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ABSTRACT 

This study aims at determining how the organizational identification levels of individuals affect their organizational 

justice perception and organizational silence behavior. The research was performed with contribution of 213 people 

employed at two five-star hotels located at the province of Afyonkarahisar. The relationships and interactions among 

the variables of the study were determined through testing the structural regression models established at YEM. The 

regression models were confirmed as a result of the analyses and statistically significant relationships were observed 

among the variables. It was determined that organizational identification has significant and positive effects on the 

distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice dimensions of organizational justice. Besides, the 

research results revealed that organizational identification has negative significant effect on acquiescent and 

defensive silence dimensions of organizational silence, while it has positive significant effect on prosocial silence. 
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Contribution/ Originality 

This study is one of very few studies which have investigated on the impact of identification over justice and 

silence. In addition, this research contributing in the existing literature that is found to have significant relations 

between research variables. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION  

The most prominent competitive tool of the businesses today is the labor force which they desire to make use of 

to the maximum level through creating personnel with good habits to be beneficial to the company. High 

organizational justice perception and organizational identification levels of the individuals together with low levels of 

organizational silence are listed among factors to bring businesses to success. 

Being in unity with the organization, having similar values with those of the organization and the group, having 

common emotions with the organization is a general formulation for an individual for organizational identification 

(Ashforth et al., 2008). Organizational justice is the set of general rules and norms concerning how rewards and 

punishment are managed and shared within working life (Folger and Cropanzano, 1998). Organizational justice 

perception of individuals helps them to reach a judgement of whether they are treated fairly within the organization 
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(Greenberg, 1990). Considering the importance of the happy employees with high performance for organizations it is 

clear that the subject of organizational justice will be a prominent criterion for evaluating the employees‟ behavior 

just like it is now (Irak, 2004). 

The final variable of the study, organizational silence is defined as the situation in which employees are not able 

to express their opinions concerning the organization freely (Bowen and Blackmon, 2003). Employees sometimes 

prefer keeping their opinions and ideas concerning their work and organization secret on purpose and staying silent 

(Çakıcı, 2007). In that case they cause some factors that would block development and productivity of the 

organization.  

The main target of an organization should be taking necessary steps towards making the employees individuals 

who are identified with their organization with high organizational justice perception. Once they achieve this aim they 

will have employees who speak for the good of the organization sharing ideas and suggestions for improving the 

organization. Therefore, this study aims at determining the effects of organizational identification on organizational 

justice perception and organizational silence.  

 

2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

In this section the basic variables of the study; organizational identification, silence and justice concepts will be 

theoretically explained.  

 

2.1. Organizational Identification 

As for the social identity theory, individuals classify themselves within a group they perceive (Dutton et al., 

1994). Individuals and organizations try hard in order to join the groups they consider to be important and with the 

identity given by this membership they classify themselves among other individuals and groups. This classification 

has two main aims: first the individual consciously separates the social environment into systematic sections; second 

it gives the individual the opportunity of self-definition and finding their position in the social environment. As a 

result the concept of “identification” which is defined as the individual‟s perception of belonging to a group is formed 

(Ashfort and Mael, 1989). On the basis of the classification they made, individuals perceive themselves as real or 

symbolic members of a group and with the feeling of belonging they get socially identified. Organizational 

identification is taken as a specific kind of social identification. In this context, organizational identification is 

explained as individuals‟ perception of belonging to a certain organization and their defining themselves as members 

of that organization (Tak and Ve Çiftçioğlu, 2009). It is correct to define the concept of identification with social 

identity theory. 

In some sources the social identity and self-classification theory which is also named “the social identity 

approach” (Hogg and Terry, 2000) has created an important theoretical basis for analysis of attitudes and behavior 

that cause organizational identification become important for organizations (Van Dick et al., 2004). 

The first identification definition that is appropriate for the organizational behavior literature was developed by 

Edward Tolman in 1943 as the connection formed a result of an individual‟s membership to a group. According to 

Tolman (1943) the individuals who identify themselves with the group feel themselves united with the group, so the 

future of the group becomes their future; the aim of the group becomes their aim; the success and failure of the group 

becomes the success and failure of them and finally the prestige of the group becomes these individuals‟ prestige 

(Tolman (1943) qtd. in, Köse (2009)). 

Organizational identification which extensively measures positive feelings against an organization (Mael and 

Ashforth, 1995) is defined in several ways in the literature. According to a definition by Hall et al. (1970) 

organizational identification is harmonization of an individual‟s values with the values that already exist in an 

organization. In another definition, organizational identification is individuals‟ perception of themselves as part of the 
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organization values of which are in harmony with theirs or the perception of unity with and belonging to an 

organization (Mael and Ashforth, 1992). 

Ashfort and Mael (1989) who had important contribution to development of the organizational identification 

concept, made a similar definition with that of Hall et al. and stated that organizational identification is the process 

during which employees become integrated with the aims of the organization. Identification is especially defined as 

perception of loyalty, agreement and collaboration (Ashfort and Mael, 1989). 

