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Abstract: Safety voice has become a popular research topic in the organizational safety field because it
helps to prevent accidents. A good safety climate and psychological safety can motivate employees to
actively express their ideas about safety, but the specific mechanisms of safety climate and psycholog-
ical safety, on safety voice, are not yet clear. Based on the “environment-subject cognition-behavior”
triadic interaction model of social cognitive theory, this paper explores the relationship between safety
climate and safety voice, and the mediating role of psychological safety. We collected questionnaires
and conducted data analysis of the valid questionnaires using analytical methods such as hierarchical
regression, stepwise regression, and the bootstrap sampling method. We found that safety climate
significantly and positively influenced safety voice, and psychological safety played a mediating role
between safety climate and safety voice, which strengthened the positive relationship between them.
From the research results, it was clear that to stimulate employees to express safety voice behavior,
organizations should strive to create a good safety climate and pay attention to building employees’
psychological safety. The findings of this paper provide useful insights for the management of
employee safety voice behavior in enterprises.

Keywords: safety voice; safety climate; psychological safety; mediating role; “environment-subject
cognition-behavior” triadic interaction model

1. Introduction

There are numerous production accidents in today’s society, where the scale of en-
terprises is growing. Measures have been taken in terms of legal norms, management
standards and systems, and the safety environment of enterprise production has been
significantly improved. However, the current safety situation is still in an alarming state,
in particular, the frequency of serious accidents and serious hazards. Safety accidents are
harmful to organizations, so taking effective measures to reduce the accident rate is the top
priority for an enterprise’s development [1]. Safety voice is considered to be the antecedent
that helps avoid accidents [2–4], and the importance of safety voice in organizations is
becoming more and more prominent. However, research shows that most employees will
choose silence instead of safety voice, because they are worried about the adverse conse-
quences of safety voice behavior [5]. Therefore, how to stimulate safety voice is important,
to prevent enterprise production accidents and optimize safety management systems.

Research shows that safety climate affects safety-related behaviors [6–9]. Safety voice
is a challenging behavior. When employees express safety voice, they often require the orga-
nization to change their rules and procedures [10], which may cause trouble for colleagues,
exposing employees to face a greater interpersonal crisis. In addition, the indifferent atti-
tudes of leaders toward safety issues can inhibit employees’ willingness to talk about safety
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matters [11]. Safety climate reflects employees’ understanding of the priority of organiza-
tional safety. Employees form their judgments based on corporate systems, practices, and
procedures, and, thus, exhibit different attitudes and behaviors toward safety [7,8,12]. An
organization’s priority for safety is judged by its safety climate [13]. When the priority for
safe work is high, the organization allocates more resources to safety. When employees
feel that safety is taken very seriously, they will be less likely to consider the risks of safety
voice. Whether or not employees dare to express safety voice behavior is influenced by the
safety climate, and a good safety climate tends to motivate employees to express their ideas
about safety [7,14,15]. Some studies have revealed the positive role of safety climate on
employee voice [16,17]. However, there are differences between safety voice and employee
voice, for example, severity [18]. Therefore, how safety climate works for safety voice
needs particular discussion. The study of safety behavior is increasingly connected to social
cognitive theory (SCT) [19–22]. SCT suggests that environment, behavior and individual
cognition act together in individual activities [23,24]. Individuals are both shapers and
products of the environment they are in. Based on SCT, Abubakar et al. [25] verified that
safety behavior acts as a moderator when safety climate acts on work injuries, but not
specifically on safety voice behavior. Shen et al. [26] found that construction workers were
more willing to talk about safety-related matters in a good safety climate, but his study was
based on social exchange theory. Few scholars have focused on the study of safety climate
and safety voice from a social cognitive perspective.

Psychological safety is a feeling of individuals allowing them to express their opinions
freely, without considering negative career consequences, self-image, or status. It is a
perception that employees possess in communicating with their supervisors and colleagues,
and is considered a critical factor that influences whether employees dare to express their
ideas [27,28]. Pearsall and Ellis [29] argued that psychological safety facilitates employees
to communicate openly, express suggestions or ideas, and seek feedback. Tucker and
Turner [30] proposed that employee safety voice may be affected by the employees’ work-
ing environment, and verified that psychological safety takes a moderating role. In a
good safety climate, employees can observe that others value safety, generate a sense of
psychological safety, do not worry that expressing safety voice will bring them adverse
consequences, and dare to express their concerns and opinions in safety [31]. Therefore, psy-
chological safety can be a “bridge” between safety climate and safety voice. However, most
current discussions on psychological safety and safety voice have been studied in a specific
industry (e.g., health care workers (Hu and Casey [32]) and miners (Dodoo et al. [33])),
and the findings lack generalizability [34]. In addition, most of the literature exploring
psychological safety and safety voice is based on Western employees [30,32,33]. Due to
cultural differences, the behaviors of Western and Chinese employees are very different [35].
Therefore, it is necessary to investigate the performance of Asian employees concerning
psychological safety and safety voice. Given this, based on SCT, this paper aims to explore
the impact of safety climate on safety voice and examine the mediating role of psychological
safety. The study results will deepen and expand the research related to safety voice, which
will help guide the management of enterprises and drive employee safety voice behavior,
thus, promoting enterprises to improve their level of safety management.

2. Literature Review and Hypothesis
2.1. Safety Voice

Safety voice is the act of expressing perceived hazards in the workplace to avoid
personal injury [36]. It can help organizations identify and eliminate safety hazards in time
to avoid accidents, and many serious accidents have been attributed to a lack of safety
voice [37,38]. Therefore, safety voice plays a critical role in maintaining organizational
safety. Despite the significance of safety voice in an organization, employees face risks
in expressing themselves. Employees are often concerned about the consequences of this
risk and choose to hide their safety-related opinions. First, safety voice primarily targets
the leaders. Safety voice often requires changes to existing systems and policies, which
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may be perceived as provocative, by the leaders. Leaders show aversion to employees’
asserting their authority through safety voice behavior, to prove themselves right [39].
Additionally, safety voice is more focused on the organization’s safety performance, with
no significant increase in organizational productivity or economic benefits in the short term.
Employees worry that safety voice will be seen by others as superfluous and detrimental to
workplace survival.

Voice and safety voice are both ways for employees to express their opinions, however,
safety voice differs from general employee voice. First, the focus of safety voice is different
from that of general voice. Safety voice involves the disclosure of hazards in the workplace
and concealing safety issues can lead to injury or death [18,40]; in contrast, general em-
ployee voice focuses on organizational decisions and operational practices [41]. In addition,
safety voice intends to reduce accidents and, thus, keep employees safe [4], while general
employee voice aims to improve organizational performance and help companies improve
their economic performance [42].

Some scholars have studied safety voice as one dimension of safety citizenship behav-
ior. Hofmann et al. [43] proposed the concept of safety organizational behavior, which is a
voluntary individual behavior performed by employees to improve organizational perfor-
mance. Hofmann et al. [43] proposed six components of organizational safety behavior:
(i) helping, (ii) stewardship, (iii) initiating change, (iv) voice, (v) civic virtue, and (vi) whistle-
blowing. Curcuruto et al. [44] further divided safety citizenship behavior into proactive
safety behavior and pro-social safety behavior based on Hofmann et al. [43], and regarded
safety voice as proactive safety behavior. Many studies have adopted Curcuruto et al. [44]’s
classification criteria [45–48].

In current research on safety voice, many scholars have used social exchange theory
as the common ground theory [1,36,49,50]. Safety voice acts as an extra-role behavior,
and organizations cannot force employees to express their safety opinions. In addition,
employees may be perceived as “troublemakers” by their leaders and co-workers, causing
interpersonal tensions [51]. Therefore, there is often a risk that employees will be pres-
sured to remain silent. According to social exchange theory, good interaction between
leaders and employees will form a social exchange relationship [52]. When leaders show
concern and support for their employees, employees will take the initiative to implement
extra-role behaviors. Therefore, supportive leadership behaviors (e.g., voice endorsement,
Sun et al. [50]) motivate employee safety voice behavior. Turner et al. [3] investigated
whether younger and adult employees behaved differently in terms of safety voice. They
argued that according to age-related resource selectivity theory, when the supervisors’
safety commitment was unclear, adult workers were afraid of uncertainty factors, and their
willingness to express safety voice was not as strong as that of younger employees. The
results of subsequent empirical tests supported their hypothesis. Job demand–resources
theory (JD-R) suggests that work demands consume human energy and cause adverse
effects such as reduced productivity, while work resources provide support for employ-
ees and reduce their stress, thus, promoting them to be more engaged in their work [53].
Mathisen et al. [54] conducted a study based on JD-R and found that job demands inhibited
safety voice, while job control promoted safety voice.

