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ABSTRACT

The aim of this study was to present how employees’
voice and silence behaviour differ according to
demographic characteristics. Two different sample
was used as Iranian and Turkish. 160 surveys were
distributed for both samples. 123 survey were
usable for Iranian sample and 149 surveys were
usable for Turkish sample in various sectors. The
data were collected using by a questionnaire form
and analysed with the statistical program SPSS. The
scale for employee voice and silence was adapted
from Dyne et al. (2003), including 30 items and six
factors. Explanatory factor analysis was used to
determine the scale factor structure. Then alpha
coefficients were determined for scale reliability.
In order to determine the significant difference of
employee voice and silence behaviour according to
demographic characteristics, a t-test and Anova test
were employed. Significant differences were found
for employee voice and silence across demographic
characteristics on both Iranian and Turkish sample.
The similarities and differences between the
employees were compared in terms of these two
countries.

Keywords: Employee voice, Employee silence,
Iranian Employees, Turkish Employees, Demographic
Characteristics.

OZET

Bu calismanin amaci, calisanlarin seslilik ve sessizlik
davranislarinin demografik &zelliklere goére nasil
degistigini ortaya koymaktir. iran ve Tiirkiye olmak
Uzere iki farkli orneklem kullanilmistir. Her iki
orneklem icin de katilimcilara 160 anket dagitilmistir.
Cesitli sektér katihmcilarindan, iran érneklemi icin
123, Tarkiye 6rneklemi icin ise 149 kullanilanibilir
anket elde edilmistir. Veriler anket formu kullanilarak
toplanmis ve SPSS istatistik programi ile analiz
edilmistir. Calisan sesliligi ve sessizligi 6l¢imlemek
icin Dyne, vd., (2003), tarafindan gelistirilen, 30
madde ve alti faktorden olusan olcek kullanilmistir.
Olcek faktor yapisi belirlenmesi icin aciklayici faktor
analizi kullanilmistir. Daha sonra 6lcek giivenilirligi
icin alfa katsayilari belirlenmistir. Calisan seslilik
ve sessizlik davranislarinin demografik 6zelliklere
gore anlamli farkhligini belirlemek icin t testi ve
Anova testi uygulanmistir. Hem iran hem de Tiirkiye
ornekleminde demografik 6zellikler arasinda
calisanin sesliligi ve sessizligi davranislari agisindan
onemli farkliliklar bulunmustur. Calisanlar arasindaki
benzerlik ve farkhhklar bu iki Ulke agisindan
karsilastiriimistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Calisan sesliligi, Calisan
sessizligi, iranli calisanlar, Tiirk calisanlar, demografik
ozellikler
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1. Introduction

In today’s business environment the rapid chan-
ges, severe and complex competition conditions
require that businesses to evaluate their management
practices frequently and to make necessary changes in
direction of participative management.

Employees’ ideas, suggestions or criticisms are
so valuable for the continuous improvement of
organizations (Hsiung, 2012). Their to voice can be
recognized as constructive and strategic communica-
tion instrument for organizational effectiveness, high
quality decisions and competitive advantage (Miles &
Muuka, 2011). But in some situations employees prefer
to be in silence or withold their ideas, knowledge or
suggestions. Although employee voice and silence are
seem to be different from each other, actually they are
so interrelated terms and have equivalent importance
in organizations (Moasa, 2013).

In the first part of this article employee voice and
silence are discussed and in the second part a research
is placed which is conducted in Iran and Turkey to in-
vestigate the employees’voice and silence tendencies.

2, Literature Review on Employee Silence

Human resource as an important assess in organi-
zations plays significant role in intensive competition
through participation in sharing opinions and beliefs
straightly without fear and deciding as well to impro-
ve the organization. Neglecting provided ideas or
creating an atmosphere of fear and lack of impressive
interactions in organization can be lead to withhol-
ding employees concerns and notions and being
responsibility about solving organization problems
and improvements which were defined by Morrison
and Milliken (2000) as “employee silence”.

Employee silence can be defined as censorship,
quieting, ghettoization, suppression, exclusion,
marginalization trivialization and other forms of dis-
counting (Nafei, 2016, p.101). This idea has expressed
in an elegant way in a Nigerian proverb “Silence is talk
too” (Greenberg and Edwards, 2009). From the point of
organizations silence can influence both organizations
and employees meanly. Employee Silence occasions
unpleasant moods like dissatisfaction, cynisizm, lack
of communication and stress (Nafei, 2016). In other
words, if voice is refrained proficiency and employee’s
mentality may be substantially offended. Meanwhile,
there is proofs expressing that voice suppressed in
organizations are mostly uncertain to participate in

voice, especially when the content of voice could be
received by audience negatively (Morrison, 2014).

These two terms were studied from the point of
justice theory during the 1980’s . Justice and voice
performance issues were among the most central
topics studied (Bagheri et al.,, 2012). It is possible to
say that the concept of justice was first led by authors
such as Homans (1961), Adams (1965), Walster et al.,
(1973) (Greenberg, 1987, p.9). Adams’s Theory of Justi-
ce (1965) is defined as the determination of whether a
person perceives his/ her own gains and contributions
in a certain ratio with the acquisition and contribution
of another individual, which he / she cites, and whet-
her he / she perceives an injustice as a result of these
evaluations (Greenberg, 1990, p.400).

