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Abstract 
 

This study examines the impact of organizational trust on organizational commitment through organizational silence and job satisfaction 

among academics in Indonesia. A total of 309 respondents from private sector higher education institutions participated in this research. 

The result from partial least square-structural equation modeling analysis reveal that organizational trust has a negative effect on organi-

zational silence, and organizational silence has a negative effect on job satisfaction and organizational commitment. In other words, indi-

viduals with low trust tend to do silence at the organization, not satisfied with the job and low commitment. In addition, the result also 

suggests the effect of organizational trust on organizational commitment is indirectly influenced by organizational silence and job satis-

faction. 
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1. Introduction 

There has been an increase in the study of organization silence 

among organizational researchers since this concept was introduced 

by Morrison & Milliken in 2000. Morrison & Milliken (2000) 

further see the silence condition of an organization as a critical 

barrier to organizational change and development. Vakola & 

Bouradas (2005) further explore consequences of organizational 

silence. They found that climate of silence is a cause of reducing 

job satisfaction and organizational commitment. And, this is a 

reason why change and development management program fail at 

an organization. 

Organizational silence is the organization level phenomenon where 

"employees withhold ideas, information, and opinion about work-

related improvement" (Morrison & Milliken, 2000; Van Dyne et 

al., 2003; Vakola & Bouradas, 2005). Organizational silence is the 

organization level phenomenon where "employees withhold ideas, 

information, and opinion about work-related improvement" 

(Morrison & Milliken, 2000; Van Dyne et al., 2003). The condition 

of employees which not cares about the organization leads to 

individuals have negative feelings toward their job (Nikolaou et al., 

2011; Vakola & Bouradas, 2005). This condition also causes 

individuals have the low commitment toward the organization 

(Vakola & Bouradas, 2005; Dedahanov & Rhee, 2015). 

Meanwhile, one of the causal factors of condition of silence is the 

lack of trust from individuals toward their organization 

(Dedahanov & Rhee, 2015; Nikolaou et al., 2011). The lack of trust 

about competence, reliability, and benevolence of their 

organization become deciding factors why individuals do not trust 

their organization (Ellonen et al., 2008; Dedahanov et al., 2015; 

Nikolaou et al., 2011). 

The researcher who comprehensive explore antecedents and 

consequences of organizational silence have still rare (Dedahanov 

et al., 2015; Nikolaou et al., 2011; Vakola & Bouradas, 2005). 

Although there is study has explored antecedents (i.e. 

organizational trust) and consequences (i.e. organizational 

commitment) of organizational silence (Dedahanov et al., 2015). 

However, this study only discusses organizational silence in term 

of the individual level. Whereas, scholars have differentiated 

phenomenon of silence into two levels (organizational and 

individual level phenomenon). And still the lack of studies on the 

organizational level phenomenon. For these reasons, we need to 

investigate the antecedents and consequences of organizational 

silence in the context of organizational level phenomenon. 

Considering that the lack of empirical study which 

comprehensively explores antecedent and consequences of 

organizational silence in the context of the organizational level 

phenomenon, and in response to the scholarly calls for more 

studies, the current study explores the comprehensive antecedent 

and consequences of organizational silence. Antecedent chosen in 

this study is organizational trust and consequences chosen are job 

satisfaction and organizational commitment. The aim of the current 

study is to explore the impact of organizational trust on 

organizational commitment through organizational silence and job 

satisfaction among academics in Indonesia. The first step in this 

paper would discuss the literature review and hypothesis 

development of the study, while the second step presents the 

research method including data collection, measurement 

information and PLS analysis. In the third step, empirical results 

are presented. The final step in this paper concludes with a 

discussion and limitations of this study.  
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2. Literature review 

