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Abstract 
 
In this information age in which we are living, organizations understand that the human resources cannot 
be ignored in making innovations and change happen within enterprises. While the employees are able 
to express themselves regarding the matters within the organizations, at other times, they keep their 
opinions to themselves for a variety of reasons, which then cause organizational silence within the work 
environment. In this research, the types of organizational silence are explained in detail in order to 
provide a better understanding of this kind of behaviour amongst employees. The aim of this study was 
to reveal the relations between the perceived supervisor support of the employees working in hotel 
business and the aspects of organizational silence. With this purpose in mind, a questionnaire was 
conducted on 229 employees, who were selected by means of random sampling, working in five-star 
hotels in Antalya province, Turkey. The data obtained as a result of the research was analysed using a 
T test, ANOVA, correlation analysis, regression analysis and factor analysis. As a result of the research, 
it was determined that perceived supervisor support has an impact on quiescence and acquiescent 
silences and that one of the reasons leading employees to remain silent is the lack of trust towards their 
supervisors. In conclusion, some good suggestions are offered to the managers of hotel enterprises and 
to the researchers working in this field in order to surmount the problem of organizational silence which 
invariably leads to problems if not tackled effectively. 
 
Keywords: Organizational silence, perceived supervisor support, hotel enterprises, structural equation 
model, Antalya.  

 
Introduction 
 
Although organizations and human resource management per se, agree on the importance of 
open dialogue, there are various studies which underline that in practice, many employees are 
skeptical about their organizations' support for intercommunication, and thus the exchange of 
information that prevents the success of organizational goals and objectives. The development 
of organizations is ensured by employees sharing their knowledge and experiences. Thus, 
creative ideas emerge and different solutions are offered for the existing problems, and the 
most important task in revealing this potential falls to the supervisors (Kulualp, 2016; Bowen 
and Blackmon, 2003). Since it is important for the employees to express themselves and to 
transform knowledge into information and information into creativity, in case they fail to express 
themselves, organizational silence occurs, whilst the new ideas cannot be realized (Drucker, 
2003). The lack of information, lack of trust and organizational silence are among the aspects 
preventing change from occurring in enterprises (Vakola & Bouradas, 2005). As organizational 
silence refers to the suppression of ideas, opinions and information on the issue of 
organizational problems and effectiveness, in the enterprise environments, which tend to be 
fearful, intimidating and silent, the desire for innovation does not arise and causes silent 
behaviours and dissatisfaction  continues like a ‘festering sore’ (Senge, 1999). According to 
Collins (2001), the organizational ability of a company to listen to the truth takes them to the 
level of being a great company rather than a good one. Collins  states, “All good to great 
companies begun the process of finding a path to greatness by confronting the brutal facts of 
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the current reality. . . . It is impossible to make good decisions without infusing the entire 
process with an honest confrontation of the brutal facts” (Collins, 2001:88)." Organizational 
silence has a negative impact on both the organization and the employees, as it makes them 
feel that they are not important, they are not in control and that they have lost their trust (Liang 
& Wang, 2016). Furthermore, the decision making, error correction, organizational learning, 
crisis prevention, as well as development and innovation process, which adversely affect 
corporate performance, also disrupt the organizational process (Beer & Eisenstat, 2000; 
Morrison, 2014). Acquiescent silence and quiescent silence are affecting job performance 

negatively, but prosocial silence is affecting job performance positively (Çalışkan & Pekkan, 
2017). Organizational silence and performance have adverse impacts. That is to say,  more 
performance effect decreases silence of employees and raises the level of employee 
performance. This impact gives rise to total effectiveness and efficiency of the organizational 
activities. There is no relationship between the employee performance and quiescent silence 
by increasing and decreasing. Moreover, the lack of expression of ideas, information and ideas 
for self-protection do not  effect performance. Pro-social silence does not have any tie with 
employees' performance  in terms of increasing or decreasing the silence, in other words, 
performance will not increase overall (Jalilian & Batmani, 2015:1572). Organizational silence 
decelerates organizational development as well as decreasing commitment of the employees  
to the organization causing interior conflicts. It also decreases making decisions , hinders 
change and innovation in the organization and blocks feedbacks to the organizatinal 
management  (Erigüç, Özer, Turaç & Sonğur, 2014:134).  
 
Organizations need to carry out some human resources activities in order to protect their 
employees from the culture of silence. These activities are providing employees with the an 
opportunity to create ideas and present opinions as well as create a discussion environment 
for them. In short, an organizational culture, which values employee ideas, should be 
established (Ehtiyar & Yanardag, 2008). Current researches reveal that there is a positive 
relationship between organizational silence and justice (Wihetside & Barclay, 2013), trust, 
organizational commitment (Dedehanov & Rhee, 2015) and perceived organizational support 
(Singh & Malhotra, 2015; Wang & Hsieh, 2012) while there is a negative relationship between 
job satisfaction, work performance and organizational silence (Mengenci, 2015).  
 
Since tourism has a key role in both economic growth and development, the governments 
support tourism, and thus the tourism establishments such as hotels, and the employees 
working in these establishments have important roles in economic growth and development. 
The quality of service in hotel sector, which is a sub-sector of tourism, depends on the physical 
and mental health of employees. Physically and mentally healthy employees are efficient and 
effective in provision of services, and thus for the satisfaction of customers with the service 
(Arslaner & Boylu, 2017). Therefore, it is important to examine the employee behaviour in 
tourism establishments.  
 
 
Theoretical Framework 
 
Organizational Silence 
Voice is important to organizations as it encourages new ideas and improvement to emerge. 
Voice behaviour, which is an expression of encouraging recommendations intended for 
organizational development, correlates with outcomes, such as in-role performance, creativity, 
and implementation of new ideas in a positive manner (Ng & Feldman, 2012).  The employees 
encounter compliance problems such as fear of possible job loss, uncertainty about new 
managers or new team members and are also fearful  of losing their current status. In case 
silence behaviour prevails within organizations, provision of a positive communication 
environment to eliminate distrust and doubt is necessary in order to ensure positive efficient 
and effective change in organizations (Appelbaum, Gandell, Yortis, Proper & Jobin, 2000). 
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Silence refers to the prevailing perception shared among employees within the organization 
regarding the fact that speaking up about organizational problems and issues are useless 
and/or dangerous. In such an organizational setting, silence is more dominant than speaking 
(Morrison & Milliken, 2000:708). Employee silence is the withholding of persons opinions, who 
are capable of effecting or correcting the needed changes, and their behavioural, cognitive 
and emotional evaluations about organizational matters (Pinder & Harlos, 2001:334). 
 
Organizational silence may manifest in various forms such as inter alia collective silence, low 
levels of participation in recommendation of programmes and low levels of collective voice. 
This institutional level of silence differs from the individual level of silence, employees’ 
expression of their opinions and being informers in two aspects. First of all, research carried 
out on organizational silence focuses on the general level of silence within organizations as a 
collective phenomenon. Secondly,  the primary interest of the research on organizational 
silence is to define the environmental drivers forcing most members of an organization to 
remain silent (Ehtiyar & Yanardag, 2008). 
 
