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Abstract

This study aims to reveal the organizational silence perceptions of the instructors who work in dif-
ferent academic units of a state university in Aegean Region of Turkey, factors causing silence and
possible consequences of silence. In this study, mixed research method was used to determine and
elaborate the types of organizational silence seen among instructors, the reasons and consequences
of organizational silence. First, quantitative data collection method was used and the data obtained
by the researcher was analyzed by using quantitative analyzing techniques. So, this research was de-
signed as “Sequential Explanatory Design”. The population of study consisted of 1301 instructors
working in different academic units. The sample of the study consisted of 376 instructors who were
selected by using cluster sampling method. In qualitative phase, 12 instructors were determined by
maximum variation sampling method. In this study, Organizational Silence Scale which includes 15
items was used to get the quantitative data and an interview form which has 6 questions was used to
get the qualitative data. As a result of this study, it can be said that inexperienced instructors, the ins-
tructors who have just started their academic career and the ones who are concerned about academic
promotion remain silent at the university. It is also considered that the silence of senior instructors is
based on their prior learned helplessness experiences. One of the most significant results of this study
is that academic hierarchy is a phenomenon which has a negative impact on silence. When all the
findings are evaluated, creating a more democratic culture by having a participatory administrative
mentality at universities is defined as the most important suggestion.
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Oz

Bu calisma, Tirkiye'nin Ege Bolgesindeki bir devlet tiniversitesindeki 6gretim elemanlarinin ses-
sizlik algilarini, sessizligin nedenlerini ve sonuclarini ortaya koymayr amaglamaktadir. Karma yon-
tem izlenen bu arastirmada dnce nicel, sonra nicel asamanin bulgularindan hareketle nitel yontem
izlenmistir. Bu nedenle arastirma “agimlayici sirali desen” olarak tasarlanmistir. Arastirmanin ev-
renini, farkli birimlerde gorev yapan 1301 6gretim elemani olusturmakta; nicel asamanin 6rnekle-
mini, kiime drnekleme teknigi ile secilen 376; nitel asamanin ¢alisma grubunu, maksimum cesitlilik
ornekleme teknigiyle belirlenen 12 6gretim elemani olusturmustur. Nicel verilerin toplanmasinda
15 maddelik “Orgiitsel Sessizlik Olgegi”, nitel verilerin toplanmasinda 6 soruluk gériigme formu
kullanilmistir. Universitede orgiitsel sessizlikte, caligma siiresi az olanlarin, akademik kariyerin ba-
sinda olanlarin ve akademik yiikselme kaygisi olanlarin sessiz oldugu, akademik kariyer basamak-
larinin sonunda olanlardaki sessizligin ise 6grenilmis caresizlige dayandigi bulunmustur. Carpici
bir sonug ise akademik hiyerarsinin, sessizligi olumsuz etkileyen bir olgu olmasidir. Bulgulardan
hareketle, tiniversitede katilimer bir yonetim anlayigina gecilerek daha demokratik bir kiltiirin
yerlestirilmesi en 6nemli 6neri olarak belirlenmistir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Sessizlik, 6gretim elemani, Giniversite, karma yontem.
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Introduction

It can be said that in contemporary societies and organizations, ensuring
multivocality and therefore freedom to express opinions is a right for individuals
and a responsibility for administrators. In fact, in democratic environments, it is
accepted that not being silent is the individual’s right as well as the responsibility
in the context of contributing to the achievement of common goals. For this re-
ason, it should be accepted that the silence of individuals despite having a word
to say, whether at the societal or organizational level, is an indicator of an impor-
tant problem. When viewed in this way, it will be seen that today’s organizations
will need the thoughts and experiences of their employees in order to achieve
their goals. For this purpose, employees are expected to be individuals who have
adopted the goals of the organization and are willing to share their thoughts
comfortably and courageously in their organization. Administrators also have
a lot of responsibility in creating an organizational environment where emplo-
yees can express themselves freely. It is extremely important for administrators
to assist employees in expressing their thoughts and demands freely, in terms
of providing an efficient working environment. While employees’ contribution
to the organization increases in democratic and communicative organizations,
problems can be expected in the organizations where employees cannot express
their opinions and in the organizations with a lack of communication.

Universities are one of the most important organizations to be examined in
the context of the silence of the employees because universities are the leading
institutions of societies in terms of both reaching democratic society and ensu-
ring national development. Whether the instructors working in these institutions
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are silent or not is an issue that needs to be considered in terms of achieving the
goals of universities and therefore fulfilling their responsibilities towards society
and humanity. For this reason, in this study, the silence of the instructors at the
university where both authors were employees was examined.

The concept of silence was handled and studied together with the concept
of sound in previous times. When the studies of Pinder and Harlos (2001) are
examined, it will be seen that Hirschman and Cohen explained in 1970 and 1990
respectively that they also emphasized silence while dealing with the issue of
sound. While Hirschman (1970) conceptualized sound, he framed silence as a
passive but constructive response. On the other hand, Cohen (1990) opposed
the judgment that silence means approving and regarded this as a result of not
having enough information, not having enough opportunity to speak, and thin-
king that talking would not change the current problem. According to Pinder and
Harlos (2001), Cohen is the first person known to investigate “silence in the face
of unfair treatment”. In addition to these studies, it is also seen in the studies of
Morrison and Milliken in 2000 that the notion of silence was conceptualized as
the employee silence. In these studies, Morrison and Milliken (2000) defined or-
ganizational silence as “keeping employees’ concerns and thoughts about poten-
tial problems in the organization hidden for fear of receiving negative feedback
from administrators or being ignored” and evaluated it as “a dangerous obstacle
to organizational change and development”. Pinder and Harlos (2001) discussed
this concept as “not reflecting the employee’s expressions about behavioral, cog-
nitive and emotional evaluations to people who are thought to have the ability to
provide change or compensate for negativity”. Bagheri, Zarei, and Aeen (2012)
defined it as employees’, willingly or unwillingly, hiding information that may be
useful for the organization which they are a part of.

Silence is generally thought to be a passive behavior, but it is not enough to
explain all states of silence as a passive behavior and to consider silence as the
opposite of vocalism (Van Dyne, Ang, & Botero, 2003). Explaining the different
situations in which the individual does not speak for various reasons in detail,
Pinder and Harlos (2001), when talking about employee silence, emphasize “the
silence of the employees as a response to the situations of injustice that people
are consciously aware of and personally experienced. Based on the above expla-
nations, it is necessary to understand organizational silence not as not speaking,
but as the individual’s not expressing his/her thoughts, feelings and opinions in
any way, especially when negative conditions or the possibility of negativity are
perceived. The individual may be speaking, but this conversation may not be
about the disturbing and damaging aspects of the circumstances, situation, pro-
cess, attitudes, or it may not be made in an environment where people who have
certain authority, power and can take initiative regarding the conditions. In this
case, silence should be discussed. Thus, it is possible to consider organizational
silence, in the sense of employee silence or silence in the organization, as not
speaking while having a word to say or not reflecting on feelings, thoughts and
opinions.
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Van Dyne et al. (2003) emphasized that silence was multidimensional and
complex, and discussed it in three dimensions as acquiescent silence, defensive
silence and prosocial silence. Acquiescent silence is seen in the situations where
employees are not well aware of their alternatives as well as their consent to the
current organizational situation (Pinder & Harlos, 2001). In this kind of silence,
the individuals submit to the situation of the organization and the decisions ta-
ken in the organization. They do not make any effort to change the current situ-
ation because they believe that explaining their opinions is meaningless and will
not make a difference. For this reason, they generally display passive behaviors
(Van Dyne et al., 2003).

Defensive silence is defined as deliberate hiding of opinions and thoughts
in order to protect employees themselves and their position in the organization,
depending on the fear of reactions they may encounter when employees express
their views on any subject (Van Dyne et al., 2003; Pinder & Harlos, 2001). Mor-
rison and Milliken (2000) argued that fear was the trigger at the basis of orga-
nizational silence and defined defensive silence as “the employees’ hiding their
knowledge and thoughts in order to protect themselves due to fear”. Unlike ac-
quiescent silence, employees of this type of silence are aware of the alternatives.

Prosocial silence is, on the other hand, is that the employees hide their
work-related information and thoughts for the benefit of the organization or ot-
her employees, or for the organization or employees not to be harmed. This type
of silence is often exhibited by self-sacrificing and cooperative employees. The
common point of this type of silence with defensive silence is that employees are
aware of their alternatives and consciously hide their thoughts. However, unlike
defensive silence, prosocial silence serves the interests of other individuals, rat-
her than the personal interests of the employee (Van Dyne et al., 2003).

There are many reasons for organizational silence. The first of these is that
employees do not trust their administrators (Cakici, 2008; Liang, 2011; Morri-
son & Milliken, 2000; Pasa, 2015). Studies show that employees are frequently
prevented from speaking on technical and political issues. Researchers empha-
size that many employees do not talk to their superiors even though they know
certain issues and problems within the organization, and this is a contradiction
experienced by many organizations (Morrison & Milliken, 2000). The second
reason why individuals remain silent is their past experiences, in other words the
practices throughout their lives. Individuals’ beliefs that their own thoughts will
not cause any change (Liang, 2011; Tagkiran, 2011) can push them to silence. In
the studies of Morrison and Milliken (2000), it was revealed that when most of
the employees realized that a dangerous situation would occur if they talked,
they consciously did not want to talk about the problems in the organization. If
employees’ feelings of futility to speak become stronger, a learned state of help-
lessness may develop.

The fear of exclusion they have experienced in their organizations is regar-
ded as another reason for the silence behavior of employees. It was stated that
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employees were reluctant to share information that they thought was negative,
interpreted this sharing as a threat for themselves in the hierarchy of the or-
ganization and when they did not remain silent in the face of negativities, they
hesitated to be labeled as problematic, gossiper or complainant within the orga-
nization (Cakici, 2008; Milliken, Morrison and Hewlin, 2003, Taskiran, 2011).
According to Premeaux and Bedeian (2003), although individuals do not have
self-confidence problems, they think that it is risky to participate in discussions
on organizational issues or to express their opinions frankly, which makes them
silent. The mobbing conducted by administrators to employees is also among
the main reasons for silence. Leymann (1996) defines mobbing as “systemati-
cally practicing psychological terror through hostile and unethical communica-
tion against one or more employees within the organization”. The concern that
the administration will retaliate (Liang, 2011), the power and injustice applied
by autocratic leaders (Bogosian, 2011), the thought that the speech will affect
their current positions negatively (Liang, 2011; Taskiran, 2011), and the desire
of employees to get along with each other (Kostiuk, 2012) can push individuals
into silence. While organizational and administrative support causes silence ac-
cording to Van Dyn et al. (2003), organizational norms lead to silence according
to Bowlen and Blackmon (2003).

It was determined in the studies that as the perception of psychological se-
curity culture increased, silence decreased (Li, 2010), as psychological sense of
belonging increased, prosocial silence increased (Liang, 2009), as the perception
of organizational culture increased, acquiescent and defensive silence decreased
(Akturan, Giindiiz Cekmecelioglu, & Acaray, 2015), as the perception of success
culture and support culture increased, prosocial silence decreased, as the cul-
ture of support increased, acquiescent and defensive silence decreased, as the
perception of success culture increased, defensive silence increased; in short, it
was found out that there was a relationship between organizational culture and
silence (Yalcinsoy, Isildak, & Bilen, 2017). Looking at the results of the studies,
although there are many different reasons for silence, it is obvious that most of
these reasons are actually the ones affected by the administrator or administra-
tive policies. Many reasons such as individuals being harmed, being labeled, and
encountering negativity within the hierarchical structure, organizational climate,
and organizational culture are the phenomena that are predominantly affected
by the administrator and administration style.

Bowen and Blackmon (2003) have stated that silence has many negative
effects on organizations and employee silence can be encountered in all areas of
the organization, but although it is so important for organizations, it has not been
studied sufficiently. Bogosian (2011) also emphasizes that although silence has
emotional effects on the individual, this aspect has not been sufficiently studied
and understood. In fact, organizational silence has both individual and organi-
zational consequences. Employees’ unwillingness to share information reduces
their morale level and this causes them to keep their opinions to themselves,
and weaken the processes related to decision-making, correction of mistakes,
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renewal and development in the organization (Cakici, 2008; Vakola & Bouradas,
2005). In addition, keeping silent decreases the organizational commitment of
individuals (Du, 2011; Milliken, Morrison, & Hewlin, 2003) and decreases their
motivation (Du, 2011; Vakola & Bouradas, 2005). Silence behavior negatively
affects the employees’ self-confidence, job satisfaction and the development of
skills within the organization, and besides, it can cause wrong decisions becau-
se there is no organizational opinion exchange (Milliken, Morrison, & Hewlin,
2003).

Considering the individual and organizational consequences of silence, it
can be said that universities are the organizations that are expected to experien-
ce the least silence because one of the duties of the universities is stated as “To
make the problems of the country concerning the progress and development of
the country in scientific, cultural, social and economic aspects the subject of rese-
arch and to report its opinions and suggestions” (Council of Higher Education,
1981). Thus, academia was given the responsibility of being sensitive, productive
and at the same time sharing their knowledge. The prerequisites for the fulfill-
ment of this responsibility have been stated in an international document cal-
led the Lima Declaration on the Autonomy and Freedom of Higher Education
Institutions (WUS, 1988) as “All members of the academic community have the
right to fulfill their functions without any discrimination and without any fear of
interference or pressure from the state or any other source.”

Instructors at universities should express their thoughts freely, be a part of
the enlightenment in society and solutions to social problems, and be a pioneer
in the development and progress of the society. The contribution of instructors
to the decisions taken, expressing their opinions and organizing activities on
this issue is important in terms of the university’s monitoring of changes, self-
development (Uras, 1995) and being a pioneer of development. For this rea-
son, the phenomenon of organizational silence is one of the factors that harms
the modern and free structure of universities (Algin & Bagkan, 2015). Studies
conducted in various institutions including universities showed that the silence
behavior exhibited in an organization seriously affected the development of that
organization (Morrison & Milliken, 2000; Milliken, Morrison, & Hewlin, 2003).

Only 38% of the silence studies in the Turkish literature are related to edu-
cational organizations (Bayin, 2015) and only a small part of them have been car-
ried out at universities. Studies show that instructors can also exhibit silence for
various reasons. In addition, the findings showing that the relationship between
organizational culture and silence is also seen at universities (Aktas & Simsek,
2014; Aydin, Erdemli, Demir, & Toptas, 2016) reveal the importance of this is-
sue. The studies that reveal the negative relationship of silence at the university
with the culture of success and support (Ruglar, 2013), its positive relationship
with market and hierarchy culture, and its negative relationship with adhocracy
and clan culture (Cavusoglu & Kose, 2016) is remarkable in that it shows that the
cultural environment, which especially emphasizes flexibility, participation, na-
turalness and individualism (Cameron, 1985), and silence do not coexist. While
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it is promising that the support culture has a negative relationship with silence in
studies investigating silence at universities, as in other organizations, fear of re-
ceiving negative feedback, the belief that speaking will not work, and the findings
that fear of academic promotion pushes instructors to silence (Bayram, 2010)
and that organizational culture are the main reasons for the silence of research
assistants (Aydin, Erdemli, Demir, & Toptas, 2016) suggest that there are practi-
ces that contradict the LIMA declaration. Yaman and Ruglar (2014) found a po-
sitive relationship between instructors’ perception of organizational silence and
the administration style of the institution they work in. In some studies, there are
views (Algin & Bagkan, 2015; Cakici, 2008) that silence will prevent productivity,
development, and make the employee unhappy and cause burnout. The fact that
various aspects of this subject have not been studied sufficiently makes the silen-
ce of instructors a hot topic. When the relations between organizational culture
and silence are considered both in terms of social culture and the organizational
dynamics of each university, it requires dealing with the phenomenon of silence.

Although there are various studies examining the silence of instructors in
the literature, there is no study following a mixed method on this subject. In this
respect, this study can serve to fill a gap in the literature as a study that both deals
with a university completely and at the same time contains details by obtaining in-
depth data. It is thought that it is important to determine the types of silence and
the reasons for silence of instructors at universities in every period. To be able
to reduce the silence at universities, if any, is extremely important for scientists
to express their opinions more easily, to reach a more democratic society, and to
effectively fulfill the knowledge generation function identified with universities.

This study is important in terms of determining the silence perceptions of
the instructors, revealing the characteristics of the silent ones, obtaining detailed
findings about the reasons and consequences of silence, and helping to produce
some solutions that can eliminate the silence behavior. Thanks to the findings
obtained from this study, it is thought that some of the obstacles to the creation
of a more qualified academic environment will be revealed, it will contribute to
the creation of a critical environment, and it will be ensured that academicians
see their own environment within the framework of the sample studied. It is also
expected that this study will contribute to determining the areas on which future
researches will focus.

For this purpose, the research question has been determined as “What are
the organizational silence perceptions of the instructors?” Within the scope of
this problem statement, the sub-problems for which answers are sought in the
research are as follows:

1. What are the perceptions of instructors regarding the types of organi-
zational silence?

2. Do instructors’ perceptions of silence differ significantly according to
gender, age, academic title, academic unit and seniority?
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3. What are the opinions of the instructors regarding the situations in
which they and others remain silent and the reasons for being silent,
the characteristics of those who are silent, the consequences of silence
and expectations of silence?

Method

Design

This study was carried out at a state university in the Aegean Region. A
mixed research design was followed, combining various elements of quantitative
and qualitative research approaches with an in-depth understanding and for ve-
rification (Johnson, Onwuegbuzie and Turner, 2007) in order to generalize the
obtained findings to the relevant university and to investigate the subject in more
detail. It was aimed to benefit from the advantages of the mixed design such
as producing a more comprehensive picture of the research subject, answering
different research questions and explaining the findings obtained by quantitative
method (Robson, 2015). Since the second stage in which the qualitative stage
takes place was carried out by following the results of the first (quantitative)
stage (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011), the research was conducted in a sequential
explanatory design.

In the quantitative stage, it was aimed to determine the silence levels of the
instructors and what kind of silence they were in. Therefore, this stage is a survey
research. Based on the findings of this stage, the qualitative stage was carried
out and this stage also has the characteristics of phenomenology research. In this
qualitative stage, the opinions of the instructors regarding the situations of silen-
ce, the causes and the results of silence, the characteristics of those who remain
silent, and the silence expected from the instructors were focused on.

Population

The population of the research consists of the instructors, other than the
Faculty of Medicine, working at a state university in the Aegean Region in the
academic years of 2016-2017 and 2017-2018. The general reluctance of the ins-
tructors at the Faculty of Medicine to fill in the scale and their difficulties in
finding time forced the researchers to exclude this unit from the study. This situ-
ation should be accepted as a limitation of the research. 1301 instructors working
in 47 academic units constitute the population of the research.

Sample and Study Group

The sample of the study consisted of 376 people. In the quantitative stage, in
order to select samples from the instructors working in different academic units
of the university, cluster sampling technique(Karasar, 2014), preferred in cases
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where all clusters in the population have equal chances of being selected indivi-
dually together with all their members, was used. The distribution of the sample
according to demographic variables (gender, age, academic title, seniority, aca-
demic unit) is as in the Table 1.

Table 1.
Distribution of the Instructors Participating in the Research According to Various
Demographic Variables

Variable Variable Groups n %o Total
Male 184 48.9 376
Gender
Female 192 51.1
25-32 years 103 27.4 376
33-40 years 132 35.1
Age
41-48 years 81 21.5
49 years and older 60 16
Professor 44 11.7 376
Associate Professor 39 10.4
Academic Title Assistant Professor 72 19.1
Research Assistant 101 26.9

The others (Instructor/Lecturer /Aca-

12 1.
demic Specialist) 0 319
1-8 years 110 29.2 376
9-16 years 130 34.6
Seniority
17-24 years 77 20.5
25 years and over 59 15.7
Faculty 255 67.8 376
School 26 6.9
Academic Unit  Vocational School 75 20
The others (Rectorate Units/Institutes/
20 53
Conservatory)

When the distribution of the instructors participating in the study in Table 1
has been analysed, the rate of women (51.1%) according to gender, those betwe-
en 33 and 40 years (35.1%) according to age, and those in the other (Instructor /
Lecturer / Academic Specialist) group according to academic title (39.1%), those
having 9-16 years of seniority (34.6%) according to seniority in working life and
the rate of those working in faculties (67.8%) according to the academic unit has
been found to be higher than those in the other groups. Since the title used as ins-
tructor today was used as “lecturer” at the time when the data was collected, the
title of “Lecturer” was preserved while mentioning the participants of this study.
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When the data of the quantitative stage were evaluated, it was found that
the perceptions of acquiescent and defensive silence of the instructors were low
and very low, respectively. It was determined that women than men, those who
are 25-32 years old, research assistants and assistant professors, those working in
faculties or schools, and those with 1-8 years of seniority were quieter than some
of the groups with which they were compared. These differences were found
to be in the whole of the silence scale (overall silence) or in one or more of the
dimensions of prosocial silence or defensive silence. Based on this, for the quali-
tative stage, the study group could have been selected from the above-mentioned
groups by homogeneous sampling or criterion sampling. However, the findings
obtained in the quantitative stage and showing that especially acquiescent silen-
ce and defensive silence were low led the researchers to the judgment that “it is
necessary to understand how individuals view the silence of others”. Thus, emp-
hasizing the difficulties of studying silence, Pinder and Harlos (2001) state that
studying silence generally requires speaking in one way or another and say “ne-
vertheless, speaking does not mean breaking the silence altogether, possibly even
the person is unaware of his/her states of silence.” Based on this view, regardless
of whether the individual was silent or not, his/her observations of others were
also regarded as valuable experiences and it was aimed to provide diversity in the
sample. In this way, the study group was determined according to the maximum
diversity, and through the interview questions and follow-up questions, it was
aimed to learn their views on the situations in which they and others remained
silent and the reasons for silence in order to better understand the reasons for
silence of the silent ones. In addition, it was aimed to learn the views of the ins-
tructors on the characteristics of those who remained silent. Thus, it was thought
that detailed information could be collected without guiding the participants,
especially on the reasons of the findings obtained in the quantitative stage.

