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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION



Behaviors exhibited by employees of an organization are of great importance
for its attainment of goals. These behaviors may either contribute to or prevent
organizational development. Communication between a subordinate and their
superior is argued to have enormous implications for the survival and growth of the
organization (Morrison, 2011). Unfortunately, in many organizations, there is not
enough upward communication. Research shows that employees often choose to
remain silent even when they are aware of specific problems or have potentially
important information to share with those in positions of authority (Milliken,
Morrison & Hewlin, 2003). People in organisation often choose to remain silent
about a wide range of concerns for both organizational and personal reasons.

Teachers of the higher education system have a great role in providing a
well-defined human resource to the nation. Globalization has made significant
changes in the field of education but it has its challenges. Teachers often have
suggestions, knowledge, and viewpoints on how to enhance the workplace and
organization in which they operate. But it can be seen that in many educational
institutions, teachers remain silent even when they have some disagreement with
salary or policies, or even if they witness unethical behavior of a co-worker if they
have too much workload etc. Due to management policies or other factors, many
teachers in organization may not be able to express their emotions or feelings in any
way. They refrain from making comments regarding the advantages or shortcomings
of the organization they are employed with. The degree to which employees
communicate difficulties or other matters of concern to higher-level management
can have a significant impact on an organization’s success and even its survival.
Sometimes these workers speak up and share their thoughts, knowledge, and
opinions; other times they remain silent and keep their thoughts, knowledge, and
opinions to themselves. They frequently opt for the safe course of silence, holding
back information that would be helpful to others or feeling they would like to share
(John & Manikandan,2019). Employee silence has been the name given to this by
researchers.

Argyris (1977) noted that the failure of employees to speak to their bosses

concerning potential problems at work is a frequent impediment to organizational
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learning. This type of silence, he contends, keeps organizations from recognizing,
correcting, and learning from their mistakes (Detert & Burris, 2007; Morrison &
Milliken, 2000).

Origin of the concept of Employee Silence

Since Hirschman (1970) the organizational sciences have generally
continued to equate silence with loyalty. Cohen was probably the first to reject the
notion that silence necessarily implies endorsement. He argued that silence may also
result from lack of information, an absence of voice opportunities and a belief that
voicing would be futile or dangerous. Employee silence, a concept closely related to
organizational silence, started to appear in organizational literature just after
Morrison’s and Milliken’s work on organizational silence was published.

Pinder and Harlos (2001) defined employee silence as "the withholding of
any form of genuine expression about the individual's behavioral, cognitive and/or
affective evaluations of his or her organizational circumstances to persons who are
perceived to be capable of effecting change or redress. "Whereas organizational
silence was viewed primarily as an organizational-level phenomenon, the focus of
most of the work on employee silence was the individual level of analysis. Although
silence may begin with one individual electing to withhold his/her opinion, silence
may become ‘“‘contagious” among team members when many individuals are
unwilling to speak up. It is also noteworthy that the terms “employee silence” and
“organizational silence” have been used interchangeably in the literature by authors
who seem to be referring to the same phenomena.

Morrison and Milliken (2000) first introduced this definition of a "climate of
silence”. According to this definition, a “climate of silence” is:*...widely shared
perceptions among employees that speaking up about problems or issues is futile
and/or dangerous. When such a climate exists, the dominant response within an
organization will be silence, rather than voice. However, the likelihood of such a
climate emerging and the strength and pervasiveness of that climate will depend on
employees' collective sense-making activities.”

“...there are powerful forces in many organizations that cause widespread

withholding of information about potential problems or issues by employees. We
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refer to this collective-level phenomenon as "organizational silence” (Morrison &
Milliken, 2000).

Pinder and Harlos (2001) defined “...the withholding of any form of genuine
expression about the individual's behavioral, cognitive and/or affective evaluations
of his or her organizational circumstances to persons who are perceived to be
capable of effecting change or redress”.

Tangirala and Ramanujam (2008) defined employee silence as the
intentional withholding of concerns, information, or opinions by employees
concerning important situations, issues, or events relating to their job or
organization.

According to Van Dyne, et al. (2003), it is the employee’s motivation to
withhold or express opinions, information, and ideas about work-related
improvements.

By analyzing these definitions, it can be inferred that employee silence
means “intentionally not expressing the existing problems, not giving feedback on
setbacks, not making useful suggestions, not providing constructive criticisms about
employee’s evaluations of his or her organizational circumstances to persons who
are perceived to be capable of effecting change”.

Most definitions of silence conceptualize it as withholding and not merely
the failure to speak (Morrison & Milliken, 2000; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008a),
which implies both choice and awareness. voice and silence can co-exist. However,
while it is true that employees can voice some issues and remain silent about others,
this does not imply orthogonal constructs. Rather, it implies the need to recognize
that voice and silence are rarely absolute (i.e., complete voice or complete silence)
and that individuals may show considerable variance across issues and over time.

Only in cases where employees withhold something do we speak of
employee silence. Secondly, simply knowing that employees do not show voice but
instead withhold their views does not give us enough information to facilitate voice,
nor can we estimate the potential consequences of its absence. Antecedents and
consequences might differ depending on employee motives, for example whether

employees withhold their views to protect their colleagues or because they think
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voice is futile. Thirdly, a dichotomous view on voice and silence (i.e. voice versus
silence) may not be the only (or even the best) way to represent workplace realities.
Employees may remain silent on some issues but speak up about others and, as
suggested by van Dyne et al. (2003) and shown by Knoll and Redman (2016), the
same motives may result in voice and/or silence.

Silence is a kind of communication that entails a variety of thoughts,
emotions, and intentions. Although it is commonly believed that employee silence
only harms the organization, in reality, both the organization and the employee
suffer. There are many different types of issues that people in organizations are
silent about and many reasons why people may elect to be silent (John &
Manikandan, 2019).

In general, employee silence refers to the intentional withholding of
information by employees from others (Johannesen, 1974). However, not every case
of noncommunication represents employee silence. It is characterized only by the
noncommunication resulting from a conscious decision of employees to hold back
seemingly important information, including suggestions, concerns, or questions
(Morrison & Milliken, 2000). Hence, employee silence does not describe the
unintentional failure to communicate that might result from mindlessness or having
nothing to say (Van Dyne et al., 2003)

Debates are going on regarding the nature of the relationship between voice
and silence. Some view silence and voice as opposite behavior (Morrison, 2011)
whereas some argue that voice and silence are unique (Brinsfield et. al. 2009; Van
Dyne & Botero,2003). A recent study by Sherf et. al (2021) made clear that voice
and silence are independent based on the behavioral activation system and
behavioral inhibition system.

Consequences of employee silence

Employee silence has tremendous damaging effects both on the employees
and the organizations. At the organizational level, Donaghey et al (2011) affirm that
it frequently results in soaring degrees of dissatisfaction among employees, which is

evidenced by absenteeism and turnover, and possibly other unwanted behaviors.
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Employee silence affects people personally in a variety of ways. Employees
who are indifferent often adopt a “get along go along” mentality (John &
Manikandan, 2019). Employee silence may cause financial loss to the organization
and it will also affect its proper functioning. If employee silence exists in an
organization, communication deteriorates, as a result, it will harm the overall
functioning of the organization (Beheshtifar. et. al. 2012).

Performance deteriorates when there is a high level of silence (Perlow
&Williams 2003). Suggestions and new ideas from employees may help groups to
take advantage of opportunities, information about problems may enable those
problems to be corrected, and dissenting opinions can lead to more informed
decisions. It is possible, however, that beyond a certain threshold, the beneficial
effects of voice on unit-level performance diminish or even reverse. Too much
input, particularly if it is contradictory, can overload decision-making and make it
very difficult to reach a consensus and take action (Ashford et al. 2009; Morrison &
Milliken, 2000).

With regard to the individual employee, remaining silent at work due to fear
of negative consequences and resignation resulted in burnout symptoms
deindividuation, and emotional exhaustion (Knoll et. al. 2019).Studies also show
that silence hinders individual learning and development (Argyris & Schon, 1978;
Morrison & Milliken, 2000).

Social psychological research (Janis, 1972; Strasser & Titus, 1985), showed
that silence can inhibit information sharing and the decision-making process, leading
to poor decision-making.

Organizational silence hinders sustainable organizational development
(Morrison & Milliken, 2000). With respect to organizations, the negative effects of
silence may be even more dangerous.

In sum, media reports and rigorous research using a broad range of methods
revealed that silence is negatively related to individual and collective well-being and
detrimental to organizational development, it inhibits the detection of errors,

contributes to the endurance of negative behaviors such as bullying and harassment,
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eventually resulting in toxic workplaces and suffering way beyond organizational
boundaries.
Decision process leading to silence

Silence is a process that includes many stages. At every stage, personal and
situational factors may distract employees from engaging in voice finally leading to
silence.

The initial condition for voice or silence is that an employee must have
something to potentially say. The process commences with a stimulus that is
interpreted in a way that voice is an option (i.e., a latent voice episode is
experienced; Detert & Edmondson, 2011). Latent voice episodes describe those
moments at work when someone considers speaking up about an issue, problem or
improvement opportunity. During this process leading to voice or silence, an
employee engages in a number of cognitive, affective, motivational, and behavioral
operations which includes perceiving, focusing, evaluating, acting, and evaluating
the cost/benefit analysis of having engaged in either voice or silence. If the
individual comes to the conclusion that voice is an option in a particular situation, he
or she needs to choose whether voice or silence are appropriate response (i.e.,
judgment stage). Drawing on Morrison’s (2011) model, whether voice or silence is
operated is influenced by personal and context factors and their interaction.
However, even if this intention to speak up is given, there are further barriers that
may result in silence. Employees may lack the confidence or skills to speak up and
contextual factors may hinder and let voice go flat (e.g., Brinsfield, 2013; Pinder &
Harlos, 2001). If the individual finally engages in voice or silence, positive and
negative consequences can follow. In the case that voice did not make a difference
and fell on deaf ears, employees will estimate their context differently (i.e., less
responsive). When employees engaged in voice, even if it was not successful, they
learned something and thus increased their competencies in issue-selling (Dutton &
Ashford, 1993). However, they may also become frustrated and drift into learned
helplessness (Pinder & Harlos, 2001). Depending on the response they received
from their supervisor and colleagues, they will re-think whether voice is useful or

futile.
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Employees also learned to remain silent, at least in part, from discussing with
and watching their peers (vicarious conditioning). Silence climate originates from a
process of collective sense-making; whereby employees collectively try to attain
meaning about their work environment. It evolves through social interactions that let
employees express their opinions and experiences and attain a common
understanding of the significance of various elements of their work environment
(Milliken et. al, 2003).

Both social psychological research on majority and minority influence as
well as research on spiral of silence put forward that silence can become contagious
in a self-reinforcing process. When the majority remain silent, it is even difficult for
individuals to break the silence.

Studies also show that employees who remain silent due to fear of negative
consequence develop habits to not only remain silent when confronted with a critical
situation but also avoid such situations in the first place. Thus, even if the reasons
once explained for remaining silent (e.g., a hostile supervisor) are not present
anymore, employees remain silent due to their habit of doing so. Moreover, Kish-
Gephardt et al. (2009) argued that there is an evolutionary priming that makes us
refrain from questioning those who hold a higher status within our group.
Dimensions of Silence

Major dimensions of employee silence were proposed by many prominent
authors.

Pinder and Harlos (2001) pointed out two forms of employee silence:
acquiescent (passive withholding of information based on resignation or submission
to the situation) and quiescent (active withholding of information in order to protect
self, based on fear of managerial repercussions). The term acquiescent silence is
used to describe such passive form of intentional withholding of information. The
term quiescent silence to reflect an active withholding of relevant information aimed
at protecting self.

Van Dyne et al. (2003) additionally included the dimension of self- and
other-oriented motives into their conceptualization and classification of employee

silence. Specifically, these authors proposed that employee silence can be
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manifested based on not only disengagement (i.e., acquiescent silence) and fear (i.e.,
defensive silence) but also a sense of cooperation and altruism (i.e., prosocial
silence). As such, prosocial silence describes an employee’s intentional withholding
of relevant information with the goal of benefiting the organization and members of
the organization. For example, an employee could choose to remain silent to
outsiders in order to protect confidential information that is important to the
organization’s competitiveness (Van Dyne et al., 2003).

Van Dyne etal., (2003) broadened this model further, declaring that there are
three specific motivators to remain silent: acquiescent, defensive, or pro-social.

Van Dyne et al., (2003) highlighted that employee voice and silence are
conceptually distinct, and that an employee silence is a multidimensional construct
affected by different antecedents. In agreement with Van Dyne et al.’s (2003) view,
Brinsfield (2013) debated that there are meaningful distinctions between forms of
employee silence based on different antecedents. Brinsfield (2013) further
conceptualized six forms of employee silence.

First, deviant silence denotes a form of counterproductive work behavior
where one intentionally fails to give others necessary information with the goal of
hampering or harming others performance or effectiveness. Second, relational
silence is exhibited as a means to preserve interpersonal harmony, prevent conflict,
or avoid hurting others’ feelings. Third, defensive silence is motivated by one’s fear
of receiving negative and unpleasant outcomes after speaking up. Fourth, diffident
silence describes an employee’s lack of confidence, sense of insecurity, and feeling
of embarrassment. Fifth, ineffectual silence reflects an employee’s feeling of
speaking up will not make a difference. Finally, disengaged silence refers to an
employee’s fundamental disengagement and lack of involvement at work.

Another important work is Knoll and van Dick’s (2013) study. These authors
not only borrowed three basic forms of employee silence (i.e., acquiescent,
quiescent, and prosocial silence) proposed by Pinder and Harlos (2001) and Van
Dyne et al. (2003) but also introduced the concept of opportunistic silence. Drawing
on Williamson’s (1985) concept of opportunism, Knoll and van Dick (2013b)
further proposed that employees may intentionally withhold relevant information to
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achieve advantages for themselves (i.e., opportunistic silence). It is important to note
that the demonstration of opportunistic silence accompanies with one’s acceptance
of harming others through remaining silent (Knoll & van Dick, 2013).

Prouska & Psychogios (2016) proposed a new type of silence named Social
empathy silence, which can be conceptualized as a typology drawing on people’s
unwillingness to express their opinions on socioeconomic issues when they believe
they are in the minority, when this belief is largely shaped by the media and their
other social interactions, and on people’s empathetic fear on behalf of others. It
explains how employees shape their subjective understanding of reality through their
interactions with work groups and management, as well as with other social groups
and the media. This proposed new type of silence has its basis on social interactions
(with work groups and management, as well as with other social groups and the
media) and the influence these interactions apply on individuals in their free
expression of concerns at work. It differs from other typologies based on a
perception that negative consequences will occur if you speak up (hence people
decide to keep silent), such as defensive silence or the climate of silence. Therefore,
social empathy silence is not simply a fear of being the recipient of negative
consequences when speaking up. It is about the process (social interactions in their
wider sense; and in our study the impact of the wider economic context on those
interactions) through which such fear is cultivated, hence limiting the free
expression of concerns at work.

Theoretical Perspectives and Concepts Related to Silence
Concepts related to silence
e Pluralistic ignorance

Allport (1924; Katz & Allport, 1931) developed the term pluralistic
ignorance to describe the condition in which nearly all members of a group privately
reject group norms yet believe that most of the other group members accept them.
Pluralistic ignorance occurs when people hide their true feelings and beliefs out of a

fear of embarrassment or social disapproval
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e Diffusion of responsibility

Darley and Latane (1968), in an investigation of bystander intervention in
emergency situations, demonstrated that a primary reason for remaining silent was
due to “diffusion of responsibility. According to Latane and Darley, if an individual
is alone when he notices an emergency, he is solely accountable for coping with it.
If he believes others are also present, he may feel that his own responsibility for
taking action is reduced, making him less likely to help.
e Groupthink

A form of thought exhibited by group members who try to minimize conflict
and reach a consensus without critically analyzing, evaluating, and testing ideas
(Janis, 1972). Janis’ Groupthink theory is significant to the construct of employee
silence. While Groupthink itself may not be a form of employee silence, it is
unquestionably a cause for silence in organizations (Brinsfield, 2009)
e Dear ear syndrome

Another organizational-level factor that may lead to reluctance to speak up
on the part of employees is related to organizational failures to respond in a positive
way to employees’ harassment complaints. Termed the deaf ear syndrome by Peirce,
Smolinski and Rosen (1998), this phenomenon functions as an organizational norm
that discourages employees’ open and direct expression of their dissatisfaction.
e Learned helplessness

Learned helplessness, a concept introduced by Martin Seligman, is a
condition when a person who has experienced repeated failures comes to believe
that they have no control over their situation. As a result, they give up trying to
make changes and accept their fate (Maier& Seligman, 2016). Pinder and Harlos
(2001) argue that employees may drift into a state similar to learned helplessness if
they experienced that voice did not make a difference.
e MUM effect:

The MUM effect describes individuals’ general unwillingness to share
negative information because doing so can be uncomfortable (Conlee & Tesser,

1973), and has been identified as one possible explanation for why employees fail to
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speak up about problems in the workplace (Milliken et al., 2003).The sensitivity of
the message affects the willingness of employees to communicate.
e Abilene Paradox:

Harvey (1974) investigated a phenomenon wherein a group of people
collectively choose a course of action that is in contrast to the preferences of any of
the individuals in the group. He termed this phenomenon the “Abilene Paradox™. It
entails a common breakdown of group communication in which each member
mistakenly believes that their own preferences are in contrast to the group’s and,
therefore, does not raise objections.

Theoretical Aspects Behind Silence
e Spiral of silence theory

According to Noelle-Neumann (1974), individuals often remain silent in
situations of weak public support, often due to fear of isolation or self-doubt. In
these situations, people will frequently be reluctant to speak up which further
strengthens the perception of weak public support for their position. According to
the theory, this cycle may progress into a spiral of increasing silence relative to a
given issue. In situations where public support seems strong, however, people will
disclose their views with greater confidence and less fear.

e Cognitive dissonance theory

The cognitive dissonance theory states that people have an inner desire to
balance their views in order to prevent discord. When confronted with contradictory
beliefs and attitudes, people may experience an aversive unpleasant state(Festinger,
1962). As a result, silence is likely to inflate stress due to cognitive dissonance by
preventing employees from expressing or sharing their opinions and pertinent
information (Morrison & Milliken, 2000).

e Conservation of Resource theory (COR)

The COR theory suggests that silence is a calculated and deliberate decision
made in order to regulate one’s remaining resources (Ng & Feldman, 2012).
Remaining silent within one’s workplace is a natural and safe way to protect and
conserve one’s remaining resources (Xu et al., 2015). The central tenet of the COR

theory is the primacy of resource loss, which suggests that it is psychologically more
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harmful for individuals to lose resources than to gain them (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll
& Shirom, 2001). As per this tenet, stress is most likely to occur when there is a
perceived threat to one’s resources; there is an actual resource loss; or the
anticipated return on the investment of one’s resources does not materialize. This
tenet has a motivational element as well, suggesting that depleted individuals will
engage in behaviors that help avoid resource losses and try to minimize any
potential threats to their resources (Halbesleben, et al., 2014).

e Self - determination theory

According to self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000), psychological
need fulfilment is an important precondition for employees to be motivated and
experience optimal psychological well-being. In other words, the more employees’
needs are fulfilled, the more likely they are to grow and flourish. Similarly, when the
fulfilment of needs is thwarted, individuals become energy-depleted and passive and
experience suboptimal wellbeing. Self-determination theory distinguishes three
innate psychological needs: the need for autonomy, competence, and relatedness,
and considers the fulfilment of these needs more important to explain well-being
than the magnitude of these needs. The need for autonomy refers to the need for
psychological freedom and a sense of volition in carrying out work (deCharms,
1968). Next, the need for competence is the need to feel effective at work (White,
1959), and last, the need for relatedness refers to the need to have meaningful
relationship with, and to feel connected to, others at work (Baumeister & Leary,
1995).

A lack of motivation is the most important reason for employee silence
(Morrison, 2011). SDT focuses on people’s motivation to develop their potential and
personal growth, not on minimizing the costs to obtain rewards and pleasure
(Sheldon et al., 2003; Gagne & Deci, 2005). Expressing ones’ recommendations and
concerns to leaders is not required in job descriptions, and can even induce negative
outcomes (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Thus, intrinsic motivation is necessary for

breaking silence.
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e Social exchange theory

Research suggests individuals choose involvement in relationships based
upon the perception of how profitable the relationship may become. As outlined in
their social exchange theory, Thiabult and Kelley (1959) suggest relationships
between individuals are formed through the use of subjective cost-benefit analysis.
People strive to minimize costs and maximize rewards and then base the likeliness
of developing a relationship with someone on the perceived possible outcomes.
When a person perceives the costs of the relationship outweigh the perceived
benefits, the person will predictably choose to leave the relationship (Williams,
1998).

e Behavioral Activating System (BAS) - Behavioral inhibiting System(BIS)
perspective

Based on BIS and BAS perspectives, voice and silence are regulated by two
functionally independent and biologically based self-regulatory systems (Carver &
Schier 1982; Elliot & Thrash, 2008). This connection between voice and silence
with BAS and BIS persp,ectives was put forward by Sherf et. al (2021).

The BAS motivates approach-oriented behaviors and is associated with
positive emotional states whereas BIS is associated with inhibition-oriented
behavior and negative emotional states. Voice aligns with the BAS because the
voice is future-focused and it aims to influence others in order to induce
improvements (Sherf et al. 2019) and silence aligns with BIS because being silent
could avoid communication that could cause harm to oneself (Brinsfield 2013, Kish-
Gephart et. al 2009). The extent to which the BAS and BIS are triggered in
workplace interaction can correspond to different frequencies of voice and silence
respectively.

Antecedents of Employee Silence

There are many personal factors as well as situational factors which can
influence an employee’s decision to remain silent. It comprises of individual
dispositions, job perceptions, emotions and beliefs, organizational factors and socio-

cultural factors.
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The detailed analysis of employee silence literature enabled the investigator
to identify certain psychological variables as antecedents to employee silence and
encouraged to empirically examine the predictive role of these variables. These
variables are: interactive justice, implicit voice theories, perceived organisational
support, perceived organisational politics, psychological safety, self-confidence and
assertiveness.

e Psychological Safety

The term "psychological safety” refers to an employee's conviction that his
team, which includes his supervisor and coworkers, won't humiliate, reject, or
penalise him if he chooses to use voice (Edmondson, 1999), i.e., if he chooses to
inquire, solicit input, report a bug, or put forth a fresh idea (Edmondson, 2003;
Detert & Burris, 2007). Therefore, employees are more likely to engage in voice
when they are free from the fear of speaking up and vice versa when they are less
worried about potential negative outcomes as a result of speaking up (Zhao &
Oliveira, 2006; Ashford, Rothbard, Piderit & Dutton, 1998; Edmondson, 1999;
Kahn 1990). Employees may be reluctant to speak up if they believe doing so will
damage their reputation. If they do so, they risk being branded as troublemakers or
whiners, losing the respect and cooperation of others; they risk receiving a poor
performance evaluation; they risk missing out on a promotion; and they risk
damaging their reputation (Detert & Trevino, 2010; Grant, 2013; Milliken &
Morrison, 2003; Morrison, 2014; Ashford et al., 2009). Evidence in literature has
shown that employees’ perceptions regarding psychological safety have a significant
impact on speaking up. That is, if employees realize that potential costs may result
from their decision of speaking up, they will be reluctant to show their constructive
point of view out of fear of suffering personal and interpersonal negative
consequences. (Detert & Burris, 2007; Edmondson & Lei, 2014; Liang et al., 2012;
Detert & Edmondson, 2011; Morrison, 2014; Brinsfield, 2009, 2013).

Psychological safety plays a significant role in enabling performance. It has a
great role in facilitating communication and coordination. It helps in overcoming
barriers to effective teamwork (Chen et. al 2017; Malhotra et. al 2017; Martins et. al.

