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MANAGEMENT | RESEARCH ARTICLE

Workplace incivility to predict employee silence: 
Mediating and moderating roles of job 
embeddedness and power distance
Deni Gustiawan1*,   Noermijati1, Siti Aisjah1 and Nur Khusniyah Indrawati1

Abstract:  The purpose of this study is to investigate whether workplace incivility 
explains the phenomenon of employee silence behavior in the hospitality sector and 
how job embeddedness and power distance mediate and moderate this relation-
ship. Data were collected from 359 frontline staff at several hotels and restaurants 
in Jakarta, Indonesia. The data were analyzed using moderating mediation proce-
dures using the Macro Process. Workplace incivility was negatively related to job 
embeddedness and positively to employee silence behavior. Job embeddedness 
was positively associated with employee silence and mediates the relationship 
between workplace incivility and employee silence. Finally, power distance is 
directly related to employee silence and moderates the relationship between 
workplace incivility and employee silence. Hence, the relationship between work-
place incivility and employee silence was stronger among employees who perceived 
higher power distance. The results of this study could be used to guide the man-
agement of the hospitality industry. In particular, disrespectful treatment from 
seniors or supervisors perceived by employees triggers a decrease in job embedd-
edness and increases silent behavior. Management needs to implement several 
policies to prevent uncivil actions in the workplace. Moreover, the present study 
suggests that organizational managers applied special incentives for employees to 
actively share their information, ideas, and opinions to stimulate employee voice.

Subjects: Asian Studies; Hotel Management; The Hospitality Industry; Social Psychology of 
Organizations; Cross Cultural Psychology; Communication Ethics 

Keywords: workplace incivility; job embeddedness; power distance; hospitality industry

1. Introduction
Employee silence is a universal phenomenon in modern organizations (Morrison, 2014), namely 
when employees are not willing to speak up, withhold important information, and avoid giving 
advice and opinions (Lam & Xu, 2019; Morrison, 2014; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008a; Van Dyne & 
LePine, 1998). The consequences of employee silence lead to the company’s failure to detect 
threats, reducing the company’s ability to innovate and perform (Brinsfield, 2013; Madrid et al.,  
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2015; Maqbool et al., 2019). At the individual level, employee silence has consequences on 
burnout, job attitude, engagement, performance, innovative work behavior, and organizational 
citizenship (Chou & Chang, 2021; Hao et al., 2022; Jha et al., 2019; Nazir et al., 2021; Srivastava 
et al., 2019). Researchers agree that employee silence should be reduced and instead promote 
employee voice to increase organizational effectiveness (Jha et al., 2019). Despite having adverse 
consequences for organizations, the issue of employee silence has received less attention than 
employee voice (Jha et al., 2019; Lam & Xu, 2019; Morrison, 2014). Thus, we respond to the call to 
explore the potential factors affecting employee silence.

Previous studies have explored the antecedents of silent behavior, including individual level 
factors, such as personality traits, low job satisfaction, commitment, emotional intelligence, stress, 
and trust (Boadi et al., 2020; Chou & Chang, 2020; Madrid et al., 2015; Srivastava et al., 2019; Wu 
et al., 2018); and organizational context factors, including norms, culture, policies, politics, and 
leadership styles (Brinsfield, 2013; Hassan et al., 2019; Wu et al., 2022). More recent studies 
identified a third situational factor, such as workplace bullying (Rai & Agarwal, 2018), abusive 
supervision (Lam & Xu, 2019; Wang et al., 2020), workplace ostracism (Yao et al., 2022), workplace 
incivility (Khan et al., 2022). Such differing perspectives in previous research provide an opportunity 
to investigate the antecedents of employee silence using individual, organizational, and situational 
factors that have attracted much interest from researchers in the last five years.

