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Abstract. The purpose of this study is to reveal the relationship between school administrators'
paternalistic leadership behaviors and teachers' levels of organizational silence according to the
views of the teachers participating in the study. Relational survey design was used in the research
conducted using quantitative methods. The population of the study consists of 4836 teachers
working in schools in a province of Turkey in the 2023-2024 academic year, and the sample
consists of 526 teachers selected by simple random sampling method. Personal Information
Form, School Principals' Paternalistic Leadership Behaviors Scale and Organizational Silence
Scale were used as data collection tools. SPSS 25 statistical package program was used to analyze
the data. In the process of analyzing the first two sub-problems, arithmetic mean and standard
deviation were analyzed for descriptive statistics. Correlation analysis was used to analyze the
third sub-problem and regression analysis was used to analyze the fourth sub-problem. As a result
of the research, it was seen that school administrators' paternalistic leadership behaviors were
generally at a low level and that philanthropic paternalistic leadership was dominant in the
school. Teachers generally experience low levels of organizational silence, but when the sub-
dimensions of organizational silence are examined, it is seen that the perception of managerial
silence is the most dominant in the school. As the administrator behaviors related to the sub-
dimensions of family atmosphere at school and philanthropy increase, teachers' individual
silence, organizational culture, colleagues, pressure groups and general organizational silence
behaviors decrease. As the administrator behaviors related to the sub-dimensions of
interventionism and inadequacy at school increase, teachers' individual silence, organizational
culture, colleagues, pressure groups and general organizational silence behaviors increase. As
the administrator behaviors related to the sub-dimension of authoritarianism at school increase,
teachers' individual silence, administrative silence, organizational culture, colleagues, pressure
groups and general organizational silence behaviors increase. It was seen that the benevolence,
interventionism and finding inadequate sub-dimensions of paternalistic leadership were
significant predictors of teachers' organizational silence.
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1. Introduction
Teachers are one of the variables that make the most important contribution to the
process of achieving success in educational organizations. It is important that teachers who
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transfer information to students, manage and direct learning activities, and guide students have
high motivation and performance in the process of fulfilling this role. It is known that the
greatest responsibility for increasing teachers' motivation and performance in schools belongs
to administrators.

The concept of silence, which is generally understood as the absence of voice and speech
(Dyne, Ang & Botero, 2003), is defined in terms of human relations and communication as the
deliberate non-expression of ideas and thoughts (Scott, 1993), a kind of boycott, a conscious
strategy to resist the practices and approaches faced (Brown & Coupland, 2005).

When the concept of silence is considered in terms of organizations, when the majority
of employees prefer to remain silent on issues concerning the organization, this attitude turns
into a collective and organized movement and this silence is defined as organizational silence
(Liu, Wu & Ma Jiu-Cheng, 2009). Silence behavior, which is conscious, purposeful, deliberate
and active in the organization (Bogosian, 2012; Pinder & Harlos, 2001), causes employees not
to make any contribution for the good of their organizations (Bowen & Blackmon, 2003), and
to deliberately withhold information and ideas from the organization (Morrison & Milliken,
2000) that would help to improve and develop their work and organizations. For this reason,
organizational silence is seen as a form of behavior that is essentially undesirable, hinders
organizational development and change, and harms the organization (Bowen & Blackmon,
2003; Milliken, Morrison & Hewlin, 2003; Morrison & Milliken, 2000; Nemeth & Nemeth-
Brown, 2003; Pinder & Harlos, 2001).

When the researches are examined; it is seen that organizational silence is frequently
encountered in schools (Algarni, 2020; Cemaloglu, 2012; Crockett, 2013) and the most
important factor that causes silence in the organization is managerial factors (Morrison &
Miliken, 2000). In the studies, the existence of problems such as unfair attitudes of managers,
authoritarian management style (Pinder & Harlos, 2001) and management problems (Blase &
Blase, 2004) have been mentioned among the causes of organizational silence in educational
organizations.

Leadership and leadership style is an important factor that has an impact on employees'
organizational silence (Algarni, 2020; Detert & Burris, 2007; Ryan & Oestreich, 1991).
Paternalistic leadership is a leadership approach that looks after employees like a father, protects
them and intervenes in both their work and private lives for their well-being, establishes
authority over employees (Hiller, Sin, Ponnapalli & Ozgen, 2019), shows a caring and
respectful attitude towards employees with father-like behaviors in the organization, and
expects respect, commitment and loyalty from employees in return (Aycan, 2006; Gelfand et
al., 2007; Schroeder, 2011; Westwood, 1997).

In organizations, managers' attitudes and leadership style play an important role in
shaping employees' attitudes towards the organization (Blankenship, 2010; Zhang, Huai & Xie,
2015), a strict leader control and an organizational environment where this situation is accepted
make it difficult for employees to express themselves, and as a result, organizational silence
may emerge.

2. Literature Review

In organizations, employees tend to remain silent because they think that they may face
risky situations and be excluded by their colleagues due to their opinions that do not conform
to the majority opinion (Beheshtifar, Borhani & Moghadam, 2012; Noelle-Neumann, 1984;
Pinder & Harlos, 2001; Premeaux, 2001; Premeaux & Bedeian, 2003; Ryan & Oestreich, 1991;
Vakola & Bouradas, 2005). Employees' silence in the organization causes them to feel
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worthless, increases their work stress and low motivation, which in turn leads to a decrease in
the level of success (Detert & Burris, 2007; Morrison & Milliken, 2000; Perlow & Repenning,
2009).

It is seen that employees exhibit silent behavior according to the working environment,
rules and management style in the organization (Ozgen & Siirgevil, 2009), and many factors
such as strict hierarchy and communication breaks between managers and employees
(Dankoski, Bickel & Gusic, 2014), concern that relationships will deteriorate (Dyne et al.,
2003), negative feedback from managers to employees and as a result, loss of self-confidence
in employees (Morrison & Milliken, 2000) are effective in organizational silence.
Organizational silence is considered as a dangerous phenomenon for the organization (Ellis &
Dyne, 2009; Morrison & Milliken, 2000; Shojaie, Matin, & Barani, 2011) since it involves the
risk of employees not contributing to the development and progress of the organization (Bowen
& Blackmon, 2003; Dyne et al., 2003; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008).

When the research on organizational silence in the field of education is examined, it is
seen that organizational silence is dominant in educational institutions, teachers do not struggle
against the problems they experience; they withdraw from social environments due to factors
such as anxiety, stress, etc. and prefer to remain silent (Alqarni, 2020; Cemaloglu, Das¢1 &
Sahin, 2013; Crockett, 2013; Cakici, 2008). In educational organizations where organizational
silence is dominant, positive energy (Perlow & Repenning, 2009), idea, knowledge and
experience sharing (Gambarotto & Cammozzo, 2010) and teachers' contributions to the
organization decrease (Bowen & Blackmon, 2003), and as a result, teacher and administrator
success may decrease (Cemaloglu, 2012).

What distinguishes the paternalistic leadership style, which expresses paternalistic
benevolence, protection of individuals for their benefit, authority, strong discipline (Cheng et
al., 2004; Farh & Cheng, 2000; Hayek, Novicevic, Humphreys & Jones, 2010; Hofstede, 2011),
subordinate loyalty and obedience to superior (Aycan, 2006; Gelfand, Erez & Aycan, 2007),
from others is that it emerged with the influence of eastern culture. Similar to the cultural
characteristics of other eastern societies, Turkish culture has high power distance and
collectivist characteristics. Studies have shown that Turkish leaders show a paternalistic attitude
towards their employees (Aycan, 2006; Saylik, 2017).