Of course, the aim is not to generalize the results to the population, but to
reveal the similarities and differences between various situations (Yildirim &
Simgek, 2013). It was aimed to determine the similar aspects of the studied phe-
nomena by focusing on the common patterns created by large differences (Tra-
vers, 2001), to understand the essence of people’s experiences, to explore expe-
riences both individually and as shared meanings (Patton, 2014), thus seeing the
common point of view regarding the findings obtained at the quantitative stage.

By interviewing participants of different titles and gender from different
academic units, it was also tried to achieve the expected transferability in the
qualitative study. Interviews were conducted with 1 professor (male), 2 associate
professors (2 males), 2 assistant professors (2 females), 3 research assistants (1
female, 2 males), 2 lecturers (instructors; 1 female, 1 male) and 2 instructors (1
female, 1 male).
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Data Collection Tools

Quantitative data collection tool consists of two parts. For the personal in-
formation of the participants, the “Personal Information Form” prepared by the
researchers was used. In order to determine the organizational silence percep-
tions of the instructors, the 15-items “Organizational Silence Scale” developed
by Van Dyne et al. (2003) and adapted to Turkish by Tagkiran (2010, 2011) was
used. The original three-dimensional scale was used by Tagkiran in two dimensi-
ons. He gathered the dimensions of “acquiescent” and “defensive” silence under
the name of “Individual silence” (a = .93), and named the “prosocial silence”
dimension in the original scale as “Relational silence” (a = .89). However, as a
result of the factor analysis conducted in this study, it was found appropriate to
use the scale in three dimensions, as in the original.

The compliance of the scale with the common classification in the literature
has showed that it is also strong in terms of content validity. Whether the data
obtained from the study group are suitable for exploratory factor analysis can be
explained by Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett tests (Cokluk, Sekerciog-
lu, Biiytikoztiirk, 2012). The KMO value was determined as .825, and this value
indicates that the sample size is “perfect” for factor analysis (Cokluk et al., 2012).
In addition, when the Barlett sphericity test results were examined, it was found
that the chi-square (x2 (253) = 2433.45 p <.000) value was significant and factor
analysis was conducted.

As a result of the factor analysis, 3 factors with a total variance of 59.605%
were formed. The Organizational Silence Scale is a five-point Likert type conta-
ining the answers “Always, Often, Sometimes, Rarely, Never” and there are no
reverse coded items. The total reliability of 15 items in the scale was found to
be a = .750. With this value, it can be said that the scale is “quite reliable” (Tav-
sancil, 2006). Each factor consists of five items. The reliability of the “Defensive
Silence” factor is a = .872 and the variance is 22.9%, the reliability of the “Acqu-
iescent Silence” factor is & = .786 and the variance is 18.3%, the reliability of the
“Prosocial Silence” factor is @ = .783 and the variance is 18.3%.

While the defensive silence factor describes a silence in the sense that the
individual does not express his/her thoughts, information or opinions on the sub-
ject in order to defend himself/herself, the acquiescent silence factor describes a
silence in the sense that the individual remains silent by obeying and giving con-
sent to the situation, and on the other hand, the prosocial silence factor describes
a silence in the sense that the individual does not express his / her knowledge and
opinions about any situation in order to provide benefit to the organization or
other individuals (Van Dyne et al., 2003).

In order to collect qualitative data, a semi-structured interview form na-
med “Organizational Silence at University Interview Form” was developed by
the researchers. In this process, firstly, some of the academicians who carried
out qualitative studies with similar content in the literature were contacted via
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e-mail and the qualitative interview forms they used in their researches were
obtained (Ugok & Torun, 2015, Kiiciikler & Kisa, 2016, Aydug, Himmetoglu,
& Turhan, 2017). At the same time, the findings of the quantitative part of the
research were taken into account. Besides the reasons for the silence of the silent
groups, questions were also created regarding the situations that could cause the
silence of the instructors. In addition, in order to obtain in-depth information
about the silences of the instructors, questions about the silences of others were
added to the interview form for the reasons explained above. The draft form
was submitted to six instructors in the department of educational administration,
including one professor, two associate professors, one assistant professor and
two research assistants to obtain expert opinion. Revisions were made according
to the feedbacks, and a form containing 6 basic questions, including follow-up
questions, was created, in addition to the questions regarding explanation and
participant characteristics. Pilot schemes were conducted with three instructors
from different academic units and it was found out that the form was suitable for
the purpose of the research. A few examples of the questions in the interview
form are as follows: “Are there situations in your institution where you want to
explain your opinion but do not explain / cannot explain it, you remain silent?”,
“According to your observations, on which subjects do the instructors working
in your institution remain silent?”, “Do you think there are issues and situations
where the instructors in your institution are expected to remain silent and not to
give their opinions?”

Process of Data Collection

The data of the research were collected in the fall semester of 2016-2017 and
in the 2017-2018 academic year. For quantitative data, the scales were distributed
by going to the relevant units and were mostly collected on a different day.

Qualitative data were collected by making an appointment with the instruc-
tors determined for the interviews and by carrying out face-to-face interviews in
their own offices. It was observed that some of the instructors were uneasy about
the subject of interview, while some of them felt uncomfortable about the desire
to record the interviews. Necessary explanations were made to these instructors,
but they were not insisted on the interview. Not being able to meet some of the
determined instructors can be considered as a limitation. The interviews were
conducted face to face by using a semi-structured interview form, and a recor-
ding device was used with the consent of the participants. The interviews lasted
between 40 and 63 minutes.

Analysis of the Data

For the analysis of the quantitative data, a value from 5 to 1 was assigned to
the answers. In the evaluation of the averages, 1.00 - 1.79 was accepted as “very
high”, 1.80 - 2.59 as “high”, 2.60 - 3.39 as “medium”, 3.40 - 4.19 as “low” and
4.20-5.00 as “very low” level of silence. According to this rating, the silence level
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of the participant decreases as the average score increases, and it increases as the
average score decreases.

SPSS 20 was used in the analysis of quantitative data. Since the research
data took a value between -1 and +1 according to the coefficients of skewness
and kurtosis on the whole scale, it was assumed that the data showed a normal
distribution (Morgan, Leech, Gloeckner, & Barret, 2004, Can, 2014). On the
basis of dimensions, according to the coefficients of skewness and kurtosis, altho-
ugh the research data took a value between -1 and +1, extreme values were still
found, so non-parametric tests such as Mann Witney U and Kruskal-Wallis tests
were used. Although there was a normal distribution in the evaluations regarding
the whole scale, non-parametric tests were used again because there were critical
differences between the numbers of sample groups of some demographic charac-
teristics. In cases where normality conditions were met, t test and Mann Witney
U tests were used. The organizational silence perception levels of the instructors
were analysed by using descriptive statistics.

For the analysis of the qualitative data of the research, the audio recordings
were turned into a MS Word document form. A total of 72 pages of data were
entered. These files were uploaded to the NVivo 11 Pro program by giving par-
ticipants a code name. The qualitative data obtained were analysed by content
analysis. Content analysis is a scientific approach that enables the collected data
to be analysed systematically and objectively (Tavsancil & Aslan, 2001). Content
analysis was preferred in order to gather similar data within the framework of
certain categories and themes, and to organize them in a way that the reader
can understand. In the creation and naming of the themes, research questions
(deductive) were benefited, on the other hand, it was tried to reach the meaning
in the data by using open coding (deductive) (Punch, 2014). Since both research
questions and codes emerging with open coding were used in the creation of sub-
themes, both deductive and inductive processes were followed.

As a result of the analysis of qualitative data, 1. The silence of the instruc-
tors, 2. The silences of others, 3. The results of the silence, 4. The expectation of
remaining silent were created as the themes. For the first theme, “Situations in
which instructors remain silent” and “The reasons of their own silence”; for the
second theme, “Situations in which others keep silent”, “The reasons of others’
silence” and “Characteristics of those who remain silent”; for the third theme,
“The benefits of silence” and “The harms of silence”; for the fourth theme, “Si-
tuations in which silence is expected” and “The Reasons of the expectation of
silence” were formed as sub themes. There are a total of 40 codes under the
sub-themes (Table 7).

Validity and Reliability

The scale used in the quantitative stage has a three-dimensional structure
in a way that it reflects the general approach of the concept of silence in the lite-
rature, and this situation is thought to contribute to the content validity. Factor
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analysis was conducted for the construct validity of the scale, and for its reliabi-
lity, cronbach alpha values were calculated. The values of cronbach alpha reliabi-
lity were found to be high for the overall and dimensions of the scale. In addition,
in the determination of the sample, proportional cluster sampling was used to
increase the validity of the study.

For the validity and reliability of the qualitative stage, strategies of long-
term interaction, depth-focused data collection, expert examination, detailed
description and purposeful sampling were used. Expert opinion was sought at
every stage of the qualitative research. In the collection of data, the most approp-
riate time and place for the participants were selected and it was ensured that the
interviews were not rushed, and detailed opinions were tried to obtain. During
the interviews, questions which provide verification were asked to obtain valid
data. In order to avoid data loss, a tape recorder was used, the speeches were
written as they were, and direct quotations were given in the research report.
Thus, credibility was increased. In order to strengthen the transferability, thro-
ugh purposeful sampling the study group was determined by taking into account
the aims of the research, the analysis of the data was conducted in detail and the
presentation of the findings was presented in a way that the reader could see the
details. While analyzing the data, two researchers both made individual analyses
and then came together and discussed their analyses, ensuring consistency. In
addition, an instructor coded the interview text of a participant and the coding
result was compared. Discussions were made on the categories and the naming
of the categories until a consensus was reached.

Ethical Procedures

In order to collect the data of the research, written permissions were obta-
ined from the researcher who translated the scale into Turkish, the researchers
who developed the forms examined while preparing the semi-structured intervi-
ew form, and the university administration. In order to collect data from relevant
academic units, administrators of those units were given necessary information.
During the data collection process, instructors were not insisted unnecessarily,
no pressure was exerted to increase the number of scales or to include the ins-
tructor into the interview. It was ensured that the filled scales were delivered to
researchers safely. The thoughts that were told not to be used in the interviews
were not written down and used in any way. During the interviews, the principles
of the interview were followed, no guiding questions were asked or no hints were
made. The principle of conducting interviews in an environment where only the
participant and the interviewer is present, and then the speech texts transferred
to the word file are examined by the authors and experts consulted for research
purposes only.The individuals who were interviewed were given code names and
these code names were used in the analyses.
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Findings

The Findings of the First Sub-Problem of the Research

The first sub-problem of the research is “What are the perceptions of the
instructors about the types of organizational silence?” Table 2 contains the ave-
rages obtained regarding the overall and sub-dimensions of the scale.

Table 2.
Averages of Instructors’ Perceptions of Organizational Silence

Dimension X Level
Overall Silence 3.31 Moderate
Acquiescent Silence 3.93 Low
Defensive Silence 4.23 Very low
Prosocial Silence 1.76 Very high

As seen in Table 2, the organizational silence average of the instructors is
moderate on the overall of the scale, low in acquiescent silence, very low in de-
fensive silence and very high in prosocial silence. It can be said that the instruc-
tors do not show silence because of acquiescing the situation or defending them-
selves, but exhibit a lot of silence in order to protect others and the institution.

The Findings of the Second Sub-Problem of the Research

The second sub-problem of the research is “Do instructors’ perceptions
of silence show significant differences according to gender, age, academic title,
academic unit and seniority?” Tables 3 and 4 include findings regarding gender.
Since normality values were obtained on the overall of the scale, the t test (Table
3); Since normality could not be achieved in the dimensions of the scale, Mann
Witney U test (Table 3) was conducted.

Table 3.
Comparison of Instructors’ Perceptions of Organizational Silence According to
Gender (t-test)

>

Dimension Gender n sS sd t P

Male 184 336 43
Overall Silence 374 2257  .025*
Female 192 326 41

*significant at p< .05 level

According to Table 3, a significant difference was found between the general
silence average of the male instructors (x = 3.36) and the general silence average
of the female instructors (x = 3.26) [t (374) = 2.257 ; p <.05]. Accordingly, fema-
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le instructors are more silent than male instructors. The effect size calculated as
a result of the test (1 = 0.2) shows that this difference is low (Green & Salkind,
2016; Can, 2014).

Table 4.

Comparison of Instructors’ Perceptions on the Dimensions of the Organizational
Silence Scale According to Gender (Mann-Whitney U test)

Dimension Gender n Mean Total Rank U P
Rank
Male 184  189.91 34943.50
Acquiescent Silence 17404.50  .805

Female 192 187.15 35932.50

Male 184 198.35 36496
Defensive Silence 15852 .082
Female 192 179.06 34380

Male 184 198.79 36576.50
Prosocial Silence 15771.50 .070
Female 192 178.64 34299.50

significant at p< .05 level

According to the findings in Table 4, no significant difference was found
between “Male Instructors” and “Female Instructors” in any dimension.

Tables 5 and 6 below contain findings regarding age, academic title, seniority
and the academic unit. One-Way Anova test was used because normality values
were achieved on the overall of the scale according to age, academic title and
seniority (Table 5). The Kruskal-Wallis test (Table 6) was used because norma-
lity could not be achieved in its dimensions and because normality could not be
achieved on both the overall and in the dimensions of the scale according to the
academic unit.
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Table 5.
Comparison of Instructors’ Perceptions’ of Organizational Silence According to
Age, Academic Title and Seniority (One-Way Anova)

Variable Source of  Total sd Mean F Significant

Dimension Yariance Squares Squares P Difference

Intergroup 1.426 3 475 2.605 .052 -

Age In-group  67.909 372 183
Total 69.336 375

-5
2 Intergroup 5 997 4 a9 4190 o2+ Detveens
= and 1,5
7 Academic In-erou
3 tite group 66339 371 .179
5]
S Total 69.336 375

Intergroup  1.123 3 374 2.041 .108 -
Seniority  In-group  68.213 372 183
Total 69.336 375

* significant at p< .05 level

According to the findings in Table 5, it is clear that the instructors’ percep-
tions of organizational silence do not show a significant difference according to
age [F (3-372) = 2.605; p> .05].

It was found that the organizational silence perceptions of the instructors
showed a significant difference according to the academic title variable [F (4-
371) = 4.190; p <.05]. The effect size calculated as a result of the test (n = 0.04)
shows that this difference is moderate. According to the results of the Post Hoc
(Schefte) test conducted to find out which groups the difference originated from,
it was determined that this difference was between “Research Assistants” and
“Professors” and “Research Assistants” and “Other (Instructors-Lecturers-Aca-
demic Specialists)” group. Accordingly, “Research Assistants” are more silent
than both “Professors” and “Other (Instructors-Lecturers- Academic Specia-
lists)” group.

It was determined that instructors’ perceptions of organizational silence did
not differ significantly according to seniority. [F (3-372) = 2.041; p> .05]. Table
6 below shows the test results of the instructors’ perceptions regarding the di-
mensions of the Organizational Silence Scale according to age, academic title,
academic unit and seniority, and on the overall of the scale, the comparison test
results conducted with the Kruskal-Wallis test according to the academic unit are
included.
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Table 6.

Comparison of Instructors’ Perceptions on the Dimensions of the Organizational
Silence Scale According to the Variables of Age, Title, Academic Unit and Seniority
(Kruskal-Wallis test)

D
= Mean Significant
‘Q-Q . . . 2
5 Dimension Variables n Rank X Sd p Difference
1) 25-32 years 103 175.36
i 2) 33-40 132 198.15
Acquiescent %) 3340 years 2043 3 400 -
Silence 3) 41-48 years 81 193.83
4) 49 years and older 60 182.63
1) 25-32 years 103 151.05
Defensi 2) 33-40 years 132 199.51 B 1
E’J ‘e ‘ensive ) y 17.404 001* etween
Silence 3) 41-48 years 81  205.80 and 2,34
4) 49 years and older 60 205.21
1) 25-32 years 103 188.54
i 2) 33-40 132 186.88
P‘rosoclal ) years 604 896 -
Silence 3) 41-48 years 81 184.22
4) 49 years and older 60 197.78
1) Professor 44 207.07
2)Associate 39 194.59
A Professor
cquiescent .
Silence 3)Assistant 7 172.97 6.454 4 168 -
Professor
4)Research Assistant 101 173.85
5) The Others ** 120 201.36
1) Professor 44 229.42
2)Associate 39 19537 Between 4
o Defensi Professor and 1235
= si :‘s”e 3)Assistant 1 1sLoy 28838 .000* o
rlence Professor ' Between 3
#)Research Assistant 101 145.09 and 1,5
5) The Others ** 120 211.74
1) Professor 44 193.17
2)Associate 39 172.15
P - Professor
rosocia .
Silence 3)Assistant 7 209.24 4.425 352 -
Professor

4)Research Assistant 101 188.24
5) The Others ** 120 179.88
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1) Faculty 255  183.84 Between 3
Overall 2) School 26 141.52 13242 3 004* and
Silence 3)Vocational School 75 223.33
4) The Others *** 20 178.40 1.2
1) Faculty 255 18541 Between 3
- Acquiescent  2) School 26 140.94 0.841 020 and
g Silence 3)Vocational School 75 215.31 15
= 4)The Others *** 20 189.25 ’
g 1) Faculty 255 181.85
S Defensive  2) School 20 e e
Silence 3)Vocational School 75 216.19
4) The Others *** 20 200.80
1) Faculty 255 190.88
Prosocial 2) School 26 176.63 1020 796 i
Silence 3)Vocational School 75 189.40
4) The Others *** 20 170.25
1) 1-8 years 110 180.95
Acau 2) 9-16 years 130 193.88
Siclzzlciscent 3)17-24years 77 18281 1538 3 673 -
4) 25 years and 59 198.14
over
1) 1-8 years 110 160.24
%’ Defensi 2) 9-16 years 130 194.56 Between
L S,e e 3 1724years 77 19069 14817 .002# 1and
£ Silence
! 4) 25 years and 59 22497 2,4
over
1) 1-8 years 110  195.01
. 2) 9-16 years 130 183.81
Prosocial
Silence 3) 17-24 years 77  183.90 .880 830 -
4) 25 years and 59 192.70

over

* significant at p< .05 level.

***Rectorate Units, Institute, Conservatory

** Instructors-Lecturers-Academic Specialists

According to Table 6, while there is no significant difference between age

groups in “Acquiescent Silence” [x2(3)= 2.94; p> .05] and “Prosocial Silence”
[x2(3)= 0.60; p> .05] dimensions, a significant difference has been found betwe-
en age groups in “Defensive Silence” dimension [x2 (3) = 17.40; p <.05]. Paired
comparisons were made using the Mann-Whitney U test to find out among which
age groups the perceptions of the instructors regarding the “Defensive Silence”
dimension differ significantly. Accordingly, it was determined that the difference
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occurred between “25-32 years old” and “33-40 years old”, and “41-48 years old”
and “49 years and older” groups. The effect sizes calculated as a result of the test
(respectively U = 5018, 1 = -0.22, U = 2947, n = -0.25, U = 2237, 7 = -0.23)
show that these differences are at low level (Green & Salkind, 2016; Can, 2014).
Accordingly, the instructors in the range of “25-32 ages” range are more silent
compared to all the other age groups.

According to Table 6, while there is no significant difference between the
academic title groups in “Acquiescent Silence” [x? 5= 6.45; p> .05] and “Pro-
social Silence” dimensions [x2(4)= 4.42; p> .05], there is a significant difference
between the academic title groups in the “Defensive Silence” dimension [x2 (4)
= 28.83; p <.05]. As a result of the paired comparisons made with the Mann-
Whitney U test in order to find out which academic title groups had a signifi-
cant difference in the perceptions of the instructors regarding the dimension of
“Defensive Silence”, it was found that this difference was between “Research
Assistants” and “Professors”, “Associate Professors”, “Assistant Professors “,
“Others”. According to the calculated effect sizes (respectively U = 1277.5, 1
=-0.34, U = 1470, n = -0.20, U = 2848, n = -0.19, U = 3908, 1 = -0.30), it is
obvious that these differences are at a low level. Another significant difference
was found to be between “Assistant Professors “ and “Professors” and “Others”.
The effect sizes related to this difference (respectively U = 1159, 1 = -0.22, U =
3580.5, n = -0.14) show that these differences are at low level (Green & Salkind,
2016: 386, Can, 2014: 161). In this context, while “Assistant Professors “ are more
silent compared to “Professors” and “Others”, “Research Assistants” are more
silent compared to “Professors, Associate Professors, Assistant Professors and
Others”.

According to Table 6, instructors’ perceptions of organizational silence re-
garding the dimensions of defensive silence [x2(3)= 7.50; p> .05] and prosocial
silence [)(2(3 = 1.02; p> .05] do not show a significant difference according to
the academic unit variable. The perceptions of the instructors about the overall
of the scale [x2(3)= 13.24; p< .05] and the acquiescent silence dimension [x2(3)=
9.84; p< .05] show a statistically significant difference according to the academic
unit variable. As a result of the paired comparisons made with the Mann-Whitney
U test to find out which academic unit groups had a significant difference in the
perceptions of instructors regarding the overall of the organizational silence sca-
le, it was determined that this difference was between “Vocational Schools” and
“Faculties” / “Schools”. According to the calculated effect sizes (U = 7595.5, n=
-0.15, U = 490.5, n = -0.38, respectively), it is clear that these differences are low
(Green & Salkind, 2016, Can, 2014). This difference regarding the dimension of
“Acquiescent Silence” of the instructors was also found to be between “Vocati-
onal Schools”, “Faculties” and “Schools”. The effect sizes obtained as a result
of the calculations (respectively U = 8050.5, n = -0.12, U = 567.5, 1 = -0.32)
show that these differences are at low level (Green & Salkind, 20166, Can, 2014).
According to these results, the instructors working in faculties and schools are
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more silent than those working in vocational schools both on the overall and in
acquiescent silence dimension of the organizational silence scale.

