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The aim of this study is to develop a valid and reliable measurement tool to assess
Received: 02.09.2023 the organizational dissent behaviors of academic staff. In order to achieve this
Accepted: 01.12.2023 aim, data were collected from academic staff in the spring semester of the 2020-
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conducted to determine the construct validity of the scale. Exploratory factor
analysis revealed a four-factor structure. The dimensions of the scale were
named as Vocalization, Dissident Actions, Passive Reactions, and Political
Tactics. The resulting four-factor structure explains 56.29% of the total variance.
The 23 items on the scale are scored on a range of 1-Never to 5-Always. Only the
first item of the scale is reversed. An increase in the total score obtained from a
dimension of the scale or from the scale means an increase in dissent behavior.
The 23-item and four-factor structure of the scale was also tested with
confirmatory factor analysis. In confirmatory factor analysis, y2/sd ratio was
1.97 (433.57/ 219), and other goodness of fit values were found as RMSEA=.05,
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lliman Puskulluoglu, E. & Duman, A. (2024). Organizational dissent behaviors
scale: Validity and reliability study. MSKU Journal of Education, 11(1), 39-52.
DOI: 10.21666/muefd.1354365.

For Citation

Educational administration is a sub-discipline of the educational sciences, but its founding principles
are in the fields of organization and administration. In the studies carried out in educational
administration, the phenomena in the field of organization and administration are evaluated by
considering the unique textures of educational organizations. When it comes to the social sciences, it is
not possible to say that any phenomenon is new. The same is true for the phenomenon of dissent. The
origins of dissent can be traced back to antiquity. However, in organizational studies, dissent is handled
relatively detached from this historical origin based on the organizational exit-voice-loyalty framework,
which is based on Hirschman's (1970) conceptualization of voice (see: Agalday, Ozgan, & Arslan, 2014;
Akada & Beycioglu, 2019; Aksel, 2013; Dagli, 2015; Farrell, 1983; Garner, 2009; Gorden, 1988;
Graham, 1986; Kassing, 1997; Otken & Cenkci, 2013; Stewart, 1980). This justification is not wrong,
but it is incomplete. Because if a phenomenon whose origins can be traced back to antiquity is treated
as if it emerged in the 1970s, it cannot be presented holistically. In other words, vocalization is an
important form of expression of dissent. Employees can express their dissent if there are appropriate
channels. However, dissent should not only be a phenomenon related to vocalization. Because dissent
should also be a form of behavior that can be exhibited both directly and indirectly. Based on this
foresight, in this study, organizational dissent in the educational organizations is addressed both within
the framework of exit-voice-loyalty, and as a form of behavior exhibited directly and indirectly. In the
present section of the study, the etymological origin, historical usage, direct and indirect forms of
dissent, academia, and the phenomenon of dissent are discussed, respectively. After the outlined
problem situation, the scales of organizational dissent behaviors in the literature, the ways in which the
scale of organizational dissent behaviors developed in this study considering educational organizations
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differs from other scales in the literature, and the structure handled within the scope of the research are
given.

Dissent etymologically comes from the Latin root sentire. While sentire means to feel and think, the
prefix dis- adds the meaning of different. In other words, dissent comes from the Latin word dissentire,
which means to feel and think differently. The word was used in the 15th century in the sense of taking
without approval and consent, and in the 16th century in the sense of differentiating in thought. In
today's English dictionary (Merriam Webster Dictionary, dissent), it is defined as both a verb and a noun
in the sense of not giving consent, differing in thought, political dissent against the government or its
policies. The Turkish dictionary (Turk Dil Kurumu, muhalefet) defines dissent as 1- the state of being
against an attitude, an opinion, a behavior, or a contradiction; 2- a group of people who have the
opposite opinion or attitude; 3- a party or parties that are outside the government in a democracy.

Although dissent has existed in thought and behavior since antiquity, it was not until the 16th century
that it was used in its current sense. The boundaries drawn by Iliman Puskulluoglu and Ekinci (2021)
for resistance can be applied to the phenomenon of dissent. Although dissent is also a concept specific
to modern societies, its actualization depends on an individual's status as a subject. In other words, in
societies where the boundaries of public and personal space are clearly defined, individuals can exhibit
dissent behaviors as a result of the violation of their own space. In pre-modern societies, on the other
hand, dissent, like resistance, can be seen as a problem that needs to be suppressed, prevented, and
punished.

The emergence of dissent as a phenomenon in organizational life coincides with the turn of the 20th
century. The reason for this situation can be attributed to the fact that although the origin of
administration can be traced back to the ancient period, the accumulation of administration knowledge
increased after the 20th century. Similarly, it can be said that the study of dissent behaviors in
educational organizations gained popularity after the 20th century. In organizational life, dissent has
generally been handled as the expression and vocalization of dissident thought based on the
conceptualization of exit-voice-loyalty in organizations (see. Aksel, 2013; Altinkurt & Iliman-
Puskulloglu, 2017; Dagli, 2015; Farrell, 1983; Gorden, 1988; Hirschman, 1970; Iliman Puskulluoglu &
Altinkurt, 2018; Kadi & Beytekin, 2015; Kassing, 1997; Kassing, 2002; Kassing 2011; Otken & Cenkci,
2013; Stewart, 1980). As stated above, this situation is not wrong, but it is incomplete. Because silence
is ignored in the conceptualization of dissent that is handled within the framework of exit-voice-loyalty.
However, according to Althusser (2016), silence can also be accepted as a part of the power relations.
That is, in some cases, silence can be considered as dissent.

As the history of thought and science shows, different opinions or dissenting stances have not always
been welcomed, and environments for dissent have not always been provided by administrations to
individuals or employees. This has sometimes led to employees not directly displaying their true
thoughts or stances. According to Goffman (2014), people can behave differently when others are
present and when they are not. They behave in the presence of others in the way they want to show
themselves. In this context, the place where there are other people is, in Goffman's words (2014), the
frontstage. Although the concept of frontstage in English is used as front of the stage in Turkish, what
is meant by the concept of frontstage (sahne onu) is the onstage behaviors that take place in front of the
curtain. So, in this study, onstage behaviors are used. Onstage behaviors include all forms of power or
dissent, as Balandier (2021) discusses in his work Le Pouvoir Sur Scenes (Onstage Power/Sahnelenen
Iktidar). Because all these behaviors contain a kind of theatricality. Similarly, organizational dissent,
which is conceptualized in the administrative literature and organizational studies as the voicing of
dissenting opinions, is, in Scott's (1995) terms, a public transcript. In Turkish, public (kamusal) means
related to or belong to public. However, the word public in English also means to make public. In other
words, public transcripts refer to behaviors that are publicly performed, in other words, onstage, in front
of everyone's eyes.

Onstage dissent behaviors constitute an important part of this study. Employees will be able to express
their dissent when there are appropriate channels or stage their dissent when there is an appropriate
environment. In this context, organizational dissent behavior can be both voiced and onstage as a
dissenting action. However, when there is no suitable environment, employees may look for alternative
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ways to stage their dissent. Because, as in the laws of physics, every action causes a reaction. In
organizations, every power applied creates resistance (Foucault, 1978). In other words, employees can
show their reactions to organizational events, albeit indirectly. Different researchers (see Gorden, 1988;
Kassing 1998, Mumby, 1997) have also discussed behaviors in which dissent is not directly observed
but a stand against the systems of domination is used. These indirect reactions are considered backstage
dissent behaviors in this study. Backstage is, in Goffman's words (2014), the place where the reality
suppressed on stage emerges. Scott (1995), on the other hand, deals with the behaviors that take place
behind the scenes with the concept of hidden transcripts. Backstage behaviors occur as a result of
deliberate changes in the form of dissent behaviors that are unlikely to be directly onstage or because
employees avoid it for various reasons. These behaviors do not have strict predetermined boundaries
and may occur depending on the context. For example, behaviors such as rumors, gossip, folktales,
anonymous threats, grumbling, masks, linguistic codes, dialects, and gestures, metaphors, rituals can
be considered in this context (Scott, 1995, pp. 192-270).

Political tactics are one of the concerns that can be discussed within the context of backstage dissent
behaviors. Political tactics are a kind of organizational game and enable employees to make their
requests more easily by using power and influence mechanisms. Although there are many classifications
of political tactics and many political behaviors in the literature, the most commonly used political
tactics can be considered as ingratiating, managing information, managing impressions, coalition
building, scapegoating and networking (Allen, Madison, Porter, Renwick, & Mayes, 1979, pp. 79-80;
Kipnis, Schmidt, & Wilkinson, 1980, pp. 440-446; Vecchio, 1988, as cited in Hoy & Miskel, 2010, pp.
224-225). Passive reactions, which are similarly related to organizational resistance, are another issue
that can be handled within the framework of backstage dissent behaviors. Waldron (1999) considers
organizational resistance as a reaction to any system or existing practices. Organizational resistance can
be shown in many direct and indirect ways. The display of organizational resistance directly or indirectly
may vary depending on the organization and the employee. In the context of organizational resistance,
sabotage, insubordination, tardiness, ignoring a directive, and pretending to work can be considered
(Ashforth & Mael, 1998, p. 101). Although these behaviors are evaluated in the context of organizational
resistance, each of them corresponds to a passive reaction.

As seen in the paragraphs above, in this study, dissent in educational organizations is considered a
behavior that can be onstage directly or indirectly, including vocalization. For dissent to occur, either
directly or indirectly, universities must be autonomous, and faculty members must be free in a
democratic setting. However, looking at the historical situation of higher education institutions, they
have frequently experienced political and capital pressure (Giroux, 2018), had to cope with municipal
and religious administrations (Timur, 2000), and so have not always been provided with these
conditions. Though it is also very important that academic staff can express their dissent through their
thoughts and behaviors. Because faculty members raise individuals who take part in all areas of society,
in education, law, health, economy, and politics.

To conclude, measuring the organizational dissent behaviors of faculty members is of great importance.
The scale developed by Kassing (1998) and different Turkish adaptations of the scale (Aksel, 2013;
Altinkurt & Iliman Puskulluoglu, 2017; Dagli, 2015; Ergun & Celik, 2018; Kaya, 2016; Korucuoglu,
2016; Otken & Cenkci, 2013) are frequently used in the literature to measure organizational dissent
behaviors. Depending on the Turkish adaptation of the scale, the scale dimensions are addressed within
the framework of different conceptualizations of dissent as explicit, implicit, vertical, horizontal,
external, questioning explicit, constructive explicit, hidden, indirect, expressed to managers, expressed
to colleagues, expressed to family and friends outside the school. In addition, there is also a scale
developed by Ozdemir (2010) that measures the causes of organizational dissent behaviors. However,
as stated in the introduction of the study, although it is stated that organizational dissent behaviors are
measured in these studies, only to whom the dissent is expressed, in other words, the direction of dissent
is tried to be revealed, and organizational dissent behaviors are addressed only based on the exit-voice-
loyalty framework. In addition, higher education institutions may show similarities with other
organizations. The organizational dissent scales developed so far are used in the literature, with
adaptations in line with the similarities of higher education institutions with other organizations.
However, higher education institutions are educational organizations, which means they have their own
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unique textures. In this direction, it is also important to develop a measurement tool to assess the
organizational dissent behaviors of academic staff working in higher education institutions as an
educational organization. Considering all these and the fact that dissent can be both expressed as a voice
and exhibited as a behavior, this study aims to develop a measurement tool that will enable the
organizational dissent behaviors of academic staff to be revealed in a holistic manner. To achieve this
aim, the dimensions of Vocalization, Dissident Actions, Passive Reactions, and Political Tactics are
given below within the framework of the structure conceptualized as both onstage and backstage dissent
behaviors.