The present study aims to fill the literature gap by exploring the three perspectives (individual, 
organizational contextual, and situational) to explain employee silence. We propose workplace 
incivility (situational), job embeddedness (individual level), and power distance as subculture 
dimensions representing organizational contextual factors as a combination of antecedents of 
employee silence in non-western countries. First, existing research has taken various forms of 
mistreatment in the workplace, including workplace bullying, ostracism, and abusive supervision, 
as an antecedent of employee silence (Lam & Xu, 2019; Rai & Agarwal, 2018; Wang et al., 2020). 
Recently, Khan et al. (2022) tested the relationship between workplace incivility and employee 
silence. However, in contrast to Khan et al. (2022), who confirmed the reciprocal relationship 
between workplace incivility and deviant silence moderated by moral attentiveness, our study 
proposed power distance as a boundary condition. Thus, we offer a different perspective to 
studying silent behavior by integrating power distance (Hofstede et al., 2005) as a sub-national 
culture that influences management behavior in a country. Indonesia is a country that scores high 
on scales of power distance, the defining feature of which is “the existence of a hierarchy, inequal-
ity of rights between power holders and non-power holders, inaccessible superiors, directive 
leaders, management control and delegation” (Hofstede et al., 2005). Under these conditions, 
front-line employees tend not to have the courage to report uncivil incidents to their superiors; 
thus, is relevant for the current study.

Second, the present study responds to Lam and Xu’s (2019) call to explore the direct relationship 
between power distance and employee silence. Drawing on the conservation of resources (COR, 
Hobfoll, 2001) theory and approach–inhibition theory of power (Keltner et al., 2003), we offer new 
knowledge to study silent behavior from the perspective of organizational culture (e.g., power 
distance). Third, taking a step further, we study the relationship between workplace incivility and 
employee silence via job embeddedness. Our proposed model (see, Figure 1) provides preliminary 
empirical evidence regarding the relationship between workplace incivility and job embeddedness 
and the link between job embeddedness and employee silence. Prior research has studied the 
consequences of workplace incivility on employee attitudes and behavior, including work engage-
ment, job performance, turnover intention, and emotional exhaustion (Alola et al., 2019; Hur et al.,  
2016; Namin et al., 2022; Rhee et al., 2017; Tricahyadinata et al., 2020; Ugwu et al., 2022; Wang & 
Chen, 2020). To the best of our knowledge, no studies specifically examine the relationship 
between workplace incivility and job embeddedness. Thus, the present study adds significant 
insight to the job embeddedness literature.
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Moreover, previous studies have mostly linked job embeddedness with employee voice (Tan 
et al., 2019; Zhou et al., 2021), while the present study proposes job embeddedness as a negative 
predictor of employee silence. Incorporating individual, contextual/organizational, and situational 
can help us better understand the silent employee phenomenon. Since employee silence can 
reduce organizational effectiveness, understanding it from these three perspectives is an essential 
insight for human resource practitioners who operate in countries with high power distance 
characteristics, especially in Asia.

2. Theoretical framework and hypotheses
Our proposed model is based on the conservation of resources (COR, Hobfoll, 2001) theory to 
explain the relationship between workplace incivility, job embeddedness, employee silence, and 
the role of power distance as a boundary condition. COR assumes that each individual will try to 
find, obtain, and protect their resources within the organization. In the COR perspective, resources 
can be in the form of all things related to work, including, in this case, financial resources, personal, 
favorable conditions, and even energy. Workplace incivility as a situational factor; the results of 
social interactions within organizations are potential antecedents of personal resources, especially 
emotions. Using the COR argument, individuals will survive when job resources are available (e.g., 
treated with respect). Conversely, individuals treated disrespectfully tend to avoid direct interac-
tion with the perpetrator (Peltokorpi, 2019), as well as reduce social cohesion (Reisig & Cancino,  
2004). Similarly, workplace incivility can deplete emotional resources, including emotional exhaus-
tion, anger, dissatisfaction, disengagement, and psychological distress (Chen & Wang, 2019; 
Cortina et al., 2001; Hobfoll, 2001; Liu et al., 2020).

Second, we also use COR theory to explain the relationship between workplace incivility and 
employee silence. Following the study of Wang et al. (2020), COR is a logical framework to explain 
how individuals intend to keep silent due to disrespectful treatment from supervisors. Using the 
COR argument (Hobfoll, 2001), employees acting quiet are likely to protect their resources rather 
than direct retaliation. However, silent behavior can also be a defensive mechanism (Lam & Xu,  
2019) by holding vital information related to work (Wang et al., 2020). In the same vein, employ-
ees’ perceived uncivil behavior tends to avoid their voices (Achmadi et al., 2022; Madhan et al.,  
2022) and keep silent (Mao et al., 2019). Silence behavior is a form of defensive behavior (Lam & 
Xu, 2019) by withholding vital information related to work (Wang et al., 2020). In other words, 
employee silence may be a covert retaliation or avoidance-coping behavior (Wang et al., 2020) 
that employees do to the organization for the disrespectful treatment they receive from coworkers 
or supervisors.