According to Table 6, while there is no significant difference between seni-
ority groups in “Acquiescent Silence” [x? 3= 1.53; p> .05] and “Prosocial Silen-
ce” dimensions [XZG = 0.88; p> .05], there is a significant difference between
seniority groups in ‘f)efensive Silence” dimension [x2 (3) = 14.81; p <.05]. As
a result of paired comparisons made with the Mann-Whitney U test, it was de-
termined that this difference was between (1-8 years) and (9-16 years), (25 years
and over) groups. The effect sizes calculated as a result of the test (U = 5793.5,
n=-0.16, U = 2158, n = -0.28, respectively) show that these differences are low
(Green & Salkind, 2016, Can, 2014). Accordingly, the instructors with a working
period of 1-8 years in their working life are more silent compared to the groups
with a working period of 9-16 years and 25 years and over.

The Findings of the Third Sub-Problem of the Research

The third sub-problem of the study was determined as “What are the opini-
ons of the instructors about the situations in which they and others remain silent
at the university and the reasons for being silent, the characteristics of those
who are silent, the results of silence and expectations of silence?” In Table 7, the
categories reached as a result of the analysis of the interview data are presented
in the form of themes, sub-themes and codes, and sample quotations from the
opinions of the participants are given under the table.

Table 7.
Categories of Instructors’ Ideas Regarding Their Own Silence, Others’ Silence, the
Results of Silence and the Expectation of Remaining Silent

Themes Sub-themes Codes
Instructors’ own  Situation in which instructors Administrative decisions
silence remain silent Possibility of inability to
influence
Reasons of their own silence Learned helplessness

Anxiety of academic promotion
Avoiding reaction

Avoiding seeming incompatible
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Table 7.

Categories of Instructors’ Ideas Regarding Their Own Silence, Others’ Silence, the
Results of Silence and the Expectation of Remaining Silent

Themes

Sub-themes

Codes

Others’ silence

Situation in which others remain

silent

Reasons of other’s silence

Characteristics of silent ones

Administrative decisions

Distribution of tasks / task
schedule

Cases of injustice
Not having enough information

Issues related to the governing
of the country

Administrative attitude
Antidemocratic environment

Burnout / Insufficient
commitment

Avoiding reaction
Avoiding seeming incompatible
Learned helplessness

Not having enough information

Self-seeking personality

Having the experience of
learned helplessness

Having high seniority
Low academic title

Not being close to the
administration

Not having enough information
about personal rights /
Insufficient information
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Table 7.
Categories of Instructors’ Ideas Regarding Their Own Silence, Others’ Silence, the
Results of Silence and the Expectation of Remaining Silent

Themes Sub-themes Codes
Results of the Benefits of silence Creating the impression of a
silence compatible person

Peaceful working environment

Culture of respect

Harms of silence Be subjected to injustice

Maintaining the antidemocratic
environment

Increase in problems

Misunderstanding
Expectation of  Situations in which silence is Administrative decisions
remaining silent  expected Political issues

Merit in staff recruitment
Guiding the students
Material request

Issues related to the governing

of the country
Issues that will harm the
institution
Reasons of the expectation of Autocratic understanding
silence Maintenance of the order

As seen in Table 7, the theme of “the instructors’ own silence” has sub-
themes such as “the situations in which they remain silent” and “the reasons for
their own silence.” The situations in which the participants remain silent are the
situations in which there is “administrative decisions” and “possibility of not inf-
luencing” when they express their opinions. The codes of “learned helplessness”,
“anxiety of academic promotion” “avoiding reaction” and “avoiding seeming in-
compatible” were found as reasons for their silence.

Below are some quotations from the instructors’ views on their situation and
reasons for silence:
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“I can remain silent in administration-related situations. Currently, due to my

position, I need to have a say in things related to my department. But unfor-
tunately, I have to remain silent in cases such as top-down assignments (...)
directly from the dean’s office without giving any information. “(Administra-
tive Decisions-Giilay-Assistant Professor)

“We are more silent not in the unit where I work, but in administration prac-
tices throughout the university.” (Administrative Decisions-Erkin-Research
Assist.)

“If something happens that I think I cannot be involved in some matters, or
that those in my situation cannot, I remain silent in order not to object unne-
cessarily.” (Possibility of inability to influence-Koray-Lecturer)

As there is still a long way ahead of us, our relations with the institution are
important in this respect. We will complete our doctorate and then we will
wait to get into an assistant professor position and after that, nearly the same
procedure is true for the associate professor position. As long as we have con-
cerns about whether she/he will be in my jury in the future, instructors prefer
to remain silent. “(Anxiety of academic promotion-Giilgin-Inst.)

“(...), in order not to appear incompatible. (...) Since I have always worked
in the private sector, things work a little differently in the private sector, that is
to say, everything is clearer. There is a lot of secret talk going on here. “(Avoi-
ding Appearing Incompatible - Giilay-Assistant Professor)

Participants who think that they are not silent and that they speak when
necessary are in the majority. When asked whether there are situations in which
instructors want to express their opinions in their institutions but cannot explain
and remain silent, they briefly say “No, I mean mostly not” (Birsen-Research As-
sistant) or “Generally we are not in an uneasy environment. We have the freedom to
make statements freely. ” (Bekir-Prof.). Although most of the participants think
that they are not silent, all of them think that other instructors are silent.

According to Table 7, the theme of “others’ silence” has subthemes named
“situations in which others remain silent”, “reasons of others’ silence” and “cha-
racteristics of silent ones”. The codes obtained from the views of the instructors
regarding the situations in which others remain silent and the reasons of silence
of others show more variety than the codes obtained from their opinions about
their own silence. The codes of “administrative decisions”, “distribution of tasks
/ task schedule”, “cases of injustice”, “about issues they lack of knowledge”, “is-
sues related to the governing of the country” have been reached as situations

<«

where others remain silent. The codes of “administrative attitude”, “anti-democ-
ratic environment”, “burnout / insufficient commitment”, “avoiding reaction”,
“avoiding seeming incompatible”, “learned helplessness”, “having not enough

information” have been reached as reasons for silence of others.

2

Below are some quotations from the instructors’ views on the situations in
which others remain silent and the reasons for this:
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“Issues related to the governing of the country are not discussed much. Ever-
yone is silent about this. There is hesitancy on this matter.” (The governing
of the country -Kaya-Instructor.)

“Therefore, the instructors, who are not pleased with the exam schedule of
that week or the curriculum of that semester, may prefer to remain silent aga-
inst the solution authority on these issues, but to exchange ideas among them-
selves.” (Distribution of tasks / task schedule -Umay-Lecturer)

“In some cases, there are points that cannot be controlled, especially when the
administration is also involved. Whatever is done, I observe that the instruc-
tors prefer to remain silent when there is a perception that the administration
will decide otherwise for any reason. Most of what I observe are administrati-
ve issues.” (Administrative decisions-Koray-Lecturer)

“Especially we see the following types of professors; They put pressure on rese-
arch assistants by putting such sentences in certain covers as “Look, if you do
not, this will happen,” “if it does not, you may face with this”, and they also
force research assistants to do their own jobs, impose unnecessary workload,
and behave against science, positivism, academic merit and freedom especi-
ally in student sharing by saying this student is mine and that student is yours.
While some try to take advantage of it and try to exploit it, those on the other
side remain silent as well. (Cases of Injustice and Oppression — Akin — Re-
search Assistant)

“In the past, meetings were often held 10 years ago. At those meetings, ever-
yone would express their views on the functioning of the system and on the
interests of the institution. Meetings are no longer held. People’s opinion is
not asked. Therefore, when no opinion is asked, nobody wants to express an
opinion.” (Administrative attitude-Kaya-Instructor)

The lack of full democracy in the country is an important factor. At a time
when the instructors expressing opinions are expelled and suspended from the
institution, people live in fears that they may be associated with illegal orga-
nizations and may be fired. Therefore, this is one of the reasons why they do
not express their opinion at this institution. “(Antidemocratic environment-
Kaya-Instructor.)

“In other words, it may be due to age or burnout syndrome brought about by
work pace. Accordingly, the number of instructors who keep their hands off is
more. There are a lot of instructors who have isolated themselves from both
social life and work. “(Burnout / Insufficient commitment-Bekir-Professor)

“Normally, in places where they need to express their opinion, there are al-
ways academicians who remain silent only cyclically or because of the social
environment which they are in. It is said that the instructors who give their
opinions on the subject are irritating, so to speak. “(Avoiding seeming in-
compatible- Akif-Associate Professor)
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Likewise, the instructors in this institution remain silent if they do not have
any information on a subject. (Having not enough information-Birsen-Re-
search Assistant.)

As seen in Table 7, there are some characteristics of the instructors who
show silence when they can speak. The codes such as “self-seeking personality”,
“having the experience of learned helplessness”, “having high seniority”, “low
academic title”, “not being close to administration” and “ having not enough
information about personal rights / insufficient information” were found as the
characteristics of those who remained silent. Below are sample quotes from the

opinions of the participants:

“The issue here is personality structure. The person is looking for his | her
right. If the individual is a bit extroverted and has a characteristic of not opp-
ressing himself and those around him, that individual does not remain silent.
However, if there are features such as politicism, cringe, flattery, and sycop-
hantic in the personality characteristic of the individual, she | he crushes those
she [ he finds weak, but exhibits the behavior of remaining silent in the face of
those she | he finds strong.” (Self-seeking personality-Instructor.)

Again, 1 say specifically for my institution, some of those who remain silent
have served at school for many years and this is a group that more or less pre-
dicts what will be reciprocated and what will not.” (Having the experience of
learned helplessness-Koray-Lecturer)

“Of course, the professors are more influential here. Actually, we are nothing
here. So the lower the title, the more silence.” (Low academic title- Didem-
Assistant Professor)

“Closeness of departments to the administration can also change the flow of
the event, that is, the event of remaining silent. For example, the departments
closer to the dean can have more opportunities. On the contrary, those who
are not close continue to remain silent.” (Not being close to the administra-
tion- Erkin- Res. Assist)

As seen in Table 7, the theme of “the results of silence” has sub-themes
such as “benefits of silence” and “harms of silence”. The codes of “crea-
ting the impression of a compatible person”, “peaceful working environ-
ment” and “culture of respect” were reached as the benefits of silence. As

 «

the harms of silence, the codes of “be subjected to injustice”, “maintaining
the anti-democratic environment,” “increase in problems” and “misun-
derstanding” were reached. Below are sample quotes about the benefits

and harms of silence.

“... The fact that I don’t have too much discussion about the events creates
the impression of a more compatible person who doesn’t get too involved in
it.” (Creating the impression of a compatible person -Didem-Assist. Prof)
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“That is because we remain silent on matters that we cannot intervene, and
our administrator cannot directly intervene or change. I think this is a positive
thing for peaceful working environment. So, breaking the silence and having
discussion will not change anything. Because our administrator will not be
able to intervene in this regard.” (Peaceful working environment-Koray-
Lecturer.)

“So I don’t think there’s any harm. On the contrary, I think this is beneficial
since an individual knows who to listen to and when.” (Culture of Respect-
Bekir-Prof.)

“My silence has harmed me. I was abused too much, that is, I thought I was
used, and I realized that my rights were not respected, I experienced an injus-
tice. ” (Be subjected to injustice —Gtilay- Assist. Prof)

The silence of the lecturers will not contribute to the institution; on the cont-
rary, it will harm the institution, and it will also harm themselves, and by re-
maining silent, they legitimize this oppressive order even more.” (Maintaining
the anti-democratic environment -Akin — Research Assistant)

“Silence not only does not contribute to the institution but also causes harm.
Therefore, hiding the existing problems is always a harm for every instituti-
on. Naturally, the problems increase exponentially. It causes more problems.”
(Increase in problems-Erkin-Research Assistant)

As seen in Table 7, the theme of “expectation of remaining silent” from the
instructors has subthemes such as “situations in which silence is expected” and
“reasons for the expectation of silence”. The codes of “administrative issues”,

2« ” « @ »

“political issues”, “merit in staff recruitment”, “and guidance of students “,” ma-
terial request “,” issues related to the governing of the country and issues that
could harm the institution” emerged as situations where silence is expected. The
codes of “autocratic understanding” and “maintenance of the order” were found
as the reasons for the expectation of silence. Below are sample quotations taken
from the answers to the questions asked about the situations where the partici-

pants are expected to remain silent in their institutions and the reasons for this.

“Of course, yes, again, issues related to the administration’s decisions. Again,
they expect not to be criticized much.” (Administrative decisions - Giilay-
Asst. Prof)

“I think there are more political things. Because many opinions are not expec-
ted on those issues. “(Political issues-Erkin-Research Assistant)

“(...) It is really a sad situation that people who cannot fulfill that duty pro-
perly are recruited based on crony relationship. These topics are discussed
behind closed doors only when 3-5 friends come together. We cannot express
these in different places in any environment. Because they are not wanted to
be talked about.” (Merit in staff recruitment- Bora-Associate Professor)
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“Not to guide students in a specific subject, that is, not to guide them especi-
ally in critical matters. If you guide, you will pay the price fir it” (Guidance of
the students-Kaya-Instructor.)

“This is the case in order to maintain the order positively.” (Maintenance of
the order-Bekir-Prof.)

“For them not to rebel against authority.” (Authoritarian understanding
-Kaya-Instructor)

“Second, these people internalize it so much that they say” I became a pro-
fessor, who is this? ‘After reaching the top title, they make inhibitions so that
no one gets the same title as them. (...) Or “I became the rector.” Even if a
professor appears next to him, he says, “Who are you?” There are people who
do this and who do not. In every society, young people respect the elderly, but
in our society this gap is too wide. So, of course we must have respect for old
people and elders, but as much as in Western societies. We need to narrow that
gap a little. In this way, people who internalize their position can expect others
to remain silent. They rely on their position and make sentences such as “This
is up to me”, “This is my student” or “If she/ he doesn’t listen to me, I will do
this to him [ her in the future” and they see themselves in greatness and enter
into such an expectation.” (Authoritarian understanding —Akin- Research
Assistant)

Conclusion and Discussion

This research was carried out by using a mixed method to reach detailed
findings on the silence of the instructors at a state university in the Aegean Regi-
on. The scale used in the quantitative stage of the research serves to collect data
on the silences of the instructors. According to the findings of this stage, it was
found that the averages of acquiescent silence of the participants were low, their
averages of defensive silence were very low, but their averages of prosocial silen-
ce were high. In other words, the lecturers almost never show the acquiescent
silence, which means swallowing the situation, not speaking out because it cannot
change the result, and the defensive silence which means that they keep silent be-
cause they are afraid and hesitant to avoid hurting themselves. They show a very
high level of silence in order not to harm others or the institution and to protect
their relationships. It is clear that the codes about the views of the instructors
obtained in the qualitative stage regarding the situations and reasons for both
themselves and others’ silence indicate acquiescent and defensive, not prosocial
silence. Instructors did not put forward any views on protecting their institutions
or colleagues. There may be different reasons for this. It can be assumed that
the instructors were afraid that they might be harmed by their answers while
answering the scale, but expressed their true thoughts in face-to-face interviews
due to the friendly and reassuring environment provided by the researcher. On
the other hand, this result reveals the difficulty of studying silence, as Pinder and
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Harlos (2001) stated, and the need to study this phenomenon by interviewing.
The fact that the instructors did not say too many situations and reasons for their
silences and presented a richer view about the silences of others can also be ba-
sed on the opinion of these authors that the individual may not be aware of his /
her own silence.

Another result obtained from the research can be explained as follows: The-
re is a difference in the total silence according to gender, title and academic
unit. Women, research assistants and assistant professors, and those working in
faculties and schools were found to be more silent. In addition, it was determi-
ned that those working in faculties and schools showed more acquiescent silence
than those working in vocational schools. On the other hand, young instructors
(28-32 years old), research assistants and assistant professors and those with less
seniority (1-8 years) show more defensive silence.

Another result is that those who are in an academic career rise, young ins-
tructors and those who are not seniors show silence in order not to be harmed,
that is, they show defensive silence. Among the reasons for silence, the anxiety
of academic promotion, avoiding reaction / fear of reaction, avoiding seeming
incompatible, codes of anti-democratic environment are directly related to the
defense of the individual and his / her interests, and thus with defensive silence.
From this point of view, the silence seen more in faculties and schools compared
to vocational schools can be attributed to the fact that there are more instructors
(res. assist. , assist prof.) for the rise in the academic hierarchy in faculties and
schools, and so the hierarchy is more effective. As a matter of fact, there are sup-
portive research results showing that anxiety of academic promotion (Bayram,
2010) and fear of receiving negative feedback (Aydin, 2016) pushed the instruc-
tors to silence. In the literature, there are studies showing that young instructors
and those with low seniority are more silent (Apak 2016; Kutlay, 2012; Ruglar,
2013), and that hierarchical structure and non-supportive culture are an impor-
tant reason for silence (Demir & Demir, 2012; Milliken et al., 2003). In the lite-
rature, the research findings (Akan and Oran, 2017; Akbas, Gemlik, Catar, 2020;
Cakici and Cakici, 2007) showing that research assistants show more defensive
silence than professors also support the above findings. The belief of the instruc-
tors that they can be harmed when they express their opinions and so, they find
the speaking risky (Premeaux & Bedeian; 2003) may cause them to remain silent,
this silence to become widespread, and a climate of silence may arise from this.

The finding, obtained from this research, that those who are not close to
the administration are silent also shows a problem that needs to be discussed.
Not being close to the administration can cause the individual to be silent by
causing disregard and ignorance, as well as hesitation from the administrators,
lack of support and tolerance when making mistakes: thus one can be pushed
into defensive silence. Vakola and Bouradas (2005) found that the frequency
of face-to-face communication with the administrator reduced silence, and Ya-
man and Ruglar (2014) found that those who thought they could meet with their
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administrator face to face very rarely were more silent than those who thought
they could always meet. Therefore, even though defensive silence was found to
be at a low level in the quantitative stage, considering the situations of silence
and the reasons of silence determined in the qualitative stage, it can be said that
future administrative studies should be carried out. Because organizational and
administrative support is related to vocal and silence (Van Dyne et al., 2003). In-
dividuals’ feeling safe psychologically (Li, 2010) and culture of support (Altinisik,
2017) are closely related to silence.

Another finding obtained from the study is that women are more silent. In
the qualitative stage, no findings were found regarding the silence of women. Ho-
wever, the average they got from the total of the scale showed that women were
more silent. The reason for this silence may be the glass ceiling phenomenon.
The glass ceiling is a metaphor used to describe the invisible barriers that make
it difficult for women to access high-level jobs (Hymowitz & Schellhardt, 1986).
According to the 2019 data of Council of Higher Education (YOK), only 18 rec-
tors of 206 universities are women (www.yok.gov.tr). In this case, insufficient
representation in administration levels may drive women to insecurity and silen-
ce. Bayram (2010) found that female instructors had higher average of silence,
especially due to fear of isolation. In the research of Ozgan and Kiilekgi (2012), it
was found that they remained silent because they were afraid of being labeled as
a woman. In the literature, there are studies that both find a difference in terms
of silence (Algin 2014; Pinder & Harlos, 2001; Tiiliibag & Celep, 2014) and not
(Ruclar, 2013; Tagkiran 2010). The contradictory findings on this subject may be
due to the differences in the samples. It seems that more studies are needed to
reveal the silence of the instructors and the gender relationship.

Based on the findings of the research, it is understood that the instructors
remain silent in cases related to administrative decisions, commissioning, injus-
tices and the governing of the country. The situations in which instructors are
expected to show silence are also similar issues. The situations that express ad-
ministrative decisions have come to the fore remarkably. In addition, if there
is a merit problem in the recruitment of staff and there is a situation related
to guiding the students, again, instructors are expected to remain silent. In this
case, the silence situations of the instructors are the situations where almost all
critical issues take place. In the studies of Tiiliibag (2011) and Cakici and Caki-
c1 (2007), the most silent situations were found to be administrative practices.
In addition, Cakici and Cakict (2007) determined that academic employees are
more silent than administrative employees on administrative and ethical issues,
and they attribute this to the idea that the silent ones want their academic rise
not to be interrupted.

As a result of this research, learned helplessness was found among the rea-
sons for silence of the participants. One of the findings of the study is that those
with high seniority can also be silent. The silence due to learned helplessness
indicates acquiescent silence. In the research, it was found that those with high
seniority experienced only this kind of silence, and this is an important result.
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There are studies in the literature that support this finding (Algin & Bagkan,
2015; Alparslan, 2010; Cakict & Cakici, 2007; Tiiliibag, 2011). Although it can
be said that as the age increases, the employees tend to prefer to remain more
silent as a result of the increase in their level of adaptation (Ruglar, 2013), the
prominent point in this study is that the seniors remain silent with the thought
that “talking is unnecessary” and “in vain” based on their experiences. Tagkiran
(2011) found that prosocial silence attitudes of employees increased as the age
of the employees increased. No such finding has been reached in this study. This
can be attributed to the fact that Tagkiran’s research was conducted in a very
different sector, on hotel employees.