Paternalistic leadership (Cheng et al., 2004; Feinberg, 1971), which refers to a
protective, supportive and subordinate-oriented approach to dealing with and helping
employees with their problems like family members, comes from the ideology of paternalism
(Aycan et al., 2000). Paternalism, which is defined as intervening not only within the
organization but also in their lives outside the organization in order to ensure the peace and
comfort of employees, to value them and to ensure their well-being (Dworkin, 1983) and which
is accepted as a cultural characteristic before a leadership trait, is frequently seen in eastern
cultures with high power distance (Aycan, 2006; Kim & Jin, 2013; Pellegrini & Scandura, 2008;
Yeh, Chi & Chiou, 2008). In paternalistic relationships, the superior is expected to be involved
in the lives of employees with his/her authority, attitudes and behaviors (Jackson, 2016). Some
studies indicate that individuals in societies that have adopted eastern culture want to work with
leaders with paternalistic characteristics (Aycan & Kanungo, 2000).

In his study A Definition For Paternalism', Hershey (1985) defines paternalism as the
leader's treatment of employees in the organizational management process as a father treats his
children. Instead of allowing his child to make his own decisions, the father makes decisions
on behalf of his child with the perspective of 'father knows best', which constitutes the basis of
the concept of paternalism (Andre & Velasquez, 1991). In the literature, paternalism is
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expressed with various metaphors and descriptions such as 'acting like a father' (Suber, 1999),
'coercive and non-oppressive abuse' (Goodell, 1985), 'legitimate authority, too much attention
from the employer' (Padavic & Earnest, 1994), 'benevolent dictatorship' (Northouse, 2015). In
a study conducted by Aycan and Kanungo (2000) in which 10 countries were included, it was
revealed that Turkey ranked second in terms of paternalism. Paternalistic values, which have
been assimilated in Turkish culture, show themselves as an important element shaping
organizational culture in working life (Aycan, 2006; Aycan & Kanungo, 2000; Chen, Eberly,
Chiang, Farh & Cheng, 2011; Pellegrini & Scandura, 2006; Pellegrini & Scandura 2008;
Pellegrini, Scandura & Jayaraman, 2010).

There are two different approaches to the source of paternalism. According to the
Western perspective, paternalism is based on bureaucracy and its concepts of authority and
power (Aycan, 2006; Pellegrini & Scandura, 2008). According to this view, paternalism dates
back to Max Weber who conceptualized the types of legitimate authority. Traditional authority,
which Weber divided into three categories as charismatic, bureaucratic and traditional, derives
its source from the patriarchal structure based on personal loyalty and devotion, where rules
derive from traditions (Pellegrini & Scandura, 2008). For this reason, in the western approach,
traditional authority is paired with the concept of paternalism (Padavic & Earnest, 1994). In the
other approach, it is stated that the principles that constitute paternalism are based on Confucian
teachings with more than 2000 years of history, which advocate that employees should show
respect and loyalty in return for the guidance and authority of the manager / boss (Chao, 1995;
Chao et al., 1994; Cheng, 1995; Cheng et al., 2004; Farh & Cheng, 2000; Redding, 1990; Silin,
1976; Yeh et al., 2008). In Confucian teachings, the father figure has absolute power and
authority over all family members (Cheng et al., 2004).

Although there are a few studies examining the relationship between paternalistic
leadership and organizational silence (Chan, 2013; Liu & Liu, 2017), it is seen that the majority
of these studies were conducted outside the field of education. It is considered that investigating
the way this relationship is realized in educational organizations will contribute to the
development of strategies to be created to solve the problem of organizational silence
experienced by teachers.

3. Purpose of the Research

In this study, with the data collected and the results of the analysis, firstly, the level of
school administrators' paternalistic leadership behaviors and teachers' organizational silence
according to teachers' views were examined, and then the relationship between these variables
was tried to be revealed. In this context, the current research aimed to answer the following
questions.

1- What is the level of school administrators' realization of paternalistic leadership
behaviors?

2- What is the level of teachers' perceptions about organizational silence?

3- What is the relationship between school administrators' paternalistic leadership
behaviors and teachers' organizational silence?

4- Do school principals' paternalistic leadership behaviors predict teachers'
organizational silence levels?
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4. Method

4.1. Research Design

This study aims to determine the relationship between school administrators'
paternalistic leadership behaviors and teachers' levels of organizational silence. In the study,
the relational survey model, which is a research model (Karasar, 2019) used to reveal the
existence and degree of change between two or more variables, was used. The independent
variable of the study is the paternalistic leadership behaviors exhibited by school administrators
and the dependent variable is the level of teachers' organizational silence.

4.2. Method and Participants

The population of the study consists of 4836 teachers working in schools in a province
of Turkey in the 2023-2024 academic year, and the sample consists of 526 teachers selected by
simple random sampling method. At the end of the data collection process, a total of 553
teachers were reached. 12 questionnaires were found to contain missing data and were removed
from the data set before analysis. As a result of the outlier analysis, 15 questionnaires were
removed from the data set and the analysis of the application was carried out with the remaining
526 questionnaires. This number corresponds to 10.87% of the teachers in the population.
School Principals' Paternalistic Leadership Behaviors Scale and Organizational Silence Scale
were used as data collection tools in the study. SPSS 25 statistical package program was used
to analyze the data.

4.3. Data Collection Instruments

Personal Information Form, School Principals' Paternalistic Leadership Behaviors Scale
and Organizational Silence Scale were used as data collection istruments.

Personal Information Form. The Personal Information Form was created to obtain
personal information about the teachers who voluntarily participated in the study. The form
includes information such as gender, age, seniority, marital status, education level and the
school level of the teachers.

Paternalistic Leadership Behaviors of School Principals Scale. The Paternalistic
Leadership Behaviors of School Principals Scale (Saylik & Aydin, 2020) consists of 30 Likert-
type items and these items are grouped into 5 sub-dimensions. These five sub-dimensions are
named as 'family atmosphere, benevolence, authoritarianism, interventionism and finding
inadequate'. The responses to the measurement items are organized as '(1) Never, (2)
Sometimes, (3) Often, (4) Most of the time and (5) Always'.

Organizational Silence Scale. The Organizational Silence Scale (Dasc1 & Cemaloglu,
2016) consists of 36 Likert-type items and these items are grouped into 5 sub-dimensions. These
five sub-dimensions are named as 'individual, managerial, organizational culture, colleagues
and pressure groups'. The answers to the measurement items are organized as '(1) Strongly
disagree, (2) Disagree, (3) Moderately agree, (4) Agree, (5) Strongly agree'.

4.4. Data Analysis

In order to determine the level of realization of the variables according to the responses
of the teachers participating in the study to the questions in the scales, it was necessary to
determine the range width. For this purpose, the formula 'range width/number of groups to be
made' (Tekin, 1996) was used and the range width was determined as 5-1/5 = 0.80 for the two
scales used in the study. Since the scores in the scales are between 1-5, the scores approaching
5 indicate that the level of school administrators' exhibiting paternalistic leadership behaviors
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and the level of teachers' experiencing organizational silence are high according to the
perceptions of teachers, while the scores approaching 1 indicate that the level of teachers'
experiencing organizational silence is low.

