Journal of Management & Organization (2024), page 1 of 30

doi:10.1017/jmo.2024.41 (6 \i ) ANZAM

AUSTRALIAN & NEW ZEALAND
ACADEMY OF MANAGEMENT

RESEARCH ARTICLE

Tell us how it is: Unravelling the dynamics of academic
voice and silence

Victoria Lister! (), Jennifer Kosiol* (i), Ellie Meissner? (/) and Anneke Fitzgerald*

'Department of Employment Relations and Human Resources, Griffith Business School, Griffith University, Brisbane, QLD,
Australia; “Health Services Management, School of Applied Psychology, Griffith University, Brisbane, QLD, Australia;
3School of Applied Psychology, Griffith University, Brisbane, QLD, Australia and Business Strategy and Innovation, Griffith
Business School, Griffith University, Gold Coast, QLD, Australia

Corresponding author: Victoria Lister; Email: victoria.lister@griffithuni.edu.au

(Received 19 February 2024; revised 9 August 2024; accepted 9 August 2024)

Abstract

Employee voice and silence research shows workers’ ability to express dissatisfaction is impeded by a range
of factors. This paper focuses on two: the power asymmetry inherent in the employment relationship,
and work context. It examines early career academics (ECAs) — mainly doctoral students, associate lectur-
ers, and assistant professors — many of whom are immersed in atypical, employment or employment-like
relationships that are frequently experienced as disempowering. A scoping review provides a frame for
understanding ECA voice and silence. It finds there is little on ECAs in the employee voice and silence
literature. However, broader concepts of voice and silence are discussed in higher education research on
doctoral students and other types of ECAs. Complex work arrangements, difficult supervisory relation-
ships, and hierarchical norms stifle ECA voice. Supervision conceptualised as co-created ‘critical friendship’
facilitates voice. Studies that expand knowledge of ECA voice and silence are recommended, especially as
concerns about ECA wellbeing grow.
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Introduction

Academics are increasingly voicing dissatisfaction with their working conditions in the public
domain (e.g., Sawrikar, 2022; Schneiders, 2023) including in their research (e.g., Christian, Larkins &
Doran, 2022) and some have unionised and are striking (UCU, 2023). New professionals are espe-
cially vulnerable to silence and silencing (Brown & Coupland, 2005; Donovan, O’Sullivan, Doyle, &
Garvey, 2016). In academia, new professionals — described here as early career academics (ECAs) —are
sessional, casual, or tenure-track academics within their first 5 years of service and/or higher degree
by research (HDR) students undertaking Master or Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) degrees (Sanders
et al., 2022) in universities under employment-like conditions (Hughes & Tight, 2013). The rise in
dissatisfaction (Bajaj, Sugimura, & Rahman, 2023) expressed by ECAs suggests their concerns are not
being heard in the workplace or they are unwilling or unable to raise them and are left with no alter-
native but to take ‘actions and protests ... to mobilise public opinion’ (Hirschman, 1970, p. 30). ECAs
also express that they struggle with their mental health (Evans, Bira, Gastelum, Weiss, & Vanderford,
2018). Given new professionals are vulnerable to silence and silencing and employee voice and well-
being are linked (Brooks & Wilkinson, 2021), this further suggests silence could be a norm in the
ECA population.
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To discover if this was the case, this research aimed to understand what is known about ECA
voice and silence in the literature on this theme. It commenced by examining the literature in the
management discipline, where research on voice and silence originated with Hirschman (1970) and
Morrison and Milliken (2000) respectively. Here, ‘voice’ is employee voice and has been defined as
‘all of the ways and means through which employees attempt to have a say about, and influence, their
work and the functioning of their organisation’ (Wilkinson, Barry & Morrison, 2020, p. 1). Employee
silence refers to situations in which employees individually or collectively ‘withhold ideas, informa-
tion about problems, or opinions on work-related issues’ of interest to them or their organisation
(Morrison, 2023, p. 81).

The research specifically aimed to add to knowledge of the effects of different work contexts on
voice and silence. Studies on this topic are rare: few examine the impact of contextual forces other
than leader behaviour on voice and silence (Morrison, 2023). This research sought to understand how
ECAS employment conditions impact the ways in which they voice or are silent. Relatedly, it also
aimed to understand the nature of the employment relationship that underpins their employment
conditions, and thus also contributes to ECA voice and silence.

To investigate these topics, the scoping review method (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005) was selected.
Scoping reviews are useful for conducting reviews across diverse literature (Peters et al., 2015), cap-
turing what is known about a particular area and identifying key concepts (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005)
as well as knowledge gaps (Tricco et al., 2016). They also bring a narrative dimension to the review
process (Dijkers, 2015), a feature would allow the story of ECA voice and silence (as it is currently
understood) to be told.

The scoping review revealed there was very little research on ECAs in the extant voice and silence
literature — only two articles were located. This confirmed Morrison’s (2023) assessment of the paucity
of management research that examines the role of specific work contexts on voice and silence. As a
result, and as will be outlined in the methods section, the review search terms were both broadened
(to include other disciplines in which ECAs’ expression at work, working conditions and employment
relationships were discussed); and narrowed (to focus on silence rather than voice to account for the
likelihood that, as new professionals, ECAs would be inclined to suppress their views). This search
proved fruitful. Although not couched in terms of management definitions of voice and silence,
numerous studies in the higher education (HE) discipline yielded insights into how ECAs experience
silence, and how suppression of their voices might be overcome.

Literature review
Speaking ‘up’ and silence at work

It has been noted that ‘allowing workers to speak out can bring relevant issues to light and thus con-
tribute to problem-solving, organisational growth and performance improvement’ (Mori, Cavaliere,
Sassetti, & Caputo, 2022, p. 1) as well as address concerns related to their wellbeing (Brooks &
Wilkinson, 2021). Yet employees find it difficult to do so, a phenomenon that has received a great
deal of attention in management research on employee silence since Morrison and Milliken (2000).
An explanation for this reluctance to voice can be found in Hirschman’s (1970) seminal definition of
consumer voice, from which the employee voice concept was derived (Freeman & Medoff, 1984). It
positions voice as speaking up rather than speaking ‘out’ (Mori et al., 2022). That is, if an individual or
group wishes to change an ‘objectionable state of affairs, an appeal to a ‘higher authority’ (Hirschman,
1970, p. 30) - an individual or body with the power to bring about the desired change - is required. In
the workplace, although the employment relationship is a cooperative and mutually beneficial ‘team
form of production’ it is ‘co-ordinated by a top-down authority structure’ (Kaufman, 2020, p. 20).
This means power in the employer—employee relationship is asymmetrical, and that the employment
relationship is a site of tension in which voice is not guaranteed. This is because those with the power
to affect change are the superordinates to whom employees report: the supervisors, line managers,
and senior managers who represent one-half of the employee-employer (employment) relationship.
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This suggests employees will choose silence if they fear their livelihoods are at stake (Brooks &
Wilkinson, 2021).

In the case of new professionals in elite professions such as academia and medicine, this fear
is heightened via subtle messages imparted during the professionalisation process (Cruess, Cruess,
Boudreau, Snell, & Steinert, 2015). These communicate their place in the hierarchy and let them know
their reputation, workplace relationships and career prospects could be damaged if they challenge the
status quo (Lister & Spaeth, 2024). In environments in which competition for social and other forms
of capital is rife (Kalfa, Wilkinson, & Gollan, 2018), new professionals quickly learn what can and
cannot be voiced. For example, new accounting professionals were able to voice only on topics that
suited or did not threaten the agenda of their superordinates (Donovan et al., 2016).

Motives for silence

Management scholars have identified numerous types of silence (see Prouska & Psychogios, 2018
for an overview), many of which are informed by employees’ motives for silence (Brinsfield, 2013).
Several silence constructs considered relevant to the aims of this research were identified. Defensive
silence, motivated by self-interest based on fear (Van Dyne, Ang, & Botero, 2003), is a likely response
to the power imbalance experienced by new professionals. For instance, junior doctors frequently fail
to speak up about supervising doctors’ poor hand hygiene practices due to entrenched hierarchies and
intimidatory behaviours that let them know they are to be seen and not heard (Dendle et al., 2013).
Acquiescent silence, a disengaged behaviour (Van Dyne et al., 2003), is based on the individual’s belief
that speaking up is futile and that nothing will change even if one does (Pinder & Harlos, 2001).
Female soldiers, for example, withheld their experiences of workplace sexual harassment and assault
from those capable of addressing the problem because of ‘organisational norms and practices that
block disclosures of abuse’ (Pinder & Harlos, 2001, p. 332). Experience had shown them there was
little recourse available to low-ranking victims of workplace injustices. Their decision to suffer in
silence despite their awareness of alternatives was further described as quiescent silence (Pinder &
Harlos, 2001), or the unwillingness to explore the potential to voice. Suffering in silence can also be
linked to an individuals belief that they lack self-efficacy to voice (Van Dyne et al., 2003), and to
occupational ideologies that position suffering in silence as a sign of commitment to calling (Dean &
Greene, 2017). Organisational silence refers to situations in which employees collectively believe that
‘speaking up about problems or issues is futile and/or dangerous, leading to group-level ‘climates of
silence’ in which withholding voice is the norm (Morrison & Milliken, 2000, p. 708).

Conversely, prosocial silence - in which work-related opinions or ideas are withheld to protect
colleagues or the organisation - is proactive, altruistic, and motivated by cooperation (Van Dyne
etal,, 2003). In the academic context, this could include maintaining confidentiality about intellectual
property generated by a research centre, supervisor or colleague. Another form of socially motivated
silence is relational silence (Brinsfield, 2013; Milliken, Morrison, & Hewlin, 2003). Unlike prosocial
silence, however, relational silence is based on the fear of harming workplace relationships and sub-
sequent loss of social capital and thus opportunities for advancement (Milliken et al., 2003). For
example, junior doctors maintain relational silence for fear of damaging their relationships with their
senior doctor supervisors (Jamshaid & Arshad, 2020), on whom they depend for career progression.
Relational silence can also be used to avoid bullying by supervisors by maintaining physical and psy-
chological distance from them to ensure the relationship continues to function without aggravation
(Rai & Agarwal, 2018).

Work context as a determinant of voice and silence

Although management studies have identified an array of factors that enhance or inhibit voice, a
review of voice and silence research in the last decade (Morrison, 2023) located only two that explic-
itly examined contextual factors. One investigated the impact of voice content and identification with
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profession on voice (Burris, Rockmann, & Kimmons, 2017); the other how occupational ideologies
effect voice (Dean & Greene, 2017). Indeed the majority of voice and silence studies focus on proximal
factors at the individual, group, or organisational level of analysis (see Bashur & Oc, 2015; Brinsfield,
2013; Morrison, Wheeler-Smith & Kamdar, 2011), although some nominate distal factors such as eco-
nomic forces (Prouska & Psychogios, 2018). A multi-level model of the elements and processes that
lead to individual and collective voice and silence (Knoll, Wegge, Unterrainer, Silva, & Jensson, 2016)
provides another example of how management scholars think about the factors that lead to voice or
silence, and how they consider those related to work context. The authors nominate organisational,
team, individual, intra-individual (e.g., mood states) as proximal effects that lead to workplace voice
and silence. Elements in the distal category include the political, economic and legal environments,
the zeitgeist and national culture. Professional culture, the sole factor related to work context, was
listed as a distal element but not described - a pattern noticed elsewhere (e.g., Nechanska, Hughes,
& Dundon, 2020; Wilkinson, Townsend, Graham, & Muurlink, 2015). This sidelining of contextual
factors means little is known about how they shape voice and silence.

The ECA work context

Other contextual factors that are omitted in considerations of voice and silence are those related to
employees’ work arrangements. As Oyetunde, Prouska and McKearney (2022) observed, voice and
silence research assumes a homogeneity of traditional workers (those in standard employment) but
gives little consideration to non-traditional employees (in alternative work arrangements) and their
differences. Early career academia provides rich territory in which to explore this theme as ECAs are
subject to a range of atypical and hierarchical work arrangements and relationships, noting these vary
from country to country (Zacher, Rudolph, Todorovic, & Ammann, 2019). The example of Australia,
where this research was conducted, illustrates the idiosyncratic nature of ECA work. ECAs who are
tenure-track academics, post-doctorate researchers and research fellows are more or less ‘regular’
employees on fixed-term, full or part-time contracts with a single supervisor (manager). The work of
permanent staff is supplemented by casual academics who constitute a significant proportion of the
academic workforce (Norton, Cherastidtham, & Mackey, 2018) and who are often also ECAs. Relative
to permanent staff, casual staff are excluded from decision-making processes, are offered few research
opportunities, and face uncertainty (Bassett & Marshall, 1998; Meissner et al., 2024).

ECAs who are HDR students are not employees but are subject to employment-like arrangements
and their activities can be conceived as work (Hughes & Tight, 2013). HDRs who are full-time doc-
toral students with a scholarship receive a government stipend via the university payroll system, are
subject to the terms of their scholarship contract, and work with (rather than report to) supervi-
sors who are not managers but more experienced and senior academics who act as advisors. Other,
predominately domestic students are part-time and not in receipt of a stipend. In some countries,
HDR supervision typically occurs in student-supervisor dyads; in others, including Australia, HDR
students are often co-supervised by teams of two or more academics (Guerin & Green, 2015). Some
ECAs occupy dual roles and are both student and staff. This can lead to situations in which ECAs have
multiple supervisors, one of whom might be their manager and advisor. Additionally, in Australia,
many HDR students are international students on a visa and are potentially subject to different
conditions. For example — accepting policies and procedures differ between universities — although
domestic and international students on a PhD scholarship are subject to the same timeframes, differ-
ent scholarship rules for international students can result in them having less time to complete than
their domestic counterparts.

The atypical nature of ECAs’ work arrangements, the often complex nature of the ECA-supervisor
relationship and their vulnerabilities as new professionals suggests they will experience challenges
voicing at work. To understand if this is the case, the overarching research question How do ECAs
experience voice and silence at work? was formulated along with the sub-questions What are the bar-
riers to and enablers of ECA voice?, What are the outcomes of ECA silence?, and How might ECA voice
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be enhanced?. How the research was conducted is described next, followed by a discussion of the
findings, consideration of limitations, and suggestions for future research.

