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Abstract 

 

In today’s fierce competition environment the importance placed on human resources in 

organizations must increase. Organization’s management works on eliminating all the 

problems that can affect the efficiency and the quality of employee’s work life negatively. 

Mobbing is at the top of those problems. A person, who is under mobbing process, gets 

harassed by his managers or coworkers. And that person who is affected by mobbing 

goes towards actions which reduces organizational effectiveness such as coming work 

late, loafing work, quitting or taking long-term leave. Such situations also occur with 

organizational silence. Organizational silence is employees’ refusal to share their ideas, 

knowledge and opinions related with work on purpose. The aim of this work is to search 

the effect of mobbing perceptions of academicians on organizational silence and their 

performance. Within this aim, academicians work in universities in Konya are taken as a 

base. In this context, in the sphere of the study, the academicians’ organizational silence 

increases when they face any kind of mobbing (with all its sub-components), and besides 

it has been confirmed that they lose their performance at work. Although Admissible 

Silence and Silence for Defense Purposes, which are sub-divisions of Organizational 

Silence, have negative effect on employee’s performance, Silence for Organizational 

Benefits has positive effect on employee’s performance at work.   

 

Keywords: Mobbing, organizational silence, employee’s performance 

 

Introduction 

 In a dynamic and modern structural system, it is obligatory for organizations to go for 

innovation as a result of increasing conditions of competition, high customer expectations and the 

on-going raise in the quality. Therefore, the administrations of organizations often expect their 

employees to take more responsibilities, to trust themselves and their co-workers and to share 

their knowledge more often.  

 While the administrations of organizations focus on eliminating the factors that obstruct 

productivity, they are likely to face human related problems. In one of those problems, the 

mobbing, a person gets harassed and disturbed by their superiors, co-workers or inferiors that 

results in person’s coming work late, loafing the work and taking off from work often.  With the 

effect of the mobbing, the sufferer loses his performance at work and the situation may even end 
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up as quitting the job. All these occurrences affect organizational effectiveness and reduces 

productivity. 

Although today’s understanding of administration focuses on empowering workers and 

creating new communication channels, the issue of lack of trust between co-workers, including 

inferiors and superiors, seems to stand as a serious obstacle. Therefore, workers, in order not to 

initiate arguments in the working environment, always perceive these in their personal space, try 

or simply not to try to solve them with their own methods (Alparslan, 2015:5). On the other hand, 

the act of organizational silence affects organizational change adversely by reducing the workers’ 

efforts for participating in decision-making processes and correcting their mistake. Moreover, by 

reducing the loyalty and trust of workers, the organizational silence lessens the job satisfaction 

and performance which results in workers’ quitting their job (Morrison and Milliken, 2000: 720-

721) and also obstructs benefitting from human resource efficiently which is one of the most 

important power in competition. 

1. Theoretical Framework 

1.1. Mobbing 

Mobbing is a Latin word that involves the meanings such as indecisive crowd, and a group 

that is prone to violence (http://turkoloji.cu.edu.tr, 2014). Leymann (1996: 165) who is known as 

the first person to take mobbing as a matter describes it as forming a side against someone, an 

emotional attack (psychological terror), and a combination of actions that cause psychological 

and social misery. 

Mobbing types are examined in three separate groups in the workplace. These are (TBMM 

Commission Report, 2011: 10): 

 Perpendicular Psychological Abuse is the mobbing behavior of superiors applying 

psychological abuse to their inferiors. It is the situation when superiors use their 

institutional power to oppress and push inferiors out of the institution. 

 Horizontal Psychological Abuse is the mobbing behavior of colleagues to each other who 

work in the workplace in similar tasks, have similar possibilities and in the same position. 

 Vertical Psychological Abuse is the psychological violence applied by the employees to 

the managers. It is a condition which is seen rare. Unacceptance of the administrator by 

the employees, faithfulness to the former administrator and jealousy are among the 

examples of vertical psychological harassment. 

Mobbing is a process that starts with the disturbing behavior of the individual which 

becomes painful as time goes by, the events accelerate in a spiral form and consist of several 

stages. The victims who are faced with mobbing behavior will primarily have alienation towards 

himself and then around. This process starts with indifference, boredom, exhaustion and low 

performance and results in resignation from job (Tınaz, 2006: 16-18). 