Table 1
Arithmetic Mean Ranges for the Scales Used in the Study
Intervals of school ,
. . Ranges of teachers' level
Score . administrators' level of .
Answer Rating P . of experiencing
Range paternalistic leadership . .
. organizational silence
behaviors
5 4.20-5.00  Very high Always Totally agree
4 3.40-4.19 High Most of the time Agree
3 2.60-3.39  Middle Frequently Moderately agree
2 1.80-2.59 Low Sometimes Disagree
1 1.00-1.79  Lowest Never I do not agree at all

The most important indicators of normal distribution are skewness and kurtosis values. As a
result of the normality analysis, it was seen that the scales used in the research provided a normal
distribution. SPSS 25 application was used for data analysis. In the process of analyzing the
first two sub-problems (What is the level of school administrators' performing paternalistic
leadership behaviors?, What is the level of teachers' experiencing organizational silence?),
arithmetic mean and standard deviation analyses were performed for descriptive statistics.
Correlation analysis was used to solve the third sub-problem (What is the relationship between
school principals’ paternalistic leadership behaviors and teachers' organizational silence?) and
regression analysis was used to solve the fourth sub-problem (Do school principals’
paternalistic leadership behaviors predict teachers' organizational silence levels?). In the
interpretation of these analyzes, the values for the correlation coefficient (r values) in Table 2
(Kokli, Biiyiikoztirk & Cokluk Bokeoglu, 2006) were taken as basis.

Table 2

Correlation Coefficient 'r' Values and Meanings

't Value Meaning

0.00 No Relationship
0.01-0.29 Low Level Relationship
0.30-0.70 Moderate Relationship
0.71 - 0.99 High Level Relationship
1.00 Perfect Relationship

*p< .01, *p<.05
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5. Findings
5.1. Findings Related to the First Sub-Problem

Table 3
Distribution of Teachers' Perceptions of School Administrators' Realization of Paternalistic
Leadership Behaviors

Sub-Dimensions n X S
Family Atmosphere 526 3,10 1,08
Philanthropy 526 3,18 ,94
Authoritarianism 526 2,71 .94
Interventionism 526 1,59 ,63
Finding Inadequate 526 1,80 ,84
General 526 2,47 ,42

When the distribution given in Table 3 regarding teachers' perceptions of school
administrators' paternalistic leadership behaviors is examined, it is seen that according to the
teachers, benevolent paternalistic leadership is dominant in the school (X=3,18). The other
paternalistic leadership sub-dimensions are family atmosphere (X=3,10), authoritarianism
(X=2,71) and finding inadequate (X=1,80). The paternalistic leadership sub-dimension
exhibited at the lowest level was interventionism (X=1,59). In other words, teachers think that
paternalistic leadership at school is at 'medium' level in the sub-dimensions of benevolence,
family atmosphere and authoritarianism, low in the sub-dimension of finding inadequate and
'lowest' in the sub-dimension of interventionism.

When the distribution of standard deviation values given in Table 3 is examined, it is
seen that the most homogeneous distribution is in the sub-dimension of interventionism (S=
,63) and the most heterogeneous distribution is in the sub-dimension of family atmosphere
(S=1,08). Accordingly, while teachers' perceptions of interventionist paternalistic leadership
are close to each other, their perceptions of family atmosphere sub-dimension of paternalistic
leadership are diverging the most.

As a result, when the level of teachers' perception of school administrators' paternalistic
leadership behaviors is examined, it is seen that teachers are generally exposed to paternalistic
leadership behaviors at the level of 'Sometimes' (X=2,47) and this situation shows a
homogeneous distribution according to the standard deviation value (S= ,42). In other words,
according to teachers' opinions, school administrators' performing paternalistic leadership
behaviors in schools is generally at a low level.

5.2. Findings Related to the Second Sub-Problem

Table 4

Distribution of Teachers' Perceptions of Organizational Silence

Sub-Dimensions n X S
Individual 526 2,42 53
Managerial 526 2,64 41
Organizational Culture 526 1,93 ,69
Colleagues 526 2,39 ,49
Pressure Groups 526 1,95 17
General 526 2,26 ,44
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When the distribution given in Table 4 regarding teachers' perceptions of organizational
silence is examined, it is seen that according to the teachers, the perception of managerial silence
is the most dominant in the school (X=2,64). Other organizational silence sub-dimensions are
individual silence (X=2,42), colleagues (X=2,39) and pressure groups (X=1,95). It is seen that
the organizational silence sub-dimension exhibited at the lowest level is organizational culture
(X=1,93). In other words, teachers think that organizational silence is at 'medium' level in the
sub-dimension of managerial silence, and at 'low' level in the sub-dimensions of individual,
colleagues, pressure groups and organizational culture.

When the distribution of standard deviation values given in Table 4 is examined, it is
seen that the most homogeneous distribution is in the sub-dimension of managerial (S=,41) and
the most heterogeneous distribution is in the sub-dimension of pressure groups (S= ,77).
Accordingly, while teachers have the most similar perceptions of managerial silence, their
perceptions of silence caused by pressure groups diverge the most.

As a result, when the organizational silence level of teachers is examined, it is seen that
teachers generally have a 'Disagree' level of organizational silence perception (X=2,26) and this
situation shows a homogeneous distribution according to the standard deviation value (S= ,44).
In other words, according to teachers' opinions, teachers generally experience low level of
organizational silence in schools.

5.3. Findings Related to the Third Sub-Problem
Table 5
The Relationship Between School Administrators' Paternalistic Leadership Behaviors and
Teachers' Organizational Silence

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
L Patemalistic - 5yem 4567 4327 4377 4737 003 050 1147 081 074 051
Leadership
2. Family T - - - - - - -
atmosphere i 762 2517 3047 354 2777 2197 046 ,389™ ,148™ 183"
3. Philanthropy - - - - - 03 - -

i 34577 418" 4567 3587 3127 ¢ 497 1737 2157
o - ,549™ 588" 316" ,302™ 087" 399" ,192 ,122™
Authoritarianism
5. Interventionism - ;7637 410" ,304™ ,062 ,525™ 232" 270"
6. Finding - 435" 316 077 5607 236" 291"
Inadequate
7.. Organizational i 783" 560 839" 794 738"
Silence
8 Inleldual _ ’471** ,577** ,496** ,408**
Silence
9. Managerial - 2817 453" 233"
Silence
10. Organizational i 573" 517"
Culture
11. Colleagues - 492"
12. Pressure i
Groups

*Ep< .01, *p<.05
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When the relationship between the sub-dimensions of paternalistic leadership and
organizational silence in table 5 is examined, it is seen that there is a low level, negative and
significant (r= -,219; p< ,01) relationship between family atmosphere and individual silence
sub-dimension. There is a moderate, negative and significant (r= -,389; p< ,01) relationship
between family atmosphere and organizational culture sub-dimension. There is a low level,
negative and significant (r= -,148; p< ,01) relationship between family atmosphere and
colleagues sub-dimension. There is a low, negative and significant (r= -,183; p< ,01)
relationship between family atmosphere and pressure groups sub-dimension. There is no
significant relationship between family atmosphere and managerial silence sub-dimension.
There is a low level, negative and significant (r= -,277; p< ,01) relationship between family
atmosphere and organizational silence.

The coefficient of determination between family atmosphere and individual silence is
(= 0,05) and 5% of the decrease in individual silence is due to the family atmosphere sub-
dimension. The coefficient of determination between family atmosphere and organizational
culture is (= 0,15) and 15% of the decrease in silence belonging to the organizational culture
sub-dimension is due to the family atmosphere sub-dimension. The coefficient of determination
between family atmosphere and colleagues is (+’= 0,02) and 2% of the decrease in silence
belonging to the colleagues sub-dimension is due to the family atmosphere sub-dimension. The
coefficient of determination between family atmosphere and pressure groups is (*= 0,03) and
3% of the decrease in silence belonging to the pressure groups sub-dimension is due to the
family atmosphere sub-dimension. Considering the coefficient of determination (’= 0,08)
between family atmosphere and total organizational silence, it can be said that 8% of the
decrease in organizational silence is caused by the family atmosphere sub-dimension. In other
words, as the administrator behaviors related to the family atmosphere sub-dimension increase,
teachers' individual silence, organizational culture, colleagues, pressure groups and general
organizational silence behaviors decrease.