2.1. Organizational trust and organizational commit-

ment 

Organizational trust refers to "the positive expectations individuals 

have about the competence, reliability and benevolence of organi-

zational members, as well as the institutional trust within the or-

ganization" (Ellonen et al., 2008). Definition of organizational 

trust particularly touches on the expectation or belief that organi-

zation (colleague, leader, and institution) will act predictably and 

not be entirely in their own interests (Chen et al., 2015). Research 

on trust has identified both the interpersonal and impersonal types 

of organizational trust (Ellonen et al., 2008). The interpersonal 

trust could be divided into two dimensions. First, lateral trust re-

fers to "trusting" relationship with co-workers. While second, 

vertical trust concern to "trusting" relationship between employees 

and leaders (Costigan et al., 1998; Ellonen et al., 2008; Nikolaou 

et al., 2011). The other type of organizational trust is the institu-

tional trust which could be characterized as "the trust of its mem-

bers in the organization’s vision and strategy, its technological and 

commercial competence, its fair processes and structures, as well 

as its human resources policies" (Ellonen et al., 2008; Nikolaou et 

al., 2011). 

Organizational trust gives a positive emotional exchange between 

an organization and its employees (Chen et al., 2015). Thus, the 

scholar's always associate organizational trust with organizational 

commitment (Chen et al., 2015; Martins et al, 2017; Ng, 2015; 

Vanhala et al., 2016, Romle et. al., 2015). Organizational com-

mitment refers to "the relative strength of an individual’s identifi-

cation with and involvement in a particular organization" (Mow-

day et al., 1979). Individual's commitment to the organization 

focused on "a bond linking individuals to the organization" 

(Chang et al., 2015). The commitment could be characterized by 

at least three related factors (Porter et al., 1974; Vakola & 

Bouradas, 2005): (1) a strong belief and acceptance of the organi-

zation's goals and values; (2) a willingness to exert considerable 

effort on behalf of the organization; (3) a strong desire to maintain 

membership in the organizational (Anugerah et al., 2016a; Anuge-

rah et al., 2016b; Abdillah et al., 2016b). 

Individual's commitment toward their organization is built thru a 

reasoning mutual trust between organization and individuals (Mar-

tins et al., 2017). The trust shared between the parties entered into 

the relationship tend to build a strong employees commitment 

within an organization. Previous studies reveal that organizational 

trust has a positive effect on organizational commitment (Chen et 

al., 2015; Fard & Karimi, 2015; Martins et al, 2017; Vanhala et 

al., 2016). This explains that individuals with strong organization-

al commitment caused of individuals trust in their organization. 

Conversely, individual which do not trust in organization and 

management tend to have a low commitment toward the organiza-

tion (Tlaiss & Elamin, 2015). Based on the explanation, we sug-

gest the following hypothesis: 

H1: Organizational trust directly has a positive effect on organiza-

tional commitment. 

2.2. Organizational silence and organizational commit-

ment 

Organizational silence refers to "the collective-level phenomenon 

where employees to withhold their opinion and concern about 

organizational problems" (Morrison & Milliken, 2000). This con-

dition in an organization could "the major obstacles to change 

programs" (Vakola & Bouradas, 2005) because employees would 

"withhold express ideas, information, and opinions about work-

related improvements" (Van Deyne et al., 2003). And this is also 

one of the reasons why change management program fails (Vakola 

& Bouradas, 2005). Researchers have distinguished the phenome-

non of silence into two levels. Firstly, the organizational level 

phenomenon which "focuses on organizational silence as a re-

sponse to fear and culture of silence" and used the term "organiza-

tional silence" (Morrison & Milliken, 2000; Vakola & Bouradas, 

2005). Secondly, the individual level phenomenon which focusing 

more on employee level of silence and used the term "employee 

silence" (Pinder & Harlos, 2001; Dedahanov & Rhee, 2015). "Si-

lence" of this study follows the term "organizational silence" that 

is perceived to be the organizational level phenomenon. The cur-

rent research uses the individual as a unit of analysis and tries to 

measure climate of silence dimensions as they are perceived by 

individuals (Vakola & Bouradas, 2005).  