The answers to the questions of “with what” and “how” the individuals are identifying themselves are important 

for the organizations. The factor to give the answers to these questions is organizational identification and its 

dimensions. The studies carried out so far have revealed that organizational identification is composed of some 

different kinds of dimensions (Polat, 2009). A commonly referred distinction is between two dimensions as 

identification with the organization and identification with the group. Both identification with the organization and 

identification with the group are analyzed as organizational identification in some studies. However, Knippenberg et 

al. (2000) in their study stated that the concept of identification with the organization is different from identification 

with the group (Knippenberg et al., 2000). In different empirical studies it was concluded that these two concepts are 

related but different from each other (Reade, 2001; Bartels et al., 2007). 

Integration realized as a result of shared aims between the individual and the organization is named as 

organizational identification (Ashfort and Mael, 1989). Individuals‟ consideration of themselves to be united with the 

organization is their perception of success or the failure of the organization as their success or failure. It is a cognitive 

based identification which is beneficial for and positively contributing to performance of the organization (Fuller et 

al., 2006). Identification with the group, on the other hand, is explained as affection of individuals about the group 

they belong to Tsamitis (2009). Identification with the group is integration of the individuals‟ aims with the 

organization‟s norms and values (Van Dick et al., 2004). The sub-groups of the organization are named in different 

ways such as work unit, sub-group and departments. The main reason for this situation is that naming style changes as 

for sectors. However, because they all express sub-groups in an organization they are all named as identification with 

a group (Tokgöz, 2012). 

Considering the studies realized so far, it does not seem to possibly measure the difference between identification 

with the group and identification with the organization with the available scales. Therefore in this study 

organizational identification is analyzed as one dimension. 

 

2.2. Organizational Justice 

A review of the literature of management revealed that the concept of “justice” was studied by Aristoteles, Plato, 

Socrates, Rawls and Nozick (Greenberg and Bies, 1992; Colquıtt et al., 2001). In the dictionary of the Turkish 

Language Association, justice is defined as “compliance with rights and laws, respect to rights, giving everyone what 

is appropriate for them and what they deserve, righteousness (www.tdk.gov). 

The first studies on organizational justice are accepted to be the Relative Depreviation Studies of Stouffer et al. 

(1949) who performed the studies during the Second World War (Stouffer et al. (1949); Cropanzano and Randall, 

1993; qtd. in, Irak (2004)). From a historical perspective, the concept of organizational justice is observed to be a 

form of “social justice” adapted to organizations. “Theory of Distributive Justice” by Homans (1961) “Equity 

Theory” by Adams (1965) “Relative Deprivation Theory” by Crosby (1976) “Justice Judgement Theory” by 

Leventhal (1976); Leventhal et al. (1980) “Justice Motive Theory” by Lerner (1977) “Procedural Justice Theory” by 

Thibaut and Walker (1975) “Allocation Preference Theory” by Leventhal et al. (1980) are some of the basic theories 

of this concept. Most of these theories were influenced by the Equity Theory of Adams (Eker, 2006). In other words, 

the Equity Theory of Adams is the basis of the organizational justice studies. According to the Equity Theory, equity 

of a gain can be determined by calculating the ratio of what the individual invests as input and receives in exchange 

together with the gains of the other individuals (Colquıtt et al., 2001). 
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The concept of organizational justice was introduced by Greenberg in 1987. Greenberg (1990) defined 

organizational justice basically as defining and explaining the role of justice at work place together with perception of 

the employees about the justice of their superiors, managers and work place (Greenberg, 1990). In other words, 

organizational justice is about the methods individuals use for deciding whether they are treated fairly at the work 

place and how justice affects other things concerning work (Moorman, 1991). 

James (1993) defines organizational justice as the perception of the individuals and the group about how fair the 

actions of the organization are and their reactions as a result of these perceptions (James (1993) qtd. in, (Irak, 2004)) 

Organizational justice is the basic prerequisite of establishing regular procedures and increasing satisfaction level 

of the employees. Different opinions have been stated in literature concerning the number of the dimensions of this 

concept which is very crucial in the success of an organization. A review of the studies performed on this topic 

reveals that there are three basic dimensions of organizational justice. Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001) put forward 

three dimensions, namely; distributive, procedural and interactional justice. Although the dimensions are interrelated 

they have different structures (Cohen-Charash and Spector, 2001). 

Distributive justice is the first type of justice studied by social psychologists and is concerned with gains of the 

employees (such as payment, promotion and rewards) (Gilliland and Chan, 2009). This dimension of organizational 

justice explains whether all kinds of gains of the employees like payment, promotion, reward and punishment are 

distributed among them fairly or not. Distributive justice guarantees the employees‟ chances of reaching some 

rewards in condition that they perform some certain behavior (İşcan and Ve Naktiyok, 2004). 

