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Abstract: This study examined the relationship between inclusive leadership and subordinates’ upward voice, focusing
on the mediating role of psychological safety and the moderating role of collectivism. Data were collected from 284
subordinates and supervisors across 11 organizations in China in three cross-lagged waves. Structural equation modeling
results indicated that inclusive leadership was associated with subordinates’ upward voice via psychological safety.
Moreover, collectivism strengthens the association between inclusive leadership and upward voice via psychological
safety, leading to a higher upward voice. These findings highlight the importance of inclusive leadership in fostering
an environment that promotes open communication and psychological safety between supervisors and subordinates,
ultimately enhancing workplace health and well-being. The implications of these findings suggest that management
practices should cultivate inclusive leadership behaviors for enhancing psychological safety, and encouraging subordinates
to voice their opinions for the overall success of the organization.
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Introduction
Inclusive leadership emphasizes valuing employees’ pri-
orities, fostering inclusivity, and promoting collaborative
partnerships (Carmeli et al., 2010; Korkmaz et al.,
2022; Randel et al., 2018). When employees perceive
that they are included in managerial practices, they are
more likely to engage in extra-role behaviors that enhance
organizational innovation and adaptability to environmen-
tal changes (Liu et al., 2017, 2024; Kao et al., 2021),
ultimately improving organizational performance (Hughes
et al., 2019; Stoner et al., 2011). Furthermore, employees
who feel included in workplace decision-making believe
they have a voice in organizational processes and are more
likely to respond proactively to advance their organizations
(Liu et al., 2017; King et al., 2020; Tan et al., 2021).
Inclusive leadership encourages diverse perspectives and
active engagement (Shore & Chung, 2022; Van Knippen-
berg & van Ginkel, 2022), fostering employees’ sense
of value as integral team members and enhancing their
psychological safety. However, in hierarchical collectivist
cultural settings, employees may prefer to remain silent
rather than voice their opinions (Li & Xing, 2021; Morri-
son et al., 2011; Weiss & Morrison, 2019; Wilkinson et al.,
2020), and the impact of inclusivity on leadership dynam-
ics in such contexts remains underexplored. This study
investigates the qualities of workplace inclusivity that
promote employee voice behavior in Chinese collectivist
cultural settings.

Inclusive Leadership and Collectivist Culture.
Inclusive leadership, a distinct form of relational leader-
ship, emphasizes openness, accessibility, and availability
in interactions with employees (Carmeli et al., 2010).
Inclusive leaders value employees’ unique attributes
and contributions, actively involving them in organi-
zational decision-making to enhance their sense of

participation and belonging (Nishii & Leroy, 2022; Rober-
son & Perry, 2022). This leadership style involves actively
listening to employees, appreciating their contributions,
and encouraging diverse perspectives, which reduces anx-
iety and perceived risks (Carmeli et al., 2010; Nishii &
Leroy, 2022). According to psychological safety theory
(Edmondson, 1999), employees who feel psychologically
safe believe they can express opinions or suggestions
without fear of punishment or negative consequences
(Milliken et al., 2003; Sherf et al., 2021). This sense
of safety increases the likelihood of employees offering
innovative ideas and constructive feedback (Edmondson
& Lei, 2014). Inclusive leadership, marked by behav-
iors that invite and appreciate input (Korkmaz et al.,
2022), reinforces employees’ psychological safety (Nem-
bhard & Edmondson, 2006; Zhao et al., 2023). Thus,
inclusive leadership fosters an open, trusting environment
that encourages upward voice, promoting organizational
innovation and development.

To foster upward voice, inclusive leadership must first
establish an environment of trust and freedom from fear
of punishment, enabling employees to feel safe expressing
suggestions. Employees are more likely to offer upward
suggestions when psychological safety is assured. For
instance, Carmeli et al. (2010) find that inclusive lead-
ership enhances employees’ psychological safety, which
promotes upward voice behavior.

Although inclusive leadership creates a supportive
environment, collectivist orientation can both encourage
and suppress upward voice behavior (Morrison et al.,
2011; Weiss & Morrison, 2019). Collectivism emphasizes
group well-being, which may encourage employees to
offer suggestions benefiting the organization (Farooq et al.,
2014; Rego & Cunha, 2009). However, the desire to avoid
conflict and maintain harmony may prevent individuals
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from raising concerns or dissenting opinions, even in an
inclusive environment (Li & Xing, 2021; Wilkinson et al.,
2020). Therefore, understanding and addressing these cul-
tural factors enables leaders to navigate the complexities
of collectivism. Knowing how inclusive leadership fos-
ters psychological safety and encourages upward voice is
crucial for both theory and practice.