2.2. Safety Climate

The Israeli scholar Zohar [12] first put forward safety climate. It reflects the common
perception of employees in an organization about a hazardous operating environment.
Safety climate was later introduced into corporate safety practice. Safety climate has
evolved and been generalized in various studies due to different research perspectives,
supporting theories, and levels of analysis. It has been used, from time to time, interchange-
ably with the terms organizational climate and safety culture. Regarding safety climate,
scholars currently have two definitions. The first defines safety climate as the perception
of a safe work environment shared by all members within the organization [12,55]. The
second definition proposes that safety climate can exist independently of the individual
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and is the objective environment [56]. This paper favors the first view, and defines safety
climate as an overall assessment of the importance and implementation status of safety
in the organization by all employees. Safety climate motivates employee safety behavior,
reduces accident rates, and is essential for safety at work [6,57,58]. Employee behavior
and safety climate are inextricably linked [59]. If the corporate safety climate is positive,
employees sense that the environment is liberal and are more willing to talk openly about
safety-related matters [60].

2.3. Psychological Safety

Psychological safety is a context where employees dare to show their true opinions
in the organization without fear of such behavior affecting their career development and
image [28]. According to Baer and Frese [61], psychological safety is an organizational,
institutional procedure or norm that guides individuals within an organization to interact
with each other in a trustful manner and effectively reduce the risks present in the corpo-
rate environment. The internal motivation of individuals and the process of shaping the
psychological state of individual roles are influenced by psychological safety. When feeling
enough psychological safety, employees show more work engagement [56]. Psychological
safety contributes to organizational safety performance [62,63]. Newman et al. [64] argued
that psychological safety is the employees’ judgment of their ability to freely express their
opinions or views in the organization without fear. Research has shown that psychological
safety can inhibit silent behavior, and can encourage employees to express their disagree-
ments to superiors [65,66]. Many scholars have found that psychological safety can act as
an intermediary in organizational practices and work behaviors [67–69].

2.4. Social Cognitive Theory

Bandura [23] first introduced the concept of SCT. SCT suggests that human learning
behavior is generated by three aspects: human cognitive factors, environmental factors,
and behavior, in which the person, environment, and behavior are interdependent and
interact with each other. The theoretical model is characterized by three mechanisms:
(1) the individual plays a dominant role in behavior, and the individual’s reflections from
previous experiences will lead to the occurrence of the behavior, while the feedback from
the results of behavior will also lead to self-regulation; (2) the environment as an external
condition will determine the intensity of behavior, and at the same time, the individual will
consciously change the environment to meet individual needs; and (3) the environment
governs the formation of individual personality traits, while the individual’s cognition also
acts on the surrounding environment. SCT breaks away from the single-factor decision
theory of human behavior and proposes that individual behavior, individual cognition,
and the external environment are viewed as a two-way interaction, e.g., individual and
environmental interactions, i.e., the triadic interaction decision theory model.

It can be seen that individual behavior is determined by both an individual’s internal
cognition and external environmental factors. Safety climate is the common risk perception
formed by team members through safety training, safety management-related systems, and
safety culture inculcation, which belongs to perceptible safety environment factors. Psycho-
logical safety is the perception that an employee’s image and career will not be negatively
affected in the process of self-expression, and it belongs to individual cognitive factors.
Safety voice is a constructive approach by employees towards making a difference to safety-
related issues, which belongs to individual behavior. Safety climate and psychological
safety interact to stimulate safety voice. Therefore, SCT is applicable to study the process of
safety climate acting on safety voice. According to the triadic interaction model proposed
by SCT, this paper follows the research path of “context-individual cognition-behavior”,
treating safety climate as a contextual factor, and studies how it affects psychological safety
and safety voice.
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2.5. Hypothesis
2.5.1. Safety Climate and Safety Voice

SCT provides unique insights for explaining the connection between safety climate
and safety voice. According to SCT, safety voice is dependent on the contextual environ-
ment in which an individual lives. As safety voice is a dissatisfaction with, and threat to,
the existing rules, processes, and systems, which can put pressure on other employees
and threaten the interests of the old guard, the rejection of voice may be a way to balance
team member relationships and maintain organizational stability, meaning that leaders
may reject employee safety voice to maintain relationships. In addition, because speak-
ing up about safety issues means challenging existing regulations, which may implicitly
question a manager’s competence, managers may reject voice to maintain self-esteem
and authority [70,71]. This resistance from leaders and co-workers can inhibit employees
from expressing their opinions on safety. The safety climate will determine the employees’
understanding of the organization’s safe human factors environment, and employees will
form judgments based on existing safety perceptions, systems, and procedures, which, in
turn, will adjust their safety behaviors. Many scholars have found that antecedent variables
of employee safety behaviors included safety climate [6,7,13,72]. Safety climate refers to
the employees’ perception of the relative importance of workplace safety [12], and a high
safety climate means that the company pays high attention to the safety environment and
allocates various quality resources for safety, from the attitudes and behaviors of executives
and colleagues to specific policies and procedures that emphasize providing sufficient
guarantees for safety, and employees do not have to fear the adverse effects of safety voice.
Mearns et al. [73] further confirmed that employees are more willing to communicate with
the organization about safety when faced with a good climate, such as offering constructive
comments and pointing out risks at work. Therefore, a hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 1. Safety climate positively influences safety voice.

2.5.2. The Mediating Role of Psychological Safety

SCT suggests that individual behavior is not only related to the perception of the
environment, but is also influenced by their psychological state [74]. Psychological safety
expresses the employees’ internal evaluation of the organization’s environment, whereby
employees judge the rationality of their forthcoming action. Safety climate can reflect
the degree of organizational support for safety management, so organizations with a
good safety climate attach importance to corporate safety management. At the same
time, safety climate also emphasizes other safety management requirements, such as the
identification of safety issues and, thus, avoidance of safety incidents [75]. Being in a
clear, stable, and supportive work environment helps to enhance psychological safety.
In a good organizational safety climate, employees who receive organizational attention
and support for safety will gradually improve their psychological state at work and will
not have much concern about engaging in safety behaviors that bring negative feedback.
Antecedent studies of psychological safety have demonstrated that a safe climate is effective
in increasing an individual’s psychological safety [76]. Therefore, we hypothesized that the
safety climate can promote a sense of psychological safety:

Hypothesis 2. Safety climate positively influences psychological safety.

Psychological safety is the sense that employees believe that they are expressing
themselves in a way which will not cause harmful effects, and thereby damage to their
image, status, and career. When individuals are psychologically safe, they tend to contribute
ideas without fear of angering their leaders [77]. Safety voice behavior is a risky behavior
because it is often accompanied by the discovery of problems and changes, which means
that it may involve the destruction of interpersonal relationships among colleagues and
challenges to the authority of superiors, so employees will always assess the risks behind the
behavior and their ability to counteract them before expressing safety voice. Psychological
safety expresses the evaluation of the risk outcomes to be considered in a particular situation



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 11867 6 of 17

(e.g., the workplace) [78]. When psychological safety is strong, employees do not have
to worry that safety voice behavior will be ostracized and retaliated by colleagues, or
that the safety voice behavior will be rejected by their superiors and, thus, affect their
future development in the organization. Therefore, they tend to offer constructive ideas,
express their views fully, and discuss existing problems in the organization [54]. Kark and
Carmeli [79] noted that a sufficient sense of psychological safety can facilitate employees’
expression of ideas on the job. When psychological safety is weak, employees are more
inclined to be silent [80].