Figure 1. Research model.
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Next, we use the approach–inhibition theory of power (Keltner et al., 2003) to explain the 
distinguishing factor of organizational culture (power distance) as a boundary condition of work-
place incivility and employee silence relationship. The main characteristic of power distance is 
power imbalance (Hofstede et al., 2005), where individuals with higher power have a more 
incredible opportunity to increase their positive emotions. In contrast, individuals who have 
lower power focus more on threats and efforts to avoid them, including silent behavior (Lam & 
Xu, 2019). In addition, the status and power differences has become a central issue in explaining 
uncivil behavior (Cortina & Magley, 2009; Cortina et al., 2001; Pearson & Porath, 2005; C. L. Porath & 
Pearson, 2012) and employee silence (Lam & Xu, 2019).

2.1. Workplace incivility, job embeddedness, and employee silence
Job embeddedness as an individual’s strength to survive in the organization; is a combination of 
individuals’ assessments of their compatibility with the organization (fit), the power of relation-
ships and social interactions (links), and employees’ objective assessments of the resources lost 
(material and non-material) when they decide to leave the organization. In the job embedded-
ness context, we postulated that the resource loss arising from workplace incivility might con-
tribute to reducing “links, fit” and increasing “sacrifice” as a major component of job 
embeddedness (Mitchell et al., 2001). Using the COR theory, we postulate that incivility will 
reduce job embeddedness because employees will reduce links (take distance from perpetra-
tors); they will facilitate direct contact with perpetrators and lose interest in engaging with social 
relationships at work, as well as reduce social cohesion (Reisig & Cancino, 2004) and interaction 
avoidance (Peltokorpi, 2019). In the same vein, individuals who receive inappropriate/disrespect-
ful treatment in their work environment experience disturbances in social relations (Hobfoll,  
2001). In other words, individuals who experiencing as a victim of uncivil behavior will question 
whether they are “fit” with the current organizational environment. As a final result, the combi-
nation of low link, fit, and high sacrifice as the overall concept of job embeddedness (Mitchell 
et al., 2001) will weaken along with high workplace incivility. Thus, we suspect that workplace 
incivility is directly and negatively related to job embeddedness. Therefore, the next proposed 
hypothesis is as follows. 

H1. Workplace incivility is negatively related to employee job embeddedness.

As opposed to employee voice which is an employee’s proactive action to convey ideas and 
opinions (Lam & Xu, 2019; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998), employee silence refers to employees’ 
reluctance to speak their minds to the organization (Elizabeth W Morrison et al., 2015). Silent 
behavior is a form of defensive behavior (Lam & Xu, 2019) by withholding information related to 
work (Wang et al., 2020). Employee silence is one of the most common deviant behaviors in 
organizational behavior literature (Khan et al., 2022). Drawing COR argument (Hobfoll, 2001), 
employees act quietly to preserve their resources rather than direct retaliation. Employees who 
experience being victims of uncivil from senior coworkers or supervisors depleted their emotional 
resources (e.g., anger, exhaustion). Thus, silent behavior can be an avoidance-oriented coping 
strategy (Lam & Xu, 2019) by distancing themselves from uncivil actors to maintain their emo-
tional resources. Empirical support has been documented on the relationship between workplace 
incivility and employee silence. Using samples in various industries in the United States, Khan et al. 
(2022) found that workplace incivility had a reciprocal relationship with deviance silence. Using 
a different context, namely abusive supervision, impolite behavior received by employees from 
their supervisors triggers higher silent behavior (Lam & Xu, 2019; C.-C. Wang et al., 2020). 
Moreover, Brinsfield (2013) identified two incidents that most often cause employees to remain 
silent: when they are mistreated and receive unethical treatment. On the other hand, Achmadi 
et al. (2022) found that a civility climate can increase proactive employee actions through voice. 
Thus, our proposed hypothesis: 
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H2. Workplace incivility is positively related to employee silence.

