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1	 Introduction

In today’s rapidly increasing competitive conditions, 
the need for employees who are committed to the organi-
zation and who show high performance is increasing. The 
way for businesses to cope with increasing competition 
will be possible if their employees are responsible, innova-
tive and they constantly improve their work. For this, em-

ployees should participate in the decision-making mech-
anisms, express their suggestions that will improve their 
work, and report the mistakes to the management. How-
ever, studies have shown that employees sometimes prefer 
to remain silent to speak up due to individual and organ-
izational reasons (e.g., Chou and Chang, 2020; Takhsha, 
Barahimi, Adelpanah, and Salehzadeh, 2020). This situa-
tion that causes organizational silence and ways to prevent 
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organizational silence are important issues for researchers 
and managers. This is because organizational silence has 
both negative effects on employees’ work outcomes and 
also negatively affects organizational performance. There 
are many studies on the negative impact of organizational 
silence on employees. These studies confirm that organiza-
tional silence decreases employee commitment (Bayramo-
glu and Cetinkanat, 2020), creativity (Sadeghi and Razavi, 
2020) and work engagement (Pirzada, Mirani, Phulpoto, 
Dogar, and Mahar, 2020; Singh, Singh, Ahmad, Singh, and 
Kaur, 2020). In addition, organizational silence has a neg-
ative impact on organizational performance as it reduces 
creativity and prevents employees’ feedback on the benefit 
of the organization (Sadeghi and Razavi, 2020).

Many reasons for organizational silence, which has 
significant negative consequences for businesses and em-
ployees, have been documented in the previous literature. 
According to Chou and Chang (2020) and Zhan (2020), 
these are individual, interpersonal/interactional and organ-
izational reasons. For individual reasons of organizational 
silence, lower conscientiousness trait, higher agreeable 
personality, and being introvert were found to be related 
to employee silence behavior (Lee, Diefendorff, Kim, and 
Bian 2014). On the contrary, being extravert, open to new 
experience, imaginative, proactive, and having creative 
personality traits are positively associated with employ-
ee voice behavior (Chou and Chang, 2020). For inter-
personal/ interactional reasons, researchers focus on the 
interaction of employees with co-workers and managers. 
Employees may prefer to remain silent in order to prevent 
their relationships with colleagues to deteriorate. Takhsha, 
Barahimi, Adelpanah, and Salehzadeh (2020) indicated 
that employees could opt to remain silent due to employ-
ees’ fear of being ostracized by their colleagues. Besides, 
Breevaart, Bohle, Pletzer, and Medina (2019) explain 
employee silence via COR (Conservation of Resources) 
theory. According to them, employees may prefer silence 
to voice in order to protect their personal resources, such 
as keeping good relationship with their colleagues. The 
other reason for interpersonal/interactional silence is lead-
er-member interaction (Zhan, 2020). Previous studies have 
shown that poor relationship between employee and su-
pervisor leads to employee silence (e.g. Ergül and Söyük, 
2020; Xu, Zhao, Xi, and Li, 2020). Lastly, organizational 
climate, organizational culture, hierarchical structure of 
organization, level of centralization, and organizational 
policies are among the organizational reasons of employee 
silence (Chou and Chang, 2020).

Previous studies have gathered serious evidence about 
the individual, interpersonal / interactional, and organ-
izational antecedents of organizational silence (e.g., De-
tert and Burris, 2007; LePine and Dyne, 2001). However, 
some other studies have focused on beliefs causing em-
ployee silence. Moreover, these researchers claim that 
these beliefs can prevent employee voice regardless of the 

presence of positive voice climate (Detert and Edmonson, 
2011). Therefore, it is important to investigate these beliefs 
called implicit voice theories. Implicit voice theories are 
learned during ordinary life experiences, for example, at 
home and in hierarchical institutions such as schools and 
sports teams when responding to authorities such as par-
ents, teachers, and coaches (Starbuck, 2016). Detert and 
Edmondson (2011, p.462) define implicit voice theories 
as “that largely taken-for-granted beliefs about the risk or 
inappropriateness of speaking up in hierarchical organiza-
tions”. 

Employees perceive speaking up as risky due to im-
plicit voice theories, even though their organization and 
managers encourage them to speak up (Knoll, Neves, 
Schyns, and Meyer, 2020). Despite the importance of im-
plicit voice theories in organizational silence literature, 
the studies about the effect of implicit voice theories on 
employee silence and voice are very limited. Therefore, 
this study aims to examine the effect of implicit voice the-
ories on employee silence and employee voice in Turkish 
context. 

This study is expected to contribute literature in sever-
al ways. First, we test the effect of implicit voice theories 
on employee defensive silence and employee constructive 
voice. Employee silence and employee voice are different 
constructs, which have been shown by previous literature 
(Dyne, Ang, and Botero, 2003; Sherf, Parke, and Isaakyan, 
2020). The current study examines both employee silence 
and employee voice in order to conduct a comprehensive 
study on implicit voice theories and organizational silence 
literature. As mentioned before, there is a scarcity of stud-
ies about implicit voice theories. Therefore, this study is 
expected to contribute to the implicit voice theories by 
testing their effects on employee voice and employee si-
lence in another country setting and other occupations 
such as healthcare and educational professionals.

2	 Background

2.1	Employee Defensive silence 

Employee silence has been defined as the employees’ 
not expressing their opinions about organizational and job 
related issues intentionally (Morrison and Milliken, 2000). 
Employee silence is an intentional behavior in which in-
dividuals keep silence by not sharing their real thoughts 
about organizational issues with people who have the abil-
ity to make changes and corrections at the organizational 
level (Pinder and Harlos, 2001).

Employees remain silent, believing that it is not worth 
talking about the problems within the organization or that 
expressing their opinions will endanger them (Under and 
Gerede, 2021). Fear of receiving negative feedback from 
managers and avoiding opposing situations cause them to 
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remain silent (Morrison and Milliken, 2000). This situation 
also causes employees not to share their ideas, opinions 
and information deliberately and can cause serious harm 
to them along with the organization. At the same time, em-
ployee silence leads to a decrease in the performance and 
efficiency of the organization.

