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Abstract
Based on the person-centered approach and the EVLN (exit, voice, loyalty, neglect) model, this study explores how the 
components of commitment create “profiles” and the implications of this for voice behaviors in response to malpractice 
at work. The study includes not just affective and continuance commitment forms but also a commitment to the team as a 
multi-target commitment. A survey was conducted of 518 employees from a broad range of organizations in Turkey. An 
attempt was made to differentiate the EVLN responses across diverse commitment profiles by expanding the context. Four 
clusters (low commitment, weakly-committed, affective–team dominant, and continuance dominant) were identified using 
k-means cluster analysis. Analysis of the variance results indicated that the affective–team dominant profile demonstrated 
the constructive voice. The low commitment profile showed the least desirable outcomes (exit and neglect), followed by the 
weakly-committed profile. The continuance dominant profile also demonstrated passive behaviors (neglect and patience). 
Affective and team commitments, which have similar foci, were found to be the primary drivers of voice behavior, especially 
when combined with low continuance commitment. Also, continuance commitment did not contribute to the voice behavior 
once a certain level of affective and team commitment was seen. This study contributes to expanding commitment profiles 
for data from Turkey by explaining diverse EVLN responses to dissatisfaction at work.
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Introduction

Every day, employees experience different problems at work. 
From organizational behavior research, the way an employee 
deals with problems at work is subject to their level of job 
satisfaction or organizational commitment (Grima & Glay-
mann, 2012; Withey & Cooper, 1989). Understanding 
employees’ reactions and/or intentions in problematic situ-
ations is vital since such understanding provides a chance 
to solve the problem and avoid damage in the long run (i.e., 
turnover rates), restoring the well-being of the organization 
(Hsiung, 2012; Lee & Varon, 2020; Li et al., 2018). For 
instance, employees’ responses to company practices that 
are perceived as wrong or problematic might differ because 
the employees have different concerns. One employee might 
be interested in the problem and try to find ways to solve 
it; another might ignore it and keep a silent or low profile. 
Company practices that are perceived as problematic, and 
dissatisfying working situations like unethical managerial 
behavior, are called malpractices. Various concepts explain 
the possible reactions to malpractices: voice behavior, exit, 

 *	 Sibel Caliskan 
	 sibel.caliskan@eas.bau.edu.tr

	 Ela Unler 
	 e.unler2@herts.ac.uk

	 Ekrem Tatoglu 
	 tatoglu.e@gust.edu.kw; ekrem.tatoglu@ihu.edu.tr

1	 Department of Psychology, Bahcesehir University, Ciragan 
Cad. Osmanpasa Mektebi Sk. No: 4‑6, Besiktas 34353, 
Istanbul, Turkey

2	 Business School, University of Hertfordshire, Hertfordshire 
Business School, De Havilland Campus, Hatfield AL10 9AB, 
UK

3	 College of Business Administration, Gulf University 
for Science & Technology, Block 5, Building 1, Mubarak 
Al‑Abdullah Area, West Mishref, Kuwait

4	 School of Business, Ibn Haldun University, Basak Mah., 
Ordu Cad., F‑05 Blok, No: 3, Basaksehir, 34480 Istanbul, 
Turkey

http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6029-6833
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s12144-023-04430-6&domain=pdf


	 Current Psychology

1 3

whistleblowing, and counterproductive behavior. The EVLN 
(exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect) model, which was origi-
nally developed from Hirschman’s (1970) model, provides 
information to explain employees’ different responses to 
problematic events in the workplace caused by unpleasant 
conditions (Hsiung & Yang, 2012; Lee & Varon, 2020).

The EVLN model proposes that employees’ belief that 
a situation cannot be improved might be an underlying rea-
son for exit behavior. On the other hand, if the exit is not 
an option for some reason, employees might show loyalty 
and, instead of expressing their dissatisfaction, might wait 
for action from the company or their manager to improve 
the situation. Furthermore, some employees express voice 
behavior, which includes individual attempts to improve a 
negative situation rather than waiting for a solution from 
someone else (Farrell, 1983). Because employees have vari-
ous motivations for their responses (Dyne et al., 2003), it is 
important that multiple underlying factors are investigated 
to improve the voice literature.

In this regard, organizational commitment, as one of the 
most crucial factors in terms of an employee’s response to 
unpleasant situations, has been well investigated using the 
variable-centered approach. This approach takes employ-
ees as people with a single averaged commitment, which 
makes them have a varying degree of each commitment 
type. The person-centered approach, on the other hand, is 
a more exploratory method of gaining an understanding of 
employee behavior. It takes each person as a unique case, 
which helps managers and organizations to understand dif-
ferentiated responses as well as commitment types. The 
approach considers the possibility of multiple commit-
ment levels for each person by using a tailor-made attitude, 
which allows researchers to gain detailed information on 
the variables. Along these lines, this paper is interesting as 
it will enable readers to understand the effect of dominant 
commitment profiles on voicing behavior. With the help of 
this approach, differentiated configurations for employee 
commitment might be observed (Meyer & Morin, 2016). 
Although the relationship between EVLN and commitment 
is well understood (Beatty et al., 2012; Burris et al., 2008; 
Johnson et al., 2009; Luchak, 2003), there is a gap in our 
knowledge of how individuals’ diverse commitment profiles 
are linked to different EVLN responses. Meyer and Her-
scovitch (2001) proposed theoretical “profiles of commit-
ment”, which predict different behavioral outcomes. They 
also assert that employees are likely to develop different tar-
gets for their commitment, such as their organization, team, 
or supervisor. Based on the person-centered approach, this 
study unfolds the change in commitment profiles in response 
to malpractices according to the EVLN model.

There are two main gaps in the literature regarding 
the relationship between commitment and the EVLN 
responses. Different behavioral outcomes are found 

across different cultures. According to Hofstede’s cultural 
dimensions, high power distance cultures care less about 
accountability than individualistic cultures (Onyango, 
2017). Even though diverse “person-centered” commit-
ment profiles based on those of Meyer and Herscovitch 
(2001) were found in a high power distance culture (i.e., 
Turkey) when looking at turnover intentions and organiza-
tional citizenship behaviors (OCB) (i.e., altruism) (Wasti, 
2005), differentiation among EVLN responses, as a form 
of OCB (Morrison, 2014), has not been studied in diverse 
contexts, and this is the first gap in the literature. Regard-
ing cultural context, it is known that not only organiza-
tional commitment levels but also team commitment levels 
are crucial to understanding EVLN responses, especially 
when we consider high power distance cultures (Alang 
et al., 2020; Mellahi et al., 2010). For instance, higher 
levels of team commitment might influence employees’ 
feelings of closeness, and positive communication among 
group members may increase voice behavior and decrease 
exit and neglect (Estell & Davidson, 2019; Mellahi et al., 
2010; Rai & Agarwal, 2019). Thus, there is a lack of stud-
ies in the EVLN literature showing how team commit-
ment levels may contribute to organizational commitment, 
and this is the second gap in the literature that will be 
addressed by this study. Therefore, this study provides val-
uable contributions to the explanation of reactions toward 
malpractices at work, considering both organizational and 
team commitment profiles.

This study essentially makes three contributions to the 
existing literature. First, it answers the question of how com-
mitment components create diverse profiles, with the organi-
zation and the team being included as targets. Secondly, it 
tests the implications of profiles for voice behaviors in the 
EVLN model by showing how commitment profiles lead to 
different responses to malpractice at work. Thirdly, the study 
tests the person-centered approach to commitment and the 
EVLN model in a key emerging country, Turkey, which con-
tributes to the extant literature by extending the application 
of this approach. In addition to using the person-centered 
approach, this study helps to create a distinctive view of 
organizational commitment, particularly in Turkey. The 
Turkish context is characterized by a relatively high power 
distance, face-saving, and conflict-avoidance culture, which 
differentiates individuals from Turkey from those from other 
cultures in their responses to wrongful situations (Furrer 
et al., 2012). The Turkish culture reflects greater respect 
toward authority and less accountability in reporting or 
voicing wrongdoing (Jakubanecs et al., 2018). Thus, this 
study contributes to an understanding of the importance of 
both organizational and team commitment levels in voice 
behavior (Morrison, 2014) and shows that different levels 
of organizational and team commitment can be the basis for 
understanding employees’ reactions (Lee & Varon, 2020).
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The previous literature has already covered the different 
effects of organizational and team commitment. However, 
studies that include the indirect effect of commitment on 
voice and turnover intentions are scarce. The study of Wom-
bacher and Felfe (2017) contributes to the literature by test-
ing the interplay of commitments by expanding the context. 
To reveal a “commitment profile”, it is important to study 
the interplay of commitments, and there is a lack of studies 
that involve the different targets (organization and team) as 
“multifoci”. More studies are needed to improve the predic-
tions about the possible outcomes of employees’ responses. 
In this regard, it is important to investigate employees’ 
organizational commitment levels by creating distinct pro-
files, which is one of the major aims of this study. There are 
two main research questions about validating the person-
centered approach in a different context: (1) how does the 
different dominance of commitments (with multiple foci) 
lead to different clustering? and (2) how do significant dif-
ferences in the clusters reflect on voice behaviors (EVLN)?

