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Abstract

Speaking up at the workplace has a double-edged sword effect. This effect is dependent on the context and
the ways an individual raises voice. The current study finds that an employee’s voice contributes to
organizational citizenship behavior, especially when employees feel psychologically safe. In this context,
three dimensions of employees’ voice behavior were examined including supervisor-subordinate
relationship, employee job satisfaction, and employee motivation that enhance organizational citizenship
behavior. Additionally, the research also explores the moderating role of psychological safety that
strengthens the relationship between employees’ voice and organizational citizenship behavior. Data
collected from 361 employees using a survey technique, revealed that employees’ voice has a positive and
significant impact on organizational citizenship behavior. It was also found that psychological safety
significantly moderates the relationship between employee voice and organizational citizenship behavior.
This study positively contributes to voice and organizational citizenship literature. The study suggests that
organizations should encourage employees’ voice behavior and nurture a psychologically safe environment
to improve organizational citizenship behavior among employees. This study also discusses the theoretical
and practical implications of voice behavior and how it leads to organizational citizenship behavior.

Keywords: Employees Voice Behavior, Psychological Safety, Organizational Citizenship Behavior.

Introduction

Encouraging employee voice is considered as one of the important factors to achieve employee motivation
and engagement. It ensures employee participation from planning to decision making in contemporary
organizational processes. The extant research emphasizes the importance of an open communication system
for organizations to sustain and succeed in a dynamic business competition (Jha et al., 2019; Ruck et al.,
2017; Cheng et al., 2013; Qi et al., 2014). The majority of researchers argue that employees’ upward
communication in terms of suggestions, ideas, and information about problems or issues of concern, have
unigue implications for employee performance and their association with their organization. Such a system
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helps the managers to respond appropriately to dynamic business situations and make effective decisions
based on realistic problem identification and solving approaches.

Researchers (Bienefeld & Grote, 2012; Ashford, Sutcliffe, & Christianson, 2009) have also indicated that
employees are often reluctant to share important information with their managers, subordinates, and even
with their teammates in parallel positions. This situation is more visible in public sector organizations of
developing countries, where a culture of sharing knowledge and information is not well established. Since
the democratic norms are not well recognized in these developing countries therefore, the
supervisors/managers do not encourage their employees to participate or give their opinions on improving
the organizational policies and procedures. Especially they are not allowed to raise the issues or concerns
relating to their organization. Another reason for such a gap could be the power distance between
employees and their supervisor, which is fairly high in traditional bureaucratic structures of public sector
organizations (Hober, Schaarschmidt, & von Korflesch, 2019; Adegbaju, 2018; Milosevic, 2017). This kind
of power distance leads to the feeling of insecurity for raising their voice, hence they are reluctant to speak
up (Lin et al., 2019).

On the other hand, a sense of security encourages employees to share their ideas and concerns, which
positively contributes to improvement in overall organizational effectiveness (Edmondson, 1999).
Researchers have also shown the importance of voice behavior in employees’ commitment and citizenship
behavior. Butler and Whiting (2019) explain the process through which voice can lead to betterment in
employees’ behavior and performance. According to them, most of the time the employees have a better
understanding and knowledge about organizational functioning in comparison to their managers. Therefore,
these employees should be given equal opportunity to raise their voice and participate in related decision
making which can lead to an improvement in their personal as well as organizational performance. In this
backdrop, the current study was designed to explore the effectiveness of voice on organizational citizenship
behavior in the presence of psychological safety (PS) in public sector organizations of Pakistan.

Recent research has witnessed a growing interest in the causes and effects of voice behavior in
organizations. It is important mainly because voice behavior provides an opportunity for employees to
speak about structural flaws and systemic failures well before time (Botero & Dyne, 2009). Hence, any
organization must provide avenues to its employees for sharing their viewpoints about the norms and
practices in the organization (Garner & Garner, 2011). Given the importance of the organizational voice,
we have chosen federal government organizations of Pakistan, formally termed as ministries and divisions.
These organizations are responsible to make critical decisions, implement the government policies, conduct
research on available data, and monitor and control the entire bureaucracy of the country. Therefore,
encouraging employees’ voice to provide innovative ideas and valuing their opinion in critical decision
making becomes important to improve the effectiveness and performance of such organizations (Kalia,
2013).

