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ABSTRACT

Background: The lack of expressing opinions of employees working in organizations can
cause a phenomenon called organizational silence. Organizational silence has a damaging
effect on employee’s productivity. The organizational sound and silence about organizational
performance are currently one of the fundamental organizational challenges.
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Materials and Methods: In this descriptive, correlational study, regression analysis was used
to analyze the relationship between the studied factors. Using the Morgan table and stratified
random sampling method, 317 subjects were selected and assessed by the structural equation
modeling (SEM) with SmartPLS software.

Results: The results showed a significant relationship between organizational silence and
performance with a path coefficient of 0.179 and a significant difference of 3.289. Also, there
was a significant relationship between organizational voice and performance with a path
coefficient of 0.393 and a significant level of 6.766. Besides, a significant relationship existed
between organizational voice and ethical leadership with a path coefficient of 0.247 and a
significance level of 3.883, and finally, between the focal variables (silence and organizational
voice) and organizational performance with moral leadership with a path coefficient of 0.315
and a significance of 5,485. Accordingly, the results indicated the suitability of the model.

Conclusion: The results showed a significant relationship between organizational sound and

Keywords: :  silence and employee’s performance, considering the mediating role of moral leadership in the
Organizational voice health, . organization. It can be concluded that one of the essential tasks of firefighters and firefighting
Ethical leadership, Human . leaders and managers is to identify and break the climate of silence and motivate the employees
relief : to talk in their workplace for subsequently improving their performances.
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1. Introduction

oday, due to the increased competition

among organizations, customers with high

expectations, and a high focus on quality,

organizations expect more from their em-

ployees and want them to take the initia-
tive, express opinions, and accept responsibility. To sur-
vive, organizations need employees who are responsive
to the environmental challenges, eager to acquire knowl-
edge, and defend their organizational beliefs. In other
words, the employees’ failure to express opinions in an
organization can cause a phenomenon called organiza-
tional silence [1]. Since employees’ silence is closely
linked to their creativity, decision making, effectiveness,
and mood, identifying the factors that influence them
and their impact on employee’s performance are impor-
tant. Some organizations are unaware of these factors
[2]. They know that silence has become a powerful force
in organizations, but no in-depth research has yet been
conducted on its effects [3].

Organizational silence can have a devastating impact
on the employee’s performance. Many employees blame
organizations as the main culprit in the failure of man-
agement plans. They consider the organization as a ma-
jor barrier to change plans because there is no commu-
nication and information support in the system. When
a system fosters a climate of silence, different views,
beliefs, preferences, and organizational goals will dis-
courage the staff from expressing their ideas. Therefore,
such a system can enter into a process that will neither
achieve its goals properly nor try to learn from experi-
ences. Organizational silence is a social phenomenon
that occurs at the organizational level and affects many
organizational characteristics [4].

These organizational characteristics include efficiency,
performance, decision making, management processes,
culture, and employees’ perceptions of the factors af-
fecting silent. Although silence is widely observed in
organizations, researchers ignore it, even when silence
is acknowledged [5]. In the traditional conceptualiza-
tion, silence is defined as a passive behavior that not
only is opposite to the voice but also affects one’s be-
havior [6]. Silence is defined as the absence of sound
in its own form, which includes cognition, feelings, or
statements, such as disagreement or confirmation [7].
Acaray and Akturan examined the Ralationship between
Organizational Cittizenship Behaviour and Organiza-
tional Silence. They found out that acquiescent silence
and defensive silence had a negative effect on organi-
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zational citizenship behavior, whereas prosocial silence
had a positive effect on it [8].

Van Dyne et al. expanded the dimensions of organiza-
tional silence presented by Pinder and Harlos and sug-
gested that the employees’ silence may also be due to
prosocial motivations. According to them, the prosocial
silence refers to the denial of beliefs and information re-
lated to the work issues, to benefit other individuals or
organizations, which affects the performance of the or-
ganization [9]. In the study of Amani et al., the statistical
society was included all the Yazd University employees
(425 people) in 1393 that 100 people were selected ran-
domly based on Cochran's formula. The results showed
that organizational silence have positive and significant
relationship with organizational agility [10].

