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Abstract 

Voice is an important way for small and medium-sized enterprises to respond to changes in the 

management of the epidemic. This study suggests that employees' perceptions of psychological 

safety change their voice patterns. All three leadership styles were negatively correlated with 

employees' acquiescence voice. Psychological safety was negatively correlated with employees' 

acquiescence voice. The three leadership styles were fully mediated by psychological safety for 

their employees' acquiescence voice. From this model, we found that the order of indirect 

influence strength from strong to weak is supportive leadership, moderate leadership, and 

inclusive leadership. We conducted a random sample survey of 600 employees of 42 

manufacturing SMEs in Taiwan. The analysis results were applied with hierarchical regression 

and bootstrap  method in statistical analysis. The results obtained support our hypothesis and 

provide current understanding of employee voices in turbulent workplaces. Thus, this study 

makes  important contribution to voice and human resource management research . 

Keywords: Supportive leadership, Moderation leadership, Inclusive leadership, Psychological 

safety and Employees' acquiescence voice. 

1. Introduction 

The COVID-19 event threatened companies’ existing resources, disrupted work routines, and 

caused employees to complain about digital technology challenges related to team and 

collaboration, as well as mood, distractions, which meant working at home Jobs may not be for 

everyone (Smite et al., 2022). Dramatic changes in work patterns may ultimately reduce their 

propensity to express voice and increase silence (Wee & Fehr, 2021). A promising way forward 

in this unprecedented situation is to encourage employees to speak out, thereby helping 

organizations make more effective decisions in the midst of chaos (Smite et al., 2022； Wee & 

Fehr, 2021). 

Employees often publicly state their intention to change the status quo and show managers that 

the employee constructively envisions an ideal work environment, identifies problems that may 

hinder the achievement of that ideal state, and develops possible solutions to potentially address 

those problems and help build a better working environment (Burris et al., 2017; Park et al., 
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2022). Thus, the voice may be characteristic of proactive behavior, but managers' perceived 

initiative in behavior may vary according to their level of vocal solicitation, suggesting that there 

may be greater awareness of other active behaviors among different types of managers 

differences (Martin &Harrison, 2022), and more importantly, supervisors’ perceptions directly 

affect the degree to which employees are rewarded (Park et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2022). 

Voice is a notable behavior because it represents dissent about the current state of work and often 

exposes issues to leaders (Park et al., 2022). The social cost of voice is prominent because it is 

arguably the most dangerous type of civic behavior, as others may dislike it or view it as 

destructive (Ng et al., 2022). Employees believe they can express themselves to their leaders 

under psychological safety without fear of negative consequences (Liang et al., 2012; Liu et al., 

2017; Qin & Men, 2022). When psychological safety is high, members are likely to communicate 

more openly with each other and share this enthusiasm with others in the team (Khan et al., 

2022), which may lead to better communication, express behavior and contribute to 

organizational success (Lv et al., 2022; Qin & Men, 2022). Psychological safety thus plays a key 

role in employee voice and leadership communication in the work environment (Khan et al., 

2022; Qin & Men, 2022). 

1.1 Explore Importance of the Problem  

Therefore, this study focuses on the context of workplace transitions during the COVID-19 crisis 

and asks the following questions:  

Are different leadership stypes associated with employees' acquiescent voice behavior in 

innovative workplaces?  

Is psychological safety a mediator of different leadership styles? Specifically, this study 

examines the influence of three leadership types on employees' acquiescence in building research 

and the mediating role of psychological safety.  

1.2 contributions 

Leaders often need employees to find and understand problems and seek improvement ideas so 

that supervisors can make corrections and make more effective decisions (Burris et al., 2017; 

Kim et al., 2022). When managers create an inclusive and open environment, members feel safe, 

worthy of a voice, and willing to express their ideas and voices. The type of employee's voice is 

good for improvement under the severe epidemic situation, and different types of leaders may 

have different opinions. How to encourage employees' voice and engage them in intellectual 

tasks is particularly important for human resource management (HRM) in SMEs. Therefore, this 

study shows that leaders are particularly important in driving employee voices. However, in the 

new remote working model, the perceived psychological safety of employees may trigger a self-

change in their voice.  

We believe this study can make three contributions to the human resource management literature. 