There is a moderate, negative and significant (r= -,312; p< ,01) relationship between
philanthropy and individual silence sub-dimension. There is a moderate, negative and
significant (r=-,497; p<,01) relationship between philanthropy and organizational culture sub-
dimension. There is a low, negative and significant (r= -,173; p< ,01) relationship between
philanthropy and colleagues sub-dimension. There is a low, negative and significant (r=-,215;
p< ,01) relationship between philanthropy and pressure groups sub-dimension. There is no
significant relationship between philanthropy and managerial silence sub-dimension. There is
a moderate, negative and significant (r= -,358; p<,01) relationship between philanthropy and
organizational silence.

The coefficient of determination between philanthropy and individual silence is (7°=
0,10) and 10% of the decrease in individual silence is due to the philanthropy sub-dimension.
The coefficient of determination between philanthropy and organizational culture is (7°= 0,24)
and 24% of the decrease in silence belonging to the organizational culture sub-dimension is due
to the philanthropy sub-dimension. The coefficient of determination between philanthropy and
colleagues is (+’= 0,03) and 3% of the decrease in silence belonging to the colleagues sub-
dimension is due to the philanthropy sub-dimension. The coefficient of determination between
philanthropy and pressure groups is (#*= 0,05) and 5% of the decrease in silence belonging to
the pressure groups sub-dimension is due to the philanthropy sub-dimension. Considering the
coefficient of determination between philanthropy and total organizational silence (#°=0,13), it
can be said that 13% of the decrease in organizational silence is caused by the philanthropy sub-
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dimension. In other words, as the administrator behaviors related to the philanthropy sub-
dimension increase, teachers' individual silence, organizational culture, colleagues, pressure
groups and general organizational silence behaviors decrease.

There is a moderate, positive and significant (r= ,302; p< ,01) relationship between
authoritarianism and individual silence sub-dimension. There is a low level, positive and
significant (r=,087; p<,05) relationship between authoritarianism and managerial silence sub-
dimension. There is a moderate, positive and significant (=,399; p<,01) relationship between
authoritarianism and organizational culture sub-dimension, and a low, positive and significant
(r=,192; p<,01) relationship between authoritarianism and colleagues sub-dimension. There is
a low level, positive and significant (r=,122; p<,01) relationship between authoritarianism and
pressure groups sub-dimension. There is a moderate, positive and significant (r=,316; p<,01)
relationship between authoritarianism and organizational silence.

The coefficient of determination between authoritarianism and individual silence is (7°=
0,09) and 9% of individual silence is caused by the authoritarianism sub-dimension. The
coefficient of determination between authoritarianism and managerial silence is (#*= 0,01) and
1% of the silence belonging to the managerial silence sub-dimension is caused by the
authoritarianism sub-dimension. The coefficient of determination between authoritarianism and
organizational culture is (#*= 0,16) and 16% of the silence belonging to the organizational
culture sub-dimension is caused by the authoritarianism sub-dimension. The coefficient of
determination between authoritarianism and colleagues is (#°= 0,04) and 4% of the silence
belonging to the colleagues sub-dimension is caused by the authoritarianism sub-dimension.

The coefficient of determination between authoritarianism and pressure groups is (7°=
0,01) and 1% of the silence belonging to the pressure groups sub-dimension is caused by the
authoritarianism sub-dimension. Considering the coefficient of determination between
authoritarianism and total organizational silence (+’= 0,10), it can be said that 10% of the
organizational silence is caused by the authoritarianism sub-dimension. In other words, as the
authoritarianism sub-dimension increases, teachers' individual silence, managerial silence,
organizational culture, colleagues, pressure groups and general organizational silence behaviors
increase.

There is a moderate, positive and significant (r=,304; p< ,01) relationship between
intrusiveness and individual silence sub-dimension. There is a moderate, positive and
significant (r=,525; p<,01) relationship between intrusiveness and organizational culture sub-
dimension. There is a low level, positive and significant (r=,232; p<,01) relationship between
interventionism and colleagues sub-dimension. There is a low, positive and significant (r=,270;
p< ,01) relationship between intrusiveness and pressure groups sub-dimension. There is no
significant relationship between intrusiveness and managerial silence sub-dimension. There is
a moderate, positive and significant (r= ,410; p< ,01) relationship between intrusiveness and
total organizational silence.

The coefficient of determination between intrusiveness and individual silence is (#°= 09)
and 9% of individual silence is caused by the sub-dimension of intrusiveness. The coefficient
of determination between intrusiveness and organizational culture is (7°= 0,28) and 28% of the
silence belonging to the organizational culture sub-dimension is caused by the intrusiveness
sub-dimension. The coefficient of determination between interventionism and colleagues is 7=
0,05) and 5% of the silence belonging to the colleagues sub-dimension is caused by the
interventionism sub-dimension. The coefficient of determination between intrusiveness and
pressure groups is (+’= 0,07) and 7% of the silence belonging to the pressure groups sub-
dimension is caused by the intrusiveness sub-dimension. Considering the coefficient of
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determination (’= 0,17) between intrusiveness and total organizational silence, it can be said
that 17% of organizational silence is caused by the sub-dimension of intrusiveness. In other
words, as the administrator behaviors related to the interventionism sub-dimension increase,
teachers' individual silence, organizational culture, colleagues, pressure groups and general
organizational silence behaviors increase.

There is a moderate, positive and significant (r=,316; p< ,01) relationship between
perceived inadequacy and individual silence sub-dimension. There is a moderate, positive and
significant (r=,560; p< ,01) relationship between perceived inadequacy and organizational
culture sub-dimension. There is a low level, positive and significant (= ,236; p< ,01)
relationship between finding inadequate and colleagues sub-dimension. There is a low, positive
and significant (r=,291; p<,01) relationship between perceived inadequacy and pressure groups
sub-dimension. There is no significant relationship between perceived inadequacy and
managerial silence sub-dimension. There is a moderate, positive and significant (1= ,435; p<
,01) relationship between perceived inadequacy and total organizational silence.

The coefficient of determination between perceived inadequacy and individual silence
is (#’= 0,10) and 10% of individual silence is caused by the sub-dimension of finding it
insufficient. The coefficient of determination between perceived inadequacy and organizational
culture is (7= 0,31) and 31% of the silence belonging to the organizational culture sub-
dimension is caused by the perceived inadequacy sub-dimension. The coefficient of
determination between perceiving inadequacy and colleagues is (7= 0,05) and 5% of the silence
belonging to the colleagues sub-dimension is caused by the perceiving inadequacy sub-
dimension. The coefficient of determination between finding inadequate and pressure groups is
(= 0,8) and 8% of the silence belonging to the sub-dimension of pressure groups is caused by
the sub-dimension of finding inadequate. Considering the coefficient of determination (7=
0,19) between finding inadequate and total organizational silence, it can be said that 19% of
organizational silence is caused by the sub-dimension of finding inadequate. In other words, as
the administrator behaviors related to the sub-dimension of finding inadequate at school
increase, teachers' individual silence, organizational culture, colleagues, pressure groups and
general organizational silence behaviors increase.

