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Abstract

Employee silence is prevalent in the organization and has a profound impact on both organiza-
tions and individuals. From the organizational level, employee silence will make the organization
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lack of negative feedback. From the employee level, employee silence will make employees lack
the sense of attention and control, which will lead to negative effects such as the reduction of job
satisfaction. Previous studies have shown that job satisfaction is an important factor affecting
turnover intention. Based on this background, this paper aims to explore the relationship between
employees’ Silence Behavior and turnover intention, uses the questionnaire method to measure
employees’ silence behavior, job satisfaction and turnover intention, and uses SPSS for data analy-
sis. The results show that employee silence behavior and its three dimensions—tacit silence, in-
different silence and defensive silence have a positive impact on turnover intention, and employee
silence behavior can affect turnover intention through the intermediary effect of job satisfaction.
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TS AN NV AR B B AR B, BPOREFUIER[2]. 2 )5, RTFHAL R TRl R k52 % R 5400k
By . Pinder &5 H G RAELE B TXHA TR AR PR IUTER, AN Z G TAE R A RSx4
UGN SRR, AR T SO SE T TS I INFNI BT A RIVEN[3], LA 253 AR5
TR TR R 2 I 0 TN N L HEAT R BE I A, T Dyne 5 2735 W 5 VL BR () BT 32 2 X A BT A
4], 2006 =LAk, [ A E AT 5 TUTERAT RIAT AR T AR R s o8, [ N 22 B s . i
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3.3. TIEwEEPMERNRER

AN TAE P AN F D R, BT R R, X2 (8RS R E] TR FE A
SFHERIBTCRAE, FF i A SHIE T BOIESE TARR RS BBt A o<, 2R S8 BN A5 22 3
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WA NS ARG RS, TEREE NS, RTINS SIS DU 5

1) ERE RN, ASCRURFMER . E. 0. TAERE . B2, A FAE N 2 A B
PIEEAE S, [FINAE AR i AR &

2) TARWEE . ST R T TARMEERN A, &3P, ICM (Hackman & Oldham, 1980) & % A4k
fith, fEJEAR 7 % H BRI HEITHN R, TESSEE A 10 B, RAHZE R 5 st vk AR A
[HESR

3) W LYUERAT NI . T R TUCBAT NI, [ P 2 R X F kAT T 78 0 AR R 6 A T
DUBRRI Y N =R, AT %05 2008 R4l i In 48, HFI&E SIBIT TR T 11 I, 73 NERVFHEDT
ER(17~20 /@) EEALVEUTER(25~27 @) FI B PR DB (21~24 &) 3 NERE, SRAIZE0e4E 5 st

4) BSHREI ) o DG T G TR R A R A, AR SO IR 35 Farh 5(1998) & 1 B R M ) s R AB 1T
M, A 6 AN, RAZ RS it iE.

4.2. EVBEE. MEKRE

ASCE I R TSR, BT PR . AR HEr . ARAEEEh X Al 3 THET 1 R
FLEA S 99 1. BEAFEARN R IH221E IR 1 FR .

421 EENH

fEREA AT B A S0 B 2 5 B fa e A — S0k . Cronbach o 5B My, W36 T {5 FE e
— AN RELE 0.9 DL ERITZIIE IS BERTF. RIS 2 v%1, R T TAEMRERERNOAE 2R
#0955, BAT RUFMIMEE: 5 TUUBRIT NS 4E I 38— B0 REUHR/E 0.8 DAL, SERMNE—2
PERHCN 0.961, HATRIFIMEE; SERMIR BRI AH— 8 R0 0932, HA RIGFIEE.
4.2.2. BETH

RO W 2 S R S W T AR B S N A (R, W R v W B ke . AR SR R 7o iR
K B R AU, — A KMO E7E 0.9 LI E R RIEHES T2
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Table 1. Demographics of the study sample
%= 1 ARHEARAOZITEER

i el BIR R=NER e
5 48 48.48%
4 5]
5’8 51 51.52%
25 % KU 0 0%
26~35 % 48 48.48%
EW
36~45 & 29 29.29%
45 % KUl I 22 22.22%
0~5 14 30.4%
5~10 4E 11 23.9%
TAEER
10~15 4F 11 23.9%
15 DL L 10 21.7%
IR K LR 13 13.13%
X K% 33 33.33%
200
AF 33 33.33%
it Bk 20 20.2%

Table 2. Reliability analysis results of internal consistency for the questionnaire
2. AR—BMHEREEIER

BHRA Iy ERAFK 4y &3 Cronbach a 53 KM Cronbach a 54
TAE R - - 0.955
BRVPPEDTBR 0.899
RLUUBRAT N TERAPETER 0.889 0.961
DK RESTREN 0.870
B - - 0.932