First, our findings provide a better understanding of how employees respond to new work 

patterns by adjusting voice types. Therefore, our work fills a research gap in the HRM field on 
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employee voice behavior in a crisis. Second, from our findings, managers at the organizational or 

group level can learn how to motivate employees' voice in the context of shifts in work patterns, 

and psychological safety mediates leadership-employee voice relationships. Therefore, our 

findings enrich the research direction of employee voice behavior in the HRM field. Third, our 

study focuses on people in manufacturing SMEs, thus providing a different perspective from the 

current HRM literature, which mainly focuses on large firms. 

1.3 Background  

In a global economy characterized by increasing competition, small and medium-sized 

enterprises (SMEs) make up a high proportion of global enterprises and make a huge contribution 

to the economic development of countless countries (Wu et al., 2022). However, in a competitive 

business environment, most SMEs lack the required resources, which puts them at a disadvantage 

(Wu et al., 2022). Currently, the COVID-19 pandemic has accelerated the shift in manufacturing 

to Industry 4.0 and remote work. The trend of digitization of supply chains has intensified the 

adoption of artificial intelligence-based technologies by SMEs in the manufacturing industry, 

which has prompted the manufacturing industry to move towards intelligent manufacturing, 

thereby affecting the productivity of enterprises (Yang, 2022). Such employees are forced to 

change the form of their work. Since employee voice behavior is critical to sustainable 

organizational innovation in manufacturing (Khan et al., 2022), the next section will focus on the 

impact of three leadership styles on employee voice, and discuss how psychological safety 

mediates between leadership and employee voice. 

1.3.1 Leadership styles  

Leaders play a key role in encouraging employees’ voice, and as leaders adopt strategies of 

openness, fairness, respect, and appreciation, the less likely they are to keep employees silent, 

therefore more likely to be a voice for their organization or to contribute to their team (Guenter et 

al., 2017; Weiss et al., 2018). When leaders remove barriers to hierarchical communication 

(Lapointe and Vandenberghe, 2018), they create an organizational climate of trust and 

psychological safety where employees feel safe not only to share advice with colleagues, but 

more importantly to ask work-related questions (Weiss et al., 2018). Leader personality traits 

may have indirect effects, positive or negative, on members’ voice and work engagement with 

workplace status (Carnevale et al., 2022; Park et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2022). Research has 

found that leaders’ threats to judge employees’ voices can lead to lower performance appraisals 

of employees (Weiss & Morrison, 2019; Xu et al., 2019), so employees may change their voice-

over styles in line with their supervisors’ perceptions of workplace behavior（Ng et al., 2022； 

Park et al., 2022）. In addition, it seems that managers are unlikely to provide employees with 

equal opportunities for voice, but seek voice from employees with more elite backgrounds, 

influencing employees' willingness to proactive voice and adopting different types of voice 

behaviors to respond (Martin & Harrison, 2022). From a complementary fit perspective, human 

resource management and leadership behaviors must be aligned to be effective (Hauff et al., 

2022). Thus leadership styles affect employee behavior, such as supportive leadership meeting 

employee needs and providing training and development opportunities (Hauff et al., 2022; Zaman 

et al., 2022), inclusive leadership promotes employees to feel a sense of belonging (Korkmaz et 
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al., 2022; Song et al., 2022), while moderation leadership refers to humility and balance among 

employees (Eisenbeiss, 2012). This study explores three leadership styles, including: supportive 

leadership, moderation leadership, and inclusive leadership. 

1.3.2 Employee voice 

Employees are widely encouraged to speak out to advance the interests of the organization 

(LePine & Van Dyne, 1998). Employees are often the first to spot problems in the work 

environment, and leaders can communicate unique information that is critical to improving work 

processes (Ng et al., 2022). Therefore, employee voice helps the team to reduce errors, increase 

employee safety, and improve innovation resilience and overall performance (Ng et al., 2022； 

Park et al., 2022). The form of sound is reflexive and there are four types(Maynes & Podsakoff, 

2014)：(a) maintain /promote supportive behavior in speech; (b) challenge/enhance constructive 

sound; (c) preserve/disable defensive sound; (d) challenge/disable destructive sound. The scope 

of this study is in the first category, using the employee acquiescence voice scale. Employees' 

acquiescence voice definition emphasizes expressing support for work-related practices and out 

of a sense of inability to make a difference (Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014). However, when 

employees make many suggestions, inevitably, some suggestions will not be regarded as useful, 

value-added, or practical by others (Chen & Trevino, 2022; Ng et al., 2022; Xu et al., 2019). 

