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ABSTRACT

This study investigates the mediating influence of organizational commitment and school culture on the
relationship between school administrators’ paternalistic leadership behaviors and teachers’ organizational
silence. Employing structural equation modeling (SEM), the research examined the hypothesized
relationships using data collected from 526 teachers working in public schools in Kastamonu, Tiirkiye,
selected through simple random sampling. The results indicate that school administrators’ paternalistic
leadership behaviors exert a positive -though modest- impact on teachers’ organizational commitment and
perceptions of school culture. Furthermore, organizational commitment and school culture were found to
mediate the reduction of teachers’ organizational silence. The findings also reveal that school culture and
organizational commitment mutually reinforce one another, and both have comparable effects on reducing
organizational silence. The study enriches the existing literature by empirically demonstrating that when a
benevolent paternalistic leadership approach is accompanied by strong organizational commitment and a
supportive school culture, teachers’ tendency to remain silent within the organization diminishes.
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Bu arasgtirmanin amaci, okul yoneticilerinin paternalist liderlik davraniglar ile dgretmenlerin Orgiitsel
sessizlik diizeyleri arasindaki iliskide, orgiitsel baglilik ve okul kiiltiiriiniin aracilik etkisini incelemektir.
Caligmada bu iliskiyi test etmek amaciyla yapisal esitlik modelinden yararlanilmigtir. Model, Tiirkiye nin
Kastamonu ilinde gérev yapan ve basit segkisiz 6rnekleme yontemiyle belirlenen 526 6gretmenden elde
edilen verilerle smnanmistir. Arastirma bulgulari, okul yoneticilerinin paternalist liderlik davranislarinin
Ogretmenlerin orgiitsel bagliliklar ile okul kiiltiirtine iliskin algilarini diisiik diizeyde de olsa olumlu yonde
etkiledigini gostermektedir. Ayrica, orgiitsel baglilik ve okul kiiltiiriinlin, 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel sessizlik
yasama diizeylerinin azalmasinda araci bir rol oynadig1 belirlenmistir. Bununla birlikte, orgiitsel baglilik
ile okul kiiltiirti degiskenlerinin birbirini pozitif yonde etkiledigi ve her iki degiskenin de orgiitsel sessizlik
iizerindeki etkisinin benzer diizeyde oldugu tespit edilmistir. Genel olarak elde edilen sonuglar, olumlu



yonleri On plana ¢ikan bir paternalist liderlik anlayisinin, yiiksek orgiitsel baglilik ve olumlu okul kiiltiirii
algisi ile bir araya geldiginde, 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel sessizlik egilimlerini azalttigini ortaya koymaktadir.
Bu bulgular, okul yoneticilerinin paternalist liderlik davranislarinin 6gretmenlerin sessizlik egilimleri
iizerindeki etkilerine iliskin alanyazina katki saglamaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: paternalist liderlik, okul kiiltiirii, 6rgiitsel baglilik, orgiitsel sessizlik

INTRODUCTION

Within organizational settings, employees sometimes choose to remain silent when they
believe that expressing dissenting opinions may lead to social exclusion or negative reactions
from colleagues (Noelle-Neumann, 1984; Pinder & Harlos, 2001; Premeaux & Bedeian, 2003;
Ryan & Oestreich, 1991). This silence may lead individuals to feel undervalued, experience
higher stress, and demonstrate reduced motivation and performance (Detert & Burris, 2007,
Morrison & Milliken, 2000; Perlow & Repenning, 2009). In educational institutions, which are
inherently social and communicative environments, organizational silence can hinder the
achievement of institutional goals. Teachers who perceive that voicing concerns could endanger
interpersonal relationships or result in administrative sanctions may prefer silence as a coping
strategy (Cemaloglu et al., 2013). Consequently, rather than confronting issues directly, educators
may withdraw, often due to anxiety or fear of reprisal (Alqarni, 2020; Cemaloglu, 2012).

Empirical studies suggest that organizational silence is negatively related to organizational
commitment: as employees’ commitment increases, their tendency to remain silent decreases
(Laceque & Bakhtawari, 2014; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008). Furthermore, silence is often
embedded in the broader cultural context of an organization (Fujio, 2004; Morrison & Milliken,
2000). Prior research has shown that organizational commitment and culture are interdependent
and significantly correlated (Lok & Crawford, 1999; Mathew & Ogbonna, 2009), each shaping
the other over time (Wang & Hwang, 2007). Among the factors influencing these dynamics,
leadership style plays a particularly critical role. Studies confirm that leadership behaviors shape
employees’ levels of organizational commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990),
perceptions of organizational culture (Ogbonna & Harris, 2000; Schein, 1990), and degree of
organizational silence (Alqarni, 2020; Detert & Burris, 2007; Ryan & Oestreich, 1991).

Organizational silence is particularly prevalent in educational settings characterized by
dense social interactions (Algarni, 2020; Cemaloglu, 2011). Research indicates that managerial
behaviors are among the primary causes of silence within schools (Morrison & Milliken, 2000).
Paternalistic leadership -a style defined by benevolence, moral integrity, authority, and discipline
(Cheng et al., 2004; Farh & Cheng, 2000; Hofstede, 2011) -is deeply rooted in Eastern cultural
traditions, emphasizing hierarchy, loyalty, and collective harmony (Gelfand et al., 2007). Tiirkiye,
reflecting high power distance and collectivist tendencies (Pagda et al., 2021), ranks among the
nations where paternalistic leadership values are most pronounced (Aycan & Kanungo, 2000).
These paternalistic values, embedded within Turkish cultural norms, significantly shape
organizational life and workplace relationships (Aycan & Kanungo, 2000; Chen et al., 2011;
Pellegrini & Scandura, 2006).

Within educational organizations, administrators’ leadership behaviors and the prevailing
school culture are decisive in shaping teachers’ commitment and attitudes toward their institutions
(Dick & Metcalfe, 2001). Excessive managerial control and rigid hierarchical structures may
discourage teachers from speaking openly, thereby fostering organizational silence. While studies
highlight the prevalence of paternalistic leadership among Turkish school administrators (Aycan,
2006; Aycan & Kanungo, 2000; Pagda et al., 2021), empirical research examining how
organizational commitment and school culture mediate the link between paternalistic leadership
and teachers’ silence remains limited. Considering Tiirkiye’s unique position at the intersection
of Eastern and Western cultural influences (Bellibas & Kiling, 2023), this study tests a conceptual
model of these relationships and aims to provide empirical evidence for the mediating roles of



organizational commitment and school culture in the relationship between paternalistic leadership
and teachers’ organizational silence.
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THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE
2.1. Paternalism and Paternalistic Leadership

Paternalism represents a form of authority that extends beyond the family sphere while
being rooted in familial and patriarchal norms (Sennett, 2005; Aycan & Kanungo, 2000). In
paternalistic relationships, leaders expect loyalty, respect, and commitment from their
subordinates, whereas employees anticipate fairness, protection, and benevolence from their
leaders (Farh & Cheng, 2000; Gelfand et al., 2007). Broadly defined, paternalistic leadership is a
leadership style that blends authority and discipline with compassion, integrity, and fatherly care
toward subordinates (Cheng et al., 2004). This leadership style is typically associated with
cultures characterized by hierarchy and collectivism, where interpersonal harmony and respect
for authority are highly valued (Aycan, 2006; Jackson, 2016).