SCT points out that the external environment not only acts directly on individual
behavior but also affects behavior through internal factors of the individual [81]. Therefore,
we believe that the safety climate as an external environmental factor can not only directly
promote employees to express safety voice behavior, but also motivate employee safety
voice behavior through their psychological factors, namely, psychological safety. Safety
voice is a challenging behavior that leads employees to be “labeled” as bad, and possibly
even chastised. Psychological safety, as a positive perception of whether an individual’s be-
havior is “safe,” reduces employees’ risk perception of presenting new ideas, and motivates
employees to speak up [82]. Therefore, we make the hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3. Psychological safety positively influences safety voice.

Hypothesis 4. Psychological safety plays a mediating role in safety climate and employee safety voice.

From a social cognitive perspective, we developed a research hypothesis model (as
shown in Figure 1) to examine how the safety climate affects safety voice, and the role of
psychological safety between them. In detail, the model is used to explore the positive
relationship between safety climate and safety voice, and whether psychological safety
plays a positive mediating role.
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3. Methods
3.1. Sample and Procedure

The research sample was drawn from employees of three companies in Sichuan,
Jiangxi, and Chongqing, mainly in manufacturing and construction industries. Collecting
data from different industries can improve the generalizability of the study results [34].
We distributed 270 questionnaires. After excluding the unqualified questionnaires that
were missed and those with more concentrated answers, 249 valid questionnaires were
collected. The return rate of the questionnaires was 92.2%. Table 1 shows the information
of the valid sample.
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Table 1. Sample basic information.

Items Sample Classification Number Percentage (%)

Gender
Male 139 55.8

Female 110 44.2

Age

25 years old and below 95 38.2
26–35 years old 85 34.1
36–45 years old 53 21.3

45 years old and above 16 6.4

Education Level

High school and below 19 7.6
College 50 20.1
Bachelor 122 49.0

Postgraduate and above 58 23.3

Position
Front-line employee 164 65.9
Grass-roots manager 58 23.3

Middle/Senior management 27 10.8

Work Experience

1 year and below 87 34.9
1–3 years 50 20.1
3–7 years 74 29.7

7 years and above 38 15.3

The questionnaire collection for this study lasted about two months from beginning
to end, and the data were collected using paper questionnaires. The research team was
divided into three groups to visit the three different companies and distribute the paper
questionnaires. The study description was attached to the questionnaires, emphasizing
that the questionnaires were anonymous and that the study was completely voluntary,
eliminating any worries of the employees.

3.2. Variable Measurement

In addition to the title and greeting, the research questionnaire consisted of the safety
climate scale, the psychological safety scale, and the safety voice scale. We chose mature
scales, and due to differences in language habits and expressions, the back-translation
method was used. First, we translated the scales into Chinese, and then asked three native
Chinese speakers who were proficient in English to back-translate the Chinese questionnaire
into English. Then we compared it with the original questionnaire, focusing on the modified,
significantly different items, and back-translated them again, thus, determining the scale
items of the formal questionnaire. The Likert 5-point scale was used for all questions
(1 for totally agree, 5 for totally disagree), which finally formed the research questionnaire.
We showed the measured items in Appendix A.

3.2.1. Safety Climate

The developed scale was used to measure safety climate. The scale included three
questions. Typical items such as “Safety is given a high priority by management” and
“Management considers safety to be important” were completed by employees. In this
research, the Alpha coefficient for safety climate was 0.794.

3.2.2. Safety Voice

In this research, safety voice was measured using the scale designed by Tucker et al. [36],
which contained five items, which were typically measuring questions such as “I make
suggestions about how safety can be improved”. Herachwati et al. [14] used this scale
and demonstrated its good reliability and validity. The Alpha coefficient of safety voice
was 0.735.
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3.2.3. Psychological Safety

The one-dimensional scale of psychological safety by Liang et al. [82] was used, which
was composed of five items, including typical items such as “In my work unit, I can express
my true feelings regarding my job” and “In my work unit, I can freely express my thoughts”.
It was completed by employees. The Alpha coefficient of psychological safety was 0.813.

3.2.4. Control Variables

We chose gender, age, education, position, and working years as the control variables.
Turner et al. [3] verified that younger employees were significantly more willing to become
involved in safety voice than older employees, when the safety commitment of their
supervisors was unclear. Tucker and Turner [19] argued that employees’ pointing out safety
issues was related to gender, with female employees being more willing to engage in safety
voice compared with males. In addition, education, position, and working years can also
influence employees’ expression of work-related ideas [83,84]. Therefore, in this study we
used them as control variables.

4. Results
4.1. Validity Analysis

Using Mplus 8.3 software, the variables were subjected to CFA and, thus, we obtained
discriminant validity. We used mature scales to measure the variables, and the dimensional
structure of the variables was determined. CFA was used to test whether the data obtained
from the study could be fitted well with the dimensional structure of the variables set in
advance [85]. CFA requires certain fit indicators to determine whether the model is stable.
Among the commonly used fit indicators, CFI and TLI should not be lower than 0.9, the
value of X 2/d f should be less than 3, and RMSEA should not exceed 0.08 [86,87]. We
compared the hypothetical three-factor model with four alternative models. As seen in
Table 2, four alternative models did not meet the structural validity requirements. The
three-factor model, including safety climate, psychological safety, and safety voice, had
good structural validity: X 2/d f equaled 2.268, which is less than 3; RMSEA equaled 0.071,
which is less than 0.08; CFI equaled 0.930, which is greater than 0.9; TLI equaled 0.911,
which is greater than 0.9. In summary, the fit indices of the three-factor model were better
than the other model. All were within the acceptable range, which indicated that the model
structure was reasonable.

Table 2. Results of confirmatory factor analysis (N = 249).

Model Factor X 2 df X 2/df RMSEA CFI TLI

Three-factor model SC, PS, SV 138.363 61 2.268 0.071 0.930 0.911
Two-factor model A SC and PS, SV 337.516 64 5.274 0.131 0.753 0.699
Two-factor model B SC, PS and SV 293.465 64 4.585 0.120 0.793 0.747
Two-factor model C SC and SV, PS 262.962 64 4.109 0.112 0.820 0.781

One-factor model SC, PS and SV 409.704 65 6.303 0.146 0.689 0.626
Notes: SC = safety climate, PS = psychological safety, SV = safety voice.

4.2. Homogeneous Bias Analysis

Given that the questionnaires were filled by employees, the subjective factors of em-
ployees may have led to homogeneous bias in the measured variables. We used SPSS 26.0 to
conduct Harman’s one-way test method to perform exploratory factor analysis (EFA) for
all variables. Podsakoff et al. [88] considered a one-way cumulative variance interpretation
rate of 40% to be acceptable. We extracted three factors from the scales, and the first factor
extracted explained 37.097% of the variance, i.e., not exceeding 40%. Therefore, there was
no single factor that could explain most of the variance in this study, i.e., the problem of
homogeneous bias in the questionnaire data was not significant, and did not have a serious
impact on the scales.
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4.3. Descriptive Analysis

The results of the descriptive statistics are shown in Table 3. There was a correlation
coefficient of 0.406 between safety climate and psychological safety, and the significance
level was p < 0.01, which indicates that they were positively associated. The correlation
coefficient between safety climate and employee safety voice was 0.524, and the significance
level was p < 0.01, meaning that safety climate and employee safety voice had a positive
correlation. Psychological safety and safety voice had a positive correlation, with the
correlation coefficient being 0.444 and the significance level being p < 0.01. The above
results supported the hypotheses.

Table 3. Results of descriptive analysis.

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Gender 1.44 0.5 1
2. Age 1.96 0.92 −0.338 ** 1

3. Education 2.88 0.85 0.78 −0.185 ** 1
4. Position 1.45 0.68 −0.112 0.406 ** 0.287 ** 1

5. Working years 2.25 1.09 −0.413 ** 0.752 ** −0.067 0.451 ** 1
6. Safety climate 4.02 0.63 −0.033 −0.033 0.185 ** 0.227 ** 0.12 1

7. Psychological safety 3.39 0.7 −0.079 0.106 0.054 0.185 ** 0.167 ** 0.406 ** 1
8. Safety voice 3.75 0.6 −0.063 ** 0.169 ** 0.224 ** 0.344 ** 0.212 ** 0.524 ** 0.444 ** 1

Notes: ** p < 0.01; 1 = male.