Employee silence is a deliberate action by employees to withhold meaningful information, issues, 
and problems that occur in the workplace; including the low interest of employees to provide ideas, 
suggestions, and questions (Brinsfield, 2013; Elizabeth Wolfe Morrison et al., 2011; Khalid & 
Ahmed, 2016; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008a, 2008b; Van Dyne et al., 2003).In the context of 
silence, employees do not have communication barriers but intend to hold back their voices. 
Therefore, the researchers divided the determinants of employee silence: individual level, including 
motives and personality (e.g., self-esteem, self-efficacy), and the other factors were situational/ 
contextual factors within the organization (policies, norms, climate, and culture). Although the 
relationship between job embeddedness and employee silence has never been done, in the voice 
literature, several studies have proven the relationship between the two. For example, Zhou et al. 
(2021) found a positive relationship between job embeddedness and nurses’ voice behavior using 
a sample of nurses in China. In the same vein, Tan et al. (2019) partially support the relationship 
between job embeddedness and voice behavior, especially toward the organization, but not the 
work unit. In other words, employees with high job embeddedness have a high level of “link” and 
“fit” with their organization, and consequently, they tend to show more proactive (voice behaviors) 
by providing various suggestions, ideas, and information for the advancement of their organiza-
tion. Hence, since job embeddedness has previously been documented to be positively related to 
employee voice, it is logical to propose negatively associating job embeddedness with employee 
silence. Thus, we propose the hypothesis is: 

H3. Job embeddedness is negatively related to employee silence.

Despite the significance of employee silence for organizations, researchers have paid more atten-
tion to silent behavior in the last ten years. However, rather than the concept of voice, studies on 
the determinants and effects of employee silence still require more empirical evidence (Elizabeth 
Wolfe Morrison et al., 2011; Lam & Xu, 2019). As a result, researchers have developed various 
models to provide a more accurate explanation of the determinants of employee silence. For 
example, Hassan et al. (2019) examine the indirect relationship of empowering leadership with 
employee silence through trust, control over work, and organizational identification. Using Self- 
Determination Theory as a framework, Ju et al. (2019) propose the a process model of empowering 
leadership, intrinsic motivation, and employee silence. Another study by Srivastava et al. (2019) 
reported that the relationship between job burnout and employee silence was mediated by 
emotional intelligence. Rai and Agarwal (2018) found that psychological contract violations med-
iate the link between workplace bullying and silent employee behavior. A more recent study 
(Hamstra et al., 2021) provides empirical support for the process model, where the manager 
trait narcissism can influence employee silence through trustworthiness perceptions. Using our 
previous argument that workplace incivility is a source of stressor that can reduce job embedded-
ness, low embeddedness can increase the potential for employees to behave in silence. Thus, we 
propose job embeddedness as an explanatory mechanism to explain the relationship between 
workplace incivility and employee voice. 

H4. Job embeddedness mediates the association of workplace incivility with employee silence.

2.2. The role of organizational power distance
Power distance is a company characteristic that comes from national culture (Hofstede et al.,  
2005). Power distance describes how employees acknowledge the existence of status and power 
inequality. Therefore, organizations with a high power distance tend to apply more secure com-
munication, where decisions are made based on authority and position; accordingly, employees at 
the bottom of hierarchies will refrain from speaking out (Lam & Xu, 2019). Organizations with high 
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power distance focus more on stability so that voices against authority will be heard less fre-
quently, and therefore, silence and power distance characteristics are interrelated (Elizabeth 
W Morrison et al., 2015). Moreover, in response to Lam and Xu’s (2019) suggestion to explore 
the direct relationship between power distance and employee silence, we propose a high level of 
power distance has a positive relationship with employee voice. 

H5. Power distance is positively related to employee silence

In addition to the direct effects, we propose the moderating impact of power distance on the 
relationship between workplace incivility and employee voice. Previous studies have been proved 
to link power distance to workplace incivility, and employee silence (Cortina & Magley, 2009; 
Cortina et al., 2001; Lam & Xu, 2019; Pearson & Porath, 2005; Porath & Pearson, 2012) and more 
recently several researchers are exploring its role as a boundary condition. For example, Lam and 
Xu (2019) examined the interaction between power distance and abusive supervisors in influencing 
employee silence. In other words, the uncivil behavior that employees get from seniors or super-
visors will reduce their interactions (Park & Haun, 2018; Yue et al., 2021); reducing their voice. 
Using the COR argument, as such, because uncivil’s behavior is senior/supervisor, employees may 
be silent to avoid confrontation. This defensive silence behavior is because lower-level employees 
are powerless, primarily in organizations that recognize the unequally distributed power. Thus, 
workplace incivility can increase employee silence, which is more potent when the power distance 
belief is high. 