Consequently, paternalistic leadership is commonly observed in Eastern and non-Western
societies such as Tiirkiye, India, China, and Mexico, where collectivist values prevail and power
distance is high (Cheng et al., 2004; Pellegrini & Scandura, 2006). In such contexts, leaders’
involvement in their employees’ personal and social lives is often interpreted as genuine concern
and guidance. In contrast, in Western cultures, which emphasize individualism and low power
distance, such involvement may be perceived as intrusive or as a violation of privacy (Jackson,
2016; Pellegrini & Scandura, 2006).

In Tiirkiye -a country with deep collectivist roots and pronounced power distance-
paternalistic leadership has been consistently identified as a dominant managerial approach
(Aycan & Kanungo, 2000; Chen et al., 2011; Hofstede, 2011; Pagda et al., 2021; Pellegrini &
Scandura, 2006). Within educational contexts, school principals are expected to cultivate trust,
demonstrate empathy, and engage with teachers in cooperative and supportive ways. The



paternalistic approach, when exercised through benevolence and family-like concern, can foster
cohesion and loyalty among teachers; however, when it becomes overly authoritarian or
interventionist, it may draw criticism (Aycan, 2006). To capture both dimensions -benevolent and
authoritarian- this study employed the Paternalistic Leadership Behaviors of School Principals
Scale developed by Saylik and Aydin (2020), which differentiates between the positive
subdimensions of family atmosphere and benevolence, and the negative subdimensions of
authoritarianism, interventionism, and perceived inadequacy.

2.2. Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment represents the psychological attachment that binds individuals
to their organizations and motivates them to contribute toward collective goals (Meyer & Allen,
1997). Despite its multidimensional nature, the concept is broadly understood as an employee’s
acceptance of organizational values, willingness to exert effort for organizational success, and
intention to maintain membership (Morrow & Wirth, 1989; Mowday et al., 1979). Researchers
have consistently emphasized organizational commitment as a critical construct for understanding
employees’ persistence, engagement, and identification with their institutions (Shaw & Reyes,
1992; Tsui & Cheng, 1999). In educational institutions, high levels of commitment among
teachers are associated with reduced negative behaviors and greater contribution to school
effectiveness (Okubanjo, 2014; Chughtai & Zafar, 2006). Thus, achieving strong organizational
commitment -alongside professional competence- is vital for schools aiming to reach high levels
of performance (Lok & Crawford, 1999; Shaw & Reyes, 1992; Tsui & Cheng, 1999). To assess
this construct, the current study utilized the Organizational Commitment Scale originally
developed by Meyer et al. (1993) and adapted into Turkish by Dagl et al., (2018), as it aligns
well with the study’s conceptual framework and research objectives.

2.3. School Culture

Organizational culture has long been a focal topic in management research (Hoy & Miskel,
1996). Schein (1990) defined it as “the shared beliefs, assumptions, and values developed by
members of an organization that shape their perceptions, thoughts, and feelings.” School culture,
as a subfield of organizational culture, encompasses the traditions, rituals, interpersonal
dynamics, and symbolic practices that define a school’s social environment (Hoy & Miskel,
1996). It both reflects and shapes the broader societal culture (Halsall, 1998). Waller (1932) was
among the first to argue that every school possesses a distinctive culture that influences behaviors
and relationships. Since the 1980s, school culture has gained prominence in educational
administration research as a key determinant of teacher motivation and institutional effectiveness
(Schoen & Teddlie, 2008). Numerous studies underscore the decisive role of school principals in
cultivating a positive school culture (Beabout, 2010; Busher, 2006; Busher & Barker, 2003).
Accordingly, this study employed the School Culture Scale developed by Terzi (2005), which
conceptualizes school culture across four subdimensions: support culture, achievement culture,
task culture, and bureaucratic culture.

2.4. Organizational Silence

Organizational silence refers to the intentional withholding of information, opinions, or
suggestions that could improve organizational functioning (Fletcher & Watson, 2007; Morrison
& Milliken, 2000). This phenomenon occurs when employees choose not to express their views,
either due to fear of repercussions or a belief that their input will not be valued (Milliken &
Morrison, 2003). Despite being a critical source of innovation and feedback, silent employees
refrain from sharing insights that could enhance performance (Bowen & Blackmon, 2003).
Factors contributing to organizational silence include fear of isolation, desire to maintain
relationships, avoidance of conflict, and organizational cultures that discourage open
communication (Perlow & Williams, 2003; Bowen & Blackmon, 2003). Silence prevents timely
identification of issues, limits managerial responsiveness, and obstructs problem-solving



(Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008). If left unchecked, silence can permeate the entire organization,
weakening trust, creativity, and decision-making processes (Premeaux & Bedeian, 2003). In
educational settings, this dynamic can significantly impair school effectiveness. The
Organizational Silence Scale developed by Dagc1 and Cemaloglu (2016) was employed in this
study, encompassing five subdimensions: individual, managerial, organizational culture,
colleagues, and pressure groups (including political, religious, and union-based pressures).

RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

The paternalistic leadership style, often observed in collectivist cultures with high power
distance, has been shown to enhance employees’ motivation, trust, and loyalty toward their
organizations (Jiang & Cheng, 2008). Within such cultural frameworks, paternalistic leaders are
believed to improve employees’ work attitudes and strengthen teamwork (Cheng, 1997; Tehrani,
1994). Employees who receive support from paternalistic leaders tend to perceive this
benevolence as an expression of organizational care, which, in turn, fosters emotional attachment
and a stronger desire to remain with the organization. Furthermore, leadership is a key
determinant in the formation and development of school culture (Deal & Peterson, 2009). While
paternalism is viewed as an authoritarian form of control in Western societies, it is considered a
positive, respected, and culturally appropriate leadership model in Eastern societies characterized
by high power distance (Aycan, 2006; Cheng et al., 2004; Farh & Cheng, 2000; Pagda et al., 2021;
Pellegrini & Scandura, 2006). Since paternalistic leadership involves a genuine concern for
employees’ well-being and protection of their rights (Cheng et al., 2004), it is reasonable to expect
that school administrators’ paternalistic leadership behaviors will influence teachers’ levels of
organizational commitment (H1) and perceptions of school culture (H2).

Previous research has established that organizational commitment and school culture are
closely interconnected (Lok & Crawford, 1999; Mathew & Ogbonna, 2009). Organizational
commitment, as a positive organizational construct, contributes to employees’ performance and
organizational outcomes (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Conway & Briner, 2012; Gaertner & Nollen,
1989). For an employee to develop a strong sense of commitment, the values of the organization
must align with their personal values, fostering identification with the organization’s culture
(Wiener, 1982). Teachers who perceive their schools as supportive, family-like environments are
more likely to internalize organizational values and maintain loyalty to their schools (Hoy, 1990;
Schein, 1990). Strong school cultures, in turn, nurture higher levels of teacher commitment and
engagement (Hoy & Miskel, 1996; Tsui & Cheng, 1999; Wang & Hwang, 2007). Therefore, it is
hypothesized that teachers’ organizational commitment will positively influence school culture
(H3), and vice versa, that school culture will positively influence organizational commitment
(H4).