The second dimension of organizational justice, procedural justice is about the perception of justice concerning 

the methods and procedures used for determining the gains (Lee, 2000). Konowsky (2000) stated that procedural 

justice is not only about how the decisions of distribution are made but also about the objective and subjective 

situations (Konowsky, 2000). If the decision made was realized with procedural justice, the gains distributed would 

get accepted by the employees even though they are below the expectations of the individual. For instance, although 

the level of pay rises in the organization are quite low, any negative reaction would not appear among the employees 

as long as the performance evaluations and rewarding are performed with fair procedures (Niehoff and Ve Moorman, 

1993). From the organization‟s perspective, procedural justice is more important than distributive justice for 

formation of attitudes and shaping the behavior (Greenberg, 1987). 

The concept of interactional justice, which is the third dimension of organizational justice, was first used by Bies 

and Moag in 1986. It is concerned with the quality of the social and emotional support that individuals receive during 

their interactions with other individuals (Colquıtt et al., 2001). In parallel with the studies on distributive justice and 

procedural justice the studies on the concept of “interactional justice”, which focuses on interpersonal aspect of 

organizational activities, especially inter-individual behavior and the relationships between the management and the 

employees, were introduced. In this context, interactional justice is the perception of justice that appears during the 

communication between the managers who undertake distribution of resources and the employees (Özdevecioğlu, 

2003). This concept is interested in the social aspect of the applications within the organization (Cohen-Charash and 

Spector, 2001). 

Greenberg in his study in 1993 stated that interactional justice is composed of two dimensions, namely; 

interpersonal justice and informational justice. Interpersonal justice is the perception of justice that appear during the 

communication between decision makers and practitioners (Colquıtt et al., 2001). Informational justice on the other 

hand is defined by Tyler and Bies (1990) as transfer of adequate and reasonable information concerning the decisions 

made to the employees. Employees usually react more tolerantly to unpleasant results when they are given 

explanations (Folger and Cropanzano, 1998). This statement was first tested by Colquıtt et al. (2001) in their 

empirical study and as result of the analyses they stated that there are four sub-dimensions of organizational justice, 

namely; distributive justice, procedural justice, interpersonal justice and informational justice (Colquıtt et al., 2001). 
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However, in this study organizational justice is analyzed in three dimensions as distributive justice, procedural justice 

and interactional justice.  

 

2.3. Organizational Silence 

When the behavior of staying silent by the individuals in organizations reached a level that would threaten the 

organization and the employees themselves, this new concept was born. Silence was first studied by Hirschman 

(1970) as employee silence. Later, it was defined by Johannesen (1974) but the first definition at organizational level 

came from Morrison and Milliken (2000) and this concept of organizational silence which is considered to be a 

barrier in front of change and development of organizations has become a subject for researches (Vokola and 

Bouradas, 2005). 

In management literature, the employee silence is observed to be used as a synonym for organizational silence. In 

this study the term of organizational silence is used. In some previous studies silence was evaluated as an indicator of 

organizational commitment and harmonious behavior. However, nowadays organizational silence is considered to be 

a behavior aimed at some certain, active and conscious aims by the employees (Çakıcı and Çakıcı, 2007). Another 

reason for the late awareness of the need for studying organizational silence is that silence had been interpreted as a 

kind of acceptance and had limited concern for evaluation. 

Johannesen (1974) defined silence as “employees‟ hiding information from other individuals” (Tangirala and 

Ramanujam, 2009). In their study, Morrison and Milliken (2000) defined organizational silence as employees‟ hiding 

opinions and information needed for improvement of the organization deliberately and silence was evaluated as a 

reaction against and retreat from the organization. 

Pinder and Harlos (2001) considered organizational silence as a reaction to unfair practices in the organization. 

They defined organizational silence as the situation in which employees who are aware of the possible contribution 

they can make to the improvement of their organization with their knowledge and opinions keep their emotional and 

cognitive deductions secret deliberately and stint from their organization (Pinder and Harlos, 2001). 

Dyne et al. (2003) stated that organizational silence is deliberate abstention from manifestation of ideas, 

knowledge and opinions. According to Van Dyne et al. when the employees have some useful ideas concerning their 

work or organization they can either share them in order to contribute to improvement of the organization or avoid 

from sharing them due to a fear of disfavor or as a reaction Dyne et al. (2003). As a matter of fact, organizations need 

the labor; that is the most important component of production, to share their ideas and opinions (Milliken et al., 

2003). 

A review of the literature revealed that silence was first examined by Pinder and Harlos (2001) in two groups, 

and later it was examined in three groups by Dyne et al. (2003). Pinder and Harlos (2001) developed the concept of 

employee silence and classified silence in two groups as “quiescent silence” and “acquiescent silence”. Quiescent 

silence is the employees‟ preferring not to talk deliberately in order to defend themselves, while acquiescent silence is 

employees‟ resigning themselves to the situation and submission (Pinder and Harlos, 2001). 

