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ABSTRACT 

Drawing on the theories of social cognitive, social information processing, and regulatory 

focus, this field study examines antecedents, boundary conditions, processes, and 

consequences of authentic leadership. Survey data were collected from multiple sources, 

comprising 361 supervisor-subordinate dyads in 76 functional units in Taiwanese military. I 

found that leader moral potency was related to unit-level authentic leadership. Further, my 

results supported the prediction that person-supervisor value congruence partially mediated 

the relationship between unit-level authentic leadership and employee voice. In addition, 

moderated path analysis revealed that the indirect effect of unit-level authentic leadership on 

promotive voice/prohibitive voice through person-supervisor value congruence was stronger 

for work units with strong leadership strength and followers with high promotion focus/high 

prevention focus. Finally, I discussed the implications of these findings for theory, research 

and practice. 

Keywords: Authentic leadership, Moral potency, Leadership strength, Person-supervisor 

value congruence, Regulatory focus, Employee voice. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION  

With the dramatic increase in number of corporate scandals and management 

malfeasance in institutions and organizations (Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing, 

& Peterson, 2008), a more positive form of leadership is urgently needed and highly 

relevant to restore public confidence and to improve organizational effectiveness. In line 

with this vein, an authentic leadership development strategy may be particularly 

important for modern organizations. According to Walumbwa et al. (2008, p. 94), 

authentic leadership is conceptualized as “a pattern of leader behavior that draws upon 

and promotes both positive psychological capacities and a positive ethical climate, to 

foster greater self-awareness, an internalized moral perspective, balanced processing of 

information, and relational transparency on the part of leaders working with followers, 

fostering positive self-development.” In other words, the authentic leadership process 

influences self-awareness and self-regulated positive behaviors on the part of both 

authentic leaders and followers, and it stimulates positive personal growth and 

self-development (Gardner, Avolio, Luthans, May, & Walumbwa, 2005; Ilies, Morgeson, 

& Nahrgang, 2005). In addition, ample empirical evidence also supports the assertion 

that authentic leadership can fundamentally contribute to positive organizational 

effectiveness such as pro-social and ethical behavior (Hannah, Avolio, & Walumbwa, 

2011), organizational citizenship behavior (Walumbwa, Wang, Wang, Schaubroeck, & 

Avolio, 2010), group performance (Walumbwa, Luthans, Avey, & Oke, 2011), and voice 

behavior (Hsiung, 2011). It is therefore not surprising that authentic leadership has 

recently received extensive research and practice attentions (George, 2003; Walumbwa 

et al., 2010). Having recognized the importance of authentic leadership in achieving 

significant organizational effectiveness, scholars urged more research on identifying 



 

2 
 

potential antecedents, boundary conditions, processes, and outcomes of authentic 

leadership (e.g., Gardner, Cogliser, Davis, & Dickens, 2011; Walumbwa et al., 2011; 

Walumbwa et al., 2010; Yammarino, Dionne, Schriesheim, & Dansereau, 2008). Hence, 

in this study, I answer calls by examining who is more likely to be perceived as an 

authentic leader and whether, how, and when authentic leadership is related to employee 

voice, defined as employees’ expression of challenging but constructive opinions, 

concerns, or ideas about work-related issues (Van Dyne, Ang, & Botero, 2003) and 

distinguished promotive voice from prohibitive voice (Liang, Farh, & Farh, 2012). 

      Despite the assumed importance and prominence of authentic leadership in 

modern organizations, a model for understanding the complex nature of who is able to 

exhibit authentic leadership behaviors does not yet fully exist. For example, researchers 

know very little about why some leaders can display authentic leadership behaviors and 

others cannot. In the current study, I examine antecedents of authentic leadership by 

testing whether one source of conation for leaders exhibit authentic leadership behaviors 

arises from a moral capacity approach that scholars (Hannah & Avolio, 2010) refer to as 

moral potency. According to Hannah and Avolio (2010), moral potency represents an 

individual’s ethical psychological resources and can be developed to enhance an 

individual’s ethical actions. My theoretical model posits that moral potency is a crucial 

factor in developing leaders to act upon their true values, beliefs, and strengths in the 

face of adversity and persevere through challenges (Hannah, Avolio, & May, 2011). 

Identifying moral capacity antecedents assists in the developing of strategies for 

selecting and developing authentic leaders. Thus, in this study, I examine why moral 

potency can drive leaders to display authentic leadership behaviors. This part of my 

model allows me to answer the question of who is capable of exhibiting authentic 

leadership. 
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      As noted above, in addition to examining the degree to which authentic 

leadership contributes to employee voice, I also draw on social cognitive theory 

(Bandura, 1986), which is one of the most dominant theoretical frameworks in 

leadership research domain (e.g., Brown & Treviño, 2006; Mayer, Aquino, Greenbaum, 

& Kuenzi, 2012), to offer one theoretical explanation by proposing that the link between 

authentic leadership and employee voice is mediated by person-supervisor (PS) value 

congruence that characterizes the extent of congruence between an individual’s personal 

values and those of his or her immediate supervisor (Krishnan, 2002). According to 

social cognitive theory, values can be developed through imitative processes (Bandura, 

1977). Hence, followers may learn appropriate values and behaviors through a 

role-modeling process by observing and internalizing the values and behaviors of their 

authentic leaders. More specifically, authentic leaders are theorized to influence and 

develop their followers (Avolio, Gardner, Walumbwa, Luthans, & May, 2004; Gardner 

et al., 2005). This connection is very important because, conceptually, PS value 

congruence is consistently considered to be a central explanatory variable in the 

leader-follower relationship (Hoffman, Bynum, Piccolo, & Sutton, 2011; Luthans, 

Norman, & Hughes, 2006). However, empirical evidence of such an effect is lacking in 

the authentic leadership process. I thus theorize that PS value congruence acts as a 

connector between authentic leadership and employee voice. This part of my model 

allows me to answer the question of how authentic leadership might foster employee 

voice.  

In addition, in organizational settings, leadership is widely recognized to be a 

social process by which situational and individual factors should be taken into 

consideration in order to understand how leadership functions (Gardner et al., 2011). To 

address the question of when authentic leadership will foster employees to speak up 
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their ideas or concerns, I introduce two potential boundary conditions into my 

theoretical model, each at a different level of analysis: leadership strength (work-unit 

level) and followers’ regulatory focus (individual level). First, I examine whether 

authentic leadership strength can either amplify or inhibit the occurrence of PS value 

congruence perceptions, a first-stage moderation effect in my model (Edwards & 

Lambert, 2007). Leadership strength represents the degree of variability in team 

members’ perceptions of the quality of their supervisors’ leadership behaviors (Cole, 

Bedeian, & Bruch, 2011; Hannah, Walumbwa, & Fry, 2011). Leadership strength is 

considered strong when team members’ perceptions of a supervisor’s leadership 

behaviors are highly homogenous. In contrast, leadership strength is considered weak 

when team members’ perceptions of a supervisor’s leadership behaviors are highly 

heterogonous (Cole et al., 2011). Research has suggested that leadership strength plays 

an important role in explaining the influence of leadership within teams (e.g., Cole et al., 

2011; Feinberg, Ostroff, & Burke, 2005). Therefore, I argue that authentic leadership 

will facilitate members’ perceptions of PS value congruence only when all members 

strongly agree about their supervisor’s leadership behaviors. Conversely, weak 

leadership strength makes it difficult to translate authentic leadership into PS value 

congruence. 

Second, I hypothesize that followers’ regulatory focus can serve as a 

self-regulation mechanism that strengthens the relationship between PS value 

congruence and employee voice, a second-stage moderation effect in my model. 

Researchers have suggested that two distinct kinds of motives are associated with 

self-regulation strategy: promotion focus and prevention focus (Higgins, 1997, 1998; 

Higgins et al., 2001). According to the regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1997, 1998), 

promotion focus is concerned with gains, ideals, accomplishments and aspirations. This 



 

5 
 

kind of self-regulation strategy is driven by a need for growth and development. In 

contrast, prevention focus is concerned with duties, obligations, responsibilities and 

security. This kind of self-regulation strategy is driven by the need to avoid harm and 

failure. Each strategy has different consequences for individuals’ decision making, 

behavior and performance (Higgins, 1997, 1998). Johnson, Chang, and Yang (2010) 

argued that regulatory focus can be viewed both as a situationally induced state and as a 

chronic individual-difference variable. While prior research has largely examined 

regulatory focus as a situationally induced state (e.g., Kark & van Dijk, 2007; Neubert, 

Kacmar, Carlson, Chonko, & Roberts, 2008), I propose that followers’ regulatory focus 

is a dispositional variable and play an important moderating role in explaining the 

association between PS value congruence and employee voice. Specifically, I seek to 

understand the extent to which followers’ promotion focus enhances the relationship 

between PS value congruence and promotive voice. Similarly, I seek to understand the 

extent to which followers’ prevention focus amplifies the relationship between PS value 

congruence and prohibitive voice. Taken together, my model suggests that two 

boundary conditions are necessary for authentic leadership to foster members to speak 

up. My effort in this regard further expands the authentic leadership and voice 

literatures in that I propose two conditions that may explain their relationship. This 

empirical contribution is significant, as no prior study has examined such cross-level 

influences of leadership strength and follower’s regulatory focus on the authentic 

leadership process.  

In sum, this study contributes to the existing authentic leadership literature in 

four ways. First, this study extends authentic leadership research by integrating direct 

consensus (i.e, unit-level authentic leadership) and dispersion (i.e., authentic leadership 

strength) compositions (Chan, 1998) of authentic leadership within a single framework. 
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Second, I identify an individual’s ethical psychological resources that are expected to 

influence authentic leadership. I choose to focus on why moral potency relates to 

followers’ ratings of the leader’s authentic behaviors, because it is theoretically-relevant 

to authentic leadership (May, Chan, Hodges, & Avolio, 2003). Third, the current study 

contributes to the emerging theoretical and empirical research on authentic leadership 

by examining employee voice that has been established to have important implications 

for organizational and work unit functioning. Finally, I seek to advance the 

understanding regarding the mechanisms by examining follower’s perceptions of 

person-supervisor value congruence as a mediator between authentic leadership and 

employee voice, and by examining unit- and individual-level moderators for this 

relationship. I integrate these various variables in a theoretical model that I test using 

data from distinct sources. Figure 1 presents a theoretical model of proposed 

relationships among this study’s primary variables.
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a Shaded ellipses present unit-level constructs; white ellipses present individual-level constructs. 

Figure 1: Theoretical Model
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CHAPTER TWO: THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT AND HYPOTHESES  

I. Conceptualizing Authentic Leadership 

It is generally believed that the notion of authenticity (i.e., being one’s true self) 

originates from ancient Greek philosophy (“To thine own self be true”; Harter, 2002, for a 

review). This notion was first introduced to the leadership research over past two decades ago 

by Avolio and Gibbons (1988). In further advancing authentic leadership development, Avolio 

and his colleagues (Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Avolio et al., 2004; Luthans & Avolio, 2003) 

developed authentic leadership theory based on the principles of positive psychology and 

positive organizational scholarship. According to this theory, authentic leadership includes 

four core components: leader self-awareness, relational transparency, internalized moral 

perspective, and balanced processing (Walumbwa et al., 2008). Leader self-awareness 

involves the extent to which leaders understand their own strengths, motives, and weaknesses, 

as well as recognizing how their decisions impact others and how others view their leadership. 