Vocalization, as the name suggests, is related to organizational voice and silence. This dimension
corresponds to onstage dissent behaviors. The goal of this dimension is to indicate to whom the
academic staff would express their dissatisfaction with decisions made in the higher education institution
that they believe are incorrect. Within the scope of this dimension, academic staff can choose to remain
silent, speak to anyone who brings up the issue, speak to colleagues, express it in the settings where they
are present, say it when they are face-to-face with administrators, or express it in a meeting, and indicate
how frequently they stage various dissent strategies.

Dissident Actions encompass the dissenting behavior that is put into action. This dimension corresponds
to onstage dissent behaviors. This dimension aims to reveal how the academic staff stages their dissent
by putting their dissent into action in the face of injustices or decisions that they find wrong in the higher
education institution. Within the scope of this dimension, academic staff indicate how frequently they
stage various dissent strategies, such as applying to higher institutions against injustices, using legal
processes, resigning from secondary duties in the case of decisions they find incorrect, writing
annotations, petitions, and critical articles to express their dissenting opinions.

Passive Reactions, include dissent behaviors that consist of passive reactions in which dissent is
indirectly displayed. This dimension corresponds to backstage dissent behaviors. The aim of this
dimension is to reveal how the academic staff indirectly show their dissent in decisions that they find
incorrect. Within the scope of this dimension, academic staff state how frequently they engage in various
indirect dissent strategies such as not contributing to the work, slowing down the job, dragging the work,
distancing themselves, and failing to accomplish what is expected of them.

Political Tactics, encompass dissent behaviors consisting of political tactics in which dissent is
displayed indirectly. This dimension corresponds to backstage dissent behaviors. The aim of this
dimension is to reveal how the academic staff display their dissenting opinion by using political tactics
strategies in the higher education institution. Within the scope of this dimension, the academic staff
indicate how often they engage in various indirect dissent strategies such as conveying their thoughts to
people and committees who can voice their thoughts more effectively than them, following the
administration closely, leaking the decisions taken in the administration and conveying them to the
relevant people, trying to influence the decisions of the administration by lobbying before the meeting.

Method

The data of this study were collected from academic staff working in higher education institutions in the
Aegean Region during the 2020-2021 academic year. All ethical measures and approvals required for
scientific studies were followed. In this context, ethics committee approval dated 22.06.2020 and
numbered 200146/124 was obtained from Mugla Sitki Kocman University Human Research Ethics
Committee within the scope of the first author's doctoral dissertation. Based on the qualitative findings
of the doctoral dissertation study of lliman Puskulluoglu (2023) and within the framework of the
theoretical structure in the literature, an item pool consisting of 39 statements was prepared. The
statements in the item pool aim to reveal the dissent behaviors of the academic staff based on their own
statements. It was planned to score the scale items related to the dissent behaviors of the lecturers on a
five-point Likert scale ranging from "1-Never" to "5-Always". Field experts were consulted to ensure
the content validity of the scale and to evaluate it in terms of meaning and appropriateness. After the
feedback from the field experts, corrections were made, and a pilot study was conducted with the 36-
item draft scale. The pilot application was conducted face-to-face with nine academic staff, the
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suggestions received were evaluated, and necessary corrections were made. As a result, the scale,
consisting of 36 items was ready for application.

Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were conducted to test the construct validity of the scale.
Data collected from two separate samples were used for exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses.
Exploratory factor analysis was conducted with the data collected from the first sample and confirmatory
factor analysis was conducted with the data collected from the second sample. There are many different
assumptions for deciding on an adequate sample size in scale development studies (Erkus, 2016). In this
study, by examining different assumptions and taking DeVellis' (2016) views into consideration, it was
decided that a participant group of approximately 300 people was sufficient to conduct the analyses.
Exploratory factor analysis was conducted with data collected from 332 academic staff and confirmatory
factor analysis was conducted with data collected from 298 academic staff.

The demographic characteristics such as title, gender, and age of the participants in the first sample
group, for which exploratory factor analysis was conducted, are described respectively, and given in
Table 1. Among the academic staff, 23.5% were professors/professor doctors (n=78), 17.2% were
associate professors/ associate professor doctors (n=57), 21.1% were assistant professor doctors (n=70),
22.2% were research assistants/research assistant doctors (n=74) and 16% were lecturers/lecturer
doctors (n=53). Of the academic staff, 55.1% were female (n=183) and 44.9% were male (n=149). Of
the academic staff, 9.6% were 30 years of age or younger (n=32), 35.2% were between 31-40 years of
age (n=117), 29.5% were between 41-50 years of age (n=98), and 25.6% were 51 years of age or older
(n=85).

Table 1. Demographic Information of Exploratory Factor Analysis Participants

Demographic Personal Characteristic  Number of Percentage (%0)

Variable Academic Staff (n)

Gender Female n=183 %55,1
Male n=149 %44.,9
30 Years and Under n=32 %9,6

Age 31-40 Age Range n=117 %35,2
41-50 Age Range n=98 %29,5
51 years and older n=85 %25,6
Lecturer/Lecturer Dr. n=53 %16

Title Res. Assis./Res. Assis. Dr. n=74 %22,2
Assis. Prof. Dr. n=70 %21,1
Asso. Prof./Asso. Prof. Dr. n=57 %17,2
Prof./ Prof. Dr. n=78 %23,5

Total 332 academic staff %100

Table 2. Demographic Information of Confirmatory Factor Analysis Participants

Demographic Personal Characteristic ~ Number of Percentage (%)

Variable Academic Staff (n)

Gender Female n=139 %53,4
Male n=159 %46,6
30 Years and Under n=22 %7,4

Age 31-40 Age Range n=138 %46,3
41-50 Age Range n=92 %30,9
51 years and older n=46 %15,4
Lecturer/Lecturer Dr. n=54 %18,1

Title Res. Assis./Res. Assis. Dr. n=77 %025,8
Assis. Prof. Dr. n=71 %23,8
Asso. Prof./Asso. Prof. Dr. n=55 %18,5
Prof./ Prof. Dr. n=41 %13,8

Total 298 academic staff %100
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The demographic characteristics such as title, gender, and age of the participants in the second sample
group for which confirmatory factor analysis was conducted are described respectively and given in
Table 2. Among the academic staff, 13.8% were professors/professor doctors (n=41), 18.5% were
associate professors/ associate professor doctors (n=55), 23.8% were assistant professor doctors (n=71),
25.8% were research assistants/research assistant doctors (n=77) and 18.1% were lecturers/lecturer
doctors (n=54). Of the academic staff, 46.6% were female (n=139) and 53.4% were male (n=159). Of
the academic staff, 7.4% were 30 years of age or younger (n=22), 46.3% were between 31-40 years of
age (n=138), 30.9% were between 41-50 years of age (n=92), and 15.4% were 51 years of age or older
(n=46).

After the formation of the scale structure, normality analysis was performed. The normality of the scale
was decided by examining the arithmetic mean, median, mode, kurtosis, and skewness coefficients. If
the arithmetic mean, median and mode values are equal or close to each other, the distribution is normal
(Demir, Saatcioglu, & Imrol, 2016; McKillup, 2005). In this study, the arithmetic mean, median and
mode values were 2.53, 2.49 and 2.58, respectively. If the kurtosis and skewness coefficients are
between -1 and +1, the distribution is normal (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In this study, the skewness
coefficients of the scale ranged between .52 and -.37, and the kurtosis coefficients ranged between -.86
and -.53. While removing outliers, Z scores, box plots and Mahalonobis distances were analyzed. Values
outside the range of -3 to +3 in Z scores, values outside the box in box plots and values below .001 in
Mahalonobis distances were removed (Cokluk, Sekercioglu, & Buyukozturk, 2016). A total of 1 data
was cleaned by looking at the Z scores, 26 data by looking at the box plot, 2 data by looking at the
Mahalonobis distance, and 29 data in total. In data cleaning, the items were discarded one by one starting
from the most extreme, and the process was repeated after each data was discarded. Analyses were
conducted with 304 data after data cleaning.

Findings

The purpose of this study is to develop a tool for measuring dissent behaviors of academic staff. The
findings obtained with the data collected for this purpose are presented in this section of the study. In
this context, the findings related to exploratory factor analysis, then confirmatory factor analysis and
reliability of the scale are discussed.

Findings Related to Exploratory Factor Analysis

Before conducting exploratory factor analysis, the suitability of the data set for the analysis was
evaluated by examining the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett Sphericity Test results. A KMO
value above .70 (Field, 2009) means that the data set is suitable for factor analysis. In the study, KMO
value was found to be .83 and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity y2 =4617,549 sd =406; p <.01. These values
indicate that the data set is suitable for factor analysis. Exploratory factor analysis was conducted to
assess construct validity. Principal component analysis method was used in exploratory factor analysis.
In addition, Promax orthogonal rotation method was preferred based on the prediction that the scale
factors may be related to each other. The Kappa value was accepted as 4 in the Promax approach because
it gave the best results in the analysis (Cokluk et al., 2016 ). While deciding the number of factors, the
ratio of variance explained and the scree plot graph (Buyukozturk, 2013), that is, the graph formed
according to the eigenvalues of the factors, were examined. In the first analysis, it was seen that the
items were grouped under 6 factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 and explaining 66.084% of the total
variance. However, considering the items and their numbers, the contribution of the factors to the total
variance, the scree plot graph and the explainability of the factors, it was decided that the scale should
have 4 factors and the analysis was repeated for a 4-factor structure.

During the factor analysis, it was decided that the factor loading values of the items in the scale should
be greater than .50 (DeVellis, 2012). Considering that the difference between the factor loading values
should not be less than .10 if the items load on more than one factor, the items that did not meet this
condition and could be included under both factors were removed from the scale (Cokluk et al., 2016).
The removal of the items was realized by removing each item one by one and repeating the analysis. At
the end of this process, 13 items were removed from the scale and the remaining items were renumbered.
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KMO and Barlett Sphericity Test values were analyzed for the remaining 23 items. The KMO value was
found to be .80 and the result of Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was %2 = 3577,016 sd = 253; p < .01. Since
the values showed the suitability of the data set for exploratory factor analysis, the analysis was repeated.
As a result of the exploratory factor analysis, 56.29% of the total variance was explained and the scale
was categorized under 4 factors. The factors were named as Vocalization, Dissident Actions, Passive
Reactions and Political Tactics. The results of the exploratory factor analysis are presented in Table 3.

Vocalization is the first factor of the Organizational Dissent Behaviors Scale. This factor consists of 6
items and explains 10.01% of the total variance by itself. The factor loadings of the items in this factor
vary between .67 and .77. Dissident Actions is the second factor of the Organizational Dissent Behaviors
Scale. This factor consists of 6 items and explains 26.24% of the total variance by itself. The factor
loadings of the items in this factor vary between .61 and .77. Passive Reactions is the third factor of the
Organizational Dissent Behaviors Scale. This factor consists of 5 items and explains 7.49% of the total
variance by itself. The factor loadings of the items in this factor vary between .70 and .85. Political
Tactics is the last factor of the Organizational Dissent Behaviors Scale. This factor consists of 6 items
and explains 12.53% of the total variance by itself. The factor loadings of the items in this factor vary
between .61 and .79.

