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1 INTRODUCTION 

Employee voice behaviour refers to the pro-
active expression of work-related ideas, 
concerns, or suggestions to improve other 
aspects of organizational functioning [22], 
[23] and is a vital source of innovation, flex-
ibility, and effectiveness in organizational 
decision-making [2]. This is especially im-

portant for Sri Lankan IT firms, which are 
driven by rapid changes in technology and 
global competition that require the constant 
generation of ideas, the dissemination of in-
formation, and the active participation of 
employees. Despite recognizing the value of 
employee voice, many organizations contin-
ue to struggle with a critical issue: employ-
ees are sometimes reluctant to voice their 
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opinions because of their apprehensions 
about how leaders will appraise and respond 
to their suggestions [9], [27]. 

Existing research highlights several fac-
tors that influence leaders’ endorsement of 
employee voice, such as the quality of em-
ployee suggestions [4], leader traits [8], 
[31], and characteristics of the employee 
who speaks up [21]. Yet, little attention has 
been paid to an important aspect: the clarity 
of the leader in communicating how he/she 
evaluates and endorses employee voice. 
This results in an endorsement “black box”, 
which constrains employee comprehension 
of what makes good suggestions, and pre-
vents greater engagement in voice behav-
iours [24]. 

To fill this gap, this study draws attention 
away from whether or not the endorsement 
happens, or the endorsement “event”, and 
onto the transparency of the endorsement 
process, defined as leader voice endorse-
ment transparency. Leader voice endorse-
ment transparency refers to the degree of 
transparency around the criteria and deci-
sion-making process for endorsement by 
leaders. This study uses Social Exchange 
Theory to suggest that when leaders com-
municate transparently, it is a strong social 
signal that communicates social cues, which 
lessen the uncertainty and guide employee 
behaviour. Employees better understand the 
endorsement criteria and expectations with 
which to align their ideas and engage in 
constructive voice [40]. 

Additionally, this study proposes that 
employee workplace status moderates this 
link. This study suggests workplace status, 
or employees’ perceived respect, promi-
nence, and prestige within the workplace 
[11], [33], is a critical factor driving voice 
behaviour. Distinct from actual rank in the 
organization, workplace status is informally 
perceived social rank based on peer assess-
ments [11], [39]. Lower workplace status 
employees perceive greater risks in speaking 
up because of their reduced political influ-
ence and opportunities to learn the norms of 
voice [32], [10]. 

In these circumstances, leader voice en-
dorsement transparency is crucial. Openness 
helps to eliminate doubt and to increase em-
ployees’ belief in their ability to provide 
valuable ideas and their confidence that they 
will be valued. This is consistent with the 
notion of voice efficacy, adapted from Ban-
dura [1], i.e., the belief that one can success-

fully voice constructive ideas. As a result, 
leaders’ communication of transparency in 
endorsing employee voice behaviour is ex-
pected to have a stronger positive effect on 
employee voice behaviour among employ-
ees at lower workplace status. 

In line with these considerations, this 
study seeks to examine the influence of 
leader voice endorsement transparency on 
employee voice behaviour in the Sri Lankan 
IT industry, focusing on the moderating role 
of employee workplace status. In doing so, 
this study adds to the literature by extending 
Social Exchange Theory and emphasizing 
the role of leadership transparency in en-
hancing communication, inclusion, and in-
novation in organizations. 

The following research questions will 
guide this research: What is the impact of 
transparency in leader voice endorsement on 
employee voice behaviour within the Sri 
Lankan IT sector? Does the employee 
workplace status moderate the relationship 
between leader voice endorsement transpar-
ency and employee voice behaviour? Con-
sistent with these questions, the main objec-
tive of the research is to examine the impact 
of leader voice endorsement transparency on 
employee voice behaviour within the IT sec-
tor in Sri Lanka, with further emphasis on 
how the moderating factor is employee 
workplace status in Sri Lanka. In particular, 
the research will focus on examining the fol-
lowing relationship between leader voice 
endorsement transparency and employee 
voice behaviour: the moderating role of the 
employee's workplace status at the work-
place in their relationship between leader 
voice endorsement transparency and em-
ployee voice behaviour. Additionally, the 
research aims to contribute to the develop-
ment of Social Exchange Theory by point-
ing out the importance of transparent leader-
ship practices in promoting mutual 
communication behaviours in organizations. 