1) MR 3 Ala, AL LR & ZERN KMO 84 0.961, Bartlett BRAAK 6 1)K 518l 799.386,
IEENEE, O TR R E NS A AR, EA T,

Table 3. KMO and Bartlett’s Test of the questionnaire of job satisfaction
3. TIEHEE KMO B4Rk AT

KMO HUFEIE )P 4 0.961
EARTT 799.386
ELRFFIRFER I FE A 56 H R 45
o 0.000

2) MRIEFE 4 0750, RLPERAT N ERAT KMO {24 0.958, Bartlett ER (A% 36/ 75 1H N 976.354, 15
BB, U R TR T MRS I AL RN, & AT,
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Table 4. KMO and Bartlett’s Test of the questionnaire of employee silence behavior
= 4. BIBITH KMO FEAFFIHEER QLS

KMO HUFEIE )P 4 0.958
EARTT 976.354
ELRFFRFER T FE A 5 H 55
BEN 0.000

3) M¥EZE 5 " A, MR EFEN KMO {54 0.913, Bartlett BRAAK 6 [19-F J7 18 4 439.199, iAF|&E
=, UL B ISR B AN BRI AR LR, & AT T

Table 5. KMO and Bartlett’s Test of the questionnaire of turnover tendency
F 5. BEUHIE KMO A EHFFIEFER AR I

KMO HUFEIE )P 4k 0.913
EARTT 439.199
ELRFFRFER T FEAS 5 H 15
BEN 0.000

5. EGIT S/
5.1. fmidkEgit 5

AR ZA SIS HIAME . W ME L b 22 2505 BT T R Goit b

SANERIRAME ST 6 Fros, W TAEM R ERIIME N 3.7970, EFHEELL K 61T
ERIGISME N 3.7695, TREA 03 TR AUUBRAT LG A7 AE M . Hob, BRYFMEDUERINISME Y 3.7702, %
MAVEVTER A A 3.7441, B AEVEDTERFISOME Jy 3.7879, Uil A T 2 LW B IETTRA; B HR 55 1)
YR 3.7845, JET S AR .

Table 6. Descriptive statistics of the questionnaire

6. [BIEMmAMEGITE

N FIE bk % /M ON]
TAR =& 99 3.7970 1.04885 1.40 4.90
BRYFIEDTBR 99 3.7702 1.12240 1.25 5.0
TR UER 99 3.7441 1.09091 1.25 5.0
B A TR 99 3.7879 1.09519 1.33333 5.0
T PTER () 99 3.7695 1.06978 1.36 4.82
B 99 3.7845 1.07993 1.33 5.00

52. RTMMREREEARE: ATEFEEIPNTERE

% FH Hayes (2012)Zw#If) SPSS % ) Model 4 (Model 4 Jyfiij B rp A ALY, ZEFSHIIE D] AEHRY . 27
Ji~ EAT b TR) 2525 a1 100 1 o 53 36 7 E 3 T T BRI 2 UM ) 2 [ 5 2R AR K AR A RO AT ARG B . 5
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RUNWA 7. %8 PR WA T wE1, S LPTERT B HAM ] ) Pl £ F 5235 (t = 29.9936, p < 0.01), H.*4
TN AR B R TR ST, SR DTN B RV ) F) L2 P4 FH A OR sik 3% (t = 5.5459, p < 0.01). k4t
W 8 frzw, D3 T BROGH B MRV ) 5 M %) 42 2050 A 7% T3 i FEE 1 wh A Z4BZ () Bootstrap 95% B A5 [X [R] (1)
EL O RIRAEE 0, KU LU AN BTN S HR A, T AR g 03 T R R R TR A
TOI B BRI A o 1% B B RLUN(0.529) AT Hh A2 %487 (0.438) 3] i JL RN (0.967) I 54.7%- 45.3%.

Table 7. The mediating role test of employee silence
F 7. RLMBA R M IREIRTE

A I AR
t t t
P -0.7233 —0.6465 0.0047
W -1.1426 -1.3114 —0.6288
&3] 0.6524 0.743 0.3483
TAERS ] -1.2759 -0.482 1.4949
HRN 2 2% —0.2944 -0.6128 —0.7691
FARLPE R -0.5398 -0.7184 -0.5163
A TR 5.5459™" 29.9936™" 30.0115™
TAEW B 4.8116™"
R 7 0.9281 0.9096 0.9096
F 145.2941 130.8829 130.7865

H: TR p<0.001, TERpPp<0.01, "FRp<0.05 K.