Dyne, Ang, and Botero (2003) suggested that not all 
silence behaviors are passive behaviors and that employee 
silence should not be considered the opposite of employee 
voice. In addition, they stated that employee silence is a 
purposeful, motivated, active and conscious structure and 
therefore is of great importance. Based on this, they clas-
sified silence into three groups as “acquiescent silence”, 
“defensive silence” and “prosocial silence” (Dyne, Ang, 
and Botero, 2003). In this study, only defensive silence 
will be examined. Dyne, Ang, and Botero (2003, p. 1367) 
defined defensive silence as “withholding relevant ideas, 
information, or opinions as a form of self-protection, based 
on fear”. Employees who remain silent for defensive pur-
poses actually do not always consider organizational ac-
tivities appropriate. However, they do not express their 
views, believing that it would be unnecessary or harmful 
to their own interests (Pinder and Harlos, 2001).

2.2	2.2	Employee Constructive Voice Employee Constructive Voice 

Employee voice is defined as the voluntary communi-
cation of ideas, suggestions, concerns and thoughts about 
work-related issues by employees in order to improve the 
functions of an organization or unit (Chamberlin, New-
ton, and Lepine, 2017; Morrison, 2014). Employee voice 
should be related to the working environment and con-
veyed to someone within the organization. Employee voice 
is not only verbal, but can also be delivered via e-mail and 
other communication channels (Cheng, Nudelman, Otto, 
and Ma, 2020). A supervisor, a colleague or someone out-
side of the organization can be the target or receipt of the 
employee voice (Morrison, 2014). In the current study, we 
focused on upward and internal voice.

Researchers have made different classifications by 
stating that employee voice is a multidimensional con-
struct (e.g. Liang, Farh, and Farh, 2012; Maynes and Pod-
sakoff, 2014). We draw on classification of Maynes and 
Podsakoff (2014). According to Maynes and Podsakoff 
(2014), voice behavior has two main sub-dimensions as 
positive and negative voice. Positive voice refers to ex-
pressing innovative ideas for change and developing rec-
ommendations for standard processes even if others do not 
agree. Positive voice includes: (a) employees making rec-
ommendations about policies, programs, goals, processes 
relevant to their job; (b) defending the institution against 
unfounded criticism, (c) developing constructive sugges-
tions for the growth of the institution and its activities to 
be carried out more effectively and efficiently; (d) volun-

tarily sharing these views with colleagues and managers 
through various communication channels (Çankır, 2016; 
Maynes and Podsakoff, 2014). Positive voice behavior has 
two sub-dimensions as supportive and constructive voice. 
Within the scope of this study, only constructive voice will 
be examined. 

Constructive voice is the voluntary expression of 
thoughts, knowledge or opinions focused on organiza-
tional functional change and affecting the work (Maynes 
and Podsakoff, 2014). Suggestions for improvement in the 
employee’s standard work processes and suggesting ideas 
for new or more effective work methods can be given as 
examples of constructive voice (Maynes and Podsakoff, 
2014).

2.3	 Implicit Voice Theories

Yeager and Dweck (2012, p. 303) define implicit the-
ories as “core assumptions about the malleability of per-
sonal attributes. They are called ‘implicit’ because they are 
rarely made explicit, and they are called ‘theories’ because 
like a scientific theory, they create a framework for making 
for prediction and judging the meaning of events in one’s 
world.” In other words, ‘implicit’ means that individuals 
do not need to test the accuracy of the information they ob-
tain through social learning. ‘Theory’ means understand-
ing the functioning of the social world in an abstract way. 
Implicit theories are knowledge structures that individuals 
use to adapt to their environment and understand the be-
havior of others (Knoll, Neves, Schyns, and Meyer, 2020). 
In addition, these knowledge structures have an effect on 
the actions of individuals. Thanks to this information, in-
dividuals give quick and relatively ready answers to the 
events. Implicit theories can also be used to explain social 
relationships (Engle and Lord, 1997). For example, Engle 
and Lord (1997) examined the leader-member exchange 
by using implicit theories. Similarly, Detert and Edmond-
son (2011) used implicit theories to explain the organi-
zational silence. In their study, they stated that they were 
invited to explore the antecedents of employee silence by 
a high technology company. They conducted four studies 
to investigate the causes of employee silence. As a result 
of these studies, the implicit voice theories scale consisting 
of 5 sub-dimensions has developed (presumed target iden-
tification, need solid data or solutions to speak up, don’t 
bypass the boss upward, don’t embarrass the boss in pub-
lic, and negative career consequences of voice) (Detert and 
Edmondson, 2011). Within the scope of this study, only the 
subscales of ‘don’t embarrass the boss in public’ and ‘neg-
ative career consequences of voice’ were included.

Don’t embarrass the boss in public: This sub-dimen-
sion refers to employees avoiding sharing their criticism, 
suggestions or ideas with their managers in front of the 
group and voicing them when they are alone with their 
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managers. This sub-dimension means that employees be-
lieve that voicing their opinions within the group will em-
barrass their managers in front of the group or challenge 
their managers. Employees who think and believe in this 
way avoid expressing their opinions to their managers 
within the group. They think that they need to inform their 
managers about this issue beforehand in order to talk to 
their managers in the group, or if they have not had the 
opportunity to talk before, they believe that they should 
talk to their managers privately after the group meeting. 
The reason for this is that when they express their opin-
ions directly within the group, they assume that their man-
agers will not like this situation. However, this situation 
harms organizational learning in two ways. The first is to 
express their opinions within the group, allowing other 
group members to contribute on the subject. Second, if a 
decision needs to be made during the group meeting, the 
employee’s retention of his/her opinion for later comment 
prevents his/her participation in the decision (Detert and 
Edmondson, 2011).

