
Endorsing voice behavior can be 
as devastating as rejecting it when 
the endorsement is laced with a 
hint of anger
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Voice endorsement—managers’ approval of employees’ voiced suggestions—has largely been regarded 
as positive, yet little research examines how managers’ emotional expressions during endorsement 
affect employees. Drawing on the Emotions as Social Information (EASI) model, we propose that not 
all instances of voice endorsements are necessarily positive events for employees. Specifically, we 
propose that managers’ anger while endorsing voice, negatively impact employees’ perceptions of 
psychological safety and their future voice behavior. Across two experimental studies, we find that 
participants who faced an angry manager endorsing their voice reported both lower psychological 
safety and future voice behavior than those whose voice was endorsed by a happy or neutral looking 
manager. Study 2 further found that employees experiencing voice endorsement with anger felt 
as psychologically unsafe as those whose voice was outright rejected, suggesting that anger-laden 
endorsements are just as detrimental as voice rejections. Our findings contribute to the literature by 
challenging the notion that all voice endorsements are inherently positive, emphasizing the role of 
managers’ emotions on managerial reactions to voice.
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Voice—a proactive work behavior that involves speaking up with suggestions for improvement1,2, can 
foster key outcomes, such as performance gains3–5 and innovation6–8. In order for voice to positively impact 
outcomes, someone with authority—often a manager—needs to endorse voice so that voice can be enacted 
and implemented9. While voice can positively impact work, managers sometimes need to turn down voiced 
ideas, which is not a pleasant event for employees10,11. In contrast, research shows that employees experience 
positive emotions when their voice is endorsed12,13. As such, researchers have regarded voice endorsement as an 
unequivocally positive event for employees10,11,14–16.

However, the positive consequences implied in voice endorsement notwithstanding, managers may not 
always react unequivocally positively to voice as, for example, managers often display negative emotions when 
interacting with their employees17. Research shows converging evidence that managers can feel reluctance toward 
employee voice18–20. As managers sometimes may have limited mental resources to deal with voice15, depleted 
managers can react with negative emotions such as anger21, especially when confronted with challenging ideas22, 
or with ideas that uncover previous incompetence23. As managers’ emotional expressions, such as anger, can 
alter how employees interpret important work events24, the emotions managers display while endorsing voice 
may make more of a difference on employees’ attitudes and future voice expressions.

Understanding how managers’ expression of anger (vis-à-vis positive emotions such as happiness, or neutral 
expressions) while endorsing voice affects employees is important for conceptual and practical reasons. Although 
voice endorsement has been generally regarded as a positive event for employees10,11,14–16, angry managers may 
harm employees24. In fact, employees do not appreciate managers when they display anger25 because employees 
perceive angry managers as though26, abusive27, and a threat to their sense of safety28. Ultimately, although 
the manager may be endorsing employees’ ideas, thus not rejecting their suggestion, employees may interpret 
their anger as a sign of a personal rejection29. Overall, this paradox in which employees may receive a positive 
signal when their voice is endorsed, but at the same time their angry manager may lead them to feel unsafe and 
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unwilling to speak up again has not received enough scholarly attention. Therefore, it is important to understand 
how managers’ displays of anger affects employees’ voice attitudes and future voice expressions. From a practical 
perspective, if employees perceive an angry endorsement in a similar fashion to having their voice turned down, 
then these instances of endorsement may be as destructive as an instance of outright rejection.

To understand how managers’ displays of anger while endorsing voice affects employees’ attitudes and future 
voice expressions, we draw from the emotions as social information (EASI) model30. The EASI model suggests 
that displayed emotions affect the way employees interpret social situations. As such, we propose and show 
that when angry managers endorse voice, employees experience lower levels of psychological safety compared 
to having their voice endorsed by a happy or neutral looking manager. In turn, this reduced sense of safety is 
associated with employees’ lower intentions to voice in the future.

Our research contributes to the literature in important ways. First, our results challenge the prevailing notion 
that all instances of voice endorsement are unequivocally positive. Our results consistently reveal that endorsing 
voice with a happy or neutral expression produce more positive downstream consequences on employees 
compared to endorsing voice with an anger. Second, our research sheds light on understanding managerial 
reactions to specific voice instances. Whereas previous research has primarily explored managers’ reactions 
to voice behavior in general, we join recent scholarship that investigates managers’ reactions to specific voice 
instances10,11. Lastly, our research is among the first studies investigating managers’ emotional expressions when 
reacting to their employees’ voice. Whereas previous research has studied how managers’ and peers’ moods affect 
voice, we show that even managers’ subtle displays of anger can significantly affect employees after they voice.

Theoretical background
The EASI model
As emotions convey critical information about others’ intentions, the emotions-as-social-information (EASI) 
model highlights the significant role that discrete emotions play in social situations30. According to the model, 
emotions act as relevant information cues that influence how individuals interpret and respond to their social 
environment allowing individuals to navigate complex social situations31. Thus, individuals interpret emotional 
signals and cognitively process them adjusting their reactions and behavior accordingly30. Research on the EASI 
model emphasizes the importance of discrete emotions, such as anger or happiness as each of them provides 
specific social signals that can lead to different responses. For instance, expressions of happiness can signal 
cooperation; whereas anger can signal toughness and treat32.

Voice behavior and voice endorsement
Voice is a proactive work behavior that focuses on employees’ verbal expression of constructive ideas, opinions, 
or suggestions aimed at improving the status quo33,34. Voice seeks to benefit the workplace by promoting 
constructive change35. However, as voice behavior is aimed at introducing changes into the organization, 
engaging in voice is risky because employees who speak up may suffer negative consequences for challenging 
the status quo1,36. Because voice is considered risky, the literature largely shows that employees assess their 
social environment when considering engaging in voice, and only decide to speak when they perceive they will 
not be harmed for challenging the status quo37. Thus, research shows that one of the main voice antecedents is 
psychological safety—employees’ perceptions that they will not be punished for speaking up38.

From the managers’ perspective, studies show that managers often have negative reactions towards voice. For 
instance, as managers tend to focus more on short-term goals than on long term benefits, they dismiss voice as 
it can create disruptions that might only pay off in the long run18. Similarly, managers low on managerial self-
efficacy react negatively to voice because voice threatens their ego19. Another study shows that managers are 
more likely to dismiss voiced ideas when employees speak up publicly (rather than privately) out of concern of 
the imagine they seek to portray as leaders20.

Scholars have portrayed voice endorsement largely as an unequivocally positive event for employees. As 
such, when managers endorse employees’ voice, managers reinforce employees’ perceptions that speaking up 
is safe, that their ideas are not only welcome, but valuable and encouraged11. Conversely, when managers do 
not endorse voice, they signal that it is not safe to speak up and that their ideas are neither welcomed nor 
appreciated10,11. While the majority of research on voice endorsement has focused on its antecedents, one study 
that investigates its consequences shows that employees who have their voice endorsed experienced positive 
affective states as a result12.