Table 3. Findings Related to Exploratory Factor Analysis of Organizational Dissent Behaviors Scale

Item Vocalization Dissident Passive Political Common
(SE) Actions (MU)  Reactions Tactics (PO) Variance
(PA)
SE1 .69 43 .05 .02 52
SE?2 .70 A2 13 .16 .54
SE3 7 .22 .06 21 .61
SE4 71 .34 .18 .28 .53
SE5 .67 AT .04 .09 .52
SE6 12 46 .03 A3 .56
MU7 .40 .73 A1 A1 .55
MuU8 .32 A7 5 .09 .60
MU9 .09 .63 .32 .18 A7
MU10 .38 .76 A7 .18 .59
MU11 .32 A7 .20 31 .62
MU12 31 .61 .20 32 A1
PA13 24 42 .67 .20 .53
PA14 A1 .06 .85 .23 75
PA15 .07 .05 .85 .26 75
PA16 .01 .30 .70 A2 .55
PA17 14 42 .70 .20 57
PO18 .26 .25 .16 .79 .64
PO19 .30 .35 A7 .76 .62
PO20 A2 24 15 74 .56
PO21 .05 .02 .28 .61 A1
PO22 A3 .03 21 .66 46
PO23 .09 19 14 .69 A48
Variance %10,01 %26,24 %7,49 %12,53 Total
Explained Variance
%56,29

Correlation coefficients were analyzed to assess the relationships between the scale dimensions. There
is a very low correlation between Passive Reactions and Vocalization (r=.05), a low correlation between
Dissident Actions (r=.14) and a low correlation between Political Tactics (r=.20). There is a moderate
relationship between Vocalization and Dissident Actions (r=.34) and no relationship between Political
Tactics (r=.00). There is a low-level relationship between Dissident Actions and Political Tactics
(r=.16). To determine whether there is a multicollinearity problem, the relationships between the
dimensions of the scale, unexplained variance tolerance value, VIF value and CI value were analyzed.
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The fact that the relationships between the dimensions of the scale are less than .90, the 1-R2 value is
less than .20, the VIF value is less than 10, and the CI value is less than 30 proves that there is no
multicollinearity problem in the scale (Cokluk et al., 2016). In conclusion, it can be said that there is no
multicollinearity problem in the scale.

Findings Related to Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Exploratory factor analysis revealed a 4-factor structure consisting of 23 items. To evaluate whether this
structure was confirmed or not, data was collected again from a different sample and a first level
confirmatory factor analysis was conducted. In line with the modification suggestions in the
confirmatory factor analysis, items SE5 - SE6, MU7 - MU, PA14 - PA15, PO18 - PO19 were examined,
and the error variances of these items were correlated. The items with associated error variances are as
follows; in the Vocalization dimension SE5. " I tell the managers about the decisions | find inappropriate
when | meet them personally." and SE6. "I express the decisions | find inappropriate in a meeting." In
the Dissident Actions dimension, MU7. “"When | am mistreated, | apply to higher institutions.” and MUS.
"When | am mistreated, | take legal action.” In the Passive Reactions dimension, PA14. "I react to
decisions | find inappropriate by slowing down the work." and PA15. "l react to decisions | find
inappropriate by dragging out the work.” In the Political Tactics dimension, PO18. "I try to influence
the decisions of the administration by communicating my thoughts through people who can be
influential on the administrators.” and PO19. "I try to influence the decisions of the administration by
communicating my thoughts through committees that | believe will be influential on the administrators."

Since the error variances of SE5-SE6 (x2 = 76.5, p<.00), MU7-MUS8 (32 = 132.5, p<.00), PA14-PA15
(x2 = 167.3, p<.00), PO18-PO19 (x2 = 78.4, p<.00) of the items measuring similar traits and included
in the same dimension were correlated, the goodness of fit values improved. Each modification made a
significant contribution to the model fit. In confirmatory factor analysis, ¥2/sd ratio was 1.97 (433.57/
219) and other goodness of fit values were RMSEA=.05, NFI=.85, NNFI=.90, CFI=.91, IFI=.92,
GFI=.88, RMR=.08, SRMR=0.07. Accordingly, it can be said that the model has acceptable goodness
of fit values (Byrne, 1998; Cokluk et al., 2016; Secer, 2015).

Table 4. Findings Related to Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Organizational Dissent Behaviors Scale

Factors Item Number  Standardized Factor R? t values P
Loadings
SE1 .55 .30 10.70
SE2 .69 A7 7.80
Vocalization SE3 .69 A48 7.82 .01
(SE) SE4 .65 42 7.58
SE5 49 24 6.32
SE6 51 .26 6.50
MU7 51 .26 10.85
Dissident MuU8 .58 34 10.93
Actions (MU) MU9 .60 .36 6.83
MU10 .73 .53 7.43 .01
MU11 .67 44 7.16
MU12 A4 19 5.49
Passive PA13 .70 .48 9.09
Reactions (PA)  PA14 54 28 7.84
PA15 .54 .29 7.95 .01
PA16 .69 A7 9.65
PA17 .76 .58 10.19
PO18 .69 A7 6.18
PO19 71 .50 13.90
Political Tactics PO20 41 .16 5.13
(PO) PO21 43 .18 5.37 .01
PO22 .63 .39 6.07
PO23 .55 .29 5.64
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Table 4 shows the standardized path coefficients, error variances and t values obtained as a result of
confirmatory factor analysis and Figure 1 shows the path diagram. The path coefficients ranged from
.49 to .69 for the Vocalization factor, .44 to .73 for the Dissident Actions factor, .54 to .76 for the Passive

v/ 40
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Figure 1. Path Diagram of Organizational Dissent Behavior Scale
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Reactions factor, and .41 to .71 for the Political Tactics factor. Error variances ranged between .52 and
.76 for the Vocalization factor, .49 and .75 for the Dissident Actions factor, .42 and .71 for the Passive
Reactions factor, and .52 and .73 for the Political Tactics factor. The t values for the Vocalization factor
range between 6.32 and 7.82, for the Dissident Actions factor between 5.49 and 10.93, for the Passive
Reactions factor between 7.84 and 10.19, and for the Political Tactics factor between 5.13 and 13.90.
All t values are significant at .01 level (Celik & Yilmaz, 2013; Kline, 2011).

Findings Regarding the Reliability of the Scale

Item total correlations, Cronbach's alpha internal consistency coefficient, and item mean scores of the
upper and lower 27% groups were analyzed to determine the reliability of the scale (Buyukozturk, 2013;
Ozdamar, 2015). Item total correlations ranged between .32 and .41 for the Vocalization factor, .37 and
.51 for the Dissident Actions factor, .34 and .47 for the Passive Reactions factor, and .23 and .49 for the
Political Tactics factor. Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficient was calculated as .77 for the
Vocalization factor, .79 for the Dissident Actions factor, .81 for the Passive Reactions factor, .79 for the
Political Tactics factor and .83 for the whole scale. These calculated values constitute evidence that the
item discrimination power is high (Buyukozturk, 2013). When the differences between the item means
of the upper and lower 27% groups were examined, the differences were significant at p<.001 level for
all items except SE2 and SE3. To sum up, it can be said that the scale is psychometrically reliable.
Detailed information about the reliability of the scale is given in Table 5.

Table 5. Findings Regarding the Reliability of the Organizational Dissent Behaviors Scale
Lower %27 Upper %27

Factors Item No g(eJrr?'e-ll—g'f?c:ns (n=80) (n=80) T '(Aj\lrf%nbach >
AO S AO S
SE1 33 385 1.00 375 .81 .68
SE2 32 330 117 371 95 243
Vocalization SE3 .36 370 86 408 67 3.15
(SE) SE4 41 256 110 332 108 440 .77
SE5 35 362 1.08 408 .79 3.07
SE6 36 321 103 380 .83 39
MU7 43 265 111 396 .83 843
MU8 44 228 1.08 353 112 7.6
Dissident MU9 43 202 125 320 123 597 .79
Actions (MU)  Mu10 50 231 132 347 114 592
MU1l 51 1.70 .83 293 109 8.04
MU12 .37 121 46 256 106 10.37
PA13 44 203 96 361 .92 1075
Passive PA14 34 163 86 236 105 4.75
Reactions (PA)  pA15 35 142 72 230 112 583 .81
PA16 37 266 116 365 .96 581
PA17 47 1.73 267 1.07 119 520
PO18 39 160 .88 267 117 654
Political Tactics PO19 49 163 .90 281 113 7.37
(PO) PO20 36 138 60 237 110 7.00 .79
PO21 23 1.02 22 135 .67 4.07
PO22 23 115 42 148 77  3.40
PO23 37 142 63 242 119 6.60
For the entire scale .83
Results

In this study, it is aimed to develop a valid and reliable measurement tool suitable for the texture of
educational organizations that can be used to measure the organizational dissent behaviors of academic
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staff. In this context, a pool of 39 items was created based on the qualitative data of the doctoral
dissertation of Iliman Puskulluoglu (2023) and the literature. Field experts were consulted for content
validity, meaning and appropriateness assessments. Within the framework of the feedback received, a
pilot study was conducted with the 36-item scale draft. After the pilot applications with the academic
staff, the scale was finalized, and the scale was made ready for application. Exploratory factor analysis
was performed with the data collected from 332 academic staff in the first application of the scale.

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett Sphericity Test results were examined to determine the
suitability of the data set for analysis. In Exploratory Factor Analysis, principal component analysis and
Promax orthogonal rotation method were used since it was predicted that the scale factors might be
related to each other. As a result of the first analysis, the items were grouped under 6 factors with
eigenvalues greater than 1. These factors explain 66.084% of the total variance. However, considering
the number of items in the factors and the contribution of the factors to the total variance, the scree plot
graph and the explainability of the factors, it was decided that the scale could have 4 factors. The analysis
for 4 factors was repeated. In the factor analysis, a total of 13 items with factor loadings less than .50
and items loading on more than one factor, where the difference in two factors was less than .10, were
removed from the scale one by one and the analysis was repeated. The analysis was repeated with the
remaining 23 items, and it was seen that the scale was grouped under 4 factors explaining 56.29% of the
total variance. These factors were named as Vocalization, Dissident Actions, Passive Reactions and
Political Tactics.

The first factor of the Organizational Dissent Behaviors Scale, Vocalization, explains 10.01% of the
total variance and the factor loadings of the 6 items in this factor vary between .67 and .77. The second
factor of the Organizational Dissent Behaviors Scale, Dissident Actions, explains 26.24% of the total
variance and the factor loadings of the 6 items in this factor vary between .61 and .77. The third factor
of the Organizational Dissent Behaviors Scale, Passive Reactions, explains 7.49% of the total variance
and the factor loadings of the 5 items in this factor vary between .70 and .85. The fourth factor of the
Organizational Dissent Behaviors Scale, Political Tactics, explains 12.53% of the total variance and the
factor loadings of the 6 items in this factor vary between .61 and .79.

With the four-factor 23-item structure that emerged after the exploratory factor analysis, 298 data were
collected from a second sample group. First level confirmatory factor analysis was conducted with this
data. In the confirmatory factor analysis, in line with the modification suggestions, the error variances
of items SE5-SE6, MU7-MUS8, PA14-PA15, PO18-PO19 were correlated since they were in the same
dimension and measured the same phenomenon. The modifications improved the goodness of fit values
of the model: %2/sd ratio was 1.97 (433.57/ 219) and other goodness of fit values were RMSEA=.05,
NFI=.85, NNFI=.90, CFI=.91, IFI=.92, GFI=.88, RMR=.08, SRMR=0.07. As a result of confirmatory
factor analysis, the path coefficients ranged between .49 and .69 in the Vocalization dimension, .44 and
.73 in the Dissident Actions dimension, .54 and .76 in the Passive Reactions dimension, and .41 and .69
in the Political Tactics dimension. Error variances ranged between .52 and .76 for Vocalization, .46 and
.81 for Dissident Actions, .42 and .71 for Passive Reactions, and .49 and .84 for Political Tactics. The
t-values of the dimensions range between 6.32 and 7.82 for Vocalization, between 5.49 and 10.93 for
Dissident Actions, between 7.84 and 10.19 for Passive Reactions and between 5.13 and 13.90 for
Political Tactics. All t values are significant at the .01 level. As a result, it was decided that the construct
was validated.