Methods

The study utilised the five-stage scoping review process devised by Arksey and O’Malley (2005). Stage
1 involves the formulation of research questions (shown above). Stage 2 involves the identification
of relevant studies; Stage 3 addresses study selection; Stage 4 charts the data; and Stage 5 collates,
summarises, and reports results. This section describes Stages 2-5.

Search strategy and search term selection

A search strategy was devised with the aid of two librarians expert in scoping literature reviews.
An initial search conducted in Google Scholar checked for peer-reviewed publications on employee
voice and silence and ECAs in the management discipline. This yielded only two results (Fernando &
Prasad, 2019; Kalfa et al., 2018), suggesting there is a paucity of management research on this topic
and that the search would need to be transdisciplinary. To expand the search, the terms ‘employee
voice, ‘speak* up, and ‘employee silenc*” were tested in discipline-specific databases hosted in Scopus
(social sciences, psychology, and business/management/accounting) and ERIC (education), using
‘employee voice, ‘speak* up, and ‘employee silenc*’

These searches either yielded too few results, or too many of little relevance. Too many irrelevant
results reflected the volume of employee voice and silence research overall. That few results emerged
was congruent with the dearth of research on ECA voice and silence in the management discipline,
and the likelihood that few studies in other disciplines use employee voice and silence theory. Initial
search terms were therefore refined by combining them with synonyms to articulate the ECA context
(‘higher education’; university; academi*; ‘early career academic’; doctora*; PhD) and produce more
relevant results. The term supervis* was also tested in conjunction with the voice/silence and ECA
terms. The search string that yielded the most relevant results (silence AND universit* AND academi*
AND ‘early career’ AND supervis*) was used for the full search.

The salience of the silence term (rather than the employee voice term) can be explained in two
ways. First, ‘employee voice’ is a specific construct and is not used in research that does not draw
on employee voice and silence theory. Research that touches on these themes but is unaware of the
voice and silence literature often uses the terms ‘speaking up’ or simply ‘voice. The latter term is
generic to the degree that results can have little to do with voice at work and yield imprecise results.
Second, congruent with the voice experiences of other kinds of early career professionals (Brown &
Coupland, 2005), it is likely that ECAs experience difficulties voicing due to their low status in the
academic hierarchy and that silence is the norm. As a result, articles that examine their experiences
in terms of silence rather than voice were expected to be more common, and relevant.

Database selection and screening

The serendipitous discovery (Greenhalgh & Peacock, 2005) of an article on ECAs in a biology pre-
print server (Christian et al., 2022) demonstrated research on ECAs occurs across disciplines and
that researchers interested in this topic will discuss ECA voice and silence in other ways. Thus, rather
than survey discipline-specific databases, the search string was ultimately applied in multidisciplinary
databases (Google Scholar, Scopus, and Web of Science) with the modifiers ‘all databases, ‘journal
articles and scholarly literature, ‘all fields; ‘English ‘article or equivalents. Asa result, 713 articles were
retrieved and stored in an EndNote X9 (The EndNote Team, 2013) reference management library (500
from Google Scholar; 161 from Scopus; 52 from Web of Science). As items from Google Scholar can-
not be imported directly into EndNote, the citation analysis tool Publish or Perish (Harzing, 2007) was
used to perform the search. This requires limits to search finds and this was set at 500 items, consid-
ered sufficient for this review. All articles were imported from EndNote into the Covidence (Veritas
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Health Innovation, 2023) collaborative review management software where screening and review
took place. The two articles located in the initial scan of the employee voice and silence literature
(Fernando & Prasad, 2019; Kalfa et al., 2018) were added, bringing the total to 715 articles. Sixty-two
duplicates were automatically removed leaving 653 articles for initial review.

Three of the authors were involved in the review process. First, one author completed title and
abstract screening which resulted in 572 exclusions and 71 articles for full text screening. Next, two
full-text reviews were conducted. The first assessed the 71 articles for quality in line with the Mixed
Method Appraisal Tool (MMAT) (Hong et al., 2018), which can be used for qualitative, quantita-
tive and mixed methods articles. In qualitative studies (the majority of the identified works), the
MMAT screens for items such as clarity of research questions; whether the data answered the research
questions; appropriateness of method; adequacy of findings and their interpretation; and overall
coherence between these items. Similar criteria are applied to other types of studies. The second full-
text review process screened for relevance in line with exclusion criteria (see Figure 1). Excluded
studies were those that were not peer reviewed journal articles (e.g., theses, books or book chapters);
were about clinical rather than academic or managerial supervision; were similar to already included
studies by the same author/s; or were not significantly about voice, silence, work arrangements, or
work relationships.

In both instances, search results were reviewed independently by two of the authors, and consensus
was reached on inclusion or exclusion. This step was repeated when the research team examined
the results of the dual independent review. Quality appraisal and relevance screening were therefore
blind as both processes were reviewed by at least two authors before achieving a consensus. The full-
text review process resulted in 36 exclusions and a total of 35 studies for further analysis (listed in
Table A1). As Covidence operates in line with the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews
and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) protocol (Page, McKenzie, & Bossuyt et al., 2021), it can generate
PRISMA reports. The report for this review is shown in Figure 1, noting the MMAT process is not
shown in it.

Charting the data and collating, summarising, and reporting results

The 35 papers selected for analysis were read and assessed by the main author. Rather than aggregate
data, scoping reviews facilitate the identification, documentation, and iterative synthesis of rele-
vant information to form holistic, rich narratives (Arskey & O’Malley, 2005; Pickering & Byrne,
2014). Data that summarised each article in line with the areas of interest were therefore extracted.
Focusing on ECA rather than supervisor participants, the following fields captured the information
in Covidence: title, author/s and year, journal, country, research aim/s, research design, number of
participants, sample population, underpinning theories, work relationship, approach to voice and
silence, themes, silence types (organisational, acquiescent, quiescent, defensive, prosocial, relational),
voice barriers, voice enablers, negative outcomes, and strategies for improvement. The choice of fields
related to voice and silence was guided by the literature review and research questions. The key
outcomes of this process are shown in Table A2.

Of the 35 articles, 32 used qualitative research methods and 3 used mixed methods. One of the
qualitative papers used a longitudinal design. Data were primarily collected in interviews. Open-
ended survey questions, focus groups, and self-studies were also utilised. Sample sizes ranged from
2 to 595 participants; however, most studies sampled between 3 and 30 ECAs. The majority of the
data was collected in Australia, Canada, Europe, NZ, UK, and the USA. One study was conducted
in Malaysia and two in South Africa. That the studies emerged mostly from developed nations pos-
sibly reflects their long histories as providers of HE research and services to local and international
markets.

Doctoral students were the ECA cohort of interest in 24 of the 35 studies. Three studies sam-
pled both PhD and Master-level students. Of all the HDR student studies, many occurred in
internationalised university environments and two explicitly sought to understand the views of
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Studies from databases/registers (n = 715)

Google Scholar (n = 500) References from other sources (n=2)
Scopus (n = 161) Citation searching (n=0)
‘Web of Science (n = 52) Grey literature (n=0)

c
o
-}
m
o
-
£
£
o
=

References removed (n = 62)
Duplicates identified manually (n = 0)
Duplicates identified by Covidence (n = 62)
Marked as ineligible by automation tools (n = 0)
Other reasons (n=0)

v
Studies screened (n = 653) —>| Studies excluded (n =572)
Studies sought for retrieval (n = 71) —>| Studies not retrieved (n =0)
o
c
£ 7
]
b . TORTII T =
3 Studies assessed for eligibility (n = 71) —> Studies excluded (n = 36)
Thesis (n = 1)
Book or book chapter (n=9)
About clinical supervision (n = 1)
Not significantly about voice or silence or work
arrangements or power (n = 24)
Similar to studies already included by same author (n=1)
A4

Studies included in review (n = 35)

Included studies ongoing (n = 0)
Studies awaiting classification (n = 0)

Figure 1. The PRISMA report of the scoping review process performed in Covidence.

international students. One captured data on students who had not completed their degree as well
as those who had. Two studies examined the experiences of dual-status ECAs (employed academics
undertaking a PhD) and two studies concerned tenured-only ECAs. One study one examined the
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case of doctoral students who were also research assistants. All studies included information on the
nature of the employment/work (ECA-supervisor) relationship. Many involving HDRs focused on
student-supervisor dyads although some focused on dyads and teams of co-supervisors.

Findings

Several findings emerged from the scoping review in line with the research questions and guided
by the data in Table A2. First, the data revealed insights about ECAS’ experiences of their work
arrangements, including their supervisory relationships, highlighting conditions that explicitly or
would likely lead to silence. These are described in the first sub-section on barriers to ECA voice.
Second, the data described the outcomes of ECAs’ silences, most of which were negative. Third, and
on a positive note, enablers of ECA voice were also identified. Fourth, the data yielded strategies for
improvement.

Barriers to ECA voice

ECAs are immersed in a complex world (Olmos-Lopez & Sunderland, 2017) that can make work
challenging, interpersonal relationships difficult, and voice unlikely. The scoping review found many
ECAs are acutely aware of the power imbalance in the supervisory relationship (Richards & Shiver,
2020; Woolderink, Putnik, Boom, & Klabbers, 2015) and that they lack cultural capital (Olmos-
Lépez & Sunderland, 2017). This can lead them to feel controlled (Brodin, 2018) and unable to assert
themselves (Rambe & Mkono, 2019), a situation discussed in terms of the master-apprentice model
of supervision (Schulze, 2012). Conversely, some ECAs reproduce traditional hierarchies to maintain
the status quo, or to avoid reprisal (Schmidt & Hansson, 2022) or feeling insecure (Rambe & Mkono,
2019).

Cultural and personal factors influence the degree to which ECAs feel empowered. Female ECAs,
along with doctoral students from countries in which individuals in positions of authority are held
in high esteem, can face additional constraints (Baydarova, 2022; Schulze, 2015). In a collaborative
self-study (Richards & Shiver, 2020), an ECA supervisor and doctoral student describe times when
traditional power structures undermined their relationship and led them to engage in superficial
interactions and self-censoring - the latter response indicating silence was a feature of the rela-
tionship. International students can conform to supervisor expectations of obedience (Baydarova,
2022) and beliefs about authority ensure some develop dependencies on their supervisors (Jones &
Blass, 2019). A study of international doctoral students identified ‘cultures of silence’ (Cotterall, 2013,
p. 184) that suppress voice and stifle change.

The often solitary nature of ECAs’ work can exacerbate feelings of isolation and disempowerment.
HDR students in particular are often ‘ghettoised’ (Bettinson & Haven-Tang, 2021) - separated from
senior academics (Ryan, Baik, & Larcombe, 2022) and unable to find their place in an academic
community of practice (Niemczyk, 2019). International students are especially at risk (Bettinson &
Haven-Tang, 2021). Competition between academics creates further division and environments in
which collaboration and cooperation are rejected (Bettinson & Haven-Tang, 2021; Lofstrom & Kirsi
Pyhalto, 2017; Schulze, 2015). Doctoral students frequently perceive there is no one to turn to for sup-
port when things go wrong and guidelines for institutional support are often unclear (Falk, Augustin,
Torén, & Magnusson, 2019; Schulze, 2015). Many are not equipped to cope with the challenges of
their program and experience poor, inadequate, or inexperienced supervision (Hunter & Devine,
2016).

ECAs in dual roles worry about ‘mixing money and marks’ (Skorobohacz, 2013, p. 210) and about
exploitation and reputational harm, also perceiving they have little agency. This leads them to accept
unfair practices and bullying by supervisors (Niemczyk, 2019), which can have a silencing effect
(Rai & Agarwal, 2018). Dual-role ECAs with supervisors who manage their paid work and advise
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their doctoral work experience supervisor role conflict, and struggle with complex power differen-
tials and the potential for loss of face as professional academics (Billot, King, Smith, & Clouder, 2021).
Dual-role ECAs who are female can face additional challenges that threaten their self-efficacy, such as
a lack of support for professional development and elimination of barriers to participation (Schulze,
2015) - and, presumably, threaten their propensity to voice.

Similarly, tenure-track ECAs found their gender-based harassment concerns were minimised by
their supervisors and managers and that ‘(a) people can challenge the system only if their issue
is uncommon and significant; (b) one should trust the system to accord justice; and (c) negative
consequences follow those who challenge the system’ (Fernando & Prasad, 2019, p. 1573).

Outcomes of silence

Issues related to work contexts and conditions in academia have been associated with a myriad of neg-
ative outcomes for ECAs, rendering the voicing of ideas, concerns, or suggestions for improvement
unlikely. Consequences of speaking up identified in this review include the experience of not being
noticed, facing backlash or encountering negative consequences. Research has shown that such expe-
riences create a hostile environment within academic institutions, which in turn discourages open
dialogue and collaboration among individuals (Acker & Haque, 2015; Billiot et al., 2021; Denicolo,
2004; Fernando & Prasad, 2019; Guerin & Green, 2015; Jazcac-Martek, 2009; Jones & Blass, 2019;
Loftstrom & Pyhilto, 2017; Niemczyk, 2019; Schulze, 2012). Hostile environments can be detri-
mental, as they foster atmospheres of fear and reticence, impeding the free exchange of ideas and
knowledge sharing. As a result, academic progress is hindered, and opportunities for mentorship and
advancement become limited (Olmos-Lépez & Sunderland, 2017; Robertson, 2017). Furthermore,
the perpetuation of stereotypes and biases are additional ramifications of these voice and silence
issues. When individuals are discouraged from voicing their diverse perspectives and experiences,
existing biases in academia are reinforced, hindering participation and representation of marginalised
groups (Acker & Haque, 2015).

In addition to the hostile environment and perpetuation of biases, voice and silence issues also
have a profound impact on the emotional wellbeing and career prospects of individuals in academia
(Makhamreh & Stockley, 2020). The potential for dissatisfaction, anxiety, and stress is a prevalent
consequence, as graduate students and ECAs often find themselves silenced or unable to challenge the
status quo (Cotterall, 2013; Falk et al., 2019; Gunasekera, Liyanagamage & Fernando, 2021; Hunter &
Devine, 2016; Ryan et al., 2022) or in some instances prefer to suffer, as was identified in one study
(Makhamreh & Stockley, 2020).

