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Abstract
Constructive voice encompasses a multitude of voice message content. However, existing measures of voice do not capture 
these differences in a precise way and contribute to inconclusive evidence. Based on existing conceptualizations of con-
structive voice, we suggest that employee voice messages differ along three main dimensions: (1) suggesting innovative 
opportunities versus highlighting harm (functional orientation), (2) offering specific suggestions versus pointing out prob-
lems (substantive orientation), and (3) addressing existing versus potential future issues (temporal orientation). Using this 
three-dimensional approach, we define five distinct prototypical facets of voice with well-defined conceptual boundaries. 
Through two expert studies (N = 12 and N = 10), we identify uncertainties in the content of current voice measures. We then 
introduce a newly developed measure that addresses these shortcomings. In two consecutive survey studies (N = 132 and 
N = 553), we present initial evidence supporting the reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity of this measure. 
The correlations among the five facets of voice were high. However, we also found evidence for differential associations 
with some antecedents.

Keywords Proactive work behavior · Constructive voice behavior · Promotive voice · Prohibitive voice

Proactive voice behavior (or simply “voice”) is the volun-
tary expression of constructive-intended and change oriented 
messages of innovative ideas, adaptive solutions, foreseen 
concerns or existing difficulties about work-related topics 
(Liang et al., 2012; Morrison, 2011). Research capturing 
voice as a unidimensional construct has found that voice is 
either beneficial, detrimental, or unrelated to employee well-
being (e.g., Röllmann et al., 2021; Weiss & Zacher, 2022). 

The causes underlying these inconclusive findings are under-
explored. We argue that inconsistencies emerge from impre-
cisions and confounds inherent in the way voice is studied. 
One plausible explanation is that unidimensional measures 
of voice are unspecific or ambiguous about voice message 
content. For instance, van Dyne et al. (1995) introduced a 
general differentiation of extra-role behaviors into promotive 
and prohibitive categories, which were intended to clarify 
the differences and similarities in the antecedents and conse-
quences of the various extra-role behavior constructs.

Building on this, Liang et al. (2012) introduced promo-
tive and prohibitive voice1 facets. According to Liang et al. 
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(2012), promotive voice refers to the expression of innova-
tive ideas and suggestions for improvement directed towards 
a future ideal state or what could be. In contrast, they define 
prohibitive voice as the expression of concern or problems 
about work practices, incidents, or employee behavior that 
is or could be harmful to the organization. Research that dif-
ferentiates between different voice facets is largely restricted 
to the two-fold promotive-prohibitive distinction (e.g., Köll-
ner et al., 2019; Lin & Johnson, 2015; Song et al., 2019). 
Empirical evidence based on this distinction is inconclusive 
(e.g., Chamberlin et al., 2017; Köllner et al., 2019; Liang 
et al., 2012). In their meta-analysis, Chamberlin et al. (2017) 
showed that promotive and prohibitive voice did not relate 
differentially to 12 out of 19 criteria studied (e.g., agreea-
bleness, openness to experience, social support, workplace 
stressors). These authors suggested that important differ-
ences are obscured by common variance of items in exist-
ing voice scales and called for new measures allowing for 
clearer separation of voice content. In other words, measures 
of promotive and prohibitive voice may capture facets of 
voice less distinct than desired, because focal items may be 
either mute or ambiguous about more specific aspects of the 
voice message.

Drawing on the definition of voice outlined above, we 
argue in the present paper that voice encompasses a multi-
tude of voice message facets and that existing measures of 
voice do not capture these differences in a precise way. Our 
research was therefore set out to (1) scrutinize conceptually 
whether the simple promotive-prohibitive voice dichotomy 
provides an accurate description of the range of voice fac-
ets, (2) examine empirically how content-validly voice can 
be captured with existing measures, and (3) investigate 
the content validity and psychometric properties of a new 
instrument designed to overcome the limitations of exist-
ing measures. Our primary objectives are to foster concep-
tual clarity and parsimony and to develop an appropriate 
questionnaire to enable research to address the question of 
specificity described. Drawing on Liang et al.’s (2012) work, 
we first seek to identify behavioral dimensions underlying 
the promotive-prohibitive distinction that may be advanced 
to arrive at a clearer separation of facets. We then present 
two expert studies and two employee studies in which we 
critically examine existing voice measures and validate our 
conceptualization and proposal for a new measure.

Conceptualizing Constructive Voice Behavior

As outlined by Liang et  al. (2012), universally shared 
attributes resonate in both promotive and prohibitive voice, 
encompassing extra-role conduct, constructive intent, and 
organizational promotion. Evaluating voice as construc-
tive and organization-promoting is contingent upon the 

perceptions and evaluations of the voice recipient and thus, 
beyond the act of voicing itself. However, the presence of 
constructive intent and organizational promotion are funda-
mental characteristics inherent in all voice messages, setting 
the voice construct apart from others (e.g., whistleblowing; 
e.g., Blenkinsopp & Edwards, 2008). Despite significant 
frameworks addressing various types of employee commu-
nication (e.g., Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014), adopting these 
frameworks would disregard the essential elements of the 
widely accepted definition of employee voice. Omitting 
these defining characteristics would, in accordance with 
Morrison (2023), diminish rather than enhance the preci-
sion of the voice construct’s conceptualization.

Besides particular features common to all facets of voice 
behavior, promotive and prohibitive voice can be distin-
guished along the function, behavioral content, and implica-
tions for other organizational members (Liang et al., 2012). 
Notably, the latter dimension lies outside the behavioral 
domain, as, by definition, implications for others do not 
belong to the sphere of the act itself but to possible effects of 
behavior (and thus may be measured as a separate variable). 
Function refers to the (intended) purpose of the message, in 
which the voice actor may either point to innovative improve-
ment (promotive) or to harmful factors in order to stop or 
prevent negative consequences for the organization (prohibi-
tive). Behavioral content covers two distinct features of the 
voice message: (1) expressing innovative ideas or solutions 
(promotive) vs. existing or impending harmful factors (pro-
hibitive), and (2) temporal orientation of the message content. 
With regard to the latter feature, Liang et al. (2012) point out 
that promotive voice (innovative ideas and solutions) is more 
future oriented but prohibitive voice (problems) may be either 
future or past oriented. Further, promotive voice includes both 
novel ideas and adaptive solutions to difficulties (behavio-
ral content), thereby adding elements of ambiguity to their 
description of the two facets of voice. We also note that the 
first feature of behavioral content (expression of new ideas or 
solutions vs. harmful factors) appears closely related to both 
the same authors’ function dimension (pointing out potential 
improvements vs. harmful factors) and to Morrison’s (2011) 
earlier distinction of suggestion focused vs. problem focused 
voice. Van Dyne et al. (2003) also explicitly differentiate 
between communicating problems vs. expressing ideas and 
suggestions to improve the organization. Taken together, the 
distinction between promotive and prohibitive voice covers 
three descriptive behavioral dimensions for which it is not 
clear to which degree these features can and should be distin-
guished conceptually and psychometrically.

Several groups of authors proposed features of con-
structive voice in addition to those outlined by Liang et al. 
(2012), Morrison (2011), and van Dyne et al. (2003). Those 
additional features include the target of the voice message 
(e.g., manager, team, or employee) (Burris et al., 2022), the 
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channel through which the voice message is expressed, the 
relevance/value, urgency, and feasibility of the voiced mes-
sage (Brykman & Raver, 2021; Burris et al., 2017). How-
ever, we argue that all these dimensions should be separated 
from the measurement of different voice facets because the 
target and channel are by definition not part of the sphere 
of the voice message itself but rather may be of interest as 
correlates of voice behavior. If so, such variables are more 
appropriately measured separately from voice behavior. 
Similarly, the substantively same voice message may be 
directed at different targets and communicated through dif-
ferent channels, which may yield different consequences 
independent of behavioral content. Further, whether a pro-
posal is important or even feasible and implementable, or 
whether a problem is urgent, lies in the subjective perception 
of both the voicer and the voice recipient.

Building on the distinction between promotive and pro-
hibitive voice and extending the dimensional approach 
elaborated by Liang et al. (2012), we suggest a taxonomy 
that disentangles specific features of the two-fold distinction 
in order to avoid conceptual confounds. More specifically, 
we propose to begin with dimensions that could be defined 
without ambiguity, and then use those dimensions to develop 
an unambiguous typology of voice message facets. We adopt 
the function dimension (innovative improvement vs. harmful 
factors), but remove confounds inherent in the behavioral 
content dimension of Liang et al. (2012), resulting in three 
fundamental dimensions which qualitatively distinguish var-
ious voice messages. First, the functional orientation dimen-
sion of voice serves as a key discriminator for voice mes-
sages, differentiating messages of highlighting innovative 
opportunities versus identifying harm (Liang et al., 2012). It 
is imperative to emphasize that voice messages highlighting 
innovative opportunities inherently encompass a component 
of tackling perceived challenges (potential harm) that gradu-
ally emerge. However, aligning with Liang et al. (2012), the 
focal point primarily revolves around propelling the organi-
zation forward through progressive advancement, spearhead-
ing novel approaches and pioneering change. Conversely, 
voice messages functionally pointing out harm are stead-
fastly committed to the meticulous eradication of obstacles, 
ensuring the seamless maintenance of overall functionality. 
Second, the substantive orientation dimension characterizes 
voice messages as either identifying issues without propos-
ing improvements or providing specific suggestions (Whit-
ing et al., 2012). Third, the temporal orientation dimension 
distinguishes voice messages by either addressing the cur-
rent status quo or contemplating matters that could impact 
the organization in the future (Liang et al., 2012; van Dyne 
& Lepine, 1998).

Any specific message of voice may be categorized une-
quivocally along the dimensions of functional, substantive, 
and temporal orientation, which may theoretically result in 

2 × 2 × 2 = 8 partially overlapping or mutually exclusive pro-
totypical configurations of respective dimensions and thus 
facets of voice with potentially different implications. These 
three dimensions describing prototypical voice message fac-
ets may help reconcile the ambiguity of previous findings. 
While voicing constructive messages is defined as proac-
tive behavior, characterized by voluntary, autonomous (self-
initiated), and change oriented behavior (Parker & Collins, 
2010), the functional, substantive, and temporal orientation 
of the message could have differential implications regard-
ing the extent to which the behavior is perceived as posi-
tively challenging or rather as stressful and risky obligation 
(Köllner et al., 2019; Liang et al., 2012), the extent to which 
voice is self-initiated and intrinsically motivated (Cangiano 
& Parker, 2016; Strauss & Parker, 2014), the extent to which 
voice necessitates the investment of personal resources in 
envisioning, planning, voicing, and implementation, such 
as time and energy (Bolino et al., 2010), and the extent to 
which it enhances relationships with others at work or jeop-
ardize them (Burris, 2012; Liang et al., 2012).