Significance of the Study

The role of organizational voice is to give prior insight through the constructive and valuable input from
employees of an organization before happening of any unforeseen and undesirable incident, which
negatively affects its customers (Janssen & Gao, 2015). Although previous research on the organizational
voice has studied it in the context of psychological and organizational behavior, yet several issues and
underlying concepts remained under-studied (Whiting, Podsakoff & Pierce, 2008). Moreover, in
developing countries, the concept of organizational voice is fairly novel and remained under-researched
area (Emelifeonwu & Valk, 2018). Hence, the current study is quite significant as it answers several
questions related to voice and provides insight into its dimensions. Moreover, it additionally studies the
moderating impact of psychological safety on the relationship between organizational voice and
organizational citizenship behavior.
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Employees’ voice is one of the important factors that help to improve the functional procedures of an
organization (Frandsen & Johansen, 2018; Fast, Burris & Bartel, 2014). Previous research has discussed its
predictors and consequences to some extent, mostly as an outcome variable (Ling & Zeyin, 2016; Wang &
Lin, 2019). In very few cases it has been studied as a mediator (Avey, Wernsing & Palanski, 2012), which
is another kind of outcome variable. However, we found very few studies on employee or organization
related consequences of voice behavior. For instance, Ohana (2015) found a positive relationship between
voice and team's affective commitment leading to their citizenship behavior. Similarly, Song et al. (2019)
studied the relationship between promotive voice, prohibitive voice, and employee performance in Chinese
culture. In another similar study by Miao, Lu, Cao, & Du, (2020) found a significant moderating effect of
psychological safety on the relationship between high-performance work practices and prohibitive voice
behavior. However, we could not find any specific study with the factors that contribute to voicing and its
impact on organizational citizenship behavior in the presence of psychological safety.

The available literature emphasizes on the basic theories and primary characteristics of the phenomenon
(Bashshur & Oc, 2015). In the last few years, however, an employee’s voice has been given importance as a
measure of organizational effectiveness as well as employees’ citizenship behavior (Fast et al., 2014).
However, researchers do not agree on factors contributing to employee voice behavior and suggest its
exploration with multiple dimensions in different contexts and cultures. It is generally observed that the
supervisor’s role in promoting voice behavior is very important as employees themselves are reluctant and
tend to weigh the cost-effectiveness of such behaviors while discussing something with their supervisor
(Lam et al., 2018; Liang et al., 2012). Although, researchers have acknowledged the role of supervisors in
employee voice behavior to some extent, they have not discussed it as a dimension of voice. Voicing is not
a self-originating phenomenon; it requires motivation from the supervisor through a supervisor-subordinate
relationship (Neves, 2012; Fast et al., 2014). There is also evidence that employee job satisfaction is related
to the voice (Milliken et al. 2015), which may lead to organizational citizenship behavior (Cinar et al.,
2013). Research has also proved that psychological safety can modify the effect of organizational voice
(Newman et al., 2017; Fatima et al., 2015). Studying the moderating effect of psychological safety can
provide interesting results. Recently, Ng, Dyne, and Ang (2019) also suggested studying voice behavior in
the context of supervisor-subordinate relationship and psychological safety. Therefore, the main objective
of the current research is to examine the relationship between employee voice and organizational
citizenship behavior and explore the contingent effect of psychological safety on the relationship.

Literature Review

Organizations try to keep up with the pace of institutional changes and equip their employees with skills
that contribute to organizational function (Nembhard & Edmondson, 2011). At the same time,
organizations want their employees to put forth their ideas aimed at positively contributing to
organizational functioning (Edmondson, 1999). These ideas have their pros and cons. Research has shown
that due to the negative consequences of voicing opinion, employees tend to be more reserved while
speaking up about a problem that the organization is facing (Detert & Burris, 2007). Research has further
substantiated that if these employees feel secure about their involvement, they tend to contribute even more
positively by raising their voice (Edmondson, 1999). Research also supports that psychological safety is
considered as one of the key characteristics of today’s’ high performing organizations (Bergmann &
Schaeppi, 2016). Therefore, organizations try to find out ways and means to implement strategies and get
the benefit of suggestions for continuous improvement in the functions and procedures of the organization.

Employee Voice behavior

The concept of employee voice was introduced by Hirschman (1970) but remained under-studied for a long
time. However, recently with a growing focus on customer/client satisfaction, the topic has gained more
attention in research and practice (McClean, 2017). The definition of voice has remained an area of key
interest among organizational behavior researchers (Oreg et al., 2018). Several researchers have defined it
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as something which is always connected to the inner-self of an employee, while others have tried to define
it in terms of organizational ways and means to express and point out a problem that needs rectification
(Dutton et al., 2001). Based on the definition adopted or adapted, researchers have, therefore, tried to
explain its dependence on inner or outer factors.

