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ABSTRACT

DISPOSITIONAL AFFECTIVITY AND JOB PERFORMANCE:

MEDIATING EFFECTS OF JOB SATISFACTION

Oz, Bahar
M.S., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. H. Canan Stmer

December 2003, 153 pages

In the present study, the relationship between dispositional affectivity and job
performance was investigated under the potential mediating effects of job
satisfaction. The study was conducted in three phases. In Phase I, the scale
development phase, an assistant evaluation form (AEF) was developed by
collecting job analytic information from 35 Teaching Assistants (TAs) and
critical incidents from 38 faculty members from a wide range of departments in
Middle East Technical University (METU). In the second phase of the study,

the pilot study, factor structure of the AEF was examined using principle

iii



component analyses. Pilot data were gathered from the faculty members
working in different departments at METU. Results yielded two factors
underlying the AEF. The first factor was named task performance, the second
factor was named contextual performance. In the main study phase of the
study, hypotheses were tested by gathering dispositional affectivity and job
satisfaction data from 103 TAs, and performance evaluation data from 103
instructors whom the TAs had worked with during the previous semester.
Results supported only the hypothesis stating that positive affectivity (PA)
would predict job satisfaction. Results are discussed along with the limitations

of the study and suggestions for future research.

Keywords: Dispositional affectivity, positive affectivity, negative affectivity, job
performance, contextual performance, task performance, performance

evaluation, job satisfaction.
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POZITIF-NEGATIF DUYGU DURUM VE IS PERFORMANSI:

IS DOYUMUNUN ARACI ETKILERI

Oz, Bahar
YUksek Lisans, Psikoloji Bolimu
Tez Yoéneticisi: Dog. Dr. H. Canan Stimer

Aralik 2003, 153 sayfa

Bu calismada, duygu durum ile is performansi arasindaki iligki is doyumunun
olasi araci etkisi altinda incelenmigstir. Calisma U¢ asamada yUrGtaimuastar.
Birinci agama, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi’ nin (ODTU) cesitli akademik
bélimlerinden 35 arastirma gdérevlisinden is analizi verisinin ve 38 &gretim
dyesinden kritik olay &6rneklerinin toplanmasi yoluyla olusturulan Arastirma
Gorevlisi Degerlendirme Formu’nun (ADF) geligtirildigi  Olgcek gelistirme
asamasidir. ikinci agsamada (pilot calisma), faktér analizi yoluyla ADF nin factor

yapisi incelenmistir. Pilot calisma verisi ODTUniin cesitli akademik



bdlimlerinde caligsan 6gretim Uyelerinden toplanmigstir. Faktér analizi sonuclari
temel alinarak ADF’nin iki faktorli bir yapisi oldugu tespit edilmigtir. Birinci
faktér gérev performansi, ikinci faktér ortamsal performans olarak
isimlendirilmigtir. Hipotezlerin test edildigi ana calisma asamasinda, yine
ODTU’nlin gesitli bdlimlerinden 103 arastirma gérevlisinden duygu durum ve is
doyumu Olceklerini doldurmalari, 103 &gretim UGyesinden 6nceki dénem
boyunca calistiklari arastirma gdérevlisini degerlendirmeleri istenmistir. Veriler
yalnizca pozitif duygu durumunun is doyumunu yordayacagini ifade eden
hipotezi desteklemistir. Calismanin istatistiksel sonuclari, kisitlamalar ve

ilerideki calismalar icin dneriler ile birlikte tartisiimigtir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Duygu durum, pozitif duygu durum, negatif duygu durum, is
performansi, ortamsal performans, gérev performansi, performans

degerlendirme, is doyumu.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

Defining, understanding and evaluating job performance has received a
considerable attention from psychologists (e.g., Arvey & Murphy, 1998; Borman
& Motowidlo, 1993; Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994) over the past decade.
Although, up until the 1980’s, most research was concerned with improving the
instruments used in performance ratings, in the 1980s, the research attention
shifted from instrumentalization to developing a better understanding of the
way raters form impression and judgments of the subordinate's performance
(Arvey & Murphy, 1998). In 1993, Borman and Motowidlo went one step further
in defining the concept of performance and made a distinction between task
performance and contextual performance. Task performance includes
activities, which are formally recognized as part of the job and contributes to
the organization’s technical core directly or indirectly. Contextual performance,
on the other hand, includes activities which contribute to organizational
effectiveness in ways that go beyond the activities that comprise the particular
job (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). Empirical evidence suggests that contextual
performance is more likely to be related with personality measures, whereas
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task performance is more likely to be related with experience related measures
(Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994). However, individual differences variables
contributing to contextual and task performances have not been extensively
studied. The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between
dispositional affectivity and contextual performance. Potential mediating effects

of job satisfaction in the relationship was also investigated.

In the following sections, first, brief reviews of both the concept of
performance and dispositional affectivity literatures are presented and the
possible relations of affectivity and contextual performance are proposed.
Then, the literatures on the dispositional affectivity-job satisfaction relationship
and the job satisfaction-job performance relationship are briefly reviewed.
Finally job satisfaction is proposed as a potential mediator of the relationship

between dispositional affectivity and job performance.

1.2 Models of Job Performance

Performance is defined as “observable things people do (i.e., behaviors)
that are relevant for the goals of the organization” (Campbell, McHenry, &
Wise, 1990, p.314). Performance is a critical concept because, “the major
contribution of an employee’s worth to the organization is through work
behavior and ultimately performance” (Arvey & Murphy, 1998, p. 142). One can
argue that performance will not loose its popularity in the years to come
because it is the major contribution to organization made by the employees.

Likewise, Viswesvaran and Ones (2000) stated that knowing details of the
2



concept of job performance is important because it is a central construct in
today’s work settings and by this way in the research settings. It shows the
strengths and weaknesses of employees, and training programs are designed
and placement decisions are given depending on these strengths and
weaknesses.

As indicated by Landy and Farr (1983), there are many ways to measure
performance, but in general there are two groups of performance data:
judgmental/subjective measures (e.g., supervisory ratings, self ratings, peer
ratings) and nonjudgmental/objective measures (e.g., production output, time to
complete a task, turnover, sales volume over a given period). There are
limitations of both types of performance criteria. For example, objective criteria
tend to have low reliability, and it is available for only a limited number of jobs.
Also objective criteria are not always under the control of the individual.
Besides, each objective criterion has its own unique problems. For example, in
turnover criterion it is difficult to distinguish between voluntary and involuntary
turnover; in accidents criterion it is not clear whether the accident is a result of
people or of their environment. For judgmental data, raters may be limited in
their ability to appraise performance, or they may not be motivated to provide
accurate evaluations (Borman, 1978). In both cases, the resulting rating may
include errors in evaluating performance.

Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, and Sager (1993) stated that performance as
a construct has received very little research or theoretical attention. There are
two possible reasons for this: 1) performance has always been treated as the

3



dependent variable, understanding performance itself has not been very
exciting, since the independent variables generated the most professional
and/or scientific interest in the literature; 2) definition of performance and
designation of its indicators seemed to be out of our hands. According to these
authors, in classic theory, performance is one thing that is used in the singular
fashion with no explicit or implicit conditionals; it is accepted as the general
factor, and the best possible measures of this general factor are “objective”
indicators. Campbell et al. criticize the general factor view of job performance
and assert that the general factor cannot represent the best fit, the notion of an
ultimate criterion has no meaning, and there is an important distinction between
performance and the results of performance. These researchers proposed a
model indicating performance as multidimensional in nature. They stated that
performance has an eight-factor latent structure, which are job-specific task
proficiency, non-job-specific task proficiency, written and oral communication
task proficiency, demonstrating effort, maintaining personal discipline,
facilitating peer and team performance, supervision/leadership, and
management/administration. In their model Campbell et al. defined
performance as synonymous with behavior, and stated that performance is
“something that people actually do and can be observed” (p. 40). Furthermore,
these authors claimed that declarative knowledge, procedural knowledge and
skills, and motivation were the basic determinants of performance.

As cited in Miles, Borman, Spector, and Fox (2002), Campbell, Gasser,
and Oswald talked about the need to more fully examine the nature of job

4



performance variability across different employees. With the support from the
previous research, the domain of performance started to expand and a general
move toward more flexible definitions of work roles started. Jobs are viewed as
dynamic and more interchangeable with less precise definitions.

There are other models except from the one proposed by Campbell and
colleagues. For example, in order to guide the future research on job
performance with a testable model, Waldman and Spangler (1989) developed
their integrated model of job performance. They stated that although previous
studies talked about some determinants of job performance (e.g., human
abilities, motivation, leadership, feedback), there is a lack of clarity on how
these determinants interact and are interrelated. According to the model of
Waldman and Spangler, three types of variables are determinants of
performance. These are individual determinants of job performance (e.g.,
experience, ability, motivation), outcome variables (e.g., job performance,
performance feedback, pay increases, job security) and opportunity
determinants of job performance or work environment factors (e.g., leader
behavior, group process) which indirectly affect job performance by affecting
the characteristics of the individual (e.g., leadership may indirectly affect
performance by impacting values and motives).

Although the concept of job performance was investigated and different
models have been proposed by the researchers, the distinction of task
performance and contextual performance made by Borman and Motowidlo in
1993 has been one of the most widely used taxonomy of job performance (e.g.,
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Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; Conway, 1996). The present study distinction
made by Borman and Motowidlo was taken as a base to investigate the
concept of performance. The concepts of task performance and contextual

performance are discussed in some detail in the following sections.

1.2.1 Concepts of Task Performance and Contextual Performance

Borman and Motowidlo (1993) stated that individuals contribute to the
organizational effectiveness in other ways beyond the activities that constitute
the job. For this reason, more attention should be given to the criteria beyond
the core task performance. In order to contribute to organizational
effectiveness, individuals do more things than just completing the activities that
comprise their jobs. They can do many things which are not directly related to
their main task functions. The dimensions by which employees contribute to the
effectiveness are sometimes seen as one dimension of job performance but
sometimes they remain implicit and they are still accepted as important for the
effectiveness of the organization. After presenting these ideas about
performance, they introduced the distinction between "contextual performance”
and "task performance" to the literature. Task performance refers to the
activities that are formally recognized as a part of the jobs and contribute to the
organization’s technical core directly (by implementing a part of its
technological process) or indirectly (by providing it with needed materials or
services). Contextual performance, on the other hand, refers to the proficiency
with which the incumbents contribute to organizational effectiveness in ways

6



that shape the organizational, social, and psychological context and by this way
provides support for task activities (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993).

The heart of the production cycle in an organization is technical core in
which the organization’s products are produced. If the activities done in the job
directly contribute to the technical core of the organization, these activities are
related to task performance. These are the activities that resulted from the job
analysis conducted in that organization (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). For
example, cashiers taking the money from the customers are directly
contributing to the technical core, for this reason this behavior can be given as
an example of task performance for the job in question.

Contextual activities, however, do not fall under the task performance
but are still important for the effectiveness of the organization. For example,
volunteering, spending extra effort with enthusiasm, helping and cooperating,
supporting, endorsing are some activities that do not contribute to the technical
core activities but still important for the organization (Borman & Motowidlo,
1993).

Even before Borman and Motowidlo (1993), some studies indicated that
job performance had other dimensions in addition to task performance (e.g.,
Brief & Motowidlo, 1986; Hogan & Hogan, 1989; Organ, 1988; Smith, Organ, &
Near, 1983). Following the distinction proposed by Borman and Motowidlo a
number of studies yielded direct support for this distinction. For example,
Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994) conducted a study including 421 U.S. Air
Force mechanics rated on their task performance, contextual performance, and

7



overall performance by their supervisors. Results of this study indicated that
performance was not unidimensional; task performance and contextual
performance contributed independently to overall performance. Conway (1996)
provided a construct validity evidence to the classification of task and
contextual performance by reviewing the performance dimensions and their
definitions in 14 published studies and sorting each dimension into one of the
two categories: task or citizenship (i.e., contextual) performance. According to
the results, 55% of the dimensions were sorted very reliably into the task
performance, and 33% of the dimensions were sorted very reliably into the
citizenship performance category. For the remaining 15% there was
disagreement.

Following the introduction of the distinction between task and contextual
performance, the concepts related to performance were also distinguished in
terms of being related to contextual and/or task performance. In the present
study, the emphasis was on the contextual performance, for this reason in the
following section the concepts related to contextual performance is talked
about.

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB), Organizational Spontaneity
(OS), Extra-Role Behavior (ERB), Prosocial Organizational Behavior (POB),
Counterproductive Behaviors, and Soldier Effectiveness, are main concepts
presented in the literature as being related to contextual performance
(Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983; Viswesvaran & Ones,
2000; Brief & Motowidlo, 1986; Van Dyne, Cummings, & Parks, 1995; Borman

8



& Motowidlo, 1993). If we briefly look at the definition of these concepts we can
more clearly understand the concept of contextual performance because these
concepts include several elements of contextual performance. OCB is defined
as extra-role, discretionary behavior that helps other members of the
organization to perform their jobs or shows conscientiousness toward the
organization (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith et al.,, 1983). It can also be
defined as extra-role discretionary behavior intended to help others in the
organization or to demonstrate conscientiousness in support of the
organization (Organ, 1988). So it can be said that OCB includes activities like,
making suggestions to supervisors, to improve the organization's functioning,
helping coworkers with a heavy workload, speaking positively about the
organization to outsiders, arriving work early. OCB is such a close concept to
contextual performance that it can be seen as the same. As Motowidlo (2000)
indicated, OCB emerged as an answer to the questions of “how does job
satisfaction effect individual behavior in ways that are important for
organizational effectiveness?” and “What do managers want their subordinates
to do but cannot require them to do?”, whereas the questions as an answer to
which contextual performance emerged are “What part of the performance
domain is being relatively neglected by selection research and practice?” and
“‘How is that part different from the part that selection research and practice
does tend to focus on?”

In their review Viswesvaran and Ones (2000) talked about OCB and
counterproductive behaviors as two of the three broad dimensions (the other
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one was task performance) around which the concept of performance can be
grouped. These two dimensions that Viswesvaran and Ones talked about were
two of the concepts determined as related to contextual performance by
Borman and Motowidlo (1993). However, over the years, there has been a
change in the conceptualization of the concept of OCB as indicated by
Viswesvaran and Ones. These authors indicated that Organ (1997) has
dropped the requirement for OCB to be extra-role. The only requirements for it
is being discretionary and contributing to organizational effectiveness.

As a result of the studies conducted over the years, new concepts
related to the concepts of OCB have been introduced (Viswesvaran & Ones,
2000). One of them is Organizational Spontaneity (OS) which is the voluntarily
performed extra-role behaviors contributing to organizational effectiveness. It
consists of five factors: helping coworkers, protecting the organization, making
constructive suggestions, developing oneself, and spreading goodwill. The only
difference of OS from OCB is that there are reward systems to recognize OS,
but OCB is not directly or explicitly recognized by formal reward systems.

POB is closely related concept to OCB and includes several elements of
contextual performance. According to Brief and Motowidlo (1986), POB is
“‘performed by a member of an organization, directed toward an individual,
group or organization with whom he or she interacts while carrying out his or
her organizational role and performed with the intention of promoting the
welfare of the individual, group or organization to whom it is directed” (p. 717).
POB can be role-prescribed by the organization or can be extra role. Brief and
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Motowidlo also stated that there are different types of POBs, some are
functional, some are dysfunctional to the organization. Providing services or
products to the customers, assisting co-workers with job related or personal
matters, suggesting organizational improvements, representing the
organization favorably to outsiders, complying with organizational values and
policies are among the functional POBs. On the other hand, rendering services
to clients in ways contrary to organizational interests, helping co-workers
achieve personal goals that are inconsistent with organizational objectives are
examples for dysfunctional POBs. There are some other ideas about the
different dimensions of POB. As indicated by Borman and Motowidlo (1993),
Organ (1988) stated that some types of POB can be classified as "absence" of
certain behaviors like complaints to superiors.

Counterproductive Behaviors (CBs), which were determined by
Viswesvaran and Ones (2000) as one of the dimensions around which job
performance models can be grouped, is also a form of negative/dysfunctional
contextual performance and dysfunctional POB. CBs are behaviors that have
negative value for organizational effectiveness. CBs can vary along two
dimensions: organizational/interpersonal and serious/minor. On the basis of
these two dimensions, employee deviance typology fall into in four categories:
property deviance (serious deviance directed at the organization), production
deviance (minor deviance directed at the organization), personal aggression
(serious deviance directed at other individuals), and political deviance (minor
deviance directed at other individuals).
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As stated by Viswesvaran and Ones (2000), another concept related to
POB and, by this way to the contextual performance is extra-role behavior
(ERB) proposed by Van Dyne, Cummings and Parks (1995). This behavior was
also hypothesized to contribute to organizational effectiveness in the same way
as OCB, organizational spontaneity, and functional POB.

Soldier Effectiveness is another concept that is related to contextual
performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). This concept is proposed as one of
the results of the large project called Project A (Peterson, Hough, Dunnette,
Rosse, Houston, & Toquam, 1990), which is aimed to improve selection and
placement systems for all entry level jobs in the U.S. Armed Forces (Campbell,
1990). According to Borman and Motowidlo, Soldier Effectiveness involves
more than just performing the assigned tasks and duties effectively,
organizational commitment, organizational socialization, and morale are some
other elements that have strong links to soldier effectiveness. Organizational
commitment indicates the strength of a person’s identification with and
involvement in the organization. It includes having the sense of loyalty to the
organization as it is and fulfilling the role requirements that comes with the
membership to that organization. As cited in Borman and Motowidlo (1993),
Van Maanen and Schein defined organizational socialization as “the process
by which an individual acquires the social knowledge and skills necessary to
assume an organizational role” (p. 211). Some of these skills are job-specific
(e.g., skills gained from technical training programs) and some are not job-
specific (e.g., as a result of the successful socialization process gained new
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attitudes, beliefs, etc.). Lastly, morale includes feelings of determination to
overcome obstacles, optimism even in the phase of severe adversity. Some
dimensions that efficiently give the behavioral expression of moral among the
soldiers are community relations, teamwork and cooperation, reactions to
adversity, superior subordinate relations, performance and effort on the job,
pride in the unit, army, and country, and self-development during off-duty hours
(Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmit, 1997).

From the combination of morale and commitment a category called
“determination” has emerged. This concept refers to “will do” aspects of good
soldiering. Combination of morale and socialization makes up the “teamwork”
and this concept includes behaviors that have to do with effective relationship
with peers and the unit. Lastly, the combination of commitment and
socialization yields the concept of “allegiance” which means that acceptance of
army norms with respect to authority.

Borman and Motowidlo (1993) grouped concepts related to OCB, POB,
and Soldier Effectiveness into five main categories. These are persisting with
enthusiasm and extra effort, volunteering to carry out task activities that are not
formally part of own job, helping and cooperating with others, following
organizational rules and procedures, and endorsing, supporting, and defending
organizational objectives. These are the concepts included in the domain of
contextual performance.

Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996) further divided the contextual
performance into two parts as interpersonal facilitation and job dedication.
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Results suggested that task performance, interpersonal facilitation, and job
dedication were all important components of supervisor’s judgments of overall
performance. Although it has affected supervisor's judgments of overall
performance, job dedication overlapped a great extend with task performance.
And interpersonal facilitation facet of contextual performance accounted for
additional variance in supervisory ratings of overall performance. Based on the
results of this study it can be confidently said that the main division done by
Borman and Motowidlo (1993) can be taken as a general guide in performance
studies; trying to make further distinctions under these two main dimensions
seems unwarranted at this moment.

Recent research showed other possible ways to configure the domain of
contextual performance in a different way than it was proposed previously.
Coleman and Borman (2000) prepared a list of dimensions including all the
concepts contained in the previous literature (i.e., OCB, POB, and Soldier
Effectiveness). Twenty seven dimensions and their definitions were sorted into
categories by 44 industrial/organizational psychologists according to perceived
content. As a result of this sorting process, a matrix was obtained, then a factor
analysis, multidimensional scaling analysis, and cluster analysis were
conducted. At the end, a three category solution, which then formed the basis
of three-dimension model of contextual performance, emerged. These three
dimensions are, personal support (the same as the previous “helping others”

dimension), organizational support (combines the “conscientiousness” and
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“supporting-the-organization” dimensions), and conscientious initiative

(combines the “extra effort” and “volunteering” dimensions) dimensions.

1.2.1.1 Differences between Task and Contextual Activities

As it was presented above, recent literature suggests that performance
is multidimensional in nature and task and contextual performance have
different antecedents. Contextual activities differ from task activities in at least
four ways. These are 1) task activities are directly related to technical core and
they contribute the technical core, whereas contextual activities support the
organizational, social, and psychological environment in which the technical
core function; 2) task activities usually vary between different organizations but
contextual activities are common to many or all jobs; 3) the source of variation
in task performance is task proficiency, but in contextual performance it is
volition and predisposition; and 4) task activities are role prescribed, they are
formally recognized but contextual activities are not so (Borman & Motowidlo,
1993).

So far a brief review of the performance literature, including the
distinction of task and contextual performance has been presented. In the
literature there are studies showing the importance and benefits of studying the
concept of performance based on the main distinction made by Borman and
Motowidlo in 1993 (e.g., Hense, 2000; Johnson, 2001; Motowidlo & Van

Scotter, 1994). These studies have mainly focused on the predictors of
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contextual and task performance and suggested that personality factors may
predict job performance.

Studies that do not include task-contextual differentiation, suggested a
significant relation between certain personality attributes and overall
performance (usually task performance). For example, Salgado (1997)
conducted a meta-analysis on the relationship between the Big Five Factors of
personality and performance. Findings of this meta-analysis indicated Five
Factor Model as a predictor of job performance, and conscientiousness and
emotional stability were found to be valid predictors of performance for all jobs
and criteria. But the studies conducted by taking the task-contextual
differentiation into consideration gave more detailed results in terms of the
relationship of personality factors and performance dimensions. For instance,
Borman, Penner, Allen, and Motowidlo (2001) indicated that conscientiousness
correlates more highly with citizenship (contextual) performance than it did with
task performance. Another previous support for this distinction in performance
came from Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994); they reported that personality
variables were more highly correlated with contextual performance than they
did with task performance. Miller, Griffin, and Hart (1999) also indicated
conscientiousness as a significant predictor of citizenship performance beyond
any effects of neuroticism and extroversion. In accordance with these, Borman
and Motowidlo (1993) stated that predispositions were related to contextual
performance. These results are not surprising because from the very definitions
of task and contextual performance it can be said that interpersonal, emotional,
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social, and psychological factors are more important for contextual
performance than they are for task performance.

Until recent years most of the studies conducted to find out the
relationship between personality factors and job performance used the Five
Factor Model (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1993; Lee, 2000; Salgado, 1997). But
there may be other individual differences factors that affect job performance of
the employees. Schneider (1987) argued that "the attributes of people not the
nature of the external environment, organizational technology, or organizational
structure, are the fundamental determinants of organizational behavior” (p.
437). Consistent with this argument, in his review Cote (1999) indicated that
affect is a strong predictor of job performance, and job performance can be
predicted from both dispositional (long-term) and state (i.e., short-term) affect.
In their study, in which self and observer ratings of affect were used to predict
performance in in-basket exercises, Staw and Barsade (1993) found that
dispositional affect is a significant predictor of both decisional and interpersonal
aspects of performance. Study conducted by Wright and Staw (1999) indicated
that dispositional rather than state affect significantly predicts supervisory
ratings of performance over time. So evidence from the past studies gives
enough support to the thought that dispositional affectivity is worth studying in
its relationship with performance. In this study, depending on available
evidence, dispositional affectivity was taken as a potential predictor of job
performance, but as different from the literature, the distinction of contextual
and task performance done by Borman and Motowidlo (1993) was accepted as
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a guide when investigating the effects of dispositional affectivity on
performance.

In the following section, first the literature on the relationship between
dispositional affectivity and job performance is presented. Then, since job
satisfaction was treated as a mediating variable in the present study, the
literature on the relationship between dispositional affectivity and job

satisfaction is briefly discussed.

1.3 Dispositional Affectivity and Job Performance Relationship

As stated previously, there exists empirical evidence suggesting that
personality variables may be related to job performance (e.g., Tett, Jacakson,
& Rothstein, 1991; Hunthausen, 2000; Hense, 2000). Although, only a limited
number of studies have been conducted directly on the relationship of
dispositional affectivity to job performance (e.g., Cropanzano, James, &
Konovsky, 1993; Staw & Barsade, 1993; Wright & Staw, 1999), as Brief and
Weiss (2002) stated, a serious interest have begun concerning the effects of
moods and emotions in the workplace after a lapse of more than half a century.
Study of affect at work has started in the 1930s, and these studies evidenced
the relationship between affectivity and job performance.