Moreover, failure to complete and the loss of data and years of work are not uncommon out-
comes for ECAs who are doctoral students (Brodin, 2018; Schulze, 2015). The inability to voice
concerns or the fear of backlash can lead individuals to abandon research projects or academic pur-
suits altogether, resulting in significant setbacks (Devos et al., 2015). Furthermore, the uncertainty
surrounding career prospects due to the lack of supervisory endorsement is a pervasive concern.
When individuals are not allowed to challenge supervisors, or experience misaligned expectations,
they may struggle to gain the necessary support and mentorship to advance their careers, resulting
in uncertain career trajectories within academia (Audardottir, 2021; Falk et al., 2019; Jazvac-Martek,
2009).

Enablers of ECA voice

All the articles in the review spoke to the ‘problematic and embedded power imbalance within the
supervisory relationship’ (Riva, Gracia, & Limb, 2022, p. 922; see also Morris, 2011). However many
also identified working conditions that ECAs had experienced as (or believed would be) supportive
(see Table A2) - conditions that are likely to reduce power differences and thus support voice.
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For example, ECAs were keen to experience work relationships characterised by empathic leader-
ship, support, professional respect (Hunter & Devine, 2016), equality (Cotterall, 2013), and caring
(Devos et al., 2015). Trust in the supervisory relationship was also nominated as important (Billot
et al., 2021; Denis, Colet, & Lison, 2019; Devos et al., 2015; Robertson, 2017).

Clear, constructive and frequent communication (Denis et al., 2019) and the ability to facilitate
genuine dialogue (Baydarova, 2023, Richards & Shiver, 2020) were also considered critical, especially
where doctoral supervision is delivered in teams of two or more supervisors (Guerin & Green, 2015).
Shared environments that lead to opportunities for coffee catch-ups and informal conversation (Riva
et al., 2022) were suggested as strategies to increase connection and communication between ECAs
and more senior academics. One study investigated the use of technology-mediated communica-
tion (Rambe & Mkono, 2019). It found use of the instant messaging service What’s App facilitated
doctoral student voice in the supervisory relationship. The informal nature of the mechanism flat-
tened the student-supervisor hierarchy and increased doctoral students” and supervisor authenticity,
enabling students to express themselves in a way that accommodated rather than exposed their
vulnerabilities.

Supervision that allows for divergent thought and the development of personal agency (Richards &
Shiver, 2020), academic identity (Jazvac-Martek, 2009), and creativity in scholarship (Brodin, 2018)
were considered important, as were relationships that encouraged growth, positivity, and confidence
(Makhamreh & Stockley, 2020). Qualities ECAs looked for in supervisors included emotional intel-
ligence (Gunasekera et al., (2021) and the ability to see HDR students as people first (Schulze, 2012).
Conversely, some studies highlighted the need for increased agency in doctoral students in par-
ticular (Hunter & Devine, 2016) - to take an active role in their supervision (Nguyet Nguyen &
Robertson, 2022; Schulze, 2012) and reduce their dependency on their supervisor/s (Falk et al.,
2019).

Several studies advocated for structural and institutional support and or change to support ECAs,
such as clear guidelines for doctoral students experiencing difficulties (Nguyet Nguyen & Robertson,
2022; Schmidt & Hansson, 2022); increased time for doctoral supervision and guidance on mile-
stones, progress, and direction (Ryan et al., 2022); and structures to support students who believe
that their working conditions are unreasonable, that they are not receiving the support they need, or
that their supervisory team needs to change (Falk et al., 2019). What is less clear is what voice sup-
port might be available for ECAs who are tenure-track academics. HDR students have the option to
change supervisors (Falk et al., 2019; Schmidt and Hansson (2022), a process not available to regular
ECAs. Conversely, it has been pointed out that union support is not available to HDR students (Falk
etal, 2019).

The capacity to envisage the ECA supervisory relationship as a partnership was considered key
to doctoral relationship optimisation in two studies (Denis et al., 2019; Richards & Shiver, 2020). In
their analysis of their doctoral supervisory relationship, Richards and Shiver (2020) suggest using
the self-study of teacher education practices (S-STEP) method that underpinned their research as a
doctoral student supervision pedagogy. S-STEP facilitates shared understanding, the challenging of
assumptions and confrontation of difficult realities, and insights into how doctoral students develop
their practice and are socialised into their profession (Richards & Shiver, 2020). Although a self-
study process, engagement with others as a ‘critical friend’ - a ‘trusted person who asks provocative
questions, provides data to be examined through another lens, and offers a critique of a person’s work
asafriend’ (Costa & Kallick, 1993, p. 50) - is encouraged. The study found although power will always
be present in the supervisory relationship, it can be minimised if named and discussed, and need
not be something with which students strategically comply (Richards & Shiver, 2020). As the study’s
authors note, ‘engaging in a critical friendship ... provided us with the space and encouragement to
critique traditional power structures and develop a more honest relationship ...” (Richards & Shiver,
2020, p. 247) - an outcome that demonstrates how ECA-supervisor relationships can be approached
to minimise silence and enhance voice.
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Strategies for improvement

Improving the work and voice and silence experiences of ECAs requires a multifaceted approach that
involves institutions, supervisors, and ECAs themselves. A number of the reviewed studies suggested
institutions can adopt strategies that view doctoral students in particular as capable, creative agents in
their own right, and permit creativity in their education (Brodin, 2018; Olmos-Lépez & Sunderland,
2017; Riva et al,, 2022; Robertson, 2017; Schulze, 2015). It was believed these shifts of perspective
would empower students to take more active roles in their research and develop their own ‘voice’
within the academic community. Whilst this reference to voice was not consistent with the employee
voice construct, it is possible the development of a robust academic identity would activate ECA
voice. Additionally, it was suggested that institutional support could include recognising the role of
emotions in shaping the doctoral experience. Acknowledging and addressing the emotional aspects
of research and academia can help students navigate challenges related to confidence and resilience
(Baydarova, 2023; Devos et al., 2015; Jazbac-Martek, 2009; Roberston, 2017) — and enhance wellbeing
and voice (Brooks & Wilkinson, 2021).

Moreover, institutions can aim to promote clear, constructive, and frequent communication, treat-
ing doctoral training as a partnership. This approach would reduce the hierarchical differences
inherent in the ECA-supervisor relationships, and foster trust between the two parties, allowing for
more open dialogue and reducing the likelihood of negative consequences for speaking up (e.g.,
backlash or isolation) (Robertson, 2017; see also Holland, Cooper, & Sheehan, 2017 on the role of
trust in enhancing voice). Establishing structures to support students who feel they are not receiv-
ing the assistance they need or who encounter unreasonable working conditions is crucial for their
overall wellbeing and progress, and would be especially helpful where communication in the super-
visory relationship is absent or suppressed. This includes mechanisms for changing supervisors
when necessary (Ryan et al., 2022), venues for sharing and verbalising work (Riva et al., 2022), and
providing mental health training for supervisors (Richards & Shiver, 2020) to better support the emo-
tional needs of their students (e.g., leadership and mental health training for supervisors; continuous
education in coaching and supervision).

Furthermore, institutions can implement clear procedures for dealing with diverse feedback,
involving students in discussions about feedback to create a safe and inclusive environment (Guerin &
Green, 2015). Encouraging student and supervisor self-awareness, along with a focus on the fit
between students and supervisors, can help address challenges related to misaligned expectations and
difficult supervisory relationships. Supervisor training in the development of high-quality relation-
ships and feedback, coupled with faculty workload policies that protect doctoral students’ interests,
can create more supportive environments (Hunter & Devine, 2016; Nguyet Nguyen & Robertson,
2022). Additionally, increasing supervisor awareness of students’ shifting agency and their quest
for legitimisation could help address issues related to voice and silence. Institutions can improve
ECASs working conditions and thus the likelihood of voice by conducting periodic reviews of super-
vision practices, student-supervisor matching and external supervision, as well as implementing
mechanisms for monitoring and evaluating supervision practices.

To promote a culture of open dialogue and inclusivity, institutions can also aim to create avenues
for voice that challenge managerial prerogatives within academia, ensuring that the concerns and per-
spectives of ECAs are heard and valued (Kalfa et al., 2018). This may require organisational sanctions
for non-compliance, proactive prevention measures at the institutional level, and the establishment
of clear mechanisms for reporting concerns. Additionally, fostering an understanding of students’
experiences and providing comprehensive support, including career development and intercultural
competence, can empower ECAs to voice their concerns and navigate the academic landscape more
effectively (Nguyet Nguyen & Robertson, 2022). Finally, promoting shared environments and infor-
mal conversations between students and supervisors can facilitate collaboration and break down
hierarchical barriers and power imbalances (Riva et al., 2022). These strategies collectively aim to
create a supportive and inclusive academic environment that empowers ECAs to find their voice and
overcome challenges related to silence and lack of agency.
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Discussion

The purpose of this scoping review was to uncover what is known about ECA voice and silence.
The first search, described in the methods section, revealed only two management studies on ECAs
(Fernando & Prasad, 2019; Kalfa et al., 2018), highlighting a gap in the extant voice and silence litera-
ture. This lead to the gathering of information from similarly themed HE research. Yet this review calls
for more than voice and silence studies that focus on a neglected cohorts. Following Morrison (2023),
it strengthens the case for research that examines how different work contexts create the conditions
for voice or silence. Although the majority of the studies were HE or HE-informed, they demon-
strated scholars in these disciplines have noticed the impacts of challenging work environments and
relationships on ECAs and that silence is a feature of their work experiences. They also confirmed
what was noted in the literature review: ECAs’ work arrangements are atypical, asymmetrical, and
complex and are connected to their disenfranchisement at work.

The review also found silence rather than voice is the norm in early career academia. All stud-
ies yielded data that could be linked to different types of silence, organisational silence (Morrison &
Milliken, 2000) being the most prevalent. That is, ECAs are immersed in institutional environments
in which it is apparent that it is not safe to speak up or it is futile to do so, creating climates of silence
in which individuals collectively believe speaking up is not welcome to the extent silence is an organ-
isational norm (Morrison & Milliken, 2000). At the individual level, ECAs predominately experience
defensive or fear-based silence (Van Dyne et al., 2003). For example, it was noted some ECAs perceive
the supervisory relationship to be inherently unequal (e.g., Richards & Shiver), a state that leads those
who feel especially powerless to choose quiescent silence (Pinder & Harlos, 2001) in which there is
little will to change the status quo. The data also revealed the possibility of diffident silence (Brinsfield,
2013), an inward-focused silence that is the product of insecurities, a lack of confidence, and fear of
embarrassment and aims to avoid negative outcomes. Although diffident silence was not identified
as a key concept in the literature review, it describes ECA experiences in several of the included stud-
ies (e.g., Hunter & Devine, 2016; Niemczyk, 2019). For example, isolation and not knowing where
to turn for help was a common theme among doctoral students, especially international students,
suggesting some ECAs will lack self-efficacy to voice (Van Dyne et al., 2003).

The ‘cultures of silence’ identified by the international students in Cotterall’s (2013) study were
reminiscent of the aforementioned climates of silence (Morrison & Milliken, 2000). Cotterall was
referring to the cultural norms and values that prevent some doctoral students from speaking up.
However, she also challenged the perception that international students are less adept at voicing con-
cerns than their domestic counterparts, stating their silences ‘may have less to do with culture than
power’ (Cotterall, 2013, p. 184). This implies cultures of silence will prevail among doctoral students
regardless of country of origin. It also aligns with management scholars (e.g., Kaufman, 2020) who
posit that the employment relationship is inherently unequal and that power asymmetry is a charac-
teristic of employee silence. However, where Hirschman (1970) states voice has the power to remedy
dissatisfaction with the status quo, Cotterall is less sure, proposing in academia, the ‘prevailing culture
of silence militates against systemic change’ (Cotterall, 2013, p. 174). Her assessment of the ECA envi-
ronment is echoed in Fernando and Prasad’s (2019) study on the organisational silencing of ECAs,
which resulted in their reluctant, acquiescent silence (Pinder & Harlos, 2001).

Kalfa et al. (2017) uncovered a similar phenomenon, in which their ECA participants believed
vocal resistance was useless in the face of managerial imperatives. However, as the authors suggest,
their silences were not only acquiescent but defensive (Van Dyne et al., 2003), driven by the desire
for career progression and the fear of unemployment. Neglect of less important duties and exiting
the university were other reported options. The concept of exit as an alternative to voice was first
advanced in Hirschman’s (1970) seminal exit-voice-loyalty framework, devised in the context of con-
sumers rather than employees. Neglect was added to the model by Farrell (1983) and, in the workplace
context, refers to the propensity to signal discontent by disregarding duties or similar rather than
speaking up. Hirschman’s concept of loyalty was somewhat synonymous with silence. It referred
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to the individual’s decision to remain loyal and hope circumstances will change, rather than voice
dissatisfaction or exit.

The loyalty concept has further salience in the employment context. Dean and Greene’s (2017)
study — one of the two work context studies identified by Morrison (2023) - found members of some
occupations embrace occupational ideologies that lead them to tolerate poor working conditions.
This propensity to ‘suffer in silence’ for one’s vocation could be mirrored in academia, driven by com-
petition for resources, publications, and recognition and the desire to prove oneself competent. This
in turn suggests relational silence (Brinsfield, 2013; Milliken & Morrison, 2003), in which individ-
uals avoid speaking up to ensure they are able to progress in their careers, could flourish among
ECAs. This is a phenomenon that has been observed among new professionals in medicine, a similarly
competitive and stratified field (Lister & Spaeth, 2024).

The silence experiences of the tenure-track ECAs in Kalfa et al. (2018) study were reminiscent
of other types of silence. Cynical silence refers to employee silence born of the belief that superiors
are ‘selfish and dishonest’ (Prouska & Psychogios, 2018, pp. 627-8) in the way they use external cir-
cumstances, such as economic crises, to justify internal decision-making. Additionally, managerial
silencing (Donaghey et al., 2019) describes ways in which managers ostensibly endorse employees’
right to speak up whilst organising them out of the voice process, ensuring the asymmetry inherent
in the employment relationship (Kaufman, 2020) remains intact. Such activities undermine trust,
a quality that has been identified as a voice enabler in studies of employee voice and silence (e.g.,
Holland et al., 2017). As Kalfa et al. (2018) observed, there were few genuine mechanisms for indi-
vidual ECA voice as the flow of information was one-way. They also noted that collective voice in the
form of union action might not be enough to overcome managerialist logic.

