2F2301&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digitalcommons.du.edu/etd/2301?utm_source=digitalcommons.du.edu%2Fetd%2F2301&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:jennifer.cox@du.edu,dig-commons@du.edu

Enhancing Employee Voice in Government: Transparency, Trust, and Cognitive
Empowerment

Abstract

For organizational change to take root, develop, and realize the desired goals and benefits, employees are
increasingly asked to be an integral part of the change process, to speak up and use their voice to point
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Abstract

For organizational change to take root, develop, and realize the desired goals and
benefits, employees are increasingly asked to be an integral part of the change process, to
speak up and use their voice to point out areas to improve and ways to be more efficient.
Organizations and managers must create a climate where this employee voice, a
multidimensional construct comprised of promotive and prohibitive voice, is encouraged
and heard, and where the employee is empowered to effect change and make
improvements. Both types of voice are potent mechanisms for improving public services,
and government organizations in particular, as compared to private and other businesses.
This quantitative study investigates transparency, a multidimensional view of trust with
cognition-based and affect-based trust, and cognitive empowerment and their
relationships with both types of employee voice. The setting is a government
organization that trains employees to see issues in the workplace and make changes to
improve outcomes for citizens, save time and money, and improve the utilization of
resources. Trust and transparency matter, until the climate supports psychological safety.
Transparency and cognitive empowerment are found to be significantly related to
different types of employee voice after controlling for various factors, including

propensity to trust, social desirability, and psychological safety.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Organizations thrive on the ideas and suggestions of their employees, and a
commonly held view is that employees need to speak up, using their voice, to be seen as
active contributors to effect positive change (Chamberlin et al., 2017). From scholars and
business leaders alike, the collective wisdom is generally that voice is good, and its
absence is problematic (Detert et al., 2013) and employees are often reluctant to share
information that could be interpreted as negative or threatening to those above them in an
organizational hierarchy (Milliken et al., 2003). Many employees often do not share
information unless the climate is right (Madan et al., 2021). There are powerful forces in
many organizations that cause widespread withholding of information about potential
problems or issues by employees (Morrison & Milliken, 2000). Managers are compelled
to create environments in which speaking up to them and others is routine because voice
aids in the discovery of new products and better services, enhances the efficiency and
effectiveness of task processes, address problems in work systems, and leads to many
other positive learning and performance outcomes (Detert et al., 2013). This includes an
understanding of the importance of people in the change process and the
multidisciplinary idea of employee engagement (Tichy, 1982).

Employees in all organizations must develop and then seek to maintain

relationships and interactions during the course of their everyday work in these specially



created environments, such that both strategy formulation and implementation are
supported (Hambrick, 1995) where employees are able to synthesize the contradictory
forces of dissent and consensus (Dooley & Fryxell, 1999). Given the optimal
environment, this suggests that employees can effectively judge whether ideas or
suggestions are appropriate for their particular organization and that their authentic voice
behaviors are chosen to contribute to the organization (Shin et al., 2022).

Prior research has shown that voice could be a potent mechanism for improving
public services and government organizations in particular, as compared to private and
other businesses (James & Moseley, 2014), but more research is needed. Public
government employees are asked to have a greater say in how to organize and perform
their work (Saner, 2001). This greater say in implementing changes stems from employee
voice, where the employee is given permission and empowerment to effect change and
make improvements (Hassan, 2015).

This voice of the employee is the discretionary communication of ideas,
suggestions, concerns, or opinions about work-related issues with the intent to improve
organizational or unit functioning and impact (Morrison, 2011). Employee voice is
behavior that emphasizes the expression of constructive challenges intended to positively
impact the work and organization, rather than merely criticize without a path to
improvement or a solution (Van Dyne & Lepine, 1998). Voice includes pointing out
negative issues that can spark change, where employees have been recognized as an
invaluable source of suggestions for addressing and solving work critical problems and

issues (Gao et al., 2011).



Organizational environments are becoming increasingly complex, dynamic, and
interdependent, especially in government contexts as this study investigates. This is
largely because government has become an active and influential participant in modern
market economies, from local to state to federal levels, with a vastly expanded size,
scope, and enormous impact on the lives of every citizen (Li & Maskin, 2021). The
setting of this study is the City and County of Denver, Colorado, and their Peak Academy
team that focuses on making government more efficient and empowering the employees
to make positive changes in the workplace. It is hard to escape the headlines about issues
with government and the lack of transparency and trust. This includes government at the
federal level, state, county, and city and local governments. There has been progress at
many of those levels with some government organizations, and Peak Academy is a
shining example of government support for efficiency and process improvement. They
support government services performing at a high level to maximize resources and cut
out wasteful processes and negative impacts to citizens. Resonant is the idea that
organizations and government differ in many respects in important ways, highlighted by
the negative views of bureaucracy, different levels of goal complexity and ambiguity,
lack of transparency, structural characteristics and operations, and the perception that
private or business organizations are inherently superior in efficiency and effectiveness
compared to government (Rainey & Bozeman, 2000).

Accordingly, it is difficult for managers in government to detect, interpret, and
handle challenges all by themselves, and employees have been recognized as an

invaluable source of comments and suggestions for addressing and solving work critical



problems and issues (Holley et al., 2019). This is even more true in government
organizations that are under increased pressure to reduce costs and find more efficient
ways of providing public services (Hassan, 2015), where managers and employees shape
outcomes of government work (O’Toole & Meier, 1999). Governments must better
understand how and when voice is most influential and the importance of exploring
factors that may impact voice (Holley et al., 2019). Emphasis on innovation in
government has perhaps never been stronger (Fernandez & Pitts, 2011). As government
organizations have grown, this has become a critical imperative. The latest data shows
that there were 23.7 million full-time and part-time employees of the US government,
including: 4.0 million federal employees, 5.5 million state employees, and 14.2 million
local government employees, the subject of this research (www.usafacts.org, 2021).

This idea of innovation and efficiency in government is not new. Progressives
began efforts in earnest in the late nineteenth century to make government more efficient
and to better benefit citizens. There were significant strides made and government
divisions created that did help address issues of inefficiency, corruption, and government
overreach, with a focus of making government work for everyone with benefits that
citizens could see and that impacted their daily lives (Berman, 2019). Many progressives
hoped to make government better able to serve the citizens’ varied needs by making
governmental framework, outcomes, and services more efficient and accountable and
based on science and data with the goal of reducing bureaucracy (Haverman et al., 2007).
This also included efforts to be more transparent and not to do work behind closed doors

where decisions were private and not subject to public scrutiny (Sullivan & Onion, 2023).



Change remains one of the few constants in an increasingly unpredictable and
complex environment and leaders and employees need to better understand how to adapt
given their environment (Waddell et al., 2017), learn how to improve organizational
performance (March, 1991), and create a climate that cultivates innovation (Shanker et
al., 2017). Today’s dynamic business environments have rendered continuous
improvements through learning, change, and innovation imperative to organizational
success (Frazier et al., 2017). These processes develop across multiple levels of the
organization as individuals and groups engage in behaviors such as speaking up using
their voice (Grant, 2013), collaborating, and experimenting (Grant & Ashford, 2008).
Voice can be a differentiator for an organization, leveraging the best insights of
employees close to the work, and it is known that there are factors that foster or inhibit
employees’ voice behavior in organizations (Detert et al., 2013). What is not well known
is information about these factors in a government setting with the recognition that there
is more work to be done to understand what voice means and how to use it to innovate
and empower (Fernandez & Pitts, 2011).

Part of the challenge in identifying these critical factors to better support voice is
the fact that there is a paucity of research and literature that distinguishes types of voice
and their particular impact on the operations and workings of government. This includes
how to best harness ideas, opinions, and suggestions voiced by employees to improve the
quality of decision-making and efficiency and better consider and use positive and

negative information voiced by employees (Shin et al., 2022).



The conceptualization of voice led to further developments to a multi-dimensional
view that includes voice as promotive and prohibitive (Liang et al., 2012). Promotive
voice is an employee’s expression of new ideas or suggestions for improving the overall
functioning of their work unit or organization. Promotive voice mobilizes the pursuit of
ideal and aspirational goals where it can facilitate performance gains and the introduction
of beneficial changes to processes (Li & Tangirala, 2021) and it is motivated by the
desire to improve the organization (MacMillan et al., 2020).

Prohibitive voice describes an employee’s expression of concern about work
practices, incidents, or employee behaviors that are harmful to their organization (Liang
et al., 2012). Prohibitive voice can prevent performance losses by managing errors (Li &
Tangirala, 2021) and it expresses concerns about organizational problems and issues
(e.g., complaints and grievances), but some voice behaviors are destructive in nature
(Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014) and can undermine interpersonal relationships without other
factors present, such as trust or open and clear communication, in the workplace
(MacMillan et al., 2020). Research shows that prohibitive voice can be threatening to the
receiver and thus is less effective than promotive voice for initiating organizational
change, but in the presence of these other factors, it can play a role in an organization’s
communication or culture strategy (Maynes & Podsakoft, 2014).

As the evidence shows that employee voice is impactful in promoting and
supporting change and benefiting organizational outcomes (Li & Tangirala, 2021),
employees are thus expected to take a more active role at work. This has resulted in

researchers attempting to identify the factors that foster the willingness by employees to



take interpersonal risks and invest their energies into work (Kahn, 1990), with
organizational outcomes showing evidence that employee voice enables these public or
private organizations to learn from their mistakes, facilitating the correction and
prevention of financially and socially costly errors (Edmondson, 1999; Grant, 2013).

A critical enabler of a higher level of organizational success is trust, seen as
something that results in support for employee voice (Gao et al., 2011), higher
performance, and better workplace behaviors (Kramer & Cook, 2004). The significance
of trust in the workplace has been recognized for decades and scholars have offered
different explanations about the complex processes through which trust forms, the
processes through which trust affects workplace outcomes, and the nature of the construct
itself (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). This research will support understanding these factors in a
government context. The literature on employee voice has primarily looked at the effect
of trust on a general conception of voice. It has not looked at the effect of different types
of trust on different types of voice, through a multidimensional view. As governments are
dynamic environments with varying relational dynamics and characterizations of
employee voice, examining the specific types of trust that enhance different types of
voice is important.

Another enabler of a higher level of organizational success is cognitive
empowerment. This is a process by which people, teams, organizations, and communities
gain mastery over issues of concern to them, where employees are provided knowledge
and guidance that enhance their skills and support change in the workplace (Perkins &

Zimmerman, 1995). A growing challenge facing most governments and public services is



the quest for innovation and change-oriented behaviors among employees and the
creation and maintenance of a dynamic workplace and a proactive public sector (Vigoda-
Gadot & Beeri, 2012). Hence, improving the performance and achievements of
governmental organizations depends upon reinventing old procedures and changing
conservative paradigms and conventional work practices, where it can be a complex task,
but one that is crucial for a better understanding of government organizations, their
effectiveness, efficiency, and general performance (Vigoda-Gadot, 2007).

This includes infusing creative managerial practices into public systems and in
service of demanding citizens, practices that must involve a comprehensive set of
change-oriented behaviors among public employees (Saner, 2001). One of the most
significant elements that these changes entail is employing an increasingly large
percentage of highly skilled and knowledge-based employees (Yuvaraj, 2011) who are
committed to disseminating change, especially change that affects the services provided
to citizens (Vigoda-Gadot & Beeri, 2012).

Government differs sharply from private organizations on formalization,
operations, and red tape in processes subject to various rules and the authority of
oversight agencies, influenced by a host of factors, including organizational size,
technology, and work processes that impact why employees contribute value or
suggestions (Rainey & Bozeman, 2000), necessitating a climate that drives engagement
from employees to support the change and innovation processes (Cordery et al., 2015).

By harnessing the best of the two types of voice in the right climate, research has

shown in government in a variety of areas, as with regulatory protections or strong



employee participation, for example (McCall, 2001), that promotive voice practices
intended to provide ideas and suggestions for improvement are likely to foster innovation
(Liang et al., 2012), but there is more work to do to better understand this. Even
prohibitive voice practices may be positively, rather than negatively, associated with
organizational innovation (Shin et al., 2022), due to an ability to separate the content of
prohibitive voice from the individuals who might feel threatened by it (MacMillan et al.,
2020). Therefore, formalizing the prohibitive voice process minimizes negative and
defensive responses to news about problems (Burris, 2012; Morrison, 2014). In a
prohibitive voice process, managers and employees influence the decision about
responding to information, largely if is it provided through clear communication and an
effective information flow with managers and employees (Shin et al., 2022). This
research study looks at these practices in government and why employees in government
organizations, impacted by declining trust in government (Citrin & Stoker, 2018) and
problems voicing issues or opportunities in the workplace (Hassan, 2015) may or may not
use promotive and prohibitive voice.

Over the last few decades, the public sector and governments have been
compelled to perform more efficiently and there is pressure on public organizations to
shift from traditional, bureaucratic processes to become faster-paced, more customer-
friendly entities (Abaidoo & Blankenberger, 2022), but that does not mean that research
in government is easy, or that applying research findings in a practical way to effect
change are widely done (Schwarz & Vakola, 2021). The complexity and knowledge

intensity of contemporary government organizations means that employees often know



information that leaders need to leverage in order to make sound decisions, but they may
feel it is too risky to be vulnerable to share their knowledge and opinions with leaders
(MacMillan et al., 2020).

Managers and organizations would do well to minimize that level of risk and
provide a psychologically safe space to encourage employees to speak up with such
information as the expression of ideas and suggestions intended to stimulate positive
changes, as it may enhance empowerment, employee task performance, learning, and
group or organizational performance (Edmondson, 1999, 2019; Mackenzie et al., 2011).
Some researchers believe employee voice can be encouraged where there are high levels
of trust and clear communication between employees and managers, where employees
stop suppressing prohibitive voice if they feel that it will not impose an undesired cost
(Fast et al., 2014).

The reason it is important to distinguish between these forms of voice is because
they have different drivers and outcomes and, I argue, rely on the foundational concepts
of transparency and trust. Employees or groups that already have a high level of one
driver of interpersonal trust are likely to be capable of tolerating much higher levels of
issues and accept disagreements at face value. They are less likely to misinterpret conflict
behaviors by inferring hidden agendas or personal attacks as the driving force behind the
behavior. However, the opposite is true in low trust situations where employees interpret
the ambiguous and unclear behavior of others negatively and infer relationship conflict

(MacMillan et al., 2020).
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At present, however, the literature has struggled to explain the drivers of this
multi-dimensional view of voice with promotive and prohibitive voice. This is
problematic because government organizations in particular are more vulnerable to red
tape that can slow down or inhibit employee voice (Pandey et al., 2007). Hence, voice is
crucial to ensuring that the competence and expertise of employees are put to appropriate
use and when they must cope with disruptions that impact their environment, it becomes
especially important for them to draw on their knowledge and insights. But how to best
prepare that knowledge in employees? I argue that cognitive empowerment impacts the
two types of employee voice. Voice does become an important factor that determines
success in times of change (Li & Tangirala, 2021). Promotive and prohibitive voice can
both enhance resilience, but for different reasons and at different times during the change
process (Li & Tangirala, 2021) and cognition-based and affect-based trust turn on these
different drivers or applications for cooperation, as discussed later, depending on the
presence and growth of each type of trust (McAllister, 1995).

Another supporting idea with this multi-dimensional view of voice is cognitive
empowerment as theoretical grounding for these constructs, as it is a particular challenge
to impart knowledge and realize positive outcomes from employees cutting through
bureaucracy and red tape, as are often found in government organizations (Bozeman,
1993; Rainey & Bozeman, 2000). Cognitive empowerment is an active, participatory
process through which individuals, organizations, and communities gain greater control
and efficacy. It refers to the belief in one’s own strengths and the power to influence the

environment around them for increased effectiveness and goal achievement (Rothman et
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al., 2019). Cognitive empowerment is a process by which people, teams, organizations,
and communities gain mastery over issues of concern to them that includes processes and
structures that enhance members' skills and effect change (Perkins & Zimmerman, 1995).
Cognitive empowerment includes critical awareness, decision-making, training, resource
mobilization, and relational processes to bring about change through relationships
(Lardier et al., 2020).

The City and County of Denver, Colorado and their quality improvement
organization Peak Academy are devoted to continuous process improvement and training
with government employees with process support and services that support citizens of the
local area. Peak Academy is a government division started in 2011, a rare support system
embedded in a local government, devoted to the idea that successful innovation and
efficiency improvements must start with the people who do the work, using these
government employees to solve their own problems and improve services for citizens
through training, as well as independent and team process improvement projects (Elms &
Wogan, 2016).

Morrison (2011) suggests that there needs to be more of a focus on the type of
message and information that is being conveyed to employees and the creation of an
atmosphere or climate that encourages government employees to go the extra mile in
daily job routines such that it might compensate for bureaucratic red tape and slow and
unbendable procedures (Vigoda-Gadot, 2007). As government agencies tend to have

more red tape than other organizations, this too hinders performance (Boyne et al., 2006)
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and impacts trust in governments, where trust is considered one of the critical
components of good governance (Albaladejo, 2019).

There are two types of trust: cognition-based and affect-based. Cognition-based
trust is based on individual beliefs about peer reliability and dependability based on
knowledge of that peer’s skills, competence, and reliability. Affect-based trust is based
on reciprocated interpersonal care and concern (McAllister, 1995). These two types of
trust are omnipresent in government organizations. The research shows that trust as a
unidimensional construct supports voice overall, yet the literature has yet to examine the
influence of different types of trust on different types of voice. Thus, we need to examine
the influence of a multidimensional view of trust to bolster an understanding of how to
better foster voice in government organizations. It is important to look at these two types
of trust, as this construct is complex and nuanced (Colquitt et al., 2007). Trust develops
in a variety of ways, acknowledging that competence and responsibility are central
elements (McAllister, 1995), taking into account the integrated and vast fabric of
experiences in relationships (Rempel et al., 1985), and importantly, doing this in
governmental organizations where there is a pressing need for greater understanding.

This is because research has shown that it is possible to build trust. Through
careful measurement and considered action, government can build trust. However, the
mechanisms of transparency, trust, and accountability have not kept pace with the
complexity of governments today, and the invisible nature of trust can lead government
organizations to pay it too little attention, but it is critical to reverse this and address ways

to effectively build and sustain trust (Goldhammer et al., 2021).
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As building and sustaining trust in government is a critical goal, it is necessary to
learn more about these two types of trust, as they are omnipresent in government
organizations. Although we know that trust (as a unidimensional construct) supports
voice overall, academic literature has yet to examine the influence of different types of
trust on different types of voice. Thus, we need to examine the influence of this
multidimensional view of trust to bolster our understanding of how to foster both
promotive and prohibitive employee voice in government organizations.

I claim that transparency is important for government and leaders and its impact
resonates with employees, where they feel safe to voice their suggestions and concerns to
make improvements. If organizations can develop a positive climate that allows for
transparency and trust, it is more likely to result in higher levels of motivation,
commitment, and employee engagement (Shanker et al., 2017). Transparency enables
employees to clearly see the progress and challenges faced by the organization. Without
such clarity, how can employees be expected to raise their voices? I predict that
transparency will enhance promotive and prohibitive voice, because it enables employees
to accurately understand the landscape of ideas and hurdles affecting the organization.
This enables the employee to develop clear perspectives, resulting in enhanced idea
generation (promotive voice) and problem identification (prohibitive voice). This idea
underscores the importance of both transparency and trust with an increased focus on
impacting these ideas to better support employee voice and a recognition of the critical
role of voice in achieving organizational impact (Liang et al., 2012) through efficiency

and better government outcomes (Grimmelikhuijsen et al., 2017).
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How to promote transparency where it is an important component of good
government (del Sol, 2013) and why people trust and how that trust shapes social
relations (Lewicki et al., 1998) are fundamental ideas to explore. The ideas necessarily go
together, as trust by itself may not always be sufficient to promote employee voice (Gao
etal., 2011).

Governments must find ways to build trust, and empower employees to speak up,
highlighting the importance of cognitive empowerment as an important aim for
employees where government organizations should create the right conditions to
strengthen levels of empowerment (Ozpamuk et al., 2023). Governments must also
support the development of trust in ways that note an employee’s competence and the
positive and emotional bonds of trust, cognition-based and affect-based trust, while
taking risks that challenge the status quo (Hassan, 2015) and encouraging this extra-role
behavior of prohibitive and promotive voice (Liang et al., 2012; Van Dyne & Lepine,
1998). These dynamics are uncovered when a multidimensional view of trust and
employee voice are adopted.