Nafei (2016) underlines five factors that have an influence on organisational silence. These 
factors can be listed as: (1) support for silence by top management due to the supervisors’ 
fears of getting negative reactions or their underlying beliefs; (2) lack of communication 
opportunities; (3) supervisor support on silence; (4) statutory powers and (5) employees’ fears 
of getting negative reactions. 
 
Types of organizational silence 
 
In most studies included in organizational silence literature, organizational silence is classified 
as “acquiescent”, “quiescent” and “prosocial” silence (Cakici, 2007; Dilek & Taskiran, 2016; 
Dyne, Ang, & Botero, 2003).  
 
Acquiescent Silence 
Acquiescent silence is lack of reaction given by the employees to any problems or events 
within the organization. In other words, submission of expressing their opinions, knowledge 
and ideas regarding the situation they encounter (Dyne, Ang, & Botero, 2003:1366). It refers 
to the state of passiveness of the employees against the events within the organization. 
Employees hide their opinions as they think that their knowledge and ideas are useless  or will 
not be considered by their superiors who have arrogant attitudes. Such employees accept any 
situation or become passive in order to change the situation. This is because they think that 
the current situation will not change, and so they do not put in any effort in trying to change the 
current conditions. For example, when employees believe that they do not make any difference 
at a meeting held in the organization, they leave and do not proactively contribute to an idea 
or a suggestion (Pinder & Harlos, 2001:349). Acquiescent silence reveals itself in business life 
through sayings such as “do not beat your gums, you cannot change anything”, “do not beat a 
dead horse” and “that is life and it is inevitable” (Cakici, 2007). 
 
Quiescent Silence 
Quiescent silence is employees’ remaining silent by hiding their ideas and opinions in order to 
protect themselves, since they are afraid of the reaction they are to face when they express 
their opinions regarding any situation within the organization. Individuals exhibit this kind of 
behaviour consciously and proactively in order to protect themselves from external threats 
(Dyne, Ang & Botero, 2003:1367). In quiescent silence, the individual prefers to remain silence 
because of the reaction that he/she is likely to face as a result of his/her statements. Despite 
the fact that the individual has an idea regarding the situation and knows that he/he may 
actually change the situation, he/she remains silent in order to mitigate adverse responses 
(Pinder & Harlos, 2001:348). The reason why the individual exhibits this kind of behaviour is 
the fact that he/she does not want to take responsibility of his/her opinion with respect to the 
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relevant situation. At the same time, the reason why employees remain silent is the fact that 
they want to hide their failures (Ozgen & Surgevil, 2009:312). 
 
In quiescent silence, employees think that remaining silent is a lot more beneficial for them 
than speaking up. Since they do not share their opinions and suggestions with their supervisors 
to protect themselves, they think that if they are to do so, it will be more damaging for them 
rather than being beneficial. This is a type of behaviour exhibited just to be on the safe side 
(Dyne, Ang, & Botero, 2003:1367). Employees do not express their ideas within the 
organizations, if they consider their superiors as threats or assume that their supervisors will 
interpret their ideas negatively. As a matter of fact, silence is inevitable for the employees, if 
they are afraid that their working conditions will change in a negative way such as longer on 
duty hours, job loss, denial of promotion, exclusion, fear of damaging to relations  etc. (Miliken, 
Morrison, & Hewlin, 2003; Eroglu, Adıgüzel & Cantürk, 2011). Employees demonstrate silence 
behaviour in order to protect themselves from external threats (Morrison & Miliken, 2000), and 
the reasons, which lead people to this type of behaviour, are the awareness that the authorities 
are uncriticizable in collectivist cultures (Emerson, 1981), not to fall into a hostile situation and 
to avoid interference (Skinner 1996) and to gain the sense of personal competence (Morrison 
and Miliken, 2003). 
 
Prosocial Silence  
This silence behaviour, as in compliance with the requirements of organizational citizenship 
behaviour, is an intentional, optional and proactive behaviour that focuses on others in order 
to prevent external threats, which may affect organizational loyalty within the business 
environment, and to protect the organization itself (Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 
2000:517). The main motive of prosocial silence is either sacrifice or cooperation. Employees 
hide their opinions, suggestions, knowledge and experience in relation to the business from 
their organizations in order to become more beneficial for society, their colleagues and their 
organization. The reason why the individuals make sacrifices and cooperate is because they 
think in favour of people around them, and thus the prosocial silence is based on altruism and 
sacrificial behaviour in favour of the organization. It is a silence behaviour planned and 
exhibited by the individual in advance. Prosocial silence, unlike the quiescent silence, is not 
about fearing the consequences of expressing oneself freely, but about deciding to remain 
silent in favour of others (Cakici, 2010:34). When the employees see the problems and 
weaknesses experienced within the main structure of the organization and try to eliminate the 
problems, they give up on this , if they think that their colleagues are not pleased with this 
situation and that they are bound to exhibit protective behaviour. Employees hide the solutions 
they find in order to avoid hurting their colleagues, and in efforts to please them. Employees 
thus prefer tarnishing their image rather than damaging their relationships (Aliogullari, 2012:25) 
 
 
Supervisory Support 
 

In order to determine the wishes and expectations of the employees, the relationship between 
the employees and their supervisors, with whom with the employees communicate first in the 
hierarchy and who are the representative of the organization, are important determinants. 
Mattews et al. (2009) defines the support given to the employees as facilitating, and as auxiliary 
activities provided to employees in order to carry out their work. Perceived Supervisor Support 
is about how much the value, incentives and support given by the supervisor to the employee 
is felt by the employee (Babin & Boles, 1996:60).  

Although the support itself has a lot of sources such as the organization, colleagues and family, 
as Muse and Richer (2011)  stated, the fact that the supervisors are the representative power 
distributing the resources by applying the rules, laws and policies of the enterprise causes the 
supervisor support to take the lead among other types of support. The supervisor support, 
which is dealt with at different areas, is a more important role than other perceived types of 
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support, especially on the negative work outcomes that cause unwanted and serious burdens 
in the business for example, loss of employment, absenteeism, exhaustion syndrome and 
stress. In the studies carried out on perceived supervisor support, it was observed that when 
the employees think that they are supported by their managers in an enterprise, the adverse 
outcomes such as the intention to leave the work in that enterprise (Holman, 2003), the 
recruitment and re-education costs (Dhar, 2012), burnout syndrome (Choi et al., 2012 ) and 
the work stress, all decrease while the positive work processes such as support programmes 
in organizations, organizational citizenship behaviour (Moorman, Blakely, & Niehoff, 1998) and 
commitment (Rhoades & Eisenbesberger, 2002) all tend to increase. 