Van Dyne et al. and other scholars similarly defined the
term “organizational voice” as the active behavior of em-
ployees to change the status quo of the organization [2,
7,9, 11, 12], while it may require a process that enhanc-
es justice and facilitates the status quo of the employee
[13, 14]. In a study on employees’ perceptions of inde-
pendence and its impact on their performance at work,
challenges, and failure to express opinions and concerns
of 586 nurses in the workplace and its impact on their
performance was investigated. The results showed that
the relationship between individual performance control
and employee voice is u-shaped. Employees with stron-
ger identities have less voice and expression when indi-
vidual performance control is low [11].

Organizational leadership is the most crucial factor in
sustaining the life and success of an organization and
plays a vital role in the growth, development, and prog-
ress of the organization. The leadership and management
of an organization and also finding success in perform-
ing duties and responsibilities require knowledge, skill,
and moral responsibility [15]. Success in an organization
can be caused by creating and applying ethical leader-
ship. Ethical leadership has received considerable atten-
tion during the early years of the third millennium as it
creates a healthy workplace, resulting from its organiza-
tional, group and individual outcomes. All organizations,
directly or indirectly, benefit from ethical behavior and
must strive to develop ethical standards in their work-
places and also make the right decisions. The first step in
promoting ethical standards in organizations is to imple-
ment ethical management and leadership in an organiza-
tion [16, 17] (Fifure 1 & Figure 2).

The leader’s behavior has a significant impact on em-
ployees’ performance. A study examined the relationship
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between transformational leadership and employee per-
formance outcomes and found a positive relationship be-
tween them [18]. Besides, ethical leadership can have a
more significant impact on the employees by using influ-
ential and charismatic leaders and its consequent impact
on organizational performance.

Given the importance of human resource performance
and also the impact of organizational silence and voice,
this study aimed at evaluating the effect of ethical leader-
ship (as a mediator of the relationship between organiza-
tional silence and organizational voice) on employees’
performance. We examined whether the relationship
between organizational silence and organizational voice
affects the performance of employees.

2. Materials and Methods

In this descriptive study, 317 employees working in the
fire departments (firefighters) in Tehran City, Iran, were
recruited using Krejcie & Morgan Table and Stratified
random sampling technique. For collecting data, four
following scales were used in Persian: a. ethical leader-
ship with three dimensions of morality and fairness, role
clarification, and power-sharing [14]; b. organizational
silence with three dimensions of acquiescent silence,
defensive silence, and prosocial silence [7]; c. organiza-
tional voice with three dimensions of acquiescentvoice,
opposing voice, and prosocial voice [9]; and d. employee

Table 1. Normality test results
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performance [8]. The items are rated on a 5-point Likert
scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
The obtained data were analyzed in SPSS and Smart-
PLS3 software using the Pearson correlation test, regres-
sion analysis, and Structural Equation Modeling (SEM).

3. Results

For testing normal distribution of data, skewness and
kurtosis of data were measured. The results are shown
in Table 1 and indicate the data had a normal distribu-
tion. For a normal distribution, skewness should be be-
tween -3 and +3, and kurtosis less than 7. In this regard,
the Pearson correlation test was used for testing the as-
sociation between latent variables. The results are pre-
sented in Table 2. As can be seen, there was a positive
and significant relationship between exogenous vari-
ables (organizational silence and organizational voice)
and endogenous variables (ethical leadership and em-
ployee performance).

The highest significant correlation was found between
organizational silence and ethical leadership (1=0.71),
and the least significant correlation was related to orga-
nizational silence organizational voice (r=0.37). Hence,
any improvement in organizational silence and organi-
zational voice will improve ethical leadership and em-
ployee performance.

Data Skewness Std. Error of Skewness Kurtosis Std. Error of Kurtosis
Organizational silence 0.15 0.12 0.00 0.24
Organizational voice 0.49 0.12 0.06 0.24
Ethical leadership 0.20 0.12 0.03 0.24
Employees’ performance 0.19 0.12 0.01 0.24

Table 2. The Pearson correlation test results
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Variables Organizational Silence  Organizational Voice Ethical Leadership Employees’ Performance
Organizational silence 1 - -
Organizational voice 0.37* 1 -
Ethical leadership 0.71%* 0.62* 1
Employee performance 0.87* 0.57* 0.7* 1

* Significant at P<0.05
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Table 3. Reliability tests results
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Variables Cronbach Alpha Spearman Rho CA Communalities
Employee performance 0.76 0.82 0.80 0.54
Organizational silence 0.87 0.89 0.92 0.79
Organizational voice 0.86 0.86 0.91 0.78
Ethical leadership 0.79 0.80 0.86 0.61
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Table 4. Discriminant validity test by the cross-loadings method