While the perception of justice in organizations
leads to positive behaviors; The perception of injus-
tice can cause some negative behaviors such as the
silence of the employees who make it difficult for the
organizations to reach their goals.

In the 1990’s, studies followed researches on
voice mechanisms and around the year 2000 surveys
started to focus on derivatives of “climate of silence”
(Bogosian, 2012). Theorematic interaction in organiza-
tions requires multiple functions of silence and voice.
Engagement in voice increases employee perceptions
of organizational policies and procedures, manners
and distinguish positions and be aware of rules to
participate in the game (McGowan, 2003). According
to Rezabeygil and Almasi (2014), silence behaviour
states not speaking situation and voice behaviour
states speaking about the existing issues and events
in organizations. The difference between these terms
is not in speaking but in motivational factors of indivi-
duals who are silent.

2.1. Employee Silence Factors

There are various notions about the parameters
cause employee silence (Schechtman, 2008); support
of silence by the top management and supervisor, fear
based on authority, lack of communication opportuni-
ties and employees’s fear about the negative reactions
of management (Brinsfield et al., 2009 retrieved from
Nafei, 2016, p.103).

Richard (2003) states the narrow conceptions of
ethical responsibility, lack of organizational political
skills, fear, implicated friends, embarrassment, lack of
opportunity for voice as possible reasons for employee
silence.
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The results of the research managed by Morrison
and Milliken’s (2000) points that silence in organiza-
tions depends on a fear which is caused by negative
feedback of management and their implicit beliefs
about employees. These results, as in management be-
liefs, compose disruptive emotions of anger and fear
in the organization, infusing silence by its members
(Slade, 2008).

2.2. Types of Employee Silence

Dyne et al. (2003) classified employee’s voice, si-
lence and their behavior towards them in three types.
In the model, employees demonstrate these mood
as like in passivity, conservative and active moods
(Afkhami & Mehrabanfar, 2015). In passivity mood
employees believe that their thoughts can not create
any utility for the organizations and most of them are
influenced extremely by the authority. In conservative
mood employees hesitate to share their opinions with
others because of fear and self protection. Lastly in
active mood employees express their opinions and
thoughts recklessly.

Academics have described employee silence in
three different forms based on employee behaviours
(Pinder & Harlos 2001; Dyne et al., 2003; Briensfield
2009; Perlow & Repening; 2009) Acquiescent Silence,
Defensive Silence, Pro-social Silence.

2.2.1. Acquiescent Silence

This type of silence is a passive behavior more than
active. This type of silence reflects the employees’ fee-
ling unable to change the current situations or speak
up much so they are not willing to be in organizational
development activities (Karacaoglu & Cingdz, 2008).

With reference to Pinder and Harlos (2001) and
Dyne et al. (2003), acquiescent silence defined as “
information, withholding relevant opinions, or ideas,
based on resignation”. Employees who distinguish
this manner of silence accept existing situation where
they work and are not eager to talk or to try to modify
their current condition, believing that they hold little
influence to change that (Pacheco et al., 2015).

2.2.2. Defensive Silence

This silence behaviour is rooted from the personal
fear of employees to declare their opinions or though-
ts. The term can be named by quiescent silence which
is a kind of silence that points deliberate negligence
(Pinder & Harlos, 2001).

Defensive silence includes withholding informa-
tion on problems based on fear that expression of
opinions is individually risky, is eliminating facts about
troubles that should be corrected in order to protect
the self (Dyne et al., 2003).

2.2.3. ProSocial Silence

Nafei (2016) declares prosocial silence is keeping
organizational information for caring the others utility
in organizations. Pro-Social silence is a voluntary and
pro-active behaviour showed by the employees who
desire to help to others or share their responsibilities
(Podkasoff et al., 2000). This type of silence includes
cooperation, motivation, the feeling of altruism (Dyne
et al., 2003) and conscious decision making.

3.The Literature Review on Employee Voice

Albert Hirschman'’s (1970) treatise , “Exit, Voice and
Loyalty”is the milestone research about the employee
voice (Ashford, Sutcliffe & Christianson, 2009). In his
study he defined voice from the point of marketing
(Miles & Muuka, 2011). Customer exit states the the
loss of customers depending on their dissatisfaction
about product or service quality or some lapses in any
process of the organization. Customer voice, includes
their criticms or comments on product or service. The
voice may reflect their satisfaction or dissatisfaction.
Customer loyalty defines the customers' retention and
the continuity of their relationship with the organi-
zation (Gorden, 1988). If they feel their voice is cared
by the organization and has a meaningful influence
on organizational issues, this situation improve their
loyalty feeling and these loyal people are mostly prefer
to use voice to modify the actual situation or prefer to
wait patiently until the conditions get better (Vangel,
2011).

According to Rusbult et al. (1988) the concept of
exist does not mention only quitting job, it also indica-
tes the process of searching a new job and scrutinising
the quitting decision. Therefore, exit can be occured
by the combination of psychological tendency and
behavioral reaction about any discontentedness (Naus
et al.,, 2007). Hirschman defines that making a choice
between exit and voice related with oneself’s loyalty to
the organization and in case of high loyalty propensity
of voice will be over exit (Garner & Garner, 2011).