2 THEORY AND HYPOTHESES 

2.1 Leader voice endorsement 
transparency and employee voice 
behavior 

It is increasingly being recognized that 
Leader voice endorsement transparency is a 
significant leadership practice that deter-
mines employee voice behaviour, especially 
within knowledge-intensive sectors, like the 
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Sri Lankan IT sector. The concept of em-
ployee voice behaviour can be explained as 
discretionary sharing of ideas, suggestions, 
or concerns to enhance the effectiveness of 
the organization [30]. Although vital, in the 
case of uncertainty as to how the input will 
be measured, employees usually stay quiet 
as to whether the input will be measured 
fairly [9]. 

Using the Social Exchange Theory, 
workplace relationships are founded on rec-
iprocity, where employees reciprocate posi-
tive attitudes and behaviour of the leader 
with positive responses [3]. In this regard, 
the transparency of the leader’s voice may 
be theorized as a kind of supportive and un-
biased treatment, a signal of respect, trust, 
and acknowledgment of employees’ input. 

To begin with, clear communication 
about the decisions on endorsements augurs 
more procedures with perceived fairness and 
organizational backing. Voice processes can 
be defined as being subjective in assessment 
and asymmetrical in terms of information 
between leaders and employees [13], [37]. 
By making it clear to the leaders how sug-
gestions are evaluated and why specific ide-
as are supported, leaders decrease the uncer-
tainties and enhance perceived equity. 
Previous studies indicate that fairness per-
ceptions are the key determinants of favora-
ble employee behaviours, and voice is one 
of them [8]. Such fair treatment, as suggest-
ed by Social Exchange Theory, enhances the 
social exchange relations, which motivates 
employees to reciprocate in positive ways, 
such as voice. 

Second, the attitude of transparency asso-
ciated with the leader’s voice encourages 
trust because it explains the justification be-
hind the decision-making procedures. Nepo-
tism, prejudice, and favoritism among the 
employees can be reduced when they learn 
why their ideas can or cannot be implement-
ed. One of the key processes in Social Ex-
change Theory is trust, as it underpins two-
way relationships between leaders and em-
ployees [35], [36]. Empirical studies indi-
cate that follower trust in their leaders leads 
to increased discretionary behaviours, such 
as employees speaking up, presenting ideas, 
and expressing concerns [33]. Therefore, 
transparency enhances trust, and this en-
hances employee voice behaviour. 

Third, transparency in endorsement of 
voice by leaders is an indication of relational 
investment by leaders, indicating that em-

ployees are treasured members of the organ-
ization. This impression increases the feel-
ing of duty and emotional attachment of 
employees to the company. According to 
Social Exchange Theory, when workers feel 
that there is a lot of organizational support, 
they feel obliged to reward the investment 
by acting in ways that are advantageous to 
the organization [14]. Employee voice be-
haviour may thus be interpreted as a positive 
reciprocity behaviour whereby employees 
will present ideas and suggestions in ex-
change for sustaining positive and transpar-
ent leadership behaviours. 

Also, according to previous studies, the 
behaviours of leaders suggesting openness 
and support are crucial in facilitating voice 
behaviour [9], [30]. The transparency of en-
dorsement processes by the leaders mini-
mizes the perceived risk of speaking up, and 
they are able to provide a psychologically 
safe situation to the employees to share their 
opinions. 

Leader voice endorsement transparency 
gains importance in the Sri Lankan IT sec-
tor, where innovation, knowledge sharing, 
and continuous improvement are essential 
for the success of the organization. Likely, 
when their ideas are viewed as being a real 
concern and fairly judged, employees would 
tend to voice their ideas as a way of recipro-
cating the favourable leadership treatment. 

In general, the endorsement of leader 
voice transparency enhances the social ex-
change relationships through fairness, trust, 
and perceived organizational support. All 
these are reasons why the employees would 
look forward to giving back by improving 
employee voice behaviour. 

Thus, we propose that: 
H1: Leader voice endorsement transpar-

ency is positively associated with employee 
voice behaviour among employees in the Sri 
Lankan Information Technology (IT) sector. 

