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A B S T R A C T   

Increased pressure to remain competitively viable necessitates that hospitality organizations are responsive to 
the market. Through a theory of cooperation and competition lens, this study examines how hospitality orga
nizations can enhance their market responsiveness via the mechanism of employee voice. Using multi-level data 
from 75 U.S. chain restaurants, results show employee-organization goal alignment builds employee efficacy 
necessary to exhibit effective prosocial voice and fortifies the organization against misaligned employee goals 
that potentially lead to ineffective, defensive, or acquiescent, voice behavior. At the restaurant level, unit level 
prosocial voice had a positive impact on the organization’s marketing capabilities through the support of a 
participatory organizational climate, providing evidence that enhancing employee voice is a viable marketing 
strategy to advance marketing capabilities.   

1. Introduction 

With the amount and speed of environmental change occurring, it 
stands to reason that organizations need to be much more responsive to 
the market (Marketing Science Institute, 2018). This leads to the ques
tion, “What strategies exist to quickly activate customer insights?” In a 
hospitality environment, where such activation happens in real time 
through the co-creation process, enabling employee voice is considered 
a viable strategy to achieve this (Xiong et al., 2019). While intuitive, 
such assertions oversimplify the concept of employee voice, assuming 
that all voice is equal, productive and driven by altruistic means. 
Further, the connection between employee voice at an individual level 
and benefits sought at an organizational level, are rarely, if at all, 
empirically examined. With competitive pressure in the hospitality in
dustry continuing to increase (Tang, 2014), this paper addresses this 
paucity by elucidating how productive, versus unproductive, employee 
voice can be realized. In turn, this investigation empirically examines 
how such individual level efforts, collectively work together to influence 
organizational level outcomes. Specifically, consideration is given to the 
organization’s climate that fosters collaboration necessary to activate 
such employee insight, as well as enhancing the organization’s 

marketing capabilities that are necessary to respond to competitive 
pressures. 

Any employee who has an impact on “customer relations, customer 
satisfaction, customer perceived quality, and revenue” plays a market
ing role, albeit though not always in title (Gummesson, 1991, p. 60). 
Since Gummesson’s (1991) coining of the phrase ‘Part-time Marketer’, 
practitioners and academics alike have grown to appreciate the impor
tant role front line employees (FLE), in particular, play in the success of 
an organization. It has been argued that in service organizations, 
because of the interaction between FLE and the customer, the em
ployees’ role as part-time marketers may be even more critical to future 
exchanges between the organization and the customer than full-time 
marketers (Grönroos, 2006). This is because marketing is essentially a 
“promise-making function”, whereas marketing success is predicated on 
such promises being kept, highlighting the importance of how promises 
are being fulfilled (Grönroos, 2017, p. 219). In a hospitality context, 
such fulfilment is a byproduct of the interactions between the FLE and 
their customers. 

The central role of FLE as part-time marketers, however, is not 
limited to their ability to deliver the promised service. Drawing on the 
boundary spanning literature, Woisetschläger et al. (2016) emphasize 
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the nature of boundary spanning roles as bridging the inner and outer 
boundaries of an organization. This placement positions FLE uniquely to 
be a gatherer of information from the outer boundaries (e.g., customers) 
and, at the same time, a disseminator of that information within the 
inner boundaries (i.e., the organization). In this capacity, research ac
knowledges that FLE have the ability to be an idea generator that fa
cilitates organizational improvement (Van der Heijden et al., 2013). The 
importance of FLE as brokers of organizationally beneficial information 
is also reinforced in the seminal work of Vargo and Lusch (2004). 
Organizational advancement requires the application of knowledge and 
collaborative processes with stakeholders such as customers and em
ployees (Lusch et al., 2007). In the management innovation literature, 
knowledge brokering, or sourcing and transferring knowledge from and 
between customers as well as from and between co-workers to enable 
organizational success is also emphasized (Van de Berg et al., 2014). 

Despite the well accepted assertion that organizational innovation 
and performance is often predicated by information and knowledge 
transference from and between employees, Woisetschläger et al. (2016) 
acknowledges that this role is often underestimated and has received 
little attention in the literature. Such a paucity is echoed by Lages and 
Piercy (2012) who illuminated the scant research on service improve
ment predicated by FLE idea generation. In a similar manner, Karlsson 
and Skålén (2015) noted the limited and mixed results pertaining to FLE 
and service innovation. Consistent with marketing literature, Van de 
Berg et al. (2014) also note that despite the dual facilitation of knowl
edge role played by boundary spanners, limited research focus is given 
to how employees contribute to organizational information needs. 
Collectively, this body of research illustrates a gap in the literature 
pertaining to comprehension of how FLE actions affect the market 
responsiveness of their respective organizations. 

Given the long held, well-established acknowledgement that em
ployees, particularly FLE, are an integral element of an organization’s 
marketing capabilities (cf. Grönroos (1993) – interactive marketing; 
George (1990) – internal marketing; Gummesson (1991) – part-time 
marketers; Ind (2001) – brand ambassadors), such an oversight needs 
to be addressed. This is of particular importance for hospitality organi
zations where competitive pressures continue to increase at a rapid pace, 
necessitating a more agile response that is fueled by customer respon
siveness (Tang, 2014) and market intelligence (Wang et al., 2012). 
Without empirical validation that employee actions directly influence 
the organization’s marketing capabilities, employees will continue to be 
under-utilized as part-time marketers, relegated to the role of promise 
deliverer and simply a function of human resource management. 

In seeking to address this gap in the literature relating to empirical 
validation of FLE as contributors to an organization’s marketing capa
bilities, the current paper considers what is required to realize the 
benefit of FLE as part-time marketers that generate market intelligence. 
Specifically, as individual employee abilities are linked to unit level 
outcomes (Tracey and Tews, 2004), we expect that the ultimate benefit 
of FLE as part-time marketers who gather and disseminate information, 
is realized at the organizational level. However as Orr et al. (2011, p. 
1074) note, “Despite this seemingly obvious importance of a firm’s 
employees as a route to improving marketing performance, relatively 
little empirical evidence exists at the firm level that examines this issues 
in the marketing context.” Therefore, we address this gap through 
multilevel data, considering how FLE behaviors at the firm level influ
ence the organization’s marketing capabilities, as well as create an 
environment that sustains such efforts (i.e., a participative climate). 

Further, while idea generation and dissemination are at the core of a 
market oriented/responsive organization (e.g., Kohli and Jaworski, 
1990) and FLE are considered a central conduit of such, Woisetschläger 
et al. (2016, p. 110) suggests that “only information perceived and 
deemed relevant and interesting for the company by the boundary 
spanning employees is collected and passed on.” Such an assertion as
signs FLE in an arbiter like role of service encounter generated market 
intelligence. If employees do not perceive the information to be relevant 

to the organization and/or they do not believe that the organization 
appreciates the contributions from them, such insight will not be 
forthcoming (King and Lee, 2016). This literature highlights a very 
important caveat to realizing the benefits of FLE as part-time marketers, 
that being the volitional nature of such efforts. Within the marketing and 
hospitality literature however, there appears to be limited consideration 
given to the motivational drivers required to elicit such part-time mar
keting behaviors, as well as potential barriers that may impede them. 

Therefore, the second gap this study seeks to address is under
standing motivational elements that influence part-time marketer be
haviors, with specific reference to employee voice behavior. Inspired by 
the internal marketing, and more recent internal brand management 
literature that seeks to guide, prepare and motivate employees as part- 
time marketers to support the organization’s intent (e.g. Rafiq and 
Ahmed, 2000; Burmann and Zeplin, 2005) we draw on the theory of 
cooperation and competition to illustrate the importance of employee – 
organization goal alignment. As employee voice behavior is extra role (i. 
e., not part of formal job requirements), with an element of risk (Raub 
and Robert, 2013), we also consider how such alignment informs 
employee self-efficacy, as reflected in organization-based self-esteem, 
which is deemed a catalyst for voice behavior (Liang, 2017). 

In summary, by examining how to enhance employee voice to 
advance organizational marketing capabilities, the current study fills 
two gaps in the literature. First, given the lack of empirical validation of 
the connection between FLE actions and market performance, particu
larly at the firm level, the current study provides insight into how this 
connection is formed and can be enhanced. Second, with such a 
connection being predicated on the volitional actions of FLE, yet limited 
research has considered motivational drivers and potential barriers that 
may impede or render meaningless such efforts, the study also illumi
nates the complexity of realizing the benefits of FLE as part-time mar
keters. Collectively, in addressing these gaps in the literature, the study 
also provides insight for hospitality practitioners wanting to enhance 
their marketing capabilities through their FLE. 