Theoretical background

Employee voice

There is a plethora of research on factors causing satisfac-
tion/dissatisfaction and on the outcomes of dissatisfaction in 
terms of both individual and organizational factors. Another 
fruitful area of research regarding satisfaction is the behav-
ioral response of employees in the case of dissatisfaction. 
There are various behavioral approaches to dissatisfaction 
(Farrell, 1983): (1) An employee immediately chooses 
withdrawal (e.g., exit) or is voluntarily absent. (2) When an 
employee confronts a problematic situation, s/he first starts 
to use their voice. If nothing changes, the employee remains 
patient. Finally, destructive reactions (e.g., neglect and then 
exit) are chosen if the problem continues to develop (Grima 
& Glaymann, 2012). (3) The individual’s response varies 
depending on the context. Farrell (1983) argues that because 
the behavioral responses of individuals vary, a structured 
model is needed. The EVLN typology offers a multidimen-
sional model for clarifying the different responses to job 
dissatisfaction.

At this point, Hirschman (1970) emphasizes the impor-
tance of understanding the reason for an employee’s reac-
tion to problematic events arising from the organization. The 
EVLN model suggests three possible responses to dissat-
isfaction. Exit is voluntarily leaving the company or quit-
ting the job. Another type of exit would be transferring to 
another unit within the same company. The reason behind 
such behaviors is that the employee has no hope of a solu-
tion to the problematic condition. Voice is “speaking out 
and challenging the status quo with the intent of improving 

the situation” (LePine & Dyne, 1998, p. 853). Here, the 
employee has hope that the destructive situation can be 
repaired. Hirschman (1970) explains that an individual’s 
legitimate involvement in problem-solving is a kind of active 
voice that needs to arise before exit. The third response is 
loyalty, which means waiting and not taking any action, with 
the belief that the problem will eventually be solved. Not 
taking any action might mean keeping silent, even if the 
individual has an idea. One more response that Hirschman 
did not mention is neglect, which means disregarding the 
situation and not attending to the problem (Rusbult et al., 
1982). The initial model constructed by Hirschman listed the 
possible responses to dissatisfaction as exit, voice, and loy-
alty, and then the model was extended by Hagedoorn et al. 
(1999) with the neglect response. The EVLN model predicts 
and explains how people may respond to different severe 
conditions (work dissatisfaction, psychological contract vio-
lation, etc.) (Itzkovich & Alt, 2015; Peng et al., 2016).

As Farrell (1983) argues, both loyalty and voice are con-
structive, but the former is passive, and the latter is active. 
On the other hand, exit and neglect are both destructive, with 
the first being passive and the second active. Other research-
ers supported these multidimensional axes and called this 
the EVLN model (Farrell & Rusbult, 1992; Rusbult et al., 
1988). In the model, active means acting and dealing with 
the problem in a constructive (i.e., voice) or destructive (i.e., 
exit) way. Passiveness is defined as waiting (i.e., patience) 
or just ignoring the situation (i.e., neglect), without action. 
There are some contrary ends for each response in the model 
(Hsiung & Yang, 2012). For instance, contacting manage-
ment is voice; leaving or considering leaving is exit; trust-
ing management and doing nothing since the problem will 
be solved is about loyalty; and believing that complaining 
will not change anything, or ignoring the situation, is about 
neglect.

Loyalty is sometimes explained as a moderator between 
exit and voice, so loyal individuals prefer to quit less and 
voice more. Kolarska and Aldrich (1980) define loyalty as 
“keeping silent” when things are not going well. Based on 
its multiple meanings, Leck and Saunders (1992) empha-
size the difference between attitude and behavior for loyalty 
and suggest changing the “loyalty” category to “patience” 
to emphasize the attitude-behavior distinction. Loyalty func-
tions as an attitude when it is considered to be a modera-
tor between exit and voice, but patience, on the other hand, 
implies a behavioral option (being supportive) (Withey & 
Cooper, 1989). Therefore, we will refer to “patience” in our 
research model.

While some empirical studies have validated the EVLN 
model, some contradictions exist concerning the terms dis-
cussed above. As Farrell (1983) and Hagedoorn et al. (1999) 
assert, a circumplex structure of responses differentiates the 
intentions and makes the boundaries between them more 
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precise. Although there are sub-typologies of EVLN, there 
is no consistency in the literature that evaluates the reasons 
for these different responses. The current study is based 
on a validated version of the EVLN model of Hagedoorn 
et al. (1999) that uses patience, considerate voice, exit, and 
neglect to measure employees’ reactions to problematic 
situations.

There are individual, managerial, and organizational fac-
tors that may influence employee voice behaviors (Botero 
& Van Dyne, 2009; Morrison, 2011). Like many other atti-
tudes, organizational commitment may also differentiate 
behavior. At this point, there is uncertainty about the sources 
of commitment that shape behavior. Different commitment 
types may pertain to different targets like organizations, 
supervisors, or teams, which are explained as commitment 
clusters by Meyer and Herscovitch (2001).

The type of attachment to the organization may determine 
how an employee reacts to unpleasant situations (Luchak, 
2003). Also, among the responses, one decision can be a 
mutual substitute for another. For example, one who reacts to 
an issue with a constructive voice might be patient the next 
time or might prefer to neglect the situation and later think 
of exit as the last option. The mutual substitution among 
behavioral responses might be found in the type and foci 
of commitment (Johnson et al., 2009). Also, Mellahi et al. 
(2010) note that employees might be highly committed to 
their company but not to their team, or vice versa.

To put it differently, an employee may be affectively com-
mitted to his team but calculatedly committed to his organi-
zation. Therefore, the different targets of commitment might 
have different roles in the employee’s behavior. Organiza-
tional and team commitment together may correspond to 
different levels of commitment that might have a distinct 
impact on employee behaviors and work outcomes (Becker, 
1992). Similarly, the various profiles of commitment might 
predispose employees to behave or react distinctively. Thus, 
in this study, an attempt is made to describe how variations 
in commitment profiles are associated with different EVLN 
responses.

Organizational commitment and exit

Withey and Cooper (1989) discuss the EVLN model in terms 
of viable or desirable alternatives for employees. In these 
terms, employees consider the cost and the benefit of their 
behavior when reacting to an unpleasant situation. When an 
employee has several alternatives outside the organization, 
staying in the company is less likely to be considered as 
an option because leaving has a low cost of leaving. Con-
tinuance commitment (CC) is based on the cost of the deci-
sion to leave or stay in the organization (Meyer & Allen, 
1997). People with a high CC consider that positions are less 
available in other organizations, and they, therefore, remain 

in their current position because they need to. Hirschman 
(1970) explains loyalty as a product of economic factors that 
are linked to CC and asserts that people with severe financial 
concerns are less likely to choose the exit option. Therefore, 
the exit decision is the result of pull and push reasons. If 
the person has viable alternatives elsewhere and problem-
atic experiences in his/her current organization, s/he will 
be pushed out of the organization. However, if the options 
are fewer, s/he is pulled to stay in the company. Moreover, 
affective commitment (AC) is an emotional attachment to the 
organization (Knoll & Dick, 2013). Employees stay because 
they want to and because they identify themselves with the 
company, which, in return, would like them to stay, so they 
are less likely to exit. Employees who are attached to their 
companies emotionally do not prefer the exit option (Burris 
et al., 2008; Luchak, 2003; Withey & Cooper, 1989). Based 
on the cognitive-affective-behavior triangle, the affective and 
continuance commitments of Meyer and Allen (1997) fall 
within the affective and cognitive branches of the triangle, 
but the normative commitment, which is also dismissed in 
this study, does not.