Hypothesis development
Endorsing voice with anger
Existing voice research largely conceptualizes voice endorsement as a generally positive experience that reinforces 
employees’ safety perceptions. We contend, however, that employees’ reactions to having their voice endorsed 
by a manager depend on the emotional expression that the manager displays at the moment of endorsing voice.

From the employees’ perspective, the mere fact that a manager is endorsing their voiced ideas is in itself a 
critical event as most voiced ideas are ignored the first time they are communicated39. Given that endorsing 
voice is a critical event for employees, employees do pay close attention to the way their managers react to 
voice40. Research on voice rejection shows that the way managers reject voice can buffer the potential negative 
repercussions for employees for having their voice turned down. For instance, when managers turn down voice 
providing a sensible explanation11, or when managers use benevolent humor10, employees are more likely to 
voice again in the future.

The way managers react to voice is an important signal for employees because it influences how employees 
will expect their managers to react to voice in the future. Aligned with the dominant views of the literature11,41, 
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we expect that when managers endorse voice with a neutral expression, their employees will consider that it is 
safe to speak up again in the future because the act of endorsement is by itself a signal that the manager is open 
to voice. In this case, although the manager is not portraying any emotional cues, the act of endorsement will by 
itself provide a positive signal for employees. Similarly, when the manager endorses voice with happy expression, 
employees will receive additional positive signals from their manager. By endorsing voice with happiness, the 
manager signals that they are not only is open to voice by, but happy about it. Employees can perceive this cue 
as their managers way of showing that their voice is worthwhile. In both cases, we expect that employees will 
not think that future voice will bring them harm and thus they will perceive that it is safe to speak up again in 
the future.

In contrast, when an angry manager endorses voice, their response to voice is not unequivocally positive. 
Although the manager is endorsing voice, which may be construed as a positive reaction, by displaying anger the 
manager’s emotions may be signaling that he or she does not fully and wholeheartedly support their employees’ 
voiced idea. There are several reasons why a angry manager may support voice. First, managers are more likely 
than other employees to display negative other-directed emotions, such as anger42. In fact, employees often tell 
stories about “angry bosses”43. Research on managerial anger shows that dealing with subordinates is one of the 
leading causes of their anger43. For instance, if managers perceive employees’ voice as disrespectful, managers 
are likely to react with anger44. Hence, while it may seem off-kilter to be angry when endorsing employee voice, 
managers may agree and endorse their employees’ suggestions while still experiencing anger for related or 
unrelated reasons. Indeed, voice is a constructive and deviant behavior45, implying that a manager’s response to 
voice is a conflict management behavior, and we know from research on negotiation and conflict management 
that anger is a common and effective negotiation tactic31,46.

Voice behavior is largely driven by psychological safety and voice impact47. Yet, we expect that expressions 
of anger to be more closely related to safety than to impact (though we will statistically account for the role 
of voice impact in our studies). From the employees’ perspective, when they see their manager as angry, they 
will perceive their manager as conveying toughness26. Existing research also suggest that displays of anger will 
result in the manager appear as a threat to the employees28. Furthermore, when managers react with anger, their 
employees may perceive that even though their manager is endorsing their ideas, the manager is ultimately 
rejecting them29. We expect these reactions would make employees think about their social risks and their self-
preservation, both of which are more related to their sense of safety rather than to their impression of whether 
voice would be acted upon. Not surprisingly, existing research shows that managers’ anger negatively affects 
employees’ sense of safety48.

In sum, we expect that when angry managers endorse (relatively to happy or a neutral looking managers), 
employees will see their manager as tough and as a threat to them, which will impact how safe they will feel when 
considering speaking up again. Thus, we propose:

Hypothesis 1  Managers’ displays of anger (relative to happiness or a neutral expression) while endorsing voice 
are negatively related to employees’ perceptions of psychological safety.

Psychological safety refers to the employees’ perceptions that they will not be punished for voicing38. Previous 
research consistently shows that employees are more likely to speak up when they believe they will not face any 
harm for doing so37. Similarly, when employees do not feel safe, they tend to withhold voice49. Following this 
evidence, we expect that when employees experience high levels of psychological safety after having their voice 
endorsed, they will continue to voice in the future.

Taken together, the previous argument in combination with Hypothesis 1 suggest an instance of mediation. 
Specifically, when angry managers endorse voice (relative to happy or neutral looking managers), employees 
will experience lower levels of psychological safety, which will negatively affect their future voice behavior. 
Our prediction is consistent with the EASI model insofar employees’ assessment of their managers’ emotional 
expressions not only affect employees’ attitudinal reactions, but also their future work behavior. Thus, we propose,

Hypothesis 2  Employees’ perceptions of psychological safety mediate the relationship between managers’ dis-
plays of anger while endorsing voice and employees’ future voice behavior.

Method
Ethics statement
Ethical approval for this research was received from the Institutional Review Board of the research laboratory 
of the first author’s institution, the CNRS Research Center Lille Economie et Management, UMR 9221. As such, 
data-related procedures for the data presented in this article were conducted in accordance with the ethical 
standards of the European Union and with the 1964 Helsinki declaration and its later amendments or comparable 
ethical standards. Informed consent was obtained from all individuals participants included in this research.

Transparency and openness
Our data was processed and analyzed utilizing Stata 17 MP. Our research design and hypotheses were not 
preregistered. Our data, syntax, and supplemental analyses are openly available as an Online Supplement in 
the Open Science Framework (OSF) at: ​h​t​t​p​s​:​​​/​​/​o​s​​f​.​i​​o​/​z​r​s​​u​​h​/​?​​v​​i​e​w​_​​o​​n​l​y​=​​d​a​c​d​b​9​​f​9​5​b​e​2​​4​b​8​0​b​5​4​5​0​8​d​d​3​6​a​4​f​1​8​0.

Study 1
We conducted Study 1 to provide initial evidence of the effect of managers’ displays of anger while endorsing 
voice on employees’ attitudes and voice behavior utilizing a between-subjects experimental design that 
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conducted online on Qualtrics.com. Participants took the role of a coffee shop employee who voiced an idea 
during a meeting and got their idea endorsed by the manager. To ascertain whether the emotion the manager 
displayed while endorsing participants’ idea had our predicted effect, we randomly assigned participants into 
three conditions where we manipulated the managers’ emotional expression at the time of the endorsement by 
showing participants an image of their manager. Thus, participants saw a picture a man who either displayed 
an angry, happy, or neutral expression. Our study materials, including these images appear in the Online 
Supplement.