Components  gmployee Performance Organizational Silence Organizational Voice Ethical Leadership

AQl 0.22 0.83 0.18 0.11
AQ2 0.33 0.92 0.28 0.09
AQ3 0.29 0.90 0.21 0.14
BQ1 0.45 0.23 0.89 0.19
BQ2 0.48 0.27 0.92 0.19
BQ3 0.44 0.18 0.84 0.31
cQ1l 0.35 0.11 0.19 0.77
cQ2 0.28 0.13 0.22 0.80
ca3 0.41 0.07 0.25 0.79
cQ4 0.30 0.09 0.14 0.75
DQ1 0.88 0.30 0.45 0.40
DQ2 0.83 0.21 0.47 0.34
Da3 0.77 0.28 0.33 0.33
DQ4 0.74 0.24 0.38 0.34
DQ5 0.79 0.09 0.23 0.13
Ilealthin
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AQ=Employ Silence, BQ=Employ Voice, CQ=Ethical Leadership, DQ=Employ Performance

Table 5. Discriminant validity test by Fornell-Larcker criterion

Variables Employees’ Performance  Organizational Silence  Organizational Voice  Ethical Leadership
Employee performance 0.73
Organizational silence 0.32 0.89
Organizational voice 0.52 0.26 0.88
Ethical leadership 0.44 0.13 0.26 0.78

Izlealthin
€mergencies and |Blisasters [0luarterly

]
H Parhizgar MM, et al. Effect of Organizational Silence and Voice. HDQ. 2019; 4(4):229-236.




Iilealth in
Emergencies and [dlisasters (0]luarterly

Figure 1. The structural model with path coefficients

Testing the reliability of the measurement model

The reliability of the measurement model was tested
by measuring the Cronbach alpha, Composite Reliability
(CR), Spearman correlation coefficient (Rho), and Com-
munality Reliability (CR). The results showed that all
variables had a Cronbach alpha value of more than 0.7.
According to Henseler et al. (2009), the model is reli-
able, if CR>0.7. Moreover, according to Ringer (2016),
Spearman Rho >0.7 and communality >0.5 indicate the
good reliability of the model. Based on the results of
these four tests, the model is reliable (Table 3).

Testing the validity of the measurement model

For testing the discriminant validity of the measure-
ment model, cross-loadings and Fornell-Larcker tests
were performed. According to the cross-loadings test,
each question accurately measures its own variables and

Figure 2. The structural model with significant values
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does not correlate with the other set of questions. Table 4
presents the results for the cross-loadings test. Since the
values obtained for each variable are at least 0.1 higher
than those of other variables, the discriminant validity of
the model was confirmed by the cross-loadings method.
the Fornell-Larcker criterion. According to this method,
the numbers that occupy the row and column should be
higher than the numbers in other rows and columns. Ac-
cording to the obtained data, the discriminant validity of
the measurement model was confirmed (Table 5).

The structural path analysis results are presented in
Table 6. Using the following formula, the coefficient of
determination (R?) and the Goodness-of-Fitness (GOF)
index for the study model were obtained as =0.64 and
0.209, respectively, which indicated its good fit.

Iilealth in
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Table 6. Structural path analysis results
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Relationship Path Beta t Values Decision GOF
EP-OS 0.17 3.28 Supported
EP-OV 0.39 6.76 Supported
EL-OS 0.06 0.77 Rejected 0.209
EL-OV 0.24 3.88 Supported

OS/OV-EL-EP 0.31 5.48 Supported

[ilealthin
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EP: Employee Performance; OS: Organizational Silence; OV: Organizational Voice; EL: Ethical Leadership; GOF: the Goodness

Of Fitness index

4. Discussion

The effect of organizational noise and silence on orga-
nizational performance has recently become one of the
fundamental organizational challenges. In this study, the
SEM model was designed to investigate variables relat-
ed to staff performance, based on the literature review.
In this structural model, variables of organizational si-
lence and employees’ voice were considered as contex-
tual factors that explain ethical leadership through me-
diation. The results also indicated that the model was
valid regarding the study population and could explain
the final endogenous variable.