3.1. Employee Voice Factors

Dundon et al. (2004: 1152) voice can be ocurred in
four diverse forms such as; (Budd et al., 2010).

207



Beliz ULGEN, Mehmet SAGLAM, Sahar Mohammadi BAZARGANI

sign of individual dissatisfaction.

collective reaction to prevent the pluralistic
interest against any inappropriate implemen-
tation of management (eg. works councils,
unions, joint labor-management consultation
committees (Kim et al., 2010), etc.).

«  core instrument to improve effectiveness of
decision making and management involve-
ment processes in the organizations.

a bridge between employee and employer to
realize mutuality of interest by considering
ethical, fair and democratic values in the
workplace.

3.2.Types of Employee Voice

Voice has widespread usage in many organiza-
tional issues as like silence (Dyne et al., 2003) and
includes three types which have different effect on
management.

3.2.1. Acquiescent Voice

Acquiescent voice is a passive and disengaged
behaviour that it results in statements of conciliation
and support based on resignation (Vangel, 2011) and
low self-efficacy to influence any valuable change.
Acquisent voice can be explained by two examples.
One of them is Abilene Paradoks. The other is Plura-
listic Ignorance (Dyne et al., 2003).

Dr. Jerry Harvey introduced this concept in his
book “The Abilene Paradox and Other Meditations on
Management” and gave detailed information about
the Abilene Paradox over the parable that he lived
(Harvey, 1988). The parable begins with an unwanted
trip of Harvey and his family members from Texas to
drive Abilene for dinner on a hot day by a car that
had a non functioning AC. The important point in this
trip decision, none of the family members even the
person who suggested this trip were really willing to
go. They approved this suggestion thinking that the
others wanted this trip and held off from voicing their
own thought (Daft & Lane, 2008). The main theme of
Abilene Paradox emphasizes the avoidance of group
members from telling the truth in order to agree with
others and to make them happy (Launius, 1988).

Pluralistic ignorance was developed by Floyd
Allport and his student Daniel Kantz in 1931 (Bjerring
etal.,,2014). He saw this concept unwarrented and con-
fused reactions of how other people think and feel on
different matters (Shamir & Shamir, 1997). It indicates
the dissonance between attitude and behavior. O'Gor-

man defines pluralistic ignorance as “a situation in
which individuals hold unwarrented assumptions about
the thoughts, feelings and behaviour of other people and
it's not ignorance in the ordinary sense of not knowing "
(Johnson-Cartee, 2005, p.36).

People explicitly participate to others’ thoughts
or confirm their decisions even though they do not
indigenise those thoughts or decisions. They behave
in this manner because of the social pressure (Prentice
& Miller, 1993) or their worries about being excluded,
rejected, or incompatible person in a group (Shelton,
& Richeson, 2005).

In the literature many examples are placed to
explain the meaning of pluralistic ignorance. One of
them is classroom case. In this case, a teacher presents
some difficult materials in the classroom and after
presentation asks the students whether they have
any question. Despite most of them does not exactly
explain the materials, they hesitate to ask question
because they believe that the materials are easy for
others except oneself so they don't want to be seem as
stupid or the only one who did not understand those
materials in front of their classmates (Zanna, 1996;
Bjerring et al., 2014; Prentice & Miller, 1993).

3.2.2. ProSocial Voice

ProSocial Voice is a kind of proactive, voluntary and
other-oriented behavior that is shown as expressing
solutions, sharing experiences or suggesting constru-
ctive thoughts about work related issues by conside-
ring the others’ benefit and this behaviour is shown
by employees’ will instead of the organization’s this
fundamental and upward-directed communication
behaviour (Moeidh et al., 2015) is shown by employees'’
will instead of the organization’s requirement (Dyne
et al., 2003). Pro-social Voice also includes asserting
of many useful ideas and suggestions by taking into
account the whole organization’s interests in any pro-
cess of change. This discretionary behaviour provides
positive, improving and beneficial contributions to
organization based on cooperative motives, majority
interests and alturism (Ehtiyar & Yanardag, 2008). So it
can be seem as a form of citizenship behavior (LePine
& Dyne, 2001).

3.2.3. Defensive Voice

Defensive voice is a self-protective behavior used
to express thoughts or knowledge to protect one’s self
interests from feared and undesired consequences
(Dyne et al., 2003; Turgut & Agun, 2016).

208



The Research on the Voice and Silence Behaviours of Iranian and Turkish Employees According to Their Demographic Characteristics

In organizations, defensive voice includes emp-
loyees’ criticism, complaints on work-related ideas,
information or opinions and blaming others or provi-
ding justifications for one’s actions to reduce personal
threats. In this point of view, defensive voice based on
self interest rather than the benefit of organizations
or the others (Lee et al., 2014; Ellis & Dyne, 2009). Ma-
nagers may realise the defensive voice of employees
by caring the expressions, stresses and tones in their
verbal messages, non verbal statements, and the dire-
ction of their voice whether it's based their based the
interest of oneself or majority (Lee et al., 2014).