Participants and design
We analyzed data from 175 USA-based individuals from Prolific.com. We used G*Power to conduct a power 
analysis. We followed the standard recommendations to detect a small effect size of 0.25, with a 0.05 alpha error 
probability and a power of 0.80, which results in a recommended sample size of 159 (i.e., 53 per cell). We thus 
collected a slightly larger sample size in case we needed to remove some participants. Therefore, although we 
initially recruited 180 participants, we removed 5 who failed at least one out of three attention checks. We paid 
all study participants 1.35 British pounds for their time. Participants self-reported their sex as female (49.1%), 
male (48.6%), or other (2.3%). Participants had a mean age of 39.43 years old (SD = 12.42). In terms of their 
employment, majority reported being employed (73.1%), looking for a job (7.4%), homemakers (7.4%), students 
(5.1%), or in another situation (6.9%).

We divided participants into three experimental conditions: Facing an angry manager (N = 58), facing a 
happy manager (N = 59), and facing a manager with a neutral expression (N = 58). In all conditions, participants 
were asked to take the role of a coffee shop employee in a placed called Deluxe Beans. They read that Deluxe 
Beans is frequented by educated white-collar professionals who are willing to pay a higher prize for high-quality 
products and customer service. Participants further read that they have been working in there for the past two 
years, they know how to do their job, and that all employees (including them) report to Andrew, the general 
manager of the coffee shop.

Next, we provided participants with some context about their job. Participants read that the general manager 
of the coffee shop holds a staff meeting at the beginning of every week to discuss the plan for the week, such 
as special products or new promotions, staff work schedules, and so on. Here, participants read that, “During 
the last staff meeting, Andrew talked about how baristas behind the counter are constantly bumping into one 
another, which slows down service during peak hours. To resolve this, your manager Andrew proposed a 
new ‘behind the counter plan’ that seeks to reduce the number of baristas employed during a shift, which in 
turn should reduce the number of baristas behind the counter and would allow things to run more smoothly.” 
Participants then read that after their manager had finished explaining their plan, they raised their hand with a 
suggestion because they were not sure their manager’s new procedure would work because there would not be 
enough people to prepare drinks when demand was high. This is where participants were made aware that they 
voiced an idea to their manager. Thus, we told participants that they spoke up to their manager saying “[I think 
we need to] keep the same number of employees but redesign the workspace layout to create clear, designated 
zones for different tasks (e.g., espresso machine area, milk steaming area, syrup station, etc.). Then, each barista 
will only handle one section of the process at a given time, which would make their work smoother and allow 
them to work as a team and keep up with demand during peak hours.”

After participants finish reading about the idea they proposed to their manager, we asked them to advance to 
the next screen to see an image of how their manager reacted to their suggestion, as well as how he responded. In 
the next screen, all participants read that their manager had endorsed their idea: “Andrew: Thanks for bringing 
this up. I see the benefits that your idea could have for us and our customers. Let’s try your way and see how it 
goes.”

At this point we separated participants into the three experimental conditions (i.e., facing an angry manager 
vs. facing a happy manager vs facing a manager with a neutral expression). In each condition participants saw a 
picture of an individual displaying the emotion corresponding to their condition. These images were developed 
and validated previously50, and have been used to investigate interpersonal effects of emotions51. Afterwards, 
participants responded to the rest of the survey, and received payment.

Measures
Unless otherwise indicated, participants responded utilizing a 5-point Likert type scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 
5 = Strongly agree). The full item list appears in the Online Supplement.

To assess psychological safety, we utilized the 4-item scale by Hamstra and colleagues10 that was based on the 
measure by Wei and colleagues52. A sample reversed-coded item is, “if I were to speak up to my supervisor, he 
would evaluate my performance negatively.” (α = 0.95).

We measured voice in line with other experimental voice studies53,54. Study participants were presented with 
another situation in which they had the chance to speak up to their manager, and they reported their willingness 
to do so. Specifically, participants read that two weeks had passed since the last time they spoke up to their 
manager at the Deluxe Beans coffee shop. We then asked them to “imagine that you are participating again in 
your scheduled regular staff meeting. This time, your manager suggested that in order to increase sales the coffee 
shop will start advertising to college students so that they can come to the coffee shop when they are not in class. 
Clearly, you can see that your manager has not thought through this new plan as college students are not the target 
audience of your coffee shop (i.e., you typically serve young professionals).” We then asked participants if they 
were willing to express their concerns and/or make suggestions, (“yes” = 1, “no” = 0). This operationalization of 
voice follows a decision-making perspective and represents a behavioral measure of voice54. In line with previous 
research53, we believe this measure is appropriate in our study because it is focused on whether participants are 
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willing to speak up to their manager on a specific situation (i.e., shortly after their manager had endorsed their 
voice displaying a specific emotion).

To ascertain whether participants perceived the appropriate emotion from the facial images we displayed 
to them, we asked participants to indicate the “extent to which you think your manager at Deluxe Beans felt 
this way when reacting to your input.” We then presented participants with three items intended to assess their 
managers’ perceived anger (angry, irritated, and furious, α = 0.90) and happiness (happy, enthusiastic, cheerful, 
α = 0.89).

Results Study 1
Table 1 depicts Study 1 descriptive statistics, reliabilities, and correlations.

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed that participants perceived their manager as angrier 
(M = 2.58, SD = 1.13) in the facing an angry manager condition compared to the facing a happy manager 
condition (M = 1.80, SD = 0.72, F(1, 115) = 20.07, p < 0.001) and the facing a manager with a neutral expression 
condition (M = 2.10, SD = 0.75, F(1, 114) = 7.40, p = 0.008). Similarly, participants perceived their manager as 
significantly happier (M = 3.61, SD = 0.80) in the facing an happy manager condition compared to the facing 
a angry manager condition (M = 3.01, SD = 1.07, F(1, 115) = 11.84, p < 0.001) and marginally happier than the 
facing a manager with a neutral expression condition (M = 3.34, SD = 0.84, F(1, 115) = 3.05, p = 0.083). Overall, 
these results confirm the effectiveness of our visual stimuli and its intended manipulation effect.

We tested Hypothesis 1 utilizing ANOVA with psychological safety as the dependent variable and the 
experimental conditions (2 = facing an angry manager, 1 = facing a happy manager, and 0 = facing a manager with 
a neutral expression) as the independent variable. We plotted these results in Fig. 1. In support of Hypothesis 
1, there was a significant effect of anger, F(2, 172) = 18.74, p < 0.001, partial eta-squared = 0.18. Tukey post-hoc 
contrasts indicated that participants in the facing an angry manager condition reported lower psychological 
safety (M = 3.31, SD = 1.10), than those who faced a happy manager (M = 4.35, SD = 0.74, t = 6.06, p < 0.001) 

Fig. 1.  Means of Psychological safety by condition (Study 1).