Organizational silence leads to feelings employees of not being 

valued, perceived lack of control and cognitive dissonance which 

produced negative feels toward organization such as low organiza-

tional commitment (Morisson & Milliken, 2000; Vakola & 

Bouradas, 2005). Previous studies revealed that organizational 

silence has a negative effect on organizational commitment 

(Vakola & Bouradas, 2005; Dedahanov & Rhee, 2015; Fard & 

Karimi, 2015). This suggests that organization which has the con-

dition wherein their employees withhold their opinion and concern 

about organizational problems tend to have the low commitment 

toward the organization. Based on the explanation, we suggest the 

following hypothesis: 

H2: Organizational silence has a negative effect on organizational 

commitment. 

2.3. Job satisfaction and organizational commitment 

Generally, Job satisfaction is "a positive feeling towards one’s 

job" (Srivastava, 2013). Job satisfaction in a narrow context refers 

to "the feelings or a general attitude of the employees in relation to 

their jobs and the job components such as the working environ-

ment, working conditions, training, reward, and opportunities for 

promotion" (Vakola & Bouradas, 2005; Gunlu et al., 2010). Nu-

merous studies tried to explain the concept and relate job satisfac-

tion and organizational commitment (Gunlu et al., 2010; Jernigan 

et al., 2002; Mowday et al., 1979; Mowday et al., 1982; Porter et 

al., 1974; Srivastava, 2013). Job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment are considered as an employee attitude toward the 

organization (Gunlu et al., 2010). However, job satisfaction and 

commitment might be seen in several ways (Mowday et al., 1982). 

Job satisfaction refers to "a kind of response to a specific job or 

job-related issues", whereas, commitment refers to "a more global 

response to an organization" (Gunlu et al., 2010; Mowday et al., 

1982). Therefore, commitment more consistent than job satisfac-

tion over time and takes longer after one is satisfied with his/her 

job (Gunlu et al., 2010). 

Some of the scholars have debated the issue whether job satisfac-

tion is the predictor of organizational commitment or vice versa 

(Srivastava, 2013). However, most of the empirical research has 

revealed job satisfaction as predictors of organizational commit-

ment (Gaertner, 1999; Gunlu et al., 2010; Jernigan et al., 2002; 

Srivastava, 2013). Previous studies showed that job satisfaction 

has a positive effect on organizational commitment (Gunlu et al., 

2010; Srivastava, 2013). This suggests that individuals with the 

high job satisfaction cause individual are commitment toward the 

organization. Conversely, the employees which have low job satis-

faction tend to not committed toward the organization. Based on 

the explanation, we suggest the following hypothesis: 

H3: Job satisfaction has a positive effect on organizational com-

mitment. 

2.4. Indirect effect toward organizational commitment 

Mayer et al’s (1995) have explained the characteristics of trustor 

and trustee at an organization. Trustee’s characteristics are compe-

tence, reliability, and benevolence (Ellonen et al., 2008; De-

dahanov et al., 2015; Nikolaou et al., 2011). Individuals would 

assess competence, reliability, and benevolence of their organiza-

tion (leader, co-worker, and institution) before they expose or 

withhold ideas, information, and opinions about their organiza-

tional problems. In situations of reduced trust, individuals more 
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like to withhold their opinion and concern about the organization. 

Conversely, in situations of increased trust, individuals more like 

to expose ideas, information, and opinions about their organiza-

tion. Previous studies revealed that organizational trust has a nega-

tive effect on organizational silence (Dedahanov et al., 2015; Fard 

& Karimi, 2015; Nikolaou et al., 2011). This explains that indi-

viduals with low trust in the organization tend to withhold ideas, 

information, and opinions about their organization. Based on the 

explanation, we suggest the following hypothesis: 

H1a: Organizational trust has a negative effect on organizational 

silence. 