4, Research Questions

Our study examines employee voice and silence
behaviors in terms of demographic features within the
context of developing economies. Earlier studies on
employee voice behavior have been associated with
economic and employment contexts (Menendez &
Lucio, 2014; Wilkinson et al., 2013).

In the literature, it has been concluded that voice
behaviour has been adopted in developed countries,
especially in term of socio-economic development
(Gomezetal., 2010; Wilkinson et al., 2013, Soltani et al.,
2017). However, in some countries, such as Iran, due
to hierarchical authority, obedience to the rules, and
fear, employees are expected to prevent from repor-
ting nonconformities and exhibit silence behavior. In
some studies, it has been demonstrated that different
types of employee voice and silence behaviours were
revealed for different social, economic development
and institutional evolution stages of countries (Wood,
2010, Soltani etal., 2017).

Turkey and Iran are some similar in terms of Hofs-
tede’s cultural dimensions. The high power distance
of managers is followed by autocratic leadership and
a strong directive approach. Individualism is only
reinforced because the interests of the individual are
always prioritized according to the interests of the
group and the organization. The strong desire to avoid
uncertainty also plays a role as a distinctive feature of
the culture of these two countries (Hofstede, 2001).
Because of that, employees are expected to exhibit
different behaviors in terms of the culture which they
have.

Also, the employees can be exhibit voice or silence
behavior due to their moral and social values. Different
socio-economic and demographic environment will
bring different working environments and different

conditions. Both countries are expected to have diffe-
rences in terms of business ethics.

The results obtained from this study will be impor-
tantin the sensemaking of the employees behavior for
companies where operating in Turkey and Iran. This is
important for the creation of a work team for compa-
nies which are operating in both countries. Therefore,
it is wondered how employee voices and silence
behaviors change according to socio-economic and
demographic variables.

The research questions based on the literature and
these knowledges are made as follows.

-Do employee voice and silence behaviours
differentiate according to demografic charac-
teristics such as gender, sector, age, education,
matrital status, firm size and total working time
at firm for Iran and Turkey participants?

5. Research Methodology

5.1. Data Source and Sample

The aim of this study was to establish the relations-
hip between participants’demographic characteristics
and silence-voice behaviour of employees for Iran and
Turkey sample. This demographic characteristics were
gender, age, education, marital status, sector, total
working time at this firm and firm size.

This study used quantitative research approach and
analyzed with statistical procedures and surveyed the
employees'voice and silence, to compare differences
among Iranian and Turkish participants. Participants
were employess who worked in various companies
and sectors. Due to time and resource constraints, a
convenience sample of Iranian and Turkish employees
was recruited. The employees were assured that their
participation was strictly voluntary. This study used
simple random sampling in selecting respondents
that is section from probability sampling techniques.
The data collection was completed by the researchers
alone. The data collection process was two weeks at
different times of the days. The participants might ask
any questions during the survey, the researcher was
available to answer their questions.

A questionnaire was designed in Turkish and due
to the fact that the respondents were Iranian, form
was translated into Persian version with an official
endorsement from an expert. Disagreements on the
transcription were resolved through discussions
between the translators. The questionnaire form
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contains 30 employee voice and silence scale items
and seven demographic. It took an estimated 10
minutes to complete. The questionnaire constitutes
two sections. The first section was designed to collect
demographics data. The second section consisted
of 30 items for measure employee voice and silence
developed by Dyne et al,, (2003) and adapted Turkish
form from Sarikaya (2013). In the questionnaire 7-point
Likert Scale format was used.

Initially, we obtained 160 responses for both
samples. After deleting cases with severe missing
data, the final sample used in the analysis consisted of
272 responses across groups. The Iran group consisted
of 123 respondents. The Turkey group consisted 149
respondents. Each survey was coded with a number
and entered into the SPSS program for statistical
analysis. All sample responses were entered into a
database in SPSS.

’

Table 1 reports for both sample participants
demographic characteristics grouped by country.
According to these results, for Iran sample 37,4% of
respondents were females and 62,6% were males,
53,7% were production sector employee, 46,3% were
service sector employee. The age distribution indica-
ted that majority 39% of respondents were 25-34 years
old and %30,1 were between 35-44 years old, followed
by the other age groups. Of the 123 respondents,
31,7% had bachelor degree diploma, 20,3% had mas-
ter degree, 17,9% had vocational school degree, 17,1%
had high school degree and 13% had doctorate deg-
ree. The marital status demographics results showed
that respondents from both countries were relatively
similar in marital status distribution. 59,3% of Iranian
respondents were married and majority the rest were
single. 35,8% respondents’ total working time at this
firm were 11 years and over, 35% were 1-5 years and
the rest were 6-10 years. 39,8% of Iranian employees’
firm size were macro, 33,3% were medium and 26,8%
were micro.

The table also indicated that for Turkey sample
49% of respondents were females and 51% were
males. Majority of employees were from service
sector (%73,2). As to the respondents’ age, 52,1%
were 25-34 years old, 26,1% 35-44, 10,1% were 45-54
years old,9,2% were 18-24 and 2,5% were 55 years
and over. According to education results, majority of
the respondents (53,7%) had bachelor degree, 21,5%
had high school diploma, 11,4% had master degree
and followed by the other education levels. Our fin-
dings showed that around 57,7% of respondents were
married and the rest were single. 68,5% majority of

respondents’ total working time at this firm were 6-10
years, 18,8% were 1-5 years and 12,8% were 11 years
and over. Majority of employees (71,8%) were from
medium size firm, 33,3% were medium and 26,8%
were micro.