Mobbing behavior is collected in five groups according to their characteristics and it is not 

needed to see all of these behaviors in each case of mobbing. The mobbing behaviors under each 

group can be listed as follows (Leymann, 1996: 170): 

1. To prevent manifestation and communication of the employee himself;  interruptions, 

scolding loudly as well as continuous criticisms, 
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2. The attack on the social relationships of the employee; pretending not to see employee in 

the workplace, and disconnection of the communication, 

3. The attack on the reputation of the employee; unfounded rumors and unpleasant 

implications.  

4. The attack on the quality of life and professional status of employee; not providing 

qualified job, and continuous change by giving meaningless jobs 

5. Direct attack on the health of the employee; giving heavy workload, threating with 

physical violence and sexual abuse. 

Leymann especially indicates that in order to take an act as a mobbing, the elements of continuity 

and intent need to be taken into consideration. 

1.2. Organizational Silence 

In terms of organization, silence, lack of communication or lack of an act that can be 

clearly understood (Van Dyne et al., 2003: 1360) is simply defined as the “absence of speech act” 

(Acaray, et al., 2015: 144). In other words, organizational silence is the act of an employee 

withholding his ideas, knowledge and opinions on improving the work environment and the 

organization on purpose (Bedük, 2012: 184).  

The results of organizational silence seems as; being not able to use the opinions of 

employees, issues being ignored, separating the necessary knowledge out and remaining 

unresponsive to problems. Such behavior may inhibit making healthy decisions, 

progress/development and the increase in the performance (Morrison and Milliken, 2000: 720; 

Premeaux, 2001: 1).  

Negative results of silence on employees;  occurs as people feeling weak to clearly tell their 

concerns about workplace, reduction in the feelings of organizational commitment, belonging, 

trust, appreciation and support, not having work satisfaction and wish to quit job. Besides, being 

silent at the subjects that employee is good will cause them to feel worthless and have sense of 

helplessness (Detert and Edmondson 2005: 5; Milliken and Morrison 2003: 22; cited in Çakıcı, 

2008: 119).  

Overcoming organizational problems, raising productivity and identifying errors and make 

them to be fixed is possible by knowing the reasons of organizational silence and minimizing this 

reasons. By avoiding organizational silence, it is possible to achieve an environment that the 

employees can talk to their superiors more comfortable and work more effective (Yeşilaydın, et 

al., 2015: 631). 

Organizational silence is handled under three components in this article. These are: 

Accepting Silence: Van Dyne and his friends defines accepting silence as employees not 

share their opinions, ideas and knowledge when other employees already make their mind on a 

topic, issue or a situation. In fact, the employee makes himself silent and exclude himself from 

the events on purpose (Pinder and Harlos, 2001: 352). “There will be no different even if I talk” 

idea is dominant in this type (Çavuş et al., 2015: 14).  

Protection Oriented (Defensive) Silence: This is the kind which employees keep their 

knowledge, opinions and ideas to protect themselves when they’re afraid of the reactions they can 

have when they share their opinions about a subject, an issue or a situation. Morrison and 
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Milliken (2000) say that the sense of fear is the key of organizational silence. Protectionist 

silence is purposed to protect themselves from external threats (Van Dyne et al., 2003: 1367).  

Silence for Protection (For Organizational Benefit) : According to Van Dyne and his 

friends (2003:1368) this is defined as the employees not saying  or hiding their opinions, ideas 

and information about any situation for the benefit of organization or other people depending to 

their purpose of thinking about others and collaborative causes. The basis’ of this type of silence 

is not reevaluating the secret information for benefit of organization and protecting organization 

and personal information for the  benefit of organization (Acaray, et al., 2015: 145-146). 

Milliken et al. (2003) explains the cause of the occurrence of organizational silence this 

way: “it is the distrust of the employees to their managers, thinking it risky to talk, fear of being 

excluded and the fear of undermining the relations” (Çavuş et al., 2015: 14).  