Limitations and future research

As this scoping review revealed, employee voice and silence researchers in the management discipline
have paid scant attention to ECAs and how their work arrangements and supervisory relationships
impact their ability to speak up. Yet the two management studies that were identified (Fernando &
Prasad, 2019; Kalfa et al., 2018) enriched much of the discussion in the previous section, suggesting
a need for more research on ECA voice and silence by voice and silence scholars. This is especially
the case regarding the impact of contextual factors on voice. As the review demonstrated, with its
employment and employment-like arrangements, the idiosyncratic nature of the ECA world provides
a complex and intriguing milieu worthy of further examination.

This is not to diminish the quality of the evidence extracted from the HE studies identi-
fied in this review. Although absent of voice and silence nomenclature, they paint vivid pictures
of the power dynamics inherent in the ECA-supervisor relationship and the difficulties ECAs
face that make speaking up about their concerns and ideas challenging if not unlikely. These
studies indeed ‘tell us how it is, suggesting transdisciplinary approaches to this topic are also
warranted.

The limitations of this scoping review are acknowledged. One is that most of included studies
involved doctoral students, presenting an incomplete picture of the ECA cohort. As a result, less is
known about employed ECAs’ voice and silence, particularly sessional ECAs not undertaking a HDR,
and post-doctoral researchers and research fellows in non-tenure-track roles. Another is whilst the
use of the MMAT assessment process enhanced the overall quality of the review, it could have led to
the exclusion of relevant data.

Opverall, the review has made a step towards understanding the nature of ECA voice and silence,
predominately by examining the work of scholars unacquainted with employee voice and silence
theory or whose focus was not ECA voice and silence. To gain a deeper understanding of this
topic, exploratory empirical research on ECA voice and silence grounded in management theories of
employee voice and silence is indicated.
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Conclusion

This scoping review found that ECAs’ accounts of their experiences are characterised by negative
perceptions and that ECAs are immersed in cultures in which hierarchical norms prevail, creating
collective-level climates of silence in which speaking up is unlikely (Morrison & Milliken, 2000).
These and other barriers related to their work arrangements and supervisory relationships motivate
ECAGS  silence at the individual level, with fear (Van Dyne et al., 2003) being the most common reason
for silence. Several of the studies explicitly highlight these barriers and their impact on ECAs’ upward
voice about their workplace-related (relational and professional) concerns and ideas for improve-
ment. Discussion on how future research can best expand understanding of voice and silence in the
ECA context, and tie voice and silence theory to the study of different work contexts, is required. As
employee wellbeing is in part contingent on the ability to speak up at work, suggestions on how to
optimise future research to influence policy and practice in the context of ECA wellbeing at work and
HDR student supervision are also sought.

References

Acker S., & Haque E. (2015). The struggle to make sense of doctoral study. Higher Education Research & Development, 34(2),
229-241.

Arksey H., & O’Malley L. (2005). Scoping studies: Towards a methodological framework. International Journal of Social
Research Methodology, 8(1), 19-32.

Audardottir A., Tietgen E, & Olafsdottir K. (2021). The complexities of the doctoral candidate-supervisor relationship: Voices
of candidates at the University of Iceland. Timarit Um Uppeldi Og menntun-Icelandic Journal of Education, 30(2), 45-65.
Bajaj R., Sugimura R., & Rahman S. (2023). Baby steps toward uprooting toxicity from academia. Retrieved April 20, 2023,

from https://ecrlife.org/baby-steps-toward-uprooting-toxicity-from-academia/

Bashshur M., & Oc B. (2015). When voice matters: A multilevel review of the impact of voice in organizations. Journal of
Management, 41(5), 1530-1554. doi:10.1177/0149206314558302

Bassett P., & Marshall H. (1998). Women working as casual academics: A marginalised group. Journal of Management &
Organization, 4(2), 10-17.

Baydarova 1. (2022). The impact of neoliberal education on the alignment of student-supervisor expectations in Malaysia.
Higher Education Research and Development, 42(3), 544-558.

Baydarova I. (2023). The impact of neoliberal education on the alignment of student-supervisor expectations in Malaysia.
Higher Education Research & Development, 42(3), 544-558.

Bettinson E., & Haven-Tang C. (2021). Voices of isolation and marginalisation: An investigation into the PhD experience in
tourism studies. International Journal of Management Education, 19(3), 100539.

Billot J., King V., Smith J., & Clouder L. (2021). Borderlanders: Academic staff being and becoming doctoral students. Teaching
in Higher Education, 26(3), 438-453.

Brinsfield C. (2013). Employee silence motives: Investigation of dimensionality and development of measures. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 34(5), 671-697.

Brodin E. (2018). The stifling silence around scholarly creativity in doctoral education: Experiences of students and supervisors
in four disciplines. Higher Education, 75(4), 655-673.

Brooks S., & Wilkinson A. (2021). Employee voice as a route to wellbeing. In P. Brough, E. Gardiner & K. Daniels (Eds.),
Handbook on management and employment practices (pp. 1-18). Cham: Springer.

Brown A., & Coupland C. (2005). Sounds of silence: Graduate trainees, hegemony and resistance. Organization Studies, 26(7),
1049-1069.

Burris E. R., Rockmann K. W,, & Kimmons Y. S. (2017). The value of voice to managers: Employee identification and the
content of voice. Academy of Management Journal, 60(6), 2099-2125.

Christian K., Larkins J., & Doran M. (2022). The Australian academic STEMM workplace post-COVID: A picture of disar-
ray. bioRxiv, 2022-12. Retrieved February 15, 2023, from https://www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/2022.12.06.519378v1.
abstract

Costa A., & Kallick B. (1993). Through the lens of a critical friend. Educational Leadership, 51, 49-49.

Cotterall S. (2013). More than just a brain: Emotions and the doctoral experience. Higher Education Research ¢ Development,
32(2), 174-187.

Cruess R. L., Cruess S. R, Boudreau D,, Snell L., & Steinert Y. (2015). A schematic representation of the professional identity
formation and socialization of medical students and residents: A guide for medical educators. Academic Medicine, 90(6),
718-725.

Dean D., & Greene A. (2017). How do we understand worker silence despite poor conditions — As the actress said to the
woman bishop. Human Relations (New York), 70(10), 1237-1257.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 18.188.124.93, on 28 Dec 2024 at 16:38:58, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41


https://ecrlife.org/baby-steps-toward-uprooting-toxicity-from-academia/
https://10.1177/0149206314558302
https://www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/2022.12.06.519378v1.abstract
https://www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/2022.12.06.519378v1.abstract
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41
https://www.cambridge.org/core

Journal of Management & Organization 15

Dendle C., Paul A., Scott C., Gillespie E., Kotsanas D., & Stuart R. L. (2013). Why is it so hard for doctors to speak up when
they see an error occurring? Healthcare Infection, 18(2), 72-75.

Denicolo P. (2004). Doctoral supervision of colleagues: Peeling off the veneer of satisfaction and competence. Studies in Higher
Education, 29(6), 693-707.

Denis C., Colet N., & Lison C. (2019). Doctoral supervision in North America: Perception and challenges of supervisor and
supervisee. Higher Education Studies, 9(1), 30-39.

Devos C., Van der Linden N., Boudrenghien G., Azzi A., Frenay M., Galand B., & Klein O. (2015). Doctoral supervision in the
light of the three types of support promoted in self-determination theory. International Journal of Doctoral Studies, 10, 439.

Dijkers M. (2015) What is a scoping review? KT Update 4(1), 1-5. Retrieved February 27, 2023 from http://ktdrr.org/products/
update/v4n1].

Donaghey J., Dundon T., Cullinane N., Dobbins T., & Hickland E. (2019). Managerial silencing of employee voice. In Employee
Voice at Work (pp. 113-128): Springer

Donovan S., O’Sullivan M., Doyle E., & Garvey J. (2016). Employee voice and silence in auditing firms. Employee Relations,
38(4), 563-577.

The EndNote Team. (2013). EndNote X9. Philadelphia US: Clarivate.

Evans T, Bira L., Gastelum J., Weiss L., & Vanderford N. (2018). Evidence for a mental health crisis in graduate education.
Nature Biotechnology, 36(3), 282-284.

Falk L., Augustin H., Torén K., & Magnusson M. (2019). Doctoral students’ perceived working environment, obstacles and
opportunities at a Swedish medical faculty: A qualitative study. BMC Medical Education, 19(1), 1-9.

Farrell D. (1983). Exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect as responses to job dissatisfaction: A multidimensional scaling study. Academy
of Management Journal, 26(4), 596-607.

Fernando D., & Prasad A. (2019). Sex-based harassment and organizational silencing: How women are led to reluctant
acquiescence in academia. Human Relations, 72(10), 1565-1594.

Freeman R., & Medoff J. (1984). What do unions do? New York: Basic Books.

Greenhalgh T., & Peacock R. (2005). Effectiveness and efficiency of search methods in systematic reviews of complex evidence:
Audit of primary sources. BM]J, 331(7524), 1064-1065.

Guerin C., & Green 1. (2015). ‘They’re the bosses’: Feedback in team supervision. Journal of Further and Higher Education,
39(3), 320-335.

Gunasekera G., Liyanagamage N., & Fernando M. (2021). The role of emotional intelligence in student-supervisor relation-
ships: Implications on the psychological safety of doctoral students. The International Journal of Management Education,
19(2), 100491.

Harzing A. (2007). Publish or Perish accessed 07 April 2023. https://harzing.com/resources/publish-or-perish

Hirschman A. (1970). Exit, voice, and loyalty: Responses to decline in firms, organizations, and states. Cambridge, Massachusetts
& London, England: Harvard University Press.

Holland P., Cooper B., & Sheehan C. (2017). Employee voice, supervisor support, and engagement: The mediating role of trust.
Human Resource Management, 56(6), 915-929.

Hong Q., Pluye P, Fabregues S., & Bartlett G., ... (2018). Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT), version 2018. Registration
of Copyright (#1148552), Canadian Intellectual Property Office, Industry Canada.

Hughes C., & Tight M. (2013). The metaphors we study by: The doctorate as a journey and/or as work. Higher Education
Research &Development, 32(5), 765-775.

Hunter K., & Devine K. (2016). Doctoral students’ emotional exhaustion and intentions to leave academia. International
Journal of Doctoral Studies, 11, 35-61.

Jamshaid N., & Arshad S. (2020). Suffering silence while exposed to workplace bullying: The role of psychological contract
violation, benevolent behavior and positive psychological capital. Journal of Applied Economics and Business Studies, 4(4),
15-54. https://doi.org/10.34260/jaebs.442

Jazvac-Martek M. (2009). Oscillating role identities: The academic experiences of education doctoral students. Innovations in
Education and Teaching International, 46(3), 253-264.

Jones A., & Blass E. (2019). The impact of institutional power on higher degree research supervision: Implications for the
quality of doctoral outcomes. Universal Journal of Educational Research, 7(7), 1485-1494.

Kalfa S., Wilkinson A., & Gollan P. (2018). The academic game: Compliance and resistance in universities. Work, Employment
and Society, 32(2), 274-291.

Kaufman B. (2020). Employee voice before Hirschman: Its early history, conceptualization and practice. In A. Wilkinson,
J. Donaghey, T. Dundon, and R. Freeman (Eds.), Handbook of research on employee voice (pp. 19-37). Cheltenham, UK:
Edward Elgar Publishing.

Knoll M., Wegge J., Unterrainer C., Silva S., & Jensson T. (2016). Is our knowledge of voice and silence in organizations grow-
ing? Building bridges and (re)discovering opportunities. German Journal of Human Resource Management/Zeitschrift Fiir
Personalforschung, 30(3/4), 161-194.

Lister V., & Spaeth K. (2024). Becoming and being an academic: The negative impact of profession on early career academic
mental health. In M. Edwards, A. Martin, and N. Ashkanasy (Eds.), Handbook of academic mental health (pp. 227-241).
Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 18.188.124.93, on 28 Dec 2024 at 16:38:58, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41


http://ktdrr.org/products/update/v4n1%5D
http://ktdrr.org/products/update/v4n1%5D
https://harzing.com/resources/publish-or-perish
https://https://doi.org/10.34260/jaebs.442
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41
https://www.cambridge.org/core

16 Victoria Lister et al.

Lofstrom E., & Pyhalto K. (2017). Ethics in the supervisory relationship: Supervisors’ and doctoral students’ dilemmas in the
natural and behavioural sciences. Studies in Higher Education, 42(2), 232-247.

Makhamreh M. A., & Stockley D. (2020). Mentorship and well-being: Examining doctoral students’ lived expe-
riences in doctoral supervision context. International Journal of Mentoring and Coaching in Education, 9(1),
1-20.

Meissner E., Radford K., Schweinsberg A., Sheldon D., Holder J., King E., & Kasputtis C. (2024). Acknowledging diversity:
Exploring the lived experience of casual academics. In M. Edwards, A. Martin, and N. Ashkanasy (Eds.), Handbook of
academic mental health (pp. 181-194). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing.

Milliken E, Morrison E., & Hewlin P. (2003). An exploratory study of employee silence: Issues that employees don’t
communicate upward and why. Journal of Management Studies, 40(6), 1453-1476.

Mori M., Cavaliere V., Sassetti S., & Caputo A. (2022). Employee voice: A knowledge map to provide conceptual clarity and
future research directions. Journal of Management & Organization, 1-27.

Morris S. E. (2011). Doctoral students’ experiences of supervisory bullying. Pertanika Journal of Social Sciences and Humanities,
19(2), 547-555.

Morrison E. W. (2023). Employee voice and silence: Taking stock a decade later. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology
and Organizational Behavior, 10(1), 79-107.

Morrison E., Wheeler-Smith S., & Kamdar D. (2011). Speaking up in groups: A cross-level study of group voice climate and
voice. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(1), 183-191.

Morrison E. W,, & Milliken E J. (2000). Organizational silence: A barrier to change and development in a pluralistic world.
Academy of Management Review, 25(4), 706-725.

Nechanska E., Hughes E., & Dundon T. (2020). Towards an integration of employee voice and silence. Human Resource
Management Review, 30(1), 100674.