 
The Relationship between the Organizational Silence and Supervisor Support 
 
There are some norms and defensive behaviours preventing  employees from expressing 
themselves within organizations (Argyris, 1977). In organizations with a silence culture, the 
members of the organization believe that there is a paradox where most of the employees are 
aware of certain issues and problems within the organization, but they do not tell these to their 
supervisors. Silence is a result of the attitudes and beliefs of the supervisor. The fact that the 
employees fear the negative feedback to be given by their supervisors, that the supervisors 
think that people are naturally lazy, employees’ fear of losing their jobs or the organizational 
culture cause the silence to rise and develop in scale within the organizations. Apart from this, 
the centralization of the decision-making mechanism and the lack of mechanisms to officially 
give feedback to the supervisors causes silence within organisations (Morrison & Miliken, 
2000; Vokala & Bouradas, 2005).  
 
Izraeli and Jick (1986) state that, in order to prevent ‘voices’ in organizations the supervisors 
may tell their subordinates that they are not old enough to know the truth, that they do not have 
the authority to act independently, that they are not “team members” and that their reactions 
can only cause problems and negative feelings among them. 
 
Consequently, employees think that there is no point in expressing their opnions to an 
unresponsive and inattentive supervisor in an organizational setting that promotes these 
reactions and behaviors, because they do not find speaking beneficial so they do not want to 
regard themselves as “troublemakers” and exhibit behaviors that may damage their 
professional lives (Dickson & Roethlisberger, 1966). 
 
Liang and Wang (2016) concluded that organizational politics was one of the factors that 
contribute to the formation of organizational silence, especially in publicly-owned businesses. 
It is also possible to say that perceived organisational politics is believed to be affecting the 
organisational silence positively. In case the supervisor does not support the employee, the 
latter may choose to remain silent rather than express his or her opinion, which may be 
important for having a competitive advantage and sustaining it (Mengenci, 2015). Thre 
hypotheses were postulated as stated below. 
 
H1. Supervisor support has a negative impact on acquiescent organizational silence. 
 
As employees fear the negative consequences, quiescence silence, which is a well-planned 
approach for protecting the employee and involves complex thought processes, arises (Pinder 
& Harlos, 2001; Dyne, Ang & Botero, 2003; Miliken, Morrison & Hewlin, 2003). From an 
individual point of view, quiescent silence has a negative effect on the trust, morale and 
motivation of employees, and causes emotional exhaustion in the end (Jahanzeb & Fatima, 
2017).  
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H2. Supervisor support has a negative impact on quiescence organizational silence. 
 
Perceived supervisor support affects the business environment in aspects, which can be 
considered as being somewhat negative, such as morale, stress etc. (Cropanzano, Howes, 
Grandey & Toth, 1997).  Employees might be motivated to give up on their personal goals 
through a high level of perceived support, and thus might prioritise the interests of the 
organization (Witt & Carlson, 2006). 
 
H3. Supervisor support has a positive impact on prosocial organizational silence.  
 
Methodology 
 
This study followed a quantitative research approach, which was carried out in a correlational 
survey model. The relationship between organizational silence and supervisor support was 
presented in this research, where organizational silence dimensions are considered as being 
dependent variables, and supervisor support is considered as being an independent variable. 
The model of the study is as follows. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Target Population and Sample of the Study  
 
The study is carried using  employees of a five-star hotel located in Antalya. The following 
equation was used for the sample volume (Yamane, 2001). 
 

qpzdN

qpzN
n

...

...
22

2

+
=

 
 
N: number of individuals in the batch 
n: number of individuals in the sample 
z: standard normal distribution table value for the desired reliability value 
d: sensitivity 
p: proportion of individuals with the desired trait in the batch (p+q=1) 
N: unlimited 
z=1.96 
p=0.5 
q=0.5 
d=0.065  
n=227  
 
In the study, this figure was attempted  to be obtained by using a simple sampling method 
(Kozak, 2015). The sample of the study comprised of 229 hotel employees. The average age 
of the employees was found to be 24.5 and the average monthly salary was 1757 TL. 

Acquiescent 

silence 

Perceived 

supervisor 

support 

Figure 1. The model of the research 

Quiescent 

silence 

Pro-social 

silence 
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Descriptive information of the participants of the study is shown in the table below. In order to 
obtain data, 400 questionnaire forms were filled out by the employees between the months of 
May and September, 2018 with the permission of their managers and after their consent was 
given. No incentives were paid for participation and ethical policies were adopted in line with 
university policy.  
 
Descriptive information of the participants of the study is shown in the table below. 
 

Table 1. Demographic information of the participants of the study 

Gender N Percentage S.S. Working Period N Percentage S.S. 

Male 163 71.2 

0.45 

Less than a year 133 58.1 

1.40 

Female 66 28.8 Between 1 and 5 years  45 19.7 

Marital Status N Percentage S.S. Between 6 and 10 years 24 10.5 

Married 68 29.7 

0.45 

Between 11 and 15 years 12 5.2 

Single 161 70.3 More than 16 years 15 6.5 

Education N Percentage S.S. Age N Percentage S.S. 

Primary school 91 39.7 

0.73 

Generation X  9 3.9 
0.19 

High school 97 42.4 
Generation Y  220 96.1 

Salary N Percentage S.S. 

University 41 17.9 
Less than 1757 TL  164 71.6 

0.45 
More than 1757 TL  65 28.4 

 
Data Collection Tools 
 
A questionnaire technique was used for data collection in the study. The questionnaire form 
consisted of three sections. The first section measured the demographic variables, while the 
second section included expressions/opinions on organizational silence and the last section 
included questions that sought to measure the levels of supervisor support. Organizational 
silence attitudes were measured in the second part by the Organizational Silence Scale, which 
consists of 15 statements, developed by Dyne, Ang & Botero (2003).  
 
The acquiescent silence, quiescent silence and pro-social silence aspects constituted the sub-
dimensions of the scale, which was translated into Turkish by Dilek & Taskiran (2016). The 
statement  “I keep my own counsel as I am consent about the decisions to be taken” belongs 
to acquiescent silence, while the statement “In order to maintain my position in the enterprise, 
I avoid expressing my opinions on correcting missing points.” belongs to quiescent silence, 
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and the statement  “I refuse to disclose information that could harm this enterprise and my 
colleagues.” belongs to pro-social silence behaviour. The supervisor support scale had a 
single-factor structure. The questions in the scale consisted of 7 statements such as “my 
manager is proud of my achievements”, “my manager thinks that I am able to represent my 
department at the meetings held in the enterprise” and “my manager helps me to analyse my 
own performance” (Goktepe, 2017).  
 
Data Analysis 
 
Data collected during the study were transferred to a computer and analysed using the SPSS 
21 package program. Since the skewness and kurtosis values of the data were between -1 
and +1, the data were found to be distributed normally. While the parametric tests were applied, 
chi-square and anova tests were carried out in order to find the differences between the 
variables. In the study, correlation analysis was conducted for the relationship between the 
variables, regression analysis for determining the levels of expression of the variables, 
Cronbach alpha value for determining the reliability levels of the scales and factor analysis for 
determining the validity of the scales. 
 