In the present study the affect that the researcher was interested in was
trait affect, not state-based affect. Before presenting the previous studies on
trait affect, first information about dispositional affectivity is presented.
According to Cropanzano, James, and Konovsky (1993), positive affectivity
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(PA) and negative affectivity (NA) are two general dimensions of active
responding. PA and NA are aspects of personality related to emotional state of
the individuals. “PA reflects the extent to which a person feels enthusiastic,
active, and alert. NA is a general dimension of subjective distress and
unpleasurable engagement that subsumes a variety of aversive mood states,
including anger, contempt, disgust, guilt, fear, and nervousness” (Watson,
Clark, & Tellegen, 1988, p. 1063). As indicated by Watson et al., high PA is a
state of high-energy, full concentration, and pleasurable engagement, on the
other hand, low PA is characterized by sadness and lethargy. High NA is a
state reflecting anger, aversive mood, disgust, etc., whereas low NA refers to a
state of calmness and serenity.

PA and NA do not seem to be opposite ends of a continuum. Evidence
indicates that both trait negative and trait positive effects are relatively
independent, stable, and related to different, and partially inherited behaviors
(Watson, 1988; Watson et al., 1988). That is, opposite of high PA is low PA
rather than high NA, and opposite of high NA is low NA rather than high PA.
Since they are independent from each other, an individual can be high on both
or low on both or high on one and low on the other. If an individual is high on
both PA and NA, however, he/she tends to be quite emotional, would
experience fluctuating moods in response to environmental events. He/she
would fear the negative consequences that could result. If an individual low on
both PA and NA, however, he/she will exhibit “flat effect,” that is, he/she will be
unemotional and unresponsive (Diener & Emmons, 1985).
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In the recent literature, there are some studies supporting the existence
of a relationship between dispositional affectivity and job performance. For
instance, as stated by Staw and Barsade (1993), there are studies investigating
the behavioral consequences of affective states and dispositions. George and
Brief (1992) reported affect as being related to helping behavior and argued PA
as a broad determinant of spontaneous behavior in organizations like
protecting the organization, making constructive suggestions, spreading
goodwill, etc., besides helping. Cropanzano et al. (1993) investigated this
relationship and found that PA and tenure interacted to predict job performance
such that PA and job performance were positively related for high tenure
employees, and negative affectivity (NA) and tenure interacted in such a way
that, NA was negatively related to performance when individuals were low in
tenure. Mughal, Walsh, and Wilding (1996) found that employees high in trait
anxiety were more likely to exert greater work effort and had better sales
performance than those low in trait anxiety.

Besides the studies investigating the relationship between PA/NA and
job performance in general, there are also studies investigating the relationship
between PA/NA and contextual performance related concepts, specifically. For
example, in their meta-analysis, Borman et al. (2001) found that mean
uncorrected correlation between NA and citizenship performance was -.14.
Furthermore, as stated by these authors, Midili and Penner found mood to be
related to co-worker ratings of citizenship performance. In addition to direct
evidence, there are also indirect evidences suggesting the relatedness of
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PA/NA and contextual performance. For example, as cited in Staw and
Barsade (1993), Isen and Baron stated that being in a positive mood state
generally encourages the display of helping behavior and cooperation.
According to the results of the study conducted by George and Brief (1992),
people experiencing positive affective states are more creative, better
negotiators, and more persistent on uncertain tasks. Goodman and Svyantek
(1999) concluded that although person-organization fit is important in predicting
both contextual and task performance; this fit, that is, the perceptions of the
organizational culture and the discrepancy between employee’s ideal
organizational culture and their perceptions of the actual organizational culture,
was more important for contextual performance.

Along the same lines, Aquino, Grover, Bradfield, and Allen (1999) found
that people high in negative affectivity more often perceived themselves as
being victims as did people who were low in the self determination component
of empowerment. So, if employees see their organization as helpful and do not
perceive themselves as the victims in the organization, amount of contextual
performance can be expected to increase in that organization because it is
expected that people who do not feel victimized will be more committed to the
organization, will display more OCBs, and POBs.

In another study conducted by Skarlicki, Folger, and Tesluk (1999), NA
and agreeableness were found to moderate the relationship between fairness
perceptions and retaliation. This result may also be related to the findings of
Aquino et al., (1999), in that if a person feels unfairness in the situation most
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probably he/she will feel victimized, too. This feeling will affect the employees'
trust to the organization, the view of the organization will change negatively in
their eyes, their attitudes and commitment toward the organization, and hence
their contextual performance can be expected to be influenced negatively.

So far presented evidence supports the idea that dispositional affect is
more likely to be related to contextual performance than it is related to task
performance. Staw and Barsade (1993) also stated that the relationship
between affect and performance may be dependent on the type of task. For
example the tasks involved in managerial jobs may be more receptive to
affective influences than tasks used in typical performance studies because
managerial jobs are relatively unstructured, they may highly be subject to
influence by the person doing the job, and these characteristics make these
jobs good choice to investigate the behavioral consequences of affect. The job
of “teaching assistants” is similar in some ways to managerial jobs. The nature
of the job requires completion of suddenly emerged tasks, and the quality and
the way in which the tasks are carried out depends heavily on the assistant
doing the job. Depending on this point of view, it can be said that the job of
teaching assistants is a good choice to investigate the consequences of affect.

As stated by Isen and Baron (1991), how affect influences the
performance of individuals is not yet clear. But the literature presented above
suggests that there is a relationship between dispositional affectivity and job
performance, especially contextual performance. Depending on the presented
literature, following hypotheses were formed:
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Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relationship between PA and

contextual performance.

Hypothesis 2: There is a negative relationship between NA and

contextual performance.

The present study was conducted to figure out the relationship between
dispositional affectivity and job performance and the mediating effects of job

satisfaction in this relationship.

1.4 Dispositional Affectivity and Job Satisfaction Relationship

Job satisfaction was described as an attitude formed by both contextual
variables and factors inherent in the individuals (Hochwarter et al., 1999).
There were some previous attempts to link individual characteristics to job
satisfaction (e.g., Watson & Slack, 1993). Some studies specifically
investigated the relationship between job satisfaction and dispositional
attributes and evidence supports the existence of such a relationship (e.g.,
Chan, 2001; Johnson & Johnson, 2000; Strumpfer & Danana, 1998). Very
definition of job satisfaction also suggests existence of a relationship between
satisfaction and dispositional affectivity (Hochwarter, Perrewe, Ferris, &
Brymer, 1999). Locke, for example, defined job satisfaction as “a pleasurable
or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or job
experience” (1976, p. 1300). According to Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969)
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“satisfactions are feelings of affective responses to facets of the situation” (p.
6). Based on these definitions, one can expect a relationship between job
satisfaction and affective dispositions, and the literature supports this
expectation.

Using the definition made by Locke in 1976, Brief and Weiss (2002)
stated that job satisfaction came to be considered as an affective reaction to
one’s job. George and Jones (1996, 1997) claimed that affective disposition
constitutes essential part of work experience. Furthermore, Arvey, Bouchard,
Segal, and Abraham (1989) provided evidence indicating that genetic
predispositions may influence job satisfaction. Along the same lines, Davis-
Balke and Pfeier (1989) indicated that individuals have some stable traits and
these traits influence their affective and behavioral reactions to organization
related settings. Consistently, Cropanzano et al. (1993) indicated dispositional
affectivity as being significantly related to work attitudes. In their study, both NA
and PA were found to be related to global job satisfaction and turnover, but
only PA was related to affective organizational commitment.

Duffy, Ganster, and Shaw (1998) proposed and tested a 3-way
interaction among positive affectivity, job satisfaction, and tenure. Results of
this study indicated that the relationship between job satisfaction and negative
outcomes was most strongly negative for high-PA individuals with longer
tenure. It was also stated that, PA and NA predispose people to notice,
evaluate, and remember events in accordance with their PA and NA
dispositions. Hence, these traits affect the report of satisfaction with any
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aspects of an individual’s environment and result in correlations between
reported satisfaction and the aspects of the environment (George & Brief,
1992; Watson & Clark, 1984).

As seen from the studies, results show a correlational relationship, but
not a cause-effect one, between job satisfaction and dispositional affectivity.
Studies evidenced that job satisfaction seems to reflect a genetic source
(Arwey et al., 1989) and it is stable over time (Staw & Ross, 1985). Based on
these findings, in their meta-analysis, Connolly and Viswesvaran (1998)
suggested that if there is a correlation between dispositional affectivity and job
satisfaction, these findings suggests that the stableness of job satisfaction
comes from affectivity, because affectivity is more likely to be dispositional.
Support for the idea that affectivity shapes job satisfaction also comes from the
studies conducted by Moyle (1995) and Iverson, Olelalns, and Erwin (1998).
Moyle suggested that individuals with high NA perceive the environment in a
negative way, generally, hence they perceive work as negative and this
perception will result in low job satisfaction. Similarly Iverson et al. indicated
that people with high scores on PA tend to have lower levels of work strain and
higher levels of job satisfaction than people who have a lower score on PA.
People with high NA scores, however, tend to have higher levels of work strain
and lower levels of job satisfaction than do individuals with a lower NA scores.

Based on the discussion on the relationship between dispositional

affectivity and job satisfaction, following hypothesis was formed:
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Hypothesis 3: PA predicts job satisfaction.

In the following section, satisfaction is investigated as a performance
related concept. Accordingly, the main views concerning the relationship

between performance and satisfaction are reviewed.

1.5 Job Satisfaction and Job Performance Relationship

Similar to job performance, job satisfaction has taken very much
research interest in the literature. Although the job satisfaction-performance
relationship is one of the least successfully clarified relationships in the
literature; the exact direction of the relationship is rarely talked about
(Hochwarter et al., 1999).

There are different theoretical propositions concerning the relationship
between job satisfaction and job performance. One view suggests that job
satisfaction is an antecedent of job performance (Herzberg, Mausner, &
Synderman, 1959). According to another view, job performance influences job
satisfaction (Lawler & Poreter, 1967). Finally, in another view, job satisfaction-
performance relationship is believed to be mediated by a third variable. In the
following section these three main views concerning the relationship between
job satisfaction and performance are presented.

Schwab and Cummings (1970) stated that performance is a result of
satisfaction that the worker gets from his/her job with the opinion that higher
levels of satisfaction will lead to higher levels of productivity. Two-factor theory
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of job satisfaction (Herzberg et al., 1959) is based upon the thought that
performance is a result of satisfaction. These authors talk about two groups of
factors: hygiene and motivational factors. Hygiene factors are the aspects of
work environment preventing dissatisfaction but do not necessarily lead to job
satisfaction. On the other hand, motivational factors, including recognition,
challenging work assignments, and opportunity for professional growth, are
closely associated with the work itself. According to this theory, fulfilment of
these factors is expected to lead to job satisfaction, and the jobs providing
these factors will lead to job satisfaction and by this way will lead to better job
performance.

Second perspective in the job satisfaction-performance relationship is
performance leads to satisfaction view. Vroom’s (1964) expectancy theory is
one theory constructed in this view. According to this theory, expectancy is the
person’s subjective probability that his/her efforts will actually lead to a
particular outcome (Steers, Porter, & Bigley, 1996). When effort leads to
performance, this is one kind of expectancy, in which the performance is the
outcome of the effort. In the other kind of expectancy, performance leads to
outcome. Here performance is the effort that a person displays to get certain
outcomes. This outcome may be everything (e.g., increased productivity,
promotions, punishment, good pay, a good job, or group support) including job
satisfaction.

Another model indicating performance-satisfaction relationship comes
from Porter and Lawler (1968). They stated that performance leads to
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satisfaction by means of intrinsic and extrinsic rewards, these rewards act as
mediator variable between performance and satisfaction. Intrinsic rewards
satisfy higher order needs like self-actualization, whereas extrinsic rewards
satisfy lower order needs like security. The amount of rewards that one feels
determines the level of satisfaction. But these rewards should be fair in order to
lead to satisfaction.

As stated in the previous section, there are theories indicating the
relationship between satisfaction and performance but empirical evidence does
not support a strong relationship between job satisfaction and job performance.
Meta-analytic studies have reported low correlations between job satisfaction
and performance (e.g., Hochwarter et al., 1999; Petty, McGee, & Cavender,
1984). In their meta-analysis, Petty et al. indicated the correlations between
these two variables as ranging from .14 to .23.

According to Hochwarter et al. (1999), measurement concerns, design
characteristics, and the level of analysis have been cited as factors affecting
this bivariate relationship. Since the relationship between satisfaction and
performance is so weak and there is no an agreed-upon view about the
direction of this relationship, without adding some other variables just studying
the bivariate correlation between these two variables has almost no
consequential value. Fortunately, research in the area of job satisfaction-
performance relationship has regained its attractiveness with the identification
of some moderator variables. Empirical evidence showed that degree of job fit
(Carlson, 1969), impact of reward contingency (Cherrington, Reitz, & Scott,
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1971; Jacobs & Solomon, 1977), pressure to perform (Ewen, 1973), higher
order need strength (Steers, 1975), tenure (Norris & Niebuhr, 1984) were
among the factors that were thought to moderate the relationship between
performance and satisfaction.

The relatively weak relationship reported between job satisfaction and
job performance may partially be a result of the domain of performance
investigated. That is, taking the main distinction done by Borman and
Motowidlo (1993) as a guide and treating performance as multidimensional in
nature may change the results. Support for this idea is given in the previously
reviewed literature. For example, Organ (1988) indicated that job satisfaction is
a predictor of citizenship behaviors including the helpful behaviors going
beyond the normal requirements of a job. In a recent study conducted by
Murphy, Athanasou, and King (2002) the details of organizational citizenship
behavior-job satisfaction relationship was investigated. This study, in which 41
members of staff from a special developmental facility in Australia were
participated, supported the previous findings that employee job satisfaction
correlated significantly with supervisor rating of organizational citizenship
performance. And the size of correlations exceeded those were reported in
previous studies investigating the relationship of work behavior with employee
satisfaction.

Presented empirical evidence suggests a relationship between job
satisfaction and the concepts related to contextual performance (i.e.,
organizational citizenship behavior, organizational commitment). Depending on
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the available evidence, in this study the relationship between job satisfaction

and contextual job performance is explored. Thus it was hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 4: Although job satisfaction is positively related to both

contextual and task performance, its relationship is stronger with contextual

performance than task performance.

The relationship between affectivity and performance (e.g., Cropanzano
et al., 1993; Mughal et al., 1996), between affectivity and job satisfaction (e.g.,
Chiu & Kosinski, 1999; Judge, 1993; Levin & Stokes, 1989), and between job
performance and job satisfaction with the moderating effects of affectivity (e.g.,
Hochwarter, 1999) have all been studied. But previous studies did not treat job
satisfaction as the mediator in the relationship between dispositional affectivity
and job performance. In the following section, the literature that was thought to

support such a relationship is presented.

1.6 Mediating Effects of Job Satisfaction in the Relationship

between Dispositional Affectivity and Job Performance

Consistent with the dispositional perspective, Staw and Barsade (1993)
suggested that depending on the universal information that dispositions have
been shown to endure overtime, the relationship between affective disposition
and performance may be stronger than that between performance and
satisfaction. Since the dispositions endure over time, and they are trait
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characteristics, it can be expected that the dispositional affectivity-job
performance relationship is unidimensional in the way that affectivity will
influence job performance, especially contextual performance. In a similar
fashion, dispositional affect is expected to influence job satisfaction in the same
way it affects job performance. A support for the proposition that job
satisfaction is caused by dispositional affect comes from Duffy, Shaw, and
Ganster (1998), who found that the level of satisfaction that one gets from
his/her job is impacted by his/her personality characteristics. So depending on
the literature one can argue that dispositional affect, affects both job
performance and satisfaction rather that being affected by them.

As stated above, effects of personality variables on job performance and
on job satisfaction have taken very much interest. A meta-analysis conducted
by Organ and Ryan (1995) suggests that, it is worth studying this effect. They
conducted the meta-analysis of the organizational (job satisfaction, leadership
style, organizational justice and organizational commitment) and dispositional
(conscientiousness, agreeableness, positive affectivity and negative affectivity)
correlates of contextual performance, and they separately considered the
altruism dimension of OCB. Results indicated that, only conscientiousness
correlated significantly with OCB, more consistent relationships were found for
the organizational variables. Depending on these results, they concluded that if
personality variables were related to OCB, this relationship was weak and

probably mediated by the impact of personality on job satisfaction. May be the
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personality characteristics are influencing satisfaction and satisfaction is
influencing OCB.

In accordance with the results of previous studies and specifically the
meta-analysis conducted by Organ and Ryan (1995), the model proposed in
this study indicates the direction of the relationship as starting from the
affectivity going through job satisfaction and lastly resulting in job performance.
In this model, affectivity is thought to have an effect on job performance

through job satisfaction. Hence the following hypothesis was formed,

Hypothesis 5: Job satisfaction mediates the relationship between

dispositional affect, specifically PA, and contextual performance.

The importance of this study comes from the way that job performance
was investigated. Here the effects of dispositional affect were investigated on
contextual performance under the mediating effect of job satisfaction. This was
believed to be an important contribution of the present study to the
performance literature because, to the knowledge of the author, no one study

has investigated the effect of affectivity on contextual performance.
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1 Phase I: Gathering Job Analytic Information for the
Development of the Assistant Evaluation Form (AEF) for Teaching

Assistants (TAs) at Middle East Technical University (METU)

2.1.1 Overview

The purpose of collecting job analytic information was to find out the
tasks, knowledge, skills, abilities, and other characteristics (KSAOs) relevant to
the job of teaching assistants and to use the gathered information in the
development of a performance evaluation tool, to be used in the main study. In
the following sections, the participants from which the data were gathered,
instruments used in this data gathering process, procedure of this phase of the

study, and analysis of the data are explained.

2.1.2 Participants

In order to collect job analytic information on the position of teaching
assistants, both the people doing the job (i.e., the assistants employed as TAs
and the ones employed as research assistants but working as TAs) and the

people whom they are working with (i.e., faculty members) were included in the
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study. Fifty TAs and 52 faculty members from a wide range of departments
were asked to participate in the job analysis interviews (see Appendix A for the
job analysis interview form) conducted by the researcher, and to fill a Critical
Incidents Form (CIF - see Appendix B for the CIF), respectively. Out of 50 TAs
from 28 departments, contacted through phone or e-mail, 42 accepted to be
interviewed. Seven of the TAs who accepted to participate, could not
participated in the study because of the suddenly emerged tasks they had to do
on the pre-determined interview time, and no other time was available for them
to conduct the interview. At the end, 35 of the contacted 50 TAs (13 women
and 22 men, with a mean age of 27, and mean work experience of 2.8 years)
from the departments of Food Engineering, Electrical and Electronic
Engineering, Computer Engineering, Civil Engineering, Industrial Engineering,
Metallurgical and Materials Engineering, Environmental Engineering,
Aerospace Engineering, Geological Engineering, Mechanical Engineering,
Mining Engineering, Petroleum and Natural Gas Engineering, Chemical
Engineering, Psychology, Biological Sciences, Chemistry, Statistics, Sociology,
Physics, Political Science and Public Administration, Business Administration,
Economics, International Relations, Physical Education and Sports, Elementary
Education, Computer Education and Instructional Technology, Foreign
Language Education accepted to participate in the job analysis interviews
conducted by the researcher.

Fifty-two faculty members contacted from different departments, 40
accepted to participate in the study and 38 of them returned the form. At the
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end, 38 faculty members (18 women, 20 men with the mean age of 46, and
mean work experience of 16.1 years) from the departments of Electrical and
Electronic  Engineering, Food Engineering, Industrial Engineering,
Environmental Engineering, Metallurgical and Materials Engineering,
Petroleum and Natural Gas Engineering, Mining Engineering, Civil
Engineering, Aerospace Engineering, Mechanical Engineering, Computer
Engineering, Biological Sciences, Mathematics, Sociology, Philosophy,
Psychology, Physics, Chemistry, Political Science and Public Administration,
International Relations, Economics, Business Administration, Educational
Sciences and Elementary Education were returned the CIFs.

Members from faculty of architecture and department of history were
kept out in all phases of the study because of the major differences in the
nature of the work in the faculty of architecture and lack of TAs in the history

department.

2.1.3 Procedure

The TAs were randomly selected by using the research assistant list
taken from the Personnel Office of the university. The list shows the names and
departments of the all assistants at METU. Through random selection by using
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) Version 10.0 (SPSS Inc.,
1999), three or four TAs from each department were selected from this list and
their phone numbers and e-mail addresses were taken from the related
department’s secretary or from the department’'s web page. They were
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contacted by either phone or e-mail. With the ones volunteering to participate in
the study, a job analysis interview was conducted by using the Job Analysis
Form. Each interview lasted about half an hour, and was conducted in the
office of the participant or canteens of their department if the office was not
available for the interview at that moment. All participants were informed about
the aim of the study and the nature of the questions before they filled out the
questionnaire or participate in the interview.

At the same time, the CIF developed to be filled by the faculty members
were started to be administered. The faculty members were contacted by the
researcher face to face, and they voluntarily filled out the questionnaire. The
questionnaires were distributed by going to the departments, finding the faculty
members who were in their offices at that time, providing necessary information
on the study face to face, and asking them to fill out the form. Some
participants wanted to fill out the form at that moment, some preferred to give it

back later.

2.1.4 Instruments

For the purpose of collecting job analytic information on the position of
TAs, two forms were used. One was the “Job Analysis Form” used in the
interviews conducted with the TAs and the other was the “Critical Incident

Form” distributed to the contacted faculty members.
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2.1.4.1 The Job Analysis Form (JAF)

A semi-structured form was developed by the researcher of the study for
the purpose of gathering job analytic information (see Appendix A for the JAF).
The form includes questions about the main tasks, characteristics, best and
worst parts, and working conditions of the job of TAs as well as the questions
asking for the comparison of successful and unsuccessful TAs, and the ones
asking for examples of behaviors differentiating successful and unsuccessful
TAs. In the first version of the form there were 13 questions aimed to get
information about the main and other tasks of the job of teaching assistants,
physical, social, and psychological conditions under which the work is done,
and qualifications with which the job can be done. The last three questions of
the form were about the differences of successful and unsuccessful TAs. A
question was asked to get information on the differences between successful
and unsuccessful TAs, and the last two ones were critical incident questions
asking for examples of behaviors of a successful and an unsuccessful TA.

Initial version was first applied to TAs in the department of psychology
before widespread application of the form as an interview form in the other
departments. During this pilot application of the form, the participating TAs
were asked to write down their comments concerning the form so that
necessary revisions could be made before it is used in the other departments.
Results of this application showed that one of these questions (What kind of
responsibilities do you have in your job?) was found to be prone to
misunderstanding by almost all of the nine TAs of the Department of
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Psychology. This question was then excluded from the form and some small
changes on the wording of the other items were also made based on the
suggestions of the TAs. Following these changes, the form with 12 questions
was started to be used through the campus as the interview form of the scale

development phase of this study.

2.1.4.2 The Critical Incident Form (CIF)

This form (see Appendix B for the CIF) was developed by the researcher
of the study in order to get information about the job of teaching assistants by
collecting critical incidents data from the faculty members, who supervise the
work of TAs'. The CIF includes three questions. In the initial version of the
form, the first question asked for an example of a successful TA (i.e., Think of a
behavior that an assistant you worked with in the past displayed, which you
perceived to be an indicator on being successful. Then please answer the
following questions; What was the situation? What was the assistant’s
behavior? What was the result? What made you think this behavior as an
indication of being successful?). The other question was in the same format but
this time asking for an example of a behavior of an unsuccessful TA, and the
last one was asking for the characteristics indicating the differences of
successful and unsuccessful TAs (i.e., What are the basic differences of
successful and unsuccessful TAs? Please give at least five characteristics or

behavior examples.)
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As the same with the JAF, a small pilot application was done for the CIF
by using this initial version. First, it was distributed to the faculty members in
the Department of Psychology, who were asked to fill out the form, write down
any problems or ambiguous parts of the questions, or any other changes they
suggest to make the form more understandable. Based on the comments, the
form was revised by the researcher. In the final version, the first question was
reworded as such; “Think of a behavior that an assistant you worked with in the
past displayed, and you perceived it to be an indication of being successful. If
you do not remember or did not experience such a behavior, please think of
one that you observed in other TAs or heard about. Then please answer the
following questions: What was the situation? What was the assistant’s
behavior? What was the result? What made you think this behavior as an
indication of being successful?” The second question asking for the same
question for an unsuccessful assistant was also changed in the same way.
Following these changes, the CIF was ready to be distributed to the faculty

members through the campus.

2.1.5 Analysis of the JAF and the CIF, and Development of the

Assistant Evaluation Form (AEF)

2.1.5.1 The Content Analysis

After collecting the forms (i.e., the JAF and the CIF) from TAs and
faculty members, a content analysis of the responses was conducted on
both forms. Steps of this analysis are presented in the next sections.
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2.1.5.1.1 Identification of the Items and the Dimensions

In the first step of the content analysis conducted on the responses
given to the JAF and the CIF, first, the forms of TAs were analyzed question by
question. Since the last three questions of this form were the same in content
with the questions of the CIF, these questions were analyzed together. That is
the content analysis was first conducted for the first nine questions of the JAF,
then it was done for the remaining three questions of it and all of the questions

of the CIF together.