Based on the “fight or flight” theory of Mayes and Gan-
ster (1988), individuals’ commitment types in terms of the 
cognitive-affective-behavior triangle imply a decision to 
stay or leave (Mayes & Ganster, 1988). The theory proposes 
that individuals under stress can exhibit aggressive (fight) 
or withdrawal (flight) behavior. Employees with more job 
alternatives outside and less commitment are likely to use 
flight responses in stressful conditions. By contrast, for an 
individual with fewer job alternatives and more emotional 
commitment, the flight response is less likely to be preferred. 
Thus, it can be assumed that employees with CC dominance 
perceive fewer opportunities outside and are less likely to 
exit and that employees with AC dominance are attached 
to the organization. Even though their reasons are different, 
employees having continuance and those having AC domi-
nant profiles might show similar motives concerning exit. 
Moreover, it has been found that organizational commit-
ment (OC) type is not the single predictor of exit behavior 
in non-western cultures because of conflict avoidance, so 
team commitment has an important influence in predicting 
EVLN (Mellahi et al., 2010). At this point, since the target 
is similar (organization), the literature is not able to allow 
diverse commitment profiles to be used to predict EVLN.

Organizational commitment and voice

For the voice option, there are opposing results arising 
from the intention to choose to use a voice. Managers in 
a high power distance culture do not accept subordinates’ 
different ideas and opinions easily. They perceive speak-
ing up to be a protest against authority and try to restrain 
shared decision-making by using retribution (Mellahi 
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et al., 2010). Therefore, in such cultures, employees may 
prefer not to speak even if there is an unfair situation (Park 
& Kim, 2016). Also, in collectivistic and high power dis-
tance cultures individuals rarely take responsibility for 
wrongdoing and react constructively (Onyango, 2017). 
However, the commitment profile might be a driving force 
to alter the situation.

Voice is used as a way of contributing to the effective-
ness of the company. Individuals with dominant CC might 
hesitate to speak up in case they are punished by their 
managers. They tend to keep silent even if they have valu-
able opinions. Their reason for staying with the company 
is the high cost of leaving it; employees with CC are not 
motivated to contribute to the company’s issues (Mel-
lahi et al., 2010). Since they are engaged with the cost of 
opportunities to move outside the organization, they do 
not put more effort into the organization (LePine & Dyne, 
1998; Luchak, 2003).

On the other hand, affectively committed employees con-
sider their company as part of their family and are likely 
to look for opportunities to make a contribution (Meyer & 
Allen, 1991, 1997). Moreover, employees with AC identify 
themselves with the organization, which predisposes them 
to become involved in critical issues related to the organiza-
tion. They feel psychologically more engaged and present 
at work. Their involvement is related to their psychological 
state, which makes the voice option more likely (Knoll & 
Dick, 2013). Employees try to exert more effort on behalf 
of the organization because of their high emotional bond.

Furthermore, the “social exchange theory” holds that 
individuals try to give back when they receive valuable gain 
(Blau, 1986). AC provides employees with relational ben-
efits that encourage them to reciprocate (Beatty et al., 2012). 
As Mellahi et al. (2010) and Burris et al. (2008) highlight, 
employees with dominant AC like to speak up even if the 
consequences (managers’ retribution) could be negative. 
The fight or flight theory (Mayes & Ganster, 1988) suggests 
that individuals who are satisfied with their current situation 
and are affectively committed to the organization will fight 
against problems. They will attempt to voice their concerns 
and improve the situation.

Additionally, employees may see these alternatives as 
an opportunity for development and recognition, which are 
noted to be predictors of OC (Cicekli & Kabasakal, 2017). 
They may put their individual interests second to the organi-
zational ones. Therefore, individuals who are CC dominant 
will have different motivations for using voice behavior from 
those who are AC dominant. Even though one individual 
may be AC dominant and another CC dominant, a certain 
level of emotional attachment would be enough for them to 
show no distinction in voice behavior (Wasti, 2005). There-
fore, there is a need to study different profiles and targets 
(i.e., organization, team).

Organizational commitment and neglect

The conservation of resource theory (COR), which is a 
motivational theory referring to individuals choosing first 
to protect their own resources (Gorgievski & Hobfoll, 2008), 
might be used to explain “passive” responses (i.e., neglect 
and patience). According to this theory, individuals focus 
more on resource loss than on resource gain. They immedi-
ately recognize a negative situation and try to find the factors 
that will inhibit their loss. Eventually, they adapt to the new 
context. Thus, it can be assumed that these inhibiting pas-
sive responses to unpleasant or problematic situations can be 
destructive (neglect) or constructive (patience), depending 
on the level of commitment.

In this sense, CC predisposes people to neglect unpleas-
ant situations (Burris et al., 2008). As mentioned above, 
employees with high CC are less likely to voice and exit. 
Because they stay in the organization for economic reasons, 
they may not try to do their best and may prefer to neglect 
the situation. They might remain indifferent toward problems 
because their only purpose is to “save face” (i.e., to protect 
their resources) (Knoll & Dick, 2013). Individuals with high 
AC, on the other hand, are attached to their organization 
with emotional loyalty. They are likely to be involved in the 
decision-making for the improvement of the company and 
not allow the situation to worsen (Hagedoorn et al., 1999). 
Thus, it can be assumed that employees with emotional 
attachments are less likely to neglect a problem. The reasons 
behind CC and AC mean that they have different effects on 
neglect. In this sense, individuals with CC, who are those 
with the least desirable profiles (Meyer & Morin, 2016), may 
have more passive behaviors. Again, the need for the study 
of different profiles emerges here.

Organizational commitment and patience

Past research implies that “employees who are bound by 
their economic exchange are least likely to be good citizens” 
(Shore & Wayne, 1993, p. 779). Employees with high CC do 
not try to add value to the company when they experience 
difficulties or issues but save face by being patient (Knoll 
& Dick, 2013).

Regarding AC, Chen and Francesco (2000) and Thomas 
and Pekerti (2003) emphasize that if employees identify 
themselves with an organization, they want to show a loyal 
attitude towards that organization. Accordingly, affectively 
committed employees may show patience or become passive 
but “constructive” until, at some point, their voice is heard. 
Even though the reasons for their patience are entirely differ-
ent for the different OC forms, employees with CC and those 
with AC are expected to show patience. Using a different 
lens, if an employee hesitates to share their opinion and is 
passive, this might be because of their disengagement (Weiss 
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& Morrison, 2019). At this point, not only employees’ AC 
but also the organizational environment is crucial to prevent 
voices not being heard and employees from feeling they are 
isolated (Alang et al., 2020). Thus, it can be assumed that 
both types of OC are sufficient to lead to patience, independ-
ent of their dominance in a profile.

Team commitment and EVLN

Team commitment (TC) is an important factor in shaping 
employees’ reactions. Bishop et al. (2000) conceptualize a 
model according to which the impact of task interdepend-
ence depends on both organizational and team commitment. 
They figure out that if there is a higher level of interdepend-
ence, then TC is more salient in determining employees’ 
behavior as the employees become more aware of their con-
tribution to their immediate workgroup.

On the one hand, individuals may hesitate to share their 
opinions, considering the importance of group values. Thus, 
it would be easier for an employee to articulate their voice in 
a western country since an individualistic culture does not 
put group interests ahead of those of individuals (Wagner, 
1995). Nevertheless, in eastern countries, in which collectiv-
istic values are predominant, people relate to the colleagues 
they work with directly (Hui et al., 2004). In collectivist 
cultures, people attach importance to team harmony and 
fulfill their duties with good intentions (Beatty et al., 2012; 
Mellahi et al., 2010; Singelis et al., 1995). In such cultures, 
the collective interest is seen as a shared value that makes 
members feel obliged to keep the group harmonious (Kwon 
& Farndale, 2020). Considering the social closeness of a 
team, it has recently been found that workplace friendship 
also prevents exit and neglect behaviors (Rai & Agarwal, 
2019). Therefore, individuals who are members of a team 
are interested in the well-being and performance of the 
group when they experience dissatisfaction or an unpleas-
ant situation (Beatty et al., 2012; Singelis et al., 1995). They 
try to support the team because of their concern about the 
outcome. They do not like to go astray, even if the situation 
seems problematic, because diverse opinions are seen as the 
cause of conflict.