For instance, an employee might suggest a radical depar-
ture from the conventional marketing strategies that the 
company has been using (e.g., leverage emerging virtual 
reality technology to create immersive product experiences 
for customers). The suggestion is not mainly prompted by 
any concrete harmful situation but rather draws attention to 
future trends and possibilities that could shape the compa-
ny’s direction. On the other side, an employee might address 
recurring difficulties that the team has been facing during 
project execution (e.g., suggesting modifications to the cur-
rent processes). Both of these examples are categorized as 
promotive voice in accordance with Liang et al. (2012), 
because both messages substantively express new ideas or 
solutions for how to improve the organization. We contend 
that the functional and temporal orientations exhibit distinct 
characteristics. The initial example emphasizes the identi-
fication of innovative opportunities in the future, while the 
subsequent example centers on rectifying problems within 
the company by proposing a solution. This distinction poten-
tially leads to significant variations in risk considerations, 
investment of personal resources and behavioral response 
between the two examples, impacting both the predictors 
and outcomes of such behavior.

Put differently, the now popular dichotomy of promotive 
vs. prohibitive voice, to the extent, it is defined by partially 
ambiguous dimensions, may in some way put the cart before 
the horse. Instead of beginning with a simple dichotomy and 
then trying to describe it with a number of distinct dimen-
sions, we propose to start with dimensions that could be 
defined without ambiguity, and then use those dimensions 
to develop an unambiguous, yet parsimonious typology of 
voice facets. We hold that this process must be based on 
unequivocal measurement at the item level. That is, only if 
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we have single indicators (i.e., items), each of which une-
quivocally cover a particular combination of unambiguous 
dimensions (i.e., if items are content valid), may we use this 
set of indicators to arrive at a meaningful description of the 
construct (i.e., the actual structure of voice) and test whether 
constructs narrower than general voice may be affected by 
different antecedents and yield different effects, or whether 
the different facets of voice do not need to be measured dif-
ferentially because common elements are paramount.

Overview of Present Research

The present studies are set out to, theoretically and empiri-
cally, clarify relations among the three dimensions of the 
voice message, as outlined above based on previous work 
(Liang et al., 2012; Morrison, 2011; Whiting et al., 2012) 
and to provide researchers of voice with a set of indicators 
covering all meaningful voice facets defined by configura-
tions of those core defining dimensions in an unequivocal 
manner. We thereby also echo calls to move beyond the 
promotive-prohibitive dichotomy (Chamberlin et al., 2017; 
Köllner et al., 2019; Morrison, 2014, 2023) and to establish 
a more precise and nuanced measure of voice.

Fortunately, we do not have to start from scratch for this 
endeavor. Rather, we deductively used the established defi-
nition of constructive voice and the content of a number of 
established voice measures as our starting points. In “Study 
1,” we first submitted a comprehensive set of existing voice 
items to a panel of experts of constructive voice and asked 
them to assign each item to each of our three dimensions. 
In the (expected) event that “Study 1” failed to yield a suf-
ficiently large and comprehensive set of unambiguous items, 
new items were developed and again subjected to a sample 
of experts for rating its content in “Study 2.” The set of items 
that passed this stage of expert judgment were administered 
in a self-report format to two larger samples of employees 
(“Study 3” and “Study 4”) for further refinement and for 
validating the scale’s psychometric properties.

Study 1

Sample, Procedure, and Materials

First, we reviewed the content of several constructive voice 
scales (Farh et al., 2007; Liang et al., 2012; Parker & Col-
lins, 2010; Premeaux & Bedeian, 2003; van Dyne & Lepine, 
1998; van Dyne et al., 2003; Zhou & George, 2001) to 
select a set of comprehensive yet non-redundant items. We 
included items that capture voice in terms of the outlined 
established construct definition and are frequently used in 

research practice. Forty items were finally selected for expert 
review. We presented these items to the experts and asked 
them to rate the content of each item on dichotomous options 
for each of the three dimensions (functional: focus on inno-
vative opportunities vs. focus on harm; substantive: proposal 
vs. no proposal; temporal: status quo focus vs. future focus). 
Our goal was to procure items that clearly exemplify con-
ceptual distinctions. A “Not clearly attributable” option was 
also included, along with a field for free expert comments. 
Hence, rather than gathering subjective ratings of the overall 
degree of overlap with the target construct, as sometimes 
suggested for content validation (Hinkin & Tracey, 1999; 
Polit et al., 2007), the task for experts in this study was sim-
ply to assign items on the three predefined dimensions. We 
considered this less cognitively demanding and judgment 
prone than other traditional approaches.

A total of 48 experts of constructive voice were contacted 
by email in the first round. The prerequisite was a research 
contribution with naming as first author on constructive voice 
after 2010. We implemented precautions to ensure that the 
panel of experts possessed a clearly outlined expectation and 
an all-encompassing comprehension of the task in question. 
In addition to furnishing a comprehensive description of our 
undertaking and the three dimensions right from the outset, 
we prominently displayed the definition of each dimension 
alongside each item under assessment. With only six experts 
having completed the questionnaire after two weeks, the 
link of “Study 1” was posted in the Academy of Manage-
ment Forum. As this meant giving up control of expert sta-
tus, an item was included that captured expertise. As a result 
of this, we were able to engage additional six experts who 
successfully completed the questionnaire and affirmed their 
well-founded expertise in the domain of voice. Consequently, 
we attained a total of 12 experts who diligently responded 
to the questionnaire in its entirety. Hence, our sample size 
is above the median of experts participating in content vali-
dation studies within the field of Organizational Behavior 
research (Colquitt et al., 2019). Items were considered clearly 
classified if at least 75% of the experts agreed in their assign-
ment of each dimension, which most closely resembles the 
requirement of 0.78 agreement of the overall degree proposed 
by Polit et al. (2007) for our sample size of 12.

Results

Of the 40 items, a total of seven items were clearly classified, 
i.e., mutually exclusive on all three dimensions. Within this 
set of seven clearly classified items, only two out of eight 
possible voice facets were covered. The coverage of dimen-
sions in “Study 1” is shown in Table 1. Four items covered 
the configuration of (1) focus on innovative opportunities 
(functional orientation), (2) proposal (substantive orienta-
tion), and (3) future focus (temporal orientation) (e.g., “This 
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employee speaks up with ideas for new projects that might 
benefit the organization”; van Dyne et al., 2003). Three items 
comprised the configuration of (1) focus on harm (functional 
orientation), (2) no proposal (substantive orientation), and (3) 
status quo focus (temporal orientation) (e.g., “This employee 
expresses his/her concerns about current work practices to 
alarm undetected problems.”; Liang et al., 2012). Noticeably, 
no item was assigned to both the configuration of innovative 
opportunity and no proposal and to the configuration of inno-
vative opportunity and status quo focus. Also, there is no item 
that is clearly assigned to innovative opportunity, but remains 
unclear on the substantive orientation. All items assigned to 
innovative opportunity have a proposal assignment. However, 
there are clearly functionally identified items for harm focus, 
which remain unclear on the substantive orientation. The 
expert judgment on the 40 items and original materials may 
be found in an online supplement for “Study 1”: https:// osf. io/ 
9ubh6/? view_ only= e1885 26419 c643f 19d47 9e4bd 2b799 46.

Discussion

The most notable findings of “Study 1” are (1) that the vast 
majority of existing voice items cannot be unequivocally 
assigned to the three dimensions describing promotive vs. pro-
hibitive voice, (2) that only two out of eight possible configu-
rations of those dimensions seem to be represented at all in 
the prominent scales, and (3) that all items assigned to innova-
tive opportunity also have a proposal and a future assignment. 
Hence, the present item pool seems deficient for measuring 
promotive and prohibitive voice with regard to both the sheer 
number of unequivocal items and the substantive coverage of 
the potential construct space. However, as most items (with the 
exception of the items of Liang et al., 2012) were not developed 

to measure different facets of voice and to cover the central 
dimensions, it is difficult to know which of the apparent gaps 
point to actual deficiencies. An alternative explanation for these 
findings could stem from our approach of measuring the expres-
sions of the dimensions as discrete categories, rather than along 
a continuous spectrum. Within this spectrum, a wide range of 
voice messages exists, for instance from those displaying highly 
innovative ideas to those showcasing only minimal deviations 
from the established framework. Some messages may simply 
highlight seemingly minor challenges, while others may draw 
attention to problems of substantial consequence. Nonetheless, 
our primary emphasis remains on unequivocally delineating 
the two qualitative expressions (e.g., innovation vs. harm) as 
separate categories, and further, to render them quantifiable 
as prototypes with well-defined conceptual boundaries. This 
approach enables us to distinctly characterize these voice facets 
and make them unambiguously amenable to measurement.

We therefore proceeded with creating new items designed 
to measure the potentially overlooked and meaningful con-
figurations unequivocally and thus, a measure that captures 
the content domain of the construct. “Study 2” was set out 
to develop an item pool satisfying these requirements and 
to subject this pool to another panel of experts for initial 
content validation in similar vein as “Study 1”.