2. Literature review 

2.1. Market driven organizational capabilities 

The development of capabilities within an organization to realize a 
competitive foothold in the market place is not new. Originating in the 
strategy literature, organization capability insight, such as the organi
zational learning work of Huber (1991) or Day’s market driven orga
nization capabilities (1994), are reflected in the marketing concept (i.e., 
market orientation) proposed by marketing scholars (e.g., Kohli and 
Jaworski, 1990). Despite the plethora of research that the seminal 
market orientation work spurred, Foley and Fahy (2009) note that very 
little work had been done with respect to helping managers develop such 
a market driven focus. Rather the focus is on assessing the level of an 
organization’s market orientation/capability. This is suggested to be the 
result of the marketing orientation concept being ‘isolated’ in the mar
keting literature, despite originating in the management and strategy 
fields (Foley and Fahey, 2009). This isolation seems counterproductive 
given the shared common purpose of marketing and strategic manage
ment scholars to seek insight with respect to leveraging and sustaining a 
competitive advantage (Srivastava et al., 2001). Foley and Fahey (2009) 
thus advocate value in an interdisciplinary approach by examining an 
organization’s capabilities as a means through which market orientation 
can be understood (Foley and Fahey, 2009). 

Possessing valuable resources and capabilities is insufficient to drive 
a competitive advantage if it does not reflect the dynamic characteristics 
of the market and customer needs (Martelo Landroguez et al., 2011). 
Thus capabilities, defined as ‘complex bundles of skills and collective 
learning, exercised though organizational processes, that ensure supe
rior coordination of functional activities’ (Day, 1994, p. 38), need to be 
market oriented (Foley and Fahey, 2009), thus giving rise to the term 
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marketing capabilities. From this perspective, Morgan et al. (2009, p. 
911) note that “marketing capabilities are viewed in the literature as 
important market-relating mechanisms by which superior market 
knowledge maybe deployed by firms.” Consistent with the seminal work 
of Day (1994); Foley and Fahey (2009) emphasize specifically, market 
sensing and customer linking as two highly relevant capabilities that 
have the potential to inform how an organization can be more respon
sive to the market. From a macro perspective, the ability to anticipate 
changes in the market place, particularly in advance of competitors, as 
reflected in the market sensing capability (Day, 1994), is considered 
critical to market orientation (Foley and Fahey, 2009). At the same time, 
from a micro perspective, identifying customers’ needs and wants to 
enable enduring customer relationship development, as reflected in 
customer linking capabilities (Day, 1994), is also valuable to an orga
nization’s market orientation (Hooley et al., 2005). Collectively, market 
sensing and customer linking capabilities allow the organization to 
compete more efficiently in the market place by being responsive to the 
market (Day, 1994). To this end, communication and valuable interac
tion experiences between firms, customers, and other market actors, 
such as employees, become a priority (Karpen et al. (2012). Such ex
periences help to ensure market changes are reflected in organizational 
performance, thus leading to a competitive advantage. Despite the 
importance of these issues, there is a dearth of literature that exists with 
respect to how such marketing capabilities can be enhanced. 

2.2. Enhancing Marketing Capabilities – the role of the employee 

The importance placed on marketing capabilities lies in their ability 
to contribute to a competitive advantage and superior profitability (Day, 
1994). However, capabilities need to be responsive to the changing 
environment [market] suggesting that organizational learning and the 
application of such is paramount (Ambrosini and Bowman, 2009). 
Huber (1991) notes that organizational learning, facilitated by infor
mation processing, is enabled through interpersonal or social channels, 
in contrast to more mechanical means. Therefore, it is suggested that the 
development of marketing capabilities resides within the organization’s 
ability to leverage their human resources - a significant repository and 
enabler of market intelligence. It is for this reason that Orr et al. (2011, 
p. 1074) suggest that “marketing capabilities represent the accumulated 
knowledge and skills of the firm’s marketing employees that are utilized to 
create customer satisfying outcomes”. Boundary spanning employees, 
specifically FLE, given their distinctive dual customer/organization 
facing role, are integral to the development of marketing capabilities. 
Thus, emphasis is given to employees internalizing and sharing market 
intelligence (Menguc et al., 2013) for the benefit of enhanced organi
zation performance (Wang, 2015). 

Given the intuitive nature of the organization’s human resource 
underpinning essential organizational marketing capabilities, particu
larly for service organizations, it is surprising to note the lack of inves
tigation in the marketing capabilities literature with regard to employee 
contributions. While effort has been made to establish the significance of 
marketing capabilities on organizational performance (e.g. Bharadwaj 
et al., 2012; Bharadwaj and Dong, 2014; Lindblom et al., 2008) as well 
as organizational level antecedences to enact such capabilities (Hooley 
et al., 2005; Rapp et al., 2010), limited attention has been given to in
dividual level antecedents that influence marketing capabilities. The 
exception appears to be Menguc et al.’s (2013) examination of task and 
outcome interdependence of teams with respect to predicting the 
customer knowledge creation capability at the team level. 

In contrast, in other streams of the marketing literature, mostly as it 
relates to service marketing or internal brand management, there seems 
to be a plethora of research that espouses and empirically validates the 
importance of employees in realizing marketing objectives (e.g. Park 
and Tran, 2018; Sirianni et al., 2013). A clear implication reflected in 
such studies is the acknowledgement that for employees to have a pos
itive impact on marketing outcomes, an intentional effort is first 

required to align their perceptions with organizational intent. This not 
only ensures employees are motivated to play their role as part-time 
marketers, but that in doing so, they contribute to, rather than detract 
from, organizational success (King and Grace, 2010). Informed by such 
thinking, and in recognition that employee exhibition of voice behavior 
necessary to enhance the organization’s marketing capabilities is voli
tional and not without risk, we draw on the theory of cooperation and 
competition (Deutsch, 1949) to understand how employee-organization 
goal alignment may be a precursor to employee contributions to the 
organization’s marketing capabilities. 

2.3. Theory of cooperation and competition 

Originating in social and educational psychology (Deutsch, 1949), 
the theory of cooperation and competition considers the way in which 
people perceive their goals are aligned/related to others and the sub
sequent impact on dynamics and outcomes of their interactions. The 
theory was originally advanced in an organizational context by Tjosvold 
(1984) as a framework to help understand issues, such as participation 
in organizational decision making, stemming from social interactions 
within firms that underpin productivity. “Cooperation has the potential 
of fulfilling the needs of individuals and the requirements of organiza
tions; cooperative groups can integrate the individual into the organi
zation and help the organization be productive” (Tjosvold, 1984, p. 
751). 

The essence of Deutsch’s (1949) theory is that interactions, and 
subsequent outcomes, between people are premised by the individual’s 
perception of the relatedness of their respective goals. From an organi
zational perspective, employee expectations, communication exchange, 
problem-solving and productivity are significantly influenced by their 
perceptions as to how their goals are related to the organization (Alper 
et al., 1998). The assumption is that employees work to satisfy their 
self-interest through the articulation and pursuit of their goals, noting 
that such goals are not necessarily mutually exclusive to the organiza
tion. Rather the attainment of the employee’s goals could also align with 
the organization’s goals. From this perspective, three alternatives are 
articulated through which employees perceive their goals relative to the 
organization, namely, cooperative, competitive and independent 
(Deutsch, 2011). 

Cooperative goals are evident to the extent that an employee believes 
that their goals are aligned with the organization’s goals; as the 
employee moves towards achieving that goal, the organization also 
moves toward goal attainment. In contrast, competitive goals are 
employee goals that are perceived as opposite to the organization’s 
goals; that attaining one’s goal is to the detriment of the organization 
achieving theirs – “if one succeeds, others must fail. If one “wins”, others 
“lose”” (Alper et al., 1998, p. 36). From the theory’s perspective, 
cooperation and competition refer to the interdependence between 
goals (Tjosvold, 1984). Lastly, Deutsch notes that people may also 
perceive a lack of interdependence between goals; that their actions 
have no impact whatsoever on the organization and vice versa, giving 
rise to the term independent goals. 

The importance of goal interdependence here is the assertion that 
employee perception as to the relatedness of their goals, “profoundly 
affects their orientation and intentions” towards the organization (Alper 
et al., 1998, p. 36). If organizational learning relies on employee voice, 
then it is imperative that employees perceive the attainment of organi
zational goals are positively related to their own. Cooperative goals are 
suggested to have a positive impact on an employee with respect to 
effective communication and influence, expected and actual assistance, 
coordination of effort, friendliness and support, amongst other things, 
whereas competitive goals are expected to have the opposite effect 
(Deutsch, 2011). Potentially just as damaging as competitive goals with 
respect to encouraging employee voice, is independent goals, whereby 
no social interaction is expected and thus no outcomes, positive or 
negative, are realized (Tjosvold, 1984). Organization-employee goal 
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alignment increases the employee’s perception of self-worth as an 
organizational member – if my goals are aligned with the organization, 
then I must be a valued organizational member (Ferris et al., 2009). Such 
self-worth is reflected in employees’ organization-based self-esteem 
(OBSE), which is considered a requirement to realize the positive out
comes associated with employee-organization goal alignment, particu
larly when those outcomes can be characterized as high risk for the 
individual employee. 