Nguyet Nguyen M., & Robertson M. (2022). International students enacting agency in their PhD journey. Teaching in Higher
Education, 27(6), 814-830.

Niemczyk E. (2019). Mentorship within doctoral research assistantships: A Canadian case study. Alberta Journal of Educational
Research, 65(3), 221-237.

Norton A., Cherastidtham I., & Mackey W. (2018). Mapping Australian higher education. Melbourne: Grattan Institute.

Olmos-Lopez P, & Sunderland J. (2017). Doctoral supervisors’ and supervisees’ responses to co-supervision. Journal of Further
and Higher Education, 41(6), 727-740.

Oyetunde K., Prouska R., & McKearney A. (2022). Voice in non-traditional employment relationships: A review and future
research directions. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 33(1), 142-167.

Page M., McKenzie J., Bossuyt P.,, Boutron I., Hoffmann T., Mulrow C., Shamseer L., Tetzlaff J., Akl E., Brennan S., Chou R,,
Glanville J., Grimshaw J., Hrébjartsson A., Lalu M., Li T., Loder E., Mayo-Wilson E., McDonald S., McGuinness L.,
Stewart L., Thomas J., Tricco A., Welch V., Whiting P, and Moher D. (2021). The PRISMA 2020 statement: An updated
guideline for reporting systematic reviews. Systematic Reviews, 10, 89.

Peters M., Godfrey C., Khalil H., McInerney P, Parker D., & Soares C. (2015). Guidance for conducting systematic scoping
reviews. International Journal of Evidence-Based Healthcare, 13(3), 141-146.

Pickering C., & Byrne J. (2014). The benefits of publishing systematic quantitative literature reviews for PhD candidates and
other early-career researchers. Higher Education Research & Development, 33(3), 534-548.

Pinder C., & Harlos K. (2001). Employee silence: Quiescence and acquiescence as responses to perceived injustice. Research
in Personnel and Human Resources Management, 20, 331-369.

Prouska R., & Psychogios A. (2018). Do not say a word! Conceptualizing employee silence in a long-term crisis context.
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 29(5), 885-914.

Rai A., & Agarwal U. (2018). Workplace bullying and employee silence. Personnel Review, 47(1), 226-256.

Rambe P.,, & Mkono M. (2019). Appropriating WhatsApp-mediated postgraduate supervision to negotiate “relational authen-
ticity” in resource-constrained environments. British Journal of Educational Technology, 50(2), 702-734.

Richards K., & Shiver V. (2020). Managing the critical friendship: Using self-study in the doctoral supervision process. Studying
Teacher Education, 16(2), 240-257.

Riva E., Gracia L., & Limb R. (2022). Using co-creation to facilitate PhD supervisory relationships. Journal of Further and
Higher Education, 46(7), 913-930.

Robertson M. (2017). Trust: The power that binds in team supervision of doctoral students. Higher Education Research ¢
Development, 36(7), 1463-1475.

Ryan T., Baik C., & Larcombe W. (2022). How can universities better support the mental wellbeing of higher degree research
students? A study of students’ suggestions. Higher Education Research ¢~ Development, 41(3), 867-881.

Sanders K., Kraimer M., Greco L., Morgeson F, Budhwar P, Sun ., ... Sang X. (2022). Why academics attend conferences? An
extended career self-management framework. Human Resource Management Review, 32(1), 100793.

Sawrikar P. (2022). After 15 years of low pay and neglect, I've quit academia to make it better. Times Higher Education. Retrieved
March 15, 2023, at https://www.timeshighereducation.com/blog/after-20-years-low-pay-and-neglect-ive-quit-academia-
make-it-better

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 18.188.124.93, on 28 Dec 2024 at 16:38:58, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41


https://www.timeshighereducation.com/blog/after-20-years-low-pay-and-neglect-ive-quit-academia-make-it-better
https://www.timeshighereducation.com/blog/after-20-years-low-pay-and-neglect-ive-quit-academia-make-it-better
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41
https://www.cambridge.org/core

Journal of Management & Organization 17

Schmidt M., & Hansson E. (2022). “I didn’t want to be a troublemaker”: Doctoral students’ experiences of change in supervisory
arrangements. Studies in Graduate and Postdoctoral Education, 13(1), 54-73.

Schneiders B. (2023). Inside Australia’s university wage theft machine. The Age. Retrieved April 18,2023 at https://www.theage.
com.au/business/workplace/inside-australia-s-university-wage-theft-machine-20230411-p5czn6.html

Schulze S. (2012). Empowering and disempowering students in student-supervisor relationships. Koers, 77(2), 1-8.

Schulze S. (2015). The doctoral degree and the professional academic identity development of female academics. South African
Journal of Higher Education, 29(4), 260-276.

Skorobohacz C. (2013). Intersecting roles: Tensions of employee-graduate students. In M. Kompf & P. Denicolo (Eds.), Critical
issues in higher education: The next generation (pp. 199-224). Rotterdam, Netherlands: Sense Publishers.

Stackhouse J., & Harle J. (2014). The experiences and needs of African doctoral students: Current conditions and future
support. Higher Education Policy, 27(2), 175-194.

Tricco A., Lillie E., Zarin W.,, O’Brien K., Colquhoun H., Kastner M., ... Straus S. (2016). A scoping review on the conduct and
reporting of scoping reviews. BMC Medical Research Methodology, 16(1), 1-10.

University and College Union. (2023). University strike dates in February and March confirmed. Retrieved April 20, 2023 at
https://www.ucu.org.uk/article/12759/University-strike-dates-in-February-and-March-confirmed

Vahamaki M., Saru E., & Palmunen L. M. (2021). Doctoral supervision as an academic practice and leader-member
relationship: A critical approach to relationship dynamics. The International Journal of Management Education, 19(3),
100510.

Van Dyne L., Ang S., & Botero I. (2003). Conceptualizing employee silence and employee voice as multidimensional constructs.
Journal of Management Studies, 40(6), 1359-1392.

Veritas Health Innovation (2023).Covidence systematic review software accessed 10 April 2023. www.covidence.org.

Wilkinson A., Barry M., & Morrison E. (2020). Toward an integration of research on employee voice. Human Resource
Management Review, 30(1), 100677.

Wilkinson A., Townsend K., Graham T., & Muurlink O. (2015). Fatal consequences: An analysis of the failed employee voice
system at the Bundaberg Hospital. Asia Pacific Journal of Human Resources, 53(3), 265-280.

Woolderink M., Putnik K., Boom H., & Klabbers G. (2015). The voice of PhD candidates and PhD supervisors. A qualitative
exploratory study amongst PhD candidates and supervisors to evaluate the relational aspects of PhD supervision in The
Netherlands. International Journal of Doctoral Studies, 10, 217-235.

Zacher H., Rudolph C., Todorovic T., & Ammann D. (2019). Academic career development: A review and research agenda.
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 110, 357-373.

Appendix

Table Al. Selected studies by author, year and title

Author/s and year Title

Acker & Haque The struggle to make sense of doctoral study

(2015)

Audardottir et al. The complexities of the doctoral candidate-supervisor relationship:
(2021) Voices of candidates at the University of Iceland

Baydarova (2022) The impact of neoliberal education on the alignment of student-

supervisor expectations in Malaysia

Bettinson & Voices of isolation and marginalisation - An investigation into the PhD
Haven-Tang experience in tourism studies
(2021)

Billot et al. (2021)

Borderlanders: Academic staff being and becoming doctoral students

Brodin (2018)

The stifling silence around scholarly creativity in doctoral education:
Experiences of students and supervisors in four disciplines

Cotterall (2013)

More than just a brain: Emotions and the doctoral experience

Denicolo (2004)

Doctoral supervision of colleagues: Peeling off the veneer of satisfaction
and competence

Denis et al. (2019)

Doctoral supervision in North America: Perception and challenges of
supervisor and supervisee

(Continued)

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 18.188.124.93, on 28 Dec 2024 at 16:38:58, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41


https://www.theage.com.au/business/workplace/inside-australia-s-university-wage-theft-machine-20230411-p5czn6.html
https://www.theage.com.au/business/workplace/inside-australia-s-university-wage-theft-machine-20230411-p5czn6.html
https://www.ucu.org.uk/article/12759/University-strike-dates-in-February-and-March-confirmed
www.covidence.org
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41
https://www.cambridge.org/core

18

Table Al. (Continued.)

Victoria Lister et al.

Author/s and year

Title

Devos et al.
(2015)

Doctoral supervision in the light of the three types of support promoted
in Self-Determination Theory

Falk et al. (2019)

Doctoral students’ perceived working environment, obstacles and
opportunities at a Swedish medical faculty: A qualitative study

Fernando &
Prasad (2019)

Sex-based harassment and organisational silencing: How women are led
to reluctant acquiescence in academia

Guerin & Green
(2015)

‘They’re the bosses’: Feedback in team supervision

Gunasekera et al.
(2021)

The role of emotional intelligence in student-supervisor relationships:
Implications on the psychological safety of doctoral students

Hunter & Devine
(2016)

Doctoral students’ emotional exhaustion and intentions to leave
academia

Jazvac-Martek
(2009)

Oscillating role identities: The academic experiences of education
doctoral students

Jones & Blass
(2019)

The impact of institutional power on higher degree research supervision:
Implications for the quality of doctoral outcomes

Kalfa et al. (2018)

The academic game: Compliance and resistance in universities

Lofstrom & Ethics in the supervisory relationship: Supervisors’ and doctoral
Pyhalto (2017) students’ dilemmas in the natural and behavioural sciences
Makhamreh & Mentorship and well-being: Examining doctoral students’ lived
Stockley (2020) experiences in doctoral supervision context

Morris (2011) Doctoral students’ experiences of supervisory bullying

Nguyet Nguyen & International students enacting agency in their PhD journey

Robertson (2022)

Niemczyk (2019)

Mentorship within doctoral research assistantships: A Canadian case
study

Olmos-Lopez Doctoral supervisors’ and supervisees’ responses to co-supervision

& Sunderland

(2017)

Rambe & Mkono Appropriating WhatsApp-mediated postgraduate supervision to

(2019) negotiate “relational authenticity” in resource-constrained environments

Richards & Shiver
(2020)

Managing the critical friendship: Using self-study in the doctoral
supervision process

Riva et al. (2022)

Using co-creation to facilitate PhD supervisory relationships

Robertson (2017)

Trust: The power that binds in team supervision of doctoral students

Ryan et al. (2022)

How can universities better support the mental wellbeing of higher
degree research students? A study of students’ suggestions

Schmidt &
Hansson (2021)

“I didn’t want to be a troublemaker”: Doctoral students’ experiences of
change in supervisory arrangements

Schulze (2012)

Empowering and disempowering students in student-supervisor
relationships

Schulze (2015)

The doctoral degree and the professional academic identity development
of female academics

Stackhouse &
Harle (2014)

The experiences and needs of African doctoral students: Current
conditions and future support

Vahamaki et al.
(2021)

Doctoral supervision as an academic practice and leader-member
relationship: A critical approach to relationship dynamics

Woolderink et al.
(2015)

The voice of PhD candidates and PhD supervisors. A qualitative
exploratory study amongst PhD candidates and supervisors to evaluate
the relational aspects of PhD supervision in the Netherlands

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 18.188.124.93, on 28 Dec 2024 at 16:38:58, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41
https://www.cambridge.org/core

19

Journal of Management & Organization

(panunuo))

uolsinIadns sey
wouy Aeme anow ‘uoisiniadns

siosiniadns

J0J UoIed0]|e awi} dseatdul 0T
‘poddns uonesedss ‘Ayunwwod payafas ‘(onsswop (1202)
a3en3ue) pue jesoised Joy (smers dlwapede Jo o) ‘sdiys S1 UOI3RI0GR]|0D YDIYM pue jeuon Sue]
sa1393e.3S JOo unIsIA-a1 10 ¥oe] ‘s3UuspN3s |e10100p -uonejas Aiosiniadns ul $34n3)N2 dAIdWOod speAp -euIduIl) -UaneH
‘uonoesanul yels pue ssad oy jo uonesi-onay3 “3-9) si0y 1n2IYIp ‘siaLiieq agend ‘fauinol SAISUR)aQ Josiniadns SUETInN ]
saoeds yoieasas pue |edisAyd -2} aAnedau Suissauppy -Ue| ‘ssauljauo] ‘uoie|os| ayd ay3 jo ainjeu Aieyjos  Jeuonesiuesio -uspms e40100p GT  dAREYEND M¥N  uosuniag
uoisiniadns aoy
suoneldadxs sauljaping Jo ssauaieme
pausijesiw Qualayip 0 ¥2e] ‘suonedadxs
Buiyrswos yuem £y Ji pausijesiw ‘snyels |ed siosintadns
panjea pue UdAd Spuem Josiniadns ayy -1yoseualy ‘sdiysuoiye)as speAp 45
pa1dadsal ‘ajes |99) sjuspnIs 1eym 3ulop siosintedns 2130j0uow ‘@2UdIPaqo JOo JU30S3IND Josinsadns ‘syuspnis (zzo?)
Yo1ym ui sarew)d 3uli91sod angojeiq a3uajjeyd 03 pamojje JoN suopeldadxa Josiatadng  |euonesiuesio -usapms eJoypop G aAnelend  eiskejely  enolepheg
Juawasiopud Aiosiniadns
40328 03 anp syoadsoud
(uononpai 19982 UIBLIdUN HI0M
peopjiom ‘Buiuiely “3-9) 40 s1eak pue ejep Jo sso) juswage3us Jo yoe)
si10s1AI9dns oy poddns ‘uew yoeqpasy Ajenb pue uoi)dwod Jo ye) ‘seap! 03 ssauuado Jo yoe| speAp (1202)
-SpNQuWo Juspnis |eJ03d0p ‘fwouoine ‘poddns quaw {ssau)s pue A1aixue ‘uonoey ‘Buimuaq ‘quawadeuew Josiniadns sjuspnis ‘e
‘uoddns Aysiaaiun panosdu) -a8eanodua ‘Ayjiqe)ieay -snjess|p 4oy |enuajod ay | -0J21W 1013U0) dAISUR)RQ -uapms ]e40300p 8T dA1RYEND puejad| Jmopiepny
$92In0S34
92.e25 J0j uoRdwod
‘soiyjod jeyuswpedap uoisiniadns
‘(.mou 3,uop noA sueaw wea}
90U3JIs,) ddUel||liq IO} -usapnis
uonnadwod ‘aaua)Is Jo EWIETETq] ‘speAp (sT02)
$24N3|Nd ‘(J9PISIN0 Y} 1Ud2saINboy Josintadns sjuapnis anbey
passnasip 10N padijou aq 01 dn Suiyeads padnou Sulaq 10N Sulaq) seoualayip jeloey  |euonesiuesio -uspms |eJo100p JZ  @AReNeNnD epeue) 3 1Y
juswanoidwi Joj sai3arens S19]qeud 32/0A S9W0dIN0 aANe3aN sJaLlIeq 92107 s/adfy diysuonejau sjuedidiped ugissq  Anuno)  ueakpue
ERIEIN SHom s/ioyny

M3IASJ 10} PRIDD]S SI|DILIE B3 WO PIIORIIXD SI9)GeUSD pUe SIdLiIRg 3210A pue sadA) 2dud)IS *zv dlqeL

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 18.188.124.93, on 28 Dec 2024 at 16:38:58, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41
https://www.cambridge.org/core

Victoria Lister et al.