Study 2

Development of an Extended Item Pool

“Study 1” indicated that not all eight voice facets emerg-
ing from a crossing of the three main dimensions shown in 
Table 2, may be equally logically possible. Specifically, the 

Table 1  Item coverage of voice facets in “Study 1”

Item coverage of voice message facets

Items classified to none of the 
dimension

8 items

Functional orientation Focus on innovative opportunity Focus on harm
Items classified only to the  

functional dimension
Not covered 1 item

Substantive orientation Proposal No proposal Proposal No proposal
Items classified only to the  

substantive dimension
2 items Not covered

Items classified only to the 
functional and substantive 
dimensions

16 items Not covered 1 item 5 items

Temporal orientation Future focus Status quo focus Future focus Status quo focus Future focus Status quo focus Future focus Status quo focus
Items classified only to the  

temporal dimension
Not covered

Items classified to all three  
functional, substantive, and 
temporal dimensions

4 items Not covered Not covered Not covered Not covered Not covered Not covered 3 items

https://osf.io/9ubh6/?view_only=e188526419c643f19d479e4bd2b79946
https://osf.io/9ubh6/?view_only=e188526419c643f19d479e4bd2b79946
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functional dimension appears to restrict the set of meaningful 
combinations. Functional orientation distinguishes voice mes-
sages directed at innovative opportunities from those focused 
on avoiding and stopping harm. A functional focus on inno-
vative opportunities seems future focused by definition, as it 
points to a novel future state and it appears to require at least 
some concrete substantive idea as to where such opportunity 
may be sought (i.e., at least some kind of vague proposal). 
This notion is consistent with our findings of “Study 1,” as no 
item assigned to focus on innovative opportunities had also 
been assigned to either lack of substantive proposal or to status 
quo focus temporally. By contrast, a harm focused functional 
orientation does not restrict the other dimensions logically. 
Employees may either simply point to harm or additionally 
propose a solution (substantive orientation), and they may 
either point out existing problems or forecast problems that 
may arise in the future (temporal orientation). Notably, only 
one out of these four possible configurations has been identi-
fied unequivocally in existing items in “Study 1.” As all four 
combinations appear logically possible and potentially mean-
ingful, we consider existing measures deficient in this respect. 
Based on this reasoning, we developed items covering the five 
potentially meaningful facets of voice listed in Table 2.

As we were able to build on developed theoretical assump-
tions and accumulated knowledge to offer precise conceptual 
definitions of our target constructs, we opted for a deductive 
approach to item generation, which is most appropriate for fos-
tering content validity under these conditions (Hinkin, 1995, 

1998). Specifically, following best practice recommendations for 
developing measurement instruments (Boateng et al., 2018), we 
had specified the purpose of voice based on a thorough literature 
review, defined the target domain of constructive voice, provided 
a preliminary conceptual definition, and a priori specification of 
the dimensions of constructive voice. We had then confirmed in 
“Study 1” that there are no existing instruments that adequately 
serve the same purpose based on content analysis of literature 
and extant scales. Thereby, we justified why the development of 
a new instrument is appropriate and how it should differ from 
existing instruments. These efforts resulted in final conceptual 
definitions for each facet of the voice construct.

Based on considerations outlined above, we developed 49 
new and partially revised items designed to unequivocally 
cover all five meaningful combinations of the three defining 
dimensions. We varied the amount of information and exact 
wording to some extent in order to calibrate item content nec-
essary for unambiguous classification on all three dimensions 
(see Clark & Watson, 1995). Some of the new items used the 
established items as a basis, which were clearly assigned to 
two out of three dimensions in “Study 1”. The first author 
drafted the initial set of items and revised items across several 
cycles until consensus across all authors was reached.

Sample, Procedure, and Materials

The new and partially revised set of items (49 items) and 
the seven items, which were clearly assigned to each of the 

Table 2  Meaningful configurations of the three dimensions

Functional orientation Substantive orientation Temporal orientation Voice example quote

Is the voice message about innova-
tion or harm?

Is the voice message confined to 
a description of harm or does it 
make a specific suggestion for 
improvement?

Does the voice message refer to 
the status quo (existing issues) 
or issues that may be relevant in 
the future?

Focus on innovative opportunities Proposal Future “I heard about idea X. We haven't 
tried this opportunity yet. It 
could give us advantages Y.”

Status quo
No proposal Future

Status quo

Focus on harm Proposal Future “We might get problem X next 
month. Maybe we'll do Y to 
prevent that.”

Status quo “Last week we had problem X. 
Maybe next time we'll do Y.”

No proposal Future “Next month, problem X may 
arise. We should do something 
to prevent this.”

Status quo “I noticed a problem X that we 
ought to solve.”
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three dimensions in “Study 1,” were examined in a second 
expert survey (N = 10) in the same manner as in “Study 1” to 
obtain evidence about the content validity of the new items 
in relation to the three defining dimensions and to determine 
the final item selection for “Study 3.” A total of 63 experts 
were contacted by email to investigate the content validity 
of the new items. Prerequisite was a research contribution 
with naming as first author on constructive voice behavior 
after 2005. This resulted in a response of 10 experts, who 
completed the questionnaire in full. As participation was 
anonymous, we are unaware of potential sample overlap 
across the two expert studies, yet the substantial number 
of experts invited, along with the added factor of reaching 
out to different experts in “Study 1” and “Study 2” (i.e., in 
“Study 1,” the link was shared in the Academy of Manage-
ment Forum), does introduce the potential for variations in 
perspectives and responses.

Results

Of the 56 items, a total of 32 items were clearly classi-
fied to functional, substantive, and temporal orientation. 
Unexpectedly, five of the seven clearly assigned items 
from “Study 1” were no longer clearly assigned in “Study 
2.” A possible explanation for this could be that anchor 
effects occurred due to the new items that were explicitly 
developed to reflect the three dimensions and contain more 
information about the functional, substantive and temporal 
orientation of the voice message. The two items that contin-
ued to be clearly assigned were slightly revised. Of the 32 
items, four additional items were also sorted out by expert 
comments that criticized substantive components of these 
items. Classification of the remaining 28 items resulted in 
five item groups that corresponded to the postulated five 
configurations of the three dimensions. At least five items 
for each postulated facet were clearly classified, so that no 
revision and thus no further extension of our initial item 
pool was necessary. As expected, no item rated as func-
tionally innovative opportunity focused had been classified 
as either focusing status quo temporally or as covering no 
proposal substantively. The expert judgment on the 56 items 
and original materials may be found in the online supple-
ment for “Study 2.”

Discussion

The most notable finding of “Study 2” appears to be that a 
sufficiently large number of voice items can be unequivo-
cally assigned to each of the three dimensions. Of the three 
dimensions we adopted for describing voice message facets, 
functional orientation appears to be the key feature for devel-
oping a typology that satisfies the criteria of both parsimony 
and comprehensiveness. If the functional focus is merely on 
pointing out innovative opportunity, this appears to imply 
substantive orientation towards suggesting an innovative pro-
posal and temporal orientation towards the future, whereas no 
such implications arise from a functional orientation towards 
pointing out harm. Hence, values on the latter two dimen-
sions partially depend on the value of the functional dimen-
sion. These differences do not seem to be fully captured by 
the simple dichotomy of promotive vs. prohibitive voice.

Items that were clearly assigned to the configuration of 
innovative opportunity, proposal and future focus, consist-
ently referred to novel and innovative proposals of how to 
do things better in the future without explicitly pointing to 
harm. Hence, we suggest to label this facet innovative voice. 
Items that were clearly assigned to harm focus, proposal, and 
either status quo or future focus, referred more to proposals 
for change in a known framework to prevent (solve) harmful 
situations and conditions. Therefore, we suggest to collec-
tively describe these facets as adaptive voice as a solution 
to existing or potential harm. Thus, we account for two dif-
ferent types of proposals within the substantive orientation: 
innovative proposal vs. adaptive proposal vs. no proposal 
(i.e., mere problem focus). Already van Dyne and Lepine 
(1998, p. 109) stated earlier that “Voice is making innovative 
suggestions for change and recommending modifications to 
standard procedures […].” Based on these considerations, 
we propose an integrated and extended five-facet typology of 
voice messages, which is shown in Table 3. With the differ-
entiation between the substantive orientation of the proposal, 
the dimension of functional orientation becomes negligible 
for the typology, but not for the definition of the five facets 
of prototypical constructive voice behavior.

We define innovative voice (IV) as the communication 
of novel ideas and creative possibilities for advancing the 
organization or work group in the future by leaving the 

Table 3  Five facets of voice—integrated and extended typology

Functional orientation Substantive orientation Configuration of functional 
and substantive orientation

Temporal orientation Configuration of functional, substantive, and 
temporal orientation

Focus on innovative opportunities Innovative proposal Innovative voice Future Innovative voice (IV)
Focus on harm Adaptive proposal Adaptive voice Future Adaptive and future focused voice (AFV)

Status quo Adaptive and status quo focused voice (ASV)
No proposal Problem focused voice Future Problem and future focused voice (PFV)

Status quo Problem and status quo focused voice (PSV)
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given framework and doing something completely differ-
ent and new for the organization or work group. It calls the 
organizations or work group’s attention to key trends and 
future developments in the absence of a specific harmful 
background (configuration: function of pointing out inno-
vative opportunity, substantive innovative proposal, future 
temporal orientation).

Adaptive and status quo focused voice  (ASV) is the 
expression of adaptive proposals to solve existing problems 
or difficulties in a given known framework with the aim of 
remedying them (configuration: function of pointing out 
harm, substantive solution proposal, status quo temporal 
orientation).

Adaptive and future focused voice (AFV) is the expres-
sion of adaptive proposals in a given known framework to 
prevent anticipated problematic conditions in the future and 
to avoid possible negative consequences for the organiza-
tion or work group by adapting future actions (configuration: 
function of pointing out harm, substantive solution proposal, 
future temporal orientation).

Problem and status quo focused voice  (PSV) is the 
expression of existing problems in order to stop negative 
consequences for the organization or work group without 
proposing a solution (configuration: function of pointing out 
harm, no substantive solution proposal, status quo temporal 
orientation).

Problem and future focused voice (PFV) is the expres-
sion of looming problems in the future in order to protect 
against possible negative consequences for the organiza-
tion or work group through prevention without proposing 
a solution (configuration: function of pointing out harm, no 
substantive solution proposal, future temporal orientation).

In summary, the results from “Study 2” provided support 
for the content validity of the 28-item questionnaire, which 
we label Five-Facet Constructive Voice Questionnaire (5F-
CVQ). In “Study 3”, we next test the factorial structure of 
the new 5F-CVQ.

Study 3

In this study, the primary aim was to determine if any of the 
28 content-valid items require revision before conducting a 
larger construct validation and to check whether the data fit 
the theoretically expected structure. We examine the pro-
posed five-facet structure of voice by comparing the fit of 
the focal 5-factor model to alternative measurement models.

