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Chapter 1: Introduction

Organizations greatly benefit from employees’ expression of work-related
ideas, concerns, and suggestions, i.e., employee voice (Morrison, 2014). It helps
organizations detect errors, innovate, improve resilience, and enhance performance
(Detert, Burris, Harrison, & Martin, 2013; Lam & Mayer, 2014; Li, Liao, Tangirala,
& Firth, 2017; Li & Tangirala, 2021; MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Podsakoff, 2011).
Despite these benefits, seeking and incorporating employee voice can be taxing for
managers. Due to the change-oriented nature of voice, doing so requires investment
of time, effort, energy, and resources and can also cause some short-term disruptions
(Sherf, Tangirala, & Venkatramani, 2019). As a result, managers are often hesitant to
seek and implement employee voice unless they perceive it as highly valuable (Sherf,
Croitoru, & McElroy, 2024). To highlight the value that employees bring to
companies, companies often make the argument that employees are their “greatest
assets” or “most valuable resources”. For instance, Anne M. Mulcahy, former CEO of
Xerox Corporation, described employees as a “company’s greatest asset” and its
strongest “competitive advantage” (Curry, 2020).

In the same vein, articles in leading business magazines like Forbes, also
suggest that employees are an organization’s greatest asset and resource (Hobson,
2019; Patton, 2021; Forbes, 2023). Ulrich (1998) highlights the value that employees
bring to firms as intellectual capital and suggests that managers must involve

employees in decision making to effectively use organizational resources and make



better decisions. Managers, therefore, are typically encouraged to think of employees
as vital resources of a company and use participative practices to fully utilize the
knowledge that employees bring (Bassi & McMurrer, 2007). In my dissertation, |
question the practice of urging managers to think of employees as resources by
highlighting that, while well-intentioned, encouraging managers to do so is ultimately
ineffective in enhancing employee voice.

Integrating research on employee objectification (Baldissarri, Andrighetto, &
Volpato, 2014; Grant & Shields, 2002; Belmi & Schroeder, 2021) with research on
employee voice (Sherf et al., 2019; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2012; Morrison, 2014),
| suggest that adopting this view can have some positive intended, but overwhelming
negative unintended consequences. More specifically, | posit that thinking of
employees as resources makes managers more participative by increasing their
willingness to seek employee ideas and suggestions (i.e., it increases voice
solicitation, Sherf et al., 2019). However, unintendedly, it also increases managers’
tendency to treat employees as objects for organizational use (i.e., increases employee
objectification, Baldissarri & Andrighetto, 2021). More importantly, when employees
feel objectified by their managers, it reduces the positive impact of voice solicitation
on employee voice. Specifically, | argue that when objectified, voice solicitation fails
to make employees feel responsible to share their ideas and suggestions with their
manager. Thereby, it makes them less likely to engage in voice, making voice

solicitation futile. Figure 1A and 1B reflect the conceptual model.



By examining this phenomenon, | aim to make several contributions. First, |
contribute to research on employee voice by extending our understanding of
implications and boundaries of managerial voice solicitation. Past research has
suggested that voice solicitation or manager’s general consultative behaviors signal
receptivity to employee voice, which makes employees more willing to speak up
(Fast, Burris, & Bartel, 2014; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2012). Employees often see
speaking up as risky because voice challenges the status quo and can be negatively
interpreted by managers (Detert & Trevifio, 2010; Grant, 2013; Milliken, Morrison, &
Hewlin, 2003). Past research has demonstrated that solicitation helps employees
realize that the benefits of speaking up outweigh the costs (Morrison, 2014), i.e., it is
safe for them to speak up (Edmondson, Kramer, & Cook, 2004) and that by doing so
they can create an impact (Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2012). While good for the cost-
benefit calculus, | extend this research by demonstrating that in addition to the
cognitive evaluation of costs and benefits of speaking up, solicitation must also
fundamentally create a sense of responsibility in employees, by giving them a
compelling reason to speak up. While solicitation can make employees feel safe and
enhance the perceived impact of speaking up, | make the case that in the presence of
objectification, it fails to trigger the fundamental sense of responsibility to speak up
thereby ultimately hurting employee voice.

Second, this research deepens our understanding of the causes and
consequences of employee objectification at work. Past research demonstrates that

organizations are prime sites of objectification because the minute people are in



organizational settings, they adopt a more calculative way of thinking (Belmi &
Schroeder, 2021) and holding power in such settings (e.g., managers) can also lead to
greater inclination to objectify of others (Gruenfeld, Inesi, Magee, & Galinsky, 2008).
| extend these findings by focusing on how signals within the work environment can
further exacerbate the level of objectification at work. Specifically, | argue that
managers become even more likely to objectify their subordinates when
environmental cues (e.g., speeches by CEQOs, company value statements, etc.),
validate or encourage thinking of employees as resources. | also extend past work on
the consequences of objectification by focusing on how it impacts the employee-
manager dynamic. While we know of the broader consequences of objectification,
such as, negative ethical implications (Bowie, 2002; Wood, 1998; Green, 2001),
reduced employee belongingness (Belmi & Schroeder, 2021), and reduced
performance and well-being (Baldissarri et al., 2014; Baldissarri & Andrighetto,
2021; Baldissarri, Andrighetto, & Volpato, 2022; Valtorta & Monaci, 2023), this
research specifically demonstrates how objectification breaks down the sense of
reciprocity that an employee feels towards his/her manager. | focus on the reactions
that the objectified (i.e., the employee) has towards the one who objectifies (i.e., the
manager). When objectified, employees are less likely to respond to managers’
encouragement of voice by speaking up as it erodes their sense of responsibility to do
SO.

Finally, this research highlights that currently prevalent ways of thinking

about employees can ultimately have a negative downstream consequence on



employees’ participation at work. Managers may get multiple signals from their
environment (e.g., from company value statements, CEO speeches, practitioner work)
that portray employees as “resources,” “capital,” or “assets.” For instance, as
presented in my pilot study of S&P 500 companies, companies often highlight that
“... employees — our human capital — are our most valuable resources as they are
fundamental to our innovation...” (Akamai Technologies, see Table 1 for
representative statements). This perception is often adopted to underscore the value
and the benefits that employees’ involvement in decision-making can generate for
organizations (Hobson, 2019; Patton, 2021; Forbes, 2023; Rouen, 2019; Fey, 2008;
Horibe, 1999). The intuitive idea being: if managers begin to adopt this purview, they
will become more cognizant of the value employees bring which would make them
more willing to seek employee inputs, consequently fostering greater employee voice.
My research highlights that this may be an oversimplification of a complex
phenomenon. When managers think of employees as resources, they can not only
become more inclined to solicit voice but also to treat their employees as means to an
end. For employees, such objectification nullifies the positive effects of voice
solicitation, ultimately hurting employee voice. By exploring how a prevalent well-
intentioned practice in the industry can be misinterpreted, influence managerial
behavior, and subsequently impact employee actions, | address calls in past research
to view employees as subjects and to investigate the effects of discursive practices in

human resource management (HRM) on employees’ attitudes and behaviors (Grant &

Shields, 2002).



Chapter 2: Theory and Hypotheses

Employee voice or “communication of ideas, suggestions, concerns,
information about problems, or opinions about work-related issues” (Morrison, 2014,
p. 174) is very valuable to organizations. It helps organizations reduce errors and
increase learning, innovation, and performance (Detert et al., 2013; Lam & Mayer,
2014; Lietal.,, 2017; Li & Tangirala, 2021; MacKenzie et al., 2011). However, given
that voice challenges the status quo and is change oriented, managers may find
seeking and incorporating voice time, effort, and resource consuming. Incorporating
voice could also cause temporary disruptions in work processes (Morrison &
Milliken, 2000; Sherf et al., 2019; Parke, Tangirala, Sanaria, & Ekkirala, 2022). For
these reasons, despite the benefits, managers may be reluctant to seek, encourage, and
incorporate employee voice when making decisions (Fast et al., 2014; Milliken et al.,
2003; Sherf et al., 2024). One way in which organizations try to convey the value of
including employees in decision making, is by suggesting that employees are an
organization’s “greatest assets” or “most valuable resources.” In the next section, I
discuss the intended and unintended consequences of encouraging managers to think

of employees in such terms.

Employees as Resources and Voice Solicitation
The maxim— “employees are our most important asset”— is ubiquitous in

organizations today. It is prevalent in statements made by company CEOs (Curry,

2020), in articles of leading business magazines (Forbes, 2023), practitioner outlets



and in academic research (Bassi & McMurrer, 2007; Ulrich, 1988). For instance,
practitioners often highlight the valuable outcomes that employees bring to work to
the make the case that they are a company’s most valuable asset (Hobson, 2019;
Patton, 2021; Forbes, 2023). Researchers have also made the case that companies
should report employee training as a capital investment rather than an expense, as it
represents a long-term investment in their most valuable and appreciating asset—their
employees (Rouen, 2019; Ulrich, 1998). | argue that promoting such mindsets in
managers provides both an instrumental and a motivational reason to encourage
employee voice at work.

When managers think of their employees as resources or assets, they are
more likely to solicit employee input as they see it as instrumental to achieving
organizational goals. A resource or asset is defined as “valued because it can be used
for a particular purpose”. It, therefore, highlights the potential of employees to help
achieve organizations purposes. Past research on business case framing highlights
that organizations often focus on practices based on their potential to enhance
performance, efficiency, or competitive advantage (e.g., Hahn, Pinkse, Preuss, &
Figge, 2015; Margolis & Walsh, 2003). Managers also tend to engage in behaviors
they perceive as beneficial for organizational outcomes (e.g., Bowen & Ostroff,
2004). When managers receive signals from the environment that employees are
valuable assets of the company due to their knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSAs)
and their potential to contribute to effective decision making, they may view

employee voice as useful for the organization rather than as disruptions to extant



processes. The perceived utility and instrumentality of voice in achieving goals is a
strong driving factor in managerial decisions to explicitly seek employee inputs
(Sherf et al., 2024). Thus, urging managers to think of employees as resources can
help them see the instrumentality in encouraging voice.

Such thinking can also trigger managers’ behavioral approach system (BAS)
which increases goal-directed behavior, thereby making them more likely to solicit
employee input. In the presence of an appetitive stimuli (Corr, 2013), BAS is
neurobiological system that regulates goal-directed behavior because individuals
believe that the behavior will be rewarding (Carver & White, 1994). Signals that
suggest that employees are resources for the organizations can activate BAS as it
associates employees and their inputs with potential gains for the organization and
managers, making managers more likely to seek out opportunities to encourage inputs
as it aligns with their goals (Carver, 2006). Together, these perspectives suggest that
managers who see employees as assets could be more likely to encourage input
because they perceive it as both valuable and goal relevant.

However, thinking of employees as assets or resources not only underlines
the value that they bring to the company through their KSAs but risks
overemphasizing of instrumental benefits and overlooking of interpersonal and social
aspects of the employee-organization relationship (Shields & Grant, 2010). In the
next section | argue that while on the one hand such thinking can lead to more voice
solicitation, on the other hand, it can also lead managers to objectify employees at

work.