2.1.5.1.1.1 Identification of the Items and the Dimensions for the

First Nine Questions of the JAF

The answers of the TAs to each question of the JAF were read one by
one, the information given in that question was then written down as a task
item, a characteristic of the job, etc. For example, the first subject’s (i.e., the
first TA participated) answer to the question of “As an assistant what are your
main tasks in this department?” was “supervising the projects of the students.”
This statement then became the first task item of the analysis. By this way all
participants’ answers to the first question were analyzed and many task items
were written down. During the analyses, when organizing these analyzed task
items, similar answers were grouped together under some main dimensions
and then subdimentions by the researcher. For example, the tasks like,
“calculating the final grades of the students at the end of the semester,” and
“preparing the material of the courses | will teach” were at the beginning placed
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under the main dimension of “Tasks Related to the Courses”. All task items
which were thought to be related to the courses were identified and placed
under the same dimension. After this general classification of the items under
one main dimension, a more detailed classification was done within each
dimension. That is, some subdimensions were established under the main
dimensions, and the items were placed under these different subdimensions
depending on their content. For example, when the items placed under the
main dimension of “Tasks Related to the Courses” were reinvestigated,
following subdimensions emerged depending on the contents of the items;
technical tasks, tasks supporting the educative activities, and tasks related to
the exams/assignments/homeworks (see Appendix C for the names of the
dimensions and subdimensions resulted from the content analysis of the JAF).
During this reclassification, the example tasks talked about above (i.e.
“calculating the final grades of the students at the end of the semester,” and
“preparing the material of the courses | will teach”) were placed under
“technical tasks” subdimensions by the researcher. All questions were
analyzed with the same method and if the answers given to the other questions
can be placed into one of these existing dimensions or subdimensions, they
were placed here, if not, a new dimension or subdimension was created for that
task item. For example, the dimension of “administrative tasks” was created for
the tasks of “doing secretarial tasks, when the secretary is out,” or “filing the

master/PhD application files.”

41



2.1.5.1.1.2 Identification of the ltems and the Dimensions for the

Last Three Questions of the JAF and All Questions of the CIF

As mentioned before, last three questions of the JAF were related to the
differences of successful and unsuccessful TAs. In the first of these questions,
the TAs were required to specify main differences of successful and
unsuccessful TAs, and other two questions were asked to collect behavioral
examples (i.e., critical incidents) concerning a successful or an unsuccessful
TA; these were the questions aimed to collect critical incidents from the TAs.
By asking these two questions, 36 behavioral examples of a successful TA,
and 37 behavioral examples of an unsuccessful TA were collected. Since the
questions of the CIF were also aimed to collect critical incidents of being
successful or unsuccessful TA besides the characteristics of successful and
unsuccessful ones like it was the case for the JAF’s last three questions; the
responses given to the CIFs were also content analyzed in the same way as
the responses to the JAF. There were three open-ended questions in the CIF.
Application of the CIFs was yielded 36 critical incidents of successful TAs, and
38 critical incidents of the unsuccessful ones. The forms were analyzed
question by question in three sessions. First the answers given to the first
questions (asking for successful behavior examples) by each participant (i.e.,
each TA for the JAF and each faculty member for the CIF) were written down
as incidents, then they were read one by one and critical performance
behaviors given in each incident was written as an item. In the second session
the same thing done for the second questions (asking for unsuccessful
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behavior examples) of each participant, and in the last session, this was done
for the third questions (asking for the differences of successful and
unsuccessful TAs) of each participant. At the end, each subject’s examples of
successful and unsuccessful behaviors, and reported differences of successful
and unsuccessful TAs were analyzed, and depending on these analyses,
successful and unsuccessful behavior items and characteristics were written
down.

At the beginning of the content analysis of these critical incidents of
successful and unsuccessful TAs, at first a number of critical incidents were
read by the researcher and the advisor of the study in order to determine how
they would be investigated, which points are important and which statements
should be taken as items. After deciding the important points in the analysis,
these incidents were then read one by one by the researcher and each
statement related to the job of teaching assistants was accepted as a task item
or an item indicating a characteristic of being a successful or an unsuccessful
TA. For example, from the analysis of the first TA’s answer to the first question,
following successful behavior items were emerged: “spending extra time to do
the job,” “providing new ideas to do the job”. After analyzing all incidents in this
way, the items emerged from the analysis of these incidents were read one by
one and a dimension names under which they may be placed were decided.
For example it was thought that “completing the given tasks on time” can be
placed under the dimension of “time management,” and the name of the
dimension under which the item of “finding the most appropriate way to solve a
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problem” was thought to be “academic competency.” The dimensions emerged
from the analysis of the same questions of JAFs and the CIFs were: time
management, work involvement, work discipline, academic competency, self
development, complying with the formal work rules, complying with the informal
work rules, human relations, ethics, commitment, organizational skills, team
work, academic performance, personality qualities, technical qualification,
analytical thinking, work quality, volunteerism, showing initiative, creativity, and
other. This classification was done for all items of successful and unsuccessful
behavior examples, and as a result of this, all items were placed under these

dimensions.

2.1.5.1.2 Combination of the Content Analyses of the JAF and the

CIF

After completing the analysis of both TAs’ and faculty members’ forms
separately, the results of these analyses were compared and combined by the
researcher herself and her advisor to get one final performance dimension list
from the two different sources (i.e., the faculty members and the TAs). As it can
be seen from the comparison of the dimension names determined after the
analyses of the JAFs and the CIFs separately; in the former since the analysis
was done especially to get job analytic information, or to figure out the tasks
and KSAOs necessary to do the job of teaching assistants, dimension names
were more like task statements. But, in the latter the dimension names were
mostly competencies. Since the results of the analyses conducted for both
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groups were planned to bring together at the end, more general dimension
names were determined in the analyses of the questions of the CIF and three
questions of the JAF, so that all the items of both groups can be placed under
them easily. The items under the same dimensions or the ones whose
dimension names were different, but they were similar in content were put
together (e.g., “technical tasks” dimension appeared as a result of the analyses
of the JAF and “technical qualification” dimension appeared as a dimension as
a result of the analyses of the CIF, in combination process, the items in these
dimensions were put together under the heading of “technical qualification”).
For the ones who could not be placed under one of the existing dimensions a
new dimension was created. By this way, all items emerged from the analysis
of the JAFs and from the analysis of the CIFs and the last three questions of
the JAFs were combined into related dimensions.

After placing all the items under the related dimensions and making
necessary revisions (like, combining or excluding some items if it was
necessary, adding new dimensions for the items which could not be placed
under the existing ones) the combined version of the form included 17
dimensions with 132 items. Then a definition, indicating content or meaning of
the dimension in general, was made for every dimension by the researcher
herself and her advisor. The names and the definitions of the dimensions with

the items placed under them are presented in Appendix D.
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2.1.5.2 Final List of the Dimensions and Items

In the last step of the development of the performance evaluation tool,
the created 17 dimensions and the 132 items under them were given to six
raters in order to verify the placement of items under each of the dimensions
identified previously (i.e., for retranslation purposes). For this purpose, items of
the combined version of the form were mixed without indicating the previously
determined dimension names under which the items were placed. They were
put in a questionnaire format (see Appendix E for the questionnaire).
Dimension names and definitions of them were put at the questionnaire’s front
page. A mixed list of items along with a list of dimensions was presented to six
raters (three research assistants and three faculty members from the
Department of Psychology). These raters were asked to determine which item
belonged to which dimension and put the number of that dimension next to the
related item. In short, the raters were asked to match the items to the
dimensions.

In the analysis phase of these ratings, all ratings done by the six raters
for each statement was coded to an excel file to clearly see who placed which
item under which dimension. The items which were placed under the same
dimension by at least four out of six raters were accepted as an item of the
performance evaluation tool developed for TAs at METU. As the result, a total
of 81 items was rated under the same dimension by at least four out of six
raters (27 items were decided to be in the same dimension by six out of six
raters, 27 got the rating of five out of six, and 27 got the rating of four out of
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six). Fifty-one items were eliminated because they were not placed under any
dimension by at least four out of six raters. Sixteen of the 81 accepted items
were placed under different dimensions than they were placed by the
researcher and advisor of the study previously. For example, “doing the job
without complaining” item was originally placed under the dimension of
‘commitment,” however five out of six raters placed that item under the
dimension of “motivation.” After and in addition to this elimination process,
some similar dimensions and items were combined together and some items
which were thought to be the same in content with some other ones were
excluded from the study by the researcher. After these processes, the final

version of the AEF was appeared with 66 items.

2.2 Phase Il: Pilot Study

Following the development of AEF, a pilot study was conducted. The
purpose of the pilot study was to see the factor structure of the AEF before it is
used in the hypothesis testing analyses in the main study. The data of the pilot
study was collected at the same time with the data of the main study. In order
to identify the factor structure of the AEF, a series of principle component
analyses was conducted on the AEF data. In the following sections, details of

the procedure and the results of the analyses are presented.
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2.2.1 Participants and Procedure

Faculty members from the departments of Computer Engineering,
Environmental Engineering, Electrical and Electronic Engineering, Food
Engineering, Geological Engineering, Chemical Engineering, Metallurgical
Engineering, Physics, Biological Sciences, Chemistry, Mathematics, and
Economics at METU constituted the sample of the pilot study. There were a
total of 68 participants (26 female and 42 male). Thirty three participants were
professors, 18 were associate professors, 12 were assistant professors, four
were instructors, and one did not give information about her title. Mean age
was 46 years, and mean work experience was 17 years. The participants were
contacted by the student assistant of the study and the researcher by going to
departments one by one, and asking the faculty members who were in their
offices at the time to fill out the AEF (see Appendix F for the AEF administered
to the faculty members participated in the pilot study) for a TA that they had
worked with during spring semester of 2002. In this phase of the study, the
faculty members selected the assistant for whom they made the evaluations;
no names were provided to them.

After the data collection procedure the number of the participants (68
faculty members) was inadequate to run a factor analysis, for this reason the
participants of the main study (i.e., 103 faculty members from different
departments at METU) were also included in this analysis process. So in the
factor analysis there were a total of 171 subjects (68 from pilot study, 103 from
the main study). Main study phase of the study was the phase in which the
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hypotheses were tested, and in this phase the instrument used to evaluate the
job performance of the TAs was the AEF, like it was in the pilot study. Since the
performance evaluation tool administered to both groups was the same at
different applications, combining both groups to make the sample larger for

factor analysis was thought to be acceptable.

2.2.2 Factor Analysis: Differentiating the Contextual Performance

and Task Performance Dimensions

In order to figure out the factor structure of the AEF, an exploratory
factor analysis was planned to be performed on this 66-item performance
evaluation tool. However, before conducting the principle component analysis
on the items in the AEF, a number of pre-analysis checks and corrections were
done. In the AEF, there was a choice of “not applicable” placed next to each
item so that the faculty members making evaluations can mark if the
task/characteristics indicated in that item is not applicable for the job of the
evaluated TA, or could not be observed during the spring semester of 2002.
This “not applicable” choice was coded as “9” when the data were entered to
SPSS. Before conducting the factor analyses, these “9’s were defined as
“system missing” and the 26 reverse items in the AEF were recoded. Lastly,
item number of 25 of the AEF was excluded from the analysis as it was
included as the 40" item of the AEF as well. Then the factor analysis was

conducted on 65 items.
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2.2.2.1 Results

The results of factor analysis, specifically the scree plot suggested a
three-factor solution. Then, another factor analysis was conducted by forcing
the number of factors to three with varimax rotation, and with the loadings
above .35. Furthermore, other factor analyses were conducted by forcing the
number of factors to two, four, five and six, to see and compare different factor
solutions for the items of the AEF. After investigating the results of these factor
analyses, two-factor solution was found to be the most interpretable one in
terms of the loadings and distribution of items to the factors.

In the two-factor solution, a total of 23 items were excluded because of
high cross-loadings, having loadings below the determined value, and/or being
not in accordance with the other items of the same factor in terms of content
(see Appendix G for the eliminated items and reasons for eliminations). At the
end, the first factor, which was named task performance because of the
congruence of item themes with the definition of task performance, had 30
items, and the second factor which was named contextual performance
because of the congruence of item themes with the definition of contextual
performance, had 12 items (see Table 1 for the final factor structure of this
factor analysis). Task performance (the first factor) explained 30.37% of the
variance with an eigenvalue of 22.63. Reliability coefficient for this factor was
.94. Contextual performance (the second factor) explained 14.52% of the
variance with an eigenvalue of 6.55, and the reliability coefficient for this
subscale was .84.
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Table1. Preliminary factor structure of the AEF

ITEMS TP CP
(23)*Is able to accomplish multiple assignments on time .807
(21)Is not in full comprehension of the work she/he does 794
(46)Willing to spend a minimum amount of time and energy in her/his 778
duties

(48)Is able to review and analyze information available in the literature  .776
and come up with solutions

(44)Investigates different sources while carrying out an assignment 747
(15)Is not prepared for the tasks as she/he leaves it to the last-minute .740
(54)Helps to increase the communication between the students and the .730
faculty members

(66)In face of unexpected problems, decides what to do and applies it .715
effectively

(30)Carries out all assignments with care without favoring one over the  .695
other

(36)Keeps contact with students .684
(12)Extends the tasks/assignments she/he could have finished in .663
shorter time

(32)ls able to use the equipment such as VCR or lab equipments .663
effectively

(39)Tries to create/find various solutions to the work-related problems .651
encountered with

(31)May not complete a given task/assignment without informing .644
anyone or arranging a substitute

(27)Checks the end product for mistakes after completing it .635
(49)Completes tasks without mistakes .627
(20)Causes the assignments given by the faculty members to be

completed later than the assigned date by placing her/his own matters  .626
higher in priority

(8)Does not change behaviors in spite of the warnings and guidance .600
(7)Forgets things she/he is expected to do .596
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Table1 continued

ITEMS

TP

CP

(34)Is able to determine the priorities of assignments
(26)Prepares a program of work for herself/himself for the semester

(64)Manages an emergent task by prioritizing the tasks that she/he is
doing at that time

(40)ls able to use the required computer programs
(11)Has attendance problems
(33)Is not available for prearranged office hours or course activities

(2)Panics when faced with a work-related problem and gets
incapacitated

(57)Fails to keep up with the pace and hence cause delays in group-
work

(24)ls available during regular work hours
(55)Does not complete the task in the expected ways

(43)Needs help when using the equipments (e.g., laboratory equipment,
video, overhead, etc.)

(19)Volunteers for extra duties
(41)ls just and objective in evaluations

(17)Is able to create solutions for the encountered problems by bending
the rules properly

(13)Investigates a topic she/he thinks important although she/he does
not have to do

(16)Helps a coworker who is short in time although it is not her/his duty

(14)Accepts a duty that no one else accepts

(38)Takes over a task which may be in the definition of the job but is not
required of or expected from her/him or is not subject to question if
she/he does not do it

(37)Interferes with the coworkers’ area of responsibilities

(60)Does not put extra effort to learn and to correct for mistakes

.538

.530

.530

.529

.529

.529

.528

.524

423

410

373

.767

.696

.682

.682

.666

.664

.655

.585

.542

52



Table1 continued

ITEMS TP CP
(6)Shares relevant information and knowledge about the task with 511
coworkers

(52)Is too ambitious and pretentious in group-work .463
(9)Accomplishes duties with care and enthusiasm .457

Note: Items were sorted according to their loadings, (...)* indicates the item number of that item
in the AEF, TP: Task Performance, CP: Contextual Performance

In order to investigate the factor structures of the two subscales
emerging from the factor analysis described about above, a new factor analysis
with varimax rotation and with the loadings above .40, was run separately for
the two subscales. The factor analysis performed for the contextual
performance did not yield an interpretable factor structure. However, the scree
plot of the task performance subscale yielded a three-factor solution. After
forcing the number of factors to three, the resulting allocation of the items was
not meaningful, hence another factor analysis was conducted by forcing the
number of factors to two and results of this analysis was more meaningful and
interpretable. The first task performance factor was named task proficiency and
the second one was named maintaining personal discipline taking their
contents into account. The items of these subscales were revised and two
items were eliminated because of high cross-loadings, and one was eliminated
because of being below the predetermined component loading (see Appendix
H for the eliminated items). In the refined version, task proficiency factor

appeared with 15 items and maintaining personal discipline factor emerged
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with 12 items (see Appendix | for the factor structure of the task performance
subscale of the AEF).

As stated previously, in order to meet the item number—participants ratio
requirements for factor analysis, both pilot and the main data sets were
included in the principle component analyses on the AEF in the pilot study
phase of the study. However, in the main study, only the main data set was
used to test the hypotheses because only in the main study, the data were
gathered from both TAs (job satisfaction and dispositional affectivity data) and
from the faculty members (performance evaluation data), which were
necessary to test the stated hypotheses, were included. The pilot study was
conducted just to get the performance evaluation data in order to be used in
the factor analyses. For this reason it was not possible to include the data
gathered in the pilot study together with the main data in the hypotheses testing
phase.

The reliability coefficients of the subscales emerging from the final factor
analyses conducted in the pilot study were recalculated by using only the main
data set. Calculation of the internal consistency reliability coefficients on the
main data set resulted in unexpected findings. Although significant decreases
in reliability for all subscales of performance were observed, there was a
dramatic decrease in the internal consistency reliability of task proficiency
subscale of task performance dimension of the AEF. When calculated for both
pilot and the main data (which was done after determining the factor structure
of the AEF in the pilot study phase) the reliability coefficient was .88, but it
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decreased to .42 when it was calculated for only the main data set. The
reasons of this unexpected dramatic decrease in reliability coefficients of the
subscales of task performance subscale are discussed later. For this reason, it
was decided not to differentiate task performance subscale further, and use it
as a single dimension like contextual performance dimension. A final factor
analysis was then run on 39 items of fask and contextual performance
dimensions in order to make the AEF more refined by forcing the number of
factors to two. Results were meaningful in terms of the loadings and distribution
of items to the factors. That is, the first factor was in general composed of task
performance items, and the second factor was in general composed of
contextual performance items. A total of 14 items were further eliminated
because of high cross loadings, conceptual irrelevance, and/or decreases in
internal consistency reliability (see Appendix J for the eliminated items). At the
end, task performance subscale emerged with 16 items and contextual
performance subscale emerged with nine items (see Table 2 for the final factor
structure of the AEF). So in its final version, the AEF was composed with a total
of 25 items placed under two dimensions and all of the following analyses
including the analyses of the hypotheses testing process in the main study

were conducted using this 25-item AEF.
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Table 2. Final factor structure of the AEF

ITEMS TP CcpP
(15)*Is not prepared for the tasks as she/he leaves it to the last-minute 714
(44)Investigates different sources while carrying out an assignment .703
(48)ls able to review and analyze information available in the literature .696
and come up with solutions
(23)Is able to accomplish multiple assignments on time 672
(31)May not complete a given task/assignment without informing .663
anyone or arranging a substitute
(12)Extends the tasks/assignments she/he could have finished in .630
shorter time
(54)Helps to increase the communication between the students and .620
the faculty members
(39)Tries to create/find various solutions to the work-related problems .586
encountered with
(32)ls able to use the equipment such as VCR or lab equipments 577
effectively .
(66)In face of unexpected problems, decides what to do and applies it 574
effectively
(7)Forgets things she/he is expected to do 564
(20)Causes the assignments given by the faculty members to be
completed later than the assigned date by placing her/his own matters .536
higher in priority
(57)Fails to keep up with the pace and hence cause delays in group- 532
work
(30)Carries out all assignments with care without favoring one over the 531
other
(33)ls not available for prearranged office hours or course activities 510
(64)Manages an emergent task by prioritizing the tasks that she/he is 506
doing at that time
(19)Volunteers for extra duties .767
(16)Helps a coworker who is short in time although it is not her/his duty .740
(14)Accepts a duty that no one else accepts .726
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Table 2 continued

ITEMS TP CP

(37)Interferes with the coworkers’ area of responsibilities 722
(13)Investigates a topic she/he thinks important although she/he does 642
not have to do '
(6)Shares relevant information and knowledge about the task with

coworkers 640
(52)Is too ambitious and pretentious in group 420
(9)Accomplishes duties with care and enthusiasm .392

(38)Takes over a task which may be in the definition of the job but is not
required of or expected from her/him or is not subject to question if .367
she/he does not do it

Note: Items were sorted according to their loadings, (...)* indicates the item number of that
item in the original AEF. TP: Task Performance, CP: Contextual Performance

Task performance explained 23.39% of the variance with an eigenvalue
of 11.55, and contextual performance explained 16.22% of the variance with an
eigenvalue of 3.89. They both explained 39.61% of the variance.

Following the explanatory factor analysis, a confirmatory factor analysis
was conducted using LISREL 8.3 (Foreskin & Sorbonne, 1996) to verify the
factor structure. In this analysis, a two-factor model versus a single-factor
model were planned to be compared. For the single-factor model, confirmatory
factor analysis could not be run, probably, because observed and reproduced
covariance matrices did not adequately fit to produce the residual matrix. For
the two-factor model, results yielded below satisfactory goodness of fit indices
(X2 (300, 171) = 1837.5, GIF = .78, AGFI = .74, NFI = .69).

As stated previously, following the pilot study, all analyses were

conducted by using just the main data. When the reliability coefficients of the
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subscales that had emerged from the final factor analyses conducted in the
pilot study were checked against the reliability coefficients of the measures in
the main study, a significant decrease in internal consistency reliabilities were
observed. Table 3 involves internal consistency reliabilities as well as
descriptive statistics concerning the measures in the pilot + main study, main

study, and pilot study only.

Table 3. Internal consistency reliability coefficients, mean and standard deviation values of
the AEF subscales by using both the pilot and main, just the main, and just the pilot data
sets

Pilot + Main Main .
Data Data Pilot Data

Reliability Mean SD Reliability Mean SD Reliability Mean SD
Task
Performance .90 3.9 .58 .73 42 .38 .95 3.7 .68
Contextual
Performance .81 3.6 .75 .74 39 .58 .83 32 .81
Overall
Performance .90 40 .57 .79 41 .36 .95 3.5 .66

SD = Standard Deviation. All reliability coefficients were calculated by using the final version of
the AEF with 25 items.

As can be seen in Table 3, internal consistency reliability values were
considerably low when they were computed for the main sample compared to
values computed by using the combination of the pilot and main data, and just
for the pilot data. The highest reliability coefficient values for all subscales of
performance were calculated by using just the pilot study. When compared to
task performance and overall performance, reliability coefficient values of
contextual performance subscale displayed the least change when it was

calculated for different data sets. Mean and standard deviation values of the
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subscales calculated by using the three different data sets showed that the
highest means and the lowest standard deviations for all subscales of
performance emerged in the main sample. The lowest means and highest
standard deviations were found for the pilot sample. These results showed that,
in all of these three sets of data performance ratings were in general lenient,
and both the pilot and the main samples were quite homogenous. Furthermore,
when we compared them, main sample was the most homogenous one. And
homogeneity of data (i.e., range restriction) may have caused the reliability
coefficients to decrease considerably when they were calculated for the main
study. Combining both samples reduced this homogeneity a little bit and gave
the values which were moderate compared to the results of the other ones
when they were used alone. The possible reasons for the observed differences

are discussed in the discussion chapter.

2.2.3 A Cross-Check for the Results of the Factor Analyses

As it was indicated previously, the final version of the AEF at the end of
the scale development phase consisted of 66 items. And a pilot study was
conducted in order to figure out the final factor structure of this form. After a
series of factor analyses, the two-factor solution was found to be more
interpretable for the AEF with 25 items (16 under task performance and nine
under contextual performance). In order to verify the emerging factor structure,
another check was done in addition to the confirmatory factor analysis. That is,
the 66 items of the AEF were given to 10 raters as a rating form with the
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definitions of task performance and contextual performance without further
differentiating the performance dimensions (see Appendix K for the rating form
given to the raters for the classification of items into task performance and
contextual performance dimensions). All raters were research/teaching
assistants in METU (four research assistants, three from Department of
Psychology, and one from the President’s Office; and six TAs all from the
Department of Psychology). The items which were placed under a dimension
by at least six out of 10 raters (i.e., at least 60% agreeableness was used as
the cutoff) were accepted as the items under that dimension. The raters were
asked to read the definition of performance dimensions and each item
carefully, to determine which item can be placed under which performance
dimension, and to write the number representing dimension which they thought
as being related to the item. At the end of the rating process, 44 items were
placed under task performance dimension, and 18 were placed under
contextual performance dimension. The remaining four items out of the 66
items could not be placed under any of the dimensions as at least 60%

agreeableness rate could not be reached for them.

