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Abstract

This study aimed to the meaningfulness of their work from their own perspective in relation to a set of variables.
In this study descriptive survey design was used. In order to collect the data Meaningful Work Scale was develo-
ped and used. The participants of the study comprised of 385 academic staff members from three different public
universities. To analyze the data mean, standard deviation, frequency, and one-way ANOVA were used. The re-
sults revealed that participants find their work meaningful in terms of the work itself, sense of contribution, sense
of self and sense of balance in the respective order. Opinions of academics differ according to academic title,
discipline on sense of self and sense of contribution dimensions. Academics at the Faculty of Medicine find their
work more meaningful when compared with education, economics and administrative sciences faculties acade-
micians in relation to the sense of contribution dimension. The professors find their work relatively more mea-
ningful than the assistant professors both in relation to the sense of self and sense of contribution dimensions. In
the context of the relation of meaningful work on motivation and job satisfaction, manageable workload, work-
life balance and mentoring programs, total reward-recognition system in higher education can be recommended.
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Oz

Bu calismanin amaci, 6gretim tiyelerinin islerini anlamli bulma diizeyi ve anlamli bulma diizeyine iligkin goriis-
lerinin unvan, fakiilte ve tniversite degiskenleriyle iliskisinin saptanmasidir. Tarama tiiriindeki calismada veri-
ler, aragtirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen Anlamli Is Olcegi araciligtyla toplanmustir. Arastirmanin drneklemi ii¢
kamu tniversitesinden 385 dgretim iiyesi olusmaktadir. Verilerin analizinde aritmetik ortalama, yiizde, standart
sapma ve tek yonli varyans (ANOVA) analizi kullanilmistir. Arastirma sonucuna gore 6gretim tiyeleri sirastyla;
isin kendisi, katki anlayisi, iste kendini algilama ve denge anlayisi boyutlarinda islerini anlamli bulmaktadir.
Ogretim iiyesi goriigleri, anlamli igin katki anlayigt ve iste kendini algilama boyutlarinda fakiilte ve unvana gore
farklilasmaktadir. Katki anlayist boyutunda tip fakiiltesi 6gretim tiyeleri, egitim ve iktisadi idari bilimler fakiiltesi
Ogretim tiyelerine gore islerini daha anlamli bulmaktadir. Profesorler, iste kendini algilama ve katki anlayisi bo-
yutlarinda yardimei dogentlere gore islerini daha anlamli bulmaktadirlar. Anlamli isin motivasyon ve is doyumu
ile iliskisi baglaminda, yiiksekogretimde dengeli is yiikii, is-yasam dengesi ve mentérlilk programlari, toplam
odiil-taninma sistemi uygulamalar1 6nerilebilir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Anlamli is, yiiksekogretim, insan kaynaklari yonetimi
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Introduction

There are a lot of views that the sustainable success of organizations under
competitive and global pressures could only be provided by high quality workers.
Talented workers who contribute to their organizations by their high potential
and performances guarantee not only the profitability but also the existence and
efficiency of the organization in changing global circumstances. However, chang-
es in the structure of business and workforce, and generation differences create
problems in attracting high quality workers to the organization and keeping them
there (Axelrod, Handfield-Jones & Welsh, 2001; Akar, 2015; Cosack, Guthridge
& Lawson, 2010). Thus, it could be claimed that in order to attract workers who
are talented and have high potential to organizations and keep them at work, their
expectations and needs should be taken into consideration by organizations.

How workers do their job, their expectations from the organization, their
needs and career plans have been changing. Organizations need talented and
high-quality workers, but these people have different ideas about work life (Sin-
clair, 2004). Forces such as knowledge economy, information technologies, and
changing employment contracts necessitate a worker group that is autonomous
and strong as has never been before (Tucker, Kao & Verma, 2006). According to
a variety of views workers, now, prefer to work at organizations and occupations
where they have a feeling of purposefulness, can devote themselves, can pres-
ent their abilities and skills, fulfill a specific mission, and consider it meaningful.
Workers pursue purpose and meaning in what they do (Chalofsky & Krishna,
2009; Csikszentmihalyi, 2005; Gardner, Csikszentmihalyi & Damon, 2001). This
pursue can be explained by the reflection of global effects on workers, as well as
generation differences.

New generation workers look for meaning more in what they do and ask for
more meaningful duties from employers. Workforce is getting older, and new
workforce recruited instead of the retired workers lack in skills to fulfill that
job (Strack, Baier & Fahlander, 2008). The generation, who were born between
1965 and 1980 called as “X Generation”, is on the verge of retirement, so they
question life and the meaning of work more. When X Generation workers who
have certain professionalism and administrative experiences were asked how
they feel about the work and the workplace, they declared that they experience
“meaning loss or lack”, “setting goals”, “need for trust and commitment”, lost
their emotional bonds with their workplace and organization, and question their
whole life in relation to the above reasons (Holbecke & Springnett, 2004; cited
in, Chalofsky & Krishna, 2009, p.193). On the other hand, the new generation re-
placing the X Generation which is called the Y Generation who were born after
1980 prefer to work at organizations which fulfill their social responsibilities, and
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have ethical values and applications. The first Wave of Y generation who started
their career are on duty now. However, the attitude of changing jobs frequently
of this generation causes disappointment on the side of employers. Accordingly,
this generation who were raised by questioning their families, also question their
employers (Li & Devos, 2008). Worker commitment and work satisfaction are
effective factors that protect sustainable success of organizations. In this respect,
investigating the factors affecting worker commitment, work satisfaction and
motivation is very important in order to take organizational precautions.

Meaningful Work

The term “Meaningful Work” has frequently been examined in organiza-
tional behavior literature since 1990’s. Changes in the habits of workers, the lack
of trust against organizations because of ethical scandals, burnout caused by
working in fast competitive conditions, commitment issues, frequent job change
(Darlying & Chalofsky,2004), and the differences in the views of X generation
and Y generation workers to work life caused more spiritual and humane ap-
proaches in work-human relations to come to existence (Chalofsky, 2003 ; Rosso,
Dekas & Wrzesniewski, 2010). In the light of these developments, a variety of
new terms and approaches such as “positive psychology” (Seligman & Csikzent-
mihalyi, 2000), Strength Based Approach, “Work-Life Quality Movement”
(Passmore, 1985), “Work-Life Balance” (Caproni, 1997), “Talent management”
(Axelrod, Handfield-Jones & Welsh, 2001), “Positive Work Relations”, “Mean-
ingful Work”, and “Good Job” (Gardner, Csickszentmihalyi & Damon, 2001)
took their place in the agendas of organizations.

Meaningful work is the ability which individuals could live their life by doing
things where they have psychological, spiritual and social fulfillment with a sense
of purposefulness and contribution (Miller, 2010). Meaningful work is defined
as “a work which calls the individual to do a work which comes from inside with
a higher level of feeling of guidance” (Treadgold, 1997, p.7219). Very few things
could be satisfactory for people in life when they know what to do, use their skills,
and focus on a very difficult task. Opposite to the popular view, works, activities
and moments where the most satisfaction is felt are not at leisure times but at
work times (Gardner, Csickszentmihalyi & Damon, 2001). Meaningful work is a
personally satisfactory, internally motivating and rewarding concept. Chalofsky
(2003) defines the term meaningful work as “the state which a person reaches
wholeness, a new and deeper motivation” (Miller, 2010). When a person uses all
his skills, power and abilities to contribute valuably to the society, serve others,
make the world a better and livable place, and make a difference, then mean-
ingful work is achieved. People who experience meaningful work find aim and
meaning in their jobs and gain a huge sense of fulfillment by working (Miller,
2011). Expressions such as “utilizing the potential/putting it into practice” (Lieff,
2009, p.1384), “having internal satisfaction”, “doing what you like to do” (Miller,
2010, p.8) are frequently used in definitions of meaningful work.
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The “meaningful work” life of individual are defined as “state of having a
meaningful work” (Chalofsky, 2003, p.76); “being bound to meaningful work”
(Treadgold, 1997, p.7219); “meaning on/at work”. The term meaningful work
does not define a concrete structure but an abstract structure. With the help of
above definitions, meaningful work can be defined as “a deep motivation and
internal power that directs a worker to work and to his aim in life, helps him use
his skills and abilities fully in what he does, love and be integrated with the work,
self-actualize, to get not only work satisfaction but life satisfaction as well”.

The effects of meaningful work on the individual and the organization has
been investigated in the literature in terms of intrinsic motivation, work satis-
faction and organizational commitment. Meaningful work is “deep motivation
structure” that takes an individual to wholeness. People who consider their job
meaningful become motivated to do the job autonomously. There is a positive
relationship between considering the work meaningful and executing duties with
a high level of performance (Ros, Schwartz & Surkiss, 1999). Meaningful work
is defined as “deep intrinsic motivation” since it depends on “value” type of in-
ternal and external satisfaction types (Chalofsky, 2003). Meaningful work is im-
portant for individuals and organizations because it affects the level of satisfac-
tion gotten from the work. Work satisfaction is integrated with the satisfaction
for life, or it goes parallel with it. Job satisfaction either increases or decreases
depending on the values in working environment (Brown et al., 2001). Need of
belonging and commitment which are expected to be fulfilled by working envi-
ronment and organizations go parallel with meeting the expectations related to a
meaningful work life. One of the factors that provide organizational commitment
is that individual values correspond to organizational culture, and workers feel
valuable when they experience this through their job performance (McClure &
Brown, 2008). In other words, people who experience meaningful work life are
committed to their work environment. In a literature review, Rosso, Dekas and
Wrzeniewski (2010) examined the effects of meaningful work in terms of a vari-
ety of dimensions such as, work motivation, absenteeism, commitment, develop-
ment and career development. Meaningful work has a negative relation with
stress but positive relation with self-conception (Treadgold, 1997). Meaning is
important since it affects the level of satisfaction a person gets from work (Brown
et al., 2000), and it is the situation where the main motivation for a worker is on
doing the job rather than achieving success (Chalofsky, 2003). As it is obvious
in the literature, meaningful work life is directly related to motivation and job
satisfaction of workers.

Integrated Wholeness Meaningful Work Model

The most frequent meaningful work model which is also the basis for this
study is “Integrated Wholeness Meaningful Work Model” by Chalofsky (2003).
This model is comprised of three components as “A sense of self”, “The Work
Itself” and “A Sense of Balance”. A fourth theme has been added to these three
themes as “A Sense of Contribution” (Miller, 2010). According to this model,
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it is a universal sense for people to quest meaning in what they do. Meaningful
work is a psychological construct that is comprised of four themes as “a sense of
self”, “the work itself”, a sense of balance”, and “a sense of contribution”, and
that makes a person whole in his life. Individuals live to reach this wholeness
and achieve satisfaction in relation to their aims and meanings (Chalofsky, 2003;
Miller, 2008). Maslow (1943), who used this term for the first time, claimed that
integrated wholeness is one of the building blocks of motivation, and an indi-
vidual holds an intrinsic motivation in order to self-actualize by using his innate
capacity with his choices and activities which also covers work life, and this moti-
vation helps him to make himself whole. If this person uses this intrinsic motiva-
tion in his work, he experiences a constant improvement and work satisfaction
together with a meaningful work experience in return (Cited in, Miller, 2008,
p.94). Meaningful work life could be claimed that it has an intermediary role for
workers in life-satisfaction and self-actualization in the wholeness comprised of
the sense of productivity, mastery and contribution while doing their work.

A sense of self: This dimension is where the worker puts himself completely
(mind, body, sense, spiritual) into his work and work environment ; knowing his
potential and improving it; knowing his life aims and has a harmony in his work,
and has a positive belief system in terms of achieving his goals. This dimension
is related to self-actualization of the individual in his work (Chalofsky, 2010).
Understanding of self and the ability of an individual to achieve meaning in work
relates to how much he commits himself (Miller, 2008)

The Work Itself: This dimension defines exhibiting the highest mastery per-
formance; exploration, creativity, learning and constant improvement at work;
possibility of reaching aims through work; autonomy at work, and dominance
in and around work environment. The work itself means actualizing life targets
(Miller, 2008). Understanding of the work is defined by the term “flow” in the
literature. According to Chickszentmihalyi'ye (2005), we experience the sense of
commitment when we are in the flow. This dimension does not only mean to suc-
ceed in work for the worker, it is also a process of pleasure where doing the work
and performing well at that work matters. The person is sure of success while doing
the job and has a natural tolerance and acceptance against failure. The reason for
this is the attraction of new learning and improvement possibility which is brought
by the sense of risk in the work itself while an individual is doing the work which he
is sure that he will succeed. It is not important to be a builder, teacher or doctor,
building, teaching and treating is what matters. In a study by advanced technology
experts, Gayle, (1997) found that these people knew that they would work at what-
ever position they want for huge amounts of money, so they do not care about posi-
tion and salary. What is important for them is to contribute to the organizational
efficiency, make a difference, experience a constant sense of exploration and use
their creativity (Cited in, Chalofsky, 2003, p.76). The work itself could be claimed
to be an intrinsic motivation and psychological construct which is experienced in
terms of improving in integration, get pleasure, and have a sense of achieving life
aims through work by workers while doing their job.
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A Sense of Balance: There should be a balance between work-duty identity
and spiritual identity; to be beneficial to himself and others; to be in balance
between family and friendship identities, and to support himself and others. Ac-
cording to Chalofsky (2010) the sense of balance is not making a decision by go-
ing back and forth among options, but a management of tension. “it is explained
with a metaphor saying, “floating on a wavy river by letting yourself to the cur-
rent”. The sense of balance is where an adult sees the work life as an adven-
ture- a discovery; controls the flow between his career and life; takes risks when
necessary; becomes flexible; trusts the process; manages the tension between the
need to go forward and the need for control. It is making trustable and sensitive
choices towards his needs and expectations when confusing effects related to
family, personal needs and work occur.

A Sense of Contribution: The features of this dimension for the individual
are ordered as using skills, power and abilities for the benefit of others; mak-
ing the world a better place to live; and feeling ourselves as a part of something
greater. The sense of contribution is added to Chalofsky’s (2003) three themes
as a fourth one by Miller (2008). The desire that a person seeks to serve and con-
tribute against others and to a greater group or environment where he feels he
belong is explained as “a sense of contribution”.

Meaningful work has environmental components as well as individual ones.
According to Terez (2000) meaningful work causes high level or performance
in individuals, but the important thing is to create a work environment where
individuals would consider their job meaningful because working environment is
not only a place where people physically go, but it is also a physical, spiritual and
behavioral field for people. This field could transform workers from mechanical
doers to creators, artists, authors who use their skills and abilities in their work.
Five key components of creating a meaningful work environment are; Mission
(Aim, Relatedness, Validity), Human (Respect, Equity, Sincerity, Flexibility, Ap-
propriation), Improvement (Exploration, Invention, Support, Personal Develop-
ment), Community (Dialogue, Ability to form relations, Serving, Being known-
Appreciation), Being “Me” (Self, Harmony, Balance, Valuableness).

