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ABSTRACT

PREDICTORS OF ORGANIZATIONAL SOCIALIZATION
OF ENGLISH INSTRUCTORS AT PREPARATORY SCHOOLS

ATAMAN, M. Fatma
Ph. D., Department of Educational Sciences
Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Yasar KONDAKCI

September 2012, 202 pages

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between the
socialization of English instructors at preparatory schools of Turkish universities at
organization, department and task levels, and various individual (academic degree,
teaching experience, length of employment at current work place, job satisfaction,
commitment, and self-efficacy) and organizational (type of university, training, work
conditions, knowledge sharing) variables.

A pilot study with 225 instructors from four universities was conducted to confirm
the validity of Haueter, Macan, and Winter’s (2003) Newcomer Socialization
Questionnaire (NSQ) adapted into Turkish. Although the results of exploratory factor
analysis in the pilot study did not reveal supportive results for the structures in NSQ,
results of the confirmatory factor analysis indicated moderate fit for the structures in the
scale.

The main study was designed as a correlational study and the participants comprised
of 737 English instructors working at 16 public and private universities selected from
four cities in Turkey and Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus via cluster sampling. In
order to collect the data, an inventory consisting of three parts made up of self-
developed and pre-developed scales was utilized. The first part consisted personal

questions about education, age, gender and length of employment of the participants.
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The second part included questions about training and work conditions of the
participants. The items related to training and work conditions were developed by the
researchers. The third and final part of the inventory consisted of five separate scales for
measuring both the predicted and predictor variables. Turkish adaptation of three-
dimensional Organizational Socialization Scale, which was self-developed, and the
Turkish version of three-dimensional Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale developed and
validated by Capa, Cakiroglu, and Sarikaya,(2005), three-dimensional Organizational
Commitment Scale developed and validated by Wasti (1997), Job Satisfaction and
Knowledge Sharing scales developed by Kondakg1 and Haser (2011), all of which were
pre-developed were utilized to measure the predictors of organizational socialization.

Both descriptive and inferential statistics techniques were used for the data analysis.
Exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis for the self-developed
Organizational Socialization Scale, and confirmatory factor analyses for the pre-
developed Teachers” Efficacy Scale, Organizational Commitment Scale, Job
Satisfaction Scale and Knowledge Sharing Scale were conducted within the scope of
this study. Hierarchical multiple regression analyses was carried out in order to
investigate the relationship  between organizational socialization and its
predictors. Descriptive, inferential and multiple regression statistical analyses were
performed by the software PASW Statistics 18 and the confirmatory factor analysis was
performed by the software AMOS 18.

The results of the main study revealed that socialization of English instructors to the
organization, department, and task are significantly predicted by several organizational
and individual variables. Among organizational variables knowledge sharing and
training are the most significant ones; and among individual variables, job satisfaction,
self-efficacy for instructional strategies, and affective commitment are the most
significant ones. In this respect, the practitioners in the field should provide necessary
conditions so as to promote and improve knowledge sharing, job satisfaction,
appropriate training in the work place, as well as offering opportunities for instructors to
improve their self-efficacy as a teacher and satisfaction with the job, which can lead to

increase in affective commitment.

Keywords: Organizational Socialization, Dimensions of Socialization, Predictors of
Socialization, English instructors, Preparatory Schools
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HAZIRLIK OKULLARINDA GOREV YAPAN INGILIiZCE
OKUTMANLARININ KURUMSAL SOSYALLESMELERININ
YORDAYICILARI

ATAMAN, M. Fatma
Doktora, Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Yasar KONDAKCI
Eyliil 2012, 202 sayfa

Bu ¢aligmanin amaci Tirk Universitelerinin Hazirlik Okullarinda goérev yapan
okutmanlarin kuruma, boliime ve islerine sosyallesmeleri ile gesitli bireysel (akademik
derece, 6gretmenlik deneyimi, kurumda galisma siiresi, is tatmini, kurumsal baglilik,
Ozyeterlik) ve kurumsal (liniversite tipi, egitim, is kosullari, bilgi paylasimi) diizeydeki
degiskenler arasindaki iliskileri incelemek idi.

Haueter, Macan ve Winter (2003) tarafindan gelistirilmis olan “Yenigelen
Sosyallesme Olgegi’nin Tiirkce uyarlamasinin gecerligi amaci ile dort iiniversiteden
toplam 224 okutmanin katildig1 bir pilot calisma yapilmistir. Pilot calismada, agiklayict
faktor analizinin s6z konusu 6lgege uyumlu sonu¢ vermemesine ragmen, esas ¢alismada
dogrulayici faktor analizi 6lgekdeki yapiya orta derece uyumlu ¢ikmustir.

Iliskisel olarak tasarlanan bu c¢alismaya Tiirkiye de dort sehirden ve Kuzey Kibris
Tiirk Cumhuriyeti’nden bir sehirden olmak iizere, 16 devlet ve vakif iiniversitesinden
kiimeleme yontemiyle sec¢ilmis toplam 737 okutman katilmistir. Veri toplamak amaci
ile, arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen ve dnceden gelistirilmis 6l¢eklerden olusan bir
envanter kullanilmistir. Envanterin birinci kisminda, egitim, yas, cinsiyet, is deneyimi
gibi demografik bilgiler iceren sorular bulunmaktadir. ikinci kisimdaki, is ile ilgili
egitim ve 1is kosullarina iliskin sorular arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilmistir.
Envanterin {i¢iincii kisminda yordanan ve yordayict degiskenleri dlgcen bes ayr1 dlgek
bulunmaktadir: Arastirmacilar tarfindan Tiirkce adaptasyonu yapilan ii¢ boyutlu

Kurumsal Toplusallasma Olgegi, Capa, Cakiroglu ve Sarikaya (2005) tarafindan Tiirkge
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adaptasyonu ve gecerlik calismasi yapilan {ic boyutlu Ogretmen Ozyeterlik Olgegi,
Wasti (1997) tarafindan Tirkce adaptasyonu ve gegerlik calismast yapilan ii¢ boyutlu
Kurumsal Baglilik Olcegi, Haser ve Kondake1 (2011) tarafindan gelistirilen Is Tatmini
ve Bilgi Paylasimi Olgekleri, kurumsal drgiitlesmenin yordayicilarini belirlemek amaci
ile kullanilmugtir.

Calismada veri analizi i¢in betimsel ve yordamsal istatistik yontemleri
kullanilmistir. Calisma kapsaminda, Tiirk¢e adaptasyonu ilk kez yapilan Kurumsal
Orgiitsellesme Olgegi igin agiklayict faktdr analizi ve dogrulayict faktdr analizi
yapilmistir. Tiirk¢e adaptasyonu ve gecerlik ¢alismalart daha 6nceden yapilmis olan
Ogretmen Ozyeterlik, Kurumsal Baglilik, Is tatmini ve Bilgi Paylasimi &lgekleri igin
dogrulayict faktdr analizi yapilmuistir. Kurumsal Orgiitsellesme ve yordayicilari
arasindaki iliskiyi incelemek amaci ile hiyearsik regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Betimsel,
yordamsal ve regresyon analizleri icin PASW 18 programi ve dogrulayict faktor
analizleri i¢in AMOS 18 programi kullanilmistir.

Calismanin  sonuglari, Ingilizce okutmanlarin kuruma, béliime ve gorevlerine
orgiitsellesmeleri yordayan pek c¢ok kurumsal ve bireysel diizeyde degisken oldugunu
gostermistir. Kurumsal degiskenler arasinda bilgi paylasimi ve mesleki egitim en
belirleyici olanlardir. Bireysel degiskenler arasinda ise, is tatmini, 6gretim stratejilerine
yonelik 6zyeterlik ve duygu baglhiligi en belirleyici olanlardir. Bu baglamda, alandaki
ilgili ve yetkililer, is yerinde bilgi paylagimi, is tatmini ve mesleki egitimi gelistirmek
icin gerekli kosullart saglamali, ve okutmanlarin 6gretmen olarak 6zyeterliklerini, is
tatminini arttirmalar i¢in olanak sunmalidir ki, bunlar takiben ise duygusal baglilikta

artis gerceklesecektir.

Anahtar  Kelimeler:  Kurumsal Orgiitsellesme,  Orgiitsellesmenin ~ Boyutlari,

Orgiitsellesmenin Yordayicilari, Ingilizce Okutmanlar, Hazirlik Okulu
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background to the Study

Many scholars in the field of organization science argue that successful
socialization of a new employee can determine how less likely an employee is to
leave his job voluntarily and how high likely to experience higher job satisfaction
and exhibit greater productivity (e.g., Bauer & Green, 1994; Feldman & Arnold,
1983; Kramer, 2010; Schein, 1985). The speed and ease with which individuals
“learn the ropes” in organizations they have recently joined are crucial from both the
individuals’ and organization’s point of view (Greenberg & Baron, 1993). For new
employees, organizational socialization is important since a new member learns the
value system, the norms and the required behavior patterns of the organization he is
entering. For employers, organizational socialization is important since they can
affect the behavior of the people they hire (Champoux, 2011).

Previous research in literature has shown that managers can foster better
employee understanding of organizational values, norms and objectives through
socialization processes (Kanter, 1988; Van Maanen & Schein, 1979). Prakash (1995)
proposed that an optimum level of fit between individual and organizational values
was possible through socialization when the values of the members were integrated
with the values of the organization. Similarly, Reichers (1987) stated that
organizations generally encourage their members to think and behave in accordance
with its goals and values.

For a long period of time, scholarship viewed organizational socialization as a
learning process that is primarily the responsibility of the newcomer (Ashforth &
Saks, 1996; Ashforth, Sluss, & Saks, 2007; Chao, O’Leary-Kelly, Wolf, Klein, &
Gardner, 1994; Cooper-Thomas & Anderson, 2006; Holton, 1996, 2001; Ostroff &
Kozlowski, 1992; Van Maanen & Schein, 1979; Wanous, 1992). This view has the
prime focus on the newcomers’ adaptation to existing norms; thus, learning becomes

a one way transmission of knowledge from organization to individual (Sprogee &
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Rohde, 2009). As a result, studies on newcomer socialization have tried to identify
various domains that the newcomer should master to become a full member of the
organization. These domains are identified as: (a) performance of tasks, (b)
development of working relationships, (c) adoption to the organization’s culture, (d)
mastering the special language, (e) operating within the formal and informal power
structure, (f) appreciating the organization’s history (Chao et al., 1994; Ostroff &
Kozlowski, 1992), which will be discussed in the Literature Review. Many
researchers based their socialization studies on newcomers’ learning these domains.

Acknowledging the importance of learning in socialization process, a more
recent view emphasizes two significant factors which are influential in the learning
process. One is the interaction between the newcomer and others in the organization
(Billett, 2002). Newcomer learning is an effective developmental interaction
including personal, relational and communication factors (Eddy, D’Abate,
Tannenbaum, Givens-Seaton, & Robinson, 2006). Korte (2009) conceptualized the
interaction between people for the purpose of learning a new job as a form of social
exchange, through which newcomers try to gain information about various aspects of
the workplace from more experienced members in the organization. Wanous (1992)
suggested that the success of organization increases as the level of interactions
between the newcomers and their environment increases. As the importance of the
social interactions in the learning process has become clear, the influence of insiders
in the organization affecting the socialization of newcomers has gained attention in
organization studies (Korte, 2009). Thus, rather than considering newcomer
socialization as the individual responsibility of the newcomer, coworkers and
experienced members of the organization are also held responsible for the
socialization of newcomers since they may either enable or restrict the integration of
newcomers (Korte, 2009). In addition to creation of knowledge, long lasting
satisfaction and performance of newcomers in the organization are significantly
shaped by the quality of relationships between newcomers and coworkers, who form
the work group (Schwandt, Ayvaz, & Gorman, 2006).