Employees holding the belief of don’t embarrass the 
boss in public will not be inclined to voice their suggestions 
and opinions in meetings or in front of the group (Detert 
and Edmondson, 2011). The belief of don’t embarrass the 
boss in public is rooted in the fear of showing disloyalty to 
the manager (Isaakyan, 2018). This belief also includes the 
assumption that voicing ideas or suggestion by employees 
means that managers are not capable of thinking or seeing 
these ideas or solutions about work. Therefore, employees 
having this belief presume that if they voice their sugges-
tions or ideas about work to their managers, their managers 
feel themselves inadequate which turns into embarrass-
ment for the managers. As a result of these assumptions, 
the belief of don’t embarrass the boss in public leads to an 
increase in employee defensive silence while a decrease 
in employee constructive voice. Therefore, we set the hy-
pothesis 1 and 2 as following: 

H1: Employees with the belief of don’t embarrass the 
boss in public will be more likely to choose defensive si-
lence in order to avoid embarrassing their boss in front of 
others.

H2: Employees with the belief of don’t embarrass the 
boss in public who think that raising voice might embar-
rass the boss in public will less often raise their voice on 
organizational issues in a constructive manner.

Negative career consequences of voice: This sub-di-
mension refers that employees believe that when they 
voice their thoughts, suggestions, or criticisms about the 
job or their organization, managers will not like it and 
will retaliate against them. In response to their criticism, 
employees believe that their managers may score low per-
formance or they can prevent them from benefiting from 
promotions and awards by developing a negative attitude 
towards them. In addition, employees believe that voicing 
their criticism for the benefit of the organization will not 

be of any benefit to them and will have negative effects on 
their careers (Detert and Edmondson, 2011). For example, 
in Detert and Edmondson’s (2011, p. 468) study, employ-
ees expressed their thoughts as follows:

“What good is it going to do me to stand up and have a 
legitimate question or maybe challenge them about some-
thing? Nothing but put me lower in the basement.”

“My manager determines my destiny at this company, 
therefore I dare not challenge him and what he’s telling me 
to do. So, in a sense, it’s not safe to speak up.”

“If I disagree, they would maybe hold that grudge 
against me—like our end-of-year review, they might be 
nit-picky.”

In order to explain the consequences of expressing their 
job-related suggestions and criticisms, employees refer to 
their beliefs that they have gained through social learning 
(Glassenberg, 2012). These beliefs that speaking is risky 
may not always reflect the real situation. When Detert and 
Edmondson (2011) asked participants who believed that 
speaking was risky, whether they had experienced such a 
situation before, the participants stated that they mostly 
did not. On the contrary, some participants stated that their 
managers gave positive reactions when they expressed 
their criticism and suggestions. Despite this, it was found 
that their beliefs that speaking was risky did not change. 
This ultimately shows that these beliefs are difficult to 
change (Willemsma, 2014). Employees may be aware of 
their beliefs that speaking is risky, but may not be aware 
of the impact of these beliefs on their actions (Knoll et al., 
2020). Therefore, employees who believe that speaking up 
is risky and leads negative career consequences are not ea-
ger to suggest new or challenging ideas to their managers. 
From this point, the hypothesis 3 and 4 are determined as 
following:

H3: Employees holding the belief of negative career 
consequences of voice will be more likely to remain silent 
in order to avoid the risks of speaking up, such as lower 
performance appraisal, promotion issues, etc.

H4: Employees who believe the negative career conse-
quences of voice will be less likely to speak up construc-
tively for development of their work and organization in 
order to protect themselves against the danger of speaking 
up.

3	 Methods

3.1	Sample and Procedure

The sample of the study was composed of healthcare 
personnel and teachers in Turkey. The data were collected 
by survey method between May 1 and June 30, 2018. After 
receiving the necessary institutional permissions from the 
hospitals and schools in Edirne province, the respondents 
who accepted to participate in this research were given 
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questionnaire forms. One week later, the questionnaire 
forms were collected. Two or three follow-up visits were 
made. A total of 503 questionnaires were returned. After 
the incomplete questionnaires were eliminated, 494 ques-
tionnaires were included in the study. In order to reach the 
ideal sample size, a sample size of 10-20 times the total 
scale items is calculated (Kline, 2016). There is a total of 
35 items in the scale. The ideal sample size is determined 

to be at least 350-700. Therefore, the sample size of 494 
participants is within ideal limits.

The sample consisted of a total of 494 participants 
working in the education sector (n=217) and healthcare 
professionals working in hospitals (n=277) in Edirne in 
Turkey. The characteristics of the sample are given in Ta-
ble 1.

Table 1: Socio-demographic features of sample

  Healthcare professionals Education professionals

Variables N M SD N M SD

Gender (1=Male) 272 0.32 0.47 217 0.48 0.50

Marital status (1=Single) 272 0.53 0.50 217 0.71 0.45

Managerial position 
(1=Manager) 270 0.11 0.31 217 0.10 0.30

Age 272 32.17 8.10 217 35.53 9.18

Organizational tenure 270 6.77 6.29 215 4.84 4.44

Note: N: Number; M: Mean; SD: Standard Deviation.

3.2	Data collection tool

The first part of the questionnaire includes socio-de-
mographic questions for the participants. The other parts 
of questionnaire form consist of scales validated by pre-
vious studies. Information about the scales are given be-
low. All of these scales are 5-point Likert type scales (1 = 
Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree).

3.2.1	Independent variables

Implicit voice theories scale: The implicit voice theo-
ries scale, which was developed by Detert and Edmond-
son (2011) and adapted to Turkish within the scope of this 
study, was used to study its validity and reliability. This 
scale consists of five dimensions (presumed target iden-
tification, need solid data or solutions to speak up, don’t 
bypass the boss upward, don’t embarrass the boss in pub-
lic, and negative career consequences of voice) and a total 
of 20 items. Each dimension consists of 4 items. This is a 
five-point Likert-type scale (1 = Definitely disagree to 5 = 
Definitely agree) originally. Detert and Edmondson (2011) 
tested the validity of the scale with the structural equation 
program. As a result of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
(CFA), they found the fit indices of the five-factor scale 
were within acceptable limits (RMSEA = .05, CFI = .97, 

NNFI = .96, in Study 3, p.473). Cronbach Alpha coeffi-
cients of the scale were reported to be greater than 0.70 
(Detert and Edmondson, 2011).