H6. Power distance moderates the association of workplace incivility with employee silence

3. Methodology

3.1. Participants and procedure
The study was carried out in two phases, with each stage conducted at different times. The first 
phase of this study was completed from November to December 2021 in six hotels in Jakarta. After 
obtaining permits from management, as many as 244 respondents at six hotels filled out a pencil- 
paper questionnaire, and 127 respondents from two restaurants used an online questionnaire. In 
Phase 1, respondents were asked to answer biographies, workplace incivility, and sense of power 
questions. Phase 2 of the study was carried out four weeks after phase 1; respondents were invited 
back to answer questions on silence behavior and job embeddedness. After discarding 12 incom-
plete questionnaires, 359 were used in this study.

The respondents included 172 males (47.91 percent) and 187 females (52.09 percent). The 
average age of the respondents was 26 years, with minimum and maximum periods of 20 and 
49 years, respectively. The educational background of the respondents was as follows: 171 had 
a senior high school (47.63 percent), 88 had diplomas (24.51 percent), and bachelor’s degrees 
(25.63 percent). Furthermore, 85.71 percent of respondents (156 respondents) had an employment 
tenure of under one year, 42.06 percent had worked between 1–3 years, and 30.92 percent had 
worked more than three years. Finally, 67.69 percent of respondents were single, while 32.31 per-
cent were married.

3.2. Measurement
The questions measuring the variables used in this study were based on well-established measure-
ments from previous research. Respondents were asked to give a rating on a 5-Likert-type scale 
(1 = never to 5 = very often). Workplace incivility was measured using seven items from the 
workplace incivility scale (Cortina et al., 2001). The statement item begins with the sentences 
“during the past year . . . . . . . . . .your senior coworker/supervisor put you down or was 

Gustiawan et al., Cogent Business & Management (2023), 10: 2188982                                                                                                                             
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2023.2188982

Page 6 of 15



condescending to you” and “your senior/supervisor made a demeaning or derogatory remark 
about you.” In this study, Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .86.

We use a 5-item scale developed by Tangirala and Ramanujam (2008a). This scale was also used by 
Wang et al. (2020) to measure employee silence. Example item “although you had ideas for improving 
patient safety in your [workgroup], you did not speak up.” The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.77, lower than 
the study of Wang et al. (2020) of .95. To measure job embeddedness, we adapted a seven-item scale 
from the global job embeddedness scale (Crossley et al., 2007). An example of a specific item was “I 
feel attached to this organization.” The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .91.

Power distance was measured using the five-item Hofstede’s culture sub-scale (Yoo et al., 2011). 
Some typical examples of items included “People in higher positions should not ask for the 
opinions of people in lower positions too frequently” and “People in higher positions should 
avoid social interaction with people in lower positions.” The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .89.

3.3. Control variables and common method bias
Since workplace incivility, employee silence, and job embeddedness are related to biographic 
characteristics (Cahyadi et al., 2021; Cortina et al., 2001; Marasi et al., 2016; Ng & Feldman,  
2010), we controlled for age, tenure, education, marital status, and gender. Thus, the biographic 
was included in the model as a control variable. Furthermore, because the data was obtained from 
one source (employees), we took several steps to minimize the common method variance (CMV). 
First, the questionnaire was designed anonymously and voluntarily to maximize the objectivity of 
respondents’ answers. Second, we used a full collinearity technique with PLS-SEM to detect CMV 
(Kock, 2017). Table 2 shows that none of the items has a variance inflation factor (VIF) > 3.3, as 
recommended by Kock (2017); thus, we can be sure that CMV is not a severe problem in the data 
we use. Moreover, construct validity and reliability, as shown in Table 1 and 2, indicates that all 
constructs meet the convergent validity requirements (CR > .70 and AVE > .50) according to the 
recommendations of Hair et al. (2017). Table 1.

4. Results and Discussion

4.1. Descriptive statistics
Table 3 shows the means, standard deviation, and correlation between variables in this study. In 
general, the average rating by respondents is at a moderate level (greater than the median score 

Table 1. Respondent characteristics
Characteristics n Percent
Gender

Male 172 47.91

Female 187 52.09

Education

High School 171 47.63

Diploma 88 24.51

Bachelor 92 25.63

Tenure

< 1 yrs 97 27.02

1–3 yrs 151 42.06

> 3 yrs 111 30.92

Marital Status

Single 243 67.69

Married 116 32.31
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of 2.5). Workplace incivility had a negative correlation with job embeddedness (r = −.28, p < .01) 
and a positive correlation with employee silence (r = .32, p < .01). Moreover, job embeddedness has 
a negative relationship with employee silence (r = −.23, p < .01).