5.4. Findings Related to the Fourth Sub-Problem

Table 6
Multiple Regression Results on the Prediction of Organizational Silence

B SH S t p Binary  Partial r
Variables r
Constant 3,12 105 i ?0,15 000 - -
Family Atmosphere -,005  ,024 -012  -199 ,843 -,008 -,009
Philanthropy -,082  ,029 -176  -2,795  ,005 -,107 -,122
Authoritarianism ,023 ,023 ,049 1,002 317 ,038 ,044
Interventionism ,102 ,043 146 2,395 017 ,092 ,104
Finding Inadequate 11 ,034 211 3,296 ,001 127 ,143

R=,483; R*=233; F(5-525) = 31,579; p=,000

When the results of the multiple regression analysis on the prediction of organizational
silence in table 6 are examined, it is seen that family atmosphere, philanthropy,
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authoritarianism, interventionism and finding inadequate together exhibit a significant
relationship with teachers' organizational silence (R=,483; R’=,233; p=,000). These predictor
variables together explain 23% of the total variance in teachers' organizational silence.

According to the standardized regression coefficient (B), the relative order of importance
of the predictor variables on organizational silence is inadequacy, intrusiveness,
authoritarianism, philanthropy and family atmosphere. Philanthropy and family atmosphere
variables have a negative relationship with organizational silence.

When the t-test results regarding the significance of the regression coefficients are
examined, it is seen that the sub-dimensions of benevolence, interventionism and finding
inadequate are significant predictors of teachers' organizational silence. Family atmosphere and
authoritarianism sub-dimensions of paternalistic leadership do not have a significant effect on
teachers' organizational silence (p > 0.05).

According to the regression analysis results, the regression model for predicting
teachers' organizational silence is given below.

Organizational silence= 2,122 + ,111 inadequacy + ,102 intrusiveness + ,023
authoritarianism + -,082 benevolence + -,005 family atmosphere

In other words, benevolence, interventionism, and finding inadequate sub-dimensions
of paternalistic leadership are significant predictors of teachers' organizational silence.

6. Discussion and Conclusion

This study was conducted to reveal the relationship between school administrators'
paternalistic leadership behaviors and teachers' levels of organizational silence according to
teachers' views. The research was conducted using quantitative methods. The population of the
research consists of 4836 teachers working in schools in a province of Turkey and the sample
consists of 526 teachers.

Personal Information Form, School Principals' Paternalistic Leadership Behaviors Scale
and Organizational Silence Scale were used as data collection tools. SPSS 25 application was
used for data analysis. In the analysis of the first two sub-problems, arithmetic mean and
standard deviation analyses were performed for descriptive statistics. Correlation analysis was
used to analyze the third sub-problem and regression analysis was used to analyze the fourth
sub-problem.

Based on the findings obtained as a result of the analyses, the level of school principals'
performing paternalistic leadership behaviors, the level of teachers' experiencing organizational
silence, the relationship between school principals' performing paternalistic leadership
behaviors and teachers' experiencing organizational silence, and the extent to which school
principals' paternalistic leadership behaviors predict teachers' experiencing organizational
silence were discussed in connection with the related literature.

As aresult of the research, according to the teachers, school administrators' paternalistic
leadership behaviors were found to be at medium level in the sub-dimensions of benevolence,
family atmosphere and authoritarianism, low in the sub-dimension of finding inadequate, and
at the lowest level in the sub-dimension of interventionism. When the arithmetic mean scores
of the findings obtained were examined in detail, it was seen that according to the teachers,
philanthropic paternalistic leadership was dominant in the school, and this dimension was
followed by family atmosphere, authoritarianism, finding inadequate and interventionism sub-
dimensions respectively.

According to the research findings, it is possible to say that teachers associate
paternalistic leadership with the figure of a leader who treats them well and helps them. In other
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words, teachers see their administrators as possessive and ready to help them in case of need.
The benevolent paternalistic leadership behavior exhibited by the administrator arouses a sense
of gratitude and indebtedness in employees. This sense of gratitude and indebtedness creates an
ongoing give-and-take situation between managers and employees, strengthens the mutual bond
of trust (Chen et al., 2011) and creates a mutual protection and care-based relationship between
managers and employees. According to the results of the study, it was seen that teachers
interpreted their managers' behaviors in the benevolent paternalistic leadership sub-dimension
at a moderate level.

Aycan (2006) states that the leader with paternalistic characteristics tries to create a
family atmosphere in the organization by advising the employees. Fikret-Pasa (2000), in his
research, described the ideal leader for employees as 'a parent who fulfills the need of his
followers to belong to a family and shows interest and care to them'. According to the results of
the research, it is possible to say that teachers interpreted their managers' behaviors in the family
atmosphere sub-dimension at a medium level.

School administrators who show authoritarian paternalistic leadership behavior try to
establish a strict control and supervision mechanism against those under their management, they
want their opinions to be listened to in every subject and they want teachers to fully comply
with the decisions taken by the administrator. Authoritarian paternalistic leader listens to the
opinions and ideas of the employees but wants to make the final decision himself (Aycan et al.,
2000). From this point of view, according to the results of the research, it can be said that
teachers are exposed to the mentioned type of treatment at a moderate level.

Harris (1985) stated that a paternalistic leader would not respect the decisions and
desires of others and would see it as his/her right to intervene in their lives. According to the
results of the study, it was seen that teachers interpreted their administrators' behaviors at the
lowest level in the interventionism sub-dimension.

Saylik (2017) states that the behaviors of school administrators such as not taking into
account the opinions of teachers, making some decisions on their behalf, and not delegating
their authority in decision-making and implementation processes stem from the school
administrator's perception of teachers as inadequate. From this point of view, according to the
results of the study, it can be said that teachers are exposed to the aforementioned type of
treatment at a low level. When the findings of the first sub-problem of the study are analyzed
in terms of the total paternalistic leadership, it is seen that teachers' perceptions of paternalistic
leadership are at a low level.

Dursun (2019) sees the geographical location of the country as the reason for the low
level of perceived paternalistic leadership behaviors of managers in the studies conducted in
Turkey; he states that the fact that the country is located at the junction of east and west causes
a cultural mix, and therefore paternalistic leadership, which is considered as a leadership style
more prone to eastern culture, is less accepted in Turkey.

In different studies, it has been observed that paternalistic leadership is one of the
leadership styles that employees in countries with high levels of collectivism and power
distance expect from their managers (Pellegrini & Scandura, 2006), and that teachers in Turkey,
a country with high levels of these cultural characteristics, are expected to have high perceptions
of paternalistic leadership (Aycan & Kanungo, 2000).

When the findings obtained in the research are examined, it is seen that according to the
teachers, organizational silence in the school is at a medium level in the managerial sub-
dimension and at a low level in the individual, colleagues, pressure groups and organizational
culture sub-dimensions. When the arithmetic mean scores of the findings obtained are examined
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in detail, it is seen that according to the teachers, managerial silence is the most dominant in the
school, followed by individual, colleagues, pressure groups and organizational culture sub-
dimensions respectively.

In many studies in the literature (Cemaloglu et al., 2013; Crockett, 2013; Milliken et al.,
2003; Morrison & Milliken, 2000; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008), the negative behavioral
style that managers show to their employees is seen as one of the main causes of organizational
silence. For this reason, according to the teachers in the study, the finding that managerial
silence is the most prevalent in the school and the fact that the highest mean of the managerial
sub-dimension is related to the communication problem with the manager shows how serious
the silence problem in organizations is.