A translation and back-translation procedure was used 
to adapt this scale to Turkish (Brislin, 1970). First, the 
scale was translated into Turkish by two researchers with 
a PhD in Business Management and Organization. It was 
checked by a professional translator. Then it was checked 
again by a faculty member who is an Associate Professor 
in the field of Organizational Behavior. The scale translat-
ed in Turkish was translated back from Turkish to English 
by another translator. The new translation was checked 
by comparing the original of the scale. It was checked in 
terms of grammar by a lecturer with a PhD in Turkish Lan-
guage and Literature. Finally, a pilot study was conducted 
with 30 participants. As a result of the pilot study, only 
the first item of the “ don’t embarrass the boss in public” 
sub-dimension was revised and a pilot study was made 
with 10 participants again. As a result of pilot studies, it 
was determined that there was no unclear item in the scale.

The first questionnaire form consisted of 5 sub-di-
mensions and 20 items of implicit voice theories and 27 
items of other variables (proactive personality: 10 items, 
power distance: 7 items, employee defensive silence: 5 
items, and employee voice: 5 items). When the surveys 
were distributed, we received feedback from respondents 
that the survey form was too long. They stated that they 
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had difficulty answering the items of implicit voice the-
ories and demanded that the number of items be reduced. 
In the first polls returned, it was noticed that the implicit 
voice theories items were left blank. For this reason, only 
two dimensions of the implicit voice theories scale (don’t 
embarrass the boss in public and negative career conse-
quences of voice) were included in the study.

Don’t embarrass the boss in public: According to this 
sub-dimension, employees believe that expressing their 
ideas, suggestions or criticism about the job or organiza-
tion during meetings or group dialogues will put the man-
ager in a difficult situation (Detert and Edmondson, 2011). 
This sub-dimension consists of 4 questions. One of the 
sample items in this sub-scale is “Pointing out problems 
or inefficiencies in front of others is likely to embarrass 
the boss”. Cronbach Alpha coefficient was reported as 0.76 
(Detert and Edmondson, 2011). 

Negative career consequences of voice: In this sub-di-
mension, employees believe that when they voice a job-re-
lated suggestion or criticism, they will be exposed to a 
negative reaction from their managers. Therefore, they 
think that their careers will be negatively affected (Detert 
and Edmondson, 2011). An example item is “Pointing out 
problems, errors, or inefficiencies might very well result in 
lowered job evaluations”. The Cronbach Alpha coefficient 
of this sub-dimension consisting of 4 questions was report-
ed as 0.76 (Detert and Edmondson, 2011).

3.2.2	Dependent variables

Employee constructive voice: The constructive voice 
subscale developed by Maynes and Podsakoff (2014) was 
used. This subscale was adapted to Turkish by Çankır 
(2016). It consists of 5 items. Maynes and Podsakoff 
(2014) reported the Cronbach Alpha coefficient of this 
sub-dimension as 0.95. Çankır (2016) stated that the Cron-
bach Alpha coefficient of this sub-dimension is greater 
than 0.70. “Frequently makes suggestions about how to 
improve work methods or practices” is one of the sample 
items in this scale.

Employee defensive silence: Defensive silence sub-di-
mension consisting of 5 questions was used in the scale 
developed by Dyne, Ang and Botero (2003) and adapted to 
Turkish by Erdoğan (2011). Erdoğan (2011) stated that the 
Cronbach Alpha coefficient of this sub-dimension is 0.853. 
A sample item is “This employee avoids expressing ideas 
for improvements, due to self-protection”.

3.2.3	Control variables

Proactive personality: Proactive personality refers 
to the individual’s ability to initiate the change he / she 
deems necessary without any demand (Bolino, Valcea, and 

Harvey, 2010). Proactive individuals take the opportunity, 
take initiative, take action and persistently make an effort 
until meaningful change is achieved (Bateman and Crant, 
1993). Individuals who create a positive change in their 
environment without being affected by the obstacles in 
the environment are called proactive persons (Seibert et 
al., 2001). It is also one of the most important predictors 
of proactive behavior (Crant, 2000). Employee construc-
tive voice is also defined as a part of proactive behavior 
(e.g. Morrison, 2014; Liang, Farh, and Farh, 2012). Both 
concepts include challenging the status quo (Crant, 2000). 
Therefore, proactive employees whose nature is to chal-
lenge the status quo will be less likely to remain silent in 
discussing organizational issues and will be more likely 
to engage in constructive speaking up activities, such as 
coming up with a new idea or suggestions related to devel-
opment of their work or organization. In previous studies, 
proactive personality has been determined as a control var-
iable for employee voice (Detert and Edmondson, 2011).

A unidimensional scale consisting of 10 questions 
developed by Bateman and Crant (1993) and adapted to 
Turkish by Akın and Arıcı (2015) was used to measure 
proactive personality. “I am constantly looking out for new 
ways to improve my life” is one of the sample items in this 
scale. In the reliability analysis of the scale, the Cronbach 
Alpha reliability coefficient was found to be 0.86 (Akın 
and Arıcı, 2015).

Power distance: Power distance is a cultural sub-di-
mension that deals with the fact that all individuals in the 
society are not equal and explains the attitude towards 
these power inequalities. Power distance is defined as the 
less powerful members of institutions and organizations 
in a country expecting and accepting the unequal distri-
bution of power. It shows that inequality in a society is 
approved by followers as well as leaders (Hofstede, 1983). 
High power distance causes high and rigid hierarchy with-
in the organization and reduces upward communication. 
This communication problem prevents employees from 
expressing their views and opinions about opportunities, 
problems and concerns (Morrison and Rothman, 2009). 
Employees perceiving high power distance in their organi-
zations will be more likely to remain silent and will be less 
likely to speak up in a constructive manner in the organiza-
tions with high power distance that causes communication 
problems.

A uni-dimensional scale consisting of 7 questions de-
veloped by Arıkan (2011) was used to measure power dis-
tance. A sample item is “Speaking up with high-status peo-
ple in this workplace is not easy”. Arıkan (2011) reported 
the reliability coefficient of the scale as 0.85.