Table 8. Employee silence: Total effect, direct effect and mediating effect

F8 RALMA: DM, EEIBRPNHESHER

Effect Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI BN B
LA R B P o A AR 0.438 0.090 0.252 0.610 45.3%
BB 0.529 0.085 0.371 0.706 54.7%
B8 0.967 0.032 0.903 1.031

[FIEE, of G T UOBR A =N FE BRVEPEDCER . B DUBM B AR DR 5 B R R 5% 2R DL AR W
NP AR RHEAT R, S5 RN 9~14 FroR. BARVTAN, AN REAGUTBRAT Joxd B P i A E A 2 2 T
YRR, HERVFVEDTBRATALIE TOER (1 5 25 LU B Ak OBR B v

5.3. r5iTie

AR DL SR 4 2R, W] DU AR O3 T AR A B rp & DL KT, SR 53 TTBRAT 9 ik 74E
H oy TRt E T vh S5l EARE, FESIE SR EN. E R THIRRAT M =R, Bt
PEUUBRIIAG 70 i, B 3 TRIMEA D AR EWAE L, (8 7 4R RIFIINBR R R, 2RI B #E
PUBRRBE oA AR 2B JE SR, XA PUERAE 32 L UTER 0 B WA O -

ALYCERAT N s B ER T ) o 0 — PIRIEAHIE, RTUTRRI =AML BRVFMEDTBR. BEMEDT
B B OB B R ] 25 A 2 35 0 S R R . PRI O3 T OERAT O — e R L REE T 1 TR R
J&, 35 B NSRRI, R X SR SN AR -
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Table 9. The mediating role test of acquiescent employee silence

® 9. BT R MR RS LE

O 2 R ) AR
t t t
P -1.0152 -1.4825 -1.1013
R -1.234 -2.0315 —1.7067
3] 0.6011 0.7943 0.5169
TAEm 8] -1.4133 -0.1749 1.6369
BV E % -0.1695 -0.7168 -0.9681
B M -0.0838 0.1087 0.2943
BREFPEDLER 3.1956™ 23.9182"™ 27.032""
TAEWER 7.09117"
R 0.9134 0.865 0.8909
F 118.6603 83.3095 106.1433
Table 10. Acquiescent employee silence: Total effect, direct effect and mediating effect
=10 RIFHETE: D8N, BEEMNEBNEN SRR
Effect Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI N EE
AW R A RO 0.612 0.083 0.448 0.780 67.7%
BB 0.293 0.084 0.127 0.459 32.3%
PEE A 0.905 0.038 0.829 0.980
Table 11. The mediating role test of disregard employee silence
= 11 SRR R P ARG T
B B IR ) LA
t t t
51 —0.4345 0.117 0.5989
R -0.7367 -0.6547 -0.1872
ET 0.4784 0.4822 0.2019
TAERF[A] -1.9144 -1.1698 0.2624
i34 -0.3217 -1.219 -1.3927
BAALPE R -0.526 -1.0461 —0.9463
TR PEDTBR 3.0601" 20.4258™" 2130177
TAEWRE 9.5647"""
RJ5 0.9127 0.8239 0.8354
F 117.5615 60.8157 65.9857
1431 ARy e IR
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Table 12. Disregard employee silence: Total effect, direct effect and mediating effect
12, GRUMETER: BN, BESMNEPRNYN SRR

Effect Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI BN B
AR BE R A RURE 0.6691 0.0793 0.5114 0.8252 74.0%
ELERRN 0.2345 0.0763 0.0921 0.391 26.0%
BSY SN 0.9036 0.044 0.816 0.991

Table 13. The mediating role test of defensive employee silence

13, pEERR R R R EAGIE

A B AR
t t t
P -0.3293 0.1982 0.6821
GRS —0.4032 0.1278 0.6604
i 0.5722 0.5889 0.236
TAERS ] -1.3526 -0.1921 1.2811
Bk =% 0.4651 0.6674 0.4785
AL —0.5057 —0.6357 -0.3837
B A T Bk 5.7307"" 25.0707"" 21.7149™
TAEW R 8.2745™"
Ry 0.9294 0.8756 0.8406
F 147.9953 91.5102 68.563

Table 14. Defensive employee silence: Total effect, direct effect and mediating effect

w14, BEIMETER: BAN. BEEMNEFNYESER

Effect Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI BN B
A R B P A RS 0.5243 0.0715 0.3842 0.6652 56.9%
BN 0.3966 0.0644 0.2728 0.5261 43.1%
AR 0.9209 0.037 0.848 0.994

S TYCERAT 9 35 S m i AR R, R TR R G, R TR TR e . BT
VORI =ANYERE: BRVFVEDUER . BERLEDUER . B AR = 2 P2 #5958 T A 5 B 3 35 S il 5

AR S B MR 2 AR T R o8 R o LA TPUERAT Jy il i AR e X — e AR B
WM )RS 2 G [ R 1, T 63 T HCERAT D mT DL A3 R (0 o A RCR R R i B )

HIMERT I, TERREBRVFIEDUER . TEALEDTER, SMBGRBPETTER, 25928 5 TUTERAT U s R K s 771
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