Dyne et al. (2003) basing their studies on those of Pinder and Harlos grouped silence under three headings. They 

added Pinder and Harlos‟s types of silence a third type which they named “prosocial silence”. In this study, 

researchers analyzed silence in comparison with voice and tried to prove that silence does not always appear in the 

absence of voice Dyne et al. (2003). In a study by Çakıcı (2008) these three types of silence were introduced to local 

literature as 3Ks of silence: acquiescent silence, quiescent silence  and prosocial silence (Çakıcı, 2008). In this study 

the classification made by Van Dyne et al. and used by Çakıcı in local literature is used.  
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3. LITERATURE REVIEW ON THE RELATIONSHIPS AMONG THE RESEARCH VARIABLES  

In literature there are some studies that have revealed the relationship and interaction among the three variables 

of this study. Therefore, first, some studies that proved the relationship and interaction among the variables are 

introduced in this section in order to put forward the basis of this present study.  

For formation of organizational justice perception, the individuals need to feel themselves as important members 

of the organization. If the individuals actively participate in decision making, have positive relationships with their 

managers and co-workers and feel that they are appreciated, their self-esteem will increase, which in turn will result 

in a need for developing themselves and realize identification with the organization (Smidts et al., 2001). In other 

words, establishment of organizational justice by the managers and its perception by the individuals would suffice for 

realizing organizational identification. Researches should be performed in order to reveal the relationship between 

organizational identification and justice. So far, some studies have proved that the perception of justice effects 

identification (De Cremer, 2005; Olkkonen and Ve Lipponen, 2006; Cheung and Law, 2008; Michel et al., 2010) 

while some revealed that identification effects the perception of justice (De Cremer, 2006; De Cremer and Blader, 

2006; Blader, 2007). Some information concerning these studies are given below.  

De Cremer and Blader (2006) in their study determined that procedural justice is related with organizational 

identification. Moreover, they stated that among the individuals with high levels of need for belonging, procedural 

justice has stronger influence on organizational identification. 

Blader (2007) in his research concluded that having information about the procedures in the organization would 

affect identification and the positive opinions of the identified individuals would in turn affect procedural justice 

perception. De Cremer (2006) stated that a strong identification of individuals with their organization would 

encourage them to think positively about their organization and managers, which in turn result on higher levels of 

sensitivity among individuals in terms of procedural justice. 

Individuals‟ unwillingness to share their knowledge, opinions, worries and suggestions concerning the problems 

about the activities they are responsible for or other activities of the organization and preference of keeping silent is 

defined as organizational silence (Morrison and Milliken, 2000; Vokola and Bouradas, 2005). The individuals who 

are identified with their organization are committed to their organization emotionally and have high levels of job 

satisfaction; besides, they consider success and failure of their organization as theirs (Bartels, 2006). In this context, 

organizational silence is an undesired behavior negatively effecting development of the organization, while 

organizational identification is a beneficial kind of behavior that is desired to be of high levels in the organization. 

Vakola and Bouradas (2005) in their study tried to explain the relationship among the variables of organizational 

culture, silence and identification. As a result of the analyses they made they determined that, in organizations with 

open communication canals, employees‟ participation in decisions and active employees, individuals‟ silence levels 

are low. Studies revealed that in organizations where participative organizational culture and communication 

possibilities are present organizational identification levels would increase. Among the individuals with increased 

identification levels fewer tendencies to keeping silent is observed. 

Tangirala and Ramanujam (2008) searched for the regulatory impact of organizational identification between 

procedural justice perception and silence. The results of the analyses made revealed that the individuals with high 

levels of procedural justice perception would identify with their organizations more strongly and this in turn would 

decrease organizational silence among the individuals. 

Tangirala and Ramanujam (2009) in their study aimed at explaining the silence in organizations stated that the 

commitment of the individuals towards their organization contains their emotional loyalty and their identification 

with their jobs or organization. Moreover, it was determined that the identified employees shared their ideas and 

opinions for solving the problems of the organization with their managers and coworkers, that is they preferred 

talking.  
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Knoll and Van (2013) in their study examined the relationship among authenticity, employee silence and 

prohibitive voice and regulatory role of organizational identification in these relationships. Authenticity, which is 

concerned with well-being, health and leadership, is an important concept of positive science. The related literature 

argues that authenticity is a determiner of some organizational behavior such as employee silence and prohibitive 

voice. In other words, it was determined that the higher organizational identification levels of the individuals are, the 

stronger the relationship between authenticity and silence would be.  

 

4. RESEARCH 

4.1.Aim of the Research 

This study tries to identify to what extent the organizational identification of individuals effect their perception of 

organizational justice and their levels of organizational silence. In the meantime the values pertaining to the 

organizational justice perceptions, organizational identification, and organizational silence levels of the individuals 

working at the studied enterprises were determined.  