Item total correlations were analyzed to assess the reliability of the scale. Item total correlations ranged
between .32 and .41 in the Vocalization dimension, .37 and .51 in the Dissident Actions dimension, .34
and .47 in the Passive Reactions dimension, and .23 and .49 in the Political Tactics dimension.
Cronbach's Alpha reliability coefficients were also analyzed to assess the reliability of the scale.
Cronbach's Alpha reliability coefficients were calculated as .77 for Vocalization, .79 for Dissident
Actions, .81 for Passive Reactions, .79 for Political Tactics and .83 for the whole scale. Finally, to
evaluate the reliability of the scale, the differences between the item means of the upper and lower 27%
groups were examined. These differences were found to be significant at the p<.001 level for all items
except SE2 and SE3. In other words, it was decided that the scale was reliable. In addition, in order to
decide whether there is a multicollinearity problem in the scale, the assumptions that reveal the
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multicollinearity problem were also reviewed and it was seen that there was no multicollinearity
problem.

As a result, the organizational dissent behaviors scale consists of 4 dimensions and 23 items. The scale
is scored between 1-Never and 5-Always. One item of the scale is reverse scored. A total score is
obtained from the scale. An increase in the total score or the score obtained from a dimension of the
scale means that the employee's dissent behavior increases in that dimension or in all dimensions of the
scale. In the literature, organizational dissent behaviors are addressed only within the framework of
vocalization and the scale frequently used is aimed at revealing the direction in which the dissent is
expressed. Considering that this situation is not wrong but incomplete, in this study, organizational
dissent behaviors are handled as both vocalized and staged behaviors. In addition, within the framework
of the conceptualization discussed in this study, dissent behaviors are discussed within the scope of both
onstage and backstage dissent behaviors, including both direct and indirect dissent behaviors,
considering the unique textures of educational organizations. Thus, a holistic, valid, and reliable
measurement tool for assessing the dissent behaviors of academic staff in higher education institutions
has been put forward.
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orgiitsel muhalefet,
sahnelenen muhalefet,
sahne arkasi muhalefet,

Ogretim elemanlari.

6l¢iilmesini saglayacak gecerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgme araci gelistirmektir. Bu
amact ger¢eklestirmek tizere 2020-2021 yuli egitim ogretim déneminde bahar
yaryilinda 6gretim elemanlarindan veri toplanmuistir. Olgegin yapr gecerligi icin
a¢imlayict ve dogrulayict faktor analizleri gergeklestirilmistir. Acimlayici faktor
analizi sonucu dort faktorlii bir yapi ortaya ¢iknugstir. Seslilik, Muhalif Eylemler,
Pasif Tepkiler ve Politik Taktikler olarak olgegin boyutlari isimlendirilmistir.
Ortaya ¢ikan dort faktorlii yapr toplam varyansin %56,29 unu acgiklamaktadir.
Olgekte yer alan 23 madde 1-Hichir zaman ve 5-Her zaman arahginda
puanlanmaktadir. Olgegin sadece ilk maddesi terstir. Olgegin bir boyutundan ya
da Olgekten alinan toplam puanmin artmasi, muhalefet davramgimin arttgi
anlamina gelmektedir. Olcegin 23 maddelik ve dort faktorlii yapisi dogrulayic
faktor analizi ile de test edilmistir. Dogrulayici faktor analizinde y2/sd orant 1.97
(433.57/ 219) ve diger uyum iyiligi degerleri RMSEA=.05, NFI=.85, NNFI=.90,
CFI=.91, IFI=.92, GFI=.88, RMR=.08, SRMR=0.07. olarak bulunmugstur.
Olgegin giivenirligine iliskin, madde toplam korelasyonlari, Cronbach Alfa
giivenirlik katsayisi, alt ve iist %27 lik gruplarin madde toplam korelasyonlari
incelenmistir. Sonug olarak, egitim orgiitlerinde ogretim elemanlarinin érgiitsel

muhalefet davranislarint 6l¢meye yénelik psikometrik olarak yeterli, gecerli ve
giivenilir bir él¢me araci gelistirilmistir.

Iliman Piiskiilliioglu, E. & Duman, A. (2024). Orgiitsel muhalefet davranislari
Olgegi: Gegerlik ve giivenirlik ¢aligmasi. MSKU Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 11(1),
39-52. DOI: 10.21666/muefd.1354365

Atif icin

Egitim yonetimi, egitim bilimleri alaninin bir alt disiplini olmakla beraber 6rgiit ve yonetim alanindan
temellerini almaktadir. Egitim yonetiminde ger¢eklesen ¢alismalarda orgiit ve yonetim alaninda yer alan
olgular egitim Orgiitlerinin kendilerine 6zgii dokular1 g6z dniinde bulundurularak degerlendirilmektedir.
Sosyal bilimler s6z konusu oldugunda higbir olgunun yeni oldugunu sdylemek miimkiin degildir. Ayni
durum muhalefet olgusu ig¢in de gegerlidir. Muhalefet olgusunun kokenleri Antik Cag’a kadar
gotiriilebilir.  Ancak  oOrgiitsel c¢aligmalarda, muhalefet Hirschman’in (1970) ses ¢ikis
kavramsallagtirmasini temel alan Orgiitsel ses ve sessizlik gergevesi temelinde, gorece bu tarihsel
kokeninden kopuk olarak, ele almmaktadir (Bknz. Agalday, Ozgan ve Arslan, 2014; Akada ve
Beycioglu, 2019; Aksel, 2013; Dagli, 2015; Farrell, 1983; Garner, 2009; Gorden, 1988; Graham, 1986;
Kassing, 1997; Otken ve Cenkci, 2013; Stewart, 1980). Bu temellendirme yanlis degildir ancak eksiktir.
Ciinkii kokenleri Antik Cag’a kadar gotiiriilebilen bir olgu 1970’lerde ortaya ¢ikiyormus gibi ele alinirsa,
olgu biitiinciil bir sekilde ortaya konulamaz. Yani seslendirme muhalefetin 6nemli bir ifade bi¢imidir.
Calisanlar uygun kanallar olmasi durumunda muhalefetlerini ifade edebilirler. Ancak muhalefetin
sadece seslendirmeyle ilgili bir olgu olmamasi gerekir. Ciinkii muhalefetin ayni zamanda hem dogrudan
hem de dolayli olarak sergilenebilen bir davranis bigimi olmasi gereklidir. Bu 6ngoriiden hareketle bu
caligmada orgiitsel muhalefet hem ses ve sessizlik gercevesinde hem de dogrudan ve dolayl olarak
sergilenen bir davranis bigimi olarak egitim orgiitleri baglaminda ele alinmaktadir. Calismanin simdiki
boliimiinde muhalefetin etimolojik kdkeni, tarihsel kullanimi, dogrudan ve dolayl: sergilenme bigimleri,
akademi ve muhalefet olgusu sirasiyla ele alinmaktadir. Ana hatlartyla tanimlanan problem durumundan

! Bu calisma Prof. Dr. Ahmet DUMAN damgmanhginda ilk yazarin doktora tez ¢alismasindan (Iliman
Piiskiilliioglu, 2023) tiretilmistir.
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sonra alanyazinda var olan orgiitsel muhalefet davraniglar1 6l¢eklerine, bu ¢aligmada egitim orgiitleri
g6z Oniinde bulundurularak gelistirilen 6rgiitsel muhalefet davraniglar1 6lgeginin alanyazindaki diger
Olgeklerden hangi agilardan ayristigina ve arastirma kapsaminda ele alinan yapiya yer verilmektedir.

Mubhalefet sdzciigiiniin Ingilizce karsihigi dissent’tir. Dissent, etimolojik olarak Latince’deki sentire
kokiinden gelmektedir. Sentire, hissetmek ve diisiinmek anlamlarina gelirken, dis- 6n eki farkli anlamin
katmaktadir. Yani muhalefet Latince farkli hissetmek ve diisinmek anlamina gelen dissentire
kelimesinden gelmektedir. Sozciik 15. ylizyilda onay ve riza olmadan almak anlaminda 16. yiizyilda
diisiincede farklilasmak anlaminda kullanilmistir. Giiniimiiz Ingilizce sozliikte (Merriam Webster
Dictionary, dissent) ise onay vermemek, diisiincede farklilasmak, hiikiimete ya da politikalarina politik
karsitlik anlamlarinda hem eylem hem de isim olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Muhalefetin Tiirk¢e sozliikte
(Tiirk Dil Kurumu, muhalefet) karsilig1 ise 1- bir tutuma, bir gériise, bir davranisa karsi olma durumu,
aykarihk; 2- karsi goriiste, tutumda olan kimseler toplulugu,; 3- demokraside iktidarin disinda olan parti
veya partiler’dir.

Muhalefet, diisiinsel ve eylem olarak Antik donemden beri var olan bir olgu olmasina ragmen, bugiinkii
anlaminda kullanilmasi 16. ylizyilt bulmustur. Iliman Piiskiilliioglu ve Ekinci (2021) tarafindan direnis
icin ¢izilen sinirlar, muhalefet olgusu i¢in de gecerlidir. Muhalefet de modern toplumlara 6zgii bir
kavram olmakla birlikte muhalefetin gergeklesebilmesi kisinin 6zne olmasina baghdir. Yani kamusal
alan ve kisisel alan sinirlarmin net bir sekilde ortaya konuldugu toplumlarda bireyler kendi alanlarinin
ihlal edilmesi sonucu muhalefet davraniglarini sergileyebilmektedir. Modern oncesi 6zellik gosteren
toplumlarda ise direnis gibi muhalefet de bastirilmasi, engellenmesi, cezalandirilmasi gereken bir sorun
olarak gortlebilmektedir.

Muhalefet olgusunun orgiitsel yasamda yerini almasi ise 20. yiizyila denk gelmektedir. Bu durumun
nedeni yonetimin kokeninin Antik doneme kadar goétiiriilebilmesine ragmen yonetimle ilgili bilgi
birikiminin 20. yilizy1l sonrasi artmasiyla iligkilendirilebilir. Benzer sekilde egitim orgiitlerinde
muhalefet davraniglarinin ele almmasimin 20. yiizyil sonrasinda popiilerlik kazandigi soylenebilir.
Orgiitsel yasamda muhalefet, cogunlukla orgiitlerdeki ses ve sessizlik kavramsallastirmasi temelinde
genellikle muhalif diisiincenin ifade edilmesi, seslendirilmesi olarak ele alinmigtir (Bknz. Aksel, 2013;
Altinkurt ve I[liman-Piiskiilliioglu, 2017; Dagli, 2015; Farrell, 1983; Gorden, 1988; Hirschman, 1970;
lliman-Piskilliioglu ve Altinkurt, 2018; Kadi ve Beytekin, 2015; Kassing, 1997; Kassing, 2002;
Kassing 2011; Otken ve Cenkci, 2013; Stewart, 1980). Bu durum yukarida da ifade edildigi gibi yanls
degildir ancak eksiktir. Ciinkii ses ¢ergevesinde ele alinan muhalefet kavramsallagtirmasinda sessizlik
yok sayilmaktadir. Oysa Althusser’e (2016) gore sessizlik de ortamdaki giiglere dahildir. Yani, kimi
durumda sessizlik muhalefet olarak degerlendirilebilir.