Colleagues may perceive employees who give a bad voice as incompetent, leading to employee 

exclusion (Khan et al., 2022; Ng et al., 2022; Xu et al., 2019). Because employees fear being 

viewed negatively or labeled negatively, individuals do not see any benefit in speaking up and 

keeping silent (Ng et al., 2022; Weiss et al., 2018). 

1.4. Hypotheses 

1.4.1 Leadership styles and employee advice 

Leaders play a major role in setting the direction and strategy of an organization by influencing 

and encouraging beneficial voices and deterring harmful voice actions through formal and 

informal means (Howard & Holmes, 2020; Park et al., 2022). Disruption by leaders and peers 

also hurts employee voice and has a positive effect on employee silence (Jung & Yoon, 2019; 

Knoll et al., 2021; Ng et al., 2022). Prosocial voice is fundamentally a positive form of voice, 

whereas acquiescent voice behavior reflects a negative form of voice (King et al., 2020). Studies 

have shown that employees' acquiescence voice behaviors correspond to leadership styles (eg. 

benevolent leadership and morality leadership) (Chen, 2017) and leadership attitudes are 

negatively correlated (Howard & Holmes, 2020; Huang et al., 2018; McClean et al., 2018). 

Therefore, we propose the following hypotheses:  

Hypothesis 1: leadership styles (supportive leadership, moderation leadership, inclusive 

leadership) will be negatively related to employees' acquiescence voice. 

1.4.2 The mediating role of psychological safety 

When employees express opinions when there is no fear and worry, the perceived cost of 

expressing opinions is minimized, and the benefits of expressing outweigh the costs, resulting in 
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more positive evaluations of expressing (Liang et al., 2012). Conversely, when there is a lack of 

psychological safety, employees feel unable to express themselves freely, and these fears and 

concerns lead them to avoid speaking out publicly (Liang et al., 2012; Liu et al., 2017). 

Psychological safety is defined as the degree to which individuals trust that their peers (eg, 

leaders, members) will not punish or misunderstand them for taking risks, such as expressing 

voices or concerns (Detert & Burris, 2007). Consistent with this reasoning, psychological safety 

is thought to facilitate expression, as this perception increases the ease and reduces the risk of 

presenting new ideas (Liang et al., 2012). Previous empirical studies have also shown that 

psychological safety plays a mediating role between managerial openness and employee voice 

(Detert & Burris, 2007; Liu et al., 2017; Lv et al., 2022). It is further confirmed that 

psychological safety partially mediates the influence of leadership on voice to a certain extent 

(Liang et al., 2012; Tenney et al., 2021). Therefore, we propose the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 2: psychological safety will mediate the relationship between leadership styles 

(supportive leadership, moderation leadership, inclusive leadership) and employees' 

acquiescence voice. 

2. Method 

We conducted a survey of employees to test our hypotheses during the pandemic. 

Our sample is made up of manufacturing SMEs in Taiwan. Taiwan's industry is an economic 

entity dominated by SMEs, accounting for 97.65% of the total number of enterprises in the 

country (Wu et al., 2022). Because most manufacturing SMEs in Taiwan are suppliers to large 

companies, they are responsible for much of the productivity in the business community (Yang, 

2022). We select sample firms by adopting the governmental definition of SMEs in Taiwan, 

which are enterprises with no more than 200 employees and have a paid-in capital of less than 

NT$100 million. Our sample is then selected from the manufacturing SMEs list accessed by the 

Taiwan Ministry of Economic Affairs. First, we send invitations to participate in the production 

sectors of these selected manufacturing industries. Secondly, the obtained leaders are willing to 

provide front-line employees to assist us in writing the questionnaires, and then we send the 

questionnaires to the leaders and return the completed questionnaires.  

2.1Sampling Procedures 

To reduce the impact of CMV, we collected questionnaires in two time intervals (Zhao et al., 

2022; Zheng et al., 2022). The first section of the questionnaire was collected to ask employees 

about their voice behavior and psychological safety. Then, a second questionnaire on independent 

variables, supportive leadership, inclusive leadership, and moderate leadership was sent a month 

later. Our data is collected during the COVID-19 pandemic, from January to May 2021. Finally, 

we obtain a dataset of 600 observations from employees in 42 manufacturing SMEs.  

2.2 Measures 

This study uses the five-point Likert scale to measure supportive leadership, moderation 

leadership, and inclusive leadership; in the scale, one reprrepresent strongly disagree and five 

represents strongly agree. Others use the seven-point Likert scale to measure psychological safety 
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and employees' acquiescence voice; in the scale, one reprrepresent strongly disagree and seven 

rrepresents strongly agree. We translated the English scale into Chinese meanings. To verify that 

the translation is correct, bilingual experts translate from English to Chinese and back to English 

to ensure the quality of the conversation. 