2.2 Moderating Role of Employee 
Workplace Status 

Workplace status refers to an employee’s 
perceived respect, prestige, and standing 
within the workplace and is conceptually 
distinct from formal organizational rank 
[12]. Prior research shows that status-related 
perceptions can be associated with meaning-
ful workplace outcomes, including how em-
ployees are evaluated and how they partici-
pate in social and organizational interactions 
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[5], [12], [16], [19]. Research on employee 
voice also indicates that employees’ percep-
tions of interpersonal risk, authority, respon-
siveness, and their own standing can shape 
their willingness to speak up [9], [10], [17], 
[30]. 

These arguments provide a theoretical 
basis for examining workplace status as a 
possible boundary condition. Employees 
with lower perceived workplace status may 
face greater uncertainty about whether their 
suggestions will be taken seriously and may 
therefore be more attentive to explicit cues 
concerning how leaders evaluate voice. 
Conversely, employees with higher per-
ceived status may have access to other rela-
tional or informational resources that reduce 
their reliance on formal guidance. More re-
cently, Ji et al. [18] similarly theorized that 
leader voice endorsement transparency may 
be especially consequential for employees 
with lower workplace status because such 
employees can rely more heavily on explicit 
leader guidance when deciding whether to 
speak up. 

Accordingly, the present study tests, ra-
ther than assumes, whether workplace status 
changes the strength of the relationship be-
tween leader voice endorsement transparen-
cy and employee voice behaviour in the Sri 
Lankan IT sector. Because the proposed dif-
ferential effect requires evidence from a sta-
tistically significant interaction, the hypoth-
esis is evaluated solely on the significance 
of the interaction term 

Thus, we propose that: 
H2: Employee workplace status moder-

ates the relationship between leader voice 
endorsement transparency and employee 
voice behaviour among employees in the Sri 
Lankan IT sector, such that the relationship 
is stronger when employee workplace status 
is low rather than high. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1. Hypothetical research model (source: Au-
thors’ compilation) 

3 METHODOLOGY 

The IT industry in Sri Lanka, one of the 
country’s most dynamic sectors, is a rele-
vant environment to assess employee voice 
behaviours [27]. Given the global competi-
tion, technological change, and innovation 
in IT firms, employee voice behaviour is 
crucial in this sector [40]. But factors such 
as workload, time constraints, and fast-
paced work environments can affect em-
ployee voice behaviour; hence, effective 
leader communication is crucial [15]. 

This research takes a quantitative ap-
proach [20] to examine how leader endur-
ance endorsement transparency influences 
employee voice behaviour, with employee 
workplace status as the moderator. A sample 
of Sri Lankan IT company employees was 
used. 

The respondents were accessed using a 
convenience sampling technique, whereby 
the researchers used their networks to reach 
out to them. A non-probability sampling 
technique was chosen because it was practi-
cal and effective to reach those subjects who 
were readily available and who consented to 
take part, especially when time and re-
sources were limited [38]. Despite the draw-
back of convenience sampling in generali-
zability, it has found extensive application in 
organizational studies where there is no easy 
access to the entire population. To achieve 
sufficient exposure to organizational prac-
tices and leadership behaviours, employees 
who had six months of experience in the IT 
sector were chosen as a study criterion. The 
survey used 235 responses (out of 400 ques-
tionnaires distributed) for data analysis, with 
an acceptable response rate. 

The respondents’ profile is consistent 
with the Sri Lankan IT industry workforce. 

Leader voice 

endorsement 

transparency 

Employee 

voice be-

haviour 

Employee work-

place status 

H1 

H2 
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The participants were 57% males and 43% 
females, showing a somewhat equal gender 
representation. The largest proportion of 
participants was between the ages of 25 - 34, 
reflecting the youthfulness and dynamism of 
the industry. When it came to education, the 
majority of respondents held bachelor’s de-
grees, with a sizeable number of respondents 
holding postgraduate degrees and certifica-
tions. 

In terms of professional experience, most 
respondents possessed between 3 - 6 years 
of industry experience, followed by those 
with over 7 years, which indicates partici-
pants had sufficient experience in the intri-
cacies of industry practices and leadership. 
Regarding job roles, participants held di-
verse positions across organizational levels: 
executives, middle managers, and senior 
managers/project managers, which provided 
varied information on the perceptions of 
leader transparency and employee voice be-
haviour. 