Research Question

Given the challenges outlined above, I ask the following question:

How do transparency, cognition-based and affect-based trust, and cognitive

empowerment impact employee voice in governmental organizations?
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I approached this question through a deductive, quantitative study with two
surveys of the government employees from the City and County of Denver. The surveys
were separated in time by three weeks and consisted of a range of questions on the focal
constructs using validated scales, supported by an email introduction and reminders from
the staff at Peak Academy. The statistical analysis of the data was completed with
regression testing to test significance with the hypotheses.

This research question will drive a better understanding of how multidimensional
constructs of transparency and trust, as well as cognitive empowerment, impact both
promotive and prohibitive voice. This information can better support the Peak Academy
team drive strategies to reach more employees with cognitive empowerment and process
improvement training after first setting the right type of environment where voice is best
supported to bring about organizational change and performance.

Contributions

This research makes three primary contributions. The first contribution is an
examination of employee voice in a governmental organization, something that has not
been well studied (Drew, 2020; Hassan, 2015; Raadschelders et al., 2015). Governmental
organizations suffer from a lack of employee voice, so there is a need to better understand
how it is produced.

The second contribution is an examination of a multidimensional view of voice in
government, something not well understood or studied (Ertas, 2015; Li et al., 2020; Liang
et al., 2012; Schnell, 2020). This is a more holistic way to assess the determinants of

voice in governmental organizations, as they face unique dynamics that do not always
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include support for promotive ideas or the ability or understanding of how to harness
prohibitive voice that is not harmful.

The third contribution is an examination of the drivers of promotive and
prohibitive voice that are known to be challenges within governmental organizations
(Citrin & Stoker, 2018; Drew, 2020; Edmondson & Besieux, 2021; Raadschelders et al.,
2015). These include transparency, cognition-based and affect-based trust, and cognitive
empowerment. There is a need to better understand the relationship between public
employees and their complex workplaces (Levitats & Vigoda-Gadot, 2020). This
contribution includes a multidimensional view of both transparency and trust impacting a
multidimensional view of employee voice, something that has not been well explained in
the literature.

A supporting contribution includes the research—practice gap that can be bridged
by researchers and managers cocreating knowledge, such as the case of the University of
Denver researchers, Peak Academy, and city government employees (Hoffman, 2021;
Sharma & Bansal, 2020; Spencer et al., 2022).

Paper Organization

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Chapter Two: Literature
Review and Hypothesis Development follows where I highlight the main body of
literature on the constructs along with the theoretical framework. I weave the six research
study hypotheses into the supporting literature and set up the statistical analysis
framework. Chapter Three: Methodology includes details about the study methodology,

procedures, survey details, and survey respondents. I outline the main constructs and
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validated scales used in the survey, as well as statistical controls and those validated
scales. I also detail the demographic information from the surveys. Chapter Four:
Analysis and Results includes detailed statistical review and analysis of the data and
hypothesis testing. I outline the main results and discoveries with statistical significance
from the regression analyses and key findings. Chapter Five: Conclusions is the summary
of the theoretical framework and study findings. I discuss theoretical and practical
implications from the research, as well as study limitations. Given the rich data set from a
local government organization across a range of important constructs, future
opportunities for further research based on the findings are also included with several

significant areas that can be developed for further study and more advanced research.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review and Hypothesis Development
Employee Voice

Employee voice has been studied across a diverse range of disciplines, with
different and wide-ranging conceptualizations (Mowbray et al., 2015). Early researchers
and practitioners attempted to present a unified framework for interpersonal relations,
organizational structures, and stability and change in society (Blau, 1964). Others,
including Jane Jacobs, inspired paradigm-level changes with work with local
governments and valuing participation by and empowerment of people, relationship
development, and supporting collective voice to effect change (Norgaard, 2022). Interest
in the academic study of employee voice began decades ago, defined by Albert
Hirschman as any attempt at all to change, rather than to escape from, an objectionable
state of affairs with the intention of forcing a change (Hirschman, 1972).

Not long after this definition, researchers noted that employee voice contains two
elements, an expression by employees to management of their complaints in a work-
related context and the participation of employees in the decision-making processes of
business organizations (McCabe & Lewin, 1992). With the idea of the importance of
behavior that goes beyond normal role expectations or job requirements and that benefits
or is intended to benefit the organization, voice is speaking out and challenging the status
quo with the intent of improving the situation (van Dyne & Lepine, 1998). Employee

voice is a critical area to better understand, as it is of fundamental importance to the
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effective operation of any organization and if employees are valued and their voices are
heard, they will be much more willing to provide their full commitment and be more
engaged (Kwon et al., 2016). The likelihood of employees exercising their voice is
influenced by many things including their individual personalities and the organizational
culture, where that can be powerful enough to override the significant role of personality
and other factors in shaping employee voice and speaking up (Madan et al., 2021). For
employees who may be more unlikely to express their ideas, if they are given an optimal
culture and climate, they may be more inclined to speak up and share their suggestions
for changes or improvements.

Constructive forms of voice, or discretionary expressions of organizationally
relevant content intended to affect the work context (i.e., policies, practices, procedures,
work methods, and goals) and targeted explicitly at someone within the organization, are
highly relevant to organizations and employees (Chamberlin et al., 2017) such as Peak
Academy. An integrated conceptualization of voice encompasses both voice that is
directed to one’s manager or another leader, as well as voice directed to members of
one’s team. The interconnectedness across job and organizational attitudes and
perceptions, supervisor and leader behaviors, and individual dispositions includes safety
in interpersonal risk taking and job performance (Chamberlin et al., 2017).

With this interconnectedness, educators in the voice and ethics disciplines support
an approach called Giving Voice to Values, a cross-functional concept that supports
cognitive empowerment of people, discussed in detail in this literature review, to better

voice their perspective or their values (Gentile, 2017). This is a values-driven leadership

20



development in business education and the workplace that seeks to support people to
become more aware of the psychological, emotional, and cognitive patterns that they
themselves and others are likely to experience. This includes becoming more aware of the
impact of choices, and to actively use their voice to consider short and long-term costs
and ethical considerations for speaking up to make changes that lead to more positive
outcomes. Speaking out using voice after this educational development can also prompt
and invite others to be part of the change process (Goodstein & Gentile, 2021).

Researchers honed the broader conceptualization of employee voice (Van Dyne &
Lepine, 1998) in order to achieve a multi-dimensional and more nuanced and complete
understanding of why and how employees speak up (Van Dyne et al., 2003). This is
important in organizations where continuous process improvement and change
management are driving activities to improve performance, engagement, and efficiency.
Voice is particularly important today given the emphasis on flexibility, innovation, and
continuous improvement (van Dyne & Lepine, 1998). This includes different types of
employee voice that can have important consequences for employees and organizations
(Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014). Employee voice behaviors are pro-social, voluntary, and
even risky occurrences, which do not always naturally occur as expected (Bai et al.,
2019). This leads to the identification of two types of voice (Van Dyne & Lepine, 1998)
in a multi-dimensional view: promotive and prohibitive (Liang et al., 2012).

Promotive voice is an employee’s expression of new ideas or suggestions for
improving the overall functioning of their work unit or organization. Promotive voice

proposes ways of changing the status quo, and thus is challenging (Liang et al., 2012). As
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it is accompanied by innovative solutions and suggestions for improvement, this type of
voice is promotive in the sense that it is focused on a future ideal state, or what could be.

In contrast, prohibitive voice describes an employee’s expression of concern
about work practices, incidents, or employee behaviors that are harmful to their
organization. Prohibitive voice serves an important function for organizational health,
primarily because such messages place previously undetected problems on the collective
agenda to be resolved or prevent problematic issues or situations from taking place
(Liang et al., 2012), but they are not always conveyed in a constructive way to suggest
improvements (Viveros et al., 2018). Some employees may use prohibitive voice more
when under stress or limit their use of voice, because making suggestions and attempting
to change the status quo is socially risky and costs time and energy (Ng & Feldman,
2012).

Both forms of voice, promotive and prohibitive, challenge the status quo and are
aimed at benefiting organizations and impacting performance (Van Dyne et al., 2003).
Voice is challenging and can be a riskier behavior for those who intend to be helpful by
speaking up, but may instead be viewed as unacceptably challenging authority, rocking
the boat, merely complaining and wasting time. Voice is now understood to be more
frequent when employees believe that it is psychologically safe to speak and when doing
so is not futile (Detert et al., 2013) and trust is believed to play a role with that safety.
Risk is mitigated where employees who feel trust are then motivated to do more than they

are normally expected to do (Podsakoff et al., 1990).
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Within organizations, employees continually confront situations that put them
face to face with the decision of whether to speak up (i.e., voice) or remain silent when
they have potentially useful information or ideas. The extent to which employees
communicate upward with suggestions, ideas, information about problems, or issues of
concern can have tremendous implications for an organization’s performance and even its
survival.

The ways in which they resolve these choices can have significant implications
for organizational and team performance (Morrison, 2011). Encouraging employees to
speak up with improvement-oriented ideas to those with the power to initiate change is
one of the most potent ways in which organizational leaders can promote learning,
effectively implement change, and ensure superior individual and group performance
(Fast et al., 2014).

Part of the challenge in identifying these critical factors to better support voice is
the fact that more research is needed for promotive and prohibitive voice and their
particular impacts on the operations and workings of government. This includes how to
best harness ideas, opinions, and suggestions voiced by employees to improve the quality
of decision-making and efficiency and better consider and use positive and negative
information voiced by employees (Shin et al., 2022). It also includes how to remove a
reluctance to speak up, and the silence or information withholding that it gives rise to, as
this has the potential to undermine organizational decision making and error-correction

and to damage employee trust and morale (Milliken et al., 2003).
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As noted earlier, by harnessing the best of the two types of voice in the right
climate, research has shown in government in a variety of areas, as with regulatory
protections or strong employee participation, for example (McCall, 2001), that promotive
voice practices intended to provide ideas and suggestions for improvement are likely to
foster innovation (Liang et al., 2012), but there is more work to do to better understand
this.

Given the benefits of critical employee information, one might assume that
managers are naturally highly motivated to encourage employee voice and the climate
would encourage it. However, a close inspection of managers’ behavior in organizations
shows that a large number of managers engage in actions that indicate an aversion to
soliciting, rewarding, and implementing voice (Milliken et al., 2003). Taking note of this
phenomenon, researchers say we need to better understand this (Fast et al., 2014).

Why some government organizations and managers welcome and purposely seek
out employees’ improvement-oriented ideas, while others do not, is not well understood.
Employees who speak up with constructive, yet change-oriented, suggestions can be seen
as particularly threatening (Burris, 2012). Research has shown that employees have a
general reluctance to voice negative information because of the discomfort associated
with being the conveyer of bad news and employees are especially uncomfortable
conveying information about potential problems or issues to those above them, so more
research is needed on how to encourage a supportive environment where this type of

prohibitive voice can be heard (Milliken et al., 2003).
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Transparency

Governments and large institutions are criticized for a lack of transparency and
credibility and researchers focused on these areas have recommended that organizations
create a process for transparency that applies to all areas of the business, not just financial
ones (Rawlins, 2008). Transparency can exist across contexts and domains of research
(Schnackenberg & Tomlinson, 2016) and is a long-discussed concept, as the eighteenth-
century European philosopher Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s discussions of transparency in
the government and political context were described by him to be a state in which
citizens understand each other immediately, unambiguously, and without distortion
(Marks, 2001). From Aristotle’s Lyceum and Politics stressing the common interest, to
St. Thomas Aquinas’ idea of the common good as a worthy goal of government, to
Locke’s idea of the public good as good government policy, striving for the common
good in government is a worthy ideal (Bozeman & Crow, 2021). However, there is a
balance to be achieved with critical components of good governance where citizens
benefit from the outputs that impact their environments and where transparency is a
powerful solution to protect against the increasing distrust of citizens towards the
government (Albaladejo, 2019).

Increasing transparency, achieving better efficiency and better government
outcomes are more important now than ever, and scholars believe this approach can
provide evidence about what should be done to improve perceived performance

(Grimmelikhuijsen et al., 2017). Few studies have examined transparency at the local
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government level and more effort can be devoted to improving transparency (del Sol,
2013) to effect change and bring about better efficiency and government outcomes.

Transparency can be defined as the perceived quality of intentionally shared
information from a sender (Schnackenberg & Tomlinson, 2016). This idea of quality,
added to quantity, of the information transmitted stands out in transparency research
according to some researchers (Albu & Flyverbom, 2019) where they believe that over
the last forty years, transparency origins include a conduit model of communication. This
includes communicators who inevitably communicate unintended meanings, so there
must be an environment created with vigilance to communication, grounded by the
assumption that most people are interested in understanding others and in being
understood by others as clearly as possible (Axley, 1984) or the extent to which
representations are designed in ways that are understandable to focal audiences
(Schnackenberg, 2011). Schnackenberg (2011) also notes that transparency has an
empirical relationship with organizational buy-in and information usefulness where
transparency significantly predicts these constructs.

An emerging consensus is that transparency is about information, and it is seen as
a critical element of knowledge sharing (Schnackenberg & Tomlinson, 2016) and it is a
three-dimensional construct comprised of disclosure, clarity, and accuracy
(Schnackenberg et al., 2021). This research study will look at the multi-dimensional view

of transparency and its impact on local government and Peak Academy.
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By measuring transparency in this multi-dimensional way, it advances practical
knowledge about how to construct truly transparent messages and how non-transparent
messages might negatively affect organizations (Schnackenberg et al., 2021).

Schnackenberg, Tomlinson, and Coen (2021) note that researchers have
documented various attributes of received information quality that indicate if a source is
acting transparently, including whether information is seen as accessible, truthful, or
comprehensible. Transparency may enhance innovation and an attitude of openness
(Dubbink et al., 2008).

Transparency has been tied to several concepts, including corporate social
responsibility where organizations are finding that there are solid bottom-line benefits to
having the reputation of being open and gaining loyalty of key stakeholders such as
employees and customers (Rawlins, 2008). As such, transparency is valued in a wide
range of areas and is seen as a fundamentally positive feature of relations (Albu &
Flyverbom, 2019) due in part because of the positive benefits of the disclosure of
information (Schnackenberg & Tomlinson, 2016).

With this grounding idea that transparency is the perceived quality of
intentionally shared information from a sender (Schnackenberg & Tomlinson, 2016), it is
seen as a critical element of knowledge sharing such that increased transparency brings
increased awareness, coherence, and comprehensibility to information exchanged
between two parties and it is required to ensure that information about organizational
conduct can be used by employees to modify or adjust their behaviors (Schnackenberg &

Tomlinson, 2016). With the three dimensions of perceived disclosure, clarity, and
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accuracy, it includes the extent to which information is released rather than hidden, the
extent to which information is understandable rather than obfuscated, and the extent to
which information is reflective of reality rather than exaggerated or biased
(Schnackenberg et al., 2020). Nonetheless, information disclosure alone is not sufficient
to form transparency (Rawlins, 2008) and it should include an acknowledgement of the
audience, education to understand the information, thus relating to the audience’s ability
to process and interpret the information (Jiang & Luo, 2018).

Transparent organizational communication is characterized by involving
stakeholders (e.g., employees) into decision making, holding organizations and managers
accountable for their actions and words, and providing substantial, accurate, and useful
information (Rawlins, 2008). When leaders engage in transparent communication,
employees are likely to perceive the consistency between the leaders’ beliefs and actions,
and thus feel more comfortable and safe speaking up about ideas or suggestions
(Walumbwa & Schaubroeck, 2009).

Transparency has a long history as a central principle for public government
management, and for democratic and corporate accountability more generally.
Transparency has become pervasive as a prescription for better governance and
accountability (Hood, 2007; Hood & Heald, 2006). Indeed, employees are often the face
of government for citizens. From visiting the local department of motor vehicles office to
interacting with law enforcement or navigating airport security, to using the nearest post
office, citizens continuously interact with government employees. The employee-

employer (in this case, the government) relationship has a large role in employee
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engagement, retention, and motivation (Goldhammer et al., 2021) and support to citizens.
Research shows that employees who believe their employer is transparent are more
motivated by their work (Mackenzie et al., 2011) and it strengthens the organization’s
ethical culture (Kuang et al., 2022). Organizational policies that promote transparency
and employee voice (Ertas, 2015) may lead managers to focus on employees’ needs,
thereby influencing their trade-offs between long-term and short-term interests. This
includes a focus on dimensions of transparency with the clarity and openness of the
organization’s internal information policies, an attentiveness to the perceived quality of
information shared, and disclosure and open communication between employees and
managers (Kuang et al., 2022).

There is persistent academic interest in the attitudes and behavior of public
servants working in government and researchers acknowledge a difference in many areas
that contrast public servants working in government with private-sector employees. Ideas
such as civic mindedness and civic behaviors are particularly important for public
employees, since attentiveness and engagement will make them both better citizens and
better public servants. While attentiveness and engagement can lead to more knowledge,
and more knowledge to more participation, participation also increases knowledge and
attentiveness. Research has found that knowledge matters and leads to increased
attentiveness as well as efficacy, tolerance, and formal and informal participation (Ertas,

2015).
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Trust

Trust has many definitions, conceptualizations, and applications. It is a very old
concept that Baier (1986) notes is a phenomenon we are familiar with, one that comes in
various forms across the ages. This includes the great philosophers who have given it
explicit attention, from the fourth century, they noted that the first result of lawfulness is
trust that greatly benefits the people. The ideas continue from John Dunn, Thomas
Hobbes and John Locke, who were interested in trust in governments and the grounds for
such trust and that the relationship of citizens to government is one of trust, not contract
(Braithwaite & Levi, 2003).

Indeed, whenever philosophers, poets, statesmen, or theologians have written
about man's relationship to his fellow man, the significance of the phenomena of trust and
associated concepts such as responsibility have been discussed (Deutsch, 1958). One of
the most important lessons we can learn from an examination of economic life is that a
nation’s well-being, as well as its ability to compete, is conditioned by a single, pervasive
cultural characteristic: the level of trust inherent in the society (Fukuyama, 1995). Trust
as a foundational concept has been talked about in the literature as an enveloping
concept, one that takes into account the fabric of experiences in relationships (Rempel et
al., 1985).

Trust is seen as a core or foundational piece of the understandings of social order,
and conditions for trusting government and its agents are expressions of shared social
values (Braithwaite & Levi, 2003). Most trust relations are interpersonal, yet systems and

institutions also play an important role. These institutions, such as government
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organizations, are the object of trust relations and they are also instrumental in facilitating
the emergence of interpersonal, societal, political, and economic trust relationships (Bodo
& Janssen, 2022). Trust in the government and its public institutions is a valuable
resource, with often far-reaching impact on culture, social cohesion, and economic
performance (Fukuyama, 1995). Yet, it is exactly this public trust that has been under
significant stress in recent times. There is a complex, multidimensional set of forces at
play where trust evolves in organizational climates. Even good government intentions can
lead to bad outcomes for employees and citizens if attention is not paid to underlying
supporting frameworks such as trust (Bodé & Janssen, 2022).

One of the most salient factors of our present complex social organization is the
willingness of one or more individuals to trust others, along with the notion of
motivational relevance and predictability (Rotter, 1967). Intentional trusting does require
awareness of one's confidence that the trusted will not harm one, although they could
(Baier, 1986). The composition of trust, the fundamental elements of its definition, are
comparable across research and theory, focusing on parties both inside and outside
organizations and investigating trust relations from different disciplinary vantage points
(Rousseau et al., 1998).

Employees are most likely to practice innovation when they perceive strong
organizational support, and the willingness to risk speaking up, the foundational idea of
trust resulting from risk taking (Colquitt et al., 2007) and being vulnerable (Mayer &
Davis, 1999). One of the grounding theoretical ideas is that interpersonal trust is the

extent to which a person is confident in, and willing to act on the basis of, the words,
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actions, and decisions of another. Trust has emerged as a prominent construct in research
predicting individual-level outcomes such as job satisfaction, organizational citizenship
behaviors, organizational commitment, and job performance (Lewicki et al., 2006).

At its core, trust means willingly ceding a measure of control to another, and
although we often trust with an expectation that others will respond in kind, vulnerability
is the psychological hallmark of trust and there is risk involved (Peterson & Covey,
2016). Trust can be developed and increased, and doing so will have a significant impact
on the results that can be achieved, where there is confidence in others and transparency
in messages (Covey & Merrill, 2006). A culture of trust is one of the most powerful
predictors for success and leverage for increased organizational performance. It can be
enhanced over time, and it provides the foundation for effective teamwork and processes
and intrinsic motivation for employees (Zak, 2017).

Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995) define trust as the willingness of a party to
be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the expectation that the other will
perform a particular action. They note that the importance of trust has been cited in a
wide range of areas (Mayer et al., 1995). It is a willingness to accept vulnerability or risk
based on expectations regarding another person’s behavior, and is a vitally important
concept for human behavior, affecting interactions with adversaries and competitors, as
well as with allies and friends (Borum, 2010). Trust has also been defined as the intention
to accept vulnerability based on positive expectations of another person’s actions

(Colquitt et al., 2007).
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The study of trust has led to many things in the journey to better understand the
dynamics of cooperation and competition and the resolution of conflicts and the
facilitation of economic exchange. Trust has emerged as a prominent construct in
research predicting individual-level outcomes such as job satisfaction, organizational
citizenship behaviors, and organizational commitment and performance, including
positive benefits to organizational revenue and profit (Lewicki et al., 2006). Research has
also shown that organizations can withstand certain types of conflict if an appropriate
basis of trust has been established, and this can be a remedy to groupthink and other
organizational ills (Simons & Peterson, 2000).

Rousseau et al. (1998) suggested that trust is a psychological state comprising the
intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or
behavior of another. Lewicki et al. (2006) continue this idea and believe that as a
psychological state, trust is composed of two interrelated cognitive processes. The first
entails a willingness to accept vulnerability to the actions of another party. The second is
that, despite uncertainty about how the other will act, there are positive expectations
regarding the other party’s intentions, motivations, and behavior.

Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995) discuss in detail the antecedents of trust.
They distilled three characteristics of a trustee as central to trustworthiness that explain
the major portion of it, including ability, benevolence, and integrity. In this study, the
focus is on the multi-dimensional view of trust for the independent variables, as outlined
by McAllister (1995), including cognition-based and affect-based trust. Cognition-based

trust is based on individual beliefs about peer reliability and dependability based on
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knowledge of that peer’s skills, competence, and reliability. Affect-based trust is based
on reciprocated interpersonal care and concern (McAllister, 1995).

With a setting of local government employees, this supporting idea has great
strength from past academic research and practical applications. The importance of trust
in government organizations has long been considered crucial to innovation and
performance. There are many factors that come to play in the weakening respect for and
trust in government (Braithwaite & Levi, 2003). If trust must be earned, the combination
of rising expectations, value conflict, and increasingly intractable problems makes higher
levels of trust challenging. In addition, partisan polarization, both affective and
ideological, is a formidable barrier to the rapid restoration of trust. Researchers have
noted that a potential remedy is for citizens to trust the institutions that they interact with
most closely, including the police, the tax collector, the street cleaner, the school board,
permitting officials, and so forth, and their confidence in these close-to-home
representations of government might mitigate distrust of the other, more remote state and
federal institutions (Citrin & Stoker, 2018).

Trust in governmental settings is as complex as other settings (Braithwaite &
Levi, 2003) and McAllister (1995) notes that research on affect and cognition in close
relationships has highlighted the development of interpersonal affect upon a cognitive
base where the ideas are complex and intertwined. Cognition-based trust, or the ability to
be reliable, is seen as more superficial and less special, and emotional or affect-based
trust is characterized by a greater investment of time and emotion than dependability and

reliability. For working relationships, some level of cognition-based trust may be
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necessary for affect-based trust to develop; people's baseline expectations for peer
reliability and dependability must be met before they will invest further in relationships.
Accordingly, the two ideas are needed to go together in order to elucidate this
multidimensional view of trust (Lewicki et al., 1998; McAllister, 1995).

Cognitive Empowerment

Cognitive empowerment, or a cognitive model of empowerment, is a process by
which people, teams, organizations, and communities gain mastery over issues of concern
to them that includes processes and structures that enhance members' skills and effect
change (Perkins & Zimmerman, 1995). Cognitive empowerment includes critical
awareness, decision-making, training, resource mobilization, and relational processes to
bring about change through relationships (Lardier et al., 2020).

This idea of empowerment represents a strengths-based, non-expert driven
approach that emphasizes the ability of people facing challenging circumstances or
conditions to define and actively engage in solutions to the problems confronting them
(Peterson, 2014). Empowerment is rooted in a social action framework that includes
community change, capacity building, and collectivity. It includes beliefs that goals can
be achieved, awareness about resources and factors that hinder or enhance one's efforts to
achieve those goals, and efforts to fulfill the goals (Zimmerman, 1995).

Empowerment is defined in terms of motivational processes in workers,
explaining organizational effectiveness and it is both a relational and motivational
construct. Empowerment is a relational construct to describe a level of control people can

have over situations and the ability to impact change. It is a motivational construct
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connected to expectancy theory beliefs where people feel power and a sense of self-
directedness to influence their environment (Conger & Kanungo, 1988). Empowerment is
a higher order multi-level framework to understand and evaluate individuals, groups,
organizations, and communities as they engage in the practice of participatory change
(Lardier et al., 2020). It includes a theoretical model of organizational conditions and
culture, strategies, and information where people have self-efficacy (Conger & Kanungo,
1988).

Empower means to give power to, and power can mean energy, the sense used
here where being empowered means to energize. Research has shown that employees can
be energized to accomplish meaningful goals and a commitment to tasks that effect
change. Empowerment is connected to increased intrinsic task motivation where there are
four cognitions as the basis for worker empowerment: a sense of impact, competence,
meaningfulness, and choice (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990).

Empowering is enabling, and it implies raising employee’s convictions in their
own effectiveness to successfully execute desired behavior rather than just raising their
hopes for favorable performance outcomes. Even under conditions of failure to gain
desired outcomes, individuals may feel empowered if their efficacy belief is reinforced
by leader or organizational recognition of their performance (Conger & Kanungo, 1988).

The idea of cognitive empowerment has been widely studied, linking education or
training with change and organizational outcomes, suggesting that a key component that
can hinder an individual’s ability to support those outcomes is trust. Trust is a key link

between individuals’ efforts in obtaining desired organizational outcomes and without it,
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employees will not engage, thus frustrating organizational change efforts (Jordan, 2021).
Without trust, change efforts will not be set up for success. Noel Tichy spent decades
researching the development of a sustainable change framework grounded in scholarly
research and presented to a practitioner audience. His work was based on a philosophy of
empowering individuals to be the leaders of their own change efforts and to have trust as
a foundational concept (Tichy, 1982), to educate, empower, and enable change leaders,
translating theory to practice (Tichy, 1989).

Much is to be gained by empowering employees in key areas, including technical
(training and standard operating procedures), political (power and speaking up), and
cultural (creating a climate that supports change in ethical ways) (Devanna & Tichy,
1992). In the current competitive environment, changing customer needs have made it
imperative for organizations to find ways to promote innovation for the long-term success
of the organization where employees use their competencies and demonstrated
discretionary behavior where they create, promote, and implement novel ideas that shape
work behavior that helps organizations meet new challenges and changes (Javed et al.,
2019).

In recent years, the term empowerment has become part of everyday management
language and has been associated with popular management movements such as human
resource management and total quality management (TQM). Empowerment is regarded
as providing a solution to the problem of bureaucratic workplaces where creativity is
stifled and workers become alienated, showing discontent through individual or

collective means (Wilkinson, 1997).

37



There are many supporting and similar ideas and theories that play a part with the
idea of empowerment, including strong support from Albert Bandura’s decades of
research (Bandura, 1977) and theory on the determinants of thought and action that
highlight people's capacity for agency with the ability to exert control over one's actions
and the course of one's development through self-efficacy (Bandura, 2023). Max Weber
helped set the foundations of social theory (Weber, 1958, 1978). As such, Weber notes
“. .. the two polar opposites in the field of educational ends are to awaken charisma, that
is, heroic qualities or magical gifts; and to impart specialized expert training.... Between
them are found all those types which aim at cultivating the pupil for the conduct of life”
(Weber, 1978, p. 426). Weber’s social theory, incorporating the idea of bureaucracy and a
person’s sense of responsibility, informs educational theory and research and contributes
to our thinking about the purposes of education today (Fantuzzo, 2014).

Government organizations must encourage cognitive empowerment (Braithwaite
& Levi, 2003) that has impact, purpose, and best develops knowledge that can be applied
by employees (Zimmerman, 1990, 1995). In turn, employees can use this developed
empowerment and speak up to support change efforts, effectively using their voice as a
vital means of impacting organizational performance (Dong et al., 2020).

Hypothesis Development
Transparency and employee voice

With an increased demand from citizens for more responsive, transparent, and

accountable government, employees working in government organizations need to play a

proactive role. Specifically, they need to go above and beyond their formal job roles and
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requirements through engaging in extra-role behavior (Hassan, 2015). Hassan notes that
one behavior that has drawn considerable attention and has been shown to improve
organizational performance is voice. It includes speaking up about critical work issues
and problems, providing constructive ideas and suggestions, and taking personal
initiatives to get others involved in addressing the issues and problems that affect the
organization (Morrison, 2014).

With this increased demand for more transparent and accountable government,
many efforts to improve the effectiveness of government organizations target so called
bureaucratic red tape, a well-known metaphor for public sector inefficiencies. This red
tape has a salient and negative effect on perceived organizational effectiveness and can
impede timely information exchange between managers and employees (Pandey et al.,
2007) and impact voice considerations such as sharing information about addressing
work issues or inefficiencies or expressions of concern about work practices, or
promotive and prohibitive voice (Liang et al., 2012). Lack of government transparency
can impact this exchange of information (Hope et al., 2022).

Through the dimensions of providing or sharing information, being clear with
ideas and expectations, and accurately conveying information, the foundational
dimensions of transparency, a shared vision is created where there is agreement and
expectations set, avoiding trust issues later when these things are not in place (Covey &
Merrill, 2006) and it impacts employee voice.

With voice, the expression must be openly communicated, organizationally

relevant, and focused on influencing the work environment (Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014).

39



Employee voice involves an employee verbalizing improvement-oriented information
and ideas to another employee or their manager (Burris, 2012), who then must
cognitively process this information in deciding on how to respond to it.

Government organizations are prone to discourage voice, often just by their very
nature with complex structures, so much bureaucracy, and red tape that leads to
inefficient processes and dissatisfied citizens (Bozeman, 1993; Rainey & Bozeman,
2000). This structure can obscure a more full and complete picture of the workplace, and
if employees are never even given information (disclosure), or not provided with
information that is clear and accurate (Schnackenberg & Tomlinson, 2016), the ability to
meaningfully speak up and provide insights and constructive suggestions (promotive
voice) and identify areas of safety or concerns in a helpful way (prohibitive voice) is
significantly curtailed (L1 et al., 2020; Liang et al., 2012).

As disclosure, clarity, and accuracy and an overall sense of transparency
increases, these two voice dimensions correspondingly increase, such that increasing
voice is an integral component of government, a fundamental way through which
employees communicate, provide knowledge, and information given the right conditions
(Ertas, 2015).

Promotive voice is expressed as employees sharing new ideas or suggestions for
improving the overall functioning of their work unit or organization. The more they know
about the work unit or organization, the more insightful their suggestions can be to

addresses issues, so an increase of knowledge or information in the form of transparency
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(Hood & Heald, 2006) leads to an increase in levels of voice, both in a positive direction,
or higher level.

Prohibitive voice describes an employee’s expression of concern about work
practices, or other complaints and grievances. What employees do not know can lead to
speculation that is not grounded in facts. When organizations increase their levels of
transparency, employees can feel safer to voice concerns that could cause significant
problems for the organizations. Both are thus expected to go up together with open and
clear communication and optimal organizational climates (MacMillan et al., 2020).

Government differs sharply from private organizations on formalization,
operations, and red tape in processes subject to various rules and the authority of
oversight agencies. This is influenced by a host of factors, including organizational size,
technology, and work processes that impact why employees contribute value or
suggestions (Rainey & Bozeman, 2000), necessitating a climate that drives engagement
from employees to support the change and innovation processes (Cordery et al., 2015).

Supporting both forms of voice in the workplace is important with more
understanding with transparency and safer environments to address pain points that can
inhibit greater performance. An inconsistency produces issues for other employees and
managers (Burris et al., 2022) unless the expression is clear and openly communicated,
organizationally relevant and accurate, and focused on influencing the work environment

(Mackenzie et al., 2011).
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This is the foundational multi-dimensional view of transparency where messages
or communications are disclosed, clear, and accurate (Schnackenberg & Tomlinson,
2016).

This leads to the first two hypotheses of this research study:

Hypothesis 1: Transparency is positively related to promotive voice.

Hypothesis 2: Transparency is positively related to prohibitive voice.

Hypothesis Development
Trust and employee voice

With the emerging consensus that trust is a foundation for social order (Lewicki et
al., 1998), researchers have noted that it is the generalized expectancy that others will do
as they say (Rotter, 1967) and it is a functional necessity for society (Lewis & Weigert,
1985) which is represented in government organizations. Researchers note there are two
broad outcomes of trust: risk taking and job performance (Colquitt et al., 2007). Some
researchers view the impact of organizational changes on trust where context is critical to
understanding trust. This includes a psychological state composed of the psychological
experiences of individuals, dyads, and organizations (Rousseau et al., 1998).

The grounding idea is that trust is the extent to which a person is confident in, and
willing to act on the basis of, the words, actions, and decisions of another and there are
two types of trust: cognition-based and affect-based. Cognition-based trust is based on
individual beliefs about peer reliability and dependability based on knowledge of that

peer’s skills, competence, and reliability. Affect-based trust is based on reciprocated
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interpersonal care and concern and there is a relationship between trust and performance
(McAllister, 1995).

Employees or teams that already have a high level of trust are likely to be capable
of tolerating much higher levels of challenge-oriented behaviors, such as prohibitive
voice, because they will be more resistant to the negative effects of relationship conflict.
If employees or team members trust each other, they will be more likely to accept stated
disagreements at face value and less likely to misinterpret conflict behaviors by inferring
hidden agendas or personal attacks as the driving force behind the behavior. When there
is not trust between and among members, they are likely to interpret the ambiguous
behavior of others negatively (Mackenzie et al., 2011).

Ambiguous or unclear behavior is interpreted as being more negative in intent and
trust plays a critical role in that interpretation process in order for voice to realize
beneficial outcomes (Simons & Peterson, 2000). Further, if trust is present, employees
can generally believe that using a promotive voice will result in being heard (Gao et al.,
2011) and that their workplace suggestions could be put into place given the organization
or manager feeling of knowing they are competent where reliability and dependability
expectations are met (McAllister, 1995).

Employee input can play a key role in enhancing organizational functioning.
However, employees often feel unsafe to express their opinions because they believe that
voicing comments and recommendations for change is risky behavior that may challenge

the status quo and upset their leader (van Dyne & Lepine, 1998).
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Given the significance of employee voice and the potential for the feeling of risk
associated with it (Gao et al., 2011), trust as a multi-dimensional construct with
cognition-based and affect-based trust is tied with the multi-dimensional view of voice as
promotive or prohibitive.

This multi-dimensional view of trust as cognition-based and affect-based is a
foundational concept with the connection between trust and employee voice in
governmental organizations, because employees who trust their leader are likely to feel
safe and comfortable about the ways in which the leader will respond to their voice
(Edmondson, 1999), thereby increasing the likelihood that they will actively engage in
expressing their opinions and ideas about workplace issues, actions of others, or needed
changes.

However, if employees have low trust in their leader, they may believe that
coming up with their concerns and suggestions about critical work affairs is too risky,
which may lead them to choose to remain silent on the subject in the workplace (Gao et
al., 2011).

This leads to the next two hypotheses of this research study:

Hypothesis 3: Cognition-based trust is positively related to promotive voice.

Hypothesis 4: Affect-based trust is positively related to prohibitive voice.
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Hypothesis Development
Cognitive empowerment and employee voice

As modern organizations realized that their employees are a valuable force that
could help achieve goals and realize high performance, they put emphasis on developing
competencies, moving employees to a stage of knowledge through self-efficacy and
education or training. Cognitive empowerment is the path to make this knowledge
accessible where organizations support these employees and foster an environment that
encourages trust and shares knowledge, making it accessible to all members of the
organization (Al-Rahahleh, 2020). In this study, cognitive empowerment is
operationalized by training on Lean Six Sigma continuous process improvement ideas.

Viewing employee voice as a multi-dimensional construct with promotive and
prohibitive (Liang et al., 2012), one focus of previous research has been relationships
between managers and employees where managers can provide employees more
opportunities to speak up, exchange information or ideas, and use more communication
channels.

Cognitive empowerment has a role to play in developing voice, as research notes
that it has long been considered (Perkins & Zimmerman, 1995) to be able to effectively
stimulate employee behaviors and practices that affect employee knowledge, skills,
abilities, and attitudes and ultimately improve employee and organizational performance

(Miao et al., 2020).
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Theories of work motivation (Vroom, 1964), self-efficacy (Lawler & Jenkins,
1992), and motivating the right type of performance (Lawler & Suttle, 1973) imply that
this recognition of an employee as an invaluable source of information makes the
connection between work efforts and outcomes more salient and lead to greater
expectancies about the likelihood of success or goal attainment (van Eerde & Thierry,
1996), especially if the employee is empowered to make those connections (Perkins &
Zimmerman, 1995).

Employee voice is linked to these salient outcomes through employee
empowerment with organizational information disclosure, upward problem solving and
job performance, and task autonomy (Viveros et al., 2018). This includes job and
organizational attitudes, perceptions, and leader behavior (Morrison, 2011), where voice
is influenced by knowledge (Grant, 2013).

There are many things that can impact employee performance, driving the skills,
knowledge, behaviors, and motivations associated with success in a job (Gangani et al.,
2008). This includes applying a framework to support employees and better understand
their motivations, improving performance management and training. Vroom (1964)
believed that employee job performance is connected to the interaction between
performance or motivation and ability. Researchers noted that it is critical to better
understand the factors that impact employees to perform better in an organization and to
thus have more efficient utilization of employees (Heneman & Schwab, 1972).

At the core are employees who feel empowered to make innovative suggestions

for change and recommend modifications to standard procedures, even when others may
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disagree or react negatively to change (Vigoda-Gadot & Beeri, 2012). Employee voice is
intentionally expressing relevant ideas, information, and opinions about possible
improvements, suggesting change and future-focused on how things could be better in the
organization (Van Dyne & Lepine, 1998). Organizational scholars note that employee
voice enables organizations to learn from their mistakes, facilitating the correction and
prevention of costly errors (Grant, 2013).

The idea that innovation and better efficiency can help improve government
performance is widely embraced, but in practice, many government employees are often
reluctant to voice their ideas within their workplace (Williams & Yecalo-Tecle, 2020).
Due to the pressing need and issues with developing voice in governmental entities
(Hassan, 2015), the public sector has been compelled to perform more efficiently and
effectively and determine the ways to better support voice (Abaidoo & Blankenberger,
2022).

As such, quality improvement and knowledge building programs have
increasingly been called on to support this reinvention of old procedures and address the
challenges of an increasingly complex government organization (Braunscheidel et al.,
2011). However, the efficacy of these programs has yet to be examined in detail
(Sreedharan et al., 2018) and there is a significant gap in the literature around whether
any governments have led either effectively or ineffectively in this area and how that has
influenced the holistic success of attempts to improve public sector services (Rodgers &
Antony, 2019) and develop empowered employees who use their voice to make changes

in the workplace.
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Organizations and managers are confronting issues in the workplace where they
struggle to find ways to better support employee voice, where the mechanisms of voice
and the implementation of work process innovations have remained understudied,
resulting in a limited understanding of why and how government employees choose to
voice new ideas—or not (Williams & Yecalo-Tecle, 2020).

A feature that differentiates speaking up with voice or not is the motivation to
withhold versus express ideas, information, and opinions due to a lack of clarity about
stated organizational goals, the ability to take a risk and express those ideas, or disclosure
from management or efforts to keep employees uninformed (van Dyne et al., 2003).

While leaders or organizations can encourage employees to give voice to their
suggestions to make changes, it is important to note that challenge-oriented behaviors,
such as prohibitive voice (Liang et al., 2012), can create interpersonal conflict, especially
if it is perceived by other members of the group as a personal attack or if it focuses on the
poor performance of specific group members. Indeed, many types of employee voice are
thought to result from a cognitive calculus of costs and benefits (Li et al., 2020).

Leaders or organizations may need to encourage group members to focus on how
the group as a whole or individually can improve the performance of its required tasks,
while giving voice to their suggestions for change. To move helping behaviors away from
challenge-oriented behaviors, these changes must involve more than simply complaining
or pointing out problems that need to be solved; they must also include recommendations

about how those problems can be addressed. Providing effective knowledge development
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to employees should help to maximize the benefits and minimize the detriments of
challenge-oriented behavior (Mackenzie et al., 2011).

Empowerment shares some of the same ideas with Bandura’s (1977) social
cognitive theory of human functioning, emphasizing an agentic or agency perspective
toward self-development, adaptation, and embracing change (Ozer, 2022). There is a
connection between learning and problem solving that is needed to identify new and
improved solutions to problems that, if repeated over time, become embedded in
organizational routines. Employees can increase their capacity to construct and combine
knowledge, share their opinions, identify opportunities for improvements, then
eventually, these employees can drive organizational learning (Furlan et al., 2019).