Organizational commitment encourages employees to align their efforts with
organizational goals (Brewer, 1996; Tett & Meyer, 1993). Highly committed employees identify
with their organizations, while those with weaker commitment tend to demonstrate
counterproductive behaviors such as absenteeism, tardiness, or reduced effort (Allen & Meyer,
1990; Hofstede, 2011; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). Research also indicates that when commitment
declines, organizational silence tends to increase, whereas high commitment reduces silence
(Morrison & Milliken, 2000; Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008; Vakola & Bouradas, 2005).
Accordingly, teachers’ organizational commitment is expected to harm organizational silence
(HS).

A strong and positive school culture promotes open communication and collaboration,
whereas rigid hierarchies and unsupportive cultures amplify silence within organizations
(Morrison & Rothman, 2009). Employees who fear being labeled as complainers or
troublemakers often choose to conform to the majority opinion, suppressing dissenting views



(Dyne et al., 2003; Milliken & Morrison, 2003; Vakola & Bouradas, 2005). School
administrators’ leadership practices -especially their inclusiveness and cooperation with teachers-
play a crucial role in shaping school culture (Beabout, 2010; Busher, 2006). In hierarchical school
cultures characterized by strict rules and centralized authority, organizational silence tends to
spread more easily (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). Therefore, school culture in educational
institutions with paternalistic leadership is expected to influence teachers’ levels of silence (H6).

Hofstede’s (1980) cultural studies highlight that Turkish society exhibits high power
distance, and Pellegrini and Scandura (2006) found that paternalistic leadership significantly
affects employees’ attitudes and behaviors in Tiirkiye. Blase and Blase (2004) also emphasize
that managerial factors are key determinants of silence in educational settings. As organizational
silence undermines trust and weakens employees’ connection to the organization (Morrison &
Milliken, 2000; Vakola & Bouradas, 2005), leaders who combine authority with benevolence are
likely to mitigate silence (Zhang, 2009). Empirical studies have demonstrated that as
organizational commitment increases, silence decreases (Tangirala & Ramanujam, 2008; Vakola
& Bouradas, 2005). Consequently, it is proposed that organizational commitment mediates the
relationship between paternalistic leadership and teachers’ organizational silence (H7).

Leadership and organizational culture are interdependent and jointly influence employees’
perceptions and attitudes (Dick & Metcalfe, 2001; Zhang, 2009). Leadership practices in Eastern
cultures differ substantially from those in the West (Redding, 1990; Silin, 1976; Westwood,
1997). Given that paternalistic values are deeply embedded in Turkish culture (Aycan &
Kanungo, 2000; Chen et al., 2011; Pellegrini & Scandura, 2006), these values significantly shape
workplace dynamics. To foster a collaborative, trust-based environment, educational
organizations must cultivate a culture that prioritizes openness and mutual respect (Dessel, 2010).
In contexts where paternalistic leadership prevails, the hierarchical structure and leaders’ fear of
negative feedback may increase teachers’ silence (Vakola & Bouradas, 2005). Since
organizational culture is both shaped by and reflective of leadership behaviors, and silence often
emerges as a cultural outcome (Fujio, 2004; Morrison & Milliken, 2000), it is hypothesized that
school culture mediates the relationship between paternalistic leadership and teachers’
organizational silence (HS8).

METHODOLOGY

This study employed a correlational survey design and utilized structural equation
modeling (SEM) to explore the mediating roles of organizational commitment and school culture
in the relationship between school administrators’ paternalistic leadership behaviors and teachers’
organizational silence. Both organizational commitment and school culture were specified as
parallel mediators in the structural model. With the application of the structural equation model,
relationships between variables can be converted into visual diagrams. This feature of the model
provides researchers with concrete and visible data when interpreting the relationships between
results. Each arrow in the model is considered a path (Kline, 2011), and these arrows indicate the
linear relationship between variables. Based on the analysis results, whether each path value is
meaningful is evaluated using fit indices developed for the structural equation model. Additional
explanations regarding the Structural Equation Model applied in the study (estimation method, fit
indices and mediation test strategy) are provided in the data analysis section.

4.1. Sample

Before data collection, ethical approval for the study was obtained from the Gazi University
Ethics Committee, which confirmed that the research met all ethical standards. Subsequently, an
application was submitted to the Kastamonu Provincial Directorate of National Education, where
the research would be conducted, and the necessary permission was obtained to carry out the
research in the designated schools. In order for the sample to be sufficient, it was necessary to



reach at least 357 teachers during the data collection phase, and the aim was to reach
approximately 10% of the teachers in the universe, regardless of school type.

Data for the research was collected through a survey. The survey forms were distributed to
teachers working in public schools in Kastamonu Province, Tiirkiye, during the 2023-2024
academic year. Using a simple random sampling method, data were collected from 553 teachers.
For cases where the survey forms could not be delivered in person, the forms were transferred to
Google Forms, and data were collected by this way. Participants were provided with informed
consent forms outlining the study’s purpose, benefits, and confidentiality assurances. Teachers
were informed that participation was voluntary and that their identities would remain anonymous.
After data screening, 12 responses were excluded due to missing information. For large sample
sizes (n > 100), Z-scores outside the =4 range were considered outliers (Cokluk et al., 2016).
Consequently, 15 additional responses were removed, resulting in a final sample of 526 teachers.
This number corresponds to 10.87% of the teachers in the universe.

4.2. Data Collection Instruments
Four validated measurement instruments were employed in the study:

4.2.1. Paternalistic Leadership Behaviors of School Principals Scale (Saylik & Aydin,
2020): This 30-item Likert-type scale comprises five subdimensions: family atmosphere,
benevolence, authoritarianism, interventionism, and perceived inadequacy. No items are reverse-
coded. The explained variance for each dimension is as follows: family atmosphere (9.1%),
benevolence (17.17%), authoritarianism (10.32%), interventionism (12.01%), and perceived
inadequacy (18.56%), accounting for a total variance of 67.16%.

Factor loadings range from .49 to .84, and Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients are as
follows: family atmosphere (.82), benevolence (.90), authoritarianism (.89), interventionism
(.85), and perceived inadequacy (.92), with an overall reliability of .87. Fit indices demonstrated
acceptable model adequacy (RMSEA = .041; AGFI = .858; CFI =.969; NFI = .902; GFI = .880).
These results indicate that the scale is both valid and reliable for assessing school principals’
paternalistic leadership behaviors.

4.2.2. Organizational Silence Scale (Dasci & Cemaloglu, 2016): The scale consists of 36
Likert-type items and five sub-dimensions: 'individual, managerial, organizational culture,
colleagues, and pressure groups'. Items 6, 11, 13, and 28 in the scale are reversed. The variance
explained by the sub-dimensions is 18.49% individual, 16.38% managerial, 16.92%
organizational culture, 20.66% colleagues and 15.30% pressure groups. The total variance
explained by all sub-dimensions is 87.76%. The factor loadings of the scale items are between
0.58 and 0.82.