2.4. Organization-based self-esteem 

Defined as the “degree to which an individual believes themselves to 
be capable, significant and worthy as an organization member” (Pierce 
and Gardner, 2004, p. 593), OBSE is influenced by one’s experiences at 
work. Such self-esteem impacts work-related motivations, attitudes and 
behavior (e.g., Lin et al., 2018b). A contributing factor to OBSE is the 
messaging associated with organization socialization, specifically from 
those who evaluate one’s work (Pierce and Gardner, 2004). To the 
extent that these messages reinforce or run counter to the individual’s 
assessment of themselves in the workplace, an individual will inter
nalize, becoming part of their self-concept. For example, Riordan et al. 
(2001) found a positive relationship between a good job fit and OBSE. 
This is because employees gain a sense of accomplishment by demon
strating professional competence and reaching organizationally pre
scribed goals (Dormann and Zapf, 2004). Behaviors associated with 
providing employees with role clarity and direction have a similar effect 
(Ferris et al., 2009). In accordance with self-consistency theory (Kor
man, 1970), whereby individuals seek to keep their attitudes, beliefs and 
intentions congruent by maintaining consistency between task perfor
mance and self-esteem, employees whose goals align with the organi
zation should perceive a high level of OBSE. Thus it is hypothesized that: 

H1a. Cooperative Goals (COOP) are positively related to Organization- 
Based Self-Esteem (OBSE). 

However, when the work environment is not congruent with 
employee beliefs, their workplace self-esteem can be negatively 
impacted. For example, when employees perceive that their role in the 
workplace adversely affects them, they often perceive themselves to be a 
less competent and less successful organizational member (i.e., low 
OBSE) (Pierce and Gardner, 2004). Further, employees experience of 
work related goal failures have been shown to be negatively related to 
OBSE (Park and Kim, 2020), consistent with employee sense of power
lessness in pursuit of their professional goals, as a result of job insecurity 
(Lin et al., 2018a, b). OBSE has also been found to be negatively affected 
when employees perceive their personal values to be incongruent with 
organizations (Naus et al., 2007). As these results again underscore the 
elements of Korman’s (1970) self-consistency theory, we hypothesize 
that: 

H1b. Competitive Goals (COMP) are negatively related to 
Organization-Based Self-Esteem (OBSE). 

When conceptualizing OBSE, Pierce et al. (1989) made the distinc
tion from global esteem by identifying the central role of the organiza
tion. OBSE is predicated on the extent to which organizational 
membership satisfies the individual’s needs through organizational role 
participation. The employee-organization relationship is explicit in 
one’s assessment of workplace based self-esteem (i.e., OBSE). From this 
perspective it is not surprising that organizational identification has 
been observed as having a positive relationship with OBSE (e.g., Bao 
et al., 2016). Likewise, OBSE has been positively associated with orga
nizational commitment while negatively associated with turnover 
intention (Lin et al., 2018a). As these results underscore the importance 
of the workplace defining who the employee is, it is reasonable to expect 
that when an employee does not see the workplace as being central to 
the pursuit of their personal goals, their workplace based self-esteem is 
likewise less relevant. It is on this basis we hypothesize that: 

H1c. Independent Goals (IND) are negatively related to Organization- 
Based Self-Esteem (OBSE). 

As an outcome of employee-organization goal alignment, OBSE is 
promoted as a psychological mechanism that explains employees’ 
response to the dynamics of their interactions with the organization. In 
particular, nurturing OBSE has been shown to have benefits both at the 
personal level, as well as at the organizational level, through the exhi
bition of citizenship behaviors (Pierce and Gardner, 2004). Thus, in the 
context of this study, OBSE is expected to be an important enabler of the 
citizenship behavior of employee voice (Lu and Lu, 2019). 

2.5. Employee voice 

Employee voice is a term used to describe constructively challenging 
the status quo by making suggestions or comments that aid organiza
tional performance (Morrison, 2014). It is often seen as proactive and 
volitional, requiring employee motivation given the potential risks and 
benefits associated with speaking out (Weiss and Morrison, 2019). While 
the intent of promoting employee voice is to advance organizational 
efforts, the important work of Van Dyne et al. (2003) suggests that not 
all words spoken are underpinned by good intent or will be to the benefit 
of the organization, given that motives drive behavior. Such a distinc
tion is deemed important given that employee voice is advanced as an 
important contributor to organizational success in both the strategic 
marketing and management literature. As voice behavior is not techni
cally part of one’s job and to do so implies the potential for material and 
social risk to the individual (Raub and Robert, 2013), considering 
motivational drivers is deemed necessary when relying on employee 
voice to inform organizational actions. Employee voice can be active or 
passive, constructive or destructive (Gorden, 1988), informed by 
employee motives of being other-oriented, defensive or disengaged (Van 
Dyne et al., 2003). While research has focused on identifying factors that 
influence voice behavior, it has predominantly been from an altruistic, 
other-oriented perspective, with limited consideration given to influ
encing the motives that drive less productive voice behaviors. 

Van Dyne et al.’s (2003) multidimensional conceptualization of 
voice is based on the motives of other-oriented, defensive and disen
gaged. Firstly, in recognition that voice behavior (speaking up and 
making suggestions) has been examined under different terms such as 
civic virtue (Organ, 1988) and advocacy participation (Van Dyne et al., 
1994; Van Dyne et al. (2003, p. 1370) noted that in essence, the col
lective examination of voice behavior, regardless of label, has been 
unidimensional and can be referred to as the “verbal expression of ideas, 
information, and opinions with the positive motive of making cooper
ative contributions to the organization.” This perspective suggests that 
this type of voice behavior is positive, proactive and motivated by an 
orientation towards others, and thus is labeled prosocial voice. As OBSE 
has been linked to employees’ exhibition of citizenship behavior (Pierce 
and Gardner, 2004), such as prosocial voice, we hypothesize that: 

H2a. Organization-Based Self-Esteem (OBSE) is positively related to 
Prosocial Voice 

While organizations may covet prosocial voice, Van Dyne et al. 
(2003) highlights that not all voice behavior may be good, suggesting 
that individuals can express ideas, information and opinions, but their 
motives to do so may render the content of the behavior meaningless at 
best, harmful at worst (Lee et al., 2014). While prosocial voice is 
considered to be motivated by being other oriented based on coopera
tion, Van Dyne et al. (2003) also suggest that people can be motivated to 
speak up based on fear and a motive for self-protection, known as 
defensive voice, or based on resignation and a motive of disengagement, 
known as acquiescent voice. 

Defensive voice is the exhibition of ideas, information and opinions 
regarding work or the organization that are expressed to protect oneself, 
which is contrasted to prosocial voice that is altruistic (Van Dyne et al., 
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2003). Self-protective behavior that is reflected in defensive voice in
cludes communication of excuses, justifications and disclaimers as well 
as blaming others or shifting attention away from oneself (Lee et al., 
2014; Van Dyne et al., 2003). In essence, defensive voice is about 
“protecting one’s own agenda rather than advancing the greater good” 
(Lee et al., 2014, p. 27). Lee et al.’s (2014) assertion that the motivation 
for defensive voice is driven by an agenda that is different to others and 
that agenda is underpinned by a desire to not draw attention to one’s 
self, suggests that within that organization, the individual’s sense of 
self-worth and being of value to the organization is limited. It is on this 
basis that we hypothesize: 

H2b. Organization-Based Self-Esteem (OBSE) is negatively related to 
Defensive Voice. 

Prosocial and defensive voice are characterized by an active intent 
on behalf of the individual to communicate passionately their perspec
tive. In contrast, acquiescent voice is described as a less proactive 
behavior (Van Dyne et al., 2003). Van Dyne et al. (2003) suggest the 
motivation of disengagement reflected in acquiescent voice is the result 
of feeling an inability to make a difference, (i.e., low self-esteem). With 
the motive of disengagement being based on resignation and low 
self-efficacy, we hypothesize that: 

H2c. Organization-Based Self-Esteem (OBSE) is negatively related to 
Acquiescent Voice 

OBSE has been promoted as a requirement for invoking volitional, 
and often risky, voice behavior that has the potential to enhance orga
nizational performance (Lu and Lu, 2019). In recognition that not all 
employee voice motives are positive, the utility of OBSE as an important 
antecedent is further illuminated through its ability to potentially 
dissuade less productive voice behaviors that have rarely been consid
ered. Ultimately though, the benefits of employee voice is a unit level 
phenomenon. Therefore, to assess the effectiveness of such efforts, ex
amination at the unit level is necessary. 

2.6. Organizational benefits of unit level employee voice 

Employees possess organizational intelligence that can be leveraged 
for organizational benefit. However, Ployhart and Moliterno (2011) 
assert that there is very little understanding of how such human capital 
manifests from the individual level to the organization/unit level. At a 
micro-level, human capital research focuses on measurement of indi
vidual differences which are subsequently linked to individual level 
outcomes. In contrast, macro-level human capital research focuses on 
unit level analysis often measured by management self-reports or the use 
of proxy measures (Ployhart and Moliterno, 2011). Such single level 
measurement, while informative, does not illustrate from a micro level 
perspective, for example, how individuals’ knowledge, skills and abili
ties lead to organizational performance, nor from a macro level, where 
the organization/unit level human capital originates. Both insights are 
believed necessary if practitioners are to be able to derive any mean
ingful and practical insights from such research. To address these 
shortcomings, we adopt the thinking of Ployhart and Moliterno (2011) 
that creating value at the unit level is a result of cumulative employee 
attributes; it is the accumulation of all employee voice behavior at the 
unit level that contributes to the hospitality organization’s marketing 
capabilities and, for the benefit of sustained effort, a participative 
organizational climate. 