2.3 Research Design 

This study uses the five-point Likert scale to measure supportive leadership, moderation 

leadership, and inclusive leadership; in the scale, one reprrepresent strongly disagree and five 

represents strongly agree. Others use the seven-point Likert scale to measure psychological safety 

and employees' acquiescence voice; in the scale, one reprrepresent strongly disagree and seven 

rrepresents strongly agree. We translated the English scale into Chinese meanings. To verify that 

the translation is correct, bilingual experts translate from English to Chinese and back to English 

to ensure the quality of the conversation. 

2.3.1 Employee voice behavior  

This dependent variable measuring employees’ acquiescent voice behavior is individual opinions 

along with the opinion of the majority of photos to maintain conformity. This behavior takes time 

nor necessitates a burden to express their voice(Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014). We use a five-item 

scale adopted from Van Dyne et al. (2003). The Cronbach's alpha for the scale is 0.91. 

2.3.2 Supportive leadership 

Leaders can provide additional motivation for cohesive teams to take concrete actions that 

improve their ability to share and combine learning activities (Jansen et al. 2016). We measure 

this independent variable using a five-item scale developed by Choi et al. (2003). The Cronbach's 

alpha for the scale is 0.74. 

2.3.3 Inclusive leadership  

Leaders are willing to listen to their employees, accept their mistakes rationally, and tolerate 

employees’ opinions and failures by giving encouragement and guidance when they make 

mistakes (Qi et al. 2019). We measure this independent variable using a four-item scale 

developed by Ye et al. 2019). The Cronbach's alpha for the scale is 0.82. 

2.3.4 Moderation leadership 

Embrace diversity and differences in gender, nationality, religion, etc., and respect the 

characteristics of leaders of diverse thinking with humility (Eisenbeiss, 2012). We measure this 

independent variable using a four-item scale developed by Eisenbeiss (2012). The Cronbach's 

alpha for the scale is 0.70. 

2.3.5 Psychological safety 

Psychological safety is particularly important in an employee’s work environment, as it is critical 

to reduce employee errors and improve safety, and has been shown to enable team and individual 

learning across multiple organizations (Newman et al. 2017). This variable is measured by using 

a four-item scale developed by Burris et al. (2017). The Cronbach's alpha for the scale is 0.81. 
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2.4 Control Variable 

We included several control variables. Due to the variables in this study being measured as 

personal perception, we control for individual factors such as employees’ education, gender, job 

tenure, organizational tenure, and age (Ng et al., 2022; Zhao et al., 2022; Zheng et al., 2022).  

3. Results 

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations of all variables. We conduct 

collinearity diagnostic tests on all variables. The result in Table 1 revealed that all variance 

inflation factor (VIF) values ranged from 1.09 to 5.42, well below the norm 10. Thus, 

multicollinearity is not a concern in our study. 

3.1 Hierarchical regression analysis 

The results of hierarchical regression analysis for all variables are shown in Table 2. We then test 

the direct effect of supportive leadership、moderation leadership and inclusive leadership, by 

adding the three variables into Model 2、3, and 4, respectively. Model 2 presents a negative 

relationship between supportive leadership and employees’ acquiescent voice (β = -.684, p < .05). 

Model 3 presents a negative relationship between moderation leadership and employees’ 

acquiescent voice (β = -.597, p < .05). Model 4 presents a negative relationship between inclusive 

leadership and employees’ acquiescent voice (β = -.315, p < .01). This result confirms our 

prediction in Hypothesis 1. 

Next, regarding the mediating effect, we examine Hypothesis 2 by adding the interaction term of 

mediator and independent variables. In Model 5, the interaction term of psychological safety 

supportive leadership and employees’ acquiescent voice shows a negative sign and significant (β 

= -1.158, p < .001). In Model 6, the interaction term of psychological safety moderation 

leadership and employees’ acquiescent voice shows a negative sign and significant (β =-1.108, p 

< .001). Similarly, in Model 7, the interaction term of psychological safety inclusive leadership 

and employees’ acquiescent voice shows a negative sign and significant (β =-1.061, p < .001). 

The results in Models 5 - 7 confirm the existence of negative full mediator effects of 

psychological safety on the relationship between supportive leadership, moderation leadership, 

inclusive leadership, and employees’ acquiescent voice.  