Sample

The sample was composed of 132 participants from Ger-
many. All participants held regular employment, but 76 

(57.6%) of them were also enrolled in an open univer-
sity. Participants included 39 men (29.5%) and 91 women 
(68.9%). One participant stated to be non-binary and one 
participant did not provide any information. Ages ranged 
from 18–20  years (4, 3%), 21–29  years (94, 71.2%), 
30–39 years (21, 15.9%), 40–49 years (1, 0.8%), 50–59 years 
(11, 8.3%) to 60 years or more (1, 0.8%). Job tenure ranged 
from less than a year (44, 33.3%), 1–2 years (31, 23.5%), 
2–5 years (32, 24.2%) to 10 or more years (11, 8.3%). In 
terms of educational level, 2 (1.5%) finished general second-
ary school, 5 (3.8%) finished intermediate secondary school, 
32 (24.2%) had obtained a high-school degree, 84 (63.6%) 
held a university degree, 6 (4.5%) went to university without 
graduating, and 3 (2.3%) received a doctoral level degree. 
One hundred eight (81.8%) participants had no manage-
ment position, 16 (12.1%) had a position as a team leader 
at the operational level, 4 (3%) had a management position 
at the middle level, and 3 (2.3%) had a management posi-
tion at the higher level. One participant did not provide any 
information.

Measures and Analytic Procedure

Following translation/back-translation procedures, we had 
all the English items translated into German. Efforts were 
directed towards ensuring quality in the translation itself 
by a team approach. The work group for translation was 
composed of the three authors, who are fluent in both Ger-
man and English and knowledgeable about the content 
of the scale and culture, and an additional person who is 
fluent in both German and English and did not have access 
to the original English version of the 5F-CVQ. Thus, the 
final German version of the 5F-CVQ met established cri-
teria for translation (Geisinger, 1994; Wild et al., 2005). 
We applied a cross-sectional survey study and asked 
participants to reflect on their voice behavior in the past 
twelve months. We measured voice with our new 5F-CVQ. 
Response options ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 
(strongly agree). Correlations among all manifest study 
variables and correlations among all latent factors are 
provided in the online supplement for “Study 3” in Table 
SM1 and Table SM2. Internal consistency reliability was 
0.97 for IV, 0.97 for ASV, 0.95 for AFV, 0.92 for PSV, and 
0.96 for PFV.

We conducted CFA using Mplus 8.8. We modeled each 
item as a manifest variable and did not combine items into 
parcels. The distributions tended to be quite skewed, violat-
ing the assumptions of the normal theory-based maximum 
likelihood estimation. The robust maximum likelihood esti-
mator in Mplus was thus used as it provides correct standard 
errors and handles potential non-normal data (Muthén & 
Muthén, 2017).
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We compared the theorized five-factor model to plau-
sible alternatives, namely a model with (1) only one fac-
tor ignoring the dimensionality, (2) the two prominent 
promotive (innovative and adaptive ideas and solutions 
[IV + ASV + AFV]) and prohibitive factors (concerns 
[PSV + PFV]), (3) two functional factors (innovative 
opportunity focused voice [IV] and harm focused voice 
[ASV + AFV + PSV + PFV]), (4) three substantive fac-
tors (innovative [IV], adaptive [ASV + AFV], and prob-
lem focused [PSV + PFV] voice), (5) two temporal fac-
tors (status quo [ASV + PSV] and future focused voice 
[IV + AFV + PFV]), and (6) four factors in which the 
items from the two most highly intercorrelated facets ((6a) 
IV + ASV and (6b) AFV + ASV) load on the same factor 
(see Table SM2 in the online supplement for “Study 3”). In 
view of the fact that the alternative models and the focal five 
factor model are conceptually nested, we focus on Satorra-
Bentler scaled χ2-difference tests for robust maximum 
likelihood estimation in the comparative interpretation to 
determine the best fitting model. Acceptable fit of individual 
models was tested using conventional standards for compar-
ative fit index (CFI, ≥ 0.9), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI, ≥ 0.9), 
root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA, < 0.08), 
and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR, < 0.08) 
(Marsh et al., 2005).

Results and Discussion

The model fit results are shown in Table 4, with the focal 
model numbered #7. Our theorized model, which specified 
five facets of voice (Model 7), had an acceptable fit on all 
indices according to conventional standards (Marsh et al., 
2005), and it fit the data significantly better than any of the 
alternative models. The χ2 difference tests of the alternative 
Models (1–6) each indicated considerable and significant 

increase in misfit of the models 1–6 compared to the meas-
urement Model 7. A one-factor model (Model 1) fit the data 
worst according to all indices.

Further evidence for the hypothesized five-factor struc-
ture was provided by the standardized factor loadings, which 
ranged from 0.75 to 0.92, meaning that each item had a high 
and significant loading (p < 0.001) on its respective voice 
factor (see Table SM3 in the online supplement for “Study 
3”). However, the results indicated that correlations between 
the factors are substantial (range of latent correlations: 0.75 
to 0.94; see Table SM2 in the online supplement for “Study 
3”). The high correlations between the five factors are not 
entirely unexpected (c.f., Liang et al., 2012). Nonetheless, 
with regard to discriminant validity at the item level, it can-
not be shown that the correlation between items representing 
the same factor is consistently stronger than the correlation 
between items assigned to different factors.

Regarding limitations, it is important to acknowledge 
that the sample used for “Study 3” primarily comprised 
university students who were concurrently employed. This 
demographic composition may have imposed constraints on 
personal, intellectual, or demographic characteristics that 
differ from the broader working population. Furthermore, it 
is noteworthy that the sample size in this study was relatively 
small, which can introduce biases in parameter estimates and 
estimated standard errors (Muthén & Muthén, 2002).

In summary, “Study 3” provided initial support for our 
measure of constructive voice in terms of fit of the intended 
five-facet structure, but also did show considerable covari-
ation across factors. Therefore, we slightly resharpened the 
formulation of 12 items to more clearly delineate the items 
between facets. For adaptive voice items, we have now 
consistently introduced the word “adaptive” preceding the 
word “suggestions” or “proposals” (e.g., “I speak up with 
adaptive suggestions to existing problematic procedures or 

Table 4  “Study 3” confirmatory factor analysis model fit for the 5F-CVQ

N = 132. Models allowed the factors to correlate. χ2 = chi-squared-value; DiffTest = Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square difference test for robust 
maximum likelihood estimation comparing each model to the hypothesized model 1; df degrees of freedom. AIC Akaike’s information crite-
rion, BIC Bayesian information criterion, TLI Tucker-Lewis Index, CFI comparative fit index, SRMR standardized root mean square residual, 
RMSEA root mean square error of approximation. The following cut-off values to determine goodness of fit were applied: TLI values ≥ .9, CFI 
values ≥ .9, SRMR ≤ .08, and RMSEA ≤ .08 (Marsh et al., 2005)
***p < .001

Measurement model χ2 DiffTest df AIC BIC TLI CFI SRMR RMSEA

General factor model 1 936.92 325.54*** 350 11272.32 11514.47 .79 .80 .064 .113
Promotive-prohibitive two-factor model 2 738.57 158.00*** 349 11034.35 11279.39 .86 .87 .055 .092
Functional two-factor model 3 858.55 287.59*** 349 11175.21 11420.25 .81 .83 .062 .105
Substantive three-factor model 4 711.32 150.67*** 347 11001.31 11252.11 .87 .88 .052 .089
Temporal two-factor model 5 860.61 245.41*** 349 11183.65 11428.69 .81 .83 .062 .105
Four-facet factor model 6a (IV + ASV loading on one factor) 563.51 23.33*** 344 10827.34 11086.80 .91 .92 .046 .070
Four-facet factor model 6b (AFV + PFV loading on one factor) 623.59 77.43*** 344 10899.69 11159.15 .90 .91 .049 .078
Five-facet factor model 7 537.66 340 10803.01 11073.99 .93 .93 .043 .066
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processes.”). For the future focused voice items, we have 
included formulations as “in the future” (e.g., “I speak up 
with impending problems that could have a negative impact 
on the organization/my work group in the near future.”). 
Any changes to the wording of the items may be found in the 
online supplement for “Study 3” in Table SM4.

Study 4

In “Study 4” we consider two types of information (Bors-
boom et al., 2004; Newton & Shaw, 2013), namely psy-
chometric properties and links of the voice facets within a 
nomological net. In this preregistered2 study, our primary 
aims were (1) to replicate the five-factorial structure of our 
final 5F-CVQ in an independent larger sample, and to assess 
whether the five facets of voice (2) show differential relation-
ships to predictor trait variables, and (3) converge with other 
measures of constructive and other types of voice whereas 
still being distinguishable from those measures. The first 
objective listed relates to psychometric properties. Analo-
gous to “Study 3,” we compare the fit of the hypothesized 
five-factor structure of the revised set of voice items to the 
fit of the other plausible measurement models. The second 
and third objective refer to the nomological network of the 
5F-CVQ. Below, we first discuss how the five facets of voice 
may relate differentially to predictor variables, aside from 
relations expected to be common across voice facets. We 
then outline expected empirical associations between the 
five facets of voice and established measures of construc-
tive and other types of voice. In doing so, we also aim at 
calibrating the appropriate level of specificity vs. parsimony 
in measuring voice in person focused approaches.

Nomological Network

Antecedents of Voice

We identified three antecedents closely tied to the three 
dimensions of temporal, functional, and substantive, ori-
entation. Specifically, (1) temporal focus corresponds 
to temporal orientation of the voice message. Temporal 
focus characterizes an individual’s innate inclination 
towards the past, present, or future (Bluedorn, 2001; 
Shipp & Aeon, 2019; Shipp et al., 2009), guiding the 
incorporation of perceptions from past events, current 
circumstances, and future expectations into behaviors. 
We hypothesize that voice facets focused towards the 
status quo will exhibit a stronger correlation with pre-
sent orientation than those focused towards the future. A 

future oriented temporal focus is likely to divert employ-
ees’ attention away from existing issues and challenges. 
Furthermore, we postulate that a focus on the past may 
exhibit a negative correlation with all five facets of voice. 
Given that all voice facets involve efforts to alter existing 
situations, a pronounced focus on the past could poten-
tially clash with this proactive orientation. (2) Regulatory 
focus distinguishes between promotion and prevention 
focus, which were shown to have differential relation-
ships to specific behaviors (Gamache et al., 2015; Hig-
gins, 1997; Johnson et al., 2010; Lin & Johnson, 2015). 
This distinction pertains to functional voice behavior. 
Consistent with prior empirical research relating promo-
tion and prevention focus to promotive and prohibitive 
voice (Lin & Johnson, 2015), we expect promotion focus 
to relate primarily to innovative voice, as both constructs 
share an orientation towards ideal states and thus imply 
compatible goals and strategies. By contrast, prevention 
focus and functionally harm focused voice share an orien-
tation towards eliminating or avoiding undesirable states 
and thus should be positively associated. (3) Innovative-
ness (innovative and adaptive attitudes) is expected to 
correspond to the substantive voice dimension. According 
to Kirton (1976), employees with adaptive attitudes seek 
minor improvements that are close to existing organiza-
tional practices, and push the boundaries incrementally, 
whereas innovators give free reign to their creativity 
and tend to do things a previously unknown way. These 
two mindsets correspond to adaptive and to innovative 
forms of voice behavior, respectively. As an additional 
antecedent, we selected (4) psychological safety as this 
construct has generated conflicting findings in previous 
voice research. While Liang et al. (2012) emphasized 
that psychological safety was only significantly asso-
ciated with change in prohibitive voice (γ = 0.19), the 
findings from Köllner et al. (2019) indicated a lack of 
significant differentiation between the two promotive-
prohibitive voice facets. We posit that voice emphasizing 
harm focused functions (i.e., problem focused voice and 
also adaptive voice as a subset of promotive voice) may 
involve increased perceptions of personal risk. Therefore, 
we hypothesize that facets of voice functionally centered 
on harm will demonstrate a more robust correlation with 
psychological safety compared to voice functionally 
focused on innovative opportunities.