It is a given fact that the human factor is essential to all fields of activity of organizations. Thus, in the service 

sector, the importance of human resources that establish communication with external customers gradually increases. 

Service businesses need individuals who identify themselves with the organization and share their views and ideas for 

the improvement of the organization. Thus the organizational silence of the individuals should be decreased and the 

individuals would be transformed to people who have a strong sense of justice and identify themselves with the 

organization. The organizational justice levels of individuals who identify themselves with their organizations would 

increase and they would value the interests of the organization better than their own and act for the benefit of the 

organization sharing their views and ideas. In this context the results of our study provides guidelines for the 

businesses from which data was gathered. It is also expected to contribute to the body of research in the related 

literature. 

 

4.2. Research Model and Hypotheses 

During the literature review we came across with research aimed at determining the level of the relationship 

between the perception of organizational justice, organizational identification and organizational silence. It has been 

observed during the literature review that all the three variables studied are significantly interrelated. The model in 

Figure 1 was constructed in view of the existing research in order to determine the effects of the variables of 

organizational identification, organizational justice and organizational silence over each other. Although only one 

dimension of the variables was studied in foreign literature our study explores all the dimensions of the variables. 

Thus it is expected that this study would contribute to the existing literature.  

 

 
Figure-1. Research Model 

Source: This table is done by me. It is my research model. So there is no source 
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Hypotheses have been formulated to determine the effect of organizational identification on organizational 

justice and organizational silence in line with the model presented in Figure 1. The hypotheses of the research are as 

follows:  

 H1: Organizational identification significantly affects the distributive justice sub-dimension of 

organizational justice.  

 H2: Organizational identification significantly affects the procedural justice sub-dimension of 

organizational justice. 

 H3: Organizational identification significantly affects the interactional justice sub-dimension of 

organizational justice. 

 H4: Organizational identification significantly affects the acquiescent silence sub-dimension of 

organizational silence. 

 H5: Organizational identification significantly affects the defensive silence sub-dimension of 

organizational silence. 

 H6: Organizational identification significantly affects the prosocial silence sub-dimension of 

organizational silence. 

 

4.3. Research Population and Sampling 

The research population consists of the staff of two five-star hotels located in Afyonkarahisar. The names of the 

hotels will not be displayed as demanded by the hotel managers. A total of 500 employees work for these hotels. Thus 

the sampling of the research was chosen using convenience sampling which is a simple non-random sampling 

method. This method was chosen as the research was carried out at hotels which generally have busy schedules and 

the time limit planned for the study.  

The researchers gathered data through questionnaires. 226 question forms returned out of the 400 questionnaires 

handed out to a research population of 500 individuals. When the question forms were examined it was discovered 

that 13 questionnaires were not properly answered or contained missing information thus these were not included in 

our analyses. Remaining 213 questionnaires were analyzed using SPSS 18 and AMOS 16 software.  

The participants of the research were 68,5% males, 60,6% between 26-40 years of age, 61,5% married, 40,4% 

high school graduates, 83,6% worked in the service sector and 48,8% worked below 5 years.  

 

4.4. Data Gathering Tools 

The research uses questionnaires for gathering data. The question for was structured using three scales which 

aimed at determining the impact of organizational identification over perception of organizational justice and 

organizational silence. The demographic data pertaining to the participants were questioned at the last part of the 

question form and this part included questions regarding gender, age, marital status, educational background, 

occupation and years of work experience.  

Organizational Identification Scale; The one-dimensional scale developed by Mael and Ashforth (1992) was 

used for measuring the organizational identification levels of the individuals. The scale consists of six statements. A 

5-point Likert scale was used for evaluating the statements. The validity and reliability of the scale was performed by 

Tüzün (2006) and it was used in various other studies. According to Tüzün (2006) the reliability of the scale is 0,78. 

Organizational Justice Scale; A scale with three dimensions which consists of 20 statements developed by 

Niehoff and Ve Moorman (1993) was used for measuring the organizational justice perception. This scale measures 

organizational justice in three sub-dimensions; distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice. The 

scale has 5 statements on distributive justice perception, 6 statements on procedural justice perception and 9 

statements on interactional justice perception and is built on a 5-point Likert scale. The scale was translated into 
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Turkish and its validity in education sector was assessed by Polat (2007) and industrial sector by Yürür (2008). It was 

also observed that the scale was used in various masters‟ and doctoral studies.  

Organizational Silence Scale; A scale with three dimensions developed by Dyne et al. (2003) was used for 

determining the organizational silence levels of the participants. There are 5 statements each for acquiescent silence, 

defensive silence and prosocial silence. It is a 5-point Likert scale. The version used in the study was adapted by 

Taşkıran (2011). In this study the Cronbach‟s Alpha coefficient was determined as 0,74. 

 

4.5.Findings 

4.5.1. Reliability Analysis Results of the Scales 

The reliability of organizational justice perception, organizational identification and organizational silence scales 

used for measuring the research variables were tested using Cronbach‟s alpha coefficient.  

