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Abstract  The purpose of this study was to analyze the 
effect of power base games used by school principals on 
teachers’ organizational silence and on their organizational 
socialization according to teacher perceptions. The sample 
of the study consisted of 468 teachers working in the city 
center of Burdur province in the 2016-2017 educational 
year. The data was collected through “Power Base Games 
Scale”, “Organizational Silence Scale” and 
“Organizational Socialization Scale”. Descriptive statistics, 
t-test, one-way variance analysis and Structural Equation 
Model were used for the analysis of the data. According to 
the results of the study, among the Power Base Games; 
Lording and Alliance Building Games have a positive 
effect, but Sponsorship Game has a negative effect on 
organizational silence; Empire Building, Expertise and 
Budgeting Games have no effect on organizational silence. 
Lording and Sponsorship Games, on the other hand, have a 
negative effect on organizational socialization; Alliance 
Building, Empire Building, Expertise and Budgeting 
Games have no effect on organizational socialization.  

Keywords  Political Games, Power Base Games, 
Organizational Silence, Organizational Socialization 

1. Introduction
It has become more difficult for organizations, 

characterized as structured social entities for achieving 
specific goals, to sustain their assets in the globalizing 
world. To survive, organizations have to adapt to changes 
and developments and compete with other organizations. 
Within this period, employees also struggle among 
themselves by displaying political behaviours because of 
their personal interests, such as the distribution of scarce 
resources and future concerns. Gibson, Ivancevich and 
Donnelly [1] have described political behaviour as the 
behaviour of a person outside of the normal power system 

for his own benefit or for another unit’s benefit and they 
have indicated that individuals and units in organizations 
are constantly engaged in political behaviours. Although 
political behaviour at a high level is unlikely to occur in the 
organizations that have adopted clear and distinct 
decision-making processes and that have less competitive 
behaviour [2], it is seen as an indispensable part of 
organizational life. According to Samuel [3], organizations 
are regarded as political arenas in which individuals and 
groups struggle to increase their own interests, albeit at the 
expense of the organization. For this reason, the political 
aspect of the organizations represents a certain degree of 
hidden side of the organization. The concept of politics has 
two different meanings in the literature. The first of these is 
“policy”; it is the body of principles that guides the 
decisions and implementations of the organization. The 
second is “politics”; unlike the first meaning, it is every 
kind of behaviour that envisages influencing the other side. 
Therefore, power lies in the basis of the second politics 
concept; it aims to achieve the desired change on the 
opposite side through power [4]. Many authors have noted 
that the power phenomenon is the main feature of the issue, 
which can often be used instead of the concept of 
organizational politics [5]. The concept of “power” which 
is at the center of the interest of mankind for management 
and organization can be defined as a resource (a kind of 
force reserve) used by someone effective to change the 
behaviour of another individual [6]. 

Political games, the means of applying political 
behaviour, are played according to complex, intertwined 
and subtle tactics and rules. The rules of the game are 
sometimes clear; sometimes quite explicit, sometimes 
ambiguous; sometimes stable, sometimes changeable; but 
all the rules determine the nature of the game [7]. 
Mintzberg [8] categorizes political games into four 
categories; authority games, power base games, rival 
games and change games. Among these games, power base 
games can be defined as the games played in parallel with 
the power in order to increase the organizational power of 
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the individual [2]. Mintzberg [8] categorizes power base 
games, in which employees utilize all opportunities in 
order to reach their personal goals, into six categories as 
‘sponsorship’, ‘alliance building’, ‘empire building’, 
‘budgeting’, ‘expertise’ and ‘lording’. Sponsorship game 
involves a person who attaches himself to a rising or an 
established star. Employees play this game by reporting 
their loyalty to their superiors in return for power and thus 
by taking advantage of the superiors [9]. Alliance building 
game is played among peers who seek mutual support [10]. 
It is generally played by functional executives who 
implicitly contract to support each other in progress within 
the organization and sometimes played by experts [11]. 
Empire building game is played individually by managers 
in cooperation with subordinates [11]. The game is played 
with the aim of increasing their power by bringing 
subordinates and subunits together and using their 
potentials [7]. The main purpose of budgeting game is to 
secure disproportionate share of unallocated total resources 
and use them for a specific group [7]. Players are the 
responsible persons in the budgeting areas [12]. In the 
expertise game, experts try to secure their positions by 
using their special knowledge [10]. The game is played by 
the individuals who have the technical skills or expertise 
required for the organization [11]. In lording game, 
individuals try to gain power by using their legal power 
over subordinates [10]. The persons who are unable to play 
the political games or refuse to use these games are 
generally the people who feel the negative effects of 
large-scale political games. Examples of these negative 
effects are the decrease in job satisfaction, the increase in 
anxiety and stress, the tendency to leave work and the 
decrease in performance [13]. Because the stress level of 
the employees will be high in the environments where 
organizational politics perceptions are high [5, 14, 15], 
employees avoid to use their knowledge, skills and talents 
to realize the goals of the organization. In addition, in the 
formal and informal communication channels, hiding the 
information, guiding it consciously, providing the flow of 
information in the direction of individual requests, using 
the data to support the views of individuals and limiting the 
real aims of communication are both the reasons and 
consequences of political games [5]. 

