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Abstract

Organizations increasingly recognize the importance of utilizing employees’ proactive sugges-
tions to promote innovation. However, in practice, statements that challenge the status quo often
carry the risk of negative evaluation from managers, discouraging employees from speaking up.
This study focuses on the potential of "strategic silence"—a deliberate choice to withhold voice
depending on contextual relevance—as a means of enhancing managerial evaluation. We devel-
oped a learning method based on an experiential learning model, incorporating two key functions:
the ability to recognize appropriate timing and the ability to self-regulate to avoid excessive si-
lence. A field intervention was conducted to evaluate its effectiveness. Results demonstrated that
the method supported the execution of strategic silence and significantly improved employees’
self-efficacy. Whereas the short-term effect on employee voice outcomes was not statistically
significant, participants reported an increased belief that strategic silence could enhance the im-
pact of their voice. Notably, those who perceived improvements in the effectiveness of their voice
did not experience a reduction in voice behavior, suggesting that strategic silence can be a con-
structive and empowering strategy, rather than one that suppresses employees from speaking up.
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1 Introduction

To ensure that organizations function sustainably and effectively, it is essential for employees not
only to perform their assigned tasks but also to act proactively and innovatively beyond the
boundaries of their formal roles [1]. Especially under rapidly changing external environments,
continuous value creation requires employees to re-examine the status quo and propose novel
approaches unconstrained by existing frameworks [2].

However, in practice, such innovative behaviors are not sufficiently encouraged in Japanese
workplaces. According to a 2023 PwC survey in 46 countries, 63% of global respondents re-
ported managerial encouragement of dissent, whereas in Japan, the figure was only 23%. Simi-
larly, whereas 52% of global respondents agreed that they frequently bring new and innovative
ideas to their teams, only 16% of Japanese employees agreed [3]. These findings suggest that
raising alternative or challenging ideas is less welcomed in Japan, leading to the suppression of
employees' innovative behavior. Furthermore, in organizations with multilayered hierarchical
structures, such as large corporations, bottom-up proposals often entail high coordination costs
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[4]. Consequently, employees may repeatedly find their ideas ignored or dismissed, resulting in
a perception that speaking up is futile. Over time, such experiences may undermine employees’
self-efficacy, making future proactive behaviors increasingly difficult to initiate [5].

Employee voice has been conceptualized in organizational behavior research as a form of in-
novative behavior, and prior studies have explored its underlying motivations as well as the psy-
chological factors that lead employees to withhold voice [6]. However, relatively limited atten-
tion has been given to the quality and effectiveness of voice. One relevant concept is issue selling,
which refers to middle managers’ strategic efforts to communicate suggestions to top manage-
ment. Dutton and Ashford [7] emphasized the importance of timing and effort to capture mana-
gerial attention. Building on this, Parke et al. [8] introduced the concept of strategic silence, which
they define as the deliberate withholding of voice to evaluate contextual and managerial readiness.
Their findings suggest that strategic silence increases the likelihood of managerial approval, in-
dicating that voice suppression may not always be passive or defensive—it can instead function
as a calculated and proactive strategy.

In contrast, traditional organizational behavior literature has largely portrayed silence as a de-
fensive response to fear of rejection or punishment [9], associating it with negative outcomes
such as diminished innovation, productivity, and psychological well-being [10]. Thus, strategic
silence can be defined as the temporary and intentional withholding of voice with the future in-
tention to speak up[8], potentially embodying characteristics of both silence and voice.

This study focuses on strategic silence as a means for employees to enhance the effectiveness
of their constructive voice behavior and proposes a method for acquiring strategic silence as a
skill. Furthermore, it empirically examines the psychological effects of strategic silence—an ac-
tion embodying both silence and voice—and its impact on subsequent voice behavior.

2 Literature Review

2.1 Employee Voice and Silence

Employee voice refers to discretionary communication behavior directed toward superiors that
challenges the status quo with the constructive intention of initiating change [11]. Morrison [6],
building on prior research, defined voice as "discretionary communication of ideas, suggestions,
concerns, or opinions about work-related issues to persons who can take action with the intent to
bring about improvement or change." In contrast, employee silence refers to intentionally with-
holding such input, even when employees hold ideas or concerns, they could share [9].