Demographics and occupational variables: Sector, 
gender, age, organizational tenure, and managerial posi-
tion were determined as control variables. These variables 
were converted into dummy codes (e.g., sector: 1=health-
care, 0= education; gender: 1=male, 0=female). All dum-
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my codes are shown in Table 4. According to the previous 
studies, these variables have significant effects on employ-
ee silence and employee voice (Detert and Burris 2007; 
Morrison, 2014). For example, employees having a longer 
tenure, may feel more organization-based self-esteem 
which leads to more speaking up than new recruits (Pierce 
and Gardner, 2004). Similarly, age is also related with 
employee voice (Cooper, 2018). According to Detert and 
Burris (2007), women are more inclined than men to sup-
press their feelings. Harmanci-Seren et al. (2018) found 
that the managerial position was significantly related with 
employee silence. 

3.3	Data Analysis

SPSS 22 and LISREL 8.80 programs were used to an-
alyse the data. First of all, skewness and kurtosis values 
were examined from the descriptive data of the scale av-
erages to determine the normal distribution. According to 
Kline (2016), the skewness value should not be over ± 3 
and the kurtosis value should not be over ± 10, as an in-
dicator of the normal distribution. It was determined that 
the data were normally distributed and therefore suitable 
for parametric analyses. The convergent validity and dis-
criminant validity of the scales were analysed by Con-
firmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). Predictive validity was 
tested by linear regression analyses. To report the model 
fit, X²/df (Chi-square /degree of freedom), RMSEA (Root 
Mean Square Error of Approximation), NFI (Normed Fit 
Index), NNFI (Non-normed Fit Index), CFI (Comparative 
Fit Index) GFI (Goodness-of-fit Index) were used. Table 2 
shows the range of values for these indexes which indicate 

a good fit (Hair et al., 2010; Kline, 2016).
In order to test the effect of independent variables on 

dependent variables, linear regression analysis was per-
formed. Before performing the regression analyses, mul-
ticollinearity was checked by examining the Variance 
Inflation Factor (VIF) which is one of the indicators of 
multicollinearity (Yoo et al, 2014). VIF should be less than 
10 (Yoo et al, 2014). In the current study, we found that 
VIF values were within the range of 1.069-1.274. There-
fore, we can infer that multicollinearity does not exist in 
our study. Then we controlled the sector, age, gender, or-
ganizational tenure, and managerial position. 

4	 Results

4.1	Results of the Validity and Reliability 
Analysis of the Scales

Validity analysis of the scales was analysed with the 
LISREL 8.80 program. As a result of the first CFA, items 
with very low factor loadings (<0.50) were deleted in order 
to increase the goodness of fit of the model. The deleted 
items are as follows: three items from proactive personal-
ity, three items from power distance, two items from em-
ployee constructive voice, one item from don’t embarrass 
the boss in public, one item from negative career conse-
quences of voice, and one item from employee defensive 
silence. As a result of the CFA analysis repeated after the 
items with low factor loadings were deleted, the measure-
ment model showed good fit with the data (Table 2).

Table 2: Fit indexes of the measurement model as a result of the CFA

Fit Indices Measurement model Good Fit Acceptable Fit

X²/df 1.83 0-2 2.0-5.0

RMSEA 0.04 0-0.05 0.05-0.08

NFI 0.95 0.95-1 0.90-0.95

NNFI 0.97 0.97-1 0.95-0.97

CFI 0.97 0.97-1 0.95-.97

GFI 0.93 0.95-1 0.90-0.95
Note: X²/df (Chi-square /degree of freedom), RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation), NFI (Normed Fit Index), NNFI (Non-
normed Fit Index), CFI (Comparative Fit Index) GFI (Goodness-of-fit Index)
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According to Hair et al. (2010), in order to analyze the 
convergent validity of the scales, firstly all factor loads 
should be statistically significant and the standardized pa-
rameter estimates of the factor load should be above 0.50 
(> 0.70 is ideal). Second criterion of convergent validity 
is the composite reliability (CR) of variables> 0.60 (Ba-
con, Sauer, and Young, 1995). Finally, average variance 
extracted (AVE) value should be higher than 0.50. AVE 
refers to the mean variance extracted for the items loading 
on a construct (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Table 3 shows 
the standardized loadings, composite reliability, and AVE 
values of study variables.

Composite reliability and AVE values were found to be 
higher than 0.70 which indicates having convergent valid-
ity for all variables except proactive personality and pow-
er distance. Proactive personality and power distance had 

AVE values lower than 0.50. Fornell and Larcker (1981) 
suggest that AVE value lower than 0.50 can be acceptable 
if the CR value is higher than 0.70. Therefore, we can in-
fer that all scales of this study have convergent validity. 
Then we checked the discriminant validity of scales. To 
do this, we analyzed the correlation coefficients of vari-
ables, which should be lower than 0.85 (Kline, 2016). In 
Table 4, the significant correlation coefficients (r) were be-
tween 0.172 and 0.510. Therefore, this result shows that 
the scales in the study have discriminant validity. 

In addition, in Table 3, Cronbach alpha values of all 
scales were found to be higher than 0.70 indicating all 
scales have high internal consistency (Cronbach, 1951). 
For example, Cronbach alpha’s value was found to be 0.79 
for don’t embarrass the boss in public while it was found 
to be 0.80 for negative career consequences. 

Table 3: Standardized Loadings, CR and AVE Coefficients of the Measurement Model

Variables
Standardized Load-

ings* Error
Composite Reli-

ability (CR)

Square of 
Standardized 

Loadings

Average Variance 
Extracted  

(AVE)

Proactive personality

0.60 0.65 0.841 0.36 0.43

0.57 0.67 0.32

0.55 0.69 0.30

0.68 0.55 0.46

0.54 0.71 0.29

0.58 0.67 0.34

0.62 0.62   0.38  

Power distance

0.72 0.47 0.792 0.52 0.49

0.69 0.52 0.48

0.72 0.47 0.52

0.65 0.57   0.42  

Don’t embarrass the 
boss in public

0.66 0.56 0.789 0.44 0.56

0.82 0.33 0.67

0.75 0.44   0.56  

Negative career conse-
quences of voice

0.74 0.45 0.810 0.55 0.59

0.82 0.33 0.67

0.74 0.45   0.55  

Employee defensive 
silence

0.77 0.41 0.850 0.59 0.58

0.65 0.58 0.42

0.83 0.32 0.69

0.80 0.36   0.64  

Employee constructive 
voice

0.8 0.35 0.878 0.64 0.71

0.86 0.27 0.74

0.86 0.26   0.74  
Note: *All item loadings were found to be significant
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Table 4: Means, Standard Deviations, Coefficients Alphas, and Correlations Between Study Variables

* p < .05. ** p < .01. Coefficients alphas are along the diagonal in the parenthesis. 