20

(panupuo))
9duaLIadxa |ei0100p a3ueyd sjuspnis
ay3 3uideys u1 uonows jo ajos pue a210A sassaiddns |eJo3o0p
0 JudBWA3PIIMOUYI. |RUOI} diysuonejau Liosiniadns S$SO] DI} ‘UOIIRIISNY 1eyy somod Aq pauioyul Jeuoneu (€T02)
-N}1ISUI ‘9OUBPIUOD JUBPNIS ay3 ur Ayjenby pue Aaixue 4aSuy 90UBJIS Jo saInyn)  |euonesiuedio payioads 10N -I9JUI9  dAnEMEND  eljessny 11e49130)
yom 3uipuelsino
10U Inq d)qerdadde jo uon
-onpoud {(ssaujnyadinosal
uonesnpa J0 uoneaouu; ‘uinjos wa)
1e10320p ul A3iAi3easd Jwuad -qoud ‘Ay)anou) y3noyy sepuage speAp
‘syuagde anneald ‘o)qeded adoos 1e213d pue aduapuad 21Wouo0da pue jesnjod Josintadns sjuspnls (8107)
S SJUIPNIS |RI0}I0P MBIA annea.d 3uideinoduy -9pul 9A13eRID JO e ‘len1aa)93ul Suljjoauo)  jeuonesiuediQ -uspms |eJ0100p 87  9ARRIEND  UIPAIMS uipoig
'S9131]UDP! UleLIBdUN -
ainynd
JuapnIs Wwolj uonetedss -
(ayd e Suiney
jou) Aduayap jeuosiad -
sdiysuoiyejas jeuosiadiayul
ul Aixa1dwiod -
siosiniadns
UM SBYSIULIAS -
senuowud 3un33n(-
pautesp 3uesy -
40 seouaadx3
UOIDBYSIIESSIP Ye)s -
1snJ3 ‘suoneydadxe suonoeUl sjenuaJayip J.amod
Jea)d ‘uoisiniadns jejuoziioy 1e13a))02 Jood - pue sdiysuonejal |euos
‘uoisiniadns o3 yoeoudde uoiye)dwod pajjess - -1adJ93ul xa)dwod ‘@dey Josinsadns Mn
Jeuonoesues) alow e Wia1$a-4]9S 0 550] JO ysu ‘(198euew anges)jod syd3 pue (1202)
{syD3 9)oJ-lenp y2Jeasal 119y} JO SWID) 3y} pue a)eJow pasnpai - puE J0SIApE) 121)4U02 3]0. anIsuajaq /auspnis snjels puejeaz ‘e
J0j sa1303epad paJojiel 91e103su 03 Aoed1ya-J|as Jo Aiqissod ay | Josiniadns ‘saniuapl jeng  Jeuonesiuesio -an3ea)|0) -lenp 0T  aAneyend MaN 1019
Juswanoidwi uoj sa1331e4S SI9)qeUd DIOA S9W02IN0 AN Sia111eq 910\ s/adfy diysuone)as syuedpiped udissg  Anuno) Jeak pue
EIEIN S}Jom s/ioyny

(‘penunuo)) v alqeL

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 18.188.124.93, on 28 Dec 2024 at 16:38:58, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41
https://www.cambridge.org/core

21

Journal of Management & Organization

(panunuo))

‘uoisiniadns

pue Sujyseod uj uonedINpa
snonuRuod ‘siosialdns

Joj Suiuresy yyesy ejusw
pue diysiapes) Jo wioy ayy

ul poddns Jeuonniisu|
*939)dwod 03 s10sinIxdns
98ueyd 03 paau Jo ‘suoipuod

sanss|
Kyneuosiad ‘poddns ioy
03 03 aJaym Suimouy

j0u ‘poddns uorun pue
1B4N12N.13S JO 3de) “UO!
-19dns uo duspuadap
‘saouanbasuod Jayjo pue

Supjiom s)qeuosealun aney swiey |euolje|as/uoney |euone|ay
Asy3 anal)aq ‘pasu Asyy duey (Suipueysiapun 3uipjing -ndaJ /193483 JO Je3) 10} SAISURJaQ
-sisse a3 SulAI9da1 J0u due ‘a1q1ssadde ‘aniioddns J33JBD Ul S9OUBIBYIP ‘SSalls 3uLI0SUI-J)3S ‘SOUBIBYIP jua2saINd speAp (6102)
K3y 199 0ym SIUIPNIS |eI0} “9ua)sl poo3d) diys ‘21n}|nd dlwapede sy} 1eanynd ‘walsAs jealyd Juadsainboy Josiniadns sjuspnis ‘e
-20p poddns 03 sainynis -uonejal Josinsadng ul saunyonals Sunesnig -leJaly e ulsnjeys Mo |euonesiuesio -uspms ]eJ0100p LT  dARENeND  UdPamS eq
spuiq
9]gnop |0J3U0D 1UBA0D
10 L9AO ‘uonjesiuedio
dom Ajiep pue suoidaiip uoisinsadns (s19391dwi0d
Suipueisiapun YoJeasal ul)j03uod wes) -uou €T pue
‘Bunuoddns ‘Buisiudoda. ‘spuewap A10)01pesuod -usapns s1939]dwod
‘ydom J19y3 3noge annisod ‘auo)e syuapnis 3uines) ‘spedp 8) suapnis (s102)
Buiaq ‘Sued ‘Buideinodus ‘sapniie pue ‘sinoineyaq Josinsadns |eJ0300p A[ERE]
:Aq 1sn.3 jo Juswdo)anag sniL uona)dwod-uoN ‘sjuswidpnfannedaN |euonesiuesio -uspms Jowio4  aAneyjend  wnideg soneQ
elwapede
urjuswAo)dws 4oy s
diysiauyied e se -lunyuoddo paseasdsp sJosiniadns
Suiuiesy jesoyo0p Suiadiad SSNDSIp pue yuiy} ‘' UoISSNISIP 9y} WoJ) Juswiamodwa speAp 45 (6102)
‘uoneslunwwod Juanbaiy 031 92eds Suimoyje ‘39 paJiajul 8q ued Inq pay pue UoIEdIUNWWOD Josiniadns ‘sjuspnis ‘e
pUE 3AI}DNIISUOD “YUed]) uonesiwndo diysuone)ay -nuap! Apididxe 10N juaiedsuer) Qsniy joxoe]  JeuonesiuediQ -uspms ]eJ0120p G aAnENEND epeue) siuag
$49Y30 Jo uondansad
59n3e3))02 Y3IM UOISIA uolsiAIadns Jo aunjeu ERIIENH Josiniadns siosinsdns
uoisiniadns andes)j0d -19dns Jo Ajiqesauina 211qnd ‘sani)iqisuodsai jo Jeuonelay -an3es)|0d -an3es) oo
0) pale|as SaNNDIYIP JO saouejequi Jamod jo Jeuonippe {ydieasas 2ouadianIp Jomod padxa |e1nosoud /auspnis ‘syD3 snieis (¥002)
UOI}BIBPISUOD |eUOIINIISU| uonesiiw pue ssaudlemy (JES, JO uoldNpoId JO uonNquisIp usnsun  Jeuonesiuesio -anges)|0) -lenpe  aAneyend M¥N  ojodluag
Juswanosdwi Joy sa1333enS S19]qeus 32107 S9W023IN0 dAleION SETELER]T s/adfy diysuonejal syuedpiped udissg  Anuno) Jeak pue
ERIEI S}om s/ioyiny

(‘panunuo)) Ty a1qeL

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 18.188.124.93, on 28 Dec 2024 at 16:38:58, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41
https://www.cambridge.org/core

Victoria Lister et al.

22

(panunuo))

uoisinIadns Joj spiepuels
|euoissajod ysijqelss Jeyy
D133 JO SOPOD ‘SISIUL
S1Uapnis |el03d0p 12930.d
1ey) saldljod peopyiom Aynoey
‘5JUapNIs |eJ03o0p

YIIM JUSWDA|OAUL J0) A3 ndey

s]aAd) Josiniadns

2ouewlopad qol sayeam
pUB ‘QUSWIIWWOD |eUOIIeS

uoisiaiadns
/100d/padusuiad

piemal pue jejuswiiedap je -lues.io Jamoj ‘uonejsies -xaul /a1enbapeu|
‘¥oeqpasy pue sdiysuoiyejas ‘sdiysuoijejas aaippoddns qol paonpai ‘A3aixue ‘swesSoud 112y} (9102)
Aenb ysiy jo Juswdo ‘(309dsau ‘elwapede Jo sa3ua)eyd ayy yum SAISURJaQ speAp spo aulnag
-19A3p ul Bujutesy Josiasadns Jeuoissajoud pue poaye SABD) 0} UOIIUBIUI ‘UOI} adod 03 paddinba Ajood JU32S3IND Josinsadns syuspms -ysw »
‘sjuswiuoliAud aaluoddns ‘A31eA0] ‘uoiNqLIU0D) XN -Sneyxa Jeuoijowy Jo pasedaidun sjuspnis  jeuonesiuediQ -uspms 1e40300p 98T PaxIN epeue) Ja3uny
Auap! s)qeinoney, e jo
juawdojanap s]j1ys jeuoiejal uondafoid wouy uonsneyxs Josiniadns
Josiniadns ‘34 3uapn3s /10s Jeuonows ‘snjejs Juspnis 2ouadi Ul (1) Aewnd
-1A19dNs 03 UAIS uoudIe |euorjeualul 03 pajejas Jeuonows Josiasadns J19Y3 pue (1202)
|eUOIINISUI ‘SSDUIBME uoddns usad ‘@oualiaul uonsneyxa jedisAyd pue pue £33jes |eai3ojoyd |e120s01d Josiniadns SUETI ‘er
-J19s Josiniadns pue Juspms Jeuonows Josialadng |eIuB W ‘ssau3s ‘A1aIXuy -Asd jo yoe] ‘uone)os| 1U22S3IND -uspms eJo}o0p €  9AnRENEND  EllRASNY eJyaseuns
3uiualeasyy
9q ued (¥oeqpaay ul) AIsIanIp ‘9d1Ape
1ey3 uonus02ai ‘uoissndsIp Sund1)juod yum jesp 03 swea)
ay3 u1 syuapnis uipn)ul Buisi3aeu1s ‘uoissnosip Kiosiniadns ul solweuAp uoisinsadns (ST02)
1oeqpasy Ul ASIBAIP Yyim WOy PAPNJOX3 40 PayoeIe Jeuosiadiaiul ‘Ayioyine Juadsainboy wea) sjuspnis usa19 g
Suijeap Joj sainpadoid pas.dy Kous3e Juspms Sulj9s) ‘quswagenodsiq paysi|qeiss 01 9ouaiajeq  euonesiuediQ -uspms ]e40120p TT llensny uueng
Jedj pue syuiids moj ‘oweys
‘uoisnjuod 03 3uipes) 9210 93e4N02SIp Jey)
suoissnaiadal suonipuod san3es)|0d pue yH ‘siade sjeuols
Buipiom ‘sandea)jod Aq -uew auf) wouj Suidessaw -sajo0.d pue (6T02)
Buyuijapis ‘sanssi jo 3ul ‘uonsanb Sojwapese peseld
-AIy2.e ‘Suiyiys awelq 01Ul pa)1ed SI Wa)sAs a3 Ji 1ua2sainboy Jakojdwis J01U3s 07 B
yoJeasal Jayung passnasip 10N ‘sjuiejdwod pajepljeu| saouanbasuod ay1 joiesay jeuonesiuediQ -99kojdwiz syD3S aAneyend M¥N  opueusa
Juswanoidwi Joj sai3a1ens SEI[IEERT S9W0dIN0 dANEIDN SEIILLER][ s/adfy diysuonejau syuedidiped ugisaq  Anuno)  ueakpue
DUI)IS YI0M s/ioyiny

(‘ponunuo)) ‘v alqeL

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 18.188.124.93, on 28 Dec 2024 at 16:38:58, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41
https://www.cambridge.org/core