As seen, meaningful work is related to job satisfaction and motivation. In
this respect, meaningful work life and meaningful work environment are im-
portant variables in providing efficiency and success; and avoiding leaving from
work and providing high potential and performance. It was found that people
who have meaningful work commitment have negative relation with stress and
depression and positive relation with the concept of self; moreover, they tend
to use problem-based solutions (Treadgold, 1997). According to another study,
different meaning sources which workers find in work place affect their work
satisfaction levels (Brown et al., 2000). In a study held with 400 workers, it was
found that in ethical leadership which affects commitment and organizational
identification, meaningful work has an intermediary effect (Demirtas, Hannah,
GOk, Arslan & Capar, 2017). It can be claimed that meaningful work affects job
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satisfaction and motivation of workers directly or indirectly and causes a higher
level of efficiency and mastery in terms of performance.

In terms of hypothetical knowledge and the literature, it is obvious that
meaningful work life is a variable in organizations’ sustainable success as a
strong, deep and intrinsic motivation and commitment tool. Meaningful work
is also important for human resources applications in terms of work design and
employee empowerment. Meeting meaningful work demands of able and high
potential workers is only possible by providing a work place and working condi-
tions where workers have a feeling of contribution by integrating with the work
together with executing a job which is appropriate to their potentials.

When higher education is considered, it could be claimed that meaningful
work is a factor to be considered in recruiting, development and work design
processes to provide motivation and organizational commitment of academi-
cians who execute educational, research, scientific knowledge production activi-
ties which needs high level of mental skills and intellectual effort. After 2000,
86 state and foundation universities were established in our country. According
to 2018 data, number of academicians in state and foundation universities is 158
097, and number of students is 7 560 371 (YOK, 2018). As seen, the numbers of
students, academicians and universities are relatively high. Universities which
are in the process of institutionalization should perform a variety of duties and
functions together such as increasing education demands in one hand and com-
peting with international changes, establishing quality systems and contribute to
economic developments in cities on the other. The insufficiency of numbers of
academic staff at universities (Dogan, 2018) could be solved by providing de-
velopment opportunities for young academicians, improving human resource
programs and politics in higher education that takes generation differences into
consideration to achieve long term and efficient work for them. In this respect, it
is important to identify meaningful work levels of academicians in terms of hu-
man resource management in recruiting processes and employee empowerment
for higher education.

The concept of meaningful work which is defined as deep intrinsic motiva-
tion seems to be a valuable topic to investigate since it is in relation with work sat-
isfaction and performance of workers. Also, when findings of studies in manage-
ment psychology and organizational behavior in terms of work satisfaction and
motivation are taken into consideration the issue appears to have more impor-
tance. On the other hand, meaningful work topic grasps attention in order to ac-
tivate factors motivating new generation academicians to get qualified academic
staff to stay in the organization and prevent workforce cycle in newly established
universities which are in the process of institutionalization.

This study aimed to determine the meaningful work level of academics and
to explore their opinions about meaningful work in terms of different variables.
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With this aim in mind following research questions were asked.

1. In what level do academicians find their work meaningful in terms of
subdimensions of meaningful work as sense of self, work itself, sense of
balance and sense of contribution?

2. Is there a significant difference in terms of university, position and fac-
ulty between the opinions of academicians at universities in sense of
self, work itself, sense of balance and sense of contribution sub-dimen-
sions of meaningful work?

Method

The study was held in survey design since it aimed to determine the level
that academicians consider their job meaningful in the four subdimensions of
meaningful work and whether their opinions differ in terms of different variables
(Title, faculty, university). Survey studies aim to describe a situation in the past
or available at present (Karasar, 1991). this study was held in survey model since
it aimed to describe current situation of meaningful work levels of academicians
and the relations of their opinions with different variables.

Population-Sample and Data Collection

The target population of the study were academicians (Assistant Professor,
Associate Professor and Professor) working at faculties of medicine, engineer-
ing, economics and administrative sciences and education at Ankara University
(1946) which is relatively institutionalized, Van Yiiziincu Y1l University (1982)
which is in institutionalization process, and Pamukkale University (1992) which is
at the beginning of institutionalization process. The study was held with academi-
cians working in 12 faculties of chosen three universities in 2014-2015 Education
year. Stratified sampling method was applied in sampling. Academicians of three
universities were stratified in three levels in terms of their titles as professor, as-
sociate professor, and assistant professor; and four levels according to their fac-
ulties as Economics and Administrative Sciences (EAS), Education, Engineering
and Medicine, and comprised of 8 levels. The target population consisted of
1647 academicians. In order to determine sample sizes, hypothetical sampling
sizes charts for different sizes were used (Balci, 2019). According to this, in the
population consisted of 1647 academicians, the size necessary for 95% confi-
dence level is 333. In order not to experience problems because of faulty scales,
the scales were applied to 385 academicians. Scales were sent to academicians
chosen through simple random sampling, and who work at faculties that repre-
sent different disciplines by obeying the numbers determined for sub groups in
stratified sampling. The frequencies and percentages of academicians who took
part in the study were presented in Table 1. for Title, University, Faculty, Gender,
Age, Seniority as academicians, and Seniority at the present university
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Table 1.

Frequencies and Percentages of Academicians In Terms of Variables

Meaningful Work Level of Academics

Variable Level Professor ?rss;: Asst. Prof. Frequency f()/e?;centage
Title* Professor 159 159 41,3
Assc. Prof. 93 93 24,2
Asst. Prof. 133 133 34,5
Total 385 100,0
University Pamukkale 37 41 47 125 32,5
100. Y1l 8 13 61 82 21,3
Ankara 114 39 25 178 46,2
Total 159 93 133 385 100,0
Faculty Medicine 100 46 42 188 48,8
Engineering 32 18 42 92 23,9
Education 11 15 33 59 15,3
EAS 16 14 16 46 11,9
Total 159 93 133 385 100,0
Gender Female 46 37 37 120 31,2
Male 113 56 96 265 68,8
Total 159 93 133 385 100,0
29-39 0 27 83 110 29,5
40-49 58 52 45 155 41,6
Age 50-59 57 11 3 71 19,0
60-69 35 0 0 35 9,4
70-Over 2 0 0 2 S
Total 152 90 131 373 100,0
1-5 0 4 10 14 3,7
o 6-10 2 10 39 51 13,6
lsfcr:c‘i);glyicﬁns 11-15 3 353 89 23,8
16-20 26 30 19 75 20,1
21- Over 122 13 10 145 38,8
Total 153 90 131 374 100,0
1-5 5 16 42 63 16,8
Seniority at 6-10 7 22 42 71 18,9
Present 11-15 22 30 32 84 22,4
University — 16-20 26 18 10 54 14,4
21- Over 94 5 4 103 27,5
Total 154 91 130 375 100,0

*The academic title valid in 2014-2015 Academic year was used.
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120 (31,2%) of the participants were female and 265 (68,8%) were male.
159 (41,3%) of the participants were professors, 93 (24,2%) were Associate
Professors, and 133 (34,5%) were Assistant Professors; 125 (32,5) worked in
Denizli Pamukkale University, 82 (21,3%) worked at Van 100. Y1l University
and 178 (46,2%) worked in Ankara University. According to the faculty variable
188 (48,8%) of the academicians worked at Medical Faculty, 92 (23,9) worked
at Engineering Faculty, 59 (15,3) worked at Education Faculty, and 46 (11,9%)
worked at Economics and Administrative Sciences Faculty. According to gender,
it was seen that 70% of the participants were male; only one in three participants
were females. This suggest that academician recruiting at universities should be
investigated in terms of gender for human resources and recruitment policies;
and having Medical Faculty academicians to form the biggest percentage could
be considered as the reflection that Medicine Faculties have a great number at
universities.

Development of the Data Collection Tool

Data in the study were collected using “Meaningful Work Scale” devel-
oped by the researchers. As for the development of the main data collection tool
“Meaningful Work Scale”, following steps were taken.

-Item pool was formed depending on the relevant literature, observations
and personal experiences.

- Items were discussed one by one in terms of their appropriateness to the
structure in question, Turkish expressions and clearness.

- After the item pool had its final form, it was presented to educational man-
agement, assessment and evaluation, and Psychological counseling and guidance
experts for content validity. The scale was adjusted through expert opinions and
prepared for pilot application.

- A personal data form related to demographic information of participants
was added to the draft which was reduced to 61 items at the beginning. Draft tool
was given to 122 participants (to the academicians who worked at six universities
other than the ones participating to the study) through online and face to face
interviews for validity and reliability analysis. Data were analyzed using SPSS 17
statistics pack. As the data showed a normal distribution for parametric tests, it
was seen that the variances were equal. In order to determine the suitability of
the data collected through pilot study to factor analysis, KMO value and Barlett
tests were applied. After determining the KMO value is 0,81 and Barlett test
was significant, it was decided that the data were suitable for factor analysis.
The reliability and validity analysis of the scale were applied separately for each
dimension.

The Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) results showed that the draft scale
could be reduced to four dimensions according to Eigenvalue and Scree Plot
Graphic criterion. The data collection tool was analyzed again by factor analysis
in four dimensions. 4 items (29,33,2 and 6) whose factor loadings overlapped,
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and the 7 items (13, 40, 10, 27, 3, 25 and 23) whose factor loadings were below
the acceptable 0,40 factor load were excluded from the scale, and remaining 50
items were put into factor analysis once more. Two items (22 and 21) whose
factor loadings overlapped and 2 items (7 and 8) whose factor loadings were
below the acceptable 0,40 factor load were excluded from the scale and remain-
ing 46 items were collected under four dimensions. There are 14 items in “the
sense of contribution” subdimension with factor loadings between .45 and .85,
and item total correlations between .51 and .81. This sub scale which explains
17.15% of total variance has a ,93 Cronbach Alpha Reliability Coefficient. The
second subdimension called “The Work Itself” has 13 items with factor loadings
between .41 and .67, and item total correlations between .67 and .34. This sub-
dimension explains 12.84% of the total variance, and its Cronbach Alpha Reli-
ability Coefficient is ,86. “A sense of self” subdimension has 12 items with factor
loadings between .41 and .65, and item total correlations between .67 and .22.
This subdimension explains 11.33% of the total variance, and its Cronbach Al-
pha Reliability Coefficient is ,70. The fourth subdimension “a sense of balance”
has 7 items with factor loadings between .40 and .83, and item total correlations
between .51 and .27. this subdimension explains 7.05% of the total variance, and
its Cronbach Alpha Reliability Coefficient is ,30. The Meaningful Work Scale
whose Total Scale Alpha Value is .90 and the variance it explains is 48.37% with
46 items; A Sense of Contribution Subscale (14 items), The Work Itself Subscale
(13 items), A Sense of Self Subscale (12) items and A Sense of Balance Subscale
(7 items) and personal information form was found to be a reliable and valid
Likert Type scale.

Data Analysis

In the analysis of the collected data, the level that academicians consider
their work meaningful in four subdimensions of meaningful work was analyzed
through descriptive analysis in percentages, arithmetic mean, standard deviation;
and in the comparison of the opinions of teaching stuff in terms of considering
their work meaningful according to title, faculty and university, one-way variance
analysis (ANOVA) test was applied. Because Meaningful work scale is a Likert
type 1-5 rating scale, it was divided into five equal parts and point distances were
determined for each option. As for the evaluation of arithmetic means showing
the participation level for each subscale, rating distances were used as Strongly
Disagree (0.00-1.79), Disagree (1.80-2.59), Undecided (2.60-3.39), Agree (3.40-
4.19), Strongly Agree (4.21-5.00).
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Findings

Table 2 presents the opinions of academicians related to the level they con-
sider their job meaningful in the subscales of meaningful work.

Table 2

Descriptive Statistics of the Opinions of Academicians Related to the Level They
Consider Their Work Meaningful

Item X S Importance
1. I am beneficial to others with what I do 4,48 ,68 1
2. I serve to my university with what I do. 4,30 78 3
3. I contribute to the society with what I do. 4,08 85 9
4. I feel that I serve a meaningful purpose while working. 4,33 ,80 2
5. I could use my skills and capacity to help others while working. 422 81 4
- 6. I feel that I could add value to others’ lives in my work. 4,16 84 5
§ 7. I feel that I contribute to the humanity with my work. 3,77 1,04 14
E 8. ivtollllx;k I have a job that helps me contribute to live on a better 384 98 1
5 . . .
% 0. Inl;e;.e(l)lsleased that I create a difference with what I produce in 377 98 13
@ 10. I can make others’ lives beautiful with my job. 3,83 92 12
11. I can achieve my personal aims with my job. 3,85 ,90 10
12.  Thave a feeling that I work for a meaningful aim. 4,14 .84 7
13. My job lets me serve the community. 4,16 ,86 6
14. My job brings me prestige in and out of my organization. 4,13 ,85 8
Total 57,14(4,08) 8,85 (0,87)
1. I try to make my job the one I always want to do. 4,29 77 6
2. Iwant to a job that lets me do what I want to achieve in life. 4,36 ,79 4
3. I believe that the rela.tion I set with my job presents gifts that 4,24 ,90 7
money cannot ever give.
4. I want to do a job suitable for me. 4,39 ,80 3
5. I love my job. 4,34 ,76 5
= 6. I do not understand how time flies when I am working. 4,21 ,86 9
:f 7. I think I continuously improve while working. 4,23 ,80 8
§ 8. My job lets me try new things. 4,16 ,86 10
9. My job lets me learn new things. 4,40 71 1
10. My job needs creativity. 4,06 84 13
11. I decide how to do my job. 4,12 ,80 12
12. My job needs a lot of effort. 4,40 71 2
13. My job lets me do different things using different tools. 4,14 ,83 11

Total

55,39(4,26) 6,71 (0.80)
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Descriptive Statistics of the Opinions of Academicians Related to the Level They
Consider Their Work Meaningful (Continued)

Item X N Importance
1. I become one with my job while working. 4,13 76 1
2. I work with the enthusiasm to reach at another goal. 4,01 83 2
3. Iforget everything else while working. 3,64 95 6
4 ;l;z rcilienegpt(s)artri;/f?;;i?n while doing my job adds another 378 90 4
5. For. me, Fhe mos.t important thing is the excitement I fee.l 3.50 101 3
- while doing my job other than the success at the end of it.
é 6. I want to do a job which needs me spend all my energy. 3,49 1,03 9
é 7. I think about work even when I am out of work. 3,28 1,13 10
& 8. For me working is a vital need like bread and water. 3,58 1,11 7
9. I know what to do automatically while doing my job. 3,93 83 3
10.  Ifeel as if I am exploring something while doing my job. 3,69 ,90 5
1 ifviol:lalg '[C(})1 zﬁ:ji:olr)]i'.[ween my family and my work, 1,93 107 1
12.  Thave the real pleasure from my work, not my family. 1,94 1,05 11
Total 40,96(3,41)  7,32(0,96)
1. Money, I earn at my job is sufficient. 3,71 1,13 3
2. I protect the balance between my job and my family. 3,79 ,96 1
§ 3. I could spare enough time both for my job and my family. 3,54 1,05 4
S Lo e s e w2
bS]
“E? 5. I spare most of my time to my family, not my job. 2,58 98 7
5}
@ 6. I spend most of my energy to my job, not my family. 3,15 1,05 5
7. I spare most of my resources to my family rather than my job. 3,12 1,04 6
N =385 Total 23,65(3,37) 3,98(1,01)

As seen in Table 2. Academicians made the most participation in the Work
Itself dimension (55.39/X =4.26) and at completely agree level; the least partici-
pation in a Sense of Balance dimension (23,65 / X =3.37) and at agree level.