Working, learning, and innovating are closely related forms of human activity that
researchers have long noted are interrelated, and education is an important part of these
activities from a practice-based standpoint. By empowering employees doing their
everyday work, they have the capacity to learn to recognize problems that need to be
solved to improve the workplace (Brown & Duguid, 1991). As these employees are
empowered, they have the ability to make changes, where innovations can occur, and in
the words of former GE CEO Jack Welch, it supports a culture where innovation occurs
consistently and is shared broadly (GE’s “boundaryless company” idea) (Zak, 2017).

Work-integrated and work-centered learning is considered increasingly important
for the promotion of quality and innovation management in organizations, in comparison
to other forms of learning (Heene & Sanchez, 2010). Many quality and performance

management experts, including Joseph Juran, stressed the need to engage employees in
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quality efforts, and empowering the workforce to speak up to support change, and to
participate in planning and improvements (Juran & De Feo, 2012). This includes
understanding how to meet customer needs, keeping the processes working well, and
learning, optimizing, refining, and adapting in a continuous improvement loop (Best &
Neuhauser, 2006).

Peak Academy is trying to remove the impact of government red tape that lingers
in many areas of government by the nature of its very structure. Government red tape
usually implies excessive or meaningless paperwork, a high degree of formalization and
constraint, unnecessary rules, procedures and regulations, and inefficiency, where the
sum of excessive government guidelines, procedures, and forms are perceived as negative
and hindering the common good and citizen benefits (Bozeman, 1993).

Their efforts to cognitively empower the employees and support their ability to
speak up in the workplace are meant to note that problems can be inherent in the system,
but not in the people, as they can be empowered to change with a focus on “wildly
important goals” connected to accountability, execution, and action by employees on lead
measures that can be influenced (McChesney et al., 2021).

Cognitive empowerment can address approaches to change in government to
support improved service efficiency, transparency, and accountability, including a clear
focus on expressly stipulated performance goals and measured results, where employees
in government could deliver those goals and results more efficiently and effectively

(Bolivar, 2018).
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Cognitive empowerment can support promotive voice, as employees who feel
more knowledgeable about the workplace and processes will be more likely to speak up
with new ideas. Cognitive empowerment can also better equip employees to understand
professional dynamics and deviations from best practices.

Both areas lead to a focus on what customers value and what might be paths to
better performance (Womack & Jones, 2005). Value must be maximized on the front
lines of organizations (Womack et al., 1990), closest to the customers where employees
have the skills to identify what is needed to deliver value (Martin, 2022) and employees
can be energized to accomplish meaningful goals and a commitment to tasks that effect
change (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990).

This leads to the final two hypotheses of this research study:

Hypothesis 5: Cognitive empowerment is positively related to promotive

voice.

Hypothesis 6: Cognitive empowerment is positively related to prohibitive

voice.

Supporting Constructs
Psychological safety
Researchers have found that there are certain factors that must be present in the
organizational climate or with leaders in order for employees to feel psychologically safe
to speak up and use their voice. As voice is a discretionary activity, it is critical to

organizational well-being, yet insufficiently provided by employees, who see the risks of
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speaking up as outweighing the benefits. These risks can be mitigated when there is a
safe space to acquire knowledge and use it (Detert & Burris, 2007). Learning is said to
happen in an environment of psychological safety where leaders can give direct feedback
to employees (Walumbwa & Schaubroeck, 2009).

A growing reliance on employees and teams in changing and uncertain
organizational environments creates the need to understand the factors that enable
learning. This includes where organizational effectiveness is enabled by structural
features such as a well-designed task and the availability of information. It includes a
climate where employees feel safe to express suggestions and concerns related to their
work. This idea is psychological safety, which refers to shared beliefs among work unit
members that it is safe for them to engage in interpersonal risk taking (Edmondson,
1999).

According to Edmondson, psychological safety includes perceiving and
experiencing high levels of interpersonal trust; it also describes a work climate
characterized by mutual respect, one in which people are comfortable expressing their
differences and where leaders are pivotal for removing the constraints that often
discourage followers from expressing their concerns and other ideas (Edmondson, 1999).

Employee voice can be supported by psychological safety as it concerns the
bottom-up process of employees making innovative suggestions for change and
recommending modifications to standard procedures. Voice behavior is an important

component of this type of extra-role behavior (positive and discretionary behaviors that
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facilitate effective organizational functioning) and trust in the work situation (Walumbwa
& Schaubroeck, 2009).

Managers and organizations create an environment in which people can work to
the best of their abilities, giving agency to employees to apply learning and training and
help create a better culture, one where respectfully talking and “ostentatious listening”
can correlate with success, where it is essential that employees are willing to work hard,
push boundaries, take action, and, crucially, work together harmoniously (Simon, 2020;
Sinek, 2014).

When employees trust their organizations, they will feel safe in their work
environment and can confidently contribute and make a meaningful difference in the
workplace (Sinek, 2014), feeling inspired every morning, safe when at work, and fulfilled
at the end of each day (Hill, 2019). Researchers have noted important linkages with
learning behaviors and outcomes in the work of teams and it is a critical factor in
understanding phenomena such as voice, teamwork, team learning, and organizational
learning (Edmondson & Lei, 2014). Psychological safety has been well researched, and it
is a significant means of mitigating anxiety during times of uncertainty and change
(Higgins et al., 2022). Edmondson and Lei (2014) note that a central theme in research on
psychological safety, across decades and levels of analysis, is that it facilitates the willing
contribution of ideas and actions to a shared enterprise. For example, psychological
safety helps to explain why employees share information and knowledge, speak up with
suggestions for organizational improvements, and take the initiative to develop new

products and services.
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Research Model

The concepts introduced for this research paper include employee voice as the
dependent variable of interest and transparency, trust, and cognitive empowerment as the
independent variables. The simplified research model with the directions of the

hypotheses is as follows:

HI: +

H2: +

H3: +

Ha: HS: +

Figure 1 Simplified Research Model

Below is the summary of measures and scales showing the theoretical

connections, operationalizations, and controls:
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Research
Question

Grounding
Theory

Theoretical

Operationalization

Controls

Scales

How do transparency, cognition-based and affect-based trust, and cognitive empowerment impact employee
voice in govermmental organizations?

Cognitive Empowerment Model of Organizational Behavior and Change and Interpersonal Trust

IV: Transparency

IV: Cognition Based Trust DV: Promotive Employee Voice
IV: Affect Based Trust DV: Prohibitive Employee Voice
IV: Cognitive Empowerment

IV: Transparency measured using Schnackenberg, Tomlinson, Coen DV: Employee Voice measured
(2020) 12 item scale using Van Dyne and Lepine

IV: Trust measured using Mayer and Davis (1999) 4 item scale 6 item scale and

IV: Trust measured using McAllister (1995) 11 item scale Liang, Farh, and Farh 10 item
affect/cognition trust promotive and prohibitive scale

IV: Continuous Process Improvement Training

Figure 2 Summary of Measures

age, gender, race/ethnicity, organizational tenure, hourly or salaried. people manager or
individual contributor, social desirability. propensity to trust, psychological safety

-Edmondson, A.(1999). Psychological Safety and Learning Behavior in Work Teams.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 44(2), 350-383.

-Liang, Farh, C. L. C., & Farh, J.-L. (2012). Psychological antecedents of promotive and
prohibitive voice: a two-wave examination. Academy of Management Journal, 55(1), 71-92.

-Mayer, R. C., & Davis, J. H. (1999). The Effect of the Performance Appraisal System on
Trust for Management: A Field Quasi-Experiment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 84(1),
123-136.

-McAllister, D. J. (1995). Affect- and Cognition-Based Trust As Foundations for
Interpersonal Cooperation in Organizations. Academy of Management Journal, 38(1),
24-59.

-Schnackenberg, A.K.. Tomlinson, E. C.. & Coen, C. A. (2020). The dimensional structure
of transparency: A construct validation of transparency as disclosure, clarity, and accuracy in

organizations. Human Relations. 1-33.

-Strahan, R., & Gerbasi, K. (1972). Short, homogeneous versions of the Marlow-Crowne
social desirability scale. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 28(2).

-Van Dyne, L., & Lepine, J. A. (1998). Helping and voice extra-role behaviors: evidence of
construct and predictive validity. In Academy of Management Journal (Vol. 41, Issue 1).

Figure 3 Controls and Scales
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Chapter Three: Methodology

Research Context

As noted earlier, the research setting is local government with a division of the
City and County of Denver, Colorado, called Peak Academy. The research setting is a
blend of dynamic forces with which to study pressing needs and issues with developing
employee voice in governmental organizations. The core offering of Peak Academy is
training on Lean ideas and continuous process improvement methodologies to deliver
value to the customer by implementing solutions driven by the people who do the work
(bottom up rather than top-down). It also includes an emphasis on investing in employees
through training and empowerment (Elms & Wogan, 2016). This research has important
applications. The gap between research and practice in government and public
administration has been intensively debated with scholars and practitioners agreeing that
the theory—practice relationship needs to be improved where government should support
the development of usable knowledge through research on topics that are valuable for
practitioners and highlight the performance of public institutions (Grimmelikhuijsen et
al., 2017).

Started in 2011, Peak Academy has grown to include a dedicated team of process
improvement experts who train city employees at all levels on the principles of Lean,

emphasizing an understanding of how to eliminate waste, improve efficiency, make
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process changes, and ultimately create benefits for citizens with the hundreds of projects
each year (Elms & Wogan, 2016).

Peak Academy reached out to the University of Denver and asked if a researcher
could work with them who had quality and process improvement expertise and was
interested in researching trust. The University connected us together, and I attended
several meetings, as well as a one-week session of Black Belt training. This was
important to better understand what was included in the training and project support and
compare it to my experience conducting this training as a General Electric Lean Six
Sigma Black Belt and project manager. I held several meetings with Peak Academy to do
prework to understand their work and operations, understand and set expectations,
discuss desired goals, understand how their project teams integrated into departments for
projects, and how they conducted their different types of training. Peak Academy shared
some ideas and areas to explore, including a desire to know more about trust and how to
show it matters in the training and for employees, including what might be the factors
that best support a growth of trust. They want to show from an academic perspective that
trust is a key indicator or guidepost of the likelihood of the ability to make change stick
with people and what that means for the day-to-day work and how their training impacts
process improvements. Psychological safety is an idea that they wanted to explore in
relation to their work and how this might impact employees. Finally, Peak Academy
wants to share this information on trust with other governments, highlighting the rigorous

research that is grounded in literature. This includes the supporting framework and ideas
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that might best achieve an understanding for how Lean ideas and process improvements
have an impact in a government setting.

The impact of competency-based training, or training on important knowledge
and skills relevant to the work, includes quality tools such as Lean and Six Sigma
(Khanna & Gupta, 2014). These tools have become popular business strategies (Laureani
& Antony, 2018) for deploying continuous improvement in organizations, helping to
achieve quality and operational excellence and to enhance performance (Albliwi et al.,
2015). Lean is a dynamic process of change, driven by a set of principles and best
practices aimed at continuous improvement (Womack & Jones, 2005). Six Sigma is a
statistical methodology that aims to reduce variation and defects in any process and seeks
to identify and eliminate defects, mistakes, or failures in business processes or systems
(Antony, 2008). A process improvement could be any number of different activities that
impact or improve operations or an organization or team’s performance.

Though widely employed in the private sector, implementation of Lean Six Sigma
and continuous improvement principles is a relatively new phenomenon in the public
sector, and even more so at the state level (Abaidoo & Blankenberger, 2022). Through
Peak Academy, trainees learn techniques and strategies for implementing these Lean
ideas throughout their department, taking personal investment in the city’s continuous
improvement initiatives. Since the program’s inception, savings have exceeded $75
million. (Williams, 2022).

Researchers have noted the basic idea that knowledge has to be acquired by

employees and managers alike and the role of experience in increasing productivity is an
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important one (Arrow, 1962). So how best to support employees to gain knowledge and
increase productivity is an important idea to better understand, particularly how
governments could achieve this increased level of productivity and efficient allocation of
resources with a view to a balance between managers as decision makers and employees
who bear a lot of responsibility to achieve these goals (Arrow, 1974).

This feeds into the role that Peak Academy plays as the leading training division
for the local City and County of Denver government teams. Organizations need to ensure
that employees’ knowledge and skills remain up to date (Gerpott et al., 2021), and they
spend considerable resources on developing their employees. For example, over $100
billion was spent on training in the United States in 2021 (Statista, 2022). Thus,
maximizing training effectiveness is important, especially in government where resources
are more limited. Peak Academy uses a training model that is a blend of several quality
improvement ideas, including Lean, Six Sigma, total quality management, and
continuous process improvement (Elms & Wogan, 2016). This foundational model for
training on continuous process improvement can help organizations optimize
performance and reduce errors and waste (Laureani & Antony, 2019).

Participants

Peak Academy’s mission is to bring change and innovation to local government
by training and empowering the employees of the city government to see inefficiency,
poor processes, or negative impacts to customers, which are some other employees and
the citizens of the Denver area (Williams, 2023). The survey gathered insights and

feedback from employees across a randomly chosen range of departments within the City
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and County of Denver. This sample included employees who have taken the process
improvement training and those who have not taken the training. The survey participants
had to be 18 years or older and a current employee of the City of Denver.

Procedures

Surveys and field studies are important research avenues to bridge this theory-
practice divide and applied change activities, as Mintzberg (1993) noted that field studies
are useful to directly observe what is being studied, that theory alone is no better than
practice alone. This includes assessing the relevance of theory in practice that is a
resonating framework for research that combines both theory and practice with direct
observation (Mintzberg, 1993). Survey research is a widely used methodology that
enables researchers to collect data on an array of issues surrounding the behavior,
thoughts, and feelings of people or groups (Buchanan & Hvizdak, 2009).

This research study adopted a deductive, quantitative approach to study the
hypotheses outlined in Chapter 2. Two waves of data were collected to mitigate the
effects of common method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). The first wave was used to
collect data on the controls and independent variables, and the second wave was used to
collect data on the dependent variables.

I relied on regression analysis to test the hypotheses. Regression analysis, along
with a strong survey sample with statistical validity, should support the ability to see
statistical significance with the constructs and test the hypotheses.

Regression analysis is a versatile statistical method that is used to predict values

of an outcome or dependent variable from one or more predictor variables or independent
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variables, allowing inferences of the relationships (Field, 2017). Surveys are useful to
analyze psychological dispositions such as those represented in transparency perceptions,
trust, and employee voice and they are an efficient method for collecting data from a
broad spectrum of individuals, often used because of their research versatility, efficiency,
and generalizability (Schutt, 2011).

The overall procedures included using two surveys given at two different times
that were developed for use with Qualtrics. The surveys were developed using validated
scales to test the independent variables, dependent variables, and certain controls.
Questions were a mix of 5-point Likert scales, 7-point Likert scales, true or false, and
open-ended responses. Participants were sent an email with a link to the Qualtrics survey
that opened with a landing page introduction for the purpose of the survey. The next page
was the detailed informed consent that contained the required information from the
University of Denver Institutional Review Board (IRB). Participants had a choice to
select “yes, I consent” or “no, I do not consent.” If a participant selected yes, they moved
on in the survey. If a participant selected no, the next page was the end of the survey with
the notification that the survey ends if consent was not given.

There were multiple pages in the surveys to break up the questions and
instructions. Participants were allowed as much time as they needed to complete the
survey and to come back and pick up where they left off. As each question was meant to
be answered in that order, participants were not allowed to go back to the previous page
on a survey. Each question was a forced response to reduce the likelihood of not

responding to the question in order to get complete surveys. In testing, survey 1 took
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approximately 10 minutes to complete and survey 2 took approximately 4 minutes to
complete. Providing longer, more in-depth responses to the open-ended questions would
increase the survey time. These open-ended questions were categorized and summarized
separately from this analysis and provided rich, qualitative feedback for Peak Academy.

The final survey numbers included surveying 3,636 non-trained employees and
3,616 trained employees of the City of Denver each time for survey 1 and for survey 2.
Both groups were given the exact same survey, distributed at the same time. The response
rates are as follows prior to data clean up and response review (including attention check,
spam, incomplete responses, consent or age issues, and blank responses):

Table 1: Survey Response Rates

Responses

Trained Not Trained Total
Invited 3616 3636 7252
Survey 1 1180 538 1718
Survey 1 Response Rate 33% 15% 24%
Survey 2 1013 464 1477
Survey 2 Response Rate 28% 13% 20%
Matched 363 125 488

The surveys were anonymous, so there were several survey matching questions
included to be able to connect surveys 1 and 2 since the surveys were sent out at two
different time periods. This time difference was necessary to separate the independent
and dependent variables to help reduce the effects of common method variance. Common
method variance is a concern for researchers, or variance that is attributable to the

measurement method rather than to the constructs the measures represent, and such bias
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can threaten the validity of the conclusions for the construct relationships (Podsakoft et
al., 2003). This study considered several potential causes of biases and employed
mitigation strategies outlined in well-supported literature and empirical tests for the
attenuation of common method variance (Podsakoft et al., 2003).

The survey introductions and emailed invitations were worded so as not to bias
the resulting responses. Participants were reminded that their answers were anonymous
and not attached to a specific employee and that there were no right or wrong answers.
This was important to reduce the risk of social desirability bias (Podsakoft et al., 2003).

Due to the importance of acquiring an adequate response rate across the two
surveys, there are some methods that can be used to better support survey completion,
including targeting a specific population with a personalized appeal, persuading
respondents of the importance of the research topic and their candid answers, and free
gifts or incentives for completing the surveys (Randall & Gibson, 1990). This survey
included many of those suggestions with the goal of a higher response rate.

With approval from the University of Denver IRB and Peak Academy, a Qualtrics
survey was emailed to the city employees. The first survey was sent out February 2023
and the second survey was sent three weeks later, following along with best practices to
separate the focal variables in time to reduce common method bias (Podsakoff et al.,
2003). The first survey included focal independent variables, control variables,
demographics, and survey matching questions. Peak Academy staff emailed the
employees informing them of the survey and the importance of their feedback. The

employees had approximately one week to respond to the first survey. Roughly halfway
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through the survey response window, Peak Academy staff again emailed employees,
reminding them of the survey.

The second survey included focal dependent variables, control variables,
demographics, and survey matching questions. The second survey was supported in the
same way with the same reminder emails from Peak Academy. The employees had
approximately one week to respond to the second survey. Roughly halfway through the
survey response window, Peak Academy staff again emailed employees, reminding them
of the survey and the importance of their feedback.

To encourage participation, there was a separate drawing of multiple Starbucks
gift cards for all employees who completed the surveys. To protect the participants’
identities, this incentive took the form of a separate, optional survey not connected with
the formal research survey. At the conclusion of each survey, participants were asked to
click on a link to provide their email addresses to be entered into the drawing for the gift
cards. This was voluntary and optional. There was no connection between the research
survey and the incentive survey. This survey included a password to ensure that only City
employees could respond.

The surveys followed all IRB procedures, including an informed consent, and the
surveys were anonymous, sent under the University of Denver name as a research partner
to the local government Peak Academy. The informed consent was based on the IRB
language and allowed participants to opt out of the survey. No identifying information
was asked for or recorded from the respondents from the original Qualtrics survey for the

main study. Respondents received multiple emails from the staff at Peak Academy
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encouraging them to respond and share their opinions, as the program is constantly
evolving with employee input.

The first and second surveys were connected by the survey matching questions
and demographics. If it was unclear if two surveys matched, those surveys were
discarded so only matched samples by employee were kept in the analysis.

An attention check was also added to the survey. This is a question designed to
help improve data quality and explicitly to detect inattentive responses through direct
queries of attention or through questions designed to catch inattentive respondents
(Abbey & Meloy, 2017). The attention check embedded in the survey served as a
gatekeeper and if participants failed the check, their survey responses were not used in
the study. There were 81 participants who failed the attention check, and their survey
responses were discarded as per the literature guidance to help improve data quality.

The first survey measured the independent variables of transparency and trust, as
well as various controls including propensity to trust, psychological safety, questions
from Peak Academy, and key demographics. The second survey measured the dependent
variables promotive and prohibitive employee voice, control for social desirability,
questions from Peak Academy, and key demographics.

Data Clean Up and Survey Matching Procedures

Survey 1 and Survey 2 had five specific matching questions. These matching
question responses formed the basis for the matching process to connect survey 1 and
survey 2 to capture responses for each survey by participant. Surveys were captured in

Qualtrics and converted to Excel. The data review included removing responses in
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several areas, including the selection of “do not consent” for the survey, Qualtrics
identified items marked as spam where responses were empty, failed attention check, age
under 18 years old, not completing the demographics or matching questions, and
duplicates from the query matching questions.