Constructive and Non‑Constructive Voice

Differential relationships of our newly proposed five voice 
facets were further explored with regard to established 
measures of constructive voice (Liang et al., 2012; Maynes 
& Podsakoff, 2014) and to other types of employee com-
munication (Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014). The promotive 

2 For reasons of common scope, we limit this manuscript to a subset 
of the preregistered research questions as we consider them essential. 
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voice scale (Liang et al., 2012) revolves around voicing 
ideas and solutions that drive constructive enhancements. 
As a result, we anticipate a more pronounced correlation 
between this particular subscale and the innovative and 
adaptive voice scales, rather than the problem focused 
voice scales. In contrast, we predict a stronger associa-
tion between the prohibitive voice scale and our problem 
focused voice scales, as opposed to the innovative and 
adaptive ones. Among the subscales of Maynes and Pod-
sakoff’s (2014) measure, constructive voice is hypothe-
sized to exhibit the most robust correlation with our five 
facets, because the three remaining scales—supportive, 
destructive, and defensive—were all outlined to refer 
to non-constructive forms of voice distal to the present 
operationalization.

Sample and Analytic Procedure

Participants were contacted by the survey company 
Respondi, an ISO-certified panel provider of digital online 
data that supports a wide range of research projects (e.g., 
Bach et  al., 2021; Munzert et  al., 2021; Sandner et  al., 
2021). Potential participants were first screened through 
some questions that ensure that the final sample is nation-
ally representative on gender, age, and income. Addition-
ally, participants who indicated in a screening question that 
they were not employed or had an employment relationship 
of less than 12 months or/and worked less than 30 h per 
week were excluded from the sample. Participants were paid 
for full completion of the survey. Twenty-eight cases were 
deleted due to extremely short participation times of less 
than two minutes combined with systematic response pat-
terns across multiple items or large portions of missing data. 
There were very little missing data in the remaining sample 
(only one item was missed by more than one participant 
in total). The final sample size was N = 553. Demographic 
variables were distributed as follows: gender: men (46.8%), 
women (53.0%) (one person did not indicate gender); age: 
21–29 years (10.1%), 30–39 years (27,8%), 40–49 years 
(20.8%), 50–59 years (30.6%), 60 years or older (10.7%); 
educational level: basic secondary school (5.4%), inter-
mediate secondary school (26.2%), advanced secondary 
school (27.5%), university degree (23.3%), doctoral degree 
(10.7%) (6.9% did not provide information on education 
level). Work-related variables were distributed as follows: 
job tenure: 1–2 years (7.8%), 2–5 years (22.2%), 5–10 years 
(23.5%), 10 years or more (46.5%); hours per week: 30–39 h 
per week (43.0%), 40 or more (57.0%); primary place of 
work: on-site (73.8%), telework (24.2%) (2.0% did not pro-
vide that information); and hierarchical position: higher-
level management (15.2%), mid-level management (10.7%), 
team leader (19.7%), and entry level (54.4%).

Measures and Analytic Procedure

We asked participants to reflect on their work-related behavior 
and their attitudes and perceptions in the past twelve months. 
The responses ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 
agree) for all variables. All scales for which there was no Ger-
man language version available (i.e., alternative voice scales, 
innovativeness, psychological safety) were translated follow-
ing translation/back-translation procedures. The procedure 
was the same as for the translation of the 5F-CVQ (the Ger-
man versions of the scales are available in the online supple-
ment). Latent correlations among all study variables (factors) 
(see Table SM1 in the online supplement for “Study 4”) and 
among all manifest items are provided in the online supple-
ment. Each of the variables is described below.

Constructive and Non‑constructive Voice

We measured voice behavior with our final 5F-CVQ. The 
final survey instrument 5F-CVQ contains 28 items and is 
shown in the Appendix (the German original is available 
in the online supplement). Internal consistency reliability 
was 0.96 for IV, 0.96 for ASV, 0.96 for AFV, 0.92 for PSV, 
and 0.96 for PFV. Furthermore, for testing discriminant and 
convergent validity we measured voice behavior with the 
5-item promotive and 5-item prohibitive voice scales by 
Liang et al. (2012), and the four facets of voice by Maynes 
and Podsakoff (2014) with five items for each subscale. 
Internal consistency reliability for the voice scales by 
Maynes and Podsakoff were 0.96 for constructive voice, 
0.97 for supportive voice, 0.96 for destructive voice, 0.97 
for defensive voice. Internal consistency reliability for the 
voice scales from Liang et al. was 0.95 for promotive voice, 
and 0.92 for prohibitive voice.

Temporal Focus

Temporal focus was measured with 13 items (four items for 
past orientation, four items for present orientation and five 
items for future orientation) by a German version (Geiger 
et al., 2018) of the Temporal Focus Scale (TFS) by Shipp 
(2009). Internal consistency reliability was 0.92 for past 
focus, 0.91 for present focus, and 0.92 for future focus.

Regulatory Focus

Regulatory Focus was assessed with 24 items from the Ger-
man Regulatory Focus Scale (Büttner, 2012), with 12 items 
each assessing promotive focus and prevention focus. Inter-
nal consistency reliability was 0.89 for prevention focus, and 
0.88 for promotion focus.
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Innovativeness

Innovativeness was assessed with a shorter version of the 
Kirton-Adaptation-Innovation-Inventory (KAI) (Bobic 
et al., 1999) with nine items for innovation orientation and 
nine items for adaptation orientation. Internal consistency 
reliability was 0.86 for innovation orientation, and 0.87 for 
adaptation orientation.

Psychological Safety

Psychological safety was measured with four items (Liang 
et al., 2012) as the extent to which an individual perceived 
it to be safe to express himself or herself at work. Internal 
consistency reliability was 0.92.

We applied the same analytic strategy as in the “Study 
3” to examine the factorial structure of the 5F-CVQ. We 
focused on correlations among latent factor scores to exam-
ine differential associations between 5F-CVQ facets and the 
other variables. We tested the difference of two correlation 
coefficients that share one variable in common using three 
different approaches (Diedenhofen & Musch, 2015). We 
tested the difference according to Steiger (1980), Eid et al. 
(2011) and Zou (2007). Thus, we used tests based on signifi-
cance testing and based on the computation of confidence 
intervals in comparing correlations.

Results

Psychometric Evaluation

We compared the six alternative models presented earlier with 
the hypothesized five-factor model using the same fit indices 
as in “Study 3.” The model fit results are shown in Table 5. 
Our theorized model, which specified five facets of voice 

(Model 7), had again an acceptable fit to the data according 
to all indices, and a significantly better fit than all alternative 
Models (1–6). Further supporting the hypothesized five-factor 
structure, each item had a large standardized factor loading 
on its respective factor ranging from 0.76 to 0.94 (see Table 
SM3 in the online supplement for “Study 4”). The correlations 
among the 5F-CVQ-factors were not as high as in “Study 
3,” although still substantial (range of r = 0.66–0.87; see 
Table SM1 in the online supplement for “Study 4”). Similar 
results were observed for the alternative promotive/prohibitive 
voice scale (Liang et al., 2012) (r = 0.78, see Table SM1 in 
the online supplement for “Study 4”). With regard to discri-
minant validity at the item level, correlations between items 
representing the same factor are stronger than the correlations 
between items assigned to different factors. The discriminant 
validity between the voice facets at the construct level can be 
determined according to the Fornell-Larcker (1981) criterion. 
In line with this criterion, each construct facet average vari-
ance extracted (AVE) is greater than the squared inter-factor 
correlations for all other facets (see Table SM4 in the online 
supplement for “Study 4”).

Nomological Network

The relationships between personality and perception vari-
ables and voice facets were assessed by latent factor zero-
order correlations. The goal was to examine nomological 
validity and to explore differences in the pattern of correla-
tions across the five facets of voice. The respective coef-
ficients are shown in Table 6. As the 5F-CVQ is set out as a 
refinement of Liang et al.’s (2012) model and measures, we 
also report comparable results for the latter scales in Table 7.