Morrison [6][12] also organized the antecedents and consequences of employee voice and si-
lence into a conceptual model. Figure 1 illustrates a simplified version of this model, highlighting
the mechanisms by which employees decide whether to speak up or remain silent.

Prosocial Motivation
Expected Utility Calculus
Non-calculative Automatic Processes

|

Latent Voice Opportunity > Voice or Silence

Figure 1: A Model for Assessing Employee Voice and Silence (modified based on [6])
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In contrast, Guarin et al. [13] emphasized the temporal dimension that had been underexplored
in earlier research and, through a comprehensive literature review, expanded upon existing mod-
els to develop the dynamic MOOVE framework. This study draws on these theoretical frame-
works to inform the design and analysis of the proposed learning method.

2.2 Strategic Silence

In general, employee voice has been associated with positive outcomes for organizational effec-
tiveness, whereas silence has been linked to negative effects [9]. However, research has also em-
phasized the importance of choosing the right timing for voice [7] and the risk that poorly timed
voice can lead to conflict within the organization [14]. Parke et al. [8] revealed that some em-
ployees deliberately withhold ideas or concerns they deem premature, engaging in what they term
"strategic silence." Their findings showed that such behavior leads managers to perceive those
employees’ voice as higher in quality, which in turn positively influences performance evalua-
tions and rewards (Figure 2) [8]. Parke et al. [8] define strategic silence as an active behavior
where voice is deliberately withheld to maximize how it will be valued by others, clearly distin-
guishing it from common forms of silence driven by fear or resignation.

Nonetheless, these findings are primarily based on field studies and vignette experiments, and
practical validation in real organizational contexts remains limited [8]. Moreover, employees vary
in their ability to regulate their impulse to speak up [15]. However, little attention has been given
to how such abilities can be developed.

To enable strategic silence to function effectively in the workplace, it is essential to develop
educational or training-based approaches that support employees in assessing situational rele-
vance and making informed decisions about whether to speak or remain silent. This study devel-
ops a method for acquiring strategic silence as a skill and examines its effects through field ap-

plication.
Voice

Performance

A 4

Voice Quality

Rewards

Strategic Silence

Figure 2: A theoretical model of the effects of strategic silence (modified based on [8])
2.3 The Effectiveness of Employee Voice

Employee voice is not always perceived positively. Liang et al. [16] classified voice into promo-
tive and prohibitive types and showed that promotive voice is generally viewed more favorably
by managers. Burris et al. [ 17] found that managers evaluate employee suggestions based on their
feasibility, giving higher ratings to more actionable ideas. Furthermore, Whiting et al. [18]
demonstrated that even identical voice content can be evaluated differently depending on timing
and organizational context.

Thus, the content and timing of voice influence its effectiveness, but ultimately, these effects
are subject to managerial perceptions. Accordingly, this study follows Parke et al. [8] in adopting
the concept of voice quality—defined as the perceived value of employee voice by managers—
as the primary indicator of voice effectiveness. Notably, in this study, voice quality is assessed
based not on managers’ direct evaluations, but rather on how employees perceive their voice to
have been received and valued by their managers.
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2.4 Psychological Impact of Strategic Silence

Strategic silence is not merely about withholding voice but about waiting for a more appropriate
time to speak up, thereby enhancing the perceived quality of voice and increasing the chances of
favorable manager evaluation. As a result, experiencing success in being heard may improve
employees’ self-efficacy. Bandura [19] defined self-efficacy as the belief in one's ability to suc-
cessfully execute tasks even under challenging conditions. Parker et al. [20] argued that employ-
ees with high self-efficacy are more likely to engage in proactive behaviors such as making in-
novative suggestions.

However, strategic silence also carries potential risks. According to Parke et al. [8], employees
may unintentionally suppress important information or concerns that should have been commu-
nicated, which could lead to an overall decline in voice behavior. In this sense, it remains unclear
whether strategic silence promotes or inhibits voice.