 
Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1 Sector 
(1=healthcare) 0.56 0.50

2 Gender 
(1=male) 0.39 0.49 -.163**

3 Age 33.77 8.63 -.191** .159**

4 Organizational 
tenure 5.91 5.61 .171** -0.01 .531**

5
Managerial 
position 
(1=manager)

0.11 0.31 .02 .090* .095* .090*

6
Don’t embar-
rass the boss in 
public

3.43 .90 .091* -.02 -.02 .022 .002 (.79)

7
Negative career 
consequences 
of voice

2.78 1.01 .152** -.01 -0.03 .049 .088 .172** (.80)

8 Proactive 
personality 3.84 0.58 -.095* .03 0.06 -0.06 .05 .254** .04 (.79)

9 Power distance 2.76 1.14 .378** -.137** -.055 .123** .063 .195** .369** .022 (.76)

10
Employee 
constructive 
voice

3.46 0.83 -.025 .02 .03 -0.03 .091* .209** .031 .351** .007 (.88)

11 Employee de-
fensive silence 2.44 0.92 .348** -.018 .014 .108* .116* .187** .510** -.02 .431** -.035 (.84)

4.2	Descriptive Data of Variables, 
Relationships Between Variables and 
Coefficients of Cronbach Alphas

According to Table 4, dimension of don’t embarrass 
the boss in public was significantly and positively corre-
lated with the dimension of negative career consequences 
(r=0.172, p<0,01), proactive personality (r=0.254, p<0,01), 
power distance (r=0.195, p<0,01), employee constructive 
voice (r=0.209, p<0,01), and employee defensive silence 
(r=0.187, p<0,01). However, the dimension of negative ca-
reer consequences of voice was significantly and positive-
ly correlated with power distance (r=0.369, p<0,01) and 
employee defensive silence (r=0.510, p<0,01). While pro-
active personality was significantly and positively corre-
lated with employee constructive voice (r=0.351, p<0,01), 
power distance was significantly and positively correlated 
with employee defensive silence (r=0.431, p<0,01).

The average mean of power distance, don’t embarrass 
the boss in public, negative career consequences of voice 
and defensive silence behavior were found to be signif-
icantly higher in healthcare sector than in the education 
sector (p<0,05). While the average of proactive personality 
was significantly higher in the education sector than the 

healthcare sector (p<0,05), the average of the voice be-
havior did not differ significantly compared to the sector 
(p>0,05).

4.3	Results of regression analyses

Table 5 demonstrates the results of linear regression 
analyses. The effect of control variables on employee de-
fensive silence and employee constructive voice is given 
in Model 1. According to the Model 1, employee defensive 
silence was predicted by sector (β=0.25, p<0.01) and pow-
er distance (β=0.35, p<0.01) positively and significantly. 
24% of the variance of employee defensive silence was 
explained by the sector and power distance (R²=0.24). 
Meanwhile, only proactive personality (β=0.34, p<0.01) 
predicted the employee constructive voice positively and 
significantly. Proactive personality explained the 13% of 
the variance of employee constructive voice (R²=0.13).

Model 2 shows the effect of implicit voice theories 
(don’t embarrass the boss in public- DEB and negative 
career consequences of voice- NCCV), proactive person-
ality, and power distance on employee defensive silence 
and employee constructive voice, as well as control var-
iables. Employee defensive silence was predicted signif-
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icantly and positively by sector (β=0.24, p<0.01), power 
distance (β=0.19, p<0.01), DEB (β=0.08, p<0.01), and 
NCCV (β=0.39, p<0.01). While these predictors explained 
the 38% of the variance of employee defensive silence 
(R²=0,38), only DEB and NCCV explained the 14% of 
the variance of employee defensive silence (∆R²=0.14). 
Therefore, H1 and H3 were supported. Employee con-
structive voice was predicted by proactive personality 
(β=0.31, p<0.01) and DEB (β=0.12, p<0.01) significantly 

and positively. We found that DEB explained only %2 of 
the variance of employee constructive voice (∆R²=0.02). 
While H2 was rejected, we found support for opposite of 
our assumption, which indicates DEB has positive effect 
on employee constructive voice. NCCV had no significant 
effect on employee constructive voice (p>0.05). Therefore, 
H4 was rejected. The summary of hypotheses is given in 
Table 6.

Table 5: Results of the regression analysis about the effect of implicit voice theories on employee constructive voice and em-
ployee defensive silence

Note: Standardized regression coefficients are reported. 
For the model 2 change in R² (∆R²), the baseline model is model 1; 
* p .05 and ** p .01

  Model 1 Model 2

Variables Defensive silence Constructive Voice Defensive silence Constructive Voice

Sector (1=healthcare) .25** .03 .24** .03

Gender (1=male) .048 .003 .030 .005

Age .082 .030 .098 .015

Organizational tenure -.026 -.036 -.034 -.047

Managerial position (1=manager) .077 .095 .057 .100

Proactive personality -.011 0.34** -.056 .31**

Power distance .35** -.014 .19** -.041

Implicit voice theories

Don’t embarrass the boss in public 
(DEB) .08* .12**

Negative career consequences of 
voice (NCCV) .39** .003

R² 0.24 0.13 0.38 0.15

∆R²     0.14 0.02
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Table 6: The summary of hypothesesployee defensive silence

Hypotheses Supported/Rejected

H1: Employees with the belief of don’t embarrass the boss in public will 
be more likely to choose defensive silence in order to avoid embarrassing 
their boss in front of other employees.

Supported

H2: Employees with the belief of don’t embarrass the boss in public that 
raising voice might embarrass the boss in public will less often raise their 
voice on organizational issues in a constructive manner.

Rejected.