Antecedents of Voice Regarding the temporal focus vari-
ables, we found little support for expected differential 

Table 5  “Study 4” confirmatory factor analysis model fit for the 5F-CVQ

N = 553. Models allowed the factors to correlate. χ2 = chi-squared-value; DiffTest = Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square difference test for robust 
maximum likelihood estimation comparing each model to the hypothesized model 6; df degrees of freedom, AIC Akaike’s information crite-
rion, BIC Bayesian information criterion, TLI Tucker-Lewis Index, CFI comparative fit index, SRMR standardized root mean square residual, 
RMSEA root mean square error of approximation. The following cut-off values to determine goodness of fit were applied: TLI values ≥ .9, CFI 
values ≥ .9, SRMR ≤ .08, and RMSEA ≤ .08 (Marsh et al., 2005)
***p < .001

Model χ2 DiffTest df AIC BIC TLI CFI SRMR RMSEA

General factor model 1 2689.83 1104.19*** 350 44739.69 45102.18 .75 .77 .071 .110
Promotive-prohibitive two-factor model 2 1815.95 655.87*** 349 43129.26 43496.06 .84 .85 .049 .087
Functional two-factor model 3 2098.235 956.04*** 349 43612.99 43979.81 .81 .83 .061 .095
Substantive three-factor model 4 1309.17 467.22*** 347 42178.09 42553.53 .89 .90 .040 .071
Temporal two-factor model 5 2451.56 985.59*** 349 44291.11 44657.91 .77 .79 .075 .104
Four-facet factor model 6 (AFV + ASV 

loading on one factor)
1040.79 308.01*** 344 41688.77 42077.16 .92 .93 .034 .061

Five-facet factor model 7 577.20 340 40858.92 41264.56 .97 .97 .028 .036
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relations to 5F-CVQ facets (except that ASV correlated 
higher with present focus than remaining voice facets). All 
five facets of voice demonstrated significant and positive 
associations with an employee's present focus, with correla-
tions ranging from r = 0.32 to r = 0.42. Similarly, these facets 
displayed positive relationships with an employee’s future 
focus, ranging from r = 0.31 to r = 0.37. Although we did not 
find the expected negative correlations of voice with tempo-
ral past focus, at least all five voice facets exhibited weaker 
positive relationships (r ≤ 0.20) compared to the associations 
observed with both employee’s temporal present and future 
focus. By contrast, whereas Liang et al.’s promotive and 
prohibitive subscales showed statistically indifferent corre-
lations with present focus (r = 0.34/0.38), the former scale 
correlated more highly with both future (r = 0.33 vs. 0.25) 
and—surprisingly—with past (r = 0.24 vs. 0.15) orientation.

Regarding regulatory focus, again all five facets of voice 
demonstrated significant and positive correlations to an 
employee’s promotion focus, with correlations spanning from 

r = 0.43 to r = 0.53. Similarly, these facets exhibited positive 
relationships with prevention focus, ranging from r = 0.30 to 
r = 0.41. While we initially hypothesized that functionally 
innovative voice would display a stronger correlation with 
promotion focus compared to functionally harm focused 
voice, our findings did not entirely support this expectation. 
Instead, our analysis did highlight the significance of tem-
poral orientation towards the future in shaping these distinct 
associations. Specifically, the facets IV (functionally innova-
tive) and AFV (functionally harm focused), which both are 
future focused, displayed the most substantial correlations 
with an employee’s promotion focus (r = 0.53 and r = 0.52, 
respectively), significantly surpassing the strength of correla-
tions observed for all status quo focused voice facets. Largely 
in line with expectations, problem focused voice exhibited 
stronger (r = 0.37–0.41) correlations with prevention focus 
than innovative voice (r = 0.30), whereas adaptive facets lay 
somewhat in between (r = 0.35). In contrast to those nuanced 
findings on the 5F-CVQ, Liang et al.’s (2012) subscales did 
not show any differential relations to regulatory foci.

Table 6  Correlations between nomological network variables and five 
facets of voice

N = 553. IV innovation focused voice, ASV adaptive and status quo 
focused voice, AFV adaptive and future focused voice, PSV problem 
and status quo focused voice, PFV problem and future focused voice. 
Latent factor zero-order correlations within a row sharing a superscript 
are not significantly different; coefficients within a row with different 
superscripts are significantly different (p < .05) (calculation according 
to Steiger, 1980; Eid et al., 2011, and Zou, 2007; results do not differ)
Correlations with absolute values > .12 are significant at p < .001
Correlations with absolute values > .09 are significant at p < .05

IV ASV AFV PSV PFV

Temporal focus
  Employee's present focus .34a .41b .32a .32a .32a

  Employee's future focus .32a .37b .36a,b .31a,b .31a

  Employee's past focus .16a .19a .19a .19a .20a

Regulatory focus
  Employee's promotion focus .53c .48b .52c .46a,b .43a

  Employee's prevention focus .30a .35b .35b .41c .37b,c

Innovative-/adaptive-attitude
  Innovative employee attitude .46a .43a .46a .41a .41a

  Adaptive employee attitude .41a .49b .47b .49b .51b

  Psychological safety .42a .47b .46b .46b .47b

Other voice scales
  Promotive Voice .82b .83b .84b .73a .81b

  Prohibitive Voice .67a .67a .70a .81c .75b

  Supportive voice .69a,b .74c .70b .65a .70a,b

  Constructive voice .79a,b .82c .81b,c .76a .79b

  Defensive voice .07b  − .00a .12c,d .15d .10b,c

  Destructive voice .04b  − .03a .06b .10b .05b

Table 7  Correlations between nomological network variables and 
promotive and prohibitive voice

N = 553. Latent factor zero-order correlations within a row sharing 
a superscript are not significantly different; coefficients within a row 
with different superscripts are significantly different (p < .05) (cal-
culation according to Steiger, 1980; Eid et al., 2011, and Zou, 2007; 
results do not differ)
Correlations with absolute values > .12 are significant at p < .001
Correlations with absolute values > .09 are significant at p < .05

Promotive voice Prohibitive 
voice

Temporal focus
  Employee's present focus .34a .38a

  Employee's future focus .33b .25a

  Employee's past focus .24b .15a

Regulatory focus
  Employee's promotion focus .54a .53a

  Employee's prevention focus .36a .31a

Innovative-/adaptive-attitude
  Innovative employee attitude .50a .52a

  Adaptive employee attitude .47a .45a

  Psychological safety .46a .51b

Other voice scales
  Promotive voice .78
  Prohibitive voice .78
  Supportive voice .76a .74a

  Constructive voice .88b .76a

  Defensive voice .13a .19b

  Destructive voice .08a .15b



1098 Journal of Business and Psychology (2024) 39:1085–1105

Turning to innovativeness, both innovative and adaptive 
employee attitudes displayed significant and positive corre-
lations with all facets of voice messages, with correlations 
ranging from r = 0.41 to r = 0.46 for innovative attitude and 
from r = 0.41 to r = 0.51 for adaptive attitude. Contrary to 
our assumptions, there were no significant differences in 
the correlation patterns between the five facets of voice and 
innovative attitude. By contrast, adaptive employee attitude 
exhibited the expected significantly weaker relationship with 
innovative voice (r = 0.41) in comparison to the correlations 
observed with the other voice facets. By comparison, we 
found no statistically significant differences at all for the 
Liang et al. (2012) subscales in relation to either innovative 
or adaptive attitudes.

Finally, all voice facets demonstrated significant and 
positive associations with psychological safety. Yet, differ-
ential relations offered some support for our expectations. 
The facet functionally characterized by innovation show-
cased the weakest correlation with psychological safety 
(r = 0.42), whereas correlations with functionally harm 
focused voice facets were consistently higher (r = 0.46–47). 
The latter finding aligns with the observation that Liang 
et al.’s (2012) prohibitive scale correlates slightly more 
strongly with psychological safety than their promotive 
subscale (r = 0.51 vs. 46).

Constructive and Non‑constructive Voice As expected, the 
association of prohibitive voice (Liang et al., 2012) with 
PSV was notably stronger (r = 0.81) compared to its cor-
relations with the substantively proposal focused facets IV, 
ASV, and AFV (range from r = 0.67 to r = 0.70). However, 
we did not find expected differences in correlations between 
substantively proposal focused facets and problem and future 
focused voice. In line with our hypothesis, promotive voice 
(Liang et al., 2012) displayed a significantly weaker relation-
ship with problem and status quo focused voice (r = 0.73) 
compared to its correlations with innovative voice facet and 
adaptive voice facets (range from r = 0.82 to r = 0.84).

Shifting focus to the voice scales introduced by Maynes 
and Podsakoff (2014), all facets of the 5F-CVQ displayed 
their highest correlations (ranging from r = 0.76 to 0.82) 
with the constructive voice subscale, surpassing the other 
three subscales of defensive, destructive, and supportive 
voice as defined by Maynes and Podsakoff (2014). These 
results were in line with our expectations. Furthermore, 
Maynes and Podsakoff`s constructive voice scale showed 
the most pronounced associations with the proposal focused 
voice facets (IV, AFV, and ASV) of the 5F-CVQ. Corre-
lations with defensive and destructive voice were weakest 
and practically zero for ASV, whereas relations of remaining 
5F-CVQ facets to those two non-constructive forms of voice 
hovered around r = 0.10. Of Liang et al.’s (2012) subscales, 

promotive voice correlated extremely high and more 
strongly than prohibitive voice with Maynes and Podsakoff’s 
(2014) constructive voice (r = 0.88 vs. 0.76), whereas pro-
hibitive voice displayed stronger correlations than promotive 
voice with the defensive (r = 0.19 vs. 0.13) and destructive 
(r = 0.15 vs. 0.08) facets of the latter instrument.

Discussion

The present “Study 4” was set out to examine the internal 
structure of the 5F-CVQ, thereby replicating “Study 3” with 
a slightly revised version of the instrument, and to test its 
convergent and discriminant validity within a nomological 
net of selected antecedents and alternative measures of voice 
behavior. Below, we discuss our findings in separate sub-
sections referring to those objectives.

Internal Structure of the 5F‑CVQ

Replicating “Study 3,” CFA results supported the validity of 
the intended multi-dimensional structure. In fact, differences 
in fit between our theoretical model and plausible alterna-
tives were even more pronounced than in the previous study. 
Moreover, inter-scale correlations were no longer as exces-
sively high, and even slightly lower than those between con-
structive subscales of alternative voice measures (see Table 
SM1 in the online supplement for “Study 4” and Table 7). 
Individual items now fit target subscales better than in the 
previous sample. Overall, the revised 5F-CVQ’s psychomet-
ric properties in terms of reliability and structural fit appear 
adequate at both the subscale and the item level.

Antecedents of Facets of Voice

Overall, the results showed that the differences in corre-
lations in “Study 4” between the facets of voice and pre-
dictor variables are rather small, although in some cases 
significant differences emerge as expected. Recall that all 
theoretical assumptions were pre-registered, ensuring a 
balanced evaluation of support. Given the substantial inter-
correlations between our, as well as alternative, facet meas-
ures of constructive voice, it is not surprising that observed 
communalities are more pronounced than differences within 
the nomological net. The inherent proactive nature shared 
by all constructive voice facets (Parker & Collins, 2010) 
might have contributed to the lack of large differences in 
their relationships.