Employees as Resources and Employee Objectification
Employee objectification or perceiving and treating employees “as mere

instruments [or] useful tools for one’s own purposes” (Baldissarri et al., 2014, p. 328;
Dai, Jiang, Gaer, & Poon, 2023; Galinsky, Magee, Inesi, & Gruenfeld, 2006;
Gruenfeld et al., 2008; Orehek & Weaverling, 2017) is common in organizations due
to the mindset people apply in work contexts as compared to non-work contexts
(Belmi & Schroeder, 2020). A prevailing perspective in business suggests that firms
exist for profit— thus, to succeed within an organizational system, individuals must
behave like rational actors. Additionally, strategic decision-making, based on
analyses of costs and benefits, is not only rewarded in organizations but also
embedded and ingrained in business education (Belmi & Pfeffer, 2015, Belmi &
Pfeffer, 2018). Thus, work contexts often trigger calculative and strategic mindsets in
individuals which makes them more prone to objectifying others (Belmi & Schroeder,
2020).

We know from past literature that power— “relative[ly higher] capacity to
modify others’ states by providing or withholding resources or administering
punishments” (Keltner, Gruenfeld, & Anderson, 2003, p. 265)— that comes with
managerial positions, can also make people specifically susceptible to approach and
treat others with lower power (e.g., employees) based on their relevance to one’s own
goals. I argue that in addition to their managerial role which engenders a calculative
mindset, signals from the environment that legitimate thinking of employees as

resources (e.g., company’s value statement) can make managers even more inclined



to objectify employees at work. Signals that encourage managers to view employees
as resources or assets of the organization further reinforce a focus on how employees
are means to achieve goals in organizations. For example, many company reports not
only assert that employees are their greatest asset, but justify this claim by linking
employees’ value to “competitive advantage,” “innovation,” or “anticipat[ion of] key
organizational needs” (see Table 1 for details). Practitioners also provide a list of
reasons that make employees an organization’s greatest asset: increase profitability,
spur business growth, fill gaps in knowledge and skill, and so on (Hobson, 2019).
Managers often draw from such signals in the environment to determine
what is valued at work and shape their behavior accordingly. They serve as linking
pins between top management and employees by interpreting, translating, and
disseminating the priorities of top management into operational realties for frontline
employees (Yang, Zhang, & Tsui, 2010). Lukacs idea of reification (thing-making)
suggests that organizations’ orientation towards people often gets reinforced in
human relationships leading to a reification of individuals and relationships at work
(Lukacs, 1971; Vveinhardt, 2022; Burris, 1988). Drawing from this, | argue that when
managers receive signals that employees should be seen as an organization’s resource
because they help achieve organizational goals, managers may begin to value
employees for their organizationally relevant KSAs and overlook other social aspects

of the employee-organization relationship due to normalization and legitimization of

such treatment of employees.
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Thus, integrating the two perspectives | posit that thinking of employees as
resources has a dual impact on manager behavior: it can make managers more willing
to solicit inputs from employees and make them more inclined to treat employees as
means to an end.

Hypothesis 1: Thinking about employees as resources is positively related to
managerial inclination to (a) solicit employee voice and (b) objectify employees at

work.

Voice Solicitation and Employee Felt Responsibility
Past work on the effectiveness of voice solicitation has squarely focused on

its impact on an employees’ cost-benefit calculus of speaking up (Morrison, 2014).
Employee voice is change-oriented and challenges the status quo which can cause
managers to become defensive and feel threatened (Morrison, 2011; Sherf et al.,
2019; Fast et al., 2014; Isaakyan, Sherf, Tangirala, & Guenter, 2020). Given that
voice can result in a potential backlash from managers, employees can often feel
intimidated and reluctant to speak up with their inputs and concerns. Thus,
researchers recommend managers to actively solicit employee input (Fast et al., 2014;
Morrison, 2014; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2012; Carnevale, Huang, Uhl-Bien, &
Harris, 2020) demonstrating an openness to employee ideas (Fast et al., 2014).
Demonstrating such openness and receptivity can make employees feel that it is safe
to voice (Liang, Farh, & Farh, 2012; Morrison, 2011) and that they can create an
impact by voicing their inputs (Choi, Moon, & Chun, 2015; Tangirala, Kamdar,

Venkataramani, & Parke, 2013).
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While this cost-benefit calculus is an important motivator in employees’
decision to speak up, drawing on the model of proactive motivation (Parker, Bindl, &
Strauss, 2010), | argue that for voice solicitation to be successful, it must also give
employees a compelling reason to speak up. The model of proactive motivation
suggests that judgments about benefits of speaking up outweighing its costs
comprises of a “can do” motivation (Parker et al., 2010)—making employees think
about the feasibility and risks associated with engaging in proactive behavior. They
need to feel that they can create an impact by speaking up and can do so without
significant risks. While important, the “can do” motivation cannot alone spur voice
unless people feel a sense of responsibility to speak up. “People might feel able to
improve work methods, for example, but have no compelling reason to do so” (Parker
et al., p. 836). The “can do” motivation manifests in proactive behavior when it is
accompanied by the “reason to” motivation since the “why” is a stronger determinant
of goal pursuit than the “how” or feasibility of goals (Liberman & Trope, 1998).

More specifically in the context of voice, managerial solicitation of inputs
must also trigger a “reason to” motivation, i.e., employees should be able to find a
compelling reason why they should step beyond the boundaries of their role and think
about critical issues to make suggestions. Voice solicitation or managers’ explicit
encouragement of inputs should induce a sense of responsibility and make employees
feel compelled to reciprocate to their manager by taking initiative and suggesting
workplace improvements (Morrison & Phelps, 1999). Thus, voice solicitation should

trigger a “reason to”” motivation or felt responsibility, i.e., “belief that [the employee]

12



is personally obligated to bring about constructive change” (Morrison & Phelps,
1999, p. 407) in employees to engage in proactive behavior, like voice.

In the next section, | theorize that while urging managers to think of their
employees as resources aims to ultimately increase employee voice, the two
simultaneous outcomes it triggers counteract to reduce voice at the employee level.
This is because objectification (unintended externality) erodes the link between
managerial voice solicitation (intended outcome) and employees’ felt responsibility
negating the “reason to” motivation.

Voice Solicitation, Employee Obijectification, Felt Responsibility, and

Voice
Voice solicitation can make employees feel a sense of responsibility to

engage in voice due to the social norm of reciprocity. When managers categorically
encourage inputs at work, employees may feel obligated to think of inputs and
suggestions and contribute to work conversations. However, it is important to
contextualize managerial behavior when assessing its impact on employees. Voice
solicitation does not occur in a vacuum. Thinking about employees as resources,
causes managers to not only solicit voice but also objectify their employees which
can undercut the positive impact of voice solicitation.

Employee objectification can manifest in a range of managerial behaviors
that signal to employees that they are being treated as tools to achieve organizational
ends rather than autonomous beings. For instance, when managers behave in an

instrumental output-focused way, it can make employees feel objectified: an

13



employee describes it as, “everything we do feeds into the scorecard that gives us
points for performance and results in a total score... these statistical distribution
exercises should not happen, they are inhuman” (Laaser & Bolton, 2017, pp. 222-
223). When managers treat employees as means to an end, they may seek out
employees only when the need arises, but otherwise remain inaccessible to them
(Baldissarri et al., 2014), prioritizing productivity over an employee’s well-being.
Consequently, employees may feel like their worth in the organization is only tied to
what they can bring to the table in their roles (Moore & Robinson, 2016). Such
managerial behaviors make employees realize that they are being objectified, i.e.,
their managers do not like them at a human level but merely for their productivity
(Baldissarri et al., 2014). By focusing on this one-way utilization of employees for
organizational goals, objectification fractures the social reciprocity that employees
feel towards their managers breaking the link between voice solicitation and felt
responsibility.

When the manager ties an employee solely to their KSAs, it signals that their
worth only lies in what they bring to the table (Baldissarri et al., 2022; LaCroix &
Pratto, 2015; Valtorta & Monaci, 2023). Treating people as means to an end at work
signals that the relationship with one’s manager lacks mutuality and reciprocity,
creating an atmosphere where employees may feel used and expendable, thereby
destabilizing the reciprocal equation (Collett & Avelis, 2011). It turns employees into
tools that are devoid of individual needs, desires, and autonomy (LaCroix & Pratto,

2015). Thus, employees see it as a reflection that managers are failing to

14



acknowledge the reciprocal social relationship that they must uphold with their
employees (Belmi & Schroeder, 2021).

Therefore, in the presence of objectification, which highlights the manager’s
predominant focus on how employees should benefit the company without an equal
consideration of how managers or the organization can benefit the employee (Belmi
& Pfeffer, 2015), employees may interpret solicitation more cynically. It may in fact
be seen as a way in which managers try to extract discretionary ideas and inputs from
employees to further improve their decisions without any social reciprocity towards
them, reflecting a violation of reciprocity between human beings (LaCroix & Pratto,
2015; Axelrod, 1984). The violation of the norm of reciprocity has shown to erode
trust and willingness to cooperate (Fehr & Schurtenberger, 2018; Diekmann & Voss,
2003; Perugini, Gallucci, Presaghi, & Ercolani, 2003) because it fractures the bi-
directionality of social obligations (Coyle-Shapiro & Kessler, 2002).

The experience of objectification, therefore, fractures the relatedness aspect
voice solicitation where employees feel like they have a reason to engage in voice by
internalizing managerial goals and view the interaction as a positive exchange (Parker
et al., 2010). In summary, I argue that voice solicitation fails to trigger the
fundamental sense of responsibility in employees to share their inputs when they are
objectified by their managers. Given the importance of felt responsibility as a
predictor of employee voice, | argue that due to lower felt responsibility, the
relationship between voice solicitation and employee voice will be weakened when

employees feel objectified at work.
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Hypothesis 2: Employee objectification weakens the positive relationship between
managerial solicitation of employee voice and employees’ felt responsibility.

Hypothesis 3: Employee objectification weakens the positive indirect relationship

between managerial solicitation of employee voice and employee voice (via lower felt
responsibility).
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Chapter 3: Overview of Methods

| tested my theoretical model using a multi-method approach leveraging the
strengths of field surveys and experimental studies. First, to establish the ubiquity of
framing employees as resources, | conducted a word count analysis of 2022 Annual
Reports of all S&P 500 companies. Having established the prevalence of the
phenomenon, | tested my theoretical model using three pre-registered experimental
studies and a cross-sectional field survey.

Study 1 was a pre-registered two-part experiment that examined how
thinking about “employees as resources” impacts managerial voice solicitation and
objectification of employees. Study 2 was a cross-sectional field survey of employees
reporting to managers in a wide range of companies. This study tested the impact of
voice solicitation and objectification on employees’ felt responsibility and voice.
Finally, pre-registered studies 3 and 4 replicated the findings from Study 2 using
experimental between-subjects designs. While Study 3 utilized a vignette-based
design, Study 4 utilized as stimulus sampling approach to constructively replicate my
findings from Studies 2 and 3. All data, analysis codes, and study materials are
available on a dedicated Open Science Framework (OSF) webpage:

https://bit.ly/4bPdgro
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Chapter 4: Pilot Study

This paper highlights the managerial behaviors that thinking of employees as
resources triggers and its interactive impact on employee voice. Thus, it was
important to examine the prevalence of the phenomenon itself before I focus on its
impact. For this purpose, | collected and analyzed the 2022 Annual Reports of
Standard and Poor (S&P) 500 companies for the prevalence of the idea that
employees are resource or assets. S&P 500 companies are the 500 largest companies
listed on stock exchanges in the United States that collectively employ over 30
million people globally.