Academicians think their job “completely” (55.39/X =4.26) meaningful at
“the Work Itself” subdimension. At this dimension, while the first three items
that academicians made the most participation at “completely” level are; “my job
lets me learn new things.” (X =4.40), “My job needs a lot of effort.” (X =4.40)
and “I want to do a job suitable for me.”(X =4.39), the final three are; “My job
needs creativity.” (X =4.06), “I decide how to do my job.” (X =4.12) and “My job
lets me do different things using different tools.” (X =4.14).
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At “A Sense of Contribution” dimension, academicians consider their job
meaningful at “agree” (57.14/X=4.0) level. The first three most participation
made by academicians were; “I am beneficial to others with what I do.” (X
=4.48), “I feel that I serve a meaningful purpose while working.” (X =4.33) and
“I serve to my university with what I do.” (X =4.30) at “completely” level. The
least participated three items were “I feel that I contribute to the humanity with
my work.” (X =3.77), “I feel pleased that I create a difference with what I pro-
duce in my job.” (X=3.77) and “I feel that I could add value to others’ lives in
my work.” (X =3.83) at “agree” level.

Academicians consider their job meaningful at “agree” level at “A Sense of
Self” (40.96 / X =3.41) dimension. The most participated first three items were,
“I become one with my job while working.” (X =4.13), “I work with the enthusi-
asm to reach at another goal.” (X=4.01) and “I know what to do automatically
while doing my job.” (X=3.93) at “agree” level, and the least contribution at
“disagree” level at “If I had to choose between my family and my work, I would
choose work.” (X=1.93) and “I have the real pleasure from my work, not my
family.” (X =1.94) items.

As for “a Sense of Balance” dimension, academicians consider their job
meaningful at “Undecided” level (23,65/X =3.37). the first three items were, “I
protect the balance between my job and my family.” (X =3.79), “I can manage
the balance between my job and my friends efficiently.” (X =3.73) and “Money,
earn at my job is sufficient.” (X =3.71) at “agree” level; and the least participated
items were “I spare most of my resources to my family rather than my job.” (X
=3.12), “I spend most of my energy to my job, not my family.” (X =3.15) and “I
spare most of my time to my family, not my job.” (X =2.58) at “disagree” level.

Comparison of Opinions of Academicians Related to the Level of Considering Their
Job Meaningful

Whether there is a significant difference in terms of opinions of academi-
cians according to the level they consider their work meaningful for title, uni-
versity and faculty variables was investigated using one-way variance analysis
(ANOVA). Findings related to the comparison of opinions of academicians to
consider their work meaningful at subdimensions od Meaningful Work Scale in
terms of “title” variable were presented in Table 3.
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Table 3.
ANOVA Results for “Title” Variable of Academicians Opinions Related to Consid-
ering Their Work Meaningful

Significant
Dimension Title n X S sd F P Difference
(Dunnet C)

1. Prof. Dr. 159 59,06 820 2,382 8291 .000** 1-3

Sense of

Contribution 2. Assoc. Prof. Dr. 93 57,04 8,15

3. Asst. Prof. Dr. 133 54,90 9,57
1. Prof. Dr. 159 56,22 6,37 2,382 2488 .084
Work Itself 2. Assoc. Prof. Dr 93 5527 7,22
3. Asst. Prof. Dr. 133 5448 6,65
1. Prof. Dr. 159 42,15 7,55 2,382 4,701 .010** 1-3
Sense of Self 2. Assoc. Prof. Dr 93 40,95 7,30
3. Asst. Prof. Dr. 133 39,54 6,83
1. Prof. Dr. 159 24,15 418 2,382 2,535 .081
2. Assoc. Prof. Dr 93 23,59 3,40
3. Asst. Prof. Dr. 133 23,10 4,06

Sense of
Balance

**p value is significant at .01 level.

While there is a significant difference among academicians opinions in terms
of “title” variable at “A Sense of Self” [F, 5, = 4.701; p<.05] and “A Sense of
Contribution” [F( = 2,535; p>.05] subdimensions; there is not a significant

2,382)
difference in opinions at “Job itself” [F(z, 382) = 2:488; p>.05] and “A Sense of
Balance” [F, 5, = 2.488; p<.05] subdimensions in terms of title variable. Since

the variances for the groups were not homogenous, a Dunnet C test was applied
in order to reveal the source of the difference. When means were examined for
these two dimensions, it was seen that the means of Professors were higher than
themeans for Assistant Professors. Findings related to the comparison of the
opinions of academicians related to considering their work meaningful at subdi-
mensions of Meaningful Work Scale in terms of “Faculty” variable are presented
in Table 4.
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Table 4.
ANOVA Results of Academicians’ Opinions Related to the Level of considering
Their Work Meaningful

Significant
Dimension Faculty n S sd F P Difference
(Scheffe)

1. Medical Faculty 188 58,79 7,99 3,381 6,326 .000%* 1-3
Sense of 2. Engineering Faculty 92 57,13 9,11 1-4
Contribution 3.Education Faculty 59 54,39 8,80

4. EAS Faculty 46 53,93 10,19

1. Medical Faculty 188 55,10 7,25 3,381 1,531 .206

2. Engineering Faculty 92 56,57 5,92
Work Itself .

3. Education Faculty 59 5438 5,87

4. EAS Faculty 46 55,53 6,75

1. Medical Faculty 188 40,55 7,44 3,381 ,704 550
Sense of Self 2. Enginefaring Faculty 92 41,31 7,20

3. Education Faculty 59 42,00 6,61

4. EAS Faculty 46 40,60 7,95

1. Medical Faculty 188 23,80 4,20 3,381 ,516  .671

2. Engineering Faculty 92 23,770 3,74
Sense of Balance .

3. Education Faculty 59 2359 3,9

4. EAS Faculty 46 23,00 3,55

**p value is significant at .01 level.

Asseen in Table 4. There is significant difference among the opinions of aca-
demicians in terms of faculty variable only at “A Sense of Contribution” subdi-
mension [F(3 381) =6,326; p<.05]. When Scheffe Test results, which was applied in
order to determlne the source of difference, were examined it is seen that there
are significant differences between Medical Faculty (X =58.79) and Education
Faculty (X =54.39), and between Medial faculty (X =58.79) and EAS Faculty (
X =58.79) academicians’ opinions. When the mean scores examined, the mean
for Medicine Faculty (X=59.06) are higher than EAS (X =53.93) and Educa-
tion Faculty (X = 54.39) scores. No significant difference was detected among
academicians opinions in “The Work Itself” [F ;. 381) =1,531; p>.05], “A Sense
of Self” [F G, 381)—,7()4; p>.05] and “A Sense of iSalance [F(3 381)=> ,516; p>.05]
subdimensions.

Findings related to the opinions of academicians on considering their job
meaningful at subdimensions of Meaningful Work Scale for “University” vari-
able are presented in Table 5.
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Table 5.
ANOVA results of academicians’ opinions related to the level of considering their
work meaningful for “University” variable

. . L — Significant
Dimension University n X S sd F Difference
Sense of 1. Pamukkale Uni. 125 57,19 8,69 2,382 035 .965
Contribution 2, Van 100. Y1l Uni. 82 5731 8,08

3. Ankara Uni. 178 57,02 9,34

1. Pamukkale Uni. 125 5524 6,75 2,382 ,093 911
Work Itself 2. Van 100. Y1l Uni. 82 5527 6,96

3. Ankara Uni. 178 55,55 6,59

1. Pamukkale Uni. 125 40,56 7,19 2,382 751 472
Sense of Self 2. Van 100. Y1l Uni. 82 41,81 17,18

3. Ankara Uni. 178 40,85 747

1. Pamukkale Uni. 125 23,69 396 2,382 2,896 .056
Sense of .

2. Van 100. Y1l Uni. 82 2450 4,16
Balance

3. Ankara Uni. 178 23,23 3,86

As seen in Table 5. There is no significant difference in terms of Academi-
ciand opinions on “A Sense of Contribution” [F(z’ 382)=,035; p>.05], “The Work
Itself” [F , 382)=>093; p>.05], “A Sense of Self” Fio 38)=,751; p>.05] and “A
Sense of alance”[F(z’ 382)=2,896; p>.05] subdimensions.

Conclusion, Discussion and Suggestions

Academicians consider their job meaningful in four subdimensions of Mean-
ingful Work Scale as “The Work Itself”, “A Sense of Contribution”, “A Sense of
Self” and “A Sense of Balance” respectively. The Work itself was considered
meaningful in “completely agree” level; A Sense of Contribution and A Sense
of Self were considered meaningful in “agree” level; and A Sense of Balance
was considered meaningful in “Undecided” level. “The Work Itself” dimension
is the one where an individual could achieve his aims and high performance,
be autonomous, commit himself and improve with the work he does (Chalof-
sky, 2003; Miller, 2010). Having a “completely agree” level of participation at
this dimension reveals that academicians are in a complete integration with their
work. The reason of this finding is compatible with the nature of the work be-
cause Academic work gives opportunities to people to work autonomously most
of the time, develop and be creative. The study held by Morin, Tonelli & Pliopas
(2007), revealed that being autonomous and the nature of work are basic values
of “meaningful work”. Similarly, in Miller’s (2008) study, 75% of the participants
considered “The Work Itself” dimension meaningful at the highest level.

These results might suggest that academicians are pleased with the philoso-
phy, process and activities of what they do and get personal and professional
satisfaction. It was also claimed in the literature that job satisfaction is closely
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related with having a meaningful work life (Barsh, Cranston & Clarke, 2008;
Bunderson & Thompson, 2009). The mostly participated item at this dimension-
learning new things, using the potential, improve creativity, being autonomous
and being able to use self-created methods- also support this view. The impor-
tance of being able to use creativity and being autonomous at work is also sup-
ported by similar studies. Brown et al. (2001) found that the opportunity to use
creativity at work increases the level the workers consider their job meaningful,
and meaningful work is defined mostly as “discovery work” by the participants.
Another similar study also revealed that exploring self and being successful by
creating a difference in someone else’s life affect considering the work meaning-
ful (Ayers, Miller-Dyce ve Carlone, 2008). As for Bowie (1998) providing indi-
viduals with autonomy and independence experience is one of the most impor-
tant characteristics of meaningful work. One of the most important results of this
study is that flexibility and autonomy provided by the occupation has an effect on
academicians to consider their work meaningful.

At “The Work Itself” dimension, there is no significant difference between
the opinions of academicians in terms of title and university, in another words,
professors, Associate Professors and Assistant Professors consider their job
equally meaningful. This finding could also let us conclude that academicians
recruited in relatively institutionalized, institutionalizing, and a newly estab-
lished university consider their work meaningful. On the other hand, academi-
cians consider their job meaningful independent of “faculty” variable. Hackman
and Oldham (1976) defined “meaningful work™ as “a psychological state created
as a result of features, outcomes and products of the work” and claimed that
the level where individuals experience the work valuable, meaningful and price-
less determines the meaningfulness of the work. This suggest that academicians
perceive their work (Being an Academic) in terms of “process, activity, creativ-
ity, improvement, autonomy, using the potential and success” opportunities as
a working place with a high status. In this respect, it could be suggested that
meaningful work labor demand and expectation could be evaluated as a criterion
at candidates in the recruitment process of being an academician on the point of
the reputation of the job.

A Sense of Contribution dimension express the benefits and contribution of
an individual’s work to others starting from the closest person to him. Academi-
cians think that they provide benefits to themselves, others and their surround-
ings at “agree” level. Academicians have the opportunity to experience the sense
of contribution to themselves, closest people, their institutions and the society
by activities such as, reading, writing, making inquiries, making research, acquir-
ing knowledge and transferring it. The study by Rulle and Chalofsky (2000) re-
vealed that “making someone else’s life better” helps people achieve a sense
of meaningful work and work satisfaction; similarly, Robin (1998) found that
distinguishing activities of meaningful work on people, groups, organization and
the environment is one of the most important themes of meaningful work. The
relevant literature also suggest that it is an important indicator of meaningful
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work where people provide benefit for others, execute an activity for the good
of a bigger power or environment, and devote himself to this activity (Chalofsky,
2008; Miller, 2008)

There is significant difference at A Sense of Contribution dimension in terms
of the opinions of academicians. Professors consider their job more meaningful
when compared to Assistant Professors at this dimension. Relatively the highest
mean belongs to “I provide benefits to others with my job” item in the “contribu-
tion” dimension of meaningful work. The reason for this might be that profes-
sors are ahead at the profession as age and years of experience, so they could
contribute to themselves and others since they have more opportunities of the
profession because of their titles. Konakay and Altay (2011) found in their study
held with participation of 280 academicians that professors experience more job
satisfaction when compared to Assistant Professors. Moreover, in another study
(Tashyan, Hirlak & Ciftci, 2014) it was found that academicians over 45 have a
more positive psychology when compared to younger academicians. In another
study (Boylu, Pelit & Giicer, 2007) it was revealed that the level of commitment
of professors to their universities is higher than the research assistants. There
is a significant difference at “A Sense of Contribution” dimension in terms of
faculty variable as well. Medical faculty academicians think that the benefit they
provide to others with their work contribute to the meaning of their job more
when compared to AES and Education faculty academicians. Since Medical fac-
ulty academicians directly and perceptibly work related to human and human
health because of their work, they could perceive their job to contribute more
than other faculties members. In the light of these results, it could be suggested
that community service practices might be presented to academicians by univer-
sity administrators in attractive and visionary programs.

Similar study could be held in private and foundation universities with the
participation of academicians. In the light of the results of this exploratory study,
the relations between academicians’ career development and meaningful work,
psychology and motivation, and productivity could be investigated. Doing the
researcher using a mixed method approach could also be suggested since it has
the possibility to explain the reality as a whole.