The researcher used SPSS to analyze the 
data, which included descriptive statistics, 
Pearson correlation, and regression analysis 
to investigate the relationships in the data. 
Moreover, moderation analysis was con-
ducted to examine the moderating effect of 
employee workplace status on the link be-
tween leader voice endorsement transparen-
cy and employee voice behaviour. 

3.1 Measures 

The instruments used in the study were in 
English since English is considered to be the 
predominant language at work in the Sri 
Lankan IT industry. Our questionnaire com-
prised scales adapted from previous research 
for accuracy and reliability. 

3.1.1 Leader Voice Endorsement 
Transparency 

Leader voice endorsement transparency was 
assessed using the six-item scale adapted 
from Ji et al. [18]. The measure assesses the 
extent to which leaders communicate the 
criteria, procedures, and reasoning used to 
evaluate and endorse employee suggestions. 
An example item is: “My supervisor ade-
quately explains how to evaluate and en-
dorse employee suggestions.” Responses 
were recorded on a seven-point Likert scale 
ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = 
strongly agree. The scale demonstrated high 
internal consistency in the present study, 

with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.91. Higher 
scores indicate greater perceived transparen-
cy in the leader voice endorsement process. 

3.1.2 Employee Voice Behaviour 
Employee voice behaviour was assessed by 
using the well-known and validated 6-item 
scale designed by Van Dyne and LePine 
[22]. This measures the extent to which em-
ployees actively share ideas, suggestions, 
and concerns at work. A typical item is: “I 
generate and recommend actions dealing 
with issues regarding my work”. Items were 
rated on a 7-point scale (1 = never, 7 = al-
ways). It had high reliability (Cronbach’s α 
= .90 or higher). 

3.1.3 Employee Workplace Status 
To measure employee workplace status, we 
adapted a 5-item scale from Djurdjevic et al. 
[12] that reflects individuals’ status, pres-
tige, and reputation in the workplace. The 
scale includes items such as: “I have a high 
level of respect and recognition in my or-
ganization.” The scale was measured using a 
7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 
7 = strongly agree). The Cronbach’s α value 
was .85 or higher. 

3.1.4 Data Reliability and Validity 
The measures were adapted from established 
literature, supporting content validity. Inter-
nal consistency was assessed using 
Cronbach’s alpha. All reported coefficients 
exceeded .70, indicating acceptable to high 
internal consistency. The study did not re-
port factor analysis or other construct-
validity tests; therefore, the manuscript does 
not claim additional forms of validity be-
yond the use of established measures and the 
reported reliability evidence. 

4 PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS 

4.1 Reliability test 

Table 1. Reliability analysis (Cronbach’s alpha) 

Variable 
No. of 
Items 

Cronbach’s Al-
pha 

Leader Voice En-
dorsement Transpar-
ency 

6 0.91 

Employee Voice Be-
haviour 

6 0.90 

Employee Workplace 
Status 

5 0.85 

(Source: SPSS Output) 



 

ICOBI-2026 
71 

All variables exceeded the recommended 
threshold of 0.70, indicating high internal 
consistency and reliability. 

4.2 Correlation Analysis 

Table 2. Correlation analysis (Pearson correlation) 

Variables 

Leader 
voice en-
dorsement 
transpar-

ency 

Employee 
Voice 

Behaviour 

Employee 
Workplace 

Status 

Leader voice 
endorsement 
transparency 

1   

Employee 
Voice Behav-
iour 

0.61** 1  

Employee 
Workplace 
Status 

0.28** 0.35** 1 

** p < 0.01 

(Source: SPSS Output) 

There is a strong positive relationship be-
tween leader voice endorsement transparen-
cy and employee voice behaviour (r = 0.61, 
p < 0.01), supporting initial expectations. 

4.3 Regression Analysis 

Table 3. Model summary 

R R² 
Adjusted 

R² 
Std. Error 

0.61 0.37 0.36 0.52 

(Source: SPSS Output) 

4.4 ANOVA Test 

Table 4. ANOVA table 

Source 
Sum of 
Square

s 
df 

Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

Regres-
sion 

45.21 1 45.21 167.85 0.000 

Residual 76.35 233 0.33   
Total 121.56 234    

(Source: SPSS Output) 

Table 5. Coefficients table 

Variable B 
Std. 
Error 

Beta 
(β) 

t Sig. 