Sample and Procedures
The study consisted of the annual reports of all S&P 500 companies. Since

some companies did not have most recent reports publicly available, the reports
utilized for this study were from the year 2022 to ensure consistency. Out of the 500
reports, 7 reports (1.4%) were in an unsupported format for text analysis, i.e., they
could not be scraped for word count analysis. Thus, my final sample comprised of
493 reports. The average number of words in the reports were 93,033.78 (SD =
50,349.19 words).

| used the Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC) software to create a
customized dictionary with words that reflect “employees as resources” framing. The
words included were human resource, human resources, human capital, talent, people
asset, people assets, people resource, and people resources. The complete sample of

annual reports were uploaded on the LIWC software. | conducted a word count
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analysis to estimate the use of “employees as resources” framing by S&P 500

companies in their annual reports.

Results
Results indicate that 328 of the 493 companies (i.e., 66.53%) used such

framing in their annual reports for their employees, i.e., the words in the customized
dictionary were present in 66.53% of the sample. On average, words included in the
customized dictionary appeared 17 times (SD = 28.89) in the annual reports. I, then,
closely read the employee section of each of the annual reports to further validate the
word count analysis. Some representative quotes from the annual reports are

presented in Table 1.

Discussion
The pilot study highlights that thinking about employees as resources is

common in organizations today. While text analysis has its limitations in terms of its
inability to decipher the context in which the terms included in the custom dictionary
were used in the reports, the study broadly suggests that a substantial number of
organizations do use such framing for their employees. Thus, there is value in
examining the impact of such thinking on managerial behaviors. In the next few of

studies, | provide a stepwise test of the integrated theoretical model.
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Chapter 5.1: Study 1A

Sample and Procedures
Study 1 is a pre-registered two-part experiment to test the impact of thinking

about employees as resources on managerial behaviors: voice solicitation and

employee objectification. In Study 1A (https://aspredicted.org/TKM_JBW), |

recruited 302 full-time working adults in the United States through Prolific
Academic. Consistent with the exclusion criteria that was mentioned in the pre-
registration, |1 removed 12 participants who failed one or more of the comprehension-
check questions. The final sample for Study 1A comprised of 290 participants (49.7%
were men, 49.7% were women, and 0.7% identified as “other”). The participants had
a mean age of 40.13 years (SD = 10.88) and work experience of 19.11 years (SD =
11.06). Among the participants, over 58.8% had some managerial experience, i.e.,
they had held or were currently holding a managerial or supervisory position. The
sample was 67.2% White, 17.2% Black or African American, 4.8% Hispanic or
Latino, 7.2% Asian, 0.7% Native American or Alaska Native, and 2.8% mixed race
or ethnicity.

The participants (a) played the role of a manager, (b) read the value
statement of their employing organization (employees as resources manipulation), (c)
went through handling a customer complaint task with an employee where they could
choose to either solicit employee input or make the decision themselves, and (d)
responded to manipulation check measures and demographic questions. The details of

the vignette are mentioned below:
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First, the participants were told that they were playing the role of a manager
at an online retail company, ShopAway:

“You are a Customer Service Manager at an online retail company,
ShopAway. Your company sells a variety of goods such as clothes,
books, food, and other necessities online and delivers them to
customers all over the United States. Your direct competitors
include Amazon and eBay. As a Customer Service Manager, you
oversee a team of customer service representatives, handle
customer complaints and issues, and make sure ShopAway
customers stay satisfied with the company. 3 Customer Service
Representatives currently report to you. You manage their
performance and their work on a day to day basis.”

The participants, then, read the Value Statement of ShopAway through

which | manipulated the language to prime managers to think about employees as
resources.

Employees as resources manipulation. Participants were randomly assigned
to “employees as resources” or the control condition. Those in the “employees as
resources’ condition, read the following Value Statement of ShopAway:

“At ShopAway, employees are our assets, integral to our success

and growth. Just as technology, infrastructure, and financial

resources are vital forms of capital, the workforce is equally

instrumental in driving innovation and achieving goals. We harness

the collective skillsets and talent of our workforce to deliver

exceptional results. Through strategic investments in procuring and
preparing the best talent, we enable the company to adapt to an
ever-evolving competitive landscape. At ShopAway, employees are

a strategic resource.”

Those who were assigned to the control condition, read the following Value

Statement:

“At ShopAway, our primary focus is on driving sustainable growth
and creating value for all of our stakeholders. We are committed to
leveraging our strengths to achieve goals and drive innovation by
exploring new opportunities. We aim to create impact in the
industry by enhancing operational efficiency and investing in
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innovation. Our goal is to sustainably grow our business while
maintaining a strong commitment to our mission and values. We
remain committed to providing value to our stakeholders. At
ShopAway, our aim is to create business impact in the industry.”

Solicitation scenario. Once participants had read the Value Statement, they

were given a work situation where they handled a customer complaint with a putative

employee, Alex, who they directly managed. Below are the details of the complaint

task:

“You and Alex, one of the customer care representatives you
manage are working on a customer complaint case. This customer,
Susan, is an avid user of ShopAway and has recently experienced
several delivery issues with her orders. Below is the log of recent
complaints raised by her:

12/27/2023: Ordered Christmas ornaments a week ago, and they
arrived today — two days after Christmas!! Thanks A LOT! :(
01/10/2024: When is my dress EVER gonna get delivered? Has it
been shipped yet? 01/27/2024: 1 feel like I’ve been waiting on my
shoes to be delivered for like FOREVER now.. seriously...
02/24/2024: OMG I’ve been waiting for my vitamins for over two
weeks now.. this is ridiculous!!

When customers have experienced frequent issues with their

orders, the standard policy at ShopAway is: As a Customer Service
Manager, you will write an apology email to the customer and can

offer up to a $20 gift card that they can use the next time they place

an order”

They were then given the option of choosing whether they would like to

solicit inputs from their putative employee, Alex, before making the decision on how

to proceed with the complaint case. Finally, they answered the manipulation check

questions and some demographic related questions. Full study materials, measures,

data, and syntax are available in Online Appendix A.
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Measures
Voice solicitation. | measured voice solicitation through a single-item binary

variable. After reading the customer complaint scenario, the participants were told:
“Before sending it [i.e., complaint resolution email] to the customer, you have the
option to get the opinion and input of your employee, Alex, on how the customer
complaint should be handled.” “With all things considered, will you ask for your
employee Alex’s opinion?” (0 = “No” and 1 = “Yes”).
Results

Manipulation check. To test the efficacy of the manipulation of employees
as resources framing, | included a two-item manipulation check measure. The items
were: The Value Statement of ShopAway states that... ... employees are assets of the
company” and “... employees are resources of the company” (1 = Strongly disagree to
5 = Strongly agree) (o =.70). An independent samples t-test revealed that participants
in the manipulation condition, i.e., the condition where the value statement reflected
an employees as resources framing, responded to higher (M = 4.47, SD = 0.71) on the
scale than those in the control condition ((M = 3.48, SD = 1.09), t(288) = 9.87, p <
.001). Thus, the manipulation was successful.

Main analyses. Means, standard deviations, and correlations are displayed in
Table 2. Results of regression analysis were presented in Table 3. Hypothesis 1
suggests that thinking of employees as resources is positively related to (a) voice
solicitation and (b) employee objectification. In this study, | tested the impact of

priming managers to think of employees as resources on their willingness to solicit
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employee voice. Results indicated that thinking about employees as resources was
positively related to voice solicitation (b = .20, SE =.05, p <.001). 79.0% of
participants in the condition where the value statement primed them to think of
employees as resources, answered “Yes” to the solicitation question, in comparison to

59.2% participants in the control condition (see Figure 2).
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Chapter 5.2: Study 1B

Sample and Procedures
In this second part, | tested the impact of thinking of employees as resources

on managerial objectification of employees. Study 1B

(https://aspredicted.org/3XW_R1L) consisted of a sample of 300 full-time working
adults in the United States recruited through Prolific Academic. As mentioned in the
pre-registration, 6 participants who failed one or more of the comprehension-check
questions were excluded from the analysis. In the final sample of 294 participants,
48.3% were men, 50.7% were women, and 1.0% identified as “other”. The mean age
of participants was 38.90 years (SD = 11.12), and mean work experience was 18.36
years (SD = 11.36). 62.6% of the sample had managerial experience, i.e., were
currently managing or had previously managed employees at work. The sample was
65.0% White, 14.3% Black or African American, 6.5% Hispanic or Latino, 8.5%
Asian, 0.3% Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, 0.3% Native American or
Alaska Native, 4.1% mixed race or ethnicity, and 1% “Other”.

In line with Study 1A, participants (a) played the role of a manager, (b) read
the Value Statement (employees as resources manipulation), (c) responded to the
scale measuring objectification of employees, and (d) responded to manipulation
check measures and demographic questions. Participants were told that they were
playing the role of a manager at an online retail company, ShopAway and were given
the same role information as in Study 1A. They were then given the Value Statement

of ShopAway,
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Employees as resources manipulation. Same as Study 1A, participants in
the “employees as resources” condition read the Value Statement mentioned below:

“At ShopAway, employees are our assets, integral to our success
and growth. Just as technology, infrastructure, and financial
resources are vital forms of capital, the workforce is equally
instrumental in driving innovation and achieving goals. We harness
the collective skillsets and talent of our workforce to deliver
exceptional results. Through strategic investments in procuring and
preparing the best talent, we enable the company to adapt to an
ever-evolving competitive landscape. At ShopAway, employees are
a strategic resource.”
Whereas those in the control condition read the Value Statement mentioned below:

“At ShopAway, our primary focus is on driving sustainable growth
and creating value for all of our stakeholders. We are committed to
leveraging our strengths to achieve goals and drive innovation by
exploring new opportunities. We aim to create impact in the
industry by enhancing operational efficiency and investing in
innovation. Our goal is to sustainably grow our business while
maintaining a strong commitment to our mission and values. We
remain committed to providing value to our stakeholders. At
ShopAway, our aim is to create business impact in the industry.”

They, then, responded to the employee objectification scale, the manipulation check
measure, and some demographic related questions. Full study materials, measures,

data, and syntax are available in Online Appendix A.

Measures
Employee objectification. | measured employee objectification through an

adapted 5-item version of the objectification scale (Belmi & Schroeder, 2020). The
items include: The employees I manage at ShopAway... “... could be instruments for
accomplishing work- related things,” ... could be tools to get things done at work,”

99 ¢¢

“... could be used to accomplish company goals,” ... could serve as means to achieve
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company’s goals,” and “... could be put into roles and be substituted from roles to

achieve the company’s goals” (1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree) (a = .85).