2013). Psychological safety fosters learning behaviors such as knowledge transfer,
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knowledge sharing, speaking up, and creativity. Psychological safety promotes
honest upward communication (Edmondson & Lei, 2014). Evidence shows that
psychological safety plays a role in enhancing creative and innovative outcomes in
diverse groups and organizations (Hora et. al 2021, Moake et. al. 2019, Spoelma &
Ellis, 2017).

e Perceived Organisational Support

Perceived organizational support is the degree to which employees believe
that their organization values their contributions and cares about their well-being
(Eisenberger et.al, 1986). Perceived organisational support is associated with several
positive work outcomes. Employees who perceive high organisational support
expressed more trust in the organisation and felt free to take risks on the
organisational behalf without fear of being exploited (Rousseau et.al. 1988).
Evidences shows that perceived organizational support is strongly related to low
burnout, low stress, higher organizational commitment and high job satisfaction(
Kurtessis et. al., 2017., Rockstuhl et. al., 2020).

Major antecedents of perceived organisational support were found to be
organizational fairness, support from leaders, HR practices and work conditions
(Kurtessis et. al 2017). Studies also shows that perceived organizational support may
be useful in reducing the emotional or cognitive burden experienced by employees
when jobs are stressful and distressing.

According to organizational support theory, employees value organizational
support because it meets their needs for approval, esteem and affiliation, plus
provides comfort (Eisenberger et.al, 1986).

e Perceived Organisational Politics

Ferris, Harrell, Cook, and Dulebohn (2000) states that ‘Perceived
organizational politics involves an individual’s attribution of behaviors of self-
serving intent and is defined as an individual’s subjective evaluation about the extent
to which the work environment is characterized by co-workers and supervisors who
demonstrate such self-serving behavior’. Perceived organisational politics makes the

environment risky and uncertain and results in stress, burnout, reduced performance,
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reduced job attitudes (satisfaction and commitment), increased turnover intention or
turnover, work neglect, etc. (Vigoda 2000; Ferris et al. 2002; Ferris et al. 1996).

When employees perceive that there exists a political environment where
policies are manipulated through politics, it can create anxiety among them
(Madison et.al 1980). Brandon and Seldman (2004) viewed organizational politics
as informal, unofficial, and sometimes behind-the-scenes efforts to sell ideas,
influence an organization, increase power, or achieve other targeted objectives.

Vigoda (2002) observed that organizational politics may be advantageous or
beneficial to organizations and other stakeholders. Also, it may have positive
outcomes such as career advancement, recognition and status, and an enhanced
sense of control. Vigoda, however, cautioned that if politics is perceived to be high
within the organization, the commitment level of employees might be affected. Even
though perceptions of organizational politics are inevitable realities, they can be
managed and controlled within the organization. However, if not managed and
controlled to a minimum level, it can lead to organizational discomfort (feeling
unsafe psychologically) and also results in a low level of employees commitment
and work efforts.Vigoda (2002) argued that a politically charged atmosphere can
induce stress and as a result, it will compel employees to quit their job (Selye,1975).
In the opinion of Folger, Konovsky, and Cropanzano (1992), perception of
organizational politics can create dissatisfaction among employees because
employees feel that they are working in an unfair work environment
e Interactive Justice

Justice has an important influence on employee’s attitudes and behaviors
(Coloquitt, et. al 2013). Evidence shows that fair treatment is related to favorable
work attitudes and higher job performance (Gilliland, 1994; Konovsky, 2000).
Studies show that individuals reported more well-being and reduced work stress
when they are treated fairly (Cropanzano et. al 2005; Cropanzano & Wright,
2011).Interactive justice refers to the degree to which employees felt their needs
were considered in, and adequate explanations were made for job decisions.
(Niehoff and Moorman,1993).In this type of justice, employees’ perception of

justice is affected by the quality of relationship between them and the organization
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and this perception depends highly on the social interaction between them (Bies &
Moag, 1986). In research about organizational justice, it is emphasized that the
justice process has important roles within an organization and affects the beliefs,
behaviors, manners, and feelings of employees (van den Bos, et. al 2001). Perceived
injustice is a core determinant of workplace deviance.(Bennett & Robinson, 2000;
Fox, Spector & Miles., 2001). Employees who perceive unfair treatment are usually
more likely to engage in behaviors harmful to their organization or to the individual
in their organization (Dalal,2000., Mitchell & Ambrose,2007). Folger and Bies
(1989) argue that when decision-makers are honest in their communication, people
are more likely to conclude that the underlying procedure is impartial than when the
decision-makers are dishonest.

e Assertiveness

Assertiveness is considered an important communication skill. An assertive
style of behavior is to interact with people while standing up for your rights.
Assertiveness is the ability to express one’s feelings, opinions, beliefs, and needs
directly, openly, and honestly, while not violating the personal rights of others (Ellis
& Hartley,2005).

The psychological concept of assertiveness covers the three major tenets of
human expression: behavior, cognition, and affect. Behaviorally, assertiveness is
exercised when an individual is capable of freely expressing his or her emotions, is
able to defend his or her purposes or goals in general and specific situations, and can
establish rewarding and fulfilling interpersonal relationships (Colter & Guerra,
1976; Herzberger, Chan, & Katz, 1984). Affectively and cognitively, assertive
people are capable of expressing and reacting to positive and negative emotions
without undue anxiety or aggression (Gladding, 1988).

The nature and quality of interactions at work have a meaningful impact on
satisfaction, motivation, and productivity. Managers were found to be more willing
to assert than subordinates (Sullivan, et al. 1990). A subordinate’s message delivery
style affects the supervisor’s willingness to grant requests and influences perceptions

of the speaker’s reputation (Foste & Botero, 2012).
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e Self-Confidence

An individual’s ability to express himself without scaring or hesitating
depends on the level of his/her self-confidence. Self-confidence refers to people’s
sense of their competence and skill, and their perceived capability to deal effectively
with various situations (Shrauger & Schohn,1995). Individuals with low self-
confidence tend to protect themselves more. Speaking frankly may sometimes award
an individual a status; however, in case of failure, there could be risks for negative
outcomes. Individuals with low self-confidence avoid expressing themselves and
presenting their opinions due to their belief in these risks (Premeaux & Bedeian,
2003). Within social settings, those with lower self-confidence could see themselves
as more subject to the decisions of others, and thus they would be less likely to
attempt to influence those around them. Self-confidence is important in the
workplace. It allows you to take risks, while also evaluating areas of improvement
both things that help you develop as an employee. Without self-confidence, some
employees may fear speaking up to share their ideas or they may feel uncomfortable
while presenting. Higher self-confidence is associated with several positive
outcomes. People with high self-confidence tend to express positive emotions more
frequently and are more likely to view their future in a positive manner (Shrauger &
Schohn, 1995). This optimistic view of self-confident people enables them to tackle
stressful situations by means of better coping skills which in turn, help them to
reduce the adverse impact of such situations on physical well-being (Sheier &
Carver, 1992)
e Implicit Voice Theories

Implicit theories are schema-like knowledge structures that individuals use to
effortlessly process current stimulus cues and choose responses (Ross, 1989). The
term “implicit theory” clarifies that this type of belief structure contains not just an
organized representation of stimuli, but also assumptions about cause and effect
(Anderson & Lindsay, 1998). That is, implicit theories, like scientific ones, allow an
individual to make a priori predictions (Levy et al., 2006). For example, an implicit
theory that it is unsafe to speak up in public settings at work contains an “if-then”

assumption that speaking up will lead to negative consequences in a specific type of
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situation. The assumptions embedded in implicit theories need not be accurate—
especially as applied to each specific instance in which they guide behavior—to
serve useful functions for individuals, such as providing a sense of psychological
control, helping maintain relationships, and protecting oneself or one’s group (Levy
et al., 2006). Implicit theories allow individuals to quickly and relatively effortlessly
orient themselves and decide on an action by comparing new stimuli with previously
encountered stimuli stored in mental structures (Chiu et al., 1997). Such theories are
implicit in that they often operate below consciousness, generating in a top-down,
automatic fashion many behavioral responses typically (but incorrectly) described as
resulting from an intentional, deliberative process (Bargh & Ferguson, 2000;
Gollwitzer & Brandstatter, 1997;). As such, people tend not to be aware of the
tremendous impact implicit theories have on their behavior, even though they know
whether they agree or disagree with the theories when they are stated and can
articulate simple versions of the theories they hold when prompted for explanations
of their behavior (Bacharach et al., 2000; Levy, Stroesser, & Dweck, 1998). Implicit
theories develop during an individual’s life, through both direct experience and
vicarious learning (Abelson, 1976; Anderson & Lindsay, 1998) in repeated
situations through early childhood socialization, institutional socialization, and
cultural socialization (Detert & Edmondson, 2011; Kish-Gephart et.al. 2009).

Work Engagement

Generally, the term engagement refers to commitment, involvement, passion,
enthusiasm, focused effort, and energy. It is a popular term that is used in the field
of business and academia. The term engagement was first used in relation to work
by the Gallup Organisation in the 1990s.

Kahn (1990) first conceptualized work engagement as the “harnessing of
organizational members’ selves to their work roles; in engagement, people employ
and express themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally during role
performances”. Maslach and Leiter (1997) viewed work engagement as the
“antipode” of burnout. Schaufeli et. al (2002) defined work engagement as “a
positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor,

dedication, and absorption”. Vigor refers to “high levels of energy and mental
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resilience while working, the willingness to invest effort in one’s work. Dedicaton
refers to “a sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, and challenge” and
absorption refers to “being fully concentrated and deeply engrossed in one’s work,
whereby time passes quickly and one has difficulty with oneself detaching oneself
from work™.

Many researchers defined work engagement in different ways. Rothbard
(2001) defined engagement as a two-dimensional construct that includes attention
and absorption; to Harter, Schmidt, and Hayes (2002) “the individual’s involvement
and satisfaction with as well as enthusiasm for work™ to Saks (2006) ““a distinct and
unique construct consisting of cognitive, emotional and behavioral components that
are associated with individual role performance”.

Marcey and Schneider (2008) made an attempt to integrate the business and
academic views on engagement and their conceptual framework for understanding
employee engagement includes: (1) trait engagement; (2) state engagement; (3)
behavioural engagement.

Shuck and Wollard (2010) defined engagement as “an individual employee’s
cognitive, emotional and behavioural state directed towards desired organisational
outcomes.”

Characteristics of engaged employees

Engaged employees possess several characteristics. Engaged employees
experience positive emotions such as happiness, joy, and enthusiasm and experience
better health. (Schaufeli,2012). They craft their own jobs (Bakker, 2011). They
exhibit pro-social behavior and transfer their engagement to others in their
immediate environment by a process of emotional contagion (Bakker,2022)
Approaches to work engagement

Several scholars employed different models/approaches to explain the
psychological mechanisms that are involved in work engagement.

o Need-Satisfying approach

o Burnout antithesis approach
o Multidimensional approach
. Affective shift model
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o Social exchange theory

J JD-R model

The need satisfying approach. The need satisfying approach by Kahn (1990) is
based on the assumption that when the three psychological needs namely
Meaningfulness, Psychological safety and Awvailability are met, the employee
becomes engaged in his work.

Affective shift model. This model of work engagement is based on the assumption
that both positive and negative affect have important functions for work
engagement. The model proposes that the main mechanism underlying the
emergence of high work engagement is a shift from negative to positive affect. So, it
is the dynamic interplay of positive and negative affect that produces work
engagement (Bledow, Schmitt, Frese & Kuhnel, 2011).

Social exchange theory. According to this theory, employee engagement at work
happens as a part of an agreed social contract between employee and employer.
When employees receive particular resources from their organization they feel
obliged to respond in kind and repay their organisation through engagement. Saks
(2006) argues that one way for individuals to repay their organisation is through
engagement.

Multidimensional Approach. Saks (2006) defined the multidimensional concept of
employee engagement as “a distinct and unique construct consisting of cognitive,
emotional and behavioural components that are associated with individual role
performance”. Saks was the first researcher who distinguished between Job
engagement and organisational engagement.

The Burnout-Antithesis approach. This approach views work engagement as the
positive antithesis of burnout. According to Maslach and Leiter (1997) engagement
is characterised by energy, involvement and efficacy which are considered as the
direct opposite of burnout dimensions exhaustion, cynicism and lack of
accomplishment respectively. Schaufeli et al (2002) demonstrated that burnout and
engagement as distinct concepts experienced as opposite psychological states.

JD-R model of work engagement. Most of the studies on work engagement have

used Job-Demands Resource (JD-R) model as an explanatory framework.
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(Demerouti, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2001; Salanova et al., 2005; Schaufeli, & Bakker,
2004). This model conceptualized burnout and engagement as two separate
constructs that are integrated in an overarching conceptual model.

JD-R model assumes that every occupation may have its own cause of
employee well-being. These factors include job demands and job resources. More
specifically “those physical, social, or organizational aspects of the job that require
sustained physical and/or psychological (i.e., cognitive and emotional) effort on the
part of the employee, and are therefore associated with certain physiological and/or
psychological costs” (Demerouti et al., 2001).

In other words job resources refer to “those physical, psychological, social,
or organizational aspects of the job that may (a) reduce job demands and the
associated physiological and psychological costs, (b) are functional in achieving
work goals, and (c) stimulate personal growth, learning and development”
(Demerouti et al., 2001).

High job demands exhaust employees’ mental and physical resources and
therefore lead to the depletion of energy and to health problems. This is the health
impairment processes. In contrast, job resources fosters employee engagement and
extra role performance. This is the motivational process.

The JD-R model thus proposes that high job demands and a lack of resources
may create a fertile breeding ground for burnout and reduced work engagement
respectively (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). On the other hand, high job resources
combined with either a high or low level of job demands may result in high
motivation and engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007).

A central theme of the JD-R model is the link between job resources and
employee well-being, for example: motivation, engagement, and positive work
attitudes. This model gives a framework of the antecedents and consequences of
work engagement. Empirical studies that have lead to this model established that
work engagement is primarily driven by two sets of variables viz. job resources
(such as social support from colleagues and supervisors, performance feedback, skill
variety, autonomy) and personal resources (such as self-efficacy, organization-based

self-esteem, optimism and resilience).
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Major developments in JD-R Theory

Major innovations in JDR theory included:
The person x situation approach of JD-R. This approach emphasized the role of
personality factors in influencing job demands and job resources which may in turn
have direct and indirect effects on employee well-being. This approach proposes that
personality can moderate the daily effects of job demands and resources on well-
being and outcomes.
Multi-level approach of JD-R theory. This approach recognizes that employees
are enclosed in teams, which in turn are enclosed in organizations. So, through
human resources practices, an organisation can develop their leaders who influence
their team’s job demands and resources and indirectly impact employee well-being
and performance (Albrecht et. al. 2015, Tummers & Bakker, 2021). Studies show
that team members may also influence each other’s affect, cognition, and behaviours
through modelling and emotional contagion (Bakker, 2022).
Work-Home Resource Model. In Work-Home Resource Model, ten Brummelhuis
and Bakker(2012) propose that job demands and resources may influence home
outcomes and home demands through volatile personal resources(e.g. time, mood,
energy) and home demands and home resources may at the same time influence
work outcomes. Aw et. al (2021) studied work-home spillover and they found that
providing help to coworkers at work both enriched and hindered family life. They
found that offering help and assistance to coworkers made the employees feel
personal accomplishment but also experienced more tiredness. As a result,
exhaustion led to withdrawal behaviors at home and reduced family performance, at
the same time personal accomplishment led to fewer withdrawal behaviors at home
and reduced family performance. Du et.al. (2020) found that the relationship
between job demands and task performance was positive when employees had a
resourceful home life.
Antecedents of Work Engagement

Previous studies have consistently shown that situational factors as well as

individual factors have an influence on engagement.
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Job resources and personal resources are positively associated with work
engagement (Christian,et.al2011; Halbesleben, 2010). Job resources refer to those
physical, social, or organizational aspects of the job that may: (a) reduce job
demands and the associated physiological and psychological costs; (b) be functional
in achieving work goals; or (c) stimulate personal growth, learning, and
development (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008). Personal resources are positive self-
evaluations that are linked to resiliency and refer to individuals’ sense of their ability
to successfully control and have an impact on their environment (Hobfoll, et.al.,
2003). Job resources that predict work engagement may differ per organization.
Important resources are opportunities for development, performance feedback,
autonomy, skill variety, transformational leadership, justice, and social support from
colleagues and supervisors.

There are several individual factors that influence work engagement. It has
been shown that personal resources like self-efficacy, hope, optimism, pro-active
personality, and the ability to perceive and regulate emotions (emotional
intelligence) are antecedents of work engagement (Akthar et.al. 2015; Christian
et.al. 2011; Mazzetti, et. al. 2021)

Consequences of work engagement

There are several motivational as well as job-related outcomes associated

with work engagement. Studies show that engagement is related to creativity
(Fredrickson, 2001; Bakker et.al, 2020; Hui et.al, 2020). Kong and Li (2018)
reported innovative behavior as a positive consequence of positive affect and work
engagement. Rodriguez- Munoz et. al (2014) found that experiencing higher work
engagement result in happiness among employees and their intimate partners at
home. Shimazu et. al. (2020) identified that work engagement was positively
connected to work-to-family facilitation and own happiness.
Job-related outcomes of work engagement include job performance (Neuber et. al.
2022), extra-role performance (Christian et.al. 2011), organizational citizenship
behavior (Farid et. al. 2019), job commitment, and job satisfaction (Mazzeti et. al.
2021).
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Need and Significance of the Study

Employees are the valuable asset of any organization. They are the ones who
plays an important role in effective functioning of an organisation. In order to
respond appropriately to dynamic conditions, make good decisions and correct
problem before they escalate, the authorities need information from employees at the
lower levels in the organisation; otherwise, this information may not come in to their
awareness. But in most cases, employees may remain silent even when they have
important work-related information, opinions or concerns to share. This may be due
to many organisational as well as individual factors. But, this employee silence can
cause many harmful effects.

Understanding the predictors of employee silence is very important for
several reasons. First, silence is a phenomenon that is usually misinterpreted by
managers. A manager whose employees intentionally withhold their questions or
suggestions might assume that employees do not ask any questions since they agree
with the decision. Later on those misinterpretations of silence lead to decisions and
actions that might be problematic to implement due to the lack of employee support
for them. Misinterpreted and unaddressed silence might result in long-lasting,
hidden conflicts that become burden for change implementation and long-lasting
dissatisfaction.

Second silence is a phenomenon which has a detrimental impact on
organization and employees. It can create many organizational consequences. In
addition to this, employee silence can lead to stress, resentment, and low
engagement among workers. These outcomes may have negative long-term effect on
employees’ relationship with the organization (John & Manikandan, 2019)

If employees engage in employee silence, problematic situations or
developments may go unnoticed and may cause harm not only to the employees
and/or their organization but also to people outside the organization (e.g. customers
and clients) (Morrison & Milliken, 2000).

Employee silence may make it more difficult for the organization to make
decisions and fix mistakes. Consequences include stifling innovation and change,

restricting positive or negative management feedback, and lack of variety in
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informational input. Employee silence would prevent organizations from benefiting
from their intellectual contributions, prevent problems from being discovered,
prevent feedback from being given, prevent direct information from being obtained,
and result in insufficient problem-solving. All of these will impede making wise
decision, impede growth and change, and impede performance management
(Morrison & Milliken, 2000; Premeaux, 2001). Studies also show that performance
suffers when there is high level of silence (Perlow & Williams, 2003).

Teachers play an important role in determining the quality of teaching-
learning process. They act as a link between management and students. Opinions,
concerns, suggestions, and criticisms of teachers are a valuable source of input for
making changes and progress in the field of education. Communicating with
teachers allows administrators to receive critical information closest to the source of
many organizational problems. Teachers who feel actively involved in the decision-
making process demonstrate greater commitment to decisions and heightened
motivation. This may also help in maintaining the academic discipline in the college.
But in many colleges, most of the teachers choose to remain silent even if they have
something important work-related information to share to the concerned authorities.
Even though they are aware of specific issues and problems, many of them do not
talk about it to the authorities. Higher authorities are often unaware of this tendency
towards silence. They fail to see these issues and problems. As a result, they may
have a distorted sense of how their organisation is performing. They may fail to take
timely or appropriate action before problems arise.

If teachers remain silent, it may be reflected in their teaching-learning
process. Higher education institutions require engaged faculties to build up next
generation to a vibrant knowledge society. Therefore, it is important to notice
employee silence and address emerging silences as early as possible.

If employee silence is not addressed properly in an educational institution, it
will affect the overall system. Hence, the need for identifying the predictors of
employee silence and its impact on work engagement among teachers is very

necessary, so that measures can be taken to reduce the prevalence of it.
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In this context, the present study aimed to identify the predictors of
employee silence and its impact on work engagement. Majority of the studies on
employee silence are done in western context. There is hardly any study conducted
on employee silence among teacher population with reference to Kerala context.
There is a need for more research on identifying the predictors of employee silence
and to study its impact on work engagement among college teachers in our Kerala
context. The present study can unveil the interwoven mechanisms within the
communication flow and process of teachers working educational organizations in
Kerala.

Statement of the Problem

The study focuses on exploring the reasons of employee silence among
college teachers in Kerala and also identifying the predictors of employee silence.
The research also studies the relationship between main variables This study also
studies the impact of predictors of employee silence on work engagement. It is
hoped that findings from this study can offer new improvements or suggestions in
educational institutions.

So, the study is entitled as “Predictors of Employee Silence and Its

Impact on Work Engagement”.

Definition of Key Terms.

Employee silence: Employee silence means “intentionally not expressing the
existing problems, not giving feedback on setbacks, not making useful suggestions,
not providing constructive criticisms about employee’s evaluations of his or her
organizational circumstances to persons who are perceived to be capable of effecting
change” (Pinder and Harlos,2001., Tangirala and Ramanujam, 2005)

Interactive justice: The degree to which employees felt their needs were considered
in, and adequate explanations were made for job decisions. (Niehoff and
Moorman,1993)

Perceived organizational support: The degree to which employees believe that
their organization values their contribution and cares about their well-being
(Eisenberger et. al,1986)
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Perceived organizational politics: Perceived organizational politics refers to the
individual’s perception/subjective assessment regarding the degree to which their
work setting is believed to be self-serving of some individuals or groups, to
detriment of others (Ferris, Harrell-Cook & Dulebohn,2000)

Implicit voice theories: Implicit voice theories is defined as taken-for-granted
beliefs about when and why speaking up at work is risky or inappropriate (Detert &
Edmondson,2011)

Psychological safety: Psychological safety describes individuals’ perception of the
consequences of interpersonal risks in their work environment. It consists of taken-
for-granted beliefs about how others will respond when one puts on the line, such as
by asking a question, seeking feedback, reporting a mistake, or proposing a new
idea. (Edmondson,2003)

Self-confidence: Self-confidence refers to people’s sense of their competence and
skill, their perceived capability to deal effectively with various situations (Shrauger
& Schohn,1995p 256)

Assertiveness: Assertiveness is the ability to express one’s feelings, opinions,
beliefs, and needs directly, openly, and honestly, while not violating the personal
rights of others (Ellis & Hartley,2005)

Work engagement: refers to a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is
characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli et. al, 2002)

Vigor: high levels of energy and mental resilience while working, the willingness to
invest effort in one’s work. (Schaufeli et. al, 2002)

Dedication: a sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, and challenge
(Schaufeli et. al, 2002).

Absorption: being fully concentrated and deeply engrossed in one’s work, whereby
time passes quickly and one has difficulty with oneself detaching oneself from work
(Schaufeli et. al, 2002).



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE



Review of the literature is an integral and important part of any research. It
helps the researcher to do his/her research in a systematic and scientific manner. The
awareness about what all data exist related with our research area will help to
narrow down our research problem in to workable hypothesis. Review of literature
is not a distinct phase of the research; it is an ongoing process which starts before
the formulation of the problem till to the end of the research.

This chapter gives a brief account of report of works related with the main
concepts and variables under the present investigation.