 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 Gender .55 .62 -

2 Age 39.43 12.42 -.17* -

3 Happy condition .33 .47 -.05 -.04 -

4 Anger condition .33 .47 -.02 .02 -.50** -

5 Psych. Safety 3.88 1.02 .11 .03 .33** -.39* (.95)

6 Voice impact 3.45 .81 .18* -.19* .18* -.24* .35** (.93)

7 Positive affect 3.75 .87 .05 .08 .23** -.30* .62** .58** (.85)

8 Voice .61 .49 -.02 .08 .12 -.09 .37** .31** .45**

Table 1.  Descriptive statistics, reliabilities, and correlations (Study 1). N = 175. Alpha coefficient appears on 
the diagonal in parenthesis. Happy condition is coded 0 = facing a neutral looking manager, 1 = facing a happy 
manager. Anger condition is coded 0 = facing a neutral looking manager, 1 = facing an angry manager. * p < .05, 
** p < .01.
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and a manager with a neutral expression (M = 3.97, SD = 0.91, t = 3.79, p = 0.001), but there were no significant 
differences between those in the facing a happy or neutral manager (p = 0.065).

Regarding mediation, we followed the best practice recommendations by Hayes and Preacher55 when testing 
mediation with multicategorical independent variables. We began by dummy coding all experimental groups, 
using the voice endorsement with a neutral expression group as the reference group. As a result, we created two 
dummy variables to represent the two remaining conditions: endorsing voice with happiness and endorsing 
voice with anger. We then conducted OLS regression with voice behavior as the dependent variable, and the 
independent variables included psychological safety and the two dummy variables. Additionally, the dummy 
variables predicted psychological safety. To test for mediation, we computed indirect effects by calculating bias-
corrected confidence intervals (CI) utilizing 5,000 bootstraps replications. Mediation is present when zero is 
absent from the confidence interval56.

The results of our mediation analysis show that psychological safety positively mediates the relationship 
between the happiness dummy on voice (indirect effect = 0.07, bias corrected CI = (0.02, 0.15)). The total 
effect for both the anger dummy (coefficient = -0.03, bias corrected CI = (-0.21, 0.15)) and the happiness one 
(coefficient = 0.11, bias corrected CI = (-0.07, 0.28)) included zero in their respective confidence intervals. 
Similarly, the direct effect on voice behavior of both the anger dummy (coefficient = 0.09, bias corrected 
CI = (-0.07, 0.25)) and the happiness dummy (coefficient = 0.04, bias corrected CI = (-0.15, 0.21)) also included 
zero in their respective confidence intervals. These results are consistent with the bivariate correlations between 
voice behavior and the happy dummy (r = 0.12, p = 0.107) and the anger dummy (r = -0.09, p = 0.257) that are 
reported on Table 1. Moreover, and consistent with Hypothesis 2, psychological safety negatively mediates the 
indirect effect of the anger dummy on voice behavior (indirect effect = -0.12, bias corrected CI = (-0.22, -0.05)), 
further reinforcing psychological safety’s key role in shaping voice.

Robustness checks
We conducted additional analyses to investigate the robustness of our findings. First, to rule out the possibility 
that facing an angry manager would affect voice for reasons unrelated to psychological safety, we explored 
whether other potential mediators—voice impact and positive affect—could explain our findings. Voice impact 
has to do with employees’ perceptions that their voice can significantly influence their manager57. We assessed 
voice impact because employees who have their voice endorsed may believe they can further impact their 
supervisor with their future voice behavior. We assessed voice impact with the 3-item measure by Tangirala 
and Ramanujam57. A sample item is, “my ideas, opinions, and suggestions have significant influence on my 
supervisor” (α = 0.85). Moreover, we assessed high-activated positive affect because having one’s ideas endorsed 
is a positive emotional event, and thus it is possible that participants engage in future voice behavior because they 
feel a surge of positive affective energy58. We assessed high-activated positive affect with four items developed by 
Warr and colleagues59(happy, enthusiastic, inspired, and cheerful, α = 0.93).

We repeated our mediation analyses predicted by Hypothesis 2 while including voice impact and positive 
affect as alternative mediators. In this case, similar to our main analyses the total effect for both the anger dummy 
(coefficient = -0.03, bias corrected CI = (-0.21, 0.16)) and the happiness one (coefficient = 0.11, bias corrected 
CI = (-0.06, 0.28)) as well as the direct effect on voice behavior of both the anger dummy (coefficient = 0.12, 
bias corrected CI = (-0.03, 0.28)) and the happiness dummy (coefficient = 0.03, bias corrected CI = (-0.12, 0.20)) 
included zero in their respective confidence intervals.

In terms of our proposed alternative mediators, voice impact does not mediate the indirect effect on voice 
from anger (indirect effect = -0.04, bias corrected CI = (-0.13, 0.02)) or happiness (indirect effect = 0.02, bias 
corrected CI = (-0.01, 0.08)) when the other two mediators are involved. High-activated positive affect does 
mediate the indirect effect on voice from both anger (indirect effect = -0.12, bias corrected CI = (-0.24, -0.03)) 
and happiness (indirect effect = 0.07, bias corrected CI = (0.01, 0.17)) when the other two mediators are involved. 
Lastly, our results for psychological safety remain consistent with our main analyses when the two alternative 
mediators are included since it mediates the indirect effect from both anger (indirect effect = -0.06, bias corrected 
CI = (-0.16, -0.01)) and happiness (indirect effect = 0.03, bias corrected CI = (0.00, 0.11)).

We also examined whether participants’ gender had any effect on our findings. We repeated our main 
analyses including gender as a covariate, and our results and conclusions did not change with its inclusion. 
Furthermore, we employed the Wald test for joint significant to investigate whether gender moderated the 
effect of our experimental condition on psychological safety (F(2, 165) = 1.02, p = 0.365) and voice behavior F(2, 
165) = 0.76, p = 0.468), and found that it does not significantly affect these outcomes. In sum, we conclude that 
participants’ gender did not meaningfully affect our study findings. Overall, these additional analyses bolster the 
confidence in our study findings.

Discussion (Study 1)
Study 1 provides support for our main predictions. Study participants experienced lower levels of psychological 
safety when an angry manager endorsed their voice, relative to a happy or neutral looking manager. Furthermore, 
facing an angry manager negatively affected participants future voice behavior due to participants’ lower levels 
of psychological safety.

Previous research on angry managers have largely shown the detrimental effects on subordinates resulting 
from managers’ public displays of anger43. Study 1 results uniquely contribute to existing research because they 
show that the negative effects of anger are context dependent. That is, unlike situations where an angry manager 
expresses anger because they are dealing with an incompetent or immoral employee, where such anger could 
be expected and even justified, voice endorsement is typically considered a positive work event. This creates a 
unique situational incongruence where managers are simultaneously signaling approval and expressing anger, 
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which challenges employees’ interpretations and expectations as voice endorsement should foster psychological 
safety.