Creating the impression of a compatible person, a peaceful environment
and a culture of respect have been shown as the benefits of remaining silent.
Being subjected to injustice, maintenance of the anti-democratic environment,
increase in problems and misunderstanding have also been shown as the harms
of remaining silent. The benefits listed here may be considered to be the result
of certain problems. Considering the opposite, it means that expressing an opini-
on disrupts the atmosphere of peace and respect. According to the participants,
there are two reasons for the silence expected from them: Autocratic understan-
ding, and Maintenance of the order. It is obvious that maintaining the order by
remaining silent is not acceptable, especially in an organization like a university.
However, in the literature, it is stated that in addition to the power and injustice
applied by autocratic leaders (Bogosian, 2011), employees refrain from being
labeled as problematic and gossiper if they do not remain silent because they
interpret negative information sharing as a threat to them in the organizational
hierarchy (Milliken et al., 2003, Tagkiran, 2011).

When the research findings are evaluated in a holistic manner, the picture
of an anti-democratic working environment is drawn. Because, in general, young
instructors who are at the beginning of their academic career, in other words, the
instructors with hierarchical steps to climb in front of them and those with low
seniority remain silent due to concerns such as harming their careers or being
harmed as they are not influential. On the other hand, silence due to learned
helplessness is also actually related to the anti-democratic environment or autoc-
ratic administration. Learned helplessness arises because the individual does not
experience that his / her speech and thoughts are taken into account and valued.
In addition, although the finding of high “prosocial silence” that emerged as a
result of the study seems positive, it may point to an uncritical climate, namely
autocratic administration. If it is thought that there will be harm to individuals
or the institution while expressing an opinion, there also should be people and
authorities who will be upset by these views or who will harm someone by using
these views and information. Considering all these, it can be thought that in such
an environment, disapproval of different voices, intolerance of objection, and
refraining from conflict and criticism will prevail. In such settings, participation
in the decision is limited, priority will always belong to the authority. However,
in democratic environments, different views, objections and approaches find a
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place when freely discussed. If this does not happen, the reason must be sought
in autocratic rule. Bilgin et al. (2009) found 67.7% as the rate of those who said
“I clearly do not feel any pressure” while explaining their thoughts or giving lec-
tures in their research at universities in twelve provinces. The remaining 37.3 %
people think they are under pressure. Silence at the university is therefore an
issue that needs to be studied more with its different dimensions.

In this study, it was concluded that silence was generally at a moderate level,
but the main reasons for silence were related to anti-democratic administration.
On the other hand, there is no evidence that silence is really beneficial. In the li-
terature, there are findings regarding as the acquiescent and defensive silence of
academicians increases, life satisfaction decreases (Akbas, Gemlik, Catar; 2020),
the opinions that silence will make the employee unhappy and drive burnout
(Algin & Bagkan, 2015), and the silence prevents the development of the orga-
nization (Morrison & Milliken, 2000). Considering all this, the only consolation
point of this research is that the level of defensive and acquiescent silence is not
at high level. Since there is a risk of silence being spread and adopted as the norm
by employees (Pinder & Harlos, 2003), it is important for the administrators to
deal with this issue in order to work in accordance with the aims of the university.

Based on the obtained results, a proposal for creating a democratic culture
can be made for practitioners. The differences between the qualitative and quan-
titative findings of the participants also reflect the need for democratic sharing
settings. Administrators can create platforms where the employees in the organi-
zation, especially those who have just started to work and are at the lower level of
hierarchy, can express their opinions through meetings and other organizations.
With appropriate feedback, administrators can encourage employees to share
their thoughts and overcome anxiety of receiving negative feedback. Based on
the fact that women are more silent, gender equality may be taken into account
in the distribution of tasks within the institution. The distance between administ-
rators and employees needs to be adjusted. A phenomenon such as individuals’
feeling distant or close to administration should be eliminated. For this, face-
to-face communication should be established with employees, communication
channels should be kept open and information flow should be made transparent
and homogeneous. In order to overcome learned helplessness, the transfer of
authority and responsibility should be used functionally. Individuals should be
given feedback on the usefulness of their ideas. In addition, the perception that
silence will be beneficial in order to maintain order and not cause trouble must
be fought. Systematic culture is required to be constructed to develop critical
thinking and discussion skills.

Based on the difference between qualitative and quantitative data, researc-
hers can be suggested to study the phenomenon of silence at university in depth.
Concepts such as democratic structure, autocratic structure, silence, critical dis-
cussion and communication can be studied in more detail. How university admi-
nistrators see this phenomenon can be studied. Variables that make a difference
in terms of silence can be examined.
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Giris

Cagdas toplumlarda ve orgiitlerde ¢ok sesliligin ve bunun icin de goriis bil-
dirme rahathiginin saglanmasinin, bireyler acisindan hak, yonetenler acisindan
da sorumluluk oldugu sdylenebilir. Aslinda demokratik ortamlarda, sessiz olma-
manin, bireyin hakki olmasi yaninda ortak amaclara ulagilmasina katki saglama
baglaminda, sorumlulugu oldugu da kabul edilir. Bu nedenle bugiin ister toplum
diizeyinde isterse Orgiit diizeyinde olsun, bireylerin sdyleyecek sozleri olup da
sessiz kalmalarinin 6nemli bir sorunun gostergesi oldugunu kabul etmek gerekir.
Boyle bakildiginda giiniimiiz orgiitlerinin amaclarina ulagabilmesi i¢in ¢aligan-
larin diisiincelerine ve deneyimlerine ihtiya¢ duyacagi goriilecektir. Bu amacla,
¢alisanlarin, Orgiitiin hedeflerini benimsemis, bunun yaninda bulunduklar1 6r-
giitte diisiincelerini rahatga ve cesurca paylagsmaya istekli bireyler olmalar1 bek-
lenmektedir. Calisanlarin kendilerini rahatca ifade ettikleri bir orgiit ortaminin
olusturulabilmesi icin de yoneticilere biiyiik is digmektedir. Yoneticilerin, isgo-
renlerin disiincelerini ve taleplerini 6zgiirce ifade etmelerinde onlara yardimci
olmalari, verimli bir calisma ortami saglanabilmesi acisindan son derece 6nemli-
dir. Demokratik, iletisime acik Orgiitlerde isgorenlerin orgiite katkilari artarken
isgorenlerin diisiincelerini dile getiremedigi, iletisim eksikligi olan 6rgiitlerde ise
sorunlar yaganmasi beklenebilir.

Calisanlarin sessizligi baglaminda incelenmesi gereken en 6nemli orgiitler-
den biri uiniversitelerdir, ciinkii tiniversiteler hem demokratik topluma ulagsma
hem de ulusal kalkinmanin saglanmasi acisindan toplumlarin 6ncii kurumlari-
dir. Bu kurumlarda calisan 6gretim elemanlarinin sessiz olup olmamalari, tini-
versitelerin amaglarina ulagsmalar1 ve dolayisiyla da topluma ve insanliga kars:
sorumluluklarini yerine getirebilmeleri acisindan iizerinde durulmasi gereken bir
konudur. Bu nedenle bu calismada yazarlarin her ikisinin de calisani olduklari
iniversitedeki 6gretim elemanlarinin sessizligi incelenmistir.

Sessizlik kavrami, Onceleri ses kavraminin yaninda ele alinip incelenmistir.
Pinder ve Harlos'un (2001) calismalar incelendiginde, Hirschman’in 1970’te,
Cohen’in 1990°da ses konusunu ele alirken sessizlik tizerinde de durduklarini
acgikladig1 goriilecektir. Hirschman sesi kavramsallastirirken sessizligi de pasif
ama yapici bir tepki olarak cercevelemistir. Cohen ise sessizligin onaylama an-
lamina geldigi yargisina karst cikarak bunu yeterli bilgi sahibi olunmamasindan,
konugmak igin yeterli firsat bulunamamasindan, konugsmanin mevcut sorunu de-
gistirmeyecegi gibi diisiincelerden kaynaklanan bir sonuc olarak degerlendirmis-
tir. Pinder ve Harlos’a (2001) gore Cohen, “haksiz muamele kargisinda sessiz
kalmay1” arastiran bilinen ilk kisidir. Bu ¢aligmalar yaninda sessizlik olgusunun
isgoren sessizligi olarak Morrison ve Milliken’in 2000 yilindaki ¢alismalarinda
kavramsallastirildigi da gorillmektedir. Bu ¢aligmalarinda Morrison ve Milli-
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ken (2000), orgiitsel sessizligi “isgorenlerin Orgiitteki potansiyel sorunlarla ilgili
olarak endise ve diisiincelerini, yoneticilerden olumsuz geri bildirim alma ya da
dikkate alinmama korkusuyla sakli tutmalar1” olarak tanimlamiglar ve “oOrgiitsel
degisimin ve gelismenin oniindeki tehlikeli bir engel” olarak degerlendirmisler-
dir. Bu kavrami, Pinder ve Harlos (2001) “isgorenin davranigsal, biligsel ve duy-
gusal degerlendirmeleriyle ilgili ifadelerini, degisim saglama veya olumsuzluklar:
telafi etme yetenegine sahip oldugu diisiiniilen kisilere yansitmamasi” olarak ele
almiglardir. Bagheri, Zarei ve Aeen (2012) ise “isgdrenlerin, bir pargasi olduklari
orgiit icin yararli olabilecek bilgileri, isteyerek veya istemeyerek kendilerine sak-
lamalar1” seklinde tanimlamiglardir.

Sessizlik genellikle pasif bir davranig olarak diisiiniilmektedir, ancak sessizli-
gin biitlin hallerini pasif davranis seklinde agiklamak ve sessizligi sadece sesliligin
karsiti olarak degerlendirmek yeterli degildir (Van Dyne, Ang ve Botero, 2003).
Cesitli nedenlerle bireyin konusmadigi farkli durumlar ayrintili olarak agiklayan
Pinder ve Harlos (2001) isgéren sessizliginden soz ederken “insanlarin bilingli
olarak farkinda olduklari, kisisel olarak deneyimlenen adaletsizlik durumlarina
bir yanit olarak ¢alisanlarin sessizligi”ni vurgularlar. Yukaridaki aciklamalardan
hareketle orgiitsel sessizligi, konusmama olarak degil, 6zellikle, olumsuz kosul-
larin ya da olumsuzluk olasiliginin algilanmasi durumunda bireyin herhangi bir
sekilde disiince, duygu ve goriiglerini belli etmemesi olarak anlamak gerekmek-
tedir. Birey konusuyor olabilir ama bu konugma, kosullarin, durumun, isleyisin,
tutumlarin rahatsiz edici, zarar verici yonlerine iliskin olmayabilir ya da kosul-
larla ilgili belli yetkileri, giicii, inisiyatif alani olan kisilerin bulundugu ortam-
da yapilmiyor olabilir. Bu durumda sessizlikten s6z edilmelidir. Boylece isgoren
sessizligi ya da Orgiitte sessizlik anlaminda Orgiitsel sessizligi, sOyleyecek szt
varken konugsmama veya duygu, diislince ve gOrislerini yansitmama olarak ele
almak olanaklidir.

Van Dyne vd. (2003) sessizligi, cok boyutlu ve karmagik oldugunu vurgula-
muigslar, kabullenici sessizlik, korunmaci sessizlik ve korumaci sessizlik olarak ti¢
boyutta ele almiglardir. Kabullenici sessizlik, isgdrenlerin mevcut orgiitsel duru-
ma razi olmalarinin yaninda alternatiflerinin de cok fazla farkinda olmadiklari
durumlarda goériilmektedir (Pinder ve Harlos, 2001). Bu tiir sessizlikte birey, or-
giitiin icinde bulundugu duruma ve Orgiitte alinan kararlara boyun egmektedir.
Mevcut durumu degistirmek icin herhangi bir caba harcamaz ¢iinkii diisiincesini
aciklamanin anlamsiz olduguna ve bir farklilik olusturmayacagina inanmaktadir.
Bu nedenle genelde edilgen davraniglar sergiler (Van Dyne vd., 2003).

Korunmac sessizlik, iggorenlerin herhangi bir konuya iliskin goriislerini
acikladiklarinda kargilagabilecekleri tepkilerden korkmalarina bagh olarak ken-
dilerini ve orgiitteki konumlarini koruyabilme amaciyla goriis ve diisiincelerini
kasith olarak saklamalar1 seklinde tanimlanir (Van Dyne vd., 2003; Pinder ve
Harlos, 2001). Morrison ve Milliken (2000) orgiitsel sessizligin temelindeki te-
tikleyici noktanin korku oldugunu savunarak korunmaci sessizligi “korkuya bagh
olarak isgdrenlerin kendilerini koruma amaci ile bilgi ve diisiincelerini saklama-
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lar1” seklinde nitelemislerdir. Kabullenici sessizlikten farkli olarak, bu sessizlik
tiriinde isgdrenler alternatiflerin farkindadirlar.

Korumaci sessizlik ise, isgorenin isle ilgili bilgilerini ve diistincelerini Orgii-
tlin ya da diger isgOrenlerin yarari ya da zarar gdrmemesi i¢in saklamasidir. Bu
sessizlik tiirtinii genellikle Ozverili ve isbirligi giidiisiine sahip isgdrenler sergile-
mektedirler. Bu sessizlik tiiriiniin korunmaci sessizlikle ortak noktasi isgorenle-
rin alternatiflerinin farkinda olmalar1 ve diisiincelerini bilincli olarak saklama-
laridir. Ancak korunmaci sessizligin tersine korumaci sessizlik, isgorenin kisisel
cikarlarina degil diger bireylerin ¢ikarlarina hizmet eder (Van Dyne vd., 2003).

Orgiitsel sessizligin bir cok nedeni vardir. Bunlardan ilki isgorenlerin yone-
ticilerine giivenmemesi durumudur (Cakici, 2008; Liang, 2011; Morrison ve Mil-
liken, 2000; Pasa, 2015). Yapilan ¢aligmalarda iggdrenlerin teknik ve politik ko-
nularda konusmalarinin siklikla engellendigi ortaya ¢cikmaktadir. Arastirmacilar,
pek cok isgdrenin orgiit icindeki belirli konulari ve sorunlari bildikleri halde iist-
leriyle konusmadiklarini ve bunun pek cok orgiitiin yasadigi bir ¢eliski oldugunu
vurgulamaktadirlar (Morrison ve Milliken, 2000). Bireylerin sessiz kalmasindaki
ikinci neden olarak gecmis yasantilari, yani deneyimleri gosterilmektedir. Diisiin-
celerinin herhangi bir degisikliSe neden olmayacagina iliskin inanglar1 (Liang,
2011; Tagkiran, 2011) bireyleri sessizlige itebilmektedir. Morrison ve Milliken’in
(2000) galigmalarinda, isgérenlerin ¢ogunun konusmalart halinde tehlikeli bir
durum olusacagini fark ettiklerinde, bilingli bir sekilde orgiitteki sorunlarla ilgili
konusmayi istemedikleri ortaya konmustur. Calisanlarin konusmanin bosuna ol-
dugu duygular giclenirse, 6grenilmis bir caresizlik durumu gelisebilir.

Orgiitlerinde yasadiklar1 diglanma korkusu da calisanlarin sessizlik davrani-
sinin bagka bir nedeni olarak goriilmektedir. Isgérenlerin olumsuz oldugunu dii-
stindiikleri bir bilgiyi paylagsma konusunda isteksiz olduklari, bu paylagimi orgiit
hiyerarsisinde kendileri i¢in bir tehdit olarak yorumladiklar1 ve olumsuzluklar
karsisinda sessiz kalmamalar1 halinde 6rgiit icerisinde sorun ¢ikarici, dedikoducu
veya sikayetci olarak etiketlenmekten ¢ekindikleri belirtilmektedir (Cakici, 2008;
Milliken, Morrison ve Hewlin, 2003, Tagkiran, 2011). Premeaux ve Bedeian’a
gore (2003) bireylerin kendilerine giiven sorunlariin olmamasina karsin orgiitle
ilgili konularda tartigmalara dahil olmanin veya diisiincelerini agikca ifade etme-
nin oldukga riskli oldugunu disiinmeleri onlar sessizlige itmektedir. Yonetici-
lerin iggdrenlere uyguladigt mobbing de baslica sessizlik nedenleri arasinda yer
almaktadir. Leymann (1996) mobbingi “6rgiit i¢erisinde bir veya daha fazla isgo-
rene yonelik diismanca ve etik dis1 iletisim kurma yoluyla sistematik olarak psi-
kolojik terdr uygulama” biciminde tanimlamistir. YOnetimin misilleme yapacagi
endigesi (Liang, 2011), otokratik liderlerin uyguladig: gii¢ ve adaletsizlik (Bogo-
sian, 2011), konusmanin mevcut pozisyonlarini olumsuz etkileyecegi diistincesi
(Liang, 2011; Tagkiran, 2011), calisanlarin birbiriyle iyi gecinme istegi (Kostiuk,
2012), bireyleri sessizlige itebilmektedir. Van Dyn vd.ne (2003) gére orgiitsel ve
yonetsel destek, Bowlen ve Blackmon’a (2003) gére Orgiitsel normlar sessizligi
dogurmaktadir.
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Yapilan aragtirmalarda psikolojik giivenlik kiiltiirii algist arttikca sessizligin
azaldigi (Li, 2010), psikolojik aidiyet arttikca korumaci sessizligin arttig1 (Liang,
2009) orgiitsel kiiltiir algist arttikga kabullenici ve korunmaci sessizligin azaldigi
(Akturan , Gindiiz Cekmecelioglu ve Acaray, 2015), basar kiiltiirii ve destek
kiiltiirii algisi arttikga korumact sessizligin azaldigy; destek kiiltiir arttikga kabul-
lenici ve korunmac sessizligin azaldigi, basar: kiiltiirii algisi arttikca korunmaci
sessizligin arttig1 (Altinisik, 2017); kisaca Orgiit kiiltiiri ile sessizlik arasinda iligki
oldugu (Yalcinsoy, Isildak ve Bilen, 2017) belirlenmistir. Arastirmalarin sonugla-
rina bakildiginda sessizligin cok farkli nedenleri bulunsa da aslinda bu nedenle-
rin biiytik bir kisminin yoneticinin ya da yonetsel politikalarin etkiledigi konular
oldugu goriilmektedir. Bireylerin zarar gormeleri, etiketlenmeleri, hiyerarsik
yapi icinde olumsuzlukla karsilasmalari, 6rgiit iklimi, orgiit kiiltiirii gibi pek ¢ok
neden yOnetici ve yonetim tarzi tarafindan agirlikl olarak etkilenen olgulardir.

Bowen ve Blackmon (2003) sessizligin orgiitler lizerinde bir¢ok olumsuz et-
kisi oldugunu, isgoren sessizligiyle Orgiitiin her alaninda karsilagilabildigini, fa-
kat orgiitler agisindan bu denli 6nemli olmasina karsin yeterince arastirilmamis
oldugunu belirtmektedir. Bogosian (2011) da sessizligin bireye duygusal etkileri
olmasina karsin bu yoniiniin yeterince arastirilmadigini ve anlasilmadigint vur-
gulamaktadir. Oysa Orgiitsel sessizligin hem bireysel hem de oOrgiitsel sonuglari
bulunmaktadir. Isgorenlerin bilgi paylasimma yonelik isteksiz olmalari moral
diizeylerini asag1 cekmekte; goriiglerini kendilerine saklamalari, orgiitteki karar
alma, hatalar1 diizeltme, yenilenme ve gelismeyle ilgili siireclerin zayiflamasina
neden olmaktadir (Cakici, 2008; Vakola ve Bouradas, 2005). Ayrica sessiz kal-
mak, bireylerin orgiitsel bagliligini azaltmakta (Du, 2011; Milliken, Morrison ve
Hewlin, 2003), giidillenmelerini diisiirmektedir (Du, 2011; Vakola ve Bouradas,
2005). Sessizlik davranigi, isgdrenlerin 6zgilivenini, is doyumunu ve orgiit igerisin-
deki yetenek gelisimini olumsuz yonde etkilemekte ve bunun yaninda orgiitsel
anlamda gOriis aligverisi olmadigr icin yanlig kararlarin alinmasina neden olabil-
mektedir (Milliken, Morrison ve Hewlin, 2003).

Sessizligin, bireysel ve orgiitsel sonuclar1 goz dniine alindiginda en az yasan-
masi beklenen Orgiitlerin tiniversiteler oldugu soylenebilir. Cilinki tiniversitelerin
gorevlerinden biri de “Ulkenin bilimsel, kiiltiirel, sosyal ve ekonomik yonlerden
ilerlemesini ve gelismesini ilgilendiren sorunlarini arastirma konusu yapmak, dii-
siincelerini ve onerilerini bildirmek” (YOK, 1981) seklinde belirtilmistir. Boyle-
likle akademik cevrelere; duyarly, tiretken ve ayni zamanda birikimini paylasan
olma sorumlulugu verilmistir. Bu sorumlulugun yerine getirilmesinin dnkosulla-
11, uluslararasi bir belge olan Yiiksekogretim Kurumlarinin Ozerkligi ve Ozgiir-
liigii Uzerine Lima Bildirgesi’nde (WUS, 1988) “Akademik cevrenin tiim iiyeleri
herhangi bir ayrim yapilmaksizin ve devletten ya da herhangi bir baska kaynaktan
gelebilecek miidahale veya baski endisesini tagimadan islevlerini yerine getirme
hakkina sahiptir.” denilerek ifade edilmistir.