Employee Voice Behavior and Psychological Safety.
When employees feel psychologically safe, they are more
willing to express upward voice, believing their input
benefits both the group and the organization (Morrison,
2011; 2014), rather than solely serving personal interests
(Lu et al., 2024). Psychological safety refers to employees’
belief that they can speak up or raise concerns without fear
of negative consequences (Edmondson, 1999). Inclusive
leadership enhances this belief by fostering a supportive
environment where employees feel valued (Nishii & Leroy,
2022). Psychological safety theory suggests that when
employees feel secure, they are empowered to express
ideas freely without fear of retaliation (Carmeli et al.,
2010; Detert & Burris, 2007).

Theoretical Foundations. Social exchange theory
(SET) offers a strong framework for explaining how
inclusive leadership shapes employee upward behavior via
psychological safety. SET suggests that social behavior
results from an exchange process where individuals assess
the potential benefits and risks of their actions in rela-
tionships (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). In
organizations, this theory suggests that leader-employee
interactions are based on reciprocity, trust, and mutual
benefit (Cropanzano et al., 2017). When leaders foster
inclusivity through openness, accessibility, and apprecia-
tion for diverse contributions (Randel et al., 2018), they
create an environment that encourages employees to recip-
rocate with positive behaviors, including voice behavior
(Grant, 2013; Randel et al., 2016). SET suggests that when
employees perceive their leaders as investing in them by
fostering a supportive and inclusive environment, they feel
obligated to reciprocate (Jolly & Lee, 2021; Sherf et al.,
2021). According to SET, when employees see that their
leaders are investing in them by fostering a supportive,
inclusive environment (Shore & Chung, 2022), they tend
to feel obligated to reciprocate (Jiang et al., 2022). This
reciprocation typically manifests as increased engagement,
particularly a willingness to voice concerns and sugges-
tions that drive organizational improvement. Moreover,
this reciprocity shows in employee willingness to voice
concerns and suggestions for organizational improve-
ment. Moreover, social exchange theory (Cropanzano &
Mitchell, 2005) posits that leader-employee interactions
are grounded in reciprocal trust and support (Kilroy
et al., 2023). When leaders show respect, support, and
recognition, employees tend to reciprocate with positive
behaviors, such as voice behavior (Blau, 1964). Inclu-
sive leaders, through their openness and inclusive actions
(Carmeli et al., 2010; Roberson & Perry, 2022), boost
employees’ psychological safety, increasing their confi-
dence that suggestions will be well-received and contribute
to organizational improvement.

Moderating Effect of Collectivism. Collectivism is
a pivotal dimension in cultural classification, with China

commonly regarded as a quintessential collectivist nation
(Hofstede, 2011). In China, organizations must consider
collectivism as a critical factor when managing and pro-
moting upward voice behavior (Morrison et al., 2011; Lu
et al., 2024). Collectivism emphasizes interpersonal rela-
tionships, collective goals, and team-oriented outcomes
(Oyserman et al., 2002).

In collectivist cultures, where harmony and collective
goals are paramount (Ng et al., 2019; Oyserman et al.,
2002), employees are likely to trust inclusive leaders and
focus on team success (Marcus & Le, 2013; Lu et al.,
2024), which enhances their psychological safety. More-
over, in collectivist cultures, inclusive leadership is for
collective harmony and success (Choi et al., 2017; Shore
et al., 2018), with a focus role within the work team and
contributions to collective performance (Bachrach et al.,
2007; Walumbwa & Lawler, 2003). Employees with a
high collectivist orientation value the collective good over
individual interests (Moorman & Blakely, 1995; Rego
& Cunha, 2009). They are more inclined to embrace
inclusive leadership, as it emphasizes teamwork and the
achievement of shared goals, fostering a sense of safety.

In highly collectivist cultures, employees place greater
emphasis on reciprocal behavior and collective interests
within the team (Eby & Dobbins, 1997; Erdogan & Liden,
2006). As a result, when feeling psychologically safe, they
view upward suggestions as a way to reciprocate to the
group and leadership. Since highly collectivist employees
prioritize group success and long-term relationship main-
tenance (Oyserman et al., 2002), they are more likely to be
motivated by psychological safety and engage in positive
upward voice.