2.2.4 Comparison of the Factor Analyses Results and the Ratings

of the Raters

The results of the ratings coming from the raters were then compared
with the results of the statistical process. That is, being identified as a task or
contextual item based on the results of the factor analyses and being identified
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as a task or contextual item based on the ratings of the raters were compared
for each item. In this comparison process, only the 25 items (16 task, nine
contextual items) remaining at the end of the factor analyses were included.
The comparison was done by counting the number of items placed under the
same subscale as a result of both analyses. The items placed under the same
subscale as a result of both techniques were counted. Results showed that,
agreement between these two methods was 94% for the task items, and 89%
for the contextual items. Total agreement was 92%. The results of the rater
ratings were used as a cross-check for the results of factor analyses, and these
high degrees of agreement showed that two sources provided very similar
groupings of items, hence the subscales that had emerged from the factor
analyses were decided to be taken as a base in the analyses conducted to test

hypotheses in the main study.

2.3 Phase lll: Main Study

2.3.1 Overview

The purpose of the third phase of the study was to test the proposed
hypotheses via collecting data with the previously developed AEF and two
other instruments measuring dispositional affectivity (the Positive Affectivity
and Negative Affectivity Schedule — PANAS) and job satisfaction (the
Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire — MSQ). The AEF was filled out by the
faculty members with the purpose of evaluating a TA with whom they had
worked during the spring semester of 2002. The PANAS and the MSQ were
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filed out by the TAs from a wide range of departments. The data were
analyzed by matching the TAs and faculty members who worked together

during the spring semester of 2002.

2.3.2 Participants

A hundred and three research/teaching assistant (55 female and 48
male) — 103 faculty member (45 female and 58 male) pairs, a total of 206
participants, were included in the sample of the main study. The participants
were from the Departments of Physical Education and Sports, Computer
Education and Instructional Technology, Educational Sciences, Elementary
Education, Secondary Science and Mathematics Education, Foreign Language
Education, Political Sciences and Public Administration, International Relations,
Business Administration, Biological Sciences, Statistics, Mathematics,
Psychology, Environmental Engineering, Industrial Engineering, Aerospace
Engineering, Civil Engineering, Geological Engineering, Chemical Engineering,
Mining Engineering, Mechanical Engineering, Petroleum Engineering, in
METU.

The assistants (named TAs), who participated in the study, had originally
been hired for teaching or research positions. However, independent of the
positions they had been hired for, all of the participant TAs were involved in
tasks supporting teaching activities in their respective departments, such as

giving lectures occasionally, scoring exams, supervising projects, etc.
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For the TAs mean age was 25.8 and mean work experience was 2.2
years. For the faculty members mean age was 43.7 and mean work experience
was 12.9 years. Forty-one of the faculty members were professors, 29 were

associate professors, 27 were assistant professors, and six were instructors.

2.3.3 Procedure
In the main study the aim was testing the proposed hypotheses by collecting a
set of paired data from the TAs and faculty members who worked together
during the spring semester of 2002. From the TAs, job satisfaction and
dispositional affectivity data were collected. These two scales were brought
together under the name of “Individual Difference Questionnaire (IDQ)” and
administered in this format (see Appendix L for the IDQ). Besides providing
dispositional affectivity and job satisfaction ratings, in this questionnaire, the
TAs were asked to give the name of a faculty member with whom they had
worked with in the spring semester of 2002, and by whom they want to be
evaluated. As it was stated previously, in the pilot and the main study, the
same tool (i.e., AEF) was administered to the faculty members. The only
difference was in the instructions of the form. In the pilot study, no names of the
TAs were given to the faculty members, but in the main study, the names of the
assistants were given. For this reason, on the main study version of the form,
the name of the TA being evaluated was written (see Appendix M for the main
study version of the AEF). First, the data from the TA were collected and the
name of the faculty member by whom the TA wanted to be evaluated was
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taken, then the related faculty members were contacted and asked to evaluate
the assistant who filled out the IDQ.

The TA participants in the present study were reached via personal
contacts. Friends of the researcher, who were also research assistants at
different departments, were asked to participate in the study and distribute the
questionnaires to their coworkers who were also TAs working in the same
department or different departments at METU. For the ones accepting to
participate, the questionnaires were put in an envelope and presented to them
to be filled. The questionnaires were put in an envelope since their names and
the names of the faculty members by whom they wanted to be evaluated were
asked on the questionnaires. When they completed the questionnaires, the
TAs called the researcher of the study to return them. At this point, since the
names of the faculty members were gathered from the TAs, the faculty
members were contacted and asked to participate to the study. Their telephone
numbers were obtained from the secretary of the department they worked for,
and to the ones who were reached by phone the aim of the study was
explained on the phone. For those who were not accessible by phone, an e-
mail (see Appendix N for the template of the e-mail sent to the faculty members
to ask them to participate in the study) explaining the aim of the study and
including the name of the assistant that they were asked to evaluate was sent.
Then, the AEFs were prepared for each faculty members by writing the names
of the TAs for whom they were asked to make evaluations; the AEFs were put
in an envelope since they included the names on it. After filling out the form,
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the faculty members informed the researcher or the student assistant of the

study and by this way the questionnaires were collected back.

2.3.4 The Instruments

2.3.4.1 Job Performance Measure

The AEF, which consisted of 25 items measuring performance of TAs by
using a 5 point Behavioral - Observation Scale (Latham & Wexley, 1977) (1 =
Never, 2 = Seldom, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Generally, 5 = Always) was used to
collect performance data. For the items, which were not applicable for the job
of a specific TA, an option of “not applicable” was put next to each question.
The highest score on the scale indicated the highest performance. The AEF
involves two performance dimensions (i.e., task performance and contextual
performance), 16 items under task performance and nine items under
contextual performance. Reliability coefficients for the task performance,
contextual performance and overall performance were .73, .74, and .79,
respectively. In this study performance evaluation ratings were taken from the

faculty members, and calculated by taking the averages of these ratings.

2.3.4.2 Dispositional Affect Measure

The Positive Affectivity and Negative Affectivity Schedule (PANAS - see
Appendix L for the PANAS as the second scale of the IDQ) (Watson, Clark, &
Tellegen, 1988) was used to measure affective dispositions of the participants.
The PANAS consists of 20 mood related adjectives, 10 measuring Positive
Affectivity (PA), and 10 measuring Negative Affectivity (NA). In the PANAS
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respondents are expected to indicate to what extent each item describes
themselves in general by using a 5-point Likert type scale (1 = Very slightly or
Not at all, 2 = A little, 3 = Moderately, 4 = Quite a bit, 5 = Extremely). The PA is
measured by averaging the responses given to 10 positive items (e.g.,
interested, excited, alert) and the NA is measured by averaging the responses
given to 10 negative items (e.g., distress, upset, guilty). So the maximum score
for the PA is 5 and the minimum score is 1 for both the PA and the NA.

Watson et al. (1988), reported internal consistency reliabilities of the
PANAS for the PA and the NA as being .85 and .88, respectively. Test-retest
reliabilities with 8-week retest interval were .68 for the PA and, .71 for the NA.
Also a significant negative correlation was found between the PA and the NA (r
= -.20, p < .01). Geng6z (2000) studied validity and reliability of the PANAS in
the Turkish culture. According to the result of this study, the PA and the NA
were found to be two independent factors. Cronbach Alpha coefficients were
found to be .86 and .83 for the PA and the NA, respectively. Test-retest
reliabilities with 3-week retest interval were .54 and .40 for the PA and the NA,
respectively. In this study dispositional affectivity measures were taken from
the TAs. In this study, reliability coefficients were .88 and .85 for the PA and the

NA, respectively.

2.3.4.3 Job Satisfaction Measure
Short form of the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) (Weiss,
Dawis, England, & Lofquist, 1967) was used to measure job satisfaction of the
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TA participants. The MSQ consists of 20 items and the participants are
expected to rate each item on a 5-point scale (1 = Very dissatisfied, 2 =
Dissatisfied, 3 = | cannot decide whether | am satisfied or not, 4 =Satisfied, 5 =
Very satisfied). Satisfaction level of each participant was measured by
averaging responses to all 20 items in the scale, resulting in a maximum
satisfaction of 5 and a minimum satisfaction of 1. According to Weiss et al.,
internal consistency reliability is .90, test retest reliability is .89 after one-week
retest period, and .37 after one-year retest period.

Turkish translation of the short form of MSQ was used previously by
Tuncel (2000). In that study, internal consistency reliability of the scale was

found to be .91. In the present study, reliability coefficient of the MSQ was .87.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

3.1 Statistical Analysis of the Main Data

3.1.1 Computation of the Subscales and Reliability Coefficients

Before examining the hypothesized relationships between the variables
of the study, first of all subscales were computed for each variable. In
computing the scores for the subscales mean ratings were calculated.
Descriptive statistics concerning the measures of interest (i.e., job satisfaction
and dispositional affectivity [both PA and NA] as individual differences
variables; and task performance, contextual performance, and overall

performance as subscales of job performance) are presented in Table 4.
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics concerning the variables of interest

1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Job Satisfaction .87

2. Positive Affectivity (PA) 53 .88

3. Negative Affectivity (NA) -377 427 .85

4. Task Performance .02 .05 14 .73

5. Contextual Performance .08 -.16 12 .30** .74

6. Overall Performance .06 -.06 .15 .85*** 75*** 79
Mean 3.57 3.65 1.89 423 3.86 4.11
SD .55 .59 .58 .38 .58 .36
Range 2.55 2.90 290 1.75 3.22 1.55
Skewness .33 -.39 .59 -.23 -.86 .15
Kurtosis -39 .56 .35 -17 1.49 -.46

**p < .01, ™ p<.001. Scale values for the scales: Job Satisfaction: 1= Very dissatisfied, 5=
Very satisfied; Positive Affectivity: 1 = Very slightly or Not at all, 5 = Extremely; Negative
Affectivity: 1 = Very slightly or Not at all, 5 = Extremely; Task Performance, Contextual
Performance, Overall Performance: 1 = Never, 5 = Always. Reliabilities are presented at the
diagonal.

As the mean values of the variables of interest presented in the Table 4
indicates the participants had relatively high levels of job satisfaction, positive
affectivity and low levels of negative affectivity. On performance measures they
had quite high ratings on task performance and contextual performance
dimension and on the combination of both. Correlation coefficients between job
satisfaction—PA; job satisfaction—NA; and PA-NA were in the direction
congruent with the previous literature. But the directions of the correlation
coefficients between contextual performance—PA; overall performance—PA;
contextual performance—NA; task performance—NA; and overall performance—
NA were opposite of the ones that can be inferred from the previous literature.
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The reasons for this unexpected correlation patterns were investigated,
and it was thought that potential suppressor effects might have contributed to
the observed patterns of correlations. According to Cohen and Cohen (1983),
suppression can be talked about when “the relationship between the
independent or casual variables is hiding or suppressing their real relationships
with Y, which would be larger or possibly of opposite sign were they not
correlated” (p. 95). Depending on this definition, and the correlations presented
in Table 4, the following argument could be made for the present study: PA/NA
as a predictor was not significantly correlated with any subscale of performance
(i.e., the criterion), but it was correlated with job satisfaction (i.e., the other
predictor) and as a result PA/NA might add irrelevant variance to job
satisfaction and reduced its relationship with performance.

So, it was thought that PA/NA could be suppressing the relationship of
job satisfaction with job performance (and also, job satisfaction could be a
suppressor in the relationship between PA/NA and performance). One way to
explore potential suppressor effects was to examine partial correlations
(Tabachnick & Fidel, 1996). For this reason, partial correlations were calculated
to control for the separate and combined effects of PA and NA on the job
satisfaction—performance relationship. First, PA was controlled in the
relationship between job satisfaction and all subscales of performance. Partial

correlation coefficients for this analysis are presented in Table 5.
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Table 5. Partial correlations of job satisfaction and all subscales of performance after
controlling for the irrelevant variance of PA

1 2 3 4
1. Job Satisfaction 1
2. Task Performance -.01 1
3. Contextual Performance .20* .30** 1
4. Overall Performance A1 85 75" 1

*0<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

As the above table infers, after controlling for the effects of PA on the
relationship between job satisfaction and job performance, the correlation
coefficient of the relationship between job satisfaction and contextual
performance was found to be significant which was not significant when
computed by not controlling the variance coming from PA. The correlation
increased from .08 (the correlation coefficient when PA was not controlled—
Table 4) to .20. This supports the argument that affectivity suppressed the
relationship between job satisfaction and contextual performance in the present
study in the way that it became significant. In other words, after removing the
affective-mood-related variance, the job satisfaction and contextual
performance relationship became significant.

Then the same procedure was followed this time after controlling for the
NA. The results were presented in Table 6. According to these results,
although controlling the effect of NA on the satisfaction—performance
relationship increased the correlation coefficients to some extent, neither of the
new correlation coefficients of the relationship between job satisfaction and any

dimensions of performance were significant.
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Table 6. Partial correlations of job satisfaction and all subscales of performance after
controlling for NA

1 2 3 4
1. Job Satisfaction 1
2. Task Performance .08 1
3. Contextual Performance 14 .28 1
4. Overall Performance 13 .84*** TJ57 1

**p<.01, ***p<.001

The correlation coefficients of the relationships between job satisfaction,
task performance, contextual performance, and overall performance after

controlling for both PA and NA are presented in the Table 7.

Table 7. Partial correlations of job satisfaction and all subscales of performance after
controlling for PA and NA together

1 2 3 4
1. Job Satisfaction 1
2. Task Performance .03 1
3. Contextual Performance 22* .30** 1
4. Overall Performance 14 .85*** 75 1

*0<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

According to the results of this analysis, it was again seen that affectivity
was probably suppressed the relationship between job satisfaction and
contextual performance, correlation coefficient of this relationship increased
from .08 to .22 this time. And like it was in the case when just the effect of PA
was controlled, this significant suppression affect was seen only for job
satisfaction’s relationship with contextual performance not for task or overall

performance. From the comparison of the results of different partial correlations
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computed, it can be argued that when PA and NA was controlled at the same
time, the correlation coefficient of the relationship between job satisfaction and
contextual performance increased more than that calculated when only PA was
controlled. This is because of the addition of the nonsignificant suppressive
effect coming from NA to the effect coming from PA.

The suppressive effect of dispositional affectivity was checked since it
was thought to be influencing the results of the job satisfaction—job
performance relationship. But from another perspective it can be thought that,
job satisfaction as a predictor was not significantly correlated with any subscale
of job performance, which was the criterion, but it is correlated with PA and NA,
and as a result, it might have suppressed the relationship between affectivity
and job performance by adding irrelevant variance to PA and NA and reducing
their relationships with performance. Now the effect of job satisfaction on this
relationship was investigated by computing partial correlations. Results are

presented in Table 8.

Table 8. Partial correlations of PA and NA and all subscales of performance after controlling
for job satisfaction

1 2 3 4 5
1. (PA) Positive Affectivity 1
2. (NA) Negative Affectivity -.28** 1
3. Task Performance .04 15 1
4. Contextual Performance -.24* 16 .29** 1
5. Overall Performance - 11 19 .86** 75 1

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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As the above table shows, the relationships between affectivity and job
performance seem to have been suppressed by job satisfaction. But as it was
the case in the relationship between job satisfaction and job performance,
when the effect of job satisfaction was removed from the relationships, only the
relationship between PA and contextual performance became significant, which
was not significant before. The correlation increased from -.16 to -.24. But there
was no change in the direction of the relationship as it was the case in the
results of the partial correlations computed previously in the present study.

Although this result (i.e., ending up with a negative correlation between
PA and contextual performance) is opposite of the affectivity—performance
relationship literature in general, this study does not seem to be the only one
yielding such a result. For example, in their meta-analysis Borman et al. (2001)
indicated that there are some studies (e.g., Neuman, & Kickul, 1998; Van
Scotter, & Motowidlo, 1996) reported in negative relationship patterns between
PA related concepts and contextual performance. The observed negative
relationship between PA and contextual performance in the present study is
discussed in the discussion section of the present study.

According to the presented results of suppressive effects of PA, NA, and
job satisfaction on each other, it can be said that when the variance of PA
between the relationship of job satisfaction and job performance is removed,
the relationship became significant. Also, when satisfaction related variance is
removed from the relationship of PA and contextual performance, this
relationship become significant. So, both PA and job satisfaction seem to have
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suppressed each other in relationship with contextual performance. The
relationship between job satisfaction and contextual performance became
significant and was still positive (r =.20, p<.05), and PA-contextual performance
relationship became significantly negative (r = -.24, p<.05). There was no
direction change on either relationship, but both of them became significant.
After talking about the hypotheses testing results, discussion on these results

are presented in Chapter 4.

3.1.2 Hypothesis Testing

The first hypothesis of the present study was that: there is a positive
relationship between PA and contextual performance. As it can be inferred
from Table 4, the relationship between PA and contextual performance was not
significant, so this hypothesis could not be supported. Besides, contrary to
what was hypothesized, the direction of the relationship was negative.

In the second hypothesis it was argued that there is a negative
relationship between NA and contextual performance. Again Table 4 presents
that this hypothesis was not supported since the correlation coefficient showing
this relationship was not significant. Likewise the first hypothesis, direction of
the relationship was the opposite of what was hypothesized; it was positive this
time.

The third hypothesis stated that, PA predicts job satisfaction. A linear

regression was performed to test this hypothesis. As Table 9 shows, regression
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revealed significant results for this hypothesis. PA significantly predicted job

satisfaction, R? = .28, F (1,101) = 40.053, p < .001.

Table 9. Regression of job satisfaction on positive affectivity

Variable B B T R R®
PA 49 .53 6.33** .53 .28
*0<.001

The fourth hypothesis argued that although job satisfaction is positively
related to both contextual and task performance, its relationship is stronger with
contextual performance than task performance. Bivariate correlation results
suggested that the relationship between both job satisfaction and contextual
performance and job satisfaction and task performance were not significant
(see Table 4 for the correlations). So this hypothesis was not supported.

In the last hypothesis it was argued that job satisfaction mediates the
relationship between dispositional affect and contextual performance. In fact
the lack of significant correlation of either PA/NA or job satisfaction with
contextual performance (see Table 4 for the correlations) indicated lack of
cause-effect relationship between these variables. However, a hierarchical
regression was performed to check the existence of this predicted cause-effect
relationship. In the first step, the association between job satisfaction and
dispositional affectivity was tested. While job satisfaction was entered into
equation as the dependent variable, dispositional affectivity was used as the

independent variable. In this step, not NA but PA significantly predicted the job
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satisfaction R®= .31, F (2, 100) = 22,377, p < .001. Results were presented in

the Table 10.

Table 10. Regression of job satisfaction on positive affectivity and negative affectivity

Variables B B t R R’
56 31
PA 43 46 5.04**
NA -17 -18 -1.91
*0<.001

In the second step, contextual performance was the dependent variable
whereas all variables in the first step (job satisfaction, PA, and NA) became
independent variables. But in this step the results were not significant (see
Table 10). Therefore, analyses could not reveal either the mediating effect of
job satisfaction or the direct and indirect effects of the variables on contextual

performance.
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

4.1 Overview

The aim of this study was to explore the relationship between
dispositional affectivity and job performance under the mediating effects of job
satisfaction. In the first phase of the study, a performance evaluation tool (the
AEF) was developed after conducting interviews with the TAs and collecting TA
related critical incidents from the faculty members from a wide range of
departments at METU. Second phase was the pilot study phase in which the
factor structure of the AEF was finalized. In the last phase, which is the main
study phase, hypotheses of the study were tested and the results were
presented. In the following sections, the results of the hypothesis testing
process, limitations and strengths of the study, and suggestions for future

research are discussed.

4.2 Results of Hypothesis Testing

Only one of the hypotheses, stating that PA predicts job satisfaction,
was supported in the present study in congruence with the literature.
Supporting the previous studies (e.g., Strumpfer & Danana, 1998; Johnson &
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Johnson, 2000; Chan, 2001), a significant correlation between dispositional
affectivity and job satisfaction (r = .53) was found in the present study.
Supporting Arvey et al.’s (1989) finding, which indicated that about 30% of the
variance in job satisfaction could be explained by dispositional factors, the
present study indicated that 28% of the variance in job satisfaction can be
explained by dispositional positive affect.

A relatively recent study by Brief and Weiss (2002) indicated that affective
dispositions influence the extent to which people are satisfied with their jobs.
This study also provided evidence for the influence of affectivity on job
satisfaction.

Contrary to the expectations, other hypotheses of the present study
could not be supported. In the following section, possible reasons for not
supporting the hypotheses are presented. First hypothesis was arguing for a
positive relationship between high PA and contextual performance. The
evidence from the previous literature suggested such a relationship (e.g.,
George & Brief, 1992; Baron, 1991; Midili & Penner, 1995). For example, Midili
and Penner (1995) found mood to be related to co-worker ratings of citizenship
performance (i.e., contextual performance), similarly George and Brief (1992)
reported that affect is related to helping behavior and PA is a determinant of
behaviors like protecting the organization, spreading goodwill, etc. Interestingly,
in the present study although the relationship was not significant, it was
negative. As it was talked about in the results section of the present study, the
nonsignificance problem is removed by controlling the job satisfaction related
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variance on the hypothesized relationship. But the direction of the relationship
was still in the unexpected way.

Although this result was interesting, the present study does not seem to
be the only one reporting a negative relationship between PA and contextual
performance. As discussed by Borman et al. (2001), Organ and Ryan (1995)
thought that extroversion was a component of PA. Accepting this idea of Organ
and Ryan, Borman et al. considered the relationship between extraversion and
citizenship performance in their meta-analysis conducted on the personality
predictors of citizenship performance, and they reported findings inconsistent
across studies and inconsistent with the previous literature in general.
According to the results of this meta-analysis, while some studies found
positive relationships between these two variables (e.g., McManus & Kelly,
1999; Miller, Grffin, & Hart, 1999), Neuman and Kickul (1998) reported a
negative relationship between extroversion and citizenship dimensions of
altruism, civic virtue, conscientiousness, courtesy, and sportsmanship (the
relationship with the last two ones were not significant). Moreover, Van Scotter
and Motowidlo (1996) found a nonsignificant negative correlation between
extroversion and job dedication. If the idea that extroversion is a component of
PA is accepted, these results might be accepted as supporting the results of
the present study.

One plausible explanation for this seemingly counterintuitive finding
comes from the self regulation literature. The literature on self-esteem
regulation mechanisms may shed some lights on why positive affectivity
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correlated negatively with contextual performance. The literature on self-
esteem suggests that people tend to employ a number of self esteem
regulating mechanisms such as cognitive dissonance reduction, self-
affirmation, and social comparison, and these self-esteem mechanisms are
infact substitutable for one another. Substitution refers to the transfer of affect
from the initial mechanism to the substitute mechanism, and it is likely to take
place without conscious awareness of the person (Tesser, 2000). The main
idea behind the substitutability of self-esteem regulation mechanisms is that if
two behaviors/strategies serve the same goal then they can be substitutable for
one another.

Based on the literature on self-regulation and self-esteem regulation
mechanisms, it seems plausible to argue that both positive affectivity and
contextual performance share a common purpose, which is to
enhance/maintain a positive view of self (along with other things). If one is
lacking, then the other can be expected to substitute for the absence of the
other. In this study, individuals low in paste affectivity were found more likely to
engage in contextual behaviors. It seems like they were trying to compensate
for their lack of positive affect by engaging in more contextual behaviors.

Another refuted hypothesis was that, there is a negative relationship
between high NA and contextual performance. As the same with the previous
hypothesis, this hypothesis was formed depending on the supporting evidence
from the previous studies investigating the relationship between affectivity and
job performance without differentiating between task and contextual

81



performance. And again the direction of the relationship was opposite of the
hypothesized one. A possible reason for the observed unexpected relationship
again might be the attitudes people form, not directly NA, as Organ and Ryan
(1995) stated, and as it was explained for the previous refuted hypothesis on
the PA-contextual performance relationship.

The other hypothesis arguing that there would be positive relationship
between job satisfaction and both contextual and task performance, but this
relationship would be higher with contextual performance was not supported
either. In fact, satisfaction and performance relationship was one of the most
studied topics in the literature. But the direction of the relationship was not so
clear and low correlations were reported for this relationship (e.g., Hochwarter
et al.,, 1999). According to Hochwarter et al., since the relationship between
satisfaction and performance is so weak and the direction of the relationship is
not clear, studying this relationship without adding some other variables like
degree of job fit (Carlson, 1969), pressure to perform (Ewen, 1973), tenure
(Norris & Niebuhr, 1984) had almost no consequential value. Hence, it can be
argued that the lack of a significant relationship between job satisfaction and
contextual performance in the present study may be a result of not including
any variables as moderators.