Relationship transparency focuses on leader behaviors that make self-disclosure, such as 

openly sharing information and expressing the leader’s authentic self to others. Internalized 

moral perspective refers to leader behaviors that are guided by internal moral standards and 

values and act according to those, even against external pressure such as group, organizational, 

and societal pressures. Finally, balanced processing describes the fact that the leaders 

objectively consider and analyze all relevant information prior to making decisions. Gardner 

et al. (2005) proposed that the four core components are self-regulatory processes that are 

governed through the leader’s internal standards and therefore share some commonality. 

Empirical evidences have shown overwhelmingly that the above four components are 

highly correlated and reflect the higher-order construct of authentic leadership (e.g., Caza, 

Bagozzi, Woolley, Levy, & Caza, 2010; Moriano, Molero, & Mangin, 2011; Walumbwa et al., 

2008; Walumbwa et al., 2010). More specifically, Walumbwa et al. (2008, p. 96) pointed out, 
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“we view authentic leadership as being composed of related and substantive dimensions that 

we believe are all necessary for an individual to be considered an authentic leader.” Building 

on these earlier works (e.g., Hannah, Walumbwa, et al., 2011; Walumbwa et al., 2011), this 

study focuses on the higher order, multidimensional construct of authentic leadership that is 

conceptualized at the work-unit level of analysis. Although I focus on the unit-level 

perspective, I acknowledge the potential for developing more fully the concepts of authentic 

leadership at multiple levels of analysis in future studies (cf. Yammarino et al., 2008). 

II. Moral Potency and Authentic Leadership 

      As argued by Gardner et al. (2005, p. 344), to act authentically, one must “know 

oneself” and act “in accordance with one’s true self.” Applied to the leadership context, in 

order to be perceived as an authentic leader, it is important for the leaders to display 

consistency between their values, beliefs, and actions beyond knowing themselves 

(Walumbwa et al., 2008). However, in many circumstances, why are leaders who know what 

is the right thing to do still fail to take actions based on their true selves? I argue that the gap 

between knowing and acting one’s true self may be accounted for by the concept of moral 

potency (Hannah & Avolio, 2010). Although the extant literature has not yet examined any 

empirical link between moral potency and authentic leadership, this study suggests some 

theoretical logics why moral potency should be included in the nomological network of 

authentic leadership theory. In the present study, I draw on a social-cognitive notion of moral 

agency to explain the relationship between moral potency and authentic leadership. 

      Hannah and Avolio (2010) recently provided a new conceptualization titled moral 

potency, which they defined as “a psychological state marked by an experienced sense of 

ownership over the moral aspects of one’s environment, reinforced by efficacy beliefs in the 

capabilities to act to achieve moral purpose in that domain, and the courage to perform 

ethically in the face of adversity and persevere through challenges” (pp. 291-292). In other 
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words, moral potency represents an individual’s ethical psychological resources and includes 

three key components: moral ownership, moral efficacy, and moral courage. According to 

Hannah, Avolio, and May (2011), moral ownership refers to “the degree to which the leaders 

feel a sense of psychological responsibility over the ethical nature of their own actions, those 

of others around them, and their organization, or another collective” (p. 674). Moral efficacy 

is defined as “one’s belief in his or her capabilities to organize and mobilize the motivation, 

cognitive resources, means and courses of action needed to attain moral performance, within a 

moral domain, while persisting in the face of moral adversity.” And building on previous 

definitions of moral courage, Hannah, Avolio, and Walumbwa (2011) conceptualized moral 

courage at work as “1) a malleable character strength, that 2) provides the requisite conation 

needed to commitment to personal moral principles, 3) under conditions where the actors is 

aware of the objective danger involved in supporting those principles, 4) that enables the 

willing endurance of that danger, 5) in order to act ethically or resist pressure to act 

unethically as required to maintain those principles.” In their seminal work, Hannah and 

Avolio (2010) found across two studies that these three components are distinct yet supporting 

of each other and create a higher order construct of moral potency. In Support of this 

argument and finding, Osswald, Greitemeyer, Fischer, and Frey (2010) stated that “Before a 

person can act with moral courage, s/he has to perceive an incident as a situation of moral 

courage, s/he has to take responsibility and has to feel competent to act” (p. 98). Thus, I argue 

that feelings of responsibility and competence are required to support an authentic leader with 

courage to take actions upon his or her true values and beliefs and examine the relationship 

between authentic leadership and moral potency as a whole. 

Scholars (e.g., Hannah & Avolio, 2010; Hannah, Avolio, & May, 2011) have proposed 

that people differ in the extent to which moral potency is experienced as being central to their 

self-identity. This difference implies that ethical psychological resources are more cognitively 
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available for some people than others. Bandura’s (1991) moral agency of social cognitive 

theory may explain why people maintain varying levels of moral potency. According to social 

cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986), the fundamental mechanism underlying the core features of 

human agency is people’s beliefs in their capacity to exercise some measure of control over 

their own functioning and life circumstances, meaning that self-regulatory mechanism govern 

the nature and quality of functioning. Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, and Pastorelli (1996) 

further pointed out, an agentic theory of morality specifies the mechanisms by which people 

come to live in accordance with their internalized moral standards. This means that people 

with high moral agency should be motivated to act in ways that are consistent with their moral 

standards. If moral potency indeed functions through self-regulatory mechanism whereby 

moral agency is exercised, the expected relationship between moral potency and authentic 

leadership is completely straightforward. This logic is also consistent with Avolio and 

Gardner (2005) who posited that self-regulatory is the underlying mechanism through which 

authentic leaders align their values with their intentions and actions and subsequently achieve 

self-consistency. 

I reason that leaders with higher levels of moral potency should act in ways that are 

consistent with their moral standards, values and true self, which in turn should result in their 

being perceived as authentic leaders. That is, leaders who are high in moral potency are more 

likely to perceive and believe they have responsibilities, capabilities, and courage to take 

action based on their appropriate values, beliefs, and attitudes when faced with adversity and 

ethical challenge in their workplace. Subsequently, when followers perceive their leaders as 

acting in accordance with their values, beliefs, and attitudes, they tend to regard their leaders 

as authentic. As argued by Hannah and Avolio (2010, p. 293), “Leader displaying high levels 

of moral potency will be viewed by their followers as being more authentic in that they take 

ownership and have the courage and confidence to traverse the influence of group norms and 
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authority to take the action they deem appropriate to pursue based on their moral values and 

judgments.” This means that the leaders require sufficient levels of all three components to 

take consistent actions based on their values and beliefs. I therefore expect a positive 

relationship between moral potency and authentic leadership. 

Hypothesis 1. Leader moral potency is positively related to authentic leadership. 

III. Authentic Leadership and Employee Voice  

      Employee voice is conceptualized as the discretionary verbal communication of ideas, 

suggestions, or opinions with the intent to improve organizational and unit functioning 

(Morrison, Wheeler-Smith, & Kamdar, 2010). A number of scholars have argued that voice 

can aid in the early detection of problems and opportunities (Nemeth, 1997), facilitate 

successful team learning (Edmondson, 1999), and lead to better organizational decision 

making (Morrison & Milliken, 2000). Van Dyne and LePine (1998, p. 109) defined voice as 

“promotive behavior that emphasizes expression of constructive challenge intended to 

improve rather than merely criticize.” In a review and analysis of the employee voice 

literature, Van Dyne et al. (2003) proposed that employee voice included both the speaking up 

for suggestions as well as concerns. In keeping with Van Dyne et al.’s (2003) seminal 

conceptualizations of voice, Liang et al. (2012) extended this approach by specifying a more 

complete set of employee voice that comprised both promotive and prohibitive voice. The 

former has been defined as employees’ expression of novel ideas, information, and 

suggestions for improving the overall functioning of the work unit or organization (Liang et 

al., 2012). The latter has been conceptualized as employees’ expression of concern about work 

practices, incidents, or employee behavior that is harmful to the work unit or organization 

(Liang et al., 2012). In line with this body of research, this study follows Liang et al.’s (2012) 

taxonomy and definition of voice. 

According to Organ, Podsakoff, and MacKenzie (2006), employee voice is an 
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important aspect of extra-role behavior (i.e., those positive and discretionary behaviors that 

are not required by the organization but that are necessary to facilitate effective organizational 

functioning). However, unlike other forms of extra-role behaviors, voice involves inherently 

challenging and upsetting the organizational or unit status quo and power holders; as a result, 

may carry some potential benefits and risks to the actor (Detert & Burris, 2007). Because of 

the potential benefits and risks associated with voice, employees may see the potential costs 

as outweighing the perceived benefits before speaking up. As Liang et al. (2012) argued, 

voice is an intentional “planned” behavior occurring in an interpersonal context. Importantly, 

leader behavior is a significant predictor of this voice calculus (Detert & Burris, 2007; 

Walumbwa & Schaubroeck, 2009). Therefore, I predict a positive relationship between 

authentic leadership and employee voice that includes both promotive and prohibitive voice. 

Consistent with previous works on authentic leadership (e.g, Avolio et al., 2004; 

Gardner et al., 2005), I draw on social learning theory (Bandura, 1977, 1986) to clarify the 

relationship between authentic leadership and employee voice. Social learning theory 

suggests that when there are credible and attractive role models in the workplace, employees 

will pay attention to and strive to emulate their behaviors. In addition to direct observation, 

employees are also influenced by their supervisors through vicarious experience. That is, 

employees may learn what is expected of them and how to behave appropriately by observing 

others (Bandura, 1977, 1986). Therefore, within the context of authenticity, if team leaders 

consistently exhibit behaviors based on their internalized values, members would likely 

emulate such behaviors through direct or vicarious experiences (Gardner et al., 2005). As such, 

the process of social learning reflects a significant mechanism through which authentic 

leaders can develop and influence their followers. I thus argue that when leaders speak their 

true ideas and concerns, behave in an authentic manner, and communicate the importance of 

voice, members will more likely to mimic authentic leaders’ behaviors, and thereby speaking 
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up. For example, authentic leaders speak their thoughts in an open and transparent manner 

and create a fair and open work environment, and this is conducive to members being more 

willing to engage in voice. Likewise, authentic leaders objectively consider and analyze all 

relevant information before making decisions, and this action may encourage their followers 

to share their thoughts and opinions. In keeping with this logic, Hsiung (2011) studied 404 

salespersons from a large real estate agent in Taiwan and found that authentic leadership was 

positively related to employee voice.  

Moreover, the link between authentic leadership and employee voice is also consistent 

with social-information processing literature, which specifies how individuals are influenced 

by the cognitions and attitudes of others in their social environment (Salancik & Pfeffer, 

1978). Employees who work in the same environment will be exposed to similar cues from 

that environment. These cues may provide unit members with information to interpret events, 

to develop appropriate behaviors. Given leaders’ position in the power hierarchy within work 

unit, supervisors are often viewed as one important sources of information for effective work 

unit members’ behaviors (Walumbwa et al., 2011). As discussed earlier, because voice 

involves potential benefits and risks, leadership behavior as a contextual variable might be an 

important source of this voice calculus. Employees thus turn to their supervisors to “read the 

wind” (Dutton, Ashford, O’Neill, Hayes, & Wierba, 1997) and determine how favorable it is 

for them to initiate this important discretionary action. When authentic leaders exhibit a 

pattern of consistency between their values, beliefs, and actions and express their true 

thoughts and feelings, members will tend to behave in a fairly homogenous manner in terms 

of speaking up their ideas and concerns by observing cues from their supervisors. Based on 

these theoretical arguments, it is reasonable to argue that authentic leadership would promote 

employee voice (i.e, promotive and prohibitive voice). Accordingly, I propose the following 

hypothesis: 
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Hypothesis 2. Authentic leadership is positively related to follower voice. 