Voice habit is the spontaneous expression of suggestions, concerns, and opinions that may affect the
individual, team, and organization (Wood & Neal 2007; Ng & Feldman, 2015). This behavior provides
employees an opportunity to clearly and boldly present ideas and opinions to suggest remedies or
improvements in job-related problems. This type of communication generally takes place between
employee and decision-making authorities (Detert & Burris, 2007; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008). Budd,
Gollan, and Wilkinson (2010) extend the domain of voice as a formal expression within and outside the
organization. It is aimed at specifically mending the existing operations in an organization. An open
environment that facilitates the upward communication of information, supervisor-subordinate relationship,
employee performance, idealism, and real performance can lead to an enhanced level of voicing within an
organization (Lapointe & Vandenberghe, 2018). Some studies have also indicated that organizational voice
can be explained through citizenship behavior, gender issues within and outside the organization,
motivation, ego-centric and ego-defensiveness behavior, job security and psychological safety (Rasheed et
al., 2017; Morrison, 2014; James & Moseley, 2014; Weiss et al., 2017; Barry & Wilkinso, 2016; Schmitt et
al. 2016; Hassan et al., 2015).

Researchers theorize that human behavior is often dependent on various aspects of an individual’s
personality (Mulhern and Massey 2013). The relationship between employees and their supervisor plays a
critical role in shaping such behavior. A good relationship between the two create a conducive environment
for voice behavior. Especially when supervisors’ motivate and encourage their subordinates to give their
opinions, highlight issues, and concerns and provide innovative ideas to improve the procedures and work
processes. Employees working with these managers feel intrinsically motivated to give honest opinions and
participate in decision making. They feel as effective members of the organization and take an active part,
responsibility, and ownership to improve the organizational performance and effectiveness. This type of
democratic management style plays a critical role in flourishing voice behavior among employees. (Ho,
2017; Basit, 2017; Janssen & Gao, 2015) Therefore, we considered a supervisor-subordinate relationship
(SSR) as an important dimension of employee voice behavior in the present study.

Another way of analyzing the relationship between employee motivation and employee voice behavior is
through upward safety communication. It is seen that motivation to raise voice increases with the increase
in seniority (Chen, 2017). Employee motivation can be analyzed in two ways i.e. individual motivation and
team motivation. It is seen that team citizenship can be easily predicted by team voice (Ohana, 2016).
However, with the increase in intrinsic motivation, the employees of an organization are less likely to
exchange their views socially (Ohana, 2016). Another aspect of employee motivation is avoidance
motivation. It is seen that constructive voice increases with an increase in motivation but the defensive
voice is related to avoidance motivation (Ma, 2016). Moreover, employee voice is strongly dependent upon
employee motivation which leads to better workplace performance in an organization.

The relationship between employee voice and job satisfaction is also positively related (Song et al., 2018).
Herzberg’s two-factor theory lays the foundation of the relationship between employee voice behavior and
employee job satisfaction in an organization (Alfayad & Arif, 2017). It is also seen that direct voice
promotes manager’s heterogeneous decision making and thus improves employee job satisfaction (Pyman
et al., 2006). Research has also shown that due to the negative consequences of voicing, employees tend to
speak more about the organizational problems, than about procedures that require improvement (Detert &
Burris, 2007). Psychological also contributes to improving employee motivation and job satisfaction
(Bergmann & Schaeppi, 2016). Therefore, to make effective use of psychological safety in this technique,
organizations are trying to find out ways and means to implement it so that they may get the benefit of
suggestions aimed at continuous improvement in the functions and procedures of the organization.
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Psychological Safety

Psychological safety is defined as the employees’ shared belief that it is safe to communicate by taking the
risk, which is specifically related to the experience of feeling able to speak up with relevant ideas,
questions, or concerns (Edmondson, 2018). Research has established that employees are reluctant to raise
their voices as they consider silence as a safe strategy. This is specifically relevant in setups where
managers exercise uninterrupted authority. Employees feel vulnerable to an obvious logic that raising voice
against any issue or procedure can lead to negative consequences for them. That is the point where
Psychological safety comes to rescue (Nechanska, Hughes, & Dundon, 2020).

Miao et al. (2020) describe the characteristics of organizations with greater psychological safety as tolerant
and participative. These organizations motivate their employees to express their ideas openly without any
fear of being penalized for outcomes. Such organizations understand, respect, praise, and protect their
employees and build trust among them to effectively participate in building common goals of interest
between organizations and employees. These organizations allow employees’ free expression and accept
their different opinions and show concern for them. This kind of environment nurtures positive work
behaviors among employees and they start owning their organizational decision more enthusiastically. On
the other hand, an organization lacking psychological security creates a negative perception among
employees that the organization is least concerned about their interests and is working to achieve a single
motive of profit maximization (Bergmann & Schaeppi, 2016). Consequently, employees in these
organizations also exhibit a lack of interest in improving the functions or procedures of the organization. In
other words, they show the lowest level of commitment and citizenship behavior with their organization.
Therefore, the level of psychological safety can play a critical role in determining the strength of the
relationship between employee voice and their citizenship behavior.