The item-test correlation of the scale ranged between 0.79 and 0.84. The Cronbach alpha
reliability coefficients of the sub-dimensions are individual and managerial 0.98; organizational
culture 0.97; colleagues 0.99 pressure groups 0.98 and the reliability coefficient of the scale is
0.95. The fit values calculated for the scale were 0.06 for RMSEA, 1.00 for AGFI and GFI, and
0.99 for CFI and NFI. When the Cronbach alpha coefficients of the sub-dimensions and the fit
values calculated for the scale are evaluated together, it can be said that the scale is a measurement
tool with acceptable model goodness and high validity and reliability.

4.2.3. Organizational Commitment Scale (Developed by Meyer et al., 1993, adapted into
Turkish: Dagl et al., 2018): The 18-item Likert-type scale measures three commitment types:
affective, continuance, and normative. Items 3, 4, 5, and 13 are reverse-coded. Factor loadings
range from .33 to .80 (with all but one above .40), and the total explained variance is 52%.
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are .80 for affective and normative commitment, .73 for
continuance commitment, and .88 overall. Fit indices also support the instrument’s reliability and
validity (RMSEA = .070; AGFI = .84; CFI = .90; NFI = .83; GFI = .88).



4.2.4. School Culture Scale (Terzi, 2005): The 29-item Likert-type scale consists of four
subdimensions: support culture, achievement culture, bureaucratic culture, and task culture.
Factor loadings range from .44 to .73, and Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are .88, .82, .76, and .74,
respectively, with a total explained variance of 50.96%. Fit indices (RMSEA = .06; AGFI =.79;
CFI = .94; NFI = .94; GFI = .82) indicate satisfactory model fit, validating its use in measuring
teachers’ perceptions of school culture.

4.3. Data Analysis:

Since the minimum factor loading value of .30 (Costello & Osborne, 2005) and the
minimum reliability value of .70 (Nunnaly & Bernstein, 1994) are accepted in scale studies, it can
be said that both values of the scales used in the study are at a sufficient level. Before the analysis
phase, skewness and kurtosis values of the data were examined. The normal distribution values
of the scales used in the study are given in Table 1.

Table 1
Normal Distribution Values of the Scales Used in the Study

Scale Skewness Kurtosis
School Principals' Paternalistic Leadership Behaviors Scale 210 298
Organizational Silence Scale 197 123
Organizational Commitment Scale 525 .885
School Culture Scale .534 1.620

According to Fisher (1950), skewness and kurtosis values between +3 and -3 are considered
sufficient in terms of distribution normality. As a result of the normality analysis, it was seen that
the scales used in the research provided a normal distribution. In the data analysis phase, the SPSS
AMOS 21 program was used, and a structural equation model was applied to reveal the mediating
role of organizational commitment and school culture in the relationship between school
administrators' paternalistic leadership behaviors and teachers' organizational silence. In the
interpretation of the data obtained in the model, the values for the correlation coefficient (r values)
in Table 2 and the SEM results for the research model in Table 3 were taken as basis.

Table 2

Correlation Coefficient 'r' Values and Meanings

'r' 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 of Relationship

1.00 Perfect Relationship




Table 3

Criteria in the Literature for the Findings Obtained as a Result of the Structural Equation Model
Applied in the Research

Fit Indexes Criteria Meaning Source

x2/sd 4<y2/sd<5 Adequate Fit Hu & Bentler (1999)

0,05 <RMSEA <0,08 Adequate Fit Davcik (2014)

RMSEA 0,08 <RMSEA <0,10 Fit Medium
SRMR .00 <SRMR <.05 Perfect Fit Hu & Bentler (1999)
Browne & Cudeck (1993)

NNFI 95 <NNFI < 1.00 Perfect Fit Bentler (1980)

CF1 95 <CFI<1.00 Perfect Fit Bentler (1980)
Hu & Bentler (1999)
GFI 95 <GFI<1.00 Perfect Fit Hu & Bentler (1999)
AGFI 95 <AGFI<1.00 Perfect Fit Schermelleh-Engel &
Moosbrugger (2003)

In assessing the statistical adequacy of the model, the ratio of the chi-square statistic to the
degrees of freedom (y2/df) is used as a basic adequacy indicator (Kline, 2011). In this study, the
x2/df value was found to be 4.541. Based on the obtained value, it is seen that the data set shows
sufficient fit with the model (Hu & Bentler, 1999). An average root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) < 0.08 is necessary for adequate fit (Davcik, 2014), while an RMSEA
between 0.08 and 0.10 is considered moderate fit (Sarmento & Costa, 2019). In this study, this
value was obtained as 0.082. A root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) < 0.05
indicates excellent fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Hu & Bentler, 1999), and in this study, this value
was obtained as 0.007.

The unnormalized fit index (NNFI) value obtained in the study was 0.982. An NNFI value
above 0.95 indicates that the model shows excellent fit (Bentler, 1980). A comparative fit index
(CFI) value between .95 < and < 1.00 indicates excellent fit (Bentler, 1980; Hu & Bentler, 1999).
In this study, this value was obtained as .986. A goodness-of-fit index (GFI) value between .95 <
and < 1.00 indicates excellent fit (Bentler, 1980), and this value was found to be .996 in the study.
The adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) was obtained as .957 in the study. An AGFI value
between .95 < and < 1.00 (Schermelleh-Engel & Moosbrugger, 2003) indicates that the model fits
perfectly.

RESULTS

This section presents the findings derived from the structural equation modeling (SEM)
analysis, which examined the mediating effects of organizational commitment and school culture
in the relationship between school administrators’ paternalistic leadership behaviors and teachers’
organizational silence. In addition, the direct and indirect relationships between the variables were
assessed according to teachers’ perceptions. The values obtained in the applied structural equation
model are given in Table 4.



Table 4

Values Obtained in the Applied Structural Equation Model

12 (x2/sd)*  RMSEA SRMR NNFI CFI1 GFI AGFI
.033 4.541 .082 .007 982 986 .996 957
*sd=1,p<0,05

As indicated in Table 4, the SRMR, NNFI, CFI, GFI, and AGFI values demonstrate
excellent fit, while y*/sd indicates adequate fit, and RMSEA shows a moderate fit. Taken together,
these values confirm that the proposed model provides an acceptable and validated fit to the
observed data. The structural equation model obtained as a result of the analysis is given in Figure
2, and SEM results for the research model are given in Table 5.

Figure 2

The Structural Equation Model Obtained as a Result of the Analysis.
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Table 5
SEM Results for the Research Model

Latent/ Observed Variable t-value * Standardized Loads
Paternalistic 16.20 176
Commitment 16.24 434
Culture 16.30 .180
Silence 16.20 197

Structural Relationships

Paternalistic - Commitment 3.96 .046
Paternalistic - Culture 6.20 .048
Commitment - Culture 10.22 138
Culture - Commitment 10.22 138
Commitment - Silence 26.69 -.088
Culture - Silence -6.81 -.056

*p< 0,05

Standardized factor loads can also be interpreted as correlation values; in other words, by
looking at the standardized factor loads, the predictive power of the latent variables for the
observed variables can be determined (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2002). When the data in Table 5 are
examined, a low-level, positive, and significant relationship is observed between paternalistic
leadership and organizational commitment (Standardized load = .046; t = 3.96). This value
indicates that a 1 point increase in paternalistic leadership will cause a 0.046 point increase in
organizational commitment, or conversely, a 1 point decrease in paternalistic leadership will
cause a 0.046 point decrease in organizational commitment. In other words, as school
administrators' levels of paternalistic leadership behavior increase, organizational commitment
behaviors increase, even at low levels.