5.2. Factor Analysis and Reliability Tests Results

In order to determine if the measures were met-
rically invariant across countries, we first checked for
the reliability of the measures in each country and
secondly we checked the validity of the measures. We
checked for the constructs’ convergent and discrimi-
nant validity through exploratory factor analysis (EFA).

Prior to extraction of the factors related to scales
for all sample groups, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and
Bartlett’s tests should be applied to examine the ap-
propriateness of the respondent data for exploratory
factor analysis. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) must be at
least 0.60, and the higher the better. Bartlett’s test
must obtain significant value (p <0.05) (Durmus et al.
2013, p.80). Moreover, Hair et al. (2009) suggest that in
the social sciences, where information is often less pre-
cise, the researchers should be considered a solution
that at least accounts for 50-60% of the total variance
explained. Finally, items'factor loadings should not be
less than 0.40, and these items with a factor loading
less than 0.40 should be removed from the analysis
(Kalayci, 2005, p. 321).

First, we checked for the and validity and reliability
of the constructs in each sample. An exploratory factor
analysis includes the scale items for these employee
voice and silence using the Iranian and Turkish sample.
So, firstly we ran an EFA with varimax rotation and
specified a six factor solution.

Secondly, a similar analysis was conducted using
the Turkey sample and due to do fact that two items
with a factor load under 0.40 were excluded from
scale both Iranian and Turkish sample. Therefore, the
results provided initial evidence for discriminant and
convergent validity across the constructs in the both
samples.

The results of the factor analys were formed as
expectedly for both sample. KMO Measure of Samp-
ling adequacy was higher than 0,60. Bartlett’s test p
value was 0.000. It indicates that data was appropriate
for factor analysis. Also total variance explained was
%68,281 for Iran sample, was %59,291 for Turkey
sample. All total variance explained values which were
far beyond the threshold. Table 2 and Table 3 shows
factor analysis results for each sample.
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Table 1: Demographic Characteristics of The Samples

Country  Gender Frequency Percent Country  Sector Frequency Percent
Female 46 37,4 Service 57 46,3
Iran Male 77 62,6 Iran Production 66 53,7
Total 123 100,0 Total 123 100,0
Female 73 49,0 Service 109 73,2
Turkey Male 76 51,0 Turkey Production 40 26,8
Total 149 100,0 Total 149 100,0
Country  Age Frequency Percent Country  Education Frequency Percent
18-24 16 13,0 High School 21 17,1
25-34 48 39,0 Vocational School 22 17,9
35-44 37 30,1 Bachelor Degree 39 31,7
Iran Iran
45-54 15 12,2 Master 25 20,3
55 and over 7 57 Doctorate 16 13,0
Total 123 100,0 Total 123 100,0
Turkey 18-24 1 9,2 High School 32 21,5
25-34 62 52,1 Vocational School 13 8,7
35-44 31 26,1 Bachelor Degree 80 53,7
Turkey
45-54 12 10,1 Master 17 11,4
55 and over 3 2,5 Doctorate 7 4,7
Total 119 100,0 Total 149 100,0
Total Working Ti t
Country  Marital Status ~ Frequency Percent Country Fic:ni orking fime a Frequency Percent
Married 73 59,3 1-5 43 35,0
Single 44 35,8 6-10 36 29,3
Iran Iran
Divorced 6 49 11 and over 44 35,8
Total 123 100,0 Total 123 100,0
Married 86 57,7 1-5 28 18,8
Single 58 38,9 6-10 102 68,5
Turkey Turkey
Divorced 5 3,4 11 and over 19 12,8
Total 149 100,0 Total 149 100,0
Country  Firm Size Frequency Percent
Micro 33 26,8
Medium 41 333
Iran
Macro 49 39,8
Total 123 100,0
Micro 23 15,4
Medium 107 71,8
Turkey
Macro 19 12,8
Total 149 100,0
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Table 2: Factor Analysis Test Results for Iranian Sample

Factor Name Number of Items Varia'nce KMO Test and Bartlett
explained p value
Acquiscent Silence 4 12,553
Acquiscent Voice 5 8,509
Iran Sample  Defensive Silence 5 8,012
Defensive Voice 4 10,313
Prosocial Silence 4 12,056
Prosocial Voice 5 16,837
Total 27 68,281 0,845 and 0,00
Table 3: Factor Analysis Test Results for Turkish Sample
Factor Name Number of Items Varia.nce KMO Test and Bartlett
explained p value
Acquiscent Silence 4 10,121
Acquiscent Voice 5 6,347
Turkey Sample Defensive Silence 5 8,022
Defensive Voice 5 15,069
Prosocial Silence 4 8,415
Prosocial Voice 5 11,317
Total 28 59,291 0,814 and 0,00

The second step was reliability analysis. Item
to-total correlations for all items in those scales were
above the recommended threshold of 0.50 (Gerbing
& Anderson. 1988). The results shown that the item
to-total correlation value for the Iranian group was
0.45 and we also removed one item. Also, Cronbach
Alpha coefficient should be greater than 0.70 (Tav-
sancil, 2005). Cronbach alpha values for both sample
were more than 0.70. These results were accepted as
reliable. Table 4 shows the reliabilites for these scales
for each country respondents.