Collectivist culture employees are more concerned
about aligning their opinions with collective expectations
(Oyserman et al., 2002; Triandis, 2001), placing greater
value on collective recognition from colleagues and lead-
ers (De Clercq et al., 2019; Erdogan & Liden, 2006).
Finally, employees with a strong collectivist orientation
are more likely to consider collective interests in their
decisions and behaviors (Farooq et al., 2014; Oyserman
et al., 2002).

The Chinese work culture context
To understand how inclusive leadership influences fol-
lower upward voice in collectivist culture, we consider the
practices in Chinese employer organization (Li & Sun,
2015; Liu et al., 2017). In Chinese culture, Confucian-
ism and collectivism significantly influence organizational
management (Marcus & Le, 2013; Warner, 2010). Con-
fucian philosophy promotes harmony and cooperation,
highlighting the role and responsibility of individuals
in society and organizations (Chu & Moore, 2020; Li,
2006). In this cultural context, employees tend to pri-
oritize relationships, avoid conflict, and show greater
obedience, especially when interacting with leaders (Lin
et al., 2013). Employees in collectivist cultures, like China,
often prioritize harmony and group cohesion (Chen et al.,
2016; Marcus & Le, 2013), which influences their willing-
ness to engage in upward voice behavior. Consequently,
Chinese employees are more cautious about expressing
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Figure 1. Theoretical model of the study. Note. Inclusive
leadership behavior = rated by subordinates; Subordinates’ psy-
chological safety and collectivism = rated by subordinates;
Subordinates’ upward voice = rated by supervisors.

their opinions, particularly when dealing with superiors
(Morrison, 2011; Morrison et al., 2011).

Goal of the study. This study examines the rela-
tionship between inclusive leadership and subordinates’
upward voice, focusing on the mediating role of psycho-
logical safety and the moderating role of collectivism. We
examined how collectivism moderate employee upward
voice or willingness to express thoughts and suggestions
with psychological safety, believing their suggestions will
promote group harmony and success without causing
conflict or negative evaluations from the group.

Based on social exchange theory and psychologi-
cal safety theory, we propose that inclusive leadership
enhances subordinates’ psychological safety, we tested the
following hypotheses (see Figure 1):

H1: Psychological safety mediates the relationship
between inclusive leadership and subordinates’ upward
voice for higher upward voice of the subordinates.

H2: Collectivism moderates the relationship between
inclusive leadership and to be higher psychological safety.

H3: Collectivism moderates the relationship between
psychological safety and subordinates’ upward voice for
higher subordinates’ upward voice.

H4: Collectivism moderates the indirect effect of
inclusive leadership on subordinates’ upward voice to
be stronger.

Method
Participants and setting. The study were 400 subordinates
and their corresponding 400 supervisors matched one-to-
one, and from various Eastern China industries, including
banking, retail, and technology. We sampled them on two
occasions resulting with 397 responses at time 1, and 355
at time 2.

Among these subordinates, 50% were male, with an
average age of 39.65 years (SD = 4.80). Additionally,
76.1% had a college degree or higher, and the average job
tenure was 9.77 years (SD = 4.65). Among these team
supervisors, 51% were male and 94% were married, with
an average age of 44.7 years (SD = 5.56). Additionally,
77.8% had a college degree or higher, and the average
supervisor job tenure was 8.92 years (SD = 5.13).

Measures. We used scales that had been previously
validated in the Chinese context with Brislin’s (1986) back
translation procedures. Survey items were on a five-point
Likert-type options, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to
5 (strongly agree).

Inclusive leadership. At Time 1, subordinates were
asked to evaluate their supervisors’ inclusive leadership

using 9-item scale from Carmeli et al. (2010). A sam-
ple item is “My supervisor is accessible for discussing
emerging problems”. The Cronbach’s alpha for inclusive
leadership scale scores was 0.926.

Psychological safety. At Time 2, subordinates self-
evaluated their psychological safety using the 5-item scale
developed by May et al. (2004). A sample item is “It is
important for me to evaluate the things that I do”. The
Cronbach’s alpha for psychological safety scale scores was
0.907.

Collectivism. At Time 2, subordinates were asked
to evaluate their collectivism using 5-item scale
from Bachrach et al. (2007). A sample item is “To make
people realize that sometimes, to be part of a working
group, I have to do things I don’t want to do”. The
Cronbach’s alpha for collectivism scale scores was 0.916.

Upward voice. Team supervisors were asked to evalu-
ate their subordinates s’ upward voice using 3-item scale
from Liu et al. (2017). A sample item is “expressed his/her
opinions to me, which are different from mine”. The
Cronbach’s alpha for upward voice scale scores was 0.781.