For effective understanding of the problem under study, the available

reviews were categorized in to the following heads:

> Studies in employee silence

> Contributors of employee silence

o Employee silence and organizational justice

o Employee silence and perceived organizational support
o Employee silence and psychological safety

o Employee silence and implicit voice theories

o Employee silence and Perceived organizational politics
o Employee silence and assertiveness

o Employee silence and self-confidence

o Employee silence and other organizational and internal factors
o Employee silence and sociodemographic factors

o Employee silence in Indian work context

> Studies on work engagement

> Studies showing the relationship between employee silence and work
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Studies on Employee Silence
Milliken et. al (2003) interviewed 40 employees to study the issues that
employees don’t communicate upward and its reasons. They found that most had
been in situations where they were concerned about an issue but did not raise it to a
supervisor. Silence spanned a range of organizational issues, with several of our

respondents indicating that they did not feel comfortable speaking to those above
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them about any issues or concerns. The most frequently mentioned reason for
remaining silent was the worry of harming important relationships as a result of
being categorised or tagged negatively.

Jain (2015) investigated dimensions of employee silence in Indian work
context with regard to the supervisors and how job satisfaction mediates the
relationship between silence and turnover intention. The study also explored the
relevance of superior-subordinate relationship and self-image maintenance
perspectives in Indian socio-cultural context to explain and understand the
phenomenon of silence in India. According to the findings, there are four main
reasons for employee silence in India, including internal motivation, fear of
punishment, self-competence, and self-image. The impact of employee silence on
turnover intention has been mitigated by increased job satisfaction. Contrary to
Western studies, this study demonstrated the beneficial effects of silence on
satisfaction.

Yildiz (2013) conducted qualitative research through face-to-face interviews
with 10 employees who work at the marketing and export departments of a company
active in automotive supply industry. Findings of the study suggested that
employees experience the phenomenon of organizational silence. The study
identified the reasons of employee silence. The major reason associated with
employee silence was found to be the fear of being labeled as trouble maker and
conveyor of bad news. Employees not only perceive speaking up as dangerous but
also useless. The employees also perceive that management is reluctant to hear any
voice against them and their policies. The study put forth the detrimental effects of
organizational silence on employees such as low level of morale, low confidence,
exhaustion, withdrawal behaviour etc.

Vakola and Bourdas (2005) investigated the dimensions of silence climate
perceived by individuals and explored the effects of these dimensions on job
attitudes. They carried out an exploratory study in Greece with a sample size of 677
employees and discovered that found that supervisors’ and top management attitudes
to silence and communication opportunities are related to and predict employees’

silence behaviour.The study also presented the negative effects of employee silence
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on decision making, creativity, feedback and development processes. They
suggested that top managers and supervisors should construct a comfortable
workplace for raising voice and encourage staff to voice their concerns and ideas in
an environment where they feel comfortable doing so. This will encourage them to
share their thoughts and ideas.

A study by Fapohunda (2016) examined the major predictors and
consequences of employee silence among university academic staff. According to
their findings, the majority of the participants had engaged in silence when
confronted with a variety of organizational issues. The administrative beliefs,
organizational practices, and the fear that one would be tagged negatively and as a
result affects valued social relationships were frequently cited as the reasons for this
behavior. They also found a significant connection between organizational silence
and emotional exhaustion; employee job satisfaction and apathy.

A study on teacher silence in South Carolina public schools was undertaken
by Crockett (2013), and it looked into how comfortable educators are raising
problems or concerns with their administration. Five variables, including years of
experience, trust in administration, mobility aspirations, relationship with principal,
and content of message were examined to see their influence on teachers’ comfort
levels when voicing such problems or concerns. In addition, teachers were asked to
identify the reasons for being hesitant about raising organizational concerns. The
study concluded by determining if comfort level varied in different public-school
settings (elementary, middle, and high). The sample consisted of 595 South Carolina
public school teachers and data were collected by using an electronic survey
instrument. The findings showed over 67% of teachers indicated a time when they
purposefully chose not to voice a problem or concern with their administration.
Three predictor variables, including trust in administration, content of message, and
relationship with principal were found to be statistically significant predictors of
teachers’ comfort. Further, analysis showed 52.3% of teachers suggested their
hesitation in voicing concerns resulted from a belief that speaking up would not

make a difference in how their schools operated.
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In their study on Employee Silence: Investigation of Dimensionality in
selected IT companies of India, Sonika and Kaushik (2017) identified five
dimensions of employee silence namely defensive silence, acquiescent silence, self-
image silence, diffident silence (internal motivation), and inefficient silence (self-
competence).

Wu et. al (2018) found that employees may resort to silence in the workplace
due to their feelings of role conflict, role ambiguity, and role overload when they
face destructive leadership.

Magotra (2016) carried out research to determine the variables influencing
employee silence behaviour in the service industry. The study showed that top
management and supervisors' attitudes on silence generate an environment that
either support or oppose employees from endorsing silent behaviour.

Employee silence was conceptualised by Prouska and Psychogios (2016) in
the context of a prolonged crisis, and they distinguished three broad forms of silence
that are common during economic crises. First, silence stems from a fear of the
consequences, and second, silence is a reaction to how long the crisis is thought to
last. Both of these factors have to do with the choice an employee takes regarding
whether or not to endure problems (and, as a result, keep quiet) based on how long
they believe the crisis will last. The decision made by employees to remain silent
since no one else is speaking up is known as "silence as the norm." Employee
silence is frequently prompted by fear.

Chou and Chang (2017) proposed that employee silence can be classified
into three distinct forms: unsolicited predetermined employee silence, unsolicited
issue-based employee silence, and solicited target-based employee silence. When
considering antecedents of employee silence, they claimed that unsolicited
predetermined employee silence is an outcome of personality traits, that unsolicited
issue-based employee silence is triggered by functional motives, and that solicited
target-based employee silence is determined by social relationships and relational
experiences.

Hawass (2016) examined the relationship between the relational self-identity

and prosocial silence in the context of the Egyptian public sector. The findings
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revealed that high relational employees do not engage in prosocial silence unless
they are involved in networking and shared tasks strategies.

A study by Knoll et al. (2021) to determine the similarities and differences in
the prevalence of silence motives between nations revealed that neither the
similarities nor the differences in the frequency of silence motives between countries
necessarily supported cultural stereotypes. The GLOBE Program's cultural and
societal practices were also examined in this study, and it was discovered that there
were connections between silence motives and institutional collectivism, society
practices, and uncertainty avoidance.

Contributors of employee silence
Employee silence and organizational justice

Yangin and Elma (2017) found that there exists a positive and highly
significant relationship among teachers’ interactional justice and their manager trust;
a negative and mid-level significant relationship between their manager trust and
their interactional justice; and a negative and mid-level significant relationship
between their interactional justice and their manager trust, respectively. To list in
order of importance, interactional justice and manager trust variables were found to
be predictor variables for silence behaviour and to represent 17% of change in the
organizational silence behaviour.

Studies in literature that focuses on the reasons and results of the silence
show that organizational justice has an important role in employees’ silence (Harlos,
1997; Pinder & Harlos, 2001; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008)

Whiteside and Barclay (2013) examined overall justice as an antecedent of
acquiescent (i.e., silence motivated by futility) and quiescent silence (i.e., silence
motivated by fear of sanctions). Across the studies, results indicated that overall
justice is a significant predictor of both types of silence in organizations (Tubulas &
Celep,2012).

Employee silence and perceived organizational support

According to a study by Erant et al. (2017), pro-social silence had a good

association with perceived organisational support, but defensive and acquiescent

silence had a negative relationship with it.
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Singh and Malhotra (2015) carried out a study to examine the mediating role
of trust in the relationship between perceived organizational support and silence and
discovered that trust plays a mediating role in the relationship between perceived
organizational support and organizational silence. The results indicated that there
was a significant negative relation between POS with acquiescent, defensive, and
pro-social silence. This finding is in agreement with the results obtained by Wang
and Hsieh (2013). Thus, academicians who perceive support, have a low level of
silence.

Employee silence and perceived organisational politics

Khalid and Ahmed (2016) found a positive relationship between
organizational politics and employee silence motives. Moreover, it suggests that
employees do withhold information due to relational, diffident, defensive,
disengaged, ineffectual and deviant motives in a political environment. Trust in
supervisor did not hold for a moderation effect on this relationship
When perceiving high politics in the organisation, high-power-distance employees
are more sensitive to abusive supervision and engage in more defensive silence
(Lam & Xu, 2019).

A study by Sun and Xia (2018) also showed that perceived organisational
politics has a significant positive impact on employee silence. AL-Abrrow (2018)
revealed that perceived organizational politics has a positive influence on
organizational silence.

Liang and Wang (2016) inferred that organisational politics is one factor
contributing to the formation of organisational silence, particularly in state-owned
enterprises. In other words, perceived organisational politics is believed to have a
positive effect on organisational silence.

Employee silence and psychological safety

According to a literature review on psychological safety in the workplace by
Pacheco et al. (2015), employees' views of that safety have a big impact on whether
or not they speak up. Employees will be hesitant to express their constructive point
of view out of fear of suffering negative personal and interpersonal effects,
according to research (Detert & Burris, 2007; 2014; Edmondson & Lei, 2014; Liang
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et al., 2012; Detert & Edmondson, 2011; Morrison, 2014; Brinsfield, 2009, 2013).
Additionally, it is important to keep in mind that psychological safety may be
adversely correlated with the defensive, relational, and diffident silences, according
to Brinsfield's study (2013). This is because in a healthy psychological safety
workplace, employees may be themselves without worrying about being judged.

Psychological safety may be negatively related to defensive, relational, and
other forms of silence (Brinsfield, 2013). Additionally, according to Xu et al.
(2019), workers are more inclined to express their opinions, engage in open dialogue
with coworkers, and ask their managers for more feedback when they feel
comfortable at work.

Sherf et. al (2021) argued that voice and silence are distinct and reflect
different underlying regulatory systems: Behaviour activating system (BAS) and
Behaviour inhibiting system (BIS). They reasoned that psychological safety is
associated with behavioral inhibition it may be strongly associated with silence
behavior than voice behaviour.

Kassadrinou et. al (2023) conducted a study among school teachers and
found that Psychological safety mediated the relationship between burnout and
employee silence, and more specifically between the three core components of
burnout and both acquiescent and quiescent silence, but not prosocial silence
Employee silence and Implicit voice theories

Detert and Edmondson (2011) reported that implicit voice theories predicted
employee silence. This result indicated that employees holding implicit voice
theories tend to avoid speaking against a leader. It is logical 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

Sahin et. al (2021) examined the effect of implicit voice theories on
employee constructive voice and defensive silence and found that power distance
and negative career consequences of voice predicted employee defensive silence
while proactive personality and the belief of “don’t embarrass the boss in public”
predicted employee constructive voice. These results confirmed the effect of implicit

voice theories on employee silence and voice.
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A study by Knoll et. al. (2020) examined how shared implicit knowledge
structures evolve in teams and organizations, and how they impact reasons for
remaining silent. The results revealed that implicit voice theories can be shared
among team members and within organizations. They also found that team-level
shared implicit voice theories were related to team manager openness. In their
opinion, employees’ implicit voice theories are not fully determined by early
socialization but can be influenced by the experience they had in their current
organization.

Ellis et al (2022) also found that the stronger the employees’ self-protective
implicit voice theories, the less they spoke up at work.

Employee silence and Assertiveness.

Earlier studies demonstrate that assertiveness and one's readiness to express
oneself positively correlate (Kiewitz et. al., 2016).

According to previous researches, people who live in high-assertiveness
cultures are more likely to speak up, defend themselves, and act in their own best
interests (Ames & Flynn, 2007; Kwon & Farndale, 2020).

According to Knoll et al. (2021), assertive people have to work with
assertive colleagues who may create a hazardous environment in cultures where
assertiveness is valued (Schneider, 1987). In a safe environment, employees are
more likely to express their opinions (Chamberlin et al., 2018; Edmondson & Lei,
2014). Employees in high assertiveness cultures may therefore question the value of
changing the status quo because it includes numerous issues.

Employee silence and Self-Confidence

Brinsfiled (2013) found that employees remain silence due to lack of
confidence and termed that type of silence as diffident silence.

Robinson and Shuck (2019) in their study on exploring the public sector
employees’ experiences of exercising voice and silence, they found that one among
the dimensions of engaging in silence was ‘feeling insecure’ which referred to the
reasons that respondents felt they lacked confidence to articulate their

conceptualised idea. This finding was supported by Kaur and Arora(2023).
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Previous studies also have shown that Psychological Capital is related to
work engagement. Self-efficacy is one among the factors of Psychological Capital
(Sweetman & Luthans, 2010). Bandura (1997) stated efficacy as confidence or the
belief in one’s ability to succeed at a particular task in a particular context. Efficacy
has a significant role in producing positive work-related outcomes (Stajkovic &
Luthans,1998).

Employee silence and Other organizational and internal factors

Rai and Agarwal (2018) found that workplace bullying positively correlated
with silence (defensive, relational, and ineffectual silence

Ashford et al. (1998) suggest that in organization where management is not
tolerant toward diverse opinions, employees tend to withhold rather than share the
information they have or their opinions about organizational matters.

Detert and Burris (2007) found a significant relationship between
management openness and voice. This relationship was mediated by employee
safety perceptions, meaning that perceived manager openness fostered voice by
creating enhanced feelings of psychological safety.

Breevaart, et. al (2020) found that employees reported lower need fulfilment
in those weeks and the week after job insecurity was higher, which, in turn,
decreased employee voice and increased employee silence in those weeks and the
week after.

Individuals with low self-esteem may not view themselves as generally
effective and, therefore, may be less likely to express dissent (Graham, 1986). They
may also be more apathetic and more likely to withdraw from situations, thus
making them less likely to speak up (Miceli & Near, 1992).

Le Pine and Van Dyne (2001) examined the relationship between voice
within work groups and each of the Big Five personality dimensions. The authors
found an inverse relationship between voice and both neuroticism and
agreeableness. Individuals who are high on the neuroticism dimension are more
nervous about voicing, and those who are highly agreeable will tend to go along

with the status quo rather than challenge it.
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In a study conducted by Timming and Johnstone (2015), it was proposed
that fascistic personalities, which refer to personality structures that prefer deference
to managerial authority, reinforce employees’ choice of remaining silent.

Another well-studied individual personality trait in the area of employees’
choice of voicing or remaining silent is proactive personality. In general, proactive
personality describes an individual’s relatively stable behavioural tendency that
brings about environmental change (Bateman & Crant, 1993). Because proactive
personality is predictive of whether an individual engages in proactive behaviours
that make constructive change in his or her environment (Morrison & Phelps, 1999),
individuals with high proactive personality are less likely to withhold relevant
information than those with low proactive personality (Fuller, Marler, & Hester,
2006; Liao, 2015; Thomas, Whitman, & Viswesvaran, 2010).

Employee silence and socio-demographic factors

In a study carried out by Milliken et al. (2003), many employees stated their
lack of tenure or experience in the organization as one reason why they were silent.
Employees who are new or have limited experience in the organization may fail to
voice their concerns and suggestions either because they do not have enough
credibility to do so or this may be risky for their image in the organization.
Similarly, a greater sense of investment in the organization, and thus a greater
motivation to ensure its effectiveness may account for more experienced employees*
higher levels of voice. Supporting this idea, Rusbult et al. (1988) found that
employees with a sense of greater in their organizations and good job alternatives
displayed a higher level of voice.

A study by An and Bramble(2018) found characteristics creating socio-
demographic disadvantage, such as being female, lower education ,having
dependents, recent unemployment and lack of a strong social network, predicted
silence.

Research studies also show that job insecurity has a significant positive
effect on employee silence (Yu, Liy.,, & Xu, 2022) .Work status (full time versus
part time) may affect voice behaviour as well. Tangirala and Ramanujam (2008)

found full-timers to engage in more voice than part-timers.
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Stamper and Van Dyne (2001) found that, whereas part-time employees
displayed relatively little voice regardless of organizational culture, full-time
employees, who were more vested in the future success of their organization,
exhibited higher levels of voice when the culture was less bureaucratic.

Kahveci and Demirtas (2013) research focuses on school administrators’ and
teachers’ perceptions of organizational silence. In the research, it was found that
female participants remain more silent than male participants on behaviours that
stem from administrative issues. In other words, female participants express their
feelings and opinions less frequently than male participants at school

A meta-analysis by Mesmer-Magnus and Viswesvaran (2005) found that
older people were more likely to intend to report wrongdoing and a review by Near
and Miceli (1996) found whistle-blowers tend to be older employees.

Studies have shown that work-group members voice more when their group
is smaller (Islam & Zyphur, 2005; LePine & Van Dyne, 1998).

Milliken et al. (2003) argue that younger and less experienced employees in
lower positions in the organization are more aware of potentially negative outcomes
of voice; and display lower levels of voice due to their lack of power and credibility
in the organization
Employee silence in Indian work context

Cultural values have a significant impact on communication (Botero &
Dyne, 2009; Hirokawa & Miyahara, 1986). Employee silence — especially defensive
and relational silence — is expected employee behavior in Indian organizations due
to the country’s culture of high -power distance (insecurity or fear) and collectivistic
norms (the need for affiliation and dependency) (Jain, 2015). Contrary to Western
studies, Jain (2015) found that employee silence had a positive effect on satisfaction
in his investigation of employee silence in Indian organisations.

Srivastava et. al (2019) conducted a study to investigate the relationship
between employee silence and job burnout and also to study the possible mediating
role of emotional intelligence (EI) in silence- burnout relationship. They found that
employee silence was negatively related to job burnout. This finding contradicts the

findings of prior research conducted in Western countries which showed a positive
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relationship between employee silence and adverse employee outcomes. Results also
indicated that the relationship between employee silence and burnout was mediated
by emotional intelligence.

Employees in high power distance cultures tend to behave more passively
and submissively when interacting with a more powerful person and avoid
disagreements and going over the heads of authority figures (Farh et al., 2007,
Kirkman et al., 2009).

Hierarchical differences make upward communication - especially
communication intended to express discontent regarding inappropriate behaviours -
threatening, and employees are less likely to voice their concerns to their superiors
in order to avoid direct conflicts with them (Cortina & Wasti, 2005; Hofstede, 1991)
and the negative consequences associated with speaking up (Botero & Dyne, 2009;
Ryan & Oestreich, 1998). Employees in such cultures are more tolerant of
supervisory mistreatment and morally illegitimate conduct by authority figures -
they may even have a deep-seated acceptance of such behaviours(Tepper, 2007).

Relational orientation is a virtue of collectivist societies like India (Hofstede,
1991) where preserving social relationships is considered the paramount goal (Li &
Cropanzano, 2009) and is regarded as an end in itself (Kirkman et al., 2006; Shao et
al., 2013). Employees in such cultures refrain from retaliating against violations of
fairness for the sake of protecting their social relationships (Hofstede, 1991) and
prefer “giving face” and “saving face” in threatening situations (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991; Ting-Toomey et al., 1991).

Past evidence on superior-subordinate relations in Indian work context
indicates that parental type in general and assertive superior in particular, dominate
authority relations in Indian organizations (Kakar, 1971).

It is found that personality traits of Indian people consist of obedience and
conformity in which security for the individual is associated with dependence upon
superiors and a high need for approval (Asthana, 1956).

From the above reviews, it can be concluded that employee silence is a
detrimental phenomenon that requires special attention due to its potential effects.

And it is also clear that there are several factors contributing to its occurrence.
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Studies on Work engagement

There are number of studies in the organizational behavior as well as in
management science, which analyses the cause and consequences of work
engagement. Simpson (2009) based on his meta-analysis, came-up with his finding
that both organizational factors and individual factors contribute to a greater extent
towards engagement at work.

Studies testing the JD-R model showed that personal resources (self-esteem,
optimism, self-efficacy, and active coping) have been positively related to work
engagement and psychological well-being and negatively associated with exhaustion
(Xantapoulou et. al., 2007; Lee et al.,, 2019). Positive emotions play also an
important role in work engagement.

A review including cross-sectional, longitudinal, and experimental studies
indicated that positive emotions affect work life as they are related to better work
quality, higher job performance, cooperation, reduced conflict with colleagues,
prosocial organizational behavior, and better income (Lyubomirsky et. al., 2005). In
general, work engagement was positively related to positive emotions and
negatively associated to negative emotions and emotional exhaustion (Sonnentag et.
al., 2008; Malinowski & Lim, 2015; Bakker et. al., 2019; Moreira-Fontan et. al.,
2019).

Studies conducted on teachers support the beneficial effects of positive
emotions on work performance, teaching self-efficacy, mental health, and job
satisfaction (Taxer & Frenzel, 2015; Lavy & Eshet, 2018).

Buriae and Macuka (2018) found that teachers’ positive emotions of joy,
love, and pride have been related to higher levels of work engagement; 6 months
later, while negative emotions of anger, fatigue, and hopelessness were negatively
related to engagement. In contrast, another study showed that emotional exhaustion
was negatively related to teachers’ work engagement and job satisfaction (Han et al.,
2020).

Regarding the relationship between work engagement and well-being,

existing research found positive associations. Higher levels of cognitive, emotional,
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and physical engagement have been positively related to well-being and personal
accomplishment (Shuck & Reio, 2014).

Vigor, dedication, and absorption have been positively associated with job
satisfaction (Yan et al., 2019). Recent empirical studies also found positive
relationships between work engagement and job satisfaction among teachers Perera
et. al., 2018; Han et. al., 2019).

Previous research suggests that the more employees are engaged in their
work, the higher their level of job performance (e.g., Rich et al., 2010; Schaufeli et
al., 2002). For example, work engagement has been positively correlated with
organizational commitment (Hakanen et al., 2006), task performance (Halbesleben
& Wheeler, 2008), contextual performance (Bakker et al., 2004), financial income
(Xanthopoulou et al., 2009), and innovativeness (Hakanen et al., 2008).

In addition, work engagement has been found to be negatively associated
with the intention to leave a company (Halbesleben, 2010) and the number of
mistakes performed at work (Prins et al., 2009).

Guglielmi et. al., (2016) examined whether engagement varies across age
cohorts and examined the job Oresources that foster teacher engagement. Results
revealed that the engagement of younger teachers is driven by the opportunity for
development and interaction with colleagues, while older employees appreciate the
opportunity to see their competencies acknowledged

Researchers have suggested that high levels of work engagement will lead to
fewer absences, because highly engaged employees (vs. hardly engaged employees)
may be more motivated to attend work and are healthier (Schaufeli et al., 2009;
Shantz & Alfes, 2015)

May et al. (2004) have found that employees are more engaged in their jobs
if they consider their work to be meaningful and if they have supportive co-workers
and supervisors. Perceived organisational support is considered the most vital source
of socio-emotional event as it relates to organizational and employee engagement
(Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Recent researchers (Zacher & Winter, 2011;
Rurkkhum & Bartlett, 2012) have also supported positive relation between

Perceived organisational support and work engagement
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Linkage between organizational support and work engagement can also be
established based on psychological safety (Kahn, 1992) of employees. A number of
researchers (e.g. Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Hakanen et al., 2006) have shown
positive and significant association of work engagement with a wide range of job
resources including social support at work from colleagues and supervisors

Engagement at work emerges on the basis of antecedents such as
relationships employees have with their managers and supervisors (Blizzard, 2003).
Shantz et al. (2013) have suggested that employees receiving support from their
supervisors develop belongingness to the organization and define themselves with
their organization. This will positively influence their state and affection towards
their work.

Supportive supervisor acts a positive predictor of safety (May et al., 2004).
Level of supervisor support is indicative of organizational support that can help
determine an employee’s level of engagement (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002).
Supervisor support has been found to significantly and positively influence vigour,
dedication and absorption (Bakker et al., 2007). Significant positive correlations
between supervisor support and these three dimensions of work engagement have
also been established by Schaufeli et al. (2008) in their study on middle level
managers and executives of a Dutch telecom company. Demerouti et al. (2001) have
shown that lack of supervisor support can lead to disengagement.