In Excel, the data was connected by query with the survey matching items after
the queries were combined and inner matching rows flagged together. The final matched
survey list totaled 488 surveys.

Measures

The independent and dependent variables in the surveys used validated scales
from the literature. The measures are as follows:
Transparency

Transparency was measured using a 12-item scale developed by Schnackenberg,
Tomlinson, and Coen that measures disclosure, clarity, and accuracy (Schnackenberg et
al., 2021). Cronbach's alpha for this scale is .92. The scale has 12 questions with four
each focused on the areas of disclosure, clarity, and accuracy. All questions utilize a 5-
point Likert Scale where 5 = Agree strongly, 4 = Agree, 3 = Neither agree nor disagree,
2 = Disagree, and 1 = Disagree strongly. An example of a disclosure question is “A
sufficient amount of information is presented by management about the continuous
process improvement training program.” The clarity questions included “The information
from management about our continuous process improvement training program is

comprehensible.” Accuracy questions included questions such as, “The information from
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management about our continuous process improvement training program appears
accurate.”
Trust

Trust was measured in the survey as an overall construct using the Mayer and
Davis 4-item scale (Mayer & Davis, 1999). The scale was refined from an earlier study
on measures of organizational trust (Schoorman et al., 1996) to focus on management
level trust with a Cronbach’s alpha of .82. An example of a trust question is “I would be
willing to let management have complete control over my future in this company.” The
questions utilize a 5-point Likert Scale where 5 = Agree strongly; 4 = Agree; 3 = Neither
agree nor disagree; 2 = Disagree and 1 = Disagree strongly.

Trust was measured as a multi-dimensional construct in the survey and for
regression analysis using the McAllister 11-item trust scale for cognition-based and
affect-based trust (McAllister, 1995). Cronbach’s alpha for cognition is .91 and affect is
.89. There are six questions on cognition-based trust. An example of one such cognition
question is “Given top management's track record, I see no reason to doubt his/her/their
competence and preparation for the job.” There were five questions focusing on affect
based trust, such as “With top management I have a sharing relationship. We can both
freely share our ideas, feelings, and hopes.” All questions utilize a 7-point Likert Scale
where 7 = Agree strongly, 6 = Agree, 5 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Neither agree nor

disagree, 3 = Disagree somewhat, 2 = Disagree, and 1 = Disagree strongly.
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Employee Voice

Employee voice was measured as an overall construct using the Van Dyne and
Lepine 6-item scale (van Dyne & Lepine, 1998). Cronbach’s alpha is .88. An example of
a question is “I develop and make recommendations concerning issues that affect this
work group.” All questions utilize a 7-point Likert Scale where 7 = Agree strongly, 6 =
Agree, 5 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Neither agree nor disagree, 3 = Disagree somewhat,
2 = Disagree, and 1 = Disagree strongly.

Employee voice was measured as a multi-dimensional construct using the Liang,
Farh, and Farh 10-item scale (Liang et al., 2012). There are five questions for promotive
voice and an example of a question is “I proactively develop and make suggestions for
issues that may influence the unit.” There are five questions for prohibitive voice and an
example of a question is “I advise other colleagues against undesirable behaviors that
would hamper job performance.” Cronbach’s alpha for promotive voice is .87 and for
prohibitive voice it is .86.
Cognitive Empowerment

Empowerment is connected to expectancy theory beliefs where people feel power
and a sense of self-directedness to influence their environment (Conger & Kanungo,
1988). Employees can develop competencies, moving to a stage of knowledge through
self-efficacy and education or training. Cognitive empowerment is the path to make this
knowledge accessible where organizations train these employees and foster an
environment that shares knowledge (Al-Rahahleh, 2020). In this study, cognitive

empowerment is operationalized by training on Lean Six Sigma continuous process
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improvement principles. Survey participants were asked if they have ever taken the
process improvement training. To provide details for Peak Academy, participants were
asked if they had taken Green Belt training, Black Belt training, or if they had taken both
types of training. The content is similar, with the Green Belt training lasting
approximately one day, while the Black Belt training contains more information and lasts
for one week. There is a statistical difference in the means of the employees who are
trained and those who are not trained.
Demographics and Controls

Demographic information is captured with six controls, including age, gender,
race/ethnicity, length of time with the organization, role in the organization
(leader/supervisor or individual contributor), and hourly or salaried employee.

Demographics from the final matched survey responses for gender are 61.9%
women, 35.3% men, and less than 3% non-binary. For race/ethnicity, 71.9% white,
12.3% Hispanic or Latino, 7.2% Two or More Races, 4.9% African American, and less
than 3% for Not Listed, American Indian or Alaska Native, or Asian or Asian American.
The average employee age is 43.6 years old.

The average tenure working for the City of Denver is 7.7 years. Individual
contributor is 63.9% and supervisor or leader is 36.1%.

Peak Academy asked some qualitative questions to add richness and depth to
resulting analysis and for insight into potential future customizations to the program. Two
example questions include “In your opinion, what factors are key to a work environment

where open and honest discussion can occur between staff and management?” and “If
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you have been able to successfully implement a change in process at work, what do you
think contributed to that success? If not, what do you think is needed for a change to be
successful?”

The seventh control utilizes a validated scale for propensity to trust with an 8-item
scale from Mayer and Davis (1999). As trust often requires a leap beyond the
expectations that ability and benevolence inspire (Lewis & Weigert, 1985), trust
propensity may drive that leap (Colquitt et al., 2007) and is an important control to
determine how a respondent’s propensity to trust comes to bear with each question or
situation. This scale uses a 5-point Likert Scale where 5 = Agree strongly; 4 = Agree; 3 =
Neither agree nor disagree; 2 = Disagree and 1 = Disagree strongly. An example of a
question is “Most people can be counted on to do what they say they will do.”

The eighth control is social desirability, using the 10-item validated scale from
Strahan and Gerbasi with responses of true or false (Strahan & Gerbasi, 1972). This
control is important because research has shown in surveys that some respondents
provide answers that differ from their actual attitudes, values, or behaviors. If subjects
change their answers for impression management (to look better to others), self-deception
(to feel good about themselves), or identity definition, social desirability bias can occur
(Larson, 2019). This control can help mitigate this concern. An example of a question is
“I’'m always willing to admit it when [ make a mistake.”

The ninth control is psychological safety with a 7-item scale from Edmonson
(Edmondson, 1999). Psychological safety holds that whenever you are trying to get

people on the same page, it is important to set common goals and a shared appreciation
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for what they are up against in the workplace. This includes doing so within a framework
that includes reframing failure and clarifying the need for voice where the leader is
obliged to set direction, to invite crucial, relevant input to clarify and improve on that
direction, and to create conditions for continued learning to achieve excellence
(Edmondson, 2019). This scale utilizes a 5-point Likert Scale where 5 = Agree strongly;
4 = Agree; 3 = Neither agree nor disagree; 2 = Disagree and 1 = Disagree strongly. An
example of a question is “Members of this team are able to bring up problems and tough

1ssues.”
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Chapter 4 Analysis and Results
As noted earlier, the purpose of this research was to study the impacts of
employee voice and the interactions of transparency, trust, and cognitive empowerment
through the research question:
How do transparency, cognition-based and affect-based trust, and cognitive

empowerment impact employee voice in governmental organizations?

Data Analysis

The data analysis started with pulling the completed Excel file of 488 survey
responses into SPSS for statistical analysis. Items were adjusted for the proper SPSS
format as needed and computing composite variables was completed.

The next step included tests reviewing descriptive statistics and scales. These
were analyzed to see if items conform to assumptions of normality and met the desired
criteria of Skewness < |3| and Kurtosis < [10|. All items passed within the acceptable
range. Power was tested and all items were acceptable with power > 0.8. Reliability was
tested and Cronbach’s Alpha was 0.82, within the acceptable range.

Factor correlations were examined, and no unusual correlations were found. The

structural relationships of the data and variables were reviewed to make sure controls
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were coded correctly and assessed for multicollinearity. All items passed with a variance
inflation factor (VIF) in the acceptable range < 5.0.

Looking at the constructs directly comparing trained versus not trained
employees, there is a statistical difference in the means of the employees who are trained
and those who are not trained. Reviewing descriptive statistics for the focal variables and
controls, all means are higher for trained employees compared to not trained employees
for each survey question that comprised transparency, psychological safety, promotive
voice, and prohibitive voice.

For the variables of cognition-based trust, affect-based trust, propensity to trust,
and social desirability for each survey question as a composite, the mean was higher for
trained employees compared to not trained employees.

For employees who were trained, the mean was higher for a salaried employee
compared to an hourly employee when compared to employees who were not trained. For
employes who were trained, the mean was higher for leaders or managers compared to
employees who were not trained.

For employees who were trained, they had higher tenure with the City and County
of Denver compared to employees who were not trained. The mean age of employees
was almost exactly the same for trained compared to not trained employees.

The following table details the descriptive statistics and correlations for the data.
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Table 2: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Std v IV Cognition IV Affect Years/ Social

Correlations Mean__ Deviation Transparency Trust Trust Trained Age Tenure Gender Paid Org Role Race Prop To Trust _Desirability
IV Transparency 43.08 8.793 Pearson

Correlation

Sig.
IV Cognition 29.12 8.524 Pearson 417
Trust Correlation

Sig. 0.000
IV Affect Trust  22.77 7.732 Pearson 6997 8517

Correlation

Sig. 0.000 0.000
Trained 0.72 0.452 Pearson 0.070 0.027 0.063

Correlation

Sig. 0.121 0.553 0.162
Age 43.63 11.143 Pearson -0.086 0.008 -0.003 -0.011

Correlation

Sig. 0.058 0.853 0.955 0.808
Years/Tenure 7.66 6.486 Pearson _174™ _187" _170™ an” 3917

Correlation

Sig. 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Gender 1.64 0.481 Pearson 122 -0.059 -0.027 1017 0.006 -0.010

Correlation

Sig. 0.008 0.199 0.552 0.028 0.890 0.823
Paid 0.64 0.482 Pearson 1687 1657 1397 239" 0.007 0.080 -0.028

Correlation

Sig. 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.881 0.079 0.545
Org Role 1.64 Pearson -0.073 -0.055 _102" _1817" -.103" _204™ -0.008 _3927

Correlation

Sig. 0.107 0.228 0.024 0.000 0.023 0.000 0.865 0.000
Race 0.72 0.450 Pearson 0.053 0.046 0.037 -0.041 -0.010 -0.054 -0.080 1617 127

Correlation

Sig. 0.240 0.314 0.418 0.370 0.827 0.233 0.080 0.000 0.005
Prop To Trust 25.09 3.119 Pearson 148" 12 170" 0.017 0.054 0.015 0.034 0.009 -0.075 -0.024

Correlation

Sig. 0.001 0.007 0.000 0.701 0.233 0.737 0.463 0.849 0.097 0.601
Social 7.01 1.969 Pearson 0.080 0.080 0.032 0.010 160" 0.019 0.053 -.094" 0.086 146" 1447
Desirability Correlation

Sig. 0.078 0.078 0.474 0.833 0.000 0.675 0.247 0.037 0.059 0.001 0.001
Psychological 27.12 5.344 Pearson 516" 5047 5357 0.086 -.090" _168™ -0.032 128 -0.072 0.079 0.065 0.088
Safety Correlation

Sig. 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.057 0.046 0.000 0.492 0.005 0.112 0.082 0.151 0.052

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).



Regression Analysis
Using regression analysis, two hypotheses were supported and four were not

supported, as shown in Figure 4 below.

Simplified Research Model with Regression Results

Figure 4: Simplified Research Model with Regression Results

I used a: significance at the < 0.10 level throughout the testing, thus relaxing the
threshold that one would observe an effect. This makes the test more sensitive to
detecting differences given the robust number and type of controls used.

Regarding Hypothesis 1, that transparency was positively related to promotive

voice. I found that regression shows non-significance after accounting for the influence
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of all the control variables, p = 0.85. This result indicates that transparency does increase
promotive voice in absence of consideration to psychological safety (p = 0.02), but that it
does not increase promotive voice after controlling for psychological safety. With nine
controls, Hypothesis 1 is not supported.

Regarding Hypothesis 2, that transparency was positively related to prohibitive
employee voice. I found that regression shows significance after accounting for all of the
control variables, p = 0.08. This result indicates that transparency does increase
prohibitive voice in absence of consideration to psychological safety (p = 0.02), and that
it also increases prohibitive voice after controlling for psychological safety. With nine
controls, Hypothesis 2 is supported.

Regarding Hypothesis 3, that cognition-based trust was positively related to
promotive employee voice. I found that regression shows non-significance after
accounting for the influence of all the control variables, p = 0.57. This result indicates
that cognition-based trust does increase promotive voice in absence of consideration to
psychological safety (p = 0.01), but that it does not increase promotive voice after
controlling for psychological safety. With nine controls, Hypothesis 3 is not supported.

Regarding Hypothesis 4, that affect-based trust was positively related to
prohibitive employee voice. I found that regression shows non-significance after

accounting for the influence of all the control variables, p = 0.35. This result indicates
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that affect-based trust does increase prohibitive voice in absence of consideration to
psychological safety (p = 0.10), but that it does not increase prohibitive voice after
controlling for psychological safety. With nine controls, Hypothesis 4 is not supported.

Regarding Hypothesis 5, that cognitive empowerment was positively related to
promotive employee voice. [ found that regression shows significance after accounting
for all of the control variables, p = 0.02. This result indicates that cognitive empowerment
does increase promotive voice in absence of consideration to psychological safety (p =
0.01), and that it also increases promotive voice after controlling for psychological safety.
With nine controls, Hypothesis 5 is supported.

Regarding Hypothesis 6, that cognitive empowerment was positively related to
prohibitive employee voice. I found that regression shows non-significance after
accounting for the influence of all the control variables, p = 0.48. This result indicates
that cognitive empowerment does not increase prohibitive voice in absence of
consideration to psychological safety (p = 0.39), and that it also does not increase
prohibitive voice after controlling for psychological safety. With nine controls,
Hypothesis 6 is not supported.

The regression analysis information is shown in Table 3:
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Table 3: Regression Analysis

Transparency with ~ Transparency with Cognition Trust with ~ Affect Trust with ~ Cognitive Emp with ~ Cognitive Emp with

Promotive Voice Prohibitive Voice Promotive Voice Prohibitive Voice Promotive Voice Prohibitive Voice
(R*=.193) (R*=.153) R*=.194) (R* =.149) (R? =.203) (R® =.148)
Predictor b p b s b g b g b p b p
Age 0.013 0.047 0.003 0.009 0.012 0.044 0.001 0.003 0.015 0.057 0.003 0.010
0.012 0.306 0.014 0.847 0.012 0.340 0.014 0.947 0.012 0.216 0.014 0.839
Years/Tenure -0.020 -0.045 -0.012 -0.024 -0.019 -0.041 -0.013 -0.026 -0.030 -0.066 -0.020 -0.039
0.021 0.340 0.024 0.620 0.021 0.384 0.024 0.586 0.021 0.165 0.024 0.420
Gender 0.007 0.001 -0.484 -0.072 0.009 0.001 -0.547 -0.081 -0.068 -0.011 -0.576 -0.086
0.260 0.978 0.292 0.098% 0.258 0.972 0.290 0.061 0.257 0.792 0.292 0.049*
Paid 0.679 0.111 0.509 0.076 0.663 0.108 0.553 0.082 0.565 0.092 0.535 0.080
0.286 0.018* 0.322 0.114 0.287 0.021* 0.321 0.086F 0.287 0.05* 0.325 0.1
Org Role -1.902 -0.312 -2.155 -0.322 -1.906 -0.312 -2.148 -0.321 -1.850 -0.303 -2.144 -0.320
0.285 <.001** 0320  <.001%** 0.285 <.001** 0.321 <.001** 0.284  <.001** 0322  <.001**
Race -0.345 -0.052 -0.617 -0.085 -0.342 -0.052 -0.617 -0.085 -0.305 -0.046 -0.622 -0.086
0.285 0.227 0.321 0.055+ 0.285 0.232 0.322 0.0561 0.284 0.283 0.322 0.054*
Prop To Trust 0.048 0.051 0.027 0.026 0.047 0.050 0.031 0.030 0.050 0.052 0.038 0.037

0.040 0.234 0.045 0.549 0.040 0.244 0.046 0.491 0.040 0.214 0.045 0.397
Social Desirability ~ -0.059 -0.040 0.028 0.017 -0.059 -0.040 0.038 0.023 -0.060 -0.040 0.033 0.020
0.065 0.366 0.073 0.704 0.065 0.365 0.074 0.611 0.065 0.353 0.074 0.651

Psychological 0.104 0.190 0.018 0.091 0.099 0.180 0.029 0.049 0.102 0.185 0.042 0.032
Safety 0.027 <.001%** 0.019 0.0791 0.028 <.001** 0.022 0.348 0.024 <.001** 0.027 0.475
Transparency 0.003 0.009 0.034 0.091
0.017 0.853 0.019 0.0791
Cognition Trust 0.010 0.029
0.018 0.565
Affect Trust 0.021 0.049
0.022 0.348
Cognitive Emp 0.690 0.105 0.233 0.032

0.288 0.017* 0.327 0.475

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses below b. Exact p-values in parentheses below f.
N =488

p  <.10

*p <.05

*p <.01

Controls Discussion

To set the context of the regression analysis, a more detailed discussion of the
controls is warranted. This study used nine controls, as discussed earlier, in order to see a
purer impact of the variables of interest in this setting. The most significant control is

psychological safety, and this is known to predict employee voice across several contexts
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and conditions (Detert & Edmondson, 2011; Edmondson & Lei, 2014; Higgins et al.,
2022).

Taking into consideration all nine controls, including psychological safety, the
regression analysis as noted above shows two hypotheses were supported and four were
not supported. Reviewing the data to determine the influence of the independent variables
in the absence of psychological safety, this was removed as a control to determine the
effect. After its removal as a control, psychological safety had a significant effect.

With eight of nine controls in the regression analysis, not including psychological
safety, there were five of six hypotheses that were statistically significant at the 0.05 and
0.1 levels with the independent variables of trust, transparency, and cognitive
empowerment tested with the dependent variables of promotive and prohibitive voice. All
hypotheses were significant except for Hypothesis 6 Cognitive Empowerment and
Prohibitive Voice.

The regression analysis information for the study after removing psychological

safety as a control is shown in Table 4:
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Table 4: Regression Analysis without Psychological Safety as a Control

Transparency with ~ Transparency with Cognition Trust with ~ Affect Trust with ~ Cognitive Emp with  Cognitive Emp with

Promotive Voice Prohibitive Voice Promotive Voice Prohibitive Voice Promotive Voice Prohibitive Voice
(R*=.168) R*=.152) ®R*=.171) (R*=.147) R*=.172) R* =.144)
Predictor b p b s b g b g b p b p
Age 0.011 0.042 0.022 0.008 0.008 0.029 -9.315 0.000 0.013 0.049 0.002 0.007
0.012 0.362 0.014 0.859 0.012 0.535 0.014 0.995 0.012 0.291 0.014 0.886
Years/Tenure -0.027 -0.059 -0.013 -0.026 -0.023 -0.050 -0.014 -0.029 -0.045 -0.099 -0.026 -0.052
0.021 0.211 0.024 0.586 0.022 0.299 0.024 0.552 0.021 0.036* 0.024 0.280
Gender 0.043 0.007 -0.478 -0.071 0.008 0.001 -0.552 -0.082 -0.116 -0.019 -0.596 -0.089
0.263 0.872 0.292 0.102F 0.261 0.976 0.290 0.057% 0.262 0.658 0.292 0.042%*
Paid 0.733 0.119 0.518 0.077 0.705 0.115 0.572 0.085 0.693 0.113 0.588 0.087
0.290 0.012* 0.321 0.107 0.290 0.016* 0.320 0.075% 0.291 0.018* 0.324 0.07F
Org Role -1.948 -0.319 -2.163 -0.323 -1.964 -0.041 -2.156 -0.322 -1.907 -0.313 -2.167 -0.324
0.289 <001** 0319  <.001** 0.288 0.351 0.321 <.001** 0.289 <.001** 0322 <001**
Race -0.267 -0.040 -0.604 -0.083 -0.269 -0.041 -0.592 -0.082 -0.222 -0.034 -0.587 -0.081
0.289 0.356 0.320 0.059% 0.288 0.351 0.320 0.065F 0.288 0.442 0.322 0.069F
Prop To Trust 0.045 0.047 0.027 0.026 0.046 0.049 0.030 0.029 0.058 0.062 0.042 0.040
0.041 0.276 0.045 0.557 0.041 0.257 0.046 0.513 0.040 0.152 0.045 0.355

Social Desirability ~ -0.038 -0.025 0.032 0.019 -0.036 -0.024 0.046 0.028 -0.026 -0.018 0.047 0.029
0.066 0.567 0.073 0.667 0.066 0.587 0.073 0.525 0.066 0.687 0.073 0.518

Transparency 0.035 0.103 0.039 0.106
0.015 0.022%* 0.017 0.02*
Cognition Trust 0.041 0.119
0.015* 0.008*
Affect Trust 0.031 0.074
0.019 0.101F
Cognitive Emp 0.800 0.122 0.279 0.039

0.292 0.006* 0.326 0.393

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses below b. Exact p-values in parentheses below .
N =488

p  <.10
*p <.05
**p <.01

Controls can have a significant impact on focal constructs of interest. There is a
spirited debate and various opinions in the literature for pros and cons of using or not
using certain statistical controls and the various parameters and methodologies to follow
(Becker et al., 2016). The inclusion of control variables can increase the likelihood of
finding a significant relationship between a predictor and outcomes, and the use of
statistical control is prevalent and well supported in research (Carlson & Wu, 2012). A

limitation of some types of research is that extraneous or third variables may exist and
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produce distortions in observed relationships, or influence measures of interest. There are
also cases where control variables substantively change the meaning of the relationship
under investigation (Bernerth et al., 2018).