Results
Manipulation check. Same as Study 1A, | included a 2-item manipulation

check measure: The Value Statement of ShopAway states that... “... employees are
assets of the company” and “... employees are resources of the company” (1 =
Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree) (o = .62). An independent samples’ t-test
revealed that participants who were given the “employees as resources’” manipulation
of the Value Statement responded to the manipulation check measure higher (M =
6.05, SD = 1.04) than those in the control condition (M = 4.98, SD = 1.54), t1(292) =
6.92, p <.001). Thus, the manipulation was successful.

Main analyses. Means, standard deviations, and correlations are displayed in
Table 4. Results of regression analysis were presented in Table 5. While Study 1A
provided support for a part of the Hypothesis 1, i.e., when managers were primed to
think of employees as resources, it led to higher managerial voice solicitation, | tested
the second part through Study 1B. In line with Hypothesis 1, Hypothesis 1, thinking
about employees as resources was positively related to employee objectification (b =
.27, SE =.09, p <.01). Specifically, a t-test revealed that participants, playing the role
of a manager, responded to the employee objectification scale higher (M = 6.01, SD =
0.79) if they were in the “employees as resources” condition, than if they were in the

control condition ((M =5.75, SD = 0.82), t(292) = 2.85, p < .01) (see Figure 3).
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Discussion
Through Study 1 (A and B), | found support for the first part of my

theoretical model (Hypothesis 1). At the managerial level, thinking of employees as
resources led to higher solicitation of employee voice (Study 1A) and simultaneously
also led to greater employee objectification (Study 1B). As an experimental study
where | could experimentally manipulate thinking of employees as resources, Study 1
provided strong causal evidence for the dual impact of managerial thinking of
employees as resource. Given that thinking of employees in such terms
simultaneously triggers solicitation and objectification, in the next set of studies, I

examine the interactive impact of these behaviors on employees.
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Chapter 6: Study 2

Sample and Procedures
For Study 2, I collected survey responses from employees who worked in a

diverse set of industries and organizations. The managers who these employees
reported to were students enrolled in a part-time MBA class at a top-tier business
school in India. It was through these students that | reached out to employees they
managed at work as participants of this field survey study. As a result, the survey was
sent out to 654 employees and 323 successfully completed the survey (50% response
rate). Employees were duly informed about the confidentiality of responses to
alleviate any concerns for social desirability. In the final sample for this study about 4
employees reported to a manger on average. Employees (Mage = 33.63, SDage = 6.58)
had an average of 10.88 years of work experience (SD = 7.25), with 58.1% of them

holding a bachelor’s degree and 39.1% holding a master’s degree.

Measures
Voice solicitation. Employees rated the extent to which their manager had

solicited their voice. | measured solicitation using a 3-item adapted measure
(Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2012). The items were: “My manager encourages me to
express any concerns or doubts that I may have about a proposal under
consideration,” “My manager listens carefully to any concerns that I express about
his/her plans without getting defensive,” and “My manager consults with me to get
my reactions and suggestions before making major changes that can affect me or the

team” (1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree) (o = .90).
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Employee objectification. Employees rated the extent to which their
managers had objectified them at work. | measured employee objectification using an
adapted 4-item version of the perceived objectification at workplace scale (Crone,
Brunel, & Auzoult, 2021). The items included: “At work, my manager gives me the
impression that my work could be replaced by that of a machine,” “My manager
thinks more about what I can do for him/her than what he/she can do for me,” “If I
was no longer useful to my manager, my relationship with them would come to an
end,” and “My manager only seeks me out when he/she needs something” (1 =
Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree) (o = .81).

Felt responsibility. Employees also rated felt responsibility using a 3-item
measure of responsibility for taking charge (Morrison & Phelps, 1999). The items
were: “I feel a personal sense of responsibility to speak up about work-related issues
in my team,” ““I feel obligated to voice concerns about work-related issues in my
team,” and “It is my responsibility to suggest ideas on how to improve work methods
or practices in my team” (1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree) (o = .77).

Employee voice. Finally, employees also rated how often they engage in
employee voice using a 5-item measure of constructive voice (Maynes & Podsakoff,
2014). The items included: “I make suggestions about how to do things in new or
more effective ways at work,” “I suggest changes to work projects in order to do them
better,” “I speak up with recommendations about how to fix work-related problems,”

“I frequently make suggestions about how to improve work methods or practices,”
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and “I regularly propose ideas for new or more effective work methods” (1 = Never to
5 = Frequently) (o = .93).

Alternate mechanisms. To ensure the robustness of my findings, and rule
out alternate explanations, | also measured variables that could provide alternate
explanations for the effect. | wanted to ensure that felt responsibility was the
mechanism that explained the interactive effect of voice solicitation and employee
objectification on employee willingness to voice over and above other plausible
explanations. There could be a possibility that psychological safety, i.e., the
perceptions of risk or harm because of speaking up (Liang et al., 2012) could explain
this relationship. Voice solicitation could make employees feel safer to speak up and
this might be weakened by objectification. Alternatively, employees’ voice
instrumentality could also be an alternative mechanism. Voice solicitation can make
an employee feel he/she can have greater impact on organizational processes by
speaking up (Sherf, Tangirala, & Weber, 2017), thereby, increasing employee voice.
Since objectification specifically focuses on how employees can be better utilized for
the organization’s ends, being objectified by one’s manager could further strengthen
this effect. However, | theorize that employees feel a lower sense of responsibility to
speak up in response to voice solicitation when they experience objectification. This
leads to lower voice. To establish this erosion of sense of reciprocity as the key
mechanism, | included psychological safety and voice instrumentality as alternate
mechanisms. Psychological safety was measured using a 5-item adapted scale (Liang

et al., 2012). The items included: “I can express my true feelings regarding my job in
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my team,” “I can freely express my thoughts in my team,” “My team welcomes
employees expressing their true feelings,” “In my team, I will not be picked on even
if I have different opinions than others,” and “I’m worried that expressing true
thoughts in my team would do harm to myself (reverse coded)” (1 = Strongly
disagree to 5 = Strongly agree) (o = .64). Voice instrumentality was measured using
a 3-item measure (Sherf et al., 2017) as rated by employees. The items included: “By
speaking up in my team, | will make a difference,” “My suggestions about work-
related issues in my team will make an impact,” and “By raising concerns in my
team, I will influence what happens” (1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree) (o
= .85).

Analytical Approach
In the data, employees were nested within their groups reporting to the same

manager, violating the independence of observations assumption. To account for this
nesting, | used the group variable to cluster the data and conducted TYPE =
COMPLEX regression analyses in Mplus version 8.6 (Muthén & Muthén, 2017). The
indirect effects were estimated with bootstrap-based analyses (5,000 replications).
Data, measures, and syntax for these analyses are available on the OSF website

(Online Appendix B).

Results
Confirmatory factor analysis. | conducted confirmatory factor analysis to

establish the discriminant validity of the measures. The measurement model with

items for voice solicitation, manager willingness to implement voice, felt
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responsibility, employee willingness to voice, and employee objectification loaded on
separate factors, fit the data reasonably well (x2(84) = 247.46, p < .01, comparative fit
index; CFl = .94, standardized root-mean-square residual; SRMR = .05, root-mean-
square error of approximation; RMSEA = .08). When | constrained latent variables to
correlate at 1, the results suggested a significantly worse fit than the measurement
model (p <.01), indicating their distinctiveness.

Main analysis. Table 6 reports correlation among key variables and Table 7
displays the results of the regression analyses. In support of Hypothesis 2, | found that
employee objectification weakened the relationship between managerial voice
solicitation and employees’ felt responsibility (b = -.22, SE = .05, p < .001) as shown
in Figure 3. Simple slopes analysis (+/- 1 SD) revealed that when objectification was
high the relationship between voice solicitation and employee felt responsibility was
weaker (b = .16, SE = .08, p <.05) than when employee objectification was low (b =
.62, SE = .12, p < .001) and the difference between the slopes was significant (b = -
45, SE = .10, p < .001).

In line with Hypothesis 3, voice objectification also weakened the indirect
effect of voice solicitation on employee willingness to voice (via felt responsibility).
A moderated mediation analysis revealed that the indirect relationship was weaker
when employee objectification was high (b = .05, SE =.03, p =.06) than when it was
low (b =.19, SE = .05, p <.001) with a significant difference between the slopes

(diff: b =-.14, SE = .04, p < .001). Thus, Hypotheses 3 was also supported.
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Robustness analysis. To ensure the robustness of these findings, | included
relevant alternate mechanisms (psychological safety and voice instrumentality), and
the results remained substantially unchanged. The interaction between voice
solicitation and employee objectification on felt responsibility remained significant (b
=-.22, SE =.05, p <.001). Simple slopes analysis (+/- 1 SD) revealed that when the
objectification was high, voice solicitation had a weaker relationship with felt
responsibility (b = .16, SE = .08, p <.05) than when objectification was low (b = .62,
SE = .12, p <.001). The difference between these slopes were significant (diff: b = -
45, SE = .10, p < .001), supporting Hypothesis 2. In line with Hypothesis 3, voice
objectification still moderated the indirect effect of voice solicitation on employee
willingness to voice (via felt responsibility). Indirect effects analysis highlighted that
the indirect relationship via felt responsibility was not significant when employee
objectification was high (b = .02, SE = .02, p = n.s.) but was positive when
objectification was low (b = .09, SE = .05, p = .05) with a significant difference
between the slopes (diff: b =-.07, SE = .03, p < .05). Thus, all the results remained

substantially unchanged with or without the inclusion of alternate mechanisms.

Discussion
Study 2 provided for the employee’s side of my integrated theoretical model.

Consistent with my theory, employee objectification negatively impacted the
relationship between managerial voice solicitation and employee felt responsibility
(Hypothesis 2), and such reduction in felt responsibility explained why employee

objectification weakened the relationship between voice solicitation and employee
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voice (Hypothesis 3). The robustness analysis also revealed that felt responsibility
uniquely explained the interactive relation of voice solicitation and objectification
with employee voice while accounting for other potential parallel mediators, i.e.,
psychological safety and voice instrumentality. This study provided external validity
and generalizability since it was conducted with employees who worked in a diverse
range of companies. But, due to the correlational nature of this study, I could not
demonstrate the causality of the findings. Therefore, | conducted two pre- registered
studies using a vignette-based design and a stimulus sampling approach to build on
these findings and make stronger causal inferences (Grant & Wall, 2009; Spector,

1981).
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Chapter 7: Study 3

Sample and procedures
In pre-registered Study 3 (https://aspredicted.org/D3X_M87), | tested the

employee end of my theoretical model using an online experiment by recruiting full-
time working professionals from the United States using Prolific Academic. |
recruited 701 participants and as per the pre-registration removed those that failed any
of the attention or comprehension check questions (i.e., 90 participants). Thus, my
final sample was 611 participants (47.46% women, 51.71% men, and 0.82% non-
binary people, Mage = 39.50 years, SDage = 11.10 years). The sample had an average
work experience of 19.10 years (SD = 11.23 years) and was 85.8% White, 6.7%
Asian, 3.4% Black or African American, 0.8% Hispanic or Latino, and 3.3% “Other”.
In this study, participants were randomly assigned to one of four conditions
in a 2 (managerial voice solicitation: high versus low) x 2 (employee objectification:
high versus control) between-subjects’ design. Participants (a) played the role of a
Sales Associate, working with a manager, Riley Smith on the sales of a product, (b)
read about a conversation that they overheard their manager, Riley, having with a
manager from another team (employee objectification manipulation) and wrote about
what they thought of the conversation, (c) read about a meeting with their manager,
Riley Smith, (voice solicitation manipulation), and (d) completed the focal measures,

manipulation check measures, and demographic questions.
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Participants began the study by reading some information about their role,
the manager they report to at work, and the product they were working on:

“In this study, you will play the role of a Sales Associate in Accel
Technologies. Accel Technologies is a technology firm that sells
artificial intelligence enabled learning tools for toddlers and young
kids. As a Sales Associate at Accel Technologies, you are
responsible for devising sales strategies of the different products
using customer data and market analysis. Your manager, Riley
Smith, has been working at Accel Technologies for the last 3 years.
As a manager, Riley leads a team of 4 associates including you.
Your team, led by Riley Smith, is currently working on the sales
plan of KidAl, a learning tool for children in pre-school.”
Employee objectification manipulation. The participants were, then, told

that they overheard their manager, Riley Smith, having a conversation with a manager
from a different team. Those randomly assigned to the high employee objectification
condition read:

“Riley said: “Listen, employees in my team are just a means for me

to achieve things at work. They are tools to help me with my work.