(Constant) 1.25 0.21 - 5.95 0.000 
Leader-voice 
endorsement 
transparency 

0.55 0.04 0.55 
12.9
6 

0.000 

(Source: SPSS Output) 

Leader voice endorsement transparency has 
a statistically significant positive effect on 
employee voice behaviour (B = .55, β = .55, 
p < .001). Therefore, H1 is supported. 

4.5 Moderation Analysis (Interaction 
Effect) 

Table 6. Model summary (moderation model) 

R R² Adjusted R² 

0.63 0.40 0.38 

(Source: SPSS Output) 

Table 7. Coefficients table (moderation model) 

Variable B 
Std. 
Error 

Beta 
(β) 

t Sig. 

(Constant) 1.18 0.22 - 5.36 0.000 
Leader voice 
endorsement 
transparency 

0.52 0.05 0.52 10.40 0.000 

Workplace Sta-
tus 

0.21 0.06 0.18 3.50 0.001 

Leader voice 
endorsement 
transparency × 
Workplace Sta-
tus (Interaction 
Term) 

- 
0.06 

0.04 -0.07 -1.65 0.100 

(Source: SPSS Output) 

The interaction term is negative but not sta-
tistically significant (B = -.06, β = -.07, t = -
1.65, p = .100). Accordingly, there is insuf-
ficient statistical evidence that employee 
workplace status changes the strength of the 
relationship between leader voice endorse-
ment transparency and employee voice be-
haviour. The negative sign may be reported 
descriptively, but it must not be interpreted 
as evidence of a stronger relationship at low 
workplace status or a weaker relationship at 
high workplace status. Therefore, H2 is not 
supported. 

5 DISCUSSION 

The study examined the relationship be-
tween leader voice endorsement transparen-
cy and employee voice behaviour and tested 
whether employee workplace status moder-
ated this relationship in the Sri Lankan IT 
sector. The results provide clear support for 
the direct relationship but do not provide 
statistical support for the proposed modera-
tion. 

First, leader voice endorsement transpar-
ency was strongly and positively associated 
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with employee voice behaviour (r = .61, p < 
.01), and it remained a significant positive 
predictor in the regression model (B = .55, β 
= .55, p < .001). This finding is consistent 
with the broader employee voice literature 
showing that leadership behaviours and con-
textual signals influence whether employees 
consider speaking up worthwhile and safe 
[9], [30], [31]. It is also directly consistent 
with Ji et al. [18], who found that greater 
transparency regarding the criteria used to 
endorse employee suggestions was associat-
ed with greater employee voice. In the pre-
sent study, the finding suggests that when 
leaders explain how suggestions are as-
sessed and why ideas are accepted or not ac-
cepted, employees are more likely to con-
tribute work-related ideas, concerns, and 
suggestions. 

From a Social Exchange Theory perspec-
tive, transparent communication can be un-
derstood as a positive relational signal that 
communicates respect, procedural clarity, 
and attention to employees’ contributions 
[3], [8]. Employees may reciprocate such 
treatment through constructive discretionary 
behaviour, including voice. However, be-
cause the study is cross-sectional, this inter-
pretation should be presented as a theoreti-
cal explanation of the observed association 
rather than as proof of a causal exchange 
process. 

Second, the regression model explained 
approximately 37% of the variance in em-
ployee voice behaviour (R² = .37), and the 
overall model was statistically significant (F 
= 167.85, p < .001). These findings indicate 
that leader voice endorsement transparency 
is an important predictor within the present 
sample. Nevertheless, the unexplained vari-
ance also indicates that other factors identi-
fied in the voice literature, such as psycho-
logical safety, leader openness, trust, 
perceived efficacy, and organizational con-
text, may additionally shape employee voice 
[9], [10], [30], [31]. 

Third, the proposed moderating role of 
employee workplace status was not support-
ed. Although workplace status had a signifi-
cant positive main effect in the moderation 
model (B = .21, β = .18, p < .001), the inter-
action between workplace status and leader 
voice endorsement transparency was not sta-
tistically significant (B = -.06, β = -.07, p = 
.100). The correct conclusion is therefore 
that the present data do not demonstrate that 
workplace status changes the strength of the 

relationship between leader voice endorse-
ment transparency and employee voice be-
haviour. 