Control variables. We controlled for work tenure
among subordinates because it has been shown to be
related to upward voice behaviors (e.g., Liu et al.,
2017; Tan et al., 2021). Additionally, we controlled for
age, gender, and education level in this study because
prior research has demonstrated that these variables impact
upward voice (Davidson et al., 2017; Khan et al., 2022).

Procedure
The Research Ethics Committee of the Zhongshan Poly-
technic approved the study (ID: ZP2024-10-0012). All
participants read the questionnaire’s preamble and gave
their informed consent. The employer organizations
granted study permission, The employees consented to the
We implemented a coding scheme to assign each partic-
ipant a unique code, ensuring the confidentiality of all
subordinate responses. Data were collected using WeChat,
the most popular social communication tool in China.

Analytical strategy
We employed structural equation modeling (SEM) with
bootstrapping to test our proposed hypotheses, utilizing
Mplus v8.4 (Cheung et al., 2021). Since our theoretical
model outlines pathways between multiple independent
and dependent variables, we adopted an observed vari-
able SEM approach. In this approach, the score for each
independent variable was calculated as the mean of its
corresponding items (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). To
test the hypothesized mediating and moderated mediation
relationships, we conducted Monte Carlo simulations to
estimate their 95% confidence intervals (CIs) using Mplus
software with 10,000 iterations.

Confirmatory factor analysis
We conducted confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using
Mplus v8.4 to examine the convergent and discriminant
validity of a measurement model comprising four latent
factors with 22 indicators: nine items for inclusive lead-
ership, five items for psychological safety, five items for
collectivism, and three items for upward voice. The CFA
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Table 1. Results of confirmatory factor analysis (N = 284)

Models χ2 df χ2/df RMSEA SRMR CFI TLI

Four factor models (hypothesis) 241.54 203 1.19 0.03 0.03 0.99 0.99
Three factor models (B+C) 1221.16 206 5.93 0.13 0.14 0.79 0.76

Two factor models (A+B+C) 1970.87 208 9.48 0.17 0.17 0.74 0.59
One factor models (A+B+C+D) 2147.66 209 10.28 0.18 0.18 0.60 0.56

Notes. A: Inclusive leadership; B: Psychological safety; C: Collectivism; D: Upward voice; “+”
indicates fusion.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics and correlation for study variables

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Gender 0.50 0.50
2. Age 39.65 4.80 0.10
3. Education 15.11 2.28 0.02 −0.13*
4. Work tenure 9.77 4.65 0.11 0.58*** −0.07
5. Inclusive leadership 3.09 1.04 −0.09 −0.02 0.05 −0.03 (0.926)

6. Psychological safety 3.05 0.95 −0.08 0.05 −0.03 0.00 0.44*** (0.907)

7. Collectivism 3.84 1.03 −0.04 0.08 −0.01 0.10 0.00 −0.12* (0.916)
8. Upward voice 2.90 0.86 −0.06 0.02 −0.01 −0.01 0.41*** 0.47*** 0.16** (0.781)

Notes. ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05.

results are presented in Table 1. The proposed four-factor
model demonstrated good goodness-of-fit indices (χ ²/df
= 1.19, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.99, TLI = 0.99, RMSEA =
0.03, SRMR = 0.03, and all factor loadings exceeded 0.70).
Comparing the hypothetical model with the other three
models, the model fit indices and the results of the two
difference tests in Table 1 indicated that the hypothetical
model fit better than the others, supporting acceptable dis-
criminant validity in our study. Additionally, these results
suggested that common method variance (CMV) was not
an issue in this study (Podsakoff et al., 2003).

Results

Descriptive statistics and correlations
Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics for each variable,
including the means and standard deviations. Consistent
with our hypotheses, inclusive leadership is positively
related to upward voice (r = 0.16, p < 0.01), and psycho-
logical safety significantly correlates with upward voice
(r = 0.47, p < 0.001), as we proposed. Furthermore,
we tested all hypotheses using structural equation mod-
eling, which allows us to estimate all proposed paths
simultaneously.

Hypothesis testing
Figure 2 shows that the relationship between inclu-
sive leadership and psychological safety is significant
(B = 0.40, SE = 0.05, p < 0.001), as is the relationship
between psychological safety and upward voice (B = 0.37,
SE = 0.04, p < 0.001). Additionally, Table 3 presents
the path from inclusive leadership to upward voice via
psychological safety (B = 0.15, SE = 0.03, 95% CI [0.10,
0.20]). Thus, the hypothesis 1 was supported.