Several studies have explored the consequences of maintaining (or 

failing to maintain) trusting relations (Fard & Karimi, 2015; Jain, 

2016). Individuals which trust in the organization leads they to 

engage in more cooperative behaviors and it increases job satisfac-

tion (Fard & Karimi, 2015; Jain et al., 2016). The positive conse-

quences of maintaining trusting relations cause individual’s emo-

tions or feelings such as joy, enthusiasm, pleasure, pride, happi-

ness, delight, and fulfillment about the job (Jain, 2016). Previous 

studies showed that organizational trust has a positive effect on 

job satisfaction (Fard & Karimi, 2015; Jain et al., 2016). This 

suggests that individuals with high trust in the organization tend to 

have a positive feeling towards their job. Conversely, when situa-

tions of reduced trust, individuals tend to have negative emotions 

toward their job. Based on the explanation, we suggest the follow-

ing hypothesis: 

H1b: Organizational trust has a positive effect on job satisfaction. 

The organization with silence culture cause "individuals in the 

middle of a paradox where most individuals know the truth about 

certain issues and problems within the organization yet dare not 

speak that truth to their supervisors" (Nikolaou et al., 2011). When 

the phenomenon of silence exists in the organization, could create 

dissatisfaction among the organization members (Beer and Eisen-

stat, 2000; Morrison and Milliken, 2000; Nikolaou et al., 2011). 

Previous studies showed that organizational silence has a negative 

effect on job satisfaction (Fard & Karimi, 2015; Nikolaou et al., 

2011; Vakola & Bouradas, 2005). This explains that organization 

which has the condition wherein their employees withhold their 

ideas, information, and opinions about their organization tend to 

have a negative feeling towards their job. Based on the explana-

tion, we suggest the following hypothesis: 

H1c: Organizational silence has a negative effect on job satisfac-

tion. 

"The core of mediation analysis is that the assumes a sequence of 

relationships in which an antecedent variable affects a mediating 

variable, which then affects a dependent variable" (Nitzl et al., 

2016). The mediation is one way that a researcher can explain the 

process or mechanism by which one variable affects another” 

(MacKinnon et al., 2007). The past studies have discussed the 

direct effect of organizational trust toward organizational silence 

(Dedahanov et al., 2015; Fard & Karimi, 2015; Nikolaou et al., 

2011) and job satisfaction (Fard & Karimi, 2015; Jain et al., 

2016). Then, organizational silence (Vakola & Bouradas, 2005; 

Dedahanov & Rhee, 2015; Fard & Karimi, 2015) and job satisfac-

tion (Gunlu et al., 2010; Srivastava, 2013) also influence on or-

ganizational commitment. This suggests that organizational si-

lence and job satisfaction might represent the mediators in this 

study. In this way, the impact of organizational trust on organiza-

tional commitment may be mediated through organizational si-

lence and job satisfaction. Based on the explanation, we suggest 

the following hypothesis: 

H1d: Organizational trust has an indirect effect on organizational 

commitment through organizational silence 

H1e: Organizational trust has an indirect effect on organizational 

commitment through job satisfaction. 

H1f: Organizational trust has an indirect effect on organizational 

commitment through organizational silence and job satisfaction. 

3. Methodology 

3.1. Data collection 

The empirical data for the study was collected by means of a sur-

vey questionnaire on 15 Private Higher Education Institutions in 

Pekanbaru, Riau, Indonesia consisting of school of economics, 

school of computer science, school of political and social science, 

school of pharmacy, school of teaching science, school of health, 

school of tourism, school of engineering, school of language, and 

school of law. Where previously, an invitation was sent to 24 Pri-

vate Higher Education Institutions. A total 390 questionnaires 

distributed, 312 were returned. Review result of responses re-

vealed that 3 responses were not sufficiently completed. Further-

more, a total of 309 responses was usable, giving a highly effec-

tive response rate of 79.23 percent. The majority of respondents 

were male (51.45 percent) and only 1.94 percent has a Doctoral 

educational background. As much as 66.34 percent respondents 

were age between 35 until 45 years. Furthermore, 60.66 percent of 

the participants have been working for the same organization for 

over five years. 