Notably, differential relations of 5F-CVQ facets to outside 
variables tended to be more prevalent than for Liang et al.’s 
(2012) subscales operationalizing their popular dichotomous 
distinction. For example, the latter subscales did not differ-
entiate at all with regard to regulatory foci or innovativeness, 
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whereas 5F-CVQ facets displayed limited, but at least partial 
evidence of discriminant validity in relation to those vari-
ables. Where promotive and prohibitive voice showed differ-
ential relations, these were either similar to those observed 
for 5F-CVQ facets (psychological safety) or hard to make 
sense of (the analogous pattern observed for both past and 
future temporal focus). Moreover, relations of the 5F-CVQ 
to Maynes and Podsakoff’s (2014) measure of constructive 
and non-constructive voice facets tended to be somewhat 
clearer than those of Liang et al.’s scales. Although differ-
ences between 5F-CVQ facets and the more established 
Liang et al. scales were generally small, when observed, 
they consistently pointed to superior construct validity of 
our new measure.

Turning to findings on the 5F-CVQ beyond the facet 
level, most observed correlations were in line with expec-
tations. As expected, all 5F-CVQ subscales correlated 
positively with temporal foci on presence and future, with 
regulatory foci on promotion and prevention, with positive 
attitudes towards innovation and adaptation, and with psy-
chological safety. These relations support the assumption 
that all facets of the 5F-CVQ share the feature of construc-
tiveness. Unexpectedly, though, we also found moderately 
positive relations of all voice facets to temporal past focus. 
One explanation for these positive correlations may be that 
voice shares with the content of the temporal past focus scale 
(e.g., “I reflect upon what has happened in my life”) a ten-
dency to ruminate about significant issues in one’s situation, 
which may have compensated for the lack of proactivity in 
the latter measure.

At the facet level of the 5F-CVQ, we found that these 
voice facets hardly differ with respect to temporal focus. 
Morrison’s (2014) voice framework suggests that a core 
set of variables serve to foster a general drive to speak up 
in various constructive ways. This general idea appears to 
be supported by our findings. One explanation could also 
be that temporal focus is a disposition too generic to affect 
behaviors that respond to specific job characteristics and 
events in the job context.

More support was found for differential relations of 
5F-CVQ facets to a number of other common correlates 
of constructive voice. First, correlations with the regula-
tory foci underscore the significance of our temporal voice 
dimension for promotion focus, and of the functional dimen-
sion prevention focus. The simple dichotomy of promotive/
prohibitive voice may obscure such differences by confound-
ing underlying dimensions, as is apparent from 5F-CVQ 
patterns with Liang et al.’s (2012) scales and the lack of 
discriminatory power for the latter instrument. Second, cor-
relations of adaptive, but not of innovative, attitudes with 
innovative and adaptive facets of the 5F-CVQ followed the 
expected pattern. We have no straightforward explanation 
for the lack of support for expected differences to innovative 

attitudes. The slightly, though insignificantly, higher cor-
relations with future focused voice observed may indicate 
that the effect is simply too small to be detected with present 
sample size. With regard to psychological safety, we found 
support for the expected effect of our functional dimension, 
whereas no significant disparities emerged between prob-
lem focused facets and adaptive facets (both are functionally 
harm focused voice). Liang et al. (2012) emphasized the 
impact of psychological safety exclusively on prohibitive 
voice, whereas Köllner et al.’s (2019) findings indicated 
a lack of differential effects on promotive and prohibitive 
voice. The present findings may help to explain this apparent 
inconsistency, as the innovative facet we found to stand out 
shares its functional focus with much of Liang et al.’s (2012) 
promotive scale, whereas Köllner et al.'s (2019) promotive 
voice scenario emphasized functional harm mitigation. Our 
findings point to the conclusion that the functional dimen-
sion distinguishing IV from remaining facets may explain 
observed differences. This way, the clearer distinction of 
three dimensions refined model again adds to the extant 
literature.

Constructive Voice and Other Voice Measures

The findings regarding the relationships between the 
5F-CVQ scales and other voice-related measurements 
largely aligned with our theoretical expectations. Correla-
tions with Liang et al.’s (2012) promotive and prohibitive 
voice measures, as well as with the constructive scale intro-
duced by Maynes and Podsakoff (2014), were all positive 
and substantial. Still, compared to the correlations among 
those previous measures (rs = 0.76 to 0.88), especially the 
differences observed for the substantive dimension of the 
5F-CVQ (proposal vs. no proposal) in distinguishing pro-
motive from prohibitive voice (all 5F-CVQ facets including 
a proposal correlate at ≥ 0.82 with promotive, and ≤ 0.70 
with prohibitive voice) at the same time point to a greater 
potential of discriminant validity for the 5F-CVQ facets. 
Conversely, relations of 5F-CVQ facets to non-constructive 
voice were consistently insubstantial and especially so when 
including a proposal (5 out of 6 rs <|.10|).

General Discussion

Drawing on a taxonomy describing constructive voice mes-
sages along three dimensions (functional, substantive, and 
temporal) that lead to specific facets of voice, we set out 
to clarify the conceptualization and remove confounds in 
the measurement of constructive voice. “Study 1” findings 
revealed that established items often lacked clarity concern-
ing their defining dimensions, and that existing voice scales 
failed to capture potentially crucial combinations of these 
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dimensions. Accordingly, our primary focus in the subse-
quent studies was to develop a comprehensive self-report 
measure of voice that unequivocally encompassed all mean-
ingful configurations of the defining dimensions. “Study 2” 
lent support to the content validity of the measure, while 
“Study 3” and “Study 4” offered preliminary evidence of 
psychometric properties and of the construct validity of the 
5F-CVQ. Taken together, our findings provide initial sup-
port for our model describing constructive voice in terms 
of five facets based on meaningful configurations of three 
dimensions underlying each voice message: its functional, 
substantive, and temporal orientation. The items within the 
5F-CVQ have been carefully crafted to assure both theoreti-
cal and practical significance of their content.

Turning to less supportive results, findings especially 
from “Study 4” certainly also revealed that the discrimina-
tory power of resultant scales remains somewhat limited. 
Intersubscale correlations are substantial, and patterns of 
correlations with outside variables tend to be similar across 
subscales. Some additional evidence addressing this issue 
comes from a longitudinal study with six measurement 
waves using a shortened version of the 5F-CVQ. Main 
objectives of that study lie beyond the scope of the present 
paper, but we may report in a cursory fashion some results 
on discriminant validity (see online supplement for the addi-
tional study for more details). The latent correlations within 
individuals for the five voice facets ranged from ρ = 0.41 to 
ρ = 0.88 (mean ρ = 0.63), indicating considerably better dis-
crimination within than between persons. By far the single 
highest correlation was observed between adaptive facets 
(ASV and AFV), pointing to a need to further scrutinize 
the theoretical value specifically of the temporal dimension 
within our model. Much lower correlations were observed 
between facets that diverge in their functional (IV vs. all 
others) and substantive (PSV/PFV vs. IV/ASV/AFV) orien-
tations (all ρs < . 70). Taken together, our results converge 
in the conclusion that the 5F-CVQ may reveal meaningful 
differences that are inevitably confounded with a simple dis-
tinction of promotive vs. prohibitive voice.

From a pragmatic perspective, findings on discriminant 
validity suggest that, although a general factor model was 
rejected, measuring the common core of constructive voice 
may be a defensible strategy, as long as a more nuanced 
understanding is not the primary focus of research (e.g., in 
studies measuring voice as moderator or control variable). 
The 5F-CVQ may unfold its strengths particularly through 
its ability to provide a more nuanced separation of underly-
ing dimensions than is currently possible, as is most evident 
in comparison to Liang et al.’s (2012) widely used meas-
ure. This becomes especially relevant in situation focused 
approaches aimed at comprehending intricacies unique to 
certain voice facets, thereby contributing to a more compre-
hensive understanding of the phenomenon.

Differential results shed light on several distinct relation-
ships. One such instance involves the differentiation between 
innovative and adaptive voice, both of which encompass the 
promotive aspect of voice (Liang et al., 2012). In the present 
model, respective facets share the same substantive orienta-
tion but differ on the functional dimension. This differentia-
tion proved meaningful in relation to several antecedents. 
Compared to the harm focused adaptive facets, IV, which 
refers to a functional orientation towards taking innovative 
opportunities, distinguished more clearly between promo-
tion and prevention regulatory foci, showed the opposite pat-
tern of correlations with innovative and adaptive attitudes, 
and weaker association with psychological safety. All these 
nuanced differences appear to make intuitive sense. The 
simple dichotomy of promotive vs. prohibitive would have 
concealed these differences, as it relates primarily to the 
substantive rather than the functional dimension accord-
ing to our findings. Differential patterns distinguishing 
5F-CVQ facets on substantive and temporal dimensions 
were less consistent and easily interpretable, which calls for 
additional research scrutinizing the relative merits of dimen-
sions underlying constructive voice (see section on future 
research below).

Strengths and Limitations

Our overall strategy of successively building on conceptual 
arguments, independent expert ratings based on those argu-
ments, and quantitative tests of the suggested typology and 
pre-registration, may be considered major strengths of the 
present research. Furthermore, both the initial expert and 
employee studies were independently replicated.

One limitation of our study lies in our inability to dem-
onstrate evidence of criterion-related validity. The present 
focus was on providing evidence of content validity, of 
the intended internal structure, and of construct validity 
in terms of a nomological net of alternative measures and 
antecedents of voice behavior. We consider this a reasona-
ble package for an initial validation effort. Criterion-related 
validity, in terms of relations to job performance criteria, 
would not come without interpretational difficulty, as voice 
itself may be considered a facet of job performance (cf. 
Chamberlin et al., 2017). In the additional longitudinal 
study mentioned, we also included various types of per-
ceived recipient reactions. Problem focused facets of voice 
yielded somewhat less positive (perceived appreciation and 
impact) and more negative (perceived rejection) reactions 
than innovative and adaptive facets in this study (see online 
supplement for the additional study), thereby lending initial 
support to the criterion-related validity of the 5F-CVQ, 
as related to reactions often investigated in extant voice 
literature (Liang et al., 2012; Morrison, 2014; Weiss & 
Zacher, 2022).
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Addressing limitations of “Study 3,” the sample for 
“Study 3” consisted primarily of university students hold-
ing employment, which could have constrained personal, 
intellectual, or demographic characteristics in relation to the 
general working population. In addition, the sample size was 
small, which may lead to biases in parameter estimates and 
estimated standard errors (cf. Muthén & Muthén, 2002). 
These concerns are lessened by the fact that participants in 
“Study 4” were much more diverse demographically and 
that results replicated across studies. In addition, the CFAs 
conducted for each of the six time points in the additional 
longitudinal study demonstrated also a favorable model fit 
(see online supplement for the additional study). A particular 
strength of “Study 4” was that it used a broad probability 
sample of employed adults, which was also large enough 
to provide adequate statistical power to detect effects and 
accurately estimate effect sizes (Ioannidis, 2008; Muthén & 
Muthén, 2002). A limitation of both employee studies was 
that we collected data from a single source in a cross-sec-
tional design. The former issue may lead to common method 
variance and thus inflated correlations, yet these inflations 
should have led to overrating commonality in voice at the 
expense of specificity, which implies that our conclusions 
on differential relations tend to be conservative rather than 
overly liberal. The differential pattern of observed correla-
tions within the nomological net is inconsistent with appre-
ciable method bias. The latter issue prevents us from draw-
ing causal conclusions. However, the focus of our studies 
was on exploring the structure and nomological net of the 
new instrument, not on testing causal models, which renders 
our design adequate for the purpose at hand.