In the globalized world, technological, educational and 
economic developments have increased the need for the 
employees who will successfully let the organizations 
reach their goals, who generate new thinking and voice 
current problems. However, it is asserted that in many 
organizations, there are effective forces causing employees 
to hide information about potential problems or issues [16]. 
This situation reduces the contribution of employees, the 
most important shareholder of the organization, and puts 
the organization into a stable structure. Organizational 
silence, defined as individual’s denying his behavioral, 
cognitive and affective evaluations about organizational 
situations, is a dynamic process that progresses and forms 

as a reaction to various individual and situational factors 
[17]. Studies on the subject show that employees may 
prefer silence because of the following reasons; 
organizational stress [18], negative managerial behaviours 
[19,20], fear of punishment, lack of experience, being 
external audit-oriented, culture of injustice, silence climate, 
social isolation, obedience culture, distrust to superiors, 
arm’s length relationships and anxiety of being labeled as a 
problem person [21]. When researchers’ studies on the 
concept of silence are examined, it is seen that they classify 
silence differently. Subkowiak (1997) classifies silence as 
acoustic silence and pragmatic silence; Bruneau (1973) 
classifies it as psycholinguistics, interactive and 
sociocultural silence [cited in 17]. Pinder and Harlos [17], 
on the other hand, classify silence into two groups as 
passiveness and acquiescent. Improving silence 
classification by Pinder and Harlos [17]; Van Dyne, Ang 
and Botero [22] classify silence into three groups as 
‘acquiescent silence’, ‘defensive silence’ and ‘prosocial 
silence’. Tolerance to the status quo is high in the 
acquiescent silence which is defined as the denying of 
ideas, information and thoughts based on submission [22]. 
Employees keep their ideas, knowledge and thoughts about 
an issue to themselves because of fear in the defensive 
silence which is a conscious and proactive behaviour 
towards self-protection against external threats [18]. 
Prosocial silence is defined as the denying of ideas, 
knowledge and thoughts related to work for the benefit of 
organization or other employees based on sacrifice or 
common motivation [22]. The deliberate denying of 
knowledge by employees and its becoming a process leads 
to many individual and organizational outcomes. Chronic 
employee silence in organizations reduces work efficiency 
by causing employees to experience emotional exhaustion, 
depersonalization, decrease in personal achievement [23], 
alienation and emotional exhaustion [24, 25]. Keep silent 
pressures the differences under the surface and drives the 
destructive forces strongly. However, breaking silence can 
cause to express fresh ideas and can bring ideas that may 
improve the organizational performance to an entirely new 
level [26]. 

Organizations are able to gain competitive advantage 
through the ability of selecting, educating and retaining 
human resources effectively. For this reason, the issue of 
adaptation of hired employees is becoming increasingly 
important. The effective basic concept in the adaptation 
process is seen as the organizational socialization. 
Organizational socialization gets employees to become an 
active member of the organization – through various stages 
and tactics - by facilitating their adaptation to the values, 
norms and needs of the entity [27]. For this reason, 
organizational socialization has always been one of the 
focuses of experts in behaviour and human resources [28]. 
Organizational socialization, a process of learning and 
change, includes organizational values, goals, culture, 
workgroup values, norms, how to perform the job, 
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necessary knowledge and skills, identity, self-esteem, 
personal change and motivation [29]. Organizations should 
apply different patterns and different strategies in the 
socialization of new employees in accordance with their 
own structures [30]. Taormina [31] has developed a model 
that explains organizational socialization in four 
dimensions: ‘training’, ‘understanding of one’s job and 
organization’, ‘coworker support’ and ‘future prospects’. 
Training can be defined as an action, process or method 
that gives any form of functional skill or ability that a 
specific job requires [32]. The aim of the training in 
organizations is improving the satisfaction of the 
employees in their work, the efficiency of the individual 
and the performance of the organization as a whole [33]. 
Understanding dimension measures how well the 
employee understands the organization, how it works and 
how he himself works within the organization [34]. The 
dimension forms the basis of employee behaviour, which is 
also including information seeking. The main purpose of 
the employee’s search for information is to understand 
their own work, their roles, their colleagues, organization’s 
goals, values and culture much better [32]. Coworker 
support identifies how well the employee is related to other 
employees within the organization [34]. In other words, 
coworker support is defined as emotional, spiritual or 
instrumental support provided by other employees in the 
organization in order to reduce person’s anxiety, fear or 
suspicion [32]. Future prospects determine the long-term 
perspective of the employee, such as the prizes offered by 
the organization and ongoing employment expectation [34]. 
It may also include profits such as promotions, bonuses, 
recognition, allowances and the assignment to the desired 
duties [35]. When effective socialization programs are 
designed according to the expectations of employees in 
organizations, organizational socialization can reduce the 
cost by creating a positive impact on organizational 
commitment and a negative impact on the tendency to 
leave work [36]. Organizational socialization increases the 
employee’s commitment to work [28, 37-41], dedication to 
work [40, 42], and job satisfaction [43-45]. Besides, 
according to Jaskyte [46], socialization tactics prevent role 
ambiguity and conflict in organizations. 

Schools which are an open system have a special status 
in society due to the functions they undertake. School 
affects the society in which it is located and it is influenced 
by changes in society. In this context, political games are 
also used in school life much more than generally accepted. 
The approach that defines school as an organization formed 
on the basis of power relations is called as micro politics 
[47]. Micro political processes and structures allow some 
individuals and groups more than others. Especially in the 
processes of change, the micro political interaction 
increases and becomes more prominent in both formal and 
informal arenas of school life. Micro politics affects all 
decision-making structures and processes in school 
environment [48]. It can be argued that the most important 

actors of micro politics, which has become increasingly 
important in schools in recent years [47], are school 
principals. Because, based on the authority given to him, 
the person primarily responsible for the realization of the 
purposes of the schools is the school principal. Leadership 
features of the school principal affect the effectiveness of 
the school [49], student success [50], and the 
organizational trust, loyalty and citizenship felt at school 
directly and significantly [51]. Principals who use effective 
leadership behaviours with constructive political 
behaviours can lead teachers to act in a way that will 
achieve the goals of the school. Political games have a 
critical importance especially for managers because it deals 
with the process of transforming power, which has the 
potential to affect others in a successful way, into action.  
Principals who display constructive political behavior 
know how to shape the agenda, how to prepare the 
roadmap in political arena, how to create a support network, 
and how to negotiate with both allies and opponents [52]. 
For this reason, if the school principal has sufficient 
knowledge and experience about in which conditions, in 
what environment, when, to what extent and with which 
stimuli a teacher can be motivated and behaves properly as 
a political actor, the chances of improving organizational 
integration and working efficiency will increase. It is 
necessary for school principals to prevent teachers’ silence 
behaviour and achieve their organizational socialization 
through using political games, a part of organizational life, 
effectively. However, it appears that there is not enough 
information about how to use political games in 
organizations and especially in schools and about required 
competencies for successful examples [53]. When 
literature is analyzed, organizational politics and political 
behaviours have been studied by many researchers over the 
past 40 years as it is a way of life in organizations [54]. 
However, studies on political games are very limited [8, 9, 
10, 12, 55, 56] and to be more precise, no studies have been 
found on power base games. On the basis of all these 
evaluations, the main purpose of this study is what the 
effects of the power base games used by school principals 
will be on teachers’ organizational silence and 
organizational socialization. In accordance with this 
purpose, the answers to the following questions are 
searched: 

1. What is the level of teacher perceptions regarding 
power base games used by school principals, 
organizational silence and organizational 
socialization? 