Universitelerde gorevli 6gretim elemanlarinin, diisiincelerini dzgiirce ifade
etmeleri, toplumdaki aydinlanmanin ve toplumsal sorunlara iligkin iiretilen ¢o-
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ziimlerin birer parcasi olmalari, gelisim ve ilerleme konusunda toplumda 6ncii
olmalar1 gerekmektedir. Universitelerde dgretim elemanlarinin alinan kararlara
katkisi, diisiincelerini dile getirmesi ve bu konuda etkinlikler yapmasi; tiniversite-
nin degisiklikleri izlemesi, kendini gelistirmesi (Uras, 1995) ve gelisimin Onciisii
olmasi bakimindan 6nemlidir. Bu nedenle orgiitsel sessizlik olgusu, iiniversitele-
rin cagdag ve Ozglir yapisina zarar veren etkenlerdendir (Algin ve Baskan, 2015).
Universiteler dahil gesitli kurumlarda yapilan arastirmalar bir érgiitte sergilenen
sessizlik davraniginin o Orgiitiin gelisimini ciddi sekilde etkiledigini gostermistir
(Morrison ve Milliken, 2000; Milliken, Morrison ve Hewlin, 2003).

Tiirkge alanyazindaki sessizlik ¢alismalarinin ancak % 38’i egitim Orgiitle-
riyle ilgilidir (Bayin, 2015) ve bunlarin da ancak kiiciik bir kismi iiniversitelerde
yapimustir. Yapilan arastirmalar, 6gretim elemanlarinin da gesitli nedenlerle ses-
sizlik sergileyebildiklerini gostermektedir. Ayrica orgit kiiltiiriiyle sessizlik ara-
sindaki iliskinin tniversitelerde de goriildiigiine iligkin bulgular (Aktag ve Sim-
sek, 2014; Aydin, Erdemli, Demir ve Toptas, 2016), bu konunun 6nemini ortaya
koymaktadir. Universitede sessizligin basari ve destek kiiltiiriiyle negatif iliskisini
(Ruclar, 2013), pazar ve hiyerarsi kiiltiiriiyle pozitif, adhokrasi ve klan kiiltiirtiyle
negatif iliskisini (Cavusoglu ve Kose, 2016) ortaya koyan calismalar, ozellikle,
esneklige, katilimciliga, dogalliga ve bireyselcilige 6nem veren (Cameron, 1985)
kiltiirel ortamla sessizligin bir arada olmadigini gdstermesi agisindan dikkat ce-
kicidir. Diger orgiitlerde oldugu gibi iiniversitelerdeki sessizligi arastiran calis-
malarda da destek kiiltiiriiniin sessizlikle negatif iligkisinin bulunmasi umut veri-
ci olmakla birlikte akademik yiikselme kaygisinin 6gretim elemanlarini sessizlige
ittigine (Bayram, 2010), olumsuz doniit alma korkusu, konusmanin herhangi bir
ise yaramayacagl inanci ve Orglitsel kiiltliriin aragtirma gorevlilerinin sessizligi-
nin baglica nedenleri olduguna (Aydin, Erdemli, Demir ve Toptas, 2016) iliskin
bulgular, LIMA bildirgesiyle celisen uygulamalarin oldugunu diisiindiirmekte-
dir. Yaman ve Ruglar (2014) 6gretim elemanlariin orgiitsel sessizlik algisiyla,
calistiklart kurumun yOnetim tarzi algis1 arasinda pozitif yonlii iliski bulmusglar-
dir. Yapilan bazi aragtirmalarda sessizligin verimliligi, gelismeyi engelleyecegi ve
calisan1 mutsuz kilip titkenmislige itecegi goriislerinin (Algin ve Bagkan, 2015;
Cakici, 2008) bulunmasi ve bu konunun ¢esitli yonleriyle yeterince ¢alisiimamig
olmasi, O6gretim elemanlarimin sessizligi olgusunu sicak bir konu yapmaktadir.
Orgiit kiiltiiriiyle sessizlik arasindaki iliskiler hem toplumsal kiiltiir acisindan
hem de her tiniversitenin kendi orgiitsel dinamikleri agisindan diisiintildiigiinde
sessizlik olgusunu ele almay1 gerektirmektedir.

Alanyazinda 6gretim elemanlarinin sessizligini inceleyen cesitli ¢alismalar
olmasina karsin bu konuda herhangi bir karma yontem caligmasina ulasilama-
mustir. Eldeki ¢caligma bu yoniiyle bir tiniversiteyi hem biitiiniiyle ele alan hem de
ayni zamanda derinlemesine verinin de elde edilmesiyle ayrinti iceren bir ¢alisma
olarak alandaki bir boslugu doldurmaya hizmet edebilir. Universitelerde 6gretim
elemanlarinin sessizlik tiirlerini ve sessiz kalma nedenlerini tespit etmenin her
donemde 6nemli oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Universitelerde varsa sessizligin azal-
tilabilmesi; bilim insanlarinin gorislerini daha rahat ifade etmesi, daha demok-
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ratik bir topluma ulasilmasi ve tiniversitelerle 6zdeslesen bilgi liretme islevinin
etkili olarak yerine getirilebilmesi acisindan son derece 6nemlidir.

Eldeki calisma, 6gretim elemanlarinin sessizlik algilarini belirlemek, sessiz
olanlarin 6zelliklerini ortaya ¢ikarmak, ayrica sessizligin nedenlerine ve sonugcla-
rina iligkin ayrintili bulgulara ulagsmak, sessizlik davranigini ortadan kaldirabile-
cek bazi ¢oziim yollarinin iiretilmesine yardimcei olmak acisindan 6nem tagimak-
tadir. Bu calismadan elde edilen bulgular sayesinde; daha nitelikli bir akademik
ortamin olusturulmasinin 6niindeki engellerin bir kisminin ortaya ¢ikarilacagi,
elestirel bir ortam yaratilmasina katkida bulunulacagi ve akademisyenlerin de
kendi ortamlarini, calisilan 6rneklem cercevesinde gérmelerinin saglanacagi du-
stiniilmektedir. Ayrica calismanin, daha sonra yapilacak arastirmalarin odakla-
nacag alanlari belirlemeye de katkida bulunmasi beklenmektedir.

Bu amagcla aragtirmanin problem ciimlesi “Ogretim elemanlarinin; orgiitsel
sessiz algilari nelerdir?” bigiminde belirlenmistir. Bu problem ciimlesi kapsamin-
da arastirmada yanit aranan alt problemler de soyledir:

1. Ogretim elemanlarmin 6rgiitsel sessizlik tiirlerine iligkin algilari nelerdir?

2. Ogretim elemanlarinin sessizlik algilari cinsiyete, yaga, akademik unva-
na, caligtiklar birime ve kideme gore anlamh farkliliklar gostermekte
midir?

3. Ogretim elemanlarmin iiniversitede kendilerinin ve baskalarinin sessiz
kaldig1 durumlara ve sessiz kalma nedenlerine, sessiz kalanlarin 6zellik-
lerine, sessizligin sonuglarina ve sessizlik beklentilerine iligkin goriisleri
nasildir?

Yontem

Arastirma Deseni

Bu calisma Ege Bolgesindeki bir devlet iiniversitesinde yiiriitillmiistiir. Elde
edilen bulgularin hem ilgili iiniversiteye genellenebilmesi hem de konunun daha
ayrintili bir sekilde arastirilabilmesi icin nicel ve nitel arastirma yaklagimlarinin
cesitli dgelerini derinlemesine bir anlayisla ve dogrulama amaciyla birlestiren
(Johnson, Onwuegbuzie and Turner, 2007) karma arastirma deseni izlenmistir.
Karma desenin, aragtirma konusunun daha kapsamli bir resmini tiretme, farkli
arastirma sorularini yanitlama ve nicel yontemle elde edilen bulgular1 agiklama
avantajlarindan (Robson, 2015) yararlanmak hedeflenmistir. Nitel agamanin ger-
¢eklestigi ikinci agsama, birinci (nicel) asamanin sonuclarinin takip edilmesiyle
gerceklestirildigi icin (Creswell ve Plano Clark, 2011) arastirma agimlayici sirali
desende yuritilmustir.

Nicel asamada, 6gretim elemanlarinin sessizlik diizeylerini ve ne tiir bir ses-
sizlik icinde olduklarini belirlemek amaglanmistir. O nedenle bu asama tarama
arastirmasi niteligindedir. Bu asamanin bulgularindan hareketle nitel asama yii-
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ritiilmistiir ve bu agsama da olgubilim aragtirmasi 6zellikleri tagimaktadir. Bu ni-
tel asamada 6gretim elemanlarinin sessiz kalinan durumlara, sessizligin neden ve
sonuclarina, sessiz kalanlarin 6zelliklerine ve 6gretim elemanlarindan beklenen
sessizlige iliskin goriislerine odaklanilmistir.

Evren

Arastirmanin evrenini 2016-2017 ve 2017-2018 Ogretim yilinda Ege BOl-
gesinde bir devlet iiniversitesinde gorev yapan Tip Fakiiltesi disindaki 6gretim
elemanlar1 olusturmaktadir. Tip fakiiltesindeki 6gretim elemanlarinin 6lgegi dol-
durma konusundaki genel isteksizlikleri ve zaman bulma konusunda yagsadiklari
sikintilar, arastirmacilari, bu birimi ¢calismanin disinda tutmak zorunda birakmig-
tir. Bu durumu arastirmanin bir sinirliligi olarak kabul etmek gerekir. Arastirma-
nin evrenini, 6gretim elemani bulunan 47 birimde calisan 1301 6gretim elemani
olusturmaktadir.

Orneklem ve Calisma Grubu

Arastirmanin 6rneklemi 376 kisiden olusmustur. Nicel asamada, iiniversite-
nin farkl akademik birimlerinde gorev yapan 6gretim elemanlarindan 6rneklem
secebilmek icin evrendeki biitiin kiimelerin tek tek biitiin elemanlariyla birlikte
esit secilme sansina sahip oldugu durumlarda tercih edilen kiime drnekleme (Ka-
rasar, 2014) teknigi kullanilmigtir. Kiimelerin evrendeki temsil oranlar1 dikkate
alinarak eleman secilmistir. Orneklemin demografik degiskenlere gore (cinsiyet,
yas, akademik unvan, kidem, akademik birim) dagilimi Tablo 1’deki gibidir.

Tablo 1.
Arastrmaya Katilan Ogretim Elemanlarimn Cesitli Demografik Degiskenlere Gore
Dagilimi

Degisken Degisken Gruplar n % Toplam
Erkek 184 48.9 376
Cinsiyet
Kadin 192 51.1
25-32 yag 103 27.4 376
33-40 yas 132 35.1
Yas
41-48 yas 81 215
49 yag ve ustt 60 16
Profesor 44 11.7 376
Docgent 39 10.4
Akademik Unvan Yrd. Doc. (Dr. 6gr. liyesi) 72 19.1
Aras. Gor. 101 26.9
Diger (Ogr. gor./ Okt. / 190 319
Uzman)
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Tablo 1.
Arastirmaya Katilan Ogretim Elemanlannin Cesitli Demografik Degiskenlere Gére
Dagilinu

Degisken Degisken Gruplar n % Toplam
1-8 yil 110 29.2 376
9-16 yil 130 34.6
Kidem
17-24 y1l 77 20.5
25 yil ve tstii 59 15.7
Fakiilte 255 67.8 376
Yiiksekokul 26 6.9
Akademik Birim
MYO 75 20
Diger (Rek./ Ens./ Kons.) 20 53

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretim elemanlarinin Tablo 1’deki dagilimina bakildi-
ginda cinsiyete gore kadnlarin (%51.1), yasa gore 33-40 yas araliginda olanlarin
(%35.1), akademik unvana gore diger (Ogr. Gor./Okt./Uzman) grubunda olanla-
rin (% 39.1), is yasamindaki kideme gore 9-16 yil kidemlilerin (%34.6), akademik
birime gore fakiiltelerde gérev yapanlarin (%67.8) oraninin diger gruplardakiler-
den daha fazla oldugu goriilmektedir. Bugiin “dr. 6gretim iiyesi” olarak kullani-
lan unvan, verilerin toplandigi dénemde “yardimci dogent” olarak kullanildigy,
yine ayn1 sekilde, bugiin 6gretim gorevlisi olarak kabul edilenlerin bir boliimii o
donemde okutman unvaninda oldugu icin bu arastirmanin katilimcilarindan s6z
edilirken yine yrd. dog. ve okutman unvanlar1 korunmustur.

Nicel asamanin verileri degerlendirildiginde, 6gretim elemanlarinin kabulle-
nici ve korunmaci sessizlik algilarinin sirasiyla diisiik ve ¢ok diisiik oldugu bulun-
mustur. Kadinlarin erkeklerden; 25-32 yasinda olanlarin, arastirma gorevlileri ve
yardimci dogentlerin, fakiilte ya da yliksekokulda gorev yapanlarin, 1-8 yil kidemi
olanlarin kargilagtirildiklar: bazi gruplardan daha sessiz olduklar1 belirlenmistir.
Bu farkliliklarin sessizlik 6l¢eginin biitiintinde (sessizlik toplam), korunmaci ses-
sizlik veya korumaci sessizlik boyutlarinin birinde ya da birden fazlasinda oldugu
gorillmiistiir. Buna dayanarak nitel asama igin ¢aligma grubunun, benzesik or-
nekleme ya da Olciit 0rnekleme ile yukarida ifade edilen gruplardan secilmesi
yoluna gidilebilirdi. Ancak nicel asamada elde edilen, 6zellikle, kabullenici ve
korunmaci sessizligin diisiik oldugu bulgular: arastirmacilari, “bireylerin bagkala-
rinin sessizligi konusuna nasil baktiklarini da anlamak gerektigi” yargisina gotiir-
miustiir. Nitekim sessizligi calismanin zorluklarini vurgulayan Pinder ve Harlos
(2001), sessizligi calismanin genellikle su veya bu sekilde konusmay: gerektirdi-
gini belirtirler ve “yine de, konugma tiimiiyle sessizligin kirilmasi anlamina gel-
mez, hatta muhtemelen kisi kendi sessizlik hallerinin farkinda degildir.”derler.
Bundan hareketle, bireyin kendisinin sessiz olup olmamasindan bagimsiz olarak
bagkalarna iliskin gézlemleri de degerli deneyimler olarak kabul edilmig ve or-
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neklemde cesitlilik saglamak amaglanmistir. Boylelikle ¢calisma grubu maksimum
gesitlilige gore belirlenmis, goriisme sorulari ve sonda sorular aracilifiyla, sessiz
olanlarin sessizlik nedenlerini daha iyi anlayabilmek i¢in hem kendilerinin hem
de bagkalarinin sessiz kaldig1 durumlara ve sessizlik nedenlerine iliskin goriis-
lerini 6grenmek hedeflenmistir. Ayrica 6gretim elemanlarinin, sessiz kalanlarin
ozelliklerine iliskin gorislerini 6grenmek de amaclanmistir. Boylece nicel asa-
mada elde edilen bulgularin 6zellikle nedenleri konusunda, katilimeilar: yonlen-
dirmeden ayrintili bilgi toplanabilecegi diisliniilmiistiir.

Elbette ki amag evrene genelleme yapmak degil, cesitlilik gosteren durum-
lar arasindaki benzerliklerin ve farkliliklarin (Yildirim ve Simsek, 2013) neler
oldugunu ortaya ¢ikarmaktir. Biiylik farkliliklarin olusturdugu ortak Oriintiilere
odaklanilarak incelenen olgularin benzer yonlerini belirlemek (Travers, 2001),
insanlarin deneyimlerinin 6ziinii anlamak, hem bireysel olarak hem de paylasilan
anlam olarak deneyimleri kesfetmek (Patton, 2014) bdylece nicel asamada elde
edilen bulgularla ilgili ortak bakis acisin1 da gormek amaclanmuistir.

Farkli birimlerden, farkli unvanda ve cinsiyeti farkli katilimeilarla goriiserek
nitel calisgmada beklenen aktarilabilirligin saglanmasina da calisilmistir. 1 profe-
sor (erkek), 2 dogent (2 erkek), 2 yardimer dogent (dr. 6gretim tiyesi; 2 kadin), 3
arastirma gorevlisi (1 kadin, 2 erkek), 2 okutman (6gretim gorevlisi; 1 kadin, 1 er-
kek) ve 2 6gretim gorevlisi (1 kadin, 1 erkek) ile goriigmeler gerceklestirilmistir.

Veri Toplama Araclar

Nicel veri toplama araci iki boliimden olusmaktadir: Katilimcilarin kisisel
bilgileri i¢in, arastirmacilar tarafindan hazirlanan “Kisisel Bilgi Formu” ile 6g-
retim elemanlarinin orgiitsel sessizlik algilarini belirlemek i¢cin Van Dyne vd.
(2003) tarafindan gelistirilen ve Tagkiran (2010, 2011) tarafindan Tiirkceye uyar-
lanan 15 maddelik “Orgiitsel Sessizlik Olcegi” kullanilmistir. Orijinali iic boyutlu
olan oOlcegi, Tagkiran iki boyutlu olarak kullanmigtir. “Kabullenici” ve “Korun-
mac1” sessizlik boyutlarini “Bireysel sessizlik” (a=.93) ad1 altinda tek bir boyutta
toplamus, orijinal 6lcekteki “Korumacr sessizlik” boyutunu ise “Iliskisel sessizlik”
(a=.89) seklinde adlandirmigtir. Ancak eldeki calismada, yapilan faktor analizi
sonucunda, orijinalindeki gibi 6l¢egin ti¢c boyutlu olarak kullanilmasi uygun bu-
lunmustur.

Olgegin alanyazindaki yaygin siniflandirmaya uymasi kapsam gegerligi agi-
sindan da gii¢lii oldugunu gostermistir. Calisma grubundan elde edilen verilerin
acimlayici faktor analizine uygun olup olmadigi Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) ve
Barlett testi ile aciklanabilir (Cokluk, Sekercioglu, Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012). KMO
degeri .825 olarak saptanmigtir ve bu deger 6rneklem biiyiikliigiiniin faktor anali-
zi igin “mitkemmel” (Cokluk ve ark., 2012) oldugu sonucunu géstermektedir. Ay-
rica Barlett kiiresellik testi sonuglari incelendiginde ki-kare (x? (253)=2433.45
p<.000) degerinin anlamli oldugu goriilmiis ve faktor analizi yapilmistir.

839



Hasan Ulvi Evren & Pinar Yengin Sarpkaya

Faktor analizi sonucunda toplam varyanst % 59.605 olan 3 faktor olusmus-
tur. Orgiitsel Sessizlik Olcegi, “Her zaman, Cogu zaman, Ara sira, Nadiren, Hic-
bir zaman” yanitlarini igeren besli likert tiiriindedir ve ters kodlanmis madde
bulunmamaktadir. Olgekteki 15 maddenin toplam giivenilirligi a=.750 olarak
bulunmustur. Bu degerle dlcegin “oldukca giivenilir” (Tavsancil, 2006) oldugu
sOylenebilir. Faktorler beser maddeden olugsmaktadir. “Korunmaci Sessizlik”
faktoriintin giivenilirligi a=.872 ve ac¢ikladig1 varyans %22.9, “Kabullenici Ses-
sizlik” faktoriintin glivenilirligi a=.786 ve agikladig1 varyans %18.3, “Korumact
Sessizlik” faktOriiniin giivenilirligi a=.783 ve acikladig1 varyans %18.3’tiir.

Korunmacr sessizlik faktori, bireyin kendini koruma amaciyla konuyla ilgi-
li diisiince, bilgi ya da gorislerini sdylememesi, kendine saklamasi; kabullenici
sessizlik faktori, bireyin boyun egerek, duruma riza gostererek sessiz kalmasi;
korumac sessizlik faktorii ise Orglite veya diger bireylere yarar saglamak igin
herhangi bir durum hakkindaki bilgi ve goriislerini sOylememesi anlaminda bir
sessizligi anlatmaktadir (Van Dyne vd., 2003).

Nitel verileri toplamak icin arastirmacilar tarafindan “Universitede Orgiit-
sel Sessizlik Gortisme Formu” adli yar1 yapilandirilmig bir goriisme formu gelis-
tirilmistir. Bu stirecte 6nce alanyazindaki benzer icerikli nitel caligmalar yapan
akademisyenlerden bazilariyla e-posta yoluyla iletisim kurularak arastirmalarin-
da kullandiklar1 nitel goriisme formlari temin edilmistir (Ucok ve Torun, 2015,
Kigiikler ve Kisa, 2016, Aydug, Himmetoglu ve Turhan, 2017). Ayn1 zamanda,
arastirmanin nicel bolimiiniin bulgular1 dikkate alinmistir. Sessiz olan grupla-
rin sessizlik nedenleri yaninda, 6gretim elemanlarinin sessizligine neden olabi-
lecek durumlarla ilgili sorular da olusturulmustur. Ayrica 6gretim elemanlarinin
sessizlikleriyle ilgili derinlemesine bilgi elde edebilmek icin goriisme formuna,
yukarida aciklanan nedenlerle, baskalariin sessizliklerine iliskin sorular da ek-
lenmigstir. Taslak form, egitim yOnetimi alanindan bir profesor, iki dogent, bir
dr. o6gretim iyesi ve iki arastirma gorevlisi olmak tizere alt1 6gretim elemani-
na uzman gorisi almak amaciyla sunulmustur. Doniitlere gore diizenlemeler
yapilarak aciklama ve katilimci ozelliklerine yonelik sorular disinda icerisinde
sondalar da olan 6 temel soru iceren bir form olusturulmustur. Farkli birimler-
den ti¢ 6gretim elemani ile pilot uygulamalar yapilmis ve formun arastirmanin
amacina uygun oldugu gorilmistir. Goriisme formundaki sorulara birkag 6rnek
sOyledir: “Calistiginiz kurumda goriisiiniizii aciklamak isteyip de agiklamadigi-
niz/ agiklayamadiginiz, sessiz kaldiginiz durumlar oluyor mu?”, “Gozlemlerinize
gore kurumunuzda calisan 6gretim elemanlar1 daha ¢ok hangi konularda sessiz
kalmaktadirlar?”, “Sizce kurumunuzda 6gretim elemanlarinin sessiz kalmasinin,
goriis bildirmemesinin beklendigi konular, durumlar var mi?”