Supported as opposite of our assumption

H3: Employees holding the belief of negative career consequences of voice 
will be more likely to remain silent defensively in order to avoid the risks of 
speaking up, such as lower performance appraisal, promotion issues, etc.

Supported

H4: Employees who believe the negative career consequences of voice will 
less likely to speak up for development of their work and organization  in 
a constructive manner in order to protect themselves against the danger 
of speaking up.

Rejected

5	 Discussion

Organizations are well aware that employee participa-
tion is critical for organizational development. Employees 
can promote their organizations by suggesting new ideas 
or sharing their opinions. Thus, managers make efforts to 
create an environment that encourages employee voice. 
However, Detert and Edmondson (2011) have shown 
that employees may remain silent despite the presence of 
encouraging voice environment due to their beliefs that 
speaking is risky. These beliefs called implicit voice the-
ories are the one of predictors of employee silence. How-
ever, there is a scarcity of studies investigating the role of 
implicit voice theories in employee silence and employee 
voice. Therefore, first contribution of this study is to pro-
vide empirical evidence about the implicit voice theories 
with employee silence and employee voice literature by 
testing the effect of implicit voice theories on employee de-
fensive silence and employee constructive voice in Turk-
ish sample consisting of two different sectors’ employees. 
This study has also replicated the Detert and Edmondson’s 
(2011) study and has confirmed their results in a different 
country whose culture is slightly different from USA.

The second contribution of this study is to examine the 
effect of two sub dimensions of implicit voice theories on 
employee silence and employee voice, which enables to 
extend the literature by examining both constructs as de-
pendent variables. Our results have shown that the effect 
of each sub dimension of implicit voice theories can differ 
according to the employee voice behaviour or employee 

silence. In our study, don’t embarrass the boss in public 
had significant and positive effect on employee construc-
tive voice and on employee defensive silence. While neg-
ative career consequences of voice had significant and 
negative effect on employee defensive silence, it did not 
have significant effect on employee voice. These results 
may provide more empirical evidence that employee voice 
and employee silence are separate constructs and their pre-
dictors can be different. Therefore, managers and future 
researchers should investigate the factors related to em-
ployee silence and employee voice separately. From this 
point, not only managers should attempt to eliminate the 
factors causing employee silence in organizations, such as 
high level of power distance, but they should also create an 
organizational climate that encourages employees to speak 
up. Future researchers are encouraged to investigate which 
sub-dimension of implicit voice theories has significant ef-
fect on employee silence and employee voice separately. 

Third, we controlled the effect of personal and organi-
zational factors, as well as demographic and occupational 
features to test our research model. Controlling variables 
affecting employee voice and silence enables us to improve 
predicting the roles of implicit voice theories on employee 
defensive silence and employee constructive voice. Pre-
vious studies also suggest to consider power distance and 
proactive personality as control variables for employee 
voice and employee silence (Amah and Oyetuunde, 2020; 
Tedone and Bruk-Lee, 2021). Thus, our study responded 
the call of these studies. Another contribution of this study 
is to test the validity and reliability analysis of two sub-di-
mensions of implicit voice theories scale (“don’t embar-
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rass the boss in public” and “negative career consequences 
of voice”) which was developed by Detert and Edmondson 
(2011) in the context of Turkey. Thus, one of the anteced-
ents of organizational silence can be examined in Turkey 
via this scale.

In the current study, we found that sector, power dis-
tance, don’t embarrass the boss in public, and negative ca-
reer consequences of voice predicted employee defensive 
silence significantly. However, don’t embarrass the boss 
in public had positive and significant effect on employee 
defensive silence, its standardized β coefficient was 0.08, 
which indicates a minimum effect. Previous studies also 
have found the belief of don’t embarrass the boss in pub-
lic and negative career consequences of voice as a predic-
tor of employee silence. For example, Under and Gerede, 
(2021) and Milliken et al. (2003) stated that fear is one of 
the most important factors in employee silence. According 
to the qualitative study conducted with forty employees by 
Milliken et al. (2003), the main reasons why the employ-
ees avoid expressing their opinions about the problems are 
their fear and their beliefs based on these fears. It is stated 
that employees are generally not willing to share informa-
tion that can be perceived as a threat or negativity by the 
managers. Therefore, employees keep silent in order to 
avoid being known as the person who creates problems or 
constantly complains (Milliken et al., 2003). 

Bowen and Blackmon (2003) also reported that em-
ployees could remain silent about the issues that their man-
agers would not want to hear due to fear of punishment or 
reprisals. In line with these studies, Harmancı Seren et al, 
(2018), Alparslan, Cem, and Erdem, (2015), Ajay (2015) 
reported that participants opted to remain silent, because 
they believed that if they spoke up, they would find them-
selves in difficult situation such as working overload or 
night shifts, the possibility to be sent to another unit, loss 
of job, and getting unfair performance appraisal. 

Detert and Edmondson (2011), in a study conducted 
with 231 participants in Northeast America, concluded 
that implicit voice theories predicted employee silence. 
This result indicates that employees holding implicit voice 
theories tend to avoid speaking against a leader. It is log-
ical for employees to think that criticizing their manager 
within the group would endanger their career. Hence, they 
put themselves in a passive and silent position. 

In addition, Pinder and Harlos (2001) stated that the in-
dividuals deliberately choose to remain silent because they 
are afraid of the possible consequences of voice. It can be 
asserted that employees who remain silent for defensive 
purposes do not actually accept organizational decisions 
as they are, but think that it will be unnecessary or harmful 
for their own interests to declare their opinions. Therefore, 
our result that the belief of the negative career consequenc-
es of voice predicted the employee defensive silence is in 
line with the previous literature. 

Another result of this study is that power distance has 

a significant effect on employee defensive silence. This re-
sult is also supported by previous studies. For example, 
Huang et al. (2005), in a study conducted with 421 com-
panies operating in 24 countries, found that the employee 
constructive voice and employee silence differed signifi-
cantly according to the cultural perception of the countries. 
In their study, power distance was evaluated according to 
countries and it was determined that participants in coun-
tries with lower power distances expressed the problems 
more. In countries with a high power distance, it was stated 
that employees could remain silent to protect themselves 
(Huang et al.2005). Therefore, our results regarding power 
distance support previous literature.