2. Do teachers’ perceptions of power base games used 
by school principals, organizational silence and 
organizational socialization differ significantly in 
terms of gender, branch, occupational seniority and 
length of service at school variables? 

3. Do the perceptions of teachers about power base 
games used by school principals significantly 
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predict their perceptions of organizational silence 
and organizational socialization? 

2. Method 
The research was designed in a relational survey model. 

In a relational survey model, the aim is to determine the 
presence or the degree of covariance at least between two 
variables [57]. The population of the research consisted of 
1316 teachers working in Burdur province center in the 
academic year of 2016-2017. The sample of the research 
was determined by “random sampling” method. In 
determining the number of sample, the formula [cited in 58] 
proposed by Cochran (1962) was used and the needed 
sample size was calculated as 297. The entire population 
was tried to be reached by considering the possibilities that 
the whole of the scales were not returned or they were 
incomplete or incorrect, and 468 teachers created the 
sample of the study. Of the participants, 262 (56.0%) were 
female and 206 (44.0%) were male teachers; 77 (16.5%) 
were non-math courses, 139 (29.7%) were math and 
science courses, 130 (27.8%) were classroom and 122 
(26.1%) were other branch teachers. 156 (33.3%) of 
teachers had 1-10 years, 155 (33.1%) of them had 11-20 
years and 157 (33.5%) of them 21 and over years of 
seniority. In terms of the length of service at the school that 
they currently work, 310 (66.2%) of the teachers had 1-5 
years of service, 96 (20.5%) of them had 6-10 years and 62 
(13.2 %) of them had 11and over years of service. 

2.1. Data Collection Tools 

Data required for the research were collected by “Power 
Base Games Scale”, “Organizational Silence Scale” and 
“Organizational Socialization Scale”. 

2.1.1. Power Base Games Scale 
This measuring instrument is used to measure the power 

base games used by school principals. The scale was 
developed by Gencer, Tok and Ordu [59] based on 
Mintzberg’s [8] “Political Games Theory”; it consists of 
six dimensions as sponsorship, alliance building, empire 
building, budgeting, expertise and lording. The scale 
consisting of 41 Likert-type items is answered between “1 
strongly disagrees, 5 strongly agree”. Increasing scores 
from the scale show that school principals use power base 
games. Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficients of 
subdimensions of the scale were reported to be between .81 
and .98. For this research the validity and reliability studies 
of the measurement tool were carried out again. The total 
variance explained by the six mentioned factors was found 
to be 64.61 %. In the exploratory factor analysis, it was 
determined that the factor load values differed between .46 
and .83. As a result of the confirmatory factor analysis, the 
fit indices obtained were determined as χ2/sd=2.616, 

RMSEA=.058, CFI=.92, NFI=.98, GFI=.85, 
TLI(NNFI)=.91 and IFI=.92. The Cronbach Alpha 
coefficients were found to be .88 in the sponsorship 
dimension, .72 in the alliance building dimension, .84 in 
the empire building dimension, .86 in the budgeting 
dimension, .87 in the expertise dimension, .95 in the 
lording dimension and .94 for the overall scale. 

2.1.2. Organizational Silence Scale 
This measuring instrument was developed by Van Dyne 

and et al. [22]. In this study, the scale was used as adapted 
to Turkish by Kahya [60]. The Likert-type scale which is 
rated between 1 (strongly disagree) and 5 (strongly agree) 
consists of 15 scale items and three subdimensions as 
acquiescent silence, defensive silence, prosocial silence. 
The increase in the scores from the scale shows that the 
organizational silence of the employees increases. 
Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficients of subdimensions 
of the scale were explained as between .80 and .88. In the 
validity studies conducted for this study, it was found out 
that three factors explained 59% of the total variance and 
factor loads varied between .54 and .83. According to the 
confirmatory factor analysis results, fit indices were 
calculated as χ2/sd=2.48, GFI=.95, RMSEA=.06, CFI=.96, 
IFI=.96, AGFI=92, NFI=.93 and TLI=.95. The Cronbach 
Alpha coefficients were found to be .75 for acquiescent 
silence, .88 for defensive silence, .74 for prosocial silence 
and .75 for the overall scale. 
2.1.3. Organizational Socialization Scale 

The scale was developed by Taormina [31] and it was 
updated by Taormina [34]. In this study, the scale was 
used as adapted to Turkish by Balcı, Baltacı, Fidan, Cereci 
and Acar [61]. The increasing scores from the scale show 
that the organizational socialization of the employees 
increases. The scale consists of 20 items and four sub 
dimensions as training, understanding, coworker support 
and future prospects. This Likert-type scale is graded 
between 1 (strongly disagree) – 5 (strongly agree). 
Cronbach Alpha coefficients for the dimensions ranged 
from .79 to .96 and for the overall scale it was found to 
be .77. The total variance explained by the four factors in 
the validity studies for this study was found to be 63.21 %. 
In the exploratory factor analysis, it was determined that 
the factor loads changed between .42 and .81. As a result 
of the confirmatory factor analysis, fit indices were 
determined as χ2/sd=2.506, RMSEA=.057, CFI=.95, 
NFI=.92, GFI=.93, TLI=.94, IFI=.95 and AGFI=.90. 
Cronbach Alpha coefficients were found to be .90 in the 
training dimension, .75 in the understanding 
dimension, .83 in the coworker support dimension, .82 in 
the future prospects dimension and .90 for the overall 
scale. 