IV. Mediating Role of Perceptions of PS Value Congruence 

In recent years, extensive research has emphasized the importance of congruence 

between employees’ values and those of their immediate supervisors (e.g., Brown & Treviño, 

2006, 2009; Hoffman et al., 2011). A substantial number of research has reported that value 

congruence has a positive impact on individual outcomes (e.g., Edwards & Cable, 2009; Jung 

& Avolio, 2000; Meglino, Ravlin, & Adkins, 1989). According to Schwartz (1999, pp. 24-25) 

values can be defined as “conceptions of the desirable that guide the way social actors (e.g., 

organizational leaders, policy-makers, individual persons) select actions, evaluate people and 

events, and explain their actions and evaluations.” In this vein, people employ their values 

systems to guide their decisions and actions. Although PS value congruence can be studied as 

two distinct approach, which are subjective (i.e., perceived) and objective (i.e., actual) value 

congruence (Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005), perceived or subjective value 

congruence is perhaps the most frequently examined conceptualization, producing significant 

effects on a substantial number of outcomes (e.g., Edwards & Cable, 2009; Hoffman et al., 

2011; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Meglino et al., 1989). Therefore, in line with previous 

research, I choose to conceptualize and measure PS value congruence in terms of subjective 

perception.  

As articulated in the previous section, grounded in social learning theory, authentic 

leaders develop their followers through the process of positive modeling. As suggested by 

Avolio and Gardner (2005), through positive modeling of the various components of 

authenticity including self-awareness, self-regulatory processes, positive psychological states, 

and ethical perspective, authentic leaders’ core values and beliefs, honesty, integrity, and high 

moral standards can impact followers’ values and beliefs systems. More specifically, values 

are inherently learned through socialization processes (Luthans et al., 2006). In other words, 
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through the process of role modeling, followers will continually perceive and internalize 

values and beliefs espoused by their leaders over time, which in turn foster greater value 

congruence. For instance, when leaders interact with their members by exhibiting transparent 

processing of self-relevant information, personal honesty and integrity, and an authentic 

relational orientation, these practices should promote followers to identify with the leaders 

and their values and reciprocate in the form of behaviors that is consistent with the leaders’ 

values (Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Avolio et al., 2004; Gardner et al., 2005; Ilies et al., 2005), 

and finally achieving strong value congruence. Walumbwa et al. (2011) contended that the 

higher levels of transparency and disclosures that characterize authentic leaders should foster 

the development of value congruence between the leaders and their members. I thus expect 

that authentic leadership would have a positive impact on the level of followers’ perceptions 

of PS value congruence. I examine the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 3. Authentic leadership is positively related to follower person-supervisor 

value congruence. 

Next, I turn to explaining the PS value congruence process through which authentic 

leadership leads to employee voice. Although the topic of value congruence between leaders 

and their followers has been extensively investigated in the leader-follower relationship (e.g., 

Brown & Treviño, 2006, 2009; Hoffman et al., 2011; Jung & Avolio, 2000), less research 

attention has been devoted to investigating the mediating role of PS value congruence in the 

authentic leadership process. I believe the effect of authentic leadership on employee voice 

can be better understood by considering the concept of PS value congruence. As proposed by 

Luthans et al. (2006), the value congruence between the authentic leaders and their followers 

is a critical factors for the effectiveness of authentic leadership. Therefore, I expect that 

authentic leadership would have a positive influence on the level of PS value congruence, and 

that higher value congruence would promote follower voice. 
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As mentioned earlier, voice that challenges the organizational or unit status quo and 

power holders often involves personal benefits and risks. Especially, prohibitive voice 

concerns harmful practices and incidents, this voice behavior may entail far more personal 

risks (Liang et al., 2012). Therefore, employees’ perception of PS value congruence will 

influence their voice calculus. Based on social-information processing perspective (Salancik 

& Pfeffer, 1978), perceptions of PS value congruence could be regarded as “social 

constructions of information available at the time judgments are made” (Hoffman et al., 2011). 

When followers perceive that their values are congruent with the leader’s values regarding the 

importance of being authentic at work, this congruent perception would carry critical 

information, which leads to a positive evaluation of speaking up. The information conveys 

that the authentic leaders strongly encourage their followers to take actions based on their true 

selves. Thus, followers will be free of fears and concerns about expressing their new ideas and 

opinions, the perceived risks or costs of voice should be minimized accordingly. In contrast, 

when PS value congruence is lacking, this incongruent perception may result in a negative 

evaluation of voice. Followers may feel that they cannot freely express their opinions and 

concerns because of the elevation of the perceived risks. Given that authentic leaders promote 

greater value congruence through positive modeling, and PS value congruence fosters 

employees to speak up, I argue that PS value congruence plays a mediating role in the 

relationship between authentic leadership and employee voice. I test the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 4. Follower person-supervisor value congruence mediates the relationship 

between authentic leadership and follower voice. 

V. Moderating Role of Leadership Strength 

In the theoretical model associated with Hypothesis 4, I argue that authentic leadership 

facilitates followers’ perceptions of PS value congruence. This, in turn, fosters followers to 

speak up their ideas and concerns. I further qualify this prediction by proposing that authentic 
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leadership strength can influence whether this mediating process strongly hold. Specifically, I 

argue that the mediating effect will be stronger when leadership strength is higher and that the 

mediating effect will be weaker when leadership strength is lower. 

When assessing the emergent properties of group or unit-level phenomena such as 

leadership, prior research almost focused on the average of all group members’ perceptions of 

their leaders’ behaviors. However, this view may lose valuable information regarding the 

variability of these perceptions (Felfe & Heinitz, 2010). As Hannah, Walumbwa, et al. (2011) 

suggested, the effects of group composition can be fully represented by examining not only 

the mean level of a given phenomenon, but also the strength of that phenomenon across the 

team. Thus, it is necessary for researchers to simultaneously consider these two group 

composition phenomena. According to Chan’s (1998) typology of composition models, the 

above two group compositions are associated with additive, direct consensus, and dispersion 

models. Additive models suggest that the meaning of a group or unit-level construct is an 

average of the individual-level perceptions regardless of the variance among these perceptions. 

Direct consensus models draws on “within-group agreement of scores to index consensus at 

the lower level and to justify aggregation of lower level scores to represent scores at the 

higher level” (Chan, 1998, p. 237). Based on Chan’s additive and direct consensus models, I 

treat unit-level authentic leadership in the current study as shared and within-group agreement 

of authentic leadership among all members within a unit. In contrast, dispersion models 

conceptualize within-group variance as a focal construct of theoretical significance rather than 

merely a statistical prerequisite for aggregation (Chan, 1998). Hence, leadership strength in 

this study represents the extent to which members agree on the favorability of authentic 

leadership within the unit. In addition, Leadership researchers have increasingly underscored 

that leadership behaviors may interact with leadership strength to predict workplace outcomes 

(e.g., Cole et al., 2011; Felfe & Heinitz, 2010). Thus, leadership strength should play a 
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prominent role in the study of leadership. 

Drawing upon a social influence perspective (Festinger, 1950), Feinberg et al. (2005) 

showed that followers’ attributions of transformational leadership depend on both the extent 

to which a leaders engages in the appropriate behaviors and the extent to which followers 

perceive the leader similarly. They further pointed out that leaders who display 

transformational leadership behaviors and create a consensus or a similar mindset among 

team members will be perceived as being the most transformational. Social influence theory 

posits that group members refer to one another to construe their social reality, and that there 

are strong pressures within a group to establish and maintain consensus. Given leaders play a 

crucial role in shaping the perceptions of followers regarding the features of the work 

environment (Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006), Bliese and Britt (2001) echoed this assumption by 

proposing that the emergence of consensual leadership-climate perceptions represents the 

quality of a unit’s shared work environment. In a similar vein, Hannah, Walumbwa, et al. 

(2011) also emphasized that authenticity strength can create a strong situational influence, 

which offer members with clearer norms for what is expected and how to behave 

appropriately. Conversely, weak situations may produce ambiguity and friction and lead to 

different interpretations because of unclear behavioral norms. 

In line with the above perspectives, I propose that strong leadership strength should 

augment the likelihood that authentic leaders will transfer their appropriate values and beliefs 

to their followers and followers will align with their leaders’ values and beliefs 

correspondingly, which in turn facilitate followers to be willing to share their true ideas and 

concerns. Thus, by modeling authentic values and behaviors, high levels of leadership 

strength amplify followers’ value congruence with their leaders and encourage their followers 

to speak up based on their values and beliefs. Conversely, when a unit is with a wider polarity 

of member high and low on perceptions of authentic leadership, I argue that authentic leaders 
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will hardly transfer their correct values and behaviors to their followers through the processes 

of positive modeling that make voice more likely because of a lack of clearer behavioral 

signals and guidelines. Therefore, weak leadership strength may not allow authentic leaders to 

transfer their values to their followers and subsequently speaking up. 

The aforementioned arguments mean that the mediated effect captured in Hypothesis 4 

varies over levels of leadership strength within a unit. The positive relationship between 

authentic leadership and follower voice through person-supervisor value congruence is 

stronger when leadership strength is higher. Predictions of this pattern are referred to as a 

first-stage moderated-indirect effect model in which a mediated effect that differs over levels 

of a moderator that operates at the first stage of the mediated relationship (Edwards & 

Lambert, 2007). Therefore, I expect the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 5. The strength of the mediated relationship between authentic leadership 

and follower voice (via person-supervisor value congruence) will vary depending on 

the extent of leadership strength; the indirect effect of authentic leadership via 

person-supervisor value congruence on follower voice will be stronger when 

leadership strength is higher. 

VI. Moderating Role of Followers’ Regulatory Focus 

According to my theoretical framework, PS value congruence should be positively 

related to employees’ promotive and prohibitive voice, but not all high perceived value 

congruence employees will engage in both promotive and prohibitive voice. One possible 

factor should determine whether higher levels of perceived value congruence employees 

engage in promotive or prohibitive voice is followers’ regulatory focus, which includes both 

promotion and prevention focus. While researchers have long recognized that regulatory 

focus may display a direct effect on individuals’ decision making, attitude, and behavior (e.g., 

Friedman & Förster, 2001; Markovits, Ullrich, van Dick, & Davis, 2008; Neubert et al., 2008), 
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such regulatory focus may also play a moderating role in the relationship between individual 

factors and behaviors (e.g., Cremer, Mayer, van Dijke, Schouten, & Bardes, 2009). Thus, I 

propose that followers’ regulatory focus may serve as another boundary condition that 

augments the relationship between PS value congruence and employee voice in my theoretical 

model. 