This study investigates how strategic silence affects employees' self-efficacy and how changes
in self-efficacy influence actual voice behavior in practice.

3 Method of Learning Strategic Silence

This study proposes a learning method for employees to consciously and effectively practice
strategic silence. According to Parke et al. [8], strategic silence skills are defined as the ability to
assess whether to speak up or remain silent from the perspectives of topic relevance, preparedness,
and audience receptiveness. The proposed method clarifies the voice—silence decision-making
process and supports the application of strategic silence in practice.

3.1 Method Design

In designing the method, we adopted Martin’s [21] PMTE paradigm to organize its core compo-
nents into three categories: Process, Method, and Tool. As the foundational learning framework,
we referred to the experiential learning model developed by Matsuo et al. [22], which explicitly
incorporates a phase of critical reflection. This phase enables participants to conceptualize their
silence strategies and formulate explicit decision-making criteria regarding silence.
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As shown in Figure 3, the design incorporated five functional requirements identified based
on prior studies and preliminary investigations: (1) a function to communicate the value of stra-
tegic silence, (2) a function to simulate strategic silence behavior to provide an experience that is
hard to gain through daily work, (3) a function to establish voice-silence judgment criteria based
on the idea that making implicit cognitive processes explicit can transform behavior [23], (4) A
function to differentiate strategic silence from excessive silence, (5) a function to lower the exe-
cution barrier.

These requirements were incorporated into the experiential learning model and served as the
foundation for constructing the overall framework of the method.

3.2 Proposed Method

The proposed method, as shown in Figure 3, consists of seven processes, including reflection
on actual experiences, reflection on simulated experiences, analysis of silence tendencies, and
conceptualization that integrates these elements.

3.3 Procedure

This section outlines the implementation procedure based on the defined process with selected

examples introduced as appropriate.

1. Read an explanatory text introducing strategic silence to understand its purpose.

2. Read a scripted scenario in which the absence of strategic silence skills leads to a failed
voice attempt, providing a simulated experience of failure.

3. Analyze the simulated experience by documenting one’s own cognitive processes using
a tool based on a framework reconstructed from Morrison’s voice—silence model [6],
interpreted through the lens of strategic silence, as shown in Figure 4.

4. Reflect on and analyze one’s own past real-life experiences.

5. Complete a questionnaire on silence behavior. Silence tendencies are visualized as radar
charts based on four silence typologies—acquiescent, quiescent, prosocial, and oppor-
tunistic [9]—along with the strategic silence scale [8], as shown in Figure 5.

6. Engage in a comprehensive reflection on one’s silence tendencies and articulate, in
one’s own words, what should be learned and unlearned to conceptualize strategic si-
lence as a skill.

7. Formulate a concrete action plan for applying strategic silence in practice.

Each of these steps is implemented individually by participants. Based on the final action
plan, participants are encouraged to practice strategic silence in their actual work settings.
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Figure 4: A Tool that clarifies the thought process
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Figure 5: A tool for understanding why you are silent

4 Evaluation Method

To examine the effectiveness of the proposed method, we conducted an experimental evaluation
consisting of two components: verification of strategic silence behavior and validation of its psy-
chological and behavioral effects. To clarify the specific effects of the proposed method, we con-
ducted a comparative evaluation against a control group that was only exposed to explanatory
text describing strategic silence and the four types of employee silence.

4.1 Subjects

Participants were working adults in their 20s to 40s employed in private companies and govern-
ment organizations. They were recruited via internal mailing lists and social networking ser-
vices within companies and universities. Managers were excluded from participation. Individuals
who did not complete the experimental procedure were also excluded from the analysis, resulting
in a final sample of 29 participants in the experimental group and 10 in the control group.

4.2 Procedure

The experiment proceeded as follows. Participants first received an explanation of the study’s
purpose and procedures and provided informed consent. They then completed a pre-survey via
Qualtrics to collect demographic and psychological baseline data. The experimental group re-
ceived a full 60-minute method, while the control group received a simplified 10-minute version,
both distributed as Excel files by email. Immediately after, participants completed post-survey 1
assessing understanding, usability, and perceived effectiveness. Over the following week, they
recorded their voice behaviors to monitor the application of strategic silence. Finally, at least four
business days later, they completed post-survey 2 to evaluate the method’s sustained impact.