Although Study 1 provided evidence of our predicted effects, a key question remains unanswered: how 
detrimental is for employees to have their voice endorsed voice by an angry manager? As Study 1 only allowed 
us to compare different emotional expressions during a relatively positive situation for employees (i.e., having 
their voice endorsed), it remains unclear whether the consequences of having their voice endorsed with anger 
is comparable to a relatively negative situation for employees (i.e., having their voice rejected). We expect 
that participants who have their voice endorsed with anger will experience similarly negative consequences 
on their psychological safety and future voice behavior relative to participants who have their voice rejected. 
Our prediction is consistent with the EASI model as managers’ displays of anger have been shown to produce 
stronger negative reactions in subordinates compared to receiving negative feedback without expressing anger60.

Study 2
The objective of Study 2 is twofold. First, we conducted Study 2 to replicate our results from Study 1. Additionally, 
we wanted to investigate how detrimental is for employees to have their voice endorsed voice by an angry by 
expanding our model to include two managerial reactions to voice—a positive reaction, voice endorsement, 
and a negative reaction, voice rejection. We thus conducted a 3 (manager emotional display: anger vs happy vs 
neutral) × 2 (manager reaction: voice endorsement vs voice rejection) between-subjects experimental design.

Participants and design
We analyzed data from 218 USA-based individuals from Prolific.com. We used G*Power to conduct a power 
analysis. Aligned with Study 1, we sought to detect a small effect size of 0.25, with a 0.05 alpha error probability 
and a power of 0.80, which results in a recommended sample size of 216 (i.e., 36 per cell). Therefore, we initially 
recruited 240 participants and removed 22 who failed at least one out of four attention checks. We did not allow 
Study 1 participants to participate in Study 2. All participants received 1.35 British pounds for participating. 
Most participants self-reported their sex as female (51.8%), and the rest as male (48.2%). Participants had a mean 
age of 38.32 years old (SD = 12.23). In terms of their employment, majority reported being employed (78.9%), 
looking for a job (7.3%), homemakers (3.7%), students (4.6%), or in another situation (5.5%).

We divided participants into six experimental conditions: Facing an angry manager who endorsed their voice 
(N = 37), facing a happy manager who endorsed their voice (N = 32), facing a manager with a neutral expression 
who endorsed their voice (N = 38), facing an angry manager who rejected their voice (N = 40), facing a happy 
manager who rejected their voice (N = 36), and facing a manager with a neutral expression who rejected their 
voice (N = 35).

We adapted the scenario and cover story from Study 1 with one main difference. Right after participants 
finish voicing their plan aimed at resolving the issues baristas faced behind the counter, they were also asked to 
advance to the next screen to see an image of how their manager reacted to their suggestion. Here is where we 
introduced Study 2 manipulations. Specifically, participants in the voice endorsement condition read the same 
reaction from Study 1: “Andrew: Thanks for bringing this up. I see the benefits that your idea could have for us 
and our customers. Let’s try your way and see how it goes.” However, participants in the voice rejection condition 
read, “Andrew: Thanks for bringing this up. I don’t see the benefits that your idea could have for us and our 
customers. Let’s try my way and see how it goes.”

Participants in both the voice endorsement and the voice rejection conditions saw one of three images (i.e., 
facing an angry manager vs. facing a happy manager vs facing a manager with a neutral expression). We utilized 
the same images from Study 1. Afterwards, participants in all conditions answered the rest of the survey which 
included the same questions from Study 1.

Measures
We utilized the same measures from Study 1 to assess the Study 2 variables.

Results Study 2
Table 2 depicts Study 2 descriptive statistics, reliabilities, and correlations.

An ANOVA test showed that participants perceived their manager as significantly angrier (M = 2.94, 
SD = 1.04) in the facing an angry manager condition compared to the facing a happy manager conditions 
(M = 2.24, SD = 1.09, F(1, 143) = 15.87, p < 0.001) and the facing a manager with a neutral expression conditions 
(M = 2.52, SD = 0.99, F(1, 148) = 6.24, p = 0.014). Participants also perceived their manager as significantly 
happier (M = 3.04, SD = 0.98) in the facing an happy manager condition compared to the facing an angry 
manager conditions (M = 2.56, SD = 1.05, F(1, 143) = 8.26, p = 0.005) but not significantly happier when the 
facing a manager with a neutral expression conditions (M = 2.78, SD = 1.08, F(1, 148) = 1.57, p = 0.213). Although 
we did not find significant differences between the happy and neutral condition for the happiness manipulation, 
we still decided to continue with our analyses as our key predictions are about differences relative to the angry 
condition.

The results of a 3 × 2 ANOVA test shows a significant main effect of the managerial reaction condition (F(1, 
212) = 94.50, p < 0.001, partial eta-squared = 0.31), the emotional display condition (F(2, 212) = 21.36, p < 0.001, 
partial eta-squared = 0.17), and a significant interaction between the two conditions (F(2, 212) = 6.49, p < 0.001, 
partial eta-squared = 0.07). We plotted this interaction in Fig.  2. Tukey post-hoc contrasts show that among 
participants in the voice endorsement condition, those who faced an angry manager reported lower psychological 
safety (M = 3.06, SD = 1.20) than those who faced a happy manager (M = 4.58, SD = 0.47, t = 7.06, p < 0.001) and 
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a manager with a neutral expression (M = 4.06, SD = 0.95, t = 4.85, p < 0.001), but there were no significant 
differences between those facing a happy or neutral manager (p = 0.147). Thus, Hypothesis 1 is supported.

To test for mediation, we followed mediation procedures from Study 155. Specifically, we first created dummy 
variables to code all six experimental groups. We then conducted OLS regression with voice behavior as the 
dependent variable, and the independent variables included psychological safety and five of the six dummy 
variables. Additionally, the selected five dummy variables predicted psychological safety. We conducted 
these analyses six times, such that we were allowed to compare our experimental condition against all other 
experimental conditions. We achieved this by selecting five dummy variables at a time and leaving out the 
dummy variable representing the condition we used as the baseline for the five selected dummy variables.

Table 3 summarizes the results of our indirect effects. According to Table 3, the dummy corresponding to 
endorsing voice with anger negatively affects the indirect relationship with voice behavior via psychological safety 
when the reference group was endorsing voice with a neutral expression (Table 3, M1: indirect effect = -0.17, bias 
corrected CI = (-0.31, -0.08)) and when the reference group was endorsing voice with a happy expression (Table 
3, M2: indirect effect = -0.26, bias corrected CI = (-0.42, -0.15)). These results support Hypothesis 2.