Diisiince ve bilim tarihinin de gosterdigi gibi farkli diislinceler ya da karsit duruglar her zaman hos
kargilanmamis ve muhalefet edilebilecek ortamlar yonetimler tarafindan bireylere ya da ¢alisanlara
sunulmamistir. Bu durum kimi zaman c¢alisanlarin gergek diisiincelerini ya da duruslarini dogrudan
sergilememelerine neden olmustur. Goffman’a (2014) gore insanlar baskalarinin oldugu yerde farkls,
bagkalarinin olmadigi yerde farkli davranabilmektedir. Hatta bagkalarinin oldugu yerde kendilerini nasil
gostermek istiyorlarsa o sekilde davranmaktadirlar. Bu baglamda baska insanlarin oldugu yer
Goffman’n ifadesiyle (2014) sahne onii’diir. Ingilizce’de front-stage kavramu Tiirkge’de sahne &nii
seklinde kullanilmasina ragmen, front-stage kavramiyla kastedilen perdenin oniinde ger¢eklesen yani
sahnelenen davranislardir. Sahnelenen davranislar, Balandier’in (2021) Sahnelenen Iktidar adl1 eserinde
ele aldig1 gibi tiim iktidar ya da muhalefet bi¢imlerini kapsamaktadir. Clinkii bu davranislarin hepsi bir
tiir teatrallik barindirmaktadir. Benzer sekilde yonetim alanyazininda ve orgiitsel caligmalarda karsit
diisiincenin seslendirilmesi olarak kavramsallastirilan orgiitsel muhalefet Scott’un (1995) ifadesiyle
kamusal/aleni senaryo’dur. Ingilizce’de public transcripts ifadesi public s6zciigii nedeniyle Tiirkge’de
kamusal senaryolar olarak kullanilmaktadir. Ancak kamusal senaryolar denildiginde Tiirk¢e’de kamuya
ait olan senaryolar akillara gelmektedir. ingilizce’deki public sézciigii ayni zamanda herkesin duymasini
saglamak anlamina gelmektedir. Yani public transcripts aleni olarak herkesin goziiniin 6niinde
gerceklesen, diger bir ifadeyle sahnelenen, davranislara karsilik gelmektedir.

Sahnelenen muhalefet davranislar: bu galismanin 6nemli bir kismini olusturmaktadir. Caliganlar uygun
kanallar oldugunda muhalefetlerini ifade edebilecek ya da uygun ortam oldugunda muhalefetlerini
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sahneleyebileceklerdir. Bu baglamda orgiitsel muhalefet davranist hem seslendirilebilmekte hem de
mubhalif eylem olarak sergilenebilmektedir. Ancak uygun ortam olmadiginda ¢alisanlar muhalefetlerini
sahnelemenin alternatif yollarimi arayabilmektedir. Ciinkii fizik yasalarinda oldugu gibi her etki bir
tepkiyi ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir. Orgiitlerde uygulanan her gii¢ bir direng ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir (Foucault,
1978). Yani calisanlar orgiitsel olaylar karsisinda dolayli da olsa tepkilerini ortaya koyabilmektedir.
Muhalefetin dogrudan gozlemlenmedigi ancak tahakkiim mekanizmalarma karsi bir karsi durusun
sergilendigi eylemlere farkli arastirmacilar (Bknz. Gorden, 1988; Kassing 1998, Mumby, 1997) da
deginmistir. Bu dolayli tepkiler, bu c¢alismada sahne arkasi muhalefet davranislar: olarak ele
alinmaktadir. Sahne arkast, Goffman’in ifadesiyle (2014) sahnede bastirilan gergekligin ortaya ¢iktigi
yerdir. Scott (1995) ise gizli/ortiik senaryo kavramiyla sahne arkasinda gergeklesen davranislari ele
almaktadir. Sahne arkasi davraniglari, dogrudan sahnelenmesi olast olmayan ya da caligsanlarin gesitli
nedenlerle bundan kacinmasi nedeniyle muhalif davranislarin kasitli bir bicimde bi¢cim degisikligine
ugramasi sonucu ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bu davraniglarin  6nceden belirlenmis kesin sinirlart
bulunmamakta, baglama bagli olarak ortaya cikabilmektedir. Ornegin, séylenti, dedikodu, anonim
tehdit, homurdanma, gibi davranislar maskeler, dilsel hileler, metaforlar, ritiieller gibi olgular bu
kapsamda ele aliabilmektedir (Scott, 1995, ss. 192-270).

Sahne arkas1 muhalefet davranislar1 kapsaminda ele alinabilecek konulardan biri politik taktiklerdir.
Politik taktikler, bir tiir 6rgiitsel oyun niteliginde olup ¢alisanin gii¢ ve etki mekanizmalarim kullanarak
isteklerini daha kolay yapmasini1 saglamaktadir. Alanyazinda bir¢ok politik taktik siniflandirmasi ve
birgok politik davranig bulunmakla birlikte en ¢ok kullanilan politik taktikler sokulganlik, bilgi yonetimi,
etki yonetimi, koalisyon olusturma, giinah kegisi se¢me ve ag kurma olarak ele alinabilmektedir (Allen,
Madison, Porter, Renwick ve Mayes, 1979, s. 79-80; Kipnis, Schmidt ve Wilkinson, 1980, s. 440-446;
Vecchio, 1988, akt. Hoy ve Miskel, 2010, ss. 224-225). Sahne arkas1 muhalefet davranislar1 kapsaminda
ele alinabilecek olan diger konu ise oOrgiitsel direnis baglaminda degerlendirilebilecek olan pasif
tepkilerdir. Waldron (1999) o6rgiitsel direnisi herhangi bir sisteme veya var olan uygulamalara gdsterilen
tepki olarak ele almaktadir. Orgiitsel direnis dogrudan ve dolayl1 birgok bicimde gosterilebilmektedir.
Orgiitsel direnisin dogrudan ya da dolayl olarak sergilenmesi rgiite ve calisana bagh olarak degisiklik
gosterebilmektedir. Orgiitsel direnis baglaminda sabotaj, itaatsizlik, is yavaslatma, kasitl olarak is
yapmama, i§ yapiyormus gibi goriinme davraniglari ele alinabilir (Ashforth ve Mael, 1998, s. 101). Bu
davraniglar orgiitsel direnis baglaminda degerlendirilmekte olsa da her biri birer pasif tepkiye karsilik
gelmektedir.

Yukaridaki paragraflarda goriildiigii gibi bu ¢aligmada egitim orgiitlerinde muhalefet dogrudan ya da
dolayl1 olarak sahnelenebilen seslendirmeyi de igeren bir davranis olarak ele alinmaktadir. Muhalefetin
dogrudan ya da dolayl olarak var olabilmesi i¢in {iniversitelerin 6zerk ve 6gretim elemanlarinin 6zgiir
oldugu demokrasinin sekillendirdigi bir ortamin 6ncelikle olmast gereklidir. Ancak yiiksekogretim
kurumlarinin tarihsel siire¢ igerisindeki konumlaria bakildiginda ¢ogu zaman siyaset ve sermaye
baskistyla karst karsiya olduklar1 (Giroux, 2018), yerel ve dini yonetimlerle ile ugrasmak zorunda
kaldiklar1 (Timur, 2000), yani her zaman bu ortamin onlara sunulmamis oldugu goriilebilir. Bununla
birlikte 6gretim elemanlarimin kargt duruslarimi diisiince ve davranislariyla ortaya koyabilmeleri de
oldukc¢a 6nem tagir. Clinkii toplumun her alaninda, egitimde, hukukta, saglikta, ekonomide, siyasette yer
alan bireyleri 6gretim elemanlar yetistirir.

Sonug olarak 6gretim elemanlarinin Grgiitsel muhalefet davraniglarinin 6lgiilmesi biiyiik 6nem arz
etmektedir. Orgiitsel muhalefet davranislarini 6lgmek icin alanyazinda siklikla Kassing (1998)
tarafindan gelistirilen 6lgek ve 6lgegin farklh Tiirkge uyarlamalar1 (Aksel, 2013; Altinkurt ve Iliman-
Piiskiilliioglu, 2017; Dagl, 2015; Ergiin ve Celik, 2018; Kaya, 2016; Korucuoglu, 2016; Otken ve
Cenkci, 2013) kullanilmaktadir. Olgegin Tiirkge uyarlamasina bagh olarak 6lgek boyutlar agik, ortiik,
dikey, yatay, dissal, sorgulayict agik, yapict agik, gizli, dolayli, yoneticilere ifade edilen, meslektaslara
ifade edilen, okul disi aile ve arkadaslara ifade edilen muhalefet olarak farkli kavramsallagtirmalar
gergevesinde ele alinmaktadir. Bunun disinda Orgiitsel muhalefet davraniglarinin nedenlerini 6lgen
Ozdemir (2010) tarafindan gelistirilmis dlcek de bulunmaktadir. Ancak ¢alismanin giris kisminda da
ifade edildigi gibi bu ¢aligmalarda orgiitsel muhalefet davranislarinin Sl¢iildiigii ifade edilse de sadece
muhalefetin kime ifade edildigi, diger bir deyisle muhalefetin yonii ortaya konulmaya caligilmakta,
orgiitsel muhalefet davranislar1 sadece seslendirme temelinde ele alinmaktadir. Ayrica yiiksekogretim
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kurumlari, diger oOrgiitlerle benzerlikler gosterebilmektedir. Simdiye kadar gelistirilmis olan orgiitsel
muhalefet 6l¢ekleri yiiksekdgretim kurumlarinin diger orgiitlerle olan benzerlikleri dogrultusunda
uyarlamalarla alanyazinda kullanilmaktadir. Bununla birlikte yiiksekdgretim kurumlarinin birer egitim
kurumu oldugunu goz oniinde bulunduruldugunda kendine 6zgii dokularinin oldugu da séylenebilir. Bu
dogrultuda bir egitim orgiitii olarak yiiksekdgretim kurumlarinda gérev yapan 6gretim elemanlarinin
orglitsel muhalefet davraniglarinin 6l¢iilmesini saglayacak bir 6lgme araci gelistirilmesi de 6nem arz
etmektedir. Tim bunlar ve muhalefetin hem ses olarak ifade edilmesi hem de bir davranig olarak
sergilenmesinin olas1 oldugu durumu géz 6niinde bulundurularak, bu ¢alismada 6gretim elemanlarinin
orglitsel muhalefet davraniglarinin biitiinciil bir sekilde ortaya konulmasini saglayacak bir 6lgme araci
gelistirmek amaglanmaktadir. Bu amaci gergeklestirmek iizere hem sahnelenen hem de sahne arkasi
muhalefet davranislart olarak kavramsallastirilan yap1 ¢ergevesinde Seslilik, Muhalif Eylemler, Pasif
Tepkiler ve Politik Taktikler boyutlarina asagida yer verilmektedir.

Seslilik, isminden de anlasilacagi gibi orgiitsel ses ve sessizlikle ile ilgilidir. Bu boyut, sahnelenen
muhalefet davramiglarma karsilik gelmektedir. Ogretim elemanlarinin yiiksekdgretim kurumunda yanls
buldugu kararlar konusunda muhalefetini kime iletecegini ortaya ¢ikarmak bu boyutta amaglanmaktadir.
Bu boyut kapsaminda dgretim elemanlar1 sessiz kalmayi tercih edebilecegi gibi konuyu acan herkesle
konusma, meslektaslariyla konugsma, bulundugu ortamlarda dile getirme, yoneticilerle yiiz yiize
oldugunda sdyleme ya da toplanti ortaminda dile getirme gibi farkli muhalefet stratejilerini hangi
siklikla sahneledigini belirtmektedir.