As explained in the results section, another reason for the observed
nonsignificant relationship between job satisfaction and contextual performance
could be the observed suppressor effects. Because of the mood related
variance involved in it, job satisfaction-contextual performance relationship was
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not found to be significant, after removing this effect, the relationship became
significant. According to these results it can be argued that as the researchers
indicated previously, most probably there are other factors effecting the job
satisfaction — performance relationship. And in this study this factor was found
to be PA, but as a suppressor variable, not as a moderator this time. But an
important point in this suppressive effect of PA is that when the effect of PA
was removed, job satisfactions relationship became significant only with
contextual performance subdimension of job performance. An explanation by
Organ and Ryan (1995) might explain the reason of this finding. These authors
stated that the relationship between job satisfaction and OCB is stronger than
that between satisfaction and in-role performance at least among non
management and nonprofessional groups. So, since this relationship was
stronger in nature than that with task performance, the probability of it being
significant after the removal of the suppressor’s effect seem quite meaningful.
The last and the main hypothesis, suggesting a mediating effect of job
satisfaction on the relationship between affectivity and contextual performance
was not supported either. The discussed reasons for the failure to support the
other hypotheses could also be discussed in relation to this hypothesis. Since,
in order to get a mediation relationship, first the cause effects relationships
should be established between the variables separately. That is, first of all,
dispositional affectivity (PA and NA) and job satisfaction should predict
contextual performance separately. In order to talk about cause-effect
relationship between any variables, there should be a significant degree of
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correlation between them. In fact, in this study lack of significant correlations
between contextual performance and neither of these variables implied lack of
mediating relationship from the beginning. So the reason of not finding a
significant relationship between these two variables is hidden in the reasons of
lack of significance for the hypothesis related to the relationships between

affectivity and job performance.

4.3 Limitations of the Study

4.3.1 Pilot Study — Main Study Discrepancy

As it was explained previously, factor analyses were conducted for the
sample composed of both the pilot and the main sample since the number of
the participants of the pilot sample was not statistically adequate to run factor
analyses when it is used alone. When the reliability coefficients were computed
for the subscales emerging from these factor analyses, it was seen that there
were considerable differences between the values of reliability coefficients
when they were computed only for the pilot sample, only for the main sample or
for the combination of the pilot and the main samples (these reliability values
were presented in Table 3 in the main study statistical analyses section). After
observing these differences in the results, it was thought that there must be
some differences between these two samples, to figure out these differences,
mean and standard deviation scores of each subscale were computed for each
sample and for the combination of both samples. As it can be seen from Table
3 there is a considerable difference between the mean and standard deviation
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values of the pilot, the main, and the combination of both samples. Reliability
coefficients and descriptive values show that the main, sample was highly
homogenous. Performance ratings of the participants included in that sample
were quite lenient and restricted in range, and these could be among the
sources of the observed differences between two samples.

There may be several reasons for these differences and homogeneity of
the main sample. Data collection procedure, the scale used on the AEF, and
the time period in which the data were collected, and characteristics of the
organization may be some of these reasons. These potential reasons are

discussed in detail in the following sections.

4.3.1.1 Data Collection Procedure

One explanation for the differences in the reliability coefficients
explained for and the descriptive statistics of the pilot and the main samples
was thought to be the way the data were collected in two studies (i.e., the pilot
and the main). Although the same instrument (i.e., the AEF) was administered
to both samples; for the pilot sample, faculty members were asked to evaluate
any assistant they had worked with during the spring semester of 2002. No
names were given to them. Whereas, in the main sample, assistants selected
the faculty members who would evaluate their performance. So in the pilot
sample the faculty members selected the assistant being evaluated but in the
main sample, the assistant selected the person by whom they would be
evaluated, and the faculty members knew that the TA whom they were about to
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evaluate had been informed about and given consents concerning this
evaluation.

Effects of this method bias were thought to be as fallows. First, most
probably in the main study, assistants preferred the faculty members with
whom they had good personal relationships, or who they liked more and by this
way whose probability of giving high ratings was quite high. Performance
appraisal is a critical concept because you are evaluated by someone else and
no one wants to be evaluated negatively. This tendency might have caused the
TAs select the faculty members who would evaluate them more favorably.
Moreover, the faculty members had the knowledge that the assistant she/he
was evaluating knew that she/he was being evaluated by her/him. So there
was no anonymity in the data collection process in the main phase of the study.
But in the pilot phase, no one, except the faculty member knew who was the
assistant being evaluated. So there was complete anonymity of the responses
provided in the pilot phase. These factors seem to have resulted in more
lenient ratings with a more restricted range in the main data and made it
different from the pilot data. The homogeneity of the data (i.e., data with
restricted range) may have deflated the reliability coefficients when they were
computed for the main sample.

Another plausible explanation for the lack of significant correlations
between job satisfaction, job performance and dispositional affectivity could be
the use of multiple sources in data collection in the main study. Using the same
source to collect job satisfaction, job performance and dispositional affectivity
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data might have increased the correlation between the investigated variables
significantly. But of course that time, the obtained significant correlations might

be an artifact of common method variance (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986).

4.3.1.2 The Time Period in which the Data were Collected

Another factor of having a relatively homogenous sample because of the
over lenient performance ratings in the main study may be the time interval in
which the data were collected. In the AEF, a Behavioral-Observation Scale
(BOS) (Latham & Wexley, 1977) rating format was used. On the BOS, the
ratees are rated on the basis of the frequency (1 = never, 2 = seldom, 3 =
sometimes, 4 = generally, 5 = always) of the behaviors/characteristics indicated
in the performance items. As indicated by Muchinsky (1997), application of
BOS is as follows: the ratees are observed by the raters for a period of time,
like a month, and then are rated based on this observation. Collection of the
performance evaluation data for the main sample was completed within six
months. Some of the questionnaires were collected just at the end of the spring
term of 2002, but most of them were started to be collected after three months
from the end of the term because of the difficulties in finding participants during
the summer holiday. This time interval might have caused raters not to
remember some of the negative behaviors (which were included as items in the
AEF) of the TA they had worked with, or it might have caused some decrease
in their negative perception of the behavior, and they might have reflected it in
their ratings as higher ratings. The pilot data were, however, collected within a
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shorter period of time which is nearer to the end of the semester. So, more

severe effects of the time interval could be observed for the main data.

4.3.1.3 Characteristics of the Job being Studied and the

Organization

At the beginning of the study it was thought that the job of TA was very
suitable to be studied in such a research because of its relatively flexible
nature. As the job involves many suddenly emerged tasks, which need to
completed as quickly as possible, besides the tasks which are planned in
advance, and since the technical parts of the job seem quite clear to the person
doing them, contextual and task performance distinction was thought to be a
feasible one for this job. In fact the scale development phase of the study
confirmed this expectation. But the nature of the job as well as the nature of the
organization specific factors was thought to be potential factors influencing the
over lenient ratings with restricted range in the main study. For example, since
there is no established performance appraisal system used in all departments
at METU, the participants, both the TA and the faculty members were not used
to be involved in such a process. This may have caused faculty members to
make their ratings very leniently in the main study, because they might not
have felt safe on the topic that the results of the analyses would not be shared
with anybody. That is, they might have thought that the performance
information obtained from the study could be shared with someone else,
perhaps with the person being evaluated. If there was a well-established
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tradition of performance evaluation at METU, or if this study was conducted in
another workplace with a stable and structured performance evaluation tool,

less lenient ratings with a wider range of responses could have been obtained.

4.3.2 Measurement Problems Concerning Contextual Performance

One may argue that instructors are not the real source to evaluate
contextual performance of TAs. If the data in the present study were collected
from fellow TAs (i.e., coworkers) in addition to or instead of instructors, the
pattern of the relationship between the variables investigated might have
changed. Because coworkers most probably have more chance to observe all
kinds of behaviors at work. They can be in a much better position to evaluate

contextual aspects of their peers’ performance.

4.4 Strengths of the Present Study

Despite the failure to support the majority of the hypotheses and the
other limitations discussed, the present study is believed to have contributed to
the literature in some ways. First of all, it is done in a field environment which
increases the likelihood of the generalizability of its findings (Goodman &
Svyantek, 1999). Besides, this study resulted in a performance evaluation form
for TAs which can actually be used in all departments of the university after
some minor revisions.

This study is believed to contribute to job satisfaction-job performance
literature by identifying suppressor effects of dispositional affectivity in this
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relationship. To the knowledge of the author of the present study, in the
literature, there was no study arguing for the potential suppressor effect of any
variable on the relationship between PA and contextual performance although
it was stated that this relationship should be investigated under the effects of
moderator variables (e.g., Steers, 1975; Norris & Niebuhr, 1984). Lastly, this
study provided support for the established relationship between dispositional

affectivity and job satisfaction.

4.5 Suggestions for Future Research

As it was stated in the previous section, lack of anonymity was thought
to be a problem affecting the ratings of the raters to be lenient when evaluating
performance. In the future studies, one solution to this problem could be
learning the names of all faculty members that a TA had worked with during a
specified semester, and randomly selecting one of the faculty members the TA
had worked with. Since the TAs are not asked to select the faculty member to
evaluate his/her performance, leniency in the ratings could be reduced to some
extent. Of course the way the TAs being assigned to the faculty members is
important in this approach. That is, if the faculty member selects the TAs with
whom he/she will work, this may again cause performance ratings to be lenient.

The present study showed that the time interval in which the data were
collected should be arranged very carefully. The time lap between two
applications may influence the quality of the results like it was thought to
happen in the present study. The evaluation forms should be given to and

90



collected back from the evaluators as soon as possible in order to prevent the
effects of the time between to applications. Or a scale with a low probability of
being effected by time interval can be used in the future studies.

In the present study no significant bivariate correlations were found
between job satisfaction and any dimensions of job performance. In the future
studies, their relationship can be investigated under the effects of possible
moderator variables. Investigating the effects of such variables, and other kinds
of variables such as potential suppressors, affecting this relationship may shed
more lights on the nature of this relationship.

Finally, in order to see whether the characteristics of the organization
(METU), job (teaching assistantship), and the method used, time period in
which the data were collected really affected the results, this study should be

replicated in different organizations with different jobs.
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APPENDIX A

JOB ANALYSIS INTERVIEW FORM (JAF)

ODTU Arastirma/Ogretim Asistanligi Is Analizi Formu

Sayin katilimcl,

Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi (ODTU) Psikoloji Bélimii'nde yiiriitiimekte olan bir
tez calismasinin bir parcasi olarak, ¢calismanin ileri agsamalarinda kullaniimak tzere
ODTU genelinde bir is analizi yapiimaktadir. Bu analizin amaci, bir
arastirma/égretim asistaninin isinin icerdigi gorevler ve bu isi yapabilmek igin
gerekli olan 6zellikler ile ilgili bilgi toplamaktir. Asagidaki formda bulunan her soru,
isinizi tanimamiz agisindan son derece énemli oldugundan, lGtfen her soruyu
dikkatle okuyup, akliniza gelen tim ayrintilariyla cevaplayiniz.

Katkilariniz igin tesekkdir ederiz.

Aras. Gér. Bahar Oz

ODTU Psikoloji Bélim(i

Tel: 21051 18

E-posta: ozbahar@metu.edu.ir

Cinsiyet: E__ K__

Dogumwyili: _

Calistiginiz bolim:

Unvaniniz: TA. _ RA.___ Laboratuar

Bu bélimdeki galisma slreniz (yil ve/veya ay olarak belirtiniz): yil ay
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1. Bir arastirma/égretim asistani olarak temel gérevleriniz nelerdir, 5nem

sirasina goére belirtiniz. Bu gdrevleri ne siklikla yapmaktasiniz?

2. Sik sik yapmasaniz da isinizin bir pargasi olan diger gérevleriniz nelerdir?

3. Galistiginiz bélimde kendi géreviniz olmadig halde yaptiginiz baska isler

var mi? Varsa neler?

4. lsinizin en ¢ok sevdiginiz yonii nedir?

5. lIsinizin sevmediginiz bir yénii var mi? Varsa nedir?
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6. lIsinizi yaparken kimlerle birebir etkilesim halindesiniz? Hangi konularda?

7. Calisma saatleriniz nelerdir? Bu saatler disinda da calistiginiz oluyor mu?
Oluyorsa neden?

8. Neden bu isi se¢tiniz?

9. Arastirma/Ogretim asistani olabilmek i¢cin sahip olunmasi gereken
ozellikler nelerdir?
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10. Sizce basarili bir arastirma/égretim asistani kimdir? Bu asistani basarili
olmayan bir arastirma/égretim asistanindan ayiran 6zellikler nelerdir?

11. Bir is arkadasinizin size basarili bir arastirma/égretim asistani oldugunu
disindlren bir davranisini (ya da bir olayi) anlatiniz. Bu davranis veya
olay size neden arkadasinizin iyi bir arastirma/égretim asistani oldugu

izlenimini verdi?

12. Bir is arkadasinizin size basarisiz bir arastirma/égretim asistani oldugunu
disindlren bir davranisini (ya da bir olayi) anlatiniz. Bu davranig veya
olay size neden arkadasinizin basarisiz bir arastirma/égretim asistani

oldugu izlenimini verdi?
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APPENDIX B

THE CRITICAL INCIDENTS FORM (CIF)

ODTU Arastirma/Ogretim Asistanhigi Kritik Olay Formu

Sayin Ogretim Uyesi,

Bu calisma Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Psikoloji Bdlimii'nde yiritilmekte
olan bir yiksek lisans tezinin én asamasidir. Bu uygulama sonucunda elde
edilecek olan bulgularn kullanarak arastirma/égretim asistanhgi isi igin kritik olan
temel performans boyutlarinin belirlenmesi hedeflenmektedir ve bu amaca ydnelik
olarak U¢ temel soru sorulmaktadir.

On calisma, asil uygulamanin temelini olusturacag icin, arastirma/égretim
asistanhg ile ilgili kritik olaylar bulmayi amagclayan bu G¢ temel soruyu, akliniza
gelen tim ayrintilari ile cevaplandirmaniz ve son sayfadaki ilgili yere formla ilgili

yorum ve Onerilerinizi yazmaniz bizim igin ¢ok énemlidir.
Katkilariniz ve vakit ayirdiginiz igin tesekklr ederiz.

Aras. Gér. Bahar Oz

ODTU Psikoloji Bolim(i

Tel: 21051 18

E-posta: ozbahar@metu.edu.tr

Cinsiyet: E__ K__
Dogum yili:
Calistiginiz bolim:

Unvaniniz:

Bu bélimdeki galisma slreniz (yil ve/veya ay olarak belirtiniz): yil ay
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1. Gecmiste calistiginiz veya halen ¢alismakta oldugunuz
arastirma/ogretim asistanlarinin birinin gésterdigi ve size gore
yiksek performans géstergesi olan bir davranisi diistinerek liitfen

asagidaki sorulari cevaplandiriniz. Eger boyle bir davranisla
karsilagmadiysaniz, llitfen ¢evrenizde tanik oldugunuz veya baska
calisma arkadaslarinizdan duydugunuz davraniglar diislinerek cevap

veriniz.

a. Durum neydi?

b. Asistanin davranigi neydi?

c. Sonug ne oldu?

d. Bu davranigi yiksek performans gdstergesi olarak nitelendirmenize neden

olan faktorler/6zellikler nelerdi?
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2. Gecmiste calistiginiz veya halen calismakta oldugunuz
arastirma/égretim asistanlarinin birinin gésterdigi ve size gore diisiik
performans gdéstergesi olan bir davranisi diislinerek litfen asagidaki
sorulari cevaplandiriniz. Eger boyle bir davranisla
karsilagmadiysaniz, llitfen ¢evrenizde tanik oldugunuz veya baska
calisma arkadaslarinizdan duydugunuz davraniglar diislinerek cevap

veriniz.

a. Durum neydi?

b. Asistanin davranigi neydi?

c. Sonug ne oldu?

d. Bu davranisi disik performans gdstergesi olarak nitelendirmenize neden

olan faktorler/6zellikler nelerdi?
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3. Sizce yiiksek performans gosterdigini dlistindigiiniiz ve diisiik
performans gosterdigini diistiindiigiiniz iki arastirma/égretim asistani
arasindaki en temel farklar nelerdir? Bu iki grup asistani birbirinden

ayiran en az 5 6zelligi/davranisi yaziniz.

Diger:

Katkilariniz ve vakit ayirdiginiz icin tekrar tesekkiir ederiz.
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APPENDIX C

LIST OF THE DIMENTIONS AND SUBDIMENTIONS EMERGED FROM
THE CONTENT ANALYSIS OF THE JAF

Asistani Olunan Derslerle ilgili Gérevler
- Teknik Gérevler
- Egitimle ilgili Destekleyici Gérevler
- Sinavlar/Odevler/Projelerle llgili Gérevler

Arasgtirma/Projeler ile ilgili Gorevler

Genel Bolum Gérevleri
- Universitenin Bélime Verdigi Genel Gérevler
- Bolim ici Genel Gérevler (Bslimiin [dersler disinda] kendi
icindeki idari, teknik vs. gbrevler)

Kendi Goérevi Olmadigi Halde Yaptigi Gérevler
- Derslerle/dgretim Gérevlileri ile llgili Gorevler
- Bélumle ilgili Gorevler

isin En Cok Sevilen Yénleri
- Okulla/Béliimle ilgili En Cok Sevilen Yénler
- Is Olanaklari/Ozellikleri/Getirdikleri Ile iigili En Cok Sevilen
Yénler
- Galisma Ortaminin Ozellikleri ile Iigili En Cok Sevilen Yénler

isin Sevilmeyen Yénleri
- Dersler/Hocalarla ilgili Sevilmeyen Yénler
- Isin Yapisiyla ilgili Sevilmeyen Yénler
- Okul/Bolim ile ilgili Sevilemeyen Yénler
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iletisim Halinde Olunan Kisiler

Calisma Saatleri

Bu isi Secme Nedeni

Asistan Olabilmek icin Sahip Olunmasi Gereken Ozellikler
Basarili-Basarisiz Asistanin Farklar

Basarili — Basarisiz Asistan Ornekleri

- Basarili Asistan Ornekleri
- Basarisiz Asistan Ornekleri
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APPENDIX D

THE NAMES AND THE DEFINITIONS OF THE DIMENSIONS EMERGED
FROM THE CONTENT ANALYSES OF THE JAF AND THE CIF WITH

THE ITEMS PLACED UNDER THEM

ZAMAN YONETIMI: Yapiimasi gereken isleri 6nceliklerine gére diizenleyip, yeni
eklenecek olan islerle ilgili ayarlamalari énceki islerin yapilisini engellemeycek
sekilde yaparak tiim islerin zamaninda bitmesini saglamak

Kendisinden istenilen isi bekletmeden/geciktirmeden yapmak

Yogun oldugu zamanlarda bile iglerini tamamlamak

Aslinda kisa sirede yapabilecegi bir isi uzun zamana yaymak

Son ana biraktidi igin, kendisinden istenilen hazirhgi tam olarak
yapamamak

Ayni anda birden fazla is aldiginda bile hepsini de zamaninda bitirebilmek
Kendi galismalariyla ilgili isleri de kendisine verilen isleri de aksatmadan
yapmak

Acilen ¢ikan bir isi, 0 anda yaptigi diger islerini organize ederek yapmak
Verilen iglerinin yapilis sirasini ayarlayabilmek

Dénem basinda, bir dénem boyunca neyi nasil yapacagini biytk dlctide
belirleyebilmek

ISE BAGLILIK: Kendini isine ait hissetmek, isini benimsemek, dnemsemek ve
ciddiye alarak yapmak

Kendini isine yeterince vermemek

isini sevmek

isine saygl duymak

islerine kars! ilgisiz, vurdumduymaz olmak

Gegici bir is oldugunu diisundlgu igin isine gerekli 6zeni géstermemek
isini sahiplenmek, kendi isi olarak gérmek, isini yaparken dzveriden
kaginmamak

Mecbur olmadigi halde angarya bir isi de yapmak

Yaptigi isi bir angarya/kilfet olarak gérmek

isini yakinmadan yapmak

Kendi ¢alistigim 6gretim elemani disinda kimsenin isini yapmam tavri
sergilemek

isi sadece gérevi oldugdu icin yapmak

Mesai saatleri disinda asistanlik ile ilgili faaliyetlere zaman ayirmaktan
kaginmamak

Kendisine verilen isleri kendi 6zel ¢alismalarindan énde tutmak
Kendisinden istenenden fazlasini yapmasi gerektiginde yapmak ve bundan
sikayet etmemek
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Mecbur olmadigi zamanlarda bile égrencilere zaman ayirip onlarla
ilgilenmek

SORUMLULUK: isini yaparken tizerine aldigi gérevlerin ciddiyetinin, yapildig ve
yapiimadigi durumlardaki sonuglarinin farkinda olmak ve bu sonuglari
sahiplenebilmek

Kimseye haber vermeden/yerine kimseyi ayarlamadan gérevini yerine
getirmemek

Dlzenlenen ofis saatlerinde yerinde bulunmamak

Yapmasi gereken bir isi unutmak

S6z verdidi saatte s6z verdigi yerde bulunmayarak islerin aksamasina
sebep olmak

Yapilan iste bir degisiklik yapilacagi zaman sonuglarini distinmeden, bu
degisikligi birlikte calistigi 63retim elemanina danismadan yapmak

MOTIVASYON: Verlen isleri yaparken biiyilk bir gayretle calismak ve isi daima
daha iyi yapma isteginde oldugunu gdstermek

isiyle ugrasmak istememek, yapmamak veya geciktirmek icin bahaneler
bulmak

isini aksatmamak icin galisma siiresinin disinda da calismak

i_§ini 6zenerek, en iyi sekilde tamamlama sevk ve hevesiyle yapmak
Ogdrencilere yardimci olmak ve yanhslarini dizeltmek igin ugrasmak
Daha 6nce kimsenin yapmayi kabul etmedigi bir isi kabul etmek

Bilimsel arastirma yapmaya istekli olmak

isine mimkiin oldugu kadar az zaman ve emek harcamay! istemek
Kendisine gbrev olarak verilmedigi halde yapilacak igler birlikte ¢alistigii
6gretim elemanina énceden hatirlatmak veya yapilacak is olup olmadigini
sormak

Mecbur olmadigi zamanlarda bile égrencilere vakit ayirip onlarla ilgilenmek

AKADEMIK YETKINLIK: isini yapabilmek icin gerekli kuramsal bilgilere ve bu
bilgileri kullanmasini saglayacak becerilere sahip olmak

Kendisine verilen isleri zor bulmak

Proje gelistirme 6zelligine sahip olmamak

Calismasi istenilen konudaki bilgi diizeyinin eksik olmasi

Galisma konusunun igerigine hakim olmamak

Galismalarini yaparken baskasinin yardimina ihtiyag duymak, galismayi
kendi kendine ydnlendirememek

Verilen iste ne istendigini cabuk kavramak

Ogrencilerin derslerle ilgili sorularini kolaylikla cevaplayabilmek
Literatlirde bulunan bilgileri kendi kendine derleyebilmek, analiz edebilmek
ve analiz sonucunda ¢6zim Uretebilmek

KENDINIi GELISTIRME: isini yapabilmek ve daha da ileriye gétiirebilmek icin
kendinden kaynaklanan eksikleri tamamlamak ve hatalari diizeltmek

Gorev aldidi dersle ilgili konuda arastirma ve 6grenme ¢abasi géstermek
Bilmedigi konulari 6grenmek, hatalarini ve eksiklerini diizeltmek igin ekstra
¢aba harcamamak

CGalisma alaniyla ilgili dar bir gériis agisina sahip olmak
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- Zorunlu olmadigi halde, 6nemli olabilecegini dislindigl bir seyi aragtirmak
- lIsini gesitli kaynaklardan arastirmalar yaparak yapmak
- Karsilastigi sorunlara gesitli ¢6zim yollari bulmak igin calismak

ULASILABILIR OLMAK / YERINDE BULUNMAK: Resmen belirlenmis olan veya
calismalarin gidisine gére sonradan kararlastirilmis zamanlarda ulasilabilir olmak.