The cumulative effect that employee voice is expected to have on a 
work group’s performance, specifically as it relates to influencing the 
organization’s marketing capabilities, is facilitated by group learning 
that comes from sharing suggestions and ideas to improve the function 
of the work unit (Walumbwa et al., 2012). However, while organiza
tional learning mechanisms, such as employee voice, have been proven 
to shape hospitality organization’s capabilities and performance (Ali 
et al., 2019; Nieves and Diaz-Meneses, 2016), we understand that not all 

voice behavior is created equal. Thus, in contrast to unit level prosocial 
voice, we expect unit level voice motivated by self-protection or disen
gagement (i.e., defensive and acquiescent voice) will not have a positive 
impact on the organization’s marketing capabilities. 

Further, as unit level employee voice manifests through social 
interaction, we expect that it also contributes to the creation of an 
organizational climate that shapes employee perceptions as to the extent 
to which they are encouraged to speak up. As voice behavior carries 
considerable personal risk (Morrison and Milliken, 2000), the creation 
of a climate that encourages employee contributions is paramount to 
sustainability, where proactive employee voice behavior is coveted for 
organizational success (Frazier and Bowler, 2015). According to Hansen 
et al. (2005), providing an environment whereby employees are 
encouraged to cooperate, facilitates more productive interactions. 
Wanting employees to participate in activities that are outside of the 
norm and are a deviation from their traditional role, such as expressing 
ideas, information and opinions, necessitates an environment whereby 
employees feel supported in these extra role behaviors (Menguc et al., 
2013; Morrison and Milliken, 2000). Such an environment is reflective 
of a participative organizational climate where employees collectively 
perceive that sharing new ideas, suggestions, and even dissenting views 
are encouraged by management (Huang et al., 2005). Participative 
climate, as a unit level phenomenon, has been shown to contribute 
directly to individual level voice behaviors (e.g., Lee et al., 2014). As 
organizational climates are derived from social interactions and col
lective sense-making within the workplace (Morrison et al., 2011; 
Morrison and Milliken, 2000), it is also reasonable to expect that unit 
level voice behavior, that is socially constructed, will be an important 
antecedent of a participative climate. Lee et al. (2014) found that pro
social voice was positively associated with a participative climate, while 
both defensive and acquiescent voice had negative associations. As it has 
been established that groups with more voice behavior will perform 
better than groups with less voice behavior (Walumbwa et al., 2012) 
because of the climate that is created, we hypothesize that: 

H3. Unit level Prosocial Voice (UPRO) is positively related to (a) the 
Organization’s Marketing Capabilities (MKTCAP) and (b) a Participative 
Climate (CLIM). 

H4. Unit level Defensive Voice (UDEF) is negatively related to (a) the 
Organization’s Marketing Capabilities (MKTCAP) and (b) a Participative 
Climate (CLIM). 

H5. Unit level Acquiescent Voice (ACQ) is negatively related to (a) the 
Organization’s Marketing Capabilities (MKTCAP) and (b) a Participative 
Climate (CLIM). 

H6. Participative Climate (CLIM) is positively related to the Organi
zation’s Marketing Capabilities (MKTCAP). 

In seeking to understand how employees contribute to a hospitality 
organization’s marketing capabilities, it is suggested that employee- 
organization goal alignment, which enhances their organizational self- 
efficacy (i.e., OBSE), promotes the exhibition of productive voice 
behavior and discourages other, less productive, voice behavior. As a 
result, the cumulative effect of employees’ exhibition of prosocial voice 
creates not only an organizational climate that champions such efforts 
(e.g., participative climate) but also has a direct impact on the organi
zation’s marketing capabilities. In contrast, employee voice at the unit 
level that can be described as motivated by defensive or acquiescent 
intent, does not enhance a participative climate nor an organization’s 
marketing capabilities (see Fig. 1). 

3. Method 

3.1. Research context and data collection 

To test the proposed hypotheses, we used data from two large 
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national chain restaurants across 75 locations in the southern United 
States. In order to examine how hospitality employees’ exhibition of 
voice contributes to the operations marketing capabilities, we collected 
data from employees and managers/supervisors from each location. The 
employee level model was first examined using the data gathered at the 
individual employee level with the employee as the unit of analysis. To 
link the employee variables to the unit/organization variables, we used 
the employee and manager/supervisor level data, matched and aggre
gated at the restaurant level, for subsequent model estimation. In order 
to link information from the two important stakeholders involved in the 
model, examine cross-level linkages among the constructs contained in 
the model, and reduce common method bias, we developed two separate 
self-administered online surveys to collected information from the two 
different sources of data within each location (i.e., FLE and managers/ 
supervisors). Specifically, the employee survey included items related to 
all constructs in the model with the exception of the organization’s 
marketing capabilities construct, namely market sensing and customer 
linking. These items were included on the manager/supervisor survey. 
The use of such a multilevel data collection strategy to gather data from 
employees and managers or customers and subsequently make data 
aggregation at the team or restaurant level for model estimation has 
been adopted in previous tourism and hospitality research (Lin et al., 
2017) as well as the organization behavior (Liao et al., 2009; Morrison 
et al., 2011) and marketing literature (Lichtenstein et al., 2010) and 
therefore was considered appropriate. 

Before collecting the main survey data, we conducted two pre-tests of 
the surveys with two employees and two managers in order to assess 
respondent comprehension and interpretation of the survey questions. 
The research team gathered the feedback and comments and further 
refined the wording of several items to achieve enhanced clarity. As the 
suggested changes were minor, the use of four participants was 
considered sufficient. After refining the two separate surveys, two sur
vey links (one for the employee survey and the other for the manager 
survey) were provided to each of the two restaurant companies for 

internal distribution. The potential respondents for each survey were 
invited to participate in their respective online survey. In order to 
perform dyadic matching between employees and their corresponding 
managers, all respondents in the two surveys were asked to indicate the 
restaurant in which they work. To minimize the effect of social desir
ability on the data, potential respondents were assured that no identi
fying information would be used when reporting the findings, that the 
data that they provide to the researcher would be confidential and at no 
point would they be referred to by name. All responses given in the 
questionnaire would remain confidential and be presented in aggregate 
format. They were also informed that participation was completely 
voluntary, and anonymity was guaranteed. A four-week data collection 
period resulted in completion of 426 employee surveys and 153 man
ager surveys. Preliminary screening of the data eliminated 9 cases from 
the employee survey and 23 from the manager survey as a result of 
incomplete responses. A final sample of 417 employees and 130 man
agers were retained for data analysis. Given that a forced response 
function was adopted, there were no missing data. 

3.2. Measurement instrument 

To measure the constructs included in the model, we adopted 
existing measurement scales. Goal interdependence, OBSE, voice be
haviors, and participative climate are reflective of the internal envi
ronment as perceived by the FLE and thus they were measured at the 
employee level. Consistent with Morrison et al. (2011), this study fo
cuses on climate as a shared/group level phenomenon. As such, we 
asked employees to report their perceptions of how new ideas, sugges
tions, and even opposing views are encouraged by the management of 
their workplace. Given that marketing capabilities are an organizational 
attribute that management would have insight on, data pertaining to 
this were captured at the supervisor/manager level. To measure the 
theoretical concept of goal interdependence based on employees’ per
ceptions of the internal environment of the restaurant in which they 

Fig. 1. Conceptual Model.  
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work, we measured cooperative goals (COOP – six items), competitive 
goals (COMP – five items) and independent goals (INDP – four items) 
using items that were adapted from Alper et al. (1998). (2005). Given 
the length of the original scale, only items that related to the organi
zation’s goals, in contrast to managers, were retained. The measurement 
items, capturing different perspectives, reflect the conceptual domain of 
their respective construct. To measure OBSE, nine items from Lau et al. 
(2014) were used. All three voice behavior constructs were measured by 
scales adapted from Lee et al. (2014), with 10 items used to measure the 
constructs - prosocial voice (three items), defensive voice (three items) 
and acquiescent voice (four items). Participative climate was measured 
with four items from Huang et al. (2005). Marketing capabilities were 
measured from Fang et al.’s (2014) four item market sensing capability 
scale and four items from Hooley et al.’s (2005) customer linking scale, 
following Foley and Fahey’s (2009) conceptualization. 

3.3. Results 

The employee sample was approximately 54% females, and 66% of 
the sample were 29 years old or younger, 18% between age 30 and 39, 
with 16% over the age of 40. About 42% of the sample were single or 
never married, with 48% married or partnered. In terms of annual 
personal income, 59% of the sample indicated an income level of under 
$20,000, 27% earned between $20,000 and $60,000, 1% earned over 
$60,000. For the highest education level attained, 7% of the respondents 
received undergraduate degrees, 1% received graduate degrees, 43% 
received some college education or had associate degrees, 38% received 
high-school education, and 11% had primary school education. 

3.3.1. Partial least squares path modeling (PLS-PM) 
The research data were analyzed using partial least squares path 

modeling (PLS-PM). Unlike covariance-based structural equation 

Table 1 
Results for the Outer Model.  

Latent Variable and Indicators Loadings S. 
E. 

C.R. Indicators 
Reliability 

CR/ 
Alpha 

AVE Discriminant 
Validity? 