Accordingly, individuals try to contribute to the team’s 
results with a positive attitude. Mellahi et al. (2010) also 
found a significantly negative association between TC and 
neglect. Estell and Davidson (2019) asserted that when TC 
is high, voice is used to disclose the team’s collective opin-
ions, which makes them feel stronger. Therefore, it can be 
assumed that constructive reactions (i.e., being patient/silent 
at some points and using one’s voice in the interests of the 
group) will be seen in employees with high TC, rather than 
destructive ones (i.e., neglecting the unpleasant situation and 
leaving the team) (Bishop et al., 2000), when one considers 
close group relationships in conflict-avoidant settings. Due 

to the emotional and social connection within a team, it is 
assumed that employees with high TC tend to behave con-
structively, which contributes to their voicing.

Commitment profiles and EVLN

Managerial attempts and organizational factors such as feed-
back, salary, and equitable rewards have significant impacts 
on employees’ EVLN responses (Si & Li, 2012). In particu-
lar, OC levels, which are also associated with leadership 
attitudes and behaviors, are assumed to be one of the most 
important factors in employees’ EVLN responses (Luchak, 
2003; Rice & Cotton-Nessler, 2022). Regarding OC levels, 
Meyer and Allen (1991) determined that there are three 
components of commitment: the affective, continuance, 
and normative components. According to this model, the 
affective component, which refers to an employee’s emo-
tional attachment to their organization, is associated with 
positive outcomes such as job involvement, performance, 
and organizational citizenship behavior. Although all three 
components are related to lower rates of leaving, employees 
with CC stay in the organization because they need to, and 
employees with normative commitment remain because of 
their feelings of obligation (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Meyer 
et al., 2002; Meyer & Allen, 1991).

However, the person-centered approach underlines the 
fact that an employee may have different levels for each 
component, which creates distinct “profiles” of employee 
commitment styles, and it is crucial to create these profiles 
by investigating the antecedents and outcomes of the com-
mitment styles (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001). AC styles 
are the most favorable outcome, especially when they have 
lower levels of CC (Wasti, 2005).

OC types cannot be the single determinant of employee 
responses, and the impacts of TC levels cannot be underes-
timated, especially when considering the situation of high 
power distance societies (Mellahi et al., 2010). For instance, 
it is accepted that managers’ attitudes toward employees are 
a critical determinant of employees’ responses, especially 
when we consider employee voice. Lack of awareness by 
managers is assumed to be one of the reasons for employees’ 
lack of engagement and voicing, because they have feel-
ings of being isolated (Alang et al., 2020). In this context, 
relational leadership and leader-member exchange, which 
provide reciprocal trust, respect, and loyalty, are accepted as 
important determinants of employee voice, and especially of 
team voice (Zhao et al., 2020).

Even if their managers have supportive attitudes, employ-
ees may show passive or destructive responses because of 
personal factors such as their perceived safety, their core 
beliefs, or assumptions like “It is wrong to speak up against 
authority.” In this regard, it has been emphasized that it 
is important to consider the power distance context in the 
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examination of voice behavior (Hofstede, 2013; Morrison, 
2011).

Based on this consistency argument, first, TC, which is 
the “collective interest” in a power distance population, is 
expected to be common among those showing constructive 
patience and voice (Estell & Davidson, 2019). From the 
commitment profile perspective (Meyer & Morin, 2016), AC 
and TC dominant employees are said to belong to the highly 
committed cluster. They are expected to have a more posi-
tive attitude and to act more constructively than those with 
other profiles. Lastly, in contrast to those with dominant pro-
files, those with low (sometimes known as non-committed) 
or weakly-committed profiles produce the least desirable 
outcomes, namely withdrawal or intention to quit (Meyer 
& Morin, 2016; Wasti, 2005). Since CC weakens the effect 
of other commitments, and the combined effect of different 
forms of commitment is limited (Wasti, 2005), it is neces-
sary to compare “commitment profiles” across cultures, and, 
in particular, studies on different targets have been suggested 
(Meyer & Morin, 2016; Wasti, 2005).

Figure 1 summarizes the theoretical framework.

Importance of the study

Since the person-centered approach allows us to validate 
multi-target commitment profiles and the EVLN rela-
tionship, it is an essential contribution to the literature. 
Without this clarification, it is problematic that (1) pure 
relationships between variables have different results in 
different contexts, and (2) multi-target commitment is 

neglected in the EVLN model. Even though Wasti (2005) 
depicted OC profiles in the same context (Turkey), the 
need for multiple foci is emphasized. Thus, we are engaged 
in investigating whether multifocal commitments are 
applicable to EVLN based on the same person-centered 
approach.

Multi-target commitments may mutually strengthen 
each other, and employees’ feelings of belongingness are 
expected to be increased where individuals have “consist-
ent” opinions and attitudes. Similar multiple foci maxi-
mize behavior predictions (Beatty et al., 2012; Mellahi 
et al., 2010; Singelis et al., 1995). Therefore, AC toward 
the organization and TC toward the team have similar foci 
but different targets in this study. This association will 
result in stronger citizenship behavior and weaker turno-
ver intention (Wombacher & Felfe, 2017). At this point, it 
is suitable to test the contribution of TC to OC in a high 
power distance context, namely Turkey, to assess the inter-
relationships of the commitments.

For this reason, this study uses the cluster analytic 
approach that supports the empirical assessment of Meyer 
and Herscovitch (2001). Accordingly, this study uses cluster 
analysis to investigate the implications for voice behaviors. 
It contributes to the validation of the model, as Wasti (2005) 
did by collecting data in Turkey. This study’s originality lies 
in its inclusion of OC and TC with their different targets, and 
provides validation for Wasti’s (2005) clusters by expand-
ing the context. In Wasti’s (2005) study, no hypothesis was 
added for the purposes of exploration. However here, based 
on the previous findings, it is hypothesized that:

Continuance
commitment

Cost of leave or stay
(Meyer & Allen, 1997)

Affective
commitment

Emotional attachment
(Knoll & Dick, 2013).

Team
commitment

Level of
interdependence

(Bishop & Scott, 2000)

Organizational
commitment

VOICE

EVLN
(Rusbult et al., 1982;
Hirschman, 1970)

PATIENCE/
LOYALTY

NEGLECT

EXIT

Exit (-) (Meyer & Allen, 1997)

Voice (-) (Luchak, 2003)
Neglect (+) (Burris et al., 2008)
Loyalty (+) (Hirschman, 1970)

Exit (-) (Burris et al., 2008)
Voice (+) (Wasti, 2005)

Neglect (-) (Hagedoorn et al., 1999)
Loyalty (+) (Chen & Francesco,

2000)

Exit (-) (Mellahi et al., 2010)

Voice (+) (Estell & Davidson, 2019)

Neglect (-) (Mellahi et al., 2010)

Loyalty (+) (Bishop et al., 2000)

Destructive
(Farrell, 1983)

Constructive
(LePine & Van Dyne, 1998)

Passive (Dyne et al., 2003)

Fig. 1   Theoretical framework



	 Current Psychology

1 3

(1)	 there is a significance differences between the means 
of the clusters that emerge, and

(2)	 commitment varies across voice behaviors (EVLN) for 
the clusters that emerge.

Methodology

Participants

A self-administered questionnaire was adopted as the sur-
vey instrument. The questionnaire was initially developed in 
English and was later translated into Turkish. Piloting of the 
questionnaire was undertaken with a sample of 60 MBA stu-
dents with at least two years of work experience to improve 
its content validity by incorporating diverse perspectives and 
also to verify the wording of the items.

The required sample size for the study was determined 
by sensitivity power analysis calculated in G*power (Faul 
et al., 2009). Using input parameters of 0.80 power, α = 0.05, 
and small effect size (f2 = 0.03), the calculation indicated 
that 264 participants were needed for the data analysis. The 
sampling frame for the survey was an alumni database of 
the researchers’ affiliated universities with approximately 
12,000 members. From this database, 2,500 MBA students 
working in various industries were approached. A total of 
518 usable questionnaires were obtained, representing an 
effective response rate of 20.7%. From the calculation, 518 
participants were sufficient.