2.2. Analysis of the Data 

In the study, before analysing the data, carelessly filled 
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forms were excluded from the analysis. Of the 552 scales 
that were determined as available after control 84 weren’t 
included in the analysis because of their z values (z ≥ 3); 
so, 468 scale forms were included in the analysis. The 
distribution of the data was determined by taking into 
account the kurtosis and skewness values of each variable. 
In a data set with normal distribution, the skewness and 
kurtosis values are supposed to be between -1 and +1 [62]. 
In this study, the skewness values were found 
between .013 and .621, and the kurtosis values were 
between .030 and .571. These findings indicate that 
normality of the data was provided. Whether there is a 
multicollinearity problem between multiple independent 
variables were determined by examining Variance 
Inflation Factor - VIF value. A VIF value higher than 10 
indicates that there may be multicollinearity problem in 
the analysis [63]. In this study, the highest VIF value was 
calculated as 2.02 and the assumption of multicollinearity 
was also provided. 

Descriptive statistics were used in the analysis of the 
research data, t-test was used in the paired comparisons, 
one-way variance analysis was used in three or 
more-category comparisons. In this study, Tukey test was 
used to determine the source of the difference for F values 
that were significant because of the equality in the group 
variances [63]. In the interpretation of the descriptive 
statistics, total scores of the dimensions and scales were 
taken and a triple participation level was used as “low”, 
“medium”, “high”. Structural Equation Model was used to 
determine in which level the sponsorship, alliance 
building, empire building, budgeting, expertise and 
lording games - subdimensions of the power base games 

used by school principals – predict the organizational 
silence and organizational socialization of teachers. In 
order to test the fit indices of the generated model, χ2/sd, 
RMSEA, GFI, CFI, TLI, RMR, IFI and SRMR values 
were examined. 

3. Findings 

3.1. Teachers’ Perceptions of Power Base Games, 
Organizational Silence and Organizational 
Socialization 

Table 1 gives the statistical values and levels of 
participation that describe the teacher perceptions of the 
power base games used by school principals. When the 
values in Table 1 are examined, it is seen that the teachers 
responded to the entire power base games at a “medium” 
level with an average of 90.47. Teachers responded to the 
“budgeting” dimension at the highest level with an 
average of 28.27 and to the “lording” dimension at the 
lowest level with an average of 25.59. 

In Table 2, descriptive statistics values and participation 
levels of teachers’ perceptions of organizational silence 
are given. Considering the values in Table 2, it is seen that 
teachers responded to the entire “organizational silence” 
at the “medium” level with an average of 38.22. Teachers 
responded to the “prosocial silence” dimension at the 
highest level with an average of 18.88 and to the 
“defensive silence” dimension at the lowest level with an 
average of 8.86. 

Table 1.  Statistical values that describe the teachers’ perceptions of power base games and their subdimensions 

 Minimum Maksimum Mean Std. Deviation Participation Level 

Sponsorship 4 20 10.84 3.90 Medium 

Alliance Building 3 15 7.97 2.57 Medium 

Empire Building 3 15 7.21 2.67 Medium 

Budgeting 9 43 28.27 6.71 Medium 

Expertise 4 20 10.59 3.56 Medium 

Lording 12 56 25.59 9.77 Low 

Power Base Games 35 160 90.47 21.13 Medium 

Table 2.  Statistical values of teachers’ perceptions about organizational silence and its subdimensions 

 Minimum Maksimum Mean Std. Deviation Participation Level 

Acquiescent Silence 5 22 10.48 3.07 Low 

Defensive Silence 5 19 8.86 2.83 Low 

Prosocial Silence 5 25 18.88 3.85 High 

Organizational Silence Scale 20 56 38.22 6.33 Medium 
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In Table 3, descriptive statistics values and participation 
levels of teachers’ perceptions of organizational 
socialization are given. In Table 3, it is seen that teachers 
responded to the entire “organizational socialization” at 
the “medium” level with an average of 67.31. It was 
determined that teachers responded to the “coworker 
support” dimension at the highest level with an average of 
19.87 and to the “training” dimension at the lowest level 
with an average of 15.83. 

3.2. Teachers’ Perceptions of Power Base Games, 
Organizational Silence and Organizational 
Socialization in Terms of Gender, Branch, 
Occupational Seniority, the Type of School and the 
Length of Service at the Same School 

Teachers’ perceptions of power base games used by 
school principals, organizational silence and 
organizational socialization in terms of gender variable 
are given in Table 4. There are statistically significant 
differences between the perceptions of male and female 
teachers about the power base games used by school 
principals (p<.05). When compared to female teachers 
( X =87.00), male teachers ( X =94.88) think that school 
principals use much more power base games. When 
Cohen d value was examined, gender variable was found 

to have a “medium” effect size on power base games (.38). 
There was no statistically significant difference between 
female and male teachers’ perceptions of organizational 
silence and organizational socialization (p>.05). 

Teachers’ perceptions of power base games used by 
school principals, organizational silence and 
organizational socialization in terms of branch variable 
are given in Table 5. When Table 5 is examined, it is seen 
that non-math, math and science, classroom and other 
branch teachers have similar perceptions of power base 
games used by school principals and organizational 
socialization (p>.05). Statistically significant difference 
(p<.05) was found between the perceptions of 
organizational silence of teachers in different branches. As 
a result of Post Hock Tukey test, significant differences 
were found between non-math course teachers and 
classroom teachers (I-J=2.671, p=.017); between 
non-math course teachers and other branch teachers 
(I-J=2.775, p=.014). It was determined that the means of 
non-math course teachers ( X =40.32) are higher than the 

means of classroom teachers ( X =37.65) and other 

branch teachers ( X =37.54). According to the value of 
Eta-square (η²=.02), teachers’ branch variable has a 
“small” effect on organizational silence behaviours. 