Muhalif Eylemler, muhalefetin eyleme dokiilen davraniglarini kapsamaktadir. Bu boyut, sahnelenen
muhalefet davranislarma karsilik gelmektedir. Ogretim elemanlarmin yiiksekdgretim kurumunda
haksizliklar ya da yanlis buldugu kararlar karsisinda muhalefetini eyleme dokerek nasil sahneledigini
ortaya ¢ikarmak bu boyutta amaclanmaktadir. Bu boyut kapsaminda 6gretim elemanlar1 haksizliklar
kargisinda {ist kurumlara bagvurma, yasal siirecleri isletme, yanlis buldugu kararlar s6z konusu
oldugunda ytiriitmekte oldugu ikincil gorevlerini siirdiirmeyip istifa etme, serh yazma, dilek¢e yazma,
kars1t diisiincelerinin ifadesi i¢in elestirel yazilar yazma gibi farkli muhalefet stratejilerini hangi siklikla
sahneledigini belirtmektedir.

Pasif Tepkiler, muhalefetin dolayli olarak sergilendigi pasif tepkilerden olusan muhalefet davranislarint
kapsamaktadir. Bu boyut, sahne arkas: muhalefet davranislarma karsiik gelmektedir. Ogretim
elemanlarinin yanhis buldugu kararlarda muhalefetini dolayli bir sekilde nasil gosterdigini ortaya
¢ikarmak bu boyutta amaglanmaktadir. Bu boyut kapsaminda 6gretim elemanlari yanlis buldugu
kararlarda ise katki saglamama, is yavaslatma, isi siirincemede birakma, kendini geri g¢ekme,
kendisinden isteneni yapmama gibi farkli dolayli muhalefet stratejilerini hangi siklikla sahneledigini
belirtmektedir.

Politik Taktikler, muhalefetin dolayli olarak sergilendigi politik taktiklerden olusan muhalefet
davranislarini kapsamaktadir. Bu boyut, sahne arkasi muhalefet davramslarina karsilik gelmektedir.
Ogretim elemanlarmin yiiksekdgretim kurumunda politik taktik stratejilerini kullanarak muhalif
diisiincesini nasil sergiledigini ortaya koymak bu boyutta amaglanmaktadir. Bu boyut kapsaminda
Ogretim elemanlar diisiincelerini kendinden daha etkili bir sekilde seslendirebilecek kisilere ve kurullara
ileterek, yonetimi yakindan takip ederek, yonetimde alinan kararlar1 disar1 sizdirarak ve ilgili kisilere
ileterek, toplant1 6ncesinde kulis yaparak yonetimin kararlarimi etkilemeye ¢aligma gibi farkli dolayl
muhalefet stratejilerini hangi siklikla sahneledigini belirtmektedir.

Yontem

Bu aragtirmanin verileri Ege Bolgesinde yer alan yiiksekdgretim kurumlarinda gorev yapan ogretim
elemanlarindan 2020-2021 egitim 6gretim yilinda toplanilmistir. Tiim bilimsel calismalarda alinmasi
gereken etik 6nlem ve onaylara uyulmustur. Bu kapsamda ilk yazarin doktora tezi kapsaminda Mugla
Sitk1 Kogman Universitesi Insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu’ndan 22.06.2020 tarihli 200146/124 nolu
etik kurul onayr alinmistir. Iliman Piiskiilliioglu (2023) doktora tez c¢aligmasinin nitel bulgularia
dayanilarak ve alanyazindaki kuramsal yapilanma gergevesinde oncelikle 39 ifadeden olusan bir madde
havuzu hazirlanmistir. Madde havuzunda yer alan ifadeler Ogretim elemanlarinin muhalefet
davranislarimi kendi beyanina dayali olarak ortaya ¢ikarmay1 amaglamaktadir. Ogretim elemanlarinin
muhalefet davraniglarina iligkin 6lgek maddelerini “1-Higbir zaman™ ve “5-Her zaman™ araliginda besli
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likert dlgeginde puanlanmast planlanmistir. Olgegin kapsam gegerligini saglamak, anlam ve uygunluk
bakimindan degerlendirmek i¢in alan uzmanlarinin goriislerine bagvurulmustur. Alan uzmanlarindan
gelen doniitler sonrasi diizeltmeler yapilmis ve 36 maddelik taslak dlgek ile pilot uygulama yapilmustir.
Pilot uygulama 9 6gretim elemaniyla yiiz yiize yapilmis, gelen oneriler degerlendirilmis ve gerekli
diizeltmeler yapilmistir. Sonug olarak 36 maddeden olusan 6l¢ek uygulamaya hazir hale gelmistir.

Olgegin yap1 gegerliligini snamak igin agimlayict ve dogrulayici faktdr analizleri gergeklestirilmistir.
Acimlayici ve dogrulayici faktdr analizleri i¢im iki ayr1 6rneklemden toplanan veriler kullanilmustir. Tlk
orneklemden toplanan veriler ile acimlayici, ikinci 6rneklemden toplanan veriler ile dogrulayici faktdr
analizi yapilmistir. Olgek gelistirme c¢alismalarinda yeterli drneklem biiyiikliigiine karar verme
konusunda icin ¢ok farkli varsayimlar bulunmaktadir (Erkus, 2016). Bu ¢alismada farkli varsayimlar
incelenerek DeVellis’in (2016) goriisleri de géz dniinde bulundurularak yaklasik 300 kisiden olusan bir
katilimc1 grubunun analizleri yapmak i¢in yeterli olduguna karar verilmistir. A¢imlayici faktor analizi
332 6gretim elemanindan ve dogrulayici faktor analizi 298 6gretim elemanindan toplanan veriler ile
gergeklestirilmistir.

Acimlayici faktor analizi yapilan birinci 6rneklem grubundaki katilimeilarin unvan, cinsiyet ve yas gibi
demografik ozellikleri sirasiyla betimlenmektedir ve Tablo 1°de verilmektedir. Ogretim elemanlarmin
9%23,5’s1 profesor/profesor doktor (n=78), 9%17,2’si dogent/dogent doktor (n=57), %21,1’i
doktor/6gretim tiyesi/doktor Ggretim iiyesi (n=70), %22,2’1i aragtirma gorevlisi/arastirma gorevlisi
doktor (n=74) ve %16’s1 dgretim gorevlisi/ogretim gorevlisi doktordur (n=53). Ogretim elemanlarinin
%55,1°1 kadm (n=183) ve %44,9’u erkektir (n=149). Ogretim elemanlarmin %9,6’s1 30 yas ve altinda
(n=32), %35,2’si 31-40 yas araliginda (n=117), %29,5’1 41-50 yas araliginda (n=98), %25,6’s1 51 yas
ve ustiindedir (n= 85).

Tablo 1. Agmlayici Faktor Analizi Katilimcilarimin Demografik Bilgileri

Demografik Kisisel Ozellik Ogretim Elemam Yiizde (%)

Degisken Sayisi (n)

Cinsiyet Kadin n=183 %55,1
Erkek n=149 %44,9
30 Yas ve Altinda n=32 %9,6

Yas 31-40 Yas Araliginda n=117 %35,2
41-50 Yas Araliginda n=98 %29,5
51 yas ve lizerinde n=85 %25,6
Ogr.Gor./Ogr.Gor.Dr. n=53 %16

Unvan Ars. Gor./Ars.Gor. Dr. n=74 %22,2
Dr. Ogr. Uy. n=70 %21,1
Dog./Dog. Dr. n=57 %17,2
Prof./ Prof. Dr. n=78 %23,5

Toplam 332 ogrt. elemani %100

Tablo 2. Dogrulayict Faktor Analizi Katilimcilarinin Demografik Bilgileri

Demografik Kisisel Ozellik Ogretim Elemam Yiizde (%)

Degisken Sayisi (n)

Cinsiyet Kadm n=139 %53,4
Erkek n=159 %46,6
30 Yas ve Altinda n=22 %7,4

Yas 31-40 Yas Araliginda n=138 %46,3
41-50 Yas Araliginda n=92 %30,9
51 yas ve iizerinde n=46 %15,4
Ogr.Gor./Ogr.Gor.Dr. n=54 %18,1

Unvan Ars. Gor./Ars.Gor. Dr. n=77 %25,8
Dr. Ogr. Uy. n=71 %23,8
Dog./Dog. Dr. n=55 %18,5
Prof./ Prof. Dr. n=41 %13,8

Toplam 298 6grt. elemani %100
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Olgek yapisinin olusmasindan sonra normallik analizi yapilmgtir. Olgegin normalligine aritmetik
ortalama, medyan, mod, basiklik ve c¢arpiklik katsayilar1 incelenerek karar verilmistir. Aritmetik
ortalama, medyan ve mod degerlerini birbirine esit ya da yakin ise, dagilim normal demektir (Demir,
Saatgioglu ve Imrol, 2016; McKillup, 2005). Bu calismada ise aritmetik ortalama, medyan ve mod
strastyla 2.53, 2.49, 2.58 bulunmustur. Basiklik ve carpiklik katsayilari -1 ile +1 araliginda ise, dagilim
normal demektir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2007). Bu ¢alismada 6lgegin basiklik (skewness) katsayilari .52
ile -.37 arasinda, ¢arpiklik (kurtosis) katsayilar1 -.86 ile -.53 arasinda degismektedir. Ug¢ degerler
temizlenirken Z puanlarina, kutu grafiklerine ve Mahalonobis uzakliklarma bakilmistir. Z puanlarinda -
3 ile +3 aralig1 disindaki degerler, kutu grafiklerinde (box plot) kutunun disinda kalan degerler ve
Mahalonobis uzakliklarinda .001’in altinda yer alan degerler temizlenmistir (Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve
Biiyiikoztiirk, 2016). Z puanlaria bakilarak 1 veri, kutu grafigine bakilarak 26 veri, Mahalonobis
uzakligina bakilarak 2 veri, toplam 29 veri temizlenmistir. Veri temizliginde maddeler en ugtan
baslanarak tek tek atilmis, her veri atildiktan sonra iglem tekrarlanmigtir. Veri temizligi sonras1 304 veri
ile analizler gergeklestirilmistir.

Bulgular
Bu calismanin amaci dgretim elemanlarinin muhalefet davranislarinin 6l¢lilmesine yonelik bir arag
gelistirmektir. Bu amaca ydnelik olarak toplanan verilerle elde edilen bulgulara ¢alismanin bu
boliimiinde yer verilmektedir. Bu kapsamda once agimlayici faktdr analizine, daha sonra dogrulayici
faktor analizine ve 6lgegin giivenirligine iligkin bulgular ele alinmaktadir.

Acimlayici Faktor Analizine Iliskin Bulgular

Acimlayici faktor analizi yapmadan dnce veri setinin analize uygunluguna Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
ve Bartlett Kiiresellik Testi sonuglar1 incelenerek degerlendirilmistir. KMO degerinin .70’in iizerinde
olmasi (Field, 2009) veri setinin faktor analizine uygunlugu anlamina gelmektedir. Calismada KMO
degeri .83 ve Bartlett Kiiresellik Testi 2 = 4617,549 sd = 406; p < .01 olarak bulunmustur. Bu degerler
veri setinin faktor analizine uygun oldugunu gostermektedir. Yap1 gegerligini degerlendirme amaciyla
acimlayici faktor analizi yapilmistir. Agimlayici faktor analizinde temel bilesenler analizi yontemi
kullanilmigtir. Ayrica Olgek faktorlerinin birbirleri ile iligkili olabilecegi Ongdriisiinden hareketle
Promax dik dondiirme yontemi tercih edilmistir. Promax yonteminde ise Kappa degeri olarak 4
alimmasinin analizde en iyi sonuglar1 ortaya ¢ikarmasi nedeniyle bu deger 4 olarak kabul edilmistir
(Cokluk ve digerleri, 2016). Faktor sayisina karar verilirken agiklanan varyans oranina ve scree plot
grafigine (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2013) yani faktorlerin 6z degerlerine gore olusan grafige bakilmustir. Ilk
analizde 6zdegeri 1’den biiylik ve toplam varyansin %66,084 {inii agiklayan 6 faktor altinda maddelerin
toplandig1 goriilmiistiir. Ancak faktorleri olusturan maddeler ve sayilari, faktorlerin toplam varyansa
olan Kkatkilari, scree plot grafigi ve faktorlerin agiklanabilirligi géz 6niinde bulundurularak Slgegin 4
faktor olmasi gerektigine karar verilerek 4 faktorlii yapi i¢in analiz tekrarlanmustir.