Empirical studies found out that organizational responsibility improves, job
satisfaction increases, and absenteeism is reduced in the cases where there is a high
level of work engagement. Work engagement leads to improved health and well-
being, a display of more responsible behaviors of workers, high performances,
practical behaviors that take preventive actions, and motivation in learning
(Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007)

Another study indicates that careers and physical health of engaged workers
are affected at least three times more positively when compared to those who are not
effectively engaged in their jobs (Kular et al., 2008).

Workers with high levels of work engagement are more responsive to

organizational activities; besides they are expected to be more amiable and helpful
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to their colleagues; they mostly feel positive emotions such as happiness, optimism,
helpfulness in their jobs, and these positive emotions play an important role in
improving organizational productivity and workers’ being eager to obtain new
information and skills (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008).

A study by Agyemang and Ofei (2013) found out that there is no significant
relationship between seniority and dedication of workers.

An investigation among 54 Dutch teachers confirmed that a resourceful work
environment enhances employees feeling of confidence that through the resources
the goal can be accomplished and it will indirectly influence performance (Bakker &
Bal, 2010)

Work engagement and resilience of 75 Indian school teachers from both
government and private schools were investigated and found that the sample under
study possess sufficient amount of resilience and are working with vigor, dedication
and absorption. Private school teachers have more vigor and absorption in their
work. Resilience emerged as an important personal characteristic of school teachers
which would enhance their work engagement and help them develop the same in
students. (Arya & Manikandan, 2014).

Khan and Bin Md Yusoff (2016) examined dynamic linkages between
resources, work engagement and job performance of academic staff working in
universities of Pakistan and found that resources were significantly linked to work
engagement and work performance, where work engagement acted as a mediator
variable between resources and work performance variables

Zaidi et. al (2013) investigated the relationship between the big five
personality traits and work engagement among public sector university teachers of
Lahore. Extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness to experience
were found to be positively related to work engagement. Neuroticism was negatively
related to work engagement. Multiple regression analysis showed that personality
traits of extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness to experience
have significant effects on work engagement. However, the strength of relationship

between big five traits and work engagement were not very strong.
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Amini and Siyyari (2018) investigated the relationship between work
engagement and teachers’ sense of burnout, as well as associations between work
engagement, burnout, and teachers’ years of experience. The results indicated a
significant and negative relationship between work engagement and burnout.
Moreover, the higher the participants’ experience is, the greater the amount of their
work engagement is. On the contrary, as the number of years of teaching increases,
the level of burnout decreases. On the other hand, negative relationship exists
between burnout and their experience.

Manikandan (2014) conducted a study on organizational climate, length of
teaching and sex on work engagement of higher secondary school teachers and
found that work engagement of school teachers is independent of sex and
organizational climate. But length of teaching has considerable role in work
engagement. Two-way interaction was found to be significant and the graphical
analysis showed that organization climate interacts at length of teaching below five
and above eleven years and length of teaching interacts with sex between six to ten
years.

Hogaard et. al (2012) investigated work engagement and teacher efficacy
and their relationship to job satisfaction, burnout and the intention to quit among
newly qualified teachers and found that work engagement and teacher efficacy are
positively related to job satisfaction but negatively related to job burnout and the
intention to quit.

Several studies also found interactional justice had a positive and significant
effect on work engagement. (Kerse & Naktiyok, 2020; Ozer et. al, 2017; Pakpahan
et. al, 2020)

Imran et. al (2020) found that perceived organizational support was
positively associated with work engagement. This finding is also supported by a
study by Murthy (2017) which also showed a significant positive relationship
between perceived organizational support and work engagement. Musenze et. al
(2020) also found that perceived organizational support is positively and

significantly associated with work engagement.
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Ariani (2015) reported a strong association between psychological safety and
employees’ work engagement. Contreras et.al., (2020) found that assertiveness is
positively related to work engagement.

According to Eisenberger et .al (1986), perceived organizational support
refers to employees’ perception that the organization values their contribution and
cares about their wellbeing. In support of this result, Bonaiuto, et. al (2021) reported
that an increase in supervisor social support can lead to a statistically significant
increase in work engagement.

Piotrowski et.al (2021) studied the effect of organizational support and
organizational justice on police officers’ work engagement, they found that
supervisor support and supervisor justice had a positive effect on police officers’
work engagement, whereby organizational support coupled with organizational
justice accounted for 26% of the variability of work engagement

Eisenberger and Stinglhamber (2011) also found that perceived
organizational support positively influences work engagement, amongst others by
reinforcing employees’ intrinsic interest in their tasks. Jaya and Ariyanto (2021)
found that high Vigor can enhance employee performance. Studies also have shown
that Psychological Capital is related to work engagement, Self-efficacy is one
among the factors of Psychological Capital (Sweetman & Luthans, 2010). Efficacy
has a significant role in producing positive work related outcomes(Stajkovic &
Luthans, 1998).

Sarath and Manikandan (2014) conducted a study on work engagement and
work stress among university employees. Results revealed that the employees have a
higher engagement in their work and low work stress. The results of three-way
ANOVA revealed that age, experience and work stress of employees were
significantly interact each other on dedication and absorption.

Silman (2014) examined the relationship between work-related basic need
satisfaction and work engagement. The findings revealed that the sub-dimensions of
work-related basic need satisfaction significantly predicted work engagement.

Li et. al (2017) examined the mediating effects of self-efficacy and work

engagement on the association between proactive personality and job satisfaction.



Review of Literature 47

Results revealed that proactive personality was positively related to teachers’ job
satisfaction. In addition, mediation analyses showed that the relation between
proactive personality and teachers’ job satisfaction was simple mediated by self-
efficacy and work engagement and sequentially mediated by self-efficacy—work
engagement.

Chikoko (2014) investigated the extent to which the psychological
conditions and job characteristics predicted work engagement amongst higher
education employees from a South African University. Findings suggest
psychological meaningfulness to predict work engagement and to mediate the
relationship between job characteristics and work engagement.

Landells and Albrecht (2019) investigated the associations between
organizational politics and employee engagement, employee stress (or more
correctly ‘strain’), and work meaningfulness. Results revealed that politics had
significant indirect effects on engagement and stress through meaningful work. The
results also showed a significant and direct association between stress and
engagement.

Lyu (2016) explored the impact of organizational justice on work
engagement, which is a positive organizational behaviour construct, and the
underlying psychological mechanism among 254 teachers working in compulsory
schools in eastern China. Data analysis showed that the 3 dimensions of
organizational justice, namely, distributive, procedural, and interactional, had a
positive effect on teachers' work engagement. In addition, psychological safety
played a partial mediating role in the association between organizational justice and
work engagement.

Employee silence and work engagement

Pirzada et. al (2021) and Shah et. al (2021) found a significant negative
correlation between employee silence and work engagement. Simsek and Gurler
(2019) reported that when teachers have more voice behaviors at school, they will be
more engaged for their work.

From the above reviews it can be concluded that work engagement is a

positive organisational variable which enhances employee performance
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Knowledge Gap

From analysing the literature, it was observed that many researches
(qualitative and quantitative) had been conducted in organisational behaviour
literature which explain the concept of employee silence, its contributors and
correlates and also on the concept work engagement.

Some studies tried to bring out the factors underlying employee silence
(Brinsfield,2012., Ames, 2008., Robinson and Shuck, 2019., Sun and Xia ,2018).
Some studies explored the relation between the selected variable under study-
interactive justice, perceived organizational politics, implicit voice theory,
psychological safety, perceived organizational support, self-confidence,
assertiveness, employee silence and Work engagement ( May et. al, 2004., Pirzada
et. al 2021, Shah et. al 2021). But it was found that majority of the studies identified
were conducted in western countries. Most of the researchers were conducted among
participants from IT field, Industrial field and medical field. Only a few numbers of
studies were identified which were conducted in educational context. When
searching for Indian literature regarding employee silence, the researcher didn’t find
single published research from Kerala context which included college teachers as
participants. Also, there were no standardised tool to assess employee silence among
college teachers in Kerala context.

Hence it can be concluded that there exists a knowledge gap in the literature
about Employee silence and also about how the predictors of employee silence
affects the work engagement among teachers. Based on this, researcher constructed
objectives and formulated hypothesis based on the objectives set forth.

Research questions
1. Do college teachers of Kerala experience employee silence in their work
settings?

What are the reasons for employee silence among college teachers?

Does interactive justice, perceived organizational politics, implicit voice

theories, psychological safety, perceived organizational support, self-

confidence, assertiveness predict employee silence?
4. Do predictors of employee silence have any impact on work engagement

among teachers?
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Objectives

1.

To explore and find out whether college teachers in Kerala experience
employee silence

To explore the reasons for employee silence

To develop and standardize an instrument to assess employee silence of
teachers in Kerala context.

To identify the predictors of employee silence

To examine the impact of predictors of employee silence on work

engagement.

Hypotheses

1.

There will be a significant relationship between the variables under study
(interactive justice, perceived organizational politics, implicit voice theories,
psychological safety, perceived organizational support, self-confidence,
assertiveness, employee silence, work engagement, vigour, dedication and
absorption)
There will be a significant relationship between interactive justice,
perceived organizational politics, implicit voice theories, psychological
safety, perceived organizational support, self-confidence, assertiveness
with employee silence
There will be a significant relationship between interactive justice,
perceived organizational politics, implicit voice theories, psychological
safety, perceived organizational support, self-confidence, assertiveness
with work engagement and its sub dimensions
There will be significant relationship between employee silence and
work engagement.
The variables- interactive justice, perceived organizational politics, implicit
voice theories, psychological safety, perceived organizational support, self-
confidence, assertiveness will be significant predictors of employee silence
Predictors of employee silence will have a significant impact on work

engagement



CHAPTER 3
METHOD



Research is an organized and systematic way of finding answers to
questions. According Clifford Woody “Research comprises defining and redefining
problems, formulating hypothesis, collecting, organising and evaluating data making
deduction and research conclusions to determine whether they fit formulating
hypothesis.” (Kothari, 2004).

Research methods or techniques, refer to the methods that researchers used
in performing research operations, all those methods used by the researcher during
the course of studying his or her research problem are termed as research methods.
Truly, research methods are the blueprints of the entire research, which providing a
master plan specifying the methods and procedures for collecting and analysing the
needed information.

Research design

A mixed method research design was applied in this study to identify the
predictors of employee silence and its impact on work engagement. Mixed methods
research is a research design with philosophical assumptions that guide the direction
of the collection and analysis of data as well as the mixture of both qualitative and
quantitative approaches in different phases of the research process. The central
premise of the application of this method is that the use of qualitative and
quantitative approaches in combination provides a better understanding of the
research problem than a single approach as it paves the way for methodological
triangulation (Creswell & Clark, 2007; Morse, 1991).

In an exploratory sequential design, the researcher first collects and analyses
qualitative data, and these findings inform subsequent quantitative data collection
(Onwuegbuzie, Bustamante, and Nelson 2010)
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Figure 1
Exploratory Sequential Mixed Method

Qulitative Data _ Quantitative Data )
Collection and Builds to » Collection and - Interpretation

Analysis (QUAL) Analysis (QUAN)

In the current study, the investigator first begins by a qualitative exploration
of data and analysis and then utilised the findings in a second quantitative phase. In
general, qualitative analysis will help us identify a larger range of topics and how
individuals frame their understanding around a particular event or phenomenon. The
qualitative phase is described as “exploratory” because it is data-driven (Creswell &
Plano Clark, 2018) rather than driven by a conceptual framework. The purpose of
this strategy is to develop better measurement with specific samples of the
population and to see if data from a few individuals (in the qualitative phase) can be
generalized to a larger sample of a population (in the quantitative phase). The
qualitative data analysis will give quotes codes and themes. The Instrument
development can proceed by using the quotes to write items for an instrument
(Creswell, 2014)

Thus the present study is designed in two distinctly separate phases; a
preliminary qualitative exploration and the core part — a quantitative descriptive
study. The second phase consists of two parts: identification of the predictors of
employee silence (part 1) and the examination of the impact of predictors of
employee silence on work engagement among college teachers. (part 2).

Phase I: Preliminary Qualitative Exploration

In order to get familiarized with the concept of employee silence and its
existence in teacher population in Kerala context; to identify various reasons related
with employee silence in our Kerala context, and also to construct an instrument for
assessing employee silence among college teachers in Kerala, the investigator had
gathered data through multiple means and analysed those data in this phase of
qualitative exploration. The details of each method including the participants,

procedure, and techniques of data collection were described below
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This exploration helped the researcher understand the reasons associated with
employee silence among college teachers and also to construct an instrument to
assess employee silence in teacher population.

For this purpose, the researcher conducted an extensive analysis of a review
of studies conducted in the area of employee silence. Related reviews of contributors
of employee silence were collected from both books and published journals and
articles. This gave the researcher a preliminary understanding of the major
contributors of employee silence.

Participants

Participants for the pilot study consisted of 30 college teachers which
included teachers from government, aided and self-financing colleges in the age
group between 25-60 years from selected districts of Kerala through convenient
sampling technique. Participants included permanent teachers, guest teachers, newly
joined teachers, teachers with long years of service and different educational
qualifications.

Instruments

A pre-prepared semi-structured interview schedule was used to collect
information from teachers. Semi-structured interview is a qualitative data collection
strategy in which the researcher asks informants a series of predetermined but open-
ended questions. On the basis of analysis of previous studies and suggestions from
experts, a schedule for the semi-structured interview was prepared. The rationale for
using semi-structured interviews was that, researcher wanted detailed and vivid data
from the participants which would reflect a clear picture about the participant’s
experience. The interview schedule included questions like: “In general, do you feel
comfortable expressing your opinions and concerns to your authority?” (A copy of
the semi-structured interview schedule is appended as Appendix-A)

Procedure

Head of the institutions of selected aided, government and self -colleges
were met personally and requested their permission to collect data from teachers
working in their institution. Then the investigator personally contacted the head of

the departments and requested them to provide the phone numbers to contact them
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personally to get the consent for participating in this study. Then the teachers were
contacted through telephone and then their consent was assured. (A copy of
informed consent form is appended as Appendix- B). Then based on their
convenience the date and time for meeting them were fixed. Then the teachers were
met personally. Interview started with a brief description of the study and an
assurance to respondents that all information would be kept confidential. For some
participants telephonic interview was conducted. Each session took around 30 to 45
minutes according to the convenience of the participants. Background details of each
participant were collected before beginning the interview. Researcher encouraged
the participants to give examples related to various experiences in order to get
details and a clearer picture. Field notes were used by the investigator for noting
down the responses of participants as the investigator was not permitted to use any
recording aids. Before winding up, the interview schedule was checked to make sure
that all major areas have been covered.

Data analysis

The collected data were content analysed. Content analysis is a research
method which can be used qualitatively or quantitatively for systematically
analysing written, verbal, or visual documents. The purpose of content analysis is to
organise and elicit meaning from the data collected and to draw realistic conclusions
from it.

From the content analysis results, the researcher identified the reasons of
employee silence in teachers’ population and also the interview responses were
utilised to prepare items for constructing a scale for assessing employee silence
among college teachers in Kerala
Phase I1: Quantitative Descriptive Study

With an objective to identify the psychological predictors of employee
silence and its impact on work engagement, the investigator entered into the second
phase of her research by utilizing the necessary information generated through the
first phase of research and the process of systematic review of literature. Actually,
the second phase is a testing phase where the researcher tried to prove the identified

factors of employee silence and its importance in the work engagement of college
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teachers with the help of various statistical analyses. For that purpose, during this
time, the investigator prepared some assessment tools for certain psychological
variables under study and collected wide range of data quantitatively and analysed
statistically. So, this phase can be further divided into two: selection, adaptation, and
preparation of research instruments (stage 1) and the testing phase which includes
the collection, analysis and interpretation of quantitative data (stage 2)

Stage 1: Selection, adaptation, and preparation of research instruments.

Along with the information acquired through the preliminary exploratory
study regarding the common factors related to employee silence, the researcher had
conducted an analysis of previous studies in the area of employee silence literature.
Based on these findings, many variables which contribute to employee silence were
identified. These identified variables list was given to experts in the field of
organizational psychology. They were asked to rank /rate these variables and based
on their opinion and suggestions 7 dominant variables were selected.

These variables include: interactive justice, perceived organizational
support, perceived organizational politics, self-confidence, assertiveness,
psychological safety, implicit voice theories.

Thus, in this stage the researcher had conducted an extensive search for
appropriate measurement tool in the literature and selected suitable measures. Re-
standardization and Malayalam translation of adopted measures were done if found
necessary to make them usable in the teacher’s population in Kerala context. For
cultural reasons some meaning of Malayalam items were adjusted to better
reflection of the meaning of original items, some items were added or omitted for
the cultural reasons. A research instrument to measure employee silence among
college teachers in Kerala was developed during this time (Details of the
development and standardization of employee silence is given in chapter 4)

Stage 2: Data collection and Data analysis

Through this stage, the researcher tried to find out the predictors of employee

silence and its impact on work engagement among college teachers with the help of

various statistical analyses.
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Participants of the study consisted of 344 college teachers who were working

in different government, aided and self-financing arts and science colleges various

districts of Kerala age ranging from 24 to 60 years old. The details regarding the

distribution of sample are given below

Table 1

Demographic details of the participants

Percentage of

Demo_graphic Category NO.'Of participants
variable participants %
22-28yrs 85 25
Age 29-35yrs 117 34
36-60yrs 142 41
Male 74 22
Sex
Female 270 78
Educational
Qualifications PG 164 48
"Niplil. P PDF)’ 180 52
1-3yrs 123 36
Experience 4-12yrs 165 48
13-35yrs 56 16
Married 258 75
Marital status Unmarried 68 20
Divorced 18 5
. Christian 201 58
Religion .
Hindu 128 37
Muslim 15 4
Type of college Government 61 18
Aided 140 41
Unaided 143 42
Job post Permanent 116 33
Guest 228 66
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Instruments
The instruments used for the study are as follows:
1. Employee silence scale
There is no standardized instrument available that could assess the employee silence
of college teachers in the present Kerala context. It was also found that many of the
tools were developed in a Western context and were conducted in different
populations. Thus, it led the investigator to prepare an instrument to measure the
silence among teacher population which can be administered in Kerala context. This
scale was developed by the investigator along with supervising teacher and the
details are given in chapter 4. Sample item included: “I remain silent even if | have
any disagreements or difference of opinion with the decisions taken by the
authorities” (A copy of the draft scale and final scale are appended as Appendix-C
and Appendix-D respectively).
2. Job Behaviour Index

Job Behaviour Index gives separate measure of the organizational and
personal factors which contribute to employee silence. (A copy of the scales are
appended as Appendix- E). It comprises the following scales:

e Perceived Organisational Politics scale

Perceived organizational politics (POP) was assessed by adopting 6 items
from Kacmar and Carlson’s (1997) 15-item perceived organizational scale. Two
sample items were There has always been an influential group in this department
that no one ever crosses and Agreeing with powerful others is the best alternative in
this organization.
Reliability and Validity

The coefficient alpha value was found to be 0.68. The validity was
established by distributing the items of the scale among experts and professionals in

the field of organizational psychology
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Scoring

All items are positive. So, a score of 5,4,3,2,1 was given for strongly agree,
agree, neutral, disagree, and strongly disagree.

e Interactive justice scale

Perceptions of Interactional justice were measured with 7 items adopted
from Neihoff and Moorman’s (1993) organizational justice scale, which measures
the degree to which employees felt their needs were considered, and adequate
explanations were made for job decisions. Sample item included- When decisions
are made about my job, my manager treats me with kindness and consideration.
Scoring

All items are positive. So, a score of 5,4,3,2,1 was given for strongly agree,
agree, undecided, disagree, and strongly disagree.
Reliability and validity

The alpha coefficient for this scale was 0.895. The validity was established
by distributing the items of the scale among experts and professionals in the field of
organizational psychology.

e Perceived organizational support

Perceived organizational support was measured using 9 items adopted from
the perceived organizational support scale developed by Eisenberger, Huntington,
Hutchinson, & Sowa (1986) was used in the present study. Sample item included-
The organisation really cares about my general satisfaction at work.
Scoring

The positive items are 7,8, and 9 . For the positive items scoring was done as
follows: A score of 5,4,3,2, and 1 was given for strongly agree, agree, undecided,
disagree, and strongly disagree. For negative items i.e items 1,2,3,4,5 and 6, reverse
scoring was done. i.e, a score of 1,2,3,4 and 5 were assigned to strongly agree,
agree, undecided, disagree, and strongly disagree
Reliability and Validity

The reliability of the scale was found to be 0.92. The validity was established
by distributing the items of the scale among experts and professionals in the field of

organizational psychology
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e Assertiveness Scale
Assertiveness was assessed by adopting 8 items from the assertiveness scale
developed by Divya and Manikandan (2012). Sample item in this scale included- |
never express my opinions freely
Scoring
All items in this scale were negative. So reverse scoring was done. i.e., a
score of 1,2,3,4, and 5 were assigned to strongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree,
and strongly disagree.
Reliability and Validity
The reliability of the scale was established by calculating the Cronbach
Alpha which is 0.828. The validity was established by distributing the items of the
scale among experts and professionals in the field of organizational psychology
e Implicit voice theories scale
Implicit Voice theories were assessed by 6 items adopted from the implicit voice
theories scale developed by Detert. And Edmondson (2011). Sample item included-
When you speak up about problems or areas for improvement to your boss in front
of people who are even higher in the organization, you make your boss look bad.
Scoring
All items in this scale are positive. A score of 5,4,3,2, and 1 was given for
strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, and strongly disagree.
Reliability and Validity
The reliability of the scale was found to be 0.72. The validity was established by
distributing the items of the scale among experts and professionals in the field of
organizational psychology
e Self-confidence scale
This scale included 7 items from the Self-Confidence inventory (Rekha &
Jayan 2010). Sample items in this scale included- I have full confidence in myself.
Scoring
All items in this scale are positive. A score of 5,4,3,2, and 1 was given for

strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, and strongly disagree.



Method 59

Reliability and Validity

The reliability was found to be 0.76. The validity was established by
distributing the items of the scale among experts and professionals in the field of
organizational psychology

e Psychological safety scale

This scale included 6 items from the psychological safety scale by
Edmondson (1999). Sample item included-If I make a mistake on this job, it is often
held against me.

Scoring

The positive items are 2,4 and 6. For the positive items scoring was done as
follows: A score of 5,4,3,2, and 1 was given for strongly agree, agree, undecided,
disagree, and strongly disagree. For negative items i.e items 1,3, and 5, reverse
scoring was done. i.e, a score of 1,2,3,4 and 5 were assigned to strongly agree,
agree, undecided, disagree, and strongly disagree.

Reliability and Validity

The reliability was found to be 0.72. The validity was established by
distributing the items of the scale among experts and professionals in the field of
organizational psychology

3. Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES)

The work engagement scale developed by Schaufeli, Salanova and
Gonzalez- Roma and Bakker (2002) was used to measure work engagement of
participants. This scale is the most often used instrument to measure work
engagement of employees; it includes three subscales: vigour, dedication, and
absorption. Vigor was assessed with six items (e.g., At my work, | feel bursting with
energy). Dedication was assessed with five items (e.g., | find the work that I do full
of purpose and meaning). Absorption was assessed with six items (e.g., It is difficult
to detach myself from my job). Altogether the scale consists 17 items which are
rated on a 7 point frequency based scale (O=never, 6=Always). (A copy of the scale

is appended as Appendix-F)
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Scoring

The sum of items 1, 4, 8, 12, 15, and 17 gave the score for the vigor sub
scale, similarly sum of items 2, 5, 7, 10, and 13 gave the score for dedication and the
sum of items 3, 6, 9, 11, 14, and 16 gave absorption score. All items are positive. A
score of 0,1,2,3,4,5, and 6 were given for the responses — never, almost never,
rarely, some times, often, very often and always respectively.
Reliability and Validity

The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) demonstrated high inter-item
reliability as an overall measure (Cronbach o = 0.94) and as its dimensions (o =
0.84-0.87).The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) has been validated in
several countries, like China (Yi-Wen & Yi-Qun, 2005), Finland (Hakanen, 2002),
Greece (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Kantas, in press), Japan (Shimazu et
al., 2008), South Africa (Storm & Rothmann, 2003), Spain (Schaufeli et al., 2002),
and the Netherlands (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003; Schaufeli et al., 2002). All
investigations used confirmatory factor analyses and showed that the fit of the
hypothesized three-factor structure to the data was superior to that of alternative
factor models. In addition, the internal consistencies of the three subscales proved to
be sufficient in each study. Schaufeli, Bakker, and Salanova (2006) developed a 9-
item version of the UWES, and provided evidence for its cross-national validity.
They showed that the three engagement dimensions are moderately strongly related.
Hence the scale has reasonable construct validity.