- Galisma saatlerinde yerinde bulunmak

- Ise devamda aksakliklar géstermek

- Duzenlenen ofis saatlerinde ve dersle ilgili faaliyetlere ayrilan zamanda
yerinde olmamak

INSAN ILISKILERI: Calisirken etkilesim iginde oldugu insanlara hangi durumlarda
nasil yaklasmasi gerektigini ayarlamak, iliskilerinde olumlu tavirlar sergileyip,
yaptigi isin akisini kolaylastirici, destekleyici, ise katki saglayici iligkiler kurmak

- C:)grencilerle uyumlu olmak

- Ogrencilerin sorularini ilgiyle ve sabirla cevaplamak

- Ogrencilerle sirekli diyalog halinde olmak

- Insanlara empatik yaklagsmak

- Ogretim elemani-6grenci arasindaki diyalogun artmasina yardimci olmak

- Kime ne sekilde yaklagsacagini ayarlayabilmek, gerekli durumlarda uygun
seklide, kimseyi kirmadan araya girmek

- Ogrencilere kétl, ters ve/veya asagilayici davranmak

ETIK / PROFESYONELLIK: isini yaparken baskalarini da zor durumda
birakmayacak sekilde, kimsenin hakkina saygisizlik etmeden ve belirlenen ¢alisma
kurallarina uyarak galismak

- Kendi kigisel calismalarini is ile ilgili gérevlerden daha én planda tutarak,
kendi ¢ikarlari dogrultusunda is yapmak

- Onceligi kendi iglerine vererek dgretim elemanlarinin iglerinin beklenenden
ge¢ bitmesine sebep olmak

- Ozel yagamindaki sorunlari is yasamina yansitmak

- BolUm ici gruplasmalara katilmak

- Diger calisma arkadaglari ile paylagsmasi gereken isg ile ilgili bilgileri
paylasmamak

- Isini yaparken yapmasi gereken her tiirlii degerlendirmeyi adil ve objektif
yapmak

- En azisi yapip en ¢ok kazanci elde etme anlayisi ile galismak

- Isini yaparken kaprisli davranmak

- Yaptigi hatayla ilgili agik, dogru ve dlrist bir beyanda bulunmamak

- Onceden belirlenen ig baélimini diizenini bozabilecek davraniglar
sergilemek

- Ogretim elemanlarinin yiriittiga islerde onlarin fikrini begenmezse basina
buyruk hareket etmek

- Ogdrencilere, haksiz yere zor durumda kalmalarina sebep olacak sekilde
davranmak

- lsiile ilgili yapacagini sdyledigi seyleri yapmamak, verdigi sézleri tutmamak

- Is yapilacagi zaman ortadan kaybolmak

- Sinirlarini bilmeyerek diger ¢calisma arkadaslarinin sorumluluk alanlarina
girmek
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Sevdigim is/sevmedigim is ayrimi yapmadan verilen tim isleri 6zenle
yapmak
Dedikodu yapmak

TAKIM CALISMASI: Takim halinde galisilan durumlarda ¢alistigi takimin
amaglarini ve kurallarini anlayip bunlara uygun bir sekilde ¢alisabilmek, takimin
amaglarina ulasmasi icin takimdaki diger insanlarla bir bitin olarak caligsabilmek

Calisilan takima 6zgi ¢alisma ruhunu algilamak ve uygulamak

Takim ¢alismasi sirasinda galigilan takimin hizina uyum saglayamayarak
islerin slrekli aksamasina neden olmak

Takimin ¢alisma tarzina ¢abuk adapte olmak

Takim c¢aligmasi sirasinda fazla hirsh ve iddiali davranmak

Calisilan konu ile ilgili elindeki bilgileri takim arkadaslariyla paylagsmak
Calistigi takimda kendi Gizerine diisen isleri yaptiktan sonra, takim
arkadaslarinin da islerini bitirmelerine yardimci olmak

TEKNIK DONANIM: isini yaparken kullanmasi gereken teknik aletlerin (bilgisayar,
laboratuar malzemeleri vb.) kullanimi konusunda yeterli bilgi ve becerilere sahip
olmak, bu bilgi ve becerileri gerektigi durumlarda yeterince kullanabilmek

isini yaparken kullanmasi gereken bilgisayar programlari hakkinda bilgi
sahibi olmak etkili bir sekilde kullanabilmek

isini yaparken kullanmasi gereken bilgisayar programlarini etkili bir sekilde
kullanabilmek

isini yaparken kullanmasi gereken araglarin (laboratuar malzemesi, video,
tepeg6z vb) nasil kullaniimasi gerektigi hakkinda bilgi sahibi olmak

isini yaparken kullanmasi gereken araglari (laboratuar malzemesi, video,
tepegdz vb) etkili bir sekilde kullanabilmek

GONULULUK: Is icinde ortaya cikan ve ilk basta hickimseye ait olmayan gérevleri
yapmak igin istekli olmak, isini yaparken etkilesim iginde oldugu kisilere (6gretim
elemani, arastirma goérevlileri, 6grenciler vb.) gerekli durumlarda yardimci olmak
istemek.

Gorev alaninda sayilabilecek ama kendisinden talep edilmeyen,
beklenmeyen ve yapmasa da hicbir sekilde hesabi sorulmayacak bir isi
Ustline almak

Bolimn kendi diizenledigi bazi organizasyonlarda génilli galismak
Ekstra gérevler igin génalli olmak

Kendi isi olmadigi halde, ¢gok yodun oldugu i¢in sikisan bir calisma
arkadagina iglerini yapmasinda yardimci olmak

Ogrencilerin dersleriyle ilgili konularda elindeki kaynaklardan
faydalanmalarini saglamak

ise yeni baglayan veya yeni bir konuda ¢alismaya baglayan ¢alisma
arkadaslarina daha kolay adapte olabilmeleri igin yol géstermek

IS KALITESI: Verilen isi dogru ve eksiksiz bir sekilde, sonucunda kendisinden
istenilen sonuglara veya daha fazlasina ulasacak sekilde tamamlamak

Dzerine aldigi bir isi sorunsuz bir sekilde tamamlamak
Isini gegistirmek, kolaya kagarak yapmak
Kendisinden istenenden daha iyisini yapmak
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isi tam istendigi sekliyle yapmamak

Hata olmamasi igin yaptigi isi kontrol etmek

Verimli calismak, baskalarinin da yararlanabilecegi tiirden ¢galismalar
yapmak

Ogretim elemanlari icin yaptigi isleri sadece tamamlamak igin, sonucun
kalitesini disiinmeden yapmak

Yaptidi ise tekrar kontrol edilmeyecek kadar giivenilmesi
Hatasiz/eksiksiz is yapmak

PROBLEM COZME: Sahip oldugu tim bilgi, becerileri, yetenek vb. dzelliklerini
kullanarak isi ile ilgili karsisina ¢ikan herhangi bir sorun i¢in, o soruna uygun ¢6zim
yollari gelistirebilmek

Karsilagilan bir sorun igin farkli ¢ézimler Uretebilmek

isni yaparken bir sorunla karsilastiginda kurallari uygun sekilde esneterek
¢6zim yollari Gretebilmek

Isini yaparken karsilagtigi sorunlar igin uygulanacak gesitli ydntemlerin
sonuglarini énceden distinebilip o anki sorun igin en uygun olanini
secgebilmek

isiyle ilgili sorunlari birlikte ¢alistigi 6gretim elemanina sdylemeden énce
kendi yéntemleriyle ¢cézmeye ¢alismamak, sonug¢ alamazsa égretim
elemanina danismak

Bir sorunu ¢6zmek igin herhangi bir emek harcamadan, ugrasmadan ¢6zim
icin hemen 6gretim elemanina gitmek

isini yaparken bir sorunla kasilastiginda panik olmak ve bundan dolays
sorunu kendi kendine ¢ézememek

is yapilirken kullanilan teknik ekipmanla ilgili gikabilecek sorunlari kendi
basina ¢ézebilmek

isi ile ilgili aniden ¢ikan bir karigiklik veya sorunda hangi degisiklik veya
dizenlemelerin hangi yéntemlerle yapilacagina karar verip, gerekli
uygulamalari yapabilmek

YARATICILIK: is yapilirken kullanilan klasik yéntemlerin disinda yeni fikir,
uygulama ve ¢6zim yollari gelistirebilmek; veya varolan yontemlerde degisiklikler
yaparak alternatif ¢dzim yollari olusturabilmek

Kendisinden istenmemesine ragmen is ile ilgili degisik uygulamalar yapmak,
yeni yollar arastinp kullanmak

Yeni projeler gelistirebilmek

Sorunlari ¢6zmek igin daima alternatif bir plan olusturabilmek

Derslerde yaratici érnekler sunarak 6grencileri dislinmeye itecek tarzda
ybnlendirmek

Dersi anlatirken hazirladigl asetatlari aynen okumak, hi¢ yorum katmamak,
konular birbirine baglamadan anlatmak

GEGCIMSIZ OLMAK: Kendisinden istenileni yapmayarak veya istenilenin tam tersi
davranislar sergileyerek calisma ortaminin herkes tarafindan uyulan ve islerin
devamini saglayan kurallarina uyumsuzluk géstermek

“Yapamam/istemiyorum” gerekgesiyle verilen isi reddetmek

“‘Daha 6nemli” isleri oldugunu séyleyerek isi yapmak istememek
Ogrencilerle yeteri kadar ilgilenmemek, sorunlari i¢in geldiklerine yardimci
olmamak
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- Gorevlendirildigi isleri bilingli bir sekilde yapmamak

- Gokisim var diye sitem edip islerle ¢ok fazla ilgilenmemek

- Uyar ve ybnlendirmelere karsi davranisglarinda degisiklik géstermemek
- Calisma arkadaslariyla sik sik gcatisma yasamak

DIGER OZELLIKLER: Isi yapmak icin sahip olunmasi gereken dzellikler

- Acik fikirli olmak

- Analitik disinmek

- Kendine glivenmek

- Kendi ile barisik olmak
- s bitirici olmak

- Ogzverili olmak

- Guvenilir olmak

- Sabirli olmak
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APPENDIX E

QUESTIONNAIRE TO FIGURE OUT THE FINAL LIST OF THE AEF
ITEMS

Asagida, yapilan 6n calismalar sonucunda tespit edilen ve arastirma goérevliligi icin
kritik olan temel performans boyutlari ve bu boyutlari temsil eden davranis/ézellik
6rnekleri sunulmaktadir. LOtfen, her bir davranis maddesini inceleyip hangi boyut
altinda yer aldigini belirleyiniz. Sz konusu davranisin/ézelligin baglh oldugunu
distndlginiz boyuta ait olan rakami bu davranig/6zellik maddesinin sonundaki
bosluga yaziniz.

Katkilariniz igin tesekkir ederiz

Ar. Gor. Bahar Oz
PERFORMANS BOYUTLARI ve TANIMLARI

(1) ZAMAN YONETIMI: Yapilmasi gereken isleri 6nceliklerine gére diizenleyip,
yeni eklenecek olan islerle ilgili ayarlamalari dnceki islerin yapiligini
engellemeyecek sekilde yaparak tiim islerin zamaninda bitmesini saglamak.

(2) ISE BAGLILIK: Kendini isine ait hissetmek, isini benimsemek, 6nemsemek ve
ciddiye alarak yapmak.

(3) SORUMLULUK: isini yaparken (izerine aldigi goérevlerin ciddiyetinin, yapildigi
ve yapilmadigi durumlardaki sonuglarinin farkinda olmak ve bu sonuglari
sahiplenebilmek.

(4) MOTIVASYON: Verilen isleri yaparken biiyilk bir gayretle calismak ve isi daima
daha iyi yapma isteginde oldugunu géstererek yapmak.

(5) AKADEMIK YETKINLIK: isini yapabilmek icin gerekli kuramsal bilgilere ve bu
bilgileri kullanmasini saglayacak becerilere sahip olmak.

(6) KENDINi GELISTIRME: isini yapabilmek ve daha da ileriye gétiirebilmek igin
kendinden kaynaklanan eksikleri tamamlamak ve hatalari diizeltmek.

(7) ULASILABILIR OLMAK / YERINDE BULUNMAK: Resmen belirlenmis olan
veya caligmalarin gidisine gore sonradan kararlastiriimis zamanlarda ulasilabilir
olmak.

(8) INSAN iLISKILERI: Caligirken etkilesim icinde oldugu insanlara hangi
durumlarda nasil yaklagmasi gerektigini ayarlamak, iligkilerinde olumlu tavirlar
sergileyip, yaptigi isin akisini kolaylastirici, destekleyici, ise katki saglayici iligkiler
kurmak.

(9) ETIK / PROFESYONELLIK: isini yaparken bagkalarini da zor durumda
birakmayacak sekilde, kimsenin hakkina saygisizlik etmeden ve belirlenen ¢alisma
kurallarina uyarak galismak.
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(10) TAKIM CALISMASI: Takim halinde ¢alisilan durumlarda ¢alstigi takimin
amaglarini ve kurallarini anlayip bunlara uygun bir sekilde galisabilmek, takimin
amaglarina ulagsmasi icin takimdaki diger insanlarla bir bitln olarak galisabilmek.
(11) TEKNIK DONANIM: isini yaparken kullanmasi gereken teknik aletlerin
(bilgisayar, laboratuar malzemeleri vb.) kullanimi konusunda yeterli bilgi ve
becerilere sahip olmak, bu bilgi ve becerileri gerektigi durumlarda yeterince
kullanabilmek.

(12) GONULLULUK: is icinde ortaya cikan ve ilk basta hi¢ kimseye ait olmayan
gbrevleri yapmak igin istekli olmak, isini yaparken etkilesim i¢inde oldugu kisilere
(6gretim elemani, arastirma goérevlileri, dgrenciler vb.) gerekli durumlarda yardimci
olmak istemek.

(13) IS KALITESI: Verilen isi dogru ve eksiksiz bir sekilde, sonucunda kendisinden
istenilen sonuglara veya daha fazlasina ulagsacak sekilde tamamlamak.

(14) PROBLEM COZME: Sahip oldugu tim bilgi, becerileri, yetenek vb. dzelliklerini
kullanarak isi ile ilgili karsisina ¢ikan herhangi bir sorun i¢in, o soruna uygun ¢6zim
yollari gelistirebilmek

(15) YARATICILIK: is yapilirken kullanilan klasik ydntemlerin disinda yeni fikir,
uygulama ve ¢6zim yollari gelistirebilmek; veya varolan yontemlerde degisiklikler
yaparak alternatif ¢dzim yollari olusturabilmek.

(16) GECIMSIZ OLMAK: Kendisinden istenileni yapmayarak veya istenilenin tam
tersi davranislar sergileyerek g¢alisma ortaminin herkes tarafindan uyulan ve islerin
devamini sadlayan kurallarina uyumsuzluk géstermek.

(17) DIGER OZELLIKLER: isi yapmak icin sahip olunmasi gereken dzellikler.

DAVRANIS/OZELLIK ORNEKLERI Boyut No

Calismasi istenilen konudaki bilgi diizeyinin eksik olmasi

ise devamda aksakliklar gdstermek

isini cesitli kaynaklardan arastirmalar yaparak yapmak

Odrencilere koétd, ters ve/veya asadilayici davranmak

S Eal I b

Ogdretim elemani-6grenci arasindaki diyalogun artmasina
yardimci olmak

o

Sinirlarini bilmeyerek diger ¢alisma arkadaslarinin sorumluluk
alanlarina girmek

Karsilastigi sorunlara cesitli c6zim yollari bulmak icin calismak

o~

Gegici bir is oldugunu disindigu icin isine gerekli 6zeni
gOstermemek

9. Literatlrde bulunan bilgileri kendi kendine derleyebilmek, analiz
edebilmek ve analiz sonucunda ¢ézim Uretebilmek

10. Calisma konusunun igerigine hakim olmamak

11. Is bitirici olmak

12. Igini yakinmadan yapmak

13. Isini yaparken kullanmasi gereken bilgisayar programlari
hakkinda bilgi sahibi olmak etkili bir sekilde kullanabilmek

14. Mecbur olmadigi zamanlarda bile 6grencilere zaman ayirip
onlarla ilgilenmek

15. Dlzenlenen ofis saatlerinde yerinde bulunmamak

16. Ogretim elemanlarinin yirittigu islerde onlarin fikrini
bedenmezse basina buyruk hareket etmek

17. Aslinda kisa surede yapabilecegi bir isi uzun zamana yaymak

18. Calistigi takimda kendi Uzerine disen isleri yaptiktan sonra,
takim arkadaslarinin da iglerini bitirmelerine yardimci olmak
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DAVRANIS/OZELLIK ORNEKLERI

Boyut No

19.

ise yeni baglayan veya yeni bir konuda calismaya baglayan
¢alisma arkadaslarina daha kolay adapte olabilmeleri igin yol
gOstermek

20.

isini aksatmamak icin calisma siiresinin disinda da calismak

21.

Kendi isi olmadigi halde, ¢ok yodun oldugu igin sikisan bir
calisma arkadasina iglerini yapmasinda yardimci olmak

22.

Ogdrencilere yardimci olmak ve yanhslarini dizeltmek igin
ugrasmak

23.

CGalismalarini yaparken baskasinin yardimina ihtiyag duymak,
calismayi kendi kendine yénlendirememek

24.

Gorev aldigi dersle ilgili konuda arastirma ve 6grenme ¢abasi
gOstermek

25.

isini sahiplenmek, kendi isi olarak gérmek, isini yaparken
bzveriden kagcinmamak

26.

Diger ¢alisma arkadaslari ile paylasmasi gereken is ile ilgili
bilgileri paylagsmamak

27.

Kime ne sekilde yaklasacagini ayarlayabilmek, gerekli
durumlarda uygun seklide, kimseyi kirmadan araya girmek

28.

Ogdrencilerle uyumlu olmak

29.

Hatasiz/eksiksiz is yapmak

30.

isini yaparken bir sorunla karsilagtiginda kurallari uygun sekilde
esneterek ¢bzum yollar Uretebilmek

31.

Karsilasilan bir sorun icin farkli ¢ézimler Uretebilmek

32.

Proje gelistirme 6zelligine sahip olmamak

33.

Calisilan takima 6zgi ¢alisma ruhunu algilamak ve uygulamak

34.

isini yaparken kaprisli davranmak

35.

En az isi yapip en ¢ok kazanci elde etme anlayisi ile ¢calismak

36.

Kimseye haber vermeden/yerine kimseyi ayarlamadan gérevini
yerine getirmemek

37.

Ozel yagsamindaki sorunlari is yasamina yansitmak

38.

Daha dnce kimsenin yapmay! kabul etmedigi bir isi kabul etmek

39.

Kendisinden istenmemesine ragmen is ile ilgili degisik
uygulamalar yapmak, yeni yollar arastirip kullanmak

40.

Ogdrencilerle surekli diyalog halinde olmak

41.

Dlzenlenen ofis saatlerinde ve dersle ilgili faaliyetlere ayrilan
zamanda yerinde olmamak

42.

islerine kars! ilgisiz, vurdumduymaz olmak

43.

Cok isim var diye sitem edip islerle ¢cok fazla ilgilenmemek

44.

isiyle ilgili sorunlari birlikte galistigi 6gretim elemanina
sOylemeden dnce kendi ydntemleriyle gézmeye ¢alismak, sonug
alamazsa 6gretim elemanina danismak

45.

Kendine goérev olarak veriimedigi halde yapilacak seyleri
6nceden 6gretim elemanina hatirlatmak veya yapilacak is olup
olmadigini sormak

46.

Ogrencilerin derslerle ilgili sorularini kolaylikla cevaplayabilmek

47.

Uyari ve yonlendirmelere karsi davraniglarinda degisiklik
gbstermemek

48.

Zorunlu olmadig halde, dnemli olabilecegini diistindigu bir seyi
arastirmak
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DAVRANIS/OZELLIK ORNEKLERI

Boyut No

49.

Boéliman kendi diizenledigi bazi organizasyonlarda génilli
galismak

50.

is yapilirken kullanilan teknik ekipmanla ilgili cikabilecek sorunlari
kendi basina ¢dzebilmek

51. Isi sadece gérevi oldugu icin yapmak

52. Isini yaparken kullanmasi gereken bilgisayar programlarini etkili
bir sekilde kullanabilmek

53. Kendisinden istenenden daha iyisini yapmak

54. Sorunlari ¢ézmek icin daima alternatif bir plan olusturabilmek

55. Yaptig hatayla ilgili agik, dogru ve diirlst bir beyanda
bulunmamak

56. B6lUm igi gruplasmalara katilmak

57. Isiile ilgili yapacagini sdyledigi seyleri yapmamak, verdigi sozleri
tutmamak

58. Kendini isine yeterince vermemek

59. S6z verdigi saatte s6z verdigi yerde bulunmayarak islerin
aksamasina sebep olmak

60. Yaptig isi bir angarya/kilfet olarak gérmek

61. Bir sorunu ¢ézmek i¢in herhangi bir emek harcamadan,
ugrasmadan ¢dzim icin hemen égretim elemanina gitmek

62. Dénem basinda, bir ddnem boyunca neyi nasil yapacagini blyik
6lctde belirleyebilmek

63. Isiyle ugragmak istememek, yapmamak veya geciktirmek igin
bahaneler bulmak

64. Kendisinden istenilen isi bekletmeden/geciktirmeden yapmak

65. Ogrencilerin sorularini ilgiyle ve sabirla cevaplamak

66. Uzerine aldigi bir isi sorunsuz bir sekilde tamamlamak

67. Bilimsel arastirma yapmaya istekli olmak

68. Isi tam istendigi sekliyle yapmamak

69. Isini yaparken yapmasi gereken her tiirlii degerlendirmeyi adil ve
objektif yapmak

70. Kendisinden istenenden fazlasini yapmasi gerektiginde yapmak
ve bundan sikayet etmemek

71. Ogrencilerin dersleriyle ilgili konularda elindeki kaynaklardan
faydalanmalarini saglamak

72. Takim calismasi sirasinda caligilan takimin hizina uyum
saglayamayarak islerin siirekli aksamasina neden olmak

73. Yeni projeler gelistirebilmek

74. Ayni anda birden fazla is aldiginda bile hepsini de zamaninda
bitirebilmek

75. Isi ile ilgili aniden gikan bir karisiklik veya sorunda hangi
degisiklik veya dizenlemelerin hangi yéntemlerle yapilacagina
karar verip, gerekli uygulamalari yapabilmek

76. Isine saygl duymak

77. Kendine glivenmek

78. Ogrencilere, haksiz yere zor durumda kalmalarina sebep olacak
sekilde davranmak

79. Son ana biraktidi icin, kendisinden istenilen hazirlidi tam olarak
yapamamak

80. Yaptig ise tekrar kontrol edilmeyecek kadar glvenilmesi
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DAVRANIS/OZELLIK ORNEKLERI

Boyut No

81. Dersi anlatirken hazirladidi asetatlari aynen okumak, hig yorum
katmamak, konulari birbirine baglamadan anlatmak

82. Kendisine verilen igleri zor bulmak

83. Onceden belirlenen is béliminl diizenini bozabilecek
davraniglar sergilemek

84. Bilmedigi konulari 6grenmek, hatalarini ve eksiklerini dizeltmek
icin ekstra caba harcamamak

85. Isine miimkiin oldugu kadar az zaman ve emek harcamayi
istemek

86. Kendi kisisel calismalarini is ile ilgili gérevlerden daha 6n planda
tutarak, kendi gikarlari dogrultusunda is yapmak

87. Takim calismasi sirasinda fazla hirsli ve iddiali davranmak

88. Yogun oldugu zamanlarda bile islerini tamamlamak

89. Analitik disinmek

90. !§ yapilacagl zaman ortadan kaybolmak

91. Isini gecistirmek, kolaya kagarak yapmak

92. Kendi ile barisik olmak

93. Ogretim elemanlari igin yaptigi isleri sadece tamamlamak igin,
sonucun kalitesini disiinmeden yapmak

94. Yapmasi gereken bir isi unutmak

95. Dedikodu yapmak

96. Ekstra gbrevler icin gdnilli olmak

97. Kendisine verilen igleri kendi 6zel calismalarindan énde tutmak

98. Isini 6zenerek, en iyi sekilde tamamlama sevk ve hevesiyle
yapmak

99. Kendi ¢alistigim égretim elemani disinda kimsenin isini yapmam
tavri sergilemek

100. Mesai saatleri disinda asistanlik ile ilgili faaliyetlere zaman
ayirmaktan kaginmamak

101. Sevdigim is/sevmedigim is ayrimi yapmadan verilen tim isleri
6zenle yapmak

102. “Yapamam/istemiyorum” gerekcesiyle verilen isi reddetmek

103. Calisma saatlerinde yerinde bulunmak

104. Gorevlendirildigi isleri bilingli bir sekilde yapmamak

105. Isini yaparken bir sorunla karsilastiginda panik olmak ve
bundan dolayi sorunu kendi kendine ¢c6zememek

106. Mecbur olmadigi zamanlarda bile 6grencilere vakit ayirip
onlarla ilgilenmek

107. Verilen iste ne istendigini gabuk kavramak

108. Gorev alaninda sayilabilecek ama kendisinden talep
edilmeyen, beklenmeyen ve yapmasa da higbir sekilde hesabi
sorulmayacak bir isi Ustline almak

109. Isini yaparken karsilagtigi sorunlar icin uygulanacak cesitli
yéntemlerin sonuglarini dnceden disiinebilip o anki sorun igin en
uygun olanini secebilmek

110. Verilen iglerinin yapilig sirasini ayarlayabilmek

111. Acilen ¢ikan bir isi, 0 anda yaptigi diger islerini organize ederek
yapmak

112. Calisma alaniyla ilgili dar bir gérls agisina sahip olmak

113. Hata olmamasi i¢in yaptigi isi kontrol etmek
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DAVRANIS/OZELLIK ORNEKLERI

Boyut No

114. Isini yaparken kullanmasi gereken araglari (laboratuar
malzemesi, video, tepegdz vb) etkili bir sekilde kullanabilmek

115. Kendi calismalariyla ilgili igleri de kendisine verilen isleri de
aksatmadan yapmak

116. Mecbur olmadigi halde angarya bir isi de yapmak

117. Sabirh olmak

118. Derslerde yaratici 6rnekler sunarak égrencileri dislinmeye
itecek tarzda yénlendirmek

119. Ogrencilerle yeteri kadar ilgilenmemek, sorunlari igin
geldiklerine yardimci olmamak

120. Onceligi kendi islerine vererek 6gretim elemanlarinin iglerinin
beklenenden geg bitmesine sebep olmak

121. Calisma arkadaslariyla sik sik catisma yasamak

122. Glvenilir olmak

123. Insanlara empatik yaklasmak

124. Isini yaparken kullanmasi gereken araglarin (laboratuar
malzemesi, video, tepegdz vb) nasil kullaniimasi gerektigi hakkinda
bilgi sahibi olmak

125. Verimli galismak, baskalarinin da yararlanabilecegi tirden
calismalar yapmak

126. Acik fikirli olmak

127. Galsilan konu ile ilgili elindeki bilgileri takim arkadaslariyla
paylasmak

128. Isini sevmek

129. Yapilan iste bir degisiklik yapilacagi zaman sonuglarini
distnmeden, bu degisikligi birlikte ¢calistigr 6gretim elemanina
danigsmadan yapmak

130. “Daha énemli” isleri oldugunu sdyleyerek isi yapmak
istememek

131. Ozverili olmak

132. Takimin ¢alisma tarzina ¢cabuk adapte olmak
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APPENDIX F

PILOT STUDY VERSION OF THE AEF

ODTU ARASTIRMA GOREVLISI
PERFORMANS DEGERLENDIRME FORMU

Bu arastirmanin amaci, ODTU'de arastirma gorevlilerinin performans
degerlendirmesinde kullaniimak Uzere ¢ok boyutlu bir degerlendirme araci
gelistirmek ve gelistirilen bu arag aracilhidiyla yapilan degerlendirmeleri bazi temel
bireysel niteliklerle karsilastirmaktir. Asagida bu amagla hazirlanmis ve arastirma
g6revliligi isi icin kritik olan temel davranis maddeleri iceren bir degerlendirme
formu bulunmaktadir. Sizden istenilen son 3-4 aydir (2002-2003 bahar dénemi
boyunca) birlikte calistiginiz bir arastirma gérevlisini bu formu kullanarak
degerlendirmenizdir.