4.3 Evaluation Indicators

4.3.1 Strategic silence

Based on Parke et al. [8], we measured three dimensions—topic relevance, preparedness, and
audience receptiveness—with six items (two per dimension) on a 6-point Likert scale. The mean
score was used.

4.3.2 Effectiveness of employee voice

To evaluate perceived effectiveness of voice, we used a 3-item scale based on Parke et al. [8],
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assessing whether the employee’s voice was seen as valuable by their manager. Unlike the orig-
inal study (which used manager ratings), participants self-rated these items. Additionally, one
item asked participants after one week whether they felt strategic silence enhanced the effective-
ness of their voice, rated on a 5-point Likert scale.

4.3.3 Impact of strategic silence on self-efficacy and voice

Using the 7-item version of the General Self-Efficacy Scale by Chen et al. [24], participants rated
items such as “I can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard enough” on a 5-point
Likert scale. One original item was excluded due to ambiguity in translation. The final scale
showed strong internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.83).

4.3.4 Voice Behavior

Changes in voice behavior were assessed using a 5-item scale from Maynes et al. [25], including
items such as “I suggested new and more effective ways of doing things at work,” rated on a 6-
point Likert scale.

4.4 Analysis

Paired t-tests were conducted to compare pre- and post-intervention results within each group,
and independent t-tests were used for between-group comparisons. To gain a more nuanced in-
terpretation of the quantitative results, qualitative insights from self-observation logs and open-
ended questions were incorporated.

5 Experimental Results

5.1 Verification- Strategic Silence Behavior

To assess the impact of the proposed method, paired t-tests were conducted on the strategic si-
lence scale before and one week after the intervention. The experimental group showed a signif-
icant increase [Pre: M = 3.23, Post: M = 3.83, t(28) = 3.85, p < 0.01, 95% CI [0.28, 0.91]],
whereas the control group did not [Pre: M = 3.39, Post: M =3.70, t(9) = 1.15, p > 0.05, 95% CI
[-0.30, 0.92]], indicating that the strategic silence behavior significantly increased among those
who received the proposed method (Figure 6).

HPre OPost

k% n.s.

Strategic Silence

Experimental Group Control Group

Figure 6: Comparison of pre-survey and post-survey mean scores on the Strategic Silence Scale
(*p <0.05, ** p <0.01, n.s. = not significant)

The experimental group showed sufficient power (Cohen’s d =0.61, power = 0.89). In contrast,
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the control group had low power (Cohen’s d = 0.48, power = 0.27 with n = 10). To achieve
adequate power (> 0.80), at least 37 participants are needed, indicating the necessity of a larger
sample in future studies.

As shown in Table 1, further analysis on each dimension of strategic silence also showed sig-
nificant improvements in the experimental group. Topic relevance [t(28) = 3.31, p < 0.01], pre-
paredness [t(28) = 5.49, p < 0.001], and audience receptiveness [t(28) = 2.82, p < 0.01] all im-
proved significantly. No significant changes were observed in the control group, suggesting that
the method strengthened all three dimensions of strategic silence.

Table 1: Changes in the mean values of each item on the strategic silence scale before and after
the experiment (experimental group)

X o mean difference paired two tailed | Cohen's
questionnaire item df
Pre. Post. | mean SE t-test p-value d
- " - - s
I intentionally kept qu@t on |.ssue.s because they w.ere 328 4.07 079 0.24 331 28 0.64
Relevance not relevant to the topics being discussed at that time. p<0.01
I deliberately remained silent on issues because they 372 424 0.52 0.28 185 28 n.s. 0.45
were not relevant to the goals or agenda at that time. 0.074
i {1 i i %ok ok
I |ntent.|onally kept quiet on issues because I needed 260 4.00 131 0.24 5.49 28 1.22
. more time to develop them. p<0.001
Readiness I withheld id b I ded
.ww eld ideas or concerns because I needed more 348 3.86 0.38 0.26 1.49 28 n.s. 031
time to prepare them. 0.148
I withheld ideas or concerns because I needed to wait ns
_|until my boss or team would be in a better mood to 3.07 3.03 0.03 0.29 0.12 28 . 0.02
Responsive 0.907
hear them.
ness 1 intentionally kept quiet on issues until my boss or o]
inten
.21 .7 -0. .2 2.82 2 .41
team would be in a better frame of mind to hear them. 3 3.76 0.55 0.20 8 8 p<0.01 0