4. Personal data sheet

A personal data sheet was prepared by the investigators to collect data
regarding relevant socio demographic characteristics of the participants. The basic
details like age, education, religion, marital status, year of service, designation, etc
were collected by using the personal data sheet. (A copy of the Personal Data Sheet
is appended as Appendix-G).
Procedure

Principals of selected unaided, government and aided colleges were met
personally and requested their permission to collect data from teachers working in

their institution. Then the database of teachers was collected and based on the
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database of teachers, teachers were randomly selected. They were contacted through
mail, telephone and then their written consent was requested. Then based on their
convenience the date and time for meeting them were fixed. After discussing the
objectives and purpose of the research work directly their wholehearted cooperation
was requested. Then the research instruments were distributed among the teachers
with all necessary instructions. After completion, the research instruments were
collected back, scored and entered in spread sheet for further statistical analysis.
Statistical Techniques Used

Correlation

Correlation describes the relationship of one variable to another. In social
sciences the coefficient of correlation is used to estimate the direction and the degree
of relationship between two variables. A coefficient of correlation is a single number
that tells us to what extent two variables are related, that is to what extent variation
in one goes with the variation in the other (Guilford, 1982). The coefficient of
correlation may take any value between plus one (1) and minus one (-1). The sign of
the correlation coefficient determines the direction of the relationships, which is
either positive or negative. Positive direction indicates that as the value of one
variable increases, the value of the other variable also increases; same way the value
of one variable decreases the other also decreases. The negative sign of correlation
coefficient indicates that as one variable increases, the other one decreases and vice-
versa (Garrett & Woodworth, 2005).

If the value of coefficient of correlation(r) is zero, there is no correlation
between variables, when r= -1, there is perfect negative correlation, If r=1 there is
perfect positive correlation. If the value of r is closer to zero there will be only a
week relationships between the variables. If the value of r is closer to one (-1 or 1),
the correlation will be higher between the variables (Garrett & Woodworth, 2005).
Analysis of variance (ANOVA)

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) is a common and powerful statistical model
used to analyze the differences in means of more than two groups. The statistical
significance of the experiment is determined by a ratio of two variance. One way

analysis of variance is useful when one want ocompare the effect of multiple levels
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of one factor and we have multiple observations at each level. The factor can be
either discrete or continuous. The one way analysis is calculating in three steps, sum
of squares for all samples, with in class and between class cases.

‘t’-test

The t- test is a parametric test used when a single independent variable with
two levels is given and then to find out the difference between the two sets of scores.
The t-test divides the difference between the two means obtained in the study by the
“standard error of the difference” an estimate of how much the means should vary
on the basis of chance or error. When a large value for t happens, the actual
difference between the means are likely to be larger than those expected by chance
(Goodwin, 2002); that is, the two groups are said to be statistically significant.
Scheffe’s Procedure

If the null hypothesis of the ANOVA is rejected, it become necessary to
identify which one (or more) of the population means differ from the rest, i.e one
should need to make simultaneous inferences about the entire “family” of difference
between the treatment means.

Scheffe’s method enable us to identify which pairs of means differ from one
another. The method produces a range of values to which the absolute differences of
all the pairs of sample means (called contrasts) can be compared. If the value of a
contrast falls beyond the limit of the critical range produced by the method, then the
corresponding population means differ significantly from each other.

Multiple Regression analysis

Regression is a statistical technique that allows predicting someone’s score
on one variable on the basis of their scores on one or more other variables.
Regression involves one dependent variable, which is known as ‘criterion variable’,
and one or more independent variables, which refers to as the ‘predictor variables’;
multiple regression involves two or more predictor variables.

Multiple regressions allow the researcher to identify which set of predictor

variables together provide the best prediction of that score.



CHAPTER 4
TEST DEVELOPMENT



Employee silence scale
The term "employee silence” first appeared in the organisational science

literature soon after Morrison and Milliken's (2000) study on organisational silence

was published. Pinder and Harlos defined employee silence as "the withholding of
any form of genuine expression about the individual's behavioural, cognitive and/or
affective evaluations of his/her organizational circumstances to a person who are
perceived to be capable of effecting the change or redress”. A variety of cognitions,
emotions, and intents can be expressed through silence, which is a sort of
communication in and of itself. Employee silence harms both the employees and the
organization (John & Manikandan,2019). From the analysis of reviews, it is
understood that there is no standardised instrument available that could assess the
employee silence of college teachers in the present Kerala context. Many of the tools
were developed in Western context and also it was conducted in different
population. Thus it led the investigator to prepare an instrument to measure the
silence among teacher population which can be administered in Kerala context.

Most previous researches in employee silence have used the following
measures to assess employee silence:

o Employee silence scale by Brinsfield(2013) developed a 31-item scale that
consists of six dimensions of motives for silence (ineffectual, relational,
defensive, diffident, disengaged, and deviant)

o Employee silence scale by Knoll and Van Dick(2013) consist of 12 items
with a 7 point scale from 1(never )to 7(very often).

o Employee silence scale by Dyne, Ang and Botero(2003)is a 5point scale
which includes 15 items and 3 subscales that measure acquiescent ,defensive
and prosocial silence

. Organisational silence scale by Kahveci and Demirtag(2013) consists of 18
items with 5pointy likert scale(strongly agree to strongly disagree)and the
scale include 5 dimensions: school environment,, emotion, source of silence,
administrator and isolation.

o Employee silence scale Tangirala and Ramanujam (2008) includes 5 items

which were rated on 6point scale from 1 (never)to 6(very often).



Test Construction 64

o Employee silence scale by Jain (2015) includes 14 items which measures 4
aspects of silence behaviour: fear of retaliation, intrinsic motivation , self
competence and self image .

o Employee silence scale by Sonika a Kaushik (2017) consists of 20 items to
measure 5 dimensions of employee silence —defensive silence,acquiescent
silence,self image silence, diffident silence and inefficient silence.

Development and planning of the test
Based on the analysis of previous studies and theories in the field of

employee silence research along with the interview responses obtained from the
pilot study, the investigator has decided to construct a separate research tool which
can measure employee silence among college teachers working in government,
aided and self-financing colleges in Kerala. Using the classical test theory, the
investigator has decided to develop a scale consists of brief number of items which
measures the silence among teachers who are working in government, aided and
self-financing colleges in Kerala. Mostly, too lengthy scales are rejected by the
participants. The anchors of the scale are likert format in Malayalam language and
the instrument was named as employee silence scale. This scale consists items
assessing the presence of employee silence with response format very true of me to
very untrue of me. It included items like " I will remain silent if I have a difference
of opinion about the decisions taken by the authorities. 1 do not say to the
authorities, if I have the ideas to improve the work ”.

Item writing/preparation of items
Items for the scale were prepared by reviewing the existing literature on

employee silence and also by considering the data from interview responses which

was obtained from college teachers working in government, aided and self-financing
colleges in Kerala. In the interview, the college teachers were asked whether they
felt comfortable speaking to their higher authority about the problems, concerns or
issues that concern them in their current working place. They were asked to think of
such a situation and were asked to explain why they felt uncomfortable or they
remained silent. Thus, the reasons for their silence behaviour was explored (The

details of the interview schedule is given in the Appendix-A). Employee silence
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scale which was developed by Jain(2015), Vakola and Bouradas(2005), Brinsfied
(2009) and Van Dyne ,Ang , and Botero (2003) are considered for developing items
for this scale. Preliminary, around 24 items were generated. All the statements were
prepared in Likert scale. After writing down the items it was submitted to a group of
subject experts for their criticisms and suggestions and based on that, items were
modified. Since the scale was prepared in Malayalam language, it was also reviewed
by language experts to verify the structure, appropriateness and quality of each item.
After getting their comments and suggestions some items were deleted, added and re
written.
Try out
The purpose of preliminary try out is to know the weaknesses, omissions,
ambiguities, inadequacies of items, distribution of items, number of items to be
included in final form, etc. In order to know these, the draft scale was administered
among 20 college teachers of different arts and science colleges in Kerala. All most
all respondents reported that they have no difficulty in understanding the meaning of
the statements, marking the responses etc.
Method
Participants
Participants of the study consisted of 300 college teachers who were working
in different government, aided and self-financing arts and science colleges various
districts of Kerala age ranging from 25 to 60 years old. Participants included both
males and females. Participants with different educational qualification, years of
service, were included in the study.
Instruments
1. Employee silence Scale(draft) Employee silence (draft)consists of 12items
in Malayalam language with 5point Likert type response category was used
to measure/collect responses from the subjects. The responses were marked
in the right side of each statement. Instructions were clearly printed in the top
of the scale. (A copy of the draft scale is appended as Appendix C)
2. Personal Data Sheet: Personal Data sheet was used to collect information

like sex, age, educational qualification, years of service, type of college etc.
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Procedure

Head of the institutions of selected aided, government and self -financing
colleges were met personally and requested their permission to collect data from
teachers working in their institution. Then the investigator personally contacted the
head of the departments and requested them to provide the phone numbers to contact
them personally to get the consent for participating in this study. Simple random
sampling was used to select the sample. Then the teachers were contacted through
telephone and then their  written consent was assured. Then based on their
convenience the date and time for meeting them were fixed. After discussing the
objectives and purpose of the research work directly their wholehearted cooperation
was requested. Then the teachers were met personally and the research instruments
were distributed among the teachers with all necessary instructions. After
completion, the research instruments were collected back, scored and entered in
spread sheet for further statistical analysis.
Item analysis

Item analysis is a complex procedure by which valid items suited for
measuring the variable are selected by eliminating or modifying the draft inventory.
In other words, item analysis provides a numerical assessment of item difficulty and
item discrimination. It provides objective, external and empirical evidence for the
quality of the items. The objective of item analysis is to identify problematic or poor
items which might be either confusing the respondents or do not have a clearly
correct response or a distracter might well be competing with the keyed answer.
Item analysis comprises item difficulty and item discrimination (Wiggins 1998; Riaz
2008). There are many methods available for item selection. Here the researcher
decided to calculate the corrected item -total correlation (point biserial correlation),
discriminating power and factor loading of each items in the scale. The criteria for
including an item in the scale was as follows. If an item achieve corrected item total
correlation of 0.25 or above(Seema, n.d) discriminating power greater than 2.58(t
value)as proposed by Edwards(1957) and item loading 0.45 or above will be

included in the final scale.



Test Construction 67

The score of all the respondents(n=300) were entered in to a spreadsheet then
arranged in ascending order based on the total score. Then the top 27% (n=81) and
bottom 27% (n=81) responses were selected for item analysis and they were named
as low and high groups. The score of low and high groups in each item was
compared using t test. According to the t value, the discriminating power of the
items were identified. Details are given below.

Table 2
Mean, SD, and ‘t’ value of High and Low scores on Employee silence items

Group N Mean S.D t value
Iltem1 Low 81 2.20 0.886
. 12.72
High 81 3.83 0.787
Item?2 Low 81 1.62 0.603
] 11.61
High 81 3.20 1.066
I L . )
tem3 (_)w 81 1.62 0.538 12,68
High 81 3.16 0.955
Item4 Lo 81 2.19 0.882
.W 10.99
High 81 3.74 0.919
Item5 Low 81 1.90 0.682
. 14.46
High 81 3.75 0.929
Iltem6 Low 81 1.86 0.802
. 11.88
High 81 3.58 1.023
Iltem7 Low 81 1.64 0.482
. 18.48
High 81 3.73 0.895
Item8 Low 81 1.57 0.498
] 10.50
High 81 3.11 1.225
Item9 Low 81 2.07 0.919
] 13.57
High 81 3.88 0.765
Item10 Low 81 1.81 0.573 053
High 81 3.06 1.029 '
Item1l Low 81 1.69 0.539
. 10.12
High 81 3.17 1.202
Item12 Low 81 1.81 0.726
15.18

High 81 3.80 0.928
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From table 2, it can be seen that all the 12 items in the employee silence
scale significantly discriminate the low and high scorers in the employee silence
scale. All the calculated ‘t’ values were found to be significant.

The item total correlation of each item were also computed and details are
given below.

Table 3
Item statistics (Item total Correlation)

Scale Mean if ~ Scale Variance if Corrected Item- Cronbach's Alpha

Items Item Deleted Item Deleted  Total Correlation  if Item Deleted
Item1 28.51 58.298 504 .867
Item2 29.17 57.907 .602 .861
Item3 29.20 58.089 624 .861
Item4 28.59 58.243 525 .866
Item5 28.76 56.192 .607 .861
Item6 28.87 57.537 532 .866
Item7 28.98 55.748 .650 .858
Item8 29.25 57.846 550 .864
Item9 28.54 57.249 554 .864
Item10 29.09 59.556 501 .867
Item1l 29.14 58.414 542 .865
Item12 28.60 56.509 571 .863

By analyzing the item total correlation details given in the table 3, it was found
that all the 12 items in the scale have correlation above 0.25 which means that all the
items meet the second criteria to be included in the final form.

The third criterion of selection item was factor analysis and if an item loads
.45 or above it will be included in the final scale. Here the investigator conceived the
employee silence behavior as a one-dimensional scale and one factor solution was
extracted with Principal component analysis. The result of factor is presented in the

following tables.
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Table 4

Exploratory factor analysis of employee silence scale

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
Component Total % of Cumulative % Total % of Cumulative %

Variance Variance

1 5.059 42.160 42.160 5.059 42.160 42.160

2 1.484  12.369 54.529

3 937 7.811 62.340

4 .815 6.794 69.133

5 715 5.955 75.088

6 628 5.234 80.322

7 .600 5.004 85.326

8 463 3.857 89.183

9 406 3.382 92.565

10 341 2.839 95.404

11 312 2.597 98.001

12 240 1.999 100.000

To find out the pattern of factor and factor loading of each item, exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) was done with the extraction method of principal component.
From table 4, it can be seen that there is only one factor with eigen value above one.
This factor constitutes a total variance of 42.160.

Table 5
Component matrix

Component
Items
1

ltem1 590
ltem2 .692
Item3 712
Iltem4 .605
Item5 .678
Item6 .612
Item7 129
Item8 .646
Item9 .637
Item10 .589
Iteml1l .628

Item12 .654
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Table 5 gives the factor loading of each item in the employee silence scale.
Here the investigator conceived the scale as one-dimensional and items with a factor
loading .45 above were included in the final scale.

Table 5 shows that the items in the scale satisfied the criteria of factor
loading and hence decided to keep all the 12 items in the scale.

The final item number and descriptive statistics of each item in the employee
silence scale are given below.

Table 6
Final item number and descriptive statistics of each item in the employee silence
scale

Items Mean SD variance
Item 1 3.01 1.08 1.17
Item 2 2.35 0.97 0.95
Item 3 2.32 0.93 0.81
Item 4 2.93 1.05 1.11
Item 5 2.76 1.13 1.28
Item6 2.65 1.11 1.25
Item 7 2.54 1.11 1.23
Item 8 2.27 1.05 111
Item 9 2.97 1.11 1.23
Item 10 2.43 0.94 0.90
Item 11 2.38 1.00 1.01
Iltem 12 2.92 1.15 1.34

Reliability and Validity

The reliability of the employee silence scale was obtained using Cronbach
alpha and found to be 0.874. Validity indicates the degree to which an instrument
measures what it is supposed to measure. Validity is ensured by subjecting the
instrument to the verification of different experts in the field of psychological
research.
Scoring

The final employee silence scale consists of 12 items. A 5point Likert scale
with response category of very true of me (5), true of me (4), Undecided (3), untrue
of me (2), very untrue of me (1). All the items were positively worded and scored

from 5 to 1. Higher score indicates high employee silence.



CHAPTER 5
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION



This chapter deals with the results and discussion of the analysis done by the
investigator. The results have been shown in accordance with the sequence of
hypotheses formulated for the study. The study findings are presented systematically
and discussed. The results are presented as follows:

Phase I: Qualitative phase

Section 1: Preliminary exploration

Phase I1: Quantitative phase

Section 1: Preliminary analysis and Relationship between the variables under
study

Section2: Predictors of Employee Silence

Section 3: Impact of predictors of employee silence on work engagement

Figure 2

An overview of the outcome of the qualitative phase in the present study.

Phase |

Helped in
developing an
instrument

Qualitative based on

Qualitative Data

. interview
Analysis

Data collection

identified
reasons/factors
N=30college teachers Content analysis of employee
silence

Procedure: Procedure:

Semi-structured interview
Products: Products:
Interview responses Coded responses and 4 categories
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Figure 2
An overview of the outcome of the quantitative phase in the present study.
Phase 11

Quantitative data Quantitative data :
Interpretation

collection analysis

Procedure: Procedure: Interpretation of results
N=344 college teachers Correlation, ANOVA
Standardized scales Regression, Scheffe
SPSS
Products: Products:

Scores for various scales Descriptive and inferential statistics
Phase I: Qualitative phase
Section 1: Preliminary Exploration

A preliminary exploration was conducted by the researcher to examine
whether college teachers in Kerala experience employee silence. If they experience
it, what may be the reasons for opting silence. For this purpose, the researcher
prepared a semi-structured interview schedule based on the analysis of previous
studies in the area of employee silence and discussions with experts. The semi-
structured interview helped the researcher better understand the experience of
employee silence and its reasons. And also facilitated the researcher in constructing
an instrument to assess the presence of employee silence among college teachers in
Kerala.

This section includes the findings of the preliminary qualitative exploration
conducted by the investigator to understand the existence of employee silence
among college teachers in Kerala, reasons behind employee silence among college
teachers in Kerala and thereby identifying the factors related to employee silence in
Kerala context. The findings obtained from the semi-structured interview have been

analysed through content analysis.
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From the interview, the investigator understood the fact that almost all the
teachers often experience employee silence in their job context. They were asked,
“Have you ever felt uncomfortable/difficulty that you could not raise an issue of
concern/your opinions/ideas to your authorities?” and their responses are presented
in table 7
Table 7
Number and percentage of participants’ response regarding whether they
experience Employee Silence in their job settings.

Response Number Percentage
Yes 27 90%
No 3 10%
Total 30 100

Most of them (90%) reported that they were not comfortable in expressing
their opinions and concerns to their authority even though they have something
important to share. Majority of the participants mentioned that they had experienced
this type of difficulty most often in their work settings.

Most of them shared about situations where they felt they could not speak up
about an issue or concern.

One participant from Aided college commended “Usually in the staff
meeting, we used to remain silent even if we have any disagreements with the
decisions taken. Because we know that it’s pointless to tell our concerns or ideas,
because past experiences have shown us that nothing will change unless we have a
good political influence”.

This response indicate that employees may develop a state of learned
helplessness (Seligman,1975) when they feel that they cannot exert any control
through their voice. As a result, they may experience decreased motivation,
dissatisfaction, stress-related ailments. This may force an employee to try
destructive ways which may be harmful to the organization (Ashforth & Lee,1990).

The issues usually teachers feel difficult to discuss with the higher authority
were listed and presented in table 8
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Table 8

Types of issues mentioned by the participants.

Type of issues Frequency  Percentage
Salary 15 50%
Exam duty allocation 19 63%
Work load division 20 66%
Financial assistance for conducting academic 25 83%
programs

Issues in which senior teachers are involved 27 90%
Leave related matters 20 66%

“Management always wants us to work at the maximum level. But, when we
approach the management for matters related to salary hikes or for asking leave,
their negative attitude make us feel that it’s pointless to argue.”.

(One participant from self -financing college)

It is noted that teachers who are freshers reported that they experience
difficulty in voicing their opinion and concerns regarding salary, workload division
and matters related to leave.

Another issue pointed out that the majority of the participants from self-
financing colleges were regarding matters related to exam duty allocation. In their
view, more work is assigned to junior teachers. The reason for this in their opinion
is that management knows well that freshers will agree with any decision and they
won’t question them.

Another instance reported by the participants was the management’s attitude
when they approach them for seeking financial help for conducting academic
programs.

One participant reported that “Management is ready to provide funds only
for those activities which give fame to their institution. it is very difficult to convince
them the need for conducting academic programs for students. They need maximum
achievement in low budget”.

Junior teachers (90%) felt it difficult to express their job-related concerns to

the authority, especially those issues in which senior teachers are involved.
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Female teachers reported that male teachers usually voice their concerns to
the management. In support of this finding, a study by Kahveci and Demirtas(2013),
also found that female participants express their feelings and opinion less frequently
than male participants. A study by An and Bramble(2018) found characteristics
creating socio-demographic disadvantage, such as being female, lower education
,having dependents, recent unemployment and lack of a strong social network,
predicted silence.

For example, one junior teacher explained “Some students came to me
saying, that they have difficulty in following what one teacher is teaching. Since that
teacher is from management’s side, I felt that if I say this complaint to the top
management, they may not believe and | felt that if I go with this complaint, will
have to face negative consequences. So, | remained silent”.

They also reported that they remain silent because they feel less confident
and lack experience. . Studies also show that lack of experience in the organization
is one reason for remaining silent (Milliken et al,2003).

When participants were asked about whether their coworkers also feel
uncomfortable in raising your concerns and ideas to authorities, most of the teachers
(90%) said “Yes”.

To get a better understanding regarding the responses of the participants
during the interview, the statements given by the participants regarding the reasons
for remaining silent even though they have something important to share is

displayed in table 9.
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Table 9
Statements given by the participants regarding the reasons for remaining silent even
though they have something important to share

| believe that nothing will change.

If I bring an idea/suggestion, my official will laugh at me.

I'm afraid | will lose my job.

I'm afraid of losing support from others.

| fear that the authorities will judge my ideas as foolish/foolish ideas.

| am not confident enough to speak.

| felt it is pointless to say anything.

| do not want to put others into trouble.

| am afraid that I'll be spotted by the authorities.

| hesitate to tell my opinion in presence of people who are more experienced
than me.

| have a feeling that | am a beginner in this field.

| fear that this will affect my promotions negatively

Past experiences have taught me that speaking more will lead to inverse
situations

| was taught in my childhood that complaining is not good behaviour.

| fear negative consequences in the future.

My superiors are mocking me about my opinions in front of others.

| am afraid that the authorities will act against me when | approach them for
a need later.

Responses received by my colleagues when comments were expressed were a
lesson for me.

| am afraid the authorities will take my ideas personally.

| am afraid to express my views infront of others.

No one used to comment/say their opinions here in this institution.
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When they were enquired about the reasons behind not raising their voice
regarding their job-related concerns, opinion, ideas and suggestions, all the
participants came up with many reasons.

Participants reported that they learned to be silent because they had witnessed
the negative experience of a coworker while raising voices toward management. Not
only that, their coworkers have given a picture of the management’s attitudes and
have been told that no one in this institution used to question or go against
management’s decisions. This can occur as a result of collective sense-making in an
organization (Morrison & Milliken, 2000).

Some participants (60%) reported remaining silent because they have no
other job alternatives. Most of them (90%) reported that teachers remain silent in
order to be in a safe zone. Studies which were conducted in the Indian context
showed silence had a positive relationship with job satisfaction and a negative
association was found between silence and burnout (Jain, 2015; Srivastava, et.al,
2019). Indian employees tend to choose silence in order to avoid the emotional
stress associated with breaking the cultural norms (compliance, conformity and
obedience to authority) while at the same time, also preserving their resources to
reduce the burnout effect(Srivastava et.al, 2019). Some of the teachers (40%) from
government and aided colleges reported that they used to voice their concerns to
their authorities in the beginning, but when they realized the management’s non-
responsive and negative attitude towards them, they also understood that speaking
up is futile. So, they continued to remain silent. They also reported that politics and
favoritisms play an important role in determining whether to voice or remain silent.
In their view, teachers with strong political support usually voice their concerns
rather than remain silent. The majority of the participants (80%) were of the opinion
that keeping silent is better for peace. So, in order to avoid conflict situations they
remain silent.