Veri Toplama Siireci

Arastirmanin verileri 2016-2017 giiz déneminde ve 2017-2018 6gretim yilin-
da toplanmigtir. Nicel veriler icin Olcekler ilgili birimlere gidilerek dagitilmis ve
cogunlukla farkl bir giinde gidilerek toplanabilmistir.
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Nitel veriler, goriismeler i¢in belirlenen dgretim elemanlarindan randevu
alinarak kendi ofislerinde yiiz yiize goriismeler yapilarak toplanmistir. Bazi 6g-
retim elemanlarini gériisme konusunun, bazi 6gretim elemanlarini da goriisme-
leri kaydetme isteginin tedirgin ettigi gozlemlenmistir. Bu 6gretim elemanlarina
gerekli aciklamalar yapilmig ancak goriisme igin 1srarct olunmamigtir. Belirlenen
Ogretim elemanlarinin bazilariyla goriisememek bir sinirlilik olarak kabul edile-
bilir. Goriismeler, yari-yapilandirilmig goriisme formu kullanilarak yiiz yiize ya-
pilmis, katilimcilarin da onay: alinarak kayit cihazi kullanilmigtir. Gortismeler 40
ile 63 dakika arasinda siirmiistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Nicel verilerin analizi i¢in, yanitlara 5’ten 1’e kadar deger atanmustir. Or-
talamalarin degerlendirilmesinde, 1.00-1.79 arast “cok yiiksek”, 1.80-2.59 arasi
“yiiksek”, 2.60-3.39 arasi “orta”, 3.40-4.19 aras1 “diisiik” ve 4.20-5.00 aras1 “cok
diisiik” diizeyde sessizlik olarak kabul edilmistir. Bu derecelendirmeye gore ka-
tilmecinin sessizlik diizeyi; puan ortalamasi arttikca azalmakta, diistitkge artmak-
tadr.

Nicel verilerin analizinde SPSS 20 kullanilmustir. Olgegin biitiiniinde carpik-
lik ve basiklik katsayilarina gore arastirma verileri -1 ile +1 arasinda bir deger
aldigindan, verilerin normal dagilim gosterdigi (Morgan, Leech, Gloeckner ve
Barret, 2004, Can, 2014) varsayilmistir. Boyutlar bazinda ise ¢arpiklik ve basiklik
katsayilarina gore arastirma verileri yine -1 ile +1 arasinda bir deger almasina
ragmen hala u¢ degerlere rastlandigi icin Mann Witney U ve Kruskal-Wallis gibi
non-parametrik testler uygulanmustir. Olgegin biitiiniine iliskin degerlendirme-
lerde normal dagilima rastlanmasina ragmen bazi1 demografik 6zelliklerin 6rnek-
lem gruplarmin sayilari arasinda ciddi farklar oldugu icin yine non-parametrik
testler kullanilmistir. Normallik kosullarinin saglandigi durumlarda t testi ve
Mann Witney U testleri kullanilmistir. Ogretim elemanlarmin orgiitsel sessizlik
alg1 duzeyleri betimsel istatistikler kullanilarak analiz edilmistir.

Arastirmanin nitel verilerinin analizi icin ses kayitlar1 bilgisayar ortaminda
word dosyast haline getirilmistir. Toplam 72 sayfalik veri girisi yapilmistir. Kati-
Iimcilara kod adi verilerek bu dosyalar, N Vivo 11 Pro programina yiiklenmistir.
Elde edilen nitel veriler icerik analiziyle analiz edilmistir. Icerik analizi, toplanan
verilerin sistemli bir sekilde ve nesnel olarak incelenmesini saglayan bilimsel bir
yaklagimdir (Tavsancil ve Aslan, 2001). Birbirine benzeyen verileri belirli katego-
riler ve temalar cercevesinde bir araya getirip bunlar1 okuyucunun anlayabilecegi
bir bicimde organize edebilmek icin igerik analizi tercih edilmistir. Temalarin
olusturulmasinda ve adlandirilmasinda arastirma sorularindan (tiimdengelim)
yararlanilmig bir yandan da acik kodlama yapilarak (tiimdengelim) verideki an-
lama ulagsmaya (Punch, 2014) calistlmigtir. Alt temalarin olusturulmasinda ise
hem arastirma sorularindan, hem de agik kodlamayla ortaya cikan kodlardan ya-
rarlanildigr icin tiimdengelim ve tiimevarim stireglerinin her ikisi de izlenmistir.
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Nitel verilerin analizi sonucunda 1. Ogretim elemanlarinin kendi sessizlikle-
ri, 2. Bagkalarinin sessizlikleri, 3. Sessizligin sonuglari 4. Sessiz kalinmasi beklen-
tisi temalar1 olusturulmustur. Birinci tema icin “Kendi sessiz kaldigi durumlar”
ve “Kendi sessizliklerinin nedenleri”; ikinci tema i¢in “Bagkalarinin sessiz kaldigt
durumlar”, “Baskalarmin sessizlik nedenleri” ve “Sessiz kalanlarin 6zellikleri;
tciincli tema igin “Sessizligin yararlar’” ve “ Sessizligin zararlar1”; dordiinci
tema icin “ Sessiz kalinmasi beklenen durumlar” ve “ Sessizlik beklentisinin ne-
denleri” alt temalar1 olusmustur. Alt temalarin altinda toplam 40 kod bulunmak-
tadir (Tablo 7).

Gecerlik ve Giivenilirlik

Nicel asamada kullanilan dlcek, sessizlik kavraminin alanyazindaki genel ele
alimigini yansitacak sekilde ii¢c boyutlu yapidadir ve bu durumun kapsam gecerli-
gine katkida bulundugu diisiiniilmektedir. Olcegin yap: gecerligi icin faktor ana-
lizi yapilmus, giivenilirligi icinse cronbach alpha degerleri hesaplanmustir. Olgegin
biitiinii ve boyutlari i¢in croncbach alfa giivenilirlik degerlerinin yiiksek oldugu
bulunmustur. Ayrica 6rneklemin belirlenmesinde aragtirmanin gecerligini artir-
maya hizmet edecek sekilde oranl kiime 6rnekleme yapilmistir.

Nitel asamanin gecerlik ve gitivenilirligi icin uzun stireli etkilesim, derinlik
odakli veri toplama, uzman incelemesi, ayrintili betimleme ve amach 6rnekle-
me stratejileri kullanilmistir. Nitel arastirmanin her asamasinda uzman goriisi-
ne bagvurulmustur. Verilerin toplanmasinda katilimeilar icin en uygun zaman
ve yer secilerek goriismelerin aceleye getirilmemesi saglanmis, ayrintili goris-
ler alinmaya calisilmistir. Goriismeler sirasinda gecerli veri elde etmek igin teyit
saglayacak sorular sorulmustur. Veri kaybi1 olmamasi icin ses kayit cihazindan
yararlanilmig, konusmalar oldugu gibi yaziya gecirilmis ve arastirma raporunda
da dogrudan alintilar verilmistir. Boylelikle inandiriciligin artirilmasi saglanmis-
tir. Aktarilabilirligi giiclendirmek icin ¢alisma grubu arastirmanin amaclar1 goz
ontinde bulundurularak amach 6rnekleme ile belirlenmis, verilerin analizi ayrin-
tili yapilarak bulgularin sunumu okuyucunun ayrintilari gorebilecegi sekilde su-
nulmustur. Veriler analiz edilirken iki arastirmaci hem bireysel analizler yapmis
hem de daha sonra bir araya gelip analizlerini tartisarak tutarlilik saglamislardir.
Ayrica bir 6gretim elemant bir katilimcinin goriisme metnini kodlamis ve kod-
lama sonucu karsilastirilmistir. Kategoriler ve kategorilerin adlandirilmasinda
goriis birligi saglanincaya kadar tartigmalar yapilmistir.

Etik Prosediirler

Arastirmanin verilerini toplamak i¢in hem 6lgegin Tiirkge cevirisini yapmig
olan arastirmacidan, hem yar1 yapilandirilmig gdriisme formu hazirlarken incele-
nen formlar: gelistiren arastirmacilardan, hem de {iniversite yonetiminden yazili
izinler almmugtir. Tlgili birimlerde veri toplamak igin birim yoneticilerine gerekli
bilgiler verilmistir. Veri toplama siirecinde 6gretim elemanlarina gereksiz 1srar-
da bulunulmamis, 6lgek sayisini artirmak ya da dgretim elemanini goriismeye
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dahil etmek icin baski yapilmamistir. Doldurulmus Olceklerin giivenli sekilde
aragtirmacilara ulastirilmasi saglanmistir. Goriismelerde, kullanilmamak tizere
anlatilan diisiinceler yaziya aktarilmamis ve hicbir sekilde kullanilmamigtir. Go-
riissmeler sirasinda goriisme ilkelerine uyulmus, yonlendirici sorular sorulmamus,
imalarda bulunulmamistir. GOrtismelerin yalnizca katilimer ve goriismecinin
oldugu ortamda yapilarak daha sonra word dosyasina aktarilan konusma me-
tinlerinin de yalnizca arastirma amagh olarak yazarlar ve goriisiine bagvurulan
uzmanlar tarafindan incelenmesi ilkesine uyulmustur. Goriisiilen bireylere kod
ad verilerek analizlerde bu adlar kullanilmistir.

Bulgular

Arastirmammn Birinci Alt Problemine Iliskin Bulgular

Arastirmanin birinci alt problemi, “Ogretim elemanlarinin orgiitsel sessizlik
turlerine iligkin algilar1 nelerdir?” seklinde ifade edilmistir. Tablo 2’de Olcegin
geneline ve alt boyutlarina iliskin elde edilen ortalamalar yer almaktadir.

Tablo 2.
Ogretim Elemanlanimin Orgiitsel Sessizlik Algilarimin Ortalamalan

Boyut X Diizey
Sessizlik Toplam 3.31 Orta
Kabullenici Sessizlik 3.93 Diisiik
Korunmaci Sessizlik 423 Cok diisiik
Korumaci Sessizlik 1.76 Cok yiiksek

Tablo 2’de goriildiigli gibi 6gretim elemanlarinin Orgiitsel sessizlik ortala-
masi, Olcek genelinde orta, kabullenici sessizlikte diisiik, korunmaci sessizlikte
cok diisiik, korumaci sessizlikte cok yiiksek diizeydedir. Ogretim elemanlarmin
durumu kabullenme nedeniyle ya da kendilerini koruma nedeniyle sessizlik ser-
gilemedikleri ama bagkalarini ve kurumu koruma amaciyla ¢ok fazla sessizlik ser-
giledikleri sdylenebilir.

Aragtirmamn Ikinci Alt Problemine iliskin Bulgular

Aragtirmanin ikinci alt problemi, “Ogretim elemanlarmin sessizlik algila-
11, cinsiyete, yasa, akademik unvana, ¢alistiklart birime ve kideme gore anlaml
farkliliklar gostermekte midir?” seklinde ifade edilmistir. Tablo 3 ve 4’te cinsiye-
te iliskin bulgulara yer verilmistir. Olcegin toplaminda normallik degerleri sag-
landig: igin t testi (Tablo 3); 6lcegin boyutlarinda normallik saglanamadigi icin
Mann Witney U testi (Tablo 3) yapilmustir.
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Tablo 3.
Ogretim Elemanlarimin Orgiitsel Sessizlik Algilannin Cinsiyete Gore Kargilastinl-
mast (t-testi)

Boyut Cinsiyet n X sS sd t p
Erkek 184 3.36 43

Sessizlik Toplam 374 2257  .025*
Kadin 192 3.26 41

*p< .05 diizeyinde anlamhdur.

Tablo 3’e gore erkek ogretim elemanlarmin genel sessizlik ortalamasi ile
(x=3.36) kadin 6gretim elemanlarinin genel sessizlik ortalamasi (x=3.26) arasin-
da anlaml bir fark gorilmistir [t 374) =2.257; p< .05]. Buna gore kadin 6gretim
elemanlar1 erkek 6gretim elemanlarina gore daha sessizdirler. Test sonucu he-
saplanan etki biiytikligii (n = 0.2) bu farkin diisiik diizeyde oldugunu gostermek-
tedir (Green ve Salkind, 2016; Can, 2014).

Tablo 4.
Ogretim Elemanlarmn Orgiitsel Sessizlik Olgeginin Boyutlanna Iliskin Algilarmin
Cinsiyete Gore Karsilagtirilmasi (Mann-Whitney U testi)

Boyut Cinsiyet n Sira Sira U p
Ortalamas1  Toplamu

Kabullenici  Erkek 184 189.91 34943.50
Sessizlik Kadn 192 187.15 35932.50

Korunmaa  Erkek 184 198.35 36496
Sessizlik Kadin 192 179.06 34380
Korumac:  Erkek 184 198.79 36576.50
Sessizlik Kadin 192 178.64 34299.50

17404.50 .805

15852 .082

15771.50 .070

*p< .05 diizeyinde anlamhdir:

Tablo 4’teki bulgulara gore “Erkek Ogretim Elemanlar1” ile “Kadin Ogre-
tim Elemanlar1” arasinda higbir boyutta anlamli bir fark gézlenmemistir.

Asagida Tablo 5 ve 6’da yas, akademik unvan, kidem ve calisilan birime
iliskin bulgulara yer verilmistir. Yas, akademik unvan ve kideme gore, 6lgegin
toplaminda normallik degerleri saglandigi icin One-Way Anova testi (Tablo 5);
boyutlarinda normallik saglanamadigi icin ve caligilan birime gére hem 6lcegin
toplaminda hem de boyutlarinda normallik saglanamadig: icin Kruskal-Wallis
testi (Tablo 6) yapilmustir.
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Tablo 5.

Ogretim Elemanlarimn Orgiitsel Sessizlik Algilarinin Yas, Akademik Unvan ve Kide-
me Gore Karsilastinimast (One-Way Anova)

Degisken Boyut Varyansin  Kareler sd Kare F P Anlamh

Kayna@ Toplam Ort. Fark
Gruplar 1426 4 475 2.605 052
v Arasi
3 Grupld 67909 372 183
Toplam 69.336 375
E Gruplar Between 4
= *
] o 2997 4749 4190 0027 T EFC
= Akademik Grup ici
2 Unvan pld 66339 371 179
% Toplam 69336 375
7]
Gruplar 1123 3 374 2041 .108 ’
Arasi
Kidem

Grup Ici 68.213 372 183
Toplam 69.336 375

*p< .05 diizeyinde anlamhdir:

Tablo 5’teki bulgulara gore, 6gretim elemanlarinin orgiitsel sessizlik algila-
rinin yasa gore anlaml bir fark gostermedigi goriilmektedir [F =2.605; p>
.05].

Ogretim elemanlarinin 6rgiitsel sessizlik algilarinin akademik unvan degis-
kenine gore anlamli bir fark gosterdigi ortaya ¢ikmistir [F 4_371)=4.190; p< .05].
Test sonucu hesaplanan etki bityiikligii (n= 0.04), bu farkin orta diizeyde oldu-
gunu gostermektedir. Farkliligin hangi gruplardan kaynaklandigimi bulmak igin
yapilan Post Hoc (Scheffe) testi sonuglarina gore bu farkin “Arastirma gorevli-
leri” ile “Profesorler” ve “Arastirma Gorevlileri” ile “Diger (Ogretim Gérevli-
leri-Okutmanlar-Uzmanlar)” grubu arasinda oldugu belirlenmistir. Buna gore
“Aragtirma Gérevlileri” hem “Profesorlerden” hem de “Diger (Ogretim Gorevli-
leri-Okutmanlar-Uzmanlar)” grubundan daha sessizdirler.

(3-372)

Ogretim elemanlarmin orgiitsel sessizlik algilarinin kideme gore anlamli bir
fark gostermedigi ortaya ¢ikmistir [F(3_372)=2.O41; p> .05].

Asagida Tablo 6’da Ogretim Elemanlarmin Orgiitsel Sessizlik Olcegi’nin
boyutlarina iligkin algilarinin yas, unvan, ¢alisilan birim ve kideme gore; 6lcegin
toplaminda calisilan birime gore Kruskal-Wallis testiyle yapilan karsilastirma tes-
ti sonuclar1 yer almaktadir.
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Tablo 6.

Ogretim Elemanlarmn Orgiitsel Sessizlik Olgeginin Boyutlanna Iliskin Algilarmin
Yas, Unvan, Calisilan Birim ve Kidem Degigkenlerine Gore Karsilagtirilmasi (Krus-

kal-Wallis testi)

£
Q
. Sira Anlaml
=g 5i 2
5 = Boyut Degiskenler n Ort. X Sd Fark
a
1-25-32 yas 103 175.36
ici 2-33-40 132 198.15
Kabullenici yas 2043 3 400 -
Sessizlik 3-41-48 yas 81 193.83
4-49 yagve st~ 60 182.63
1-25-32 yas 103 151.05
i~ 2-33-40 132 199.51 i
3 Korl.lnr.naa yas 17.404 001* 1ile 2,3,4
Sessizlik 3-41-48 yas 81  205.80 arasinda
4-49 yagve Gsti 60 205.21
1-25-32 yas 103 188.54
2-33-40 132 186.88
Korl.mfaa yag 604 896 .
sessizlik 3-41-48 yag 81 184.22
4-49 yagve tisti 60 197.78
1-Profesor 44 207.07
Sessizlik 2-Dogent 39 194.59
OSSIETR 3. Yrd.do. 72 17297 6454 4 168 -
Kabullenici
4- Aras. gor. 101 173.85
5-Diger ** 120 201.36
1- Profesor 44 229.42 4ile
= 2- Docent 39 195.37 1235
g Sessizlik o
= 3- Yrd.dog. 72 181.92  28.838 .000* arasinda;
;=  Korunmaci .
4- Aras. gor. 101 145.09 3ile 1,5
5- Diger ** 120 211.74 arasinda
1- Profesor 44 193.17
Sessizlik 2- Docent 39 172.15
CSSIEIR 3 yrd.do. 72 20924 4425 352 -
Korumaci
4- Aras. gor. 101 188.24
5- Diger ** 120 179.88
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Tablo 6.

Ogretim Elemanlarmn Orgiitsel Sessizlik Olgeginin Boyutlanna Iliskin Algilarmin
Yas, Unvan, Calisilan Birim ve Kidem Degigkenlerine Gore Karsilagtirilmasi (Krus-
kal-Wallis testi)

=
-5
=< = Sira Anlamh
=2 3 2
5 = Boyut Degiskenler n Ort. X Sd Fark
a
1- Fakiilte 255 183.84 .
11c
izli 2- Y.okul 26 14152
Sessizlik oku 13242 3 004* 12
Toplam 3-MYO 75 22333
arasinda
4-Diger *** 20 178.40
1- Fakiilte 255 185.41
3ile
ici 2- Y.okul 26 140.94
g [Kabullenici oku 9.841 0205 12
‘= Sessizlik 3-MYO 75 215.31
= N . arasinda
2 4-Diger** 20 189.25
= 1- Fakiilte 255 18185
= 2- Y.okul 26 164.42
G Korunmaa oxu 7.507 057 -
Sessizlik  3- MYO 75 216.19
4-Diger *** 20 200.80
1- Fakiilte 255 190.88
2- Y.okul 26 176.63
Korumac o 1.020 79 -
sessizlik 3- MYO 75 189.40
4-Diger *** 20 17025
1-1-8 yil 110 180.95
ici 2-9-16 yil 130 193.88
Kabullenici . 158 3 673 -
Sessizlik  3-17-24 yil 77 182.81
425yilveiisti 59 198.14
1-1-8 yil 110 160.24 Lile
E 2-9-16 yil 130 194.56
g Korunmac n 14.817 ooz >4
v Sessizlik 3-17-24 yil 77 190.69 arasinda
4-25yilve iisti 59 224.97
1-1-8 yil 110 195.01
2-9-16 yil 130 183.81
Korumac . 880 830 -
Sessizlik  3-17-24 yil 77 183.90

4-25yilve iisti 59 192.70

*p< .05 diizeyinde anlamlidir.  ** Ogretim Gorevlileri-Okutmanlar-Uzmanlar

*** Rektorliik, Enstitii, Konservatuar
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Tablo 6’ya gore, “Kabullenici Sessizlik” [x? 3= 294 p> .05] ve “Korumaci
Sessizlik” [x? 3= 0.60; p> .05] boyutlarinda yas gruplarl arasinda anlamli bir fark
yokken, “Korunmaci Sessizlik” boyutunda yas gruplari arasinda anlamli bir fark
bulunmustur[y? (3)=17:40; p< .05]. Ogretim elemanlarinin “Korunmaci Sessiz-
lik” boyutuna iligkin algilarinin hangi yas gruplar: arasinda anlaml bir fark gos-
terdigini bulmak icin Mann-Whitney U testi ile ikili karsilastirmalar yapilmistir.
Buna gore farkin, “25-32 yag” ile “33-40 yas”, “41-48 yas” ve “49 yas ve Ustii”
gruplari arasinda oldugu belirlenmistir. Test sonucu hesaplanan etki biiytikliik-
leri (sirasyla U= 5018, n= -0.22, U= 2947, 1 = -0.25, U= 2237, 1 = -0.23), bu
farklarin diisiik diizeyde oldugunu géstermektedir (Green ve Salkind, 2016; Can,
2014). Buna gore “25-32 yag” araligindaki 6gretim elemanlar1 diger biitiin yag
gruplarina kiyasla daha sessizdir.