Higgins (1997, 1998) developed regulatory focus theory, which explains important 

differences in the processes through which all goal-directed behavior is motivated and 

regulated by two basic goal-striving strategies: promotion focus and prevention focus. People 

differ in the chronic accessibility of these two self-regulatory strategy (Shah, Higgins, & 

Friedman, 1998). Promotion focus regulates the pleasure seeking process that focuses on the 

accomplishment of rewards and is characterized by setting ideal and hope-for goals, while 

prevention focus regulates the pain avoidance process that focuses on the avoidance of 

punishments and is characterized by setting ought and feared goals (Carver & Scheier, 1998; 

Johnson et al., 2010; Kark & van Dijk, 2007). Higgins (1987) pointed out that there are three 

basic domains of the self: (a) the actual self, which represents people’s beliefs of what they 

actually possess; (b) the ideal self, represents people’s beliefs of what they would like ideally 

to possess, such as hopes, aspirations, or wishes; and (c) the ought self, which represents 

people’s beliefs of what they should or ought to possess, such as duty, obligations, rules, or 

responsibilities. In this manner, promotion goals reflect the “ideal self” and prevention goals 

reflect the “ought self” (Kark & van Dijk, 2007). As noted by Meyer, Becker, and 

Vandenberghe (2004, p. 996), the conception that “people are motivated to minimize 

discrepancies between actual and desired end states (i.e., seek pleasure) and to minimize the 

discrepancies between actual and undesired end states (i.e., avoid pain)” is at the heart of 

regulatory focus theory. Hence, people who seek to attenuate discrepancies with their “ideal 

self” are called to possess a promotion focus. Conversely, people who seek to lessen 
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discrepancies with their “ought self” are named to have a prevention focus. 

As I noted earlier, when followers perceive their values are congruent with their 

supervisors’ values, this perception can be construed as an important signal that they can feel 

freely and safely to express themselves because they clearly understand their supervisors 

highly encourage them to act according to their true thoughts. Consequently, they are more 

willing to share information and express concerns. Thus, I argue the positive influence of PS 

value congruence on the motivation of followers to speak up their ideas (i.e., promotive voice) 

or concerns (i.e., prohibitive voice) should be most likely to emerge when followers have 

clear self-regulatory strategy. Following this line of reasoning, I expect that followers high in 

promotion focus should be motivated the most to speak up their suggestions by the 

perceptions of PS value congruence. Indeed, followers with a promotion focus are 

concentrated more on gains, ideals, accomplishments and aspirations. Under such 

circumstance, when followers perceive that their values are compatible with their supervisors’ 

values, they would have strong desire to share new ideas and express suggestion to improve 

existing work practices and procedures to benefit the unit. Similarly, followers high in 

prevention focus should be motivated the most to speak up their concerns by the perceptions 

of PS value congruence. Followers with a promotion focus are concerned more with duty, 

obligations, rules, and responsibilities. When followers perceive that their values are 

consistent with their supervisors’ values, they would feel that they ought to speak up their 

concerns to impede practices, incidents or behaviors that may harm the unit. 

The above arguments can be integrated with my theory development in Hypothesis 5 

to yield an elaborated process model that accounts for the mediating (i.e., PS value 

congruence) and moderating (i.e., leadership strength and followers’ regulatory focus) 

mechanisms by which unit-level authentic leadership leads to employee voice (i.e., promotive 

voice and prohibitive voice). In other words, I propose that the relationship between unit-level 
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authentic leadership and PS value congruence is stronger when leadership strength is high. 

However, the relationship between PS value congruence and employee voice can be divided 

into two different aspects. One is that the relationship between PS value congruence and 

promotive voice is stronger when followers are high in promotion focus, while the other is 

that the relationship between PS value congruence and prohibitive voice is stronger when 

followers are high in prevention focus. Taken together and stated in terms of Edwards and 

Lambert’s (2007) theorizing, the indirect effect of unit-level authentic leadership on employee 

voice through PS value congruence will be strongest when leadership strength is high (a 

first-stage moderator) and when followers’ regulatory focus is high (a second-stage 

moderator). The hypotheses are stated below: 

Hypothesis 6a. The strength of the mediated relationship between authentic leadership 

and followers’ promotive voice (via person-supervisor value congruence) will vary 

depending on the extent of leadership strength and followers’ promotion focus; the 

indirect effect of authentic leadership via person-supervisor value congruence on 

followers’ promotive voice will be stronger when both leadership strength and 

followers’ promotion focus are higher. 

Hypothesis 6b. The strength of the mediated relationship between authentic leadership 

and followers’ prohibitive voice (via person-supervisor value congruence) will vary 

depending on the extent of leadership strength and followers’ prevention focus; the 

indirect effect of authentic leadership via person-supervisor value congruence on 

followers’ prohibitive voice will be stronger when both leadership strength and 

followers’ prevention focus are higher. 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHOD  

I. Research Setting, Participants, and Procedures 

Participants for the current study were recruited from both direct reports and their 

immediate supervisors of functional units in Taiwanese military. These units are responsible 

for executing various functional duties, such as personnel, administration, logistics, finance, 

comptroller, education, law, operations and planning, research and development, and 

manufacture. Each direct report was required to report to their immediate supervisor on a 

daily basis. I asked several individuals to serve as contact persons for their functional units 

and to assist in identifying and recruiting supervisor-subordinate dyads within their units. The 

survey package－including instructions, supervisor questionnaires, direct report 

questionnaires, and return envelopes for all of the participants－was hand-distributed and 

collected directly by these individuals and then returned to the author. During the process, all 

participants were instructed to seal their completed survey questionnaires into the return 

envelopes and were assured of complete confidentiality. 

Supervisor participants were requested to respond to questions regarding their moral 

potency (e.g., moral ownership, moral efficacy, and moral courage), their direct reports’ voice, 

and their demographic information (e.g., gender). Direct report participants were asked to 

respond to questions regarding their supervisors’ authentic leadership behaviors, their 

perceptions regarding value congruence with their supervisors, their regulatory focus, their 

perceptions regarding exchange quality with their supervisor (i.e., LMX quality), and their 

demographic information. Four-hundred-and-eighty questionnaires were distributed to the 

direct reports, and 404 completed surveys were returned (a 84% response rate). Ninety 

immediate supervisors were approached and asked to complete a rating form for their direct 

reports, and 82 completed surveys were returned (a 91% response rate). Moreover, according 

to Liang and Chi’s (2012) suggestions, I followed two criteria when selecting and recruiting 
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my participants. First, I defined a work unit as two or more direct reports reporting to the 

same supervisor. Second, I excluded supervisors and direct reports who had been in their 

current positions/units for less than three months. By doing so, I ensured that direct reports 

fully understood their supervisors’ leadership behaviors and also that supervisors understood 

their direct reports’ voice behavior well. Altogether, I had 361 pairs of completely matched 

and usable dyads from 76 units, for an overall response rate of 75%. On average, 4.75 direct 

reports (ranging from 3 to 8) were rated by one supervisor. Regarding the direct reports’ data, 

there were 88 female participants (24%) and 273 male participants (76%); their average age 

was 30.13 years (SD = 3.22); they all had at least an undergraduate degree or higher; their 

main rank was captain (44%); the next highest rank was major (42%); their average work-unit 

tenure was 18.84 months (SD = 5.07). Regarding the supervisors’ data, participants were 

primarily men (95%); their average age was 39.32 years (SD = 2.23); their average tenure in 

their current unit was 18.68 months (SD = 6.62); their main rank was lieutenant colonel (82%); 

and they all had at least an undergraduate degree or higher. 

II. Measures 

      I used five-point Likert-type scales ranging from 1, “strongly disagree,” to 5, “strongly 

agree” for all substantive variables. Since all measures were originally constructed in English, 

I employed translation and back-translation procedures (Brislin, 1986) to ensure that the 

English and traditional Chinese versions of all items were comparable at a high degree of 

accuracy. All items are shown in the Appendix A-F. 

Furthermore, I counterbalanced the measure order of direct reports’ questionnaires to 

reduce potential biases caused by item priming effects. According to Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 

Lee, and Podsakoff (2003), an item priming effect refers to the fact that “asking questions 

about particular features of the work environment may make other work aspects more salient 

to respondents than those work aspects would have been if the questions had not been asked 
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in the first place.” For instance, if I ask direct reports to rate their supervisors’ authentic 

leadership behaviors first, the direct reports’ subsequent response regarding PS value 

congruence is primed by the previous ratings of authentic leadership. Hence, I 

counterbalanced the measure order as follows: the mediating variable (i.e., PS value 

congruence) items were asked first, followed by those regarding regulatory focus and 

authentic leadership. In so doing, direct reports’ ratings of authentic leadership are unlikely to 

have impacted their ratings of PS value congruence. 

Moral potency. Supervisors responded to an 12-item measure of moral potency 

developed by Hannah and Avolio (2010). Three items were used to measure moral ownership 

(e.g., I will … “assume responsibility and take action when I see an unethical act”). Four items 

were used to measure moral courage (e.g., I will …“confront my peers if they commit an 

ethical act”). Five items were used to measure moral efficacy (e.g., I am confident that I 

can… “determine what needs to be done when I face ethical dilemmas”). 

I conducted a second-order confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to examine the 

expected higher order moral potency structure. The CFA results demonstrated that the 

second-order model provided a good fit to the data (χ2 = 68.93, df = 51, RMSEA = .06, SRMR 

= .07, GFI = .88, NFI = .88). Based on the second-order CFA results, it should be appropriate 

to aggregate the scores of the three facets into a total moral potency score. The Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficient for this scale was .84. 

      Authentic leadership. Direct reports rated their immediate supervisors’ level of 

authentic leadership behaviors using the 16-item the Authentic Leadership Questionnaire 

(ALQ; Walumbwa et al., 2008). The ALQ assesses four dimensions of authentic leadership 

and several studies have indicated a high-order factor for this scale (e.g., Hannah, Walumbwa, 

et al., 2011; Walumbwa et al., 2010). Three items were used to measure balanced processing 

(e.g., “My supervisor solicits views that challenge his or her deeply held positions”). Four 
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items were respectively used to measure self-awareness (e.g., “My supervisor is eager to 

receive feedback to improve interactions with me”) and internalized moral perspective (e.g., 

“My supervisor makes decisions based on his/her core beliefs”). Five items were used to 

measure relational transparency (e.g., “My supervisor is willing to admit mistakes when they 

are made”). 

      Because the ALQ measure is relatively new (Hannah, Walumbwa, et al., 2011; 

Walumbwa et al., 2010), I conducted a second-order CFA to determine whether these facets 

were nested a second-order factor. Results revealed that the second-order model fit the data 

well (χ2 = 394.40, df = 100, RMSEA = .09, SRMR = .06, GFI = .88, NFI = .95). These results 

provided support for aggregating the four facets into a total score of authentic leadership in 

my study. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for this scale was .93. 

Further, I examined whether authentic leadership could be conceptualized and 

aggregated into the unit level. To justify the appropriateness of data aggregation, I calculated 

the inter-rater agreement (rwg) and the intraclass correlations (ICCs) for unit-level authentic 

leadership (Bliese, 2000; James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984). The results showed that the 

average of rwg values was .92, with individual rwg ranging from .66 to .98, suggesting a high 

degree of inter-rater agreement for authentic leadership within the work units. Moreover, we 

calculated the ICCs: ICC(1) equaled .39 and ICC(2) equaled .74, whereas the F value for 

ANOVA was significant in terms of between-unit variances for authentic leadership (F[75, 

285] = 3.93, p < .001). These results indicate that it was appropriate to conceptualize 

authentic leadership as a unit-level variable. 

Leadership strength. Consistent with Chan’s (1998) dispersion model and a previous 

example of leadership strength measure (Hannah, Walumbwa, et al., 2011), leadership 

strength was calculated using the coefficient of variation (Allison, 1978), which corrects for 

the lack of independence between measures of central tendency and measures of dispersion. I 
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first divided the standard deviation for each unit’s authentic leadership measure by the unit 

mean. This value then standardized and its sign was reversed so that higher values represented 

higher levels of leadership strength. 

      Person-supervisor value congruence. Consistent with my theorizing of PS value 

congruence as an individual perception, I adapted Cable and DeRue’s (2002) three-item 

subjective fit measure to assess direct reports’ subjective perceptions of PS value congruence. 