By analyzing the reasons reported by the participants for not voicing their

concerns, it was found that it can be classified under three categories:
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Table 10
Codes and categories based on the responses obtained from the interview

Codes Categories Frequency %
e To avoid conflict,
e due to political pressure.
e To maintain harmony and peace. Conformity 20 67%
e To go along with the group
e fear of job loss
e affects promotion
e fear of losing support Fear of negative 25 83%
e fear of being rejected. consequences
o fear of additional workload.
e superiors/managements’negative attitude
e Insulting in front of others when coming

up with a suggestion or idea for Negative previous 30 100%

improvement. experience
e Lack of confidence
e Lack of experience
o Lack of assertiveness, Individual
* belief that nothing will change characteristics 10 33%
e lack of a psychological safe climate. (dispositions  and
e certain beliefs like it is not good to belief system)

question authorities

Categories identified from the analysis included

J Conformity

o Fear of negative consequences
o Negative previous experience
o Individual characteristics
Conformity

Conformity is a type of social influence. In the present study, conformity

refers to the tendency of the participants to agree with the decisions of the

authorities, even though they have any disagreements with it, in order to avoid

conflict, to get acceptance in the group and avoid rejection. From the present study,

it is clear that employees remained silent because they prefer to fit in with a group or

go along with the group. Findings obtained from the preliminary exploration study
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are supported by previous studies. For example, Milliken, Morrison and Hewlin
(2003) also found damaging valued relationships as a reason for being silent.
Another reason may be that people are good at maintaining a positive impression on
others and avoid being perceived negatively (Rosenfeld et. al.,1995).

Studies also reported that cultural factors play an important role in silence
behavior. Conformity is more prevent in collectivistic cultures (Bond &
Smith,1996). It is also found that Indian employees’ personality trait consists of
obedience and conformity (Asthana,1956; Sinha,1988). Collectivistic cultural
norms in India gives importance to respecting hierarchy and personal
relationships(Agarwal, 2014; Kwon& Farnadale, 2018; Sinha & Sinha, 1990). Jain
(2015) also found that employees’ tendency to maintain self-image as one among
the causes of silence.

Fear of negative consequences

Fear of negative consequences includes fear about all those negative
outcomes such as job loss, additional workload, and risks associated with speaking
up about a variety of concerns. Especially among the youths in Kerala, the
unemployment rate is at its peak stage. And it could be seen that all those who seek
jobs are educated and qualified persons. So, if they get job, they are forced to remain
silent because of the fear that they may lose their job if they go against or voice
against the management. A study by Sahin et. al (2021) also found that negative
career consequences of voice also predicted employee silence. In support to these
findings, previous research also shows that the main emotion which forces an
employee to remain silent is fear (Kiranne et.al ,2017; Ryan & Oestreich,1991;
Morrison & Milliken,2000).

Employees worry that speaking up could lead to consequences such as harm
to their career, strained relationships, or being tagged as a "troublemaker" by
superiors or coworkers (Kish-Gephart et al., 2009; Miliken et al., 2003). Prouska
and Psychogios (2016) also reported fear of consequences as a major reason for
employee silence. Studies shows that Indian employees are afraid of voicing ideas
because, they may fear that it will result in negative consequences such as loss of

valuable relational resources, such as supervisor’s social support (Rai &Agarwal,
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2018; Sinha & Sinha, 1990). Sahin et. al (2021) also reported that negative negative
career consequences of voice predicted employee defensive silence

One participant said, “I have no other job and this job is near to my house.
So, I don’t want to lose my job. So, I used to agree with the management decisions
even if I have disagreement”.

This response indicates that job insecurity plays a significant role in
determining voice/silence behavior. Research studies also show that job insecurity
has a significant positive effect on employee silence (Yu, et. al, 2023)

Negative previous experience

Previous negative experience includes all those direct and indirect negative
experiences which were witnessed by the employees in their work settings. Negative
includes all those painful, insulting situations which occur in job settings.

For example, one participant reported that “once during the staff meeting, 1
came up with a suggestion, but my authority made fun of me in front of others which
was a horrible insulting situation for me. So, | thought of not coming up with any
ideas anymore”.

This response shows how a superior respond when an employee comes up
with suggestions/concerns that can have a great impact on employees’ future
behaviors. If an employee feels that their superior pays attention and shows interest
to listen to whatever they say and treat them with respect and dignity, then they are
more likely to open up what is there in their mind. Otherwise, they will withhold
everything they want to share.

Studies also shows that superior’s attitude towards silence (whether or not
superiors allows employees to express themselves) is a strong predictor of silence
(Vakola & Bouradas, 2005)

Individual characteristics

Individual characteristics include all dispositional characteristics, and belief
systems that make an employee remain silent. Certain beliefs/value system such as
it’s not good to complain/question authorities which were taught during childhood
may remain rooted in employees’ minds and will be reflected in their behaviors.

Some employees believe that nothing will change even if they voice their concerns
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to higher authorities. This belief also led them to remain silent. Other dispositional
characteristics like confidence level, assertiveness etc. also plays an important role
in engaging in voice or silence.

From the findings of this preliminary exploration, it is clear that the majority
of the participants experience employee silence. Among the participants responses,
it was found that more employee silence was experienced by self-financing and
aided teachers than government teachers. When they were asked about the kind of
issues with which they found it difficult to express to authority, majority of them
indicated that those issues in which senior teachers are involved. It should also be
noted that 100%of participants reported the reason for remaining silent as a result of
negative previous experiences. Higher authorities/management must identify the
climate of silence in the organization as early as possible and take necessary steps to
minimize it by focusing on the reasons for remaining silent.

Phase Il: Quantitative phase
Section 1
Preliminary analysis

To have a general idea of the nature of the distribution of the variables
studied, fundamental descriptive statistics like arithmetic mean, median, and mode;
and standard deviation, kurtosis, and skewness were calculated.

The type of analysis, whether parametric or non-parametric, can be used for
the present study is decided based on the nature of the distribution of variables
collected. Hence, to verify the nature of distribution, mean, median, mode,
skewness, and kurtosis of the distribution of variables interactive justice, perceived
organizational politics, implicit voice theor, affective commitment, psychological
safety, perceived organizational support, self-confidence, assertiveness, employee
silence, work engagement and its dimensions-vigor, absorption and dedication were

calculated and presented in table 11
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Table 11

Descriptive Statistics of the variables under study (Employee Silence, Work
Engagement, and Its Dimensions-Vigor, Absorption, and Dedication, Interactive
Justice, Perceived Organizational Politics, Implicit Voice Theories, Psychological
Safety, Perceived Organizational Support, Self-Confidence, Assertiveness).

Variables Mean Median Mode S.D Skewness  Kurtosis
Employee silence 3156 31 24 8.02 0.325 0.131
Vigor 29.63 30 30 4.601 -0.779 0.222
Dedication 26.53 27 30 3.445 -1.174 1.356
Absorption 2851 29 31 5.101 -0.711 0.036
Work engagement 84 86 94 12.023 -0.823 0.212
Interactive justice  25.55 27 31 6.824  -0.493 -0.795
Perceived

organizational 18 18 18 4245  -0.101 0.114
politics

Implicit VOICE 19 90 21 437  -0.02 -0.45
theory

Psychological 19.95 20 19 3.662  -0.237 -0.103
safety

Perceived

organizational 3239 33 36 7.152  -0.575 0.49
support

Self-confidence 26.78 27 25 3.899 -0.104 0.266
Assertiveness 27.74 28 32 5.608 -0.206 -0.395

Table 11 gives the values of mean, mode, median, SD, skewness and kurtosis
for variables--interactive justice, perceived organizational politics, implicit voice
theories, psychological safety, perceived organizational support, self-confidence,
assertiveness,employee silence, work engagement and its dimensions-vigor,
absorption and dedication. Results revealed that arithmetic mean, median and mode
of the variables were within the range and the variables under study may be said to
be normally distributed. Hence the investigator decided to proceed with parametric
techniques to analyze the data.

From table 11, it is found that the values of the major measures of central
tendency, viz; the arithmetic mean, median and mode for the variable interactive
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justice is found to be 25.55, 27 and 31 respectively. This shows that the mean,
median and the mode are almost equal. The standard deviation is 6.824. The
symmetry of the distribution (-0.493) is negatively skewed slightly. But
comparatively closer value of zero indicates that the distribution can be non-skewed.
The value of kurtosis (-0.795) shows that the distribution is platykurtic to a small
extent. All these together imply that the distribution for interactive justice for the
whole sample is normal.

Mean, median and mode of perceived organizational politics is 18, 18, and
18 respectively; and standard deviation is found to be 4.245. The distribution is
negatively skewed (-0.101) and slightly leptokurtic (0.114). But it also be considered
as more or less normally distributed.

For Perceived organizational support, the calculated mean median and mode
for the variable is 32.39, 33 and 36 respectively with a standard deviation of 7.152
and a value of skewness (-0.575) indicates that it is negatively skewed. The value of
kurtosis (0.490) shows that the distribution is slightly platykurtic.

The distribution of the variable implicit voice theories also found as normal
with almost equal value of measure of central tendency and with standard deviation
of 4.37. The value of skewness and kurtosis were found to be -0.020 and -0.450.
This shows that the distribution is negatively skewed and the value of kurtosis
shows that the distribution is platykurtic, but fall under normal distribution.

Almost equal values of mean, median and mode is also found to the variable
self-confidence. The value of mean, median and mode is 26.78, 27 and 25
respectively. The value of skewness is -0.104 which is negatively skewed and the
value of kurtosis is find to be as 0.266, which is slightly platykurtic. But it also met
the condition of normal distribution.

From Table 11, it is clear that the values of the major measures of central
tendency, viz; the arithmetic mean, median and mode for the variable psychological
safety is 19.95, 20 and 19 respectively. This shows that the mean, median and the
mode are almost equal. The standard deviation is 3.662. The symmetry of the
distribution (-0.237) is negatively skewed slightly. The value of kurtosis (-0.103)
shows that the distribution is leptokurtic to a small extent. All these together imply
that the distribution for psychological safety for the whole sample is normal.

For Employee silence mean median mode was found to be 31.56, 31 and 24
respectively with a corresponding standard deviation of 8.02. The value of skewness
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is 0.325 which is positively skewed. kurtosis value of 0.131 indicates that the
distribution is leptokurtic.

In the case of Work Engagement, the mean, median, and mode was found to
be 84, 86 and 94 respectively. The Standard deviation of work engagement was
found to be 12.023. For the variable ‘work engagement the skewness and kurtosis
were reported as -0.823, and 0.212 and this ensures the normality of the variable
work engagement. Preliminary analysis for the dedication dimension of work
engagement reveals that mean (26.53), median (27) and mode (30) got almost equal
values. The standard deviation is 3.445. The value of skewness is -1.174. The value
of kurtosis is 1.356 which is higher than mesokurtic value (0.26), so the distribution
is slightly platykurtic, but the value is negligible. Hence the variable dedication is
found to be distributed normally in the present sample. And for the absorption
dimension of work engagement, the mean median and mode was found to be 28.51,
29 and 31, and the standard deviation is 5.501. The value of symmetry (-0.711)
indicates that it is negatively skewed and the value of kurtosis is 0.036, which is
very close to zero which implies that the distribution is mesokurtic.

The dimension-Vigor showed almost equal mean (29.63), median (30) and
mode (30) and the standard deviation is found to be 4.601 with skewness and
kurtosis as -0.779 and 0.222 respectively. So, it can be assumed that the variable is
normally distributed.

The above results revealed that variables under investigation were not much
deviated from the normality and can be considered as normally distributed. This
made the investigator to proceed with the parametric tests like Pearson product
moment coefficient of correlation, regression analysis and analysis of variance.
Relationship between variables under study

In order to understand the relationship among the variables under
investigation viz, interactive justice, perceived organizational politics, implicit voice
theory, psychological safety, perceived organizational support, self-confidence,
assertiveness, employee silence, work engagement and its dimensions-vigor,
dedication and absorption, Pearson’s product-moment correlation coefficients was
computed and the results are presented in table 12.
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Table 12

Correlation between variables under study

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Employee silence

1) .

Vigor(2) -.131

Dedication(3) 1167 7397

Absorption(4) -092 787" 708"

Work 118" 924" 867" 928"

engagement(5)

Interactive 2199% 131" 131" 1120 130

justice(6)

Perceived . N

organizational 402 -.034 -035 -038 -041 -341

politics(7)

Implicit voice 4127 -076  -125° -101 -110° -222" .439™

theory(8)

Psychological -~ _ 3™ 095 099 098 104 557" -458™  -251"

safety(9)

Pe rce I VEd *%x *% *% * *k *% *k *% *%
organizational -421 156 .168 128 157 .660 -.429 -.221 710
support(10)

Self- 2306 232" 222 186 2327 091 030  -167" 080  .109"
confidence(11)

Assertiveness(12) -.489° .030 050 .031 .035 127" -113°  -2547 1787 1317  .499**

*p<.05, *p<.01
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From table 12, it can be seen that the variables under study were significantly
related to each other and a detailed discussion of the results are presented in the
following paragraphs.

Relationship between interactive justice, perceived organizational politics,
implicit voice theories, psychological safety, perceived organizational support,
self-confidence, assertiveness with Employee Silence

The variable interactive justice shows a significant negative correlation with
employee silence (r= -0.199, p<0.01). This negative relationship implies that
employee silence decreases with an increase in interactive justice. In support of the
results, Yangin and Elma (2017) also found that there is a negative mid-level
significant relationship between interactional justice perceptions of primary and
secondary school teachers and organizational silence behavior. This finding
indicates that teachers’ perception of managers high-level interactional justice would
decrease teachers’ organizational silence behavior. Amar et .al (2021) also found
that organizational justice has a significant negative relationship with employee
silence.

The variable perceived organizational politics revealed a positive significant
correlation with employee silence. (r=0.402, p< .01). This suggest that as perceived
organizational politics increases, employee silence also increases. Khalid and
Ahmed (2016) reported a positive relationship between organizational politics and
employee silence motives. Moreover, it suggests that employees do withhold
information due to relational, diffident, defensive, disengaged, ineffectual and
deviant motives in a political environment. Similarly Al-Abrrow (2018) revealed
that perceived organizational politics has a positive influence on organizational
silence.

Employee silence and implicit voice theories show a substantial positive
connection (r= 0.412, p<.01), suggesting that employees are silent at work due to
implicit theories, or socially acquired views, about what makes voice risky in social
hierarchies.

Detert and Edmondson (2011) have shown that employees may remain silent

despite the presence of encouraging voice environment due to their beliefs that
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speaking is risky. These beliefs called implicit voice theories are the one of
predictors of employee silence. In support to the present study’s findings, Ellis et
al(2022) also found that stronger the employees’ self-protective implicit voice
theories, the less they spoke up at work.

There is significant negative correlation between Perceived organizational
support and employee silence (r=-0.421, p< .01). Erat et. al. (2017) found a negative
relationship between perceived organizational support and acquiescent silence and
defensive silence, while there is a positive relationship between perceived
organizational support and pro-social silence.

The results of correlation between self-confidence and employee silence
revealed a significant negative. (r=-0.396, p< .01) relationship between these
variables. And this implies that employee with low confidence level tend to remain
more silent than employees with high confidence level. Brinsfield (2012) in his
study also identified a silence type called diffident silence which occurs as a result
of lack of confidence.

The variable assertiveness showed a significant negative correlation with
employee silence (r= -0.489, p< .01) suggesting that as assertiveness decreases,
employee silence increases. This result is further supported by a study by Kiewitz et
al (2016), who also reported a positive relationship between one’s willingness to
express oneself and assertiveness.

The variable psychological safety also showed a negative significant
correlation with employee silence (r= -0.438, p< .01). This negative relationship
shows that as psychological safety increases, employee silence decreases. Studies
also have found that psychological safety was negatively related to defensive,
relational and other forms of silence (Brinsfield, 2013). Psychological safety refers
to the employee's conviction that his team—nhis supervisor and colleagues—won't
humiliate, reject, or punish him if he chooses to use voice (Edmondson, 1999), i.e.,
if he chooses to inquire, solicit feedback, report a bug, or put forth a fresh idea
(Edmondson, 2003; Detert & Burris, 2007). Employees will be more likely to

engage in voice when they aren't afraid to express their opinions because their
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worries about potential negative consequences from speaking up will be reduced
(Zhao & Oliveira, 2006; Ashford et al., 1998; Edmondson, 1999; Kahn 1990).
Relation between interactive justice, perceived organizational politics, implicit
voice theories, psychological safety, perceived organizational support, self-
confidence, assertiveness with Work Engagement.

Work engagement shows a positive relationship with interaction justice,
perceived organizational support and self-confidence but a negative relationship
with implicit voice theories. The correlation matrix shows a positive correlation
between interaction justice and work engagement (r=0.130, p< .01), which means
that higher the interactional justice higher the work engagement. In support to the
present study, studies by Ozer et. al (2017) and Pakpahan et. al (2020) also found
interactional justice had a positive and significant effect on work engagement.

The variable Self-confidence showed a significant positive correlation with
work engagement (r=0.232, p< .01). According to JDR model of work engagement
(Bakker, 2011; Bakker & Demorouti, 2007; Demorouti, et. al., 2001), personal
resources have a positive impact on work engagement. Self-efficacy is one among
those personal resources which includes confidence.

In the case of perceived organizational support, it can be seen that there exist
a positive relationship with work engagement (r=0.157, p< .01). May et. al. (2004)
found that employees are more engaged in their jobs if they consider their work to
be meaningful and if they have supportive co-workers and supervisors. Imran et. al.,
(2020) also found that perceived organizational support was positively associated
with work engagement. This finding is also supported by a study by Murthy (2017)
which also showed a significant positive relationship between perceived
organizational support and work engagement. Musenze et. al (2020) also found that
perceived organizational support is positively and significantly associated with work
engagement.

When analyzing the correlation between perceived organizational politics
with work engagement, it was found that there is no significant relationship between

perceived organizational politics with work engagement. In support to the results of
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the present study, Landells and Albrecht (2019) reported that perceived
organizational politics did not have a direct effect on engagement.

From the correlation matrix, it can be understood that work engagement has
a negative relationship with implicit voice theories (r=-0.110, p< .05) which means
that employees work engagement decreases with increase in implicit voice theories.
This may be because of employees’ lack of available personal resource to cope up
with these implicit voice theories.

When analyzing the relationship between psychological safety with work
engagement, it was found that psychological safety shows no significant correlation
with work engagement. In contrary to the results of the present study, Ariani (2015)
reported a strong association between psychological safety and employees’ work
engagement.

From the results, it can be seen that assertiveness was not found to be
correlated with work engagement. In contrary to the result of this present study,
Contreras et.al., (2020) found that assertiveness is positively related to work
engagement.

Relationship between employee silence and work engagement

The correlation matrix revealed that work engagement has a negative
significant relation with employee silence, which suggests a hike in one will leads to
a decrease in other. In support to the present study, Pirzada et. al (2021) and Shah et.
al (2021) also found a significant negative correlation between employee silence and
work engagement. Simsek and Gurler (2019) reported that when teachers have more
voice behaviors at school, they will be more engaged for their work.Based on these
results hypothesis 1(c) is accepted.

Hence, in the light of present investigation, Pearson’s coefficient of
correlation proved that all the variables under study have significant correlations
with one another either in a positive or in a negative direction in accordance with the
nature of the relationship.

SECTION 2: Predictors of employee silence
This section deals with various psychological factors which help to predict

employee silence at the workplace. These factors namely, interactive justice,
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perceived organizational politics, implicit voice theories, psychological safety,
perceived organizational support, self-confidence, and assertiveness were initially
identified as the contributors of employee silence by the investigator through
different processes like pilot study and reviewing of related literature. Here, through
multiple linear regression, the researcher attempted to determine the predictive
capacity of these variables on employee silence.

The variables- interactive justice, perceived organizational politics, implicit
voice theories, psychological safety, perceived organizational support, self-
confidence, and assertiveness was kept as independent (predictors) variables and
employee silence was considered the dependent (criterion) variable. Multiple linear
regression using enter method was done to select the set of variables that best predict
employee silence. The results of the regression analysis are presented in two
separate tables (table 13 & 14).

Table 13 shows the R, R square, adjusted R square and standard error of the
estimate (model summary), which can be used to determine how well a regression
model fits the data. The table also shows F- ratio (statistical significance) which is
used to find whether the overall regression model is a good fit for the data.

Table 13
Model summary and statistical significance of the overall regression

R=0.716
R square=0.512
Adjusted R square =0.502
Std. error of the estimate=5.658

Model Sum of Mean

squares df Square F
Regression 11303.202 7 1614.743
Residual 10757.749 336 32.017 50.434**
Total 22060.951 343
**p<.01

Table 13 shows that the estimated R value (multiple correlation coefficient)
was found to be 0.716, which indicated a good level of prediction. The "R Square"
(coefficient of determination) was found to be 0.512 which means that, 51.2% of the

variance in the employee silence was accounted by the linear combination of
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assertiveness, perceived organisational support, implicit voice theories, interactive
justice, self-confidence, Perceived organisational politics and psychological safety.
That means assertiveness, perceived organisational support, implicit voice theories,
interactive justice, self-confidence, perceived organisational politics and
psychological safety significantly predict the employee silence behaviour of
employees. Thus, the overall regression model is a good fit for the data.

Table 14 shows the Relative contribution of the independent variables under
study in predicting the Employee silence of the employees.

Table 14
Relative contribution of the independent variables under study in predicting the
Employee silence of the employees.

Variables B SE Beta t
Constant 52.697 3.795 13.885
Assertiveness (ASS) -0.404 .065 -0.283 -6.250**
Perceived Organisational support -0.305 .069 -.272 -4.433**
(POS)

Implicit voice theories (IVT) 0.317 .081 173 3.936**
Interactive justice (1J) -0.280 .061 -.238 4.609**
Self-confidence (SC) -0.429 .092 -.208 -4.664**
Perceived organisational politics  0.340 .090 .180 3.797**
(POP)

Psychological Safety (PS) -0.403 124 -.184 -3.249**
**p<.01

The ‘t” value shown in the table indicates whether or not an individual
variable significantly predicts the dependent variable. From the table 14, it is clear
that all selected independent variables are significant predictors of employee silence
(p<0.01).

The unstandardised coefficients (B) indicate how much the dependent
variables varies with an independent variable when all the other independent in the
model are held constant. The table 14 indicates that for every unit change in these
variables namely assertiveness, perceived organisational support, implicit voice
theory, interactive justice, self-confidence, perceived organisational politics, and
psychological safety there will be -0.404,-0.305,0.317,-0.280,0.429,0.340,-0.403

unit changes in employee silence respectively. The general form of the equation to
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predict the employee silence of the employees derived from the regression analysis
is:

Employee silence = 52.697(constant)+(-0.404(ASS)+(-0.305(POS)+0.317(IVT)+(-
0.280(1J)+(-0.429(SC)+0.34(POP)+(-0.403(PS)

Where:

ASS = Assertiveness,

POS = Perceived organisational support,
IVT = Implicit voice theory,

1J = Interactive justice,

SC = Self-confidence,

POP = Perceived organisational politics
PS = Psychological safety.

A positive regression weight indicates that, an increase in every unit of
independent variable will be accounted for an increase in the employee silence of
participants and the negative regression weights indicate that, an increase in
independent variable will be accounted for a decrease in the employee silence of
employees.

The regression analysis suggests that, for every unit change in implicit voice
theories and perceived organisational politics, the employee silence of the
participant increased by 0.34, and 0.317 units respectively. The analysis also
suggests that, for every unit change in assertiveness, perceived organisational
support, interactional justice, self-confidence and psychological safety, the
employee silence behaviour of the employee decrease by 0.404, 0.305,0.280, 0.429
and 0.403 units respectively.