4.4. Hypothesis Test
4.4.1. Main Effects Test

As shown in Table 4, hierarchical regression analysis was used to test the main effects.
Model 1 was a regression analysis in which gender, age, education, position, and working
years were independent variables, and psychological safety was the dependent variable.
Model 2 was a regression analysis based on model 1. In model 2, we added safety climate.
The R2 of model 1 was 0.046, indicating that gender, age, education, position, and working
years explained only 4.6% of the variation in the causes of safety voice. Relative to the
control variables, the variable safety climate increased explanatory power on psychological
safety with an increase in ∆R2 of 0.137, indicating that the addition of safety climate
enhanced the explanatory power by 13.7%. The coefficient of influence of safety climate
as an independent variable on psychological safety was 0.385 and showed significance
(p = 0.000 < 0.01). Therefore, safety climate can promote psychological safety, and the
second hypothesis held.

Table 4. Results of the main effects test.

Variable/
Model

Psychological Safety Safety Voice

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Gender −0.028 −0.025 −0.001 0.002 0.010
Age −0.063 −0.016 0.037 0.094 0.062

Education 0.014 −0.032 0.168 * 0.112 0.162 **
Position 0.140 0.071 0.242 ** 0.159 * 0.187 **

Working years 0.140 0.088 0.086 0.023 0.031

Safety climate 0.385 *** 0.461 ***
Psychological

safety 0.390 ***

F 0.323 * 9.013 *** 8.260 *** 20.970 *** 16.503 ***
R2 0.046 0.183 0.145 0.342 0.290

∆R2 0.137 0.197 0.145
Notes: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.
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In Model 3, the control variables were the independent variables and safety voice was
the dependent variable. Model 4 was a regression analysis based on model 3 with safety
climate as the independent variable. The R2 of model 3 was 0.145, indicating that gender,
age, position, education level, and working years explained only 14.5% of the variation in
safety voice. Relative to the control variables, the introduction of the variable safety climate
had increased explanatory power on employee safety voice behavior with an increase in
∆R2 of 0.197, indicating that the addition of safety climate enhanced the explanatory power
by 19.7%. The coefficient of influence of safety climate as an independent variable on safety
voice was 0.461 and showed significance (p = 0.000 < 0.01). Thus, safety climate positively
acts on safety voice, and the first hypothesis was supported.

We added psychological safety as an independent variable to model 3 to form model 5.
Model 3 had an ∆R2 of 0.145, and relative to the control variables, the introduction of safety
climate increased ∆R2 by 0.145, indicating that the addition of safety climate enhanced
the explanatory power by 14.5%, and psychological safety positively affected safety voice
(β = 0.390, p < 0.01), supporting the third hypothesis.

4.4.2. Mediating Effect Test

To test the role of psychological safety, we used the stepwise regression test and
bootstrap sampling method, respectively.

(1) Stepwise regression test
In a stepwise regression test, when the addition of a variable causes a change in

the correlation coefficient between the independent and dependent variables, it plays a
mediating role. According to Table 5, there was a direct relationship between safety climate
and safety voice (β = 0.461, p < 0.001). When psychological safety was introduced, the
link was still positive, but the decrease in the regression coefficient (β = 0.363, p < 0.001)
indicated that psychological safety functioned as a clear intermediary.

Table 5. Results of stepwise regression analysis.

Variable/Model
Safety Voice

Model 6 Model 7

Gender 0.002 0.009
Age 0.094 0.098

Education 0.112 0.120 *
Position 0.159 * 0.141 *

Working years 0.023 0.000

Safety climate 0.461 *** 0.363 ***
Psychological safety 0.254 ***

F 20.970 *** 22.473 ***
R2 0.342 0.395

∆R2 0.053
Notes: * p < 0.05; *** p < 0.001.

(2) Bootstrap sampling method
We again tested the interval estimation method using bootstrap sampling. The boot-

strap sampling method calculates the confidence interval by sampling the sample a certain
number of times (usually not less than 1000) with put-back repetitions, and if the confidence
interval does not contain 0, the mediation effect is valid [89]. We used the Process plug-in
to select a sample size of 1000 and to test the 95% confidence interval. In this case, safety
voice was used as the dependent variable, safety climate as the independent variable, and
psychological safety as the mediating variable.

Table 6 shows the test results. The results indicated that 0 (95% CI: 0.0516–0.1793) was
not in the 95% confidence interval, and the path was significant. Therefore, safety climate
acts indirectly on safety voice through psychological safety. The indirect effect value of
safety climate on safety voice through the mediation of psychological safety was 0.1056, so
the fourth hypothesis is valid.
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Table 6. Results of the bootstrap sampling method.

Effect Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI Relative Effect Value

Total effect 0.4914 0.0508 0.3913 0.5915
Direct effect 0.3858 0.5320 0.2810 0.4906 78.51%

Mediating effect 0.1056 0.0333 0.0516 0.1793 21.49%

5. Discussion
5.1. Discussion of Results

From the analysis, it was clear that safety voice was affected positively by the safety
climate (β = 0.461, p < 0.01). In the literature on employee safety voice, environmen-
tal and individual factors are considered to be the main factors influencing employee
behavior [18,90,91]. Safety climate is a common risk perception developed by team mem-
bers through safety training, safety management-related systems, and safety culture in-
culcation [55]. To some extent, safety climate may explain the perception, support, or
policy-making gap, between management and employees [92]. Safety climate can moti-
vate employees to become involved in safety [75,76]. Employee-perceived safety support
has been shown to play a moderating role between organizational safety openness and
employee safety voice [25]. Curcuruto et al. [93] found that supervisors’ and colleagues’
safety support facilitated safety voice. Thus, safety climate can promote more safety voice
behavior by reducing employees’ psychological burden.

In addition, we found safety climate improved psychological safety (β = 0.385, p < 0.01).
SCT suggests the situational stimulation will impact individual behavioral responses by
acting on individual cognition [81]. Before employees express their opinions, they evaluate
their surroundings. A positive safety climate means that the enterprise takes safety seri-
ously, i.e., a higher level of attention to safety and stronger support for safety management.
Employees feel greater psychological safety in a relatively supportive environment [94], so
a positive organizational safety climate is conducive to psychological safety.

According to the results, psychological safety was positively associated with safety
voice (β = 0.390, p < 0.01). By testing the mediating effect, we found that safety climate
can positively influence safety voice through psychological safety. SCT proposes that an
individual’s specific behavior depends on three factors: environment, individual, and
behavior, where external contextual factors influence individual behavior through the
“context-subject perception-behavior” pathway [95]. The employees’ safety perceptions
go through a psychological decision-making process. On the one hand, when employees
face a work environment that ignores safety, employees’ psychological safety is low, due
to the pressure of unemployment risk. They tend to choose avoidance behavior due to
“interpersonal risk behavior.” However, when the organizational safety climate is high,
employees face less pressure from interpersonal risks or other negative effects, their psy-
chological safety is at a higher level, and they prefer to speak out about safety hazards. On
the other hand, psychological safety can act directly on safety voice. Psychological safety
facilitates employees to express suggestions and seek feedback [78]. Higher psychological
safety facilitates employees’ level of engagement and involvement at work, which leads to
more exploratory and innovative behaviors [96]. When employees’ psychological safety is
high, employees are less likely to worry about interpersonal risks and are more likely to
offer constructive ideas [64]. Safety-constructive comments are full of uncertainty and risk,
which may bring certain risks and costs to employees, making them afraid to easily initiate
safety constructive behaviors. Employees hold higher safety beliefs that they can freely
express their ideas when their psychological safety is relatively high; therefore, higher
levels of psychological safety can motivate and promote safety voice behavior.
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5.2. Research Implications
5.2.1. Theoretical Implications

First, this study deepened the study of safety voice boundary conditions from a work
context perspective. Much previous research has paid attention to the impact of safety
climate on employees’ safety behavior, but a direct exploration of safety voice behavior
has been lacking [6,7,72]. When employees perceive a strong safety climate, they dare to
become involved in safety efforts, such as wearing safety gear, complying with various
safety regulations, and expressing safety-related comments [97–99]. Based on SCT, this
paper regards safety climate as a situational factor to convey the high priority of safety
to employees [8]. Safety climate then acts on psychological safety to finally stimulate
employee safety voice, expanding the research on the antecedent variables of safety voice.