Faktor analizi gergeklestirilirken 6lgekteki maddelerin faktdr yiik degerinin .50°den biiyiik olmasina
karar verilmistir (DeVellis, 2012). Maddelerin birden fazla faktore yiik vermesi durumunda, faktor yiik
degerleri arasindaki farkin .10°dan az olmamas1 gerektigi goz Oniinde bulundurularak, bu kosulu
tastmayan her iki faktor altinda da yer alabilecek bulasik maddeler dlgekten c¢ikarilmistir (Cokluk ve
digerleri 2016). Maddelerin ¢ikarilmasi her bir maddenin tek tek ¢ikarilarak analizin tekrarlanmasiyla
gerceklesmistir. Tiim bu siireg sonunda 6l¢ekten 13 madde ¢ikarilmis, 6lgekte kalan maddeler yeniden
numaralandirilmistir. Olgekte kalan 23 madde icin KMO ve Barlett Kiiresellik Testi degerleri
incelenmigtir. KMO degeri .80 ve Bartlett Kiiresellik Testi sonucu da ¥2 = 3577,016 sd =253; p < .01
olarak bulunmustur. Bulunan degerler agimlayici faktor analizi yapilmasina veri setinin uygunlugunu
gosterdiginden analiz tekrarlanmigtir. Agimlayict faktdr analizi sonucunda toplam varyansin
%56,29’unun aciklandig, olgegin 4 faktdr altinda toplandigi goriilmistiir. Ortaya c¢ikan faktorlere
Seslilik, Muhalif Eylemler, Pasif Tepkiler ve Politik Taktikler isimleri verilmistir. A¢imlayici1 faktor
analizi sonuglarina Tablo 3’te yer verilmektedir.

Seslilik, Orgiitsel Muhalefet Davranislar1 Olgegi’nin ilk faktoriidiir. Bu faktdr 6 maddeden olusmakta ve
tek basina toplam varyansin %10,01’ini aciklamaktadir. Bu faktdrde yer alan maddelerin faktor yiik
degerleri .67 ile .77 arasinda degismektedir. Muhalif Eylemler, Orgiitsel Muhalefet Davranislari
Olgegi’nin ikinci faktoriidiir. Bu faktér 6 maddeden olusmakta ve tek basina toplam varyansin
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%26,24’tinii agiklamaktadir. Bu faktorde bulunan maddelerin faktor yiik degerleri .61 ile .77 arasinda
degismektedir. Pasif Tepkiler, Orgiitsel Muhalefet Davranislar1 Olgegi’nin iigiincii faktoriidiir. Bu faktor
5 maddeden olusmakta ve tek basina toplam varyansin %7,49’unu agiklamaktadir. Bu faktdrde bulunan
maddelerin faktér yiik degerleri .70 ile .85 arasinda degismektedir. Politik Taktikler, Orgiitsel Muhalefet
Davranislar1 Olgegi’nin son faktdriidiir. Bu faktér 6 maddeden olusmakta ve tek basina toplam varyansin
%12,53’1inii agiklamaktadir. Bu faktorde yer alan maddelerin faktor yiik degerleri .61 ile .79 arasinda
degismektedir.

Tablo 3. Orgiitsel Muhalefet Davranislar: Olgegi Acimlayict Faktor Analizine Iliskin Bulgular

Madde Seslilik Muhalif Pasif Tepkiler Politik Ortak
Eylemler Taktikler Varyans
SE1 .69 43 .05 .02 52
SE2 .70 12 13 .16 .54
SE3 7 22 .06 21 .61
SE4 71 .34 18 .28 .53
SE5 .67 A7 .04 .09 52
SE6 72 46 .03 13 .56
MU7 40 .73 A1 A1 .55
MU8 .32 7 15 .09 .60
MU9 .09 .63 .32 18 47
MU10 .38 .76 A7 .18 .59
MU11 .32 7 .20 31 .62
MU12 31 .61 .20 .32 41
PA13 24 42 .67 .20 .53
PA14 A1 .06 .85 .23 75
PA15 .07 .05 .85 .26 75
PA16 .01 .30 .70 12 .55
PA17 14 42 .70 .20 57
PO18 .26 .25 .16 .79 .64
PO19 .30 .35 A7 .76 .62
PO20 12 24 5 74 .56
PO21 .05 .02 .28 .61 41
PO22 13 .03 21 .66 46
PO23 .09 19 14 .69 48
Agiklanan %10,01 %26,24 %7,49 %12,53 Toplam
Varyans Varyans
%56,29

Korelasyon katsayilar1 incelenerek 6lgek boyutlari arasindaki iliskiler degerlendirilmistir. Pasif Tepkiler
ile Seslilik arasinda (r=.05) ¢ok diisiik diizeyde, Muhalif Eylemler arasinda (r=.14) disik dizeyde,
Politik Taktikler arasinda (r=.20) diisiik diizeyde iliski bulunmaktadir. Seslilik ile Muhalif Eylemler
arasinda (r=.34) orta diizeyde iliski bulunmakta, Politik Taktikler arasinda (r=.00) iligki
bulunmamaktadir. Muhalif Eylemler ile Politik Taktikler arasinda (r=.16) disikk diizeyde iliski
bulunmaktadir. Coklu baglanti sorunun olup olmadigina karar vermek i¢in 6l¢ek boyutlarr arasindaki
iliskiler, agiklanamayan varyans tolerans degeri, VIF degeri ve CI degeri incelenmistir. Olcegin
boyutlar1 arasindaki iligkiler .90’dan, 1-R2 degerinin .20°den, VIF degerinin 10’dan, CI degerinin
30’dan kiigiik olmasi Ol¢ekte ¢oklu baglanti sorunu olmadigini kanitlamaktadir (Cokluk ve digerleri,
2016). Tim bunlar géz 6niinde bulunduruldugunda 6lgekte ¢oklu baglanti sorunu olmadigi s6ylenebilir.

Dogrulayici Faktor Analizine iliskin Bulgular

Acgimlayici faktor analizi sonucunda 23 maddeden olusan 4 faktorlii bir yapi ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu yapinin
dogrulanip dogrulanmadigim degerlendirmek igin farkli bir drneklemden yeniden veri toplanmis ve
birinci diizey dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilmistir. Dogrulayici faktor analizinde ortaya c¢ikan
modifikasyon 6nerileri dogrultusunda SE5 - SE6, MU7 - MUS8, PA14 - PA15, PO18 - PO19 maddeler
incelenerek bu maddelerin hata varyanslar iligkilendirilmigtir. Hata varyanslar1 iligkilendirilen
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maddeler s6yledir; Seslilik boyutunda yer alan SE5. “Yanlis buldugum kararlar1 yoneticilerle yiiz yiize
goristiigiimde onlara soylerim.” ve SE6. “Yanlis buldugum kararlar1 toplanti ortaminda dile getiririm.”
Muhalif Eylemler boyutunda yer alan MU?7. “Haksizliga ugradigimda st kurumlara bagvururum.” ve
MUS. “Haksizliga ugradigimda yasal siirecleri isletirim.” Pasif Tepkiler boyutunda yer alan PA14.
“Yanlis buldugum kararlara isi yavaslatarak tepki gosteririm.” ve PA15. “Yanlis buldugum kararlara isi
stiriincemede birakarak tepki gosteririm.” Politik Taktikler boyutunda yer alan PO18. “Diisiincelerimi,
yoneticiler lizerinde etkili olabilecek kisiler araciligiyla ileterek yonetimin kararlarini etkilemeye
calisinm.” ve PO19. “Diislincelerimi, yoneticiler tizerinde etkili olacagina inandigim kurullar
araciligiyla ileterek yonetimin kararlarini etkilemeye caligirim.”

Benzer ozellikleri 6lgen ve ayni boyutta yer alan maddelerin SE5-SE6 (y2 = 76.5, p<.00), MU7-MU8
(x2 = 132.5, p<.00), PA14-PA15 (y2 = 167.3, p<.00), PO18-PO19 (x2 = 78.4, p<.00) hata varyanslari
iliskilendirildigi i¢in uyum iyiligi degerleri iyilesmistir. Yapilan her bir modifikasyon model uyumuna
anlamli bir katk1 saglamigtir. Dogrulayici faktor analizinde y2/sd orani1 1.97 (433.57/ 219) ve diger uyum
iyiligi degerleri RMSEA=.05, NFI=.85, NNFI=.90, CFI=.91, I[F1=.92, GFI=.88, RMR=.08, SRMR=0.07
olarak bulunmustur. Buna gore modelin kabul edilebilir uyum iyiligi degerlerine sahip oldugu
soylenebilir (Byrne, 1998; Cokluk ve digerleri, 2016; Seger, 2015).

Tablo 4. Orgiitsel Muhalefet Davranislar: Olcegi Dogrulayici Faktor Analizine Iligkin Bulgular

Faktorler Madde Standartlastirilnis Faktor R? t degerleri p
Numarasi Yiiki
SE1 .55 .30 10.70
SE?2 .69 A7 7.80
Seslilik (SE) SE3 69 48 7.82 01
SE4 .65 42 7.58
SE5 49 24 6.32
SEG6 51 .26 6.50
Muhalif MU7 51 .26 10.85
Eylemler (MU) MUS8 .58 .34 10.93
MU9 .60 .36 6.83
MU10 73 .53 7.43 .01
MU11 .67 44 7.16
MU12 44 A9 5.49
Pasif Tepkiler PA13 .70 48 9.09
(PA) PA14 54 28 7.84
PA15 54 29 7.95 01
PA16 .69 A7 9.65
PA17 .76 .58 10.19
PO18 .69 A7 6.18
PO19 71 .50 13.90
Politik PO20 41 16 5.13
Taktikler (PO) PO21 43 18 5.37 .01
PO22 .63 .39 6.07
PO23 .55 .29 5.64

Tablo 4’te dogrulayici faktor analizi sonucunda elde edilen standartlastirilmis yol katsayilarina, hata
varyanslaria ve t degerlerine ve Sekil 1°de path diyagramina yer verilmektedir. Yol katsayilar1 Seslilik
faktori igin .49 ile .69, Muhalif Eylemler faktorii igin .44 ile .73, Pasif Tepkiler faktorii i¢in .54 ile .76
ve Politik Taktikler faktorii i¢in .41 ile .71 arasinda degismektedir. Hata varyanslari Seslilik faktori igin
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Sekil 1. Orgiitsel Muhalefet Davranislar: Olgegi Path Diyagrami

.52 ile .76, Muhalif Eylemler faktort i¢in .49 ile .75, Pasif Tepkiler faktort igin .42 ile .71 ve Politik
Taktikler faktorii igin .52 ile .73 arasinda degismektedir. Seslilik faktorii icin t degerleri 6.32 ile 7.82,
Muhalif Eylemler faktorii igin t degerleri 5.49 ile 10.93, Pasif Tepkiler faktorii i¢in t degerleri 7.84 ile
10.19 ve Politik Taktikler faktori i¢in t degerleri 5.13 ile 13.90 arasinda degismektedir. Tiim t degerleri

.01 diizeyinde anlamlidir (Celik ve Yilmaz, 2013; Kline, 2011).
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Olgegin Giivenirligine iliskin Bulgular

Olgek giivenirligine karar vermek icin madde toplam korelasyonlar1, Cronbach alfa i¢ tutarlik katsayisi,
iist ve alt %27’lik gruplarin madde ortalama puanlar1 incelenmistir (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2013; Ozdamar,
2015). Madde toplam korelasyonlar1 Seslilik faktorii i¢in .32 ile .41, Muhalif Eylemler faktorii igin .37
ile .51, Pasif Tepkiler faktorii igin .34 ile .47 ve Politik Taktikler faktorii i¢in .23 ile .49 arasinda
degismektedir. Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayis1 Seslilik faktorii igin .77, Muhalif Eylemler faktori i¢in
.79, Pasif Tepkiler faktorii i¢in .81, Politik Taktikler faktori i¢in .79 ve 6l¢egin tiimii i¢in .83 olarak
hesaplanmistir. Hesaplanan bu degerler madde ayirt edicilik giicliniin yiiksek olduguna kanit
olusturmaktadir (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2013). Ust ve alt %27’lik gruplarin madde ortalamalar1 arasindaki
farklara bakildiginda farklar SE2 ve SE3 hari¢ tiim maddeler i¢in p<.001 diizeyinde anlamlidir. Tiim
bunlar géz Oniinde bulunduruldugunda 6lgegin psikometrik olarak giivenilir oldugu soylenebilir.
Olgegin giivenirligine iliskin detayl bilgiye Tablo 5’te yer verilmektedir.