Findings related to the reliability analyses concerning the three research variables and their sub-dimensions were 

presented on Table 1. It was observed that the reliability results for sub-dimensions of organizational justice, that is 

distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice, were very high (α: 0,86; α: 0,87; α: 0,93). 

 

Table-1. Reliability Analysis Results of the Variables used in the Study 

Variables Cronbach’s Alpha Number of Statements in Scale Total Scale Reliability 

Distributive Justice 0,864 5  

0,936 Procedural Justice 0.875 5 

Interactional Justice 0,923 5 

Acquiescent Silence 0,849 5  

0,841 Defensive Silence 0,875 5 

Prosocial Silence 0,923 5 

Organizational Identification 0,902 6 0,902 

 Source: They are my research results. I reached them by using statical anlaysis in data. There is no reference for  

 

The total reliability of the organizational justice scale was also high (α: 0,95). As a result of the analyses it was 

detected that a number of questions in the organizational justice scale queried the same thing. Thus a confirmatory 

factor analysis was conducted and the statements that referred to the same questions were removed in order to achieve 

model goodness of fit values. The statements 6, 12 15, 18 and 20 were not included in the analyses. Organizational 

justice perception was evaluated over a sum of 15 questions. As shown in Table 1 the second variable of the study, 

organizational identification scale, has a high reliability value (α: 0,90). The third variable of the study, organizational 

silence scale, has a total scale reliability of (α: 0,84). It was also observed that the sub-dimensions of organizational 

silence; acquiescent, defensive and prosocial silence have also high reliability values (α: 0,84; α:0,87; α:0,92, 

respectively). 

 

4.5.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results 

One of the factor analysis tests DFA serves to analyze the structure of the existing factors rather than revealing 

the structure of the factors (Raykov and Marcoulides, 2006). 

The organizational justice perception scale, organizational silence scale and organizational identification scale 

used in the question form were already tested in terms of reliability and validity. However, since these scales were 

applied to a new sampling the reliability and validity tests were renewed. In order to verify the validity of the scales a 

DFA was carried out at YEM. The DFA results pertaining to organizational justice perception, organizational silence 

and organizational identification scales will be given here. 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Organizational Identification Scale: In order to verify the factor structure 

of organizational identification scale a first level DFA model was prepared at YEM using the data gathered from hotel 

employees. After the model improvement applied to the organizational identification scale which has 6 statements the 
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goodness of fit values in Table 2 were obtained. The statements in the organizational identification scale matched the 

sampling and the scale was verified. 

 

Table-2.  DFA Goodness of Fit values for Organizational Identification Scale 

Model X
2
 X

2
/sd GFI IFI CFI NFI AGFI RMSEA 

3-factor structure  15,393 1,914 0,975 0,990 0,990 0,979 0,935 0,066 

Acceptable fit* - ≤4-5 ≥085 ≥0,90 ≥0,95 ≥0,90 ≥0,85 ≤0,08 

Good fit* - ≤3 ≥0,90 ≥0,95 ≥0,97 ≥0,95 ≥0,90 ≤0,05 

     *(Meydan and Şeşen, 2011) 

 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Organizational Justice Scale: In order to verify the factor structure of 

organizational justice scale a first level DFA model was prepared at YEM using the data gathered from hotel 

employees. However acceptable goodness of fit values could not be reached after the initial DFA applied to the 20-

item scale. The problematic statements were removed respectively and the DFA was repeated. The model 

improvement revealed that item 6 of procedural justice and items 12, 15, 18, and 20 of interactional justice disturbed 

the fit and the mentioned items were removed from the questionnaire. The acceptable goodness of fit values of the 

model after the improvements are shown in Table 3.  

 

Table-3. DFA Goodness of Fit values for Organizational Justice Scale 

Model X
2
 X

2
/sd GFI IFI CFI NFI AGFI RMSEA 

3-factor structure  154,35 1,795 0,915 0,969 0,969 0,933 0,881 0,061 

Acceptable fit* - ≤4-5 ≥085 ≥0,90 ≥0,95 ≥0,90 ≥0,85 ≤0,08 

Good fit* - ≤3 ≥0,90 ≥0,95 ≥0,97 ≥0,95 ≥0,90 ≤0,05 

     *(Meydan and Şeşen, 2011) 

 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Organizational Silence: In order to verify the factor structure of 

organizational silence scale a first level DFA model was prepared at YEM using the data gathered from hotel 

employees. However acceptable goodness of fit values could not be reached after the initial DFA applied to the 15-

item scale. The model was improved to acceptable goodness of fit values without removing statements. The 

acceptable goodness of fit values of the model after the improvements are shown in Table 4.  