Specifically, I substituted the word “supervisor” for “organization” in the original items. 

Sample items are “My personal values match my supervisor’s values and ideals” and “The 

things that I value are similar to the things my supervisor values.” The Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient for this scale was .86. 

      Regulatory focus. I used the 18-item measure (nine items per subscale) developed by 

Lockwood, Jordan, and Kunda (2002) to assess individuals’ chronic regulatory focus strategy. 

Direct reports were asked to indicate the extent to which these statements are true for them in 

their daily lives. Sample items for promotion focus are “I frequently imagine how I will 

achieve my hopes and aspirations” and “I often think about the person I would ideally like to 

be in the future.” Sample items for prevention focus are “In general, I am focused on 

preventing negative events in my life” and “I frequently think about how I can prevent failure 

in my life.” The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were .77 and .80 for promotion focus and 

prevention focus, respectively. 

      Employee voice. I used the ten-item scale (five items per subscale) developed and 

validated by Liang et al. (2012) to measure supervisor ratings of their direct reports’ 

promotive and prohibitive voice. The items were preceded with the instruction, “Please refer 

to your employee, ____, when answering the following items.” Sample items for promotive 

voice are “Proactively develop and make suggestions for issues that may influence the unit” 

and “Make constructive suggestions to improve the unit’s operation.” Sample items for 
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prohibitive voice are “Advise other colleagues against undesirable behaviors that would 

hamper job performance” and “Dare to point out problems when they appear in the unit, even 

if that would hamper relationships with other colleagues.” The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients 

were .87 and .89 for promotive voice and prohibitive voice, respectively. 

      Control variables. I obtained the direct reports’ responses of demographic variables 

such as gender, educational level, age, rank ,and work-unit tenure to control for potential 

confounding effects on voice behavior (Detert & Burris, 2007; Hsiung, 2011). I also 

controlled for leader-member exchange (LMX), which might potentially influence the 

leader-follower relationship in the workplace as well as employee outcomes (Hsiung, 2011). I 

measured LMX using Graen and Uhl-Bien’s (1995) seven-item scale (LMX-7). A sample item 

is “How well does your supervisor understand your job problems and needs?” The Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficient for this scale was .80. 

III. Analytical Strategy  

       The first step of my analysis involved a series of confirmatory factor analyses of the 

seven variables in my study: moral potency, authentic leadership, PS value congruence, 

promotion focus, prevention focus, promotive voice, and prohibitive voice. I followed 

recommendations by Anderson and Gerbing (1988) and used maximum likelihood with the 

software LISREL 8.80 to examine the convergent and discriminant validity of these 

constructs. Further, because my data were multilevel in nature, the hypotheses testing was 

conducted by using hierarchical linear modeling (HLM; Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992) analyses 

with the software HLM 6.08. HLM allows multiple-level testing simultaneously. 

Before testing our hypotheses, I ran null models with no predictors at the individual 

level and the unit level, taking PS value congruence, promotive voice, and prohibitive voice 

as the dependent variables. This procedure is to examine whether systematic between-unit 

variances of the mediating variable and the outcome variable exist. 
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Moreover, Hypothesis 4 suggested a multilevel mediation model, whereby the 

relationship between authentic leadership and employee voice was mediated by PS value 

congruence. According to Zhang, Zyphur, and Preacher’s (2009) recent recommendations, a 

2-1-1 model (i.e., the independent variable is measured at Level 2, while the mediating and 

the dependent variables are measured at Level 1) may introduce potential confounding effects, 

but such effects can be decomposed into within- and between-unit mediation effects. A 

combination of the within- and between-unit effects may result in misrepresentations of 

mediation effects at the individual level and a biased estimation. Thus, I examined the 

proposed mediation effect by using CWC(M) (centered within context with reintroduction of 

the subtracted means at Level 2) mediation analysis (Kreft & de Leeuw, 1998). The CWC(M) 

approach provides a more precise estimation for within- and between-unit coefficients of the 

mediator. Specifically, I analyzed the multilevel structure of my data by using a group 

mean-centering approach to avoid problems of conflated individual- and unit-level effects. 

Next, I followed Baron and Kenny’s (1986) mediation procedures to test Hypothesis 4. 

Finally, I examined my mediated-moderation hypotheses (i.e., Hypothesis 5-7) using 

Edwards and Lambert’s (2007) moderated path analysis approach, which integrates 

moderated regression procedures into a path-analytic method for the mediation test. Based on 

this approach, the examination of mediated and moderated effects needs an estimation of 

product terms such as indirect effects, which are not normally distributed (Shrout & Bolger, 

2002). I followed Edwards and Lambert’s (2007) suggestions and constructed bias-corrected 

confidence intervals using a bootstrap procedure with 1,000 samples to examine all 

hypothesized effects. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS 

I. Descriptive Statistics 

Table 1 provides means, standard deviations, reliability coefficients, and correlations 

for all study variables. The signs on the significant correlations suggested that moral potency 

was positively related to authentic leadership (r = .22, p < .01). Authentic leadership was 

positively related to PS value congruence (r = .45, p < .01), to promotive voice (r = .28, p 

< .01), and to prohibitive voice (r = .35, p < .01). Leadership strength was positively related to 

PS value congruence (r = .51, p < .01), to promotive voice (r = .29, p < .01), and to 

prohibitive voice (r = .34, p < .01). Also, PS value congruence and promotive 

voice/prohibitive voice were positively correlated (r = .30, p < .01 and r = .32, p < .01, 

respectively). Furthermore, subordinates’ promotion focus was positively related to promotive 

voice (r = .29, p < .01). Subordinates’ prevention focus was positively related to prohibitive 

voice (r = .28, p < .01). 
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Table 1: Individual-level Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1. Gender of subordinatea . 76 . 43                          
 

 
   

2. Education of 
subordinateb 

2. 50 . 50 -. 01                        
 

 
   

3. Age of subordinate 
(years) 

30. 13 3. 22 . 02 . 67**                       
 

 
   

4. Rank of subordinatec 3. 34 . 71 . 04 . 58**  . 91**                     
 

 
   

5. Work-unit tenure of 
subordinate (months) 

18. 84 5. 07 -. 02 . 16**  . 16**  . 15**                     
   

6. Group size 4. 75 1. 32 -. 02 -. 05 -. 03 -. 04 . 09+                
 

 
   

7. Leader-member 
exchange 

3. 20 . 55 -. 01 -. 01 -. 08 -. 05 . 04 -. 25**  (.80)            
 

 
   

8. Moral potency 3. 28 . 61 . 00 -. 01 -. 00 . 01 . 12* -. 07 . 08 (.84)             
  

9. Authentic leadership 3. 34 . 78 . 05 -. 08 -. 07 -. 06 -. 03 -. 34**  . 32**  . 22**  (.93)        
 

 
   

10. Leadership strength . 10 1. 04 . 01 -. 05 -. 03 -. 01 -. 08 -. 35**  . 29**  . 17**  . 51**    
 
      

   

11. Person-supervisor 
value congruence 

3. 20 1. 10 -. 02 -. 00 -. 05 -. 02 -. 08 -. 26**  . 45**  . 13* . 45**  . 51**  (.86)    
 

 
   

12. Promotion focus 2. 98 . 50 . 01 -. 02 . 01 . 02 -. 01 -. 01 . 07 . 03 . 01 -. 01 . 12* (.77)  
 

 
   

13. Prevention focus 2. 96 . 59 -. 02 . 01 . 07 . 08 -. 05 . 03 -. 06 -. 00 -. 08 . 02 -. 08 -. 29**  (.80)  
   

14. Promotive voice 2. 85 . 95 -. 07 . 03 . 06 . 07 -. 03 -. 19**  . 19**  . 12* . 28**  . 29**  . 30**  . 29**  -. 06 (.87) 
  



 

33 
 

15. Prohibitive voice 3. 00 . 96 -. 02 . 07 . 08 . 08 . 00 -. 25**  . 25**  . 10+ . 35**  . 34**  . 32**  . 04 . 28**  . 49**  (.89) 

Note. n = 361; Coefficient alphas are listed in parentheses along the diagonal. Variables 9 and 10 were created at the unit level from individual ratings. 
aGender: 0 = female, 1 = male. 
bEducation: 1 = high school, 2 = college degree, 3 = graduate degree. 
cRank: 1 = second lieutenant, 2 = lieutenant, 3 = captain, 4 = major, 5 = lieutenant colonel. 
+ p < .1; * p < .05; **  p < .01 (two-tailed tests) 
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II. Confirmatory Factor Analyses  

To ensure the convergent and discriminant validity of the seven variables in my study, 

I followed Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) recommendation and used the maximum 

likelihood method with LISREL 8.80 software (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2006) to conduct a series 

of confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs). As shown in Table 2, the hypothesized seven-factor 

model (i.e., moral potency, authentic leadership, PS value congruence, promotion focus, 

prevention focus, promotive voice, and prohibitive voice) yielded a good fit indices: χ2(1631) 

= 2740.40, p < .01; root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = .04; standardized 

root mean square residual (SRMR) = .05; goodness of fit index (GFI) = .80; normed fit index 

(NFI) = .89. In addition, all items were found to be significantly loaded on their respective 

underlying constructs, indicating convergent validity. 

I compared this model to eight alternative measurement models. Results (see Table 2) 

showed that the hypothesized seven-factor model was by far the best fit to the data. The 

chi-square differences tests indicated that the fit of the seven-factor model (Model 1) to the 

sample covariance matrix was significantly better than any alternatives (Model 2-9). The 

chi-square differences showed that six-factor models (Model 2-6): ∆χ2(6) ranged from 420.57 

to 977.50, all p < .01; five-factor models (Model 7): ∆χ2(11) = 1567.13, p < .01; three-factor 

models (Model 8): ∆χ2(19) = 2625.00, p < .01; one-factor models (Model 9): ∆χ2(22) = 

4502.62, p < .01. Thus, the CFA results lent support for the discriminant and convergent 

validity of my measures. 
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Table 2: Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results 

Model Factors χ
2 df ∆χ

2 RMSEA SRMR GFI NFI 

Model 1 Hypothesized seven-factor model (all items 

load on appropriate factors) 
2740.40 1631  .04 .05 .80 .89 

Model 2 Six-factor model (Moral Potency and 

Authentic Leadership combined) 
3717.90 1637 977.50**  .07 .08 .69 .85 

Model 3 Six-factor model (Authentic Leadership and 

PSVC combined) 
3174.84 1637 434.44**  .05 .06 .78 .87 

Model 4 Six-factor model (Moral Potency and PSVC 

combined) 
3362.88 1637 622.48**  .05 .08 .76 .86 

Model 5 Six-factor model (Promotion Focus and 

Prevention Focus combined) Authentic 

Leadership 

3160.97 1637 420.57**  .06 .06 .76 .87 

Model 6 Six-factor model (Promotive Voice and 

Prohibitive Voice combined) 
3304.44 1637 564.04**  .06 .06 .75 .87 

Model 7 Five-factor model (Moral Potency, Authentic 

Leadership, and PSVC combined) 
4307.53 1642 1567.13**  .08 .08 .66 .83 

Model 8 Three-factor model (Moral Potency, 

Authentic Leadership, and PSVC combined; 

Promotion Focus and Prevention Focus 

combined; Promotive Voice and Prohibitive 

5365.40 1650 2625.00**  .10 .11 .60 .78 
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Voice combined) 

Model 9 One-factor model (all five constructs 

combined) 
7243.02 1653 4502.62**  .13 .13 .47 .71 

Note. The χ2 difference was compared with the value of the seven-factor model (my hypothesized model). RMSEA refers to root mean square error 

of approximation; SRMR refers to standardized root mean square residual; GFI refers to goodness of fit index; NFI refers to normed fit index; 

PSVC refers to person-supervisor value congruence. 
**  p < .01 (two tailed tests)
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III. Hypothesis Tests 

Prior to testing my hypotheses, I first examined the degree of between-unit variance 

for both the mediating variable and the outcome variable. To do so, I used two intraclass 

correlations (ICCs) for assessing agreement among unit members. ICC(1) suggests the level 

of agreement among ratings from members of the same unit. ICC(2), on the other hand, 

indicates whether units can be differentiated on the variables under investigation. For PS 

value congruence, the ICC(1) and ICC(2) were .23 and .58, respectively. For promotive voice, 

the ICC(1) and ICC(2) were .16 and .46, respectively. For prohibitive voice, the ICC(1) and 

ICC(2) were .24 and .59, respectively. The F-value for ANOVA tests was all significant (p 

< .001). Hence, these findings justified the appropriateness of a cross-level analysis. 