Tablo 5. Orgiitsel Muhalefet Davranislar: Olceginin Giivenirligine Iligkin Bulgular

Madde Alt %27 Ust %27
Faktorler ::l/lsdde Toplam (n=80) (n=80) T g{f(;nba(:h
Korelasyonu AO S AO S
Seslilik (SE) SE1 .33 385 100 375 .81 .68
SE2 .32 330 117 371 .95 2.43
SE3 .36 3.70 .86 408 .67 3.15
SE4 41 256 110 332 1.08 4.40 g7
SE5 .35 362 108 408 .79 3.07
SE6 .36 321 103 380 .83 3.94
Muhalif MU7 A3 265 111 396 .83 8.43
Ey|em|er MU8 A4 2.28 1.08 3.53 1.12 7.16
(MU) MU9 43 202 125 320 123 597 .79
MU10 .50 231 132 347 114 592
MU11 .51 1.70 .83 293 109 8.04
MU12 37 1.21 .46 256 1.06 10.37
Pasif Tepkiler PAL13 44 2.03 .96 3.61 .92 10.75
(PA) PA14 .34 1.63 .86 236 105 475
PA15 .35 1.42 .72 230 112 5383 .81
PA16 37 266 116 365 .96 5.81
PA17 A7 1.73 267 107 119 5.20
PO18 .39 1.60 .88 267 117 6.54
Politik PO19 49 1.63 .90 281 113 7.37
Taktikler (PO)  PO20 .36 138 60 237 110 7.00 .79
PO21 23 1.02 .22 1.35 .67 4.07
PO22 23 1.15 42 1.48 .77 3.40
PO23 37 1.42 .63 242 119 6.60
Olgegin tiimii icin .83
Sonug¢

Bu ¢aligmada 6gretim elemanlarinin 6rgiitsel muhalefet davraniglarini 6l¢mede kullanilabilecek egitim
orgiitlerinin dokusuna uygun gecerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgme araci gelistirmek amaglanmaktadir. Bu
kapsamda g¢aligmanin Iliman Piskiillioglu’nun (2023) doktora tez caligmasinin nitel verilerine ve
alanyazina dayali olarak 39 maddeden bir havuz olusturulmustur. Olgegin kapsam gegerliligi, anlam ve
uygunluk degerlendirmeleri i¢in alan uzmanlarinin goriislerine basvurulmustur. Gelen doniitler
cercevesinde 36 maddelik 6lcek taslag ile pilot uygulama gerceklestirilmistir. Ogretim elemanlariyla
yapilan pilot uygulamalar sonrasi 6l¢ege son hali verilerek 6lgek uygulamaya hazir hale getirilmistir.
Olgegin ilk uygulamasinda 332 &gretim elemanindan toplanan veriler ile agimlayici faktdr analizi
gerceklestirilmistir. Veri setinin analize uygunluguna karar vermek i¢in Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) ve
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Bartlett Kiiresellik Testi sonuglari incelenmistir. AFA’da temel bilesenler analizi ve 6l¢ek faktorlerinin
birbirleri ile iliskili olabilecegi 6ngériildiigiinden Promax dik dondiirme yontemi kullanilmustir. i1k
analiz sonucunda 6zdegeri 1’den biiyiik 6 faktor altinda maddeler toplanmistir. Bu faktorler toplam
varyansin %66,084’linii agiklamaktadir. Ancak faktorlerde yer alan madde sayilari ve faktorlerin toplam
varyansa katkisi, scree plot grafigi ve ortaya ¢ikan faktorlerin agiklanabilirligi goz Onilinde
bulunduruldugunda 6l¢egin 4 faktor olabilecegine karar verilmistir. 4 faktor icin analiz tekrarlanmistir.
Faktor analizinde faktor yiik degeri .50’den kiiclik maddeler ve birden fazla faktore yiik veren
maddelerde iki faktdrdeki farkin .10°dan kiigiik oldugu toplam 13 madde 6lgekten tek tek atilarak analiz
tekrar edilmistir. Kalan 23 madde ile analizler tekrar edilmis ve 6lgegin toplam varyansin %56,29’unu
aciklayan 4 faktor altinda toplandigi gortlmistiir. Bu faktorler Seslilik, Muhalif Eylemler, Pasif
Tepkiler, Politik Taktikler olarak adlandirilmistir.

Orgiitsel Muhalefet Davranislar1 Olgegi'nin ilk faktorii olan Seslilik toplam varyansin %10,01ini
aciklamakta ve bu faktérde yer alan 6 maddenin faktor yiikleri .67 ile .77 arasinda degismektedir.
Orgiitsel Muhalefet Davramglar1 Olgegi’nin ikinci faktdrii olan Muhalif Eylemler toplam varyansin
%26,24’tinii aciklamakta ve bu faktorde yer alan 6 maddenin faktor ytikleri .61 ile .77 arasinda
degismektedir. Orgiitsel Muhalefet Davranislar1 Olgei’nin iigiincii faktorii olan Pasif Tepkiler toplam
varyansin %7,49 unu aciklamakta ve bu faktdrde yer alan 5 maddenin faktor yiikleri .70 ile .85 arasinda
degismektedir. Orgiitsel Muhalefet Davranislar1 Olcegi’nin dordiincii faktdrii olan Politik Taktikler
toplam varyansin %12,53 {inii agiklamakta ve bu faktorde yer alan 6 maddenin faktor yiikleri .61 ile .79
arasinda degismektedir.

Acimlayict faktor analizi sonrasi ortaya ¢ikan dort faktorlii 23 maddelik yapi ile ikinci bir 6rneklem
grubundan 298 veri toplamilmistir. Bu veri ile birinci diizey dogrulayici faktdr analizi yapilmistir.
Dogrulayic1 faktér analizinde modifikasyon onerileri dogrultusunda SE5-SE6, MU7-MUS, PA14-
PA15, PO18-PO19 maddeleri ayn1 boyutta yer aldiklar1 ve ayni olguyu o6lgtiikleri igin hata varyanslari
iligkilendirilmistir. Modifikasyonlar modelin uyum iyiligi degerlerinin iyilesmesini saglamigtir: x2/sd
orani 1.97 (433.57/ 219) ve diger uyum 1iyiligi degerleri RMSEA=.05, NFI=.85, NNFI=.90, CFI=91,
IF1=.92, GFI=.88, RMR=.08, SRMR=0.07 olarak bulunmustur. Dogrulayic1 faktoér analizi sonucunda
yol katsayilar1 Seslilik boyutunda .49 ile .69, Muhalif Eylemler boyutunda.44 ile .73, Pasif Tepkiler
boyutunda .54 ile .76 ve Politik Taktikler boyutunda .41 ile .69 arasinda degismektedir. Hata varyanslari
Seslilik boyutunda .52 ile .76, Muhalif Eylemler boyutunda .46 ile .81, Pasif Tepkiler boyutunda .42 ile
.71 ve Politik Taktikler boyutunda .49 ile .84 arasinda degismektedir. Boyutlarin t degerleri Seslilik i¢in
6.32 ile 7.82, Muhalif Eylemler i¢in 5.49 ile 10.93, Pasif Tepkiler igin 7.84 ile 10.19 ve Politik Taktikler
icin 5.13 ile 13.90 arasinda degismektedir. Tiim t degerleri .01 diizeyinde anlamlidir. Tiim bunlar g6z
oniinde bulundurularak yapinin dogrulandigina karar verilmistir.

Olgegin giivenirligini degerlendirmek i¢in madde toplam korelasyonlar1 incelenmistir. Madde toplam
korelasyonlar: Seslilik boyutunda .32 ile .41, Muhalif Eylemler boyutunda .37 ile .51, Pasif Tepkiler
boyutunda .34 ile .47 ve Politik Taktikler boyutunda .23 ile .49 arasinda degismektedir. Olcegin
giivenirligini degerlendirmek i¢in Cronbach Alfa giivenirlik katsayilar1 da incelenmistir. Cronbach Alfa
giivenirlik katsayilar1 Seslilik i¢in .77, Muhalif Eylemler i¢in .79, Pasif Tepkiler i¢in .81, Politik Taktikler
i¢in .79 ve dlcegin tiimii icin .83 olarak hesaplanmistir. Olgegin giivenirligini degerlendirmek igin son
olarak iist ve alt %27’lik gruplarin madde ortalamalari arasindaki farklara bakilmigtir. Bu farklarin SE2
ve SE3 hari¢ diger tiim maddeler i¢in p<.001 diizeyinde anlamli oldugu goriilmiistiir. Yani, 6lgegin
giivenilir olduguna karar verilmistir. Ayrica 6l¢ekte coklu baglanti sorunu olup olmadigina karar vermek
icin ¢oklu baglant1 sorununu ortaya koyan varsayimlar da gdzden gegirilmis ve ¢oklu baglanti sorunu
olmadig1 goriilmistiir.

Sonug olarak &rgiitsel muhalefet davranislar1 dlgegi 4 boyut ve 23 maddeden olusmaktadir. Olgek 1-
Higbir zaman ve 5-Her zaman araliginda puanlanmaktadir. Olgegin bir maddesi ters puanlanmaktadir.
Olgekten toplam puan alinmaktadir. Olgegin toplamindan ya da bir boyutundan alian puanin artmasi
calisanin s6z konusu boyutta ya da 6l¢egin tiim boyutlarinda muhalefet davraniginin arttigi anlamina
gelmektedir. Alanyazinda oOrgiitsel muhalefet davranislart sadece seslendirme c¢ercevesinde ele
almmakta ve siklikla kullanilan 6lcek muhalefetin hangi yone ifade edildigini ortaya koymaya
yoneliktir. Bu durumun yanlis olmamakla birlikte eksik oldugu goz Onlinde bulundurularak bu
caligmada Orgilitsel muhalefet davranislari hem seslendirilen hem de eyleme dokiilen bir davranis olarak
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ele alinmigtir. Ayrica bu c¢aligmada ele alinan kavramsallastirma ¢ergevesinde muhalefet davraniglar
hem dogrudan hem de dolayli muhalefet davraniglarini kapsayacak sekilde hem sahnelenen hem de
sahne arkasi muhalefet davranislart kapsaminda egitim orgiitlerinin kendilerine 6zgii dokular1 g6z
onilinde bulundurularak ele alinmigtir. Boylelikle egitim orgiitlerinde 6gretim elemanlarinin muhalefet
davraniglarini 6lgmeye yonelik biitiinciil, gegerli ve giivenilir bir dlgme araci ortaya konulmustur.
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