Another dependent variable of this research, employee 
constructive voice is predicted significantly and positively 
by proactive personality and the belief of don’t embarrass 
the boss in public. The result about belief of don’t embar-
rass the boss in public is opposite of our hypothesis (H2) 
which indicated negative effect of this belief on employ-
ee constructive voice. Employees holding the belief of 
don’t embarrass the boss in public believe that it should 
be privately communicated to the manager before voicing 
an idea in front of the group. In this way, they will avoid 
challenging the manager (Detert and Edmondson, 2011). 
Therefore, these employees may avoid speaking up about 
their suggestions with their manager in the meetings or in 
front of other employees. However, they may choose to 
speak up with their managers privately (Isaakyan, 2018). 
According to Isaakyan (2018), when employees speak up 
with their managers privately, they can inform their man-
agers about their thoughts. By doing so, they may prove 
their loyalty to their managers and avoid negative career 
consequences of public voice. Isaakyan (2018) found sup-
porting results that implicit voice theories had negative ef-
fect on public voice while these beliefs had positive effect 
on private voice. However, implicit public voice theories 
did not have significant effect on voice frequency in her 
study (Isaakyan, 2018). In our study, the scale of construc-
tive voice behavior was used (Maynes and Podsakoff, 
2014). Items in this scale do not contain information about 
speaking with the manager in a group or in private. There-
fore, based on this unexpected result, we can assume that 
employees might have expressed their opinions to their 
managers in more private environments. For future stud-
ies, it is also recommended to examine the effect of implic-
it voice theories on the type of voice (private or public).  

Also, the proactive personality is found to be one of 
the significant predictors of employee voice. This result is 
also in line with previous studies. In a study conducted in 
Indonesia by Wijaya (2019), two surveys of approximate-
ly 12,000 university graduates were conducted at 4-month 
intervals. The results of this research reveal the positive 
relationships between proactive personality and employ-
ee voice. Proactive individuals are already active, lively 
and energetic people. These people, who reflect their ener-
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gies, criticism, reaction and other negative developments 
as well as their positive emotions, become more success-
ful in their careers (Seibert et al., 1999). According to the 
research conducted by Bakker, Tims, and Derks (2012), 
employees with proactive personality can increase the re-
sources that will motivate them by shaping their own work 
environment and can set new challenging goals for them-
selves. In order to achieve these goals, they will prefer to 
speak out regarding organizational policies. Our results 
support these studies.

As a result of this study, employees are less likely to 
speak up with their managers for suggesting new ideas 
or voicing their opinions which can improve the organi-
zational process due to their fear of negative career con-
sequences of voice and embarrassing their boss in front 
of others. Therefore, managers should be aware of their 
subordinates’ fear about speaking up. Employees can be 
encouraged by rewarding when they come out with new 
ideas, suggestions or concerns. Especially, these rewards 
may be psychological support or constructive feedback 
to employees’ voicing (). Managers should create encour-
aging voice climate in their organizations by making sure 
employees’ speaking up is a desirable behavior and has 
positive outcomes in the organization.

With this study, we expect to contribute to the exist-
ing literature regarding implicit voice theories, employ-
ee silence and employee voice. However, this study has 
also some limitations. First limitation of the study is its 
cross-sectional design.  In studies with cross-sectional 
design, the ability to make inferences about causality be-
tween the independent and dependent variables may be 
limited due to collecting data at one point. This is because 
it is not possible to measure the effect of the independent 
variable on the dependent variable over time, and therefore 
causality cannot be determined with certainty (Antonakis 
et al., 2010). Therefore, future researchers are recommend-
ed to examine the predictor role of implicit voice theories 
on employee silence and voice based on longitudinal data. 

Second limitation is the common method problem, 
which occurs when the data for independent and depend-
ent variables are gathered from the same source and at the 
same time point. In the current study, data were only col-
lected from employees. This situation may cause the auto-
correlation problem which indicates there is a significant 
relationship between the variables even if the significant 
relationship does not exist due to the respondent’s tenden-
cy to rate the items of scales the same (Podsakoff et al., 
2003). It was not possible to eliminate negative effect of 
common method bias completely, however, the effect of 
common method variance was minimized by the rigorous 
procedural and statistical methodologies that we used in 
our study. To eliminate this problem, future researchers 
are recommended to obtain data from different sources 
such as employees, supervisors, customers, organizational 
sources, as it will reduce the common method variance. 

For example, while implicit voice theories are asked to the 
employees, their voicing or silence behaviors can be asked 
to their managers or coworkers. 

Another limitation of this study is that we only exam-
ined the two sub-dimensions of implicit voice theories, 
constructive employee voice and defensive employee si-
lence to avoid the long survey format. We collected data at 
one-point time and therefore, participants were not eager 
to reply a survey with many items. We had to exclude the 
items of three sub-dimensions of implicit voice theories. 
We also could not include the other sub-dimensions of 
employee voice and employee silence. We recommend 
to future researchers to examine the implicit voice theo-
ries, employee voice and employee silence with their all 
sub-dimensions, which will enable them to analyze these 
constructs in a more comprehensive way. Finally, conven-
ience sampling method was used to collect data. Future 
researchers are also recommended to replicate this study 
using randomize sampling methods.

6	 Conclusion

In social life, individuals will constantly perceive their 
environment, form beliefs, and react to their environment 
in the light of these beliefs. Under the influence of the be-
liefs formed by the information they have obtained, they 
will form a common attitude. Employees’ beliefs about the 
conditions of their organization greatly affect their attitude 
towards the organization. If employees share negative be-
liefs and attitudes towards speaking up, organizational per-
formance will be greatly affected because many employees 
in the organization may choose to remain silent due to the 
fear of social exclusion, punishment or retaliation. This 
situation prevents the employees from expressing their 
ideas openly and honestly. Despite their self-confidence, 
employees consider it risky to participate in discussions, 
to speak openly, and to express opinions and views on is-
sues related to the organization. Therefore, it is important 
to examine these beliefs, which are one of the reasons for 
organizational silence.
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