23

Journal of Management & Organization

(panunuo))
(Aem-auo s1 mo)} ay3) 9210/ yeis
2130] 3s1|eLIA3RUBW BWODIIA0 10} swislueydaw auinuagd |euolssay
01 y3nous aq jou ySiw M3} ‘uoissaisdoud 1a1ed -oud 0T
uoloe uojuN Ing "elWapede 410} 211S3p 33 ‘IHJew (svo3
ur annedouaid jessdeuew Janoge] aundasul A3ul Apsow) (8102)
ay3 93ua)jeyd ued jey) sannesadwi jesdeuew -sealoul ue ul pakojdwa Jafojdwa ‘solwap ‘ew
9210/ J0J SINUSAR JOJ PI3U Y/ PassnasIp 10N yam adueldwo) Keys 01 pasu ay | EISVETEN] -99kojdwiz -eJe 0T  @AReY|eNnd  eljensny ejjey
asnge jo Ayjiqissod
pue Ayjigessuina
‘swuou
Jeuonnisu; 03 AJwIojuod
S9ALIP pue saguajjeyd pue
seapl 1w ‘||im poos jeuon
-N}1Isul pue sanges|jod
Joluas uo Aouspuadap
9o1oeud uoisiasadns 0] Spe?) S}aM4eW dIWap 2oueydadde |euoinyisul uoisiaiadns
Jo uonenjeas pue Suioyuow -eae Jo 3uiso)d ‘ysijgnd 03 pue Jiwapede 3uiyass wes)
‘wea) uo Josiasadns |eulaixe Suuojuaw ysnd ay3 wouj Sulwwas 9osinadns uo adusp -uspns
‘Buiyoyew sosinsadns-yuapnis Aiosiniadns Ajjiqesaulna ‘uonsneyxe -uadap “osiniadns auo QAISUdJRQ ‘speAp (6102)
‘sao1oeud uoisiniadns YyaH -BJ)XD |RWIOJUL |eausw ‘aunssaid ‘uoiye) Ajuo yum uiyiom ‘uol JU9S3INQY Josiniadns sjuspnis sse|g
JO MaIASJ JeuonNINSU| ‘Kouage Juspms -0s| |e120s ‘Aoenbapeu| -uido juasayip e Suineq  Jeuonesiuedio -uspms |eJ0100p €7 9AReEeND  eljensny sauor
'SSaUdIEME-§]9S
juapnys poddns 0} suois
-$95 y4om 3uisijequan pue *A)11e139)102 Ayney Jo ssa1304d Jano Jamod yum
Bulieys 1oj sanua "s10S 32e] pue AydJesdly dlwap asoy) “Ayuapi dlwaspede
-Insadns 03 uo Aouage jo -eJe ayj ul uonisod jo ue Sujwnsse saNdIYIP
pa12afoad/ uonesiwnids) 1oy sanges)|0d SS9UIBME S31|NDIYIP 0} pasoduwi-jjas ¢(s10sIA
1sonb syuapnis pue Aouagde J1wapede Aq Ayuspl Buipes) 2210 ssauddns Ayd -1adns ““83) sjenpiaipul Jeuipny (6002)
Sunylys syuapnis Jo ssau JIWApPEd. U] 9UBPIJU0D -leJaly ay ul Jay3iy saundy snmyels-iay31y Aq pasodwi sjuspnis -13uo) yauep
-aleme JosiAIadNS asealdu| puE JO UoIeWIUO) Aioyine wouy uonisodw| Ayjuapi 9josjuspnis  jeuonesiuedio payiads 10N |eJoyop 6 ‘@Anelend epeue) -oenzer
Juswanosdwi Joj sa13a3ens S19]qeus 32107 S9W023IN0 dAIReSON SETELER]T s/adfy diysuone)al syuedpiped udissg  Anuno) Jeak pue
ERIEI S}om s/ioyiny

(panupuo)) "zv 21qeL

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 18.188.124.93, on 28 Dec 2024 at 16:38:58, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41
https://www.cambridge.org/core

Victoria Lister et al.

24

(panupuo))

3unuodau Jo) swisiueydsw

ssaussajadoy

‘asnge Josiniadns @d10n
JO 8U0) pue apnyne
Jo0sinsadns ‘Buik)ing st
Jeym pue 3uiuies si

‘Buiuesy aA3] Jeuonnnsul BINCISEEN[:H) 1eym punode Ajuiesdun spekp
a3 1e uonuanaid aandeosd 03 syoedwi aAize3au ‘Sulaq ‘ssaussajiamod jo s3ul dAISUR)RQ Josinsadns syuapnis (1T702)
‘suoipoues jeuoniesiuesiQ passnasip 10N -119m 03 s3oeduwii fuoisnjuod) -1994 ‘s9)138n13s Jamod JUd2s3INbOY -Jusapnis |eiop0opg  dAnEHIEND  eljessny SuJop
ERVEN Y]] uolsiadns
20UdPIUOD J34ns 0} paiajaid "aduew Mmo)aq ‘wsno3s ‘sdiys wea)
pue Ayanisod ‘yimou3 Joy -1op19d pasiwoidwod -UoI1e)a1 dAIRMIOYINE -juspnis (0z02)
s3uipuly ayj uo uond33 aoeds ‘(ssaualieme-}|as ‘uoissaidap ‘siosintadns ‘spefp A3ppois
|9A3)-|eUOIN}ISUI /|RIUSW “Quawa3e3us ‘Dduasaid) ‘an3ney ‘A1aixue - Sul aAe3au Jo pasuoyine dAISUR)RQ Josinsadns syuapms 3
-pedap ‘dnoi ‘enpiaipu) diysiojuaw dnuayIny -aq)1am pasiwoidwo) -19A0 ‘s10s|AIadNS JudSqQy JU2S3IND -juapms 1e40100p 6T  dAREIEND epeue) yaiweyyep
diysioyine/isumo Jiejun
‘fenbaul ‘poadsausi
‘uolsinsadns ayenbapeut
‘Quswuopueqge
‘sanpadsiad
‘poddns JO Ssaumo.eu
JuapN3s pue dudjRd ‘SMIIA
-wod JosiAIadns Jo yoe Josiasadns Jo uoisniul
‘uoneyo)dxs pue ‘poddns/ajos
%40MIBNO JO SOUBLIDAXT J0 sallepunoq
1eapI d1wapede 3y} ‘saNss| |e1n}onns
03 J93unod swJou 3undope ‘9uajadwod Josiaiadns
SUOISIap Yd4easal Wsiw e uiaieaaad syusp 21N3)N2 3A1323])00 & uojsiasadns
S3udpN)S 4oy 1oadsal -n3s ‘uonajdwod yedwi J0¥de) ‘sdiysuonejas wea}
‘(smaln Anunwwod Alejoyds sy papunojuod Ajjeai3o) -usapnis siosinadns (LT02)
‘diysuone)as Aosiniadns sy sJosiniadns wouj a3e1nap) ul sad130ead pue swiou -oydAsd /Ajjeuonows ‘spekp T o1eyAd
ul sappuedaldsip |ealyie uo (D210 JaydJeasal, dojanap ‘suoljeydadxa pue sjeod el dAISUR)RQ Josin1adns ‘Ssyuspnis 3
Buisnooy yoieasas jeuoippy 0} Juswafesnoduz SIUBPNIS UIDMID] JYSIN ‘asnge pue uopjeyioldx3  jeuonesiuesiQ -Jusapnis ]e10300p 87  dAIEHEND puejui{  wWo.sOT
Juswanosdwi Joj sa1333enS S19]qeus 32107 S9W02IN0 dAlReSON SETELER]T s/adfy diysuonejal syuedpiped udissg  Anuno) Jeak pue
ERTEIS SJOM s/ioyny

(‘panupuo)) "zv a1qeL

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 18.188.124.93, on 28 Dec 2024 at 16:38:58, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41
https://www.cambridge.org/core

25

Journal of Management & Organization

(panunuo))

payojdxs Suleg

*sain8ly Ayoyne

1noge suondwnssy
“Sylew pue fauow
Buixiw, - (slosiApe 240}
-J0p J0 $1032N.13SUl 3SIN0D
11943 Jo uoisiasadns ayy
Japun Suppiom syy) sdiys

-uonejas |enp paguajjeyd slojes}
"paiing Suraq -siuiwpe
‘saoipoead spekp sJosiniadns
Jiejun jo dueydadde Josiniadns YoJeasal G
siosinsadns uoy Suluiesy ‘ssaussapomod yo.easal (svy)
9uawdojanap @oneud uonnguiuod ‘uoneindas Inoge uIddu0d Jiosinsadns sjuejsisse
9o130e.d Joj suonepusw Jo Ajunwiwod e ojul vy 10} uof1u30231 JO oe) ‘@oueping pue anIsuajaQ 1e40320p-vy YoJeasal
-wodaJ ‘quawdolanap vy 9y 8uiduuq ‘woddns ‘BuiBuo)aq Jo asuas ou uo1edIUNWWOD 4O Yoe| 1ud2saINboy /iuspnis /swuspnis (6T02)
0y Ayniqisuodsas Suiudissy Buipinoad ‘Bunsupeq ‘uoissauddo ‘Suifjng ‘losuod Josiniadng  jeuonesiuedio |es0320@ |eI0300p 9  dAREHIEND epeue)  yAzowalN
92ua19dwWod jesnyjndusiul
pasueyus Bunodas pue
maInai ssaudoud ‘saouenanid
‘sapijod 03 sadueyd jesny
-DNJ3S |RUOIINYIASUI J1WBISAS
‘19Ke)d-wea) e aq pue a1}
-enjiul 94ey 03 Ayjiqe ayy
¥2eqpasy 4oy ssauuado A Awouoine jo uojsinsadns
-|1q1x3)4 dojanap 03 poddns Juawdo)anap ‘saouendnid wea) (zz07)
‘quawdojansp Jaa.ed ipoddns pue a3ueyd jeuonny MBINDI sain3dyy Auoyine -juspnis uosHaqoy
Jeuonows pue |euageuew -nsul Jo 3nsind aAoe SIU3 Ul SBIPNIS JBYI0 YUM Bujp.edaJ swiou jeanynd ‘spedp 3
‘|eaiuyoay ‘saduspadxa ‘sanss| Jle 0} saI3a1e.1s QU] Ul paIajul 9q ued Inq “amod |en3an.is SI10SIA Josiniadns sjuspnis uakn3N
S1uapnis Suipuelsiapun Jos, ‘32 Aouale jo asn paulwexs Aj3d1dxe JoN -12dns ‘sianueq 93en3ue]  |euonesiuediQ -juspnis |eI0100p 9  dAnEMEND  BljRASNY 19An3N
Juswanosdwi Joj sa1331eS S19]qeus 3107 S9W023IN0 d9AIReION SETELER]T s/adfy diysuonejau syuedpiped udissg  Anuno) Jeak pue
ERIEI S}om s/ioyiny

(‘panupuo)) Ty a1qeL

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 18.188.124.93, on 28 Dec 2024 at 16:38:58, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41
https://www.cambridge.org/core

Victoria Lister et al.

26

(panupuo))

‘Buiuies)
J0j sawo21no Suleys
‘A303epad Jusapnis jelo0}o0p

‘sadua)eyd
|euone|as pue ‘sapijiqesau

suoioesRul
Jenuadns pue Suiosuad

e se diyspuaLiy |eonud -InA ‘solweuAp Jamod jo -§]9S U1 }|nsai pue Josiniadns
‘lesiesdde-})as jo wioy e se ssaualeme Jy3noyy Jusd saIpn3s sdiyspuaiy |eanid 1oy peip VRERS (0zo?)
syuapnis Aq asn pue 3uluiesy -1aA1p Joy Aydeded “Aouale J3U30 Y3IM 3Ul) Ul paLdjul Ayoeded ayy usieasyy usjaq uspnis uspnIs JBNIYS R
Kiosinsadns se 431S-S Jo asn juapnys ysniy Suidojanag 9 ued 3nq ‘pPassndSIp JoN ued jeyy solweukp Jamod  jeuonesiuesiQ -10s]A19dNnS |e10100p T dARENHEND VSN spleyory
Sal1ydJeIa1y pauslIe)y

‘Ayredws pue Suipueys Koyine passe

-1apun ‘Aypnuayine 10 AjLindasul 39s-4o ‘onb

2INS0]2SIP-19A0 JUSPNIS paseasdu ‘SalyjIqesauina SN3e)S 3y} Ulejulew 03 Sal}

“amod Aseurdidsip jo uonnjip juapn3s pasodxs ueyy -1ed yjoq Aq sauepunoq
‘salanb yuspnis J3Y3eJ pajepowwodde |ed1yd.elaly jeuonip spekp (6T02)
Jamsue 0} ]|ed uo, 3ulaq ddy sjeym jo asn Aq -eJ} Jo uondnpoidal dAISURJRQ Josintadns sjuspnls edLy OUOYIN B
:s10s1A9dns 1oy sadua)jeyd paleipaw Ajjew.oyul 9)qedndde joN ‘syuaipesd samod dasys  |euonesiuediQ -juspnis 4AH 9T  9AneNend yinos aquiey

SjuUapNIS pue

s10sinIadns/od Jo Jamod jo uoissai3oud 1oy ejided

sKe|dsip Ajiausp! 03 yoiessal (s4n220 uoisinIzdNs-0 1e4n3)nd Jo y2e) ‘sowed

euOneAISSqO ‘SPaaU jen a1aym ao12e.d A1osin aAidnpoudun ‘d1npe

-pIAIpUI 0} AYIAIHISUSS pue -1adns jo uonejndai) Sunoijuod ‘palinbai uopy
Aqixa)y pajdipund ‘wes)y diysuone)as Aio -e2|UNWWO) JO UoisusW uojsiaiadns siosiniadns (LT02)
Kiosiniadns ayj Jo siaquisw -1adns ay3 ur Aujiqisia $9]38n.3s diysuonejas pue B11x3, a3 ‘sdiysuon wesa} 8T puepspuns
]1e usamiaq suolejas Jamod pue Aouaiedsuesy asow Jamod ‘uonediunwwod -e)aJ jeuosiadiaul JU2S3IND -juapnis syuapmis 9 zado
3y} o JudwaSeuew dAIPY - ddUE||IdAINS |enINy pasiwoidwod ‘uoisnjuo) pue |euonyniiisul xajdwo)  jeuonesiuesio |e40320@ 1840300p 97 ejend Mn -sow)Q
Juswanosdwi Joj sa1831eS S19]qeus 32107 S9W023IN0 AN SETELER]TT s/adfy diysuonejau syuedpiped udissg  Anuno) Jeak pue
ERTES SNIOM s/ioyny

(‘ponuppuo)) v 3lqeL

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 18.188.124.93, on 28 Dec 2024 at 16:38:58, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41
https://www.cambridge.org/core

27

Journal of Management & Organization

(panunuo))