Second, this paper built a model that explored the mediating effect of psychological
safety. Both trust and leadership openness affect employees’ expression of opinions at
work, through psychological safety [27,30]. A good safety climate will increase employees’
psychological safety. Employees will not be overly concerned about their words and actions
negatively impacting their workplace survival after they feel the importance of safety to
the organization and its support for safe work, and their willingness to participate and
comply with safety behaviors will increase. Hence, their willingness to express safety voice
behavior is higher. The mediating model provides an idea for the boundary conditions of
safety climate affecting safety voice.

Finally, we examined the mechanism of how safety climate acts on safety voice from a
social cognitive perspective, providing a new perspective for research on safety climate
influence on employees’ safety-related behaviors. Many scholars have studied safety
voice from the perspective of social exchange theory. Employees implement safety voice
behavior to reciprocate the support of the organization and improve the organization’s
safety performance [14,49]. Unlike the explanatory mechanism of social exchange theory,
this paper adopted the triadic interaction model proposed by SCT, which follows the
“context-individual cognition-behavior” path [23,100] and considers safety climate as a
contextual factor. The triadic interaction model goes beyond the traditional psychological
“one-way determinism” and integrates the individual, the environment, and the behavior,
and builds a bridge between the individual perception and situations around the behavior.
This paper revealed the function of safety climate in facilitating safety voice, which enriches
the application of SCT in the study of employee safety behavior. It provides an essential
reference for the formation mechanism of safety voice.

5.2.2. Practical Implications

First, the research results show that safety climate can positively predict safety voice
behavior. In a workplace where safety is prized, employees dare to speak up about safety
matters. Therefore, corporate management should strive to create a good safety climate
through the setting of reasonable regulations and daily practices. In terms of rules and
regulations, leaders can establish a reward system that awards bonuses or promotions to
employees who propose safety suggestions that are adopted. In daily practice, leaders
should often talk to employees about safety matters and encourage them to speak up. They
can also organize seminars and invite front-line employees to focus on the shortcomings of
work safety and ways to improve it.

In addition, psychological safety can facilitate employees talking about safety. There-
fore, in daily management, enterprises should take the construction of employees’ psycho-
logical safety seriously, to enhance psychological safety and eliminate employees’ worries
about the negative consequences of safety voice. On the one hand, managers should main-
tain a humble attitude and actively accept the opinions of employees. When the opinions
put forward by employees receive positive feedback from their leaders, they will put aside
their fear of leadership authority and be brave enough to put forward more safety ideas [50].
On the other hand, leaders should be aware of the psychological state of employees and
communicate with them in a timely manner. If leaders find that employees have a negative
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state of mind such as burnout and depression, they should give employees material or
moral support. When employees feel the organization’s care, their psychological safety
will also be improved and they will bravely make comments [27].

5.3. Limitations

This study has some shortcomings. First, the questionnaire data collected in this
study were all obtained from employee self-assessments. Although some scholars have
found that safety climate and psychological safety can act on work behavior through
employee self-assessment [6,101], employee self-assessments may lead to the generation
of homogeneous errors. Although this paper used the homogeneous analysis of variance
to rule out the severity of common method bias, its effect cannot be eliminated from
a statistical perspective alone. In subsequent study, the measurement accuracy could
be improved by collating information from different sources through multiple source
assessments (e.g., supervisors, family, and co-workers).

Second, the study only examined safety climate acting on safety voice through psy-
chological safety; there may be other paths, as well as boundary conditions, that were not
included in this study. Future research should introduce different variables from multiple
perspectives to discuss how safety climate works for safety voice.

Third, the research data came from construction and manufacturing enterprises in
Sichuan, Jiangxi, and Chongqing, and data from employees in other types of enterprises
and regions could not be obtained. Difference in occupation is also an essential factor
leading to changes in employees’ willingness to further express safety voice behavior [14].
Future studies should increase the sample size to further validate the conclusions, and data
should be collected from employees in other types of companies to explore the generality
of the results.

Fourth, in our sample, people under the age of 25 accounted for the largest proportion
of respondents, at 38.2%, and more than half (55.0%) of employees had less than three years
of work experience. Turner et al. [3] found that younger and older employees exhibited
different safety voice behaviors due to different work experiences; when leaders did not
make visible safety commitments, older employees were more reluctant to voice their
opinions [3]. Therefore, future studies should increase the sample to include more people
of older age and more years of working experience, to explore whether new conclusions
will emerge.

Finally, in terms of study design, on the one hand we used a cross-sectional study
that could only verify the contribution of safety climate to safety voice. According to
SCT, environment and individual behavior influence and interact with each other [23].
Employees are willing to voice safety concerns in an atmosphere where everyone values
safety, and, in turn, employees’ frequent voicing of safety ideas may contribute to a good
safety climate. Therefore, future studies could use a longitudinal design to explore whether
safety voice and safety climate interact. On the other hand, we used a safety climate scale
that only dealt with management’s attitude toward safety. Many current related studies
have divided safety climate into several dimensions, so, in the future, we could use a safety
climate scale with more dimensions to make the study more rigorous.

6. Conclusions

Based on the ternary interaction model of SCT, this study organically linked safety
climate, safety voice, and psychological safety. It investigated the influence of safety climate
on safety voice and the role of psychological safety in between. We found that safety
climate positively affected safety voice behavior, and that psychological safety mediated
their relationship. With the complex changes and rapid development of modern enterprises,
motivating and improving safety voice behavior is crucial to the long-term development
of enterprises. These results can help to further stimulate and enhance employee safety
voice; they also have essential reference values for improving corporate safety decisions
and optimizing safety management systems.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Scale items.

Variables Author Items

Safety Climate Neal et al. [102]
1. Management places a strong emphasis on workplace health and safety.
2. Safety is given a high priority by management.
3. Management considers safety to be important.

Psychological Safety Liang et al. [82]

1. In my work unit, I can express my true feelings regarding my job.
2. In my work unit, I can freely express my thoughts.
3. In my work unit, expressing your true feelings is welcomed.
4. Nobody in my unit will pick on me even if I have different opinions.
5. I’m worried that expressing true thoughts in my workplace would do
harm to myself (reverse-coded).

Safety Voice Tucker et al. [36]

1. I make suggestions about how safety can be improved.
2. I tell my colleague who is doing something unsafe to stop.
3. I discuss new ways to improve safe driving with my colleagues or boss.
4. I inform the union/boss when I notice a potential driving hazard.
5. I report to my boss if my colleagues break any safety rules.