Reliability and Validation Analyses of Data Collection Tools  
 
The reliability analysis of the organizational silence scale consisting of 15 items was performed 
by calculating the Cronbach alpha (a) value. As a result of the analysis, Cronbach alpha for 3 
acquiescent silence statements was found to be 0.774, while it was found to be 0.816 for 5 
quiescent silence statements, 0.807 for 5 pro-social silence statements and 0.877 for 5 
supervisor support statements. Based on these results, it can be said that the study has reliable 
data.  
 
Factor analysis was applied to the scale with 15 statements used to determine the 
organizational silence of the employees. Principal components analysis and varimax rotation 
methods were used in factor analysis. As a result of the analysis, the Kaiser-Meyer Olkin 
(KMO) sample adequacy value was found to be 809 and the size of the sample was found to 
be sufficient for factor analysis. The fact that the Bartlett sphericity test is significant ((x2 (78) = 
1034.537, p<0.001) indicates that the correlation relationships between the items are suitable 
for factor analysis. As a result of the analysis, a 3-factor result was obtained. The 4th item was 
removed from the scale as it was double-loaded and the 5th item was removed because it was 
cross-loaded. At the end of the factor analysis, it was found that it was a 13-item and 3-factor 
structure, that it explained 61.27% of the total variance of the factors and that the factor 
loadings of the items were above 0.68. The results of the analysis are listed below. 
 
Table 2. Results of Organizational Silence Scale Factor Analysis 

Items 
Acquiescent 
Silence 

Quiescent 
Silence 

Prosocial 
Silence 

I keep my own counsel as I am consent about the decisions to be taken. ,833   

I am reluctant to talk about suggestions for change as they are not 
about me. 

,820   

I keep my opinions about generating solutions to the problems to 
myself.  

,726   

Since I fear or worry about the reaction of my supervisor, I keep my job-
related information to myself. 

 
,803 

 

I ignore the negative situations related to the business, in order to 
continue working in this enterprise. 

 
,797 

 

Since I fear of the reaction of my supervisor, I abstain from generating 
solutions to the problems that arise. 

 
,709 

 

In order to maintain my position in the enterprise, I avoid expressing my 
opinions on correcting the missing points. 

 
,704 
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Since I fear or worry about the reaction of my supervisor, I do not 
suggest or talk about my opinions regarding change. 

 
,701 

 

I keep the information, which should remain confidential, regarding this 
business and my colleague, most appropriately. 

  
,802 

I refuse to disclose information that could harm this business and my 
colleagues. 

  
,796 

I resist the pressure coming from others about disclosing information 
about this enterprise. 

  
,780 

I keep private information to myself in favour of this enterprise and my 
colleagues. 

  
,691 

Based on the bonds I have with this enterprise and my colleagues, I 
keep the information, which should remain confidential, to myself. 

  
,683 

Eigenvalues 
3.706 2.855 1.405 

Percentage of variance explained % 
28.507 21.959 10.805 

Total variance explained 
61.270 

 
Factor analysis was applied to the scale with 15 statements used to determine the 
organizational silence of the employees. Principal components analysis was used in the factor 
analysis. As a result of the analysis, the Kaiser-Meyer Olkin (KMO) sample adequacy value 
was found to be 809 and the size of the sample was found to be sufficient for factor analysis. 
The fact that the Bartlett sphericity test is significant ((x2 (78) = 1034.537, p<0.001) indicates 
that the correlation relationships between the items are suitable for factor analysis. As a result 
of the analysis, a single-factor result was obtained. The 6th and the 7th items were removed 
due to low extraction values. It was determined that the factor variance was explained by 
61.27% and that the factor loadings of the items were above 0.71. The results of the analysis 
are listed below. 
 

Table 3. Factor Analysis Results of Supervisor Support Scale  

Items 
Supervisor 
Support 

My supervisor thinks that I am able to represent my department at meetings held within the 
company. 

.879 

My supervisor appoints me to participate at a meeting/conference/seminar in order to represent 
the enterprise/department/unit. 

.857 

My supervisor allocates funds for the projects developed by me and provides me with the 
opportunity to use them. 

 
.840 

My supervisor helps me to analyse my own performance. 
 

.834 

My supervisor is proud of my achievements. 
.715 

Eigenvalues  

Percentage of variance explained % 3.419 

 
Findings 
 
Considering the relationships between the variables, there is a positive and statistically 
significant relationship between supervisor support and acquiescent and quiescent silences. 
The results of the analysis can be seen in Table 4. 
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Table 4. The Results of Multiple Correlation Analysis between Variables (N=229) 

Variables 

Mean s.s. 

1 2 3 4 

1 Acquiescent 2.29 0.94 
1    

2 Quiescent 2.40 0.83 
.433** 1   

3 Pro-social 3.36 0.91 
.024 -.059 1  

4 Supervisor support 2.95 1.027 
.456** .143* .092 1 

 
As a result of the regression analysis, which measured the impact of supervisor support on 
organizational silence, it was found that it explained the acquiescent and quiescent silence at 
2% and did not explain the pro-social silence statistically. The results of the analysis are shown 
in Table 5. 
 

Table 5. Regression analysis results 

Regression Direction Regression Coefficients Model Statistics 

 B S.H. β 

Supervisor support         acquiescent    silence 0.42 0.54 0.45 R2=.020; 
F(1.227)=59.635; 
p<0.01 

 Supervisor support       quiescent silence .116 .053 .143 R2=0.016; 
F(1.227)=4.724; 
p<0.05 

 Supervisor support       pro-social silence .082 .059 .092 R2=0.004; 
F(1.227)=1.932; 
p>0.05 

 
According to the T test conducted to determine whether the mean of the study dimensions vary 
according to gender, there is a statistically significant difference between quiescent silence 
and pro-social silence. According to these results, it is seen that men have higher quiescent 
silence, while women have higher pro-social silence. Analysis results are shown in Table 6. 
 
Table 6. T test results for difference according to gender 
 

Dimensions N  Mean S.S. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 

Acquiescent silence 

1.172 227 .243 Male 163 2.333 0.94 

Female 66 2.17 0.95 

Quiescent silence 

2.791 227 .006 
Male 163 2.50 0.87 

Female 66 2.16 0.66 

Pro-social Silence 

-2.428 227 .016 
Male 163 3.27 0.94 

Female 66 3.59 0.79 

Supervisor Support 

.978 227 .329 
Male 163 2.99 0.99 

Female 66 2.84 1.10 
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According to the results of the T test conducted in order to determine the difference in the 
mean of the dimensions according to the salary, there is a statistically significant difference 
between the points of acquiescent silence, quiescent silence and pro-social silence. Those, 
who receive salaries under TL 1757, have higher levels of acquiescent silence and quiescent 
silence. Those, who receive salaries above TL 1757, have higher level of pro-social silence. 
Analysis results are shown in Table 7. 
 