4.2. Hypothesis testing
In this study, we employed a hierarchical regression analysis (HRA) using macro PROCESS version 
4.0 for SPSS (Model 5) developed by Hayes (2017) to test the hypotheses. As shown in Table 3, all 
five control variables are not significantly related to job embeddedness and employee silence. 
Hypothesis 1 states that workplace incivility is negatively related to job embeddedness, and this 
hypothesis is supported. As shown in Table 4, workplace incivility significantly affected job 
embeddedness (b = −.26, SE = .05, p < .01), supporting H1. Workplace incivility was also positively 
and significantly associated with employee silence (b = .25, p < .01), supporting H2. The results of 
testing hypothesis 3 show that job embeddedness is negatively and significantly related to 
employee silence (b = −.15, p < .01), thus, H3 was supported. Furthermore, we find that power 
distance affects employee silence positively (β = .13, p < .01), thus, H4 was supported.

Mediation hypothesis. Hypothesis 5 examines the mediating role of job embeddedness on the 
relationship between workplace incivility and employee silence. Table 5 shows that the indirect 
effects model is supported (b = .04, LLCI = .01, ULCI = .07). Based on bootstrapping estimation 
show that proves the significance of the indirect effect. Therefore, H5 was supported.

Moderation hypothesis. The results of the analysis showed that the interaction of workplace 
incivility x power distance was statistically significant with a positive direction (b = .17, p < .01). The 
significance of the interaction variables indicates that power distance plays a moderating role in 
the relationship between workplace incivility and employee silence. The conditional effect of 
workplace incivility on employee silence is also supported by bootstrap analysis. As shown in 
Table 5, the impact of workplace incivility is only significant when the power distance is at the 
average and high levels and not at the low level.

Table 2. Measurement model evaluation
No Construct Factor 

Loading
Cronbach’s 

Alpha
Composite 
Reliability

AVE

1 Workplace 
incivility

.54—.85 .86 .87 .50

2 Employee 
silence

.61—.83 .77 .84 .51

3 Power distance .54–91 .91 .89 .61

4 Job 
embeddedness

.76—.85 .89 .92 .64

Table 3. Descriptive statistics and correlation
No Construct Mean Std. 

Deviation
1 2 3 4

1 Workplace 
incivility

2.66 .85 1

2 Job 
embeddedness

3.69 .79 −.28** 1

3 Employee silence 2.87 .75 .32** −.23** 1

4 Power distance 2.93 .94 .05 −.19** −.11* 1

Notes: * p value < .05, ** p < .01 
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Moreover, Table 5 and Figure 2 illustrates the effect of workplace incivility on employee silence 
based on the value of power distance orientation. The impact of workplace incivility on employee 
silence rises from .25 to .41 when power distance increases from low to high. In contrast to 
interaction analysis, this comparative result indicates that higher power distance orientation 
increases the effect of workplace incivility on employee silence.

5. Discussion
This study examines the moderation and mediation model of workplace incivility, job embedded-
ness, and employee silence through the lens of power distance. In general, present studies confirm 
that workplace incivility is negatively related to job embeddedness and positively related to 
employee silence. Power distance as a sub-national culture (Hofstede et al., 2005) moderates 
the relationship between workplace incivility and employee silence. Moreover, the indirect effect of 
workplace incivility on employee silence has been confirmed mediated by job embeddedness. Our 
study supports the COR theory to explain the relationship between workplace incivility and 
employee silence. Moreover, we also support the approach–inhibition theory of power (Keltner 
et al., 2003) to explain the distinguishing factor of organizational culture (power distance) as 
a boundary condition of workplace incivility and employee silence relationship.