ACQ     .93/.90 .76 Yes 
ACQ1. I passively support the ideas of others because I am disengaged (i.e. not 

interested). 
.90 .01 61.15 .81    

ACQ2. I passively express agreement and rarely offer a new idea. .89 .01 65.77 .80    
ACQ3. I agree and go along with the group, based on resignation (i.e. it doesn’t matter 

what I say). 
.90 .02 59.16 .81    

ACQ4. I passively agree with others about solutions to problems. .79 .03 23.56 .62    
COMP     .96/.95 .82 Yes 
COMP1. My restaurant seems to get in the way of my growth and development. .91 .01 70.30 .83    
COMP2. My restaurant withholds important information from me. .90 .02 58.26 .80    
COMP3. My restaurant restricts my attempts for improvements; they hold me back. .92 .01 77.09 .85    
COMP4. My restaurant structures things in ways that favor their goals rather than 

mine 
.90 .02 52.31 .80    

COMP5. My restaurant gives high priority to the things they want to accomplish and 
low priority to the things I want to accomplish. 

.91 .01 66.78 .82    

COOP     .98/.97 .88 Yes 
COOP1. My restaurant shows as much concern for what I want to accomplish as to 

what they want to accomplish. 
.93 .01 77.39 .86    

COOP2. My restaurant gives high priority to the things I want to accomplish. .95 .01 138.38 .90    
COOP3. My restaurant helps me grow and develop on the job. .95 .01 136.45 .91    
COOP4. My restaurant shares their ideas and resources with me. .94 .01 106.47 .88    
COOP5. My restaurant structures things so that their goals and my goals can be 

achieved. 
.94 .01 105.08 .89    

COOP6. My restaurant helps me do a good job. .94 .01 79.16 .88    
DEF     .93/.88 .81 Yes 
DEF1. I don’t express much except agreement with the group, because I am scared. .90 .02 43.75 .81    
DEF2. I go along and communicate support for the group, based on self-protection (i.e. 

to protect myself). 
.86 .03 28.61 .73    

DEF3. I usually express agreement with the group, because I am scared. .94 .01 105.32 .88    
IND     .93/.90 .77 Yes 
IND1. Employees in my restaurant prefer to work alone. .74 .04 20.64 .55    
IND2. My restaurant shows much more concern for what they want to accomplish 

than for what I want to accomplish. 
.93 .01 98.12 .86    

IND3. My restaurant is uninterested in the things I want to accomplish. .93 .01 102.57 .86    
IND4. My restaurant is uninterested in the flow of information. .89 .01 63.06 .79    
OBSE     .94/.92 .66 Yes 
OBSE1. I count at work. .70 .05 15.30 .49    
OBSE2. I am taken seriously at work. .83 .02 42.98 .70    
OBSE3. I am trusted at work. .79 .04 19.80 .62    
OBSE4. I can make a difference at work. .86 .02 38.89 .73    
OBSE5. I am valuable at work. .87 .03 27.58 .75    
OBSE6. I am helpful at work. .85 .03 30.94 .72    
OBSE7. I am efficient at work. .80 .04 21.21 .64    
OBSE8. I am cooperative at work. .78 .03 23.06 .60    
PRO     .93/.89 .82 Yes 
PRO1. I develop and make recommendations concerning issues that affect the 

restaurant. 
.89 .02 48.90 .79    

PRO2. I speak up with ideas for new projects that might benefit the restaurant. .92 .01 64.79 .85    
PRO3. I suggest ideas for change, based on constructive concern for the restaurant (i. 

e., I want to help the restaurant). 
.90 .02 41.71 .81    

Note: All estimates were produced based on bootstrapping with 5000 subsamples. ACQ = acquiescent voice; COMP = competitive goals; COOP = cooperative goals; 
DEF = defensive voice; IND = independent goals; OBSE = organizational based self-esteem; PRO = prosocial voice; S.E. = standard error; C.R. = critical ratio; 
CR = composite reliability; Alpha = Cronbach’s Alpha. 
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modeling, which is used for theory testing and comparison of alternative 
theories (Hair et al., 2013), PLS-PM maximizes the variance explained in 
the latent variables and its strength lies in prediction (Hair et al., 2013). 
PLS-PM does not necessitate a large sample size as required in other 
analytical techniques (Arnett et al., 2003). Given that this study seeks to 
test a series of predictive relationships, PLS-PM was considered the 
appropriate analytical method for this study. Our analysis followed a 
two-step process (Hair et al., 2013). 

3.3.2. Measurement model 
We first assessed the construct validity and measurement reliability 

(Hair et al., 2013). Of the 53 items, four items were dropped due to poor 
factor loadings. The results of the final measurement of the employee 
level model shown in Table 1 show all indicators had loadings reaching 
or exceeding .70 (Hair et al., 2006). The bootstrap critical ratios of the 
items are statistically significant (p < .001), and AVEs also exceeded .50 
(Fornell and Larcker, 1981), supporting convergent validity. 

The outer loadings of all indicators on their respective constructs are 
greater than the loadings on other constructs. As Table 2 indicates, no 
measurement items cross-loaded highly on another construct, support
ing discriminant validity. Further, the square root of the AVE exceeded 
the inter-correlations between constructs, indicating that the factors 
were discriminant (Chin, 1998). Table 3 presents the results. 

Table 1 indicates that the factors achieved the ideal level of reli
ability (> .70) based on their estimates for Cronbach’s alpha and com
posite reliability (Hair et al., 2006), and all indicator reliability well 
exceeded .50. Overall the results demonstrate sound psychometric 
properties of the measurement scales. 

Unlike the restaurant level model estimation, which relies on data 
from multiple sources, the employee data were gathered via the same 
method (i.e., self-administered online surveys) from the same data 

source, thus common method variance could have affected the re
lationships among the constructs under investigation. We conducted 
Harman’s one-factor test through an exploratory factor analysis using an 
unrotated principal components factor analysis. We forced the analysis 
to extract one factor and the factor merged accounted for less than 50% 
of the variance (i.e., 36.39%), therefore a general factor was not evident 
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). The results suggest that common method 
variance was not a major issue. 

3.3.3. Structural model 
To test the hypothesized relationships between latent constructs, the 

employee level inner model was assessed. First, we assessed the signif
icance of the proposed paths. According to Kock (2015), when testing 
relationships in PLS-PM, a one-tailed test is recommended if the coef
ficient is assumed to have a known or expected directionality (positive 
or negative). Based on our review of the literature, we relied on a 
one-tailed test to assess each of the relationships. Using bootstrapping 
with 5000 subsamples, the results show that except for one (i.e., COMP 
→ OBSE), all six hypothesized paths in the employee level model had 
bootstrap critical ratios exceeding the absolute value of 1.645. Thus, the 
results provide support for all hypotheses, with the exception of Hy
pothesis 1b. Specifically, the results show that COOP (H1a: β = .18, 
t = 3.71, p < .001) and IND (H1c: β = − .34, t = 3.87, p < .001) signifi
cantly predict OBSE, which in turn, significantly explains PRO (H2a: 
β = .33, t = 6.55, p < .001), DEF (H2b: β = − .27, t = 5.59, p < .001), and 
ACQ (H2c: β = − .37, t = 9.87, p < .001). The path from COMP to OBSE is 
however only significant at α = .10 (H1b: β = − .13, t = 1.43, p < .10). 
Table 4 presents the results. 

Second, except for one (i.e., DEF = .069), the R2 values for all 
endogenous variables are greater than the suggested level of .10 (Falk 
and Miller, 1992), providing evidence for predictive power of the model. 
To evaluate the f2 effect size, we followed Cohen’s (1988) guidelines. 
Table 4 also shows that all significant paths produced effect sizes that 
ranged from small to large. Third, we tested the predictive validity of the 
exogenous latent variables using the blindfolding procedure. The Q2 

values of the endogenous latent constructs were well above zero, 
ranging from .051 for DEF to .173 for OBSE, indicating predictive 
relevance. The results support the conceptual model. Fig. 2 provides a 
graphical depiction of the model results. 

3.3.4. Aggregate Data for Restaurant Level Model 
The next step involves the examination of the restaurant level model 

through aggregation of employee level data on PRO, DEF, and ACQ to 
form measurement at the unit level. Following LeBreton and Senter 
(2008) and Morrison et al. (2011), we conducted a series of tests before 
aggregating. An analysis of variance indicated significantly more vari
ance across groups than within: PRO, F(30, 187) = 2.09, p < .01; DEF, F 
(30, 187) = 1.66, p < .05; and ACQ, F(30, 187) = 1.81, p < .01. The 
intra-class correlation values were .067 for PRO, .095 for DEF, and ACQ 
for .089, indicating small to medium effects (Bliese, 2000; LeBreton and 
Senter, 2008). As these results support the appropriation of treating 
PRO, DEF, and ACQ as unit level constructs, we averaged the employee 

Table 2 
Discriminant Validity Analysis based on Cross-loadings.   

