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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, Tiurkiye'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



Organizational Silence

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 (Aktag & 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 81 215
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” (o = .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 g97 4 a9 4100 oo+ Detveens
= and 1,5
7 Academic In-erou
3 title 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
Acqui 2) 33-40 years 132 198.15
cquiescent  2) 33-40y 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 ) ! 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‘rosoaal ) 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 1gLey 28838 .000* o
rience Professor ' Between 3
4)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 0.841 000* and
g Silence 3)Vocational School 75 215.31 12
= 4)The Others *** 20 189.25 ’
g 1) Faculty 255 181.85
S Defensive  2) School 26 16442 o
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 706 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
SNt ) 17.04years 77 18281 1538 3 673 -
Silence
4) 25 years and 59 198.14
over
1) 1-8 years 110 160.24
.*E‘ Defensi 2) 9-16 years 130 194.56 Between
£ Gl ) 1724years 77 19069 14817 .002¢ land
£ Silence
wn 4) 25 years and 59 22497 2,4
over
1) 1-8 years 110 195.01
. 2) 9-16 years 130 183.81
Prosocial
. 3) 17-24 years 77  183.90 .880 830 -
Silence
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, n = -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, n = -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 