1.3. The Relation of Mobbing and Organizational Silence with Employee’s 

Performance 

The level of a work’s fulfillment under determined conditions or the type of attitude of and 

employee is called performance (Bingöl, 2003: 273). The performance of an employee at 

workplace decreases as a result of mobbing. There are two types of cost of this: First one is in 

terms of organization. The victim of mobbing can become mentally or physically sick over time. 

Then if the employee gets permission to go to doctor or rest, he is considered as absent. His 

salary must be paid because he is considered as present in the workplace. This is a cost for the 

organization. On the other hand, the performance of his in the other days is below the average 

level. He cannot pay attention to his job as required. It may also cause some work accidents. It 

costs for both the employee and workplace. (Tınaz, 2006: 23).  

Results of literature review about the subject is summarized as given below: 

The research of Einarsen and Raknes (1997: 748), on 2200 employees and managers specifies that 

the people who are exposed to psychological harassment, with the increasing mobbing attitudes, 

seem to lose their satisfaction of work and their performance at work. 

According to the research results of Demir and Çavuş (2009: 21), the perception of attack to 

personal reputation as one of the psychological terrorization affects personal performance directly 

and all of the psychological terrorization dimensions raise work stress caused by manager and affect 

personal performance indirectly. 

In the research of Şahin and Türk (2010: 7), perception of emotional violence affects personal 

performance directly in a negative way and perception of attack on personal reputation raise work 

stress and affect personal performance indirectly. According to this, decreasing stress caused by 

manager is required to raise the performance that is needed. In order to accomplish this, decreasing 

psychological terrorization (mobbing) is required. 

According to the research results of Şenerkal and Çorbacıoğlu (2015: 127), there is a moderate 

relation between the decrease at work performance and psychological abuse behavior of the person 

that is exposed to psychological abuse at work environment. 

In Morrison and Milliken’s (2000: 722) research, they detect the reasons of organizational silence 

and express negative effect on performance. 

According to the results of the study of Pinder and Harlos (2001: 362-363),since the defensive 

silence relies on the basis of fear, it affects the concord in organization negatively that results in 

reduction on employee’s performance too.   

According to the results of Çakıcı (2008: 130-131), it is concluded that organizational silence gets in 

the way of better performance. 
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Briensfield (2009), expressed that accepted silence and defensive silence which are admitted as a 

sub-component of organizational silence affect employee’s performance negatively but besides the 

sub-component of silence for the benefit of organization affect employee’s performance positively.  

In the research of Şehitoğlu and Zehir (2010: 104), they concluded that there is an inverse 

relationship between defensive silence and employee’s performance and a direct relationship 

between silence for organizational benefits and employee’s performance. 

In the research of Tayfun and Çatır (2013: 128), they found a significant relation between 

employee’s performance and accepted silence and defensive silence negatively, a significant relation 

between employee’s performance and organizational benefit silence positively. 

The employee’s performance being high is significant for employees as well as the 

organizations. Achieving the objectives as required and successing is a source of proud, skill and 

satisfaction. Employee’s performance is the main condition for outcomes that please the 

employees in terms of higher income, a better career and social reputation. (Tayfun and Çatır, 

2013: 120). 

Psychological abusive behaviors on higher education institutions must be watched out 

because of it has a negative effect on students which also damages the educational environment 

(Keashly and Neuman, 2010: 54) as well as instructors that lose their work satisfaction and 

performance. 

2. Methodology 

2.1. Purpose and Hypotheses of Research 

The purpose is to research the effect of mobbing perceptions of academicians on their 

organizational silence and performance. 

 H1=The mobbing that academicians face affects organizational silence positively.  

 H2=The mobbing that academicians face affects their performance negatively. 

 H3=The organizational silence perception of academicians affects their performance 

negatively. 