Tablo 6’ ya gore “Kabullenici Sessizlik” [x = 6.45; p> .05] ve “Koruma-
c1 Sessizlik” [x? @)= 4.42; p> .05] boyutlarinda aﬁademik unvan gruplari arasin-
da anlamli bir fark yokken, “Korunmaci Sessizlik” boyutunda akademik unvan
gruplar1 arasinda anlaml bir fark vardir [xz( 4)=28.83; p< .05]. Ogretim eleman-
larmin “Korunmaci Sessizlik” boyutuna iligkin algilarinin hangi akademik unvan
gruplar1 arasinda anlaml bir fark gosterdigini bulmaya yonelik Mann-Whitney
U testi ile yapilan ikili karsilastirmalar sonunda bu farkin, Arastirma Gorevlile-
ri” ile “Profesorler”, “Dogentler”, “Yardime1 Dogentler (Dr. Ogretim Uyeleri)”,
“Digerleri” arasinda oldugu ve hesaplanan etki biiyiikliiklerine gore (sirasiyla
U= 1277.5, n= -0.34, U= 1470, n= -0.20, U= 2848, 1= -0.19, U= 3908, n=
-0.30) bu farklarin diisiik dizeyde oldugu gorilmektedir. Diger bir anlamli farkin
da “Yardime1 Dogentler (Dr. Ogretim Uyeleri)” ile “Profesorler” ve “Digerleri”
arasinda oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu farka iligkin etki biyiikliikleri (sirasiyla U=
1159, n= -0.22, U= 3580.5, n= -0.14) bu farklarin diisiik diizeyde oldugunu gos-
termektedir (Green ve Salkind, 2016: 386, Can, 2014: 161). Buna gére “Yardimci
Docgentler (Dr. Ogretim Uyeleri)” “Profesorlere” ve “Digerlerine” kiyasla daha
sessizken, “Arastirma Gorevlileri” de “Profesorlere, Docentlere, Yardimci Do-
centlere (Dr. Ogretim Uyelerine) ve Digerlerine” kiyasla daha sessizdirler.

Tablo 6’ya gore, Ogretim elemanlarinin orglitsel sessizligin korunmaci
sessizlik [%? 3= 7.50; p> .05] ve korumaci sessizlik boyutlarma iligkin algilary
[%? 3= 1.02; p> .05] akademik birim degiskenine gore anlamli bir fark goster-
memektedir. Ogretim elemanlarmin 6lcegin toplamma [ 3= 13.24; p< .05]
ve kabullenici sessizlik boyutuna iliskin algilari [ 2 3= 9.84; p< .05] akademik
birim degiskenine gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark gostermektedir. Ogre-
tim elemanlarinin orgiitsel sessizlik 6l¢eginin toplamina iligkin algilarinin hangi
akademik birim gruplar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark gosterdigini bulmaya yone-
lik Mann-Whitney U testi ile yapilan ikili karsilastirmalar sonunda, bu farkin,
“MYO’lar” ile “Fakiilteler”/“Yiiksekokullar” arasinda oldugu ve hesaplanan
etki biylikliiklerine gore (sirasiyla U= 7595.5, n= -0.15, U= 490.5, n= -0.38)
bu farklarin diisiik diizeyde oldugu goriilmektedir (Green ve Salkind, 2016, Can,
2014). Ogretim elemanlarinin “Kabullenici Sessizlik” boyutuna iligskin bu farkin
yine ayni sekilde, “MYO’lar” ile “Fakiilteler” ve “Yiiksekokullar” arasinda ol-
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dugu saptanmigtir. Yapilan hesaplamalar sonucu elde edilen etki biiyiikliikleri
(sirastyla U= 8050.5, n= -0.12, U= 567.5, n= -0.32) bu farklarin diisiikk diizeyde
oldugunu goéstermektedir (Green ve Salkind, 20166, Can, 2014). Bu sonuglara
gore fakiiltelerde ve yiikksekokullarda ¢alisan 6gretim elemanlari, meslek yiikse-
kokullarinda ¢aligan 6gretim elemanlarina gore, orgiitsel sessizlik 6l¢eginin hem
genelinde hem de kabullenici sessizlik boyutunda daha sessizdirler.

Tablo 6’ ya gore, “Kabullenici Sessizlik” [x? 3= 1 53; p> .05] ve “Korumaci
Sessizlik” [x? G 0.88; p> .05] boyutlarinda kidem gruplar1 arasinda anlaml bir
fark yokken, i(orunmam Sessizlik” boyutunda kidem gruplar1 arasinda anlamlt
bir fark bulundugu ortaya gikmistir 2 G =14.81; p< .05]. Mann-Whitney U testi
ile yapilan ikili kargilagtirmalar sonunda {)u farkin, (1-8 yil) ile (9-16 yil), (25 yil ve
iistil) gruplari arasinda oldugu belirlenmistir. Test sonucu hesaplanan etki biiytik-
likleri (sirastyla U= 5793.5, n= -0.16, U= 2158, n= -0.28), bu farklarin diisiik
diizeyde oldugunu gostermektedir (Green ve Salkind, 2016, Can, 2014). Buna
gore is yasamlarinda (1-8 yil) calisma araligindaki 6gretim elemanlari (9-16 yil)
ve (25 yil ve iistil) caligma siiresine sahip gruplara kiyasla daha sessizdir.

Arastirmanm Uciincii Alt Problemine Iliskin Bulgular

Arastirmanin iigiincii alt problemi “Ogretim elemanlarmin iiniversitede
kendilerinin ve bagkalarinin sessiz kaldigi durumlara ve sessiz kalma nedenlerine,
sessiz kalanlarin 6zelliklerine, sessizligin sonuclarina ve sessizlik beklentilerine
iliskin goriisleri nasildir?” seklinde belirlenmistir. Tablo 7°de, gériisme verilerinin
analizi sonuunda ulagilan kategoriler, tema, alt tema ve kodlar bi¢iminde sunul-
mus, tablonun altinda katilimcilarin goriislerinden 6rnek alintilar verilmistir.

Tablo 7.
Ogretim Elemanlannin Kendi Sessizlikleri, Bagkalarinin SessizIigi, Sessizligin So-
nuclar ve Sessiz Kalinmmast Beklentisine lliskin Gértislerine Ait Kategoriler

Temalar Alt temalar Kodlar

Kendi Kendi sessiz kaldig1 durumlar Yonetsel kararlar

sessizlikleri Etkileyememe olasihigt
Kendi sessizliklerinin nedenleri Ogrenilmis caresizlik

Akademik yiikselme kaygist
Tepki cekmeme

Uyumsuz goériinmeme
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Tablo 7.

Ogretim Elemanlarinin Kendi Sessizlikleri, Baskalarinin Sessizligi, Sessizligin Sonug-
lan ve Sessiz Kalinmast Beklentisine Iliskin Gortislerine Ait Kategoriler (Devamt)

Temalar

Alt temalar

Kodlar

Bagkalarinin
sessizligi

Bagkalarinin sessiz kaldig1
durumlar

Baskalarinin sessizlik nedenleri

Sessiz kalanlarin 6zellikleri

Yonetsel kararlar

Gorev dagilimi/programi
Haksizlik durumlari

Bilgili olunmayan konularda
Ulke yonetimine iligkin konular
Yonetsel tutum
Antidemokratik ortam
Tikenmislik/Yetersiz baglilik
Tepkiden cekinme

Uyumsuz gorinmeme
Ogrenilmis caresizlik

Bilgili olmama

Cikarcer kisilik

Ogrenilmis caresizlik deneyimi
olma

Kidemli olma

Diisiik akademik unvan
Yonetime yakin olmama

Ozliik haklarmni bilmeme/Yetersiz
bilgi

Sessizligin
sonuglari

Sessizligin yararlari

Sessizligin zararlari

Uyumlu insan izlenimi yaratmak
Huzurlu caligma ortami

Saygi kiiltiri

Haksizliga ugramak
Antidemokratik ortamin siirmesi
Sorunlarin artmasi

Yanlis anlagilma

Sessiz
kalinmasi
beklentisi

Sessiz kalinmasi beklenen
durumlar

Sessizlik beklentisinin nedenleri

Yonetsel kararlar

Siyasi konular

Personel aliminda liyakat
Ogrencileri yonlendirme
Materyal istegi

Ulke yonetimine iligkin konular
Kuruma zarar verecek konular
Otokratik anlayis

Diizenin siirdiriilmesi
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Tablo 7°de goriildiigli gibi 6gretim elemanlarimin “kendi sessizlikleri” te-
masinin “kendi sessizlik durumlar1” ve “kendi sessizlik nedenleri” alt temalar:
bulunmaktadir. Katilimcilarin sessiz kaldiklar1 durumlar; “yonetsel kararlar” ve
goriiglerini sdylediklerinde “etkileyememe olasiligi”nin bulundugu durumlardir.
Kendi sessizlik nedenleri olarak “6grenilmis caresizlik”, “akademik yiikselme

kaygis1” “tepki gekmeme”ve “uyumsuz gériinmeme” kodlarma ulagilmistir.

Asagida 6gretim elemanlarinin kendi sessizlik durumlarina ve nedenlerine
iliskin goriislerinden bazi alintilar verilmistir:

“Yonetimsel durumlarda sessiz kalabiliyorum. Su an konumum geregi as-
Imda boliimiimle ilgili seylerde soz sahibi olmam gerekiyor. Ama maalesef
dekanliktan direkt hani hicbir sekilde bilgi vermeden tepeden inme gorevien-
dirmeler (...) gibi durumlarda sessiz kalmak durumunda kalyorum.” (Y6-
netsel kararlar-Giilay-Yrd. Dogent)

“Yani daha ¢ok birim bazinda degil ama tiniversite genelinde diyelim, yone-
timle ilgili uygulamalarda daha cok sessiz kalyyoruz.” (Yonetsel kararlar-
Erkin- Aras. Gor.)

“Bazi konularda miidahale edemeyecegimi ya da benim durumumda olanla-
nn da edemeyecegini diistindiigtim bir sey olursa gereksiz yere itiraz etmemek
amacwyla susuyorum.” (Etkileyememe olasiligi-Koray-Okut.)

“Hani daha bizim oniimiizde ¢ok yol var, kurumla olan iliskilerimiz; iste
hani doktora bitecek, kadro gelecek; o bitecek dogentlik gelecek. Ileride be-
nim jilrimde olacak mu falan gibi kafamizda kaygilar oldugu stirece ogretim
elemanlar sessiz kalmay tercih ediyor yani.” (Akademik yiikselme kaygisi-
Giilgin-Ogr. Gor.)

“(...), uyumsuz goriinmemek. (...) simdiye kadar hep ézel sektorde caligtim,
ozel sektorde biraz igler farkl yiiriir daha boyle net. Burada ¢ok fazla gizli ka-
pakl konugsmalar doniiyor.” (Uyumsuz gériinmemek- Giilay-Yrd. Dogent)

Kendisinin sessiz olmadigini, gerektiginde konustugunu diisiinen katilim-
cllar cogunluktadir. Ogretim elemanlari kendilerine, kurumlarinda gériiglerini
aciklamak isteyip de aciklayamadiklari, sessiz kaldiklar1 durumlarin olup ol-
madig1 soruldugunda kisaca, “Yok, yani ekseriyetle yok” (Birsen-Aras.gor.) ya da
“Genellikle hani huzursuz bir ortamda degiliz. Rahat¢a agiklama 6zgiirliigiimiiz
var.”(Bekir-Prof.) gibi yanitlar vermislerdir. Katilimcilarin ¢ogu, kendilerinin
sessiz olmadiklarimi disiinseler de tiimii bagka 6gretim elemanlarinin sessiz ol-
dugunu diisiinmektedirler.

Tablo 7’ye gore, “bagkalarin sessizlikleri” temasinin; “bagkalarinin sessiz
kaldig1 durumlar”, “baskalariin sessizlik nedenleri” ve “sessiz kalanlarin 6zel-
likleri” alt temalar1 bulunmaktadir. Ogretim elemanlarmin baskalarmin sessiz
kaldig1 durumlara ve baskalarinin sessizlik nedenlerine iligskin goriislerinden elde
edilen kodlar, kendi sessizliklerine iligkin goriislerinden elde edilen kodlardan
daha fazla cesitlilik gostermektedir. Baskalarinin sessiz kaldigi durumlar olarak,
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“yonetsel kararlar, “gorev dagilimi/programi”, “haksizlik durumlari”, “bilgili

olunmayan konular”, “lilke yonetimine iligkin konular” kodlarina; bagkalarinin

» o« <

sessizlik nedenleri olarak ise “yOnetsel tutum”, “antidemokratik ortam”, “tiikken-
2 < 2

miglik/yetersiz baghlik”, “tepkiden ¢ekinme”, “uyumsuz goriinmeme”, “0grenil-
mis ¢aresizlik”, “bilgili olmama” kodlaria ulasiimustir.

Asagida 6gretim elemanlarinin, baskalarinin sessiz kaldigi durumlara ve bu-
nun nedenlerine iligkin goriislerinden bazi alintilar verilmistir:

“Devlet yonetimi ile ilgili konular pek tartigilmiyor. Herkes bu konuda sessiz
kaliyor. Biiyiik bir cekimserlik var.” (Ulke yonetimi-Kaya-Ogr. gor.)

“Dolayisyla o haftaki sinav programundan, o donemki ders programindan
memnun olmayan hocalarmmiz bu konularda ¢oziim merciine karst sessiz
kalmayr ama kendi aralaninda da bunun fikir alisverisini yapmay: ¢ok tercih
edebiliyorlar.”’(Gorev dagilimi/programi-Umay-Okut.)

“Simdi bazi durumlarda ozellikle idarenin de isin icine girecegi bazt durum-
larda kontrol edilemeyecek noktalar oluyor. Yani ne yapilirsa yapilsin sonucta
idarenin herhangi bir nedenle baska bir sekilde karar verecegi algist oldugun-
da ogretim elemanlari sessiz kalmayt tercih ediyor diye gézlemliyorum. Benim
gozlemlediklerimin biiyiik cogunlugu idari.” (Yonetsel kararlar-Koray-Okut.)

“Ozellikle arastirma gorevlilerine baski yapan; bak su olmazsa sey olur sey
olmazsa karsina bu gelebilir gibi belli kiliflara sokarak insanlara zorla ken-
di isini yaptiran, gereksiz is yiikii bindiren, 6grenci paylasiminda o senin bu
benim gibi bilimsellige, pozitivizme, akademik liyakata, ozgiirliige aykirt dav-
ranigta bulunan tipte hocalar da var. Simdi bunlarn gozlemliyorum, bir taraf
bundan yararlanmaya calisip somiirmeye calisirken diger taraftakiler de ses-
siz kaliyor. ”(Haksizlik/Bask1 durumlari-Akin-Aras.gor.)

“Eskiden bundan 10 yil once toplantilar yapilird: sik sik. Herkes o toplantilar-
da goriislerini bildirirdi, hem sistemin igleyisine ait hem kurumun cikarlarina
ait. Toplantilar kaldinldr. Insanlann fikri sorulmuyor. Dolayiswyla fikir sorul-
madig zaman da kimse fikir beyan etmek istemiyor.” (YOnetimin tutumu-
Kaya-Ogr. Gor.)

Ulkede tam anlamiyla demokrasinin olmamasi. Zaten akademik personel-
den ylar icinde son dénemlerde fikir beyan edenlerin kurumdan atildig,
uzaklagtinldigi bir donemde insanlar belki yasadisi orgiitler ile iligkilendiri-
lebilecegi ve isinden olabilecegi korkular: yagiyorlar. Dolayisiyla goriig bildir-
memelerinin sebeplerinden biri de bu kurumda bu.” (Antidemokratik ortam
Kaya-Ogretim gor.)

“Yani yasa bagl olabilir, is temposunun getirmis oldugu tiikkenmislik send-
romuna bagh olabilir buna bagl olarak elini etegini ¢eken daha fazla; hem

sosyal hayattan hem de isinden kendini izole etmis kigiler...” (Ttukenmislik/
Yetersiz baglilik-Bekir-profesor)
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“Normalde goriis ifade etmesi gereken yerlerde sadece konjonktiirel olarak
veya iginde bulundugu sosyal ortamdan otiirii sessiz kalan akademisyenler
mutlaka oluyor... Konuya iligkin goriis bildiren 6gretim elemanlarninin da ta-
biri caizse ¢ikinti oldugu soylenir.” (Uyumsuz goriinmeme- Akif-Dogent)

Buradaki kurumdaki égretim elemanlart da ayni sekilde bir bilgisi yoksa bu
konuda sessiz kalirlar.” (Bilgili olmama-Birsen-Aras. gor.)

Tablo 7°de goriildiigii gibi 6gretim elemanlarina gore, konusabilecegi du-
rumlarda sessizlik sergileyenlerin bazi 6zellikleri vardir. Sessiz kalanlarin 6zellik-
leri olarak “cikarci kisilik”, “6grenilmis caresizlik deneyimi olma”, “kidemi fazla
olma”, “diisiik akademik unvan”, “yonetime yakin olmama” ve “6zliik haklarini
bilmeme/yetersiz bilgi” kodlarina ulagilmistir. Asagida katilimeilarin goriislerin-

den o6rnek alintilar verilmistir:

“Buradaki ey kisilik yapisi. Kisi hakkini aryor, biraz disa doniik, kendini ve
etrafindakileri ezdirmeme gibi bir bireyse sessiz kalmuyor. Fakat senin kisilik
ozelliginde politiklik, yalakalik, dalkavukluk, isi kolaya getirme varsa ken-
dinden gii¢siiz buldugun kigileri ezer fakat kendinden giiclii buldugun kisiler
karsisinda sessiz kalma davramsin sergilersin.” (Cikarci kisilik-Ogr. Gor.)

“Yine kendi kurumum 6zelinde soyliiyorum sessiz kalanlarin bir kismi uzun
yllar okulda hizmet vermis artik nelerin karsilik gorecegini nelerin gérmeye-
cegini asag1 yukart tahmin eden bir grup bu.”(Ogrenilmis caresizlik deneyi-
mi olma-Koray-Okut.)

“Tabii ki profesorlerin lafi daha cok geciyor burada. Hani bir sey degilsin yani.
Yani unvan diigtiikce sessizlik artiyor.” (Diisiik akademik unvan- Didem-
Yrd. Dogent)

“Boliimlerin yonetime yakinligi da olayin akisini degistirebiliyor sessiz kalma
olayini. Ornegin dekana daha yakin boliimler daha fazla imkdna sahip ola-
biliyorlar. Tam tersi olanlar yani yakin olmayanlar uzak kaldiklar icin sessiz
kalmaya devam ediyorlar.” (Y dnetimden uzak olma- Erkin-Aras. Gor)

Tablo 7’de goriildigii gibi “sessizligin sonuglar’” temasimin “sessizligin ya-
rarlar1” ve “sessizlifin zararlar1” alt temalar1 vardir. Sessizligin yararlari olara
lar1” ve 1 lar1” alt temal dir. S 1 1 larak
“uyumlu insan izlenimi yaratmak”, “huzurlu ¢alisma ortami”, “saygr kiiltiirii”
kodlarina; zararlar1 olarak ise “haksizlifa ugramak”, antidemokratik ortamin
1«

stirmesi, “sorunlarin bilyiimesi”, “yanlis anlagilma” kodlarina ulagilmistir. Asagi-
da sessizligin yarar ve zararlarina iligkin 6rnek alintilar verilmistir.

“...¢ok fazla ona buna karismayan, daha uyumlu bir insan izlenimi yaratiyor
cok fazla tartismamam.” (Uyumlu insan izlenimi yaratmak-Didem-Yrd.
Docent)

“Yani ¢iinkii bizim miidahale edemeyecegimiz idarecimizin de dogrudan dog-
ruya miidahale edemeyecegi ya da degistiremeyecegi konularda sessiz kalini-
yor. Bunun da ben is huzuru acisindan olumlu oldugunu diigtiniiyorum. Yani
sesin olmast tartismanin olmasi bir sey degistirmeyecek. Ciinkii idarecimizin
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de bu konuda bir miidahalesi olamayacak.” (Huzurlu ¢alisma ortami-Ko-
ray-Okut.)

“Yani zaran oldugunu diisiinmiiyorum aksine kim kimi dinleyecegi zamani
bildiginden dolayr bunun yaran oldugunu diisiiniiyorum.” (Saygi kiltiiri-
Bekir-Prof.)

“Sessiz kalmamun benim acimdan zararlar oldu. Cok fazla istismar edildim
yani kullamildiginu diisiindiim ve de benim haklarumin gozetilmedigini ashn-
da fark ettim, haksizlik yasadim” (Haksizliga ugramak-Giilay-Yrd. Doc.)

Ogretim elemanlarimin sessiz kalmalarimin kuruma higbir katkist olmaz, za-
rart olur, kendine de olur ve bu baski diizenini daha da megrulastirnug olurlar
sessiz kalarak.” (Antidemokratik ortanun siirmesi-Akin - Aras. Gor)

“Sessizligin kuruma katkist olmamakla beraber aksine zarart oluyor. Yani
ortadaki problemlerin gizlenmesi her zaman zarardwr her kurum icin. Katla-
narak artor dolayisiyla. Daha ¢ok probleme yol agiyor.” (Sorunlarin biiyii-
mesi-Erkin-Aras.gor.)

Tablo 7’de goriildigi gibi 6gretim elemanlarindan “sessiz kalinmasi beklen-
tisi” temasinin, “sessiz kalinmasi beklenen durumlarlar” ve “sessizlik beklenti-
sinin nedenleri” alt temalar1 vardir. Sessiz kalinmasi beklenen durumlar olarak

2« » o« » o«

“yonetsel konular”, “siyasi konular”, “personel aliminda liyakat”, “6grencileri
yonlendirme”, “materyal istegi”, “iilke yonetimine iliskin konular” ve “kuruma
zarar verecek konular” kodlar1 ortaya cikmistir. Sessizlik beklentisinin nedenleri

olarak “otokratik anlayis” ve “diizenin siirdiirilmesi” kodlarina ulasiimistir.