The first hypothesis related to the association between
organizational silence and employees’ performance with
a path coefficient of 0.39 and a significant level of 3.28
was confirmed at a 99% confidence interval. Employ-
ees, as important organizational resources, often have
useful information and ideas to improve their works and
organizations, which sometimes express them. How-
ever, sometimes they remain silent, and this silence can
affect their performance.

Employees play a crucial role in organizations with
important implications for their organizations and other
individuals working there. They also can overshadow
the performance of the organizations. If employees do
not share their ideas and concerns, the organization will
not be able to identify and correct problems or take ad-
vantage of new ideas. Regarding the staff working in the
fire station, the desire to speak to managers can improve
the organizational image and performance. This result is
consistent with the findings of other studies [8, 10].

The second hypothesis related to the relationship be-
tween organizational voice and employee performance,
with a path coefficient of 0.17 and a significant level of

6.76, was confirmed at a 99% confidence interval. Man-
agers and leaders in fire stations and other health and
safety organizations must provide the employees with
the climate and conditions to voluntarily express their
opinions, concerns, and information about issues and
problems in the organization, by which they can con-
tribute to the organization’s performance and efficiency.
The result agrees with other studies [11].

The third hypothesis about the relationship between
organizational silence and ethical leadership, with a
path coefficient of 0.06 and a significant level of 0.77,
was rejected at a 99% confidence interval. As employee
silence increases, the functional components of ethical
leadership will not be necessarily increased.

The fourth hypothesis regarding the relationship be-
tween organizational voice and ethical leadership, with
a path coefficient of 0.24 and a significant level of 3.88,
was confirmed at a 99% confidence interval. This find-
ing is consistent with the results of other studies [5] that
leadership behavior is consistently related to the em-
ployee voice, and the psychological safety of employees
for having open communication with management, as a
mediator, has a significant effect on their performance.

Considering the recently raised issues and identify-
ing silence and its negative effects on organizations,
and also the critical effects of organizational voice vs.
organizational silence, managers should consider these
common phenomena more carefully and evaluate and
improve their organizations in needed situations.

Finally, the results of this study revealed that organi-
zational voice and silence influence employees’ perfor-
mance through the mediating role of ethical leadership.
In other words, there is a statistically significant relation-
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ship between employee voice and silence through ethical
leadership and performance.

Most scholars in social sciences and organizational
management have criticized the silence concerning
different perceptions and approaches and pointed to
its positive and negative consequences. According to
similar studies [9], employee voice or silence can sig-
nificantly influence the performance of those working in
the fire and security services, especially when many fac-
tors make employees silent or unwilling to express their
views. Hence, leaders and managers of organizations
should provide the conditions for motivating employ-
ees and increasing the voice of employees. The results
of this study are similar to those in the area of the re-
lationship between ethical leadership and organizational
performance [10].

One of the limitations of this study was its correlational
design. Therefore, the obtained relationships cannot be
interpreted causally. Moreover, we used questionnaires
for collecting data. Since the questionnaires were com-
pleted by the self-report method, there may be bias in
the responses. The mental state of the samples, while
answering questions, could also affect the outcome
by presenting incomplete and inaccurate information.
Therefore, the accuracy of responses cannot be guaran-
teed. It is suggested that in future studies, interviews and
observation be used to gather information.

5. Conclusion

Nowadays, employees’ silence and voice and finding
ways to avoid silence are of great importance in organi-
zations, including service organizations. As the findings
of the present study showed, the silence of employees
working in the fire and safety departments can reduce
their performance. When the climate of silence prevails
at the fire stations, the views and opinions of the staff
will not have the opportunity to be expressed. Organi-
zational silence is a common phenomenon there, which
can be perceived by managers and employees.

It should be noted that different incentives of firefight-
ing staff lead to a particular type of organizational silence
or voice and as a result, employees deliberately refuse
to provide information, opinions, and ideas and cause a
form of silence or voice that will have irreparable con-
sequences due to their essential role in helping and sav-
ing lives. As the third-millennium organizations struggle
to survive in a dynamic environment filled with diverse
cultural, political, economic, and social challenges, they
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need staff who are compassionate in their efforts to pre-
serve the organization.

These organizations do not want silent staff because of
their indifference or fear of endangering their interests,
because under such circumstances, the quality of deci-
sion-making decreases. Without feedback, corrective ac-
tions will not take place in time and errors will increase.
Therefore one of the most important tasks of the manag-
ers and leaders of the fire and security departments is to
identify and break the organizational climate of silence
to ensure the organization’s survival and growth.
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