Table 3.  Statistical values of teachers’ perceptions of organizational socialization and its subdimensions 

 Minimum Maksimum Mean Std. Deviation Participation Level 

Training 6 25 15.83 4.26 Medium 

Understanding 9 20 15.51 2.47 High 

Coworker Support 9 25 19.87 3.03 High 

Future Prospects 5 25 16.10 4.26 Medium 

Organizational SocializationScale 35 95 67.31 10.79 Medium 

Table 4.  Teachers’ perceptions of power base games, organizational silence and organizational socialization in terms of gender 

 Gender n Mean ss t p Cohen d 

Power Base Games 
Female 262 87.00 21.06 

-4.074 .000* .38 
Male 206 94.88 20.42 

Organizational Silence 
Female 262 37.83 6.51 

-1.479 .140 - 
Male 206 38.70 6.10 

Organizational Socialization 
Female 262 18.98 3.82 

.640 .523 - 
Male 206 18.75 3.89 

*p<.05  
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Table 5.  Teachers’ perceptions of power base games, organizational silence and organizational socialization in terms of branch 

 Branch n Mean ss F p Paired 
Difference η2 

Power Base Games 

Non-math 77 91.90 22.38 

1.521 .208 - - 
Math and 
Science 139 91.58 20.26 

Classroom 130 91.72 19.90 

Other 122 86.98 22.38 

Organizational 
Silence 

Non-math 77 40.32 6.63 

3.700 .012* 1-3 
1-4 .02 

Math and 
Science 139 38.16 6.26 

Classroom 130 37.65 5.80 

Other 122 37.54 6.57 

Organizational Socialization 

Non-math 77 65.65 9.94 

.824 .481 - - 
Math and 
Science 139 67.73 10.49 

Classroom 130 67.23 10.74 

Other 122 67.95 11.69 
*p<.05 

Table 6.  Teachers’ perceptions of power base games, organizational silence and organizational socialization in terms of occupational seniority 

Occupational Seniority n Mean ss F p Paired 
Difference η2 

Power Base Games  1-10 years 156 90.47 21.21 

9.295 .000* 2-3 .038 11-20 years 155 85.37 19.97 

21 years and over 157 95.50 21.07 

Organizational Silence 1-10 years 156 38.44 6.25 

.150 .861 - - 11-20 years 155 38.08 6.61 

21 years and over 157 38.12 6.19 

Organizational Socialization 1-10 years 156 65.58 10.50 

3.973 .019* 1-3 .017 11-20 years 155 67.34 11.09 

21 years and over 157 68.99 10.57 

*p<.05 

Teachers’ perceptions of power base games used by 
school principals, organizational silence and 
organizational socialization in terms of occupational 
seniority are given in Table 6. In terms of seniority 
variable, a significant difference was found between the 
perceptions of teachers who have 11-20 years of seniority 
and who have 21 years and over seniority (I-J=10.135, 
p=.000) about the power base games used by school 
principals (p<.05). The means of the teachers having 21 
years and over seniority ( X =95.50) are higher than the 

means of the teachers having 11-21 years of seniority ( X
=85.37). According to the Eta-square value (η²=.038), 
teachers’ seniority variable has a “small” effect on the 
perceptions of power base games. While there wasn’t any 
significant difference in the teachers’ perceptions of 
organizational silence in terms of seniority variable 
(p>.05), a significant difference was found in the teachers’ 

perceptions of organizational socialization between the 
teachers who have 1-10 years seniority and who have 21 
years and over seniority (I-J=3.417, p=.014). The means 
of the teachers having 21 years and over seniority ( X
=68.99) are higher than the means of the teachers having 
1-10 years seniority ( X =65.58). According to eta square 
value (η²=.017), teachers’ seniority variable has a “small” 
effect level on their organizational socialization. 

Teachers’ perceptions of power base games used by 
school principals, organizational silence and 
organizational socialization in terms of length of service at 
school are given in Table 7. When Table 7 was examined, 
it was seen that there was no significant difference 
between teachers’ – who had different length of services 
in the same school - perceptions of power base games 
used by school principals and organizational silence 
(p>.05), but in terms of organizational socialization there 
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was a significant difference between the perceptions of 
teachers having 1-5 years of service length and 6-10 years 
of service length (I-J=3.132, p=.034). The means of the 
teachers having 1-5 years of service length ( X =66.27) 
are lower than the means of the teachers having 6-10 years 
of service length ( X =69.41). According to Eta square 
value (η²=.018), teachers’ length of service at school 
variable has a “small” effect level on their organizational 
socialization. 

3.3. The Effect of Teachers’ Perceptions of Power Base 
Games Used by School Principals on Their 
Perceptions of Organizational Silence and 
Organizational Socialization  

The correlation values for variables were examined 
before the effect of the sponsorship, alliance building, 
empire building, budgeting, expertise and lording 
subdimensions of power base games on teachers’ 
organizational silence and organizational socialization 
was examined. The findings are given in Table 8. It was 
seen that the subdimensions of power base games have 
significant relationships with each other. Moreover, 
alliance building, empire building, budgeting, expertise, 
lording dimensions have positively significant 
relationships with organizational silence; but sponsorship, 
empire building and lording dimensions have negatively 
significant relationships with organizational socialization. 

Table 7.  Teachers’ perceptions of power base games, organizational silence and organizational socialization in terms of length of service at school 

 Length of Service at 
School n Mean ss F p Paired 

Difference η2 

 
Power Base Games 

1-5 years 310 89.71 21.83 

2.739 .066 - - 6-10 years 96 89.19 19.12 

11 years and over 62 96.27 19.84 

Organizational Silence 

1-5 years 310 38.11 6.08 

.159 .853 - - 6-10 years 96 38.34 7.10 

11 years and over 62 38.56 6.45 

Organizational 
Socialization 

1-5 years 310 66.27 10.71 

4.276 .014* 1-2 .018 6-10 years 96 69.41 11.44 

11 years and over 62 69.23 9.51 

*p<.05 

Table 8.  Correlation values of the variables 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Sponsorship (1)        

Alliance Building (2) ,515**       

Empire Building (3) ,667** ,517**      

Budgeting (4) ,354** ,320** ,380**     

Expertise (5) ,384** ,401** ,515** ,375**    

Lording (6) ,464** ,395** ,554** ,190** ,502**   

Organizational Silence (7) ,067 ,138** ,101* ,104* ,138** .115*  

Organizational Socialization (8) -,168** -,030 -,113* ,060 -002 -.237** .021 

*Correlation is significant at .01 level.  
**Correlation is significant at .05 level 
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Figure 1.  Research model 

The model formed to determine the level at which the 
sponsorship, alliance building, empire building, budgeting, 
expertise and lording games used by school principals 
predict teachers’ organizational silence and organizational 
socialization is presented in Figure 1. 