Bu caligmanin sonuclari sadece arastirmaci tarafindan goériilecek ve
arastirma amaci diginda kullanilmayacaktir. Degerlendirmelerinizi olabildigince
objektif ve eksiksiz bir sekilde yapacaginizi umar, katkilariniz igin ¢ok tesekkir
ederiz.

Aras. Gor. Bahar Oz

ODTU Psikoloji Blimu

Tel: 21051 18

E-posta: ozbahar@metu.edu.ir

Cinsiyetiniz: Kadin Erkek  Dogum yiliniz:

Calistiginiz boliim: Unvaniniz:

Bu béliimdeki ¢calisma siireniz (yil ve/veya ay olarak belirtiniz):

L I VR VI R VR VI VI VR - -]

Asagida arastirma gorevliligi icin kritik olan temel davranislar sunulmustur.
Latfen performansini dederlendirecediniz arastirma goérevlisinin belirtilen her bir
davranisi sergileme siklhigini asagidaki 5 basamakli élgek tGzerinde belirtiniz.

Eger herhangi bir maddede ifade edilen davranig, degerlendireceginiz
arastirma gérevlisi ile son 3-4 aylik calisma siireniz boyunca yaptiginiz
islerle ilgili degilse “uygun degil” secenegini isaretleyiniz.
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Ornek: Eger arastirma gérevlisi yapmasi gereken bir isi genellikle unutuyorsa,
asagida gosterildigi gibi yapmaniz gereken, dlgekte 4 rakamini daire icine almaktir.

-5/ |ss| 2 |.5 |s=
— = M =)
Stlg |55l T |25 |28
IN| 2 |NN @ N 50
O]
1. Yapmasi gereken bir isi
unutmak 1 5 3 @ 5
=5/ 8 |58/2 | .5 5=
8515 |55/ 2 |25 |28
IN| 2 |NN| @ N 50
(O]
1. Ogretim elemani icin yaptig isleri
sadece taamlamak igin, sonucun 1 2 3 4 5
kalitesini disinmeden yapmak
2. Isini yaparken bir sorunla
karsilastiginda panik olmak ve 1 5 3 4 5
bundan dolay! sorunu kendi kendine
gé_zememek
3. Isi ile ilgili yapacagini s6yledigi
seyleri yapmamak, verdigi sozleri 1 2 3 4 5
tutmamak

4. is yapilirken kullanilan teknik
ekipmanla ilgili gikabilecek sorunlari 1 2 3 4 5
kendi bagina ¢ézebilmek

5. Isiyle ilgili sorunlari birlikte calistig
6gretim elemanina séylemeden énce
kendi ydntemleriyle ¢ézmeye 1 2 3 4 5
calismak, sonug alamazsa 6gretim
elemanina danismak

6. Calisilan konu ile ilgili elindeki
bilgileri birlikte calistigi 1 2 3 4 5
arkadaslariyla paylasmak

7. Yapmasi gereken bir isi unutmak 1 2 3 4 5

8. Uyari ve ybnlendirmelere karsi

davraniglarinda degisiklik 1 2 3 4 5
gOstermemek

9. Isini dzenerek ve hevesle yapmak 1 2 3 4 5
10. Bir sorunu ¢6zmek i¢in herhangi

bir emek harcamadan, ¢6zim igin 1 2 3 4 5

hemen 6gretim elemanina gitmek

11. Ise devamda aksakliklar
gOstermek
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Hicbir
Zaman

Nadiren

Zaman
Zaman

Genellikle

Her
Zaman

Uygun
Degil

12. Kisa sirede yapabilecegi bir isi
uzun zamana yaymak

—_

N

N

13. Zorunlu olmadigi halde, énemli
olabilecegini distndigu bir
seyi/konuyu arastirmak

14. Daha 6nce kimsenin yapmayi
kabul etmedigi bir isi kabul etmek

15. Son ana biraktidi igin,
kendisinden istenilen hazirhdi tam
olarak yapamamak

16. Kendi isi olmadidi halde, ¢ok
yogun oldugu igin sikisan bir calisma
arkadasina islerini yapmasinda
yardimci olmak

17. Isini yaparken bir sorunla
karsilastiginda kurallari uygun
sekilde esneterek ¢dzim yollari
Uretebilmek

18. Ogrencilere kotd, ters ve/veya
asagdilayici davranmak

19. Ekstra gérevler icin génalli
olmak

20. Onceligi kendi iglerine vererek
6gretim elemanlarinin iglerinin
beklenenden geg bitmesine sebep
olmak

21. Galisma konusunun icerigine
hakim olmamak

22. Grup halinde galisma tarzina
cabuk adapte olmak

23. Ayni anda birden fazla is aldig
durumlarda bitln isleri zamaninda
bitirebilmek

24. Galisma saatlerinde yerinde
bulunmak

25. Igini yaparken kullanmasi
gereken bilgisayar programlarini
etkili bir sekilde kullanabilmek

26. D6nem basinda, bir dénem
boyunca neyi nasil yapacagini blydk
6lclide belirleyebilmek

27. Hata olmamasi igin yaptidi isi
kontrol etmek

28. Galismalarini yaparken
baskasinin yardimina ihtiyag
duymak, ¢alismayi kendi kendine
yénlendirememek
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Hicbir
Zaman

Nadiren

Zaman
Zaman

Genellikle

Her
Zaman

Uygun
Degil

29. Ogrencilerle uyumlu olmak

—_

N

w

N

30. Sevdigim is/sevmedigim is ayrimi
yapmadan verilen tim isleri 6zenle
yapmak

I

31. Kimseye haber vermeden/yerine
kimseyi ayarlamadan gérevini yerine
getirmemek

32. Igini yaparken kullanmasi
gereken araclarin (laboratuar
malzemesi, video, tepegbz vb.) nasil
kullanilmasi gerektigi hakkinda bilgi
sahibi olmak ve bunlar etkili bir
sekilde kullanabilmek

33. Diizenlenen ofis saatlerinde ve
dersle ilgili faaliyetlere ayrilan
zamanda yerinde olmamak

34. Verilen iglerinin 6ncelik sirasini
ayarlayabilmek

35. Ogrencilerin sorularini ilgiyle ve
sabirla cevaplamak

36. Ogrencilerle surekli diyalog
halinde olmak

37. Sinirlarini bilmeyerek diger
galisma arkadaslarinin sorumluluk
alanlarina girmek

38. Gorev alaninda sayilabilecek
ama kendisinden talep edilmeyen,
beklenmeyen ve yapmasa da higbir
sekilde hesabi sorulmayacak bir isi
Ustline almak

39. Karsilastigi sorunlara cesitli
¢6z0m yollarn bulmak igin calismak

40. Igini yaparken kullanmasi
gereken bilgisayar programlari
hakkinda bilgi sahibi olmak ve bu
programlari etkili bir sekilde
kullanabilmek

41. Igini yaparken yapmasi gereken
her tirl0 degerlendirmeyi adil ve
objektif yapmak

42. Calismasi istenilen konudaki bilgi
dizeyinin eksik olmasi

43. Isini yaparken gerekli araclari
(laboratuar malzemesi, video,
tepegdz vb.) kullanirken yardima
ihtiyac duymak
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Hicbir
Zaman

Nadiren

Zaman
Zaman

Genellikle

Her
Zaman

Uygun
Degil

44. isini cesitli kaynaklardan
arastirmalar yaparak yapmak

—_

N

N

45. Kime ne sekilde yaklasacagini
ayarlayabilmek, gerekli durumlarda
uygun seklide, kimseyi kirmadan
araya girmek

46. isine mimkin oldugu kadar az
zaman ve emek harcamayi istemek

47. Igini yaparken karsilagtigi
sorunlar i¢in uygulanacak cgesitli
ybéntemlerin sonuglarini dnceden
distnebilip o anki sorun igin en
uygun yéntemi secebilmek

48. Literatlrde bulunan bilgileri kendi
kendine derleyebilmek, analiz
edebilmek ve analiz sonucunda
¢bzim Uretebilmek

49. Hatasiz/eksiksiz is yapmak

50. isini yaparken kaprisli davranmak

NN

wW|w

LR

oo

51. Ogrencilerin derslerle ilgili
sorularini kolaylikla cevaplayabilmek

52. Grup calismasi sirasinda fazla
hirsh ve iddiali davranmak

53. Mecbur olmadigi zamanlarda bile
6grencilere vakit ayirip onlarla
ilgilenmek

54. Ogretim elemani-6grenci
arasindaki diyalogun artmasina
yardimci olmak

55. Isi tam istendigi sekliyle
yapmamak

56. Bolimin kendi duzenledigi bazi
organizasyonlarda génalli cahismak

57. Birlikte galistigi grubun hizina
uyum saglayamayarak iglerin strekli
aksamasina neden olmak

58. insanlara empatik yaklagsmak

59. Ekip halinde ¢alisilan
durumlarda, ekibe 6zgi galisma
ruhunu algilamak ve uygulamak

60. Bilmedigi konular 6grenmek,
hatalarini ve eksiklerini diizeltmek
icin ekstra gaba harcamamak

61. En az isi yapip en ¢ok kazanci
elde etme anlayisi ile gcalismak

62. Yaptigi ise tekrar kontrol
edilmeyecek kadar glvenilmesi
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63. Calisma arkadaslariyla sik sik
catisma yasamak 1 2 3 4 5
64. Acilen ¢ikan bir isi, 0 anda
yaptigi diger islerini organize ederek 1 2 3 4 5
yapmak
65. Gorev aldigi konu ile ilgili
arastirma ve 6grenme g¢abasi 1 2 3 4 5
gbstermek
66. Isi ile ilgili aniden ¢ikan bir
karisiklik veya sorunda hangi
degisiklik veya dliizenlemelerin hangi 1 2 3 4 5

yéntemlerle yapilacagina karar verip,
gerekli uygulamalari yapabilmek
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APPENDIX G

ITEMS ELIMINATED AS A RESULT OF THE FACTOR ANALYSIS
CONDUCTED FOR THE 65-ITEM AEF

Reason for Elimination

Factor Factor Cross Conceptual Low
ITEM 1 2 Loading Irrelevance  Loadings
(58)*nsanlara empatik
yaklasmak 757 \
(50)isini yaparken 734 \
kaprisli davranmak
(42)Cahigsmasi istenilen
konudaki bilgi diizeyinin .672 490 \ \
eksik olmasi
(45)Kime ne sekilde
yaklasacagini
ayarlayabilmek, gerekli 670 N

durumlarda uygun
sekilde, kimseyi
kirmadan araya girmek

(35)Ogrencilerin
sorularini ilgiyle ve 664 489 Y \
sabirla cevaplamak

(29)Ogrencilerle uyumlu
omak 648 V
(47)isini yaparken

karsilastigi sorunlar igin

uygulanacak gesitli

yOntemlerin sonuglarini .648 .459 \

Onceden dlsinebilip o

anki sorun igin en uygun

yontemi segebilmek

(18)Ogrencilere kéti,
ters ve/veya asagilayici .630 \
davranmak
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Reason for Elimination

Factor Factor Cross Conceptual Low
ITEM 1 2 Loading Irrelevance  Loadings

(59)Ekip halinde

¢alisilan durumlarda,

ekibe 6zgii calisma .587 439 S
ruhunu algilamak ve

uygulamak

(22)Grup galisma tarzina
gabuk adapte olmak 576 .382 N N
(56)BoélimUn kendi
diizenledigi bazi
organizasyonlarda géndlli
calismak

.566 v

(51)(")grencilerin derslerle
ilgili sorularini kolaylikla .558 375 \/
cevaplayabilmek

(3)Isi ile ilgili yapacagini
soyledigi seyleri

e 552 371 J ol
yapmamak, verdigi s6zleri
tutmamak
(63)Calisma
arkadaslariyla sik sik .552 J

gatisma yasamak

(28)Caligmalarini

yaparken baskasinin

yardimina ihtiyac duymak, 549 .357 v v
¢alismayi kendi kendine

ybnlendirememek

(65)Gorev aldigi konu ile
ilgili arastirma ve 6grenme 531 .503 \/ \/
¢abasi géstermek

(62)Yaptigi ise tekrar
kontrol edilmeyecek kadar 494 442 \/ \/
glvenilmesi

(61)En az isi yapip en ¢ok
kazanci elde etme anlayisi 472 \/
ile galismak

(10)Bir sorunu ¢ézmek igin

herhangi bir emek

harcamadan, ¢6z0m igin v
hemen 6égretim elemanina

gitmek
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Reason for Elimination

Factor Factor Cross Conceptual Low
ITEM 1 2 Loading Irrelevance  Loadings

(4)is yapilirken kullanilan

teknik ekipmanla ilgili 810 N
¢ikabilecek sorunlari kendi ’

basina ¢ézebilmek

(1)Ogretim elemanlari igin

yaptidi igleri sadece

tamamlamak icin, sonucun 604 615 \ \
kalitesini distinmeden

yapmak

(53)Mecbur olmadigi

zamanlarda bile 452 547 N N
Ogrencilere vakit ayirip

onlarla ilgilenmek

(5)isiyle ilgili sorunlari

birlikte ¢galistigr 6gretim

elemanina dylemeden

énce kendi ydntemleriyle \/
¢6zmeye galismak,

sonug alamazsa 6gretim

elemanina danigsmak

Note: *(...) indicated the item number of that item in the original AEF
Iltems are ordered according to their loadings
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APPENDIX H

ITEMS ELIMINATED AS A RESULT OF THE FACTOR ANALYSIS
CONDUCTED FOR THE 30 ITEMS PLACED UNDER TASK
PROFICIENCY SUBDIMENSION

Reason for Elimination

Factor Factor Cross Low
ITEM 1 2 Loading Loadings
(21)*Cahsma
konusunun igerigine
hakim olmamak 561 460 \
(24)Calisma \
saatlerinde yerinde
bulunmak
(55)lsi tam istendigi 403 469 N

sekliyle yapmamak

Note: *(...) indicated the item number of that item in the original AEF
Items are ordered according to their loadings

134



APPENDIX |

FACTOR STRUCTURE OF THE TASK PERFORMANCE SUBSCALE OF THE

AEF
ITEMS TPR MPD
(48)*Literattrde bulunan bilgileri kendi kendine derleyebilmek, .769
analiz edebilmek ve analiz sonucunda ¢6zim Uretebilmek
(49)Hatasiz/eksiksiz is yapmak .708
(27)Hata olmamasi igin yaptigi isi kontrol etmek .694
(66)isi ile ilgili aniden ¢ikan bir karisiklik veya sorunda hangi .640

degisiklik veya diizenlemelerin hangi yéntemlerle yapilacagina karar
verip, gerekli uygulamalari yapabilmek

(26)Dénem basinda, bir dénem boyunca neyi nasil yapacagdini blyik .604
Olctide belirleyebilmek

(84)Verilen iglerinin 6ncelik sirasini ayarlayabilmek .603
(44)isini cesitli kaynaklardan arastirmalar yaparak yapmak 572
(2)isini yaparken bir sorunla karsilastiginda panik olmak ve

bundan dolayi sorunu kendi kendine ¢6zememek .569
(36)Ogrencilerle siirekli diyalog halinde olmak .548
(40)isini yaparken kullanmasi gereken bilgisayar 544

programlari hakkinda bilgi sahibi olmak ve bu programlari etkili bir
sekilde kullanabilmek

(64)Acilen ¢ikan bir isi, 0 anda yaptidi diger islerini organize ederek 515
yapmak
(39)Karsilastigi sorunlara gesitli ¢6zim yollari bulmak igin ¢alismak 511

(32)isini yaparken kullanmasi gereken araglarin (laboratuar
malzemesi, video, tepegdz vb.) nasil kullaniimasi gerektigi hakkinda 509
bilgi sahibi olmak ve bunlari etkili bir sekilde kullanabilmek

(54)Ogretim elemani-6drenci arasindaki diyalogun artmasina yardimci 474
olmak
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ITEMS TPR

MPD

(23)Ayni anda birden fazla is aldigi durumlarda bitin isleri zamaninda 442
bitirebilme

(31)Kimseye haber vermeden/yerine kimseyi ayarlamadan gdrevini
yerine getirmemek

(8)Uyari ve ybnlendirmelere kargl davraniglarinda degisiklik
gbstermemek

(57)Birlikte galistigi grubun hizina uyum saglayamayarak islerin surekli
aksamasina neden olmak

(20)Onceligi kendi islerine vererek dgretim elemanlarinin islerinin
beklenenden ge¢ bitmesine sebep olmak

(46)isine miimkiin oldugu kadar az zaman ve emek harcamay!
istemek

(33)Duzenlenen ofis saatlerinde ve dersle ilgili faaliyetlere ayrilan
zamanda yerinde olmamak

(12)Kisa siirede yapabilecegi bir isi uzun zamana yaymak

(30)Sevdigim is/sevmedigim is ayrimi yapmadan verilen tim isleri
6zenle yapmak

(7)Yapmasi gereken bir isi unutmak
(11)ise devamda aksakliklar géstermek

(15)Son ana biraktidi igin, kendisinden istenilen hazirligi tam olarak
yapamamak

(43)isini yaparken gerekli araglari (laboratuar malzemesi, video,
tepegéz vb.) kullanirken yardima ihtiyag duymak

.738

.715

.703

.689

.643

.630

.622

.584

.581

.541

515

513

Note: Items were sorted according to their loadings, (...)* indicates the item number of that

item in the AEF. TPR: Task Proficiency, MPD: Maintaining Personal Discipline
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APPENDIX J

ITEMS ELIMINATED AS A RESULT OF THE FACTOR ANALYSIS
CONDUCTED FOR THE 39-ITEM AEF

Reason for Elimination

ITEM

Factor
1

Factor
2

Reliability*

Cross
Loading

Conceptual
Irrelevance

Low
Loadings

(46)**Isine mimkiin
oldugu kadar az
zaman ve emek
harcamayi istemek

(8)Uyari ve
ybnlendirmelere karsi
davraniglarinda
degisiklik
gbstermemek

(49)Hatasiz, eksiksiz
is yapmak

(36)Ogrencilerele
surekli dialog halinde
olmak

(63)Calisma
arkadaslariyla sik sik
gatisma yasamak

(27)Hata olmamasi
icin yaptigi isi kontrol
etmek

(40)isini yaparken
kullanmasi gereken
bilgisayar programlari
hakkinda bilgi sahibi
olmak ve bu
programlari etkili bir
sekilde kullanabilmek

0.686

0,670

0.587

0.533

0.489

0.488

0,433

0.369

0.477

0,407

\/

\/
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Reason for Elimination

Factor Factor Reliabilitv* Cross Conceptual Low
ITEM 1 2 Y"  Loading Irrelevance  Loadings

(2)isini yaparken bir
sorunla
karsilastiginda panik
olmak ve bundan
dolayi sorunu kendi
kendine ¢dzememek

422 .380 N v

(26)Dénem basinda

bir ddbnem boyunca

neyi nasil yapacagini 421 .353 J
buylk dlciide

belirleyebilmek

(11)lse devamda
aksakliklar gostermek 356 v

(43)isini yaparken N
gerekli araglar

(laboratuar

malzemesi, video,

tepegdz vb.)

kullanirken yardima

ihtiyac duymak

(17)isini yaparken bir

sorunla

karsilastiginda

kurallari uygun 717 J
sekilde esneterek

¢6zUm yollan

Uretebilmek

(41) Isini yaparken

yapmasi gereken her

tirli degerlendirmeyi 601 \
adil ve objektif

yapmak

(34)Verilen iglerin
dncelik sirasini 422 529 \/ \
ayarlayabilmek

Note: * Shows the items eliminataed because of reducing reliability coefficients of the scale.
* *(...) indicates the item number of that item in the original AEF.
Items are ordered according to their loadings.
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APPENDIX K

RATING FORM FOR THE TASK PERFORMANCE-CONTEXTUAL
PERFORMANCE DIFFERENTIATION

Asagida, iki temel performans boyutunun tanimlariyla birlikte, yapilan
ongalismalar sonunda tespit edilen ve arastirma gérevliligi igin kritik olan temel
davranislar/ézellikler sunulmaktadir. Litfen, 6ncelikle verilen performans boyutu
tanimlarini dikkatle okuyunuz. Daha sonra ise, her bir davranis/6zellik maddesini
inceleyip hangi performans boyutunun altinda yer aldigini belirleyiniz ve ilgili
boyuta ait kutucugu isaretleyiniz.

Katkilariniz igin gok tesekkiir ederiz.

Ar. Gor. Bahar Oz

Goérev Performansi: Gérev taniminda yer alan ve is igin gerekli teknik bilgi, beceri
ve yeteneklerin kullanimini gerektiren temel gérev ve aktivitelerin ne denli yetkin bir
sekilde yapildigidir.

Ortamsal Performans: Goérev taniminda yer almayan, zorunluluktan c¢ok
g6nallilik temelinde yapilan ve dolayh olarak gérev performansini destekleyen
davranis ve tutumlardir (6rn., yardimsever [igbirligine yatkin] tutum ve davraniglar,
kurum aidiyeti, ekstra caba harcama, isteklilik).