3.2. Measures 

Organizational trust is a second-order confirmatory variable con-

sisting of three dimensions that are lateral trust, vertical trust, and 

institutional trust (measured in formative). The dimensions of 

organizational trust were measured in reflective using 46 items, 

which developed from Ellonen et al. (2008). Alternative answers 

items were rated on a 5–point Likert scale. Score one indicates 

that employees do not have a trust toward the organization and a 

score of five indicates that employees have a high trust toward the 

organization. "Lateral trust" example item from this scale includes 

"the employees in this organizational unit have a strong sense of 

justice". The α (alpha coefficient) reliability for this measure was 

above the conventional standards, i.e., 0.932. "Vertical trust" ex-

ample item includes "the leaders in this organizational unit have 

much knowledge on the work that needs to be done". The α relia-

bility for this measure was above the conventional standards, i.e., 

0.958. "Institutional trust" example item includes "the manage-

ment of this organizational unit communicates openly of things 

that are important to me". The α reliability for this measure was 

above the conventional standards, i.e., 0.957. 

Organizational silence is a second-order confirmatory variable 

consisting of four dimensions that are top management attitude to 

silence, supervisor attitude to silence, communication opportuni-

ties, and employee silence behavior (measured in formative). The 

dimensions of organizational silence were measured in reflective 

using 22 items (unfavorable items), which developed from Vakola 

& Bouradas (2005). Alternative answers items were rated on a 5–

point Likert scale. Score one indicates that low organizational-

silence and a score of five indicates that high organizational-

silence. "Top management attitude to silence" example item (5-

items) includes "top management of the company encourages 

employees to express their disagreements regarding company 

issues". The α reliability for this measure was above the conven-

tional standards, i.e., 0.892. "Supervisor attitude to silence" exam-

ple item (5-items) includes "I believe that my supervisor considers 

different opinions or disagreements as something useful". The α 

reliability for this measure was above the conventional standards, 

i.e., 0.900. "Communication opportunities" example item includes 

"communication with colleagues from other departments is satis-

factory". The α reliability for this measure was above the conven-

tional standards, i.e., 0.889. "Employee silence behavior" example 

item (7-items) includes "how often do you express your disagree-

ments to your managers concerning your company’s issues". The 

α reliability for this measure was above the conventional stand-

ards, i.e., 0.927. 

Job satisfaction was measured in formative using 4 items, which 

developed from Vakola & Bouradas (2005). Alternative answers 
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items were rated on a 5–point Likert scale. Score one indicates 

that employees do not have a satisfaction toward their job and 

score five indicates that employees have a satisfaction toward their 

job. In addition, organizational commitment was measured in 

reflective using 5 items, which developed from Vakola & 

Bouradas (2005). The example of the item includes "I believe that 

company’s values and my values are similar". Alternative answers 

items were rated on a 5–point Likert scale. Score one indicates 

that employees have a low commitment toward the organization 

and score five indicates that employees have a high commitment 

toward the organization. The α reliability for this measure was 

above the conventional standards, i.e., 0.887. 

3.3. Partial least square analysis 

Partial Least Square (PLS) analysis through WarpPLS 5.0 is used 

to test the hypotheses. The analysis was applied because of all of 

the variables being studied are unobserved variables (Abdillah et 

al., 2016a; Anugerah et al., 2016b). Moreover, some of the varia-

bles were measured with formative indicators (Chin, 2010; Hair et 

al. 2012; Hair et al., 2014). 

The application of PLS analysis consists of two steps. First, meas-

urement model is assessed (outer model evaluation). For reflective 

indicators, convergent validity, discriminant validity, and reliabil-

ity are assessed. Furthermore, for formative indicators, "the as-

sessment of the relevance of the indicators involves comparing the 

weights of the indicators to determine their relative contribution to 

forming the construct" (the indicator weight is significant or not) 

(Hair et al, 2014). Secondly, the structural model is assessed (in-

ner model evaluation) (Anugerah et al., 2016b; Chin, 2010; Hair et 

al., 2012; Hair et al., 2014). 