5.1. Theoretical implications
The present study provides a theoretical contribution to the literature on employee silence beha-
vior and job embeddedness. First, consistent with previous studies (Khan et al., 2022; Lam & Xu,  
2019; Wang et al., 2020), our results also found a positive effect of workplace incivility on 
employee silence. However, in contrast to Lam and Xu (2019) and Wang et al. (2020), who puts 

Table 4. Regression results
Model 1 b SE t p LLCI ULCI
Control variable

Gender .01 .08 .14 .89 −.15 .17

Age .00 .01 −.71 .48 −.01 .01

Education .08 .05 1.83 .07 −.01 .18

Tenure −.06 .06 −1.07 .29 −.17 .05

Marital status .08 .06 .83 .41 −.10 .26

Main effect

Workplace 
incivility

−.26 .05 −5.40 .00 −.35 −.16

Model 2 b SE t p LLCI ULCI

Control variable

Gender .05 .07 .63 .53 −.10 .19

Age .00 .00 −.20 .84 −.01 .01

Education −.01 .04 −.21 .83 −.09 .07

Tenure −.01 .05 −.24 .81 −.11 .09

Marital status −.02 .08 −.19 .85 −.18 .15

Main effect

Workplace 
incivility

.25 .04 5.69 .00 .17 .34

Job 
embeddedness

−.15 .05 −3.14 .00 −.25 −.06

Power distance .13 .04 3.36 .00 .21 .06

Interaction effect .17 .04 3.91 .00 .09 .26
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uncivil behavior in the form of abusive supervisor as an antecedent of employee silence, our study 
examine the uncivil behavior in a broader context (senior coworker and supervisor) as the cause of 
employees tending to behave quietly at work. Our findings show that employees with uncivil 
experiences from senior coworkers/supervisors tend to be more silent at work than their non- 
uncivil counterparts. Employees’ perceived uncivil behavior at a high level causes them to avoid 
their voices in the form of constructive suggestions (Achmadi et al., 2022; Madhan et al., 2022) and 
keep silent (Mao et al., 2019). Moreover, we also support the COR argument (Hobfoll, 2001) that 
employees act quietly to preserve their resources rather than direct retaliation. Silent behavior is 
a form of defensive behavior (Lam & Xu, 2019) by withholding vital information related to work 
(Wang et al., 2020).

Second, the present study is among the few to advance understanding the antecedents of job 
embeddedness regarding perceived incivility from senior coworkers/supervisors. While prior 
research links workplace incivility to various employee attitudes and behaviors, including work 
engagement (Tricahyadinata et al., 2020; Ugwu et al., 2022; Wang & Chen, 2020), job performance 
(Rhee et al., 2017; Wang & Chen, 2020), turnover intention (Namin et al., 2022; Tricahyadinata 

Table 5. Mediation and moderation analysis
Effect SE LLCI ULCI

Indirect Effect .04 .01 .01 .07

Moderation Effect

Low PD (- 1 SD) .09 .06 −.02 .21

Average PD (Mean 
SD)

.25 .04 .17 .34

High PD (+ 1 SD) .41 .06 .29 .54

Figure 2. Conditional effects of 
the workplace incivility on 
employee silence at values of 
the power distance orientation.
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et al., 2020), and emotional exhaustion (Alola et al., 2019; Hur et al., 2015), our study extends this 
works by testing workplace incivility as antecedents of job embeddedness.

Third, our study fulfills Lam and Xu’s (2019) call to investigate silence behavior using a cultural 
perspective, namely power distance. The present study strengthens and expands Lam and Xu (2019) 
work, which explores the interaction of power distance and uncivil behavior in different contexts 
(abusive supervisors) in influencing employee silence. Moreover, our study also offers a different 
perspective from Khan et al. (2022), who proved the moderating effect of moral attentiveness on 
the relationship between workplace incivility and employee silence. Thus, for employees who work in 
organizations that have cultural characteristics with high power distance, such as companies in Asia in 
general (Hofstede et al., 2005), the tendency to provide suggestions and input to the organization will 
tend to be low. Since high power distance are always related to power imbalance (Hofstede et al.,  
2005; Lam & Xu, 2019; Elizabeth W Elizabeth W Morrison et al., 2015), the employees at low levels do 
not have the power to change the situation; accordingly, they will avoid being actively involved in 
constructive voice. Next, our results suggest that power distance plays a vital role in the silence 
behavior phenomenon. Moderation test results demonstrate that the higher experiences of uncivil 
behavior have consequences on higher intention to silence, especially in a high power distance 
environment. The present study explains how power distance may exacerbate the effect of workplace 
incivility on employee silence in the hospitality sector.