Bernerth et al. (2018) also note that control variables can relate to a criterion
variable even if a researcher is interested in studying the unique relationship between a
predictor and criterion above a third variable, or that a control variable may have an
explanation based on the statistics such that a focal predictor may appear unrelated to
study outcomes (Breaugh, 2006). Thus, ambiguous or conflicting research findings can
legitimately result from the inclusion or exclusion of statistical control variables and
researchers note the importance of justifying why a control is used or kept in the analysis
(Breaugh, 2006).

In formulating my theoretical model and grounding constructs, I valued two
important ideas. The first is a well-supported academic and theoretical foundation that
acted as an over-arching explanation and connection for my constructs of interest. The
second is business experience pointing to a strong sentiment that in this type of setting
involving process improvement training, trust and transparency were important and had a
substantial effect on how employees spoke up, voiced their opinions, and shared ideas to
improve processes. Accordingly, the framework and controls were carefully selected and
supported for this study and distilled the findings to give a clear view of the independent

variables and their impact on employee voice.
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The constructs of interest for this dissertation and study are trust, transparency,
and cognitive empowerment. As Carlson and Wu (2012) noted regarding the inclusion of
control variables, the intent was to analyze these constructs and take away the impact of
certain variables, in order to see more pure relationships. From the results, transparency
and cognitive empowerment are important with the theoretical framework and contribute
to the academic literature in a way that has not been explored with effective disclosure,
clarity, and accuracy (the multi-dimensional view of transparency), cognitive
empowerment, and employee voice.

Given the importance of determining the effect on my constructs of interest,
psychological safety was kept as the ninth control due to its important role in cognitive
empowerment where learning is often said to happen in an environment of psychological
safety (Walumbwa & Schaubroeck, 2009) and where this construct may have either a
mediating effect on voice (Ge, 2020) or a moderating effect on voice (Miao et al., 2020),
as noted in some recent research. These are all interesting future areas of exploration.
This research based on those ideas and support for the nine controls offers some
fascinating results for my constructs of interest, as well as my controls and future
research based in this government setting.

Results Discussion

The research has provided insight into the research question of How do

transparency, cognition-based and affect-based trust, and cognitive empowerment impact

employee voice in governmental organizations?

82



Higher levels of transparency, trust, and cognitive empowerment are increasing
promotive employee voice, setting the stage for employees to voice their opinions and
suggestions for issues and inefficiencies in the workplace. An interesting finding is that
once psychological safety is added as a control, some of the relationships are no longer
significant.

Transparency is discussed in Peak Academy training, but only on a limited basis
as defined here. A grounding idea of continuous process improvement is to broadly share
areas of improvement, informing others with clear and accurate communications, and to
put forth solutions to address issues or inefficiencies. This also includes an organizational
environment that supports this disclosure, clarity, and accuracy in general. Increasing
transparency and achieving better efficiency with government outcomes are critical to
improve performance (Grimmelikhuijsen et al., 2017), and few studies have examined
transparency at the local government level (del Sol, 2013) such as with Peak Academy.
Transparency gives people self-efficacy to use their voice in a climate that supports
disclosure, clarity, and accuracy.

Transparency and promotive and prohibitive employee voice are statistically
significant until psychological safety is added as a control. Then there is no significance
with prohibitive voice, which merits future research. In the presence of psychological
safety, transparency and prohibitive voice are not significantly connected with one
another, and this is a fascinating finding, as discussed later. From the literature,

increasing disclosure, clarity, and accuracy does not raise prohibitive voice in the
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presence of psychological safety. It is known that a lack of government transparency can
impact an exchange of information where issues are not pointed out and improvements
are not suggested (Hope et al., 2022). The results show that transparency is statistically
significant with promotive voice, until the presence of psychological safety. Training
provides the ability for people to be able to spot problems in the workplace, and
consequently feel empowered to speak up and make suggestions. These are foundational
concepts from the Peak Academy training. When the employees feel a level of
psychological safety, they feel supported and safe to voice their opinions.

Interestingly, transparency and prohibitive voice are statistically significant,
regardless of controlling for psychological safety. The research is not clear on the
predictors of prohibitive voice. Transparency has a unique effect on prohibitive voice.
That an employee can raise issues is good, and it needs to be encouraged. Where there is
disclosure, clarity, and accuracy, it leads to an increased ability to raise issues regardless
of the climate of psychological safety. Even if it is unsafe, employees are raising
grievances or voicing more negative communications. This is perhaps because, without
transparency, people cannot even see the problems. Psychological safety does not matter
if we do not know the issues — this is why transparency is an important focal variable
here because people need to be able to see problems regardless of psychological safety.

Research shows that employees who believe their employer is transparent are
more motivated by their work (Mackenzie et al., 2011) and it strengthens the

organization’s ethical culture (Kuang et al., 2022). Organizational policies that promote
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transparency and employee voice (Ertas, 2015) will more successfully support employees
to see issues in the workplace and lead with suggestions to make changes. This can be
addressed in developing cognitive empowerment and creating training modules that
discuss perceptions of transparency and at the employee, team, and organizational level.
Coupled with this, it will be important to encourage discussions and a review of the
organizational climate to focus on information and communications that are shared and
disclosed, clear, and accurate.

Cognition-based and affect-based trust are statistically significant for promotive
and prohibitive employee voice with eight of nine controls. Cognition-based and affect-
based trust matter until there is psychological safety added as a control, then it becomes
non-significant in the presence of psychological safety. But trust is important in the
absence of psychological safety, so it will be important to encourage high levels of trust
to continue in parallel with psychological safety. Trust has significant impacts on a
variety of outcomes relevant to government organizations (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). This
can be addressed in developing cognitive empowerment and creating training modules
that focus on trust and including it in the regular process improvement training.

Cognitive empowerment with the type of training that Peak Academy conducts is
statistically significant with promotive voice, but not prohibitive voice. Cognitive
empowerment and prohibitive voice are not significantly connected, and this is not a
surprise given the training content focusing on quality and continuous process

improvement and Lean applications. This includes the different ways that promotive
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voice supports change, recognizes inefficiencies, and helps employees speak up and
suggest paths towards improving processes. If perceptions of the risk of prohibitive voice
make it less likely to be expressed by employees, the likelihood of problems being
recognized and dealt with may be reduced even further by the limited nature of leader
attention (MacMillan et al., 2020). The nuances of prohibitive voice are not well
understood in some organizations, and this is an area of future study. Cognitive
empowerment and employee voice together have important implications for Peak
Academy. Results show that this training matters to impact organizational performance
with the continuous process improvement approaches and projects.

Looking at the results of the regression analysis with eight of nine controls
included, statistical significance is seen for five of the six hypotheses. This means that
transparency, trust, and cognitive empowerment are all important constructs to support
and encourage employee voice. This includes taking out the impact of a range of factors
that could have an influence, including age, gender, race/ethnicity, tenure with the City of
Denver, organization role as a leader or individual contributor, paid hourly or salary,
propensity to trust, and social desirability. With all nine controls, statistical significance
is seen for two of the six hypotheses.

Some reasons for including these specific controls include that longer tenured
employees might have had more opportunities to take training classes; age might be a
factor in the context of being unsure if one has permission to make changes or point out

inefficiencies in the workplace; leaders may feel a different level of responsibility to
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make changes that impact an entire group, and they may miss individual changes that an
individual contributor might feel or see in the workplace; and individual contributors or
shorter tenured employees may not feel as comfortable speaking up as longer tenured
employees or managers. It is unknown whether there are diversity challenges or
differences with the range of races/ethnicities or whether job types (hourly or salaried) or
positions might predispose an employee to more opportunities to take training.

Someone’s propensity to trust comes into play if a person might be more
predisposed to trust, their trust levels will go up. As trust often requires a leap beyond the
expectations that ability and benevolence inspire (Lewis & Weigert, 1985), trust
propensity may drive that leap (Colquitt et al., 2007) and is an important control to
determine how a respondent’s propensity to trust comes to bear with each question or
situation.

Social desirability research has shown that some respondents provide answers that
differ from their actual attitudes, values, or behaviors, so to better control for this bias,
these validated survey scale questions regarding social desirability are important (Larson,
2019). Finally, psychological safety is a construct that Peak Academy was interested in
better understanding how its direct or supportive presence in the workplace might impact
operational activities and performance goals. The literature supports direct connections
between work motivation, improvements, and a feeling of safety at work to speak up and
voice opinions (Edmondson, 1999; Edmondson & Besieux, 2021; Higgins et al., 2022;

Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006; Thompson & Klotz, 2022).
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The final chapter to follow outlines the implications of this research and future
areas of opportunity to explore. It offers some final conclusions given the literature and

theoretical grounding with the focal constructs.
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Chapter 5 Conclusions

Transparency, trust, and cognitive empowerment matter and impact employee
voice. Psychological safety plays a key role with employees where its presence can adjust
the need for trust and transparency. In a setting of psychological safety, transparency is
important for prohibitive voice, a construct whose drivers are less well known
(MacMillan et al., 2020). Psychological safety significantly regulates the establishment
and development of optimized workplaces where needed messages are told and heard,
such as through prohibitive voice, where the otherwise high costs of speaking up can
have negative consequences and managers cannot always receive this information (Miao
et al., 2020).

Governments must better understand how and when voice is most influential and
the importance of exploring factors that may impact voice (Holley et al., 2019) as this
study has shown. By speaking up to those who occupy positions that are hierarchically
higher than their own, employees can help stem illegal and immoral behavior, address
mistreatment or injustice, and bring problems and opportunities for improvement to the
attention of those who can authorize action (Detert & Edmondson, 2011; Edmondson &
Lei, 2014). Organizations are compelled to create climates that encourage employee
voice, as its absence may produce norms of silence that can be costly for organizational

success. Ensuring an optimal climate to encourage voice has some assumptions,
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including that employees can clearly see the benefits to them, they have the information
they need to make the decision, and the information provided is accurate (Li et al., 2020).

The two types of voice, promotive and prohibitive, impact people differently
(Detert & Edmondson, 2011; Liang et al., 2012). These results show that trained
employees show higher levels of transparency and trust in their environment and speak
up to identify changes at work. When controlling for psychological safety, the
relationship between cognitive empowerment and promotive voice is statistically
significant. This makes sense given the content of the training is to speak up and see
inefficiencies, then to develop solutions to address them. Researchers have shown that an
increase in promotive voice does ultimately lead to wider benefits for organizations. An
area of opportunity with training is to better address prohibitive voice, including the
climate and managerial abilities to hear and receive these messages. Prohibitive voice
brings attention to harmful aspects of a situation, but it can cause negative emotions and
conflict (MacMillan et al., 2020), so adjusting training to change behaviors will be
helpful.

Employee voice has been used to reveal the formation mechanism of
organizational performance as discussed here, a foundational concept in quality or
continuous process improvement training. This includes the positive extra-role
interpersonal communication behavior which expresses constructive opinions about
workplace issues, where speaking up is a concrete manifestation of individual

participation in organizational decision-making, and an important form of employee
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contribution to the organization where innovation and performance are increased, and
intrinsic task motivation is higher, along with job engagement and creativity (Miao et al.,
2020).

Empowerment is especially felt in the quality movement and in training content
and this research shows that government employees can enjoy empowerment through the
content and guidance of the process improvement training. Continuous improvement
introduces elements of bottom-up issue identification and problem solving by the people
doing the work (Siha & Saad, 2008). As a result, employees are empowered and use their
knowledge of work processes to introduce innovations (Wilkinson, 1997). Managers also
have a role to play with helping to set the climate for these innovations, and organizations
need to create and support this climate and understand that innovative behaviors
challenge the development status of organization, inducing risks, uncertainty, and
potential failure (Miao et al., 2020). Since voice is a citizenship behavior that is not
necessarily a part of the employee's core job responsibilities, it takes additional
knowledge to recognize and understand problems and then to propose constructive
suggestions, as through empowerment and training (Liu et al., 2022).

Theoretical Implications

This research makes three primary contributions. The first contribution is an
examination of employee voice in a governmental organization, something that has not
been well studied. Governmental organizations suffer from a lack of employee voice, so

there is a need to better understand how it is produced. The second contribution is an
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examination of a multidimensional view of voice in government, something not well
understood or studied. This is a more holistic way to assess the determinants of voice in
governmental organizations, because they face unique dynamics that do not always
include support for promotive ideas or the ability or understanding of how to harness
prohibitive voice that is not harmful. The third contribution is an examination of the
drivers of promotive and prohibitive voice that are known to be challenges within
governmental organizations. These include transparency, cognition-based and affect-
based trust, and cognitive empowerment. This includes a multidimensional view of both
transparency and trust impacting a multidimensional view of employee voice, something
that has not been well explained in the literature.

When organizations better understand how their employees see transparency and
trust in the workplace, and how to increase employee voice, their performance can
increase (Podsakoff et al., 1990) and reflect what researchers note is a fundamental and
urgent issue to be able to support a diverse workforce with members from different
backgrounds and motivate them to speak up (Chen et al., 2023). It takes effective training
in order to see inefficiencies and opportunities for improvements (Elms & Wogan, 2016).
Thus, through empowerment and training on the right type of skills and competencies,
and encouraging employee voice, employees can experience autonomy and meaning
while contributing to the success of an organization (Javed et al., 2019). There is a
recognition that people can use varying degrees of their selves, physically, cognitively,

and emotionally, in work role performances, which has implications for both their work
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and experiences. The result of supporting employee voice is that engaged employees
express themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally, allowing for persistence and
adaptability that can be leveraged for the good of the organization (Kahn, 1990) and one
could suggest, for the greater good.

Other supporting contributions include determinants of local government
transparency where transparency is an important component of efficiency, good
governance, and organizational quality, known drivers of economic growth and citizen
welfare (del Sol, 2013). Answering the call from some streams of literature and
academics to summarize the contributions of theory and application, and academic
researchers to also benefit society and business (Hoffman, 2021), this research does that
and offers some interesting future theoretical and practical ideas to explore. It offers the
opportunity to bridge the research—practice gap (Sharma & Bansal, 2020) by researchers
and managers cocreating knowledge, such as the case of the University of Denver
researchers, Peak Academy, and city government employees. Finally, these other
opportunities include incorporating scholarly grounded work with a practitioner lens, as
from Noel Tichy, the prolific scholar-practitioner whose work embodies bridging the gap
between theory and application (Jordan, 2021).

Practical Implications

In addition to its implications for theory, this paper also suggests important

practical implications and directions for organizations and employees, in particular for

Peak Academy. This includes adjustments to continuous process improvement training to
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better speak to trust in the workplace and how to encourage employee voice that
motivates change. The current training content can focus more on trust building
behaviors and what it means when employees use their voices to bring about
transformative change. Training content can be enhanced, and culture can be supported
with the knowledge that strong relationships encourage employee voice. This will have to
include employees and managers, as their effect on one another can move different levers
of employee voice as discussed in this study (Chen et al., 2023; Liang et al., 2012). This
would include adding trust and psychological safety components to Green Belt and Black
Belt training. This includes adding the key ideas as discussed in this study to the current
segments on change management and how to manage and adapt through change,
emotional intelligence, connection, and growth mindset. This would include information
in training on what trust and psychological safety are, how to promote an organizational
climate for them, how to develop and support them, and how to ensure a focus on the
ideas with every project or encounter.

The training content can also be reviewed to determine if information and
communications are being properly shared or disclosed, that they are clear and not
confusing, and they are accurate based on the most up to date information. Government
in general has come a long way in this area, and there is more work to be done to ensure
that employees and customers, or citizens, feel that information they receive has gone
through this process to ensure transparency, avoiding information voids, and optimizing

efficiency (Hope et al., 2022). Supporting transparency for Peak Academy will include a
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review of the messages and communication between and among individuals, manager
and employee dyads, and teams. This will include encouraging conversations about
organization level transparency and how this filters down to departments, teams, and
employees. It is known that transparency typically works for the betterment of the
company, and an understanding of how this can be supported in the government context
will be important. It should also include a review of the organizational climate relative to
transparency, to ensure that perceptions of transparency are addressed. This is a longer-
term opportunity, as changing climates can take time, but one that this research has
shown is important (Hand et al., 1973).

When employees feel that the climate supports speaking up, it allows for change
related behaviors and seeing opportunities to improve processes, and all of this involves
trust and transparency (MacMillan et al., 2020). The literature has shown in the trust and
employee voice areas that managers and organizations are important and impact the
employee experience too. Peak Academy could adapt manager specific training on
communication and leadership strategies that encourage and support employee voice, and
training for employees on how to speak up with different types of voice.

Peak Academy is already doing many things right and their work and efforts have
transformed the government in the City and County of Denver. The incredible results,
impact, and reach speak for themselves. They answered the call to make the government
adopt public/private corporation activities in the areas of change, waste removal, spotting

inefficiencies, and saving taxpayers time and money. Their process improvement training
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is excellent and largely has the content needed to provide understanding about the
concepts and set up employees for success with improvement projects. Their approach to
change management is integrated and supports many foundational ideas to accelerate and
accept change in the workplace. In their training, they discuss how people can feel
connected to the work that is done and increase self-awareness, self-management, social
awareness, and relationship management, factors that are found in the theoretical ideas of
empowerment and trust as discussed earlier. Peak Academy asks how the people in the
training class can create connection and bring together career, community, and cause —
ideas that can connect with work motivation, self-efficacy, connection, and ideas of
ability, benevolence, and integrity, trustworthiness perceptions, or the antecedents of
trust.

This research provides some insightful areas to improve or adjust, and it does not
take into consideration the rich qualitative feedback that may well point to other future
improvements.

Limitations and Future Research

Some limitations to discuss include the boundary conditions of this research
where the setting is government. Some of the ideas and resulting statistical significance
may not be as apparent or respond in the same way given public or private organizations
or settings. While the constructs and training can be applied at publicly traded and private
companies, there is a potential that not all sentiments expressed by employees, or results,

would be shared or viewed the same by employees in a publicly traded or private
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corporation or business compared with government employees. I believe these results can
be extended to companies outside of government, and future research in enhancing
employee voice across different domains and organization types is called for in the
literature, as researchers believe disciplines diverge significantly in how they
conceptualize and study voice, and the research on voice remains largely within self-
contained siloes and needs to be better integrated, including with the particular mix of
constructs as discussed here that would help add value and information across disciplines
and organization types (Barry & Wilkinson, 2022).

This study has highlighted many interesting options for future research.
Leadership has been found to be an important situational factor that promotes employee
support of innovation and change (Javed et al., 2019) and such leadership types as
transformational (Besieux et al., 2018) and ethical (Brown & Trevifio, 2006) could be
studied in this government setting to determine their impacts and interactions with the
focal constructs. Some research has been done (Lee et al., 2017), but not as much in a
local government setting such as with Peak Academy. Some scholars note that there are
limited studies available that provide information on the relationships between ethical
leadership and its consequences and there is a need to have more longitudinal studies so
researchers can see the impact over time. This could include the impact of these focal
constructs that examine the antecedents and consequences of ethical leadership at the

team level of analysis (Bedi et al., 2016).
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As another future research direction, researchers have noted that a
multidimensional view of transparency will predict trust (Tomlinson & Schnackenberg,
2022) and there is a need to know more about the specific antecedents of transparency
(Schnackenberg et al., 2021). This is especially true in a government setting, where the
current research has shown that in the absence of psychological safety, there is more
understanding needed for support and development of employee voice, along with
impediments to increasing transparency.