Discussion

Assertiveness is likely to influence whether an employee engages in silence.
Assertiveness is an adaptive style of communication in which individuals express
their feeling and needs directly, while maintaining respect for others. Assertive
employees tend to stand up and speak out for their interests and concerns, such as
voicing opinions and attempting to coerce or intimidate others (Ames, 2008).

Employees who are low in assertiveness do not ask questions out of fear of
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embarrassment. They never express their opinions freely. So, they may have the
tendency to remain silent even if they have something important to contribute.
Employees with low assertiveness may be afraid that voicing their concerns may
damage existing relationships. Past research has also shown a positive relationship
between one’s willingness to express oneself and assertiveness (Kiewitz, et. al.,
2016).

Perceived organisational support refers to employees’ perception concerning
the extent to which the organisation values their contribution and cares about their
well-being (Eisenberger, et. al.,1986). Employees having high perceived
organisational support are more committed to the organisation they work for and
more satisfied with their job (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). If an employee
believes that their management supports them when they come up with ideas or
concerns they have, then they may be more likely to discuss their problems or ideas
they have with their concerned authorities rather than remain silent. A study by
Erant et. al (2017) among academics also found that there is a negative relationship
between perceived organisational support and both acquiescent silence and
defensive silence, while there is a positive relationship between perceived
organisational support and prosocial silence. Findings from the preliminary
exploration also support that perceived organizational politics as one of the reason
for remaining silent which shows that qualitative finding is in congruence

Results of the present study revealed that self-confidence also predicts
employee silence. An individual’s ability to express himself without scaring or
hesitating depends on the level of his/her self-confidence. That means employees
with high self-confidence express clear opinions, ask for explanations that are not
clear to them, have no hesitation to speak in the midst of the crowd. Individuals with
low self-confidence tend to protect themselves more. Without self-confidence, some
employees may fear speaking up to share their ideas or they may feel uncomfortable
while presenting. Brinsfield (2012) also identified a type of silence called diffident
silence, which occurs as a result of lack of confidence.

Robinson and Shuck (2019) in their study on exploring the public sector

employees’ experiences of exercising voice and silence, they found that one among
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the dimensions of engaging in silence was ‘feeling insecure’ which referred to the
reasons that respondents felt they lacked confidence to articulate their
conceptualised idea.

From the table 14, it is can be seen that, perceived organisational politics is
also a significant predictor of employee silence. If an employee perceives that, there
has always been an influential group in this department, and salary and promotions
are based on political influence. They feel that agreeing with powerful others is the
best alternative in their organisations. So, they may remain silent even if they have
any different point of view. Perception of the work environment as highly political
may also make employees uncomfortable because they may feel that they are
working in an unjust and unfair workplace where efforts and competence might not
be rewarded (Folger, et al., 1992). Liang and Wang (2016) inferred that
organizational politics is one factor contributing to the formation of organisational
silence, particularly in state-owned enterprises. In other words, perceived
organisational politics is believed to have a positive effect on organisational silence.
This finding is also confirmed by a study by Sun and Xia (2018) which shows that
perceived organisational politics has a significant positive impact on employee
silence.

Speaking up is significantly influenced by the employee's perception of
psychological safety (Detert & Burris, 2007). Employees will be reluctant to express
their constructive points of view if they believe that doing so could have a
detrimental impact (Detert & Burris, 2007). An employee will be more likely to
speak up rather than keep quiet if they feel free to do so without worrying about
facing consequences (Pacheco et. al., 2015). Studies also have found that
psychological safety may be negatively related to defensive, relational and other
forms of silence (Brinsfield, 2013). Xu et. al (2019) also found that in a safe work
environment, employees are more willing to engage in open communication with
their colleagues, voice their viewpoints and seek more feedback from their
supervisors.

Implicit voice theories represent individuals deeply rooted schemas

regarding the risks and appropriateness of speaking up at work. These implicit voice
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theories are developed as a result of past direct and vicarious learning or
socialization in hierarchical institutions (Detert & Edmondson, 2011). In addition to
this finding, Knoll et.al (2020) found that employees implicit voice theories can be
affected by the experience they had in their current organisation. The results of the
present study also found implicit voice theory as a predictor of employee silence
which means that employees with strong implicit voice theories may be more likely
to remain silent even if they have something important to share.

Interactional justice focuses on the way in which an individual is treated
when decisions are made. If an employee feel that their manager treats them with
kindness, dignity and respect when decisions are made about their job, they may feel
that they are fairly treated and they may be more likely to come up with suggestions
and more likely to discuss their concerns with the authorities. So, the quality of
treatment an employee gets from their superior influence their decision to remain
silent or voice. In support of this study, Yangin and Elma (2017) also found
interactive justice as a predictor of silence behaviour. Tulubas and Celep (2012)
conducted a study with academics to examine the effects of justice on faculty
members’ silence. The results of the regression analysis indicated that perceived
justice predicts faculty members’ silence.

From the above results, it can be concluded that the variables-assertiveness,
perceived organisational support, implicit voice theory, interactive justice, self-
confidence, perceived organisational politics and psychological safety play are
significant role in predicting employee silence among employees. So, the
management/authorities should plan necessary steps in reducing the employee
silence among employees by enhancing self-confidence and assertiveness, by
providing a supportive, fair and psychologically safe climate and also by breaking

the implicit beliefs of the employees. Hence hypothesis 2 is accepted.
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Section 3: Impact of predictors of employee silence on work engagement and its
dimensions

Among the seven predictors, only four predictors (perceived organizational
support, Self-confidence, interactive justice and implicit voice theories) have
significant correlations with work engagement. Hence, in order to test the impact of
predictors of employee silence on work engagement and its dimensions, one-way
ANOVA was computed for each of these predictors of employee silence. For this
purpose, the total participants were categorised into three groups as low, medium
and high group. this categorization was done separately for the four variables i.e.
perceived organizational support, Self-confidence, interactive justice and implicit
voice theories using the principle Mean = % SD. The details of classification are
given in the table 15.
Table 15
Number of participants in each category for perceived organizational support, self-

confidence, interactive justice and implicit voice theories

Groups Perceived Self- interactive  Implicit voice
organisational support confidence justice theory
Low 86 88 111 91
Average 121 151 91 141
High 137 105 142 112
Total 344 344 344 344

Impact of Perceived organizational support on Work engagement and its
dimensions

Employees’ perception regarding how well their organization values, cares
and supports them may have an influence on their work engagement. One-way
ANOVA was computed to understand the impact of perceived organizational
support on work engagement and its dimensions. The details are presented in table
16.
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Summary of ANOVA of work engagement and its dimensions by perceived

organizational support

sum of Partial
Variables Groups Sauares df Mean square F eta
a squared
o ?, Between groups 1571.180 2 785.590
< £
g % Within groups 48011.793 341 140.797 5.580**  0.032
g Total 49582974 343
. Between groups 248.338 2 124.169
.f>3> Within groups 7012.034 341 20.563 6.038**  0.034
Total 7260.372 343
5 Between groups 100.627 2 50.313
S Within groups 3970.955 341 11.645 4.321* 0.025
e}
A Total 4071.581 343
5 Between groups 272.635 2 136.317
% Within groups 8651.339 341 25.370 5.373**  0.031
(72}
< Total 23.974 343

*p<0.05 **p<0.01

From table 16, it can be seen that, there exists a significant influence of

perceived organizational support on work engagement (F=5.580, p<.01) and its
dimensions-vigor (F=6.038, p<.01), dedication (F=4.321, p<.05) and absorption
(F=5.373, p<.01). While analyzing the index of the impact of perceived

organizational support, the results revealed a negligible effect (n,” = 0.032) of

perceived social support of participants on their work engagement.

To understand which group of perceived organizational support makes a

significant difference in work engagement, multiple comparisons of means were

carried out (Scheffe’s Procedure) and the results are presented in table 17.

Table 17

Comparison of mean scores of work engagement by perceived organizational
support (Scheffee’s Procedure).

Group Mean SD N Low Medium  High
Low 84.19 13.50 86 -

Medium 82.36 11..97 121 1.19 -

High 87.24 10.60 137 3.49 10.86* -

*p< .05
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Table 17 revealed that there is a significant difference in work engagement
between high and medium groups of perceived organizational support. (F=10.86,
p<0.05). According to Eisenberger et .al (1986), perceived organizational support
refers to employees’ perception that the organization values their contribution and
cares about their wellbeing. In support of this result, Bonaiuto, et. al (2021) reported
that an increase in supervisor social support can lead to a statistically significant
increase in work engagement. Piotrowski et.al (2021) studied the effect of
organizational support and organizational justice on police officers’ work
engagement, they found that supervisor support and supervisor justice had a positive
effect on police officers” work engagement, whereby organizational support coupled
with organizational justice accounted for 26% of the variability of work
engagement. Eisenberger and Stinglhamber (2011) also found that perceived
organizational support positively influences work engagement, amongst others by
reinforcing employees’ intrinsic interest in their tasks.

Like work engagement, its dimensions also yielded significant results.
Hence, the investigator studied each dimension separately. To know which group of
perceived organization support makes difference in vigor dimension, multiple
comparisons of means were done using Scheffe’s procedure and the results are
presented in Table 18.

Table 18
Comparison of mean scores of vigor by perceived organizational support (Scheffe’s
procedure)

Group Mean SD N Low Medium  High

Low 29.44 4.90 86 -

Medium 28.64 4.82 121 1.68 -

High 30.60 4.00 137 3.28 12.00* -
*p<.05

From table 18, it is evident that there is a significant difference in vigor
between high and medium groups of perceived organizational support. The mean
scores show that vigor is high for the group with high perceived organizational
support. This implies that if employees perceive that their organization values their
contribution and cares about their well-being, they feel more energetic and highly
motivated at work, and also remain persistent while facing difficulties or obstacles at
work. Schaufeli and Bakker (2009) reported that job resources such as constructive
feedback and social support from superiors were positively related to the three
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dimensions of work engagement. A study by Jaya and Ariyanto (2021) also found
that high Vigor can enhance employee performance.

To know which group of perceived organization support makes difference in
dedication dimension, multiple mean comparisons were done using Scheffe’s
procedure and the results are presented in table 19.

Table 19
Comparison of mean scores of dedication by perceived organizational support
(Scheffe’s procedure)

Group Mean SD N Low Medium  High
Low 26.02 411 86 -

Medium 26.15 3.53 121 0.072 -

High 27.20 2.75 137 6.32 6.08 -

From table 19, it is observed that even though the one-way ANOVA results
showed significant results, the results of multiple mean comparison which was
performed as a follow up analysis found no significant difference in dedication
between high, medium and low of perceived organizational support. This may be
due to the sample size or due to the number of levels of independent variables.

Results of ANOVA on absorption by perceived organization support
revealed a significant difference among groups, to know further why this group
difference and which groups makes the significant difference, multiple mean
comparisons were done (Scheffe’s Procedure) and the results are presented in table
20.

Table 20
Comparison of mean scores of absorption by Perceived organizational support
(Scheffe’s Procedure)

Group Mean SD N Low Medium  High
Low 28.59 5.28 86 -

Medium 27.39 4.99 121 2.85 -

High 29.45 4.91 137 154 10.74* -
*p<.05

Table 20 revealed that Absorption differs significantly (F=10.74, p< .05)
between high and medium-perceived organizational support groups. The mean
scores show that employees who perceive strong organizational support are more

absorbed in their work. This implies that the more the employees feel supported,
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cared and valued by their organization the more they become absorbed by their tasks
and do their jobs with vigor and dedication.
Impact of Self-confidence on Work engagement and its dimension

In order to know how Self-confidence of the participants of the study
influence their work engagement and its dimensions, one-way ANOVA was carried

out and the results are presented table 21.

:Srl?r?:r?azrt of ANOVA of Work engagement and its dimensions by Self-Confidence.
Variables Groups ?;lgrgi df Mean square F Ps(;ﬂg!eedta
_g % Between groups 2023.384 2 1016.192 7 9g7H* 0.041

= g Within groups 47550.590 341 139.445
& Total 49582.974 343
L Between groups 23.511 2 161.756 7.952** 0.045
> Within groups 6936.861 341 20.343
> Total 7260.372 343
5 Between groups 194.944 2 97.472 8.574** 0.048
8 within groups 3876.637 341  11.368
E Total 4071.581 343
IS Between groups 202.888 2 101.444 3.967* 0.023
% Within groups 8721.086 341 25.575
£ Totl 8923974 343

*p< .05 **p<.01

The results of one-way ANOVA revealed that there exists a significant
difference in work engagement (F=7.28, p< .01) and its dimensions- vigor (F= 7.95,
p< .01), dedication (F=8.57, p<0.01) and absorption (F=3.96, p< .01) among low,
medium, and high groups of self-confidence. But it was observed that the effect size
was found to be very small (n, =0.41).

To examine which group of self-confidence makes difference in work
engagement, multiple comparisons of means were done using Scheffe’s procedure

and the results are presented in table 22
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Table 22
Comparison of mean scores of work engagement by Self-confidence (Scheffe’s
Procedure).

Group Mean SD N Low Medium  High

Low 82.23 11.33 88 -

Medium 83.77 12.13 151 0.94 -

High 88.30 11.72 105 12.65* 9.11* -
*p< .05

From table 22, it can be seen that there exists a significant difference in work
engagement among participants with high and low self-confidence (F=12.65, p< .01)
and participants with high and medium Self-confidence (F=9.11, p<0.01). The mean
scores show that, the high self-confident group is having high work engagement.

This shows that self-confidence plays a significant role in work engagement
of the participants, which indicates that if an employee feels that they are competent
enough to deal effectively with various situations, they will be more likely to be
highly engaged at work. So, management of each educational organization/
institution should take necessary steps to boost self-confidence of their teachers to
enhance their work engagement.

Previous studies also have shown that Psychological capital is related to
work engagement. Self-efficacy is one among the factors of Psychological capital
(Sweetman & Luthans, 2010). Bandura (1997) stated efficacy as confidence or the
belief in one’s ability to succeed at a particular task in a particular context. Efficacy
has a significant role in producing positive work-related outcomes (Stajkovic &
Luthans,1998).

To get more clarity about ‘F’ value, multiple comparisons of means using

Scheffe’s procedure was carried out and the results are presented in table 23.

-(Esrzlp?azr?son of mean scores of Vigor by Self-confidence (Scheffe’s Procedure).
Group Mean SD N Low Medium  High
Low 28.6 4.46 88 -

Medium 29.25 4.57 151 1.15 -

High 31.04 4.45 105 18.12**  9.75* -

*p< 0.05 **p< 0.01
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From table 23, it is evident that there is a significant difference in vigor
between participants having high and low self-confidence (F=18.12, p< .01) and
between participants having high and medium self-confidence (F=9.75, p< .05).
Results indicated that the employee with high self-confidence showed high vigor at
work, which means that employees with high self-confidence were found to be more
energetic and having high mental resilience while working.

To know which group of self-confidence makes difference in the dedication
dimension, multiple mean comparison was done (Scheffe’s Procedure) and the

results are presented in table 24.

ggalp?azr?son of mean scores of dedication by Self-confidence (Scheffe’s procedure)
Group Mean SD N Low Medium  High
Low 26.14 3.48 88 -

Medium 25.98 3.55 151 0.125 -

High 27.67 2.98 105 9.86* 15.57**

*p<0.05 **p<0.01

Table 24 revealed that there is a significant difference in dedication between
employees having high and low self-confidence and also between medium and high
self-confidence groups. This implies that employees with high self-confidence were
found to be strongly involved in their work
To know which group of self-confidence makes difference in absorption dimension
multiple mean comparisons were done (Scheffe’s Procedure) and the results are
presented in table 25.

Table 25
Comparison of mean scores of absorption by Self-confidence (Scheffe’s Procedure)

Group Mean SD N Low Medium  High

Low 27.45 4,71 88 -

Medium 28.45 4.90 151 2.17 -

High 29.50 5.53 105  7.86* 8.02* -
*p<0.05

From table 25, it is clear that there is a significant difference in absorption
among high and low self-confidence groups and also between high and medium self-

confidence groups. The results show that employees who are highly confident are
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found to be more absorbed in their work than employees who are less confident.
More absorbed employees tend to be fully concentrated in their work (Schaufeli et
al., 2006).
Impact of interactive justice on Work engagement and its dimensions

Perceived fairness or justice perception by employees in the workplace may
have an influence on the work attitude of employees. So, in order to study the
influence of interactive justice on Work engagement and dimensions, one-way

ANOVA was computed and the results are shown in the following table 26.

-Srt?rg:ﬁazr?/ of ANOVA of Work engagement and dimensions by Interactive Justice
Variables Groups sSc;JlErgi df s'\c:llf:rne F P;i(:’fj::ee;a
< é Between groups 1133.694 2 566.847 3.99* 0.023
g :,j, Within groups 48449.280 341  142.080
g Total 49582.974 343
_ Between groups 117.906 2 58.953 2.815
.ED Within groups 7142.466 341 20.946 0.016
Total 7260.372 343
5 Between groups 120.212 2 60.106 5.187* 0.03
&  withingroups 3951370 341  11.588
§ Total 4071.581 343
S Between groups 185.232 2 92.616 3.614* 0.021
% Within groups 8738.742 341 25.627
§ Total 8923.974 343
*p<0.05

From table 26, it can be seen that there is a significant difference in the
means scores of work engagement (F=3.99, p<0.01) among low, medium, and high
groups of interactive justice. When analyzing the dimensions of work engagement, it
was found that except for vigor the other two dimensions- dedication (F=5.187,
p<0.05) and absorption (F=3.614, p<0.05) differs significantly among low, medium,
and high groups of interactive justice.

The results from table 26, revealed that even though there exists a significant

difference among the groups of interactive justice, the effect size was found to be
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very small or negligible. It means that the effect of employees’ perception of
interactive justice on their total work engagement is not much considerable.

To get a better understanding on which group of interactive justice makes a
significant difference in work engagement, multiple comparisons of means were
carried out (Scheffe’s Procedure) and the results are presented in table 27.

Table 27
Comparison of mean scores of Work engagement by Interactive justice (Scheffe’s
Procedure)

Group Mean SD N Low Medium  High

Low 82.59 13.868 111 -

Medium 84.24 11.42 91 0.95 -

High 86.79 10.497 142 7.73* 2.53 -
*p<0.05

Table 27 shows that there exists a significant difference in the mean scores
of work engagement between high and low groups of interactive justice (F=7.73,
p<0.05). When comparing the mean scores, it can be seen that high interactive
justice group shows more (Mean=86.79) work engagement than the low interactive
justice group (Mean=82.59).

Organizational justice plays an important role in determining the attitudes
and behavior of employees, which in turn affects job performance. When an
organization ensures fair treatment to the employees, employees would exhibit
positive work-related outcomes for the behaviors and actions they received.
Interactive justice exists when employees feel that they are treated respectfully and
fairly within their organization. So, the results from table 27 implies that employee
who perceives high interactive justice seems to be more engaged at work.

Agarwal (2014) examined the effects of contextual variables on work
engagement. Results indicated that procedural justice, interactional justice, and
psychological contract fulfilment are positively related to work engagement.
Another study by Kerse and Naktiyok (2020) also found that the perception of
interactional justice positively affects both conscientiousness for work and work
engagement. Pakpahan et.al (2020) also reported that interactional justice has

significant effects on work engagement



Results and Discussion 105

To know which group of interactive justice makes difference in the
dedication dimension, multiple mean comparisons were done (Scheffe’s Procedure)
and the results are presented in table 28.

Table 28
Comparison of mean scores of dedication by Interactive justice (Scheffe’s
procedure)

Group Mean SD N Low Medium  High
Low 25.78 4.03 111 -

Medium 26.46 3.44 91 1.99 -

High 27.17 2.78 142 10.39* 25.11** -

*p<.05 **p< .01
From table 28, it is clear that there is a significant difference in dedication
between high and low interactive justice groups and between high and medium
interactive justice groups. The mean scores indicate that high interactive justice
group shows more dedication when compared to low and medium groups.

Table 29
Comparison of mean scores of absorption by Interactive justice (Scheffe’s
Procedure)

Group Mean SD N Low Medium  High
Low 27.65 5.61 111 -

Medium 28.26 5.09 91 0.72 -

High 29.34 4.56 142 6.94 2.52 -

In the case of absorption, the result of one-way ANOVA revealed that there
exists a significant influence of absorption on work engagement, but the follow-up
analysis showed that the groups did not yield any significant results. This may be
due to the sample size or due to the number of levels of independent variables.
Absorption refers to being fully concentrated in one’s work and happily engrossed in
one’s work, whereby time passes quickly and one has difficulties with detaching
oneself from work (Schaufeli et.al, 2006).

Impact of implicit voice theory on work engagement and its dimensions

Implicit voice theories represent employees’ deeply rooted schemas

regarding the risks and appropriateness of speaking up at work (Detert &

Edmondson, 2011). In order to know the influence of implicit voice theory on work
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engagement and its dimension, one-way ANOVA was computed. The details are
given in the table 30.

Table 30
Summary of one-way ANOVA of work engagement by Implicit Voice theories.

Variables Groups Sum of squares df  Mean square F
< é Between groups 594.512 2 297.256 2.069
g % Within groups 48988.462 341 143.661

g Total 49582.974 343
_ Between groups 35.041 2 17.520 0.827
.;SD Within groups 7225.331 341 21.189
Total 7260.372 343
5 Between groups 67.058 2 33.529 2.855
E  Within groups 4004524 341  11.743
E Total 4071.581 343
IS Between groups 82.307 2 41.153 1.587
% Within groups 8841.667 341 25.929
é Total 8923.974 343

From table 30, it is evident that there is no significant difference in work
engagement and its dimensions with regard to the levels of implicit voice theories.
This indicates that implicit voice theory has no impact on Work engagement and its
dimensions.

From the above analysis, it can be concluded that self-confidence, perceived
organizational support and interactive justice were found to have an impact on work
engagement among college teachers. And also, it should be noted that these three
variables are also significant predictors of employee silence. Hence, management
should consider the importance of these three variables in dealing with their teacher
employees. Management should take necessary actions to boost self-confidence
among employees. Because being confident helps the employees to express their
views and concerns without fear, which in turn affects their work performance by
being able to concentrate in their work. Results also showed the importance of
perceived organizational support in enhancing the work engagement. Feeling
supported by their organization makes the employee feel attached to it, which may
influence their overall work engagement. Research also showed that Perceived
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organizational support is associated to increased employee well-being, including
overall satisfaction with job and work-family balance (Kurtessis et.al., 2017).
Managers should treat the employees in a fair way by valuing and considering them
in decision-making processes and also by providing proper knowledge and clarity in
the decision made. If employees are treated with dignity and respect by their
authority, they may feel happy and they are more likely to be deeply engross in their
work.(Saks,2006; Kinnunen et.al,2008).

Based on the qualitative and quantitative findings, it can be concluded that
employee silence has a significant relationship with interactive justice, perceived
organizational politics, implicit voice theory, psychological safety, perceived
organizational support, self-confidence, and assertiveness. From the regression
analysis, it was also found that these variables significantly predict employee
silence. Results also found that variables - self-confidence, perceived organizational
support and interactional justice had a significant impact on Work engagement.

Integrating qualitative and quantitative findings

Table 31

The joint display of thee predictors of Employee silence identified (through
guantitative study) and its corresponding verbatim and categories(qualitative
study).