3.2 Robustness check 

We used a bootstrap approach with a 95% confidence interval (CI) of 10,000 repetitions to test 

the mediator effects of psychological safety. We use the PROCESS SPSS macro (model 4) 

for analysis (Hayes & Preacher, 2010; Preacher & Hayes, 2004). We find that the mediator 

effect of psychological safety on the relationship between supportive leadership and 

employees’ acquiescent voice is significant at total effect (effect = -.6367, LLCI=-1.1835, 

ULCI=-.0899, p<..05), at indirect effect (effect = -.6828, BootSE=.1710, BootLLCI=-1.0464, 

BootULCI=-.3835). The mediator effect of psychological safety on the relationship between 

moderation leadership and employees’ acquiescent voice is significant at total effect (effect =-
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.3795, LLCI=-.9978, ULCI=-.2388, p<.05), an indirect effect (effect=-.2935, BootSE=.1565, 

BootLLCI=-.6176, BootULCI=-.0047). Similarly, the mediator effect of psychological safety 

on the relationship between inclusive leadership and employees’ acquiescent voice is 

significant at total effect (effect = -.3107, LLCI=-.0930, ULCI=-.0839, p<.01), an indirect 

effect(effect =-.1211, BootSE=.0513, BootLLCI=-.2291, BootULCI=-.0268). The result 

confirms the prediction in Hypothesis 2. 

4. Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to understand the voice behaviors of employees in response to 

changes in their work environment during the pandemic. We discuss three leadership types of 

influence on employee voice, supportive leadership, moderation leadership, and inclusive 

leadership. The results show that in workplaces where employees’ voice is spoken, three 

leadership styles have a negative relationship with employees’ acquiescent voice. There was also 

a negative correlation between psychological safety and employees’ acquiescent voice. The 

results are the same as those proposed by previous research scholars Chen( 2017). 

However, the study further sheds light on a shift in employees’ voice patterns as they experience 

turmoil. Our findings further suggest that, when psychologically safe, the three leadership styles 

have a negative relationship to employees’ acquiescent voice, resulting in full mediation. In this 

model, our new finding is that the order of indirect influence strength from strongest to weak is 

supportive leadership, moderate leadership, and inclusive leadership. 

4.1 Contributions 

Our finding is novel and insightful to the HRM literature.  

First, previous research has shown that leadership has an encouraging role in employee voices 

(Howard & Holmes, 2020; Park et al., 2022), but our research advances existing employee voice 

types by showing different leadership styles. Supported Hypothesis 1 states that leadership style 

plays a more critical role in determining the employee's voice on the job. Therefore, the results 

show that even if the spread of the epidemic accelerates the digitization of work, the voice of 

employees still needs to be communicated and coordinated through the team face-to-face. Our 

result is consistent with observations by Chen (2017) and highlights the HRM challenges of 

managing employee voice in the workplace. In addition, the mechanisms and implementation 

strategies for managing the workplace must depend on integrating the voices of the majority of 

the team. 

Second, confirmation of Hypothesis 2 helps to understand leadership style affects employee 

voice response under psychological safety conditions. The result indicates that the three 

leadership styles have a full mediation relationship with employees’ acquiescent voice under 

psychological safety. This hence enriches the research line of employees' acquiescent voice in the 

field of HRM. Our finding fills the gap in the HRM literature regarding the lack of empirical 

evidence linking employees' acquiescent voice and leadership styles. 

Third, this study focuses on manufacturing SMEs in Taiwan that play an important role in the 

supply chain (Hsu et al., 2022). Manufacturing through the voice of employees is a key factor 
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in supporting organizational change as supply chains change. Our research provides a different 

perspective than that of large corporations, enriching the understanding of SME employee 

voice field management. 

4.2 Practical implications 

During the global pandemic, manufacturing workers and their leaders had to react quickly to 

supply shortages upstream and downstream of the economy. This study utilizes three leadership 

styles to address changes in employee voice behavior in relation to new work patterns, and how 

adding psychological safety mediators drives changes in the leader-employee relationship. 

Through the contemporary role of three leadership styles, the study identified different employee 

voice behaviors. When faced with a turbulent environment, managers need to focus their 

attention and inspire their employees' voices. In short, managers are advised to coordinate 

employee face-to-face communication activities during peacetime and encourage employee voice 

during the crisis. As a result, the practical implication of this study is to guide the HRM practices 

of SMEs, especially about the transformation of work patterns towards the digitalization of 

technology. 