To provide additional information regarding our mediation analyses, Table 4 depicts the total effects and 
Table 5 the direct effects of our mediation with multicategorical independent variables. While the direct and 
total effects of our dummy variables generally do not have a significant impact on voice, the indirect effect 
through psychological safety is significant, reinforcing the idea that psychological safety is a key mechanism 
explaining the relationship. Notably, according to Table 1 we found a significant negative correlation between 
voice and the anger dummy (r = -0.20, p = 0.003), but not with the happy dummy (r = 0.08, p = 0.229), suggesting 
that although anger has a bivariate association with voice, their relationship is better explained by their indirect 
relationship via psychological safety, which aligns with our core prediction.

Regarding our last prediction about the consequences of endorsing voice with anger vis-à-vis rejecting 
voice, Fig. 2 suggests that participants who got their voice endorsed by an angry manager experienced similar 

Fig. 2.  Means of Psychological safety by condition (Study 2).

 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1 Gender .48 .50 -

2 Age 38.32 12.23 -.19** -

3 Happy condition .31 .46 .04 -.02 -

4 Anger condition .35 .48 -.00 .01 -.50** -

5 Managerial reaction condition .49 .50 .03 .01 -.03 -.02 -

6 Psych. Safety 3.29 1.14 .03 .06 .26** -.31** .50** (.95)

7 Voice impact 2.81 1.15 .08 -.03 .11 -.19** .57** .53** (.93)

8 Positive affect 2.98 1.14 .03 .04 .21** -.25** .61** .70** .74** (.96)

9 Voice .53 .50 .08 -.09 .08 -.20** .21** .40** .37** .43**

Table 2.  Descriptive statistics, reliabilities, and correlations (Study 2). N = 218. Alpha coefficient appears 
on the diagonal in parenthesis. Emotional display condition is coded 0 = facing a neutral looking manager, 
1 = facing a happy manager, 2 = facing an angry manager. Managerial reaction condition is coded 0 = reject 
voice, 1 = endorse voice. * p < .05, ** p < .01.
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levels of psychological safety than participants who got their voice rejected. Tukey post-hoc contrasts show that 
participants who got their voice endorsed by an angry manager experienced similar levels of psychological safety 
(M = 3.06, SD = 1.20) than those who got their voice rejected by an angry (M = 2.58, SD = 0.67, t = 2.44, p = 0.148), 
happy (M = 2.99, SD = 1.01, t = 0.39, p = 0.999), or neutral looking manager (M = 2.64, SD = 0.80, t = 2.07, 

Condition

1
Endorsing with neutral 
expression

2
Endorsing with happy 
expression

3
Endorsing with angry 
expression

4
Rejecting with neutral 
expression

5. Rejecting with happy 
expression

6. 
Rejecting 
with angry 
expression

1. Endorsing with neutral 
expression - .05

(-.17, .26)
.25
(.04, .47)

.25
(.02, .46)

.24
(.01, .45)

.44
(.22, .62)

2. Endorsing with happy 
expression

-.05
(-.26, .17) - .20

(-.03, .43)
.20
(-.05, .42)

.19
(-.04, .42)

.39
(.16, .59)

3. Endorsing with angry 
expression

-.25
(-.47, -.04)

-.20
(-.43,.03) - .00

(-.24, .23)
-.01
(-.24, .22)

.19
(-.03, .39)

4. Rejecting with neutral 
expression

-.25
(-.46, -.02)

-.20
(-.42, .05)

-.00
(-.23, .24) - -.01

(-.25, .24)
.19
(-.03, .41)

5. Rejecting with happy 
expression

-.24
(-.45, -.01)

-.19
(-.42, .04)

.01
(-.22, .24)

.01
(-.24, .25) - .20

(-.02, .41)

6. Rejecting with angry 
expression

-.44
(-.62, -.21)

.39
(-.59, .16)

-.19
(-.39, .03)

-.19
(-.41, .03)

-.20
(-.41, .02) -

Table 5.  Direct effects results of the mediation analysis of psychological safety predicting voice behavior 
with multicategorical independent variables (Study 2). This table reports the direct effect of each dummy that 
appear on rows, by alternating the baseline condition on each column. For instance, column 1 depicts the 
direct effects of the dummys 2–6 when the baseline group is endorsing voice with a neutral expression. Bias-
corrected confidence interval appear in parenthesis next to each direct effect coefficient.

 

Condition

1
Endorsing with neutral 
expression

2
Endorsing with happy 
expression

3
Endorsing with angry 
expression

4
Rejecting with neutral 
expression

5. Rejecting with happy 
expression

6. 
Rejecting 
with angry 
expression

1. Endorsing with neutral 
expression - .14

(-.06, .34)
.08
(-.13, .31)

.01
(-.24, .24)

.05
(-.16, .28)

.18
(-.04, .40)

2. Endorsing with happy 
expression

-.14
(-.34, .06) - -.06

(-.32, .19)
-.13
(-.41, .13)

-.09
(-33, .16)

.04
(-.22, .29)

3. Endorsing with angry 
expression

-.08
(-.31, .13)

.06
(-.19, .32) - -.07

(-.31, .15)
-.03
(-.25, .20)

.10
(-.10, .30)

4. Rejecting with neutral 
expression

-.01
(-.24, .24)

.13
(-.13, .41)

.07
(-.15, .31) - .05

(-.18, .29)
.18
(-.03, 38)

5. Rejecting with happy 
expression

-.05
(-.28, .16)

.09
(-.16, .33)

.03
(-.20, .25)

-.05
(-.29, .18) - .13

(-.07, .33)

6. Rejecting with angry 
expression

-.18
(-.40, .04)

-.04
(-.29, .22)

-.10
(-.30, .10)

-.18
(-.38, .03)

-.13
(-.33, .07) -

Table 4.  Total effects results predicting voice behavior with multicategorical independent variables (Study 2). 
This table reports the total effect of each dummy that appear on rows, by alternating the baseline condition 
on each column. For instance, column 1 depicts the total effects of the dummys 2–6 when the baseline group 
is endorsing voice with a neutral expression. Bias-corrected confidence interval appear in parenthesis next to 
each total effect coefficient.