Organizational Citizenship Behavior

The changing dynamics of organizational behavior are helping researchers to understand its effect on
employee’s behavior when exposed to new situations (Dekas et al., 2013; Jain et al,. 2011). Organizational
citizenship behavior has also evolved (Pierce & Maurer, 2009). Organ (1988) suggests that organizational
citizenship behavior has three main dimensions. First, it is something that is outside the original bound of
what duties and roles an employee is performing. Second, it is not a reward-related behavior, and third that
the organizational citizenship behavior helps organizations to achieve effectiveness. However, the
definition has not further evolved since the time of Organ (1988) in the last three decades. Even today,
organizational citizenship behavior is considered as optional or discretionary behavior which is neither
required nor requested by the organization and the same is not honored in terms of monetary benefits
(Grant & Mayer, 2009). It is also seen that front line managers with an increase in perceived level of voice
tend to be more committed to the organization and increase the work effort for the organization i.e. show
organizational citizenship behavior (Heffernan & Dundon, 2015; Farndale et al., 2011).

Based on the above discussion, we study the concept of voice with three dimensions namely, supervisor-
subordinate relationships (SSR), employee motivation (EM), and employee job satisfaction (JS). Although,
research has recommended SSR, EM and JS as contributing factors to encourage voice among employees,
but never studied these collectively as dimensions of voice behavior (Suer & Kecici, 2018; Kim et al.,
2015; Aryee et al., 2017).

Research Hypotheses and Framework

Previous research has established a positive relationship between employee voice behavior and their
commitment to their organization (Farndale et al., 2011). However, we could not find a specific study on
the direct relationship between voice and organizational citizenship behavior, which is a consequence of a
higher level of organizational commitment. Although Chan and Lai (2017) found a positive effect of
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communication satisfaction on employees’ citizenship behavior, they also did not study the specific role of
employee voice in this regard. Similarly, Kandlousi et al. (2010) reported that communication leads to
positive attitudes among employees and is one of the strongest predictors of OCB. The proponents of the
social exchange theory provide a good explanation for the relationship between employees’ voice and
citizenship behavior. Berger (2009) indicates that if employees are provided satisfactory prospects to
communicate their ideas and concerns, they achieve higher quality in mutual interaction within the
organization. These employees positively respond through different positive work behaviors, which are
likely to be expressed in OCB. Based on the discussed literature, we develop our first proposition for the
current study as:

H1: Employee voice has a positive effect on organizational citizenship behavior.

Researchers have explored psychological safety as a mediator (Spitzmuller, Van Dyne, & llies 2008;
Walumbwa & Schaubroeck, 2009; Liang et al., 2012; Wu et al., 2012), especially in the context of voice
behavior and supervisor-subordinate relationship. In few studies, it was taken as a predictor of innovation
(Ming et al., 2015), involvement (Li & Ling, 2010), or performance (Li &Yan 2007; Edmondson, 2018) to
some extent.

However, we have not found any specific study on the relationship between psychological safety and
organizational citizenship behavior. Although researchers (Qadeer & Jaffery, 2014) have reported a
positive relationship between psychological capital and OCB, psychological safety was not studied in this
context. We have used psychological safety as a moderator in the current study. Moreover, the direct
relationship between psychological safety and organizational citizenship behavior is also a part of our
research model. Therefore, we propose a positive relationship between the two variables and put our second
hypothesis as:

H2: Psychological safety has a significant and positive effect on organizational citizenship behavior.

Researchers have found that psychological safety can alter or improve the strength of the relationship
between voice and its consequences. As it is the perceived freedom in the expression of the true self, that is,
whether an individual feels confident in expressing his/her opinions, ideas, concerns, and beliefs without
fear of negative consequences to self-image or career prospects (Chrobot-Mason & Aramovich, 2004).
Singh et al (2013) studied the mediating relationship of psychological safety between diversity climate and
organizational citizenship behavior and found significant relationships in both of its forms (organizational
OCB and interpersonal OCB).

Edmonson and Lei (2014) have emphasized the importance of psychological safety as it enables the
employee to share information and exchange ideas with other members of the organization in the
attainment of organizational goals. In other words, they have highlighted the importance of psychological
safety for employees to raise their voices for the improvement of organizational procedures. However, we
have not been able to find any specific study on the moderating effect of psychological safety for the
relationship between voice and OCB. Therefore, we consider it important to study this relationship and
acknowledge the importance of psychological safety to improve the effectiveness of voice for OCB. In this
backdrop, we make the following proposition for the current study:

H3: Psychological safety moderates the relationship between employee voice and organizational citizenship
behavior.