III-1. The Main Effect of Moral Potency 

   Hypothesis 1 proposed a positive relationship between leader moral potency and 

authentic leadership. Both the explanatory and criterion variables are in the same level (i.e., 

Level 2). Therefore, the hypothesized relationship between these two variables was examined 

using hierarchical regression analyses. As shown in Table 3, leader moral potency was 

positively related to unit-level authentic leadership (β = .31, p < .01). Therefore, Hypothesis 1 

was supported. 
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Table 3: Hierarchical Regression Results for Hypothesis 1 

Variables 

Authentic Leadership 

β t 

Control variables     

Gender of supervisor -.01  -.06  

Education of supervisor -.10  -.76  

Age of supervisor .06  .32  

Rank of supervisor -.20  -.98  

Work-unit tenure of subordinate .08  .64  

∆R2  .04   

Moral potency .31  2.69 **  

∆R2  .09 **   

R2 for total equation  .13   

Note. n = 76; Standardized coefficients are reported for the final step in each model.  
**  p < .01 (two-tailed tests) 

 

III-2. The Main Effect of Authentic Leadership 

Hypothesis 2 stated a positive relationship between authentic leadership and follower 

voice. As shown in model 1 and 2 of Table 4, authentic leadership was positively related to 

promotive voice (γ = .53, p < .01) and prohibitive voice (γ = .68, p < .01), respectively. 

Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was supported. 

Hypothesis 3 predicted a positive relationship between authentic leadership and PS 

value congruence. As shown in model 3 of Table 4, authentic leadership was positively related 

to PS value congruence (γ = .87, p < .01). Thus, Hypothesis 3 was supported.
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Table 4: Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Hypothesis 2-4 

Level and Variables 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Promotive voice Prohibitive voice PSVC Promotive voice Prohibitive voice 

Level 1           

Gender of subordinate -.15  -.04  -.05  -.15  -.04  

Education of subordinate -.10  -.09  .09  -.11  -.09  

Age of subordinate .04  .05  -.03  .04  .05  

Rank of subordinate .01  -.02  .12  .01  -.02  

Work-unit tenure of subordinate -.01  -.00  -.01  -.00  .00  

Leader-member exchange (LMX) .16 *  .21 **  .73 **  .07  .13  

Person-supervisor value congruence (PSVC)       .12 *  .10 + 

Level 2           

Group size -.03  -.03  -.04  -.03  -.03  

Unit-level authentic leadership .53 **  .68 **  .87 **  .36 *  .55 **  

Unit-level PSVC       .18 + .14  

Model deviance 948.56 932.61 967.37 948.12 934.86 

Note. n = 361 individuals and 76 functional units. Entries presented are estimations of HLM regression coefficients, γs, with robust standard errors. 
+ p < .1; * p < .05; **  p < .01 (two-tailed tests) 
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III-3. The Mediating Effect of Perceptions of PS Value Congruence 

Hypothesis 4 posited that PS value congruence mediates the relationship between 

authentic leadership and follower voice. As shown in Table 4, the results supported our 

prediction as follows: (a) in model 1 and 2, authentic leadership was significantly related to 

promotive voice (γ = .53, p < .01) and prohibitive voice (γ = .68, p < .01), respectively; (b) in 

model 3, authentic leadership was also significantly related to PS value congruence (γ = .87, p 

< .01).; and (c) in model 4, both authentic leadership and PS value congruence were 

significantly related to promotive voice (γ = .36, p < .05 and γ = .12, p < .05, respectively); in 

model 5, both authentic leadership and PS value congruence were significantly related to 

prohibitive voice (γ = .55, p < .01 and γ = .10, p < .1, respectively). I found a reduced, but 

statistically significant, coefficient for authentic leadership in model 4 and 5, i.e., follower PS 

value congruence partially mediated the relationship between authentic leadership and 

follower voice. Therefore, Hypothesis 4 was supported. 

III-4. The Contingent Effect of Leadership Strength 

Hypothesis 5 proposed that leadership strength moderates the indirect effect of 

authentic leadership on follower voice via PS value congruence. The HLM results are shown 

in Table 5, and the path analytic estimates are shown in Table 6. As the HLM results in Table 

5 show, when PS value congruence was the outcome variable, both authentic leadership and 

leadership strength were significantly related in Step 1 (γ = .31, p < .01 and γ = .33, p < .01, 

respectively). In Step 2 of the PS value congruence equations, the AL × LS interaction term 

was significant (γ = .24, p < .01). When leadership strength was high, the relationship 

between authentic leadership and PS value congruence was significant and positive (γhigh 

= .48, p < .01), but was not significant when leadership strength was low (γlow = -.02, n.s.). 

The middle part of Table 5 includes the results when promotive voice was the outcome 

variable. Authentic leadership was significantly related in step 1 (γ = .41, p < .05). Leadership 



 

41 
 

strength, in contrast, was not a significant predictor of promotive voice in Step 1 (γ = .05, n.s.). 

In Step 2, PS value congruence was significantly related (γ = .09, p < .1), while promotion 

focus was also a significant predictor (γ = .50, p < .01). 

The right part of Table 5 contains the results when prohibitive voice was the outcome 

variable. Authentic leadership was significantly related in step 1 (γ = .61, p < .01). Leadership 

strength, in contrast, was not a significant predictor of prohibitive voice in Step 1 (γ = -.02, 

n.s.). In Step 2, PS value congruence was significantly related (γ = .12, p < .01), while 

prevention focus was also a significant predictor (γ = .47, p < .01).  

Next, I used the information from the HLM results in Table 5 to conduct path 

moderation analyses at high and low levels of leadership strength. The results are shown in 

Table 6. The path estimates revealed that the indirect effect of authentic leadership on 

follower voice via PS value congruence varied across levels of leadership strength. The 

indirect effect of authentic leadership on promotive voice via PS value congruence was 

stronger for units with higher levels of leadership strength (PMXPY1M = .04, p < .05) than for 

those with lower levels of leadership strength (PMXPY1M = -.00, n.s.); the difference between 

the two effects was significant ([-.00] – [.04] = -.04, p < .05). In addition, the first-stage 

moderation, indirect effects, and total effects were significantly stronger when leadership 

strength is high. Likewise, the indirect effect of authentic leadership on prohibitive voice 

through PS value congruence was stronger for units with higher levels of leadership strength 

(PMXPY2M = .06, p < .05) than for those with lower levels of leadership strength (PMXPY2M = 

-.00, n.s.); the difference between the two effects was significant ([-.00] – [.06] = -.06, p 

< .05). Moreover, the first-stage moderation, indirect effects, and total effects were 

significantly stronger when leadership strength is high. Figure 2 and 3 show that the plots of 

the indirect effects vary across levels of leadership strength (Aiken & West, 1991). The 

patterns of the moderated indirect effects in Figure 2 and 3 were consistent with Hypotheses 5. 
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Therefore, the results provided evidence for moderated indirect effects via PS value 

congruence, supporting Hypothesis 5. 
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Table 5: Hierarchical Linear Modeling Results for Hypothesis 5-6b 

Level and Variables 

PSVC  Promotive voice  Prohibitive voice 

Step 1 Step 2  Step 1 Step 2 Step 3  Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 

Level 1                   

Gender of subordinate -.08  -.09   -.15  -.15  -.15   -.04  -.01  -.01  

Education of subordinate .12  .13   -.09  -.08  -.09   -.09  -.08  -.08  

Age of subordinate -.05  -.05   .03  .03  .04   .05  .05  .05  

Rank of subordinate .19  .18   .02  .00  -.01   -.01  -.09  -.09  

Work-unit tenure of subordinate -.01  -.01   -.01  -.00  -.00   -.00  .00  .00  

Leader-member exchange (LMX) .62 **  .63 **   .17 *  .07  .08   .23 **  .18 *  .19 *  

Person-supervisor value congruence (PSVC)        .09 + .10 *     .12 **  .11 **  

Promotion focus (PROF)        .50 **  .49 **         

Prevention focus (PREF)               .47 **  .48 **  

PSVC × PROF          .15 **         

PSVC × PREF                 .24 **  

Level 2                   

Group size -.00  .00   -.02  -.02  -.02   -.02  -.03  -.02  

Unit-level authentic leadership (AL) .31 **  .21 +  .41 *  .38 **  .39 **   .61 **  .56 **  .59 **  

Leadership strength (LS) .33 **  .36 **   .05  .04  .03   .01  -.03  -.03  

AL × LS   .24 **                

Model deviance 946.98 947.33  948.68 919.25 920.99  932.30 895.81 887.95 
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Note. n = 361 individuals and 76 functional units. Entries presented are estimations of HLM regression coefficients, γs, with robust standard errors. 
+ p < .1; * p < .05; **  p < .01 (two-tailed tests) 

 

Table 6: Moderated Path Analysis Results for Hypothesis 5 

Moderator Variable: 

Leadership strength 

Authentic leadership (X) → PSVC (M) → Promotive voice (Y1) 

Stage  Effect 

First 

PMX  

Second 

PY1M  

Direct 

PY1X 

Indirect 

PMXPY1M 

Total 

PY1X + PMXPY1M 

            

Low leadership strength (-1 s.d.) -.02  .09 *   .38 **  -.00  .38 **  

High leadership strength (+1 s.d.) .48 **  .09 *   .38 **  .04 *  .42 **  

Differences between low and high -.50 *  .00   .00  -.04 *  -.04 *  

Moderator Variable: 

Leadership strength 

Authentic leadership (X) → PSVC (M) → Prohibitive voice (Y2) 

Stage  Effect 

First 

PMX  

Second 

PY2M  

Direct 

PY2X 

Indirect 

PMXPY2M 

Total 

PY2X + PMXPY2M 

            

Low leadership strength (-1 s.d.) -.02  .12 *   .56 **  -.00  .56 **  

High leadership strength (+1 s.d.) .48 **  .12 *   .56 **  .06 *  .62 **  

Differences between low and high -.50 *  .00   .00  -.06 *  -.06 *  

Note. n = 361 individuals and 76 functional units.  
aPMX: path from authentic leadership to PS value congruence; PY1M: path from PS value congruence to promotive voice; PY1X: path from authentic 
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leadership to promotive voice; PY2M: path from PS value congruence to prohibitive voice; PY2X: path from authentic leadership to prohibitive voice. 
b Low moderator variable refers to one standard deviation below the mean of the moderator; high moderator variable refers to one standard deviation 

above the mean of the moderator. 
+ p < .1; * p < .05; **  p < .01 (two-tailed tests) 

 

 

 
Figure 2: Moderated indirect effect of authentic leadership on 
promotive voice (via person-supervisor value congruence) at low and 
high levels of leadership strength 

 
 

 
 
 
Figure 3: Moderated indirect effect of authentic leadership on 
prohibitive voice (via person-supervisor value congruence) at low and 
high levels of leadership strength 
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III-5. The Contingent Effect of Followers’ Regulatory Focus 

Hypothesis 6a and 6b proposed that both leadership strength and promotion 

focus/prevention focus moderate the indirect effect of authentic leadership on promotive 

voice/prohibitive voice via PS value congruence. The results in the Step 3 of middle/right part 

of Table 5 also show that the relationship between PS value congruence and promotive 

voice/prohibitive voice was moderated by the level of followers’ promotion focus and 

prevention focus (γ = .15, p < .01 and γ = .24, p < .01, respectively). Summaries that include 

path analytic estimates for Hypothesis 6a and 6b are reported in Table 7 and 8. Here, the 

direct and indirect effects of authentic leadership on promotive voice/prohibitive voice varied 

across levels of the first-stage moderator (i.e., leadership strength) and the second-stage 

moderator (i.e., promotion focus/prevention focus). 