A Sense of Self dimension claims that an individual completely devote him-
self and his mind physically and spiritually to his job and work environment, his
aims in life integrate with work aims, and has a positive belief in relation with
achieving his goals. Academicians consider their job meaningful at “agree” level
in “A Sense of Self” dimension. A Sense of Self dimension defines the harmony
of work identity and personal identity of a person in general terms. Similarly, in a
study held with 103 academicians of a university in Iran, it was found that there is
arelation between psychological capital elements like personal competency, flex-
ibility and positive thinking with meaningful work, and the predict meaningful
work (Mehrabi, Babri, Frohar, Khabazuan & Salili, 2013). Pits (1995) revealed
that considering the work meaningful is related with a perception of self at work
and senseof self.
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According to the items which were participated the most and the least, aca-
demicians feel integrated with their work, work enthusiastically for their personal
aims and experience work and life balance by using their potentials. On the other
hand, they tend to prefer their private and family life to job satisfaction. Accord-
ing to Lucas (2011) meaningful work makes individuals feel value of self and
purposefulness. However, when a choice between work and private life should
be made, people prefer private life and family. This suggests that work identity
has a soft spot in terms of providing a balance in personal and social identities.
There is a significant difference at “A Sense of Self” dimension in terms of title.
Professors consider their job more meaningful at “A Sense of Self” dimension
when compared to Assistant Professors. According to this finding, it could be
concluded that professors assign a more stable sense of meaning to their profes-
sion by reflecting on the sense of integration between their work and themselves
with the help of their experiences and knowledge, and the time they spent on
their occupation. The opinion suggest that meaningful work is a developmen-
tal structure (Mayseless ve Keren, 2014; Miller, 2008) seems to be supporting
this finding. According to this view meaningful work perceptions of individuals
change and evolve throughout their career. Miller’s (2008) support this finding.
According to this, it was found that people who are at their 60’s experience not
only a sense of self but all four dimensions of meaningful work completely and
feel the integrated wholeness related to their work.

On the other hand, the relation between work and identity might shape ac-
cording to the quality of relation a person set with their job. Work is possibly the
most basic element in the formation of an individual’s identity with the sense of
individualism it gives (Wieland, Bauer & Deetz, 2009, Cited in. Lair & Wailand,
2012). A person who spent a lot of time at his profession might have an inte-
grated wholeness with the profession. These results might explain why professors
consider their work more meaningful compared to Assistant Professors. In this
respect, it could be suggested to form administrative mechanisms that provide
experiences and knowledge of people who has a sense of “integrated wholeness”
where all four dimensions of meaningful work are in harmony about their work
life. In a lot of newly established universities, there are many young academicians
who are in need of opinion, feedback and improvement in terms of their aca-
demic life and career. Together with this, a mentoring mechanism which would
provide the transfer of department, faculty and university culture with the help
of experiences of experienced academicians. Thus, it could be suggested that a
mentor board could be formed at faculties among experienced academicians who
are about the be retired or already retired.

At A sense of Balance dimension academicians consider their work at “dis-
agree” level. At this dimension which aims to establish the balance between work
and private life, academicians showed relatively the lowest participation. Accord-
ing to this, not being able to establish work-life balance forms the most negative
effect in academicians’ considering their work meaningful. Possible reasons for
this might be personal and organizational factors. It could be claimed that acade-
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micians cannot establish a balance between their private life and work because of
workload, economical reasons, employee personal rights and unrest and conflict
in work relations. A study held with 291 academicians from three universities on
payment for the work done revealed that satisfaction levels of academicians is
low (Tashiyan, Hirlak & Ciftgi,2014). In another study which academicians from
Engineering, Faculty of Science and Letters and EAS participated, it was detect-
ed that academicians have problems since they experience burnout because of
their heavy workload and cannot spare time for other studies (Kutanis & Karaki-
raz, 2013). On the other hand, establishing a work-life balance problem could be
experienced because of personal characteristics. According to Caprioni (1997) a
passion for perfection, assuming control on life with the choices made and values
might be determining factors on establishing a positive work-life balance. Having
meaningful work has positive effects on many areas from job satisfaction to orga-
nizational commitment and to personal and organizational efficiency as a source
of motivation. In this respect, for administrators at universities, it is important to
make administrative regulations to provide people to consider their work mean-
ingful, design organizational missions and visions in which people would feel the
balance between themselves and their job, apply programs that provide workload
balance, and support autonomous and independent working conditions.

According to Mun (2013), as two terms that complete each other work-life
balance and meaningful work are highly important for personal and organiza-
tional development. Chalofsk (2009) suggest that work-life balance does not
mean that the time allocated for life and work is equal. Work-life balance could
only be established in an environment where personal needs of the worker are
met, and he is proud to be a part of it. Work-life balance is a philosophy that
express that if organization takes care of its worker, then the worker will take
care of the organization. In this respect, it is clear that the sense of balance that
affect academicians to consider their work meaningful should be investigated.
Moreover, studies related to administrative regulations to be made in order to
establish a balanced distribution of workloads, and the personal and organiza-
tional factors that disturb the work-life balance of academicians should be held.
Similarly, Lysova, Allan, Dik, Duffy and Steger (2019) pinpointed that organiza-
tions should provide workplaces which are well designed and provide opportuni-
ties for quality work, together with working conditions where leaders, cultures,
policies and applications to ease the work.

There is not a significant difference at A Sense of Balance dimension for ac-
ademician opinions in terms of title, university and faculty variables. At A Sense
of Balance dimension academicians share the similar opinions independent of
faculty, title and university variables. The reasons why academicians working at
institutionalized and institutionalizing universities experience problems in estab-
lishing this balance might be some limitations brought by the profession itself or
personality traits of academicians such as workload, payment system, adminis-
trative regulations and being liable to central legal legislations. Moreover, high
number of students and insufficient number of academicians at Turkish univer-
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sities might have a disturbing effect on work-life balance. A study held Turkish
University about organizational health, revealed that organizational variables de-
termine organizational health rather than personal variables and academic title
does not have any effect on organizational health (Polatci, Ardi¢ & Kaya, 2008).
This study stated that opposite to the common results, organizational reasons
are effective in establishing work-life balance other than the character of the in-
dividual. In order for academicians to consider their work meaningful at a higher
level, the number of activities and formalities preventing this balance should be
decreased, employee personal rights should be improved, personal development
programs like time management should be applied, and family friendly programs
and policies should be formed to provide work and life balance.

This study revealed that academicians consider their work meaningful at
“the work itself”, “a sense of self” and “a sense of contribution” dimensions but
showed the least participation in “a sense of balance” dimension. In terms of
“Integrated Wholeness Meaningful Work Model” of Chalofsky and Miller, this
study both provided a reliable and valid scale to be developed and presented
findings for academicians for further research concerning meaningful work. The
study laid the ground for a further integrative study with all four dimensions of
the model. In the frame of integrated wholeness model, the role of “personal and
organizational” factors to provide wholeness in meaningful work, and it reflec-
tions on human resources applications is the subject of another study.

262



Tiirkce Siiriim

Giris

Orgiitlerin, rekabetci kiiresel etkiler altinda siirdiiriilebilir basarisinin, an-
cak isi ve Orgiitii ile uyumlu, yiiksek nitelikli isgdrenlerle saglanabilecegine dair
bircok goriis bulunmaktadir. Yiiksek potansiyel ve performanslari ile orgiite ayir-
dedici katki saglayan yetenekli isgdrenler, Orgiitlerinin sadece karlihgini degil,
degisen kiiresel sartlarda uzun vadeli varolus ve etkililigini de garantileyebilmek-
tedirler. Ancak is ve isgiicli yapisindaki degisimler, nesil farkliliklari, isi ve orgiitt
ile uyumlu, yiiksek nitelikli isgOrenleri orgiite cekmek ve onlar1 Orgiitte tutmak
konusunda ¢esitli sorunlar yaratmaktadir (Axelrod, Handfield-Jones & Welsh,
2001; Akar, 2015; Cosack, Guthridge, Lawson, 2010).

Isgorenlerin, is yapma bicimleri, orgiitten beklentileri, ihtiyaclari, kariyer
anlayislar1 degismektedir. Orgiitler yetenekli, yiiksek nitelikli isgorenlere ihtiyac
duymakta; ancak bu kisiler calisma yasamina karsi farkli yaklasimlar gostermek-
tedirler (Sinclair, 2004). Bilgi ekonomisi, bilisim teknolojileri, degisen istihdam
sozlesmeleri, daha once olmadig1 kadar 6zerk, giiclenmis bir isgéren grubunu
gerektirmektedir(Tucker, Kao ve Verma, 2006). Bir¢ok goriise gore artik ¢alisan-
lar amaclilik duygusu hissettikleri, kendilerini verebildikleri, yetenek ve beceri-
lerini kullanabildikleri, belli bir misyonu yerine getirdikleri, anlamli bulduklari
orgiit ve islerde calismay tercih etmektedir. Isgorenler yaptiklari islerde amag
ve anlam aramaktadirlar (Chalofsky & Krishna, 2009; Csikszentmihalyi, 2005;
Gardner, Csikszentmihalyi & Damon, 2001).

Yeni nesil isgorenler, yaptiklari iste daha fazla anlam aramakta, isverenler-
den anlaml is talebinde bulunmaktadir. Isgiicii yaslanmakta, emeklilik ile ay-
rilanlarin yerine gelen yeni isgiiciinde beceri eksikleri yasanmaktadir (Strack,
Baier & Fahlander, 2008). 1965 ve 1980 yillar1 arasinda dogan “X Nesli” olarak
adlandirilan kusak, emekliligin basglangicina gelmis, yasamin ve isin anlamini
daha ¢ok sorgular olmuglardir. Belli bir uzmanlik ve yonetim deneyimine sahip
kisiler olarak X Nesli isgorenlere, is ve igyeri ile ilgili ne hissettikleri soruldu-
gunda: “anlam kayb1 ya da yoklugu” , “amac koyma” , “giiven ve baglilik ihtiya-
c1” yasadiklarini, is ortamlarini ve orgiitleri ile duygusal baglarini kaybettiklerini
ve tiim yasamlarini bu baglamda sorguladiklarini belirtmislerdir (Holbecke &
Springnett, 2004; Akt., Chalofsky & Krishna, 2009, s.193). Diger yandan X nesli-
nin yerine gelen 1980 den sonra dogan Y Nesli olarak adlandirilan yeni nesil, sos-
yal sorumluluklarini yerine getiren, etik deger ve uygulamalara sahip Orgiitlerde
caligmayi tercih etmektedirler. Y neslinin kariyere baglayan ilk dalgasi, su anda is
yasamindadir. Ancak bu neslin sik ig degistirme tutumu isveren bakimidan bii-
yiik hayal kiriklig1 yaratmaktadir. Ayn1 zamanda ailelerini sorgulayarak yetismis
bu nesil, isverenlerini de sorgulamaktadir (Li & Devos, 2008).
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Anlamh Is

“Anlamli i3” (Meaningful work) kavrami, 1990’ It yillardan itibaren o6rgiit-
sel davranig alanyazininda siklikla incelenmeye baglamigtir. Isgéren yapisindaki
degisimler, etik skandallarla isgorenlerin Orgiitlerine duyduklar: giivenin azalma-
s1, hizli rekabet kosullarinda ¢alismanin getirdigi tilkenmiglik, aidiyet sorunlari,
calisanlarin sik ig degistirmesi (Darlying ve Chalofsky,2004), su anda emeklilik
siirma gelmis X nesli ile Y ve Z nesli olarak adlandirilan yeni nesil igsgorenle-
rin ¢alisma yasamina bakiglarindaki farkliliklar, is-insan iligkilerinde daha ruh-
sal, insancil yaklagimlar1 ortaya cikarmigtir (Chalofsky, 2003 ; Rosso, Dekas ve
Wrzesniewski, 2010). Bu gelismeler dogrultusunda; “Pozitif Psikoloji” (Seligman
ve Csikzentmihalyi, 2000), “Gii¢ Temelli Yaklasim (Strength Based Approach),
“Is-Yasam Kalitesi Hareketi” (Passmore, 1985), “Is-Yasam Dengesi” (Caproni,
1997), “yetenek yonetimi” (Axelrod, Handfield-Jones ve Welsh, 2001), “Pozitif
Is Tliskileri”, “Anlamli Is”, “Iyi Is” (Gardner, Csickszentmihalyi & Damon, 2001)
gibi bircok yeni kavram ve yaklagim orgiitlerin giindeminde yerini almigtir.

Anlamli ig, bireylerin yasamlarini; amaghlik ve katki duygusu ile psikolo-
jik, ruhsal ve sosyal doyum sagladiklari seyleri yaparak yasayabilme kabiliyetidir
(Miller, 2010). Anlamli is, “Ust diizey bir rehberlik hissi araciligiyla igten gelen,
kisiyi bir seyi yapmaya cagiran is” olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Treadgold, 1997,
$.7219). Hayatta cok az sey, insana ne yapmasi gerektigini bildigi, tiim becerileri-
ni kullandig1, zor bir ise konsantre oldugu anlardaki kadar zevk vericidir. Popiiler
goriiglin tersine en ¢ok zevk alinan is, etkinlik ve anlar, bos zamanlarda yapi-
lanlardan degil, calisma anlarinda yasanmaktadir (Gardner, Csickszentmihalyi
& Damon, 2001). Anlamli is, kisisel olarak doyurucu, igsel olarak giidiileyici ve
odiillendirici bir yasantidir. Chalofsky’(2003) anlamli is kavramini, “kisinin bii-
tiinliige ulagma hali, yeni ve derin bir motivasyon” olarak tanimlamaktadir (Mil-
ler, 2010). Kisinin tiim beceri, gili¢ ve yeteneklerini; topluma degerli bir katki
saglamak, bagkalarina hizmet etmek, Diinyay1 daha iyi ve yasanilabilir bir yer
yapmak, fark yaratmak icin kullandig1 zaman anlaml ig basarilmaktadir. Anlam-
I1 is yasantisint deneyimleyenler islerini yaparken islerinde amac ve anlam bul-
makta; caligmaktan biiyiik doyum saglamaktadirlar(Miller,2011). Anlamli is ta-
nimlarinda “kisinin tim potansiyelini kullanmasi/hayata gecirmesi”(Lieff, 2009,
s.1384),“i¢sel olarak tatmin yasamak™, “sevdigi isi yapmak”(Miller, 2010, s.8) gibi
ifadeler siklikla yer almaktadir.