Overall, the study was designed to examine as to what extent psychological safety moderates the
relationship between voice behavior and organizational citizenship behavior, where the employee voice
was measured through its dimensions i.e. supervisor-subordinate relationship, employee job satisfaction,
and employee motivation.
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The proposed relationships are depicted in the following framework:

——

Employee Ho
Voice Behavior H3
< H1
SSR
4 OCB

|
—
=

Figure 1 - Hypothesized research model
Key:
SSR: Supervisor subordinate relationship
EM: Employee motivation
JS: Job satisfaction
PS: Psychological safety
OCB: Oraanizational citizenshio behavior

Research Methodology

The current study adopted survey technique for which targeted organizations were ministries and divisions
working directly under the federal government of Pakistan. Further sampling methodology and description
are given in the next section.

Sample

The official website of the government of Pakistan indicates that there are a total of 42 ministries/divisions
out of which the organizations with employee strength of more than 80 were selected. Hoti et al., (2016)
have mentioned that approximately 8000 employees work in these ministries, which makes our total
population for the current study. Data were collected through self-administered survey questionnaires
during the period between June-December 2018. For this purpose, 450 employees were approached to
participate but 370 replied showing a response rate of 82%. Out of these 370 received responses, 9 were
incomplete and could not be used. Remaining 361 questionnaires were used for the final analysis, which
made the useful sample size for the current study. Further description of the sample is given in Table 1. As
shown in the Table 1, majority of the participants (49%) were in the age bracket between 31 to 40 years.
Approximately 81% of the sample was comprised of male participants, mostly having 6 to 10 years of
experience. The respondents were provided hard copies of survey questionnaires at their workplace. These
were received back during 2-10 days’ time period from the date of contact. To facilitate the respondents,
whenever there was a query during the process of filling the questionnaire or responding to a statement of
the question, it was resolved then and there. The queries were responded on phone and sometimes in-
person as per the convenience of the respondent and the researcher.

Measures

The independent variable of voice was taken as a combined construct of supervisor-subordinate
relationship (SSR), employee job satisfaction (EJS) and employee motivation (EM). It was measured with
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54 items, taken from three studies for each sub-dimension. SSR was measured with 16 items identified by
Scarpello and Vandenberg (1987). The initial reliability coefficient of the scale, as mentioned by Scapello
and Vandenberg (1987), was 0.95. The sample item was “I am satisfied with the way my supervisor sets
clear work goals.” Similarly, JS and EM were measured with a 20 items scale from Hirschfeld (2000) and
18 items scale form Deci and Ryan (2000), respectively. The internal consistency of these instruments, as
indicated in their original studies, was 0.87 and 0.93 respectively.

Table 1 - Demographics

Qualification
Matric FA/FSC Bachelors Masters M.Phil. Ph.D Total
Gender Male 1 18 47 183 40 2 291
Female 0 0 22 45 3 0 70
Total 1 18 69 228 43 2 361
Experience 0-5 0 2 6 60 5 0 73
6-10 0 14 26 62 4 0 106
11-15 0 1 17 43 9 2 72
16-20 0 0 12 35 6 0 53
21-25 0 0 3 22 18 0 43
26 and 1 1 5 6 1 0 14
above
Total 1 18 69 228 43 2 361
Age 21-30 0 1 6 65 5 0 77
31-40 0 17 41 106 12 1 177
41-50 0 0 15 39 25 1 80
51-60 1 0 7 18 1 0 27
Total 1 18 69 228 43 2 361
Employment  Permanent 1 17 69 223 42 2 354
status Contract 0 1 0 5 1 0 7
Total 1 18 69 228 43 2 361

Sample items included “It satisfies me to do different things from time to time” and “I am motivated
because I want to succeed at this job, if not I would be very ashamed of myself”. The outcome variable
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) was measured with a 24 items scale given by Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, and Podsakoff (2012) with an internal consistency as 0.91. A sample item was “I keep abreast
of changes in the organization”. Similarly, a 7-items scale from Tynan (2005) was adapted to measure
psychological safety (PS), which has been used as moderator in the current study. A sample item was “The
boss really cared about me” and “The boss respected my abilities”. The initial reliability for PS scale was
0.93.

The respondents for the current study were employees of the public sector organizations. The study design
was cross-sectional where all the data were collected once from a single source (employees only). The
initial screening of data was carried out through human observation and missing values were reported back
to the participants who were requested to fill the appropriate value wherever applicable. Later on, data were
entered into SPSS and the missing values were re-checked through descriptive statistics and frequencies.
Since no missing value in the data was found, therefore, was accepted as good for further advanced
analysis.