ACQ COMP COOP DEF IND OBSE PRO 

ACQ1 .90 .36 − .17 .73 .41 − .35 − .32 
ACQ2 .89 .23 − .08 .73 .29 − .29 − .37 
ACQ3 .90 .42 − .18 .69 .49 − .39 − .24 
ACQ4 .79 .23 − .04 .63 .26 − .20 − .19 
COMP1 .34 .91 − .33 .29 .70 − .43 − .07 
COMP2 .34 .90 − .35 .32 .70 − .42 − .09 
COMP3 .33 .92 − .34 .28 .68 − .46 − .02 
COMP4 .32 .90 − .33 .24 .71 − .37 − .05 
COMP5 .35 .91 − .36 .27 .73 − .39 − .11 
COOP1 − .15 − .34 .94 − .08 − .37 .34 .14 
COOP2 − .14 − .34 .93 − .07 − .38 .34 .14 
COOP3 − .13 − .39 .95 − .06 − .44 .35 .16 
COOP4 − .15 − .37 .95 − .10 − .40 .36 .13 
COOP5 − .16 − .34 .94 − .12 − .37 .37 .18 
COOP6 − .11 − .35 .94 − .08 − .39 .30 .12 
DEF1 .69 .27 − .08 .90 .31 − .24 − .22 
DEF2 .71 .28 − .07 .86 .34 − .20 − .22 
DEF3 .76 .29 − .10 .94 .35 − .26 − .27 
IND1 .35 .51 − .23 .30 .75 − .33 − .12 
IND2 .37 .74 − .37 .29 .93 − .45 − .12 
IND3 .38 .73 − .43 .30 .93 − .49 − .14 
IND4 .41 .70 − .40 .41 .89 − .50 − .16 
OBSE1 − .21 − .47 .35 − .15 − .51 .70 .14 
OBSE2 − .32 − .52 .42 − .22 − .56 .83 .23 
OBSE3 − .25 − .33 .30 − .15 − .37 .79 .22 
OBSE4 − .36 − .41 .33 − .22 − .46 .86 .28 
OBSE5 − .30 − .41 .33 − .20 − .45 .87 .27 
OBSE6 − .29 − .28 .22 − .28 − .32 .85 .31 
OBSE7 − .32 − .24 .18 − .26 − .28 .80 .34 
OBSE8 − .29 − .26 .20 − .21 − .31 .78 .33 
PRO1 − .29 − .05 .12 − .23 − .13 .29 .89 
PRO2 − .29 − .05 .17 − .23 − .13 .31 .92 
PRO3 − .30 − .10 .13 − .26 − .16 .29 .90 

Note: ACQ = acquiescent voice; COMP = competitive goals; COOP = cooperative 
goals; DEF = defensive voice; IND = independent goals; OBSE = organizational- 
based self-esteem; PRO = prosocial voice. 

Table 3 
Discriminant Validity Analysis based on Fornell-Larcker Criterion.   

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. ACQ .87       
2. COMP .37 .91      
3. COOP − .15 − .38 .94     
4. DEF .80 .31 − .09 .90    
5. IND .43 .77 − .42 .37 .88   
6. OBSE − .37 − .46 .37 − .26 − .51 .81  
7. PRO − .32 − .07 .16 − .26 − .15 .33 .90 

Note: ACQ = acquiescent voice; COMP = competitive goals; COOP = cooperative 
goals; DEF = defensive voice; IND = independent goals; OBSE = organizational- 
based self-esteem; PRO = prosocial voice. 
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level score for each item within each group to create the aggregated unit 
level measure, which we used in all of our subsequent analyses. Uni
ts/restaurants with one observation at the employee level were removed 
from our data analysis, resulting in a total of 51 usable cases at the group 
level. 

The aggregated constructs were subsequently used to predict unit 
level participative climate (example item - People in my department are 
encouraged to come up with innovative solutions to work-related 
problems) and marketing capabilities which were measured using 
aggregated data gathered from restaurant level managers. As the mini
mum sample size should be 10 times the largest number of structural 
paths directed at a particular construct in the structural model (Hair 
et al., 2013), the sample size of 51 at the restaurant level was considered 
sufficient. Having checked the scale reliability through Cronbach’s 

alpha and unidimensionality through factor analysis, a composite vari
able was created for customer linking (example item - Relative to our 
competitors we are good at understanding what customer needs and 
requirements are) and for market sensing (example item - Our organi
zation is good at identifying and understanding market trends) respec
tively, to form the two indicators of marketing capabilities. Following 
the similar procedure and assessment criteria as the employee level 
model (Hair et al., 2013), the measurement model was evaluated. The 
results indicate that all factor loadings exceeded .70 (Hair et al., 2006). 
The bootstrap critical ratios of the indicators were also significant (p <
.001), and all AVEs were above .50 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981), sup
porting convergent validity. 

Discriminant validity was also supported as no measurement items 
cross-loaded highly on another construct. Furthermore, the square root 

Table 4 
Results of the Employee Level Inner Model Path Coefficients.  

Hypothesis and Path Path Coefficients Standard Errors Critical Ratios p Values f2 90% Confidence Intervals 

Direct effects       
COMP -> OBSE − .13 .09 1.43 .076 .01 [− .276, .016] 
COOP -> OBSE .18 .05 3.71 .000 .04 [.100, .259] 
IND -> OBSE − .34 .09 3.87 .000 .06 [− .481, − .189] 
OBSE -> ACQ − .37 .04 9.87 .000 .16 [− .425, − .301] 
OBSE -> DEF − .27 .05 5.59 .000 .07 [− .335, − .182] 
OBSE -> PRO .33 .05 6.55 .000 .12 [.237, .402]  

Indirect effects       
COMP -> OBSE -> ACQ .05 .03 1.42 .078 NA [− .006, .101] 
COOP -> OBSE -> ACQ − .07 .02 3.47 .000 NA [− .098, − .037] 
IND -> OBSE -> ACQ .13 .04 3.33 .000 NA [.066, .189] 
COMP -> OBSE -> DEF .03 .02 1.36 .086 NA [− .004, .076] 
COOP -> OBSE -> DEF − .05 .01 3.19 .001 NA [− .072, − .025] 
IND -> OBSE -> DEF .09 .03 2.96 .002 NA [.044, .144] 
COMP -> OBSE -> PRO − .04 .03 1.39 .082 NA [− .093, .006] 
COOP -> OBSE -> PRO .06 .02 3.07 .001 NA [.030, .092] 
IND -> OBSE -> PRO − .11 .03 3.34 .000 NA [− .169, − .061] 

Note: ACQ = acquiescent voice; COMP = competitive goals; COOP = cooperative goals; DEF = defensive voice; IND = independent goals; OBSE = organizational-based 
self-esteem; PRO = prosocial voice. 

Fig. 2. Employee Level Results.  
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of the AVE was higher than the inter-correlations between constructs. 
Finally, all factors achieved the ideal level of reliability (> .70) based on 
Cronbach’s Alpha values (i.e., ACQ = .92, DEF = .90, PRO = .89, 
CLIM = 90, and MKTCAP = .91) and composite reliability estimates (i.e., 
ACQ = .95, DEF = .92, PRO = .95, CLIM = 93, and MKTCAP = .96) (Hair 
et al., 2006), and all indicator reliability well exceeded .50. The results 
show that the scales were valid and reliable. 

3.3.5. Restaurant level structural model 
The aggregate restaurant level inner model was subsequently tested. 

Based on the results generated using bootstrapping with 5000 sub
samples, of the seven relationships tested, three were found to be sta
tistically significant. Specifically, the results presented in Table 5 show 
that UPRO significantly predicts CLIM (H3b β = .41, t = 3.14, p < .01), 
while both UDEF (H5a: β = .43, t = 1.86, p < .05) and CLIM (H6: β = .29, 
t = 1.74, p < .05) contribute significantly to MKTCAP. The paths ACQ to 
CLIM (H5b: β = − .35, t = 1.55, p < .10) and UDEF to CLIM (H4b: β = .32, 
t = 1.34, p < .10) are significant at α = .10. Fig. 3 presents the graphical 
depiction of the results. 

The R2 values for endogenous variables, CLIM and MKTCAP were 
.291 and .242, respectively. As they exceeded suggested minimum level 
of .10 (Falk and Miller, 1992), the model indicated appropriate pre
dictive power. All exogenous latent constructs produced effect sizes 
ranging from small to medium. The predictive relevance Q2 values 
ranged from .074 for MKTCAP and .143 for CLIM, again supporting 
model’s predictive relevance. In sum, the results provide strong evi
dence for the proposed model. 

4. Discussion 

In 2010, the Marketing Science Institute (MSI) identified the devel
opment of marketing capabilities to be a priority. Specifically, they 
noted that “research is needed concerning effective ways to develop a 
customer-focused organization through the motivation, engagement, 
management, and appraisal of teams of employees working in collabo
rative environments.” (Marketing Science Institute, 2010, p. 5). Despite 
evidence to suggest that such a skill set drives organizational perfor
mance, Delmulle et al. (2015) note that many are still unaware or un
willing to invest in these strategic assets [employees], in favor of 
investing in in more “tactical efforts given their propensity to deliver 
quick and visible results” (p. 1). In seeking to address the call of the MSI 
and the paucity of research as evidenced in the literature review, the 
results of this study illuminate how employees can be motivated to take 
on the role of part-time marketer, as manifest in employee voice, and in 
turn, how such actions can enhance the hospitality organization’s 
marketing capabilities. 