5.2 Validation- Evaluation of Voice Effectiveness

Whereas no significant changes were observed in the pre-post scores of the voice effectiveness
scale in either group, post-intervention survey responses indicated that participants in the exper-
imental group were more likely to believe that strategic silence enhanced their voice effectiveness
[experimental group: M = 4.0, control group: M = 3.2, t(37) =2.73, p < 0.05, Cohen’s d = 1.01].

5.3 Validation- Impact of Strategic Silence on Self-efficacy

The experimental group showed a significant increase in self-efficacy from pre-survey to post-
survey test [Pre: M=3.22, Post: M=3.41, t(28) =2.88, p <0.01, Cohen’s d = 0.34, 95% CI [0.06,
0.33]], whereas no significant change was observed in the control group [Pre: M=3.56, Post:
M=3.34, 1(9) = 0.59, p > 0.05, Cohen’s d =-0.29, 95% CI[-1.05,0.62]] (Figure 7).

BPre BPost

** n.s.

Self-Efficacy Scale

Experimental Group Control Group

Figure 7: Comparison of pre-survey and post-survey mean scores on Self-efficacy Scale
(* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, n.s. = not significant)
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5.4 Validation- Voice Behavior

No significant differences were found in the voice behavior scale between pre- and post-test for
either group. However, post-experiment interviews revealed that some participants felt more con-
fident in expressing ideas they had previously hesitated to voice, suggesting a link between per-
ceived voice quality and voice behavior.

To further explore this, the experimental group was divided into two subgroups: those who
felt their voice quality had improved and those who did not. Among those reporting improved
voice quality, there was no significant reduction in voice behavior [Pre: M =3.72, Post: M =3.95,
t(11) = 1.22, p > 0.05, Cohen’s d = 0.27], whereas those who did not perceive improvement
showed a significant decline in voice behavior [Pre: M = 3.93, Post: M =3.52, t(16) =3.43, p <
0.01, Cohen’s d =-0.63] (Figure 8).
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Figure 8: Comparison of pre-survey and post-survey mean scores on Voice Scale
Voice quality improved vs. non-improved group
(* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, n.s. = not significant)

6 Discussion

6.1 Verification of the Proposed Method

This study developed a method for acquiring strategic silence as a skill and verified its impact on
employee behavior. The results demonstrated significant improvements across all three dimen-
sions of strategic silence—topic relevance, preparedness, and audience receptiveness—among
the experimental group, indicating that the proposed method effectively facilitated behavioral
change.

The method's emphasis on reflective analysis and the conceptualization of decision-making
criteria likely promoted the practical execution of behavior. Additionally, the use of tools to clar-
ify the voice-silence decision process helped participants reframe silence as a strategic choice
rather than a passive action.

On the other hand, no statistically significant difference was observed in the between-group
comparison with the control group, which may be attributable to the small sample size of the
control group. Nevertheless, survey responses indicated that participants who had spoken up fre-
quently in the past but experienced failures were more likely to initiate strategic silence behavior
simply through conceptual understanding. This suggests that for individuals who have not previ-
ously practiced strategic silence, awareness of the concept alone may have a certain positive
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effect. Future studies should expand the sample and consider participant attributes in their exper-
imental designs.

6.2 Validation of the Proposed Method

Although there was no immediate change in the effectiveness of the actual voice, the belief that
strategic silence greatly increases the impact of the voice increased significantly within the ex-
perimental group. This suggests that there is a time lag before strategic silence is evaluated by
superiors as a result and supports the need for long-term evaluation.