Avenues for Future Research

Future research should delve deeper into determining the 
circumstances under which it becomes imperative to distin-
guish between various facets of voice. In a related vein, there 
is a need to enhance our understanding of the construct's 
underlying structure. The nature of the general construc-
tive voice construct, as a coherent latent construct or as an 
umbrella term denoting a composite of different behavio-
ral domains, is unclear. To the best of our knowledge no 
research paper on voice explicitly specifies whether they 
assume a formative or a reflective overall construct. The 
high correlations between the five facets of voice would cor-
respond to an understanding of voice as reflective construct 
in which some general latent factor underlies all acts of 
voice. By contrast, the view of general voice as a formative 
construct (i.e., a collection of voice facets) would propose 
that its constituent facets should be studied independently, 
whereas the position that all acts of voice are, at least par-
tially, driven by a common cause would imply we should 
focus primarily on the common element in both research 

and practice aimed at constructive voice. As we did not 
distinguish between different settings in our research, one 
avenue for future studies is examining to what extent features 
of the work situation affect voice facets differently. These 
approaches appear particularly useful for explaining what is 
common or unique across voice facets. With a questionnaire 
that covers the whole construct sphere in a content-valid way 
with five facet scales, a whole range of structural models 
above and beyond the measurement model could be tested 
and related to outside variables.

Employees may engage in various facets of voice sequen-
tially over time. Future research may thus apply the 5F-CVQ 
to capture voice in shortitudinal studies with time lags of 
few weeks or even a few days to capture specific voice epi-
sodes as they occur over time. Extending this argument for 
repeated measurement to longer time frames, longitudinal 
research might capture voice episodes from the cognitive 
appearance of the information, to voicing the information, to 
consequences of behavior, thereby permitting clearer causal 
inferences.

In a similar vein, the ambiguity persists regarding why 
and under what circumstances employee voice yields either 
positive or negative repercussions on employee well-being. 
We posit that these disparities arise due to inherent impre-
cisions and confounding factors inherent in the methodolo-
gies employed to investigate voice dynamics, with a specific 
emphasis on the content of the voice messages. Conse-
quently, we advocate for future research endeavors to thor-
oughly explore distinct facets of voice and their divergent 
implications, given the paramount importance of employee 
well-being for organizational success. In this regard, we 
want to point out that differential links of the different voice 
messages to individual well-being related outcomes are com-
pletely lacking. Rather than the broad distinction between 
promotive and prohibitive voice, the three-dimensional clas-
sification of the message content without conceptual con-
founds could help to shed light on the theoretically double-
edged effects of voice on individual well-being (Cangiano 
& Parker, 2016).

Further, we encourage future research to empirically test 
our theoretical assumption of excluding three of eight pos-
sible configurations of the three dimensions. Following the 
logic of the Critical Incident Technique (Flanagan, 1954), 
participants may first be asked to recall and describe a situ-
ation where they voiced in the last month. Such inductive 
approach may not just reveal whether configurations we 
deemed theoretically irrelevant may actually occur in prac-
tice, but might even lead to the discovery of forms of voice 
that had been overlooked in the hitherto primarily theory-
driven voice literature. On a related note, other variations of 
such a “back to the roots” approach may explore the poten-
tial of previously overlooked theories (e.g., the distinction 
of sender, channel, and receiver, in general communication 
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models) for understanding the causes and consequences of 
voice behavior.3

Given our evaluation of prior measures of voice, it is 
possible that measurement contamination in prior measures 
may have affected past research involving differentiated 
voice and the relations to predictor and outcome variables. 
Morrison (2014) argued in her review that our understand-
ing of voice could be deepened by considering characteris-
tics of the message beyond just the promotive-prohibitive 
distinction, such as message urgency. Different configura-
tions of functional, substantive, and temporal orientation 
may be crucial in that respect. For example, Burris et al. 
(2017) stressed the significance of “initiating change” as a 
critical facet of voice value. Change might be accentuated 
differently when a situation involves either existing harm 
or some future potential. In a related vein, Brykman and 
Raver (2021) introduced novelty as a dimension of voice 
quality. This dimension could align with our functional 
orientation towards innovative opportunities, our temporal 
dimension of future, or possibly both. As a final example, 
in innovation research, the expression of “voicing inno-
vative ideas” stands out as a pivotal factor (e.g., Pundt 
et al., 2010). Whereas existing measures of constructive 
voice lack the means to distinguish proposed ideas along 
functional and temporal dimensions, facets of the 5F-CVQ 
allow for such distinctions that may prove meaningful for 
the production and communication of innovative ideas.

Finally, we encourage researchers to pay attention to the 
impact of formal and collective voice mechanisms (Wilkin-
son et al., 2020) as well as the contextual framing and tim-
ing of the voice message (Whiting et al., 2012) on the five 
facets of constructive voice behavior. The five prototypical 
facets of voice message may occur formally or informally to 
a variety of targets and through different channels.

Conclusion

Despite the fact that interest in voice dates back several dec-
ades, existing conceptualizations and measures suffer from 
several deficiencies and confounds. In the present studies, we 
deducted a system of voice message dimensions which we 
used to develop an unambiguous, yet parsimonious typology of 
voice facets and a multidimensional measure, and we presented 
considerable initial evidence of construct validity. We antici-
pate that the Five-Facet Constructive Voice Questionnaire (5F-
CVQ) will serve as a valuable instrument for advancing future 
research on constructive voice behavior, enabling research-
ers to obtain robust evidence, achieve conceptual clarity, and 
maintain parsimony in their investigations.

Appendix

Five‑Facet Constructive Voice Questionnaire 
(5F‑CVQ) in English

The statements are about voicing harmful factors or issues 
and about making suggestions for improvement at work. 
Please indicate the extent to which the following statements 
describe your behavior.

The first statements are about voicing novel ideas and 
creative ways to move the organization or work group for-
ward by stepping outside the box and doing something com-
pletely new.

1. I bring forward innovative and creative ideas that may 
help the organization/workgroup operate more effi-
ciently or effectively in the near future.

2. I suggest creative and innovative projects which could be 
beneficial to the organization/my work group in the future.

3. I am a good source of creative and innovative ideas that 
could improve the organization/my work group in the future.

4. I suggest innovative and creative ways to achieve future 
goals or objectives.

5. I come up with innovative and creative ideas to improve 
team performance in the near future.

6. I speak up with new and creative ideas to improve the 
overall functioning of the organization/ my work group 
in the near future.

The following statements are about voicing adaptive solu-
tions/suggestions to move the organization or work group 
forward by improving something within the given known 
framework.

 7. I make adaptive suggestions to solve problematic 
events at work.

 8. I speak up with adaptive suggestions to existing prob-
lematic procedures or processes.

 9. I express adaptive proposals to solve difficult situations 
at work.

 10. I provide adaptive suggestions to solve existing prob-
lems with the goal of advancing the organization/my 
work group.

 11. I propose adaptive and change focused recommenda-
tions to solve existing difficulties affecting the organi-
zation/my work group.

 12. I speak up with practical solutions to current problems/
difficulties in the workplace.

 13. I express suggestions for adaptation to future chal-
lenges in order to prevent emerging problems that 
could harm the organization/my work group in the 
future.3 We thank an anonymous reviewer for pointing out these potential 

oversights in the extant voice literature.
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 14. I try to prevent difficulties that may arise in the future 
by expressing ways to adapt to the changes.

 15. I make suggestions for adaptation to circumvent 
impending difficulties that might otherwise negatively 
affect the company/my work group in the near future.

 16. I make adaptive suggestions to prevent looming dif-
ficulties that could otherwise seriously threaten the 
success of the organization/my work group.

 17. I express adaptive recommendations to prevent loom-
ing difficulties in the future that might negatively affect 
the organization/my work group soon.

The following statements are about drawing attention to 
harmful factors, problems and difficulties in order to stop or 
preventing them.

 18. I report problematic behavior in the workplace that is 
inconsistent with the organization's/work group goals.

 19. I call attention to problematic work conditions that 
interfere with job performance.

 20. I speak up with problematic events in the organization/
my work group that cause difficulties and are detrimen-
tal to success.

 21. I draw attention to problematic work practices or 
happenings that impair work performance, are not in 
conformity with values of the organization or disrupt 
cooperation in my work group.

 22. I report existing coordination and communication 
problems in the workplace to improve team work.

 23. I express my concerns about developments in the 
organization/my work group that I believe could lead 
to problems in the near future.

 24. I point out looming problems that could jeopardize the 
success of the organization/my work group.

 25. I speak up with impending problems that could have a 
negative impact on the organization/my work group in 
the near future.

 26. I draw attention to impending problems and difficulties 
that might cause serious harm to the organization/my 
work group in the future.

 27. I speak up if I feel a plan or project won´t work in the 
future and will lead to difficulties.

 28. I call attention to potential problems that I see coming 
in the future.

Innovative and future focused voice (IV) = Item 1–6.
Adaptive and status quo focused voice (ASV) = Item 

7–12.
Adaptive and future focused voice (AFV) = Item 13–17.
Problem and status quo focused voice (PSV) = Item 

18–22.
Problem and future focused voice (PFV) = Item 23–28.
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