A low-level, negative, and significant relationship was observed between organizational
commitment and organizational silence (Standardized load = -0.088; t = -6.69). This value
indicates that a 1 point increase in organizational commitment, which plays a mediating role in
the model, will cause a 0.088 point decrease in organizational silence, or conversely, a 1 point
decrease in organizational commitment will cause a 0.088 point increase in organizational silence.
In other words, as teachers' organizational commitment increases, their organizational silence
decreases, albeit at a low level.

When examining the path coefficients in Figure 2, it is seen that school administrators'
paternalistic leadership behaviors have a positive effect on teachers' organizational commitment
(r=".17), but this effect is low. It was also found that school administrators' paternalistic leadership
behaviors have a negative, moderate, and significant effect (r = -0.30) on teachers' organizational
silence. In other words, there is a positive relationship between school administrators exhibiting
paternalistic leadership behaviors and teachers' organizational commitment. However, there is an
inverse relationship between school administrators exhibiting paternalistic leadership behaviors,
mediated by organizational commitment, and teachers' organizational silence. School
administrators' paternalistic leadership behaviors positively affect teachers' organizational
commitment, even at low levels, and when the two variables come together, teachers' levels of
organizational silence decrease.

A low-level, positive, and significant relationship was found between paternalistic
leadership and school culture (Standardized load = .048; t = 6.20). This value indicates that a 1
point increase in paternalistic leadership will cause a 0.048 point increase in teachers' perceptions



of school culture, or conversely, a 1 point decrease in paternalistic leadership will cause a 0.048
point decrease in teachers' perceptions of school culture. In other words, as school administrators'
levels of paternalistic leadership behavior increase, teachers' perceptions of school culture
increase, even if they are at a low level.

A low-level, negative, and significant relationship was observed between school culture
and organizational silence (Standardized load = -0.056; t = -6.81). This value indicates that a 1
point increase in teachers' perceptions of school culture will result in a 0.056 point decrease in
organizational silence, or conversely, a 1 point decrease in teachers' perceptions of school culture
will result in a 0.056 point increase in organizational silence. In other words, as teachers'
perceptions of school culture increase, their experience of organizational silence decreases, even
if only to a small extent.

The study found that school administrators' paternalistic leadership behaviors had a low,
positive effect (= .27) on teachers' perceptions of school culture. It was also found that school
administrators' paternalistic leadership behaviors had a moderate and significant negative effect
(r = -0.30) on teachers' organizational silence. In other words, there is a positive correlation
between school administrators exhibiting paternalistic leadership behaviors and teachers' views
on school culture, while there is an inverse relationship between school administrators exhibiting
paternalistic leadership behaviors mediated by school culture and teachers' organizational silence.
School administrators' paternalistic leadership behaviors positively influence teachers' views on
school culture, and when the two variables come together, teachers' levels of organizational
silence decrease.

Paternalistic leadership has a greater positive effect on school culture than on
organizational commitment. The findings indicate that organizational commitment and school
culture, which are included as mediating variables in the model, also positively and significantly
influence each other (r= .49). The predictive levels of organizational commitment and school
culture on organizational silence were found to be equal.

5.1. Interpretation of Results

Hypothesis 1 (HI): 1t was partially supported that school administrators’ paternalistic
leadership behaviors influence teachers’ organizational commitment. The SEM results show a
positive but low-level relationship between paternalistic leadership and commitment (r = .17;
Standardized load = .046; t = 3.96). This suggests that as administrators display stronger
paternalistic behaviors, teachers’ organizational commitment increases slightly.

Hypothesis 2 (H2): 1t was partially supported that paternalistic leadership positively affects
teachers’ perceptions of school culture. The relationship is statistically significant yet modest (r
= .27; Standardized load = .048; t = 6.20). This indicates that teachers perceive a more positive
school culture when administrators exhibit benevolent paternalistic leadership.

Hypotheses 3 and 4 (H3 & H4): A moderate, positive, and reciprocal relationship was
found between organizational commitment and school culture (r = .49; Standardized load = .138;
t = 10.22). An increase of one unit in either construct leads to a .138 increase in the other.
Thus, teachers with higher commitment levels perceive a stronger school culture, and vice versa.

Hypothesis 5 (H5): The assumption that teachers’ organizational commitment negatively
affects organizational silence was partially confirmed. The results indicated a small yet
statistically significant negative effect (Standardized load = —.088, t = —6.69). This finding
indicates that teachers with higher organizational commitment tend to experience less
organizational silence.

Hypothesis 6 (H6): Teachers’ perceptions of school culture were also found to have a
negative and significant relationship with organizational silence (Standardized load = -.056; t = -



6.81). This suggests that as school culture becomes more positive and supportive, the prevalence
of silence among teachers decreases, though at a low level.

Hypothesis 7 (H7): The analysis indicated that organizational commitment mediates the
relationship between paternalistic leadership and organizational silence. A significant, moderate,
and negative association was found between organizational commitment and organizational
silence (r = —.30). These findings suggest that paternalistic leadership enhances teachers’
organizational commitment, which in turn reduces their tendency to remain silent.

Hypothesis 8§ (HS8): Similarly, school culture was confirmed as a mediating variable
between paternalistic leadership and organizational silence (r = -.30). When school
administrators’ paternalistic leadership enhances the perceived school culture, teachers’
organizational silence decreases. This finding highlights that both mediators -organizational
commitment and school culture- play comparable roles in diminishing silence in educational
environments.

5.2. Summary of Key Findings

1. Paternalistic leadership has a small but positive influence on both teachers’ commitment
and perceptions of school culture.

2. Organizational commitment and school culture positively reinforce each other.
3. Both variables contribute negatively and significantly to teachers’ organizational silence.

4. Organizational commitment and school culture mediate the relationship between
paternalistic leadership and silence, indicating that when teachers feel valued and supported, they
are less likely to remain silent.

DISCUSSION

The findings of this study partially validate the assumption that school administrators’
paternalistic leadership behaviors influence teachers’ organizational commitment and their
perceptions of school culture. As principals display stronger paternalistic leadership
characteristics, teachers’ sense of organizational loyalty and their positive perceptions of school
culture tend to increase, though the effect remains modest. Dimmock (1999) highlighted that the
leadership style adopted by school leaders significantly shapes teachers’ performance. Consistent
with the present findings, prior research in Tiirkiye (Aycan & Kanungo, 2000; Pellegrini &
Scandura, 2006) has documented a significant association between paternalistic leadership and
employees’ attitudes and behavioral outcomes. A paternalistic leader (Aycan & Kanungo, 2000)
who embodies values such as benevolence and familial warmth (Aycan & Kanungo, 2000)
extends concern beyond the professional realm to include the personal and family problems of
employees (Lu & Hsu, 2015). Such behavior often fosters a sense of indebtedness among
subordinates (Cheng et al., 2004; Farh & Cheng, 2000), which in turn enhances their loyalty to
both the leader and the organization (Chen et al., 2011; Cheng et al., 2004). Leadership style is
therefore regarded as a key determinant of organizational success and performance (Kythreotis et
al., 2010). Consequently, the leadership approach of school principals plays an essential role in
cultivating a robust and cohesive school culture (Beabout, 2010; Busher, 2006; Busher & Barker,
2003; Deal & Peterson, 2009). A culture that fosters trust and acceptance (Dessel, 2010) and
where teachers receive support from their leaders strengthens teachers both professionally and
personally (Devos et al., 2007). The support for both hypotheses highlights meaningful
implications for educational institutions.

