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The Role of Psychological Capital on Employee Voice:
Conservation Resources Framework

Abstract

The current study aims to explain how psychological capital influence employee voice in Indonesian
context. Conservation resources framework can provide explanation of how personal resources,
namely psychological capital (psycap) have an impact on work behavior (employee voice). This study
involved 182 participants from various companies. Questionnaires were circulated via an instant
messaging application, several social media platforms and paper based. Based on a simple regression
analysis, it is proven that psychological capital is significantly related to employee voice. Employee can
choose to speak up when they are motivated by a pro-social motive that brings to constructive changes
to themselves and the organizations. Psycap interacting simultaneously produces different
manifestations, which can make individuals obtain new resources. By acquiring these additional
resources, individuals are ready to meet the demands of work and achieve their work goals, by providing
voice.

Keywords: lpromotive; prohibitive; psychological capital, personal resources, conservation resources‘.

Introduction

Employees’ participation has always been considered as an appealing topic for
researchers and practitioners since Hugo Munsterberg wrote on the importance of
collaboration between management and employees in 1913 (Glew, O’leary-Kelly,
Griffin & Van Fleet, 1995).

Employee voice is a part of participation in an organization [|-2]. In addition, employee
voice is a form of communication among employees conducted voluntarily and open
in order to influence the organization’s working context such as policy, practice and
operating procedures (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998; Morrison, 2011, 2014). Employee
voice enables members of organization to gain more knowledge from their mistakes
and weaknesses making the organization to perform more effectively (Detert, Burris
& Harrison, 2010) which, eventually, can prevent financial loss (Bai, Lin, & Liu, 2017) .
Employee voice has become the integral part of an organization’s internal
communication and attractive topic to be discussed further and deeper (Constantin &
Baias, 2015). In some cases, communication barrier is often irrational and contra-
productive in which the employees feel excluded from the organization (Sirota & Klein,
2014). Despite the importance of voice in an organization’s effectiveness (Detert &
Burris, 2010), not all employees are interested in engaging themselves to produce
voice (Zare & Flinchbaugh, 2018). Several studies indicated that they are hesitant to

discuss about problems at work or suggest improvements to the company due to the
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fear in the negative impact they may bear. (Morrison, 201 |; Detert & Burris, 2010;
Morrison & Milliken, 2000; Milliken, Morrison & Hewlin, 2003; Tangirala & Ramanujam,
2008).

Researchers have explored the antecedents of employee voice as an interesting
phenomenon especially when dealing with individual issues like working attitude (Van
Dyne & LePine, 1999) and dispositional factor (Zare & Flinchbaugh, 2018). They realize
the importance of individual differences as it affects the decision making process of
whether they choose to speak up their mind or remain silent (Botero, 2013). In spite
of its influential contribution to researches on employee voice, more studies are
required to discover voice antecedents (Morrison, 2014). This is related to the limited
studies exploring the individual differences which affect employee voice including
demography that requires more attention (Botero,2 013; Hatipoglu & Inelmen, 2017).
Furthermore, there are few studies considered demography variable in employee
voice literature (Hatipoglu & Inelmen, 2017). Second, Zare meta-analysis study
discovered that previous researchers focused more on the big five personality factors
which influence employee voice resulting on the gap in exploring other individual
factors (Zare & Flinchbaugh, 2018). Third, literature reviews have explained that the
antecedents and consequent of employee voice have not made personal resources
influential enough to employee voice (Bottero, 2013; Morrison, 2011, 2014;
Chamberlin, Newton & LePine, 2017; Wang & Zheng, 2018). In line with conservation
resources (COR) framework, individual with more resources is able to deal with
working demand and accomplish the desired goals. Limited researches have tried to
explain the relation of personal resources, in this case, psychological capital (psycap)
with employee voice (Wang & Zheng, 2018; Wang & Yuan, 2017). Thus, this research
aims to answer the question (a) Does psycap affect employee voice?! (b) are there any
differences in terms of demographic diversity in employee voice?!

An employee can choose to give his/her voice when they are motivated by their pro-
social motive (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998), which aims to bring constructive
transformation for one self and the organization. Also, one can choose to give his/her
voice to take risk by challenging the statusquo (Morrison, 201 1) which can ruin the
good relationship with co-workers or superiors (Liu, Zhu & Yang, 2010). Voice
requires enough personal resources like self-efficacy (Morrison, 2011,2014). Efficacy

is an individual’s belief in putting his/her finest efforts to finish the task in any given



condition. Previous researches have proven that efficacy has crucially affected
employee voice (Prihatsanti, Handoyo & Ardi, Inpress; Duan, Kwan & Ling, 2014).
Efficacy is the key component in building a person’s psycap. This psycap can be
developed and invested to lead the individual competition continuously. Since
managing the organization effectively requires new paradigm in which the eminence
and benefits of continuous competition is no longer dependent on physical, financial
and technology resources. Instead, it focuses more on the human resources (Luthans,
Youssef & Avolio, 2007). Furthermore, it is described that psycap is a personal
resource which can be developed and managed effectively to improve performance
(Luthans et al, 2007).