The second factor deemed influential in the learning process is the role of the
individual. Trowler and Knight (1999, p. 185) proposed that “newcomers need to be
seen as active agents in the process of socialization.” They bring their own
personality (Feldman, 1981), past experience and values to the job. It is important to

2



note that newcomers develop their own strategies for coping with uncertainty
(Teboul, 1984) and struggle to construct a workable identity (Trowler & Knight,
1999) while trying to learn how to perform the task, to establish relationships in the
work group and to adopt to the new culture. Previous experience in the job and prior
knowledge about the new work place positively influence the learning in the new
work place (Wanous, 1992). Also, extroverted personality is a cause of success in the
learning process in the new environment (Wanberg & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2000).
Thus, the role of the individual as an active agent in the learning process during
socialization has received interest in literature.

Considering the factors which are influential in the learning process, a
postmodern view of socialization argues that socialization should not be thought of a
series of learning “that occur in unchanging context irrespective of individual and
group identity” (Tierney, 1997, p. 7). Individuals do not simply acquire static
knowledge about the task, workgroups, culture, special language, power structure
and history of the organization they have recently joined. As Tierney (1997, p. 7)
suggested “organizational socialization is not simply a planned sequence of learning
activities where recruits learn one fact and then another.” Instead, socialization of
newcomers and developing a professional identity is a dynamic process affected by
individual and organizational level factors (Kondak¢r & Ataman, 2012). However,
literature review reveals that various studies in the field investigate various aspects of
socialization. Some of the studies are based on the content of socialization process
(Feldman, 1981; Fisher, 1986; Schein, 1968), while some others are based on
internal and external environment affecting the process (e.g., De Vos, 2002). Still,
some others are based on the process itself (e.g., Ibarra, 1999). As socialization is a
dynamic and complex process, it would be insufficient to investigate content, context
and process dimensions of socialization through a homogenous theoretical
perspective. In this sense, various scholars used various theoretical perspectives
complementing each other in their studies, which have been built upon some solid

theoretical perspectives.

Theoretical Perspectives about Socialization
Saks and Ashforth (1997) claimed that despite a great deal of research in

organizational socialization in recent years, a ‘theory’ of organizational socialization
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does not exist; instead, various theoretical perspectives, such as Van Maanen and
Schein’s (1979) model of socialization tactics, uncertainty reduction theory, social
cognitive theory and cognitive sense making have guided research in organizational
socialization. In addition, Feldman’s stages of socialization supplies another
fundamental theoretical perspective about the topic.

Van Maanen and Schein (1979) proposed a theoretical explanation of how
methods of socialization influence role orientation, which is a particular outcome of
socialization. Their theoretical explanation is made up of six bipolar tactics used by
organizations to help newcomers adjust to their new jobs. Defined as group versus
individual, formal versus informal, sequential versus non-sequential, serial versus
disjunctive, investiture versus divestiture, fixed versus variable, these tactics shape
the role orientation of newcomers and their adjustment to the organization (Saks &
Ashforth, 1997). Jones (1986) suggested that these six bipolar tactics could be
reduced to a single dimension as institutionalized versus individualized socialization
tactics, and that group, formal, sequential, serial, investiture and fixed tactics help
newcomers reduce the uncertainty and encourage them to accept their roles,
promoting a custodial role orientation among newcomers. On the other hand,
individual, informal, non-sequential, disjunctive, divestiture and variable tactics
enable newcomers to develop their own approaches to their roles, promoting an
innovative role orientation. Institutionalized socialization tactics lead to higher levels
of organizational commitment and job satisfaction among newcomers whereas
individualized socialization tactics lead to lower levels of commitment (Greenberg &
Baron, 1993). Saks and Ashforth (1997, p. 236) regards “Van Maanen and Schein’s
typology of socialization tactics to be probably the closest thing in the literature to a
testable theory of organizational socialization since it delineates a set of interrelated
theoretical propositions about the structure and outcome of organizational
socialization processes.”

Another theoretical perspective guiding research in socialization studies is
uncertainty reduction theory developed by Berger and Calabrese (1975). This theory
assumes that when individuals feel lack of predictability, they seek information since
feeling of uncertainty is uncomfortable (Kramer, 2010). Newcomer experience is
believed to be high in uncertainty since they lack enough knowledge about their roles

and jobs, in addition to the organization’s norms and culture, and how to relate to
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other organizational members (Morrison, 1995). Both Van Maanen and Schein
(1979), and Louis (1980) suggested that reducing uncertainty is the major goal of
newcomers. Berger (1979) further developed uncertainty management theory by
identifying two different types of uncertainty: cognitive uncertainty, which refers to
inability to predict motives, and behavioral uncertainty, which refers to inability to
predict actions. Later, Berger and Bradac (1982) identified three different types of
uncertainty; two of which are similar to the previous classification although the terms
used appear to be different, but descriptive uncertainty was added, which is inability
to describe an individual. Berger (1979) found that uncertainty can be reduced by
means of an interactive strategy, which is directly communicating with superiors and
peers who are considered to be the source of uncertainty.

Bandura’s (1986; 1997) social cognitive theory and self-efficacy theory form
another theoretical basis in socialization research. Social cognitive theory explains
psychosocial functioning in terms of triadic reciprocal causation, in which behavior,
cognitive and other personal factors, and environmental events interact and influence
each other bidirectionally (Wood & Bandura, 1989). Vicarious learning and mastery
modeling, goal systems and self-regulatory mechanisms are three aspects of social
cognitive theory relevant for organizational functioning (Wood & Bandura, 1989).
Self-efficacy theory, which is viewed as an important component of self-regulatory
mechanism, identifies four sources of information influencing one’s beliefs to
mobilize the motivation, cognitive resources and courses of action required to
comply with the expectations of situational demands. Four sources of information are
enactive mastery experience, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and
physiological and affective states (Bandura, 1986; 1997).

Bandura’s social cognitive theory has been widely referred to with the
purpose of analyzing the socialization process. Self-efficacy has been found as a
direct, moderating and mediating variable in various studies (Saks & Ashforth,
1997). Self-efficacy has also been found to be positively related to newcomers’
ability to cope, job satisfaction, organizational and career commitment, and job
performance (Bauer & Green, 1994; Saks, 1994; 1995). Further to his study to
examine the role of self-efficacy in training and newcomer adjustment, Saks (1995)

stated that increased amount of training was most beneficial for newcomers with low



self-efficacy at job onset whereas early job training did not have a strong impact on
the work adjustment of newcomers with high self-efficacy.

Another theoretical perspective guiding research in socialization, sense
making, is a thinking process occurring when newcomers attempt to interpret and
ascribe meanings to surprises as they interact with insiders, attributional processes,
and the alteration of cognitive scripts (Louis, 1980; Reichers, 1987). Sense making
process is critical while newcomers develop attitudes and behaviors to function
effectively in the new work environment since this process enables them to find a
harmony between their expectation and reality (Bauer, Morrison, & Callister, 1998;
Morrison, 1993; Saks & Ashforth, 1997).

Sense making is similar to uncertainty reduction attempts as both are
concerned with how individuals understand and assign meaning to experiences;
however, they are different “in terms of how they view the process of assigning
meaning” (Kramer, 2010, p. 13). As Weick (1995) stated, sense making involves
retrospectively creating meaning to understand experiences. Weick (1995) stated that
sense making is an interactive, intersubjective process and “individuals create
agreed-upon meanings for experiences through communication” (Kramer, 2010, p.
14). Yet, when individuals fail to seek further information, they may assign
inaccurate meanings to explain actions of others (Kramer, 2010). Finally, sense
making involves creating an identity as individuals assign meaning to their past
experiences (Weick, 2001). Sense making is a significant theoretical perspective to
analyze how individuals assign meaning to their experiences during organizational
socialization process (Kramer, 2010).

Feldman’s stages of socialization is another fundamental theoretical
perspective guiding research in socialization studies. Feldman (1976) proposed three
stages in the socialization process, and identified the types of activities individuals go
through in each stage. The types of activities in each stage as indentified by Feldman
(1976) are process variables which indicate how successful socialization is. The first
stage, Anticipatory Socialization, includes what individuals learn before they join the
organization (Van Maanen, 1975). The information they gather determines the basis
for their expectations about the organization and the specific jobs. Information
gathered in this stage can be obtained from various sources, ranging from family and

friends to the hiring procedure (Greenberg & Baron, 1993). ‘Realism’ and
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‘congruence’ are the process variables in this stage. If individuals have formed a
clear picture about the organization, and if there is a mutual fit between individuals
and the organization, socialization in this stage is considered successful.
Accommodation is the second stage of socialization in Feldman’s model (1976),
referring to the period when individuals get a clear idea about what the organization
is like and when they assume their new duties. According to Feldman (1976), there
are four process variables to indicate the success of socialization at this stage, which
are initiation to the task, initiation to the group, role definition, and congruence of
evaluation. The success of socialization in this stage is decided by measuring
whether newcomers feel confident and welcomed. Additionally, whether newcomers
are clear about the requirements of the task, and have mutually similar beliefs in this
respect between themselves and the management are also indicators of successful
socialization. The third stage of socialization is Role Management in Feldman’s
(1976) model. At this stage, individuals are expected to be able manage conflicts
both between their work and family commitment, and between their own work group
and groups in the organization, which form the process variables to measure the
success of socialization (Feldman, 1976). Although this model of Feldman may tend
to represent socialization process as a linear progression (Kramer, 2010), as stated by
Feldman (1981), there is continuity between these stages and they overlap.

Being a complex and continuous process, organizational socialization of a
newcomer can be studied by referring to various theoretical perspectives
complementing each other, and thus, through a heterogeneous theoretical perspective
to focus on the content, context and process dimensions of socialization.
Accordingly, the major focus of this study was to investigate the relationship
between organizational socialization and various organizational (type of university,
training, work conditions, knowledge sharing) and individual (academic degree,
teaching experience, length of employment at current work place, job satisfaction,
commitment, self-efficacy) level factors, both factors taken together focusing on the

content, context and process dimensions of socialization.



1.2. Purpose of the Study

Organizational socialization and induction practices in higher education are
significant to be investigated as a separate entity as higher education institutions are
different from business organizations. Birnbaum (1988) proposed that higher
education institutions are managed much differently from most organizations, and
thus, they have a distinctive culture. What creates this difference unique to higher
education institutions is that there is a dual leadership which exists between faculty
and administration, causing uncertainty over the types of leadership sources
(Birnbaum, 1988). The other cause for the difference is the multiple missions of
teaching, research and service (Birnbaum, 1988). However, newcomer socialization
has been mainly the focus of concern in the fields of psychology and management.
Despite its unique fashion, faculty socialization has not been adequately investigated
in the field of higher education management.