In addition, trust researchers have identified the transparency-trustworthiness
(antecedent to trust) relationship as a gap in the literature that can inform our
understanding of how messages are used to engender trusting relationships
(Schnackenberg et al., 2021). Better information about that gap between transparency to
trustworthiness would add depth to the overall support of a multidimensional view of
trust. Better understanding the antecedents of trust would be important information for
Peak Academy managers. More research on trust in this local government setting would
be insightful, including looking at how higher trust can increase the ability of employees
or workgroups to tolerate higher levels of challenge-oriented behaviors, such as
prohibitive voice, where that solid foundation of trust increases the willingness of group
members to overlook or endure relationship conflict, thus minimizing its negative effects
(Mackenzie et al., 2011).

Another future area of opportunity is to look at climate at the organizational and

team levels, in order to have a better understanding of its impact on performance and
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employee voice, through the lens of transparency, trust, and employee voice. It is
possible that ethical work climates and training for managers (Wittmer & Coursey, 1996)
would better create conditions to nurture employee voice, but more research needs to be
done here at the local government level. There has been some current research into
individual and team-level mechanisms that mediate the effect of ethical leadership on
employee voice (Bai et al., 2019), but more work can be done. Researchers have also
noted a need to look across a range of organizations in a longitudinal study. According to
Barry and Wilkinson, employee voice literature has largely been studied with self-
contained siloes, where a lack of integration impedes progress toward a more
comprehensive understanding of employee voice, as well as an appreciation of its
different purposes, dimensions, and manifestations (Barry & Wilkinson, 2022). Future
studies could look across company types and research areas to integrate learning, as Shin
et al. (2022) note that there are no studies that have examined whether voice practices
contribute to organizational innovation across different types of firms.

The current data set is rich with information on a variety of constructs where there
could be important nuances to better understand regarding the composition of the
workforce and their views. A future opportunity could include more statistical testing or
survey methodology adjustments in a new research endeavor. This could include a deeper
longitudinal design with three waves in order to fully test the effects and dynamics of the
focal constructs and controls model presented here or a mediated or moderated model

with psychological safety. A relative importance analysis could also offer some
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additional insights, as well as a deep review of the themes and feedback from the multiple
qualitative questions asked of the employees.

Finally, relationship dynamics, including the idea of power (MacMillan et al.,
2020), socio-emotional barriers (Shin et al., 2022), and employees who take an active
part in the learning processes and interpret the same learning mechanisms differently
(Furlan et al., 2019) can be better studied in this government context. This interplay of
the focal constructs and the relationship dynamics would be interesting areas of future
study. This includes where there are opportunities to learn more about the concrete
effects of these intangibles in the workplace, as research shows that simply cultivating
close relationships with employees does not necessarily create an environment in which
those employees feel comfortable speaking up, as there are nuanced factors at play,
depending on the workplace and employee composition (MacMillan et al., 2020).
Final Conclusions

Peak Academy has been and will continue to share their learnings and the benefits
of continuous process improvement and education to work on areas to improve in the
organization. Other government organizations come to them for insight and practical
guidance to train and empower their workers. Supported by empirical evidence and
insights as to the factors that can help make a difference in their government workplaces,
they can effect real-world change and benefit employees and citizens alike.

Developing and leveraging employee voice and capturing the optimal mix of

change behaviors are important goals for organizations. For solutions, facts and analysis
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are cornerstones and critical components of academic research and rigor (Hoffman,
2021), as well as the understanding of contexts that enhance or undermine people’s
motivation and sense of meaning at work (Kahn, 1990). This research has blended facts,
analysis, and rigor, highlighting an understanding of employee voice factors to tell a story
where this information can be put to use in many ways to benefit employees and

government organizations.

101



References

Abaidoo, K., & Blankenberger, B. (2022). Lean and Public Organization Performance:
The Wisconsin Lean Government Initiative at the Wisconsin Department of Health
Services. Public Performance and Management Review, 45(3), 706—736.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15309576.2022.2040038.

Abbey, J. D., & Meloy, M. G. (2017). Attention by design: Using attention checks to
detect inattentive respondents and improve data quality. Journal of Operations
Management, 53—56, 63—70. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2017.06.001.

Albaladejo, F. J. (2019). Transparency and government trust. Public Sector Economics,
43(1), 15-19. https://doi.org/10.3326/PSE.43.1.3.

Albliwi, S. A., Antony, J., & Lim, S. A. H. (2015). A systematic review of Lean Six
Sigma for the manufacturing industry. Business Process Management Journal,
21(3), 665-691. https://doi.org/10.1108/BPMJ-03-2014-0019.

Albu, O. B., & Flyverbom, M. (2019). Organizational Transparency: Conceptualizations,
Conditions, and Consequences. Business and Society, 58(2), 268-297.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650316659851.

Al-Rahahleh, M. (2020). The Impact of Cognitive Empowerment on Human Resources
Development. Journal of Business and Management, 22, 41-51.

https://do1.0rg/10.9790/487X-2201054151.

102



Antony, J. (2008). Can Six Sigma be effectively implemented in SMEs? International
Journal of Productivity and Performance Management, 57(5), 420-423.
https://doi.org/10.1108/17410400810881863.

Arrow. (1974). The limits of organization. New Y ork: Norton.

Arrow, K. J. (1962). The Economic Implications of Learning by Doing. The Review of
Economic Studies, 29(3), 155—-173.

Axley, S. (1984). Managerial and Organizational Communication in Terms of the
Conduit Metaphor. Academy of Management Review, 9(2), 428-437.

Bai, Y., Lin, L., & Liu, J. T. (2019). Leveraging the employee voice: a multi-level social
learning perspective of ethical leadership. International Journal of Human Resource
Management, 30(12), 1869—1901. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1308414.

Baier, A. (1986). Trust and Antitrust. Ethics, 96(2), 231-260.

Bandura, A. (1977). Social Learning Theory (1st ed.). Prentice Hall.

Bandura, A. (2023). Social Cognitive Theory: An Agentic Perspective on Human
Behavior (D. Cervone, Ed.). John Wiley and Sons, Inc.

Barry, M., & Wilkinson, A. (2022). Employee voice, psychologisation and human
resource management (HRM). Human Resource Management Journal, 32(3), 631—
646. https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12415.

Bedi, A., Alpaslan, C. M., & Green, S. (2016). A Meta-analytic Review of Ethical
Leadership Outcomes and Moderators. Journal of Business Ethics, 139(3), 517-536.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2625-1.

103



Berman, D. R. (2019). Governors and the Progressive Movement. University Press of
Colorado.

Besieux, T., Baillien, E., Verbeke, A. L., & Euwema, M. C. (2018). What goes around
comes around: The mediation of corporate social responsibility in the relationship
between transformational leadership and employee engagement. In Economic and
Industrial Democracy (Vol. 39, Issue 2, pp. 249-271). SAGE Publications Ltd.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143831X15614914.

Best, M., & Neuhauser, D. (2006). Joseph Juran: Overcoming resistance to organisational
change. Quality and Safety in Health Care, 15(5), 380-382.
https://doi.org/10.1136/qshc.2006.020016.

Blau, P. (1964). Exchange and Power in Social Life.

Bodo, B., & Janssen, H. (2022). Maintaining trust in a technologized public sector. Policy
and Society, 41(3), 414—429. https://doi.org/10.1093/polsoc/puac019.

Bolivar, M. (2018). Public Administration and Information Technology - Smart
Technologies for Governments: Transparency, Efficiency, and Organizational
Issues. Springer International Publishing. http://www.springer.com/series/10796.

Borum, R. (2010). The Science of Interpersonal Trust. Mental Health Law & Policy
Faculty Publications, 574. http://works.bepress.com/randy borum/48/.
Boyne, G. A., Meier, K.-N. J., O’Toole, L., & Walker, R. (2006). Public Service

Performance: Perspectives on Measurement and Management. Cambridge

University Press.

104



Bozeman, B. (1993). A Theory of Government “Red Tape.” Public Administration
Research and Theory: J-PART, 3(3), 273-303.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/1181785?seq=1&cid=pdf-.

Bozeman, B., & Crow, M. (2021). Public values leadership: striving to achieve
democratic ideals. Johns Hopkins University Press.

Braithwaite, V., & Levi, M. (2003). Trust and Governance (Vol. 1). Russel Sage
Foundation.

Braunscheidel, M. J., Hamister, J. W., Suresh, N. C., & Star, H. (2011). An institutional
theory perspective on Six Sigma adoption. International Journal of Operations and
Production Management, 31(4), 423-451.
https://doi.org/10.1108/01443571111119542.

Brown, J. S., & Duguid, P. (1991). Organizational Learning and Communities-of-
Practice: Toward a Unified View of Working, Learning, and Innovation. In
Organization Science (Vol. 2, Issue 1).

Brown, & Trevifo, L. K. (2006). Ethical leadership: A review and future directions.
Leadership Quarterly, 17(6), 595-616. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2006.10.004

Burris, E. R. (2012). The risks and rewards of speaking up: Managerial responses to
employee voice. Academy of Management Journal, 55(4), 851-875.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0562.

Burris, E. R., Martins, L. D., & Kimmons, Y. (2022). Mixed Messages: Why managers
(do not) endorse employee voice. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision

Processes, 172. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2022.104185.
105



Chamberlin, M., Newton, D. W., & Lepine, J. A. (2017). A Meta-Analysis of Voice and
Its Promotive and Prohibitive Forms: Identification of Key Associations,
Distinctions, and Future Research Directions. Personnel Psychology, 70(1), 11-71.
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12185.

Chen, H., Liang, Q., Feng, C., & Zhang, Y. (2023). Leadership and Follower Voice: The
Role of Inclusive Leadership and Group Faultlines in Promoting Collective Voice
Behavior. Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 59(1), 61-87.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00218863211035243.

Citrin, J., & Stoker, L. (2018). Political Trust in a Cynical Age. Annual Review of
Political Science, 21, 49-71. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-050316.

Colquitt, J. A., Scott, B. A., & LePine, J. A. (2007). Trust, Trustworthiness, and Trust
Propensity: A Meta-Analytic Test of Their Unique Relationships with Risk Taking
and Job Performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(4), 909-927.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.4.909.

Conger, J. A., & Kanungo, R. N. (1988). The Empowerment Process: Integrating Theory
and Practice. Academy of Management Review, 13(3), 471-482.

Cordery, J. L., Cripps, E., Gibson, C. B., Soo, C., Kirkman, B. L., & Mathieu, J. E.
(2015). The Operational Impact of Organizational Communities of Practice: A
Bayesian Approach to Analyzing Organizational Change. Journal of Management,
41(2), 644—664. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314545087.

Covey, S., & Merrill, R. (2006). The speed of trust: the one thing that changes

everything. Free Press.
106



del Sol, D. A. (2013). The institutional, economic, and social determinants of local
government transparency. Journal of Economic Policy Reform, 16(1), 90-107.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17487870.2012.759422.

Detert, J. R., & Burris, E. R. (2007). Leadership Behavior and Employee Voice: Is the
Door Really Open? Academy of Management Journal, 50(4), 869—884.

Detert, J. R., Burris, E. R., Harrison, D. A., & Martin, S. R. (2013). Voice Flows to and
around Leaders: Understanding When Units Are Helped or Hurt by Employee
Voice. Administrative Science Quarterly, 58(4), 624—668.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839213510151.

Detert, J. R., & Edmondson, A. C. (2011). Implicit Voice Theories: Taken-for-Granted
Rules of Self-Censorship at Work. Academy of Management Journal, 54(3), 461—
488.

Deutsch, M. (1958). Trust and Suspicion. Source: The Journal of Conflict Resolution,
2(4), 265-279. https://www.jstor.org/stable/172886.

Devanna, M. A., & Tichy, N. (1992). Creating the Competitive Organization of the 21st
Century: The Boundaryless Corporation. Human Resource Management, 29(4),
451-472.

Dirks, K. T., & Ferrin, D. L. (2002). Trust in leadership: Meta-analytic findings and
implications for research and practice. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(4), 611—

628. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.611.

107



Dong, Y., Jiang, J., Rong, Y., & Yang, B. (2020). LMX Differentiation and Voice
Behavior: A Resource-Conservation Framework. Journal of Leadership and
Organizational Studies, 27(3), 307-322. https://doi.org/10.1177/15480518209113.

Dooley, R. S., & Fryxell, G. E. (1999). Attaining Decision Quality and Commitment
from Dissent: The moderating effects of loyalty and competence in strategic
decision-making teams. Academy of Management Journal, 42(4), 389—402.

Drew, J. (2020). Reforming Local Government Consolidation, Cooperation, or Re-
Creation? (1st ed.). Springer.

Dubbink, W., Graafland, J., & van Liedekerke, L. (2008). CSR, Transparency, and the
role of intermediate organisations. Journal of Business Ethics, 82(2), 391-406.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9893-y.

Edmondson, A. (1999). Psychological Safety and Learning Behavior in Work Teams.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 44(2), 350-383.

Edmondson, A. (2019). The role of Psychological Safety: Maximizing Employee Input
and Commitment. Leader to Leader.

Edmondson, A., & Besieux, T. (2021). Reflections: Voice and Silence in Workplace
Conversations. Journal of Change Management, 21(3), 269-286.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14697017.2021.1928910.

Edmondson, & Lei, Z. (2014). Psychological Safety: The History, Renaissance, and
Future of an Interpersonal Construct. In Annual Review of Organizational
Psychology and Organizational Behavior (Vol. 1, pp. 23—43). Annual Reviews Inc.

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091305.
108



Elms, B., & Wogan, J. (2016). Peak Performance: How Denver’s Peak Academy is
saving millions of dollars, boosting morale, and just maybe changing the world.
Governing Management Series, Governing Books.

Ertas, N. (2015). Political Voice and Civic Attentiveness of Public and Non-Profit
Employees. American Review of Public Administration, 45(5), 607-626.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074014523117.

Fantuzzo, J. (2014). A Course Between Bureaucracy and Charisma: A Pedagogical
Reading of Max Weber’s Social Theory. In Journal of Philosophy of Education
(Vol. 49, Issue 1). https://academic.oup.com/jope/article/49/1/45/6841028.

Fast, N. J., Burris, E. R., & Bartel, C. A. (2014). Managing to stay in the dark:
Managerial self-efficacy, ego defensiveness, and the aversion to employee voice.
Academy of Management Journal, 57(4), 1013—1034.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0393.

Fernandez, S., & Pitts, D. W. (2011). Understanding employee motivation to innovate:
Evidence from front line employees in united states federal agencies. Australian
Journal of Public Administration, 70(2), 202-222. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1467-
8500.2011.00726.x.

Frazier, M. L., Fainshmidt, S., Klinger, R. L., Pezeshkan, A., & Vracheva, V. (2017).
Psychological Safety: A Meta-Analytic Review and Extension. Personnel
Psychology, 70(1), 113—-165. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12183.

Fukuyama, F. (1995). Trust: The Social Virtues and the Creation of Prosperity. New

York: The Free Press.
109



Furlan, A., Galeazzo, A., & Paggiaro, A. (2019). Organizational and perceived learning
in the workplace: A multilevel perspective on employees’ problem solving.
Organization Science, 30(2), 280-297. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2018.1274.

Gao, L., Janssen, O., & Shi, K. (2011). Leader trust and employee voice: The moderating
role of empowering leader behaviors. Leadership Quarterly, 22(4), 787-798.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.05.015

Gentile, M. C. (2017). Giving Voice to Values: A Pedagogy for Behavioral Ethics.
Journal of Management Education, 41(4), 469—479.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1052562917700188.

Gerpott, F. H., Lehmann-Willenbrock, N., Wenzel, R., & Voelpel, S. C. (2021). Age
diversity and learning outcomes in organizational training groups: the role of
knowledge sharing and psychological safety. International Journal of Human
Resource Management, 32(18), 3777-3804.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2019.1640763.

Goldhammer, J., Eggers, W., Mariani, J., Kelkar, M., & Rodrigues, G. (2021). Using
Trust Networks to Address the Trust Deficits in Government. Deloitte Center for
Government Insights.

Goodstein, J., & Gentile, M. (2021). Giving voice to values: an innovation and impact
agenda. Taylor and Francis.

Grant, A. M. (2013a). Rocking the boat but keeping it steady: The role of emotion
regulation in employee voice. Academy of Management Journal, 56(6), 1703—1723.

https://doi.org/10.5465/am;.2011.0035.
110



Grant, A. M. (2013b). Rocking the boat but keeping it steady: The role of emotion
regulation in employee voice. Academy of Management Journal, 56(6), 1703—1723.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0035.

Grant, A. M., & Ashford, S. J. (2008). The dynamics of proactivity at work. Research in
Organizational Behavior, 28, 3—34. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2008.04.002.

Grimmelikhuijsen, S., Jilke, S., Olsen, A. L., & Tummers, L. (2017). Behavioral Public
Administration: Combining Insights from Public Administration and Psychology.
Public Administration Review, 77(1), 45-56. https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12609.

Hambrick, D. C. (1995). Fragmentation and the Other Problems CEOs Have with Their
Top Management Teams. California Management Review, 37(3), 110-127.

Hassan, S. (2015). The Importance of Ethical Leadership and Personal Control in
Promoting Improvement-Centered Voice among Government Employees. Journal of
Public Administration Research and Theory, 25(3), 697-719.
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/muu055.

Haverman, H., Paruchuri, S., & Rao, H. (2007). The Winds of Change: The Progressive
Movement and the Bureaucratization of Thrift. American Sociological Review, 72,
117-142.

Heene, A., & Sanchez, R. (2010). Enhancing Competences for Competitive Advantage
(12th ed.).

Higgins, M. C., Dobrow, S. R., Weiner, J. M., & Liu, H. (2022). When is Psychological
Safety Helpful in Organizations? A Longitudinal Study. Academy of Management

Discoveries, 8(1), 77-102. https://doi.org/10.5465/amd.2018.0242.
111



Hill, A. (2019). Simon Sinek: the next generation must test leaders’ finite mindset. The
Financial Times.

Hirschman, A. (1972). Exit, Voice, and Loyalty: Responses to Decline in Firms,
Organizations, and States. Harvard University Press.

Hoffman, A. (2021). The Engaged Scholar. Stanford University Press.

Holley, E. C., Wu, K., & Avey, J. B. (2019). The Impact of Leader Trustworthiness on
Employee Voice and Performance. Journal of Leadership and Organizational
Studies, 26(2), 179-189. https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051818795822.

Hood, C. (2007). What happens when transparency meets blame-avoidance? Public
Management Review, 9(2), 191-210. https://doi.org/10.1080/14719030701340275.

Hood, C., & Heald, D. (2006). Transparency as an Instrumental Value. In Transparency:
The Key to Better Governance (pp. 59-73). Oxford University Press.

Hope, O. K., Jiang, S., & Vyas, D. (2022). Government transparency and firm-level
operational efficiency. Journal of Business Finance and Accounting, 49(5-6), 752—
777. https://doi.org/10.1111/jbfa.12563.

James, O., & Moseley, A. (2014). Does performance information about public services
affect citizens’ perceptions, satisfaction, and voice behaviour? Field experiments
with absolute and relative performance information. Public Administration, 92(2),
493-511. https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12066.

Javed, B., Abdullah, 1., Zaffar, M. A., Haque, A. U., & Rubab, U. (2019). Inclusive

leadership and innovative work behavior: The role of psychological empowerment.

112



Journal of Management and Organization, 25(4), 554-571.
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2018.50.

Jiang, H., & Luo, Y. (2018). Crafting employee trust: from authenticity, transparency to
engagement. Journal of Communication Management, 22(2), 138—160.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JCOM-07-2016-0055.

Jordan, J. (2021). Noel Tichy: A Practitioner-Scholar and Educator Creating a
Sustainable Change Framework. In D. Szabla (Ed.), The Palgrave Handbook of
Organizational Change Thinkers. Palgrave Macmillan.

Juran, J., & De Feo, J. (2012). Juran’s Quality Handbook: The Complete Guide to
Performance Excellence (6th ed.). McGraw Hill.

Kahn, W. A. (1990). Psychological Conditions of Personal Engagement and
Disengagement at Work. Academy of Management Journal, 33(4), 692—724.

Khanna, V. K., & Gupta, R. (2014). Comparative study of the impact of competency-
based training on 5 “S” and TQM: A case study. International Journal of Quality
and Reliability Management, 31(3), 238-260. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJQRM-12-
2012-0163.

Kramer, R., & Cook, K. (2004). Trust and Distrust in Organizations: Dilemmas and
Approaches. EBSCO Publishing, Inc.