If they are no longer useful, I will discard them just as | would

discard obsolete and defunct company equipment. At the end of the

day, they are called “human capital” for a reason, right?””
Whereas participants randomly assigned to the control condition read:

“Riley said: “Listen, data analysis tools like sales dashboards are

just means for me to achieve things at work. They are tools to help

with me my work. If they are no longer useful, I will discard them

just as | would discard obsolete and defunct company equipment.

At the end of the day, they are called “tools” for a reason, right?”
Voice solicitation manipulation. The participants were, then, told that their manager
had called for a meeting to discuss the recent decline in the sales of KidAl.

Participants randomly assigned to the high voice solicitation condition read:

“In the meeting, Riley said that he was very interested in the
opinions that the team members including you have on declining
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sales. He said he was very curious about team members’ ideas and
concerns on the current sales plan and is very open to and wants to
genuinely listen to them. He encouraged everyone in the team to
speak up.”

The participants who were randomly assigned to the low voice solicitation condition

read:

“In the meeting, Riley said that he had several opinions about the
reasons for declining sales. Based on his own analysis, he said he

has come up with ideas and concerns on the current sales plan and
wants to tell them to the team. He then spoke up with his ideas and
concerns.”

Participants then responded to the focal measures, manipulation check

measures, and demographic variables. The detailed vignette, manipulations, data, and

syntax are available in Online Appendix C.

Measures
Felt responsibility. As per the pre-registration, | measured felt responsibility

using a 3-item adapted measure from past research (Morrison & Phelps, 1999). The
items included: “I will feel a personal sense of responsibility to provide my manager
with ideas for sales improvement,” “I will feel like it is my responsibility to speak up
to my manager with suggestions to improve sales,” and “I will feel a personal sense
of responsibility to present new and improved sales plans to my manager” (1 = Not at
all to 5 = A great deal) (o = .97).

Employee voice. Employee voice was measured using a 5-item adapted scale
of constructive voice (Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014). The items included: “I will make
suggestions to my manager about how to do things in new or more effective ways at

work,” “I will make suggestions to my manager on how to make sales plans better,”
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“I will speak up to my manager with recommendations about how to fix sales
problems,” “I will make suggestions to my manager about how to improve our sales
plans,” and “I will propose ideas for new or more effective sales plans” (1 = Not at all
to 5 = A great deal) (o = .98).

Alternate mechanisms. In line with the reasoning in Study 2, | also included
the two main alternate mechanisms in the experimental Study 3. | hypothesized that
objectification weakened the relationship between voice solicitation and employee
voice due to reduced felt responsibility. To test whether felt responsibility explained
this effect over and above other mechanisms, I included measures of psychological
safety and voice instrumentality. | measured psychological safety using a 5-item
adapted scale (Liang et al., 2012). The items included: “I can express my true feelings
regarding my job to my manager,” “I can freely express my thoughts to my manager,”
“My manager welcomes employees expressing their true feelings,” “My manager will
not pick on me even if | have different opinions than others,” and “I’m worried that
expressing true thoughts to my manager would do harm to myself (reverse coded)” (1
= Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree) (o = .87). | also measured voice
instrumentality using a 3-item adapted scale (Sherf et al., 2017). The items included:
“By speaking up to my manager, [ will make a difference,” “My suggestions about
work-related issues to my manager will make an impact,” and “By raising concerns to

my manager, I will influence what happens” (1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly

agree) (o =.95).
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Results
Confirmatory factor analysis. | conducted Confirmatory Factor Analysis

(CFA) to establish the discriminant validity of the measures. The model was a good
fit (%2(98) = 260.30, p < .001, comparative fit index; CFI = .988, standardized root-
mean-square residual; SRMR = .032, root-mean-square error of approximation;
RMSEA = .052). When | constrained latent variables to correlate at 1, the results
suggested a significantly worse fit than the measurement model (p < .01), indicating
their distinctiveness.

Manipulation check. I conducted manipulation checks to ensure that the
manipulations were effective. | included a 3-item measure of voice solicitation
(Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2012) as a manipulation check measure. The items
included: In the meeting... “Riley sought opinions that employees had on the decline
of sales,” “Riley was interested in employees’ concerns and ideas to improve
declining sales,” and “Riley encouraged employees to give reactions and suggestions
to improve the declining sales” (1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree) (o =
.96). An independent samples’ test revealed that participants who were assigned to
the high voice solicitation condition responded higher (M = 4.32, SD = 0.77) than
those in the low voice solicitation condition ((M = 1.89, SD = 1.02), t(609) = 33.20, p
<.001) on the manipulation check measure. Thus, the voice solicitation manipulation
was successful. Next, I conducted an independent samples’ t-test to test the
effectiveness of employee objectification manipulation. I included an adapted 5-item

measure of employee objectification (Belmi & Schroeder, 2020) as a manipulation
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check measure. The items included: My manager, Riley Smith, will treat me like...

29 ¢ 2

“...I'am an instrument for accomplishing things,” “...I am a tool to get things done,’

99 ¢

“...I can be used to accomplish goals,” “...I serve as a means to an end,” and “I am
disposable once I am no longer useful” (1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree)
(o =.94). Participants who were assigned to the high objectification condition
responded to the measure higher (M = 4.64, SD = 0.84) than those in the control
condition ((M = 3.80, SD =0.92), t(609) = 11.74, p < .001). Thus, the employee
objectification manipulation was also successful.

Main analyses. Means, standard deviations, and correlations are displayed in
Table 8. Results of regression analysis were presented in Table 9. Hypothesis 2
posited that managerial objectification of employees weakens the relationship
between managerial voice solicitation and employee’s felt responsibility to voice. I
conducted an ANOVA with voice solicitation and employee objectification as factors
and felt responsibility as the dependent variable. | found a significant interaction
between the voice solicitation and employee objectification on felt responsibility (b =
-.78, SE =.17, p < .001) (F(3, 607) = 98.48, p <.001). The relationship between voice
solicitation and felt responsibility was insignificant when objectification was high (+1
SD) (b =-.10, SE =.12, p = .38) and significant when it was low (-1 SD) (b = .88, SE
=.12, p <.001). As represented in Figure 4, planned contrasts with Bonferroni
correction indicated that when the objectification was high, voice solicitation led to

lower felt responsibility (M = 1.72, SD = .94) than when objectification was low (M
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= 3.39, SD = 1.07), Mdiff (Bonferroni) = -1.67, p <.001). Thus, Hypothesis 2 was
supported.

Hypothesis 3 stated that voice solicitation will lead to lower employee voice
when employee objectification is high (due to lower felt responsibility). A moderated
mediation analysis indicated that the indirect effect of voice solicitation on employee
voice through felt responsibility was not significant when employee objectification
was higher (b = .08, SE =.08, 95% CI [-.080, .242]) but was positive and significant
when objectification was lower (b = .70, SE =.11, 95% CI [.487, .903]). The
difference between these two indirect effects was also significant (b = -.62, SE = .14,
95% CI [-.875, -.347]). Thus, Hypothesis 3 was supported.

Robustness analysis. Analysis with psychological safety and voice
instrumentality as alternate mechanisms indicated consistent support for my
hypotheses, i.e., the results remained substantially unchanged. Employee
objectification weakened the relationship between voice solicitation and employees’
felt responsibility to voice (b =-.78, SE =.17, p <.001) supporting Hypothesis 2.
More importantly, voice responsibility continued to explain the indirect effect of
voice solicitation and employee objectification on employee voice (b = -.52, SE = .12,
95% CI [-.751, -.301]). Specifically, the indirect effect via felt responsibility to voice
was still insignificant when employee objectification was high (b = -.07, SE = .07,
95% CI [-.066, .202]) but was positive and significant when objectification was low
(b = .15, SE =.04, 95% CI [.080, .241]). This established the robustness of my

findings and the specificity of felt responsibility as the mechanism.
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Discussion
Study 3 replicated the findings from Study 2 in an experimental setting. The

two managerial behaviors that are triggered by thinking of employees as resources
interacted to impact employee voice. Employee objectification nullified the positive
effects of voice solicitation on employees’ felt responsibility (Hypothesis 2), and this
led to lower employee voice (Hypothesis 3). Due to its experimental design which
allowed us to manipulate voice solicitation and employee objectification, Study 3
helped me make stronger causal attributions of the findings. Additionally, I was able
to examine the mechanism (felt responsibility) over and above other predictors of
voice. Despite the strengths of the study in terms of making causal claims, there are
some weaknesses of this study. Using the vignette design, | manipulated employee
objectification directly through an overheard conversation where the manager
verbally expressed objectification of employees. However, managerial objectification
of employees can manifest in different managerial behaviors. Thus, to enhance the
realism, highlight the behaviors that reflect objectifications, and demonstrate that my
findings are robust across different objectifying behaviors, | adopted a stimulus
sampling method which has been used by prior research (e.g., Hussain, Tangirala, &

Sherf, 2023) in Study 4.
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Chapter 8: Study 4

Sample and Procedures
Study 4 was a pre-registered (https://aspredicted.org/FTG_ZQM) stimulus

sampling study where | experimentally manipulated voice solicitation (high versus
low) and used a stimulus sampling approach to manipulate employee objectification
(high versus low), i.e., in the high employee objectification condition, I randomly
presented participants with one of five managerial behaviors which reflected
employee objectification (see Table 10 for details). Initial sample consisted of 501
participants from Prolific Academic out of which 31 participants who failed one or
more of the attention-check questions were excluded. Thus, the final sample was 470
participants (199 women, 268 men, and 3 nonbinary people). The average age of the
participants was 39.03 years (SDage = 10.72 years). They had an average work
experience of 17.93 years (SD = 11.00 years). The sample was 64.7% White, 11.1%
Asian, 12.8% Black or African American, 9.1% Hispanic or Latino, 0.4% Native
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, 0.2% Native American or Alaska Native, and
1.7% “Other”.