The average level of work experience of the participants 
is 5.6 years, and the mean age is 32. The respondents’ char-
acteristics are shown in Table 1.

A test for non-response bias for the survey was con-
ducted by comparing the first wave of survey responses to 
the last wave (Armstrong & Overton, 1977). Almost half of 

the surveys were randomly selected for each of the first and 
last waves of questionnaires received. Then, t-tests and chi-
square analysis were applied to the scores across the main 
characteristics of the sample, such as demographic features 
and the sector of the organization. The test results indicated 
no significant difference between early and late respond-
ents (p > .1) for any of the variables in the study. Hence, no 
response bias was evident.

Procedure

The survey questionnaire was shared with the participants 
via an online link (Google Forms, with the help of in-house 
support). The first page of the questionnaire provided 
informed consent and stated the aim of the research, as well 
as explained confidentiality. After agreeing to participate 
in the research, the participants entered the survey. All the 
participants took part voluntarily, and the confidentiality 
of the responses was assured by the researchers. The ques-
tions were presented in the same order for all participants. 
The measures included commitment, employee voice, and 
sociodemographic questions. Completing the survey took 
an average of 15 min. The dataset from the current study is 
deposited on the Open Science Framework (OSF) reposi-
tory, https://​osf.​io/​qc37t/, in compliance with open science 
practices and to ensure research reproducibility.

Instruments

Organizational and team commitment  Both AC (eight 
items) and CC (three items) were drawn from the work of 
Lee et al. (2001), based on the prior literature (Meyer & 
Allen, 1991). The respondents were asked to assess their 
level of emotional attachment (AC) and evaluate their cost 
of leaving (CC), based on five-point Likert scales ranging 
from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”). The 
construct reliabilities (α) of AC and CC were 0.86 and 0.76, 
respectively.

TC is composed of five items adapted from Porter et al. 
(1974). Again relying on five-point Likert scales, the 
respondents were asked to evaluate the interdependence in 
their teamwork. The reliability of TC (α) ranged from 0.82 
to 0.93.

Employee voice behavior  The validated modified version of 
the EVLN scale of Hagedoorn et al. (1999) was used based 
on the prior literature (Rusbult et al., 1988). It measures 
the four main underlying dimensions (exit, voice, loyalty, 
and neglect) and is composed of 23 items. There are four 
items for exit (α = 0.92), nine items for (considerate) voice 
(α = 0.88), five items for loyalty/patience (α = 0.69), and 

Table 1   Respondent 
characteristics

Characteristics N %

Gender
 Female 194 38.3

  Male 313 61.7
Level of education
  Undergraduate 166 32.9
  Postgraduate 339 67.1

Organization sector
  Manufacturing 221 42.9
  Service 206 39.5
  Other 91 17.6

Position
  Non-managerial 137 30.4
  Managerial 314 69.6

Total 518 100

https://osf.io/qc37t/
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five items for neglect (α = 0.79). All items were measured 
through five-point Likert-type scales.

Hypothetical scenarios are widely used in investigating 
unethical behavior (Randall & Gibson, 1991). In this study, 
participants were provided with three hypothetical scenarios 
about “malpractice” in which they believed that their man-
ager/supervisor was incompetent and which they believed 
might harm the organization. Scenario 1 was, “When your 
management/supervisor’s actions negatively affect the 
company’s performance, you would…”. Scenario 2 was, 
“When your management/supervisor behaves unethically 
or illegally, you would…”. Scenario 3 was, “When your 
management/supervisor behaves badly towards you (e.g., 
stops your promotion, harasses you), you would…”. They 
then answered questions about the EVLN factors in the three 
scenarios. Since the different scenarios may give different 
results, the differences were checked first, and the average 
for the three scenarios for every item was calculated.

Common method bias (CMB)

In self-reporting surveys, there is a threat of measurement 
error arising from obtaining the predictor and the criterion 
scores from the same sample. This is referred to as CMB 
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). In this study, Harman’s single-factor 
test, which is a traditionally used and common technique 
to assess whether study variables can be explained by one 
underlying factor, was used to test CMB (Chang et al., 2010). 
The items for each variable of the present study were entered 
into a single-factor analysis. The results indicated that CMB 
was not a problem as the emerging single factor accounted 
for 20.38% of the total variance, well below the critical value 
of 50%. However, Harman’s test has been criticized as being 
insensitive, particularly when the number of variables is 
high (Lindell & Whitney, 2001; Podsakoff et al., 2012). The 
common latent factor (CLF) technique was therefore used in 
AMOS to test for CMB. For this method, a latent factor was 
added to the existing CFA model and connected to all the 
observed items in AMOS 27. The standardized regression 

weights of the CLF model were then subtracted from the 
CFA model, and their difference was measured. None of 
the factor scores had a higher subtraction value than 0.2. 
Accordingly, it was concluded that CMB was not a concern 
in this study.

Findings

Before the data were analyzed, reliability and validity analy-
ses, using both invariance analysis and confirmatory fac-
tor analysis (CFA) via AMOS 27, were conducted. Table 2 
shows the descriptive statistics and the correlations among 
the variables. There is no serious multicollinearity problem, 
as none of the correlations is above 0.80. Cluster and vari-
ance analyses were then conducted using SPSS 27.

Reliability and validity of constructs  Since Turkish versions 
of the instruments were used, exploratory factor analysis 
(EFA) was first conducted to examine the factor structure of 
the instrument and its internal reliability. Varimax rotation 
was conducted to produce a smaller set of distinct variables 
from the full set of items. After the removal of one item for 
CC that had a very low level for the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin 
(KMO) test, six factors were produced that explained 54.2% 
of the variance, as shown in Table 3. All six factors make 
conceptual sense, with two of them capturing the commit-
ment constructs of AC and CC and the remaining four com-
ing from the EVLN subscales.

The constructs also had an acceptable level of reliabil-
ity, ranging from 0.68 to 0.94 (Kline, 2011), as shown in 
Table 3. However, TC emerged as a distinct factor (KMO 
Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.854; Bartlett Test of 
Sphericity = 8686.09, df = 496, p < .01).

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)  Before running the meas-
urement model, a series of CFAs (Table 4) were applied 
for the scales using AMOS 27 to determine whether the 
constructs in the study provided a satisfactory fit to the data, 

Table 2   Descriptive statistics and correlation matrix

*p < .05, **p < .01

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Affective commitment 3.93 0.81 1.00
2. Continuance commitment 1.78 1.03 − 0.12** 1.00
3. Team commitment 4.00 0.84 0.80** − 0.12** 1.00
4. Voice 3.47 0.80 0.30** − 0.04 0.32** 1.00
5. Neglect 1.90 1.00 − 0.14** 0.32** − 0.14** − 0.15** 1.00
6. Patience 2.72 0.89 0.16** 0.15** 0.14** 0.25** 0.26** 1.00
7. Exit 3.00 0.94 − 0.12** 0.09* − 0.09* − 0.03 0.19** 0.21** 1.00
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and to determine the discriminant and convergent validity of 
the scales and their items in this study. A five-factor model, 
where exit and neglect were merged into one factor as the 

“destructive” part and voice and patience into one factor as 
the “constructive” part, was also tested, following Akhtar 
et al. (2016). The results indicated that the seven-factor 

Table 3   Exploratory factor analysis of organizational commitment and EVLN

Notes: Principal components factor analysis with varimax rotation. KMO measure of sampling adequacy = 0.854; Bartlett test of spheric-
ity = 8686.09, df = 496, p < .01

Factor loadings Eigenvalue Total variance 
explained (%)

Cumulative % Cronbach alpha

Factor 1: Voice 6.220 12.891 12.891 0.886
  Suggest solutions to your supervisor/manager. 0.842
  Talk with your supervisor about the problem until you reach a  

total agreement.
0.809

  Try to think of different solutions to the problem. 0.715
  Ask your supervisor/manager for a compromise. 0.704
  Immediately try to find a solution. 0.692
  In collaboration with your supervisor/manager, try to find a solution 

that is satisfactory to everybody.
0.652

  Immediately report the problem to your supervisor/manager. 0.575
  Try to come to an understanding with your supervisor/manager. 0.489

Factor 2: Neglect 5.058 12.065 24.956 0.936
  Put less effort into your work than may be expected of you. 0.883
  Come in late because you do not feel like working. 0.843
  Now and then, do not put enough effort into your work. 0.840
  Missing out on meetings because you do not feel like attending them. 0.829
  Report sick because you do not feel like working. 0.801

Factor 3: Affective commitment 3.012 10.967 35.923 0.845
  I am proud to say that I am working for this company. 0.753
  I believe that the company’s values and my values are similar. 0.725

 I identify myself as a member of this organization. 0.656
  I am very satisfied with my choice to come and work for this 

company in comparison with other opportunities I had when I was 
looking for a job.