-diysuonejas
ay3 ulisnJy wouj Suiw
-wa)s Juswiamodwy

swea) ul A3IAIeaud pue $10s1A19dNS-02 Yim uolsindns siosindns
20U8lj1saJ ‘9210A 03 Suipes) S9NDIYIP (WSIDILD suoneyadxa dAISUR)RQ wea) 43
Jamodw pue isniy ‘uoisiniadns weay ut 40 '3°9) uedy ‘919)d ul sadudIRYIP Quawiamod JU92$3INY -juspnis sjuspnls (L102)
|eninw pjing Jey3 saidanens Jamod Jo wuoy e se ‘4sni| -wod 01 9)33n.3s Ix3 -W3SIP ISNJ3 JO DUISAY 1uasaInboy JeJo300Q 1eJ0100p 0T  dAREHEND 1lessny  uosuaqoy
(922 =u)
(doysyiom
3uneasn-0d)
SI0SIA
-12dns G
‘syuspnis
1e40320p L
{(sAenuns)
saijiunuoddo aduaiagal siouoddns
siosiniadns pue sdiysuoneja. Suide /siosiniadns
Joj poddns pue Sujuiesy siow -wep jo Jesy ‘Suidus)jeyd -S1321eas34
‘saouejequil Jomod pue sia ueyy Jay3es ui Suimiy, ‘sny Jeso300p3sod
-leq |e21yd.eIaIY UMOP Yealq -e3s padxa Aq pajepiwnul S pue ‘69
pue uoijeloqe))od Josiaiadns ssanoud ‘saouejequul Jomod ‘syuspnis
-jusapnis ayj ul syuedidied anissed ‘suonyedadxe Jo Jusw |eJ0300p
a1ey)1oe} 03 (sdn-yd3ed 22400 uey Jayjel pue uoin|os saguajjeyd aj1)-y10m -u8rjesiw ‘siosiasadns jo uojsiaadns 98 {(Apmis
*3'3) SUOIIESISAUOD |ew ay1 jo ued aAnoe ue se pue 3uiaq)jam ‘sisad yum sanl|iqisuodsal pue ss)ou Jopoddns aAiReyenb)
-lojul Joj saipiunyoddo pue 10B3U0D |B1D0S 0} SJ3LIIeq 3y} punoJe Ayie)d Jo yoe) Jeuonelsy J1osinsadns siosiniadns spo (zzo?)
SJUBWUOIIAUD ued SjUaPNIS YdIym ui ‘Buines) jo sy3noyi sno ‘lenplAlpul 2y} 03 pa.o)ie} dAISUR)RQ -juapnis 6 ‘S3UdpNIS -ypw AERE)
paseys Sunowold SIUSWUOJIAUD Pa}eaId-0D) -119s ‘@woJpuAs Jsysodw| jou sjapow Alosinsadng  |euonesiuediQ |es0320@ 1810120p G paxIN Mn eAly
Juswanosdwi Joj sa13a3ens S19)qeus 32107 S9W023IN0 dAleSON SETELER]T s/adfy diysuonejal syuedpiped udissg  Anuno) Jeak pue
ERENS SNOM s/ioyny

(‘panunuo)) Ty d1qeL

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 18.188.124.93, on 28 Dec 2024 at 16:38:58, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41
https://www.cambridge.org/core

Victoria Lister et al.

28

(panupuo))

syiomyau soad Suons
‘510322.1p Apn3s pasuauadxd
‘uoisinsadns ui Suiuue)d pue
epuage Jo ugisap-0d ‘qusw

uofel|elas
104 |enauazod ‘@1aymas)a
uoljepljeA pue uoieNsIp
Buiya9s ‘Aauspi Jo sso)
‘uoissaidap ‘uoissaiddo

-UOJIAUD papulw-uado ue (ssaooud ‘a41] jeuosiad ul sannNdIYIp uojsiaadns
‘syuswaduelte L1osiatadns ul a3ueyd Aiosiniadns ayy ‘swajqoJd yyeay jeausw wea)
sadueyd Jo uonesneweip-ap s1en03su) plays)neq JO |9A3] pasealdul ‘SI0SIA Jesuday -usapnis (1202)
‘pajuswajdwi 2Y3 433ua, 03 ssauul -1adns Sui3ueyd ‘Suminb 0 Je3} 10} S2INJPNAS dAISUR)RQ ‘spekp uossueH
pue pajuawndop ale -]]Im 0} pea) JudWIedI} ‘diysuonyejas Kiosiaadns 1amod paysijgeiss Sul JU2S3IND Josin1adns syuapnis 3
1eY) sauaping Jes)) Jlejun pue aJue)lsIsay Addeyun ue ui uluieway -pjoydn Y4amod jo asnqy  jeuonesiuedig -juspnis ]e10100p JZ dAnEMeND  UIPIMS IpIwyds
siosiniadns
104 poddns pue Sujuiesy
U3|eay jejusw asealdul
‘siosinsadns anoge
Suiuiejdwod 4o uiSueyd
J0} sassad0.d anoidwi
pue ‘siosinsdns
30 AyIjiqeIunodoe Y3 aseadul
‘Ayredws ‘a1ed 210W MOYS
pue sYgH yum uonesiunw
-wod anoudwl fuondUIp
pue ssai3o.d ‘sauoisa)iw (SYaH pue
uo uofisneyxa SOIWaPEdE USdIMID] ISELN
3oeqpasy /eouepingd oydads ]euonows Jo/pue ssails uofei3ajul Jo ¥oe)) wea} (zz07)
aJow apiroad J1uo4yd “A3a1xue ‘uols 21n3nd jeauswyedap -usapnis syuapms A[ERE]
‘uoisiniadns 1oy awiy asealdu| ‘uolyes3aiul ‘AyAisnioul -saudap jo sares y3iH 1ea1yoaeIaly ‘@AISn)ox3  jeuonesiuesio Jes0300@ ¥AH G6S aAneyend  eljensny uely
Juswanosdwi uoj sa1831e4S SI9)qeUd DIOA S9W02IN0 AN Sia111eq 910\ s/adfy diysuone)as syuedpiped udissg  Anuno) Jeak pue
20UI)IS SNI0M s/ioyny

(‘penunuo)) v alqeL

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 18.188.124.93, on 28 Dec 2024 at 16:38:58, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41
https://www.cambridge.org/core

29

Journal of Management & Organization

(panunuo))

Jeuoinyisul pue jeuosiad

*SJUIRIISUOD
40 Buissaippe pue Aoediya
195 Jo Juawdojanap ayy
ul Ajjedadsa Yejnoiued ul
SOIWapede djews?y Joj pod
-dns JuswaSeuew Jo e
'S9131USPI JlWwdpede
Jeuoissajoid 3snqo. jo
juswdo)anap ay3 uqiyut
Kjuo siys pue a3pajmouy|
paseq-auldiosip uo

sndoy e pue ‘poddns
ajenbapeutr

‘5924N0S3J JUBIDIYNSUI
“20]q Sum ‘pdye
aA13e3aU ‘Dwiy payiwi
*(s43y30 U0 puadap)
ssajamod aJe syuspnis

03 9a13ap a3 pue sdiys

Jo 3uissaippe Olwapede ue L=RTITERIEN -uoie|al |ed1ydIeIRIY YHm speAp syD3
Se uoledliuap! ‘Solwapede ‘9213ap 1I0JLI0D SUIWISIDP S10308) Josinsadns snjeis ey (ST02)
9)ewsay 4oy saijunyoddo alopy Je1o0300p e Sujuieyqo paluapl JoN Jeuos.ad pue jeanyn)  jeuonesiuesio -jusapnis -lenpz  aAnEHIEND ynos az|nyss
suonepadxe
IN0Qe UoedIuNWWod
juosydn ‘dn Sunjeads
uolsiAIdNS JIBYI UL dJoS  HGIYul IBY3 S§3113q |eANNd
dAIoE Uk dye} 0} pasedasd Swo249A0 pue syafoud jo
Sjuapn3s ‘sjenba se syuspnis diysiaumo axyey 03 Ayjiqe
s1eal} 3ey3 uoisinIdns A} “Quapnis e 3snfjou pue
-e)I|1o.) (sa10ay) Suluies) uosiad e se Juapnis ay3y poddns oiwaspese
uo uo3)aJ ‘3uluies) Joy Bui3pajmousde- aied pue |euoiows pue aied uolsindns
suonedljdwi ayy pue sa)fis Jes03sed ‘siosiniadns pue Jes01sed ‘Ayijiqe)iene jo wea)
UuMo 119y} AJ13uap! siosiaiadns SJUBPNIS USDMI] UOIILID yoe) ‘suoissnosadai jo -juapnis
os saonoeld Aiosiatadns -dood pue uoneloqge)jod Je3} £{(uo124302 ‘|apow ‘spedp
UO UOI}I3)J21 S3Ye|1DR) ‘uoisiniadns pasusd sonuaidde-1aisew) Josinsadns syuapms (z102)
1Y} 9SIN0DSIP |eUOIINIIISU| -uoneyjey 9)138n1s quawiamodwasig suol3e)a |ed1yd.eldiH dAISUR)RQ -juapnis YAH ST  aAneyend Mn az|nyss
Juswanosdwi Joy sa13a1enS SI9)qeUd DIOA S9W02IN0 AN Sia11ieq 910\ s/adfy diysuone)as syuedpiped udissg  Anuno) Jeak pue
20UI)IS SNIOM s/ioyny

(‘penunuo)) -Tv dlqeL

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 18.188.124.93, on 28 Dec 2024 at 16:38:58, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41
https://www.cambridge.org/core

voddns

pue 32IApE JO a3pajmouy
Buipueyua ‘sguiuies) jo
Buueys Josiaiadns ‘syuswiuod
-1Au Suluies) ajes pue uado
‘salyjiqisuodsal pue suoly
-e309dxa uo juswaaide pue
uoIssnasIp 1y 3s9q Surnsu3

JUBWIUOJIAUS djes
e Suneald ‘siosiasadns
Suowe uonediuNW
-W0d ‘UoidaIp Je3)d

e 3uipinoid ‘Aressadau
uaym Suipea) ¥oeqpaay
0 AI9A119p 9A13ONIISUOD
‘s||4s Suiyoeod poog

JUMOp pauny
919M INQ 11 SSNISIP 03 PaL}
Asy3aayiaym Jo jje 1e 1oaf
-qns ay3 asies Jou pip Aoy}
Jayaym s3uipuly ay3 wouy
Je3)2 10U S| 3 49AIMOH

‘)1 3noqe Sunesiunwwod
Aq 10U pue swiBA0 3ul
Spiom Ajjeanyonas Aq siyy
pajpuey sajepipued ayd
‘y31y 001 uraq peojyiom
93 JO ased U], Jes|d 10N

J19s ursnay
0 y2e) ‘siosiaiadns uo
aouapuadap ‘saduaiagip
Jamod Jo ssaualtemy

JnolAeyaq |ed1y3a |apow pue
91e2npa 0} Ayunyoddo ue se
Apms ¥Y@gH uormsod aaiads
-1ad sjuapnis wouy sadndeld
Kiosiniadns Suimain fuoisia
-19dns Jo |apow 32IA0U-1ISdXD
Jeuonipe.) 3ulW02IaA0 pue
1snJ3 pjing 03 seonoeld uols
-InJ9dNS |ewIOUl PUE |eWIO)
aoueleq {(s])s jeuosiad
-191ul pue diysiapes) pue

S D1J13UBI2S) UoisIAIRdNS

o Aynjenb jo |aAs) Ayisian
-lun Je SSaudJeMme pasealdu|

Sujules)

S9jeAljow pue sageinodud
ey Inoineyaq jesiyid
£U3I0M-§]9S pue W3S
-§19s u1 unsas syuspnIs
Jo Suamoduwa )oadsau
e20idida1 f1osintadns
3y} yam uopesado-0d
pue y0adsa. ‘poddns
ISnJ3 {S)4S uonediu
-NWWOoD pue |eros

paduojoud si uonens ayy
UBYM SSJISIP YIOM UMO
J1343 JO SUOJIBN|BAS BSIOM
puE UOI}EAIIOW JOMO]
‘sdiysuoijejas Ayjenb-mo)
01 3ulpesaj 3sn.y Jo yoe

(ssa4301d

sjuapnjs ynoqe SuLied
sdoys Josiniadns *3-9)
Sanayip

Jeuosiad ‘(qolaiayy Ya)
pey Josiniadns ayy Jusp
-N)s wiojul 03 ainjiey ‘3-9)
S91NJIYIP |eINIONIIS
‘Inolneyaq Josintadns
SA112NIISAP pue |RUON
-ounysAp ‘|ealyiaun
‘sdiysuonejas Ayjenb-mo)
‘diysuone)as

ay3 ursamod jo sduejequi

Ajjeuoneusayul
s19ad yum a3e3us
‘sdiysyuapnis papuny A jn4

anoddns siiosiniadns
¢5921N0S3J JUBAS|A Y)IM
S1UDPNIS S199UU0D pue
a|ge)ieAe s1Josiasadng

9)qedidde joN

uoddns

Jeuonnisul Joxoe) ‘swn
uaxe) sey (uonninsul
ay3 Aq) uoisiniadns
3uisijew.oy se uoied
-lunwwod Juanbaiyul
‘s3uneaw Josintadns

40 Aouanbaiy samoT

Victoria Lister et al.

Juswanosdwi uoy sa13a1enS

S19)qeud 2|0\

S9W023IN0 AN

SEIILLER][

30

1¥¥20zowl/£101°01/310°10p//:5dny "0g-T
UOHDZIUBTIQ) @ JUIUISVUDIA JO [PUINO[ “3DUSIS PUE IDTOA JTWIPEIL JO SOTureukp ay) SurfpAeIup) 131 Moy sn [[3L, "($207) 'V ‘P[eI9SZIL] pue “q TSUSSIN [ [O1SOY “A I2ISIT :I[13Ae SIY} 1D

~IBYIBN  }ULISPIOOM

(‘penunuo)) -zv dlqeL

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 18.188.124.93, on 28 Dec 2024 at 16:38:58, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41


https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2024.41
https://www.cambridge.org/core

	Tell us how it is: Unravelling the dynamics of academic voice and silence
	Introduction
	Literature review
	Speaking `up' and silence at work
	Motives for silence
	Work context as a determinant of voice and silence
	The ECA work context

	Methods
	Search strategy and search term selection
	Database selection and screening
	Charting the data and collating, summarising, and reporting results

	Findings
	Barriers to ECA voice
	Outcomes of silence
	Enablers of ECA voice
	Strategies for improvement

	Discussion
	Limitations and future research
	Conclusion
	References
	Appendix 