References
1. Zhang, J.; Mei, Q.; Liu, S. Study of the influence of employee safety voice on workplace safety level of small- and medium-sized

enterprises. Nankai Bus. Rev. Int. 2019, 10, 67–90. [CrossRef]
2. Morrow, K.J.; Gustavson, A.M.; Jones, J. Speaking up behaviours (safety voices) of healthcare workers: A metasynthesis of

qualitative research studies. Int. J. Nurs. Stud. 2016, 64, 42–51. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
3. Turner, N.; Tucker, S.; Deng, C. Revisiting vulnerability: Comparing young and adult workers’ safety voice intentions under

different supervisory conditions. Accid. Anal. Prev. 2020, 135, 105372. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
4. Tucker, S.; Turner, N. Sometimes It Hurts When Supervisors Don’t Listen: The Antecedents and Consequences of Safety Voice

Among Young Workers. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2015, 20, 72–81. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
5. Detert, J.R.; Edmondson, A.C. Implicit voice theories: Taken-for-granted rules of self-censorship at work. Acad. Manag. J. 2011,

54, 461–488. [CrossRef]
6. Saedi, A.; Majid, A.A.; Isa, Z. Relationships between safety climate and safety participation in the petroleum industry: A structural

equation modeling approach. Saf. Sci. 2020, 121, 240–248. [CrossRef]
7. Kouabenan, D.R.; Ngueutsa, R.; Mbaye, S. Safety climate, perceived risk, and involvement in safety management. Saf. Sci. 2015,

77, 72–79. [CrossRef]
8. Zhou, Q.; Fang, D.; Wang, X. A method to identify strategies for the improvement of human safety behavior by considering safety

climate and personal experience. Saf. Sci. 2008, 46, 1406–1419. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1108/NBRI-08-2017-0045
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2016.09.014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27684321
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2019.105372
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31790968
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0037756
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25151463
http://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.61967925
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2019.08.045
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2015.03.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2007.10.005


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 11867 15 of 17

9. Cooper, M.D.; Phillips, R.A. Exploratory analysis of the safety climate and safety behavior relationship. J. Saf. Res. 2004,
35, 497–512. [CrossRef]

10. Liu, W.; Zhu, R.; Yang, Y. I warn you because I like you: Voice behavior, employee identifications, and transformational leadership.
Leadersh. Quart. 2010, 21, 189–202. [CrossRef]

11. Mullen, J. Testing a model of employee willingness to raise safety issues. Can. J. Behav. Sci. 2005, 37, 273–282. [CrossRef]
12. Zohar, D. Safety climate in industrial organizations: Theoretical and applied implications. J. Appl. Psychol. 1980, 65, 96–102.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
13. Zohar, D. A group-level model of safety climate: Testing the effect of group climate on microaccidents in manufacturing jobs.

J. Appl. Psychol. 2000, 85, 587–596. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
14. Herachwati, N.; Sulistiawan, J.; Alfirdaus, Z. Safety supports on employee safety voice. Probl. Perspect. Manag. 2018, 16, 8.

[CrossRef]
15. Mearns, K.J.; Reader, T. Organizational support and safety outcomes: An un-investigated relationship? Saf. Sci. 2008, 46, 388–397.

[CrossRef]
16. Amponsah-Tawiah, K.; Boateng, A.K.; Tetteh, S.D. Safety climate and employees’ voluntary work behaviours: The moderating

role of employees’ voice. Int. J. Workplace Health Manag. 2020, 13, 561–581. [CrossRef]
17. Silla, I.; Gracia, F.J.; Peiró, J. Upward Voice: Participative Decision Making, Trust in Leadership and Safety Climate Matter.

Sustainability 2020, 12, 3672. [CrossRef]
18. Noort, M.C.; Reader, T.W.; Gillespie, A. Speaking up to prevent harm: A systematic review of the safety voice literature. Saf. Sci.

2019, 117, 375–387. [CrossRef]
19. Ye, X.; Ren, S.; Li, X.; Wang, Z. The mediating role of psychological capital between perceived management commitment and

safety behavior. J. Saf. Res. 2020, 72, 29. [CrossRef]
20. Wang, D.; Zong, Z.; Mao, W.; Wang, L.; Maguire, P.; Hu, Y. Investigating the relationship between person–environment fit and

safety behavior: A social cognition perspective. J. Saf. Res. 2021, 79, 100–109. [CrossRef]
21. Elizabeth, A.R.; Stephanie, W.; Anna, F. What Works and for Whom? Outcome Evaluation of an E-mail Walking Program

Delivered Through Cooperative Extension. J. Prim. Care Community Health 2022, 13, 21501319211070683. [CrossRef]
22. Cui, L.; Fan, D.; Fu, G.; Zhu, C. An integrative model of organizational safety behavior. J. Saf. Res. 2013, 45, 37–46. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]
23. Bandura, A. Social Foundations of Thought and Action: A Social Cognitive Theory; Prentice-Hall: New York, NY, USA, 1986.
24. Bandura, A. Social cognitive theory in cultural context. Appl. Psychol-Int. Rev. 2002, 51, 269–290. [CrossRef]
25. Abubakar, A.M.; Karadal, H.; Bayighomog, S.W.; Merdan, E. Workplace injuries, safety climate and behaviors: Application of an

artificial neural network. Int. J. Occup. Saf. Ergon. 2020, 26, 651–661. [CrossRef]
26. Shen, Y.; Ju, C.; Koh, T.Y.; Rowlinson, S.; Bridge, A.J. The Impact of Transformational Leadership on Safety Climate and Individual

Safety Behavior on Construction Sites. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2017, 14, 45. [CrossRef]
27. Song, Y.; Peng, P.; Yu, G. I Would Speak Up to Live Up to Your Trust: The Role of Psychological Safety and Regulatory Focus.

Front. Psychol. 2019, 10, 2966. [CrossRef]
28. Edmondson, A. Psychological safety and learning behavior in work teams. Adm. Sci. Q. 1999, 44, 350–383. [CrossRef]
29. Pearsall, M.J.; Ellis, A.P.J. Thick as Thieves: The Effects of Ethical Orientation and Psychological Safety on Unethical Team

Behavior. J. Appl. Psychol. 2011, 96, 401–411. [CrossRef]
30. Tucker, S.; Turner, N. Safety voice among young workers facing dangerous work: A policy-capturing approach. Saf. Sci. 2014,

62, 530–537. [CrossRef]
31. Detert, J.R.; Burris, E.R. Leadership behavior and employee voice: Is the door really open? Acad. Manag. J. 2007, 50, 869–884.

[CrossRef]
32. Hu, X.; Casey, T. How and when organization identification promotes safety voice among healthcare professionals. J. Adv. Nurs.

2021, 77, 3733–3744. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
33. Eva Dodoo, J.; Surienty, L.; Zahidah, S. Safety citizenship behaviour of miners in Ghana: The effect of hardiness personality

disposition and psychological safety. Saf. Sci. 2021, 143, 105404. [CrossRef]
34. Tsui, A.S. Consequences of differentiated leadership in groups. Dev. Learn. Organ. 2010, 24, 90. [CrossRef]
35. Farh, J.-L.; Zhong, C.-B.; Organ, D.W. Organizational Citizenship Behavior in the People’s Republic of China. Organ. Sci. 2004,

15, 241–253. [CrossRef]
36. Tucker, S.; Chmiel, N.; Turner, N.; Hershcovis, M.S.; Stride, C.B. Perceived organizational support for safety and employee safety

voice: The mediating role of coworker support for safety. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2008, 13, 319–330. [CrossRef]
37. Bienefeld, N.; Grote, G. Silence that may kill: When aircrew members don’t speak up and why Psychol. Appl. Hum. Factors 2012,

2, 1–10. [CrossRef]
38. Cocklin, J.T. Swissair 111 human factors: Checklists and cockpit communication. J. Air Transp. 2004, 9, 19–42.
39. Brooks, A.W.; Gino, F.; Schweitzer, M.E. Smart People Ask for (My) Advice: Seeking Advice Boosts Perceptions of Competence.