Figure 2 shows that collectivism moderates the positive
relationship between inclusive leadership and psycholog-
ical safety (B = 0.15, SE = 0.04, p < 0.001). To clarify

Figure 2. Model path coefficient diagram of the study. Note.
***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01.
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Figure 3. Moderating effect of collectivism on the relationship
of inclusive leadership and psychological safety

the interaction effect, we followed the procedures proposed
by Aiken et al. (1991) and plotted the interaction using
cut values of one standard deviation above and below the
mean of collectivism (see Figure 3). Additionally, Table 3
shows that inclusive leadership is more positively related
to psychological safety at high levels of collectivism
(B = 0.56, SE = 0.07, 95% CI [0.43, 0.69]) than at low
levels (B = 0.24, SE = 0.07, 95% CI [0.11, 0.37]). Thus,
the hypothesis 2 was supported.

Similarly, Figure 2 shows that collectivism moderates
the positive relationship between psychological safety and
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Table 3. Structural equation modeling results of study

Hypothesized paths Coefficient Standard error 95% Confidence interval Significance

Inclusive leadership → Upward voice 0.17 0.05 [0.08, 0.26] Significant
Inclusive leadership → Psychological

safety → Upward voice
0.15 0.03 [0.10, 0.20] Significant

Inclusive leadership → Psychological
safety (at low level of collectivism)

0.24 0.07 [0.11, 0.37] Significant

Inclusive leadership → Psychological
safety (at high level of collectivism)

0.56 0.07 [0.43, 0.69] Significant

Psychological safety → Upward voice (at
low level of collectivism)

0.23 0.07 [0.10, 0.36] Significant

Psychological safety → Upward voice (at
high level of collectivism)

0.50 0.07 [0.36, 0.64] Significant

Inclusive leadership → Psychological
safety → Upward voice

(at low level of collectivism)

0.06 0.03 [0.01, 0.12] Significant

Inclusive leadership → Psychological
safety → Upward voice

(at high level of collectivism)

0.28 0.04 [0.20, 0.37] Significant

Note. Low level: collectivism—1SD; High level: collectivism + 1SD; SD: Standard deviation. The test results are obtained
while controlling for the influence of the control variables.
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Figure 4. Moderating effect of collectivism on the relationship
of psychological safety and upward voice

upward voice (B = 0.13, SE = 0.07, p < 0.01). Addi-
tionally, Table 3 shows that psychological safety is more
positively related to upward voice at high levels of collec-
tivism (B = 0.50, SE = 0.07, 95% CI [0.36, 0.64]) than
at low levels (B = 0.23, SE = 0.07, 95% CI [0.10, 0.36])
(see Figure 4). Thus, the hypothesis 3 was supported.

We calculated the indirect mediation effect of psycho-
logical safety at varying levels of collectivism. Table 3
shows that the indirect impact of inclusive leadership on
upward voice through psychological safety is significant
at both low and high levels of collectivism (B = 0.06, SE
= 0.03, 95% CI [0.01, 0.12] at low levels; B = 0.28, SE
= 0.04, 95% CI [0.20, 0.37] at high levels). Thus, the
hypothesis 4 was supported.

Discussion
First, we found that psychological safety mediates the link
between inclusive leadership and upward voice (Edmond-
son, 1999). Our findings confirmed that when leaders
create a psychologically safe environment, employees feel
more comfortable voicing their opinions and ideas without

fear of negative repercussions, supporting Edmondson’s
(1999) theory. This study contributed to the growing body
of literature by further emphasizing the importance of
inclusive leadership in fostering an environment conducive
to open communication and employee engagement.

Second, the study found that collectivism enhances
the positive link between inclusive leadership and upward
voice via psychological safety. In collectivist cultures,
such as China, employees prioritize group harmony and
collective success (Chen et al., 2021; Schwartz, 1990). As
a result, when inclusive leaders show openness and acces-
sibility (Nishii & Leroy, 2022), it boosts psychological
safety, encouraging employees to voice their opinions for
the benefit of the collective. This finding underscored the
importance of cultural context in understanding leadership
effectiveness, particularly in cultures where collectivism is
a fundamental value.

Additionally, the study suggested that collectivism not
only supports but also amplifies the impact of inclu-
sive leadership on upward voice by strengthening the
role of psychological safety. Employees in collectivist
cultures are more likely to view their contributions as
benefiting the group, making them more inclined to speak
up when they feel their voices will be valued (Zare &
Flinchbaugh, 2019).