Table 7. T test results for the difference according to salary 

Dimensions N  Mean S.S. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 

Acquiescent Silence 

2.235 227 0.026 Below TL 1757  164 2.37 0.88 

Above TL 1757 65 2.06 1.06 

Quiescent silence 

3.551 227 0.000 Below TL 1757 164 2.5256 .81524 

Above TL 1757 65 2.1015 .81404 

Pro-social Silence 

-3.072 227 0.002 Below TL 1757 164 3.2537 .9220 

Above TL 1757 65 3.6585 .8379 

Supervisor Support 

1.623 227 0.106 Below TL 1757 164 3.0220 .9996 

Above TL 1757 65 2.7785 1.082 

 
Employees were divided into two groups as x and y according to age. In this division, those 
younger than 36 constituted generation y, while those older than 36 constituted generation x. 
According to the T test results conducted to determine the differences in the means of the 
dimensions between generations, it was seen that the means of acquiescent silence, quiescent 
silence and pro-social silence dimensions had statistically significant differences between 
them. The acquiescent and quiescent silence of the generation Y was high, while pro-social 
silence of the generation X was high. There was no significant difference observed in other 
dimensions. 
 
Table 8. T test results for difference according to age  

Dimensions N Mean S.S. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 

Acquiescent Silence 

3.271 227 0.001 Generation Y 220 2.3273 .94117 

Generation X 9 1.2963 .35136 

Quiescent silence 

3.088 227 0.002 Generation Y 220 2.4391 .83295 

Generation X 9 1.5778 .30732 

Pro-social Silence 

-3.057 227 0.003 Generation Y 220 3.3318 .91136 

Generation X 9 4.2667 .45826 
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Supervisor Support 

-0.471 227 0.638 Generation Y 220 2.9464 1.02206 

Generation X 9 3.1111 1.20462 

 
A T test was conducted to measure whether there was a significant difference in the means of 
the dimensions according to the marital status of employees, and it was seen that the means 
of acquiescent silence, quiescent silence and pro-social silence differed from each other. It 
was observed that acquiescent silence and quiescent silence rates of those, who were single, 
were higher, while pro-social silence rate was higher for those, who were married. The test 
results are shown in Table 9. 
 

Table 9. T test results for difference according to marital status 

Dimensions N Mean S.S. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 

Acquiescent silence 

-2.078 227 0.039 Married 68 2.0882 .97671 

Single 161 2.3706 .92346 

silence 

-2.767 227 0.006 Married 68 2.1735 .80439 

Single 161 2.5031 .83130 

Pro-social Silence 

4.895 227 0.000 Married 68 3.8029 .62054 

Single 161 3.1851 .95879 

Supervisor Support 

-0.224 227 0.823 Married 68 2.9294 1.06379 

Single 161 2.9627 1.01469 

 
 
Anova analysis was conducted to determine the differences in the means of the dimensions 
according to the working time. As a result of the analysis, no statistically significant difference 
was found in the mean values of pro-social silence. A significant difference was found in the 
mean values of acquiescent silence. This difference is due to the difference between the 
employees working less than 1 year and those working between 6 to 10 years, and the 
employees working less than 1 year and those working more than 16 years. Acquiescent 
silence rate of those working less than 1 year was found to be higher. There was a significant 
difference in the mean values of pro-social silence.  
 
This difference is also due to the difference between employees working less than 1 year and 
those working between 6 and 10 years. Quiescent silence rate of those working less than 1 
year was found to be higher. A significant difference was found in the supervisor support 
perception. This difference is due to the differences between those working less than 1 year 
(mean = 3.02) and those working between 6 and 10 years (mean = 2.12); those working 1 to 
5 years (mean = 3.23), and those working between 6 and 10 years, and those working between 
6 to 10 years and those working between 11 to 15 years (mean. = 3.18). The related Anova 
test results are shown in Table 10.  
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Table 10. Difference analysis according to working times 

ANOVA 

 Dimensions 
Sum of 
Squares Sd (df) 

Mean of 
Squares F p (Sig.) 

Acquiescent silence Intergroup 12.984 4 3.246 3.803 .005 

Within the group 191.186 224 .854   

Sum 204.170 228    

Quiescent silence Intergroup 9.549 4 2.387 3.575 .008 

Within the group 149.565 224 .668   

Sum 159.114 228    

Pro-social Silence Intergroup 4.697 4 1.174 1.411 .231 

Within the group 186.436 224 .832   

Sum 191.134 228    

Supervisor Support Intergroup 22.924 4 5.731 5.897 .000 

Within the group 217.686 224 .972   

Sum 240.611 228    

 
As a result of the Anova test conducted to determine the differences in the means of the 
dimensions according to the education level, no difference was found in the perception of 
acquiescent silence, quiescent silence, pro-social silence and supervisor support. The results 
of the difference analysis according to the education level are shown in Table 11. 
 

Table 11. Difference analysis according to the education level 

ANOVA 

 Dimensions 

Sum of Squares  Sd (df)  Mean of 
Squares 

F  p (Sig.) 

Acquiescent silence Intergroup 4.202 2 2.101 2.374 .095 

Within the group 199.968 226 .885   

Sum 204.170 228    

Quiescent silence Intergroup 1.264 2 .632 .905 .406 

Within the group 157.850 226 .698   

Sum 159.114 228    

Pro-social Silence Intergroup 1.703 2 .851 1.016 .364 

Within the group 189.431 226 .838   

Sum 191.134 228    

Supervisor Support Intergroup 5.536 2 2.768 2.661 .072 

Within the group 235.075 226 1.040   

Sum 240.611 228    

 
Conclusion 
 
A positive relationship was found between supervisor support, acquiescent silence and 
quiescent silence. Wang and Hsieh (2013) found a negative relationship between quiescent 
silence, pro-social silence and perceived organizational support in their study. Therefore, the 
silence of employees should decrease, when they receive support from their supervisors 
(Miliken et al., 2003; Vakola & Bouradas, 2005), however this is an unexpected result in this 
study. Employees’ work behaviours are positively affected when they receive support from the 
organization (Cropanzano et al., 1997). There is a positive relationship between acquiescent 
silence and quiescent silence. Acquiescent and quiescent silences are regarded as negative 
silence types within organizations. 
 
Considering the means of variables, it is seen that the pro-social silence of the employees is 
higher than the acquiescent and quiescent silence. Salha et al., (2016) and Naktiyok, Kizil & 
Timuroglu, (2015); Eroglu, Adiguzel & Ozturk (2011) also found similar findings in their studies. 
When regression analysis was examined, a relationship emerged opposed to the literature 
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(Wang & Hsih, 2013). So, when employees receive support from the organization, their 
acquiescent and quiescent silence should decrease (Vakola & Bouradas, 2005:444). However, 
a positive impact of supervisor support is observed on organizational silence. Interestingly, no 
significant impact of supervisor support is observed on pro-social silence. Wang et al., (2018), 
stated that the supervisors’ narcissism had a positive impact on organizational silence. 
Unwillingness to share information and express oneself has an adverse impact on employee 
confidence, morale and motivation. And general productivity levels drop and then so do the 
hotel’s profits Employees’ keeping their knowledge and opinions to themselves may weaken 
the organizational decision-making, error correction, organizational development and 
innovation processes (Beer & Eisenstat, 2000). 
 