Common Method Bias (CMB)

According to Podsakoff et al. (2012), due to regular use of the same scales and adopted questionnaires,
respondents develop a common response for each of these. The same response repeated over some time
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results in common method bias (CMB). This usually happens due to similarities in measures, scales, items,
or wording, etc. Moreover, the data collected from a single source at a single point of time could be
exposed to CMB. The research design adopted for the current study was also cross-sectional and could be
doubted for the presence of CMB. Tehseen, Ramayah, and Sajilan (2017) have stated that CMB results in
elevated numbers or results and poses serious threats to the generalization of the results. To avoid CMB in
this research, several procedural measures proposed by Podsakoff et al. (2012) and Tehseen et al. (2017)
were adopted. These methods include the assurance for anonymity of the respondents, facilitation with
responding to the questionnaire, a cover letter explaining the process and purpose of the study, and focus on
practices instead of perceptions, etc. Moreover, the collected data were statistically tested for CMB through
Harmen'’s single factor method. As per Tehseen et al. (2017), if the variance caused by a single factor is
more than 50% then there is a presence of common method bias (CMB) in the collected data which results
in elevated numbers. Also, the items will not represent proper responses based on pre-dispositions rather
they will represent the responses due to item construction. The results indicated that 32% of the variance
explained by the first factor, which is in an acceptable range (Brannick et al., 2010).

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) confirms the correlations among the items and we checked it using
AMOS Version 22. Based on results from the analysis, several items had to be deleted as their factor
loadings were less than 0.5 and were creating issues in model fitness. After first order CFA, we found that
three dimensions of voice (SSR, EM, and JS) were strongly correlated with each other. Moreover, the
covariance between these three dimensions was also very strong (SSR<-->JS=0.78; SSR<-->EM=0.72;
EM<-->JS=0.78). Therefore, we applied second-order CFA which gave better fit indices and also justified
the option by indicating very strong factor loadings.

According to Francis and White (2002), the cut-off point adopted should not be less than 0.50. After
deleting 31 items, the model fitness improved to the desired level (CMIN/df: 3.303< 5; IFI: 0.972 > 0.9;
TLI: 0.976 > 0.9; CFI: 0.972 > 0.9; RMSEA: 0.080 < 0.08, RMR: 0.020 < 0.08) and further analysis were
carried out on remaining 54 items. The reliability of the instruments was checked through Cronbach alpha,
which is used to measure whether the items which have shared covariance can accurately measure the
underlying concept. The results generated are mentioned in Table 2. As per Taber (2018), the acceptable
range of Cronbach’s alpha is from 0.70 to 0.99. Since the above results indicate an excellent fit, therefore,
the constructs were considered reliable as they tend to accurately measure the concept for which they were
designed to measure.

To carry out analysis regarding correlation among the constructs, computed variables were used.
Correlation depicts the change in magnitude and direction of change in one variable as a result of a change
in another variable (Cohen, 1988). The value of correlation, therefore, ranges from -1 to 1, with -0.8 or
more indicating a high negative correlation and 0.8 indicating high level of correlation among the variables
with the highest as 0.545 between Voice and OCB and the lowest as 0.375 between PS and OCB. These
values are well within the range and indicate that the variables are positively correlated with each other,
however since the values are less than 0.70, the data is not susceptible to multicollinearity.

Results

To test the hypotheses developed for the current study, Process Macro Model No. 1 was used as
recommended by Preacher and Hayes (2004). Table 3 indicates the results of these analyses, where direct
relationships between Voice and OCB as well as PS and OCB were checked through multiple regression,
and then the interaction effect of PS on the relationship between Voice and OCB was tested. Pearson
correlation was calculated for voice, psychological safety, and organizational citizenship behavior Table 2
indicates a moderate to a high positive correlation with p < 0.01.
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Table 2. Reliability and Validity Analyses

ModelfFit CMIN DF P CMIN/ cpp IFI RMR RMSEA
Indices and DF
Model Model 1* 4005 1420 O 2.733 0.901 0.904 0.904 0.068 0.071
comparison Model 2** 4035 1424 0 2.74 0911 0914 0.914 0.077 0.071
Model
difference 30 4 0
Reliability Reliability statistics Correlations
and Validity Internal Max
Analyses Variables Consistency CR AVE MSV R(H) PS SSR JS EM OCB  Voice
Model 1*
PS 0.903 0.971 0.847 0424 0.974 0.920
SSR 0.881 0.953 0.630 0.602 0.962 0.461™  0.793
JS 0.896 0978 0.865 0612  0.980 0.465" 0776  0.930
EM 0.887 0.994 0.908 0.612 0.996 0.622™ 07177 0.782™ 0.953
ocCB 0.885 0.986 0.784 0.424 0.990 0.651" 0.492" 0.424" 0635"  0.886
Model 2°
PS 0.954 0.774 0.164 0.958 0.880
ocCB 0980 0.711 0.297 0.986 | 0.375™ 0.843
Voice 0.893 0.897 0.743  0.297 0.905 | 0.405™ 0.545™  0.862
“P<0.01
@ Model 1 is comprised of results from first order CFA CR: Composite Reliability
®Model 2 is comprised of results from second order CFA AVE: Average variance Extracted
PS: Psychological Safety MSV: Maximum Shared Variance
OCB: Organizational Citizenship Behavior MaxR(H): Maximum Reliability (H)
SSR: Supervisor-Subordinate Relationship CFI: Comparative Fit Index
JS: Job Satisfaction TLI: Tucker Lewis index
EM: Employee Motivation IFI: Incremental fit index