When managers are open to listen to employees' ideas, opinions, suggestions and
complaints, organizational silence decreases; when employees see that their managers are not
open to listen to their ideas, opinions, suggestions and complaints, their tendency to remain
silent increases. Amah and Okafor (2008), Premeaux and Bedeian (2003) and Saunders,
Sheppard, Knight and Roth (1992) also state that managers' openness to listen to employees
who share their ideas, opinions, criticisms, suggestions and complaints reduces silence behavior
in organizations.

It is known that employees show more silent behavior in the face of power (Morrison &
Rothman, 2009) and in societies with high power distance, employees are more likely to be
silent in order to avoid conflicts with their managers (Hofstede, 1997). The fear of receiving
negative feedback from managers may also underlie the communication problem with the
manager. Because negative feedback from subordinates may be perceived as a threat by
managers (Korsgaard et al., 1998). Morrison and Milliken (2000) stated that receiving negative
feedback from employees is seen by such managers as a negative situation that threatens their
power and credibility. The fear of being seen as an incompetent manager and being personally
harmed may lead these managers to create an environment that prevents negative feedback from
employees (Slade, 2008), to intimidate employees by blocking communication channels and to
force them to remain silent (Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008).

As a result of the communication problem with the administrator, teachers may become
even more silent with the perception that talking about organizational issues involves risk and
that trying to eliminate the problems in the organization will bring them more harm than good
(Kish-Gephart et al., 2009; Morrison & Milliken 2000).

When the findings of the research are analyzed, it is seen that teachers are hesitant to
voice the problems at school, they prefer to remain silent in the face of problems in order to
protect themselves, and having an introverted personality structure also affects this silence
attitude. The fact that the rate of teachers who stated that they would follow the opinion of the
majority even if they think differently at the point of solving the problems is above the average
shows that the effect of the spiral of silence and the Abilene paradox in schools is at a
considerable level.

Ryan and Osterich (1991) stated that one of the common reasons why employees
become silent is their belief that they cannot change things in the organization. In the study, 'the
belief that nothing will change even if they speak’, which was found to be the most important
reason for teachers to remain silent in the organizational culture sub-dimension, shows us the
level of the behavior known in the literature as acceptant silence in schools. Acceptant silence
involves a high risk due to its potential to prevent organizational change and development
(Morrison & Milliken, 2000).
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Bowen and Blackmon (2003) stated that employees prefer to remain silent when they
do not believe that they will find support from their colleagues. From this point of view, it can
be said that the level of teachers' silence behavior is affected by the way their colleagues view
thoughts and events.

In research on organizational silence, it is stated that there is an element of fear at the
basis of silence behavior (Milliken & Morrison, 2003). It is known that silence behavior is more
common in organizations where unfair practices of management are common (Pinder & Harlos,
2001); employees accept the ideas and thoughts accepted by the majority for fear that their
position in the organization will be damaged. This situation creates the infrastructure of
organizational silence by preventing employees from openly expressing their ideas and thoughts
(Bowen & Blackmon, 2003).

When the findings of the second sub-problem of the study are examined in terms of
organizational silence, it is seen that teachers' perceptions of organizational silence are generally
at a low level. Milliken et al. (2003) stated that organizational silence is an ambiguous behavior
with different reasons. Cemaloglu et al. (2013) stated that employees experience silence on
organizational, relational and managerial issues. Although teachers' organizational silence was
found to be at a low level in this study, it is known that the existence of silence in educational
organizations, even at a low level, will cause problems in many aspects. When teachers
consciously prefer silence by keeping their opinions and ideas to themselves in case of problems
and setbacks in the educational organization, organizational silence will turn organizational
silence into an internal threat. Schools need new ideas and opinions in order to make a difference
with their practices. For this to happen, it is very important for teachers to be able to express
themselves comfortably. For this reason, it is important to know that today's less will be more
tomorrow and to act with the goal of 'zero silence in educational organizations’.

When the findings related to the third sub-problem of the study are examined, it is seen
that as the administrator behaviors related to the sub-dimensions of family atmosphere at school
and philanthropy increase, teachers' individual silence, organizational culture, colleagues,
pressure groups and general organizational silence behaviors decrease. When the administrator
behaviors belonging to the sub-dimensions of interventionism and inadequacy increase,
teachers' individual silence, organizational culture, colleagues, pressure groups and general
organizational silence behaviors increase. In addition to these dimensions, the increase in
administrator behaviors related to the authoritarianism sub-dimension increases teachers'
silence behaviors related to the managerial silence sub-dimension.

When the findings related to the fourth sub-problem of the study are examined, it is seen
that the benevolence, interventionism and finding inadequate sub-dimensions of paternalistic
leadership are significant predictors of teachers' organizational silence. Interventionism and
finding inadequate variables have a positive relationship with organizational silence. On the
other hand, philanthropy has a negative relationship with organizational silence.

Benevolence, interventionism and finding inadequate sub-dimensions of paternalistic
leadership are significant predictors of teachers' organizational silence. Benevolent paternalistic
leadership behaviors reduce the level of teachers' organizational silence. On the other hand,
paternalistic leadership behaviors in the sub-dimensions of interventionism and finding
inadequate increase the level of teachers' organizational silence.

In many studies in the literature (Cemaloglu et al., 2013; Crockett, 2013; Cakici, 2008;
Milliken et al., 2003; Morrison & Milliken, 2000; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008), managers'
negative behaviors towards their employees and not being open to listening to employees' ideas,
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opinions, suggestions and complaints (Amah & Okafor, 2008; Premeaux & Bedeian, 2003) are
seen as one of the main causes of organizational silence.

Uhl-Bien and Maslyn (2005) view paternalistic leadership as both questionable and
desirable. Pellegrini and Scandura (2006), on the other hand, consider paternalistic leadership
as an effective strategy. The reason for this different perspective is the focus of the researchers.
While Uhl-Bien and Maslyn (2005) focus on the authoritarian dimension of paternalistic
leadership, Pellegrini and Scandura (2006) focus on the philanthropic/charitable dimension. In
fact, this difference in approach lies at the basis of the different perspectives of eastern and
western cultures on paternalistic leadership, which is explained in detail in the theoretical
framework section.

For this reason, a paternalistic leadership style in which the dimensions of family
atmosphere and philanthropy are at the forefront and authoritarianism, inadequacy and
interventionism, which constitute the undesirable, negative dimensions of paternalistic
leadership, are exhibited at a lower level, is expected to reduce the level of teachers'
organizational silence.

References

Algarni, S. A. Y. (2020). How school climate predicts teachers’ organizational silence.
Academic Jurnals, 12(1), 12-27.

Amah, O. E. & Okafor, C.A. (2008). Relationships among silence climate, employee silence
behaviour and work attitudes: The role of self-esteem and locus of conrol. Asian Journal of
Scientific Research, 1(1), 1-11.

Andre, C. & Velasquez, M. (1991). For your own good. Issues in Ethics, 4(2).

Aycan, Z. & Kanungo, R. N. (2000). The effects of social culture on organizational culture and
human resources practices. In Z. Aycan (Ed.), Management, leadership and human resources
practices in Turkey. Ankara: Turkish Psychologists Association Publications.

Aycan, Z. (2006). Paternalism towards conceptual refinement and operationalization. In U.
Kim, K. Yang, K. Hwang (Eds.), Indigenous and cultural psychology (pp. 445-466). USA:
Springer Science.

Aycan, Z., Kanungo, N. R., Mendonca, M., Yu, K., Deller, J., Stahl, G. & Kurshid, A. (2000).
Impact of culture on human resource management pactices: A 10-country comparison. Applied
Psychology: An International Review, 49, 192-221.