Additionally, new responsibilities, multiple career identities, and the
complexity of the new environment faced by the academic staff make socialization in
higher education worth being studied as a separate entity. As they start their new
careers, new academic staff generally benefit from anticipatory socialization (Van
Maanen, 1976), but mostly as a researcher, not as a teacher (Trowler & Knight,
1999). However, teaching is an equally important concern, and not being
satisfactorily equipped for it creates tension for the new faculty members who are
already dealing with various adjustment problems. In addition to research and
teaching, new academic staff is also expected to take managerial responsibilities and
community service (Colbeck, 2008). While new academic staff tries to perform their
roles in research, teaching and service, they need to establish a balance among them
(Kondak¢1 & Ataman, 2012).

During the socialization process, teachers change by gaining experience.
Teacher socialization showed that they experience a change in being a member of
teaching staff and their progress in teaching career (Ozkan, 2005). Teacher
socialization does not end when teachers start their job since they need to experience
change continuously, undertake responsibilities and strive to progress. Thus,
socialization is a continuous process in teaching career (Lacey, 1998). Similarly,

Feldman (1989), and Morrison and Hock (1986) stated that socialization is a lifelong
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process existing throughout one’s entire career. In this respect, the sampling in this
study includes both newcomer and experienced instructors. The participants in the
scope of this study are English instructors who do not feel the tension of research and
tenure as strongly as other faculty members. However, the competitive university
environment, long teaching hours, and demanding students make it equally stressful
for them, too. Increasing number of English-medium universities being founded in
Turkey creates an increasing demand for English instructors to teach in preparatory
schools of universities. The success rate of students throughout their university
education is significantly related to their English language competency gained during
their preparatory school education since English is either the medium for teaching or
has a significant role in these universities. Most English instructors hired to meet the
increasing demand are new graduates, who may soon become competent teachers
through successful organizational socialization practices.

Teachers need to experience a successful organizational socialization process
so as to have increased organizational commitment and job satisfaction, which in
turn, shall increase their performance in teaching and student success. However,
reducing turnover rate and retaining teachers is difficult if their socialization process
is not satisfactory enough (Wharton, Potter, & Parry, 2004). Studies show that
faculty believes their quality of work life has declined (Johnsrud & Heck, 1998) and
that they reveal dissatisfaction and disappointment with their institution (Boyer,
Altbach, & Whitelaw, 1994), so higher education institutions face an increasing
pressure to retain faculty. Organizational socialization serves several functions in this
respect. It enhances organizational commitment, teaches members the culture, rules
and procedures of the institution. It gives individuals the chance to know each other
and build relationships (Wharton et al., 2004). Owing to the concerns above and due
to the fact that there is a gap in literature with respect to socialization of academic
staff considering its content, context and process dimensions, a study in the
socialization of academic staff focusing on its three dimensions is important since
successful socialization of instructors has positive impacts both on the efficiency of
the higher education institution and psychological well-being of the newcomer
(Kondak¢1 & Ataman, 2012). Therefore, the purpose of this study was to investigate
organizational and individual level predictors of organization, department and task

socialization of English instructors at Turkish universities.
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Specifically, this study attempted to analyze the following research questions:

e How well do individual (academic degree, teaching experience, length of
employment at current work place, job satisfaction, commitment, and self-
efficacy) and organizational (type of university, training, work conditions,
knowledge sharing) level factors predict organization socialization of English
instructors at Turkish universities?

e How well do individual (academic degree, teaching experience, length of
employment at current work place, job satisfaction, commitment, and self-
efficacy) and organizational (type of university, training, work conditions,
knowledge sharing) level factors predict department socialization of English
instructors at Turkish universities?

e How well do individual (academic degree, teaching experience, length of
employment at current work place, job satisfaction, commitment, and self-
efficacy) and organizational (type of university, training, work conditions,
knowledge sharing) level factors predict task socialization of English

instructors at Turkish universities?

1.3. Significance of the Study

It is evident that organizational socialization has received a lot of interest by
scholars and numerous research studies have been carried out, focusing on various
dimensions of socialization process; some with focus on the content of socialization
process (e.g., Feldman, 1981; Fisher, 1986; Schein, 1968), some others with focus on
the internal and external environment that affect the socialization process (e.g., De
Vos, 2002), and yet some others being focused on the socialization process (e.g.,
Ibarra, 1999). All these studies contributed significantly to the related literature from
their perspective of approach; however, each seems to have investigated a certain
aspect of the same phenomenon without considering the other aspects. Thus, the
theoretical perspectives discussed above have not been integrated. Therefore, the
obtained knowledge is hardly holistic (Kondak¢r & Ataman, 2012). As Kramer
(2010, p. 10) stated “much of the research is descriptive, consisting of typologies and
explanations, but lacking any coherent theoretical perspective to explain the overall
process.”
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Organizational socialization of newcomers is shaped by individual and
organizational level factors in three dimensions of socialization; namely, content,
process and environment, which makes organizational socialization of newcomers a
complex and dynamic process (Kondak¢1 & Ataman, 2012). Complex and dynamic
nature of socialization process has been partially studied by some scholars. For
example, Ibarra (1999) focused on process dimension of newcomer socialization in
his quantitative study, and concluded that socialization process develops by going
through a continuous change. De Vos (2002) investigated the content dimension of
newcomer socialization in her longitudinal qualitative study. However, no studies
have been carried out, investigating both the socialization process itself and the
factors that affect the process (Kondake¢1 & Ataman, 2012). In this respect, this study
aimed at contributing to literature.

Organizational socialization of faculty has also received considerable interest
for research (e.g., Bogler & Kremer-Hayon, 1999; Murray, 2008; Tierney, 1997;
Trowler & Knight, 2000; Wharton et al., 2004). In literature, there are studies to
investigate the relationship between various socialization tactics employed by the
organizations and the personal outcomes. There are also studies about information
provided by organizations through their socialization practices that may influence the
way newcomers adjust to the organizations. Additionally, there are studies indicating
that newcomers' levels of self-efficacy may moderate the effects of these
socialization practices on their subsequent role orientations. As well as newcomer
socialization in corporations, quite a few of these studies are concerned with
newcomer socialization in elementary schools, high schools and universities.
However, preparatory schools of universities in Turkey have a distinctive role,
functioning like a bridge between high school and university. Thus, English
instructors at preparatory schools regard themselves neither as high school teachers
because they work in a considerably more autonomous environment, nor as a
member of faculty as they do not have an opportunity for academic degree
advancement. Yet, when literature is reviewed, it is noted that rather limited research
studies have been carried out to investigate the organizational socialization of
English instructors at universities. This study was expected to contribute
organizational socialization literature by identifying the relationship between the

socialization of English instructors in Turkish universities at organization,
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department and task dimensions, and various organizational and individual level
factors.

In terms of research, for this study Newcomer Socialization Scale (NSQ) of
Haueter, Macan, and Winter (2003) was adapted into Turkish for the first time and a
pilot study was carried out for reliability and validity analysis, which is expected to
contribute to literature as further research studies may consider using it. Haueter et
al. (2003) aimed at better understanding the socialization process as they claim to
consider the relationships among the direct outcomes of being socialized, in addition
to different socialization tactics, individual differences and organizational factors. To
justify the need for adapting NSQ, the authors stated that earlier scales measured
mainly the secondary outcomes of socialization like job satisfaction and commitment
instead of its direct outcomes like learning, inclusion and assimilation (Haueter,
Macan, & Winter, 2003).

Finally, in practice, this study raises the issue of considering all three
dimensions of organizational socialization process of English instructors in Turkish
universities so that effective induction programs are prepared by institutions. Boice
(1992, p. 3) found that new faculty members describe their initiation period as a time
of "avoidance, distress, and unproductive beginning.” Organizations can do at least
two things to ensure that initiation period runs smoothly and effectively both for the
newcomer and the organization. First, organizations can make a genuine effort to
become aware of and understand their own organizational socialization practices.
Greater awareness and understanding of these practices should lead to more rational
choices as to which practices to encourage and which to de-emphasize (Trowler &
Knight, 1999). Second, organizations need to appreciate the delicate problems which
exist both for the newcomers and for their managers in the early years of the career
when socialization pressures are at the maximum (Trowler & Knight, 1999). This
study extends these suggestions by defining the role of several individual and
organizational level variables in the process of socialization.

Combined with other findings in the literature, the outcomes of the study
contribute to development of socialization programs for new faculty members by
helping institutions define major and minor policies for selection, recruitment and
retention of faculty members in higher education organizations. Besides, this study

invites organizations to revise their induction programs with a more sophisticated
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approach than corporate structural-functional perspective, including postmodernism
and other perspectives which emphasize ‘social agency’ as newcomers need to be

seen as active agents in the process of socialization.

1.4. Definition of Terms
Definitions of the terms for variables used in this study are as follows:

Organizational socialization refers to the process through which a new
employee adapts from outsider to integrated and effective insider (Cooper-Thomas &
Anderson, 2006). In this study, three dimensions of organizational socialization,
namely, organization socialization, department socialization and task socialization,
are measured through Organizational Socialization Scale (OSS), which was adapted
from Newcomers Socialization Scale (NSQ) of Haueter et al. (1999) .

Newcomer refers to faculty members who have been working in their
institution for three-four years needed to feel themselves part of the institution
(Boice, 1991). ishakoglu (1998, p. 69) describes newcomers as those who have been
working in their institutions for five years. In this study, newcomers refer to
instructors who have been employed in their current institution for a maximum
length of five years.

Knowledge sharing involves the transfer or dissemination of knowledge from
one person or group to another” (Chieu Hsu, 2008), which can improve an
organization’s competitiveness. In this study, it was measured through Knowledge
Sharing Scale (KSS).

Job satisfaction refers to an affective reaction to one’s job (Locke, 1976) that
results from situational factors and organizational environment (Gerhart, 1987). In
this study, it was measured though Job Satisfaction Scale (JSS).

Organizational commitment is a psychological state explaining the
attachment between the employee and the organization, which is influential on
employees’ stay or leave decisions from their employed organizations (Meyer &
Allen, 1997). In this study, three dimensions of organizational commitment, which
are affective commitment, normative commitment and continuance commitment are
measured through Organizational Commitment Scale (OCS).

Self-efficacy refers to “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the

courses of action required to manage prospective situations” (Bandura, 1986, p.3).
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Teacher efficacy refers to “the teacher’s beliefs in his or her capability to
organize and execute courses of action required to successfully accomplish a specific
teaching task in a particular context” (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy,
1998, p.22). In this study, three dimensions of teachers’ efficacy; namely, efficacy
for student engagement, efficacy for instructional strategies, and efficacy for
classroom management are measured through Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale
(TSES).