Implications for theory, research and practice
This study makes several significant contributions to the
literature on inclusive leadership, psychological safety,
collectivism, and upward voice behavior. First, our study
extends the application of social exchange theory (SET) by
illustrating how inclusive leadership motivates employees
to engage in upward voice through psychological safety.
SET suggests that when leaders invest in trust, openness,
and inclusivity (Carmeli et al., 2010; Nishii & Leroy,
2022; Roberson & Perry, 2022), employees are more
likely to reciprocate with constructive behaviors such as
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voice. This perspective provides a clear explanation of the
mechanism through which inclusive leadership promotes a
culture of speaking up, where employees feel valued and
confident in their contributions.

We extend the literature on inclusive leadership explor-
ing the role of trusting and open environment for boosting
employees’ psychological safety and in collectivist culture.
HR managers should integrate psychological safety as a
key criterion in performance evaluations and leadership
assessments (Beltrán-Martín et al., 2023; Newman et al.,
2017). Ensuring that leaders are results-driven and capable
of creating a safe space for open communication can
yield long-term benefits for organizational innovation and
employee engagement (Kang & Sung, 2017). Training
programs aimed at enhancing leaders’ abilities to fos-
ter psychological safety can create a more engaged and
proactive workforce.

Practice implications for managers include a need to
invest in leadership development programs that promote
inclusive practices (Kuknor & Bhattacharya, 2022; Nishii
& Leroy, 2022), such as being accessible, receptive to
feedback, and valuing diverse perspectives (Randel et al.,
2018; Roberson & Perry, 2022). This approach would
enable managers to build a psychologically safe environ-
ment where employees feel empowered to share ideas and
contribute to organizational success. In collectivist culture.
Employer organizations should adapt their leadership prac-
tices to align with collectivist values by emphasizing team
goals, collective success, and harmonious relationships
(Marcus & Le, 2013; Saad et al., 2015).

Strengths, limitations and future research directions
Our use of time-lagged and multisource design helped mit-
igate concerns about common method variance (Podsakoff
et al., 2012). Our design to use a month interval is in line
with previous research on inclusive leadership (as rated by
followers; Asghar et al., 2023; Ma & Tang, 2023). Further-
more, our data were collected from various companies to
maximize the generalizability of the findings.

Despite its theoretical and practical implications, our
study has several limitations that should be addressed
in future research. First, the cross-sectional design limits
our ability to make strong causal inferences about the
relationships between inclusive leadership, psychological
safety, collectivism, and upward voice. Although struc-
tural equation modeling offers valuable insights into these
relationships, future studies should use longitudinal or
experimental designs to better establish the temporal order
of constructs and validate causal pathways (Antonakis
et al., 2010; Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010). Second, focus-
ing on Chinese organizations limits the generalizability of
the findings to other cultural contexts. Since collectivism
is a dominant cultural value in China, the findings may not
directly apply to more individualistic cultures (e.g., Varma
et al., 2009). Future studies should explore whether these
relationships hold across different cultural settings, espe-
cially in individualistic societies where upward voice may
be driven by other factors and leadership styles. Third,
this study used social exchange theory and psychological
safety theory to examine the mediating role of psycholog-
ical safety (Cropanzano et al., 2017; Edmondson, 1999).

Our work analyzes the influence of leadership on employee
behavior from a static perspective, but fails to fully
consider the influence of dynamic organizational envi-
ronment and employee cognitive and emotional changes
on these relationships. Therefore, future research should
apply dynamic theory to explore how these factors evolve
and interact over time (Clark et al., 2007; Gooty & Yam-
marino, 2016). Finally, our study did not explore potential
boundary conditions beyond collectivism that may further
moderate the relationships in the model. For example, indi-
vidual traits like personality may influence how employees
experience psychological safety and engage in upward
voice behavior (Liang et al., 2012; Liu et al., 2017; Sherf
et al., 2021). Future research should investigate these
individual-level factors to enhance our understanding of
how inclusive leadership promotes upward voice in diverse
organizational settings.

Conclusion
This study found inclusive leadership to affected employee
upward voice and noted the mediating role of psycholog-
ical safety and the moderating role of collectivism in that
relationship. Specifically, psychological safety mediated
the effect of inclusive leadership on employee upward
voice, and this mediation effect was moderated by col-
lectivism. Moreover, the mediation effect was stronger
when collectivism was high. Our study showed that inclu-
sive leadership fosters a trusting and open environment,
boosting employees’ psychological safety and encourag-
ing them to voice their ideas without fear of negative
repercussions.
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