Table 4: Results of Reliability and Validity Analysis for
Each Country

Components Iltem  Cronbach Alpha
Iran Acquiscent Silence 4 ,901
Turkey  Acquiscent Silence 4 ,768
Iran Acquiscent Voice 5 ,710
Turkey  AcquiscentVoice 5 744
Iran Defensive Silence 5 ,740
Turkey  Defensive Silence 5 ,790
Iran Defensive Voice 4 ,737
Turkey  Defensive Voice 5 ,786
Iran Prosocial Silence 4 ,819
Turkey  Prosocial Silence 4 ,764
Iran Prosocial Voice 4 ,923
Turkey  Prosocial Voice 4 814

5.3. Difference Tests Results

Difference tests are used to determine whether the
scale dimensions differ according to some variables. If
the normal distribution is provided, parametric tests (t
and ANOVA (F test)) are used and if normal distribution
is not provided, non-parametric tests (Mann Whitney
and Kruskall Wallis) are used. Kolmogorov Smirnov or
Shapiro Wilks tests are used to determine to normal
distribution. The statistical significance value of the
tests was greater than 0.05 and the distribution was
normal (Field, 2009). The distribution of datas were
normal for employee silence and voice on both
samples according to Kolmogorov Smirnov test results
(P-value> 0.05). Therefore, parametric tests (tand ANO-
VA (F test)) were used for both sample. While t test are
used to determine difference between two categorical
variables, Anova (F) test are used for more than two
categorical variables (Blyukoztlrk, 2007, p.47). While
the t test was statisticly significant, mean values were
used to determine diffierence degrees, Anova (F) test
was statisticly significant, Post Hoc-Tukey tests were
used to determine mean differences.

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and t-test tested
whether or not there was a significant difference
between the means of employee voice and silence
between two countries participants. In order to deter-
mine the significant difference of employee voice and
silence between male and female and the other factors
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two groups, a t-test was employed. The (ANOVA) F-test
was carried out to compute the variance within each
group for the factors more than two groups.

This was done one sample t test analysis in order
to the compare mean of the sum scores for employee
voice and silence for each of the two countries: Iran
and Turkey.

Table 5 presents the mean values and sample t
test results of employee voice by country samples.
According to these results there was difference
average between country samples and employee
voice factors (all p value 0.000 less than 0.05). For
Iran sample prosocial voice (mean=3,89) were rated
as the highest mean. Acquiscent voice (mean=2,98)
were rated as the second highest mean and defensive
voice (mean=2,26)were rated the lowest mean. For
Turkey sample prosocial voice (mean=3,86) were rated
as the highest mean. Acquiscent voice (mean=3,26)
were rated as the second highest mean and defensive
voice (mean=1,79)were rated the lowest mean. The
one sample t test showed that respondents from both
countries were relatively similar in employee voice
behaviour but for Iranian participants in all kind of
employee voice means were higher than Turkey.

Table 6 indicates the mean values and one sample
t test results of employee silence by country samples.
According to these results there was difference ave-

rage between country samples and employee silence
factors (all p value 0.000 less than p value = 0.05). For
Iran sample prosocial silence (mean=4,18) were rated
as the highest mean. Defensive silence (mean=2,22)
were rated as the second highest mean and acquis-
centsilence (mean=2,01) were rated the lowest mean.
For Turkey sample prosocial silence (mean=4,60)
were rated as the highest mean. Acquiscent silence
(mean=1,91)were rated as the second highest mean
and defensive silence (mean=1,63)were rated the
lowest mean. The one sample t test reported that for
Turkish respondents prosocial silence were higher
than Iranian. However, for the other kind of employee
silence, Iranian participants’ means were higher than
Turkish participants.

Table 7 shows the t test results by the gender and
sector on employee voice. There were significant
differences across gender on only acquiescent voice
for Iranian sample and no significant difference across
sector. The other types of employee voice were not
significant. This indicates that males had more likely
to be highly acquiscent voice than females. Also there
were significant differences across sector on only
prosocial voice for Turkish sample no significant dif-
ference across gender. The other types of voice were
not significant. This indicates that production sector’s
participants had more likely to be highly prosocail
voice than service sector.