Self-efficacy also showed a significant increase among the experimental group, indicating psy-
chological resource development toward voice opportunities. Notably, this improvement oc-
curred despite the lack of direct success experiences, implying that the reflective components of
the method may have contributed to a more confident self-assessment regarding voice. This find-
ing aligns with Bandura’s concept of vicarious experiences as a source of self-efficacy develop-
ment [19].

Although there was no significant change in voice behavior, participants who, based on the
survey, perceived an improvement in voice quality did not reduce their voice behavior. In contrast,
those who did not perceive such an improvement showed a significant decline. These findings
suggest that concerns about strategic silence leading to voice suppression can be mitigated when
participants recognize improvements in the quality of their contributions.

Notably, qualitative data revealed that many participants who reported improvements in the
quality of their voice had previously encountered unsuccessful attempts to express their opinions.
This finding suggests that strategic silence may function as a supportive strategy for employees
who face challenges in effectively articulating their voice. In other words, while Parke et al. [§]
expressed concerns that strategic silence could lead to the concealment of important information,
this concern may not be universally applicable. The present study suggests that such concerns
may not hold in cases where employees exhibit a strong motivation to speak up.

7 Conclusion and Future Work

This study proposed and empirically tested a learning method to help employees acquire strategic
silence as a skill to enhance the effectiveness of their voice. By clarifying the voice and silence
decision-making process and promoting reflective analysis and the conceptualization of decision
criteria, the proposed method facilitated an increase in strategic silence behavior across its three
dimensions: relevance, preparedness, and responsiveness.

Although the proposed method did not produce short-term improvements in actual voice ef-
fectiveness, participants developed a stronger belief in the strategic value of silence to amplify
voice effectiveness. Furthermore, the method significantly enhanced employees’ self-efficacy—
the confidence to speak up—without suppressing their intent to voice.

Importantly, participants who perceived improved voice quality did not reduce their voice be-
havior; rather, they maintained or increased their voice frequency. These participants often had
prior difficulties with getting their suggestions accepted, suggesting that strategic silence is not
merely a tactic to be accepted by managers but a capability that empowers employees who seek
to bring about constructive change in their organizations.

This study demonstrated that the intentional implementation of strategic silence can facilitate
bottom-up constructive communication within organizations and has the potential to serve as a
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valuable resource for supporting innovation.

However, this study had limitations. The intervention was short-term, and it could not fully
assess long-term changes in voice effectiveness, especially from the manager's perspective. In
addition, this study did not determine which specific processes within the proposed method con-
tributed most to the observed effects. Future research that isolates and evaluates the impact of
each component may facilitate the refinement of the method or the amplification of targeted out-
comes.

Future research should pursue (1) longitudinal studies to examine the sustainability of behav-
ioral change, (2) assessments of how task characteristics and organizational culture affect the
perception of voice, and (3) the development of methods tailored to specific employee attributes,
such as those who have had negative experiences related to speaking up.

References

[1] D. Katz, “The motivational basis of organizational behavior,” Behavioral Science, Vol. 9, No.
2, 1964, pp. 131-146.

[2] M. Takaishi and H. Furukawa, “On the voluntary actions of employees that promote manage-
ment innovation in companies: Going beyond organizational citizenship behavior,” Kyushu
Univ. Psychological Research, Vol. 9, 2008, pp. 83-92.

[3] PwC, "Global Workforce Hopes and Fears Survey," 2023.

[4] ONE JAPAN, "The 4th 'Work Style' Awareness Survey: The Voices of 1,600 Young Employ-
ees at Large Companies, "New Corporate Style'," Oct. 2020.

[5]M. R. Holloway, From the Horse’s Mouth: How People Talk about Voice and Silence at Work,
Doctoral dissertation, Dept. of Occupational Psychology, Univ. of East London, 2016.

[6] E. W. Morrison, “Employee voice and silence: Taking stock a decade later,” Annual Review
of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, Vol. 10, 2023, pp. 75-105.

[7] J. Dutton and S. Ashford, “Selling issues to top management,” Academy of Management
Review, Vol. 18, No. 3, 1993, pp. 397-428.