4.3 Limitations  

Our study has several limitations that may provide some recommendations for future research. 

The first is that our research collection is limited to manufacturing in Taiwan's SMEs.The 

findings cannot be overly extrapolated to other countries. Therefore, we suggest that future 

research examines employee vocalization behaviors in different contexts, such as SMEs in 

developing countries. Second, this study only discusses the mediator role of psychological safety 

on the relationship between three leadership styles and employees’ acquiescence voice. Third, 

since our data are cross-sectional, we recommend collecting longitudinal data to observe changes 

in employee voice types. As the pandemic continues, longitudinal data can provide better insight 

into what drives employees to exhibit voice behaviors and how managers can operate to motivate 

employees to make changes. 

4.4 future directions 

Different levels of individual work environments have different values to investigate the potential 

influencing factors of employee voice types. It is suggested that future research should consider 

the work attitudes of employees in different countries and the different atmospheres of 

organizations. 
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TABLE 1 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations a 

 Variable Mean SD 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  VIF 

1 av 6.02 .74 (.91)                 

2 ml 4.63 .24 -.17 * (.70)              1.20 

3 sp 4.81 .23 -.20 * .20 * (.74)            1.41 

4 il 4.54 .32 -.24 ** .28 ** .24 ** (.82)          1.20 

5 ps 6.73 .40 -.46 *** .17 * .46 *** .221  (.81)        1.37 

6 gd 1.47 .50 -.06  .15 * -.17 * -.15 * -.11        1.26 

7 age 38.79 2.95 .180 
* 

-.16 
* 

.04 
 

-.04 
 

-.01 
 -

.32 

*** 
 

   
5.23 

8 edu 2.34 .83 .03 
 

.084  -.11 
 

.01 
 

.15 
* -

.01 

 -

.01 

   
1.09 

9 exp 15.25 6.24 .16* 
 

-.11 
 

.07 
 

-.04 
 

.05 
 -

.37 

*** 
.69 

*** .043  
5.42 

Note. N = 600; *p < .05 and **p < .01. Correlation is significant at 0.01 levels (two-tailed); correlation is significant at 0.05 levels 

(two-tailed);  

α reliabilities are given in parentheses. 

 

Table 2 Results of O.L.S. regression model of employee innovative behavior a 

 
Model 1 

 
Model 2 

 
Model 3 

 
Model 4  Model 5  Model 6  Model 7 

 
Coef. 

b 
 S.Eb  Coef.  S.E.  Coef.  S.E.  Coef.  S.E.  Coef.  S.E.  Coef.  S.E.  Coef.  S.E. 

(Constant) 
28.1

5 
*** 

1.8

9  

45.2

5 
*** 

7.3

0  

39.0

1 
*** 

6.6

9  
41.79 *** 5.17  

57.65

5 
*** .628  

63.00

1 
*** 

7.17

7 
 
64.95

0 
*** 

6.16

0 

Gender 
-

.065 
 

.70

5 
 

-

.329 
 

.70

0 
 .080  

.70

5 
 -.414  .697  -.433  .622  -.373  .628  -.638  .623 

Age .662  
.70

3 
 .549  

.69

1 
 .516  

.70

3 
 .684  .684  .320  .363  .256  .623  .352  .613 

Education .140  
.39

9 
 .021  

.39

5 
 .192  

.39

8 
 .150  .389  .463  .435  .463  .355  .432  .350 

Experience 
-

.033 
 

.49

2 
 .046  

.48

4 
 .031  

.49

0 
 -.114  .480  .183  .287  .210  .434  .122  .430 

Supportive leadership  
    

-

.684 
* 

.28

2     
     .063  .628         

Moderation leadership 
        

-.597 * .353          -.280  .317     

Inclusive leadership             -.315 ** .112          -.192  .102 

Psychological climate                 -1.158 *** .210  
-

1.108 
*** .187  

-

1.061 
*** .187 

                            

Adjusted R2 .033    .077    .055    .092    .262    .267    .248   

F-value 1.050 **  
 

7.974 **  
 

2.862 *   7.974 **   
30.35

0 
***   

34.93

3 
***   

32.20

3 
***  

a *** significant at p < 0.001 level, ** significant at p < 0.01 level, * significant at p < 0.05 level.  
b Coef: regression coefficient; SE: standard error.  

All two-tailed tests.n=600 observations. 
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