0.638

  When someone criticizes my organization, it feels like a personal 
insult.

0.627

  Being a member of this organization is an important reflection  
of who I am.

0.607

  This company encourages me to put the maximum effort in order to 
be more productive.

0.593

  My organization’s success is my own success. 0.480
Factor 4: Patience 2.365 8.460 44.383 0.829

  Have faith that something like this will be taken care of by the  
organization without you contributing to the problem-solving 
process.

0.804

  Trust the organization to solve the problem without your help. 0.723
  Assume that in the end, everything will work out. 0.705
  Optimistically wait for better times. 0.643
  Trust the decision-making process of the organization without your 

interference.
0.520

Factor 5: Exit 1.911 6.466 50.849 0.756
  Actively look for a job outside the company. 0.891
  Actively look for a job elsewhere within the same field. 0.856
  Intend to change your field of work. 0.476
  Consider possibilities to change jobs within the company. 0.435

Factor 6: Continuance commitment 1.343 3.367 54.216 0.679
  I will not be able to take another job if I had to move from where I 

live now.
0.663

  My chances of getting a job outside this company are very small. 0.652
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model had the best fit (χ2/df = 4.43, GFI = 0.75, CFI = 0.79, 
RMSEA = 0.08), and all other alternative models had a sig-
nificantly worse fit when compared to the measurement 
model (Hu & Bentler, 1995).

Table 4 demonstrates that the goodness-of-fit indices are 
within generally acceptable ranges (Hair et al., 2010; Hu & 
Bentler, 1995; Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). The seven-fac-
tor model had the lowest value for χ2/df, indicating that this 
model is a better fitting model than the others. The value for 
the CMIN/df ratio for the seven-factor model is within the 
range of 0 − 5, where lower values indicate a better fit. The 
GFI and CFI values for the constructs are also satisfactory, 
as they are close to the value of 1.0, which would indicate a 
perfect fit. The results reveal the distinctive validity of the 
measures and do not suggest any significant CMB threat 
related to validity concerns.

To achieve more satisfactory fit values, inter-item covari-
ances were included on the scales based on the modification 
indices shown in Table 4. In Table 5, the model fit values 
are shown after the model was modified with the excluded 
items and covariances. In the seven-factor model, after 
including the covariances, the CFI and RMSEA values pre-
sented good fit values (χ2/df = 2.96, GFI = 0.82, CFI = 0.88, 
RMSEA = 0.06) for the default model (Hair et al., 2010) as 
shown in Table 5.

Cluster analysis  The participants were clustered on the basis 
of their three commitment scores to distinguish the com-
mitment profiles (clusters). Each commitment score was 
standardized and used for k-means cluster analysis (Harti-
gan, 1975). This non-hierarchical data analysis method uses 

an algorithm to divide individual cases into a predetermined 
number (k) of clusters based on their “commitment” scores, 
maximizing between-cluster differences while minimizing 
within-cluster variance. Two considerations led to the num-
ber of clusters chosen: theoretical interpretability and the 
need for observations in each cluster for generalizability. 
Ultimately, the final 4-cluster solution met the two criteria 
for further analysis.

The 4-cluster solution is depicted in Fig. 2, which has 
profiles for the means for the scales. Based on the work of 
Meyer and Herscovitch (2001), the profiles were named 
depending on their elevation levels (high or low bar) and 
scatter levels (weak for small differences across the bar). 
Accordingly, in this study, one commitment profile is char-
acterized by below-average levels of AC and TC (n = 71). 
Since this profile has individuals scoring at least one stand-
ard deviation below the sample average for both commit-
ment forms, and CC is near zero, this group is labeled “low 
committed”. The second group is labeled “weakly-commit-
ted”, since it consists of individuals who are rated slightly 
below the average level for all commitment forms and are 
close to each other in terms of scatter (n = 156). Such a pro-
file is also called “neutral” by Wasti (2005). Another profile 
labeled “AC–TC dominant” (dually committed) consists of 
individuals whose levels of affective and team commitment 
are almost one standard deviation above the average but 
whose level of CC is below average (n = 184). Thus there is 
a “dual” target for this profile whose members are emotion-
ally attached to both their team and their organization. The 
final profile was labeled “CC dominant” and consisted of 
individuals who scored at least one standard deviation above 

Table 4   Confirmatory factor 
analysis

* All dimensions of EVLN are used as one factor, and affective and continuous commitment used as one 
factor
** All dimensions of EVLN are used as one factor
*** The negative outcome variables exit and neglect into one factor, and similarly, the positive outcome 
variables voice, and patience are used as one factor

Model χ² df χ²/df CFI GFI RMSEA

One-factor model 8678.45 702 12.36 0.28 0.42 0.15
Three-factor model* 6910.21 699 9.88 0.44 0.51 0.13
Four-factor model** 6751.23 696 9.7 0.46 0.51 0.13
Five-factor model*** 4531.22 692 6.54 0.66 0.65 0.10
Seven-factor model 3021.12 681 4.43 0.79 0.75 0.08

Table 5   Model fit values after 
modifications to CFA seven 
factor model

Model χ2 df χ2/
df

CFI GFI RMSEA

Default model 2003.28 676 2.96 0.88 0.82 0.062
Independence model 11881.44 741 16.03 0.000 0.30 0.17
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the average for CC but who had an average level of affective 
and team commitment (n = 107).

Outcomes of the profiles  First, univariate analysis of vari-
ance (ANOVA) was conducted to see whether the profiles 
differed in terms of voice behaviors. Table 6 depicts the F 
values and the means for each voice behavior by commit-
ment profile. The results show that all the outcome variables 
differed significantly across the groups of profiles, and post 
hoc comparisons of means using Bonferroni t-tests high-
lighted many interesting observations. The results show 
that the low commitment group demonstrated more of the 
undesirable side of voice behaviors than the other groups. 

Specifically, this group had higher levels of exit intentions 
and neglect in response to malpractice at work, especially 
compared to the AC–TC dominant group.

On the other hand, the weakly-committed group lies 
between the low and dominant groups and provides a 
comparison to the AC–TC and CC dominant groups. 
This group showed voice behavior between the low 
and dominant groups. This group also had significantly 
lower patience and neglect than the CC dominant group, 
but no differences emerged with the AC–TC dominant 
group. Thus, for passive behaviors (i.e., patience and 
neglect), no significant differences emerged between the 

Fig. 2   Profiles of commitment

Table 6   The profile group 
means (and standard deviations) 
and analysis of variance results

Note. The numbers in parentheses in column heads refer to the numbers used for illustrating significant dif-
ferences in the last column titled “Post hoc”
a p < 0.05
b  p < .01
c  p < .001

Variables Low 
committed
(1)

Weakly 
committed
(2)

AC/TC dominant
(3)

CC 
dominant
(4)

Total Post-hoc

Voice
F(3,514) = 12.890c

3.05
(0.78)

3.35
(0.70)

3.66
(0.88)

3.62
(0.66)

3.47
(0.79)

1 < 2 < 3,4c

Patience
F(3,514) = 9.257c

2.55
(0.82)

2.55
(0.84)

2.76
(0.95)

3.11
(0.79)

2.72
(0.89)

1,2,3 < 4c

Neglect
F(3,514) = 16.786c

2.32
(0.99)

1.72
(0.86)

1.68
(0.96)

2.39
(1.12)

1.90
(1.01)

2,3 < 1,4c

Exit
F(3,514) = 2.060a

3.23
(0.71)

2.97
(0.93)

2.91
(1.02)

3.05
(0.92)

3.00
(0.94)

3 < 1a
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weakly-committed (neutrals) and AC–TC dominant (dual 
target) groups.