[8] M. R. Parke, S. Tangirala, A. Sanaria, and S. Ekkirala, “How strategic silence enables em-
ployee voice to be valued and rewarded,” Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Pro-
cesses, Vol. 173, Article 104187, 2022.

[9] C. C. Pinder and K. P. Harlos, “Employee silence: Quiescence and acquiescence as responses
to perceived injustice,” Research in Personnel and Human Resources Management, Vol. 20,
2001, pp. 331-369.

[10] M. Knoll and R. van Dick, “Do I hear the whistle...? A first attempt to measure four forms
of employee silence and their correlates,” Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 113, No. 2, 2013,
pp. 349-362.

[11] L. Van Dyne, S. Ang, and 1. G. Botero, “Conceptualizing employee silence and employee

Copyright © by IIAI. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.

11



12

A. Matsumoto, M. Ioki

voice as multidimensional constructs,” Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 40, No. 6, 2003,
pp. 1359-1392.

[12] E. W. Morrison, “Employee voice and silence,” Annual Review of Organizational Psychol-
ogy and Organizational Behavior, Vol. 1, 2014, pp. 173-197.

[13] A. D. Guarin, K. Townsend, A. Wilkinson, M. Edwards, “Time to voice? A review and
agenda for longitudinal employee voice research,” Human Resource Management Review,”
vol.35, no.1, 2025, pp.101059.

[14] E. Morrison and F. Milliken, “Organizational silence: A barrier to change and development
in a pluralistic world,” Academy of Management Review, Vol. 25, No. 4, 2000, pp. 706—725.

[15] C. F. Lam, H. H. Johnson, L. J. Song, W. Wu, C. Lee, and Z. Chen, “More depleted, speak
up more? A daily examination of the benefit and cost of depletion for voice behavior and voice
endorsement,” Journal of Org. Behavior, Vol. 43, No. 6, 2022, pp. 983—-1000.

[16]J. Liang, C. L. C. Farh, and J.-L. Farh, “Psychological antecedents of promotive and prohib-
itive voice: A two-wave examination,” Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 55, No. 1,2012,
pp. 71-92.

[17] E. R. Burris, K. W. Rockmann, and Y. S. Kimmons, “The value of voice to managers: Em-
ployee identification and the content of voice,” Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 60,
No. 6,2017, pp. 2099-2125.

[18] S. W. Whiting, T. D. Maynes, N. P. Podsakoft, P. M. Podsakoff, and S. W. J. Kozlowski,
“Effects of message, source, and context on evaluations of employee voice behavior,” Journal
of Applied Psychology, Vol. 97, No. 1, 2012, pp. 159-182.

[19] A. Bandura, “Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change,” Psychological
Review, Vol. 84, No. 2, 1977, pp. 191-215.

[20] S. K. Parker, H. M. Williams, and N. Turner, “Modeling the antecedents of proactive behav-
ior at work,” Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 91, No. 3, 2006, pp. 636—652.

[21]J. N. Martin, “The PMTE paradigm: Exploring the relationship between systems engineer-
ing process and tools,” INCOSE International Symposium, Vol. 4, No. 1, 1994, pp. 176-183.

[22] M. Matsuo and M. Nagata, “A revised model of experiential learning with a debriefing
checklist,” Int’l Journal of Training and Development, Vol. 24, No. 2, 2020, pp. 144—153.

[23] S. G. Barsade, L. Ramarajan, and D. Westen, “Implicit affect in organizations,” Research in
Org. Behavior, Vol. 29, 2009, pp. 135-162.

[24] G. Chen, S. M. Gully, and D. Eden, “Validation of a new general self-efficacy scale,” Org.
Research Methods, Vol. 4, No. 1, 2001, pp. 62—83.

[25] T. D. Maynes, P. M. Podsakoff, and S. W. J. Kozlowski, “Speaking more broadly: An exam-
ination of the nature, antecedents, and consequences of an expanded set of employee voice
behaviors,” Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 99, No. 1, 2014, pp. 87-112.

Copyright © by IIAI. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.