Regarding Hypothesis 6a, as shown by Table 7, the effects of authentic leadership on 

promotive voice differed across levels of both the first- and second-stage moderators. 

Specifically, the indirect and total effects of authentic leadership on promotive voice via PS 

value congruence were significantly stronger when both leadership strength and promotion 

focus were high (PMXPY1M = .30, p < .01 and PY1X+PMXPY1M = .69, p < .01, respectively) 

compared to other conditions, as predicted. Although a similar pattern was observed when 

leadership strength was high and promotion focus was low, the difference of indirect effect 

between the two conditions was significant ([.23] – [.30] = -.07, p < .05). Thus, Hypothesis 6a 

was supported. 

Similarly, regarding Hypothesis 6b, as shown by Table 8, the effects of authentic 

leadership on prohibitive voice also varied across levels of both the first- and second-stage 

moderators. Particularly, the indirect and total effects of authentic leadership on prohibitive 

voice via PS value congruence were significantly stronger when both leadership strength and 

prevention focus were high (PMXPY2M = .47, p < .01 and PY2X+PMXPY2M = 1.06, p < .01, 
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respectively) compared to other conditions, as anticipated. Although a similar pattern was also 

observed when leadership strength was high and prevention focus was low, the difference of 

indirect effect between the two conditions was significant ([.33] – [.47] = -.14, p < .01). 

Hence, Hypothesis 6b was supported. 

Figure 4 and 5 present the plots of the indirect effect of authentic leadership on 

promotive voice/prohibitive voice via PS value congruence for the four combination of low 

and high leadership strength and promotion focus/prevention focus. As the figures illustrate, 

the indirect effect was significant stronger only under the combination of high leadership 

strength and high promotion focus/high prevention focus. 



 

48 
 

Table 7: Moderated Path Analysis Results for Hypothesis 6a 

 

Authentic leadership (X) → PSVC (M) → Promotive voice (Y1) 

Stage  Effect 

First 

PMX  

Second 

PY1M  

Direct 

PY1X 

Indirect 

PMXPY1M 

Total 

PY1X + PMXPY1M 

            

Low leadership strength, low promotion focus -.02  .47 **   .39 **  -.01  .38 *  

Low leadership strength, high promotion focus -.02  .62 **   .39 **  -.01  .38 + 

            

High leadership strength, low promotion focus .48 **  .47 **   .39 **  .23 **  .62 **  

High leadership strength, high promotion focus .48 **  .62 **   .39 **  .30 **  .69 **  

Differences between low and high promotion focus .00  -.15 *   .00  -.07 *  -.07 *  

Note. n = 361 individuals and 76 functional units. PMX: path from authentic leadership to PS value congruence; PY1M: path from PS value congruence to 

promotive voice; PY1X: path from authentic leadership to promotive voice. 
+ p < .1; * p < .05; **  p < .01 (two-tailed tests) 
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Table 8: Moderated Path Analysis Results for Hypothesis 6b 

 

Authentic leadership (X) → PSVC (M) → Prohibitive voice (Y2) 

Stage  Effect 

First 

PMX  

Second 

PY2M  

Direct 

PY2X 

Indirect 

PMXPY2M 

Total 

PY2X + PMXPY2M 

            

Low leadership strength, low prevention focus -.02  .68 **   .59 **  -.01  .58 **  

Low leadership strength, high prevention focus -.02  .96 **   .59 **  -.02  ..57 + 

            

High leadership strength, low prevention focus .48 **  .68 **   .59 **  .33 **  .92 **  

High leadership strength, high prevention focus .48 **  .96 **   .59 **  .47 **  1.06 **  

Differences between low and high prevention focus .00  -.28 **   .00  -.14 **  -.14 **  

Note. n = 361 individuals and 76 functional units. PMX: path from authentic leadership to PS value congruence; PY2M: path from PS value congruence to 

prohibitive voice; PY2X: path from authentic leadership to prohibitive voice. 
+ p < .1; * p < .05; **  p < .01 (two-tailed tests) 
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Figure 4: Moderated indirect effect of authentic leadership on 
promotive voice (via person-supervisor value congruence) at low and 
high levels of leadership strength and promotion focus 

 
 
 
Figure 5: Moderated indirect effect of authentic leadership on 
prohibitive voice (via person-supervisor value congruence) at low and 
high levels of leadership strength and prevention focus 
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION  

      The primary objective of this study was to develop and examine a model of the 

individual-, unit-, cross-level relationships that explicates who is more likely to be perceived 

as an authentic leader and whether, how, and under what circumstances authentic leadership 

may enhance employee voice. In support of our conceptual analysis, I found that leader moral 

potency had a positive impact on unit-level authentic leadership. In addition, as hypothesized, 

I found that unit-level authentic leadership exerted a positive main effect on individual-level 

PS value congruence and employee voice (i.e., promotive voice and prohibitive voice). 

Further, PS value congruence mediated the relationship between authentic leadership and 

employee voice. I also found support for our hypothesis that the mediated relationship was 

stronger when leadership strength was strong. In contrast, person-supervisor value congruence 

did not occur when leadership strength was weak. I further extended this finding and showed 

that the indirect effect of authentic leadership on promotive voice/prohibitive voice via PS 

value congruence was stronger when both leadership strength and promotion focus/prevention 

focus were high. The results of this research yield several valuable insights with interesting 

theoretical and managerial implications. 

I. Theoretical Implications 

My study contributes to the authentic leadership literature by extending previous 

research in the following ways. First, the present study advances the literature on authentic 

leadership by exploring the antecedent of authentic leadership. Although research and practice 

interests in authentic leadership have grown, little is known about what factor promotes 

authentic leadership. Extending this research stream, I answer calls for examining the 

prerequisite that develop authentic leadership (e.g., Gardner et al., 2011; Peus, Wesche, 

Streicher, Braun, & Frey, 2012). My findings suggest that leader moral potency may be a 

pivotal factor in promoting leader authentic leadership, through the mechanisms of social 
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cognitive theory. Therefore, this finding is a valuable addition to the authentic leadership 

literature in explication of what leads to authentic leadership. 

Second, although past empirical research found that authentic leadership was 

positively associated with voice behavior (e.g., Hsiung, 2011), I extend the literature on 

authentic leadership by including both promotive and prohibitive dimensions of voice as 

criterion variables. My results suggest that authentic leadership was positively related to both 

promotive and prohibitive voice. This addition to previous efforts is important because 

promotive and prohibitive voice have different implications for organizational and work unit 

functioning. 

Third, the current study advances our understanding of the role of PS value 

congruence as a proximal predictor of willing to speak up. The effects of authentic leadership 

on employee voice were partially mediated by followers’ PS value congruence. My findings 

introduces the potential mechanisms whereby authentic leadership influences employee voice. 

To my knowledge, this is perhaps the first study to use PS value congruence as an intervening 

mechanism of the authentic leadership-behavioral response relationship. Thus, this study 

extends previous studies by demonstrating the intervening mechanism of PS value 

congruence in the relationship between authentic leadership and voice. By doing so, my 

model draws attention to the role that authentic leadership plays in shaping cognitive 

processes and, ultimately, such extra-role behavior. 

Fourth, my model makes a significant contribution to authentic leadership theory by 

integrating direct consensus and dispersions of authentic leadership within a theoretical model. 

As suggested by Feinberg et al. (2005), a strong leader creates consensus and a similarity of 

perceptions among followers. However, previous research did not simultaneously consider 

these two group composition phenomena of authentic leadership. My findings confirm that 

the indirect effect of authentic leadership on follower voice via PS value congruence would be 
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strengthened by leadership strength. This pattern suggests that leadership strength deserves 

more attention, as it may help to explain the effects of authentic leadership and can provide a 

more complete picture of authentic leadership. 

Finally, the important contribution of my work is the introduction of a theoretical 

model that proposes a nuanced explanation of whether, how, and under what circumstances 

authentic leadership may enhance employee voice. My model differs from previous theories 

of authentic leadership in that I suggest that the process leading from authentic leadership to 

employee voice partly depends on employees’ value congruence with their authentic leaders. 

In addition, my model goes even further by contending that PS value congruence as a 

response to authentic leadership can be strengthened by leadership strength. Finally, my 

model proposes a second moderator in the process that leads from authentic leadership to 

employee voice by highlighting the role that followers’ regulatory focus (i.e., promotion focus 

and prevention focus) plays in further enhancing the link between authentic leadership and 

promotive voice/prohibitive voice. Thus, my model that explains how authentic leadership 

results in employee voice, involves two stages in which PS value congruence can be 

reinforced by contextual and individual differences factors. 

II. Managerial Implications  

      This study has a number of implications for managers and their organizations. First, 

since the scope and scale of greed and malfeasance in modern organizations is escalating 

(George, 2007), organizations need to develop the moral capacity of their employees to face 

the complexity of organizational challenges. My finding that leaders with high levels of moral 

potency are most likely to display authentic leadership behaviors suggests that moral potency 

can be an important force in promoting such behaviors. Thus, organizations may want to 

invest more in related manager training programs to develop their moral potency capacity. 

      Second, authentic leaders can have significant effects on employee voice through PS 
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value congruence. Thus, by demonstrating PS value congruence as an important mediating 

mechanism my results suggest that when determining how to promote employee voice, 

managers should consider how to elevate their direct reports’ value congruence with them. 

Once value congruence is achieved, employees will feel free and safe to voice, thereby 

speaking up their concerns and ideas based on their true selves. 

      Third, the current results also suggest that the effects of authentic leadership on 

subordinates’ PS value congruence and, ultimately, on employee voice would be amplified by 

leadership strength. This implies that leaders may play a pivotal role in shaping the 

perceptions of subordinates with respect to the features of the work environment. Accordingly, 

managers should engage in a set of leadership behaviors that foster a similar mindset or 

similar perceptions among direct reports to be viewed as authentic leaders that can facilitate 

followers’ PS value congruence and, subsequently, voice behavior. 