 

Figure 1. Research Model 
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2.2. Research Methods and Sample 

Survey method was used as a data collection tool. In the selection of the data collection 

tools, first literature is reviewed and it is tried to determine the most appropriate scale for this 

research. The questionnaire was composed of four parts. In the first part, 6 statements were given 

regarding demographic characteristics of the participants and in the second part, 36 expressions 

were used to measure mobbing perceptions of the participants. Leymann Typology (LIPT) is 

used as scale. The scale which consists of a total of 45 statement was applied by reducing the 

statements to 37 by Gül and Özcan. In the third part, in order to measure organizational silence, a 

scale for organizational silence which was developed by Van Dyneet al., (2003: 1386) and 

consists of 3 dimensions of acquiescent, preventive and protective was used. This scale was used 

in various studies (Taşkıran, 2012; Şehitoğlu, 2010; Karacaoğlu and Cingöz, 2009; Tayfun and   

Çatır, 2013; Acaray et al., 2015). In the last section, regarding the employee performance, a scale 

that was developed by Erdoğan (2011) based on works of Kirkman and Rosen (1999) and 

Fuentes et al., (2004), and used also by Tayfun and Çatır that consists of 6 statements was used. 

In accordance with the research purposes, the universities situated in the services sector are 

considered as the research population. However, due to time and financial constraints that hinders 

to reach the entire population, the academicians who work in two state university that operate in 

Konya city center are determined as the main population. According to the obtained information 

from these universities Head of Personnel Department, a total of 4262 academicians have been 

determined to work. With easy sampling method, surveys were sent to 450 academicians but 256 

(56.8%) of them returned back to us. 7 of the questionnaires which were detected to be completed 

incorrectly or with missing information were omitted and 249 questionnaires were evaluated for 

the research. The number of the questionnaires that were taken into consideration was a 

significant amount according to the significance level of α = 0.05 to ± 5% sampling error. 

Descriptive statistics were utilized in order to determine the demographic characteristics of 

the participants. In order to test the reliability of the scales used in the study, item-whole 

correlations were checked, Cronbach's alpha coefficient was calculated and exploratory factor 

analysis was conducted. Moreover, in order to determine the relationships between variables, the 

correlation analysis and, as for last, the regression analysis were utilized. 

3.Results 

3.1.Demographic Results 

The demographic characteristics of the 249 people participated to the survey from the 

institutions in the scope of research are shown in Table 1 below.  
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Table 1.The Frequency Distribution of the Demographic Characteristics of the Participants 

 

Parameters Frequen

cy 

Percent

ile Parameters 

 

Frequenc

y 

 

Percentil

e 

 

 

Age 

25-34 75 30,1 

 

Work 

experienc

e 

1-5 years 63 25,3 

35-44 99 39,7 6-10 years 87 34,9 

45-54 
34 13,7 

11-15 

years 

50 20,1 

55+ 
41 16,5 

16-20 

years 

28 11,3 

 

Gender 

Male 191 76,7 21+ 21 8,4 

Female 58 23,3 

 

 

Title 

Prof. Dr. 19 7,6 

 

Marital 

Status 

Married 186 74,7 
Assoc. 

Prof. Dr. 

34 13,7 

Single 63 25,3 
Asst. 

Prof. Dr. 

51 20,5 

Education 

status 

Bachelor 17 6,8 
Lecturer/ 

Instructor 

90 36,1 

Masters 95 38,1 
Research 

Assistant 

55 22,1 

Doctorate 137 55,1    

n=249  

As seen in Table 1, in the distribution based on demographic characteristics of 249 

participants, the highest rates are 35-44 age group (39.7%), male employees (76.7%), married 

(74.7%), education level doctorate (55.1), work experience of 6-10 years (34.9%) and the title of 

lecturer / instructor (36.1%). 

3.2. The Reliability and Validity of Data Collection Tool 

The reliability (the internal consistency) of the scales used in the survey form was evaluated 

by the use of Cronbach's alpha coefficient. In Table 2 below, data from the total score (total score 

of the scale items) was presented by utilizing Cronbach's alpha coefficient. The values clearly 

indicate high internal consistency of the items. 
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Table 2. Reliability Coefficients of the Scales 

Scale Measurement Range Number of Items Cronbach Alfa Coefficient 

Mobbing 5s scale (1-5) 36 ,984 

Organizational Silence 5s scale (1-5) 26 ,891 

Employee Performance 5s scale (1-5) 6 ,883 

Correlation level of the data matrix was examined before doing the factor analysis. In order 

to do this, the level of mutual correlation between the variables and suitability for factor analysis 

were determined with the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test. KMO value of all the scales present 

in the study was higher than 0.60 and the Bartlett value was significant with 0.05, so the data set 

has been found to be suitable for exploratory factor analysis.  