Table 5: Results of Mean of the Sum Comparisons for Employee Voice on Each Country

Country Mean  Std. Deviation t P value
Acquiscent Voice 2,98 461 71,668 ,000

Iranian Defensive Voice 2,26 ,669 37,430 ,000
Prosocial Voice 3,89 ,941 45,877 ,000

Acquiscent Voice 3,26 ,637 62,367 ,000

Turkey Defensive Voice 1,79 741 29,450 ,000
Prosocial Voice 3,86 ,933 50,493 ,000

Table 6: Results of Mean of the Sum Comparisons for Employee Silence on Each Country

Country Mean Std. Dev. t P value
Acquiscent Silence 2,01 ,901 24,724 ,000

Iranian Defensive Silence 2,22 ,706 34,843 ,000
Prosocial Silence 4,18 ,743 62,350 ,000

Acquiscent Silence 1,91 ,820 28,440 ,000

Turkey Defensive Silence 1,63 ,656 30,429 ,000
Prosocial Silence 4,60 574 97,793 ,000
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Table7: Results of Independent Sample t Test by Gender and Sector Differences on Employee Voice

Country Gender Mean Std. Dev. t P value

Iranian Acquiscent Female 2,90 452 -1,586 ,012
Voice

Male 3,03 462 -1,596 ,011

Country Sector Mean Std. Dev. t P value

Turkey Prosocial Voice Service 3,76 ,904 -2,222 ,028

Production 4,14 ,967 -2,153 ,035

Table 8 shown the results that there were statically
significant differences in prosocial silence depending
on gender and sector for Iran sample and no signifi-
cant difference in acquiscent and defensive silence.
This shows that females had more likely to be highly
prosocial silence than males. Also service sector’s
participants had more likely to be highly prosocial si-
lence than production sector. For Turkey sample, there
were significant differences in defensive and prosocial
silence across gender. Other differences were not
significance in acquiscent silence. This indicates that
females had more likely to be highly defensive silence
than males and males had more likely to be highly
prosocial silence than females. Moreover significant
differences were found for prosocial silence across
sector. Service sector’s participants had more likely
to be highly prosocial silence than production sector.
This result showed that respondents from both count-
ries had relatively similar prosocial silence behaviour
across sector.

This table shows the mean differences value, the
ANOVA and Post Hoc Tukey test results of defensive

voice depending on total working time at this firm and
age and the data also revealed a significant difference
across age on prosocial voice for Iran sample. Also there
were significant differences across firm size and age on
defensive voice, and across marital status on prosocial
voice for Turkey sample. Remainder demographic fac-
tors were not significant in employee voice behaviour.
This result shows that Iranian employees who work
1-5 years had more likely to be highly defensive voice
than 11 years and over and who work 6-10 years had
more likely to be highly defensive voice than 11 years
and over. Iranian employees who are 18-24 years old
had more likely to be highly defensive voice than 45-
54 years. Moreover, Iranian employees who are 18-24
years old had less likely to be highly prosocial voice
than the other age groups. For Turkey sample this
results indicates that Turkish employees who work at
macro business had more likely to be highly defensive
voice than at medium business and divorced employ-
ees had more likely tobe highly prosocial voice than
married employees. Turkish employees who are 18-24
years old had more likely to be highly defensive voice
than 25-34, 35-44 and 45-54 years.

Table 8: Results of Independent Sample t Test by Gender and Sector Differences on Employee Silence

Country Gender Mean Std. Dev. t P value
Iranian Prosocial Female 4,30 482 1,414 016
Silence
Male 4,10 ,857 1,615 011
Turkey Defensive Female 1,75 ,723 2,085 ,039
Silence
Male 1,53 ,567 2,075 ,040
Turkey Prosocial Female 4,52 ,610 -1,501 ,014
Silence
Male 4,66 ,532 -1,497 014
Country Sector Mean Std. Dev. t P value
Iranian Prosocial Service 4,28 ,739 1,385 ,017
Silence .
Production 4,09 ,741 1,386 ,017
Turkey Prosocial Service 4,64 ,520 1,398 ,016
Silence Production 4,49 696 1,224 023
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Table 9: Summary of the Anova-Test Results for the Relationship Between Demographic Factors and
Employee Voice

Country Total Working Time in Firm F Sig. Mean Difference
Iranian Defensive Voice 5,472 ,005 1-5 -401°
11 and over A
6-10 -,403
Country Firm Size F Sig. Mean Difference
Turkey 4,151 ,018 Micro -197
Defensive Voice Medium
Macro -,503*
Country Marital Status F Sig. Mean Difference
Turkey Prosocial Voice 4,840 ,009 . Married 1,182
Divorced .
Single 917
Country Age F Sig. Mean Difference
Iranian 2,718 ,033 25-34 -,089
35-44 ,029
Defensive Voice 18-24
45-54 ,396°
55 and over ,563
Iranian 3,835 ,006 25-34 -,839°
S 35-44 -781"
Prosocial Voice 18-24 B
45-54 -,365
55 and over -1,210°
Turkey 5,675 ,000 25-34 ,899°
. . 35-44 ,899"
Defensive Voice 18-24 N
45-54 1,089
55 and over -015

Table 10: Summary of the Anova-Test Results for the Relationship Between Demographic Factors and
Employee Silence

Country Total Working Time at This Firm F Sig. Mean Difference
Turkey Defensive Silence 4190 017 1-5 6-10 452"

11 and over -,331
Country Education F Sig. Mean Difference
Iranian Defensive Silence 3,841 ,006 High School Vocational School 626

Bachelor Degree 227

Master 429

Doctorate ,706"
Country Firm Size F Sig. Mean Difference
Turkey Prosocial Silence 4,152 ,018 Medium Micro ,358"

Macro 173
Country Marital Status F Sig. Mean Difference
Turkey Prosocial Silence 3,885 ,023 Married Single ,163

Divorced ,630"

The results indicated that the mean differences
value, the ANOVA and Post Hoc Tukey test results of
defensive silence depending on education for Iran
sample. Also there were significant differences across
total working time at this firm on defensive silence,

and the data also revealed a significant difference
across firm size and marital status on prosocial silence
for Turkey sample. Remainder demographic factors
were not significant in employee silence behaviour.
This result shows that Iranian employees who had
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high school degree had more likely to be highly
defensive voice than vocational school degree and
doctorate degree. On the other hand this result shows
that Turkish employees who work 1-5 years had more
likely to be highly defensive silence than who work
6-10 years. For Turkey sample this results indicates that
Turkish employees who work at medium business had
more likely to be highly prosocial silence than at micro
business and married employees had more likely tobe
highly prosocial silence than divorced employees.