Work Conditions refer to the additional financial benefits, and social, medical
and recreation facilities that instructors benefit from in their organization, in addition

to their regular salary.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This chapter presents a comprehensive review of the literature on
organizational socialization, organizational commitment, self-efficacy, knowledge
sharing, job satisfaction, and newcomer training and mentoring. This chapter is
organized under seven main parts. In the first part, definition of organizational
socialization is made, and its historical development, dimensions, and traditional
view of organizational socialization in higher education are presented in details. In
the second part, definition of organizational commitment, organizational
commitment as a uni-dimensional and multi dimensional construct, and research
carried out in organizational commitment are depicted broadly. In the third part,
definition of self-efficacy, its impact on teachers, and the related research are
presented. In the fourth part, definition of knowledge sharing, types of knowledge, its
impact on organization and socialization, and previous research on knowledge
sharing are discussed in details. In the fifth part, definition and antecedents of job
satisfaction, the relation between socialization and job satisfaction, and the related
research are presented extensively. In the sixth part, the relation between training and
socialization, the relation between self-efficacy and training, the relation between
mentoring and socialization, and the related research studies are discussed in details.
In the final part of the chapter, individual and organizational level factors affecting
the organizational socialization of English instructors at Turkish universities are

discussed within the summary of literature.

2.1. Organizational Socialization

The initial period of newcomers in the organization is considered as the most
crucial period (De Vos, 2002; Ibarra, 1999). During this period, newcomers try to
understand the new work environment and to evaluate whether they can adjust to this
environment (Kammeyer-Mueller & Wanberg, 2003). While learning technical
knowledge to enable them to perform efficiently through formal and informal means,
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they also try to acquire the culture in the new organization that incorporates values,
customs, language and philosophy of the organization so that their transition can be
smooth (Haser & Kondakgi, 2011). The importance of the initial period in the
organization is further emphasized with the fact that the experience in this period
shapes the future career of the newcomer. In case of negative experience during this
period, newcomers may tend to quit their job, which is rather costly for the
organization in terms of finance and human resource (Haser & Kondakgt, 2011). On
the other hand, successful organizational socialization has an impact on the
professional identity to be developed by the newcomers and the extent that this
professional identity matches with the organization (Kondak¢1r & Ataman, 2012). In
this respect, the success of newcomer socialization process benefits both the
individual and the organization (lbarra, 1999; Van Maanen & Schein, 1979).
Newcomer socialization is not simply applying the knowledge and experience
obtained during university education to get prepared for work environment. It also
involves adopting the rules, norms, customs, attitudes and values in the new
environment, as well as contributing to them (Fisher, 1986). Technical dimension of
newcomer socialization involves making efficient use of qualifications and
competencies, and social dimension of socialization involves adjusting to norms and
rules in the new environment (Kondak¢i & Ataman, 2012), which guide the
newcomer about how to act (Van Maanen & Schein, 1979). Newcomer socialization
can also be defined as learning and adopting the culture of the organization since it
involves internalizing the customs, values, attitudes, norms and social rules in the
organization, which form the base of the organizational culture (Van Maanen &
Schein, 1979). Socialization is significant for the individual as it helps reduce
uncertainty, considerably reducing the fear of failure and intention to quit. It is
significant for the organization as it reduces the cost of newcomer’s learning the job

and creates a positive work environment.

2.1.1. Definition of Organizational Socialization

Organizational socialization is a powerful and critical process during which
newcomers are transformed from total outsiders to effective and participating

members of the organization by adjusting to a new organization, new job and new
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groups of people. New skills, knowledge, abilities, attitudes, values, relationships
and appropriate sense-making frameworks are developed in organizational
socialization process (Chao et al., 1994; De Vos, Buyens, & Schalk, 2003; Louis,
1980; Thomas & Anderson, 1998). Several organizational behaviorists have studied
and explored various aspects of organizational socialization focusing on its differing
dimensions. Van Maanen and Schein (1979) defined organizational socialization as
the process by which an individual learns the norms, beliefs, values, attitudes and
language characteristics of an organization. This definition presents two ideas about
organizational socialization. One is related to the individual aspect attributing
primary responsibility to the newcomer to learn to fit in as a successful member of
the organization. The other is related to the organization aspect expecting the
newcomer to learn and successfully perform the norms, beliefs, values, attitudes and
language characteristics of the organization. Thus, an interactionist perspective of
both the individual and the organization has influence on the socialization process
(Reichers, 1987).

Jablin (1982, p. 276) defined organizational socialization as “the process by
which organizational members become a part of, or absorbed into, the culture of an
organization.” This definition regards newcomers’ organizational socialization like
assimilation, which is the extent to which an organization is able to change an
individual to meet their expectations. Organization regarded dominant and newcomer
seen passive, Tierney (1997, pp. 4-5) criticized this process stating “if the purpose of
socialization is assimilation, then those who do not learn the correct way to
assimilate will have failed.”

Schein (1968, p. 2) defined organizational socialization as “the process of
learning the ropes, being indoctrinated and trained, and being taught what is
important in the organization.” Similar to Jablin’s definition, Schein’s definition also
regards organizational socialization as shaping the newcomer to fit into the new
environment. Several other researchers’ definition of organizational socialization is
similar in the sense that they mainly focus on shaping the newcomer. For example,
Black and Ashford (1995) defined it as fitting-in of the newcomer, and Hall and
Schneider (1972) defined it as adaptation and accommodation of the newcomer.
Reichers (1987) noted that organizations encourage their members to think and
behave in accordance with the goals and values of the organization. Similarly,
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Chatman (1991) observed that during the first year of the newcomer in the
organization, socialization experiences contributed to the person-organization fit.
Additionally, Mortimer and Lorence (1979); and Kohn and Schooler (1978)
remarked that occupational socialization affected individual characteristics and
individual values. Thus, organizations socialize their new members by creating a
series of events which serve the function of undoing old values so that the person
will be prepared to learn the new values. This process is often unpleasant and
requires either strong motivation to endure it or strong organizational forces to make
the person endure it (Kolb, Rubin, & Mc Intyre, 1974). As seen in these definitions
and perspectives, organizational socialization has been viewed as a learning process
which is mainly the responsibility of the newcomer (Korte, 2009).

While reconsidering organizational socialization, Tierney (1997, p. 6)
claimed that “socialization involves a give-and-take where individuals make sense of
an organization through their own unique backgrounds and the current contexts in
which the organization resides.” As they join a new work environment, individuals
bring their unique background and insight to the organization, and their attributes
need to be taken into consideration for effective socialization instead of having
individuals fit into predetermined norms (Tierney, 1993). Bauer, Bodner, Erdogan,
Truxillo, and Tucker (2007), and Saks, Uggerslev, and Fassina (2007) analyzed the
relationships among the variables of organizational socialization in two separate
meta-analyses, and found that the ‘way’ newcomers learn during the organizational
socialization process significantly affects their job satisfaction, role clarity,
organizational commitment, and intention to quit. Additionally, it was found in both
analyses that training and mentoring, along with recognizing and accepting the
newcomer’s identity were the strongest predictors of job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, and retention (Bauer, Bodner, Erdogan, Truxillo, & Tucker, 2007); and
Saks, Uggerslev, & Fassina (2007).

As seen in the definitions above, much of the organizational socialization
literature “adopts a perspective which aligned with institutional interests, concerns
and values rather than those of the individual” (Trowler & Knight, 1999, p. 181).
Therefore, it is vital for organizations to be aware of the importance of individual

aspect of socialization and how individuals learn.
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2.1.2. Historical Development of Organizational Socialization Research

Five theoretical perspectives mentioned in the introduction part that have
guided research in organizational socialization stem from the theories developed by
Schein and Feldman, as presented in Figure 2.1. Schein (1971) theorized that
socialization was the effect of organization on the individual, following which
socialization was investigated from the organization’s perspective. The related
research aimed at identifying and describing the organizational characteristics, which
are believed to have an impact on newcomer socialization (Van Maanen, 1978; Van
Maanen & Schein, 1979), and consequently, Van Maanen and Schein’s (1979)
widely referred theoretical explanation made up of six bipolar tactics for successful
adjustment of newcomers to their jobs was developed. Later, Jones (1986)
categorized these tactics into two separate poles, which were identified as formal-
institutional on one pole, and informal-collective on the other pole. Following Jones’
(1986) categorization of organization tactics, researchers attempted to investigate the
impact of these tactics on various indicators of socialization. Allen and Meyer (1990)
found that formal-institutional tactics predicted organizational commitment.
Likewise, Ashforth and Saks (1996) concluded that these tactics also predicted job
satisfaction, and intent to remain. In the same study, they also found that informal-
individual tactics predicted performance.

Schein (1971) also theorized that the organization shapes the individual’s
response to an organizationally defined role, based on which subsequent research on
socialization content investigated the concepts of organization and role in
socialization studies. Schein (1968) defined role as the responsibilities given to the
newcomer, based on which Morrison (1993) concluded that the role of newcomers
require them to learn about others’ expectations.

On the other hand, Feldman (1981) proposed an integrated process model of
newcomer socialization, by identifying specific contextual characteristics of three
socialization phases, which are anticipatory socialization, encounter, and change and
acquisition. This theory of Feldman (1981) influenced contextual socialization
research. Following Feldman’s (1981) theory, various organizational socialization
models have been proposed in the related literature; however, the commonality in
each model is that there are three phases: pre-entry, entry and change (Kramer,
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2010). During the pre-entry phase, i.e. organizational anticipatory socialization,
individuals anticipate taking a post in the organization, and establish their
expectations about the organization and the potential specific job by obtaining
information from a variety of sources. The second phase starts when an individual
becomes a member in the organization assuming his organizational role. During this
phase, newcomers learn how to perform their jobs and how to connect to co-workers
as they learn the organization’s norms and culture (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992). At
this stage, individuals unlearn their old habits and behaviors, and acquire those which
are considered mainstream in the new workplace (Greenberg & Baron, 1993). In the
final phase, individuals change from being a newcomer to an established
organizational member. In this settling-in phase, individuals make complete and
perpetual adjustments to their jobs, and resolve conflicts both at work and family
environments (Greenberg & Baron, 1993). It is difficult to determine when an
individual moves from the second phase to the third one as this change is a
psychological one which occurs when one no longer considers himself newcomer in
the organization (Kramer, 2010).