Kisinin “anlamli ig” yasantisi, “anlamli igi olma durumu” (Chalofsky, 2003,
$.76); “anlamli ise bagl olma” [engaged in (Treadgold, 1997, s.7219)]; “iste anlam
olmas1” (meaning on/at work) seklinde ifade edilmektedir. Anlamli is kavrami,
genelde somut degil soyut bir yapiyr ifade etmektedir. Bu tanimlardan anlamli is,
isgdrene, ig ve yasam amaglarina yoneltmesi, yetenek ve becerilerini, yaptigi iste
tam kapasite kullanmasi, yaptigi isi sevme ve isiyle biitiinlesmesi, kendini ger-
ceklestirmesi, sadece is doyumunu degil, yasam doyumu saglamasi bakimindan
derin motivasyon ve ig¢sel gii¢ olarak tanimlanabilir.
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Anlaml isin, bireye ve oOrgiite olan etkisi alanyazinda en cok i¢sel motivas-
yon, is doyumu, Orgiitsel baglilik acisindan incelenmektedir. Anlaml is, kisiyi
biitiinligiine ulagtiran “derin giidiilenme yapisi” dir. Islerini anlamli bulan kisi-
ler, kendiliginden isi yiiriitmeye motive olmaktadirlar. Isini anlamli bulma ile iist
diizey performansla isini yiiriitmeye motive olma arasinda olumlu yonde bir iligki
bulunmaktadir (Ros, Schwartz ve Surkiss,1999). Doyumun igsel ve digsal olarak
iki tiirtinden “deger”’e dayali olmasi bakimindan anlamh ig “derin i¢c motivas-
yon” olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Chalofsky, 2003). Anlamli is, bireyler ve orgiit-
ler icin, igten edinilen doyumun diizeyini etkiledigi igin dnemlidir. Isten edinilen
doyum, yasamda aranan doyumla biitiinlesmekte ya da paralellik tagimaktadir.
Isten alinan doyum, is gevresindeki degerlere bagl olarak azalabilmekte ya da
artabilmektedir (Brown vd., 2001). Is ¢evresi ve orgiitlerce tatmin edilmesi bek-
lenen ait olma ve baglanma ihtiyaci, isgdrenlerin anlamli bir i§ yagantisina bagh
beklentilerinin kargilanmasi ile paralellik gdstermektedir. Orgiitsel baghihigi sag-
layan 6nemli etkenlerden biri bireysel degerlerin orgiit kiiltiirii ile uyumlu olma-
s1 ve iggorenin bunu isindeki performansi ile deneyimlediginde kendini degerli
hissetmesidir (McClure & Brown, 2008). Diger bir deyigle anlamli i yagantisin
deneyimleyen kisiler bulunduklar: is¢evresine baglanmaktadirlar. Rosso, Dekas
ve Wrzesniewski (2010) yaptiklar: literatiir taramasinda, anlamli isin etkisinin,
is motivasyonu, ise devamsizlik(absenteism), baglilik, gelisme, kariyer gelistirme
gibi ¢aligmalarda bir cok agidan ele alindigini saptamiglardir. Anlamli isin, stres-
le negatif, benlik-kavram ile pozitif iligkisinin oldugu bulunmustur (Treadgold,
1997). Anlam kisinin isten aldigi doyumun diizeyini etkiledigi icin dnemlidir
(Brown vd., 2000) ve calisan igin basariya ulagmanin degil, isini yapiyor olmanin
asil giidiileyici olmasi durumudur (Chalofsky, 2003).

Entegre Biitiinliik (Integrated Wholeness) Anlamli Is Modeli

Bu calismanin da temelini olusturan ve literatiirde en sik rastlanan anlamli
is modeli Chalofsky’nin (2003) “Entegre biitiinliik (integrated wholeness) an-
lamli is modeli’dir. Bu modelde anlamli is “benlik- kendilik anlayist”, “isin ken-
disi anlayis1”,“denge anlayis1” olmak iizere ii¢ bilesenden olugsmaktadir. Bu iic
temaya dordiincii olarak “katki saglama” temas: da eklenmistir (Miller,2010).
Bu modele gore insanlarin yaptiklar: iglerde anlam aramalar: evrensel bir duy-
gudur; anlamli is, “benlik”, “isin kendisi” , “denge” ve “katki” olmak tlizere dort
temadan olusan ve kisiyi yasaminda biitiinliige ulastiran” psikolojik bir yapidir.
Kisi hayatin1 bu biitiinlige ulagmak i¢in yasar, amaclar1 ve anlamlar1 dogrultu-
sunda doyum saglar(Chalofsky, 2003; Miller, 2008). Bu kavrami ilk kez kullanan
Moslow (1943) motivasyon kuraminin temel taglarindan birinin entegre biitiin-
litkk oldugunu, bireyin, segimleri ve isi de kapsayan etkinlikleriyle, dogustan kapa-
sitesini kullanarak kendini gergeklestirmeye (self actualization) doniik bir icsel
motivasyon tasidigini, bu motivasyonun kisinin kendini tamamlamaya doniik bir
motivasyon oldugunu belirtmistir. Eger kisi bu i¢sel motivasyonu isinde uygular-
sa, sonucunda anlamli is deneyimi ile siirekli bir geligsim ve is doyumu yasar(Akt.,
Miller, 2008, 5.94).
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Benlik-Kendilik anlayis1 boyutu. Bu boyut bireyin kendini tiimiiyle (zihin,
beden, duyu, ruhsal) isine ve is ortamina vermesi; potansiyelini taniyor ve gelis-
tiriyor olmasi; yasamdaki amaglarini bilmesi ve isiyle amaglarinin uyum icinde
olmasi, bireyin amaglarin1 bagsarmak konusunda olumlu bir inang sistemine sa-
hip olmasidir. Bu boyut, kisinin igsinde kendini gerceklestirmesi ile ilgilidir (Cha-
lofsky, 2010). Kendilik anlayisi, kisinin isine kendini ne kadar verebildigine baglh
olarak igsinde anlami basarabilme kabiliyetidir (Miller, 2008).

Is anlayisi(isin kendisi) boyutu. Bu boyut, en yiiksek ustalik performansi
sergileme; iste kesif, yaraticilik, 6grenme, stirekli gelisme; is araciligiyla kisinin
amacina ulagsma olanagy; iste 0zerkligi, ig ¢evresi ve ig alaninda hakimiyeti ifade
etmektedir. Isin kendisi, kisinin yasam amaclarim gerceklestirme anlami tasi-
maktadir (Miller, 2008). Is anlayisi literatiirde Chickszentmihalyi'nin “akis” kav-
rami ile de aciklanmaktadir. Chickszentmihalyi’ye (2005) gore akista iken tama-
miyle kendimizi verme hissi yagsariz. Bu boyut, isi basarmig olma anlami tagimaz,
tersine isi yapiyor olma, o iste performans sergiliyor olma isgdren i¢in yogun haz
verici bir siiregtir. Kisi, isi yapiyorken basaracagindan zaten emindir, basarisizliga
dogal bir toleransi ve kabulii vardir. Bunun nedeni isgoren igin 6nemli ve degerli
olan zaten bagaracagindan emin oldugu isi yaparken, isin kendisindeki risk duy-
gusunun verdigi yeni 6grenme ve gelisme firsatinin cazibesidir. Insaatcilik, 6gret-
menlik, doktorluk degil; bir binay inga etmek, 0grencilere 6gretmek, hastalari
iyilestirmektir. Gayle (1997) ileri teknoloji uzmanlari ile yaptigi arastirmada, bu
kisilerin istedikleri iicretle istedikleri konumda calisabileceklerini bildiklerini, bu
nedenle iicret ya da konumun onlar i¢in dnemli olmadigini bulmustur. Yapacak-
lart islerle Orgiit etkililigine katki saglamak, fark yaratmak, kendi yarattiklari is

atmosferlerinde, siirekli bir kesif duygusu yasamak, yaraticiliklarini kullanmak
onemlidir (Akt: Chalofsky, 2003, s.76).

Denge anlayisi. Bu boyutunun baslica 6zellikleri; is-gorev kimligi ile ruhsal
kimlik arasinda; kendine ve bagkalarina yarar saglama arasinda; aile ve arkadas-
ik kimligi arasinda dengeli olma ve kendini ve baskalarini destekleme arasinda
dengede olmadir. Chalofsky’e (2010) gore denge anlayisi, secenekler arasinda
gel-git yasayarak bir karar verme durumu degil, tersine bir gerilim yonetimidir.
“Dalgal1 bir nehirde kendini akintiya birakarak nehrin tizerinde kalabilme” sek-
linde bir metaforla aciklanmaktadir. Denge anlayisi; olgun bir yetiskinin, is yasa-
mini1 bir macera — bir kesif olarak gormesi; isi, kariyeri ve yasami arasindaki akisi,
gerektiginde risk alabilme, esnek olma, siirece giivenmeyle; ileri gitme ihtiyaci
ile kontrol ihtiyaci arasindaki gerilimi yonetebilmesidir. Aile, kisisel ve isle ilgili
karsit etkiler soz konusu oldugunda, kendi ihtiyaclarina doniik, gtivenli ve duyarl
secimleri yapabilmesidir.

Katki Anlayis1 bu boyutu. Bu boyutun 6zellikleri ise bireyin beceri, gii¢ ve
yeteneklerini bagkalarinin yararma kullaniyor olmasi, fark yaratmak; Diinyay1
daha yasanir yapmak; kendimizi, bizden daha biiyiik bir seyin parcasi hissetmek
olarak siralanmaktadir. Katki anlayisi, Miller (2008) tarafindan Chalofsky’nin
(2003) ii¢ temasina tamamlayict dordiincii tema olarak eklenmistir. Kisinin ken-
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dinden bagka kisilere, ait hissettigi daha biiytik bir grup ya da evrene, bir gorev
dogrultusunda hizmet etme, yarar saglama arzusu “katki anlayis1” seklinde agik-
lanmaktadir.

Anlaml igin bireysel oldugu kadar, cevresel bilesenleri de bulunmaktadir.
Terez’e (2000) gore anlamli i, bireylerde iist diizey bir performansa yol acar ama
onemli olan kisilerin iglerini anlamli bulacaklar is ¢evresini yaratmaktir. Clinkt
is ¢evresi sadece fiziksel olarak var olunan bir alan olmayip kisilerin hem fizik-
sel, ruhsal ve davranigsal alanidir. Bu alan, kisileri mekanik isgérenler olmaktan
yaraticl, sanatgl, yazara doniistiiren, yeteneklerini isinde kullanan isgdrenlere do-
nigtiirebilmektedir. Bu doniistimii saglayacak anlamli ig ¢evresini olusturmanin
bes anahtari, Misyon (Amac, yonelim, iliskililik, gecerlilik), Insan (Saygi, esitlik,
samimiyet, esneklik, sahiplenme), Gelisme (Kesif, icat, destek, kisisel gelisim),
Topluluk (Diyalog, iliski kurabilme, hizmet, Taninma-Takdir edilme, 6zerklik),
”Ben” Olma (Oz benlik, uyum, denge, degerlilik) seklinde siralanmaktadar.

Goriildigi gibi anlaml is, is doyumu, baghilik ve motivasyon ile iliskilidir.
Bu anlamda anlamli is yasantis1 ve anlamli ig ¢evresininin bireye ve orgiite verim-
lilik, etkililik ve basari saglamada, isten ayrilmalari 6nleme, yiiksek potansiyel ve
performansi tutma baglaminda 6nemli bir degisken oldugu gorilmektedir. An-
laml1 is baglilig1 olan kisilerin stres ve depresyonla negatif, benlik kavramlar ile
pozitif iligkisi oldugu; daha cok probleme odakli basa ¢ikma yoluna yoneldikleri
bulunmustur (Treadgold, 1997). Bir baska ¢aligmaya gore ise isgdrenin ¢aligma
ortaminda buldugu farkli anlam kaynaklari, is doyum diizeylerini etkilemektedir
(Brown vd., 2000).

Derin igsel motivasyon olarak agiklanan anlamli ig kavrami, isgorenlerin ig
doyumu ve bagliliklari, performanslar ile iligkili olmasi agisindan yiiksek 0gre-
timde son yillarda yapilan arastirmalarda ortaya ¢ikan; is doyumu ve motivasyon,
iyi olma hali gibi yonetim psikolojisi ve orgiitsel davranig alanindaki calismalarin
bulgular1 acisindan bakildiginda incelenmeye deger bir konudur. Diger yandan
¢ok sayida kurumsallagma siirecinde yeni kurulmus tlniversitenin kalite agisin-
dan, en basta nitelikli akademik kadrolar1 6rgiitte tutma ve isgiicii devrini onle-
mek icin yeni nesil akademisyenleri motive eden faktorlerin devreye sokulmasi,
yOnetsel ve is ¢evresine ait diizenlemelerin yapilabilmesi agisindan anlamli is ko-
nusunun incelenmesi 6nem tagimaktadir.

Bu arastirmanin amaci, akademisyenlerin iglerini anlamli bulma diizeyleri
ile igi anlamli bulmaya iligkin goriislerinin cesitli degiskenlerle iligkisini sapta-
maktir.
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Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda asagidaki sorulara yanit aranmustir.

1. Ogretim iiyeleri islerini, anlaml isin; iste kendini algilama, isin kendisi
anlayisi, denge anlayist ve katki anlayisi alt boyutlarinda ne diizeyde
anlamli bulmaktadirlar?

2. Ogretim iiyelerinin islerini; iste kendini algilama, isin kendisi anlayis1,
denge anlayisi ve katki anlayisi alt boyutlarinda anlamli bulma diizeyleri
hakkindaki goriisleri arasinda tiniversite, gorev ve fakiilte degiskenle-
rine gore anlaml fark var midir ?

Yontem

Arastirma, 6gretim iiyelerinin iglerini, anlaml igin dort alt boyutunda an-
laml bulma diizeyleri ile anlamli bulmaya iligkin goriislerin cesitli degiskenlere
gore (unvan, fakiilte, tiniversite) farklilasip farklilasmadigini saptamay! amagla-
digindan tarama tiiriinde yapilmigtir.

Evren - Orneklem ve Verilerin Toplanmast

Arastirmanin hedef evrenini, biri gdrece biiyiik 6l¢iide kurumlagmis Ankara
Universitesi (1946), digerleri de gorece kurumsallasmakta olan Van Yiiziincii
Yil Universitesi (1982), ile heniiz kurumsallasmanin baginda olan Pamukkale
Universitesinin  (1992) tip, miihendislik, IIBF ve egitim fakiiltelerinde gorev
yapan Ogretim tiyeleri (yardimcr dogent, dogent ve profesor) olusturmaktadir.
Arastirmada 6rneklem seciminde “tabakali drnekleme” teknigi kullanilmuistir.
Ucg iiniversitenin 6gretim iiyeleri unvana gore; profesor, dogent, yardimei dogent
olarak ii¢ diizeyde; fakiiltelerine gore; IIBE, Egitim, Miihendislik, Tip Fakiiltesi
olmak tizere dort diizeyde tabakalandirilarak toplam sekiz analiz iinitesine gore
belirlenmistir. Arastirmanin hedef evrenini 1647 ¢gretim iiyesi olusturmustur.
Orneklem biiyiikliigiinii saptamak icin farkli biiyiikliikteki evrenler icin kuramsal
orneklem biiytikliikleri ¢izelgesinden yararlanimigtir (Balci, 2009). Buna gore;
1647 6gretim iiyesi evreninde, % 95 giiven diizeyi icin gerekli biyiikliikk en az
333 kisidir. Arastirmada uygulamada hatali 6l¢eklerin veri analizinde sorun olus-
turmamasi agisindan fazla sayida uygulanmis ve 6rneklemi 385 Ogretim iyesi
olusturmustur. Olgekler, ilgili fakiiltelerde, tabakali 5rneklemde alt gruplar igin
belirlenen sayilara uyulmak kaydiyla, basit tesadiifi yontem ile 6gretim tiyelerine
uygulanmistir. Tablo 1’de arastirmaya katilan 6gretim iiyelerinin Unvan, Univer-
site, Fakiilte, Cinsiyet, Yas, Ogretim iyesi olarak hizmet siiresi, GOrev yapilan
tiniversitedeki hizmet siiresi degiskenlerine iligkin frekans ve yiizde dagilimlari-
na yer verilmistir.
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Arastirmaya Katilan Ogretim Uyelerinin Degiskenlere Gore Frekans ve Yiizdeleri