 

Model Model description Indirect effect 95% bias-corrected CI

M1 Endorsing voice with anger when baseline is endorsing voice with neutral expression -.17 [-.31, -.08]

M2 Endorsing voice with anger when baseline is endorsing voice with happy expression -.26 [-.42, -.15]

M3 Endorsing voice with anger when baseline is rejecting voice with neutral expression .07 [-.00, .17]

M4 Endorsing voice with anger when baseline is rejecting voice with happy expression .01 [-.08, .10]

M5 Endorsing voice with anger when baseline is rejecting voice with angry expression .08 [.02, .18]

Table 3.  Indirect effects results of the mediation analysis of psychological safety predicting voice behavior with 
multicategorical independent variables (Study 2). For each model, we conducted OLS regression including five 
dummy variables representing the six experimental conditions. We run these analyses five times (i.e., models 
M1-M5) to compare the endorsing voice with anger dummy with the other five conditions. CI = confidence 
interval.
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p = 0.308). It is important to note that the mean values for angry endorsement and happy rejection are virtually 
identical, clearly showing that endorsement is not universally better than rejection. Furthermore, according to 
Table 3, the voice endorsement with anger dummy did not indirectly predict voice via safety when the reference 
group was rejecting voice with a neutral expression (Model M3: indirect effect = 0.07, bias corrected CI = (-0.00, 
0.17)) or rejecting voice with a happy expression (Model M4: indirect effect = 0.01, bias corrected CI = (-0.08, 
0.10)). However, the voice endorsement with anger dummy did affect voice via safety when the reference group 
was rejecting voice with an angry expression (Model M5: indirect effect = 0.08, bias corrected CI = (0.02, 0.18)). 
In sum, we found no significant differences predicting psychological safety between the dummy representing 
endorsing voice with anger and three dummy variables representing voice rejection. In the case of the indirect 
effect on voice via psychological safety, although we did not find differences between the endorsing voice with 
anger dummy and the two of the endorsement conditions (i.e., neutral and happy expression), we find that 
endorsing voice with anger with a positive effect on voice behavior relative to rejecting voice with anger. As such, 
we conclude that endorsing voice with anger has similar consequences than rejecting voice with an angry or 
neutral expression but is less negative than rejecting voice with anger.

Robustness checks
As a robustness check of our main prediction that voice endorsement with anger can be just as devastating as 
rejecting voice, we compared participants’ levels of psychological safety between the voice endorsement with 
anger condition to the combination of the three voice rejection conditions. Providing further support for our 
key prediction, an ANOVA test shows that employees whose voice was endorsed with anger experienced similar 
levels of psychological safety (M = 3.07, SD = 1.20) than those whose voice was outright rejected (M = 2.72, 
SD = 0.84, F(1,146) = 3.61, p = 0.060).

Following Study 1, we repeated our mediation analyses including voice impact and positive affect as 
alternative mediators of our indirect effects predicted by Hypothesis 2. A summary of these analyses appears 
on Table 6. In terms of our proposed alternative mediators, Table 6 shows that voice impact does not mediate 
the indirect effect of the endorsing voice with anger condition on voice when the baseline is endorsing voice 
with a neutral expression (Table 6, M1: indirect effect = -0.02, bias corrected CI = (-0.09, 0.01)) and endorsing 
voice with happiness (Table 6, M2: indirect effect = -0.02, bias corrected CI = (-0.09, 0.01)) when the other two 
mediators are involved. Moreover, high-activated positive affect mediates the indirect effect of the endorsing 
voice with anger condition on voice when the baseline is endorsing voice with a neutral expression (Table 6, 
M1: indirect effect = -0.09, bias corrected CI = (-0.20, -0.03)) and endorsing voice with happiness (Table 6, M2: 
indirect effect = -0.13, bias corrected CI = (-0.26, -0.04)) when the other two mediators are involved. Furthermore, 
the dummy corresponding to endorsing voice with anger negatively affects the indirect relationship with voice 
behavior via psychological safety when the reference group was endorsing voice with a neutral expression (Table 
6, M1: indirect effect = -0.10, bias corrected CI = (-0.22, -0.03)) and when the reference group was endorsing 
voice with a happy expression (Table 6, M2: indirect effect = -0.15, bias corrected CI = (-0.30, -0.04)) even when 
the other two variables were included as alternative mediators in the model. In sum, the results of this robustness 
check boosters the confidence in our findings by showing that psychological safety mediates the relationship 
between our experimental conditions and voice behavior even when other alternative mediators are included.

In line with Study 1, we also examined whether participants’ gender had any effect on our findings. We 
repeated our main analyses including gender as a covariate, and our results and conclusions did not change with 
its inclusion. Aligned with Study 1, we utilized the Wald test for joint significant to investigate whether gender 
moderated the effect of the managerial reaction condition on psychological safety (F(1, 214) = 0.35, p = 0.554) 
and voice (F(1, 214) = 2.42, p = 0.122), and of the emotion conditions on psychological safety (F(2, 212) = 0.48, 

Model Model description Mediator is psychological safety Mediator is voice impact

Mediator 
is high-
activated 
positive 
affect

M1 Endorsing voice with anger when baseline is endorsing voice 
with neutral expression

-.10
(-.22, -.03)

-.02
(-.09, .01)

-.09
(-.20, -.03)

M2 Endorsing voice with anger when baseline is endorsing voice 
with happy expression

-.15
(-.30, -.04)

-.02
(-.09, .01)

-.13
(-.26, -.04)

M3 Endorsing voice with anger when baseline is rejecting voice 
with neutral expression

.04
(.00, .13)

.04
(-.02, .15)

.11
(.03, .23)

M4 Endorsing voice with anger when baseline is rejecting voice 
with happy expression

.01
(-.04, .07)

.04
(-.01, .13)

.06
(.01, .18)

M5 Endorsing voice with anger when baseline is rejecting voice 
with angry expression

.05
(.01, .13)

.06
(-.03, .17)

.12
(.03, .26)

Table 6.  Indirect effects results of the mediation analysis of psychological safety, voice impact, and high-
activated positive affect predicting voice behavior with multicategorical independent variables (Study 2). 
Note. For each model, we conducted OLS regression including five dummy variables representing the six 
experimental conditions. We also included the effects of the three mediators in parallel, such that the effect 
of each mediator includes the other two as covariates. We run these analyses five times (i.e., models M1-M5) 
to compare the endorsing voice with anger dummy with the other five conditions. Bias-corrected confidence 
interval appear in parenthesis next to each indirect effect coefficient.
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p = 0.622) and voice (F(2, 212) = 1.02, p = 0.363). We also tested the possibility of a three-way interaction including 
participants’ gender and both experimental conditions affecting psychological safety (F(2, 206) = 0.38, p = 0.688) 
and voice behavior (F(2, 206) = 0.26, p = 0.771). We find that gender does not significantly moderate any of these 
effects. In sum, we conclude that participants’ gender did not meaningfully affect our study findings.

Discussion (Study 2)
Study 2 provides support for our predictions. In line with Study 1, Study 2 participants experienced lower levels 
of psychological safety when an angry manager endorsed their voice, and this in turn affected participants’ future 
voice behavior. Furthermore, results from contrasting the different experimental groups and our mediation 
analyses largely shows that endorsing voice with anger produces similar consequences than rejecting voice.