In this study participants were randomly assigned to one of four conditions
in a 2 (managerial voice solicitation: high versus low) x 2 (employee objectification:
high versus control) between-subjects’ design. Those in the high employee
objectification condition, were randomly given one of five managerial behaviors that

reflected high employee objectification. Participants (a) played the role of a Customer
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Service Representative working with a manager, Riley Smith (b) read about an
interaction they had with their manager, Riley (employee objectification
manipulation) and wrote about what they thought of the interaction, (c) read about a
meeting with their manager, Riley Smith, about a customer service issue (voice
solicitation manipulation), and (d) completed the focal measures, manipulation check
measures, and demographic questions. Below are some details of the vignette.

First, the participants were given a description of their role in the retail
company, ShopAway:

“You are a Customer Service Representative at an online retail

company, ShopAway. Your company sells a variety of goods such

as clothes, books, food, and other necessities online and delivers

them to customers all over the United States. Your direct

competitors include Amazon and eBay. As a Customer Service

Representative, your work on handling customer complaints and

issues. You currently report to Riley Smith, a Customer Service

Manager. Riley manages your performance and work on a day to

day basis. Riley has been a manager in the company for 2 years.”
The five managerial behaviors that were used for high employee objectification
manipulation were pre-tested to ensure that the behaviors reflected employee
objectification. The details and results of the pre-test are available in Online
Appendix D.

Employee objectification manipulation. The participants were randomly
assigned into one of two conditions. Those in the high employee objectification
condition, were further randomly assigned to receive one of five stimuli that

described an incident they experienced with their manager, Riley Smith. Each of the

five stimuli described a managerial behavior which was pre-tested as a high

45


https://bit.ly/4bPdqro
https://bit.ly/4bPdqro

objectification behavior. The scenarios specifically reflected treatment of employees
as tools to be used for organizational needs and efficiency. The high employee
objectification manipulations are presented in Table 10. Participants who were
randomly assigned to the control condition read:

“You recently heard that your company, has purchased a new data
analytics tool to help generate automatic reports. Your manager, Riley
Smith, came into a meeting and said: “The company has purchased a
new data analytics tool for us to generate automatic reports. Data
analytic tools, like the one the company has purchased, can be helpful
in making detailed reports. Let’s try and use this tool as it may help us
generate quick reports and also conduct some trend analysis about the
progress we make over time. In a few months, we can revisit and see
if data analysis tool is indeed useful for us, and then make a decision
whether we’ll use it in the next quarter or not.””

Voice solicitation manipulation. The participants were then told that their
manager Riley Smith has called for a meeting of the team to discuss recent delays and
increased response time for customer queries about children’s clothing products sold
by ShopAway. They were randomly assigned to one of two conditions. Those in the
high voice solicitation condition read:

“In the meeting, Riley said that he was very interested in the
opinions that the team members including you have on the
increased delays. He said he was very curious about team
members’ ideas and concerns on the current customer service plan
for handling children’s clothing queries and is very open to and
wants to genuinely listen to them. He encouraged everyone in the
team to speak up.”

In the low voice solicitation condition, participants read:

“In the meeting, Riley said that he had several opinions about the
reasons for the increased delays. Based on his own analysis, he said
he has come up with ideas and concerns on the current customer
service plan for handling children’s clothing queries and wants to
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tell them to the team. He then spoke up with his ideas and

concerns.”

The participants then responded to the focal measures, manipulation check
measures, and demographic questions. The detailed vignette, manipulations, data, and

syntax are available in Online Appendix D.

Measures
Felt responsibility. I measured participants’ felt responsibility using an

adapted 3- item measure (Morrison & Phelps, 1999). The items included: “I will feel
a personal sense of responsibility to provide my manager with ideas for customer
service improvement,” “I will feel like it is my responsibility to speak up to my
manager with suggestions to improve customer service,” and “I will feel a personal
sense of responsibility to present new and improved customer service plans to my
manager” (1 = None at all to 5 = A great deal) (a0 = .96).

Employee voice. | measured employee voice using a 5-item adapted measure
(Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014). The items included: “I will make suggestions to my
manager about how to do things in new or more effective ways at work,” “I will make
suggestions to my manager on how to make customer service plans better,” “T will
speak up to my manager with recommendations about how to fix customer service
problems,” “I will make suggestions to my manager about how to improve our
customer service plans,” “I will propose ideas for new or more effective customer

service plans” (1 = None at all to 5 = A great deal) (o = .98).
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Alternate mechanisms. Consistent with Study 2 and 3, I included the
measures of the two alternate mechanisms: psychological safety and voice
instrumentality. Psychological safety was measured using a 5-item adapted measure
(Liang et al., 2012) where the items included: “I can express my true feelings
regarding my job to my manager,” “I can freely express my thoughts to my manager,”
“My manager welcomes employees expressing their true feelings,” “My manager will
not pick on me even if | have different opinions than others,” and “I’m worried that
expressing true thoughts to my manager would do harm to myself (reverse coded)” (1
= Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree) (o = .91). Voice instrumentality was
measured using a 3-item adapted scale (Sherf et al., 2017) where the items included:
“By speaking up to my manager, [ will make a difference,” “My suggestions about
work-related issues to my manager will make an impact,” and “By raising concerns to

my manager, [ will influence what happens” (1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly

agree) (o =.95).

Results
Confirmatory factor analysis. | conducted Confirmatory Factor Analysis

(CFA) to establish the discriminant validity of the measures. The model was a good
fit (x2(98) = 254.40, p < .001, comparative fit index; CFl = .985, standardized root-
mean-square residual; SRMR = .026, root-mean-square error of approximation;

RMSEA = .058). When | constrained latent variables to correlate at 1, the results
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suggested a significantly worse fit than the measurement model (p < .01), indicating
their distinctiveness.

Manipulation check. To test the efficacy of the voice solicitation
manipulation, I measured voice solicitation through a 3-item solicitation measure
(Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2012). The items included: “Riley sought opinions that
employees had on the customer service plan,” “Riley was interested in employees’
concerns and ideas to improve the customer service plan,” and “Riley encouraged
employees to give reactions and suggestions to improve the customer service plan” (1
= Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree) (o = .97). The results of independent
samples’ t-test revealed that those in the high voice solicitation condition responded
higher to the measure (M = 4.61, SD = 0.62) than those in the low voice solicitation
condition ((M = 2.24, SD = 1.16), t(468) = 27.41, p < .001). Thus, the voice
solicitation manipulation was successful. To test the efficacy of the employee
objectification manipulation, I included an adapted 5-item measure of employee
objectification (Belmi & Schroeder, 2020). The items included: My manager, Riley

Smith, treats customer service representatives like... “... we are an instrument for
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accomplishing things,” ... we are tools to get things done,” ... we can be used to
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accomplish goals,” “... we serve as a means to an end,” and “... we are disposable
once we are no longer useful” (1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree) (o = .88).
An independent samples t-test suggested that the manipulation was successful, i.e.,

those in the high objectification condition, responded to the objectification scale

higher (M = 4.25, SD = 0.69) than those in the control condition (M = 3.31, SD =
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0.90), t(468) = 12.83, p < .001). Thus, the employee objectification manipulation was
also successful.

Main analyses. Means, standard deviations, and correlations are displayed in
Table 11. Results of regression analysis were presented in Table 12. Hypothesis 2
suggested that employee objectification weakened the effect of voice solicitation on
employee felt responsibility to voice. | conducted an ANOVA with voice solicitation
and employee objectification as factors and felt responsibility to voice as the
dependent variable. The interaction between voice solicitation and objectification on
felt responsibility to voice was significant (b = -.44, SE =.21, p < .05) (F(3, 466) =
52.42, p <.001). The relationship between voice solicitation and felt responsibility
was weaker when objectification was high (+1 SD) (b = .93, SE =.15, p <.001) than
when objectification was low (-1 SD) (b = 1.36, SE =.15, p <.001). Planned contrasts
with Bonferroni correction suggested that for participants in the high employee
objectification condition, high voice solicitation led to lower felt responsibility (M =
2.85, SD = 1.23) than for participants in the low objectification condition (M = 3.71,
SD =0.98), Mdiff (Bonferroni) = -0.86, p <.001) (e.g., see Figure 5). Thus,
Hypothesis 2 was supported.

Next, | tested the indirect effect. Hypothesis 3 suggested that voice
solicitation leads to lower employee voice when employee objectification is high (due
to lower felt responsibility). I conducted a moderated mediation model analysis to test
the indirect effect. In line with Hypothesis 3, | found that the relationship between

voice solicitation and employee voice through felt responsibility was weaker when
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employee objectification was higher (b = .74, SE =.13, 95% CI [.496, .986]) than
when objectification was lower (b = 1.09, SE =.12, 95% CI [.845, 1.324]). The
difference between these two indirect effects was significant (b = -.35, SE = .17, 95%
Cl [-.684, -.010]). Thus, Hypothesis 3 was also supported.

Robustness analysis. As per the pre-registration, | included two additional
parallel mediators: psychological safety and voice instrumentality along with the
hypothesized mediator: felt responsibility to voice. With the inclusion of parallel
mechanisms, my results remained substantially unchanged. Employee objectification
negatively impacted the voice solicitation and felt responsibility relationship (b = -
44, SE =.21, p <.05) supporting Hypothesis 2. Employees’ felt responsibility to
voice was the only mediator that significantly explained the indirect effect of voice
solicitation and employee objectification on employee voice, i.e., the indirect effect
via felt responsibility to voice was weaker when employee objectification was high (b
= .56, SE = .10, 95% CI [.364, .757]) in comparison to when it was low (b = .82, SE =
11, 95% ClI [.623, 1.037]) and the difference between these two slopes was still
significant (b = -.26, SE = .13, 95% CI [-.519, -.015]).

Second, | conducted some additional tests to ensure that the managerial
behavior (stimulus) given to participants in the high objectification condition did not
meaningfully impact the pattern of results. | first checked whether the stimuli
meaningfully differed in participant ratings of employee objectification. An ANOVA
with Bonferroni correction revealed two pairs of conditions to be significantly

different from each other on participant ratings of objectification: (a) Use of an Al
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based scheduling system had higher objectification ratings (M = 4.43, SD = .65) than
compulsory allocation to documentation project (M = 4.04, SD = .72) Mdiff
(Bonferroni) = .39, p =.049) and (b) Scheduling mandatory overtime had higher
objectification ratings (M = 4.46, SD = .68) than compulsory allocation to
documentation project (M = 4.04, SD =.72) Mdiff (Bonferroni) = .42, p =.031).
There were no differences in objectification ratings across other stimuli. Despite these
two contrasts, the type of stimuli did not interact with voice solicitation to predict felt
responsibility for voice (p = .84) or employee voice (p =.62). Thus, the type of
stimuli (one of five) that participants in the high objectification condition randomly
received, did not impact the relationship between voice solicitation and voice

responsibility or voice solicitation and employee voice.

Discussion
Study 4 replicated the findings from Studies 2 and 3 using a stimulus

sampling approach. | found that employee objectification negatively impacted the
responsibility felt by employees to speak up in response to voice solicitation from
managers. This in turn negatively impacted their voice intentions. Robustness checks
revealed that felt responsibility was the only mediator that explained this relationship.
| also demonstrated different managerial behaviors that reflected objectification
impacted the relationship between voice solicitation and employee voice negatively.