The results also indicate a reciprocal relationship between teachers’ organizational
commitment and their perceptions of school culture. As organizational commitment rises,



perceptions of school culture improve, and vice versa. Organizational commitment aligns
employees’ behavior with institutional goals (Brewer, 1996; Tett & Meyer, 1993; Wiener, 1982)
and ensures that highly committed individuals identify with their organizations and generate
valuable outcomes (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Conway & Briner, 2012; Brewer, 1996; Gaertner &
Nollen, 1989). When employees perceive their workplace as a family, they develop loyalty and
attachment. For such a connection to emerge, individuals must feel that their personal values
correspond with those of the organizational culture (Wiener, 1982). Educational institutions with
high levels of teacher commitment experience fewer negative behaviors and greater contributions
from teachers (Okubanjo, 2014). According to Somech and Bogler (2002), schools with strong
teacher commitment are more effective and achieve organizational goals more successfully than
those with weaker commitment. A solid organizational culture strengthens internal relations,
fosters belonging, and enhances employees’ sense of commitment (Hoy, 1990). Accordingly, the
results supporting the third and fourth hypotheses suggest meaningful benefits for both teachers
and educational institutions.

The assumption that teachers’ organizational commitment influences their organizational
silence was also partially supported. Although the effect was weak, higher levels of commitment
corresponded with lower levels of silence. Koch and Steers (1978) argued that organizational
commitment shapes employees’ attitudes and behaviors within the workplace. Organizations seek
to cultivate high levels of commitment because committed employees are more proactive,
efficient, and solution-oriented (Dick & Metcalfe, 2001; Wiener, 1982). Teachers who display
greater organizational commitment tend to make stronger contributions to their institutions
(Chughtai & Zafar, 2006). Research further shows that employees with lower commitment are
more likely to remain silent, while those with higher commitment are more inclined to voice their
opinions (Morrison & Milliken, 2000; Vakola & Bouradas, 2005). Thus, even a small reduction
in silence associated with stronger commitment is a valuable outcome for educational
organizations.

Similarly, the hypothesis suggesting that teachers’ perceptions of school culture influence
their organizational silence was partially confirmed. Teachers who perceive their school culture
more positively tend to experience less organizational silence, though again the relationship was
modest. Deal and Peterson (2009) emphasized that organizational culture profoundly shapes
teachers’ thoughts and emotions. Walker (1994) argued that a school culture grounded in
openness, trust, and participation is essential for effective functioning. In contrast, when formal
structures dominate and collaboration is discouraged, employees may perceive speaking up as
risky and thus remain silent (Premeaux & Bedeian, 2003). Organizational silence not only
suppresses negative feedback but also hinders positive feedback, thereby disrupting the
functioning of educational institutions (Bagheri et al., 2012). The finding that teachers’ enhanced
perceptions of school culture are associated with reduced silence implies the presence of a healthy
and positive school environment.

The mediating role of organizational commitment in the relationship between paternalistic
leadership and teachers’ organizational silence was confirmed. Although the effect of paternalistic
leadership on commitment was modest, it contributed to reducing organizational silence. Prior
research demonstrates that national culture strongly shapes leadership styles (Shahin & Wright,
2004). In societies characterized by high power distance, employees often remain silent to avoid
conflict with superiors (Morrison & Rothman, 2009); power distance thus reinforces a culture of
silence (Hofstede, 2011). Studies have also shown that paternalistic leadership is particularly
prevalent in collectivist societies with high power distance, such as Tiirkiye (Aycan & Kanungo,
2000; Pellegrini & Scandura, 2006). Employees who perceive their leaders as benevolent and
caring tend to believe that their concerns are acknowledged and addressed. As a result, they
develop gratitude toward their leaders and display stronger organizational loyalty (Aycan, 2006;
Farh & Cheng, 2000; Tsui & Cheng, 1999). This finding supports the notion that paternalistic
leadership in schools strengthens teachers’ commitment and reduces organizational silence



(Morrison & Milliken, 2000), which otherwise impedes organizational learning and development.
Such an outcome can therefore be regarded as beneficial for educational settings.

Finally, the results confirmed that school culture mediates the relationship between
paternalistic leadership and organizational silence. Paternalistic leadership positively influences
teachers’ perceptions of school culture, which in turn reduces silence. Prior studies show that
hierarchical organizational structures and high power distance foster cultures that suppress
employee voice (Milliken & Morrison, 2003; Morrison & Rothman, 2009). In organizations
where hierarchy prevails, the belief that “the manager knows best” often leads employees to
accept authority without question (Morrison & Milliken, 2000). Fear of exclusion and adherence
to such cultural norms perpetuate silence and hinder organizational learning (Bowen & Blackmon,
2003; Perlow & Williams, 2003; Rusch, 2005). When leaders are receptive to employees’ views
and feedback, organizational silence diminishes; when they are not, silence grows (Premeaux &
Bedeian, 2003). Busher and Barker (2003) and Busher (2006) similarly argued that school leaders
play a central role in fostering a culture that nurtures teachers’ commitment. Consequently, this
study’s findings indicate that the positive dimensions of paternalistic leadership -such as
benevolence and support- are dominant in schools and contribute to a constructive and open
school culture.

CONCLUSION

This study demonstrates that when school administrators exhibit a paternalistic leadership
style emphasizing its positive components -particularly benevolence and the creation of a family-
like atmosphere- teachers’ experiences of organizational silence diminish. The findings also
indicate a mutually reinforcing relationship between teachers’ perceptions of school culture and
their organizational commitment. Managerial behaviors emerged as a significant determinant of
organizational silence within educational settings (Blase & Blase, 2004). Dyne et al. (2003)
underscored that when organizational management is open to communication, employees are
more willing to express their views and feelings freely. Conversely, in organizational cultures
where employees feel powerless, they tend to remain silent (Morrison & Milliken, 2000). When
trust exists between teachers, their leaders, and the organizational environment, they are more
likely to share their thoughts and emotions openly (Fletcher & Watson, 2007).

Accordingly, mutual trust and positive interpersonal relationships stand out as two
foundational elements of a strong and constructive organizational culture (Pheysey, 1993; Terzi,
2005). Such a culture provides the organization with an identity that extends beyond formal
procedures and regulations, cultivating in employees a sense of belonging and loyalty (Hoy,
1990). This sense of commitment, as an indicator of cultural strength, plays a pivotal role in
enhancing organizational effectiveness (George & Jones, 2008). Hoy and Miskel (1996) also
noted that a strong organizational culture is a defining feature of effective and productive schools.
The leadership approach and the cultural characteristics of the organization’s management
significantly shape employees’ attitudes and behaviors toward their work environment (Shahin &
Wright, 2004; Dick & Metcalfe, 2001; Zhang, 2009).