In order to determine the fundamental variables of the sub-components of these scales, the 

exploratory factor analysis was used. Factor analysis results for the mobbing scale are 

summarized in Table 3, results for organizational silence scale are summarized in Table 4 and 

results for employee performance are summarized in Table 5. The values were observed to be 

high. According to the factor analysis results, the mobbing scale has occurred from five sub-

factors with a total variance of 82.949% (8.-18. Items were removed from the scale), the 

organizational silence scale consisted of three sub-factors with a total variance of 72.499%, and 

the employee performance scale consisted of a single factor with a total variance of 65.905 %.  
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Table 3. Factor Structure of Mobbing Scale 

Components Item 

Factor 

Loadin

gs 

Varianc

e 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 
Extract Value KMO Value 

 

 

 

Factor 1: 

Attacks Against 

Self Improvement 

M2 ,854  

 

 

 

45,329 

 

 

 

 

,956 

 

 

 

 

14,235 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

,916 

M1 ,852 

M5 ,846 

M3 ,835 

M7 ,779 

M4 ,727 

M9 ,674 

M6 ,646 

 

Factor 2: 

Attacks Against the 

Quality of Life and 

Career 

M31 ,864  

 

20,198 

 

 

,973 

 

 

 

10,701 
M30 ,855 

M29 ,850 

M28 ,809 

M27 ,793 

M32 ,762 

 

 

 

 

Factor 3: 

Attacks Against 

Reputation 

M25 ,887 

 

 

9,861 

 

 

,984 

 

 

 

3,657 

M23 ,861 

M20 ,854 

M26 ,810 

M19 ,792 

M22 ,779 

M21 ,778 

M24 ,776 

M17 ,737 

M16 ,691 

M15 ,674 

 

Factor 4: 

Attacks Against 

Social 

Relationships 

M12 ,899  

4,604 

 

,963 

 

7,205 M13 ,868 

M11 ,756 

M10 ,707 

M14 ,701 

 

Factor 5: 

Attacks Against 

Health 

M34 ,851  

2,957 

Sum: 

82,949 

 

,984 

 

4,218 M35 ,849 

M33 ,847 

M36 ,833 
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Table 4. Factor Structure of Organizational Silence Scale 

Components 
Articl

e 

Factor 

Loadin

gs 

Varianc

e 

Cronbach

's Alpha 
Extract Value 

KMO 

Value 

 

Factor 1: 

Accepted Silence 

S3 ,927  

 

27,978 

 

 

,897 

 

 

3,553 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

,825 

S4 ,901 

S2 ,892 

S1 ,741 

 

Factor 2: 

Defensive Silence 

S6 ,884  

 

22,804 

 

 

,794 

 

 

 

2,457 
S5 ,799 

S7 ,728 

S8 ,725 

Factor 3: 

Silence for the 

Benefit of 

Organization 

S10 ,910 21,717 

Sum: 

72,499 

 

,852 

 

 

1,965 S9 ,862 

S11 
,831 

 

Table 5. Factor Structure of Organizational Employee Performance Scale 

Components 
Articl

e 

Factor 

Loading

s 

Varianc

e 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Extract 

Value 
KMO Value 

 

Factor 1: 

Performance of 

the Employee  

Ç1 ,842  

 

65,905 

 

 

,883 

 

 

3,834 

 

 

 

,884 
Ç3 ,839 

Ç2 ,834 

Ç4 ,798 

Ç6 ,794 

Ç5 ,677 

 

3.3. Correlation Analysis 

Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to investigate the relationships between the 

sub-factors of mobbing, organizational silence and employee performance variables. The results 

of one-tailed test are shown in Table 6 below. The results were evaluated at the 95% confidence 

level. 
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Table 6 Correlation Analysis 