The AC–TC dominant group had lower exit intentions 
and lower neglect and patience in response to malpractice at 
work, especially when compared with the low commitment 
and CC dominant groups. Although the AC–TC dominant 
group showed significantly higher voice behavior than the 
other groups, this group had no significant difference from 
the CC dominant group for voice. Despite differences in the 
affective and team commitment levels, voice behavior did 
not vary significantly between the AC–TC and CC dominant 
groups. Thus, certain levels of affective and team commit-
ment are enough for the voice behavior that accompanies 
low or high levels of CC not to contribute to the prediction 
of individual voice.

The CC dominant group had significantly higher passive 
behaviors (patience and neglect) than other groups. How-
ever, no significant differences emerged between the low 
commitment and CC dominant groups for neglect. Thus, 
even though low committed employees are prone to leave the 
organization, CC dominant ones prefer neglect, for which 
they are no different from low committed ones.

Discriminant function analysis with a stepwise format 
was followed for the “best set” of voice outcomes to discrim-
inate among the four profiles, using cluster as the dependent 
variable. This explained 90% of the between-group variance 
(Wilks’ Λ = 0.83, χ2 (12, n = 514) = 98.987, p < .001). When 
all the variables were considered simultaneously, they signif-
icantly discriminated between the four commitment profiles. 
Thus, both hypotheses are supported: there is a significance 
in the means of the clusters and commitment corresponds to 
varying EVLN across clusters.

General discussion and implications

General discussion

Commitment profiles  Based on the eight profiles of commit-
ment by Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) and the application 
of this concept in Turkey with six profiles of commitment 
by Wasti (2005), parallel commitment profiles were found in 
this study except for the AC dominant and highly-committed 
profiles. One reason for the missing profiles is that AC and 
TC are not distinct concepts. Since TC is also an important 
variable for employee voice, the involvement of the team in 
voice behaviors and also as one of the targets for commit-
ment makes these study findings valuable.

Outcomes of commitment profiles  The study distinguishes 
the effect of different commitment profiles in association 
with the EVLN responses. As predicted, those with low 

commitment and weakly committed profiles demonstrated 
the least favorable outcomes (more exit and passive behav-
iors). This result validates Wasti’s (2005) study and theoreti-
cally supports that of Meyer and Morin (2016).

The best profiles for voice were exhibited by those in the 
AC–TC dominant (dual commitment) and CC dominant 
groups, with no difference between these clusters, in which, 
to some degree, affective and team commitment are above 
the average. In the same way as the normative–continuance 
commitment, highly-committed, and affective–normative 
dominant groups have been found to support organizational 
change (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002), affective and team 
commitment levels were found to contribute to “voice” 
behavior in this study, since they are similarly multifo-
cal (the affective side of commitment is to several targets) 
(Morin et al., 2011). This study contributes by showing not 
only that the single OC level (Mellahi et al., 2010) explains 
voice behaviors, but also that dual commitment strongly 
explains voice in a high power distance context.

Besides, CC does not contribute to desirable voice behav-
iors. CC indeed contributes to passive behaviors, namely 
patience and neglect. Thus, the CC dominant profile is as 
poor as the low commitment profile regarding neglecting 
malpractice. Similarly, Wasti (2005) found that the CC dom-
inant profile is no better than the non-committed profile for 
altruism. Not much is gained through CC; more turnover 
intentions and withdrawal behaviors are seen (Wasti, 2005). 
Therefore, pure CC can be detrimental and the least desir-
able profile (Meyer & Morin, 2016). Thus, this study con-
tributes to demonstrating that it is no different from low 
commitment in different contexts as well.

Also, TC did not show a dominant profile: TC, like nor-
mative commitment, does not contribute above and beyond 
the level of AC (Wasti, 2005). Although high CC lowers the 
positive impact on others (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001), and 
the high affective and normative and low continuance profile 
has better outcomes than the pure affective profile, the dif-
ference is minimal (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). Similarly, 
in this study, although the AC–TC dominant group has a 
higher mean voice than the CC dominant one, the differ-
ence was minimal. However, Wasti (2005) pointed out that 
understanding which levels of high CC weaken the positive 
impact of other commitments is important. In relation to 
this, this study proposes that a CC dominance contributes 
to more passive behaviors (patience and neglect) than an 
AC–TC dominance; that is, there is a weakening effect of 
CC on active behavior (voice). Since passive behaviors are 
common in high power distance contexts, this study con-
tributes to the suggestion that CC dominance is one of the 
reasons behind them.

Finally, turnover intentions and altruistic behaviors 
have already been shown to be related to the three main 
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commitment profiles (Wasti, 2005). This study contributes 
results on multifocal commitment to different targets (i.e., 
organization, team), which has been stated to be needed for 
commitment profile models (Meyer & Morin, 2016). It also 
studies not just focal behaviors (i.e., a turnover) but also 
other voluntary behaviors (i.e., voice behavior) as has been 
suggested (Wasti, 2005). The discriminant analysis revealed 
that voice behaviors distinguish the profiles. This study 
contributes to the idea that commitment is important for 
decreasing not just detrimental behaviors but also benevolent 
behaviors in diverse contexts.

Theoretical implications

Contributions  The results of this study are consistent 
with the current EVLN literature in explaining the diverse 
responses, and this person-centered approach has implica-
tions for managers in the use of individualized management 
styles. Understanding the different targets of commitment 
when predicting employees’ responses to managerial-level 
malpractice provides a useful contribution to the extant lit-
erature on commitment, which is a central part of voice-
based “dissatisfaction” literature (Grima & Glaymann, 2012; 
Withey & Cooper, 1989). This study makes an original con-
tribution to the indicators of the EVLN model by using a 
person-centered approach to commitment. There is not just 
a linear relationship with commitment, but there is also a 
commitment to multiple targets in diverse contexts. Thus, 
the person-centered approach is cross-validated for applying 
commitment in a different context. Rather than average com-
mitment level (variable-centered) per individual, individuals 
may show differentiation in their commitment levels toward 
different targets (commitment profiles).

This study provides essential input for future studies by 
exploring this approach for multifocal commitment profiles. 
Also, the cluster analysis method allows for inductive rea-
soning on commitment profiles which can be tested out for 
future path analysis. In this way, future studies may be com-
pared using other organization-based variables with com-
mitment profiles. Further research should be carried out to 
study how situational variables such as trust are integrated 
with multifocal commitments.

Employee voice  The study’s findings indicate that AC–TC 
dominant profiles are different in terms of voice, while CC 
dominance cannot be distinguished from AC–TC dominance 
since it includes a certain level of affective and team com-
mitment. Employees who are emotionally attached to their 
organizations and their teams are more likely to contribute 
than those whose commitment is low or weak. AC is the type 
of organizational commitment that highlights individuals’ 
loyalty to their organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997). TC is 

found to be another critical factor in shaping individuals’ 
reactions. Employees with CC have no desire to contribute 
to solving problematic events since they are preoccupied 
with the cost of speaking out.

Considering Meyer and Allen’s (1997) commitment 
theory, the findings of this study reveal no clear differentia-
tion between types of commitment when they are consid-
ered with outcomes. Instead, the theoretical contribution is 
that a certain level of multifocal commitment overcomes the 
negative effect of pure CC for voicing. Based on the idea of 
multi-target commitment (Wombacher & Felfe, 2017), this 
study contributes to the interrelation between the team and 
organizational commitment in the power distance context 
regarding the constructive aspects of voice. Thus, multi-tar-
get commitment profiles need to be considered in relation to 
voicing issues at work for future theories.

Passive voices (patience and neglect)  Another contribution 
is that CC dominant profiles are different in terms of pas-
sive behaviors (patience and neglect). Employees who are 
dominant in CC contribute to passive behaviors more than 
those with other profiles. Patience is found to be the typical 
response for those with OC (affective and continuance) in 
the case of malpractice. However, the motivations for those 
with different commitment types are different: (1) fear of 
loss for CC (Gorgievski & Hobfoll, 2008) and (2) relational 
benefit/gain for AC (Burris et al., 2008; Mellahi et al., 2010). 
Thus, patience is relevant and common between commit-
ment types in a power distance setting. Patience may serve 
as a break before “active” responses since loyalty is embed-
ded in a culture in which employees expect that problems 
will eventually be solved and keep silent to a certain point 
(Hirschman, 1970). Thus, one contribution of this study is 
that those with continuance dominant profiles are inclined to 
act passively in the first instance and that being afraid to lose 
is not an appropriate profile for voicing issues. Even though 
patience is considered to be constructive by its nature, it is 
not active behavior. Accordingly, those with affective–team 
dominant profiles prefer to act upon malpractice.