Specifically, the present study makes two primary contributions. 
First, in advancing employee voice as the mechanism that facilitates the 
FLE role as part-time marketers, we illuminated the importance of 

distinguishing the motives that drive such behavior. In an effort to 
enhance employee engagement in productive versus less productive 
voice behaviors we demonstrated that employee motives can be 
encouraged/discouraged through employee-organization goal align
ment, supported by the theory of cooperation and competition. Second, 
by adopting multi-level modelling, we validated the conceptual link 
promoted in the service marketing and internal brand management 
literature with regard to individual level employee actions and the or
ganization’s unit level marketing capabilities. 

Overall, the current research provides support for considering FLE as 
more than just the providers of service, demonstrating the connectivity 
between organizational-employee goal alignment, employee voice and 
organizational capability. Without alignment, or goal interdependence, 
it is suggested that employee behavior, in this case voice behavior, is not 
productive and is potentially destructive. The results highlight that 
when employee attitudes are organizationally aligned (i.e., cooperative 
goals), in contrast to perceiving they are at odds or irrelevant to the 
organization’s intent (i.e., competitive or independent goals), they are 
able to build organizational self-efficacy (i.e., OBSE), which is necessary 
to overcome concerns of exhibiting risky voice behavior. Thus, prosocial 
voice prevails, while dissuading defensive and acquiescent voice. 

Ultimately, organizational benefits of employee voice, an individual 
level phenomenon, is realized at the restaurant level through collective 
voice impacting the organization’s marketing capabilities. In recogni
tion that employee actions are influenced by both explicit and implicit 
organizational cues, the results of the restaurant level model reflect the 
importance of creating an organizational environment that is conducive 
to voicing behavior (i.e., participative climate). While at an individual 
level, employees may share the same goals as the organization, their 
actual behaviors may be modified as a result of how those behaviors are 
perceived by others. As voice behavior is inherently social, with the 
exhibition of such behaviors being enacted in the presence of others (Lee 
et al., 2014), it comes with considerable personal risk (Morrison and 
Milliken, 2000). Therefore, acknowledging that speaking up may impact 
personal relationships and inhibit proactive behaviors, Frazier (2013) 
advocates for the creation of a climate “where employees feel they are 
encouraged to speak up and make suggestions” (p. 205). The results 
show that a participative climate is an important antecedent for an or
ganization realizing its marketing capability potential via an employee 
mechanism. 

The results of this study highlight the need for strategic marketing 
practices to deliberately integrate employees into its planning. Such a 
proactive strategy is expected to bode well for enhancing the restau
rant’s competitive position (Alonso-Almeida et al., 2015). Without this 
information resource, market response may lag, which could be to the 
detriment of the restaurant’s long-term sustainability. Furthermore, the 
paper highlights that not all voice is created equal and that goal align
ment, therefore, is critical. Through a conscious effort to positively in
fluence the motives that inform employee voice behavior, organizations 

Table 5 
Results of the Unit Level Inner Model Path Coefficients.  

Hypothesis and Path Path Coefficients Standard Errors Critical Ratios p Values f2 90% Confidence Intervals 

Direct effects       
ACQ -> MKTCAP − .29 .251 1.23 .108 .07 [− .677, .138] 
ACQ -> CLIM − .35 .240 1.55 .060 .09 [− 826., − .027] 
DEF -> MKTCAP .43 .238 1.86 .031 .12 [− .079, .737] 
DEF -> CLIM .32 .257 1.34 .090 .09 [− .031, .801] 
CLIM -> MKTCAP .29 .150 1.74 .041 .10 [− .024, .473] 
PRO -> MKTCAP − .15 .188 .83 .203 .05 [− .468, .147] 
PRO -> CLIM .41 .130 3.14 .001 .25 [.168, .595]  

Indirect effects       
ACQ -> CLIM -> MKTCAP − .10 .099 .99 .162 NA [− .359, − .004] 
DEF -> CLIM -> MKTCAP .09 .102 .88 .189 NA [− .007, .356] 
PRO -> CLIM -> MKTCAP .12 .081 1.32 .094 NA [.002, .249] 

Note: ACQ = acquiescent voice; DEF = defensive voice; PRO = prosocial voice; CLIM = participative climate; MKTCAP = marketing capabilities. 
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can be assured that such behavior will elicit insight that affords greater 
organizational decision making. 

4.1. Theoretical implications 

Karpen et al. (2012), in adopting a capabilities lens, suggest that as 
the strategic orientation of organizations shifts towards value 
co-creation, communication and valuable interaction experiences be
tween firms, customers and other market actors, such as employees, 
become a priority (Karpen et al., 2012). Such a proposition necessitates a 
multi-disciplinary (i.e., strategy, marketing and management) approach 
which is rarely undertaken, yet this study affords. The theoretical basis 
(i.e., theory of cooperation and competition) to nurture employee voice, 
a construct that is examined in the HRM/OB literature, was drawn from 
the strategic management literature. Collectively, these literatures 
informed how we addressed a problem that is advanced in both the 
strategic management and marketing literatures, but traditionally only 
ever examined through constructs that reside within their respective 
domains. Further, the adoption of multilevel modeling empirically 
validated the connection between employee voice as a HRM/OB 
construct and marketing capabilities as a marketing construct. To the 
best of the authors’ knowledge, despite this well conceptualized 
connection, this study represents the first attempt to empirically validate 
it. Additionally, the results enhanced our understanding of how to 
nurture an individual level attribute (i.e., employee voice) as well as 
appreciate its impact at the unit level, bridging the human capital 
research that straddles the HRM/OB and strategy literature, an initiative 
that is rarely undertaken. Having been informed through a strong 
interdisciplinary lens, the contributions of this study are not only illu
minated, but reinforce the value of interdisciplinary research to enhance 
capabilities as promoted by Foley and Fahy (2009). 

The adoption of an interdisciplinary approach also informed the 
examination of employee voice from a more nuanced, underexplored 
perspective. In a desire to enhance organizational marketing capabil
ities, it was important to acknowledge that employees who exhibit voice 
behavior are not always driven by a desire to benefit the organization. 

With the intent of this study being to understand how employee voice 
can be nurtured and subsequently influence organization marketing 
capabilities, employee motivation was key. In contrast to voice research 
that focuses on the content of voice behavior (e.g., “the voluntary 
expression of opposition to changing an organization’s policies, pro
cedures, programs, practices, etc., even when the proposed changes 
have merit or making changes necessary” (Maynes and Podsakoff, 2014, 
p. 93)), this research focused on employee motives to voice (e.g., “more or 
less passive versus proactive and the extent that the proactive behavior 
is self-protective or other oriented” (Van Dyne et al. (2003, p. 1363)). 
From this perspective the assumption is that all voice behavior is posi
tive and for the organization’s benefit, however the motives that un
derpin it are not. 

On the surface, employee voice may be seen as being driven from a 
strong volitional desire to make a difference (i.e., prosocial), but in re
ality it may be driven from motives that are not organizationally aligned 
(i.e., self-protection/defensive or disengagement/acquiescent) (Van 
Dyne et al., 2003). Notwithstanding employee voice motives that are 
informed from defensive or disengaged perspectives reflect a poor work 
environment, they also limit the organization’s ability to harness 
important market intelligence that resides within employees. Further
more, prevention of organizational damage as a result of these 
misguided voice behaviors relies on the exhibition of a significant pre
ponderance of authentic prosocial voice behaviors by others, because 
defensive and acquiescent voice are, essentially, just a reflection of what 
others are saying. 

When establishing implications from this study, it is important to 
acknowledge that many of the discussions surrounding voice in the 
literature have conceptual problems that contribute to confusion as to 
what the phenomenon encompasses (Maynes and Podsakoff, 2014). For 
example, while much discussion around Van Dyne et al.’s (2003) 
defensive voice creates a cloud of negative perceptions such that 
defensive voice is suggested to be reflected in complaining, criticizing 
and blaming others, the original and intentional conceptualization was 
simply to depict employee voice behavior that was motivated by 
self-protection. As such, Van Dyne et al.’s (2003) voice behavior, as 

Fig. 3. Unit/Restaurant Level Results.  
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reflected in this study, is not necessarily negative but rather directed 
toward more of a group think mentality so as to not ‘rock the boat’ or to 
protect oneself from a perceived threat. The implications of such is that 
from an outcome perspective, defensive voice behavior may appear the 
same as prosocial voice behavior albeit driven by different motives. As 
such, while not expected, the results of this study infer that defensive 
voice can have a positive impact on marketing capabilities. This, how
ever, is different to those that voice in an acquiescent manner. Such 
voicers do not care and are passive in their approach, so the results 
reflect that their behavior, while negatively correlated as expected, with 
participative climate and marketing capabilities, ultimately have no 
significant impact. Also as expected, albeit it with contrasted results, 
prosocial voice is shown to impact marketing capabilities, but indirectly 
through its strong impact on the creation of a participative climate. 