Gorev Ortamsal
Performansi | Performans

1. Ogretim elemani icin yaptigi isleri sadece
taamlamak igin, sonucun kalitesini disiinmeden
yapmak

2. Isini yaparken bir sorunla karsilastiginda panik
olmak ve bundan dolayi sorunu kendi kendine
cbzememek

3. si ile ilgili yapacag@ini séyledigi seyleri yapmamak,
verdigi sézleri tutmamak

4. Is yapilirken kullanilan teknik ekipmanla ilgili
cikabilecek sorunlari kendi basina ¢ézebilmek
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Gorev
Performansi

Ortamsal
Performans

5. Isiyle ilgili sorunlari birlikte calistigi égretim
elemanina séylemeden 6nce kendi ydntemleriyle
¢dzmeye calismak, sonug alamazsa 6gretim
elemanina danigsmak

6. Calisilan konu ile ilgili elindeki bilgileri birlikte
calistigl arkadaslariyla paylasmak

7. Yapmasi gereken bir isi unutmak

8. Uyari ve ybnlendirmelere karsi davraniglarinda
degisiklik gdstermemek

9. Isini 6zenerek ve hevesle yapmak

10. Bir sorunu ¢6zmek i¢in herhangi bir emek
harcamadan, ¢dzim i¢in hemen 6gretim elemanina
gitmek

11. Ise devamda aksakliklar géstermek

12. Kisa surede yapabilecegi bir isi uzun zamana
yaymak

13. Zorunlu olmadigi halde, énemli olabilecegini
dislndlgi bir seyi’konuyu arastirmak

14. Daha énce kimsenin yapmayi kabul etmedigi bir
isi kabul etmek

15. Son ana biraktidi i¢in, kendisinden istenilen
hazirhdi tam olarak yapamamak

16. Kendi isi olmadidi halde, ¢ok yogdun oldugu igin
sikisan bir galisma arkadasina islerini yapmasinda
yardimci olmak

17. Isini yaparken bir sorunla karsilastiginda kurallar
uygun sekilde esneterek ¢6zim yollari Uretebilmek

18. Ogrencilere kétl, ters ve/veya asagilayici
davranmak

19. Ekstra goérevler icin génallli olmak

20. Onceligi kendi islerine vererek 6gretim
elemanlarinin islerinin beklenenden geg¢ bitmesine
sebep olmak

21. Galisma konusunun icerigine hakim olmamak

22. Grup halinde calisma tarzina cabuk adapte olmak

23. Ayni anda birden fazla is aldigi durumlarda batin
isleri zamaninda bitirebilmek

24. Galisma saatlerinde yerinde bulunmak

25. isini yaparken kullanmasi gereken bilgisayar
programlarini etkili bir sekilde kullanabilmek

26. Dénem basinda, bir ddnem boyunca neyi nasil
yapacagini blyik 6lctide belirleyebilmek

27. Hata olmamasi i¢in yaptidi isi kontrol etmek

28. Galismalarini yaparken baskasinin yardimina
ihtiyag duymak, calismayi kendi kendine
ybénlendirememek

29. Ogrencilerle uyumlu olmak
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Gorev
Performansi

Ortamsal
Performans

30. Sevdigim is/sevmedigim is ayrimi yapmadan
verilen tim isleri 6zenle yapmak

31. Kimseye haber vermeden/yerine kimseyi
ayarlamadan gérevini yerine getirmemek

32. isini yaparken kullanmasi gereken araclarin
(laboratuar malzemesi, video, tepeg6z vb.) nasil
kullaniimasi gerektigi hakkinda bilgi sahibi olmak ve
bunlari etkili bir sekilde kullanabilmek

33. Dlzenlenen ofis saatlerinde ve dersle ilgili
faaliyetlere ayrilan zamanda yerinde olmamak

34. Verilen iglerinin 6ncelik sirasini ayarlayabilmek

35. Ogrencilerin sorularini ilgiyle ve sabirla
cevaplamak

36. Ogrencilerle stirekli diyalog halinde olmak

37. Sinirlarini bilmeyerek diger ¢alisma arkadaslarinin
sorumluluk alanlarina girmek

38. Gorev alaninda sayilabilecek ama kendisinden
talep edilmeyen, beklenmeyen ve yapmasa da higbir
sekilde hesabi sorulmayacak bir isi Ustline almak

39. Karsilastigi sorunlara gesitli ¢6zim yollari bulmak
icin calismak

40. isini yaparken kullanmasi gereken bilgisayar
programlari hakkinda bilgi sahibi olmak ve bu
programlari etkili bir sekilde kullanabilmek

41. Igini yaparken yapmasi gereken her tirll
degerlendirmeyi adil ve objektif yapmak

42. Calismasi istenilen konudaki bilgi diizeyinin eksik
olmasi

43. Igini yaparken gerekli araclari (laboratuar
malzemesi, video, tepegbz vb.) kullanirken yardima
ihtiyac duymak

44. isini cesitli kaynaklardan arastirmalar yaparak
yapmak

45. Kime ne sekilde yaklasacagini ayarlayabilmek,
gerekli durumlarda uygun seklide, kimseyi kirmadan
araya girmek

46. isine mimkiin oldugu kadar az zaman ve emek
harcamayi istemek

47. Isini yaparken karsilagtigi sorunlar icin
uygulanacak cesitli yéntemlerin sonuclarini énceden
disUnebilip o0 anki sorun i¢in en uygun ydntemi
secebilmek

48. Literaturde bulunan bilgileri kendi kendine
derleyebilmek, analiz edebilmek ve analiz sonucunda
¢dzim Uretebilmek
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Gorev
Performansi

Ortamsal
Performans

49. Hatasiz/eksiksiz is yapmak

50. isini yaparken kaprisli davranmak

51. Ogrencilerin derslerle ilgili sorularini kolayhkla
cevaplayabilmek

52. Grup calismasi sirasinda fazla hirsh ve iddiali
davranmak

53. Mecbur olmadigi zamanlarda bile 6grencilere vakit
ayirip onlarla ilgilenmek

54. Ogretim elemani-6grenci arasindaki diyalogun
artmasina yardimci olmak

55. Isi tam istendigi sekliyle yapmamak

56. Bolumin kendi duzenledigi bazi
organizasyonlarda génalli cahismak

57. Birlikte ¢alistigr grubun hizina uyum
saglayamayarak islerin sirekli aksamasina neden
olmak

58. insanlara empatik yaklasmak

59. Ekip halinde ¢alisilan durumlarda, ekibe 6zgti
c¢alisma ruhunu algilamak ve uygulamak

60. Bilmedigi konular 6grenmek, hatalarini ve
eksiklerini diizeltmek icin ekstra caba harcamamak

61. En az isi yapip en ¢ok kazanci elde etme anlayisi
ile calismak

62. Yaptigi ise tekrar kontrol edilmeyecek kadar
glvenilmesi

63. Calisma arkadasglariyla sik sik catisma yasamak

64. Acilen ¢ikan bir isi, o0 anda yaptig! diger islerini
organize ederek yapmak

65. Gorev aldigi konu ile ilgili arastirma ve 6grenme
cabasi géstermek

66. isi ile ilgili aniden ¢ikan bir karisiklik veya sorunda
hangi degisiklik veya diizenlemelerin hangi
ybéntemlerle yapilacagina karar verip, gerekli
uygulamalar yapabilmek
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APPENDIX L

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES QUESTIONNAIRE (IDQ)

ARASTIRMA GOREVLILIGI BIREYSEL FARKLILIKLAR ANKETI

Bu arastrmanin amaci, ODTUde arastirma gérevlilerinin performans
degerlendirmesinde kullaniimak U(zere ¢ok boyutlu bir degerlendirme araci
gelistirmek ve gelistirilen bu arag aracilidiyla yapilan degerlendirmeleri bazi temel
bireysel niteliklerle karsilastirmaktir. Bu amagcla size kisilerin davranis, tutum ve
duygularini degerlendirmeye yonelik iki ayr anket verilmistir. Aragtirmanin diger
bir parcasi olarak da son 3-4 aydir (2002-2003 bahar dénemi boyunca) birlikte
calistiginiz bir 6gretim elemanina sizin onayinizla, ¢alistiginiz bu 3-4 aylk
doénem icin sizi degerlendirmesi amaciyla bir performans degerlendirme
formu verilecektir.

Bu arastirmada sizden istenilen, anketlerdeki her bir maddeyi, verilen élgekleri
kullanarak olabildigince eksiksiz bir sekilde doldurulmanizdir. Higbir maddenin
dogru veya yanlis cevabi yoktur, 6nemli olan tim sorulari ne olmasi gerektigine
g6re degil, sizin gergekten ne disindiginize gére cevaplamanizdir.

Katkilariniz igin ¢gok tesekkiir ederiz.

Aras. Gor. Bahar Oz

ODTU Psikoloji Bélim

Tel: 210 51 18

E-posta: ozbahar@metu.edu.tr

Adiniz, soyadiniz: Cinsiyetinizz: _ Kadin __ Erkek

Dogum yiliniz: Calistiginiz boéliim:

Bu béliimdeki calisma siireniz (yil ve/veya ay olarak belirtiniz):

Son 3-4 aydir (2002-2003 bahar dénemi boyunca) birlikte calistiginiz ve
performansinizi degerlendirmesini onayladiginiz 6gretim elemaninin adi ve
soyadi:
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Bu bdélimde sizden iginizle ilgili bazi degerlendirmeler yapmanizi istiyoruz.
Asagida verilen her bir maddede isinizin bir yéni ele alinmistir. Kendinize “igimin
bu yoéniinden ne kadar tatmin oluyorum” sorusunu sorunuz ve cevabinizi
verilen dlcegi kullanarak belirtiniz. Isinizin s6z konusu yéniinden ne kadar tatmin
oldugunuzu her maddenin sonundaki 6lgekte size uygun rakami isaretleyerek
belirtiniz.

1 = Hic tatmin etmiyor

2 = Pek tatmin etmiyor
3 = Ne ediyor ne etmiyor
4 = Oldukca tatmin ediyor

5 = Cok tatmin ediyor
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1. Sirekli mesgul olabilme
firsati

2. Kendi kendime calisma
firsati

3. Zaman zaman farkl
seyler yapma sansi

4. Toplumda bir yer
edinme olanagi

5. Ustlerimin elemanlarina
karsi davranis tarzi

6. Ustlerimin karar verme
konusundaki yeterliligi

7. Vicdanima ters
dismeyen seyleri
yapabilme olanagi

8. Surekli bir ise sahip
olma (is givenligi) sansi

9. Baska insanlar igin bir
seyler yapabilme sansi

10. Baska insanlara ne
yapacaklarini séyleme
firsati

11. Yeteneklerimi
kullanabilme olanag!

12. Kurum politikasinin
uygulamaya konulma tarzi

13. Yaptigim ise karsilk
aldigim dcret
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Hi¢
tatmin
etmiyor

Pek
tatmin
etmiyor

Ne
ediyor ne

etmiyor

Oldukca
tatmin
ediyor

Cok
tatmin
ediyor

14. Bu iste ilerleme
sansim

15. Kendi kararimi verme
6zglrlagu

16. Is yaparken kendi
yéntemlerimi deneme
sansi

17. GCalisma kosullar

18. Galisma
arkadaslarimin birbirleriyle
anlagsmasi

19. Yaptigim isten dolayi
aldigim évgi

20. isimden elde ettigim
basari duygusu

Asagida farkl duygusal durumlar niteleyen sézcikler bulunmaktadir. Litfen, her
bir s6zclgl okuyarak verilen dlgcekte en uygun gérdiginiz segenegi daire icine
aliniz. Bunu yaparken kendinizi “genel olarak” nasil hissettiginizi, diger bir
deyigle, her bir duyguyu ne él¢ide yasadiginizi disuninuz.

Ornek: Kendinizi genel olarak oldukca canli bir insan olarak gériiyorsaniz, soruyu

cevaplarken 6lgek Uzerindeki “oldukca fazla” secenegini isaretlemeniz

gerekmektedir.

Cok az Biraz Orta Oldukga Asiri
dizeyde fazla derecede
1. Canli 1 2 3 @ 5
Cok az Biraz Orta Oldukca Asir
diizeyde fazla derecede
1. Hevesli 1 2 3 4 5
2. Sikintil 1 2 3 4 5
3. Heyecan dolu 1 2 3 4 5
4. Morali bozuk 1 2 3 4 5
5. Gugli 1 2 3 4 5
6. Suclu 1 2 3 4 5
7. Urkek 1 2 3 4 5
8. Dismanca 1 2 3 4 5
9. Sevkili 1 2 3 4 5
10. Gururlu 1 2 3 4 5
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Cok az Biraz Orta Oldukca Asiri
diizeyde fazla derecede

11.Huzursuz-tetikte 1 2 3 4 5
12. Canh 1 2 3 4 5
13.Kendinden 1 2 3 4 5
utanan

14. Istekli 1 2 3 4 5
15. Gergin 1 2 3 4 5
16. Kararli 1 2 3 4 5
17. llgili 1 2 3 4 5
18. Sinirli 1 2 3 4 5
19. Akiif 1 2 3 4 5
20. Korkmus 1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX M

MAIN STUDY VERSION OF THE AEF

ODTU ARASTIRMA GOREVLISI
PERFORMANS DEGERLENDIRME FORMU

Bu arastirmanin amaci, ODTU'de arastirma gorevlilerinin performans
degerlendirmesinde kullaniimak Uzere ¢ok boyutlu bir degerlendirme araci
gelistirmek ve gelistirilen bu arag aracihidiyla yapilan degerlendirmeleri bazi temel
bireysel niteliklerle karsilastirmaktir. Asagida bu amagcla hazirlanmis ve arastirma
gorevliligi isi icin kritik olan temel davranigs maddeleri iceren bir degerlendirme
formu bulunmaktadir. Sizden istenilen son 3-4 aydir birlikte calistiginiz
................................................ bu formu kullanarak degerlendirmenizdir.

Performansini degerlendireceginiz arastirma (goérevlisiyle &énceden
gorisiilmis ve bu arastirma goérevlisinden performansinin sizin tarafinizdan
degerlendirilmesine yonelik bir onay alinmistir.

Bu calismanin sonuclari sadece arastirmaci tarafindan goériilecek ve
arastirma amaci disinda kullanilmayacaktir. Degerlendirmelerinizi olabildigince
objektif ve eksiksik bir sekilde yapacaginizi umar, katkilariniz igin ¢ok tesekkir
ederiz.

Aras. Gor. Bahar Oz

ODTU Psikoloji Blimu

Tel: 210 51 18

E-posta: ozbahar@metu.edu.ir

Cinsiyetiniz: Kadin Erkek  Dogum yiliniz:

Calistiginiz boliim: Unvaniniz:

Bu béliimdeki ¢calisma siireniz (yil ve/veya ay olarak belirtiniz):

. A e R e R o

Asagida arastirma gorevliligi icin kritik olan temel davranislar sunulmustur.
Litfen performansini degerlendireceginiz arastirma gorevlisinin belirtilen her bir
davranisi sergileme sikhigini asagidaki 5 basamakli élcek tizerinde belirtiniz.
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Eger herhangi bir maddede ifade edilen davranis, degerlendireceginiz
arastirma gérevlisi ile son 3-4 aylik calisma siireniz boyunca yaptiginiz
islerle ilgili degilse “uygun degil” secenegini isaretleyiniz.

Ornek: Eger arastirma gérevlisi yapmasi gereken bir isi genellikle unutuyorsa,

asagida gosterildigi gibi yapmaniz gereken, dlgekte 4 rakamini daire igine almaktir.
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1. Yapmasi gereken bir isi
unutmak ’ 5 3 @ 5
c| £ c c <
- X = c —
5 ©| © C ©| = + © S G
SE|l5 |EE|® |LE =X
T 8 & QS G| S @ Q
N| = NN| © N )
(O]
1. Ogretim elemani i¢in yaptigi isleri
sadece taamlamak icin, sonucun 1 2 3 4 5

kalitesini distinmeden yapmak

2. Isini yaparken bir sorunla
karsilastiginda panik olmak ve
bundan dolay! sorunu kendi kendine
cbzememek

3. Isi ile ilgili yapacagini séyledigi
seyleri yapmamak, verdigi sézleri 1 2 3 4 5
tutmamak

4. i yapilirken kullanilan teknik
ekipmanla ilgili gikabilecek sorunlari 1 2 3 4 5
kendi basina ¢dzebilmek

5. Isiyle ilgili sorunlari birlikte calistig
6gretim elemanina sdéylemeden énce
kendi ydntemleriyle ¢cbzmeye 1 2 3 4 5
calismak, sonuc alamazsa 6gretim
elemanina danigsmak

6. Calisilan konu ile ilgili elindeki
bilgileri birlikte calistigi 1 2 3 4 5
arkadaslariyla paylasmak

7. Yapmasi gereken bir isi unutmak 1 2 3 4 5

8. Uyari ve ybnlendirmelere karsi

davranislarinda degisiklik 1 2 3 4 5
gé§termemek
9. Isini 6zenerek ve hevesle yapmak 1 2 3 4 5
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Hicbir
Zaman

Nadiren

Zaman
Zaman

Genellikle

Her
Zaman

Uygun
Degil

10. Bir sorunu ¢6zmek i¢in herhangi
bir emek harcamadan, ¢6zim igin
hemen Ggretim elemanina gitmek

N

I

11. ise devamda aksakliklar
| gbstermek

12. Kisa sirede yapabilecegi bir isi
uzun zamana yaymak

13. Zorunlu olmadigi halde, énemli
olabilecegini dustndigu bir
seyi/konuyu arastirmak

14. Daha énce kimsenin yapmayi
kabul etmedidi bir isi kabul etmek

15. Son ana biraktidi igin,
kendisinden istenilen hazirhdi tam
olarak yapamamak

16. Kendi isi olmadigi halde, ¢ok
yogun oldugu igin sikisan bir calisma
arkadasina islerini yapmasinda
yardimci olmak

17. Isini yaparken bir sorunla
karsilastiginda kurallari uygun
sekilde esneterek ¢dzim yollari
Uretebilmek

18. Ogrencilere kétQ, ters ve/veya
asagdilayici davranmak

19. Ekstra gorevler igin génalli
olmak

20. Onceligi kendi islerine vererek
6gretim elemanlarinin islerinin
beklenenden gec bitmesine sebep
olmak

21. Galisma konusunun igerigine
hakim olmamak

22. Grup halinde ¢alisma tarzina
cabuk adapte olmak

23. Ayni anda birden fazla is aldig
durumlarda biittn isleri zamaninda
bitirebilmek

24. Galisma saatlerinde yerinde
bulunmak

25. Igini yaparken kullanmasi
gereken bilgisayar programlarini
etkili bir sekilde kullanabilmek

26. D6nem basinda, bir dénem
boyunca neyi nasil yapacagini blydk
6lctde belirleyebilmek

27. Hata olmamasi igin yaptidi isi
kontrol etmek
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28. Galismalarini yaparken
baskasinin yardimina ihtiyac 1 4
duymak, calismayi kendi kendine
ybénlendirememek
29. Ogrencilerle uyumlu olmak 1
30. Sevdigim is/sevmedigim is ayrimi
yapmadan verilen tim isleri 6zenle 1
yapmak

31. Kimseye haber vermeden/yerine
kimseyi ayarlamadan gérevini yerine 1
getirmemek

32. Igini yaparken kullanmasi
gereken araclarin (laboratuar
malzemesi, video, tepegbz vb.) nasil
kullanilmasi gerektigi hakkinda bilgi
sahibi olmak ve bunlari etkili bir
sekilde kullanabilmek

33. Diizenlenen ofis saatlerinde ve
dersle ilgili faaliyetlere ayrilan 1
zamanda yerinde olmamak

34. Verilen iglerinin 6ncelik sirasini
ayarlayabilmek

35. Ogrencilerin sorularini ilgiyle ve
sabirla cevaplamak

36. Ogrencilerle surekli diyalog
halinde olmak

37. Sinirlarini bilmeyerek diger
calisma arkadaslarinin sorumluluk 1
alanlarina girmek

38. Gorev alaninda sayilabilecek
ama kendisinden talep edilmeyen,
beklenmeyen ve yapmasa da higbir 1
sekilde hesabi sorulmayacak bir isi
Ustlne almak

39. Karsilastigi sorunlara gesitli
¢6zlm yollari bulmak icin calismak

40. Igini yaparken kullanmasi
gereken bilgisayar programlari
hakkinda bilgi sahibi olmak ve bu 1
programlari etkili bir sekilde
kullanabilmek

41. Igini yaparken yapmasi gereken
her tirl0 degerlendirmeyi adil ve 1
objektif yapmak

42. Calismasi istenilen konudaki bilgi
dizeyinin eksik olmasi
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Hicbir
Zaman

Nadiren

Zaman
Zaman

Genellikle

Her
Zaman

Uygun
Degil

43. Isini yaparken gerekli araclari
(laboratuar malzemesi, video,
tepegdz vb.) kullanirken yardima
ihtiyac duymak

—_

N

44. Igini cesitli kaynaklardan
arastirmalar yaparak yapmak

45. Kime ne sekilde yaklasacagini
ayarlayabilmek, gerekli durumlarda
uygun seklide, kimseyi kirmadan
araya girmek

46. isine mimkin oldugu kadar az
zaman ve emek harcamayi istemek

47. Igini yaparken karsilagtigi
sorunlar icin uygulanacak cesitli
y6éntemlerin sonuglarini dnceden
dlUsUnebilip o anki sorun i¢in en
uygun yéntemi secebilmek

48. Literattrde bulunan bilgileri kendi
kendine derleyebilmek, analiz
edebilmek ve analiz sonucunda
¢b6zlm Uretebilmek

49. Hatasiz/eksiksiz is yapmak

50. Isini yaparken kaprisli davranmak

wW|w

oo

51. Ogrencilerin derslerle ilgili
sorularini kolaylikla cevaplayabilmek

52. Grup calismasi sirasinda fazla
hirsl ve iddiali davranmak

53. Mecbur olmadigi zamanlarda bile
6grencilere vakit ayirip onlarla
ilgilenmek

54. Ogretim elemani-6grenci
arasindaki diyalogun artmasina
yardimci olmak

55. Isi tam istendigi sekliyle
yapmamak

56. Bolimin kendi duzenledigi bazi
organizasyonlarda génllli calismak

57. Birlikte galistigi grubun hizina
uyum saglayamayarak iglerin strekli
aksamasina neden olmak

58. insanlara empatik yaklagmak

59. Ekip halinde ¢alisilan
durumlarda, ekibe 6zgi ¢alisma
ruhunu algilamak ve uygulamak

60. Bilmedigi konulari 6grenmek,
hatalarini ve eksiklerini dizeltmek
icin ekstra gaba harcamamak
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61. En az isi yapip en ¢ok kazanci 1 > 3 4 5

elde etme anlayisi ile calismak

62. Yaptigi ise tekrar kontrol 1 > 3 4 5

edilmeyecek kadar glvenilmesi

63. Calisma arkadaslariyla sik sik

catisma yasamak ! 2 3 4 5

64. Acilen ¢ikan bir isi, 0 anda

yaptigi diger islerini organize ederek 1 2 3 4 5

yapmak

65. Gorev aldigi konu ile ilgili

arastirma ve 6grenme g¢abasi 1 2 3 4 5

gbstermek

66. Isi ile ilgili aniden ¢ikan bir

karisiklik veya sorunda hangi

degisiklik veya diizenlemelerin hangi 1 2 3 4 5

yéntemlerle yapilacagina karar verip,
gerekli uygulamalari yapabilmek
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APPENDIX N
TEMPLATE OF THE E-MAIL SENT TO THE FACULTY MEMBERS

Merhaba hocam,

Ben psikoloji boIimU arastirma gorevlilerinden Bahar Oz. Yiiksek lisans tez
g¢alismamin bir parcasi olarak ODTU’de arastirma gérevlilerinin performans
degerlendirmesinde kullaniimak (zere performans degerlendirme formu
gelistirdim. Bu asamada, 2002-2003 bahar dénemi boyunca (geg¢tigimiz
dénem) birlikte calisan arastirma gérevlileri ve égretim Ulyeleriyle ODTU
genelinde bir calisma yapiyorum. Gecen dbénem birlikte calistiginiz
asistaniniz  ......ccccoevvevvnnnnnns ‘e bir anket verdim ve onun verisini
degerlendirmeye  katabilmem icin  sizden alacagim performans
degerlendirme verisine de ihtiyacim var; ¢lnklu ancak asistan ve Ogretim
Uyesinden gelen verileri birlestirerek analiz yapabiliyorum. Galisma igin
ODTU genelinde 6gretim Gyelerine proje anketérimiz tarafindan gecgen
dénem birlikte calistiklari arastirma gdérevlilerini dederlendirmek Gzere bir
degerlendirme formu dagitiimaya baslanmistir. Size de yukarida ismi
belirtlen  arastirma  gdrevlisini  degerlendirebileceginiz  bir  form
ulastirilacaktir.Zaman ayirip bu formu doldurabilirseniz ¢ok seviniriz.
Katkilariniz i¢in simdiden ¢ok tesekkir eder, saygilar sunarim.

Not: Performansini degerlendirmeniz istenilen arastirma gorevlisi ile
6nceden go6ristimis ve sizin tarafinizdan degerlendiriimesine yénelik bir
onay alinmistir. Calismanin sonuglarn sadece arastirmaci tarafindan
gbrllecek ve arastirma amaci disinda kullaniimayacakiir.

Tekrar tesekkur ederim, iyi caligmalar.

Aras. Gér. Bahar Oz

khkkkkkkhkkkkkhkkhkkhkkkhkkkhkkhkkhkkkhkkkhkkhkkhkhkkkkkhkkkx

Bahar Oz

Research Assistant / Arastirma Gérevlisi
Department of Psychology / Psikoloji B&lumu
METU/ODTU

Ankara — Turkiye

Phone / Tel: +90 312210 5118
E-mail / E-posta: ozbahar@metu.edu.tr
Fax / Faks: +90 312 210 1288
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