In addition to his integrated process model of newcomer socialization,
Feldman (1981) also created awareness about the importance of one’s work group
during socialization. In his work, Feldman (1981) stated that learning about one’s
work group has a significant influence in the socialization process, which he
explained in terms of acquiring knowledge. Similar to Schein, Feldman also used the
term ‘role’, but different from Schein, he defined it as ‘work group role,” which
entails clarification of the individuals’ role in the work group, and being in
accordance with the group members about the efficient completion of tasks
(Feldman, 1981). Based on these theories of Schein and Feldman, several
researchers have defined and measured socialization using one or more of the
dimensions of organization, role, group and task. To illustrate, Ostroff and
Kozlowski (1992), and Morrison (1993) used all four dimensions to measure
newcomer socialization. However, Fisher (1986) and Chao et al. (1994) referred to
organization, group, and task domains of socialization in their studies. Due to this
inconsistent use of dimensions to define socialization, there have been various
approaches in the measurement of this construct, to be discussed under the following
heading.
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2.1.3. Dimensions of Newcomer Socialization

Literature review suggests that there is agreement among researchers about
the content of socialization; however, there is evidence of disagreement among
researchers about the dimensions of socialization (Haueter, 1999), which has led to
various approaches to measure organizational socialization. One widespread
approach is the one adopted by the authors of NSQ who claimed that previous
studies measured mainly secondary outcomes of socialization such as job satisfaction
and commitment (Haueter et al., 2003). With the aim of addressing the previously
noted shortcomings in organizational socialization research, while developing NSQ,
Haueter et al. (2003) focused on mainly three specific concerns: consistent inclusion
of different levels of analysis (job, work group, organization) within specific
dimensions, the assessment of prevailing knowledge with sufficient coverage of the
role, and differentiation between task socialization and job performance. While
developing three-dimensional measurement scale of newcomer socialization, which
is based on the socialization theories of Schein (1968) and Feldman (1981), Haueter
et al. (1999) considered that socialization does not only include obtaining knowledge
about the organization, work group, and task, but it also requires knowledge about
how to behave in these dimensions. Thus, role dimension was measured within each
of these domains, not as a separate one (Haueter et al., 1999). Haueter (1999) did
construct validation of this three-dimensional measurement scale of newcomer
socialization with her advisor Macan in her Ph.D. thesis and provided initial
evidence of construct validity for the Newcomer Socialization Scale, the Turkish
adaptation of which is used in this study. Haueter (1999) states that three dimensions,
namely organization, group and task, are relevant dimensions of socialization. The
indicators of socialization in each dimension can be identified as following:

Newcomers are socialized to the organization when they learn the values,
goals, rules, politics, customs, leadership style, and language of the organization
(Chao et al., 1994; Fisher, 1986; Morrison, 1993; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992;
Schein, 1968). Additionally, they are supposed to obtain a clear understanding about
the types of behaviors consistent with the goals and values of the organization
(Haueter, 1999).
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Newcomers are socialized to the group when they learn to function
adequately as a group member. Group socialization is defined as newcomers’
learning particulars about their work group as well as learning the behaviors
associated with the group’s rules, goals, and values (Feldman, 1981; Fisher, 1986;
Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992). In order to socialize to the group, newcomers need to
learn how each group member contributes to the objectives of the group, and what is
expected from them as a group member and how they can contribute to group goals
in accordance with the group procedures (Feldman, 1981).

Task socialization involves acquiring task knowledge, learning how to
perform expected task behaviors while also learning how to interact with others as
specific tasks are performed (Adkins, 1995; Chao et al., 1994; Feldman, 1981;
Fisher, 1986; Morrison, 1993; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992). Newcomers need to
learn which tasks are their responsibilities, how they can perform them, which task is
to be given priority, and where they can obtain necessary supplies to perform the task
(Breaugh & Colihan, 1994; Morrison, 1993; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992). While
developing NSQ, Haueter et al. (2003) considered these indicators of socialization.

On the other hand, another widely used measurement of socialization is the
one developed by Chao et al. (1994). In their study, Chao et al. (1994) developed a
questionnaire to measure six dimensions of socialization: performance proficiency,
politics, language, people, organizational goals/values, and history. These six
dimensions of organizational socialization were conceptualized and developed
following a review of the socialization literature with a focus on elaborating the
content dimension, and the conceptual framework for their study was based on the
content areas which are considered to be within the control of the organization. The
indicators of socialization in each dimension can be identified as following:

Performance Proficiency: The extent of knowledge individuals learn to
perform the task involved in the job indicates individual’s socialization in this
dimension (Feldman, 1981; Fisher, 1986; Van Maanen & Schein, 1979). As stated by
Feldman (1981), high motivation of the individual is of no use for success unless he
has enough job skills. Although education and previous job experience of the
individual are indirectly related to organizational socialization, identifying what
needs to learned and the extent an individual learns the required knowledge and skills
are directly affected by the socialization process.
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People: The extent of acceptance of an individual’s social skills and
behaviors by other organizational members represents socialization in this
dimension. The extent of acceptance is influenced by the personality traits, group
dynamics, sharing similar interests, which may be either work-related or non work-
related, and clearly defined organizational relationships (Chao et al., 1994). Thus,
finding the right people to learn about the organization, work groups, and task is
crucial (Fisher, 1986).

Politics: Gaining information about formal and informal work relationships
and power structures in the organization indicates the individual’s success in being
socialized in terms of organizational politics (Chao et al., 1994) Also, learning to
deal with political behavior (Fisher, 1986), and learning effective behavior patterns
for the new role represent political dimension of organizational socialization (Schein,
1986).

Language: Knowledge of technical language related to the job, and specific
jargon and acronyms which are related to the job or organization indicates
individual’s socialization in this dimension (Chao et al., 1994).

Organizational Goals and Values: Knowledge of formal-written rules and
principles in the organization along with knowledge of informal-tacit goals and
values which are shared within the higher level members in the organization
represent socialization in the dimension of organizational goals and values.

History: Knowledge of traditions, customs, myths, and rituals in the
organization along with knowledge about the personal background of key people in
the organization indicates the individual’s socialization in this dimension (Chao et
al., 1994). Similarly, Fisher (1986) also emphasized the significance of knowledge
about history of the organization to learn about key organizational principles.

Different measures of organizational socialization were developed in relation
to various approaches in terms of dimensions of socialization. Three-dimensional
socialization measurement by Haueter et al. (1999) has been adapted to Turkish for

the first time within the scope of this study.
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2.1.4. Traditional View of Socialization in Higher Education

Traditional form of socialization of newcomers is designed to facilitate the
entry of new recruits to an organization and to equip them to operate effectively
within it (Trowler & Knight, 1999). It involves formal induction programs that begin
at the recruitment stage and continue into employment. Such programs can be in the
form of one-to-one discussions and formal group presentations in order to ensure
effective integration of newcomers into the organization. Mentoring arrangements,
supplying handbooks and social events are also frequently made use of within
traditional form of socialization, but they are expected to be appropriate for all
different types of staff, trying to mould the newcomers into the desired shape
(Trowler & Knight, 1999). Thus, background and previous job experience of the
newcomer is overlooked in this corporate structural-functional perspective.

Until recently, induction of newcomers has been influenced by a limited
organizational perspective in higher education. Trowler and Knight (1999) stated that
the traditional form of socialization in higher education is based on VVan Maanen and
Schein’s (1979) analysis of the dimensions of six key variables that define the
corporate structural-functional perspective, in which the values, background and
individuality the newcomer brings to the organization are neglected. Firstly,
corporate structural-functional perspective prefers collective approaches against the
individual. Hence, newcomers are treated as a group rather than individually due to
the essentially similar nature of assimilative process and the relative unimportance of
individual differences (Trowler & Knight, 1999). The second key issue is that formal
approaches are favored rather than informal ones. With the purpose of ensuring
consistency and efficacy in the transmission process, planned, structured programs
are preferred over informal ones (Wanous, 1991). Another key issue is that
sequential events are applied instead of random ones. Again with the purpose of
ensuring consistency and efficacy in transmission, cumulative encounters which are
carefully staged are preferred to informal ones, which may happen by chance
(Trowler & Knight, 1999). Next, fixed and timetabled induction programs whose
length is pre-determined are used with the purpose of ensuring clear limits on the
process and the point at which the newcomer is expected to perform. Another key

variable defining the corporate structural-functional perspective is that serial
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socialization processes are preferred over disjunctive ones so that the culture is
transmitted from the old to the next generation, generally involving a senior mentor
so that the possibility of ‘noise’ interfering with the cultural transmission is avoided
(Trowler & Knight, 1999). Finally, divestiture is favored over investiture in case the
former socialization experience of the newcomer does not match with the
organizational culture. Previous socialization experience is regarded as a threat to
organizational culture if it is different so it is not welcomed (Wanous, 1991). This
traditional approach in organizational socialization of newcomers in higher education
seems to focus primarily on the passive learning by the newcomer of the expectations
of the organization (Korte, 2007), and thus, it seems to ignore the needs and priorities
of newcomers as individuals (Weimer & Lenze, 1991).

On the other hand, faculty members describe the first few years in their career
as the most stressful period (Baldwin & Blackburn, 1981). During this period, their
main concern is efficiency and competency. They need to establish a balance among
the new roles created by their job, determine the priorities, learn to have access to
resources in the organization, and additionally, learn the organizational policy
(Kondak¢1i & Ataman, 2012). In the complex job environment, with such new
responsibilities and identities, it may take them three-four years to consider
themselves as part of the university (Boice, 1991a), and they may face several
difficulties that were unprecedented beforehand.

Along with the challenges of transition to the new work environment, the
most pronounced feature of socialization process during the first few years at
university is loneliness and isolation (Bogler & Kremer-Hayon, 1999; Boice, 1991b;
Murray, 2000; Whitt, 1991). Despite their need for support and suggestion from
experienced colleagues, young teaching staff hesitate to ask for help (Boice, 1991b),
thinking that the feeling of loneliness is unique to themselves (Murray, 2000).
Another difficulty faced by young teaching staff at university during their
socialization process is lack of communication with the department head and lack of
guidance in time management skills (Baldwin & Blackburn, 1981; Murray, 2000).
Heavy work load is another unprecedented difficulty for young teaching staff
(Baldwin & Blackburn, 1981; Reybold, 2005; Whitt, 1991). These difficulties are

also widely experienced by young teaching staff at Turkish universities. While trying
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to become a successful organizational member, young teachers need to accomplish

the challenge of heavy teaching load.

2.2. Organizational Commitment

Organizational researchers have been studying organizational commitment in
its relationships with various situational characteristics, attitudes, behaviors of
employees for a long time (Bateman & Strasser, 1984), and the concept of
organizational commitment has gained considerable attention in the literature of
organizational psychology and organizational behavior. In line with the increasing
research on organizational commitment, scholars tried to define commitment
accurately (Stazyk, Pandey, & Wright, 2011). However, it was observed that
organizational commitment involves various meanings and dimensions (Cohen,
2003; Fischer & Mansell, 2009), as discussed under the following headings. Thus,
organizational commitment construct and its dimensions are still under debate.
Additionally, as suggested by Fischer and Mansell (2009), the concept of
organizational commitment may change in different cultures and societies. Despite
variations in the concept organizational commitment, Meyer and Allen’s three-
component model of organizational commitment is regarded as the dominant one in
the related research (Meyer & Allen, 1991; Cohen, 2003).

2.2.1. Definition of Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment refers to the attachment that individuals develop
to the organizations they work for (Ketchand & Strawser, 2001). Angle and Perry
(1981), Mowday, Steers, and Porter (1979) regarded organizational commitment as
multidimensional in nature involving an employee’s loyalty to the organization,
willingness to exert effort on behalf of the organization, degree of goal and value
accordance with the organization, and desire to maintain membership (Porter,
Crampon, & Smith, 1976; Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Bouilian, 1974).

Interest in organizational commitment has been continuing since it helps
make sense out of employee behaviors, attitude of employees towards work,

characteristics of the employee’s job and role, and personal characteristics of the
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employee (Bateman & Strasser, 1984). When employers make sense out of them,
organizations benefit from their employees’ commitment in terms of lower rates of
job movement, higher productivity or work quality, or both (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990).
Although there are various approaches in the literature in defining and measuring
organizational commitment based on different explanations about what commitment
is, the common point in these various definitions and measures is that organizational
commitment is a bond or link of the individual to the organization (Mathieu & Zajac,
1990).