Beheshtifar, M., Borhani, H., & Moghadam, M. N. (2012). Destructive role of employee silence
in  organizational success. [International Journal of Academic  Research in
Business and Social Sciences, 2(11), 275-282.

Blankenship, S. L. (2010). The consequences of transformational leadership and transactional
leadership in relationship to job satisfaction and organizational commitment for active duty
women serving in the air force medical service. Doctoral Dissertation, Nova Southeastern
University H. Wayne Huizenga School of Business and Entrepreneurship, USA.

Blase, J. & Blase, J. (2004). The dark side of school leadership: Implications for administrator
preparation. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 3(4), 245-273.

Bogosian, R. (2012). Engaging organizational voice: a phenomenological study of employees’
lived experiences of silence in work group settings. Doctoral Dissertation, George Washington
University The Faculty of Graduate School of Education and Human Development, USA.
Bowen, F. & Blackmon, K. (2003). Spirals of silence: The dynamic effects of diversity on
organizational voice. Journal of Management Studies, 40(6), 1393-1417.

79


https://techniumscience.com/index.php/socialsciences/index
https://techniumscience.com/index.php/socialsciences/index

Technium Social Sciences Journal

Vol. 61, 64-83, September, 2024

|SSN: 2668-7798

SOCIAL SCIENCES JOURNAL WWW.techni umsci ence.com

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

Cemaloglu, N. (2012). Turkish education system and school administration. Ankara: Pegem.
Cemaloglu, N., Dasci, E. & Sahin, F. (2013). The reasons why teachers working in primary
schools experience organizational silence: A qualitative study. Journal of Academic Social
Research, 1, 112-124.

Chan, S. C. (2013). Paternalistic leadership and employee voice: Does information sharing
matter? Human Relations, 67(6), 667—-693.

Chao, G. T., O’Leary-Kelly, A. M., Wolf, S., Klein, H. J. & Gardner, P. D. (1994).
Organizational socialization: Its content and consequences. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79,
730- 743.

Chao, Y. T. (1995). Culture and work organizations: The Chinese case. In H.S.R. Kao, D. Sinha
& N. Sek-Hong (Eds.), Effective organizations and social values (pp. 28-37). New Delhi: Sage.
Chen, X. P., Eberly, M. B., Chiang, T. J., Farh, J. L. & Cheng, B. S. (2011). Affective trust in
Chinese leaders: Linking paternalistic leadership to employee performance. Journal of
Management, 40(3), 796—819.

Cheng, B. S., Chou, L. F., Wu, T. Y., Huang, M. P. & Farh, J. L. (2004). Paternalistic leadership
and subordinate responses: Establishing a leadership model in Chinese organizations. Asian
Journal Of Social Psychology, 7, 89—117.

Cheng, B. S. (1995). The relationship between parent’s authority and leadership behaviors: A
case study of president of a Taiwanese enterprise, Report on Special Topics, National Science
Committee, Taiwan.

Crockett, D. (2013). Teacher silence in South Carolina public schools. Doctoral Dissertation,
South Carolina University, Columbia.

Cakici, A. (2008). A research on issues of silence in organizations, causes and perceived
consequences of silence. Cukurova University Journal of Institute of Social Sciences, 17, 117-
134.

Dankoski, M. E., Bickel, J. & Gusic, M .E. (2014). Discussing the undiscussable with the
powerful: Why and how faculty must learn to counteract organizational
silence. Academic Medicine, §9(12), 1610-1613.

Dasci, E. & Cemaloglu, N. (2016). The development of the organizational silence scale:
Validity-reliability study. International Journal of Human Sciences, 13(1), 32-45.

Detert, J. R. & Burris, E. R. (2007). Leadership behavior and employee voice: Is the door really
open? Academy of Management Journal, 50(4), 869-884.

Dursun, I. E. (2019). The effect of school principals' paternalistic leadership behaviors on
creating school culture. Master's Thesis, Sabahattin Zaim University Institute of Social
Sciences, Istanbul.

Dworkin, G. (1983). Paternalism: Some second thoughts. In R. Sartorius (Ed.), Paternalism,
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Dyne, L.V., Ang, S. & Botero, 1. C. (2003). Conceptualizing employee silence and employee
voice as multidimensional constructs. Journal of Management Studies, 40(6), 1359-1392.
Ellis, J. B. & Dyne, L. V. (2009). Voice and silence as observers’ reactions to defensive voice:
Prediction based on communication competence theory. In J. Greenberg, & M. S. Edwards
(Eds.), Voice and silence in organizations (pp. 37-61). Bingley: Emerald.

Farh, J. L. & Cheng, B. S. (2000). A cultural analysis of paternalist leadership in Chinese
organizations. In J., T., Li; A., S., Tsuive E., Weldon (Eds.), Management and organizations
in the Chinese context (pp. 84-127). London: Macmillan.

80


https://techniumscience.com/index.php/socialsciences/index
https://techniumscience.com/index.php/socialsciences/index

Technium Social Sciences Journal

Vol. 61, 64-83, September, 2024

|SSN: 2668-7798

SOCIAL SCIENCES JOURNAL WWW.techni umsci ence.com

Feinberg, J. (1971). Legal paternalism. Canadian Journal of Philosophy, 1(1), 105—124.
Fikret-Pasa, S. (2000). Leadership characteristics in Turkish environment. In Z. Aycan (Ed.),
Management, leadership and human resources practices in Turkey. Ankara: Turkish
Psychologists Association Publications.

Gambarotto, F. & Cammozzo, A. (2010). Dreams of silence: Employee voice and innovation
in a public sector community of practice. Innovation: Management, Policy & Practice, 12(2),
166-179.

Gelfand, M. J. Erez M. & Aycan Z. (2007). Cross-cultural organizational behavior. Annual
Review of Psychology. 58, 479-514.

Goodell, G. E. (1985). Paternalism, patronage, and potlatch: The dynamics of giving and being
given to. Current Anthropology, 26(2), 247-257.

Harris, J. (1985). The value of life. London: Routledge.

Hayek, M., Novicevic, M., Humphreys, J. H. & Jones, N. (2010). Ending the denial of slavery
in management history: Paternalist leadership of Joseph Emory Davis. Journal of Management
History, 16(3), 367-379.

Hershey, P. T. (1985). A definition for paternalism. The Journal of Medicine and Philosophy,
10(2), 171-182.

Hiller, N. J., Sin, H. P., Ponnapalli, A. R. & Ozgen, S. (2019). Benevolence and authority as
WEIRDIly unfamiliar: A multi-language meta-analysis of paternalistic leadership behaviors
from 152 studies. The Leadership Quarterly, 30(1), 165-184.

Hofstede, G. (1997). Cultures and organizations. Software of the mind. New York: McGraw-
Hill.

Hofstede, G. (2011). Dimensionalizing cultures: The Hofstede model in context.
Online Readings in Psychology and Culture, 2(1).

Jackson, T. (2016). Paternalistic leadership: The missing link in cross-cultural leadership
studies? International Journal of Cross Cultural Management, 16(1), 3-7.

Karasar, N. (2019). Scientific research method. Ankara: Nobel.

Kim, J. & Jin, Y. (2013). The effect of paternalistic leadership on employees’ organizational
identification and organization-based self-esteem in hotel restaurant. Tourism Research, 6, 103-
122.

Kish-Gephart, J. J., Detert, J. R., Trevin, L. K. & Edmondson, A. C. (2009). Silenced by fear:
The nature, sources, and consequences of fear at work. Research in Organizational Behavior,
29, 163-193.