In attempts of responding to the question, researchers used conservation resources
(COR) framework which states that an individual has degradable or upgradable
resources. The main principle lies in the individual efforts to seek or obtain new
resources which can protect oneself from the loss of bigger resources (Hobfoll, 1989).
Limited resources (i.e. physical resources, emotional resources, personal resources)
can motivate an individual to protect these resources and engage a behavior to
accumulate additional resources which can be useful in the future (Hobfoll, 1989).
Psycap is a personal resource that can be used (Luthans, Morgan & Avolio, 2015).
PsyCap is defined as a person’s positive psychological condition consisting of self-
efficacy in taking action and putting the best efforts to accomplish challenging tasks,
positive attribute (optimism) in present and future success, perseverance in reaching
the goals (hope), and durability when dealing with problems and misery in order to
bounce back to reach success (resiliency) (Luthans et al, 2007).

Various psycap effects have been studied in various levels (Newman, Uchasaran, Zhu
& Hirst, 2014). For example, in individual level, it contributes in working attitude
(commitment, satisfaction, and intention turnover), employee’s attitude (attendance,
contra-productive behavior, and citizenship behavior), performance (innovative
behavior and performance), and safety atmosphere. In group level, psycap affects the
group’s performance while in organizational level it affects the organization’s
performance. Researches also showed that psycap is a mediator for leadership faktor
and employee voice (Wang & Zheng, 2017; Wang & Yuan, 2017). In Indonesia, the

research on the topic also attracts many researchers’ attention. Psycap affects working



satisfaction, innovative behavior, attachments and citizenship (Prihatsanti, Handoyo &
Ardi, 2018).

Taking all the consideration into account, this research can provide the required
contribution in voice literature by exploring the relationship between personal
resources (psycap) and employee voice which can be explained through the

relationship mechanism between both variables by using COR framework.

Method
Participant

All participants provided a inform consent of willingness to answer the question
related to psychological capital and employee voice before they participated in this
study. The provision of inform consent was approved by the Research Ethics
Committee, Faculty of Psychology, Airlangga University, Surabaya, Indonesia. The
sample was 182 subjects; all are Indonesian people coming from various companies.

Table | depicts the participants’ detail demography ’variable‘.

Table 1.
Descriptive Statistic Demography (N=182)
Demographic Frequency Percentage
Gender Male 88 48.4
Female 94 51.6
Education Secondary — 36 19.8
Diploma
Bachelor 113 62.1
Master 33 18.1
Tenure <5 years 105 57.7
5— 10 years 43 23.6
>10 years 34 18.7
Procedure

This research used two survey methods: (a) online administered scale via instant
’massaginé application and social media platform, (b) pencil paperbased administered
scale. All participants were informed about the aim of the research and were

convinced that their identity would be kept secret (anonymous).
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Instruments
All instruments used in the research were translated from English to Indonesian
by applying back translation procedure (Brislin, 1970). The scale was filled using likert

5 point scale.

Employee Voice

Employee voice was measured using Liang et al scale (Liang, Farh & Farh, 2012) to
measure individual employee voice which consists of 5 promotive voice items and 5
prohibitive voice items. Sample items like “develop and make suggestions for issues
that may influence the group” (promotive voice) and “voice out opinions on things
that might affect the efficiency in the work unit, even if that would embarrass others”

(prohibitive voice). Alpha coefficient .86

Psychological Capital

Psychological capital was measured by applying Psychological Capital
Questionnaire (PCQ-24) (Luthans et al, 2007) which consists of 24 items to measure
individual psychological capital. Sample items like “ | feel confident helping to set
targers/goals in my work area (self-efficacy), “l can think of may ways to reach my
current work goals (hope), ““ | ussually manage difficulties one way of another at work”
(resilience), “I always look on the bright side of thins regarding my job” (optimism).

Alpha coefficient .86

Data Analysis

Simple regression analysis was applied to assess the relationship between psycap
and employee voice. Statistical analysis used Jamovi software Version 0.9 (Jamovi
Project). Researchers also calculate the effect size and post hoc or achieved statistical

power with G*Power (Faul, Erdfelder & Lang, 2007).

3. Results

Regression analysis result showed correlation between psycap and employee voice
(r=0,385, p<0.001) which means that psychological capital is a significant predictor in
employee voice. This assumption was confirmed by the linear regression analysis in

table 2.



Table 2.
Determinant of Psychological Capital (Psycap) to Employee Voice (N = 182)

Variables Unstandardized SE F p-value aR? VIF Power
B (1-p)
Psycap
Constant 13.782 4.016 31.335 .000* 144 1.000 1.00
EV 0.204 0.036 .000%*

2SE= standard error, aR? = adjusted R VIF = collinearity diagnostics, |-B = achieved
statistical power, *p < 0.01.