When the results of the differences based on demographic variables are examined, it is 
observed that the quiescent silence is high for men, while the pro-social silence is high for 
women. Considering the personality traits of men and women, it is an interesting finding that 
women have lower level of quiescent silence than men, despite the fact that they need more 
defence compared to men. 
 
The fact that women have high level of prosocial silence may be due to the fact that 
understanding of compassion and caretaking is higher than men. Zhang, Zhang and Liu (2018) 
also determined that organizational silence differed according to gender. Perception of 
supervisor support does not differ from women to men. Piderit and Ashford (2003) state that 
the roles of women and men are perceived differently within organizations. They state that 
issues such as supervisors having negative views on women as well as avoiding to give career 
opportunities and to include in the decision-making processes are confronted. Mignonac et al. 
(2018) did not find any relationship between perceived organization support and gender. As a 
result of this study, it is seen that the means of organizational silence differ according to the 
marital status. Zhang, Zhang and Liu (2018) found that there was a significant relationship 
between organizational silence and marital status. While He et al. (2017) and Eroglu, Adiguzel 
and Ozturk, (2011) could not establish a significant relationship between organizational 
silence, gender and age, He et al. (2017) established a significant relationship between 
organizational silence and the level of education received. Upasna and Agarwal (2018) stated 
that there was a relationship between age and quiescent and prosocial silence, while there 
was no relationship between gender and organizational silence. This study contributes to the 
literature in terms of understanding how organizational silence changes according to 
demographic variables. 
 
Suggestions to the Supervisors 
 
If the supervisors blame other employees for the poor business performance instead of 
blaming themselves, even though there are some problems those problems will not come to 
light. This is because the employees may worry about the reaction they may receive. 
Employees want to have confidence in their supervisors, who control them, for not directly or 
indirectly punishing employee behaviours (Vakola & Bouradas, 2005).  
 
Organizations should develop various ways for all employees to express their views on the 
behaviour of leaders or managers, to provide human resources management practices, ethical 
aspects, organizational culture and communication training and to provide feedback to their 
seniors (Kul, 2017) which can add value. 
 
Another way of reducing organizational silence is to increase organizational citizenship 
behaviour, for which the following should be done (Bolino et al., 2015; He, 2017); (1) 
distinguishing the edges of in-role and extra-role behaviours specifically; (2) encouraging 
ethical work culture in order to replace with improper and workaholic work cultures such as the 
work culture of “24-7. 365 (day)”; (3) setting legitimate performance goals and preventing long 
working hours by providing periodic breaks; (4) monitoring employee exhaustion closely 
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through periodic surveys held on workload and stress and ensuring timely psychological 
counselling and guidance; (5) promoting the self-assistance books including tips about CCB 
prevention; and (6) paying attention to inner voices of the employees and encouraging them 
to express their own opinions regarding the organizational problems such as CCB by 
establishing certain channels for complaining safely and freely. 
 
Supervisors should take the foregoing recommendations into consideration and should take 
necessary measurement to break the employee silence.  
 
Limitations of the Study 
 
There are various difficulties and limitations to this study. The most important limitation of the 
study is the low number of samples, which is caused by the unwillingness of the business 
managers to give much support since data collection was held during peak season. Another 
difficulty was the fact that the employees were selected from only Antalya and other areas may 
offer different findings. Different results can thus likely be obtained by carrying out similar 
studies in a way to include all of the employees working in the accommodation establishments 
in Turkey including hotels, motels and guest-houses. 
 
Suggestions for Future Studies 
 
Qualitative researches determining whether business managers have sufficient knowledge or 
not, can be carried out in order to eliminate organizational silence in enterprises. In this study, 
it is seen that the organizational silence increases with the supervisor support, so further 
studies can be carried out according to this result. Also the relationship between the variables, 
which mediate on the impact of supervisor support on organizational silence, can also be 
examined. 
 
References 

Aliogullari, Z. D. (2012). Örgütsel Sessizlik ve Örgütsel Vatandaşlık Davranışı Arasındaki İlişki: 
Bir Uygulama [The Relationship between Organizational Silence and Organizational 
Citizenship Behaviour: A Practice]. Master Thesis, Ataturk University, Institute of Social 
Sciences. 

Appelbaum, S. H., Gandell, J., Yortis, H., Proper, S. & Jobin, F. (2000). Anatomy of a Merger: 
Behaviour of Organizational Factors and Process through the Pre-During Post Stages. 
Management Decision, 38, 649-661. 

Argyris, C. (1977). Double Loop Learning in Organizations. Harvard Business Review, 55(5), 
115-129. 

Arpana Rai, Upasna A. Agarwal, (2018). Workplace bullying and employee silence: A 
moderated mediation model of psychological contract violation and workplace friendship, 
Personnel Review, 47(1), 226-256. 
 
Arslaner, E. & Boylu, Y. (2017). Perceived organizational support, work-family/family-work 
conflict and presenteeism in hotel industry. Tourism Review, 72(2), 171-183. 
 
Babin, B. J. & Boles, J. S. (1996). The effects of perceived co-worker involvement and 
supervisor support on service provider role stress, performance and job satisfaction. Journal 
of retailing, 72(1), 57-75. 
 
Beer, M. & Eisenstat, R. (2000). The Silent Killers of Strategy Implantation and Learning. Sloan 
Management Review, 41, 29-40. 

http://www.ajhtl.com/


African Journal of Hospitality, Tourism and Leisure, Volume 8 (3) - (2019) ISSN: 2223-814X  

Copyright: © 2019 AJHTL /Author/s- Open Access- Online @ http//: www.ajhtl.com 

 

16 
 

Bolino, M. C., Hsiung, H. H., Harvey, J. & LePine, J. A. (2015). “Well, I’m tired of tryin’!” 

Organizational citizenship behavior and citizenship fatigue. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 100(1), 56. 

Bowen, F. & Blackmon, K. (2003). Spirals of silence: The dynamic effects of diversity on 

organizational voice. Journal of Management Studies, 40(6), 1393-1417. 

Cakici, A. (2007). Örgütlerde Sessizlik: Sessizliğin Teorik Temelleri ve Dinamikleri [Silence in 
Organizations: Theoretical Foundations and Dynamics of Silence]. Cukurova University 
Journal of the Institute of Social Sciences, 16(1), 5-34. 