Paternalistic leadership tends to prevail in societies characterized by collectivism and high
power distance rather than in individualistic, low power-distance cultures (Gelfand et al., 2007).
Consistent with Hofstede’s (1980) cultural framework and the findings of prior research (Aycan,
2006; Aycan & Kanungo, 2000; Pellegrini & Scandura, 2008; Saylik, 2017), Turkish cultural
values appear to align closely with paternalistic leadership principles. Therefore, in the Turkish
context, school administrators who embody the caring, supportive, and family-oriented aspects
of paternalism are more likely to foster trust, strengthen teachers’ organizational commitment,
and diminish tendencies toward silence.



Organizations in which silence is minimized -thereby allowing for open dialogue and
mutual feedback- tend to exhibit higher motivation and performance among both managers and
employees (Bowen & Blackmon, 2003; Milliken & Morrison, 2003; Morrison & Milliken, 2000;
Pinder & Harlos, 2001). For educational institutions to achieve optimal effectiveness and fulfill
their organizational goals, it is crucial that teachers are empowered to express themselves freely.
A low level of silence within the school environment thus represents a critical factor in realizing
teachers’ potential. Consequently, a paternalistic leadership approach that highlights benevolence
and the sense of family -while minimizing authoritarianism, incompetence, and excessive
interference- combined with strong organizational commitment and a positive perception of
school culture, constitutes a desirable model for educational institutions. Such a leadership
orientation not only reduces organizational silence but also strengthens collaboration, trust, and
collective responsibility within schools.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

This study was limited to the perspectives of teachers employed in public schools within
the province of Kastamonu, Tiirkiye. Consequently, the findings may not be fully generalizable
to different educational settings or geographic regions. Future research could examine the
relationships among paternalistic leadership, organizational commitment, school culture, and
organizational silence in diverse populations and institutional contexts to provide a broader
understanding of these dynamics. Comparative analyses involving teachers from both public and
private schools could offer additional insights into how institutional structures and managerial
practices influence these variables. Furthermore, subsequent studies could benefit from
employing qualitative or mixed-method research designs to capture the nuanced perceptions and
experiences of teachers more comprehensively.

Given the limited number of studies addressing paternalistic leadership behaviors among
school administrators, it would be valuable for future research to explore the connections between
this leadership style and various psychological or organizational variables. Expanding the scope
of investigation to include different leadership behaviors, cultural dimensions, or contextual
factors could yield a more holistic understanding of the mechanisms through which leadership
affects teacher attitudes and school functioning.

These results highlight the need for targeted professional development programs designed
to increase school administrators’ awareness of organizational culture, power distance dynamics,
and leadership approaches. Training initiatives focusing on communication and management
skills may help reduce teachers’ experiences of organizational silence. School leaders can also be
encouraged to interpret negative feedback not as criticism but as an opportunity for institutional
learning and improvement. Administrators who demonstrate openness to constructive feedback
create an environment of transparent and trustworthy communication, thereby strengthening the
sense of trust within the school community.

In such an atmosphere, teachers recognize that their opinions and suggestions are valued
and have a tangible impact on administrative decision-making. As a result, they develop stronger
attachment to their institutions and take greater ownership of school outcomes. This participatory
approach enhances internal democracy, mitigates managerial silence, positively shapes teachers’
perceptions of school culture, and fosters higher levels of organizational commitment. Ultimately,
by cultivating trust-based communication and participatory leadership practices, educational
organizations can create more resilient, collaborative, and effective learning environments.
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GENISLETILMIiS OZET
Giris

Ogretmenler, egitim kurumlarmin amaglarina ulasmasinda temel rol oynayan en kritik
aktorler arasinda yer almakta olup, Ogretmenlerin mesleki performanslarini artirma
sorumlulugunun biiyiik bir kism1 yoneticilere aittir (Calik & Kurt, 2010). Caliganlar, bulunduklari
orgiitsel ortam, uygulanan yonetim tarzi ve mevcut kurallar dogrultusunda zaman zaman sessiz
kalmay1 tercih edebilmektedir (Ozgen & Siirgevil, 2009). Arastirmalar, egitim kurumlarinda
orgiitsel sessizlik olgusunun sik¢a gozlendigini ve bu sessizligin ortaya ¢ikmasinda en etkili
faktorlerden birinin yonetsel tutumlar oldugunu gdstermektedir (Algarni, 2020; Cemaloglu, 2011;



Morrison & Miliken, 2000). Orgiitsel sessizlik, genellikle drgiitsel baglilik ile ters yonlii bir iliski
icindedir (Kose, 2014). Mesleklerine ve calistiklart okula yiiksek diizeyde baghlik goésteren
ogretmenler, daha uyumlu, iiretken ve is birligine agik iken (Balci, 2003), baglilik ve aidiyetin
diisiik oldugu kurumlarda orgiitsel sessizlik daha yaygin bir sekilde ortaya ¢ikmaktadir (Demirtas,
2018). Orgiit kiiltiirii de sessizligin olusmasinda belirleyici bir rol oynamaktadir; giinkii
calisanlarin iletisim bi¢imleri ve orgiitsel gelisime katkilari, 6rgiit kiiltiiriiniin dogrudan etkisi
altinda sekillenmektedir (Aktas & Simsek, 2014). Liderlik tarzlari, calisanlarin oOrgiitsel
bagliliklarin1 (Allen & Meyer, 1990), orgiit kiiltlirii algilarin1 (Bass, 1985; Schein, 2010) ve
orgiitsel sessizlik diizeylerini (Algarni, 2020; Ryan & Oestreich, 1991) dogrudan
etkileyebilmektedir. Paternalist liderlik, liderin yardimseverlik ve koruyuculuk davranislarini,
otorite ve disiplin anlayigim (Farh & Cheng, 2000; Hofstede, 2011), iistiine baglilik ve itaati
(Gelfand, Erez & Aycan, 2007) yansitan bir yaklagim olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Gii¢ mesafesinin
yiiksek oldugu toplumlarda bu liderlik tarzi, yoneticinin ¢alisanlarini koruma ve gézetme rolil
olarak algilanirken, diisiikk giic mesafesi ve bireyselcilik degerlerinin 6ne ¢iktigi toplumlarda
kisisel sinirlarin ihlali seklinde degerlendirilebilmektedir (Jackson, 2016). Liderlik bi¢imleri ve
buna bagli olarak ortaya ¢ikan orgiit kiiltiirii, caliganlarin tutum ve bagliliklarini sekillendirmekte;
kat1 lider kontrolii ve buna baglh gelisen orgiit kiiltiirii, ¢alisanlarin kendilerini ifade etmesini
zorlagtirarak Orgiitsel sessizligin ortaya ¢ikmasma zemin hazirlamaktadir (Dick & Metcalfe,
2001; Tayfun & Catir, 2013). Bu ¢alisma, okul yoneticilerinin paternalist liderlik davraniglari ile
Ogretmenlerin Orglitsel sessizlik yasamalar1 arasindaki iliskide orgiitsel baglilik ve okul
kiiltiiriinlin arac1 roliinli incelemeyi amaglamaktadir.