2.2.2. Organizational Commitment as a Uni-dimensional Construct

Exploring the behavioral conceptualization of organizational commitment,
Becker (1960) defined organizational commitment as consistent lines of activity
continuing over time and leading to the rejection of alternative activities. Becker
(1960) developed side bet theory, claiming that organizational commitment is a
result of hidden investments of the employee by choosing to remain in a given
organization. This definition of Becker (1960) is closer to the definition of
continuance commitment of Allen and Meyer’s (1990) three component model of
commitment.

As described by Hrebiniak and Alutto (1972), organizational commitment is a
structural phenomenon which occurs as a result of individual-organizational
transactions over time. Employees are committed to their organization when they
invest their time, effort, and money to the organization. If they are to leave their
employed organization, their investment would be considered loss. This definition of
organizational commitment is closer to the definition of calculative commitment of
Allen and Meyer’s (1990) three component model of commitment.

A different type of commitment was proposed by Wiener (1982, p. 421) who
defined commitment as “the totality of internalized normative pressures to act in a
way to meet organizational goals and interests.” This definition of organizational
commitment is closer to the definition of normative commitment of Allen and
Meyer’s (1990) three component model, based on the idea that an employee has
moral obligation to reciprocate for benefits received from the organization. This
approach regards commitment as a moral construct proposing that staying in the
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company is morally right from the point of view of the employee regardless of
positive outcomes gained during his tenure.

Based on attitudinal approach, Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982, p. 27)
defined commitment as “the relative strength of an individual’s identification with
and involvement in a particular organization.” This type of commitment refers to the
state in which an individual identifies with a particular organization and its goals and
wishes to maintain membership in order to facilitate these goals (Mowday, Porter, &
Steers, 1982). In addition to the above mentioned uni-dimensional constructs of
commitment, various scholars viewed organizational commitment as a multi-

dimensional construct.

2.2.3. Organizational Commitment as a Multi-dimensional Construct

It is noted in the above literature that, all the earlier views emphasized only
one particular component of commitment, so they viewed commitment as a uni-
dimensional construct. On the other hand, O’Reilly and Chatman (1986) viewed
commitment as a multi-dimensional construct by differentiating among
identification, internalization and compliance. According to O’Reilly and Chatman
(1986), commitment is the psychological attachment the person feels for the
organization and it reflects the degree to which the person adopts characteristics and
viewpoint of the organization. However, describing organizational commitment as a
psychological state explaining the attachment between the employee and the
organization, which is influential on employees’ decision to stay or leave from their
employed organization, Meyer and Allen (1997) argued that identification and
internalization form the bases of affective commitment, and that they are not to be
viewed as dimensions of commitment. Thus, defining commitment as a force binding
an individual to a course of action of relevance to one or more targets (Meyer &
Herscovitch, 2001), Allen and Meyer (1990) worked on another multi-dimensional
view of commitment. They proposed three components of organizational
commitment: desire (affective component), need (continuance component), and

obligation (normative commitment) (Uniivar, 2006).
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According to Allen and Meyer’s model, affective commitment refers to the
employee’s attachment to, identification with, and involvement in the organization,
which mostly stems from work experiences. When affective commitment of an
employee is strong, he continues employment with the organization because he
wants to do so. Continuance commitment refers to awareness of the costs that
employees associate with leaving the organization. Employees who are linked to the
organization with continuance commitment stay in the organization because they
need to in order not to lose attractive benefits or privileges. Normative commitment
refers to feelings of obligation to remain with the organization. When employees’
normative commitment is high, they feel that they ought to remain with the
organization.

Ok (2007) concluded that Meyer and Allen’s three-component model is an
integrative model including Mowday et al.’s (1982) commitment view, and O’Reilly
and Chatman’s (1986) identification component in the affective component; Becker
(1960), and Hrebiniak and Alutto’s (1972) view, and O’Reilly and Chatman’s (1986)
compliance component in the continuance component; and Weiner’s (1982)
commitment view, and O’Reilly and Chatman’s (1986) internalization component in

the normative component.

2.2.4. Research in Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment represents the attachment that individuals form
to their organizations (Ketchand & Strawser, 2001). Ketchand and Strawser (2001)
suggested that personal and situational factors form the antecedents of organizational
commitment. Additionally, a meta-analysis carried out by Mathieu and Zajac (1990)
concluded that the antecedents of organizational commitment are personal
characteristic, job characteristics, group leader relations, organizational
characteristics and role states. Another meta-analysis by Kristof-Brown,
Zimmerman, and Johnson (2005) concluded that organizational commitment was
influenced by person-job fit, and performance was strongly associated with person-
job fit. In addition, the findings of a study about affective organizational commitment
by Stazyk, Pandey, and Wright (2011) indicated that role ambiguity decreases

affective organizational commitment. In fact, role ambiguity can be considered to
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result from lack of or limited knowledge share and limited training. When employees
are confronted with role ambiguity, they may experience stress and feel that they are
not supported or treated fairly by the organization (Stazyk et al., 2011).

On the other hand, in a longitudinal analysis of the antecedents of
organizational commitment, Bateman and Strasser (1984) concluded that
organizational commitment is not simultaneous with job satisfaction, adding that it is
not a consequence of job satisfaction, either. Their study revealed that organizational
commitment is a cause of job satisfaction. In their study about the consequences of
organizational commitment, Mathieu and Zajac (1990) concluded that organizational
commitment predicts performance and absenteeism. Weiner (1988) theorized that
commitment is an outcome of socialization and the research of Eisenberger, Fasolo,
and Davis-LaMastro (1990) supported Wiener’s theory. Research also showed that
when employees are offered intensive socialization practices, they are committed to
organizational values (Caldwell, Chatman, & O’Reilly, 1990).

Several studies showed that teacher commitment is a significant predictor of
teachers” work performance and the quality of education (Dee, Henkin, & Singleton,
2006; Tsui & Cheng, 1999). The research conducted by Hupia, DeVos, and Van
Keer (2010) concluded that organizational commitment of teachers is significantly
affected by their job experience in a negative way. This finding confirms the
previous research by Reyes (1992), who stated that compared to less experienced
teachers, more experienced teachers are less committed to the organization.

Quite a few studies have also been carried out in Turkey investigating the
relationship between organizational commitment and various socialization practices
both in the field of psychology (e.g., Ekrem-Duman, 2010; Ok, 2007; Uniivar, 2006)
and education (e.g., Giir, 2008). A major purpose of this study is investigating the
relationship between organizational commitment and organization, department, and

task socialization of English instructors at Turkish universities.

2.3. Self-efficacy

Self-efficacy of teachers has aroused as an important factor underlying

teaching and learning with Social Cognitive Theory of Albert Bandura, who
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maintained that cognitive variables intercede the relationships between

environmental events and behavioral consequences (Bandura, 2001).

2.3.1. Definition of Self-efficacy

The construct of self-efficacy is a central component in Bandura’s model,
initially defined as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses
of action required to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 3). One’s
confidence to complete the task is emphasized in this definition. However, from a
different perspective, self-efficacy beliefs determine how an individual resists to
difficulties by displaying the necessary effort and stress management (Bandura,
1997).

Stajkovic and Luthans (1998) elaborated on Bandura’s definition by including
other factors such as behavior initiation, effort, persistence and success to be affected
by self-efficacy. Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk-Hoy (2001) define teacher efficacy
as “teacher’s judgment of his or her capabilities to bring about desired outcomes of
student engagement and learning, even when the students are difficult or
unmotivated” (p. 783). Latham and Pinder (2005) remarked that the construct of self-
efficacy is domain-specific, and it should be assessed with reference to performance
on a specific task. Similarly, Bandura (1997, p. 243) proposed “teacher efficacy
scales should be linked to the various knowledge domains” since teachers’ sense of
efficacy may vary across different subjects. Furthermore, Bandura (1997) remarks
teachers’ level of efficacy should be based not only on their instructional efficacy,
but how they maintain order in classroom, and how they get parent involvement
should be also taken into consideration. Thus, Bandura suggests multi-item

measures rather than single-item ones to measure teachers’ self-efficacy.

2.3.2. Impact of Self-efficacy on Teachers

Self-efficacy influences the performance of individuals directly or indirectly
through their goal setting and decision making process. Individuals set goals and
motivate themselves to attain their goals. During this process, they evaluate their
performance in order to make a judgment about their capabilities. At this point, self-

32



efficacy comes into effect to determine how well individuals cope with challenges
that they face (Giir, 2008). Those who have a high sense of self-efficacy resist longer
when faced with challenges compared to those who have a lower sense of self-
efficacy (Gir, 2008).

Related to teachers’ self-efficacy, Bandura (1997) stated that when teachers
are high in their instructional efficacy, they are capable of structuring their academic
activities in the classroom as well as shaping students’ evaluations regarding their
intellectual capabilities. Gibson and Dembo (1984) considered the ability of teachers
in motivating and educating difficult students to measure teachers’ beliefs in their
self-efficacy. They carried out a micro analytic observational study to find out how
teachers of high and low self-efficacy conducted their classroom activities. It was
observed that teachers with a high sense of self-efficacy spend more time on
academic activities. However, those with a low sense of self-efficacy spend more
time on nonacademic activities. Difficult students get guidance and appraisal leading
to their success from teachers with high self-efficacy. On the other hand, such
students are charged off and criticized by teachers with low self-efficacy (Gibson &
Dembo, 1984).

Various studies have been made to find out the relation between teacher
efficacy and commitment, and dropout rate. Coladarci (1992) found that teachers
with a high sense of self-efficacy are highly committed to their profession. It was
also concluded in the same study that teachers’ sense of instructional efficacy was
the best predictor of commitment to the teaching profession. Glickman and
Tamashiro (1982) found that teachers with a low sense of self-efficacy tend to drop

out of the teaching profession.

2.3.3. Research on Teachers’ Self-efficacy

Referring to Bandura’s (1986) above mentioned definition of self -efficacy as
“people’s judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute courses of action
required to attain designated types of performances” (p. 391), a teacher’s sense of
self-efficacy is a judgment about the capabilities to influence engagement and
learning on the part of students, even the ones who are difficult or unmotivated
(Woolfolk-Hoy, 2004). In their study about the nature of the relationship between
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teaching concerns and sense of self-efficacy, Boz and Boz (2010) found that the
teachers who believe their efficacy is weaker tend to have more concerns about
teaching. In her study about self-efficacy levels of pre-service teachers and its
predictors, Er (2009) found that pre-service teachers of English believe that they are
more efficacious in applying instructional strategies compared to their efficacy in
student engagement, while their efficacy is lowest considering classroom
management.

In a study by Jones (1986) about socialization tactics, self-efficacy, and
newcomers’ adjustment to organizations, it was concluded that self-efficacy
moderates the learning process of a newcomer and that socialization tactics produce
a stronger custodial role orientation when newcomers possess a low level of self-
efficacy. The results of the same study also suggest that newcomers with high sense
of self-efficacy tend to define situations themselves even when their roles or
progressions in organizations are prescribed.

Previous studies in literature found that demographic variables, gender and
teaching field did not predict overall teacher efficacy, efficacy in instructional
strategies, efficacy in classroom management, and efficacy in student engagement
(Giir, 2008; Cakiroglu, Cakiroglu, & Boone, 2005; Savran-Gencer & Cakiroglu,
2005; Tarmalu & Oim, 2005; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2007).