Parameters 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 

1. 1         

2. ,691** 1        

3. ,798** ,889**
 

1       

4. 
,818** 

,790**
 

,901*

*
 

1      

5. 
,657** 

,939**
 

,874*

*
 

,779**
 

1     

6. ,657**
 

,500**
 

,329*

*
 

,523**
 

,504**
 

1    

7. ,415** ,344** ,383*

* 

,469** ,352** ,374** 1   

8. ,070** ,089** ,068*

* 

,090** ,043** ,257** ,051** 1  

9. -,291** -

,256** 

-,292* -

,298** 

-

,203** 

-

,110** 

-,252* -,383* 1 

Note: 1 1.Attacks against Self Improvement, 2. Attacks against the Quality of Life and Career 3. 

Attacks against reputation 4. Attacks against Social Relationships 5. Attacks against Health, 6. 

Accepted Silence, 7. Defensive Silence, 8. Silence for the Benefit of the Organization 9. 

Performance of the Employee  

Note:2**Correlation significant at the 0.01 level, *Correlation significant at the 0.05 level 

When the results in Table 6 are examined, each sub-components of mobbing is seen to 

have a positive, meaningful and strong relationship with each other. When the relationship 

between sub-components of mobbing and organizational silence are examined, a positive and 

significant relationship is observed. However, a low level positive correlation was determined 

between silence for the benefit of the organization and sub-components of mobbing. Besides, 

there is a negative relationship between mobbing sub-components and employee performance. 

There is also a negative relationship between organizational silence sub-components and 

employee performance subscales. 

3.4. Regression Analysis 

 In order to test the hypotheses of the research study, multiple regression analysis was applied 

and the analysis results are displayed in Table 7, Table 8 and Table 9 below.  

Table 7. Regression Analysis Results of the Effect of Mobbing’s 

Sub-components on Organizational Silence 

DEPENDENT 

VARIABLE 

Organizational 

Silence 

R
2
 F P 

0,519 52,406 ,000 

INDEPENDENT 

VARIABLE  

Mobbing 

 β P 



Meral ERDİRENÇELEBİ and A. Aslan ŞENDOĞDU ,The Macrotheme Review 5(5), Special Issue 2016 

 

112 
 

Attacks against Self 

Improvement 

 

,006 ,001 

Attacks against the 

Quality of Life and 

Career 

,310 ,000 

Attacks against 

Reputation 
,294 ,001 

Attacks against Social 

Affairs 
,297 ,000 

Attacks against 

Health 
,391 ,000 

 

The corrected determination value R
2
 indicates how much of the change of dependent 

variable can be explained with independent variable. According to Table 7, the 51.9% of the 

increase in the organizational silence is appeared to be related with mobbing (R
2
=0,519, 

p=0,000).All sub-components of mobbing affects organizational silence in a significant and 

positive way. Therefore,"H1= The mobbing that academicians face affects organizational silence 

positively" hypothesis was accepted. 

Table 8. Regression Analysis Results of the Effect of Mobbing’s 

Sub-components on Employee Performance 

DEPENDENT 

VARIABLE  

Employee Performance 

R
2
 F P 

0,172 20,002 ,000 

INDEPENDENT 

VARIABLE  

Mobbing 

 β p 

Attacks against Self 

Improvement 

 

-,075 ,001 

Attacks against the 

Quality of Life and 

Career 

-,058 ,000 

Attacks against 

Reputation 
-,085 ,001 

Attacks against Social 

Relationships 
-,113 ,000 

Attacks against Health -,078 ,000 

According to Table 8, the 17.2 % of the decrease in employee performance is appeared to 

be related with mobbing (R
2
=0,172, p=0,000). All sub-components of mobbing have a 

meaningful and negative effect on the performance of the employee. Therefore, "H2= The 

mobbing that academicians face affects their performance negatively" hypothesis was accepted. 
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Table 9. Regression Analysis Results of the Effect of Organizational Silence’s 

Sub-components on Employee Performance 

DEPENDENT 

VARIABLE 

Employee 

Performance 

R
2
 F p 

0,283 18,242 ,000 

INDEPENDENT 

VARIABLE 

Organizational Silence 

 β p 

Accepted Silence 

 