RMR: Root mean square residual
RMSEA: Root mean square error of approximation

Table 3 - Regression estimates

Model Sum of Df Mean F R R’
Squares Square
Regression 486.808 1 486.808 1198.94** 0.450** 0.203**
Residual 145.766 359 0.406
Total 632.574 360
Coefficient SE T
Constant 1.1091** 0.174 6.3743
Voice(X) 0.2399* 0.1006 2.3838
PS(W) 0.1281* 0.0586 2.1851
Int_1 0.0861** 0.0247 3.4799

Note: ** =p<0.01; *=p<0.05

Table | indicates the fitness of the research model as satisfactory (F=1198.4, p<0.001), and the R? explains
20.3% of the overall variance. The results also indicate that the relationship among voice (b=0.24, p<0.05),
psychological safety (b=0.128, p<0.05), and organizational citizenship behavior were positive and
significant. The interaction effect reflects a positive moderation of PS on the relationship between voice
and OCB. In this case, the effect was observed as 0.0861 with significant T statistics (T: 3.48, p<0.001).
These results indicate that employees exhibit significant increases (b: 0.0861, p < 0.001) in their
organizational citizenship behavior if they are given the opportunity to raise their voice in the presence of
psychological safety. The interaction was further verified through the conditional effects of voice on OCB
at various levels of PS. As shown in Table 4, with an increase in the level of psychological capital the
effect of voice on OCB also increases. Figure 2 reflects the visual depiction of the interaction effect, plotted
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in MS Excel. It clearly indicates that with the increased value of PS, the OCB goes up. In other words,
keeping voice constant, there is a positive effect of PS on OCB.

Table 4 - Conditional interaction effect

PS Effect SE T
2.0000 A12%** .055 7.49
4.0000 584*** .029 20.31
4.7500 .649*** .036 18.24

Note: *** =p<0.001
Predictor: Voice
Dependent variable: OCB

Figure 3 - Interaction Effect

Interaction Effect
5.00
4.00 —
g 3.00 — L (Voice)
E 2.00 — M (VOiCG)
1.00 H (Voice)
- L (PS) M (PS) H (PS)
Discussion

The study aimed to investigate the relationship between employee voice and organizational citizenship
behavior, in the presence of psychological safety as a moderator. Based on results and analysis, it can be
concluded that the employee voice significantly predicts the organizational citizenship behavior in public
sector organizations. Therefore, we accept the H1 as true in the current study.

Another dimension of the research was to study the relationship between psychological safety and
organizational citizenship behavior. The result provided evidence that psychological safety has a significant
and positive effect on organizational citizenship behavior (Basit 2017; Edmondson & Lei, 2014).
Previously, researchers tested this relationship in different scenarios and relationships. Therefore, they
provided different views in each case and did not exactly match the current findings (Leroy et al., 2012;
Hetzner et al., 2011). However, we had hypothesized that there would be a positive and significant
relationship between PS and OCB, which stands accepted. The results further indicate that psychological
safety significantly moderates the relationship between organizational voice and organizational citizenship
behavior. Previously, most researchers have studied the psychological safety as a mediating variable with
organizational citizenship behavior (Morrison, 2011). In our study, it was examined as a moderator and
proved significantly effective in increasing the strength of the relationship between voice and OCB. These
results provided evidence to accept the third hypothesis as true.

The current research has supported the findings of many other studies conducted to determine either the
dimensions of organizational voice or the relationship between voice and organizational citizenship
behavior. But most previous research considered one of the dimensions and established relationships in
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different contexts. For instance, Suer and Kecici (2018) concluded that as a result of a good supervisor-
subordinate relationship, the employees tend to be more positive and their behavior towards the
organization becomes better. This study has also concluded that if supervisors provide a conducive and
friendly work environment, employees feel encouraged to raise their voices. This type of voice behavior
leads to improvement in their organizational citizenship behavior within the organization.

As per previous research, the organizational voice was measured through its dimensions, however, what
specific factors contributed to measuring organizational voice were less known (Morrison, 2014). The issue
was accordingly addressed by James and Moseley (2014) who concluded that voice as a latent variable
could be measured by the supervisor-subordinate relationship. Similarly, several studies have concluded
that different dimensions of employee voice could be used to measure voice effectively (Weiss et al., 2017;
Barry and Wilkinson, 2016; Schmitt et al., 2016; Hassan et al., 2015; Rasheed et al., 2017).