Additionally, those with continuance dominant profiles 
tend to neglect more and cannot be differentiated from 
those with low commitment profiles. On the other hand, 
weakly-committed and affective–team dominant commit-
ted employees prefer not to neglect problems. This study 
shows that employees who are CC dominant do not want to 
be involved in problematic or solution-focused situations in 
order to protect their existing resources, which is in line with 
the key assumptions of the COR theory. Instead of offering 
or exploring solutions, employees are predisposed to neglect 
(Knoll & Dick, 2013). The study also shows that CC domi-
nant employees are as likely as low committed employees 
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to neglect the problems at hand. This bystander effect may 
result in collective silence when a dilemma is faced by a 
team or organization member (Hussain et al., 2018). Based 
on the active nature of voice, a standard by managers to 
differentiate individuals in terms of being authentic con-
tributors can be considered for attribution to commitment 
in future theories.

Intention to quit (exit)  Affectively committed employees 
(AC–TC dominant) can be differentiated from low commit-
ted employees and show less exit behavior. They are likely 
to stay because of the affective connection that they have 
with both their team and their organization. Affectively 
committed employees invest more in their organization, 
and this study demonstrates that they, therefore, prefer to 
remain rather than exit in order to realize the outcome of 
their investments (Withey & Cooper, 1989).

Practical implications

One of the main contributions of this study is that imme-
diate workgroup (team) commitment is a necessary base 
for voice. As mentioned above, eastern cultures are more 
focused on interpersonal harmony and emphasize emotional 
self-control, emotional restraint, and emotional suppression 
more than western cultures. As also put forward by Triandis 
(1994), people exhibit a strong attachment to their groups 
and give high importance to group harmony. They fulfill 
their duties and work hard for the sake of their team. In such 
a culture, collective interest is seen as a shared value that 
makes members feel obliged to keep the group harmonious. 
When TC is high, voice is used to disclose the team mem-
bers’ collective opinion, which makes them feel stronger.

The results of this study have an important implication 
for organizations. Because of the decreased loyalty levels 
resulting from remote working during the Covid-19 pan-
demic, commitment might empower collective identity and 
performance if managers pay attention to team dynamics. 
Trust is one of the most significant determinants of the 
subordinate–supervisor relationship. It can be built by the 
constructive attitudes of managers toward their employees. 
Managers who focus on harmony within their units or teams 
by emphasizing involvement can boost commitment despite 
remote working or physical distance, and it is recommended 
that they do this by being aware of themselves in order to 
improve their self-leadership skills. In that way, despite 
physical distance, relationships between their subordinates 
can be enriched.

Another contribution is that different but similar commit-
ment targets contribute to voice. Considering the contextual 
basis mentioned above, employees are motivated first by 
group success. Otherwise, they are considered disengaged 
or less community-spirited. Thus, employees who speak up 

are appreciated and seen as helpful by the immediate work-
group. Also, they will be more psychologically safe if they 
speak out for the group’s well-being (Hussain et al., 2018). 
Therefore, an affective organization and a team of commit-
ted employees try to improve their unit’s performance by 
offering constructive opinions and change-oriented ideas. 
Their close relations with both the organization and the team 
(relational benefits) make them invest more, a finding which 
is in line with the premises of social exchange theory (Beatty 
et al., 2012). They fight against problems by voicing their 
issues (in accordance with the fight or flight theory) (Mayes 
& Ganster, 1988). For this reason, maintaining exchanges 
between the team and its members is one way to extend the 
quality of voice behavior (Shih & Wijaya, 2017). Employees 
support the team when they are uneasy about an outcome. 
Therefore, their attitude towards problematic events is posi-
tive and constructive for the sake of group well-being.

The managerial implications of this result can be 
explained by the managers’ attitude towards employee voice. 
If managers welcome opinions that are used by the organi-
zation, they will not only reinforce the spokesperson but 
also encourage group identity. According to a Gallup report 
(2022), during the Covid-19 period between 2019 and 2021, 
employees who felt listened to by their managers displayed 
more loyalty than those who felt unheard. These results are 
significant to encourage managers to care for employee voice 
in identifying loyalty and performance.

Finally, this study contributes to the idea that employees 
need to be dually committed to both their organization and 
their team for more voice and less exit orientation. Even con-
tinuance dominant profiles have a certain level of AC to both 
the team and the organization. The opening of both organi-
zational and team communication channels is important in 
such a power distance context (Erjavec et al., 2018). Man-
agers need to recognize dual commitment (Lin et al., 2019) 
because employees’ sense of power in voice surfaces with 
dual commitment. Also, leadership integrity may facilitate 
voicing in unethical situations when both team and corporate 
values are involved (Peng & Wei, 2020), and it may decrease 
turnover intentions (Ali et al., 2020). It is suggested that, 
from an HR practices perspective, high-commitment work 
systems (HCWS) integrate more voice through increasing 
psychological safety and voice efficacy (Unler & Caliskan, 
2019; Zhang et al., 2019). The main aim is emotional attach-
ment and trust in the organization overall. This perspective 
contributes to the idea that contextual dependence on the 
voice enhances the communication skills of employees and 
an inclusive climate.

Limitations and future research

The study is not without limitations. First, it focuses on voice 
from the perspective of the actors; voice can be examined 
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from different perspectives to eliminate self-serving biases 
by, for example, asking supervisors to rate voice behavior. 
Although Harman’s single-factor test and common latent 
factor technique indicated that the present study is free from 
CMB, multi-source data collection or using time-lagged data 
could be an alternative to single-source data collection. 
Since the data is self-reported, other objective indicators 
like organizational cynicism (Grima & Glaymann, 2012; 
Naus et al., 2007) may give a more complete understanding 
of employees’ reactions to distressing situations at work and 
increase the validity of this study.

The cluster analysis in our data did not reveal some of the 
profiles that were found by Wasti (2005), like the highly-
committed or affective dominant profiles. However, what 
is revealed as clusters are theoretically comparable and the 
findings contribute to a different context. For further stud-
ies, it is suggested that the commitment profiles found here 
are tested for multigroup comparison in path models to add 
to the voice behavior literature. This would reveal not just 
preferable profiles but also “how multi-target commitments 
contribute to each other” in diverse settings.

Even though the main aim of the study is to expand on 
the relationship between commitment profiles and EVLN 
responses in a different context, the scenarios given in the 
survey (a case in which the company’s performance is nega-
tively affected, a case of unethical behavior, and a case of 
bad behavior towards the employee) raise more questions. 
The ethical sensitivity of employees and leaders can be a 
control variable for future research. “Is it the belief that the 
organization lacks integrity or the employees’ loss of trust 
in the leaders that lead to an adverse effect?” is an impor-
tant question. In future research, the link with leadership 
types will extend the horizon of practical implications. For 
further studies, the question “what kind of leadership do 
these voice-prone individuals expect?” should be answered 
to reveal local profiles for voicing in diverse contexts.

Finally, this study collects data from employees operating 
in a wide variety of sectors and at various managerial levels, 
and this provides a useful contribution to the extant litera-
ture. However, TC is self-reported here, which limits the 
inferences. Collecting data about real teams (i.e., whether 
they are loose or tight teams, whether they work together 
regularly or temporarily by project) and specifying which 
team the respondents should think about (in order to dif-
ferentiate between organizational and team commitment) 
should be considered for further analysis.

Conclusion

In summary, this study puts commitment profiles into the 
discussion on employee voice and contributes results on how 
immediate workgroups may have different voice reactions 
depending on the social context. The study shows that team 

commitment is common ground for a constructive voice, and 
that this is built upon collective well-being. Affective–team 
commitment dominant employees have the most active voice 
behavior, and continuance commitment dominant employees 
have the most passive behaviors. The study also exempli-
fies the least desirable employee commitment profiles to 
explain destructive voice behaviors. The study provides new 
insights into commitment profiles and targets while explain-
ing diverse voice behaviors in case of malpractice and has 
practical and theoretical implications.
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