Cakici, A. (2010). Örgütlerde İşgören Sessizliği: Neden Sessiz Kalmayı Tercih Ediyoruz? 
[Employees in Organizations: Why Do We Prefer to Remain Silent?] Ankara, Detay Publishing. 

Choi, S, Cheong, K, Richard, A. & Feinberg. (2012). Moderating Effects of Supervisor Support, 
Monetary Rewards, and Career Paths on the Relationship between Job Burnout and Turnover 
Intentions in the Context of Call Centres. Managing Service Quality, 22(5), 507. 
 
Collins, J. (2001). Good to Great. London: Random House. 

Cropanzano, R., Howes, J. C., Grandey, A. A. & Toth, P. (1997). The Relationship of 
Organizational Politics and Support to Work Behaviours, Attitudes, and Stress. Journal of 
Organizational Behaviour: The International Journal of Industrial, Occupational and 
Organizational Psychology and Behaviour, 18(2), 159-180. 
 
Çalışkan, A. & Pekkan, N. Ü. (2017). Örgütsel Sessizliğin İş Performansına Etkisi: Etik İklimin 

Aracı Rolü. Journal of Turkish Social Sciences Research, 2(1), 1-19. 

Dedahanov, A. T. & Rhee, J. (2015). Examining the relationships among trust, silence and 

organizational commitment. Management Decision, 53(8), 1843-1857.  

Demirel, Y. & Seckin, Z. (2008). Bilgi ve Bilgi Paylaşımının Yenilikçilik Üzerine Etkileri. [Effects 
of Information and Information Sharing on Innovation]. Journal of Cukurova University, Institute 
of Social Sciences, 17(1), 189-202. 

Dhar, S. (2012). From outsourcing to Cloud computing: evolution of IT services. Management 
Research Review, 35(8), 664-675. 
 
Dickson, W. & Roethlisberger, F. (1966). Counselling in an Organization: A Sequel to the 
Hawthorne Researches. Boston, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Dilek, Y. & Taşkıran, E. (2016). Kişilik özelliklerinin örgütsel sessizlik üzerindeki etkisini 
belirlemeye yönelik bir araştırma. Bartın Üniversitesi İİBF Dergisi, 7(13), 402-434. 

Drucker, P. F. (2003). Yenilikçiliğin Disiplini [Innovation Discipline]. P. F. Drucker Yenilikçilik 
[Innovation] (A. Kardam, Translation, pp. 119-134). Istanbul: MESS Publishing. 

Dyne, L. V., Ang, S. & Botero, I. C. (2003). Conceptualizing employee silence and employee 
voice as multidimensional constructs. Journal of Management Studies, 40(6), 1359-1392. 

Ehtiyar, R. & Yanardag, M. (2008). Organizational Silence A Survey On Employees Working 
in a Chain Hotel. Tourism and Hospitality Management, 14(1), 51-68. 

Emerson, R.M. (1981). “Social exchange”. In Social psychology: Sociological perspectives, 
Edited by: Rosenberg, M. and Turner, R., pp 30–65. New York: Basic Books. 

Erigüç, G., Özer, Ö., Turaç, İ. S. & Sonğur, C. (2014). The Causes and effects of the 

organizational silence: On which issues the nurses remain silent? Int. Journal of Management 

Economics and Business, 10(22), 131-154. 

http://www.ajhtl.com/


African Journal of Hospitality, Tourism and Leisure, Volume 8 (3) - (2019) ISSN: 2223-814X  

Copyright: © 2019 AJHTL /Author/s- Open Access- Online @ http//: www.ajhtl.com 

 

17 
 

Eroğlu, A. H., Adigüzel, O. & Özturk, U. C. (2011). Sessizlik Girdabi Ve Bağlilik İkilemi: İşgören 

Sessizliği İle Örgütsel Bağlilik İlişkisi ve Bir Araştirma. Süleyman Demirel Üniversitesi İktisadi 

ve İdari Bilimler Fakültesi Dergisi, 16(2), 97-124. 

Goktepe, E. A. (2017). Algılanan Yönetici Desteği Ölçeği, Geliştirilmesi, Geçerliliği ve 
Güvenirliliği. [Scale, Development, Validity and Reliability of Perceived Supervisor Support.] 
Journal of Istanbul University Faculty of Business, 46 (Special Volume), 31-48. 

Halbesleben, J. R. (2006). Sources of social support and burnout: a meta-analytic test of the 

conservation of resources model. Journal of applied Psychology, 91(5), 1134. 

He, P., Peng, Z., Zhao, H. & Estay, C. (2017). How and When Compulsory Citizenship 
Behaviour Leads to Employee Silence: A Moderated Mediation Model Based on Moral 
Disengagement and Supervisor-Subordinate Guanx Views. Journal of Business Ethics, 1-16.  
 
Holman, D. (2003). Phoning in sick? An overview of employee stress in call centres, 
Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 24(3), 123-130. 
 
Ivanov, S. & Webster, C. (2007). Measuring the Impact of Tourism on Economic Growth. 
Tourism Economics, 13(3), 379–388.  
 
Izraeli, D. & Jick, T. (1986). The Art of Saying No: Linking Power to Culture. Organization 
Studies, 7(2), 171-192. 

Jahanzeb, S. & Fatima, T. (2017). How Workplace Ostracism Influences Interpersonal 
Deviance: The Mediating Role of Quiescent Silence and Emotional Exhaustion. Journal of 
Business and Psychology, 1-13. 

Jalilian, R. & Batmani, F. (2015). The Study of The Relationship between The Organizational 
Silence and the Employees’ Performance (Case Study). Indian Journal of Fundamental and 
Applied Life Sciences, 5(S3),1563-1573. 

Kozak, M. (2015). Bilimsel Araştırma: Tasarım, Yazım ve Yayım Teknikleri. [Scientific 
Research: Design, Writing and Propagation Techniques] Ankara: Detay Publishing. 

Kul, B. (2017). The Impact of Ethical Climate and Ethical Leadership on Ethical Codes 

Practices. Uluslararası Yönetim İktisat ve İşletme Dergisi, 13(5), 563-573. 

Kulualp, H.G. (2016). Determining the relationship between some personal and organizational 

features with employee voice: A study on academics. Ege Academic Review, 16(4), 745-761. 

 
Liang, T. & Wang, Y. (2016). Organizational silence in state-owned enterprises: Intermediary 
role of the perceptions of organizational politics. American Journal of Industrial and Business 
Management, 6(05), 640. 
 
Matthews, R., Carrie, A., Bulger, J.  & Barnes-Farrel, L. (2009). Work Social Supports, Role 
Stressors and -Work-Family Conflict: The Moderating Effects of Age. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior, 76(1), 78-90. 
 
McShane, S. L. & Glinow, M. A. (2016). Örgütsel Davranış. [Organizational Behaviour] (O. 
Mehtap, Translation.) Ankara: Nobel Publishing. 