Asagida katilimcilarin kurumlarinda 6gretim elemanlarindan sessiz kalma-
larinin beklendigi durumlar ve bunun nedenlerine iligkin sorulan sorulara alman
yanitlardan alinan 6rnek alintilar verilmistir.

Tabii ki evet yine yonetimin kararlanyla alakali konular, yine cok elestirilme-
mesini bekliyorlar.” (Y 6netsel kararlar--Giilay- Yrd. Dogent)

“Daha ¢ok siyasi seyler oldugunu diisiintiyorum. Hani o konularda ¢ok goriis
beklenmiyor.” (Siyasi konular-Erkin-Aras. gor.)

“(...) o gorevi layigu ile yerine getiremeyecek kigilerin oraya igte ahbap ¢avug
iliskisine dayanaraktan getirilmesi iiziicii bir durum gercekten. Bu konular
sadece 3-5 arkadas bir araya geldiginde kapali kapilar ardinda konusuluyor.
Bunlart herhangi bir ortamda farkh yerlerde dile getiremiyoruz zaten. Crinkii
bunlarin konusulmasi istenmiyor.” (Personel aliminda liyakat- Bora-Do-
cent)

Ogrencileri belli bir konuda yonlendirmemek yani elestirel _konularda
yonlendirmemek. Yonlendirirseniz bedelini ddersiniz gibi. (Ogrencileri
yonlendirme-Kaya-Ogr. gor.)

“Isleyisin olumlu gidebilmesi adina da bu durum soz konusu.”(Diizenin
stirdiriilmesi-Bekir-Prof.)
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“Otoriteye baskaldirmamalan icin.”(Otoriter anlayis -Kaya-Ogr. gor.)

“Ikincisi zaten o kadar icsellestiriyor ki bu insanlar ‘Ben profesor oldum bu
kim?’ diyor. Dama cikan zaten merdiveni atiyor (...) ‘Iste ‘Ben rektor oldum.’
yanina profesor bile ¢iksa ‘Sen kimsin?’ diyor. Bunu yapan da var yapmayan
da var. Her toplumda gencin yashya saygist vardw ama bizim toplumda bu
makas cok fazla acik. Yani o yashya biiyiige tabii ki saygin olacak ama Ban
toplumlanndaki kadar; biraz da daraltmamiz lazim makasi. Iste bu sekilde
bulundugu konumu i¢sellestiren insanlar baskalarimin sessiz kalmasi yoniinde
bir beklentiye girebiliyor. Bulundugu konuma giivenip “bu bana bagh, bu be-
nim ogrencim, beni dinlemezse ileride soyle yaparim” deyip kiiciik hesaplara
girenler kendilerini biiyiik goriip boyle bir beklenti icine giriyorlar. ”(Otoriter
anlayis-Akin-Aras. gor.)

Sonug ve Tartisma

Bu arastirma, Ege Bolgesinde bir devlet {iniversitesindeki 0gretim eleman-
larmin sessizligi iizerine ayrintili bulgulara ulagsmak i¢in karma yontem izlene-
rek gerceklestirilmistir. Arastirmanin nicel asamasinda kullanilan dlgek 6gretim
elemanlarinin kendi sessizliklerine iligkin veri toplamaya hizmet etmektedir. Bu
asamanin bulgularma gore katilimcilarin kabullenici sessizlik ortalamalari diisiik,
korunmaci sessizlik ortalamalar1 ¢ok diisiik ancak korumaci sessizlik ortalama-
lar1 yiiksek bulunmustur. Bir bagka deyisle 6gretim elemanlar1 durumu sineye
¢ekme, sonucu degistiremeyecegi icin konugsmama anlamia gelen kabullenici
sessizligi ve kendilerine zarar gelmemesi icin cekinerek, korkarak susma anlami-
na gelen korunmaci sessizligi neredeyse hic gdstermemektedir. Bagkalarina ya da
kuruma zarar gelmemesi ve iligkileri koruma amaciyla ¢ok yiiksek diizeyde ses-
sizlik gostermektedirler. Nitel asamada elde edilen, 6gretim elemanlarinin hem
kendilerinin hem de bagkalarinin sessizlikleriyle ilgili durumlara ve nedenlere
iliskin goriisleri konusundaki kodlarin, korumaci sessizligi degil kabullenici ve
korunmacr sessizligi isaret ettigi goriilmiistiir. Ogretim elemanlari, kurumlari-
n1 ya da arkadaslarini korumaya iligkin goriisler ortaya koymamiglardir. Bunun
farkl nedenleri olabilir. Ogretim elemanlarinin, tiim énlemlere kargin, dlgegi ya-
nitlarken yanitlari nedeniyle zarar gorebileceklerinden c¢ekindikleri ama yiiz yiize
goriigmede aragtirmacinin sagladigi samimi ve giiven verici ortam nedeniyle ger-
¢ek dislincelerini dile getirdikleri diisiiniilebilir. Diger yandan bu sonug, Pinder
ve Harlos™un (2001) belirttigi gibi sessizligi calismanin zorlugunu, bu olguyu ko-
nusarak calismak gerektigini ortaya koymaktadir. Ogretim elemanlarinin kendi
sessizliklerine iligkin fazla durum ve neden sdylemeyip baskalarinin sessizlikleri
konusunda daha zengin bir gériis sunmalar: da yine bu yazarlarin, bireyin kendi
sessizliginin farkinda olmayabilecegi goriisiine dayandirilabilir.

Arastirmadan elde edilen bagka bir sonug soyle aciklanabilir: Sessizlik top-
laminda cinsiyete, unvana ve g¢alisilan birime gore fark vardir. Kadinlar, aras-
tirma gorevlileri ve yardimer dogentler ile fakiilte ve yiiksekokullarda ¢alisanlar
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daha sessiz bulunmustur. Ayrica, fakiilte ve yliksekokullarda ¢aliganlarin meslek
yiiksekokullarinda caliganlara gore daha fazla kabullenici sessizlik gosterdigi be-
lirlenmistir. Diger yandan, gencler (28-32 yas), arastirma gorevlileri ve yardimci
docentler ile kidemi az olanlar (1-8 yil) daha fazla korunmaci sessizlik goster-
mektedir.

Bir bagka sonug, akademik kariyer basamaklarinda yiikselme durumunda
olanlarin, genglerin ve kidemsizlerin, 6zellikle, zarar gdbrmemek icin yani korun-
maci sessizlik gostermeleridir. Sessizlik nedenleri arasindaki akademik yilikselme
kaygisi, tepki cekmeme/tepkiden ¢ekinme, uyumsuz goriinmeme, antidemokra-
tik ortam kodlari, dogrudan dogruya bireyin kendisini ve cikarlarini korumayla
dolayisiyla da korunmaci sessizlikle iligkilidir. Buradan hareketle, fakiiltelerde
ve yiiksekokullarda meslek yliksekokullaria gore daha fazla sessizlik goriilmesi
de, fakiilte ve yiiksekokullarda akademik hiyerarside yiikselmesi s6z konusu olan
calisanlarin (aras. gor., yrd. dog.) daha fazla olmasina ve hiyerarsinin daha etkili
olmasina baglanabilir. Nitekim akademik yiikselme kaygisinin (Bayram, 2010) ve
olumsuz doniit alma korkusunun (Aydin, 2016) 6gretim elemanlarini sessizlige
ittigine iliskin destekleyici arastirma sonuglari vardir. Alanyazinda genglerin ve
kidemsizlerin daha sessiz olduklarini (Apak 2016; Kutlay, 2012; Ruglar, 2013),
hiyerarsik yap1 ve destekleyici olmayan kiiltiiriin sessizligin 6énemli bir nedeni
oldugunu (Demir ve Demir, 2012; Milliken vd., 2003) gosteren calismalar bu-
lunmaktadir. Alanyazindaki, korunma amach sessizligi arastirma gorevlilerinin
profesorlerden daha fazla gosterdiklerine iliskin arastirma bulgulart (Akan ve
Oran, 2017; Akbas, Gemlik, Catar, 2020; Cakici ve Cakici, 2007) da yukaridaki
bulgulari destekler niteliktedir. Calisanlarin goriis bildirdiklerinde zarar gorebi-
leceklerine olan inanglart ve konusmay riskli bulmalar1 (Premeaux ve Bedeian;
2003), sessiz kalmalarina, bu sessizligin yayginlagsmasina neden olabilir ve bura-
dan bir sessizlik iklimi dogabilir.

Bu arastirmadan elde edilen, yonetime yakin olmayanlarin sessiz oldugu
bulgusu da tizerinde durulmasi gereken bir sorunu gostermektedir. Yakin olma-
ma, Onemsememeye, aldiris etmemeye neden olarak bireyi sessizlige itebilecegi
gibi yoneticilerden ¢ekinmeye, destek gormemeye ve hata yaptiginda hosgori
gormemeye de neden olabilir; boylece kisi korunmaci sessizlige itilebilir. Vakola
ve Bouradas (2005) yoneticiyle yiiz yiize iletisimin sikliginin sessizligi azalttigi-
n1, Yaman ve Ruglar (2014) da yoneticisiyle cok nadir yiiz yiize goriisebilecegini
distnenlerin, her zaman goriisebilecegini disiinenlerden daha sessiz oldugu-
nu bulmuslardir. Bu nedenle nicel asamada korunmaci sessizlik diisiik diizeyde
bulunmus da olsa nitel asamada belirlenen sessiz kalinan durumlar ve sessizlik
nedenleri gbz 6niinde bulunduruldugunda gelecege doniik yonetsel calismalarin
yapilmasi gerektigi sOylenebilir. Ciinkii Orgiitsel ve yonetsel destegin, ses ve ses-
sizlikle iligkisi bulunmaktadir (Van Dyn vd., 2003). Bireylerin kendilerini psiko-
lojik olarak giivende hissetmeleri (Li, 2010) ve destek kiiltiirii (Altinisik, 2017)
sessizlikle yakindan iligkilidir.
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Calismadan ¢ikan bir sonug da kadinlarin daha sessiz oldugudur. Nitel asa-
mada kadmlarin sessizligine iligkin bir bulguya ulagilmamistir. Ancak dlcek top-
lamindan aldiklar1 ortalama, kadinlarin daha sessiz oldugunu gostermistir. Bu
sessizligin nedeni cam tavan olgusu olabilir. Cam tavan, kadmlarin {ist diizey
islere erisimlerini zorlastiran/engelleyen gériinmez engelleri anlatmak icin kul-
lanilan bir metafordur (Hymowitz&Schellhardt, 1986). YOK’iin 2019 yil verile-
rine gore 206 iiniversitenin sadece 18’inin rektdri kadimdir (www.yok.gov.tr). Bu
durumda, yonetim kademelerinde yeterince temsil edilmemek kadmnlar: giiven-
sizlige ve sessizlige itiyor olabilir. Bayram (2010), kadin 6gretim elemanlarinin
ozellikle izolasyon korkusu nedeniyle sessizlik ortalamalarimin daha yiiksek ol-
dugunu bulmustur. Ozgan ve Kiilekci’nin (2012) arastirmasinda da kadin olarak
etiketlenmekten cekindigi i¢in sessiz kalma bulgusuna ulagilmistir. Alanyazinda
cinsiyet agisindan sessizlik karsilagtirmalarinda hem fark bulan (Algmn 2014; Pin-
der ve Harlos, 2001; Tiiliibag ve Celep, 2014) hem de bulmayan arastirmalar var-
dir (Rugclar, 2013; Tagkiran 2010). Bu konudaki ¢eliskili bulgular 6rneklemlerin
farkliigindan kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Ogretim elemanlarinin sessizligi ve cinsiyet
iligkisini ortaya koyabilmek i¢in daha fazla ¢aligmaya ihtiyac oldugu goriilmek-
tedir.

Arastirma bulgularindan hareketle, 6gretim elemanlarinin yonetsel karar-
lar, gorevlendirmeler, haksizliklar ve iilke yonetimiyle ilgili durumlarda sessiz
kaldiklari anlagiimaktadir. Ogretim elemanlarindan sessizlik gostermeleri bek-
lenen durumlar da yine benzer durumlardir. Yonetsel kararlar1 ifade eden du-
rumlar dikkate deger sekilde on plana ¢ikmustir. Ek olarak, personel alimimda
liyakat sorunu s6z konusuysa, 6grencileri yonlendirme s6z konusuysa yine 0gre-
tim elemanlarindan sessiz kalmalar1 beklenmektedir. Bu durumda 6gretim ele-
manlarinin sessizlik durumlari, neredeyse tiim kritik konularin oldugu durumlar-
dir. Tiiliibag’in (2011) ve Cakici ve Cakict’'nin (2007) calismalarinda da en fazla
sessiz kalinan durumlar yonetsel uygulamalar olarak bulunmustur. Ayrica Cakici
ve Cakici (2007) yonetsel ve etikle ilgili konularda akademik isgorenlerin idari is-
gorenlerden daha sessiz oldugunu belirlemislerdir ve bu durumu sessiz olanlarin
akademik ylikselmelerinin aksamamas diisiincesine baglamislardir.

Bu arastirma sonucunda, katilimcilarin sessizlik nedenleri arasinda 6grenil-
mis caresizlik de bulunmustur. Arastirmada ulasilan bir bulgu da kidemi yiiksek
olanlarin da sessiz olabildigidir. Ogrenilmis caresizlik nedeniyle sessizlik, kabul-
lenici sessizligi gostermektedir. Arastirmada kidemi yiiksek olanlarin yalnizca bu
tir bir sessizlik yasadiklar1 bulunmustur ve bu 6nemli bir sonuctur. Alanyazinda
bu bulguyu destekleyen arastirmalar vardir (Algin ve Baskan, 2015; Alparslan,
2010; Cakict ve Cakic, 2007; Tiilibas, 2011). Yas ilerledikge isgdrenlerin uyum
dizeylerinin de yiikselmesi sonucunda daha fazla sessiz kalma tercihine yonel-
dikleri sylenebilirse (Rugclar, 2013) de bu arastirmada 6n plana ¢ikan, kidemlile-
rin deneyimlerinden hareketle, “konusmanin gereksiz”, “bosuna” oldugu diisiin-
cesiyle sessiz kalmasidir. Tagkiran (2011), isgdrenlerin yaglar1 arttikca korumaci
sessizlik tutumlarmin arttigini saptamistir. Eldeki arastirmada bdyle bir bulguya
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ulagilmamigtir. Bu, Tagkiran’in arastirmasinin ¢ok farkl bir sektorde, otel cali-
sanlar1 tizerinde yapilmig olmasina baglanabilir.

Sessiz kalmanin yararlar1 olarak uyumlu insan izlenimi yaratmak, huzurlu
ortam ve saygl kiltiirii gosterilmistir. Zararlar1 olarak da haksizliga ugramak,
antidemokratik ortamin siirmesi, sorunlarin artmasi ve yanls anlagilma goste-
rilmistir. Burada yarar olarak siralananlarin gercekte belli sorunlarin sonucu ol-
dugu disiintilebilir. Tersten diistiniildigiinde, goriis bildirmenin huzuru ve saygi
ortamini bozdugu gibi bir anlam c¢ikmaktadir. Katilimcilara gore, kendilerinden
beklenen sessizligin iki nedeni vardir: Otokratik anlayis, diizenin siirdiiriilmesi.
Sessiz kalinarak diizen saglamanin, 6zellikle de tiniversite gibi bir orgiitte kabul
edilebilir olmadig1 aciktir. Ancak alanyazinda, otokratik liderlerin uyguladig giic
ve adaletsizlik (Bogosian, 2011) yaninda, olumsuz bilgi paylagimini 6rgiit hiye-
rarsisinde kendileri icin bir tehdit olarak yorumlamalarindan dolay1 isgérenlerin,
sessiz kalmamalar1 halinde sorun cikarici, dedikoducu olarak etiketlenmekten
¢ekindikleri belirtilmektedir (Milliken vd., 2003, Tagkiran, 2011).

Arastirma bulgulari biitiinciil degerlendirildiginde, antidemokratik bir calis-
ma ortami resmi ¢izilmektedir. Clinkt genel olarak gencler, akademik kariyeri-
nin baslarinda olanlar, bir bagka deyisle, 6niinde tirmanmasi gereken hiyerarsik
basamaklar bulunanlar ve kidemsizler, kariyerlerinin zarar gormesi ya da sozleri
gecmedigi icin zarar gdrme gibi kaygilarla sessiz kalmaktadirlar. Diger yandan
Ogrenilmis caresizlik nedeniyle sessiz kalma da aslinda antidemokratik ortamla
ya da otokratik yonetimle iligkilidir. Birey, konusmasinin, distincelerinin dikka-
te alindigini, onlara deger verildigini deneyimlemedigi icin 6grenilmis caresizlik
ortaya citkmaktadir. Ayrica arastirma sonunda ortaya cikan, yiksek “korumaci
sessizlik” bulgusu da olumlu gibi goriinse de elestirel olmayan bir iklime, otokra-
tik yonetime isaret ediyor olabilir. Eger goriis bildirince bireylere ya da kuruma
zarar gelecegi distinilityorsa bu gorisler nedeniyle iiziilecek ya da bu goriisle-
ri, bilgileri kullanarak birilerine zarar verecek kisiler, merciler de olmali. Biitiin
bunlar gbz 6ntine alindiginda, boyle bir ortamda, farkli sesin onay bulmamasi, iti-
razin hos gorillmemesi, catismadan ve elestiriden ¢ekinmenin hakim olacagi dii-
stintlebilir. Bu tiir ortamlarda karara katilma sinirli, 6ncelik daima otoriteye ait
olacaktir. Oysa demokratik ortamlarda farkli gorisler, itirazlar ve yaklagimlar,
Ozgiirce tartisilmak tizere kendine yer bulur. Eger bu gerceklesmiyorsa nedenini
otokratik yonetimde aramak gerekir. Bilgin vd. (2009) on iki ilde, {iniversitede
yaptiklar1 arastirmada, disiincelerini aciklarken ya da ders verirken “acikc¢a bir
baski hissetmiyorum” diyenlerin oranini %67.7 bulmustur. Geriye kalan 37.3’lik
kesim baski gordiigiinii diisiinmektedir. Universitedeki sessizlik bu nedenle fark-
It boyutlariyla daha fazla ¢alisilmasi gereken bir konudur.

Bu calismada sessizligin genel olarak orta diizeyde oldugu ama 6n plana
¢ikan sessizlik nedenlerinin antidemokratik yonetimle iligkili oldugu sonucuna
varilmigtir. Diger yandan sessizligin gercekten yararl olduguna iligkin bir sonug
da elde edilmemistir. Alanyazinda da akademisyenlerin kabullenici ve korunma-
c1 sessizligi arttik¢a yasam doyumunun distiigiine (Akbag, Gemlik, Catar; 2020),
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sessizligin ¢aligant mutsuz kilip tiikkenmisglige itecegi goriislerine (Algin ve Bas-
kan, 2015), orgiitiin gelismesinin engellendigine (Morrison ve Milliken, 2000)
iliskin bulgular yer almaktadir. Biitiin bunlar gdz 6niine alindiginda eldeki aras-
tirmanin tek teselli noktasi, korunmaci ve kabullenici sessizligin yiiksek diizeyde
olmamasidir. Sessizligin yayilip isgorenler tarafindan norm olarak benimsenme
riski (Pinder ve Harlos, 2003) bulundugu i¢in yoneticilerin bu konuya egilmeleri
iiniversitenin amaglaria uygun calismasi agisindan énemlidir.

Elde edilen sonuglardan hareketle, uygulamacilar icin demokratik kiiltiir
olusturma Onerisi getirilebilir. Katilimcilarin nitel ve nicel bulgulari arasinda-
ki farklar da demokratik paylasim alanlarina duyulan ihtiyaci yansitmaktadir.
Yoneticiler ozellikle goreve yeni basglayan ve hiyararsinin alt basamaginda olan
orglit calisanlarinin gerek toplantilar gerek diger organizasyonlar araciligi ile fi-
kirlerini ifade edecegi platformlar sunabilir. YOneticiler uygun geribildirimlerle
¢alisanlarin disiincelerini paylasmalarini tegvik edebilir ve olumsuz geribildirim
alma kaygisini yenebilir. Kadinlarin daha sessiz olmasindan hareketle, kurum
icinde gorev dagiliminda cinsiyet esitligini goz Oniine alabilir. YOneticiler ve iggo-
renler arasindaki mesafenin ayarlanmasi ve bireylerin kendilerini yonetime uzak
ya da yakin hissetmesi gibi bir olgunun eritilmesi gerekmektedir. Bunun i¢in de
calisanlarla yiiz yiize iletisim kurulmaly, iletisim kanallari acik tutulmali ve bilgi
akigi seffaf ve homojen hale getirilmelidir. Ogrenilmis caresizligin asilmasi icin
yetki ve sorumluluk aktarimi islevsel sekilde kullanilmalidir. Bireylere fikirleri-
nin ise yararligi konusunda geribildirim sunulmaldir. Ayrica sessizligin diizen
korumak, sorun ¢ikarmamak icin yararl olacag algisi ile miicadele edilmelidir.
Elestirel diisiinme ve tartisma becerilerinin gelistirilmesi icin sistematik kiiltiir
insaasi gereklidir.

Nitel ve nicel veriler arasindaki farktan yola cikarak arastirmacilara tiniver-
sitede sessizlik olgusunu derinlemesine ¢alisma Onerisi getirilebilir. Demokratik
yapi, otokratik yapi, sessizlik, elestirel tartisma, iletisim gibi kavramlar daha ay-
rintih olarak incelenebilir. Universite yoneticilerinin bu olguyu nasil gordiikleri
caligilabilir. Sessizlik acisindan fark olusturan degiskenler incelenebilir.
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