4. Empirical results 

4.1. Measurement model analysis 

Evaluate measurement model for reflective indicators focuses on 

the reliability and validity of the measures used to represent each 

construct (Chin, 2010; Hair et al., 2014). Lateral trust (LT), verti-

cal trust (VT), institutional trust (IT), top management attitude to 

silence (TMS), supervisor attitude to silence (SS), communication 

opportunities (CO), and employee silence behavior (ES) and or-

ganizational commitment (OC) was measured with reflective indi-

cators.  

The column 2 of Table 1 (reliability test) shows that the composite 

reliability for each dimension (or variable) is above 0.70, which 

demonstrates that each dimension (or variable) has an internal 

consistency reliability (Hulland, 1999; Hair et al., 2012; Hair et 

al., 2014). Furthermore, Table 1 (discriminant validity test) shows 

that all the square roots of the AVE are greater than the respective 

correlation between dimensions (or construct). This explains that a 

dimension (or variable) is more strongly related its own measures 

than with any other dimensions (or variable). In addition, the table 

1 (convergent validity test) also shows that the AVE for each di-

mension (or variable) is above 0.50. This explains that more than 

50 percent variance of the indicators for each dimension (or varia-

ble) could be accounted for (Chin, 2010). Overall, the results from 

the measurement model analysis for reflective indicators indicate 

that each dimension (or variable) exhibits satisfactory reliability 

and validity (Anugerah et al., 2016b; Chin, 1998; Chin, 2010; Hair 

et al., 2012; Hair et al., 2014). 

Evaluate outer model for the formative indicator is each indicator 

has significant value (Chin, 2010; Hair et al., 2014). The table 2 

shows that each dimension (or indicator) has significant value. 

This result suggests that overall impression of available resources 

for each variable usage is primarily formed by each dimension (or 

indicator) (Chin, 2010). 

4.2. Structural model analysis 

This study aimed to investigate the impact of organizational trust 

on organizational commitment through organizational silence and 

job satisfaction. The results of structural analysis models are 

shown in Table 3. The results (Panel A) revealed that organiza-

tional trust directly has a positive effect on organizational com-

mitment (γ = 0.683, p<0.01). This supports H1, which states that 

organizational trust directly has a positive effect on organizational 

commitment. The second hypothesis (H2) is supported (β= 0.464, 

p<0.01) (see Table 3, Panel B). The data proved that organization-

al silence has a negative effect on organizational commitment. In 

addition, it was found that job satisfaction has a significant posi-

tive effect on organizational commitment (β = 0.342, p<0.01). 

This supports H3, which states that job satisfaction has a signifi-

cant positive effect on organizational commitment. 

The findings of the direct effects of organizational trust on organi-

zational commitment show the positive effect as predicted in the 

hypotheses (H1). This study also extends the analysis of organiza-

tional trust by demonstrating the indirect effect of organizational 

trust. The indirect effect may reflect the influence that organiza-

tional trust has on organizational silence and job satisfaction, 

which then affects organizational commitment. A significant nega-

tive effect of organizational trust on organizational silence was 

found (γ = -0.791, p<0.01). This supports H1a, which states that 

organizational trust has a negative effect on organizational silence. 

A significant positive effect of organizational trust on job satisfac-

tion was found (γ = 0.132, p<0.01). This also supports H1b, which 

states that organizational trust has a positive effect on job satisfac-

tion. In addition, it was found that organizational silence has a 

significant negative effect on job satisfaction (β = -0.746, p<0.01). 

This supports H1c, which states that organizational silence has a 

negative effect on job satisfaction. 