-,183 ,009 

Defensive Silence -,166 ,000 

Silence for the Benefit 

of Organization 
,413 ,000 

 

In Table 9, the 28.3% of the decrease in the employee performance is appeared to be 

related with organizational silence (R
2
=0,283, p=0,000). In the model, there is a meaningful and 

negative effect of the sub-components of organizational silence, accepted silence (β=, 183) and 

defensive silence (β=, 166) on employee performance. But besides, silence for the benefit of 

organization is found to have a positive effect on employee performance (β=, 413).  As a result, 

“H3= The organizational silence perception of academicians affects their performance 

negatively” hypothesis was accepted. 

4. Conclusion and Recommendations 

The first hypothesis discussed in this study is the academicians’ experiences of mobbing 

have positive effects on organizational silence. The obtained model results demonstrate that the 

academicians’ perceptions of mobbing with all sub-components have a significant impact on 

increasing their organizational silence. The results gathered support the literature (Elçi and 

Karabay, 2016; Kalay et al., 2014; Çavuş et al., 2015; Gül and Özcan, 2011; Erigüç et al., 2014). 

The second hypothesis discussed is the academicians’ experiences of mobbing affect their 

performance in a negative way. All sub-components of mobbing have a meaningful and negative 

effect on employee performance. The results reached support the literature (Şenerkal and 

Çorbacıoğlu, 2015; Tınaz, 2006). 

The last hypothesis discussed is that the organizational silence perception of academicians 

affects their performance negatively. There is a meaningful and negative effect of the sub-

components of organizational silence, accepted silence (β=, 183) and defensive silence (β=, 166) 

on employee performance. But besides, silence for the benefit of organization is found to have a 

positive effect on employee performance (β=, 413).These conclusions goes parallel with the 

literature (Briensfield, 2009; Şehitoğlu and Zehir, 2010; Tayfun and Çatır, 2013; Alparslan and 

Kayalar, 2012; Morrison and Milliken, 2000; Çakıcı, 2008). 

As a result of the research findings and results, all three hypotheses were accepted. In the 

context of this research, in order to prevent mobbing to occur, it is necessary to form an 

organizational structure where the communication within the organization is clear, the employee 
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feels valuable, the duties, authorities and responsibilities are clearly stated and the vision and 

mission of the organization are openly shared with the employees. In addition to these, so as to 

prevent mobbing, it is important to raise awareness, to emphasize the importance and to arrange 

appropriate trainings and seminars within the organization. Raising awareness of employees 

about the issue will have a preventive effect on both the implementation of mobbing and being 

exposed to this kind of situation. 

In the scope of this research, in order to prevent psychological violence to occur, it is 

necessary to form an organizational structure where the communication within the organization is 

clear, the employee feels valuable, the duties, authorities and responsibilities are clearly stated 

and the vision and mission of the organization are openly shared with the employees. In addition 

to these, in order to prevent psychological violence, it is important to raise awareness, to 

emphasize the importance and to arrange appropriate trainings and seminars within the 

organization. Raising awareness of the employees about the issue will be fruitful for organization 

to prevent the implementation of psychological violence as well as being exposed to such a 

situation. Another important issue is in the recruitment phase, organization should pay attention 

to not only the professional knowledge of the applicants but also to their personal characteristics. 

It should not be underestimated that over egotistical and narcissist personalities can become the 

source of psychological violence. Moreover, mobbing behaviors are more frequent among 

employees in organizations where there is high competition. In that regard, it is essential to take 

the necessary precautions. 

On the other hand, as a result of the mobbing events within the organization, the employees 

experience organizational silence. The administration has an important role in this respect. The 

administration’s role in providing participatory and compatible organizational culture will help to 

prevent a vicious cycle. If they do not do so, the loss of qualified staff members will increase the 

turnover rates and the costs. There should be an atmosphere where the employees can freely 

express their knowledge, idea, anxiety and opinions, and in this sense, they should be supported 

to feel confident in expression. 

Finally, due to constraints, the research was carried out in Konya on the academicians from 

two state university. It is suggested to the academicians who are interested in the subject of this 

research to have a large contrastive study between state and private universities. 
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