Degisken Diizey Profesor  Dogent ~ Yardimci Docent  Frekans — Yiizde(%)
Unvan Profesdr 159 41,3
Docgent 93 24,2
Yrd. Dog. 133 34,5
Toplam 385 100,0
Universite Pamukkale 37 41 47 125 32,5
100. Y1l 8 13 61 82 21,3
Ankara 114 39 25 178 46,2
Toplam 159 93 133 385 100,0
Fakiilte Tip 100 46 42 188 48,8
Miihendislik 32 18 42 92 23,9
Egitim 11 15 33 59 15,3
1iBF 16 14 16 46 11,9
Toplam 159 93 133 385 100,0
Cinsiyet Kadin 46 37 37 120 31,2
Erkek 113 56 96 265 68,8
Toplam 159 93 133 385 100,0
29-39 yag 0 27 83 110 29,5
40-49 yas 58 52 45 155 41,6
50-59 yas 57 11 3 71 19,0
Ya 60-69 yas 35 0 0 35 9,4
70 yag-tstit 2 0 0 2 5
Toplam 152 90 131 373 100,0
1-5yil 0 4 10 14 3,7
6-10 yil 2 10 39 51 13,6
Ogretim iiyesi olarak 11-15 yil 3 33 53 89 238
hizmet stiresi
16-20 yil 26 30 19 75 20,1
21- ustil 122 13 10 145 38,8
Toplam 153 90 131 374 100,0
1-5yil 5 16 42 63 16,8
Gorev Yapilan 6-10 y1l 7 22 42 71 18,9
Universitedeki hizmet H-15 yil 22 30 32 84 224
stiresi 16-20 yil 26 18 10 54 14,4
21- Gstii 94 5 4 103 27,5
Toplam 154 91 130 375 100,0
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Arastirmaya katilan 6gretim tiyelerinin 120’si (%31,2) kadin, 265’1 (%68,8)
erkektir. 159’u (% 41,3) profesor, 93 it dogent (% 24,2) ve 133’ (% 34,5) yardim-
c1 dogent olan 6gretim iiyelerinin 125’ (%32,5) Denizli Pamukkale Universitesi,
82’si (%21,3) Van 100. Y1l Universitesi, 178’i (% 46,2) Ankara Universitesi’nde
gorev yapmaktadir. Fakiilte degiskenine gore 6gretim tyelerinin 188’1 (%48,8)
Tip Fakiiltesi, 927 si (%23,9) Mithendislik Fakiiltesi, 59’u (%15,3) Egitim Fakiil-
tesi, 46’s1 (%11,9) Iktisadi Idari Bilimler Fakiiltesi mensubudur. Cinsiyete gore
katilimcilarin bityiik cogunlugunun % 70 inin erkek oldugu ii¢ 6gretim {iyesinden
yalnizca birinin kadin oldugu goriilmektedir. Tip fakiiltesi 6gretim iiyelerinin
agirlikli bir yiizdeyi olusturmasi ise genel olarak iiniversitelerde Tip Fakiiltesi
Ogretim iiyesi kadrolarinin fazlaliginin yansimasi olarak degerlendirilebilir.

Veri Toplama Araci ve Gelistirilmesi

Arastirmada veriler, arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen “Anlaml Is Ol-
cegi” ile toplanmustir. “Anlamh Is Olcegi” nin gelistirilmesinde ilk olarak ilgili
literatiire, yagant1 gozlemlerine, kisisel deneyimlere dayanilarak madde havu-
zu olusturulmustur. Maddeler; bireysel degerlendirmelerine gore igerik olarak
benzer olmamalari, dlgiilmek istenen teorik yapilara uygunluklar: bakimlarindan
gozden gecirilmistir. Bir sonraki asamada maddeler tek tek, o6l¢iilmek istenen
yapiya uygunluklari, Tirkce ifadelendirilmeleri, anlagilirliklar1 bakimlarindan
tartisiimustir.

Baglangicinda 61 maddeye indirilen 6lgek taslagina, girig ve katilimcilara ilig-
kin demografik 6zellikleri iceren kisisel 0zellikler formu eklenmistir. Taslak arac,
122 katilimeiya (6rneklemde yer alan tniversiteler disindaki iiniversite 6gretim
tiyelerine) gegerlik ve giivenirlik sinamasi igin uygulanmistir. On uygulama sonu-
cu elde edilen verilerin yapi gecerligi igin faktor analizine uygunlugunu saptamak
tizere KMO degeri ve Barlett testi uygulanmigtir. KMO degerinin 0,81 ve Barlett
testinin de manidar oldugu tespit edilerek verilerin faktdr analizine uygun oldu-
gu sonucuna varilmistir. Faktor (AFA) analizi sonucu taslak 6lcegin, 6z deger
ve Screen Plot Grafigi olgiitlerine gore 4 boyuta indirgenebilecegi goriilmiistiir.
Veri toplama aracinin maddeleri 4 boyutta toplanacak bigimde faktor analizine
yeniden tabi tutulmustur. Faktor yiik degeri cakisan 4 madde (29, 33,2 ve 6) ile
analiz i¢cin kabul edilen 0,40 faktor yiik degerinin altinda kalan 7 madde (13, 40,
10, 27, 3, 25 ve 23) dlgekten cikarilmis, kalan 50 madde yeniden faktor analizine
tabi tutulmustur. Faktor yik degeri ¢akisan 2 madde(22 ve 21) ve faktor yiik
degeri 0,40’ altinda kalan 2 maddenin (7 ve 8) 6l¢gekten cikarilmast ile kalan 46
madde dort boyut altinda toplanmugtir. Katk: Yarar anlayis1 alt boyutunda, faktor
yiikleri .45-.85 arasinda, madde toplam korelasyonlari .51-.81 arasinda olan 14
madde yer almaktadir ve toplam varyansin % 17.15 ini agiklamaktadir. ; Isin ken-
disi anlayigi olarak isimlendirilen ikinci boyut; faktor yiikleri .41-.67 arasinda,
madde toplam korelasyonlar1 .67-.34 arasinda olan 13 madde yer almakta
ve toplam varyansin %12.84 uinii aciklamaktadir. Iste Kendini Algilama
boyutu ; faktor yikleri .41-.65 arasinda, madde toplam korelasyonlar1 .67-.22
arasinda olan 12 madde yer almakta ve toplam varyansin %11.33 {inii
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aciklamaktadir. Dordiincti denge anlayigt boyutunda ise faktor yiikleri .40-.83
arasinda, madde toplam korelasyonlar1 .51-.27 arasinda olan ve toplam var-
yansin % 7.05 ini agiklayan 7 madde yer almaktadir. Toplam Olgek Alpha
Degeri .90 ve acikladigi varyans % 48.37 olan Anlamli Is Olgeginde, Katki Yarar
Anlayigi Alt Olgegi (14 madde), Isin Kendisi Alt Olgegi (13 madde), Iste Kendini
Algilama Alt Olgegi (12 madde) ve Denge Anlayisi Alt Olcegi (7 madde) olmak
iizere 46 madde ve kisisel bilgiler formundan olusan Likert tipi derecelendiril-
mis, gecerli ve glivenilir bir ara¢ oldugu bulunmustur.

Verilerin Analizi

Arastirma verilerinin analizinde 6gretim iiyelerinin, anlamli isin dort alt bo-
yutunda islerini anlamli bulma diizeyleri yiizde, aritmetik ortalama, standart sap-
ma gibi betimsel istatistiklerle, 6gretim iyelerinin islerini anlaml bulma diizey-
lerine iligkin gOriislerinin unvan, fakiilte ve iiniversiteye gore kargilastirilmasinda
tek yonlii varyans analizi (ANOVA) anlamlilik testi uygulanmaistir.

Bulgular
Ogretim iiyelerinin anlamli isin alt boyutlarinda islerini anlamli bulma diize-
yine iligkin gorisleri, Tablo 2’de verilmistir.

Tablo 2
Og'retim Uyelerinin Isleri Anlamli Bulma Diizeyine Iliskin Goriislerin Betimsel
Istatistikleri

— Onem
Madde X N Surast
1. Yaptigim igle bagkalarma faydali oluyorum 4,48 ,68 1
2. Yaptigim isle, parcasi oldugum tiniversiteme hizmet ediyorum. 4,30 78 3
3. Yaptigim isle, topluma istedigim katkiy1 sagliyorum. 4,08 85 9
4. Isimde cahgirken anlamli bir amaca hizmet ettigimi diisiiniiyorum. 4,33 ,80 2
5 'I§?mde yetenfalf ve kapasitemi bagkalarina yarar saglamak 422 81 4
icin kullanabiliyorum.
6. Isimde bagkalarinin hayatlarina degerler katabildigim hissini 416 84 5
yastyorum
g 7. Yaptigim isle, insanlhiga 6nemli katki sagladigim hissini yastyorum. 3,77 1,04 14
'E‘ PR . - e -
23 D"al}a 1y1 bir Diinyada yasamaya katki saglayan bir isim oldugunu 384 98 1
=2 diistiniiyorum.
J 9. Igimde iirettiklerimle fark yaratmanin hazzini yagtyorum. 3,71 98 13
10. Isimi ya?arkex} pa§kalarln1n hayatlarinin giizellesmesine 383 2 12
katki saglayabiliyorum.
11.  Yaptigim isle kisisel hedeflerime ulasabiliyorum. 3,85 ,90 10
12.  Anlaml bir amag icin ¢alistigim duygusunu tasirim. 4,14 .84 7
13. Isim, topluma hizmet etme imkan1 veriyor. 4,16 ,86 6
14, Isim bana kurum ici ve disinda prestij ve sayginlk 413 85 3

kazandirmaktadir.
Toplam 57,14(4,08) 8,85 (0,87)
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Tablo 2
Ogretim Uyelerinin Isleri Anlamli Bulma Diizeyine Iliskin Goriislerin Betimsel

Istatistikleri (Continued)

= Onem
Madde X S Sirasi
1 Yaptigim isin hayatta yapmak istedigim ig olmasi igin 4,29 17 6
© gayret ederim.
2 Hayatta yapmak istediklerimi yapma imkani saglayan bir isi 4,36 ;719 4
© yapmak isterim.
3 Isimle kurdugum iligkinin bana, parayla karsilastiriimayacak 4,24 90 7
© bagka odiiller sunduguna inanirim.
4. Kendimle uyumlu bir isi yapmay1 arzu ederim. 4,39 ,80 3
G 5. Isimi cok severek yapiyorum. 4,34 76 5
'0% 6.  Isimi yaparken zamanin nasil gegtigini anlamiyorum. 4,21 ,86 9
f 7. Calisirken siirekli gelistigimi diigiiniiyorum. 4,23 ,80 8
22 8. Isim yeni seyler yapma imkani vermektedir. 4,16 ,86 10
9. Isim, yeni seyler 6grenme imkéani vermektedir 4,40 71 1
10. Igim siirekli yaraticilik gerektirmektedir. 4,06 84 13
11. Igimi nasil yapacagima kendim karar veririm. 4,12 ,80 12
12. Isim cok caba gerektirmektedir. 4,40 71 2
3. 1§irT1 degisik seyleri, degisik arac ve yontemlerle yapma sanst 4,14 ,83 11
veriyor.
Toplam  55,39(4,26) 6,71 (0.80)
1. Calisirken, adeta isimle biitiinlesirim. 4,13 ,76 1
2. Isimde hep bir sonraki amaca ulasma heyecaniyla caligirim. 4,01 ,83 2
3. Isimde caligirken her seyi unuturum. 3,64 95 6
4 E;?; 'yaparken hissettigim derin doyum hayatima ayri bir anlam 378 90 4
g 5 fg:ldnlll ;:;jlllllgtl)]r:;rlrllily 2(1:[11 (15:1 sonundaki basaridan ¢ok isimi yapar- 350 1,01 3
%}D 6. E?:rﬂ;ml biiyiik 6lciide harcamayi gerektiren bir isi yapmak 349 103 9
'—§ 7. s dist zamanlarda bile isi diigiiniiriim. 3,28 1,13 10
£ 8 Benim igin alismak, ekmek ve su kadar hayati bir ihtiyagtir. 3,58 1,11 7
f» 9.  Isimi yaparken otomatik olarak neyi, nasil yapacagimi biliyorum. 3,93 ,83 3
10. Igimi Xaparken kendimi bagh basina heyecan verici bir kesif icinde 3,69 90 5
hissediyorum.
i glrlcelr}?;/g;ilg arasinda bir tercih s6z konusu oldugunda isimi 193 107 1
12.  Gergek doyumu ailemden ziyade isimden elde ediyorum 1,94 1,05 11
Toplam  40,96(3,41)  7,32(0,96)
1. Isimde kazandigim para geginmeme yetiyor. 3,71 1,13 3
2. Isim ve 6zel yasamum arasindaki dengeyi koruyorum. 3,79 ,96 1
% 3. lIsime de 6zel hayatima da yeterli vakit ayirabiliyorum. 3,54 1,05 4
:E 4 }Ii;?lcrl:lm ve is arkadaglarim arasindaki dengeyi, etkili yonetebili- 373 87 )
% 5. Zamanmmyi, isimden ¢ok aileme ayiriyorum. 2,58 98 7
A 6.  Enerjimi ailemden ¢ok isimde harctyorum. 3,15 1,05 5
7. Kaynaklarimi isimden ¢ok aileme ayirryorum. 3,12 1,04 6
N =385 Toplam 23,65(3,37) 3,98(1,01)
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Tablo 2’de izlenecegi gibi, 6gretim lyeleri en yiiksek katilimi Isin Kendisi
boyutunda (55.39/X =4.26) ve tamamen diizeyinde; en diigiik katilimi Denge an-
layist boyutunda (23,65 / X =3.37) ve biraz diizeyinde anlamli bulmaktadir.

“Katki Anlayis1” boyutunda oOgretim iyeleri islerini “biiyiik Olciide”
(57.14/=4.08) anlamli bulmaktadir. Ogretim iiyeleri en yiiksek katilim gos-
terdikleri ilk ii¢ maddeye: “Yaptigim isle baskalarina faydali oluyorum”(X
=4.48),“Isimde caligirken anlamli bir amaca hizmet ettigimi diisiiniiyorum.”(X
=4.33) ve “Yaptizim isle, pargasi oldugum iiniversiteme hizmet ediyorum”(X
=4.30) “tamamen” diizeyinde ; en diisiik katilim gosterilen “Yaptigim isle, insan-
liga onemli katki sagladigim hissini yastyorum.”(X =3.77),“Isimde iirettiklerimle
fark yaratmanim hazzini yastyorum.”(X =3.77) ve “Isimi yaparken bagkalarinin
hayatlarinin  giizellegsmesine katki saglayabiliyorum.”(X =3.83) maddelerine
ise“Biiyiik olciide” diizeyinde katilim gostermislerdir.