      Finally, my study findings highlight the significant role of followers’ regulatory focus 

(i.e., promotion focus and prevention focus), which could amplify the link between PS value 

congruence and promotive voice/prohibitive voice. Managers could benefit substantially from 

an understanding of the individual differences of their subordinates. In particular, my study 

shows that PS value congruence interacted with promotion focus to be related to promotive 

voice, and PS value congruence interacted with prevention focus to be related to prohibitive 

voice. An awareness of subordinates’ regulatory focus would help managers understand their 

direct reports’ voice preference. Hence, it is crucial for managers to know their subordinates’ 

levels of regulatory focus to give them a better idea of how to encourage their direct reports to 

voice. 

III. Strengths, Limitations and Future Directions 

      The present study has several strengths. First, I addressed a research gap in the 

authentic leadership literature by examining leader moral potency as an important antecedent 
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of authentic leadership. Second, I examined the effects of authentic leadership on an 

important organizational outcome (i.e., employee voice), capturing both promotive and 

prohibitive dimensions of voice. Third, I proposed PS value congruence as an intervening 

mechanism of the authentic leadership-behavioral response relationship. Fourth, I introduced 

two different stage (i.e., first- and second-stage) moderators in the process through which 

authentic leadership influences employee voice. Fifth, given the difficulty, stemming from 

possible social desirability bias, in assessing employee voice using self-reports, I choose to 

measure employee voice using supervisor reports. Sixth, I tested my theoretical model using 

data collected solely from the military. It can serve as a source of strength because supervisors 

and subordinates performed relatively similar duties and responsibilities across the units, 

allowing fairly equal comparisons. 

Despite these strengths, several limitations of this study remain. First, although I 

employed a supervisor-subordinate-dyads design to address issues of common method 

variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003), this approach does not completely rule out the possibility of 

the inflating effects of common-source bias. However, several factors can help reduce the 

threat of common method variance. First, I used procedural design remedies (e.g., the 

assurances of complete confidentiality and anonymity, counterbalancing the measure order of 

questionnaires, and distinct questionnaire sections and instructions) to alleviate the 

vulnerability of my data to common method variance. Second, the data of authentic leadership 

and leadership strength were calculated and aggregated from unit members’ perceptions. 

These variables are less subject to subjective bias, and distinct from individual-level variables. 

Third, the high-order interactions were not susceptible to common method variance (Duffy, 

Scott, Shaw, Tepper, & Aquino, In press). Thus, common method variance is not likely to be a 

plausible alternative explanation for the present set of findings. 

      Second, because the current study is cross-sectional by design, I cannot completely 
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rule out alternative causal mechanisms to the ones I proposed. For example, while this 

research proposes that employees’ perceptions of value congruence with their leaders enhance 

their voice behaviors, it is plausible that an employee’s active opinion expression and 

interaction with his/her leaders promotes his/her value congruence with his/her leaders. To 

make stronger causal inferences, future longitudinal and experimental research would clearly 

help strengthen the inferences drawn from this study. 

      A third issue, which is both a strength and limitation, pertains to the generalizability of 

my findings. As mentioned earlier, I examined my hypotheses by collecting a sample from 

military units in Taiwan. The benefit of having data from a single organization is the ability to 

control for organizational confounding variables. However, this restriction of range might 

have constricted the relationship observed in the present study. Therefore, future research may 

want to collect data from other different organizational contexts, such as healthcare, high-tech 

companies, and insurance institutions where issues of authentic leadership can be equally 

important drivers of voice behaviors. 

      Fourth, aside from leader-member exchange (LMX), it is plausible that other forms of 

leadership constructs can influence follower outcomes. Future research could benefit by 

collecting measures of other related leadership styles that have been found to positively relate 

to authentic leadership to examine whether authentic leadership explains additional unique 

variance above and beyond other positive forms of leadership theories such as 

transformational and ethical leadership. 

      Fifth, expanding my model to include a broader array of antecedents of authentic 

leadership would be worthwhile endeavor. For example, an individual being perceived as an 

authentic leader among subordinates can be predicted using his/her personal characteristics 

such as conscientiousness and neuroticism. Further, future research could also examine how 

the psychological mechanisms of value congruence interact with followers’ regulatory focus 
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and subsequently influence a wider range of positive workplace behaviors such as creativity 

and “in-role” performance. I might expect that PS value congruence interacts with promotion 

focus to be more closely related to creativity, and PS value congruence interacts with 

prevention focus to be more closely related to in-role performance. Hence, in future work, it 

will be significant to expand the nomological work of authentic leadership by considering 

these potential independent and dependent variables. 

      Last but not least, another important next step for future research is to investigate 

whether my findings can be extended to other cultural contexts. Although my intention was 

not to conduct a cross-cultural comparison research, examining my theoretical model in the 

Chinese context may have influenced my results nonetheless. Given that Chinese society is 

characterized as high power distance (Aryee, Sun, Chen, & Debrah, 2008), employees in the 

Chinese context are more likely to maintain a formal relationship with their leaders that could 

restrict their meaningful interactions with authentic leaders (Walumbwa et al., 2010) and 

regard voice as a particularly risky behavior (Liang et al., 2012). As a result, authentic 

leadership may have less influence on employee voice. I suggest that future research should 

cross-validate the present findings using samples from different cultures to see whether the 

pattern of my findings is unique to my research context. 

IV. Conclusion 

      For the last decade, authentic leadership has gradually received extensive research and 

practice attentions. The rises of these attentions urged the need for theoretical advancement 

and the identification of its antecedents, boundary conditions, processes and outcomes. The 

present study thus contributes to this research stream by exploring the association between 

leader moral potency and authentic leadership. Moreover, I also provide empirical support for 

the link between authentic leadership and employee voice by integrating social cognitive, 

social information processing, and regulatory focus theories to show that PS value congruence 
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plays a mediating mechanism that links these two variables and to demonstrate multiple-stage 

boundary conditions under which this mediating relationship strongly holds. As such, this 

study offers a more complete picture of authentic leadership. I hope the unique theoretical 

implications of my study can encourage future research endeavors to advance our 

understanding of the authentic leadership process in different cultural contexts. 
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APPENDIX A: MEASURE OF MORAL POTENCY 

I will… 

1. confront my peers if they commit an unethical act. 

2. confront a leader if he/she commits an unethical act. 

3. always state my views about an ethical issue to my leaders. 

4. go against the group’s decision whenever it violates my ethical standards. 

5. assume responsibility to take action when I see an unethical act. 

6. not accept anyone in my group behaving unethically. 

7. feel that it is my job to address ethical issues when I know someone has done something 

wrong. 

I am confident that I can… 

8. confront others who behave unethically to resolve the issue. 

9. readily see the moral/ethical implications in the challenges I face. 

10. work with others to settle moral/ethical disputes. 

11. take decisive action when addressing a moral/ethical decision. 

12. determine what needs to be done when I face moral/ethical dilemmas. 

Source: Hannah, S. T., & Avolio, B. J. (2010). Moral potency: Building the capacity for 
character-based leadership. Consulting Psychology Journal: Practice & Research, 62, 
291-310. 
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APPENDIX B: MEASURE OF AUTHENTIC LEADERSHIP (SAMPLE ITEMS) 

My supervisor… 

1. Says exactly what he or she means. 

2. Is willing to admit mistakes when they are made. 

3. Demonstrates beliefs that are consistent with actions. 

4. Makes decisions based on his/her core beliefs. 

5. Solicits views that challenge his/her deeply held positions. 

6. Listens carefully to different points of view before coming to conclusions. 

7. Seeks feedback to improve interactions with others. 

8. Accurately describes how others view his/her capabilities. 

Source: Walumbwa, F. O., Avolio, B. J., Gardner, W. L., Wernsing, T. S., & Peterson, S. J. 
(2008). Authentic leadership: Development and validation of a theory-based measure. Journal 
of Management, 34, 89-126. 
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APPENDIX C: MEASURE OF PERSON-SUPERVISOR VALUE CONGRUENCE 

1. My personal values match my supervisor’s values and ideals. 

2. The things that I value in life are similar to the things my supervisor values. 

3. My supervisor’s values provide a good fit with the things I value. 

Source: Cable, D. M., & DeRue, D. S. (2002). The convergent and discriminant validity of 
subjective fit perceptions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 875-884. 
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APPENDIX D: MEASURE OF EMPLOYEE VOICE 

Your employee, ____ 

1. Proactively develop and make suggestions for issues that may influence the unit. 

2. Proactively suggest new projects which are beneficial to the work unit. 

3. Raise suggestions to improve the unit’s working procedure. 

4. Proactively voice out constructive suggestions that help the unit reach its goals. 

5. Make constructive suggestions to improve the unit’s operation. 

6. Advise other colleagues against undesirable behaviors that would hamper job 

performance. 

7. Speak up honestly with problems that might cause serious loss to the work unit, even 

when/though dissenting opinions exist. 

8. Dare to voice out opinions on things that might affect efficiency in the work unit, even if 

that would embarrass others. 

9. Dare to point out problems when they appear in the unit, even if that would hamper 

relationships with other colleagues. 

10. Proactively report coordination problems in the workplace to the management. 

Source: Liang, J., Farh, C. I. C., & Farh, J. L. (2012). Psychological antecedents of promotive 
and prohibitive voice: A two-wave examination. Academy of Management Journal, 55, 71-92. 
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APPENDIX E: MEASURE OF REGULATORY FOCUS 

1. In general, I am focused on preventing negative events in my life. 

2. I am anxious that I will fall short of my responsibilities and obligations. 

3. I frequently imagine how I will achieve my hopes and aspirations. 

4. I often think about the person I am afraid I might become in the future. 

5. I often think about the person I would ideally like to be in the future. 

6. I typically focus on the success I hope to achieve in the future. 

7. I often worry that I will fail to accomplish my job goals. 

8. I often think about how I will achieve job success. 

9. I often imagine myself experiencing bad things that I fear might happen to me. 

10. I frequently think about how I can prevent failures in my life. 

11. I am more oriented toward preventing losses than I am toward achieving gains. 

12. My major goal in school right now is to achieve my job ambitions. 

13. My major goal in school right now is to avoid becoming a job failure. 

14. I see myself as someone who is primarily striving to reach my “ideal self”─to fulfill my 

hopes, wishes, and aspirations. 

15. I see myself as someone who is primarily striving to become the self I “ought” to be─to 

fulfill my duties, responsibilities, and obligations. 

16. In general, I am focused on achieving positive outcomes in my life. 

17. I often imagine myself experiencing good things that I hope will happen to me. 

18. Overall, I am more oriented toward achieving success than preventing failure. 

Source: Lockwood, P., Jordan, C. H., & Kunda, Z. (2002). Motivation by positive or negative 
role models: Regulatory focus determines who will best inspire us. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 83, 854-864. 
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APPENDIX F: MEASURE OF LEADER-MEMBER EXCHANGE 

1. Do you know where you stand with your leader…do you usually know how satisfied your 

leader is with what you do? 

2. How well does your leader understand your job problems and needs? 

3. How well does your leader recognize your potential? 

4. Regardless of how much formal authority he/she has built into his/her position, what are 

the chances that your leader would use his/her power to help you solve problems in your 

work? 

5. How would you characterize your working relationship with your leader? 

6. I have enough confidence in my leader that I would defend and justify his/her decision if 

he/she were not present to do so? 

7. Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority your leader has, what are the chances 

that he/she would “bail you out,” at his/her expense? 

Source: Graen, G. B., & Uhl-Bien, M. (1995). Relationship-based approach to leadership: 
Development of leader-member exchange (LMX) theory of leadership over 25 years: 
Applying a multi-level multi-domain perspective. Leadership Quarterly, 6, 219-247. 
 