Another aspect studied by this research was the moderating role of psychological safety on the relationship
between organizational voice and organizational citizenship behavior. This study provided evidence that
psychological safety positively moderates the relationship between organizational voice and organizational
citizenship behavior. In other words, if employees feel safe to raise their concerns and issues about
procedures and work processes of the organization, they feel themselves a productive part of the
organization and participate enthusiastically. This will increase their voice behavior and they would be
more open to giving their innovative ideas or opinions to improve the organizational functioning.
Resultantly their level of commitment and citizenship behavior with the organization will improve.
However, some previous researchers have used PS as a mediator. Basit (2017) concluded that there is a
mediating role of psychological safety between organizational voice and organizational citizenship
behavior. However, the current study supported and proved its moderation role that increases the intensity
of the relationship between voice and OCB. Similar conclusions were drawn by Edmondson and Lei (2014)
as well. They concluded that whenever employees in an organization feel that they are psychologically
secure, they tend to increase voice behavior and also organizational citizenship behavior. It is, therefore,
safe to infer that psychological safety positively moderates the relationship between organizational voice
and organizational citizenship behavior.

Implications and Future Research

The power distance between supervisors and subordinates and the cultural differences play a critical role in
creating and encouraging voice behavior among employees. The current study has authenticated that there
is a positive relationship among supervisor-subordinate relationship and voice behavior; however, power
distance has not been taken as another dimension or factor leading to voice behavior. Pakistani bureaucratic
culture is characterized by a fairly high-power distance. Therefore, we strongly felt the need to include
power distance as another important factor of voice behavior, which can be studied in the future (Son,
2019). Moreover, some other dimensions can also have potential effects on voicing behavior like
organizational culture, employees’ personality type, etc. which can be considered in future studies. A
comparative study of different sectors (private, public, service, manufacturing, etc.) can provide a better
explanation of the fundamentals of voicing behavior and its consequences. Over time, several other aspects
of voice such as egoistic voice and respectful voice have also emerged, which can be studied. Also, the
industry can be changed with an emphasis on supervisor and subordinate related voice in the corporate
sector (Tan et al., 2019).

Data for the current study were collected from a single source at one point in time. This type of data could
be disposed to potential Common Method Bias (CMB). Although we used multiple measures to control
CMB like protection of confidentiality, assurance on academic use of information, assistance in filling the
questionnaire, etc., still more rigorous procedural and statistical methods were required (Podsakoff et al.,
2003). These include data from multiple sources, temporal separation of measurement, dyadic research
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design, pre-post or longitudinal research designs, etc. Future research can adopt these strategies to reduce
CMB and increase validity as well as the generalizability of results.

Contribution of the Research

This study is unique as it adds to the literature several new aspects such as the direct and moderating impact
of psychological safety on organizational citizenship behavior in the public sector of Pakistan. This study
further reinforces the findings of earlier research conducted to analyze the concept of organizational voice
and its measurement through supervisor-subordinate relationships, employee job satisfaction, and employee
motivation. Especially we have revalidated the social exchange theory which explains the social behavior
of two parties involved in mutual interaction. The theory postulates that the interaction between two parties
is dependent on cost-effectiveness and risks benefit analysis, involved in mutual communication. The
current study has proved that employees determine the extent of raising voice based on their relationship
with their supervisor. Better relationships between two parties give them the confidence to raise their voice
for the betterment of their organization. Moreover, the strength of this relationship increases if employees
feel it safe to speak. This kind of conducive environment enhances their citizenship behavior with their
organization. This study will help other researchers to see voice behavior in public sector organizations of
Pakistan. This research has added to the existing literature by suggesting the ways and means through
which the organizational voice could be promoted. Moreover, the moderating role of psychological safety
on the relationship between voice and OCB is an addition to the body of knowledge. Likewise, we also
provide useful suggestions to address the critical organizational problems relating to employee citizenship
behavior. These suggestions include improving the supervisor-subordinate relationship, maotivating
employees, improving their satisfaction with their work, and ensuring a psychologically safe environment
to raise their voice for the betterment of the organizational processes and procedures. Employee voice
behavior is critical as they directly deal with critical procedural constraints and can provide innovative
ideas and solutions based on ground realities.

Conclusion

This study investigated the relationship between employee voice and organizational citizenship behavior
with the moderating role of psychological safety. We found that employees’ voice positively contributes to
organizational citizenship behavior. Furthermore, psychological safety moderates the relationship between
employee voice and organizational citizenship behavior in the public sector organizations of Pakistan.
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