 

Table-4. DFA Goodness of Fit values for Organizational Silence Scale 

Model X
2
 X

2
/sd GFI IFI CFI NFI AGFI RMSEA 

3-factor structure  158,091 1,860 0,911 0,963 0,963 0,923 0,874 0,064 

Acceptable fit* - ≤4-5 ≥085 ≥0,90 ≥0,95 ≥0,90 ≥0,85 ≤0,08 

Good fit* - ≤3 ≥0,90 ≥0,95 ≥0,97 ≥0,95 ≥0,90 ≤0,05 

     *(Meydan and Şeşen, 2011) 

 

4.6. Path Analysis Results 

4.6.1. Path Analysis Results Concerning the Relationship between Organizational Identification and Dimens and 

the Dimensions of Organizational Justice 

The structural regression model which was constructed in order to analyze the impact of organizational 

identification over the sub-dimensions of organizational justice is presented in Figure 2. The goodness of fit values 

which establish the validity of the model are given in Table 5.  
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Figure-2. The structural regression model concerning the influence of organizational identification over the 

sub-dimensions of organizational justice 
                               Source: They are my research results. I reached them by using statical anlaysis in data. There is no reference for  

 

 

Table-5. The goodness of fit values for the structural regression model concerning the influence of organizational identification over the sub-

dimensions of organizational justice 

Model X
2
 X

2
/sd GFI IFI CFI NFI AGFI RMSEA 

Regression model 310,439 1,725 0,886 0,957 0,957 0,904 0,854 0,058 

Acceptable fit * - ≤4-5 ≥085 ≥0,90 ≥0,95 ≥0,90 ≥0,85 ≤0,08 

Good fit* - ≤3 ≥0,90 ≥0,95 ≥0,97 ≥0,95 ≥0,90 ≤0,05 

 *(Meydan and Şeşen, 2011) 

 

The goodness of fit values in Table 5 demonstrate that the model is valid and compatible with the gathered data. 

 

Table-6. Results concerning the impact of Organizational Identification on the Sub-Dimensions of Organizational Justice 

 Standardized 

Regression Coefficients 
S.E. C.R. P 

Organizational Identification  Distributive Justice 0,314 ,097 3,950 *** 

Organizational Identification  Procedural Justice 0,168 ,106 2,210 ,027 

Organizational Identification  Interactional Justice 0,173 ,087 2,297 ,022 

       S.E: Standard Error,  P:Significance, *** p <0,01 

 

It might be observed in Table 6 that organizational identification significantly affects the sub-dimensions of 

organizational justice. The path analysis results have revealed that organizational identification positively affects 

distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice (β:0,314, β:0,168, β:0,177 ). Thus it is possible to 

deduce that organizational justice perceptions of hotel employees would increase as the organizational identification 

level also increases. Standardized regression coefficients in Table 6 point to the fact that organizational identification 

is more effective on distributive justice. Hence, it is possible to assert that the individuals who identify themselves 

with their organization also believe that earnings are justly distributed within the organization.  

As the results suggest the H1 hypothesis; “organizational identification significantly effects the distributive 

justice sub-dimension of organizational justice”, H2 hypothesis; “organizational identification significantly effects the 

procedural justice sub-dimension of organizational justice”, and H3 hypothesis; “organizational identification 

significantly effects the interactional justice sub-dimension of organizational justice”, are accepted.  
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4.6.2. Path Analysis Results concerning the Relationship between Organizational Identification and the 

Dimensions of Organizational Silence 

The structural regression model which was constructed in order to analyze the impact of organizational 

identification over the sub-dimensions of organizational silence is presented in Figure 3. The goodness of fit values 

which establish the validity of the model are given in Table 7.  

 

 

Figure-3. The structural regression model concerning the impact of organizational identification over the sub-dimensions of organizational 

silence 
Source: They are my research results. I reached them by using statical anlaysis in data. There is no reference for  

 

 

Table-7. The goodness of fit values for the structural regression model concerning the impact of organizational identification over the sub-

dimensions of organizational silence 

Model X
2
 X

2
/sd GFI IFI CFI NFI AGFI RMSEA 

3-factor structure 289,548 1,609 0,889 0,961 0,961 0,903 0,858 0,054 

Acceptable fit * - ≤4-5 ≥085 ≥0,90 ≥0,95 ≥0,90 ≥0,85 ≤0,08 

Good fit* - ≤3 ≥0,90 ≥0,95 ≥0,97 ≥0,95 ≥0,90 ≤0,05 

 *(Meydan and Şeşen, 2011) 

 

The goodness of fit values in Table 7 demonstrate that the model is valid and compatible with the gathered data.  