Korsgaard, M. A., Roberson, L. & Rymph, R. D. (1998). What motivates fairness: The role of
subordinate assertive behavior on managers teractional fairness. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 83, 731-744.

K&klii, N., Biiyiikoztiirk, S. & Cokluk Bokeoglu, O. (2006). Statistics for social sciences.
Ankara: Pegem.

Liu, D., Wu J. & Ma Jiu-Cheng, J. (2009). Organizational silence: A survey on employees
working in a telecommunication company. Computers & Industrial Engineering International
Conference, 1647-1651.

Liu, H. & Liu, X. (2017). Relationship between paternalistic leadership and employee’s voice
behavior based on regression analysis. Journal of Discrete Mathematical Sciences and
Cryptography, 20(1), 205-215.

Milliken, F. J. ve Morrison, E. W. (2003). Shades of silence: Emerging themes and future
directions for research on silence in organizations. Journal of Management Studies, 40(6),
1564-1568.

81


https://techniumscience.com/index.php/socialsciences/index
https://techniumscience.com/index.php/socialsciences/index

Technium Social Sciences Journal

Vol. 61, 64-83, September, 2024

|SSN: 2668-7798

SOCIAL SCIENCES JOURNAL WWW.techni umsci ence.com

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

Morrison, E. F. & Milliken, F. J. (2000). Organizational silence: a barrier to change and
development in a pluralistic academy of management. The Academy Of Management Review,
25(4), 706-725.

Morrison, E. W. & Rothman, N. B. (2009). Silence and the dynamics of power. In J. Greenberg
& M. S. Edwards (Eds.), Voice and silence in organizations (pp. 111-135). England: Emerald
Group.

Nemeth, C. J. & Nemeth-Brown, B. (2003). Better than individuals? The potential benefits of
dissent and diversity for group creativity. In Paulus P. (Ed.), Group creativity: Innovation
through collaboration. USA: Oxford University Press.

Noelle-Neumann, E. (1984). The spiral of silence. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Northouse, P. G. (2015). Leadership.: Theory and practice. Los Angeles: Sage.

Ozgen, 1. & Siirgevil, O. (2009). Organizational silence and its evaluation in terms of tourism
enterprises. In Z. Sabuncuoglu (Ed.), Organizational behavior in tourism enterprises (pp. 303-
328). Bursa: MKM.

Padavic, I. & Earnest, W. R. (1994). Business dimensions to organizational counseling.
Counselling Psychology Quarterly, 7(3), 275-285.

Pellegrini, E. K. & Scandura, T. A. (2006). Leader-member exchange (LMX), paternalism and
delegation in the Turkish business culture: An empirical mvestigation. Journal of International
Business Studies, (37), 264-279.

Pellegrini, E. K. & Scandura, T. A. (2008). Paternalistic leadership: A review and agenda for
future research. Journal Of Management, 34(3), 566-593.

Pellegrini, E. K., Scandura, T. A. & Jayaraman, V. (2010). Cross cultural generalizability of
paternalistic leadership: An expansion of leader-member exchange theory. Group &
Organization Management. 35(4), 391-420.

Perlow, L. A. & Repenning N. P. (2009). The dynamics of silencing conflict. Research in
Organizational Behavior. 29, Pages,195-223.

Pinder, C. C. & Harlos, K. P. (2001). Employee silence: Quiescence and acquiescence as
responses to perceived injustice. Research in Personnel And Human Resources Management,
20,331-370.

Premeaux, S. F. (2001). Breaking the silence: Toward an understanding of speaking up in the
workplace. Doctoral Dissertation, University of California, USA.

Premeaux, S. F. & Bedeian, A. G. (2003). Breaking the silence: The moderating effects of self-
monitoring in predicting speaking up in the workplace. Journal of Management Studies, 40(6),
1539-1562.

Redding, S. G. (1990). The spirit of Chinese capitalism. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.

Ryan, K. D. & Oestreich, D. K. (1991). Driving fear out of the workplace: How to overcome
the invisible barriers to quality, productivity, and innovation. Jossey-Bass.

Saunders, D. M., Sheppard, B. H., Knight, V. & Roth, J. (1992). Employee Voice to
Supervisors, Employee Responsibilities and Rights Journal, 5(3), 241- 259.

Saylik, A. & Aydin, 1. (2020). Development of school principals' paternalistic leadership
behaviors scale; Validity and reliability study. Ankara University Journal of Faculty of
Educational Sciences, 53(1), 273-300.

82


https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0191308509000124#!
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0191308509000124#!
https://www.sciencedirect.com/journal/research-in-organizational-behavior
https://www.sciencedirect.com/journal/research-in-organizational-behavior
https://www.sciencedirect.com/journal/research-in-organizational-behavior/vol/29/suppl/C
https://techniumscience.com/index.php/socialsciences/index
https://techniumscience.com/index.php/socialsciences/index

= \ Technium Social Sciences Journal
Vol. 61, 64-83, September, 2024

ISSN: 2668-7798

2 SOCIAL SCIENCES JOURNAL WwWw.techni umscience.com

Saylik, A. (2017). The relationship between school principals' paternalistic leadership
behaviors and Hofstede's cultural dimensions. Doctoral Thesis, Ankara University Institute of
Educational Sciences, Ankara.

Schroeder, J. (2011). The impact of paternalism and organizational collectivism in
multinational and family-owned firms in Turkey. Master’s Thesis, University of South Florida,
USA.

Scott, R. L. (1993). Dialectical tensions of speaking and silence. Quarterly Journal of Speech,
79(1), 1-18.

Shojaie, S., Matin, H. Z. & Barani, G. (2011). Analyzing the infrastructures of
organizational silence and ways to get rid of it. Procedia - Social and BeProcedia - Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 30, 1731-1735.

Silin, R. H. (1976). Leadership and values: The organization of large-scale Taiwanese
enterprises. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Slade, M. R. (2008). The adaptive nature of organizational silence: A cybernetic exploration of
the hidden factory. Doctoral Dissertation, George Washington University The Faculty Of The
Graduate School of Education and Human Development, USA.

Suber, P. (1999). Paternalism. In C. B. Gray (Ed.), Philosophy of law: An encyclopedia (pp.
632-635). New York: Garland Publication.

Tangirala, S. & Ramanujam, R. (2008). Employee silence on critical work issues: The cross
level effects of procedural justice climate. Personnel Psychology, 61(1), 37- 68.

Tekin, H. (1996). Measurement and evaluation in education. Ankara: Yargi.

Uhl-Bien, M. & Maslyn, M. (2005). Paternalism as a form of leadership. Differentiating
paternalism from leader-member exchange. Paper presented an oral or poster presentation at
the Meeting of the Academy of Management, Honolulu, Hawaii.

Vakola, M. & Bouradas, D. (2005). Antecedents and consequences of organizational silence:
An empirical investigation. Employee Relations, 27(5), 441-458.

Westwood, R. (1997). Harmony and patriarchy: The cultural basis for paternalistic headship
among the overseas Chinese. Organization Studies, 8(3), 445-480.

Yeh, H. R, Chi, H. K. & Chiou, C. Y. (2008). The influences of paternalistic leadership, job
stress, and organizational commitment on organizational performance: an empirical study of
policemen in Taiwan. The Journal of International Management Studies, 3(2), 85-91.

Zhang, Y., Huai, M. & Xie, Y. (2015). Paternalistic leadership and employee voice in China: A
dual process model. The Leadership Quarterly, 26(1), 25-36.

83


https://techniumscience.com/index.php/socialsciences/index
https://techniumscience.com/index.php/socialsciences/index