General discussion
Our research provides important insights into the role of emotions in the effect of managerial reactions to voice. 
In two experimental studies, we found that while voice endorsement is generally considered a positive event, 
managers emotional expression displayed while endorsing voice significantly shapes employees’ psychological 
safety and their future willingness to speak up. Specifically, we demonstrate that when angry managers endorse 
voice, employees report lower levels of psychological safety, which negatively influences future voice behavior. 
Our findings challenge the dominant view that all instances of voice endorsement are inherently beneficial and 
offer a nuanced understanding of how managers’ emotional expressions (even subtle ones) can shape employee 
voice, providing meaningful implications to the literature.

Theoretical implications
Our manuscript challenges the widely held assumption that all instances of voice endorsement are unequivocally 
positive for employees. While the prevailing narrative in the literature portrays voice endorsement as a 
constructive event that fosters psychological safety and encourages future voice expressions10,11,14–16, our 
findings reveal that managers’ emotional display accompanying voice endorsement can significantly alters its 
impact. Specifically, we demonstrate that when managers endorse voice with anger, the positive effects typically 
associated with endorsement are mitigated. This evidence suggests that voice endorsement is not a uniformly 
positive experience, but one that depends critically on the emotional expressions managers display when it 
occurs. Thus, we extend existing voice research by highlighting the complex interplay between endorsement 
and managerial emotions, offering a more updated view of how employees interpret and react to their managers’ 
reactions to voice.

Second, our study also contributes to the emerging research that explores managerial reactions to specific 
voice instances. Whereas prior research often examines how managers react to employee voice behavior in 
general1,33, our study aligns with emerging scholarship that focuses on investigating voice over time by studying 
discrete voice episodes10,11,13. By examining how managers react to a specific voiced idea with different emotional 
expressions, we contribute to our understanding of voice as a more dynamic and iterative process. This shift from 
studying average managerial responses to investigating particular instances of voice provides a deeper insight 
into the interpersonal factors that influence employees’ decision to speak up. In doing so, our research enhances 
voice knowledge by emphasizing the importance of managerial emotions in the context of how managers react 
to specific voiced ideas.

Lastly, our study is among the first to explore how managers’ emotional expressions when reacting to 
employee voice affect employees’ attitudes and future voice behavior. While prior research has predominantly 
focused on how managers’61 or peers’62 emotional states influence employee voice, our findings shift the focus to 
investigating the impact of managers’ emotional displays after employees have spoken up. Importantly, although 
our manipulation checks for anger yielded a moderate intensity (M = 2.58 for Study 1 and M = 2.94 for Study 2 on 
a 5-point scale), our results indicate that even these subtle displays of anger are sufficient to disrupt the positive 
effects typically associated with voice endorsement. In other words, while previous studies have highlighted the 
detrimental effects of high levels of managerial anger43, our findings suggest that even subtle angry expressions 
can significantly undermine employees’ psychological safety and prevent future instances of voice behavior. 
This underscores the sensitivity of employees to incongruences between verbal messages (i.e., endorsement) 
and nonverbal emotional cues. Thus, in line with the Emotions as Social Information (EASI) model, our study 
expands current understanding by demonstrating that it is not only the content of managers’ responses to voice 
that matters, but also the emotional manner in which these responses are conveyed.

Limitations and future research directions
Despite the valuable insights provided by this research, several limitations should be acknowledged, some of 
which may spark future research. First, because our study is composed of two experiments, which provide high 
internal validity and allow to draw causal inferences, they are limited in external validity. Therefore, future studies 
should replicate our findings in organizational settings to increase the generalizability of our results. Similarly, 
because of the experimental nature of our studies, we were unable to investigate alternative and potentially 
key contextual factors, such as the organizational culture or important characteristics of the manager-employee 
relationship, such as LMX. These contextual variables could make more of a difference in the relationship 
between managerial emotional expressions and employee outcomes. Second, in line with the previous limitation, 
our study focused on short-term reactions to managers’ subtle emotional displays, leaving the long-term effects 
of repeated exposure to such displays unexplored. As such, future studies utilizing diary methods or other 
types of experience sampling methodologies could investigate long term-effects of angry managers on voice. 
Third, the voice process in supervisor-subordinate dyads may unfold qualitatively different than in leaderless 
teams62,63. As such, future research may seek to investigate whether our findings can be replicated in contexts 
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where endorsement and rejection is carried by peers with similar amounts of power, such as leaderless teams. 
Fourth, another limitation worth considering is the relatively small sample size of our experimental conditions 
in Study 2, which may have led to low statistical power, increasing the likelihood of a Type II error. Lastly, our 
study focused on a limited range of emotional expressions—anger and happiness—excluding other potentially 
relevant emotions, such as pride or disappointment, that could also influence employees’ perceptions and 
behavior. Therefore, future studies could expand our findings by investigating other emotional expressions that 
managers could display while endorsing or rejecting voice.

Participants read the manager from our experimental materials said, “thanks for bringing this up,” before 
endorsing or rejecting their voice, which might have manipulated gratitude. Because we did not collect data 
on perceived gratitude, we cannot rule out this possibility, as such, this is a potential limitation of our design. 
That being said, we think that the manager saying thanks does not necessarily threaten our findings. Gratitude 
expressions are effective when recipients perceive them as genuine, and not as conforming to social norms64. We 
would argue that a supervisor who acknowledges the reception of an employee’s voiced idea by thanking them is 
more likely to be construct as a social norm, rather than a genuine expression of gratitude.

Practical implications and conclusion
Our research also offers recommendations for managers. Managers should be mindful of their emotional 
expressions (even subtle ones) while endorsing voice to avoid undermining employees’ voice attitudes and 
future voice behavior. To do so, organizations could provide managers with training programs to help managers 
develop their emotional intelligence and emotion regulation to ensure constructive emotional displays during 
key employee interactions. Thus, organizations could develop guidelines on how to respond to employee 
suggestions with either a positive or neutral emotional expression. Managers should also be aware on the 
potentially destructive nature of their anger. Hence, organizations can provide managers with anger management 
techniques or mindfulness training to help them recognize and regulate their negative emotional displays 
towards employees. By the same token, receiving timely feedback from employees can also help managers to 
recognize the impact of their emotional expression.

In conclusion, our research investigated how managers’ emotional expressions during voice endorsement 
affects employees’ downstream attitudinal and behavioral consequences. Results from two experimental studies 
show that when angry managers endorse voice (relative to happy or neutral looking managers), their subtle 
display of anger negatively impacts employees’ psychological safety and future voice behavior, and these negative 
consequences are almost as negative as to those experienced by employees who got their voice rejected. We hope 
that our research encourages future studies exploring how managers’ emotional expressions can further affect 
employee voice.

Data availability
Study materials, as well as the data and syntax to replicate all of our findings are openly available on the Open 
Science Framework repository. Link appears in the manuscript.
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