Lastly, in adopting the theory of cooperation and competition, this 
study contributes to the limited body of literature that applies this the
ory in an organizational context. Despite its utility with regard to 
providing insight as it relates to constructive and destructive conflict 
processes, Garcia et al. (2016) note that the theory has had limited 
application in an organizational context. Like the few authors that have 
applied the theory to organizations prior to this study (e.g., Tjosvold 
et al., 2004; Wong et al., 2005), our application and subsequent results, 
demonstrate not only its relevance, but insightfulness with respect to 
one aspect of how organizations can operate effectively. We further 
extend this limited body of knowledge, and subsequently the theory, by 
establishing the psychological mechanism that explains how coopera
tive, versus competitive goals, influence outcomes. Previous organiza
tional research that adopted this theoretical lens examined 
relationship/interaction oriented outcomes of goal alignment (e.g., 
opportunism – Wong et al. (2005); constructive controversy – Alper 
et al. (1998); open minded discussion – Tjosvold et al. (2019)). While 
informative, an explicit explanation as to why employees respond in that 
manner was not provided. By empirically validating the impact that 
employee – organization goal alignment has on an employee’s OBSE, the 
results of this study empirically validate an internally oriented psycho
logical mechanism that underscores the premise of the theory as applied 
in an organizational context. That is, OBSE explains how goal interde
pendence affects employee actions, a phenomena not previously 
considered. 

4.2. Practical implications 

Overall, the practical implications that can be derived from this 
study center on the value of seeing FLE as more than just providers of 
service. Such a notion may seem overly simplistic, but as Baum (2019, p. 
8) notes “the fairly authoritarian and top-down management culture 
which characterizes many traditional service organizations….in order to 
achieve conformity to a rigid employer-benefitting model of work in 
sectors such as hospitality” may be at odds with such a proposition. One 
only has to look at the way multi-site hospitality brands obsess over 
compliance with brand standards to ensure a consistent guest experience 
to wonder whether employee contributions of market intelligence are 
acted upon, if not at least welcomed. Herein lies where the practical 
significance of this study may be more nuanced in its implications. In 
larger corporate hospitality enterprises, there may not be as greater need 
for FLE to be more than providers of excellent branded service experi
ences, because the organization’s marketing resources, particularly as it 
relates to market research and the gathering of market intelligence, may 
be extremely robust. This is contrasted, however, with smaller hospi
tality operations that have limited marketing resources. In this situation, 
FLE as generators and disseminators of market intelligence, may in fact 
be a necessity for the smaller operation to remain viable. 

To that end, the results strongly reinforce for those hospitality or
ganizations that don’t have a formal marketing intelligence arsenal, the 
importance of aligning employee goals with the organization’s intent to 
build OBSE. This provides the necessary confidence that enhances 

prosocial voice while minimizing defensive and acquiescent voice. Such 
a finding is extremely important considering that employee motives are 
often hidden but lead to both positive and negative consequences. 
Hospitality organizations are strongly encouraged to develop both 
formal and informal mechanisms that enable organizational and 
employee relevant information to be shared on a regular basis. In larger 
organizations, practices such as internal newsletters, formal or informal 
training programs, town hall meetings or daily shift briefings, facilitate 
knowledge sharing that aligns employees with the organization and 
motivates them to exhibit extra role behavior for the benefit of the or
ganization (Xiong and King, 2018). In smaller hospitality operations, it 
may be a conscious effort to have regular shift briefings or one-on-one 
conversations between managers/supervisors and FLE that derives the 
same outcomes. Furthermore, hiring people that fit with the culture or 
values of the organization is another viable strategy to ensure prosocial 
voice, given that perceived organizational fit has been shown to have a 
positive impact on organizationally directed employee outcomes 
(Astakhova, 2016). 

A more micro level implication of this study that can be applied to 
both large and small hospitality operations, concerns the role of the 
supervisor. In validating the importance of goal alignment at the indi
vidual level, and a collaborative work environment at the unit level, 
influencing the organization’s marketing capabilities, the study’s results 
suggest that the hospitality organization can only truly benefit from such 
positive motives if they provide an environment that supports employee 
input. It is essential that the organization signals to employees, both 
implicitly and explicitly, that the sharing of knowledge is dyadic (King 
and Lee, 2016). All organizational mechanisms that are designed to 
share information with employees should also include back channels 
that allow employee input. Furthermore, the work environment must 
openly encourage and act on this input if it is to be sustained in a pro
ductive manner. Too often, organizations seek employee input but fail to 
do anything with it, or have cultural norms that discourage employee 
efforts. Such practices, intended or not, have the potential to create a 
cynical workforce that overtime becomes disengaged. 

Supervisors, given their role as gatekeepers between organizational 
intent and employee experience, are uniquely positioned to enact 
practices that can manifest in positive or negative response from em
ployees (Kwon et al., 2016). As supervisors have been associated with 
resisting employee input for reasons such as job security concerns or 
increased work load (Tesluk et al., 1999), it is imperative that senior 
management champion the importance of FLE voice. In addition to 
sending signals to supervisors as to what is important and valued, senior 
management should actively seek to understand and address supervisors 
concerns for facilitating such practices. Providing resources to help su
pervisors in collecting employee insights (e.g., survey, focus group 
training) as well as rewarding and recognizing supervisor efforts (e.g., 
shift briefings, employee one on one chats, openly encouraging dia
logue) that actively develop employee voice, is an important require
ment to realizing employee voice benefits. 

A more complex implication for supervisors as a result of this study, 
is the potential for ambiguity and misdirected interpretation of 
employee voice behavior that is informed from different motivations. Is 
the employee voice truly being driven by a desire to help the organi
zation (i.e., prosocial voice) thereby warranting investment/reward, or 
is it merely to deflect attention or simply a sign of apathy (i.e., defensive 
or acquiescent voice). In their conceptualization, Van Dyne et al. (2003) 
advanced the potential for misattributions of employee motives leading 
to unpredictable feedback, poor quality relationships and low trust. For 
example, a supervisor may interpret an employee’s prosocial voice 
behavior as being defensive, particularly if sharing negative informa
tion. The supervisor may attribute this to an attempt to hide something 
from them resulting in negative consequences and feedback that is at 
odds with the employee’s intent. The long term effect may be the 
reshaping of the employee’s motives to be in line with the supervisors’ 
expectations (i.e. defensive voice). 
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In a fast paced operational environment where the supervisor to 
employee ratio is high, it becomes a challenge for supervisors to have the 
time or personal insight with respect to each employee and their motives 
to ensure that they are not questioning the authenticity of the em
ployee’s voicing behavior. Notwithstanding, efforts to enhance super
visor emotional intelligence may be a necessary precursor to realizing 
the benefits promoted from this study, as such a competency informs 
leadership effectiveness as perceived by the supervisor’s employees 
(Kerr et al., 2006). Specifically, employees view “supervisors who are 
adept at perceiving emotions as more effective in their supervisory role” 
(p. 273). Initiatives such as workplace training, effective supervisor 
mentoring and regular evaluation of supervisor development of 
emotional intelligence is, therefore, encouraged. 

5. Limitations and future research 

Notwithstanding the significant theoretical and practical implica
tions that can be derived from this study, there are several limitations 
that provide opportunities for future research. First, the data was 
collected from chain affiliated quick service restaurants. As a result of 
this profile, it is unclear whether the results would hold in similar size 
operations that are independently run or franchised or in larger, 
multinational operations, where there is an imbalance of resource 
allocation compared to the sample study here. In addition, the type of 
service (e.g., quick service, casual dining, fine dining) may increase or 
decrease reliance on employee involvement. As such, the results can 
only be generalized to hospitality operations with a similar profile. 
Future research is encouraged to examine the moderating effect of 
operation size, access to marketing resources, as well as service type, to 
extend the generalizability of the results. Furthermore, the sample was 
drawn from a U.S. population, therefore the findings may not be 
generalizable to employees in different cultures. While it has been 
suggested that high power distance cultures do not value employee 
participation in decision making, a participative climate, as advanced in 
this study, has been shown to attenuate such a cultural context (Kwon 
et al., 2016). Therefore, future research should consider whether this 
holistic model has the ability to transcend such contextual barriers for 
the ultimate benefit of employee performance. As this study involved 
employees evaluation of the organization, social desirability may have 
affected the research findings despite anonymous participation being 
guaranteed. Future research could consider controlling for social desir
ability by explicitly including such a measure in the survey instrument. 
Lastly, with the market continuing to evolve, new capabilities beyond 
market sensing and customer linking, may emerge as being critical for 
organizations to realize a competitive advantage, and thus warrant ex
amination. For example, Day’s (2011) more recent marketing capabil
ities work advocates that in addition to the dynamic capabilities of 
market sensing and customer linking, marketing capabilities may need 
to expand to reflect adaptive practices that anticipate market shifts 
through experimental learning. 

6. Conclusion 

Through multi-level data, this study has demonstrated the influential 
role that hospitality employees can have on a restaurant’s marketing 
capabilities. With a rapidly changing consumer market coupled with 
budget and time constraints making market research often unattainable 
for many hospitality organizations, the study provides a road map for 
managers to leverage employee contributions to aid in the enhancement 
of their marketing capabilities. Too often marketing literature, and in 
practice, fail to consider the dual perspective (i.e., internal and external) 
it must adopt for service organization success. Through a sample drawn 
from 75 chain restaurant locations, the results reveal that employee – 
organization goal alignment is rewarded with greater employee OBSE 
which is necessary to exhibit risky voice behavior that helps advance the 
organization. At the restaurant level such behavior was shown to have a 

positive impact on the organization’s marketing capabilities through the 
support of a positive and participatory organizational climate. 
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