 
Table 1: Reliability, Convergent Validity, and Correlation 

 Composite reliability AVE Correlation 
   LT VT IT TMS SS CO ES 

LT 0.932 0.516 0.718       
VT 0.958 0.606 0.739* 0.778      

IT 0.957 0.557 0.641* 0.799* 0.746     

TMS 0.892 0.625 -0.528* -0.641* -0.821* 0.791    
SS 0.900 0.644 -0.423* -0.550* -0.687* 0.656* 0.803   

CO 0.889 0.617 -0.452* -0.723* -0.787* 0.738* 0.659* 0.785  
ES 0.927 0.646 -0.229* -0.544* -0.616* 0.611* 0.531* 0.685* 0.804 

OC 0.887 0.612 0.370* 0.646* 0.726* -0.661* -0.625* -0.690* -0.708* 

Note: Diagonal Elements are the Square Root of the AVE Statistics. Off-Diagonal Elements are the Correlation between the Latent Variable Calculated in 

the PLS*Significant at P < 0.01. 

 
Table 2: Output Indicator Weight 

Variable Dimension/ Indicator Indicator weight-loading Standard Errors P Value 

Organizational trust 

LT 0.356 0.049 <0.001 

VT 0.382 0.049 <0.001 

IT 0.367 0.049 <0.001 
Organizational silence TMS 0.299 0.049 <0.001 
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SS 0.281 0.049 <0.001 

CO 0.307 0.049 <0.001 
ES 0.279 0.049 <0.001 

Job Satisfaction 

JS1 0.270 0.049 <0.001 

JS2 0.293 0.049 <0.001 
JS3 0.281 0.049 <0.001 

JS4 0.277 0.049 <0.001 

 
Table 3: PLS Results (Path Coefficient, P-Value, And R2) 

Panel A. Direct Effect Without Mediation 

Variable 
 Path to 
  Organizational Commitment 

Organizational Trust   0,683* 

R2   0,467 
Panel B. Full Model 

Variable 
Path to 

Organizational Silence Job Satisfaction Organizational Commitment 
Organizational Trust -0.791* 0.132* 0.058ns 

Organizational Silence   -0.746* -0.464* 

Job Satisfaction   0.342* 
R2 0.434 0.624 0.599 

* P < 0.01ns (Not Significant) 

 
Table 4: Indirect Effects for Paths with 3 Segments 

Indirect effects Path coefficient Standard errors p-value  

Organizational trust → organizational commitment 0.202 0.028 p<0.01 

 

Furthermore, the indirect effect significance (H1d and H1e) was 

computed using the Sobel’s test (Soper, 2017). This reveals the 

statistics of 8.168 (p < 0.01), indicating that the indirect effect of 

the organizational trust on organizational commitment through 

organizational silence is significant. This supports H1d, which 

states Organizational trust has an indirect effect on organizational 

commitment through organizational silence. A significant indirect 

effect of the organizational trust on organizational commitment 

through job satisfaction also was found (z=2.513, p < 0.05). This 

supports H1e, which states that Organizational trust has an indirect 

effect on organizational commitment through job satisfaction. The 

last hypothesis (H1f) is accepted (β= 0.202, p<0.01) (see Table 4). 

The data proved that organizational trust has an indirect effect on 

organizational commitment through organizational silence and job 

satisfaction. Finally, the results indicate that organizational silence 

and job satisfaction fully mediate the effect of organizational trust 

on organizational commitment (see Table 3).Discussion, Conclu-

sion and Limitation. This study has made a unique and valuable 

contribution to our understanding of antecedent and consequences 

from organization silence at private sector higher education insti-

tutions in Indonesia. This model predicts the impact of organiza-

tional trust on organizational commitment through organizational 

silence and job satisfaction among academics. The result of H1 

revealed that individuals with strong organizational commitment 

caused of individuals trust in their organization. Their result is 

consistent with studies conducted by Chen et al. (2015), Fard & 

Karimi (2015), Martins et al. (2017), and Vanhala et al. (2016) 

who state the trust which shared between the parties entered into 

the relationship tend to build a strong individuals commitment 

toward organization.  