 

Table-8. Results concerning the impact of organizational identification on the sub-dimensions of organizational silence 

 Standardized 

Regression 

Coefficients (β) 

S.E. C.R. P 

Organizational Identification  Acquiescent Silence -0,289 0,076 -3,492 *** 

Organizational Identification  Defensive Silence -0,168 0,110 -2,446 0,014 

Organizational Identification    Prosocial Silence 
0,359 0,092 4,613 *** 

            S.E: Standard Error,  P: Significance, *** p <0,01 

 

It might be observed in Table 8 that organizational identification significantly affects the sub-dimensions of 

organizational silence. The path analysis results have revealed that organizational identification negatively affects 

acquiescent and defensive silence (β: -0,274, β: 0,184) it positively affects prosocial silence (β:0346). Thus, it is 
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possible to deduce that as organizational justice perceptions of hotel employees increase, they are expected to have 

less acquiescent and defensive silence. Standardized regression coefficients in Table 8 point to the fact that 

organizational identification is more effective on prosocial silence. Hence, it is possible to assert that the individuals 

who identify themselves with their organization would keep silent for the well-being of the organization.  

As the results suggest the H4 hypothesis; “organizational identification significantly effects the acquiescent 

silence sub-dimension of organizational silence”, H5 hypothesis; “organizational identification significantly effects 

the defensive silence sub-dimension of organizational silence”, and H6 hypothesis; “organizational identification 

significantly effects the prosocial silence sub-dimension of organizational silence”, are accepted. 

 

5. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Considering the difficulty of both finding and keeping highly qualified personnel today, it is possible to state that 

organizational identification, justice and silence are concepts that should be seriously handled. It is deemed that in 

order to increase performance of an organization and employees it is necessary to focus on these three subjects. 

Therefore, the main aim of this study is to find the answer to the question of “how does organizational identification 

affect the perception of organizational justice and organizational silence?” To this end, two different regression 

models were set and impact of organizational identification on organizational justice perception and organizational 

silence was examined, while the information considered to contribute to the literature and the businesses on which the 

research was applied was presented.  

The sample of the study is composed of hotel employees, who have busy working conditions. With the analyses 

applied on the data received from 500 hotel employees who participated in the study the hypotheses of this research 

study were tested and beneficial results in parallel with those that are present in the literature were reached.  

As a result of testing the first structural regression model with YEM it was determined that organizational 

identification has positive significant effect on distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice 

dimensions of organizational justice. In other words, it is possible to state that among the employees who embrace 

their organizations a perception of fair distribution of gains, fairness of the methods used for determining the gains 

and fairness of the communication they establish with the individuals who realize distribution of the gains is formed. 

In brief, organizational identification increases the perception of organizational justice. This result is in parallel with 

some studies present in the literature (De Cremer and Blader, 2006; Blader, 2007). Literature review has shown that 

the impact of organizational justice perception on organizational justice was searched for more frequently. Therefore, 

this study is deemed to contribute to the literature with its different and rarely handled approach.  

As a result of testing the second structural regression model with YEM it was determined that organizational 

identification has negative significant effect on acquiescent and defensive silence dimensions of organizational 

silence, while it has positive significant effect on prosocial silence. Organizationally identified employees would not 

just agree with every decision made but they would share their ideas and opinions trying to contribute to the 

organization. Besides, as their organizational identification levels increase they would get rid of the fear of losing 

their jobs and probably prefer talking. In brief, it is possible to state that employees who identify themselves with the 

organization would display less acquiescent and defensive silence behavior while they display more prosocial silence. 

In literature there are studies that have determined that organizational identification decreases the level of 

organizational silence among employees, while it increases the level of beneficial employee voice for the 

organizations (Vokola and Bouradas, 2005; Tangirala and Ramanujam, 2008; Tangirala and Ramanujam, 2009). 

The results of this research have clearly shown the answer to the main question of this study. In this context, 

identification of the hotel employees with their organizations increases their perception of organizational justice, 

while it decreases their level of organizational silence. Having employees who attribute success or failure of their 

organization to themselves and consider themselves to be united with the organization would have important benefits 

for the organization. Silence levels of the employees would decrease and they would willingly contribute to the 
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activities aimed at enhancing productivity of the organization. In this context it is responsibility of the managers to 

undertake supportive activities to facilitate the employees‟ identification with their organization. 

It is necessary for the organizations to create a transparent and participative understanding of management for 

their employees and realize information sharing within the organization. This is the only way of increasing 

organizational justice perception of the employees. Only when employees feel that they are valuable for their 

organization they would identify themselves with the organization and share their ideas and opinions they consider to 

be beneficial for the organization. Today, the best way of keeping the employees in the organization is creating 

individuals who are identified with their organization. Identified individuals would internalize the values of the 

organization like their own and protect the organization in any case. Organizations should make necessary effort for 

realizing these types of positive organizational behavior.  

There are a limited number of studies on the impact of identification over justice and silence. Therefore, the 

study might be repeated on different populations. Moreover, the study might be reinforced in further studies 

interrogating regulatory or moderator variables which might influence the relationship among the present variables. It 

is essential to study the concepts of organizational identification and organizational silence in detail which are very 

important for successful businesses. Discovering the causes of these might help in identifying the organizational 

conditions for having more organizational identification and less organizational silence 
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