Predictors of employee Verbatim responses obtained from .
. ST categories
silence qualitative findings
L Authorities used to pay less attention Negqtlve
Interactive justice . previous
to my views :
experience
Perceived organizational Lack of political support makes me .
e S Conformity
politics remain silent
. . I was taught in my childhood that Individual
Implicit voice theories D . .
complaining is not good behaviour characteristics
If 1 bring an idea/suggestion, my Fear of
Psychological safety official will laugh at me. negative
consequences
Perceived organizational : .
| fear of losing support conformity
support
Self-confidence Being a beginner, | lack confidence Ind|V|dua_I .
characteristics
: | am afraid to express my views in Individual
Assertiveness - -
front of authorities. characteristics




CHAPTER -6
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION



Employees may encounter a variety of situations in their work setting. They
may have their own ideas, opinions, suggestions to improve work, or concerns and
worries related to their work. In many situations, they prefer to remain silent even
though they wish to share their concerns or opinions. Several reasons motivate an
employee to remain silent. Employee silence is defined as “the withholding of any
form of genuine expression about the individual’s behavioral, cognitive and/or
affective evaluations of his or her organizational circumstance to persons who are
perceived to be capable of effecting change or redress” (Pinder & Harlos, 2001)

If Employee silence prevails in an organization, it will create several
problems for the organization as well as for the employees. Employee silence can
create stress, burnout, and dissatisfaction among employees. For the organization, it
can create a financial loss. So, it needs to be identified at the earliest. There are
several organizational as well as individual factors that contribute to employee
silence. This study is intended to explore employee silence among college teachers
and also to identify the predictors of employee silence.

The effectiveness of an organization depends on the job attitudes of
employees. If employees feel uncomfortable sharing what is in their minds, it may
be reflected in their work engagement. Organizations prefer dedicated engaged
employees because engagement is associated with several positive organizational
outcomes. Work engagement is defined as a positive, fulfilling work-related state of
mind characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli et.al. 2002).
Teachers” work engagement influences the academic performance of students. Work
engagement is associated with several positive organizational outcomes.
Organizations prefer employees who are engaged and dedicated. Studies show that
employees who feel engaged seem to have better involvement, high commitment
and high job satisfaction (Hoigaard et. al., 2012; Timms & Brough, 2013).

The study may add information to the existing understanding of employee
silence among college teachers in Kerala context, and help to identify its predictors,
and also to study the impact of predictors of employee silence on Work

Engagement.
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Statement of the Problem

The present study is entitled as “Predictors of Employee Silence and Its

Impact on Work Engagement”.

Objectives

1.

To explore and find out whether college teachers in Kerala experience

employee silence

2. To explore the reasons for employee silence

3. To develop and standardize an instrument to assess employee silence of
teachers in Kerala context.

4. To identify the predictors of employee silence

5. To examine the impact of predictors of employee silence on work
engagement.

Hypotheses

1. There will be a significant relationship between the variables under study
(Interactive justice, Perceived organizational politics, Implicit voice theories,
Psychological safety, Perceived organizational support, Self-confidence,
Assertiveness, Employee silence, Work engagement).

a) There will be a significant relationship between interactive justice,
perceived organizational politics, implicit voice theories,
psychological safety, perceived organizational support, self-
confidence, assertiveness with employee silence

b) There will be a significant relationship between Interactive justice,
Perceived organizational politics, Implicit voice theories,
Psychological safety, Perceived organizational support, Self-
confidence, and Assertiveness with Work engagement.

c) There will be a significant relationship between Employee silence
and Work engagement.

2. The variables- Interactive justice, Perceived organizational politics, Implicit

voice theories, Psychological safety, Perceived organizational support, Self-
confidence, and assertiveness will be the significant predictors of Employee

Silence.
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3. Predictors of Employee silence will have significant impact on Work
engagement.
METHOD

The present study is conducted in two phases. First Phase involves
preliminary qualitative exploration. The second phase is quantitative phase which
consisted of two sections: the identification of the predictors of employee silence
(section 1) and the examination of the impact of predictors of employee silence on
work engagement (section 2).

Phase | Preliminary Qualitative Exploration
Participants

Participants for the pilot study consisted of 30 college teachers which
included teachers from Government, aided and self-financing colleges in the age
group between 25-60years from selected districts of Kerala through convenient
sampling technique. Participants included permanent teachers, guest teachers, newly
joined teachers, teachers with long years of service and different educational
qualifications.

Instrument
Semi-structured interview schedule
Procedure

Heads of the institutions of selected aided, Government, and self-financing
colleges were met personally and requested permission to collect data from teachers
working there. Then the teachers were contacted through mail, and telephone, and
then their oral consent was assured. Then based on their convenience the date and
time for meeting them were fixed. After discussing the objectives and purpose of the
research work, their wholehearted cooperation was requested. Then written consent
was requested by providing a consent form. The interview started by assuring the
participants that all personal information would be kept confidential. For some
participants, a telephonic interview was conducted. Each session took around 30 to
45 minutes according to the convenience of the participants.

Data analysis technique

Content analysis
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Phase Il Quantitative Phase
Participants
Participants included 344 college teachers who were working in different
Government, aided and self-financing arts and science colleges of various districts in
Kerala with an age range between 24 to 60 years old.
Instruments
1. Employee silence scale (Developed by the investigator along with the
supervisor)
2. Job Behaviour index
3. Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Schaufeli, et. al.,2002)
4. Personal data sheet
Statistical techniques used
The statistical techniques used were based on the objectives set forth and

hypotheses formulated. The following were the statistical techniques used.

o Descriptive statistics
o Pearson product-moment correlation
o Regression

J Analysis of Variance (ANOVA).
. Scheffe’s test
Procedure

Principals of selected Government, Unaided and Aided colleges were met
personally and requested their permission to collect data from teachers working in
their institution. Then the database of teachers was collected and based on the
database of teachers, teachers were randomly selected. They were contacted through
mail, and telephone and then their oral consent was assured. Then based on their
convenience the date and time for meeting them were fixed. After discussing the
objectives and purpose of the research work, their wholehearted cooperation and
written consent was requested. Then the research instruments were distributed
among the teachers with all the necessary instructions. After completion, the
research instruments were collected back, checked for omissions, scored and entered

into the spread sheet for further statistical analysis.
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Major findings of the study

Exploration of whether college teachers experience employee silence.

Majority of the participants experience employee silence in their job settings.
Type of issues mentioned by the participants for being silent at work place
included issues related to salary, leave, exam duty allocation, work load
division, financial assistance for conducting academic programs and issue in
which senior teachers are involved.

Reasons for remaining silent at work place included conformity, fear of
negative consequences, negative previous experience, and individual
characteristics.

Most of the participants (90%) reported that teachers remain silent in order to

be in a safe zone.

Relationship between interactive justice, perceived organizational politics,

implicit voice theories, psychological safety, perceived organizational support,

self-confidence, assertiveness with Employee Silence

Interactional justice has a significant negative correlation with Employee
silence.

Perceived organizational politics showed a positive significant correlation
with Employee silence.

There is a significant negative relationship between Perceived organisational
support and Employee silence.

Psychological safety showed negative significant correlation with Employee
silence

Assertiveness has a negative significant relationship with Employee silence.
Implicit voice theoies has significant positive relation with Employee silence

Self- confidence shows significant negative relation with Employee silence.
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Relation between Interactive justice, Perceived organizational politics, Implicit

voice theories, Psychological safety, Perceived organizational support, Self-

confidence, Assertiveness with Work Engagement

o Work engagement showed significant positive relationship with Interaction
justice, Perceived organizational support and Self-confidence but a negative
relationship with Implicit voice theories.

J There is no significant relationship between Perceived organizational politics
with work engagement

J There is no significant relationship between Assertiveness with Work

engagement

Relationship between Employee silence and Work engagement

Work engagement has a negative significant relation with Employee silence,

Predictors of employee silence

o Assertiveness, perceived organizational support, Implicit voice theories

o Interactive justice, Self-confidence, perceived organizational politics and
psychological safety were found to be the significant predictors of employee
silence.

o The different predictor variables like assertiveness, perceived organizational
support, implicit voice theories, interactive justice, self-confidence,
perceived organizational politics and psychological safety together predicted
employee silence by 51.3%.

o The equation can be summarized as:

ES = 52.697+(-0.404(ASS)+(-0.305(POS)+0.317(IVT)+(-0.280(13)+(-
0.429(SC)+0.334(POP)+(-0.403(PS)

Impact of predictors of employee silence on work engagement

o Among the seven predictors of employee silence identified, only self-
confidence, perceived organizational support and interactional justice had a
significant impact on Work engagement.
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Conclusion

From the present study it can be seen that the variables interactive justice,
perceived organizational politics, implicit voice theory, psychological safety,
perceived organizational support, self-confidence, assertiveness is associated with
Employee Silence. Work engagement showed significant relationship with
Interaction justice, Perceived organizational support, Self-confidence and Implicit
voice theories. It was also observed that the variables-perceived organisational
politics and assertiveness showed no significant relation with Work engagement.
Work engagement has a negative significant relation with Employee silence.
Assertiveness, perceived organisational support, Implicit voice theory, Interactive
justice, Self-confidence, perceived organisational politics and psychological safety
were found to be the significant predictors of employee silence. Among the seven
predictors of employee silence identified, only self-confidence, perceived
organisational support and interactional justice had a significant impact on Work
engagement.

Limitations of the study

The present study was only concentrated only on the comments, observations
and self- reports from college teachers. It did not incorporate the informant from
authorities.

It didn’t not include much about demographic variables as the research
objectives was to identify the psychological predictors of employee silence and its
impact on work engagement.

Scope for further research

The present study can be replicated among school teachers or university
teachers. More variables other than the variables included in the present study can be
studied to understand employee silence and work engagement. The role of
demographic factors can be studied. More interventional strategies can be planned

to reduce the silence and increase work engagement among employees.



CHAPTER 7
IMPLICATIONS



Implications in research talk about the significance and contributions of the
present study to policymakers lay persons or other researchers. Implications form an
essential ingredient of research.

The present study aims to identify the predictors of employee silence and
also to understand how these predictors impact work engagement among college
teachers. This study is important for many reasons. Because employee silence can
have devastating effects on employees as well as the organization. So, it needs to be
identified at the earliest and minimized. Several factors contribute to employee
silence. A better understanding of the predictors of employee silence can help in
reducing its effects. Understanding the role of the predictors on work engagement
can help in developing dedicated and engaged workers which may influence the
productivity of the organization.

This study has many practical organizational and interventional implications.
The present study’s findings will be helpful for the management and teaching staff
of educational organizations. Educational organizations can make use of the findings
of this study to enhance teachers' engagement and reduce employee silence, thereby
improving organizational effectiveness.

The present study will be useful for the management authorities to get an
idea about the reasons for employee silence which can help them easily identify it
and take preventive measures. Employee silence scale developed in this study can be
used by the authorities to identify silence among teachers.

The present study's findings show what kind of activities should be given to
both teachers and to management to reduce silence and increase work engagement.
This can be implemented through training programs and welfare activities.

Productivity among teachers can affect academic excellence. So, this can be
addressed through this study.

The results of the present study found that variables: interactive justice,
perceived organizational politics, implicit voice theory, psychological safety,
perceived organizational support, Self-confidence, and Assertiveness are significant

predictors of employee silence among college teachers.
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The perceptions individuals hold about the job environment influence the
way they do their jobs. These perceptions affect how employees feel about their
organisation, superior, and co-workers, impacting productivity, satisfaction, and
intent to turnover.

In order to influence productivity, it is important to assess how employees
perceive their job and work environment. Because an individual’s behavior is based
on what they see or believe. This study brings to awareness the role of perceived
organizational support, interactive justice and Self-confidence in Work engagement
among college teachers which can enhance and maintain committed and dedicated
employees at work. Effective teachers will be a great asset to the present society in
molding future generations.

Managers can be given awareness regarding the importance and benefits of
treating the employees with dignity and respect and thus ensure justice in the
organization. So that it can reduce employee silence and improve work engagement
among employees.

The findings of the present study revealed that self-confidence plays an
important role in employee silence and work engagement. Studies also show that
lack of confidence is one among the reasons for remaining silent. So, employees can
be taught how to express their views, concerns themselves without any fear to the
authorities.

The results of the study also showed that assertiveness is a significant
predictor of employee silence. So, Faculty development programs can incorporate
training sessions on assertiveness and self-confidence skills for the employees by
motivating the employees by making them aware that their contribution/feedback
whether it is positive or negative, is valuable for the effective functioning of the
organization. Train employees to express their concerns and views to their
authorities in a pleasant way rather than in a provoking manner. Skills to tackle the
fear of speaking up and increase courage can be taught to employees.

The findings revealed that psychological safety is a significant predictor of
employee silence. So, it is necessary to train superiors to respond productively when

subordinates approach them with complaints or suggestions. Make sure that the
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superiors listen, acknowledge, and thank them and also offer help, and discuss with
them. Thus, creating a psychologically safe environment for the employees to
express their views and concerns without fear.

As the study brings out the certain factors which are contributing to
employee silence, the faculty development programs which incorporate those factors
will be more effective in college teachers.

The importance and benefits of perceived organizational support on
employees must be made aware to the concerned authorities. Because the result of
the present study showed that perceived organizational support is a significant
predictor of employee silence and also it has an impact on work engagement among
employees. The findings of this study also revealed that perception of organisational
politics also predicts employee silence. So, management must be aware about the
role of political factors in making an employee silent.

Implicit voice theories are also found to be a significant predictor of
employee silence. So, the employees need to be made aware of their implicit voice
theories and its effects on their behaviour.
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Appendix -A
Semi-structured interview schedule

Age

Sex

Educational qualification

How many years of experience do you have as a college teacher?

Type of college? Private/aided/Govt

Type of job: guest/permanent

In general, do you feel comfortable expressing your opinions and concerns, to
your authority?

Have you ever felt uncomfortable/difficulty that you could not raise an issue of
concern/your opinions/ideas to your authorities?

What reasons do you give for not speaking to your principal about work relted
problems or concerns?

Do u feel that there are general classes or types of issues that you could not raise
with those above you.?

Tell me in detail, about one or more situations where you felt you could not
speak up about an issue of concern. (I am interested in the nature of the issue and
the events surrounding the decision not to raise it.)

Do you feel that others within the organization are also uncomfortable about
raising those issues? If yes, explain what may be the reason behind it.

Giving some contextual information and asking them whether they experience
such situations in their job settings (eg.: you have suggestion/issue and feeling
confused to present it in the staff meeting, you have a disagreement with the
policies taken by your authority and will you contradict it or remain silent)

How often they experience?

Are they silent in those situations?

If yes, what may be the reasons?
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Supervising guide: Prof. Dr. K. Manikandan
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Researcher's contact details
Sharu P John
Research scholar
Department of psychology
University of Calicut
Thenjipalam, Malappuram
Kerala- 673635

Consent to participate in the research interview
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Appendix-D
EMPLOYEE SILENCE SCALE
(Final scale)
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EMPLOYEE SILENCE SCALE
(English translation)
Sharu P John & Prof. Dr. K Manikandan
Department of psychology
University of Calicut

Instructions: Instructions: Below are some statements related to your job context.
Please read each statement carefully and evaluate how much each statement is
correct/wrong from your perspective. Select your answer from the given scale and
put a tick mark (v') in the respective column provided. There is no right or wrong
answer. Please answer each question as honestly as you can.

Statements

Very true of me
true of me
undecided

Untrue of me

Very Untrue of

me

1 | I will remain silent if | have a difference of
opinion about the decisions taken by the
authorities.

2 | Ido not say to the authorities, if I have the ideas to
improve the work..

3 | I know about facts that help to avoid unpleasant
events at work but I do not intervene..

4 | Even if the professional mistakes of colleagues are
brought to my notice, I do not inform the
concerned authorities.

5 | I do not speak to the authorities about my
professional concerns at work.

6 | Attimes, | do not tell the authorities the
difficulties | face at work place.

7 | Even though | may have comment or ideas left in
the department meeting, | do not say anything
there.

8 | Even if the authorities ask for comments at the
staff meeting, nothing is said.

9 | I find it difficult to inform the authorities about the
issues in which senior teachers are involved.

10 | Even if I wish to point out the misconceptions of
the authorities about colleagues, | do not take
effort to do it
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11 | I wish to know more about professional issues but
| do not ask for it.
12 | If I have any objections to the strong decisions of

the authorities, | do not express it publicly.
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f. Self Confidence Scale
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g. Assertiveness scale
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Department of Psychology

University of Calicut
JOB BEHAVIOUR INDEX

Instructions :

Read the statements given below carefully and indicate your response under each
response category by putting a tick mark (v'). There is no right or wrong answer.
Information collected will be kept confidential and used for research purposes only.
Expecting your sincere cooperation.

a. Interactive justice scale

Statements

Always
Very Often
Undecided
Sometimes
Never

1 | When decisions are made about my job, my
manager treats me with kindness and
consideration.

2 | When decisions are made about my job, my
manager treats me with respect and dignity.

3 | When decisions are made about my job, my
manager is sensitive to my personal needs.

4 | When decisions are made about my job, my
manager deals with me in a truthful manner.

5 | When decisions are made about my job, my
manager concern for my right as an employee.

6 | Concerning decisions made about my job, my
manager discuss the implications of the decision
with me.

7 | My manager explains very clearly any decision
made about my job.

b. Perceived organisational politics scale

statements

Strongly
agree
undecided
Disagree

Agree
Strongly

Disagree

1 | There has always been an influential group in this
department.
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Sometimes it is easier to remain quiet than to fight
against the system.
Promotions around here are not valued much because
how they are determined is so political.
Agreeing with powerful others is the best alternative
in this organisation.
When it comes to pay use and promotion decisions,
policies are relevant.
Telling others what they wants to hear is sometimes
better that telling the truth.
c. Implicit voice theories scale
Sl |-
8la || 8|38
Statements =25 |8/8|8%
c < T | 2| 5.2
o S| 0|wnmo
[

When you speak up about problems or areas for
improvement to your boss in front of people who are
even higher in the organization, you make your boss
look bad.

It is risky to challenge existing processes because it
may be seen as questioning the wisdom of the
individuals who established or support them.

It is not good to question the way things are done
because those who have developed the
routines likely to take it personality.

Unless you have clear solutions, you shouldn’t speak
about problems.

If you want advancement opportunities in todays
would, you have to be careful about pointing out
needs for improvement to those in charge.

You are more likely to be rewarded in organisational
life by "going along quietly” than by speaking up
about ways the organisation can improve..




d. Psychological safety Scale
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If I make a mistake on this job, it is often held against
me.
It is safe to take risk on this team.
It is difficult to ask other members of this team for
help.
Working with members of this team, my unique skills
and talents are valued and utilized.
Often when | raise a problem with my manager, he/she
doesn’t seem very interested in helping me find a
solution.
No one on this team would deliberately act in a way
that undermines my efforts.
e. Perceived Organisational Support Scale
e
Sg/ 8| 2 | 88 |8
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Statements g % 2 3 § 3 g
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The organisation strongly considers my
goals and values.

Help is available from the organisation
when | have a problem.

The organisation is willing to extend itself
in order to help me perform my job to the
best of my ability.

The organisation really cares about my
well being.

The organisation really cares about my
general satisfaction at work.

My organisation takes pride in my
accomplishments at work.

My organisation fails to appreciate any
extra effort from me.

My organisation would ignore any
complaints from me.

Even if | did the best job possible, the
organisation would fail to notice it.




f. Self Confidence Scale
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1 | I have full confidence in myself.
2 | I have no hesitation to speak in the midst of the crowd.
3 | I do not change my decision by compulsion of anyone
else.
4 | 1 ask an explanation of things that are not clear to me.
5 | | take to participate in the fight.
6 | | express clear opinion on social issues.
7 | 1 do not fall into temptation.
g. Assertiveness scale
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1 | I never retort.
2 | I never express my opinions freely.
3 | I do not ask questions out of fear of
embarrassment.
4 | 1do not take initiation in speaking for the
right / just.
5 | I 'do not take initiation in speaking in group
discussions.
6 | I am not able to speak openly with people.
7 | I always rely support to get things done..
8 |l am anxious of failure during group

discussions.
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Department of Psychology
University of Calicut

Utrecht Work Engagement Scale

Instructions:
The following statements are about how you feel at work. Please read each statement

carefully and decide if you ever feel this way about your job. If you have never had this
feeling, write “0” (zero) in the space after the statement. If you have had this feeling,
indicate how often you felt it by writing the number (from 1 to 6) that best describes how
frequently you feel that way. You can refer the key below for responding. Your answers
will kept confidential and use only for research purposes.

miBeguoeenud:

meEBg)es cR0ellw)a0®] MITWeals aflel (aMT@IAUMSBSEM @69 O:0S)EHICIee)an
©. DONCE 6OEQI AIEWI M. BICI (AMIEIUMD)o AUIWa] @IOP OBIS)ETICILeM
M)aile: @RMMUE]2] MIEBE)OS (lT®:O6Mo COELNAS)E)E:. @YD ANAIEEBRU3 NEIAH6M
@ROUUD JEBBUBEE BIDED DalCWOINEe)E:D)8S).

aclesanadley  agssled ‘0’ agm)o 0= Never
@Ral)3a0w] ag@l@d ‘17 agom)o 1= Almost Never (a few times a year or less)
aflegao®l  ag@led ‘2’ agam)o 2= Rarely (Once a month or less)
afleicajowd  agelad ‘3’ agam)o 3= Some times (A few times a month)
Qigieajoflo  ag@lad ‘4’ agamyo 4= Often (One a week)
dleecqejo9)lo ag@I@ ‘S’ agam)o 5= Very often (A few times a week)
a)2)Wea oo ag@l@d ‘6’ agam)o 6= Always (Every day)
No Statements Rating

At my work, I feel bursting with energy.
1 | exoeil ©21Q)eMIU8 afMIT3 B0) DDRBER(AIUADDYMNRIS)M@IW] agm]es
cmOM)aM).

I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose.

2 )0 GRILISE BiOIR0W @RAMON)0 LidH|Al)o OS8S®IWV] 6B BHO)®YM).
3 Time flies when I am working.

ez20e]l £21Q)EMIOWE VAo EaldQNMES MM @ROIWIsle).
4 At my job, I feel strong and vigorous.

cR0eilulcaidnqs)cmioud 9OBBRMVILIOW)o SO)OM)o MM @RM)EAilHe)aM).
5 I am enthusiastic about my job.

ag)o3 emoFlellemos afimes ERHPEBLNSS GIT IO D)ME.

When I am working, I forget everything else around me.
6 | cz=oell £21Q)EMIOUd ag)Mes) 2)Q)BSS TVHRIGO06BBS)o M3 BOM)Ealod
0)6TE.
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My job inspires me.
)3 c220eil aM1es) (1Gal0BMo MEBHHI0)EM.

When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work.
00108l af)PIEMAILHEMUOUD @O GRIE( §aIQIAIMBS OBNVIANO

af)Me6)eNROAIO0)6NE.

I feel happy when I am working intensely.
@SB @O cRoell ©2TMOTB Galdfljo @R af)M1Be MVEIHIAUAIEM MEBHH)
ano.

10

I am proud of the work that I do.

MM ©2IYOMN GRILNOHWEM)01E2J0BE)EMUOWB af)Mee @REIAIMo BMOMO
0)6Nz.

11

I am immersed in my work.
00 ag)o3 20208 ERYeIEd @)9)H0)Y6Ns.

12

I can continue working for very long periods at a time.
aBe0 GMMo ®SB2jWOW c=Roell HaIQAOM af)Mes &¥lw)o.

13

To me, my job is challenging.
ago3 ezoeil eaenailgle:ud MOTM®IHEMM af)MEOc10.

14

I get carried away when I am working.
af)o(3 @20e/l6WIHSOqjo EMIB TVERUBIH600) 6.

15

At my job, I am very resilient, mentally.
622021 MAWE (AUSMEEBRU3 9MBOAYEMIUE BIMMUBHA0W al)@aMudl®] (aldall
#6)U0M)88 &1l ag)mlee)ms.

16

It is difficult to detach myself from my job.
ag)eg c=0ellolled MIM)o afloam D@0 CAURGIBIOS)HO)E Af)M® (AI@ITVS:
©@OW HOOAEM.

17

At my work, I always persevere, even when things do not go well.
a@emnao)o 62T®1BL60MILITD 6RLNGBUWD O21T®) @IBL6M
Galorl)o eI MM al®)(LOE1e600)6ME.
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University of Calicut

PERSONAL DATA SHEET

Age

Sex

Religion

Educational Qualification

Years of service

Married / Unmarried / Divorced

Type of college: Govt. / Aided / Self-financing
Type of Job: Guest/ Permanent