Table 9.  Fit Indices for measurement model 

Fit indicates Fit Range Research Model 

X2/sd 0 ≤ X2/sd ≤3 2.028 

IFI ≤0.90 .92 

CFI ≤0.90 .92 

RMSEA 0.05 ≤RMSEA≤0.08 .047 

GFI ≤0.90 .831 

TLI ≤0.90 .912 

SRMR 
0.05 ≤ - ≤0.10 

.059 

RMR .061 

χ2/df, IFI, CFI, RMSEA, GFI, TLI, SRMR and RMR 
values for the fit of the model obtained as a result of 
structural equation modeling which was formed to 
determine the effect of the subdimensions of the power 
base games used by school principals on teachers’ 
organizational silence and organizational socialization are 

given in Table 9. As seen in Table 9, it can be said that the 
fit values of the research model are acceptable [64-66]. 

The significance, direction and standardized regression 
values of the relationships of the structural equation model 
are presented in Table 10. Considering Table 10, while 
there was a negatively significant relationship between 
sponsorship and organizational silence, alliance building 
and lording had a positively significant relationship with 
organizational silence. However, when the relationships 
between organizational silence and empire building, 
expertise and budgeting were examined, because p value 
between the variables was above .05 and critical value 
was below the minimum required value (1.96) [67], it was 
possible to say that these games had no effect on 
organizational silence. On the other hand, there were 
negatively significant relationships between the 
sponsorship and lording games and organizational 
socialization. When the relationships between alliance 
building, empire building, expertise and budgeting games 
and organizational socialization were examined, because 
the regression coefficient between the variables was 
above .05 and critical value was below the minimum 
required value (1.96), it was possible to say that these 
games had no effect on organizational socialization.  
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Table 10.  Standardized regression coefficients of the research model 

Dependent Variable  Independent Variable Std. Value Std. 
Error 

Critial 
Value P Acceptance 

Status 

Org. Silence <--- Sponsorship -.160 .055 -2.915 .004* Accepted 

Org. Silence <--- Alliance Building .130 .054 2.428 .015* Accepted 

Org. Silence <--- Empire Building .043 .084 .509 .611 Refused 

Org. Silence <--- Budgeting .036 .049 .725 .725 Refused 

Org. Silence <--- Expertise -.004 .035 - .108 .823 Refused 

Org. Silence <--- Lording .242 .045 5.375 *** Accepted 

Org. Socialization <--- Sponsorship -.228 .088 -2.595 .009* Accepted 

Org. Socialization <--- Alliance Building -.017 .085 -. 195 .846 Refused 

Org. Socialization <--- Empire Building .167 .137 1.221 .222 Refused 

Org. Socialization <--- Budgeting .044 .079 .557 .578 Refused 

Org. Socialization <--- Expertise .098 .056 1.745 .081 Refused 

Org. Socialization <--- Lording -.173 .070 -2.452 .014* Accepted 

*P< .05, *** P< .001 

4. Discussion and Conclusions 
In this study, it was aimed to determine the extent to 

which the power base games used by school principals 
predict teachers’ organizational silence and organizational 
socialization. But first, descriptive analyzes related to 
these variables were conducted. Then, the differences 
according to the demographic variables were showed. 

It was determined that the power base games used by 
school principals were at a medium level. Political games, 
defined as an effective means of reaching their own 
interests, are used by managers to protect their current 
position or to have more power. Education system is also 
a political system, and political games cannot be ignored 
in this system [12]. Similar to the results of this study, 
Medwick [12] has achieved the conclusion that political 
games can sometimes be seen in schools. Yazıcı and et. al 
[10] who examined political games at universities found 
that academicians do not prefer playing power base games. 
According to the results of the research, teachers think 
that school principals use budgeting games at most and 
lording games at least. School principals who display 
budgeting game can use this game because they will gain 
power when they provide more resources to their schools. 
Unlike the findings of this study, Korucuoğlu [56] reached 
the conclusion that among the power base games teachers 
perceived the alliance building and empire building games 
at most. In the lording game, individual may display 
various verbal mataphors, avowed discourse, stern and 
authoritarian tone of voice, and negative communication 
such as reprimand or humiliation to inform other 
individuals with whom he interacts that he himself is the 
boss [68]. In public schools, school principals may use 
lording game less which is based on pressure elements as 
teachers’ salaries, dismissal, appointments, rights and 

responsibilities are determined by legislation. 
In the study, it was found that teachers’ organizational 

silence behaviours were at a medium level. This result 
shows that teachers cannot express their problems, 
inconveniences and suggestions they have experienced 
during the education process in detail. The silence 
behaviours of teachers may be due to the bureaucratic 
nature of schools, disagreement with the managers and the 
fear of isolation. However, schools are organizations with 
special status as the input and output of them is human 
being. The opinions, thoughts, concerns and 
recommendations of teachers seen as the most active 
employees in these special organizations should be 
guiding in the educational system. When the literature is 
examined, it is seen that other researchers’ findings 
support this finding [69, 70]. Kahya [60], on the other 
hand, has reached the result that employees’ level of 
organizational silence is high. The results of the research 
show that among the subdimensions of organizational 
silence, teachers use prosocial silence at the highest level. 
This result is consistent with the results of the studies in 
the literature [60, 69, 71]. Employees displaying prosocial 
silence try to conceal the information that can harm the 
image of the organization in order to benefit their 
organization and friends and to protect organization’s 
reputation [72]. Because teachers protect their schools 
more than other employees and feel more devoted and 
loyal, they can keep their ideas, thoughts, knowledge and 
opinions in the cases where they feel that their schools and 
colleagues may suffer if they talk. In the research, it was 
found that teachers use defensive silence at least. When 
the literature is examined, it is seen that researchers have 
found results supporting this finding [60, 69, 71]. 
Defensive silence is the silence that the individual uses to 
protect himself, based on fear [22]. It can be said that 
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teachers who are public employees do not use defensive 
silence behaviour because the possibility of losing their 
jobs is low. 