The negative interaction coefficient 
should not be described as partial support, 
directional support, weak moderation, or re-
strained but significant moderation. A coef-
ficient in the hypothesized direction without 
statistical significance does not establish the 
proposed interaction. The result may instead 
be discussed as a theoretically interesting 
but unsupported pattern that warrants repli-
cation with adequate statistical power and, 
ideally, designs that reduce common-method 
and cross-sectional limitations. 

This non-significant result is informative 
because prior research does not require eve-
ry plausible contextual factor to moderate in 
every organizational setting. Workplace sta-
tus is a meaningful construct in organiza-
tions [12], and status-related processes have 
been linked with voice and supervisory re-
sponsiveness [17]. However, the present Sri 
Lankan IT sample did not provide evidence 
that status altered the effect of leader voice 
endorsement transparency. One possible ex-
planation is that other contextual mecha-
nisms may be more proximal to employees’ 
decisions to speak up, such as voice effica-
cy, psychological safety, leader responsive-
ness, or trust. This is an inference for future 
research rather than an empirical explana-
tion established by the current data. 

Overall, the findings support transparent 
leader communication as a significant pre-
dictor of employee voice behaviour. They 
also show that workplace status is positively 
associated with voice in the model but is not 
established as a boundary condition for the 
transparency-voice relationship in this study. 
This distinction between a significant main 
effect and a non-significant interaction is es-
sential to the interpretation of the results. 

6 THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS 

The primary theoretical contribution of this 
study lies in extending the empirical exami-
nation of leader voice endorsement transpar-
ency to the Sri Lankan IT context. The re-
sults support the proposition that 
transparency about how employee sugges-
tions are evaluated is positively associated 
with subsequent employee voice. This com-
plements the broader voice literature, which 
emphasizes the importance of contextual 
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and leadership signals in shaping employ-
ees’ decisions to speak up [9], [30], [31], 
and is directly aligned with the recent con-
ceptualization and evidence reported by Ji et 
al. [18]. 

The study also contributes by distinguish-
ing between what is theoretically proposed 
and what is empirically demonstrated. 
Workplace status was tested as a moderator 
because status-related perceptions can shape 
organizational interactions and voice-related 
processes [12], [17]. However, the non-
significant interaction means that the study 
does not extend theory by establishing 
workplace status as a boundary condition in 
this relationship. Instead, it provides a useful 
null finding: in this sample, the effect of 
leader voice endorsement transparency on 
employee voice did not significantly differ 
across levels of workplace status. 

This result also refines the application of 
Social Exchange Theory. The significant di-
rect relationship is consistent with the idea 
that positive and transparent treatment may 
be reciprocated through constructive em-
ployee behaviour. However, the study does 
not provide direct evidence that workplace 
status systematically changes this exchange 
process. Future studies should test the un-
derlying mechanisms more directly, for ex-
ample by examining voice efficacy, trust, 
perceived procedural fairness, or psycholog-
ical safety as mediating processes and by as-
sessing theoretically grounded moderators 
with stronger design-based evidence. 

Accordingly, the theoretical implication 
is not that workplace status weakly or direc-
tionally moderates the relationship, but that 
the proposed status-based boundary condi-
tion was not demonstrated in the present da-
ta. Reporting this result accurately strength-
ens the credibility of the study and provides 
a clearer basis for future research. 

7 PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS 

The findings provide several practical impli-
cations for managers and organizations in 
the Sri Lankan IT industry. Because leader 
voice endorsement transparency was a sig-
nificant positive predictor of employee voice 
behaviour, managers should clearly com-
municate how employee suggestions are 
evaluated, what criteria are used when de-
ciding whether an idea can be adopted, and 
why particular suggestions are accepted, 

modified, deferred, or rejected. Such com-
munication can reduce ambiguity and pro-
vide employees with clearer information 
about how to participate constructively. 

Organizations should also establish con-
sistent feedback practices. Formal idea-
submission channels, transparent evaluation 
criteria, documented response processes, 
and timely feedback can help ensure that 
employees understand what happens after 
they speak up. These practices are consistent 
with the broader literature emphasizing the 
importance of contextual signals and leader 
responses in sustaining employee voice [9], 
[30], [31]. 