“Isin Kendisi” boyutunda ogretim iiyeleri islerini “tamamen” (55.39/X
=4.26) anlamli bulmaktadir. Bu boyutta, 6gretim tiyelerinin “tamamen” diize-
yinde en yiiksek katilim gosterdikleri ilk iic madde :”Isim, yeni seyler 6grenme
imkani vermektedir.”(X =4.40),“Isim cok caba gerektirmektedir.”(X =4.40) ve
“Kendimle uyumlu bir isi yapmay1 arzu ederim.”(X =4.39) iken; son ii¢ sirada
“Isim siirekli yaraticihk gerektirmektedir.”(X =4.06),“Isimi nasil yapacagima
kendim karar veririm.”(X =4.12) ve “Isim degisik seyleri, degisik arac ve yon-
temlerle yapma sansi veriyor.”(X =4.14) maddeleridir.

Ogretim {iyeleri “Iste Kendini Algilama” (40.96 / X =3.41) boyutunda, is-
lerini “biiyiik 6lgiide” anlamli bulmaktadir. Ogretim iiyeleri en yiiksek katilim
gosterdikleri ilk ii¢ maddeye: “Caligirken, adeta isimle biitiinlesirim.”(X =4.13),
“Isimde hep bir sonraki amaca ulasma heyecaniyla ¢aligirim” (X =4.01) ve “Isimi
yaparken otomatik olarak neyi, nasil yapacagimi biliyorum.”(X =3.93) “biiyiik
Olciide” diizeyinde; en diisiik katilimi “cok az” diizeyinde “Ailem ve igim arasin-
da bir tercih s6z konusu oldugunda igimi tercih ederim”(X=1.93) ve “Gergek
doyumu ailemden ziyade isimden elde ediyorum”(X =1.94) maddelerine goster-
mistir.

“Denge Anlayis1” boyutunda Ogretim iiyeleri iglerini “biraz” diizeyin-
de(23,65/X=3.37) anlamh bulmaktadir. En yiiksek katiim gosterilen ilk iic
maddeye”Isim ve 6zel yasamim arasindaki dengeyi koruyorum.”(X =3.79), “Ken-
dim ve is arkadaglarim arasindaki dengeyi, etkili yonetebiliyorum.”(X =3.73) ve
“Isimde kazandigim para gecinmeme yetiyor.”(v=3.71) “biiyiik 6lgiide” ; son
ii¢ sirada katilim gosterilen “Kaynaklarimi isimden ¢ok aileme ayiriyorum.”(X
=3.12) ve “Enerjimi ailemden ¢ok isimde harciyorum.”(X =3.15) maddelerine
“Biraz”, “Zamanimu, isimden ¢ok aileme ayirtyorum.”(X =2.58) maddesine “gok
az” diizeyinde katiim gosterilmistir.

273



Ali Balct & Filiz Akar & Inci Oztiirk

Islerini Anlaml Bulma Diizeyine Iliskin Ogretim Uyesi Goriiglerinin Karsilagtiridmast

Ogretim iiyelerinin anlamli igin alt boyutunda iglerini anlamh bulma diizey-
lerine dair gorisleri arasinda unvan, tiniversite ve fakiilte degiskenlerine gore an-
laml1 bir farklilik olup olmadigy, verilerin, Tek YOnlii Varyans Analizi (ANOVA)
testi kullanilarak incelenmistir. Ogretim iiyelerinin Anlamh Is Olgegi alt boyut-
larinda islerini anlamli bulma diizeyine iligkin gorislerinin “Unvan” degiskenine
gore karsilastirmasina iligkin bulgular Tablo 3’te verilmistir.

Tablo 3.
Islerini Anlamli Bulma Diizeyine Iliskin Ogretim Uyesi Goriiglerinin “Unvan”
Degiskenine Gére ANOVA Sonuglan

Boyut Unvan n X S sd F P ?gig;tfgk
1. Prof. Dr. 159 59,06 820 2,382 8291 .000** 1-3
Katki Anlayisi 2. Doc.Dr. 93 57,04 8,15
3.Yrd. Do¢. Dr. 133 5490 9,57
1. Prof. Dr. 159 56,22 6,37 2,382 2488  .084
Isin kendisi 2. Dog¢.Dr. 93 55,27 7,22
3.Yrd. Doc. Dr. 133 54,48 6,65
. o 1. Prof. Dr. 159 42,15 7,55 2,382 4,701 .010** 1-3
ggl:;‘;dm‘ 2. Doc.Dr. 93 40,95 730
3.Yrd. Doc. Dr. 133 39,54 6,83
1. Prof. Dr. 159 24,15 4,18 2,382 2,535 .081
Denge anlayisi 2. Dog.Dr. 93 23,59 3,40
3.Yrd. Do¢c. Dr. 133 23,10 4,06

**p degeri 01 diizeyinde anlamlidir.

Anlamli isin “Iste kendini algilama” [F(2 382) = 4.701; p<.05] ve “Katki An-
layis1” [F @.382) = = 2,535; p>.05] alt boyutlarinda unvan degiskenine gore 6gretim
liyesi gortigleri arasinda anlamli bir fark varken; “Isin kendisi” [F 2,382) = 2,488;
p>.05] ve “Denge Anlayis1” [F 2,382 = = 2.488; p<.05] alt boyutlannda gorisler
arasinda unvana gore anlaml yoktur Gruplarin varysanslart homojen olmadi-
gindan farkin kaynagini belirlemek tizere Dunnet C Testi uygulanmistir. Bu iki
boyutta da ortalamalar incelendiginde profesorlerin ortalamasinin, yardimci do-
centlerin ortalamasindan daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmektedir. Ogretim iiyelerinin
Anlaml Is Olgegi alt boyutlarinda islerini anlamli bulma diizeyine iliskin goriis-
lerinin “Fakiilte” degiskenine gore karsilastirmasina iligskin bulgular Tablo 4’te
verilmistir.

274



Alkademisyenlerin Islerini Anlamli Bulma Diizeyi

Tablo 4.
Islerini Anlamli Bulma Diizeyine Iliskin Ogretim Uyesi Goriislerinin “Fakiilte”
Degiskenine Gére ANOVA Sonuglar

Boyut Fakiilte n X S sd F P Ar(léilﬁlélfijrk
1. Tip Fakiiltesi 188 58,79 7,99 3,381 6,326 .000%* 1-3
2. Mihendislik Fakiiltesi 92 57,13 9,11 1-4
Katki Anlayisi
3. Egitim Fakiiltesi 59 5439 8,80
4. 1IB Fakiiltesi 46 53,93 10,19
1. Tip Fakdltesi 188 55,10 7,25 3,381 1,531 206
. . 2. Mithendislik Fakiltesi 92 56,57 5,92
Isin kendisi . B .
3. Egitim Fakiiltesi 59 5438 5,87
4. 1IB Fakiiltesi 46 5553 6,75
1. Tip Fakiiltesi 188 40,55 744 3,381 704 550
Iste kendini 2. Mithendislik Fakiiltesi 92 41,31 7,20
algilama 3. Egitim Fakiiltesi 59 42,00 6,61
4. TIB Fakiiltesi 46 40,60 7,95
1. Tip Fakiiltesi 188 23,80 420 3,381 ,516 .671
2. Mihendislik Fakiiltesi 92 23,770 3,74
Denge anlayst b+ tim Fakiiltesi 59 2359 396
4. TIB Fakiiltesi 46 23,00 3,55

**p deger, .01 diizeyinde anlamlidir.

Tablo 4’te gorildiigii gibi anlamli isin sadece “Katki Anlayis1” [F(3,
381)=0,326; p<.05] alt boyutunda 6gretim iiyesi goriisleri arasinda fakiilte degis-
kenine gore anlaml fark vardir. Farkin kaynagini belirlemek iizere uygulanan
Scheffe Testi sonuclari incelendiginde, Tip Fakiiltesi (X =58.79) ile Egitim fakiil-
tesi (X =54.39) ve Tip Fakiiltesi (X =58.79) ile 1IB fakiiltesi (X =53.93) 6gretim
tlyesi goriisleri arasinda anlaml farklilik oldugu goriilmektedir. Ortalamalar in-
celendiginde Tip Fakiiltesi ortalamasimin(X =59.06), IIBF (X =53.93) ve Egitim
Fakiiltesi (X = 54.39) ortalamalarindan yiiksek oldugu goriilmektedir. “Isin Ken-
disi” [F 5 3,,=1,531; p>.05], “Iste Kendini Algilama” [F 3, 381)=>704; p>.05] ve
“Denge Anlayist” [F(3, 381)=216; p>.05] alt boyutlarinda 6gretim {iyesi goriisleri
arasinda fakiilte degiskenine gore anlamli fark bulunmamustir.

Ogretim iiyelerinin Anlamlt Is Olgegi alt boyutlarinda islerini anlamli bulma
diizeyine iligkin goriislerinin “Universite” degiskenine gore karsilastirmasina ilis-
kin bulgular Tablo 5’te verilmistir.
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Tablo 5.
Islerini Anlamli Bulma Diizeyine Iliskin Ogretim Uyesi Goriislerinin “Universite”
Degiskenine Gére ANOVA Sonuglar

Boyut Unvan n X S sd F P Anlamli Fark

1. Pamukkale Univ. 125 57,19 8,69 2,382 ,035 .965
Katki Anlayigt 2. Van 100. Yil Univ. =~ 82 57,31 8,08

3. Ankara Univ. 178 57,02 9,34

1. Pamukkale Univ. 125 5524 6,75 2,382 ,093 .911
T§in kendisi 2. Van 100. Y1l Univ 82 55,27 6,96

3. Ankara Univ. 178 55,55 6,59

1. Pamukkale Univ. 125 40,56 7,19 2,382 751 472
2.Van100. Yil Univ =~ 82 41,81 7,18
3. Ankara Univ. 178 40,85 7,47
1. Pamukkale Univ. 125 23,69 396 2,382 2896 .056
Denge anlayist 2. Van 100. Yil Univ =~ 82 24,50 4,16

3. Ankara Univ. 178 23,23 3,86

Iste kendini
algilama

~ Tablo S’te gortildugii gibi anlamliisin “Katki Anlayis” [F(z’ 352 =>035; p>.05],
“Isin Kendisi” [F(27 382)=,O93; p>.05], “Iste Kendini Algilama’ Fo 382)=,75 1;
p>.05] ve “Denge Anlay1§1”[F(2, 382)= 2,896 p> .05] alt boyutlarinda 6gretim iiye-
si gorusleri arasinda tiniversite degiskenine gore anlamli bir fark yoktur.

Sonug, Tartisma ve Oneriler

Ogretim {iyeleri islerini, anlaml igin dort boyutunda sirastyla; “isin kendi-
si”, “katki anlayis1”,“iste kendini algilama” ve “denge anlayis1” siralamasi icinde
anlamli bulmaktadirlar. Isin kendisi “tamamen”, Katki anlayisi ve Iste kendini
algilama “biyiik ol¢tide” , “denge anlayis1” ise “biraz” diizeyinde anlamli bu-
lunmustur. “Isin kendisi” boyutunda kisinin yiiriittiigii isle; amaclarina ve yiik-
sek performansa ulasabilmesi, 6zerk olmasi, tiimiiyle kendini isine verme, ge-
lisme gibi 6zellikleri ifade eden boyuttur (Chalofsky, 2003 ; Miller, 2010). Bu
boyuta tamamen diizeyinde katilim gosterilmesi, 6gretim {iyelerinin yaptiklari
isle biitiinlesme icinde olduklarini gdstermektedir. Bu bulgu biiyiik 6l¢iide mes-
legin dogasina baglanabilir. Zira 6gretim iiyeligi biyiik Olciide 6zerk calisabil-
me, gelisme, yaraticilik imkani vermektedir. Morin, Tonelli & Pliopas’in (2007)
aragtirmasi, 0zerklik ve gorevin dogasinin “anlamli is”in temel degerleri oldugu;
Miller’in(2008) arastirmasi da benzer sekilde katilimcilarin %75’inin igin kendisi
boyutunu en yiiksek diizeyde anlamli buldugu sonucuna ulagmistir.

Bu bulgular, 6gretim iyelerinin yaptiklari isin felsefesi, islem ve etkinlikle-
rinden memnun olduklari ve bireysel ve mesleki doyum sagladiklarini sonucuna
gotiirebilir. Anlamli is yasantisina sahip olmanin ig doyumu ile iligkili oldugu,
alanyazinda da belirtilmistir (Barsh, Cranston & Clarke, 2008; Bunderson &
Thompson, 2009). Bu boyutta gorece en ¢ok katilim gosterilen maddelerinin de-
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yeni seyler 6grenme, potansiyelini kullanma, yaraticiliklarini gelistirme, 6zerklik,
kendilerine 6zgili yontemleri kullanabilir olma- bu goriisti destekledigi sOylenebi-
lir. Isinde yaraticiligr kullanma imkani ve 6zerkligin, isi anlaml bulmadaki 6ne-
mi, benzer arastirmalarla da desteklenmektedir. Brown vd. (2001) isin sagladig
yaraticilik olanaginin iggérenlerin iglerini anlamh bulma diizeyini artirdigs; an-
lamli igin katilhimcilar tarafindan biiyiik olciide “kesfedici is” olarak tanimlandi-
&1 bulunmustur. Benzer bir arastirma da kendini kesfetme ve isiyle bagkalarinin
hayatinda fark yaratarak basarili olmanin, isini anlamli bulmayi etkiledigi bulun-
mustur (Ayers, Miller-Dyce & Carlone, 2008). Bowie’ye (1998) gore de kisiye
ozerklik ve bagimsizlik deneyimi saglamak, anlamli isin 6nemli 6zelliklerinden-
dir. Bu aragtirmanin 6nemli sonugclarindan biri meslegin sagladig: esnekligin ve
Ozerkligin, 6gretim iiyelerinin iglerini anlaml bulmalarinda etkili olmasidur.

“Isin kendisi” boyutunda 6gretim iiyelerinin goriisleri arasinda unvana ve
iniversiteye gore herhangi bir fark yoktur, diger bir deyisle profesor, docent
ve yardimci dogentler iglerini benzer sekilde anlamli gérmektedirler. Bu bulgu
ayn1 zamanda gorece kurumlagsmis, kurumlasma yolunda olan ve yeni kurulan
tniversitede 6gretim tiyelerinin mesleklerini anlamli bulduklar: gibi bir yoruma
imkan verebilir. Ote yandan 6gretim iiyeleri fakiilte degiskeninden bagimsiz ola-
rak islerini anlamli bulmaktadir. Hackman ve Oldham (1976) anlaml isi, “isin
ozellikleri, ¢iktilar1 ve Uirtinleri arasindaki iliskiye bagh olarak olusan bir psikolo-
jik durum” olarak tanimlamiglar ve kisinin isini degerli, anlamli, kiymetli olarak
deneyimleme diizeyinin, isin anlamliligini belirledigini belirtmiglerdir. Bu agidan
ogretim iyelerinin iiniversite, fakiilte ve unvan fark etmeksizin islerini (akade-
misyenlik meslegini), “islem, etkinlik, yaraticilik, gelisme, 6zerklik, potansiyelini
kullanma ve sundugu basari olanaklari acisindan yiiksek statiide bir calisma alani
olarak algiladiklar1 goriilmektedir.