The result of H2 showed that organizational silence negatively 

affects organizational commitment. These results are in line with 

Vakola & Bouradas (2005), Dedahanov & Rhee (2015), and Fard 

& Karimi (2015) who found that organizational silence leads to 

produced negative feels toward organization such as low organiza-

tional commitment. The result of H3 found a positive influence of 

job satisfaction on organizational commitment. These results are 

consistent with studies conducted by Gunlu et al., (2010), and 

Srivastava (2013). This result suggests that job satisfaction is pre-

dictors of organizational commitment. individuals who have a 

positive feeling towards their job cause high individuals commit-

ment toward the organization. Conversely, individuals who have a 

negative emotion towards their job tend to not committed toward 

the organization. 

H1 has shown the positive influence of organizational trust on 

organizational commitment. Further, this study examined the indi-

rect effect of organizational trust on organizational commitment. 

H1a showed that individuals with low trust in the organization tend 

to withhold ideas, information, and opinions about their organiza-

tion. This study found that in situations of reduced trust, individu-

als tend to withhold their ideas, information, opinion, and concern 

about the organization. Conversely, in situations of increased trust, 

individuals tend to care about their organization. This result is 

supported by Dedahanov et al. (2015), Fard & Karimi (2015), 

Nikolaou et al. (2011) who state Individuals would assess compe-

tence, reliability, and benevolence of their leader, co-worker, and 

institution before they expose or withhold ideas, information, and 

opinions about their organizational. Furthermore, H1b proved that 

in a situation of increasing trust, individual tend to have a positive 

feeling towards their job. In contrast, when individuals have a low 

trust in the organization cause of individuals have a negative feel-

ing toward their job. In addition, H1c also proved that the organiza-

tion which has the condition wherein their members withhold their 

ideas, information, and opinions about their organization cause of 

individuals have a negative feeling towards their job. Conversely, 

the organization which has the condition where their members 

care about the organization cause their members have a positive 

feeling such as pleasure, pride, happiness, and delight towards 

their job. 

Furthermore, H1d also successfully proved that organizational 

silence mediates the effect of organizational trust on organization-

al commitment. The result indicated that organization who have 

members with high trust toward their organization cause of the 

members have strong organizational commitment trough condition 

where their members more care to the organization. The hypothe-

sis H1e is supported, which reveals that job satisfaction also medi-

ates the effect of organizational trust on organizational commit-

ment. These results indicate that the organization members with 

strong organizational commitment caused of the members trust in 

their organization through the members who have a positive feel-

ing toward their job. 

The study provides implications for managers at Private Higher 

Education Institutions of understanding antecedent and conse-

quences of organizational silence. The findings provide insight 

into the critical role of the individual's trust of the organization in 

reducing condition of silence at the organization and increasing 

job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Managers and 

supervisors must maintain trusting relations between employees 

and their organization. Therefore, managers should do managerial 

practices which equitable in the organization such as develop their 

self-worth and self-identity through social relationships (Tlaiss & 
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Elamin, 2015). Finally, to maintain trust among individuals in an 

organization, managers could do communication-related training. 

This study has several limitations. First, this study only uses sam-

ple was selected from the Private Higher Education Institutions. 

For this reason, the results could not be generalized in other sec-

tors. Second, the data collection was restricted to Private Higher 

Education Institutions in Pekanbaru, Indonesia. Consequently, the 

results of this study might not be confirmed to the same sector in 

other countries with different national cultures. Third, this study 

only explored organizational trust as an antecedent of organiza-

tional silence. And then, job satisfaction and organizational com-

mitment as the consequences of organizational silence. Finally, 

variables in this study were measured using self-report, meaning 

that the results of the study may be biased. The future study also is 

interesting to explore antecedents and consequences of organiza-

tional silence in another sector (i.e. manufacturing, banking etc.). 

Furthermore, for increasing the exploratory power of the research 

model, additional factors should be considered such as leadership 

style, organizational values (Vakola & Bouradas, 2005), stress, 

and turnover intention (Morrison & Milliken, 2000) to accurately 

reflect antecedents and consequences of organizational silence.  
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