The practical recommendations should 
not claim that low-status employees benefit 
more from transparency, because the mod-
eration hypothesis was not supported. In-
stead, organizations should apply transpar-
ent and respectful voice processes across 
employees regardless of perceived work-
place status. Status differences may still be 
relevant to inclusion and participation, but 
this study does not provide statistical evi-
dence that status changes the effectiveness 
of leader voice endorsement transparency. 

Leadership development programmes 
may therefore focus on explaining evalua-
tion criteria, listening to employee input, 
providing specific reasons for decisions, and 
responding consistently to both accepted and 
rejected suggestions. The aim should be to 
create a reliable voice process rather than to 
target a particular status group on the basis 
of an unsupported interaction. 

8 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE 
RESEARCH DIRECTIONS 

These research findings are influential to the 
areas of interest, and they make an indelible 
mark on the transparency of leader voice 
endorsement and its effects on employee 
voice behaviour in the Sri Lankan IT indus-
try. Nevertheless, there are a number of 
limitations to the interpretation of the re-
sults. 

To begin with, the research was based on 
self-administered questions gathered via 
questionnaires, which could have led to the 
emergence of common method bias (CMB) 
and bias associated with responses (social 
desirability and consistency effects) [20], 
[36]. Even though the self-report scale is 
suitable due to the perceptual quality of such 
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constructs as voice behaviour and workplace 
status, in future research, multi-source data 
might prove to be more effective in adding 
strength to the results, e.g., supervisor rat-
ings, peer ratings, etc. 

Secondly, a cross-sectional research de-
sign does not allow for determining the 
causal relationship between leader transpar-
ency and employee voice behaviour. Alt-
hough the analysis of correlation and regres-
sion has found significant levels of 
association, they do not establish direction-
ality. There is a need for longitudinal de-
signs or time-lag designs to develop causal 
dynamic relations and changes over time in 
the future [34]. Strengthening causal infer-
ence could be accomplished through exper-
imental methods as well. 

Thirdly, the research was carried out us-
ing convenience sampling and based on em-
ployees of a few IT firms in Sri Lanka. This 
can restrict its ability to generalize the re-
sults to the larger IT industry or other indus-
tries. Further research needs to employ 
probability sampling methods and use a 
larger sample, with variation in organiza-
tional sizes, geographical location, and in-
dustries, to enhance the external validity. 

Fourthly, the moderating position of em-
ployee workplace status was investigated in 
this study, but with a weak and statistically 
insignificant moderation effect. This implies 
that other contextual or psychological issues 
could be having a greater role to play. The 
subsequent studies are to investigate further 
moderators (psychological safety, leadership 
style (e.g., transformational or inclusive 
leadership), organizational culture, trust in 
leadership, and emotional intelligence), 
which will give deeper responses on the 
question of when and how often leader 
transparency can affect voice behaviour. Fu-
ture studies could also examine additional 
potential moderating variables, such as 
voice efficacy, leader-member exchange, 
and perceived organisational support. These 
variables may provide further insight into 
the conditions under which leader voice en-
dorsement transparency is more likely to en-
courage employee voice behaviour. 

Lastly, this paper is rooted in Social Ex-
change Theory, which deals mostly with re-
ciprocal interactions between leaders and 
employees. Informational theoretical ap-
proaches like Social Identity Theory or Con-
servation of Resources Theory may be in-
corporated in future studies so as to have an 

overall interpretation of employee voice be-
haviour. Also, qualitative methods (e.g., in-
terviews or focus groups) may help to reveal 
subtle details of how employees may view 
leader transparency in the context of actual 
organizations. 

To sum up, although this paper has added 
to the body of knowledge by emphasizing 
the role of transparent leadership in stimu-
lating employee voice in the Sri Lankan IT 
industry, the study in the future studies in 
response to these shortcomings will build 
the theoretical bases and practical implica-
tions. 

9 CONCLUSION 

This study concludes that leader voice en-
dorsement transparency is positively associ-
ated with employee voice behaviour in the 
Sri Lankan IT sector. The findings support 
the view that clear and transparent commu-
nication about how employee suggestions 
are considered can encourage employees to 
express their ideas and concerns. However, 
the study did not find evidence that employ-
ee workplace status significantly changes 
this relationship. Overall, the findings high-
light the importance of transparent leader-
ship practices in encouraging employee 
voice while suggesting that other contextual 
factors may better explain differences in 
voice behaviour. 
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