Thus, Study 4 constructively replicated the findings.
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Chapter 9: General Discussion

In this research, | examine the paradoxical effects of urging managers to
think of employees as organizational resources. Through a pilot study and four
complementary studies using cross-sectional, experimental, and stimulus sampling
designs, I demonstrate that thinking of employees as resources makes managers more
inclined to soliciting employee voice and objectifying employees. In the presence of
employee objectification, managerial voice solicitation fails to make employees feel
responsible to speak up, thereby failing to enhance employee voice at work. By
examining this phenomenon, this research makes several theoretical contributions to

extant literature.

Theoretical Contributions
Employee voice at work. This research contributes to the employee voice

literature by identifying unique mechanisms through which voice solicitation leads to
voice and by outlining its boundary conditions. Prior research has largely focused on
how solicitation influences employees’ cost-benefit calculus. Because speaking up
challenges the status quo, employees risk offending their managers when they voice
concerns or ideas (Fast et al., 2014; Isaakyan et al., 2020). As a result, previous work
has emphasized that voice solicitation signals managerial openness, fostering
psychological safety and reinforcing employees’ belief that their input can drive
meaningful change (Morrison, 2014; Edmondson et al., 2004; Tangirala &

Ramanujam, 2012).
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While solicitation can indeed help shift the balance of perceived benefits
over costs, | argue that its effectiveness in promoting voice depends on more than just
reducing risk—it must also instill in employees a sense of responsibility to speak up.
Even when employees feel safe and perceive their voice as impactful, they are more
likely to engage in voice behavior when they feel a personal obligation to do so.
Effective solicitation should not only provide employees with the “can do”
motivation (the belief that they are capable of voicing) but also the “reason to”
motivation, i.e., the sense that they have a compelling duty to step beyond their
formal roles and proactively contribute to improving workplace processes and
practices (Parker et al., 2010).

Furthermore, I highlight that voice solicitation does not occur in isolation;
other managerial behaviors can weaken its positive effects. Specifically, when
managers treat employees as tools for achieving organizational goals, employees may
interpret solicitation as a transactional effort to extract their knowledge rather than a
genuine interest in their perspectives. In such cases, employees are less likely to
internalize managerial or organizational goals as their own, and consequently, feel no
sense of responsibility to speak up. Thus, when objectification is present, voice
solicitation loses its effectiveness in encouraging employee voice.

Managerial objectification of employees. This research also contributes to
the emerging literature on employee objectification. Researchers have underlined that
organizations often become prime spots for objectification of individuals. Being in a

work setting tends to activate a calculative way of thinking in individuals which
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causes them to objectify others and view them in terms of the benefits they can
generate (Belmi & Schroeder, 2021). Holding a position of power in organizations
which affords people with greater control over valued resources also leads them to
objectify others. For instance, researchers have demonstrated that holding a
managerial position at work leads to greater objectification of subordinates
(Gruenfeld et al., 2008). Building on these findings, this research demonstrates the
important role that organizations play in influencing managerial objectification of
employees. When organizations frame employees as resources, capital, or assets, and
link their worth to the benefits they generate for organizations, it further exacerbates
managerial objectification of employees because such framing signals that the
organization sponsors the idea of using employees for organizational purposes.

This research also highlights a unique impact that objectification can have on
manager-employee dynamic. While experiencing objectification negatively impacts
general employee states and behaviors, like their level of belonging, wellbeing,
citizenship behaviors and performance (Bowie, 2002; Wood, 1998; Green, 2001;
Belmi & Schroeder, 2021; Baldissarri et al., 2014; Baldissarri & Andrighetto, 2021;
Baldissarri et al., 2022; Valtorta & Monaci, 2023), my research contributes by
focusing on how objectification impacts the voice dynamic between a manager (the
one who objectifies) and the employee (the one who is objectified). By focusing on a
one-way utilization of employees for organizational ends, objectification breaks down

the reciprocity an employee feels toward the manager. Thus, despite managerial voice
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solicitation, when objectified, employees don’t feel responsible to take charge and
consequently don’t speak up.

Thinking about employees as resources. | extend the research on the impact
of prevalent organizational practices on employees. The idea that employees are a
company’s greatest asset is very common in organizations. It has not only been
espoused by top management but also reflects in how organizations refer to their
employees in their annual reports and label their employee management teams (see
pilot study). This is further adopted by practitioners and researchers (Hobson, 2019;
Patton, 2021; Forbes, 2023; Rouen, 2019; Fey, 2008; Horibe, 1999). While done with
the positive intent of spotlighting how employees, as repositories of skills, bring value
to companies in today’s knowledge driven world, I demonstrate that such framing
ends up harming employee proactivity and participation at work. In the process, |
address calls from past researchers to make employees the core subjects of research
and investigate how practices that are widely adopted by organizations and are
prevalent in human resource management impact employees at work (Grant &
Shields, 2002).

Additionally, through this research | extend the current discourse on the
reification of employees in management. Extant work on reification of employees in
work contexts has critiqued companies’ tendency to quantify employees and view
them as resources due to its negative implications with respect to human dignity and
ethics (Lukécs, 1971; Honneth, 2001; Honneth, 2008; Spencer, 2018; Vveinhardt,

2022). | extend this argument and demonstrate that the practice of tying employees to
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the benefits they bring to companies and presenting them as resources can have a
negative impact on employee participation at work since it triggers managerial
objectification of employees. Employee voice helps organizations innovate, detect
errors, and perform better (see Morrison, 2014 for review). But thinking of employees
as resources leads managers not only to solicit voice but also increases their tendency
to objectify employees. Employee objectification undercuts the positive impact of
solicitation as it reduces employee’s willingness to speak up in response to
managerial voice solicitation. Therefore, issues that could be detected and resolved
through voice, or new ideas that could be implemented may go uncommunicated at

work due to the negative experiences employees have when managers objectify them.

Limitations and Future Directions
This research has several limitations while also opening multiple avenues for

future research.

First, my research argues that urging managers to think of employees as
resources has both positive and negative effects. More specifically | argue and
demonstrate that it makes managers more willing to encourage employee voice (i.e.,
enhances voice solicitation) and increases their inclination to treat employees as
objects for organizational use (i.e., enhances employee objectification). While my
research demonstrates two specific positive and negative outcomes, | acknowledge
that such thinking could also lead to other managerial behaviors. For instance,
managers may become more willing to adopt practices that they believe will enhance

employee productivity and reject those that don’t. Future research could explore other
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behaviors or inclinations that may stem from adopting the view that employees are
resources or assets of the organization.

Second, this paper highlights that urging managers to think of employees as
resources makes them more inclined to solicit voice and objectify employees. More
specifically, when such cues are present in communications from top management,
middle managers often reinforce those norms in their behaviors (e.g., Harding, Lee, &
Ford, 2014). However, | acknowledge that individual differences and contextual
pressures may moderate this effect. For instance, managers with higher emotional
intelligence can create more conducive and productive organizational climate
(Momeni, 2009) and managers with a long-term orientation or high perspective taking
may be able to foresee the negative implication of objectification on employee
proactivity (Sherf et al., 2019; Batson, Early, & Salvarani, 1997), therefore, be less
likely to objectify their employees irrespective of signals in the environment.
Additionally, under heavy workloads or time constraints, despite thinking of
employees as resources, managers may not want to solicit more voice due to
competing priorities (Sherf, Venkataramani, & Gajendran, 2019). Thus, future
research can examine individual and contextual factors that may influence how
employees as resources perspective impacts managerial behaviors.

Third, in my research, | explore the impact of thinking about employees as
resources on specific managerial outcomes (i.e., voice solicitation and employee
objectification) and the interactive downstream consequences of those outcomes on

employee behaviors (i.e., felt responsibility and voice). In examining my research
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ideas, | use different studies to explore each of these outcomes. | test the manager
outcomes using an experimental study (Study 1) and employee outcomes using field
and experimental studies (Study 2 — 4). While this study package has its
strengths—mixed methods providing internal and external validity— it presents some
limitations as well. Empirically, I am unable to explore the indirect effects that
thinking of employees as resources has on employee outcomes via managerial
behaviors. Additionally, in the current study design, | present employees with direct
manipulations of employee objectification via a vignette in Study 3 and multiple
stimuli in Study 4. To ensure that the manipulations tapped into objectification, I pre-
tested the stimuli in Study 4 and verified them through manipulation checks in Study
3 and 4. However, | recognize that such behaviors are not directly manager-rated
behaviors from Study 1 and may risk conflating other perceptions like manager’s
disregard for employee welfare. Therefore, future work could utilize other ways to
test my theoretical model and replicate my findings through a more integrated design,
like through a field experiment (Eden, 2017) or an experimentally yoked study design
where managerial behaviors are directly yoked as stimuli for employees as
manipulations to measure indirect effects (e.g., Wee, Derfler-Rozin & Marr, 2023).
Fourth, I test the interactive impact of voice solicitation and objectification
on employee psychological states and behaviors in a field survey of employees (Study
2). The cross-sectional nature of the study where all the focal variables were self-
reported might not allow for causal inferences and could have introduced some

common source bias. To attenuate some of these concerns, | also tested these effects
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in pre-registered experimental studies (Studies 3 and 4) using vignette and stimulus
sampling designs. While the experimental studies allowed me to make strong causal
inferences, | recognize that they compromise on external validity because employees
and managers are embedded in more complex environments in organizations than can
be presented through an experimental vignette. Thus, future research can use study
designs that allow for a complete test of the integrated theoretical model in an
organizational setting with both employee and manager reports.

Fifth, I focus on how objectification impacts the extent to which employees
feel responsible to speak up in response to manager voice solicitation. Due to a
violation of social reciprocity, | argue that objectification breaks the voice
solicitation-voice relationship. I test these effects in an event-focused design.
However, | recognize that experiencing employee objectification over an extended
period can have further negative impact on the manager-employee relationship.
Employees may become more cynical towards the manager. As a result, employees
may not only reduce their voice behaviors but also other extra role behaviors and
citizenship behaviors that go beyond their role requirements, e.g., helping behaviors.
Furthermore, employees may psychologically detach from their workplace or leave
the organization. Therefore, a longitudinal examination of this phenomenon can
unpack the broader impact that this can have on the employee-manager and
employee-organization dynamic over time.

Finally, my research recognizes the drawback of urging managers to think of

employees as resources. | highlight that framing employee value only in terms of how
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they benefit organizations could be counterproductive. While this research recognizes
the dual impact of such framing, it does not explore alternate frames that can help
resolve this paradox by encouraging managers to solicit employee input without
increasing their inclination to objectify employees. Perhaps, highlighting the value
employees bring as independent stakeholders and the importance of understanding
and incorporating diverse and unique perspectives that stem not only from their KSAs
but also their unique lived experiences may be one way to resolve the paradox. Future
research could explore alternative framing strategies that encourage managers to seek
employee input without reducing employees’ worth to their utility for the

organization.

Practical Implications
Organizational failures often stem from employees’ reluctance to

communicate issues to their managers. For instance, in discussions surrounding
Boeing 737 Max crashes, company workers informed Senate lawmakers that they had
noticed problems but hesitated to speak up (Godlewski, 2024). This underscores the
critical role of employee voice in organizations. While often well-intended, my
research reveals that framing employees as resources can be counterproductive to
fostering employee voice.