Katki anlayist boyutu bireyin isinin, bireyin kendisine ve en yakinindan bas-
layarak digerlerine olan fayda ve katkilarini ifade etmektedir. Ogretim iiyeleri
yaptiklar isle “biiyiik 6l¢tide” kendilerine, bagkalarina, cevrelerine yarar sagla-
diklari diigiinmektedirler. Ogretim iiyesi, okuma, yazma, inceleme, arastirma,
bilgi edinme ve aktarma gibi is etkinlikleriyle, kendine, yakinlarina ve kurum-
lara ve topluma katki saglama duygusunu yasama olanagina sahiptir. Rulle ve
Chalofsky’nin (2000) arastirmasi, “baskasinin hayatini iyilestirme”nin anlamli ig
duygusuna ve is doyumuna ulastirdigs; benzer sekilde Robin’in (1998) arastirmasi
da anlamli isin diger kisilere, gruplara, orglite ve ¢evreye yaptigi ayirt edici, fark
yaratici etkinlik ve katkilarin anlamli isin dort 6nemli temasindan birisi oldu-
gunu bulmustur. Alanyazinda kisilerin baskalarina yarar saglama, kendilerinden
daha biiyiik bir gii¢ ya da cevrenin iyiligi icin bir etkinligi yiiriitiiyor olma ve bu
etkinlige kendini vermesinin, anlamli ig yasantisinin 6nemli bir gostergesi oldugu
belirtilmektedir (Chalofsky, 2008; Miller, 2008).

Katki anlayist boyutunda unvana gore 6gretim tyelerinin gorisleri arasin-
da anlamli fark vardir. Profesorler, yardimer dogentlere gére bu boyutta islerini
daha anlamli bulmaktadirlar. Anlaml isin “katki” boyutunda gérece en yiiksek
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aritmetik ortalamaya sahip “yaptigim isle bagkalarina faydal oluyorum” mad-
desidir. Bunun nedeni; profesdrlerin yas ve kidem olarak meslekte daha ileride
olmalari, unvanlar1 geregi meslegin daha fazla olanaklarina sahip olmalar ile
kendilerine ve bagkalarina daha fazla katki ve yarar saglamasi gosterilebilir. Ko-
nakay ve Altay’in (2011) 280 6gretim {iyesi ile yaptiklari arastirmada profesorle-
rin yardimci dogentlere gore daha ¢ok is doyumu yasadiklari; bir diger calismada
(Taghyan, Hirlak & Ciftci, 2014) 45 yas Ustli 6gretim tiyelerinin, daha geng 6g-
retim dyelerine gére daha olumlu bir ruh hali i¢inde olduklar1 bulunmustur. Bir
baska calismada ise (Boylu, Pelit ve Giiger, 2007)profesorlerin tiniversitelerine
yonelik duygusal baglilik diizeyi, aragtirma gorevlilerinden daha yiiksektir. Katki
anlayis1 boyutunda goriisler arasinda fakiilte degiskenine gore de fark vardir.
Tip fakiiltesi 6gretim iiyeleri, IIBF ve egitim fakiiltesi 6gretim iiyelerine gore
isleriyle digerlerine sagladiklari yararin iglerini anlamli bulmada daha fazla katki
sagladig: goriistindedir. Tip fakiiltesi 6gretim liyelerinin meslekleri geregi gérece
dogrudan ve somut olarak insan ve insan saghigyla ilgili caligmalari, mesleklerini,
diger fakiilte 6gretim tiyelerine gére daha fazla katk: sagliyor olarak algilamala-
rina neden olabilir. Bu sonuglara dayali olarak topluma hizmet caligmalarinin,
tniversite yonetimleri tarafindan sistematik, programl cezbedici bir vizyon su-
nan programlar halinde 6gretim {iyelerine sunulmasi Onerilebilir.

Benzeri arastirmalar 6zel —vakif tiniversiteleri 6gretim iiyeleri tizerinde ya-
pulabilir. Yapilan bu agimlayic arastirmadan sonra iiniversite 6gretim tiyelerinin
islerini anlamli bulmalari ile kariyer gelisimi, moral ve motivasyonlari, verimli-
likleri gibi degiskenler arasi iligkiler arastirilabilir. Calismanin karma arastirma
deseni kapsaminda yapilmasi da sosyal gercekligi daha bir biitiinliikk ve tamlik
icinde aciklamasi olasiligl nedeniyle Onerilebilir.

Iste kendini algilama. Bu boyut kisinin kendini, zihinsel, duygusal, bedensel
ve ruhsal olarak tamamuyla isine ve ig ¢cevresine vermesini, yasamdaki amaglari-
nin is amaciyla biitiinlesmesini; amaca ulasma konusunda olumlu bir inanca sa-
hip olmasin1 kapsamaktadir. Ogretim iiyeleri, “iste kendini algilama” boyutunda
“biiyiik olgiide” islerini anlamlh bulmaktadir. Iste kendini algilama boyutu, en
genel anlamda bireyin is kimligi ile bireysel kimliginin uyumunu ifade etmekte-
dir. Benzer sekilde Iran’da bir iiniversitenin 103 ¢aligan ile yapilan arastirmada
da kisisel yeterlik, esneklik ve olumlu diisiinme gibi bireysel psikolojik serma-
ye unsurlari ile anlamli i arasinda bir iliski oldugu ve anlamli isi yordadiklari
(Mehrabi, Babri, Frohar, Khabazuan ve Salili, 2013) bulunmustur. Pits’in (1995)
arastirmast da isini anlamli bulmanin, iste kendini algilama ve kendilik duygusu
(sense of self) ile ilgili oldugu sonucuna ulagilmistir.

Iste kendini algilama boyutunda en cok ve en az katilim gosterilen maddelere
gore 0gretim tyeleri biiyiik 6l¢iide kendilerini igleri ile biitiinlesmis hissetmekte,
bireysel amaclari icin heyecanla calismakta, potansiyelini kullanarak, is ve yagam
amact uyumunu deneyimlemektedirler. Diger yandan aile ve 6zel yagamlarini,
is yasami doyumuna tercih etme egiliminde olduklar1 anlagilmaktadir. Lucas’a
(2011) gore de anlaml is, benlik degeri duygusu ve amaghilik hissettirir. Ancak
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is ve 0zel yasam dengesi kurmak agisindan tercih s6z konusu oldugunda 6zel ya-
sam ve aile agirlik kazanmaktadir. Bu da ig kimliginin, bireysel-sosyal kimlikler-
le denge saglama acisindan sorunlu bir alani isaret ettigini gosterir niteliktedir.
“Iste kendini algilama” boyutunda unvana gore anlamli fark vardir. Profesorler,
yardimcr dogentlere gore iste kendini algilama boyutunda islerini daha anlamh
bulmaktadir. Bu bulgu, profesorlerin mesleklerinde daha uzun siire gecirmis ol-
malarina; deneyim ve birikimlerinin onlara igleri ve kendileri arasindaki biitiin-
lesme duygusuna dair ¢ok sayida geribildirim saglayarak daha kararh bir anlam
duygusu vermesine baglanabilir. Anlaml igin gelisimsel bir yap1 oldugu goriisii
de (Mayseless ve Keren, 2014; Miller, 2008) bu bulguyu destekler niteliktedir.
Bu goriise gore kisilerin anlamli is algilari, kariyerleri boyunca degismekte ve
gelismektedir. Miller’in (2008) arastirmasi bu bulguyu desteklemektedir. Buna
gore en ¢ok 60’1 yaslardaki kisilerin, iste kendini algilama 6tesinde anlamli isin
dort boyutunu birden tam anlami ile deneyimlendigi, ise dair birlesmis biitiinlitk
duygusunu (integrated wholeness) hissettikleri bulunmustur.

Diger yandan is ve kimlik arasindaki iligki, kisinin isi ile kurdugu iliskinin
niteligine gore sekillenebilmektedir. Is, insana verdigi benlik duygusuyla, belki
de kiginin kimliginin olusumundaki en temel 6gedir (Wieland, Bauer, & Deetz,
2009, Akt. Lair & Wailand, 2012). Bu agidan da mesleginde uzun siire gegiren
bir calisanin, isiyle bireysel kimliginin biitiinlesmis olmasi olasilig1 yiiksektir. Bu
sonuglar, profesorlerin, gdrece yardimecr docentlere gore iste kendilerini daha
anlamli bulmalarini aciklar niteliktedir. Bu baglamda aslinda anlaml isin dort
boyutunun birden biitiinliik icinde oldugu “birlesmis biitiinliik” yagantisina sahip
olan kisilerin is yasami konusundaki deneyim ve birikimlerinin aktarilmasini sag-
layacak yonetsel mekanizmalarin olusturulmasi 6nerilebilir. Yeni kurulan bir cok
iniversitede akademik yasam ve kariyer gelisimi agisindan goriis, geribildirim ve
gelisme ihtiyac icinde olan ¢ok sayida geng Ogretim iiyesi adayr bulunmaktadir.
Yani sira deneyimli 6gretim tiyelerinin, yonetim agisindan deneyimlerin yol gos-
tericiligine bagvurarak; boliim, fakiilte ve tiniversite kiiltliriiniin aktarimina kat-
ki saglayacak bir mentorlik mekanizmasinin kurulmasi yararh olabilecektir. Bu
nedenle fakiiltelerde deneyimli, emeklilik sinirinda ya da emekli 6gretim tiyeleri
arasindan bir mentorler kurulu olusturulmasi 6nerilebilir.

Denge anlayist boyutunda o6gretim iiyeleri iglerini “biraz” diizeyinde anlaml
bulmaktadir. Isleri ve 6zel yasam/kisisel alanlar1 arasindaki dengeyi kurmayi kap-
sayan bu boyuta 6gretim tiyeleri gorece en diisiik katilimi gostermistir. Buna gore
is-yasam dengesi kuramamak ogretim tyesilerin islerini anlamli bulmalarindaki
en olumsuz etkiyi olusturmaktadir. Bunun olasi nedenleri bireysel ve Orgiitsel
faktorlere baglanabilir. Ogretim iiyelerinin isleri ile is dis1 yasamlari arasinda is
yiikii, ekonomik nedenler, 6zlik haklari, is iliskilerinde huzursuzluk ve catisma
gibi nedenlerle denge saglayamiyor olduklari diisiiniilebilir. Ug iiniversiteden
291 6gretim tyesinin katildigr arastirmada, yapilan is karsiliginda alinan ticret ile
ilgili olarak 6gretim tiyelerinin memnuniyet diizeylerinin diisiik oldugu(Taslhyan,
Hirlak & Ciftci,2014); Miihendilik, Fen edebiyat ve IIBF den dgretim iiyeleri-
nin katildig1 bir diger calismada ise yogun ders yiikiinden dolay1 yiiksek diizeyde
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tiikenmiglik yasadiklar1 ve asil yapmak istedikleri calismalara zaman bulamiyor
olmaktan sorun yasadiklar tespit edilmistir (Kutanis & Karakiraz,2013). Diger
yandan bireysel 6zelliklere bagli olarak da ig-yasam dengesi kurma zorluklar: ya-
sanabilir. Caprioni’ye (1997) gore mitkemmellik tutkusu, yapilan se¢imlerle ha-
yat lizerinde kontrolii saglama yaklagimi ve degerler kisilerin ig-yasam dengesi
kurmakta engelleyici olabilen etkenlerdir. Kisilerin igini anlamli bulmalari ig do-
yumundan, orgiitsel baghliga, motivasyon olarak bireysel ve orgiitsel verimlilige
kadar pek cok alanda olumlu etkiye sahiptir. Bu anlamda tiniversite yOnetici-
lerinin, kigilerin iglerini anlamli bulmalarini saglayacak yonetsel diizenlemeleri
yapmalari, isiyle kendini uyumlu hissedecegi orgiitsel misyon ve vizyonu gercekgi
bicimde tasarlamalari, is yiikiinii dengesini saglayacak programlari uygulamalari,
Ozerk ve bagimsiz caligma kosullarii desteklemeleri Onemlidir.

Mun’a (2013) gore is-yasam dengesi ve anlamli is birbirini tamamlayan
iki kavram olarak bireysel ve Orgiitsel gelisim adina ¢ok 6nemlidir.Chalofsky’e
(2009) gore is-yasam dengesi, ise ve 6zel yasama ayrilan slirenin esit olmasi degil-
dir. Is-yasam dengesi, isgorenin is ve kisisel ihtiyaclarinin uygun sekilde karsilan-
digy, icinde bulunmaktan onur duydugu bir cevrede saglanabilmektedir. Is- ya-
sam dengesi, Orgiitiin, isgoreni ile ilgilenmesi durumunda isgoérenin de Orgiitii ile
ilgilenecegini ifade eden bir felsefedir. Bu agidan bakildiginda 6gretim tiyeleri-
nin iglerini anlaml bulmalarina etki eden denge anlayisi boyutunun incelenmeye
deger bir konu oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Ogretim iiyesilerin is yiiklerinin dengeli
dagilimima doniik yonetsel diizenlemeler, ig yasam dengesini bozan kisisel ve Or-
giitsel faktOrlerin neler oldugunun saptanmasina doniik arastirmalarin yapilmasi
yararl olacaktir.

Denge anlayis1 boyutunda 6gretim tiyesi goruslerinde, unvan, tiniversite ve
fakiilte degiskenlerine gore fark yoktur. Denge anlayisi boyutunda fakiilte, unvan
ve lniversiteden bagimsiz olarak 6gretim iiyeleri benzer gorustedir. Gerek gorece
kurumlagmis, gerekse kurumlagmakta olan tiniversitelerde 6gretim tiyelerinin bu
dengeyi kurmada sorun yasamalari, yukarida da vurgulandigi gibi 6gretim iiyele-
rinin kisilik ve meslegin getirdigi kimi sinirhiliklar - is yiikii, 6deme sistemi, idari
dizenlemeler ve merkezi yasal mevzuata tabi olmak gibi nedenlere baglanabilir.
Yani sira Tirk tiniversitelerinde gerek 6grenci sayilarinin yuksekligi, gerekse ye-
terli sayida ogretim iiyesi olmamasinin da, is-yasam dengesini bozucu bir etki
yaptig1 soylenebilir. Turkiye’de bir tiniversitede Orgiit sagligi konusunda yapilan
bir arastirma, orgiit saghigini bireysel degiskenlerden ¢ok oOrgiitsel degiskenlerin
belirledigi ve akademik unvanin orgiit sagligi boyutlari iizerinde etkili olmadigin
bulmustur (Polatci, Ardi¢ & Kaya, 2008). Bu arastirma, yaygin sonuclarin aksi-
ne is-yasam dengesi kurmada bireyin kisiliginden cok Orgiitsel nedenlerin etkili
oldugunu gostermektedir. Ogretim iiyelerinin islerinin bu boyutunu daha iist dii-
zeyde anlamli bulmalar icin bu dengeyi kurmay1 engelleyen bazi etkinlik ve for-
malitelerin azaltilmasi yaninda, 6zlik haklarinin iyilestirilmesi, zaman yonetimi
gibi bireysel gelisim programlarinin, is ve 6zel yasam dengesini saglayacak aile
dostu program ve politikalarin uygulanmasi onerilebilir.
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