Table 3.

Correlations Matrix (N=182)
Dimensions M SD Employee Voice

Psycap
r P

Self-Efficacy 283 4,02 402 .000”
Hope 282 3.85 373 .000™
Resilience 26.0 3.50 253 .001™
Optimism 27.1 3.76 .146 049"

3" correlation is significant at the 0.01 level; “correlation is significant at the 0.05

In table 3, Pearson correlation indicates significant correlation between psycap

dimensions, namely self-efficacy, hope, resilience and optimism and employee voice.

Table 4.
The different demographic variable and employee voice (N =182)
Demographic n Mean SD Levene’s t df p Cohen’s Power
Test d (1-B)
Gender Male 88 37.58 6.039 554 3.123 180  .002 0.463 1.00
Female 94 34.78 6.017
Education Middle 36 36.111 6.541 818 0.28 180 .977 .005 1.00
High 146  36.144 6.101
Tenure <5 105 35.762 5379 .065 .095 180  .339 .14 1.00

> 5 77 36649 7.118 ‘

*1-B = achieved statistical power, *p < 0.01.
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Table 4 indicates that the independent sample t-test result on both groups; gender,
generation, education, and tenure showed Levene’s test value of >0.05 which means
that both groups were equal. Thus equal variances assumption was used. Employee
voice (t(182)=3.123, p=0.002, d=0.463) significantly distinguished both gender groups.

Wso, there were some differences found in education and tenure groups although the



effects found were smaller than the smallest effect size of interest (SESOI) ‘(Lakens,

2014).

Discussion

Positive corelation between psychological capital and employee voice indicated
that psychological capital contributed to employee voice. The challenge in delivering
employee voice was the extra personal cost when the management refuse to even
consider the input given by the employee. In this case, voice was considered risky and
thrilling (Ng & Feldman, 2012).

Based on COR framework, when employees possess high psycap, they tend to
give their voice. It is supported by the results from previous researches which stated
that they will engage in voice behavior when they have sufficient resources (Morrison,
2011), since they will not have the burden of spending their resources. On the
contrary, when employees have lack of resources such as efficacy, hope, optimism,
and resilience, they will be reluctant to produce voice because it will cost them their
energy or resources.

Voice is a surpressing condition for some employees which can only be handled
when they have enough psycap to prevent resources depletion. Employees with high
self-efficacy have the ability and skill to provide input to the organization. Second, hope
is the ability of self-directing to achieve the desired goal persistently. Therefore,
employees with high hope will always find their way to produce voice. Third,
employees with high resilience will be able to bounce back when facing failure. They
have coping ability to adapt with hostile environment, stresfull and very dysfunctional
for both individual and organizational. Optimism is the belief in considering the desired
goal as a part of power and control which will ripple in the future despite the ever
changing situation. It can make an individual able to accept failure and rise back again
to keep struggling. This can only happen when individual believes in one’s ability to
weather the storm and come out succesfully (Seligman, 201 1). This individual will be
more productive and open to new ideas. Such open minded perspective transforms
individual to be able to communicate ideas, suggestion, concern and opinion of any
work relating issues (Morrison, 201 I, 2014).

Demographic diversity affects working practice in an organization (Hatipoglu &

Inelmen, 2017). Research showed that there was different demography variable in the
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employee voice. ’Consistent to the previous researches, there was gender difference
in employee voice (Wang & Yuan, 2017). ‘Male employees tended to be more active in
producing voice rather than their female counterpart. This happened due to the
paternalistic culture in Indonesia which put men on the top of the hierarchy structure.
Therefore, males will perform as the authority figure (Irawanto, 201 |) which allows
them to produce voice more often‘. ’Second, employees with shorter tenure felt that
they had less control on the situation compared to those who had more experience
in producing voice (Humborstad & Dysvik, 201 6).‘

This research provides theoritical contribution to describe the connection
between psychological capital and employee voice. Also, the research provides
practical implication for managers to give their employees the opportunity to improve
their psychological capital. Psychological capital is a positive psychological capacity
which can be developed (Prihatsanti et al, in press) by giving positive experiences to
the employees in producing their voice.

This research possessed several limitations as the data were taken cross-
sectionally via online media and obtained from a single source which allows common
method bias. Hence, the next study needs to collect the data from various sources.
Secondly, the demographic variable included in the research has not fully explored
how the interaction mechanism occured. Thus, it opens the opportunity for the next
research to study the connection between demographic diversity and employee voice.
Thirdly, researchers in this research did not control the type of company which may

affect the final ’resulﬁ.

Conclusion

Psychological capital contributes to employee voice. Psychological capital is an
individual's internal resources. Sufficient internal sources can encourage individuals or
employees to speak up. Therefore employees need to improve psycap by involving the

organization where they Morl#
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