Mengenci, C. (2015). İş tatmini, duygusal emek ve tükenmişlik ilişkilerinin belirlenmesi. Ege 

Akademik Bakış Dergisi, 15(1), 127-140. 

http://www.ajhtl.com/


African Journal of Hospitality, Tourism and Leisure, Volume 8 (3) - (2019) ISSN: 2223-814X  

Copyright: © 2019 AJHTL /Author/s- Open Access- Online @ http//: www.ajhtl.com 

 

18 
 

Mignonac, K., Herrbach, O., Archimi, C. S. & Manville, C. (2018). Navigating Ambivalence: 
Perceived Organizational Prestige-Support Discrepancy and Its Relation to Employee 
Cynicism and Silence. Journal of Management Studies, 55(5), 837–872.  
 
Miliken, F. J., Morrison, E. W. & Hewlin, P. F. (2003). An Exploratory Study of Employee 
Silence: Issues That Employees Do Not Communicate Upward and Why. Journal of 
Management Studies, 40(6), 1453-1476. 

Moorman, R. H., Blakely, G. L. & Niehoff, B. P. (1998). Does Perceived Organizational Support 
Mediate the Relationship between Procedural Justice and Organizational Citizenship 
Behaviour? Academy of Management Journal, 41(3), 351-357. 
 
Morrison, E. W. (2014). Employee voice and silence. Annual Review of Organizational 
Psychology and Organizatonal Behavior, 1(1), 173-197. 

Morrison, E. & Miliken, F. (2000). Organisational silence: a barrier to change and development 
in a pluralistic world. Academy of Management Review, 25(4), 706-725. 

Morrison, E. W. & Milliken, F. J. (2003). Speaking Up, Remaining Silent: The Dynamics of 
Voice and Silence in Organizations. Journal of Management Studies, 40(6), 1353-1358. 

Muse, L. A. & Pichler, S. (2011). A comparison of types of support for lower-skill workers: 
Evidence for the importance of family supportive supervisors. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior, 79(3), 653-666. 
 
Nafei, W. A. (2016). Organizational Silence: Its Destroying Role of Organizational Citizenship 
Behaviour. International Business Research, 9 (5), 57–75. 

 
Naktiyok, A., Kizil, S. & Timoroglu, M. (2015). Çalışanların Adalet Algısı Sessizliklerini Etkiler 
mi? ÖYP ve Diğer Araştırma Görevlileri Açısından Karşılaştırmalı Bir Araştırma. Süleyman 
Demirel Üniversitesi İktisadi ve İdari Bilimler Fakültesi Dergisi, 20(4). 
 
Ng, T. W. & Feldman, D. C. (2012). Evaluating Six Common Stereotypes about Older Workers 
with Meta‐Analytical Data. Personnel Psychology, 65(4), 821-858. 
 
Ozgen, I. & Surgevil, O. (2009). Örgütsel Sessizlik Olgusu ve Turizm İşletmeleri Açısından 
Değerlendirilmesi. [The Concept of Organizational Silence and Its Assessment in Terms of 
Tourism Management.] Z. Sabuncuoglu, Turizm İşletmelerinde Örgütsel Sessizlik  
[Organizational Silence in Tourism Establishments] (p. 303-328). Bursa: MKM Publishing. 

Piderit, S. K. & Ashford, S. J. (2003). Breaking Silence: Tactical Choices Women Managers 
Make in Speaking Up about Gender-Equity Issues. Journal of Management Studies, 40 (6), 
1477-1501. 
 
Pinder, C. & Harlos, K. (2001). Employee silence: Quiescence and Acquiescence as Response 
to Perceived Injustice. Research in Personnel and Human Resource Management, 59, 331-
369. 

Podsakoff, P. M., Mackenzie, S. B., Paine, J. B. & Bachrach, D. (2000). Organizational 
Citizenship Behaviours: A Critical Review of the Theoretical and Empirical Literature and 
Suggestions for Future Research. Journal of Management, 26(3), 513-563. 

Quinn, R. & Spreitzer, G. (1997). The road to empowerment: seven questions every leader 
should answer. Organizational Dynamics, 26 (2), 37-50. 

Rhoades, L. & Eisenberger, R. (2002). Perceived Organizational support: A review of the 
literature. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(4), 698-714. 
 

http://www.ajhtl.com/


African Journal of Hospitality, Tourism and Leisure, Volume 8 (3) - (2019) ISSN: 2223-814X  

Copyright: © 2019 AJHTL /Author/s- Open Access- Online @ http//: www.ajhtl.com 

 

19 
 

Salha H., Cinnioğlu, H., Yazıt H. & Yenişehirlioğlu E. (2016). İşgörenlerin Örgütsel Sessizlik 
Düzeylerinin Örgütsel Bağlılıklarına Etkisi: Tekirdağ’daki Yiyecek İçecek İşletmeleri Üzerine 
Bir Araştırma. Balkan ve Yakın Doğu Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 2(3), 5-15. 

Senge, P. (1999). The Dance of Change: The Challenges of Sustaining Momentum in Learning 
Organizations. London: Nicholas Brealey Publishing. 

Singh, B. S., & Malhotra, M. (2015). The Mediating Role of Trust in the Relationship between 
Perceived Organizational Support and Silence. International Journal of Scientific and 
Research Publications, 5(9), 1-10. 

Skinner, E. A. (1996). A guide to constructs of control. Journal of personality and social 
psychology, 71(3), 549. 

Vakola, M. & Bouradas, D. (2005). Antecedents and consequences of organizational silence: 
an empirical investigation. Employee Relations, 27(5), 441-458. 

Wang, Y. D. & Hsieh, H. H. (2013). Organizational Ethical Climate, Perceived Organizational 
Support and Employee Silence: A Cross-Level Investigation. Human relations, 66(6), 783-802. 

Wang, H. Q., Zhang, G. L., Ding, Z. H. & Cheng, Z. H. (2018). How supervisor narcissism 
contributes to employee silence: Roles of negative anticipations and leader–member 
exchange. Social Behavior and Personality: an international journal, 46(4), 653-666. 

Whiteside, D. B., & Barclay, L. J. (2013). Echoes of silence: Employee Silence as a Mediator 
between Overall Justice and Employee Outcomes. Journal of Business Ethics, 116(2), 251-
266. 

Witt, L. A. & Carlson, D. S. (2006). The Work-Family Interface and Job Performance: 
Moderating Effects of Conscientiousness and Perceived Organizational Support. Journal of 
Occupational Health Psychology, 11(4), 343. 

Yamane, T. (2001). Temel Örnekleme Yöntemleri. Çevirenler:Alptekin Esin, Celal Aydın, 
M.Akif Bakır, Esen Gürbüzsel. Literatür Yayıncılık.İstanbul. 
 
Zhang, Y., Xu, S., Zhang, L. & Liu, S. (2018). How Family Support Influences Work Cynicism 
and Employee Silence: The Moderating Role of Gender. Cornell Hospitality Quarterly.  

http://www.ajhtl.com/