Yontem

Arasgtirmada, okul yoneticilerinin paternalist liderlik davranislari ile 6gretmenlerin 6rgiitsel
sessizlik diizeyleri arasindaki iliskide, orgiitsel baglilik ve okul kiiltiiriiniin aracilik rollerini
incelemek amaciyla yapisal esitlik modeli (YEM) kullanilmistir. Analizler, SPSS AMOS 21
program araciligtyla gergeklestirilmistir. Orgiitsel baghlik ve okul kiiltiirii degiskenleri modelde
arac1 degigsken olarak yer almigtir. Veri toplama siirecinde, katilimeilardan kisisel bilgilerini
iceren form ile birlikte su Olgekler kullanilmistir: Okul Miidirlerinin Paternalist Liderlik
Davramslar1 Olgegi, Orgiitsel Sessizlik Olgegi, Orgiitsel Baglilik Olgegi ve Okul Kiiltiirii Olcegi.
Kullanilan tiim 6l¢ekler normal dagilim kosullarini saglamaktadir. Faktor yiik degerleri 0.33 ile
0.84 arasinda degisirken, en diisikk aciklanan varyans %50.96, en yiiksek acgiklanan varyans
%87.76 olarak belirlenmistir. Arastirmanin 6rneklemi, Tiirkiye’nin Kastamonu ilindeki devlet
okullarinda gdrev yapan 6gretmenler arasindan basit rastgele 6rnekleme yontemiyle secilen 526
Ogretmenden olugmaktadir.

Bulgular

Aragtirma sonuglari, paternalist liderlik ile drgiitsel baglilik arasinda diisiik diizeyli ancak
pozitif ve istatistiksel acidan anlamli bir ilisgki bulundugunu ortaya koymaktadir
(standartlagtirilmis yiik = .046; t = 3.96). Bu bulgu, paternalist liderlik diizeyindeki bir birimlik
degisimin Orgiitsel baglilikta yaklasik ,046 birimlik paralel bir degisime yol agtigim
gostermektedir. Orgiitsel baglilik ile &rgiitsel sessizlik arasindaki iliskinin ise diisiik diizeyde,
negatif yonlii ve anlamli oldugu belirlenmistir (standartlastirilmis yiik = -.088; t = -6.69). Buna
gore Orglitsel bagliliktaki bir puanlik artis, orgiitsel sessizlikte ,088 puanlik azalmaya; bagliliktaki
bir puanlk azalma ise sessizlik diizeyinde ayni oranda artisa neden olmaktadir. Ayrica, okul
yoneticilerinin paternalist liderlik davramislarinin 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel bagliliklarini olumlu
yonde etkiledigi (r = .17), ancak bu etkinin gorece zayif diizeyde oldugu saptanmistir. Bununla
birlikte, paternalist liderlik ile orgiitsel baglilik birlikte ele alindiginda, 6gretmenlerin drgiitsel
sessizlik egilimleri lizerinde orta diizeyde, negatif ve anlamli bir etki olusturdugu goriilmiistiir (r
=-.30).



Paternalist liderlik ile okul kiiltiirli arasindaki iliski incelendiginde, diisiik diizeyde fakat
pozitif ve anlamli bir etkilenme oldugu belirlenmistir (standartlastirilmis yiik = .048; t = 6.20).
Bu sonug, paternalist liderlik diizeyindeki bir birimlik artisin 6gretmenlerin okul kiiltliri
algilarinda ,048 birimlik yiikselise karsilik geldigini gostermektedir. Ote yandan, okul kiiltiirii ile
orgiitsel sessizlik arasindaki iliski diisiik diizeyde, negatif ve anlamlidir (standartlagtirilmis yiik =
-.056; t = -6.81). Buna gore okul kiiltiirii algisindaki bir puanlik arti, 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel
sessizlik diizeylerini .056 puan azaltmakta; algidaki bir puanlik diisiis ise sessizlik diizeyini ayni
oranda ylikseltmektedir. Ayrica paternalist liderlik davraniglarinin 6gretmenlerin okul kiiltiirii
algilar iizerinde diisiik diizeyde, pozitif bir etki yarattigi (r = .27) ve paternalist liderlik ile okul
kdiltiiriiniin birlikte 6gretmenlerin drgiitsel sessizliklerini orta diizeyde ve anlamli bigimde negatif
yonde etkiledigi belirlenmistir (r = -.30).

Genel olarak degerlendirildiginde, paternalist liderligin okul kiiltiirii iizerindeki olumlu
etkisinin orgiitsel baglilik iizerindeki etkisinden daha gii¢lii oldugu goriilmektedir. Modelde aract
degisken olarak yer alan orgiitsel baglilik ile okul kiiltiirii arasindaki iliskinin pozitif ve anlaml
oldugu (r = .49) saptanmistir. Bunun yani sira, her iki degiskenin de orgiitsel sessizlik tizerindeki
yordama giiciiniin esit diizeyde oldugu belirlenmistir.

Sonug¢ ve Tartisma

Aragtirma bulgular, okul yoneticilerinin paternalist liderlik davranmislar sergilemesinin
Ogretmenlerin  Orglitsel baglilik diizeylerini diisik de olsa pozitif yonde etkiledigini
gostermektedir. Bu iki degisken birlikte ele alindiginda ise Ogretmenlerin orgiitsel sessizlik
diizeylerinde belirgin bir azalma ortaya c¢ikmaktadir. Benzer sekilde, paternalist liderlik
uygulamalarinin 6gretmenlerin okul kiiltiiriine iligkin algilarimi diisiik diizeyde de olsa olumlu
yonde etkiledigi; paternalist liderlik ile okul kiiltiiri etkilesiminin Orgiitsel sessizligi azalttigi
goriilmiistlir. Ayrica paternalist liderligin, orgiitsel bagliliga kiyasla okul kiiltiirii iizerinde daha
giiclii bir pozitif etkiye sahip oldugu belirlenmistir. Modelde araci degisken olarak yer alan
orgiitsel bagllik ve okul kiiltlirii degiskenleri birbirlerini anlamli ve pozitif yonde etkilemekte;
her iki degiskenin orgiitsel sessizlik lizerindeki etkisi ise ayni diizeyde seyretmektedir.

Uhl-Bien ve Maslyn (2005), paternalist liderligi hem arzu edilen hem de potansiyel olarak
sorun yaratabilecek Ozellikler tasiyan bir liderlik tiirii olarak ele almaktadir. Buna karsilik
Pellegrini ve Scandura (2006), paternalist liderligi 6zellikle yardimseverlik boyutu iizerinden
degerlendirerek islevsel bir orgiitsel strateji olarak tanimlamaktadir. Bu iki yaklasim arasindaki
farkliligin, arastirmacilarin odaklandigi boyutlardan kaynaklandigi sdylenebilir. Uhl-Bien ve
Maslyn (2005) paternalist liderligin otoriterlik boyutuna vurgu yaparken, Pellegrini ve Scandura
(2006) daha c¢ok yardimseverlik boyutunu 6n plana ¢ikarmaktadir. Dogu ve Bati kiiltiirlerinin
paternalist liderlige iliskin farkli bakis acilarinin arka planinda da bu yaklasim farklilig:
bulunmaktadir. Bu baglamda, paternalist liderligin olumlu yonlerinin 6ne ¢iktig1 bir liderlik
anlayisinin orgiitsel baglilik ve olumlu okul kiiltiirii algisiyla birlikte 6gretmenlerin orgiitsel
sessizlik diizeylerini azaltmasi beklenen ve olumlu bir sonug olarak degerlendirilmektedir.