In this study, the theoretical construct of self-efficacy focuses on teachers’
beliefs in their capabilities and how these beliefs affect their teaching and student
achievement. This study aims at analyzing the relation between self-efficacy and
organization, department, and task socialization of English instructors at Turkish

universities.
2.4. Knowledge Sharing
Knowledge sharing enables newcomers to fit into the new job and

organization effectively. Knowledge needs to be transferred or disseminated from

one side to another so as to be shared.
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2.4.1. Definition of Knowledge Sharing

Leistner (2010, p. 109) defined knowledge sharing as “the process by which
information is exchanged and based on that information, new knowledge is created
by the receiver of that information. In the end, portions of the knowledge are shared

between the sender and receiver” .

2.4.2. Types of Knowledge

Polanyi (1966) identified two types of knowledge, namely explicit and tacit
knowledge. Explicit knowledge is concrete as it can be transmitted among various
organizational units either in written or verbal form (Ramasamy & Thamaraiselva,
2011). However, tacit knowledge is transmitted in the form of learning, and learning
by watching (Ramasamy & Thamaraiselva, 2011). Explicit knowledge is generally
easily available, but the approval and willingness of the knowledge owner is
necessary for tacit knowledge to be shared. Choi and Lee (2003) claimed that explicit
knowledge and tacit knowledge which complement each other should be in line with
technology and human resource processes for effective knowledge management.

Similarly, McElroy (2003) stated that knowledge appears in two forms in an
organization: mentally held knowledge and objectively held knowledge. The former
is in the minds of individuals, but the latter is in the form of spoken or written claims.
Whether explicit and objectively held, or tacit and mentally held, having access to
knowledge has a critical role in a newcomer’s transition to and sense making of the
work environment. Empirical studies by Bauer et al. (2007) and Chao et al. (1994)
have shown that knowledge-related content is of significant importance for the

individual’s adjustment and subsequent reactions in the work environment.

2.4.3. Impact of Knowledge Sharing on Organizations

Knowledge is the most important strategic resource of an organization. The
continuous flow of knowledge among various organizational units increases
performance and intellectuality of employees. Nonaka (1998) uses the term of ‘spiral

of knowledge’ to define making knowledge available to others while capturing new
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knowledge, which is simply known as knowledge sharing (Ramasamy &
Thamaraiselva, 2011). The importance of knowledge sharing as a source of
sustainable competitive advantage is known (Widen-Wulff, 2007). According to
Leistner (2010), “organizational leaders state and assert that the knowledge of their
people is their biggest asset for being competitive and innovative” (p. 47).

Research shows that knowledge sharing leads to increasing performance and
competitiveness in organizations. Organizational newcomers seek information to
reduce uncertainty (Ashford & Cummings, 1985), and also when there is a gap
between the amount of knowledge they have and the amount of knowledge they need
to perform their job. Knowledge sharing can help newcomers adjust to their job and
the new environment; in other words, socialization of newcomers becomes effective
as they have access to knowledge. However, there may be potential traps while
sharing knowledge (Huysman, 2002), which could hinder effective socialization of
individuals. Thus, the management trap, the individual learning trap, and the
information and communication technology trap need to be carefully considered in
the process of knowledge sharing so that socialization of newcomers can be made

effective.

2.4.4. Impact of Knowledge Sharing on Socialization

Knowledge sharing has been taken into consideration in recent years as
proactive socialization has gained importance. Proactive socialization claims that
newcomers actively attempt to decrease the uncertainty in their work environments
though their own initiative (Comer, 1991; Miller & Jablin, 1991). Ostroff and
Kozlowski (1992) reported that knowledge of various contextual domains, higher
satisfaction and commitment of newcomers are related to knowledge sharing. Saks
and Ashforth (1997) studied the relation between socialization tactics and availability
of knowledge sharing for newcomers in order to establish a link between the
proactive socialization perspective and the traditional perspective. They claimed that
socialization tactics that are being used set the base for knowledge sharing, as a result
of which the relation between socialization tactics and outcomes is explained.
Further to their study, Saks and Ashforth (1997) proposed that knowledge sharing is
positively related to job satisfaction and organizational commitment.
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Ostroff and Kozlowski (1992) studied knowledge acquisition of newcomers
from six different sources of information, which are mentor, supervisor, co-workers,
observation, trial and error, and organizational manual, in four content domains;
namely, task, role, group and organization. Their study proposed that newcomers
mainly rely on information obtained through observation and supervisors. Further to
their study, Ostroff and Kozlowski (1992) stated that knowledge is positively related
to job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Especially, “knowledge in the
task and role domains contributed the most to successful socialization” (Saks &
Ashforth, 1997, p. 249). Without lacking knowledge sharing aspect of socialization,

newcomers are motivated and feel connected; and thus, react positively to the job.

2.4.5. Research on Knowledge Sharing

Organizational newcomers seek knowledge to reduce uncertainty about their
new job role (Ashford & Cummings, 1985), about organization’s norms and culture,
and about how to relate to other organizational members (Morrison, 1995). An
empirical study about knowledge sharing between university faculty staff revealed
that organizational socialization is positively correlated with knowledge sharing
among employees (lgbal, Toulson, & Tweed, 2011). It was also concluded in the
same study that employees’ knowledge sharing activities are positively correlated
with organizational (university) capability.

The findings of a longitudinal study designed to investigate relationships
between socialization tactics, information acquisition and attitudinal outcomes
associated with successful organizational socialization confirm the impact and extent
of the mediating role of knowledge sharing on the effective socialization tactics
(Cooper-Thomas & Anderson, 2002). The same study also revealed that knowledge
sharing positively predicts newcomer adjustment attitudes, which further confirms
the previous findings of other scholars stating that newcomer learning has a central
role in achieving positive attitudinal outcomes (Chao et al., 1994; Ostroff &
Kozlowski, 1992).

Referring to previous studies in literature, this study assumed that through
increased knowledge sharing, individuals are expected to better make sense of their

experiences during socialization. A major purpose of this study is to analyze the
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relation between knowledge sharing and organization, department, and task

socialization of English instructors at Turkish universities.

2.5. Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction is an affective reaction to the job that stems from both
situational factors, such as pay, opportunities, and organizational environment
(Gerhart, 1987). It is the degree to which people like their jobs, and thus, one of the
most frequently studied variable in organizational behavior research. In the past, job
satisfaction was viewed from the perspective of need fulfillment to study whether
physical and psychological needs of the employee were fulfilled by his job (Wolf,
1970). However, today studies on job satisfaction focus on cognitive processes rather
than the underlying needs. As Spector (1997) stated, “attitudinal perspective has

become the predominant one in the study of job satisfaction” (p. 2).

2.5.1. Definition of Job Satisfaction

According to Spector (1997), “job satisfaction is simply how people feel
about their jobs and different aspects of their jobs” (p. 2). Locke (1976) viewed job
satisfaction as the pleasurable and positive emotional state which results from one’s
perceiving his job as fulfilling, or allowing fulfillment of one’s important job values
when these values are in accordance with one’s needs. Wanous and Lawler (1972)
proposed that job satisfaction is a function of situational factors like the nature of
work, human resources elements, and the organizational environment.

Current research on job satisfaction regard it either as ‘a global feeling about
the job’ or as ‘a collection of attitudes about various facets of the job’ (Spector,
1997). The global approach is employed when the effects of liking or disliking one’s
job need to be determined. On the other hand, facet approach is employed to
determine which aspects of the job create satisfaction or dissatisfaction. According to
Spector (1997), “facet approach gives a more complete picture of a person’s job
satisfaction than the global approach” (p. 3). One may have different attitudes
towards different facets of the job. However, both approaches are employed to obtain
a complete and wide picture of job satisfaction (Spector, 1997).
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2.5.2. Antecedents of Job Satisfaction

It is possible to list several factors that influence job satisfaction; however,
two main factors, namely, environmental and individual factors can be regarded as
antecedents of job satisfaction. Environmental factors are physical and psychological
conditions that are related to the work and the extent these conditions fulfill the
expectations of the individual. Hackman and Oldham’s (1980) job characteristics
theory stated that people who like challenge and who have interest in their work are
more motivated if they have more complex jobs (Spector, 1997). However, not
everyone likes to have jobs high in challenge and complexity, so job satisfaction is
high when people have the job characteristics they favor (Spector, 1997).

Individual factors are related to the physical, psychological and security needs
of individuals, and the way they prioritize these needs. Individual needs, skills,
expectations, success, self-esteem and overall thought frame of individuals are
influential on the individual factors. In this respect, it is noted that those with high
self-confidence and those with high level of self-actualization tend to have higher
level of job satisfaction. Both factors together affect job satisfaction. When there is a
fit between the job and the individual, job satisfaction increases considerably
(Kristof, 1996).

2.5.3. Relationship between Socialization and Job Satisfaction

Extensive literature shows that newcomer socialization is important to
positive outcomes such as job satisfaction (Bauer et al., 2007; Bauer et al., 1998).
Newcomers learn about the organization and assimilate to it through the process of
socialization (Fisher, 1986; Van Maanen & Schein, 1979). As Haueter et al. (2003)
stated newcomers become knowledgeable about the organization, work group and
task, and understand the required role behaviors through socialization.

2.5.4. Research on Job Satisfaction

The success of an organization is determined by high performance of the
employees, which is determined by their high level of job satisfaction. Previous
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research indicates that employees with high level of commitment display remarkably
high performance to attain organizational goals. In an empirical study by Kok
(2006), the relation between job satisfaction and organizational commitment of
academicians working at Pamukkale University was investigated. The findings of
this study indicate that pay and academic environment are the most effective factors
on job satisfaction. However, a study by Flanagan, Johnson, and Bennett (1996: 385-
397) states that relations with the manager and colleagues is the most effective
factor on job satisfaction. In their study, Boswell, Shipp, and Culbertson (2009)
found that when there was less socialization, job satisfaction was lower and it
decreased over time, concluding that being socialized help to facilitate a positive
reaction toward the job.

This study assumes that various tactics and procedures related to
organizational socialization affect the level of job satisfaction of English instructors,
and attempts to investigate the relationship between job satisfaction and organization,

department, and task socialization of English instructors at Turkish universities.

2.6. Newcomer Training and Mentoring

When newcomers start working in an organization, they need to learn various
skills so as to perform in the new job environment. This is enabled through certain
means such as training sessions, orientations, introductory courses, which are
expected to increase newcomers’ success in the organization. It is observed that pre-
service and in-service training provided to teachers is beneficial for their adjustment
in the new workplace since the process of socialization is a stressful period of
transition due to uncertainty about newcomers’ ability to cope with the demands of

the organization and the ambiguity related to newcomers’ role in the organization.

2.6.1. Relationship between Training and Socialization

Feldman (1989) stated that training programs are considered to be the main
process of socialization for newcomers, adding that formal training programs have an
important role in how individuals make sense of their new job environment and

adjust to it; and therefore, training programs have become synonymous with
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socialization. However, as Holton (1996) stated, research in both training and
socialization seem to ignore each other. Thus, there has been an increasing interest to
integrate research in both (Anderson, Cunningham-Snell, & Haigh, 1996; Feldman,
1989; Holton, 1995, 1996). Nelson and Quick (1991) found formal training to be the

most available practice of organizational socialization.