Manag. Sci. 2015, 61, 1421–1435. [CrossRef]
40. Noort, M.C.; Reader, T.W.; Gillespie, A. The sounds of safety silence: Interventions and temporal patterns unmute unique safety

voice content in speech. Saf. Sci. 2021, 40, 105289. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsr.2004.08.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.10.014
http://doi.org/10.1037/h0087262
http://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.65.1.96
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7364709
http://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.4.587
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10948803
http://doi.org/10.21511/ppm.16(2).2018.05
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2007.05.002
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJWHM-05-2019-0078
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12093672
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2019.04.039
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsr.2019.12.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsr.2021.08.010
http://doi.org/10.1177/21501319211070683
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsr.2013.01.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23708474
http://doi.org/10.1111/1464-0597.00092
http://doi.org/10.1080/10803548.2018.1454635
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph14010045
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02966
http://doi.org/10.2307/2666999
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0021503
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2013.10.011
http://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2007.26279183
http://doi.org/10.1111/jan.14868
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34227140
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2021.105404
http://doi.org/10.1108/dlo.2010.08124ead.005
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1030.0051
http://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.13.4.319
http://doi.org/10.1027/2192-0923/a000021
http://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2014.2054
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2021.105289


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 11867 16 of 17

41. Wijaya, N.H.S. Proactive Personality, LMX, and Voice Behavior: Employee–Supervisor Sex (Dis)similarity as a Moderator.
Manag. Commun. Q. 2019, 33, 86–100. [CrossRef]

42. Yang, Y.; Li, J.; Sekiguchi, T. How supervisors respond to employee voice: An experimental study in China and Japan.
Asian Bus. Manag. 2019, 20, 1–31. [CrossRef]

43. Hofmann, D.A.; Morgeson, F.P.; Gerras, S.J. Climate as a Moderator of the Relationship Between Leader-Member Exchange and
Content Specific Citizenship: Safety Climate as an Exemplar. J. Appl. Psychol. 2003, 88, 170–178. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

44. Curcuruto, M.; Guglielmi, D.; Mariani, M.G. Organizational citizenship for safety: Psycho-social processes of mediation.
Psicolog. Soc. 2013, 8, 229–248. [CrossRef]

45. Curcuruto, M.; Conchie, S.M.; Mariani, M.G.; Violante, F.S. The role of prosocial and proactive safety behaviors in predicting
safety performance. Saf. Sci. 2015, 80, 317–323. [CrossRef]

46. Curcuruto, M.; Griffin, M.A. Prosocial and proactive “safety citizenship behaviour” (SCB): The mediating role of affective
commitment and psychological ownership. Saf. Sci. 2018, 104, 29–38. [CrossRef]

47. Wang, D.; Wang, X.; Griffin, M.A.; Wang, Z. Safety stressors, safety-specific trust, and safety citizenship behavior: A contingency
perspective. Accid. Anal. Prev. 2020, 142, 105572. [CrossRef]

48. Li, M.; Zhai, H.; Zhang, J.; Meng, X. Research on the Relationship Between Safety Leadership, Safety Attitude and Safety
Citizenship Behavior of Railway Employees. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 1864. [CrossRef]

49. Conchie, S.M.; Taylor, P.J.; Donald, I.J. Promoting Safety Voice With Safety-Specific Transformational Leadership: The Mediating
Role of Two Dimensions of Trust. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2012, 17, 105–115. [CrossRef]

50. Sun, Y.; Yang, H.; Qian, C.; Jiang, Y.; Luo, X.; Wu, X. Voice Endorsement and Employee Safety Voice Behavior in Construction
Projects: The Mediating Role of Leader-Member Exchange. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 3374. [CrossRef]

51. Manapragada, A.; Bruk-Lee, V. Staying silent about safety issues: Conceptualizing and measuring safety silence motives. Accid.
Anal. Prev. 2016, 91, 144–156. [CrossRef]

52. Reader, T.W.; Mearns, K.; Lopes, C.; Kuha, J. Organizational support for the workforce and employee safety citizenship behaviors:
A social exchange relationship. Hum. Rela. 2016, 70, 362–385. [CrossRef]

53. Bakker, A.B. The Job Demands-Resources model: State of the art. J. Manag. Psychol. 2007, 22, 309–328. [CrossRef]
54. Mathisen, G.E.; Tjora, T.; Bergh, L.I.V. Speaking up about safety concerns in high-risk industries: Correlates of safety voice in the

offshore oil rig sector. Saf. Sci. 2022, 145, 105487. [CrossRef]
55. Zohar, D.; Luria, G. A multilevel model of safety climate: Cross-level relationships between organization and group-level climates.

J. Appl. Psychol. 2005, 90, 616–628. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
56. Mearns, K.J.; Flin, R. Assessing the State of Organizational Safety–Culture or Climate? Curr. Psychol. 1999, 18, 5. [CrossRef]
57. Liu, X.; Huang, G.; Huang, H.; Wang, S.; Xiao, Y.; Chen, W. Safety climate, safety behavior, and worker injuries in the Chinese

manufacturing industry. Saf. Sci. 2015, 78, 173–178. [CrossRef]
58. Kalteh, H.O.; Mortazavi, S.B.; Mohammadi, E.; Salesi, M. The relationship between safety culture and safety climate and safety

performance: A systematic review. Int. J. Occup. Saf. Ergon. 2021, 27, 206–216. [CrossRef]
59. Shen, Y.; Tuuli, M.M.; Xia, B.; Koh, T.Y.; Rowlinson, S. Toward a model for forming psychological safety climate in construction

project management. Int. J. Proj. Manag. 2015, 33, 223–235. [CrossRef]
60. Zamani, V.; Banihashemi, S.Y.; Abbasi, A. How can communication networks among excavator crew members in construction

projects affect the relationship between safety climate and safety outcomes? Saf. Sci. 2020, 128, 104737. [CrossRef]
61. Baer, M.; Frese, M. Innovation is not enough: Climates for initiative and psychological safety, process innovations, and firm

performance. J. Organ. Behav. 2003, 24, 45–68. [CrossRef]
62. Bergmann, B.; Schaeppi, J. A Data-Driven Approach to Group Creativity. Harv. Bus. Rev. 2016, 12, 43–62.
63. Leroy, H.; Dierynck, B.; Anseel, F.; Simons, T.; Halbesleben, J.R.B.; McCaughey, D.; Savage, G.T.; Sels, L. Behavioral Integrity

for Safety, Priority of Safety, Psychological Safety, and Patient Safety: A Team-Level Study. J. Appl. Psychol. 2012, 97, 1273–1281.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

64. Newman, A.; Donohue, R.; Eva, N. Psychological safety: A systematic review of the literature. Hum. Resour. Manag. R. 2017,
27, 521–535. [CrossRef]

65. Tynan, R. The effects of threat sensitivity and face giving on dyadic psychological safety and upward communication. J. Appl.
Soc. Psychol. 2005, 35, 223–247. [CrossRef]

66. Brinsfield, C.T. Employee silence motives: Investigation of dimensionality and development of measures. J. Organ. Behav. 2013,
34, 671–697. [CrossRef]

67. Chen, C.; Liao, J.; Wen, P. Why does formal mentoring matter? The mediating role of psychological safety and the moderating
role of power distance orientation in the Chinese context. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Man. 2014, 25, 1112–1130. [CrossRef]

68. Sun, Y.; Huang, J. Psychological capital and innovative behavior: Mediating effect of psychological safety. Soc. Behav. Pers. 2019,
47, 1–7. [CrossRef]

69. Hu, Y.; Zhu, L.; Zhou, M.; Li, J.; Maguire, P.; Sun, H.; Wang, D. Exploring the Influence of Ethical Leadership on Voice Behavior:
How Leader-Member Exchange, Psychological Safety and Psychological Empowerment Influence Employees’ Willingness to
Speak Out. Front. Psychol. 2018, 9, 1718. [CrossRef]

70. Fast, N.J.; Burris, E.R.; Bartel, C.A. Managing to stay in the dark: Managerial self-efficacy, ego defensiveness, and the aversion to
employee voice. Acad. Manag. J. 2014, 57, 1013–1034. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1177/0893318918804890
http://doi.org/10.1057/s41291-019-00075-1
http://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.1.170
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12675404
http://doi.org/10.1482/74261
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2015.07.032
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2017.12.010
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2020.105572
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17061864
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0025101
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19063374
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2016.02.014
http://doi.org/10.1177/0018726716655863
http://doi.org/10.1108/02683940710733115
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2021.105487
http://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.4.616
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16060782
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-999-1013-3
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2015.04.023
http://doi.org/10.1080/10803548.2018.1556976
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2014.04.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2020.104737
http://doi.org/10.1002/job.179
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0030076
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22985115
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2017.01.001
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2005.tb02119.x
http://doi.org/10.1002/job.1829
http://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2013.816861
http://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.8204
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01718
http://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0393


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 11867 17 of 17

71. Guntzviller, L.M.; MacGeorge, E.L. Modeling Interactional Influence in Advice Exchanges: Advice Giver Goals and Recipient
Evaluations. Commun. Monogr. 2013, 80, 83–100. [CrossRef]

72. Pousette, A.; Larsson, S.; Torner, M. Safety climate cross-validation, strength and prediction of safety behaviour. Saf. Sci. 2008,
46, 398–404. [CrossRef]