In the research, it was found that teachers’ 
organizational socialization was at a medium level. The 
study by Balcı and et. al [61] supports this finding. The 
reasons why teachers’ organizational socialization levels 
are lower than the expected are the difficulties in the 
training programs, not improving teachers’ personal rights, 
the lack of opportunities to have career in the profession 
and not caring their opinions about the decisions on 
educational system. However, organizational socialization 
increases the work performance of employees [73, 74], 
their commitment to work [39, 42, 75], organizational 
commitment [40, 74, 76] and job satisfaction [76]. 
Increasing teachers’ organizational socialization levels has 
a very important role for the schools to fulfill their goals 
efficiently and effectively. According to the results of the 
research, teachers responded to the coworker support 
dimension of the organizational socialization at the 
highest level. This result is consistent with the results of 
the other studies in the literature [27, 77]. The principal’s 
and other teachers’ support is very important for teachers 
to learn the practices of the school, become active in 
teaching, understand their profession, become competent 
[78] and feel safe. Employees receiving support from 
managers and coworkers are more concerned with 
innovative behaviour [79], their organizational 
commitment [80] and job satisfaction increase and their 
emotional exhaustion decreases [81]. However, in their 
studies, Balcı and et.al [61] reached the result that 
understanding dimension was at the highest level. 
Teachers stated that they agreed the training dimension at 
the lowest level. Yanık, Bağdat, Gelici and Taştepe [82] 
reached the conclusion that teachers associate their 
problems in classroom and time management, guidance, 
paperwork and relationships with parents to the 
undergraduate education that provides them limited 
experience. But in organizations, training has always been 
considered as an important part of human resources 
management and has a direct influence on employee 
performance [42] and job satisfaction [83]. For this reason, 
pre-service [78] and in-service training processes have an 
important role in teachers’ becoming ready for school as a 
social structure, adapting to school and in providing 
organizational socialization in a short period of time. 
However, in their studies, Karasolak, Tanrıseven and 
Konokman [84] have found that teachers’ attitudes 
towards in-service training are negative. It is thought that 
this result takes its source from the problems experienced 
during the planning, implementation and evaluation 
processes of in-service training programs in Turkey. 

When the perceptions of the teachers about the power 
base games used by school principals were analyzed 
according to the gender variable, it was concluded that the 
perceptions of male teachers are higher than the 

perceptions of female teachers. Al-Tuhaih and Van Fleet 
[54] stated that women are not prone to see politics widely 
because of their low expectations and self-limiting 
behaviours. Ferris et al. [14] and Korucuoğlu [56] found 
that men perceived environment more politically as 
supporting the findings of this study. However, Vida and 
Cohen [85], Bodla and Danish [86], Nejad, Abbaszadeh 
and Hassani [87], Yılmaz [88] and Donald, Bertha and 
Lucia [89] found that women perceived environment more 
politically. In their studies, Ferris and Kacmar [90], Parker, 
Dipboye and Jackson [91] and Kesgen [5] found that 
participants did not differ significantly in their political 
perceptions in terms of their gender. It was found out that 
there was not any significant difference between male and 
female teachers in their perceptions of organizational 
silence. This result may be due to the fact that teachers’ 
professional roles are the same and they consider similar 
situations when they decide to remain silent. In the vast 
majority of studies on the subject, it was concluded that 
gender variable does not affect organizational silence as 
supporting the findings of this study [69, 92-95]. In the 
literature, there are also some studies which found that 
women are quieter; men make more dissentient voices to 
their superiors than women and easily express their 
opinions on the subject of work [60, 70, 96, 97]. No 
significant difference was found between the male and 
female teachers’ perceptions of organizational 
socialization. This finding reveals the importance of 
corporate socialization tactics. Although their genders are 
different, teachers may have similar perceptions because 
they share the same institution’s socialization tactics. This 
result is consistent with the results of other studies [78, 98] 
in the literature. But Beheshtifar, Rashidi and 
Nekoie-Moghadam [99] found that male teachers’ 
organizational socialization levels are higher. 

Teachers working in different branches have similar 
perceptions about the power base games used by school 
principals. In her study, Medwick [12] also stated that 
classroom teachers, special education teachers and 
principals have similar perceptions of political games. In 
the research, it can be said that non-math courses’ teachers 
showed more organizational silence behaviours than 
classroom and other courses’ teachers. This result may be 
due to the fact that classroom teachers have more 
intensive communications due to their long working hours 
in the school. Similarly, in their studies, Kahveci and 
Demirtaş [100] found that classroom teachers showed less 
silence behaviour than branch teachers. In addition, other 
courses’ teachers (physical education, music, visual arts, 
counselling, kindergarten, vocational school teachers) 
spend a long time through social activities they prepare. 
This situation can facilitate their stronger communication. 
It has been found that teachers in different branches have 
similar perceptions of organizational socialization 
behaviours. Although the branches of teachers are 
different, their benefiting from the same institutional 
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facilities and sharing the same environment may explain 
the similarities in their perceptions of organizational 
socialization. The findings of Nartgün and Demirer [101] 
are parallel to this finding. 