5.4. Conclusion

When the literature is evaluated, it is seen that the
relationship of employee voice and silence behaviours
with concepts such as organizational culture, orga-
nizational commitment, organizational citizenship
behaviour, burnout syndrome, ethical leadership are
examined (Zehir & Erdogan, 2011; Nikmaram, et al.,
2012; Cinar, et al., 2013; Afkhami & Mehrabanfar, 2015;
Coban & Sarikaya, 2016; Sholekar & Shoghi, 2017;
Korkmaz, 2018). It was observed that there were no
studies investigating the interrelations between these
concepts for both Iran and Turkey with together. In
addition, there were no studies that examined the
difference according to demographic characteristics.
In this study, due to the lack of these studies in the
literature for similar studies in Iran and Turkey, com-
parisons with previous studies could not be done.
This result suggests that the study will be important
for new studies.

At the end of the study we classified the results
which sourced from the comparison of two countries
rather than the results for each country under three
headlines:

Country based comparison;

For both country prosocial voice and silence are in
front of the other types of voice and silence. Iranian
participants’ prosocial voice is higher than Turkish
participants and prosocial silence in Iran is lower than
Turkey.

This result can be explained by Hofstede’s study
which steresses the cultural dimensions of different
countries. Depending on the comparison of cultural
dimensions between Iran and Turkey, in both count-
ries the power distance dimension which signs the
degree of power within the society or organization
are accepted by the less powerful individuals is high.
This situation supports the results of country based
comparison.

Gender based comparison;

In Iran, prosocial silence of female employees is hi-
gher than male employees. In Turkey, prosocial silence
of male employees is higher than female employees.

According to 2016 datas of World Bank, the female
labor force participation rate is %16.24 in Iran and
%30.36 in Turkey. In comparison with Turkey, the num-
ber of male employees are higher than female ones
in Iran. So female employees may prefer prosocial
behaviour against their male colleagues domination
in the workplace environment. Additionally, the
personality traits which differs depending on genders
may effect this result some specific qualifications of
the employees such as their high commitment level to
organization, their positive and constructive attitudes,
cooperative bahaviours with the other members in the
organization. Also some organizational factors can be
effective on the employees’ voice and silence behavi-
ors. One of them can be the management transparen-
cy, organizational climate and culture which supports
prosocial voice and silence.

Sector based comparison;

In both country, prosocial silence in service sector
is higher than production sector. Customer satisfac-
tion and customer retention have higher priority in
service sector rather than production. Therefore in
service sector, most of the employees may prefer pro-
social silence behaviour to achive these aims so this
tendency may lead them to behave in a same manner
in the organization.

Comparison depending on total working time in
workplace;

In Iran, defensive voice of the employees who work
less than 5 years is higher than the employees who
work more than 5 years.

The result of Iranian sample analysis can be
expressed by employees commitment level. The less
experienced employees who prefer defensive voice
behaviour due to their low level of organizational
commitment. As a secondary reason, these employees’
negative and destructive attitudes and their agressive
personality trait can influence this result.

In Turkey, defensive silence of the employees who
work less than 5 years is higher than the employees
who work more than 5 years.

According to this result, less experienced employe-
es prefer defensive silence behaviour because of some
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worries that they feel. They may think that defensive
voice influence their relationship with managers
negatively. On the other hand they do not want to be
excluded from the groups and seen as incompatible
person in workplace environment.

Limitations of the Research

The findings of the study are limited to the re-
sponses to the questionnaire form and it is assumed
that the participants answered the questions carefully.

The research is cross sectional and limits to inves-
tigate changes in the research over time. The cross-se-
ctional study may have caused the respondents to
make an assessment based on their current mood and
status, and to disregard the general situation.

The data of 123 Iranian and 149 Turkish partici-
pants which can be reached, constitute the other
limit of this study. The research datas which collected
in one month duration shows the time constraint of
the study.

Recommendations for the Future Researches

In future studies, the research can be applied in
specific sectors such as textil, otomobile etc. for both
countries.

It is as such regarded that different and more
numbers of variables (economic, legal etc.) may be
employed.

It can be investigated that the relationship
between employees voice or silence behavior with
management style, emotional intelligence, business
ethics, organizational culture, organizational climate,
organizational communication, organizational com-
mitment, organizational justice etc. variables for both
countries and comparative analysis are made.

The subject can be taken into consideration with
different methodological (qualitative) approaches
and contribute to the depth of the related literature.
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