Finally, we believe that our study contributes to the complex relationship model between workplace 
incivility and employee voice. Although existing studies have paid attention to the issue of power 
imbalance and power distance to study the impact of various forms of uncivil behaviors, including 
rudeness and abusive supervision (Cortina & Magley, 2009; Cortina et al., 2001; Hershcovis et al., 2017; 
Lam & Xu, 2019; Pearson & Porath, 2005; Porath & Pearson, 2012), our results show that job 
embeddedness partially mediates the relationship between workplace incivility and employees’ 
silence behavior. This mediation model supports the idea of using job embeddedness to explain how 
perceived rudeness in the workplace is related to employee silence. In other words, employees who 
receive disrespectful treatment from senior coworkers/supervisors will reduce their interactions by 
avoiding them (Park & Haun, 2018; Yue et al., 2021); which in turn can reduce their involvement to be 
actively involved in providing information and advice related to work-related issues. Although existing 
studies have documented the relationship between job embeddedness and voice behavior (Tan et al.,  
2019; Zhou et al., 2021), our finding extends previous research by identifying job embeddedness as an 
essential mechanism in determining the continued effect of workplace incivility on employee voice.

5.2. Practical implications
Apart from having important theoretical contributions to workplace incivility and employee voice 
literature, the results of our study also provide several implications for management, particularly in 
the hospitality sector. Our findings show that workplace incivility results in decreased job embedded-
ness, which will impair employees’ silence. This finding suggests that organizational managers should 
take various ways to prevent all forms of workplace incivility. First, management must be more 
sensitive about multiple forms of uncivil behavior, including discourteous, unfair, and disrespectful 
behavior for others (Pearson et al., 2001) that originates from the work environment (senior coworkers 
and supervisors). Thus, monitoring efforts need to be carried out to prevent incivility from developing 
and becoming a culture in the organization. In other words, organizations need to reformulate 
organizational cultural values and socialize them through official ethical standards. Especially for 
supervisors involved in uncivil behavior, the management needs to provide leadership training by 
promoting more effective communication skills and reducing their hostile behavior.

Second, organizations must provide procedures for reporting mistreatment in the workplace. 
However, this can only successfully reduce uncivil behavior if a company has explicitly dissemi-
nated formal rules to all employees regarding ethical standards of conduct, including the prohibi-
tion of specific forms of behavior categorized as workplace mistreatment. Therefore, it is essential 
to disseminate and maintain of workplace mistreatment (Porath et al., 2012) to prevent further 
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adverse effects. We also strongly argue that Indonesia is a country that inherently prioritizes 
politeness in all interactions (including at work) so that all employees are treated equally and fairly 
in the workplace.

Finally, our findings also show that workplace incivility can increase employee silence in the work-
place. This suggests to managers in the hospitality sector that it is essential for them to maintain an 
employee voice as a strategy to understand various problems in the work environment. As efforts to 
encourage employee voice are hindered by power distance, companies must create a civility climate 
more likely to allow employees to voice their voices freely. For example, managers can allow employ-
ees to raise complaints and listen to employees’ voices through non-formal channels (e.g., in a lunch 
meeting). Moreover, HR management can design special incentives for employees who want to share 
their information and opinions in the organization to stimulate employee voice.

5.3. Limitations
The present study has several limitations that should be noted for future studies. First, the data we 
collect comes from Jakarta’s hospitality industry (hotels and restaurants); hence, these findings 
may not be generalized to other sectors. We highly recommend future researchers expand the 
study area to several different industries and cultures to broaden the scope of generalization. 
Second, although the sampling design uses a time-lag approach for testing the mediating effect 
(Law et al., 2016), causality inferences still cannot be made. Thus, future research can replicate this 
study using a longitudinal design to allow for more robust causal inferences. Third, the incivility 
studied in this study is sourced from senior coworkers and supervisors and ignores customer 
incivility, which is also dominantly studied in the hospitality sector (Boukis et al., 2020; Ugwu 
et al., 2022; Wang & Chen, 2020). We invite future studies to replicate this study by considering 
customer incivility as an antecedent of job embeddedness and employee voice. Moreover, the 
handling of common method bias has been carried out through a statistical approach (full 
collinearity technique, Kock, 2017); however, several other controls can be considered by future 
researchers. In line with the recommendations of several authors (Kock, 2017; Podsakoff, 2012), 
control over the procedure can be considered, for example, by mixing Likert 5 and Likert 7 in the 
questionnaire.
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