In the research, it was found out that the teachers with 
greater seniority perceived power base games used by 
school principals more than other teachers. The fact that 
senior teachers recognize the work environment and have 
more political abilities as a result of their experience can 
be shown as the reason for this. The studies of Vigoda and 
Cohen [85], Sultan, Kanwal and Gul [102] support this 
finding. However, İşcan [103] revealed that employees 
with more seniority had a lower perception of 
organizational politics; and Atinc, Darrat, Fuller and 
Parker [104], on the other hand, found out that there was 
not a significant difference between organizational politics 
perception and seniority variable. Teachers with different 
seniority have a similar perception of organizational 
silence. Fear of experiencing negative consequences, 
being characterized as a problematic person, lack of 
clarity in communication, lack of supportive management 
style in the exchange of ideas affect the way in which 
employees adopt or do not adopt the behaviour of silence 
[105]. Employees learn the behaviour of silence not only 
by trial and error, but also by observing and talking to 
colleagues [106]. For this reason, although they are in 
different seniorty groups, teachers may have similar 
perception of silence because they work with the same 
managers and share the same environment. This result is 
consistent with other studies’ results in the literature 
[93,95,100]. It was determined that the teachers with 
greater seniority have a higher perception of 
organizational socialization. The acquisition of 
organizational socialization through a process can explain 
this finding. As their seniority increases, teachers learn 
their roles, adapt to the profession and the atmosphere; 
therefore, their organizational socialization levels increase. 
Similarly, Kartal [78], Beheshtifar et al. [99] have also 
revealed that individuals working in their professions for 
many years show more organizational socialization 
behaviours. However, Dal et al. [98] found out that there 
was not a significant difference between seniority and 
organizational socialization. 

In the research, it was determined that teachers who 
worked at the same school in different periods of time 
perceived the power base games used by school principals 
similarly. This result may be due to the fact that teachers 
evaluated the behaviour of the same principal, although 
they worked in different periods of time. The studies of 
Doğan, Bozkurt and Demirbaş [107] support this finding. 
But in their studies Donald et al. [89] found out that as the 
length of service in the organization increases, the 
participants’ perceptions of politics get higher. It was 
revealed that there was not a significant difference in the 
perceptions of teachers who worked in different periods of 
time in the same organization. Reasons why employees 

prefer to remain silent can be listed as; administrative and 
organizational causes, work-related fears, fear of isolation, 
fear of damage to relationships and national/cultural 
reasons [21]. Teachers who have different working 
periods in the school may have similar organizational 
silence behaviours because of working with the same 
manager and colleagues, and growing up in a common 
culture. This result is consistent with other studies’ results 
[92,94,95] in the literature. According to the results of the 
research, it was determined that organizational 
socialization perceptions of the teachers with little length 
of service in the school were lower. This result may be 
associated to the continuing nature of organizational 
socialization and teachers’ learning the norms, values, 
roles of the school they are in; their gaining experience 
and strengthening their communication with colleagues 
over time. 

In the study, it was found out that school principals’ 
using lording and alliance building games predicts 
teachers’ organizational silence in a positive way; but 
their using sponsorship game predicts in a negative way. 
Principals who use lording game can be oppressive and 
authoritarian by using their legal power over their 
subordinates [10]. Employees in organizations with 
authoritarian leadership structures that make it difficult for 
them to express themselves prefer organizational silence 
[108]. Because principals who use alliance building game 
form informal groups with the employees at the same 
level, other employees may prefer silence in order not to 
be excluded from these groups and not to be exposed to 
the sanctions of the groups. Spiral of silence by 
Noella-Neumann also emphasizes the repression that 
corresponds to the threat of isolation and the fear of 
abstraction that keeps people from being open about their 
thoughts [109]. The achievements of those using political 
games can have negative impacts on the perception of 
organizational trust, as it creates thought of inequality 
among other employees. In the organizations where the 
environment of trust cannot be provided, the culture of 
silence is dominant among the employees [110-113]. 
However, in the study, it was found out that when teachers 
perceived that school principals were using sponsorship 
game, their organizational silence behaviour would reduce. 
When sponsorship game which is defined as one’s 
attaching himself to a person in the top position [12] is 
used, relationships with employees and community 
controlled by the sponsor can be fed [114] and thus, 
organizational silence may reduce. On the other hand, it 
was determined that school principals’ using empire 
building, expertise and budgeting games did not interfere 
with teachers’ voice behaviour. Generally speaking, 
because they require less strict management behaviours, 
these games may not be a barrier for teachers to express 
their ideas and suggestions. 

In the research, it was determined that school principals’ 
using lording and sponsorship games predicted 
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organizational socialization of teachers negatively. 
Because they will resort to pressure, sanction and 
legitimization behaviours by using legitimate power, 
school principals who use lording game may obstruct 
teachers’ organizational socialization. Mehtap [115] has 
stated that oppressive behaviours do not affect loyalty 
behaviour, awareness of responsibility, individuals’ desire 
to improve themselves and functional participation 
positively. School principals who associate themselves 
with those in higher status by using sponsorship game [12] 
may block teachers’ organizational socialization because 
they will show their loyalty and gratitude to the sponsor 
[1,11]. Because employees’ organizational socialization is 
influenced by the behaviours of managers and the 
leadership styles they use [116]. The political games used 
can also slow the organizational socialization of 
employees, as they affect employee performance 
negatively [117-120]. But it was determined that school 
principals’ using alliance building, empire building, 
expertise and budgeting games had no impact on teachers’ 
organizational socialization. This result may be a sign that 
teachers perceive these games as more moderate political 
games. 

4.1. Recommendations 

Based on the results of the study, the following 
suggestions may be made: (1) to reduce the use of 
political games and power base games in schools, the 
ambiguity in the organizational system should be reduced. 
In this point, a system should be established where the 
merit and objective applications are realized in the 
practices such as rewarding, punishment, promotion and 
resource distribution. (2) In order to increase the 
communication power of the teachers, who are an 
effective element of intellectual capital, the 
communication channels in the schools should be kept 
open, a sincere organizational climate should be 
established, teachers should express their thoughts, ideas, 
concerns and suggestions related to their work and all 
teachers should be included in the decision process. (3) 
All stages of organizational socialization in the 
educational system must be put into practice completely. 
(4) Some studies can be made in which the effect of the 
political games on the functioning of educational 
institutions is searched with different parameters. (5) 
Much deeper studies can be made on political games with 
different research methods and patterns except for 
quantitative method. 
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