73. Mearns, K.; Hope, L.; Ford, M.T.; Tetrick, L.E. Investment in workforce health: Exploring the implications for workforce safety
climate and commitment. Accid. Anal. Prev. 2010, 42, 1445–1454. [CrossRef]

74. Nwosu, H.E.; Obidike, P.C.; Ugwu, J.N.; Udeze, C.C.; Okolie, U.C. Applying social cognitive theory to placement learning in
business firms and students’ entrepreneurial intentions. Int. J. Manag. Educ-Oxf 2022, 20, 100602. [CrossRef]

75. Neal, A.; Griffin, M.A. A study of the lagged relationships among safety climate, safety motivation, safety behavior, and accidents
at the individual and group levels. J. Appl. Psychol. 2006, 91, 946–953. [CrossRef]

76. Clarke, S. The relationship between safety climate and safety performance: A meta-analytic review. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2006,
11, 315–327. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

77. Kahn, W.A. Psychological conditions of personal engagement and disengagement at work. Acad. Manag. J. 1990, 33, 692–724.
[CrossRef]

78. Edmondson, A.C.; Lei, Z. Psychological Safety: The History, Renaissance, and Future of an Interpersonal Construct. Annu. Rev.
Organ. Psychol. Organ. Behav. 2014, 1, 23–43. [CrossRef]

79. Kark, R.; Carmeli, A. Alive and creating: The mediating role of vitality and aliveness in the relationship between psychological
safety and creative work involvement. J. Organ. Behav. 2009, 30, 785–804. [CrossRef]

80. Van Dyne, L.; Kamdar, D.; Joireman, J. In-Role Perceptions Buffer the Negative Impact of Low LMX on Helping and Enhance the
Positive Impact of High LMX on Voice. J. Appl. Psychol. 2008, 93, 1195–1207. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

81. Bandura, A. A Social Cognitive perspective on Positive Psychology. Rev. Psicol. Soc. 2011, 26, 7–20. [CrossRef]
82. Liang, J.; Farh, C.I.C.; Farh, J.-L. Psychological Antecedents of Promotive and Prohibitive Voice: A Two-Wave Examination.

Acad. Manag. J. 2012, 55, 71–73. [CrossRef]
83. Avery, D.R.; McKay, P.F.; Wilson, D.C.; Volpone, S.D.; Killham, E.A. Does voice go flat? How tenure diminishes the impact of

voice. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2011, 50, 147–158. [CrossRef]
84. LePine, J.A.; Van Dyne, L. Predicting voice behavior in work groups. J. Appl. Psychol. 1998, 83, 853–868. [CrossRef]
85. Heckler, C.E. A Step-by-Step Approach to Using the SAS™ System for Factor Analysis and Structural Equation Modeling.

Technometrics 1996, 38, 296–297. [CrossRef]
86. Salisbury, W.D.; Chin, W.W.; Gopal, A.; Newsted, P.R. Research Report: Better Theory Through Measurement-Developing a Scale

to Capture Consensus on Appropriation. Inform. Syst. Res. 2002, 13, 91–103. [CrossRef]
87. Preacher, K.J.; Zyphur, M.J.; Zhang, Z. A General Multilevel SEM Framework for Assessing Multilevel Mediation. Psychol. Methods

2010, 15, 209–233. [CrossRef]
88. Podsakoff, P.M.; MacKenzie, S.B.; Lee, J.-Y.; Podsakoff, N.P. Common Method Biases in Behavioral Research: A Critical Review of

the Literature and Recommended Remedies. J. Appl. Psychol. 2003, 88, 879. [CrossRef]
89. MacKinnon, D.P.; Lockwood, C.M.; Williams, J. Confidence limits for the indirect effect: Distribution of the product and

resampling methods. Multivar. Behav. Res. 2004, 39, 99–128. [CrossRef]
90. Bazzoli, A.; Curcuruto, M. Safety leadership and safety voices: Exploring the mediation role of proactive motivations. J. Risk Res.

2020, 24, 1368–1387. [CrossRef]
91. Noort, M.C.; Reader, T.W.; Gillespie, A. Safety voice and safety listening during aviation accidents: Cockpit voice recordings

reveal that speaking-up to power is not enough. Saf. Sci. 2021, 139, 105260. [CrossRef]
92. Schwatka, N.V.; Hecker, S.; Goldenhar, L.M. Defining and Measuring Safety Climate: A Review of the Construction Industry

Literature. Ann. Occup. Hyg. 2016, 60, 537–550. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
93. Curcuruto, M.; Strauss, K.; Axtell, C.; Griffin, M.A. Voicing for safety in the workplace: A proactive goal-regulation perspective.

Saf. Sci. 2020, 131, 104902. [CrossRef]
94. Lee, F.; Edmondson, A.C.; Thomke, S.; Worline, M. The mixed effects of inconsistency on experimentation in organizations.

Organ. Sci. 2004, 15, 310–326. [CrossRef]
95. Bandura, A. On the Functional Properties of Perceived Self-Efficacy Revisited. J. Manag. 2012, 38, 9–44. [CrossRef]
96. Vinarski-Peretz, H.; Carmeli, A. Linking Care Felt to Engagement in Innovative Behaviors in the Workplace: The Mediating Role

of Psychological Conditions. Psychol. Aesthet. Crea. 2011, 5, 43–53. [CrossRef]
97. Arezes, P.M.; Miguel, A.S. Risk perception and safety behaviour: A study in an occupational environment. Saf. Sci. 2008,

46, 900–907. [CrossRef]
98. Mearns, K.; Yule, S. The role of national culture in determining safety performance: Challenges for the global oil and gas industry.

Saf. Sci. 2009, 47, 777–785. [CrossRef]
99. Seo, D.C. An explicative model of unsafe work behavior. Saf. Sci. 2005, 43, 187–211. [CrossRef]
100. Bandura, A. Social cognitive theory: An agentic perspective. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 2001, 52, 1–26. [CrossRef]
101. Wang, Y.M.; Ahmad, W.; Arshad, M.; Yin, H.L.; Ahmed, B.; Ali, Z. Impact of Coordination, Psychological Safety, and Job Security

on Employees’ Performance: The Moderating Role of Coercive Pressure. Sustainability 2021, 13, 3175. [CrossRef]
102. Neal, A.; Griffin, M.A.; Hart, P.M. The impact of organizational climate on safety climate and individual behavior. Saf. Sci. 2000,

34, 99–109. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1080/03637751.2012.739707
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2007.06.016
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2009.08.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2022.100602
http://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.4.946
http://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.11.4.315
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17059296
http://doi.org/10.2307/256287
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091305
http://doi.org/10.1002/job.571
http://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.6.1195
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19025242
http://doi.org/10.1174/021347411794078444
http://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0176
http://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.20403
http://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.6.853
http://doi.org/10.1080/00401706.1996.10484524
http://doi.org/10.1287/isre.13.1.91.93
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0020141
http://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
http://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr3901_4
http://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2020.1863846
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2021.105260
http://doi.org/10.1093/annhyg/mew020
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27094180
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2020.104902
http://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1040.0076
http://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311410606
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0018241
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2007.11.008
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2008.01.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2005.05.001
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.1
http://doi.org/10.3390/su13063175
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0925-7535(00)00008-4

	Introduction 
	Literature Review and Hypothesis 
	Safety Voice 
	Safety Climate 
	Psychological Safety 
	Social Cognitive Theory 
	Hypothesis 
	Safety Climate and Safety Voice 
	The Mediating Role of Psychological Safety 


	Methods 
	Sample and Procedure 
	Variable Measurement 
	Safety Climate 
	Safety Voice 
	Psychological Safety 
	Control Variables 


	Results 
	Validity Analysis 
	Homogeneous Bias Analysis 
	Descriptive Analysis 
	Hypothesis Test 
	Main Effects Test 
	Mediating Effect Test 


	Discussion 
	Discussion of Results 
	Research Implications 
	Theoretical Implications 
	Practical Implications 

	Limitations 

	Conclusions 
	Appendix A
	References