The findings from this research highlight the need for organizations to
carefully consider how their stated values are interpreted by managers, influence
managerial behavior, and, in turn, employee outcomes. Specifically, CEOs and top

leadership should reassess how they portray employees in corporate communications.
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Rather than urging managers to think of employees as assets or resources of the
organizations, organizations may benefit from emphasizing the distinct value
employees bring as individuals with unique perspectives and lived experiences.
Cultivating a culture where managers genuinely respect and appreciate employees—
as individuals and not just for their skills—may be essential for creating a workplace
environment that nurtures better social reciprocity between managers and employees

and encourages voice.
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Appendices

Tables

TABLE 1
Representative Quotes that Reflect Thinking about Employees as Resources (Pilot
Study)

Organization Name Representative Quotes
Akamai Technologies “Our employees — our human capital — are our most valuable
Cloud, Security, and resources as they are fundamental to our innovation, the

operation and ongoing enhancement of the Akamai Connected
Cloud, the fostering and maintenance of relationships with our
customers and the management of our operations.”

Content Platform

Albermarle Corporation “Investing in talent is a critical process for Albemarle because
Chemical Manufacturing it allows us to be proactive and anticipate key organizational
needs for talent and capabilities. This enables us to efficiently

Company and effectively ensure that we have the right talent pipeline to
drive Albemarle’s success into the future.”
Alphabet Inc. “Our employees are among our best assets and are critical for

Technology Conglomerate our continued success.”

Cintas “Cintas’ key human capital management objectives are to

Business Services Company attract, retain and develop talent to deliver on the Company’s
strategy.”

Honeywell “We believe a commitment to and investment in human capital

Multinational Conglomerate management enables better decision-making, helps us build
Corporation competltlve. advantage, and f_urthers our I_ong—tenn success. ..

Human capital management is the key driver of our
performance culture, which enables our workforce to respond
to the fast- changing needs of our customers.”

Tesla “Our greatest asset is our people and we continue to attract the
Automotive Company best and brightest with our compet{tive pay and benefits
package which starts with ownership.”
TABLE 2
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among the Variables (Study 1A)
Variables Means SD 1 2
1. Thinking about employees as 49 .50
resources (Low 0; High 1)
2. Voice Solicitation 69 46 21"

Note: N = 290; *p <.05; **p < .01 (2-tailed); The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are
in parentheses along the diagonal.
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TABLE 3
Results of Regression Analysis (Study 1A)

Variables Voice Solicitation
Model 1
Intercept 5977(.04)
Independent Variable
Thinking about employees as resources (Low 0; High 1) .2077(.05)

R? .05

AR? -

F 13.87
Note: N = 290; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 (2-tailed); R?: R-squared.
TABLE 4
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among the Variables (Study 1B)

Variables Means SD 1 2

1. Thinking about employees as 49 .50

resources (Low 0; High 1)
2. Employee objectification 5.88 81 A7 (.85)

Note: N = 294; *p <.05; **p < .01 (2-tailed); The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are
in parentheses along the diagonal.

TABLE 5
Results of Regression Analysis (Study 1B)
Variables Employee Objectification
Model 1
Intercept 5.757(.07)
Independent Variable
Thinking about employees as resources 277(.09)
(Low 0; High 1)
R? .03
AR? -
F 8.12

Note: N = 294; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 (2-tailed); R? R-squared.
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TABLE 6
Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, and Correlations (Study 2)

Variables Means SD 1 3 4 5 6
1. Voice solicitation 4.50 0.73 (.90)

2. Employee objectification 1.94 1.01 -.44™ (.81)

3. Felt responsibility 4.18 0.78 227 -.15™ (77)

4. Psychological safety 3.92 0.71 24 -32" .39™ (.64)

5. Voice instrumentality 4.10 0.81 A7 -.20™ 52" 407 (.85)

6. Employee voice 4.08 0.77 25" -.20™ 357 A1 347 (.193)

Note: N = 323; *p < .05; **p < .01 (2-tailed); The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are in parentheses along the diagonal.

TABLE 7
Regression Results (Study 2)

Felt Responsibility

Employee Voice

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Intercept 4.18™(.05) 4.117(.06) 4.08™(05) 2.83™%(22) 2.36™(.35)
Independent variables
Voice solicitation .207(.09) .397(.09) .217(.08) .15 (.08) 137(.07)
Employee objectification -.05 (.06) -.04 (.06) -09(.06) -07(05  -.01(.05
Voice solicitation x Employee objectification -.22""(.05)
Mediator
Felt responsibility .30™(.05) .147(.06)
Alternate Mediators
Psychological safety .2977(.06)
Voice instrumentality .13%(.06)
R? 051 096 073 159 239
AR? - 045 - 085 080

Note: N = 323; *p <.05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 (2-tailed)
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TABLE 8
Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, and Correlations (Study 3)

Variables Means SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Voice solicitation 50 .50

2. Employee objectification 51 .50 -01

3. Felt responsibility 2.30 1.25 207 -52™ (.97)

4. Psychological safety 2.28 .96 .25™ -44™ 58" (.87)

5. Voice instrumentality 2.66 1.16 30" -.29™ 59" .64 (.95)

6. Employee voice 2.43 1.20 28" -.46™ 84" 58" 64" (.98)

Note: N = 611; *p <.05; **p < .01 (2-tailed); The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are in parentheses along the diagonal.

TABLE 9
Regression Results (Study 3)

Felt Responsibility

Employee Voice

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Intercept 27177 (.07) 4.1177(.06) 2.6777(.07)  .6177(.08)  .297(.09)
Independent variables
Voice solicitation A4877(.08)  .397(.09) 6577(.08)  .297(.05) .1977(.05)
Employee objectification -1.2877(.08) -.89""(.12) -1.1077(.08)  -.13"(.06)  -.10(.06)
Voice solicitation x Employee objectification -7877(.17)
Mediator
Felt responsibility 7677(.02) .6477(.03)
Alternate Mediators
Psychological safety .06 (.04)
Voice instrumentality .1877(.03)
R? 303 327 288 722 746
AR? - 024 - 434 024

Note: N = 611; *p <.05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 (2-tailed)
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TABLE 10

High Employee Objectification Stimuli for Stimulus Sampling Study (Study 4)

Stimulus Label

Excerpt

Compulsory
allocation to a
documentation
project

Laying off
representatives
from Fast
Delivery

Use of an Al
based scheduling
system

Denial of a last-
minute leave

You recently heard that two customer service representatives were needed for a sales best practice documentation project as
the project demanded additional resources. Your manager, Riley Smith, came into a meeting and told your colleagues Rob
and Laura: “The two of you currently have lower workloads in the team you can be allocated to that project.” Riley knew
that your colleagues would not be happy to work in documentation because they prefer front facing customer service roles as
representatives. But Riley said: “To ensure effective utilization of human resources, I am allocating the two of you to the
documentation project. I am unable to take your personal preferences into account.”

The company you work for recently acquired Fast Delivery, a grocery delivery platform. Your manager, Riley Smith, came
into a meeting and said: “I need to optimize human resource allocation across two companies.” Riley knew that the customer
service representatives at Fast Delivery had been working there for more than 20 years. Despite this Riley said: “To ensure
effective utilization of human resources across the two companies, | have to lay off 4 customer service representatives of
Fast Delivery.”

In the past, your manager, Riley Smith, used to manually create employee shift schedules. Now, your company come up
with an Al-assisted system for managing employee schedules. Your manager, Riley Smith, came into a meeting and said:
“This Al-assisted system can maximize the utilization of human resources in the team and ensure that all of the employee
hours are best used to achieve team goals.” You and some of your colleagues have expressed concerns that Al-based
scheduling will not take their personal work-life balance into account. Despite this Riley said: “To ensure effective
utilization of human resources, | will be implementing the Al-assisted employee scheduling system in the team. | am unable
able to take your personal concerns into account.”

On Monday, one of your colleagues who also reports your manager, Riley Smith, went and requested your manager for last
minute 3-day leave starting Wednesday. Your manager, Riley Smith, said:

“This leave request is coming very last minute and all customer service hour allocations for the week have already been
made.” Your colleague said that the last-minute leave due to personal reasons. Despite knowing this Riley said: “I cannot
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Stimulus Label Excerpt

grant you a leave. If | do there will be financial repercussions and moving people around will lead to sub-optimal use of
human resources.”

Scheduling You recently heard that your company, ShopAway is going to start selling a new product category online: packaged grocery.
mandatory Your manager, Riley Smith, came into a meeting and said: “There will be a higher volume of customer service queries due
overtime to the addition of this new product category, especially in the first two months.” You and your colleagues worry that the

mandatory overtime due to the higher volume of customer service queries will affect your work-life balance. Despite
knowing this, Riley said: “I have to effectively utilize human resources to meet the company’s new goals. So, everyone will
have to work mandatory overtime till we get extra volume of customer queries. I am unable to take your personal concerns
into account.”

TABLE 11
Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, and Correlations (Study 4)
Variables Means SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Voice solicitation 50 .50
2. Employee objectification 51 .50 -.02
3. Felt responsibility 2.69 1.33 437 -.25™ (.96)
4. Psychological safety 2.97 1.12 .39™ -32" 71 (.91)
5. Voice instrumentality 3.09 1.20 37 23" 747 76" (.95)
6. Employee voice 2.79 1.27 427 =217 .86 70" 767 (.98)

Note: N = 470; *p < .05; **p < .01 (2-tailed); The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are in parentheses along the diagonal.
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TABLE 12
Regression Results (Study 4)

Felt Responsibility

Employee Voice

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Intercept 246" (.09) 2.35"7(.11) 2.5477(.09) .577"(.08) .09™(.10)
Independent variables
Voice solicitation 1.14™(11) 1.3677(.15) 1.057%(.10) .137(.07) .07 (.06)
Employee objectification -6477(11) -.42""(.15) -52"%(.10)  -.01(.06) .06 (.06)
Voice solicitation x Employee objectification -.447(.21)
Mediator
Felt responsibility .807(.03) .6177(.03)
Alternate Mediators
Psychological safety .107(.04)
Voice instrumentality .2377(.04)
R? 246 252 073 749 782
AR? - .006 - 533 .033

Note: N = 470; *p < .05; **p <.01; ***p < .001 (2-tailed)
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Figures

FIGURE 1A

Conceptual Model (Managerial Perspective)

Thinking about Employees
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FIGURE 1B
Conceptual Model (Employee Perspective)
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FIGURE 2A
Impact of Thinking about Employees as Resources on Voice Solicitation (Study 1A)
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FIGURE 2B
Impact of Thinking about Employees as Resources on Employee Objectification
(Study 1B)
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FIGURE 3
Interaction of Voice Solicitation and Employee Objectification on Felt Responsibility
to Voice (Study 2)
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FIGURE 4

Interaction of Voice Solicitation and Employee Objectification on Felt Responsibility
to Voice (Study 3)

m Low
Objectification

3.39

Felt Responsibility

mHigh
Objectification

Low Voice Solicitation High Voice Solicitation

72



FIGURE 5
Interaction of Voice Solicitation and Employee Objectification on Felt Responsibility
to Voice (Study 4)
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