Kuang, X., Li, Z., & Yang, D. (2022). The Effects of Transparency and Voice on
Managerial Decisions and Employee Effort in Hierarchical Organizations. European
Accounting Review, 31(4), 1003—1027.

https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2021.1896370.
113



Kwon, B., Farndale, E., & Park, J. G. (2016). Employee voice and work engagement:
Macro, meso, and micro-level drivers of convergence? Human Resource
Management Review, 26(4), 327-337. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2016.04.005.

Lardier, D. T., Opara, 1., Garcia-Reid, P., & Reid, R. J. (2020). The Cognitive
Empowerment Scale: Multigroup Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Child and
Adolescent Social Work Journal, 37(2), 179—-193. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10560-
019-00647-2.

Larson, R. B. (2019). Controlling social desirability bias. International Journal of Market
Research, 61(5), 534-547. https://doi.org/10.1177/1470785318805305

Laureani, A., & Antony, J. (2018). Leadership—a critical success factor for the effective
implementation of Lean Six Sigma. Total Quality Management and Business
Excellence, 29(5-6), 502-523. https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2016.1211480.

Laureani, A., & Antony, J. (2019). Leadership and Lean Six Sigma: a systematic
literature review. Total Quality Management and Business Excellence, 30(1-2), 53—
81. https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2017.1288565.

Lawler, E. E., & Jenkins, G. D. (1992). Strategic Reward Systems for Effective
Organizations (2nd ed.). Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology,
CPP. http://www.marshall.usc.edu/ceo.

Lawler, E. E., & Suttle, J. L. (1973). Expectancy Theory and Job Behavior.
Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 9, 482—503.

Lee, D., Choi, Y., Youn, S., & Chun, J. U. (2017). Ethical Leadership and Employee

Moral Voice: The Mediating Role of Moral Efficacy and the Moderating Role of
114



Leader—Follower Value Congruence. Journal of Business Ethics, 141(1), 47-57.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2689-y.

Levitats, Z., & Vigoda-Gadot, E. (2020). Emotionally Engaged Civil Servants: Toward a
Multilevel Theory and Multisource Analysis in Public Administration. Review of’
Public Personnel Administration, 40(3), 426—446.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X18820938.

Lewicki, McAllister, D. J., & Bies, R. J. (1998). Trust and Distrust: New Relationships
and Realities. Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 438-458.

Lewicki, Tomlinson, E., & Gillespie, N. (2006). Models of interpersonal trust
development: Theoretical approaches, empirical evidence, and future directions.
Journal of Management, 32(6), 991-1022.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206306294405.

Lewis, J. D., & Weigert, A. J. (1985). Social Atomism, Holism, and Trust. In Source: The
Sociological Quarterly (Vol. 26, Issue 4). Winter.

Li, D. D., & Maskin, E. S. (2021). Government and economics: An emerging field of
study. Journal of Government and Economics, 1, 100005.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jge.2021.100005.

Li, Liang, J., & Farh, J. L. (2020). Speaking Up When Water Is Murky: An Uncertainty-
Based Model Linking Perceived Organizational Politics to Employee Voice. Journal

of Management, 46(3), 443—469. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318798025.

115



Li, & Tangirala, S. (2021). How Employees’ Voice Helps Teams Remain Resilient in the
Face of Exogenous Change. Journal of Applied Psychology, 107(4), 668—692.
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000874.

Liang, J., Farh, C. L. C., & Farh, J. L. (2012). Psychological antecedents of promotive and
prohibitive Voice: A two-wave examination. Academy of Management Journal,
55(1), 71-92. https://doi.org/10.5465/am;j.2010.0176.

Liu, X., Zheng, X., Ni, D., & Harms, P. D. (2022). Employee voice and coworker
support: The roles of employee job demands and coworker voice expectation.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 43(7), 1271-1286.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2621.

Mackenzie, S. B., Podsakoff, P. M., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2011). Challenge-oriented
organizational citizenship behaviors and organizational effectiveness: Do challenge-
oriented behaviors really have an impact on the organization’s bottom line?
Personnel Psychology, 64(3), 559-592. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.2011.01219.x.

MacMillan, K., Hurst, C., Kelley, K., Howell, J., & Jung, Y. (2020). Who says there’s a
problem? Preferences on the sending and receiving of prohibitive voice. Human
Relations, 73(8), 1049—-1076. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726719850282.

Madan, S., Nanakdewa, K., Savani, K., & Markus, H. (2021). Research: What Makes

Employees Feel Empowered to Speak Up? Harvard Business Review.

116



March, J. G. (1991). Exploration and Exploitation in Organizational Learning.
Organization Science, 2(1), 71-87.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2634940?seq=1&cid=pdf-.

Marks, J. (2001). Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Michael Sandel and the Politics of
Transparency. Polity, 33(4), 619—642.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/3235519?seq=1&cid=pdf-.

Martin, R. (2022). A New Way to Think. Harvard Business Review Press.

Mayer, R. C., & Davis, J. H. (1999). The effect of the performance appraisal system on
trust for management.pdf. Journal of Applied Psychology, 84(1), 123—136.

Mayer, R. C., Davis, J. H., & David Schoorman, F. (1995). An Integrative Model of
Organizational Trust. In Source: The Academy of Management Review (Vol. 20,
Issue 3). http://www.jstor.org/stable/258792?seq=1&cid=pdf-
referencetffreferences_tab contents.

Maynes, T. D., & Podsakoff, P. M. (2014). Speaking more broadly: An examination of
the nature, antecedents, and consequences of an expanded set of employee voice
behaviors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 99(1), 87-112.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034284.

McAllister, D. J. (1995). Affect- and Cognition-Based Trust as Foundations for
Interpersonal Cooperation in Organizations. In Source: The Academy of
Management Journal (Vol. 38, Issue 1).

McCabe, D. M., & Lewin, D. (1992). Employee Voice: A Human Resource Management

Perspective. California Management Review, 34(3), 112—123.
117



MccCall, J. J. (2001). Employee Voice in Corporate Governance: A Defense of Strong
Participation Rights. Business Ethics Quarterly, 11(1), 195-213.

McChesney, C., Covey, S., & Huling, J. (2021). The 4 Disciplines of Execution. Simon &
Schuster.

Miao, R., Lu, L., Cao, Y., & Du, Q. (2020). The high-performance work system,
employee voice, and innovative behavior. International Journal of Environmental
Research and Public Health, 17(4). https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17041150.

Milliken, F. J., Morrison, E. W., & Hewlin, P. F. (2003). An exploratory study of
employee silence: Issues that employees don’t communicate upward and why. In
Journal of Management Studies (Vol. 40, Issue 6, pp. 1453—1476). Blackwell
Publishing Ltd. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00387.

Morrison, E. W. (2011). Employee voice behavior: Integration and directions for future
research. Academy of Management Annals, 5(1), 373-412.
https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2011.574506.

Morrison, E. W. (2014). Employee Voice and Silence. Annual Review of Organizational
Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 1, 173-197.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091328.

Morrison, E. W., & Milliken, F. J. (2000). Organizational Silence: A Barrier to Change
and Development in a Pluralistic World. Academy Ol Management Review, 25(4),
70-725.

Mowbray, P. K., Wilkinson, A., & Tse, H. H. M. (2015). An Integrative Review of

Employee Voice: Identifying a Common Conceptualization and Research Agenda.
118



International Journal of Management Reviews, 17(3), 382—400.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12045.

Nembhard, I. M., & Edmondson, A. C. (2006). Making it safe: The effects of leader
inclusiveness and professional status on psychological safety and improvement
efforts in health care teams. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27(7), 941-966.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.413.

Ng, T. W. H., & Feldman, D. C. (2012). Employee voice behavior: A meta-analytic test
of the conservation of resources framework. Journal of Organizational Behavior,
33(2), 216-234. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.754.

Norgaard, S. (2022). From “Citizen Jane” to an Institutional History of Power and Social
Change: Problematizing Urban Planning’s Jane Jacobs Historiography. Journal of
Planning History. https://doi.org/10.1177/15385132211070512.

O’Toole, L. J., & Meier, K. J. (1999). Modeling the Impact of Public Management:
Implications of Structural Context. Journal of Public Administration and Theory,
9(4), 505-526. https://academic.oup.com/jpart/article/9/4/505/921326.

Ozer, E. M. (2022). Albert Bandura and Social Learning Theory. The American
Psychologist, 77(3), 483—484. https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000981.

Ozpamuk, M., Bolatan, G. 1., VanDerSchaaf, H., & Daim, T. (2023). Exploring
empowerment as an enabler of effective knowledge management. Journal of

Knowledge Management. https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-09-2022-0747.

119



Pandey, S., Coursey, D., & Moynihan, D. (2007). Organizational Effectiveness and
Bureaucratic Red Tape: A Multimethod Study. Public Performance & Management
Review, 30(3), 398-425. https://doi.org/10.2753/pmr1530-9576300305.

Perkins, D., & Zimmerman, M. (1995). Empowerment Theory: Research and
Application. American Journal of Psychology, 23(5).

Peterson. (2014). Empowerment Theory: Clarifying the Nature of Higher-Order
Multidimensional Constructs. American Journal of Community Psychology, 53(1—
2), 96-108. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-013-9624-0.

Peterson, K., & Covey, S. M. R. (2016). The 10 Laws of Trust: Building the Bonds That
Make a Business Great. AMACOM.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common
Method Biases in Behavioral Research: A Critical Review of the Literature and
Recommended Remedies. In Journal of Applied Psychology (Vol. 88, Issue 5, pp.
879-903). https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879.

Podsakoff, P. M., Mackenzie, S. B., Moorman, R. H., & Fetter, R. (1990).
Transformational leader behaviors and their effects on followers’ trust in leader,
satisfaction, and organizational citizenship behaviors. Leadership Quarterly, 1(2),
107-142.

Raadschelders, J., Vigoda-Gadot, E., & Kisner, M. (2015). Global Dimensions of Public

Administration and Governance: a Comparative Voyage (1st ed.). Jossey-Bass.

120



Rainey, H. G., & Bozeman, B. (2000). Comparing Public and Private Organizations:
Empirical Research and the Power of the A Priori. Journal of Public Administration
Research and Theory, 10(2), 447-4609. https://www.jstor.org/stable/3525651.

Rawlins, B. (2008). Give the emperor a mirror: toward developing a stakeholder
measurement of organizational transparency. Journal of Public Relations Research,
21(1), 71-99. https://doi.org/10.1080/10627260802153421.

Rempel, J. K., Holmes, J. G., & Zanna, M. P. (1985). Trust in Close Relationships. In
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology (Vol. 49, Issue 1).

Rodgers, B., & Antony, J. (2019). Lean and Six Sigma practices in the public sector: a
review. In International Journal of Quality and Reliability Management (Vol. 36,
Issue 3, pp. 437-455). Emerald Group Holdings Ltd.
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJQRM-02-2018-0057.

Rothman, L., De Vijlder, F., Schalk, R., & Van Regenmortel, M. (2019). A systematic
review on organizational empowerment. In International Journal of Organizational
Analysis (Vol. 27, Issue 5, pp. 1336-1361). Emerald Group Holdings Ltd.
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-02-2019-1657.

Rotter, J. B. (1967). A new scale for the measurement of interpersonal trust. Journal of
Personality, 35(4), 651-665.

Rousseau, D., Sitkin, S., Burt, R., & Camerer, C. (1998). Not So Different After All: A
Cross Discipline View of Trust. Academy of Management Review, 23(3).

Saner, R. (2001). Globalization and its impact on leadership qualification in public

administration. International Review of Administrative Sciences, 67, 649-661.
121



Schnackenberg, A. (2011). The constitutive role of transparency in organizations. Society
for Industrial & Organizational Psychology (SIOP) Annual Conference.
https://doi.org/10.1037/e518362013-034.

Schnackenberg, & Tomlinson, E. C. (2016). Organizational Transparency: A New
Perspective on Managing Trust in Organization-Stakeholder Relationships. Journal
of Management, 42(7), 1784—1810. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314525202.

Schnackenberg, Tomlinson, E., & Coen, C. (2021). The dimensional structure of
transparency: A construct validation of transparency as disclosure, clarity, and
accuracy in organizations. Human Relations, 74(10), 1628—1660.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726720933317.

Schnell, S. (2020). Vision, Voice, and Technology: Is There a Global “Open
Government” Trend? Administration and Society, 52(10), 1593—-1620.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399720918316.

Schoorman, F. D., Mayer, R., & Davis, J. (1996). Organizational Trust: Philosophical
Perspectives and Conceptual Definitions.

Schwarz, G. M., & Vakola, M. (2021). Project Forward! We Know Where Organization
Change Has Been, But Where is it Headed? In Journal of Applied Behavioral
Science (Vol. 57, Issue 4, pp. 409-414). SAGE Publications Inc.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00218863211049534.

Shanker, R., Bhanugopan, R., van der Heijden, B. I. J. M., & Farrell, M. (2017).

Organizational climate for innovation and organizational performance: The

122



mediating effect of innovative work behavior. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 100,
67-77. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.02.004.

Sharma, G., & Bansal, P. (2020). Cocreating rigorous and relevant knowledge. Academy
of Management Journal, 63(2), 386—410. https://doi.org/10.5465/am;j.2016.0487.

Shin, D., Woodwark, M. J., Konrad, A. M., & Jung, Y. (2022). Innovation strategy, voice
practices, employee voice participation, and organizational innovation. Journal of
Business Research, 147, 392—402. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.04.015.

Siha, S. M., & Saad, G. H. (2008). Business process improvement: Empirical assessment
and extensions. Business Process Management Journal, 14(6), 778—-802.
https://doi.org/10.1108/14637150810915973.

Simon, S. (2020, September 18). What a trusting team looks like.

Https://www.Y outube.Com/Watch?V=0ui9rxIUKxg, www.Simonsinek.com.

Simons, T. L., & Peterson, R. S. (2000). Task conflict and relationship conflict in top
management teams: The pivotal role of intragroup trust. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 85(1), 102—111. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.1.102.

Sinek, S. (2014). Leaders eat last: why some teams pull together, and others don'’t.
Portfolio/Penguin.

Spencer, L., Anderson, L., & Ellwood, P. (2022). Interweaving Scholarship and Practice:
A Pathway to Scholarly Impact. Academy of Management Learning and Education,
21(3), 422-448. https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2021.0266.

Sreedharan, R. v., Sunder, V. M., & Raju, R. (2018). Critical success factors of TQM, Six

Sigma, Lean and Lean Six Sigma: A literature review and key findings. In
123



Benchmarking (Vol. 25, Issue 9, pp. 3479-3504). Emerald Group Publishing Ltd.
https://doi.org/10.1108/B1J-08-2017-0223.

Statista. (2022). Total training expenditures in the United States from 2012 to 2022.
Statista, Https://Www.Statista.Com/Statistics/788521/Training-Expenditures-
United-States/.

Sullivan, M., & Onion, A. (2023). Closed Doors: From the Constitution and the
Workings of Government.

Thomas, K. W., & Velthouse, B. A. (1990). Cognitive Elements of Empowerment: An
“Interpretive” Model of Intrinsic Task Motivation. Academy of Management
Review, 15(4), 666—681.

Thompson, P. S., & Klotz, A. C. (2022). Led by curiosity and responding with voice: The
influence of leader displays of curiosity and leader gender on follower reactions of
psychological safety and voice. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 172. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2022.104170.

Tichy, N. M. (1982). Managing Change Strategically: The Technical, Political, and
Cultural Keys. Organizational Dynamics by American Management Association,
11(2), 59-80.

Tichy, N. M. (1989). GE’s Crotonville: A Staging Ground for Corporate Revolution. The
Academy of Management Executive, 3(2).

Tomlinson, E. C., & Schnackenberg, A. (2022). The effects of transparency perceptions
on trustworthiness perceptions and trust. Journal of Trust Research.

https://doi.org/10.1080/21515581.2022.2060245.
124



van Dyne, L., Ang, S., & Botero, I. G. (2003). Conceptualizing employee silence and
employee voice as multidimensional constructs. In Journal of Management Studies
(Vol. 40, Issue 6, pp. 1359-1392). Blackwell Publishing Ltd.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00384.

van Dyne, L., & Lepine, J. A. (1998). Helping and voice extra-role behaviors: evidence
of construct and predictive validity. Academy of Management Journal, 41(1), 108—
119.

van Eerde, W., & Thierry, H. (1996). Vroom’s Expectancy Models and Work-Related
Criteria: A Meta-Analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81(5), 575-596.

Vigoda-Gadot, E. (2007). Citizens’ perceptions of politics and ethics in public
administration: A five-year national study of their relationship to satisfaction with
services, trust in governance, and voice orientations. Journal of Public
Administration Research and Theory, 17(2), 285-305.
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/muj018.

Vigoda-Gadot, E., & Beeri, I. (2012). Change-oriented organizational citizenship
behavior in public administration: The power of leadership and the cost of
organizational politics. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory,
22(3), 573-596. https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mur036.

Viveros, H., Kalfa, S., & Gollan, P. J. (2018). Voice as an empowerment practice: The
case of an Australian manufacturing company. In Advances in Industrial and Labor
Relations (Vol. 24, pp. 91-112). Emerald Group Publishing Ltd.

https://doi.org/10.1108/S0742-618620180000024006.
125



Vroom, V. H. (1964). Work and Motivation. Wiley New Y ork.

Walumbwa, F. O., & Schaubroeck, J. (2009). Leader Personality Traits and Employee
Voice Behavior: Mediating Roles of Ethical Leadership and Work Group
Psychological Safety. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(5), 1275-1286.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015848.

Weber, M. (1958). From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology (H. Gerth & C. Wright-Mills,
Eds.). Oxford University Press.

Weber, M. (1978). Economy and Society (G. Roth & C. Wittich, Eds.). University of
California Press.

Wilkinson, A. (1997). Empowerment: theory and practice. Personnel Review Journal,
27(1).

Williams, M. (2022). City and County of Denver, Peak Academy. www.Denvergov.org.

Williams, M. (2023, May). City and County of Denver, Peak Academy.
www.Denvergov.org; Https://www.Denvergov.Org/Government/Agencies-
Departments-Offices/Agencies-Departments-Offices-Directory/Department-of-
Finance/Our-Divisions/Budget-and-Management-Office/Denver-Peak-Performance.

Williams, M., & Yecalo-Tecle, L. (2020). Innovation, voice, and hierarchy in the public
sector. Governance, 33(4), 789—807. https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12472.

Wittmer, D., & Coursey, D. (1996). Ethical Work Climates: Comparing Top Managers in
Public and Private Organizations. Journal of Public Administration Research and

Theory, 6. https://academic.oup.com/jpart/article/6/4/559/864215.

126



Womack, J., & Jones, D. (2005). Lean Consumption. Harvard Business Review, 83(3),
58-69.

Womack, J., Jones, D., & Roos, D. (1990). The Machine that Changed the World.
macmillan Publishing Company.

www.usafacts.org. (2021). Government Statistics: Annual Report.

Yuvaraj, R. (2011). Competency Mapping-A Drive for Indian Industries. International
Journal of Scientific & Engineering Research, 2(8). http://www.ijser.org.

Zak, P. (2017). Trust Factor: The Science of Creating High-Performance Companies.
American Management Association.

Zimmerman, M. (1990). Toward a Theory of Learned Hopefulness: A Structural Model
Analysis of Participation and Empowerment. Journal of Research in Personality,
24, 71-86.

Zimmerman, M. (1995). Psychological Empowerment: Issues and Illustrations. American

Journal of Psychology, 23(5).

127



	Enhancing Employee Voice in Government: Transparency, Trust, and Cognitive Empowerment
	Recommended Citation

	Enhancing Employee Voice in Government: Transparency, Trust, and Cognitive Empowerment
	Abstract
	Document Type
	Degree Name
	First Advisor
	Second Advisor
	Third Advisor
	Keywords
	Subject Categories
	Publication Statement

	Abstract
	Acknowledgements
	Table of Contents
	Chapter One:  Introduction
	Research Question
	Contributions
	Paper Organization

	Chapter Two: Literature Review and Hypothesis Development
	Employee Voice
	Transparency
	Trust
	Cognitive Empowerment
	Hypothesis Development
	Transparency and employee voice

	Hypothesis Development
	Trust and employee voice

	Hypothesis Development
	Cognitive empowerment and employee voice

	Supporting Constructs
	Psychological safety

	Research Model

	Chapter Three: Methodology
	Research Context
	Participants
	Procedures
	Data Clean Up and Survey Matching Procedures
	Measures
	Transparency
	Trust
	Employee Voice
	Cognitive Empowerment
	Demographics and Controls

	Chapter 4 Analysis and Results
	Data Analysis
	Regression Analysis
	Controls Discussion
	Results Discussion

	Chapter 5 Conclusions
	Theoretical Implications
	Practical Implications
	Limitations and Future Research
	Final Conclusions

	References