Saks (1996) elaborated on Nelson and Quick’s study and considered the amount of
training as well and found that the ratings of newcomers’ about how helpful the
training increased as the amount of training increased. Saks (1996) also found that

work outcomes were related to the amount and helpfulness of the training.

2.6.2. Relationship between Self-efficacy and Training

In literature, self-efficacy is observed to be related to training. Saks (1995)
remarked that self-efficacy moderates the effects of training on newcomers’ anxiety,
and also moderates and mediates the relation between the amount of training and
work adjustment. Accordingly, research on self-efficacy found that it is related to
stress and anxiety (Bandura, 1986; Gist, Schwoerer, & Rosen, 1989; Jex &
Gudanowski, 1992), and that self- efficacy moderates the effect of training method
on training outcomes (Gist et al., 1989). It was found out in the study of Gomersall
and Myers (1966) that newcomers who participated a one-day training designed to
reduce anxiety were more productive and had better job attendance compared to
those who did not participate.

Further to his research, Saks (1995) proposed that pre-service job training is
particularly beneficial for the adjustment of newcomers, especially for those with
low self-efficacy. The research carried out by Gist, Stevens, and Bavetta (1991)
suggested that certain forms of training may be more effective for newcomers with
low self-efficacy when the tasks are particularly complex. However, Louis, Posner,
and Powell (1983) investigated the helpfulness of socialization practices and found
that training programs made a modest contribution to newcomers’ adjustment when
compared to other socialization practices, which is thought to stem from the fact that
training effectiveness depends on newcomers’ self-efficacy. In the same study, it was

concluded that increased amount of training is beneficial for newcomers with low
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pre-training self-efficacy. In the same study, training programs were found to be
strongly related to positive newcomer attitudes, job satisfaction, commitment;
however, tenure intention through training programs was not related to becoming an
effective employee. Thus, training of newcomers may not be equally effective for all

newcomers since it depends on newcomers’ level of self-efficacy.

Certain methods of training may have limited value for newcomers with
strong self-efficacy, as a result of which diversity in self-efficacy of newcomers
needs to be considered while designing effective training programs. Training
programs that are effective for newcomers with low self-efficacy may not be as
effective for newcomers with high self-efficacy, which may be confirmed by the
study of Gist et al. (1991) stating that newcomers with low self-efficacy need more

guidance.

2.6.3. Relationship between Mentoring and Socialization

An increasing body of research suggests that the process of mentorship
functions effectively during socialization process. Newcomers often report that they
have learned a great deal from a mentor, who is an older and more experienced
employee advising, counseling and enhancing their development (Greenberg &
Baron, 1993). Ostroff and Kozlowski (1993) found that newcomers who had mentors
obtained more information about organizational issues and practices. Similarly,
Chatman (1991) concluded that newcomers are more likely to internalize the values
of their organization when they had organizational mentors. In the same study,
Chatman found that time spent with the mentor predicted the fit of the newcomer
into the organization.

Louis (1990) stated that interaction with members in the organization
significantly contributes to sense making and situation identification, as well as
adopting the culture. According to Louis et al. (1983), such an interaction can occur
during mentor programs when newcomers establish rapport and relation with
experienced members in the organization. Terborg (1981) claimed that newcomers
obtain the knowledge about the organization’s values and history through mentor

programs.
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Angelides and Mylordou (2011) stated that during their socialization process,
teachers new in the work place have to face many challenges like developing
relationships with colleagues, joining the school environment, consolidating the
knowledge they carry, gaining skills to facilitate them in their new job, and accepting
or rejecting the norms and values of the school. Mentoring is a widespread way to
allow teachers to meet these challenges and to improve the quality of teaching
(Roehrig, Bohn, Turner, & Pressley, 2008).

2.6.4. Research on Training and Mentoring

Although training of a newcomer is expected to reduce the uncertainty related
to the job, while investigating how helpful socialization practices were, Louis et al.
(1983) found that, when compared to other socialization practices, training programs
made a modest contribution to newcomer’s development. However, referring to
Jones (1986), who found that newcomers’ self-efficacy moderated the relationship
between socialization tactics and role orientation, Saks (1995) proposed that training
effectiveness may depend on newcomers’ self-efficacy. Further to his study to
examine the role of self-efficacy in training and newcomer adjustment, Saks (1995)
stated that increased amount of training was most beneficial for newcomers with low
self-efficacy at job onset whereas early job training did not have a strong impact on
the work adjustment of newcomers with high self-efficacy. In the same study, it was
also found that increased amount of training was important for high job satisfaction
and organizational commitment regardless of the self-efficacy level. In another
study, Saks (1994) found that tutorial training was related to higher anxiety of
newcomers with low self-efficacy. However, the relationship between training and
anxiety did not change by training method for newcomers with high self-efficacy.

In a study about the relations between short-term mentoring provided by more
experienced peers, multiple aspects of socialization and stress, Allen, McManus, and
Russell (1999) concluded that mentoring can contribute to successful socialization of
newcomers. In the same study, it was concluded that psychosocial mentoring helped
newcomers improve their work performance. However, this finding contradicts with
Chao, Walz, and Gardner (1992), who did not find a significant relationship between

mentoring and performance proficiency dimension of socialization. Allen et al.
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(1999) also concluded that career-related mentoring was positively related to the
aspect of socialization that deals with forming successful relationships with
organizational members. In the same study, both psychosocial and career-related
mentoring were found to be positively related to the amount of help in coping with
stress provided by mentors. In another study by Lee (2010) evaluating a Korean
company’s newcomer training program, it was concluded that the mentor has a
significant role as a key socializing agent in the interplay between newcomers and
organization. Also, in their study on the beneficial outcomes of a successful
mentoring relationship, Angelides and Mylordou (2011) concluded that “the
mentoring relationship helped the newcomer teacher to improve their teaching
practice” (p. 539).

Organizational socialization process is expected to reduce newcomers’ high
level of uncertainty through training and knowledge sharing, which can be supported
by Saks’ (1996) finding that pre-service training help newcomers reduce their
uncertainty, and Miller and Jablin’s (1991) finding that knowledge sharing leads to
reduction in uncertainty. Although there is inconsistency in the related literature
about the effect of training, this study considered that training of a newcomer is
expected to reduce the uncertainty related to the job. Briefly summarizing the
inconsistency in literature in this respect, Louis et al. (1983) found that compared to
other socialization practices, training programs made a modest contribution to
newcomer’s development. However, referring to Jones (1986), who found that
newcomers’ self-efficacy moderated the relationship between socialization tactics
and role orientation, Saks (1994) proposed that training effectiveness may depend on
newcomers’ self-efficacy. Yet, in another study, Saks (1995) found that increased
amount of training was important for high job satisfaction and organizational
commitment regardless of the self-efficacy level.

This study assumes that training and mentoring opportunities related to
organizational socialization affect the performance of English instructors, and
attempts to investigate the relationship between training-mentoring and organization,

department, and task socialization of English instructors at Turkish universities.
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2.7. Summary of the Literature Review

In this chapter, the literature regarding organizational socialization, and the
individual and organizational level factors which are assumed to predict
organizational socialization, namely, organizational commitment, self-efficacy,
knowledge sharing, job satisfaction and training were reviewed in details. Based on
the related literature, it can be concluded that organizational socialization is one of
the major challenges that higher education institutions face nowadays, making it
significant to be measured.

As the related literature indicated, several studies have been carried out to
investigate various aspects of socialization. While these studies have brought in
richness in the field, they have also lead to various approaches to understand and
analyze the socialization process. Due to a large variety of approaches to analyze the
socialization process, there has been disagreement among the scholarship regarding
the dimensions of socialization. If the dimensions were firmly identified, developing
a certain instrument to define and measure to socialization would be easy. However,
neither the dynamic and complex nature of socialization process nor the richness of
approaches in the field would allow it, as a result of which there has been little
empirical research which defines and evaluates the dimensions of socialization
process.

Within the scope of this study, socialization literature was reviewed to
elaborate on the type of organizational and individual level factors which can be
identified as predictors of socialization. While identifying these factors, content,
process and environment dimensions of socialization were taken into consideration
so that the results of the study could be holistic. Having identified these factors, an
inventory was compiled and adapted with the purpose of contributing to the

literature with empirical research.
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CHAPTER 11

METHOD

This chapter is organized under seven main parts. In the first part, the overall
design of the study is presented, followed by operational descriptions of the
variables. In the third part, population and sample selection, and demographic
characteristics of the participants in the pilot study, and population and sample
selection in the main study is explained. In the fourth part, data collection instrument,
and reliability-validity analyses of the scales in the instrument are discussed in
details. In the next part, data analysis and statistical methods followed in the data
analysis are presented. Following brief explanation about reliability and validity

analyses, in the final part, limitations of the study are stated.

3.1. Design of the Study

Since this study aims at investigating the relationships between socialization
and several other constructs, it was designed as a correlational study, which is a
quantitative research method. As the aim of the study was to investigate the
relationship between the variables that cannot be manipulated, quantitative research
tradition and particularly the correlational design is believed to be an appropriate
choice (Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2011). According to Borrego, Douglas, and
Amelink (2009), quantitative research is an appropriate method for deductive logic
and it is instrumental in testing a pre-established hypothesis. The findings of a
quantitative research can also be generalized to a larger population and inferences
can be made from the findings as stated by Borrego et al. (2009). In this sense, the
research question this study attempts to answer is appropriate to be analyzed in terms
of quantitative research method.

Designed as a correlational research, this study attempts to present the
relationship between socialization at organization, department and task levels, and
various organizational (type of university, training, work conditions, knowledge

sharing) and individual (academic degree, teaching experience, length of
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employment at current work place, job satisfaction, commitment, and self-efficacy)
level factors. Correlational design describes relationships between two or more
quantitative variables which cannot be designed experimentally without any attempt
to manipulate them (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). As it is the case for the variables
used in this study, correlational design is considered an appropriate design for this

study.

3.2. Operational Descriptions of the Variables
The operational definitions of the variables used in this study are as following:

Organizational Socialization: It was the dependent variable of this study, and
it was a continuous variable. Three-dimensional Organizational Socialization Scale
(OSS) was used to measure this dependent variable. The scale is made up of 47 items
with a 7-point-likert type, ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7).

Organization Socialization: It was one of the continuous dependent variable
which shows to what extent instructors’ are familiar with and knowledgable about
the products/services produced/provided by the organization (university), as well as
showing the level of awareness about the power relations in the organization. There
are 16 items in this dimension of the scale. Thus, the lowest score a participant can
get from this dimension is 16, and the highest score is 112. The higher the score in
this dimension is, the higher the level of organization socialization is.

Department Socialization: It was another continuous dependent variable
representing to what extent instructors are familiar with and knowledgable about the
the contribution of their department to the larger organization and other people in
their work group. Similar to the organization dimensions, this dimension of the scale
also contains 16 items; thus, lowest and highest scores can range between 16 and
112. Higher scores indicate higher level of department socialization.

Task Socialization: It was the final dependent variable of the study, and it was
a continuous variable. It indicates to what extent instructors are familiar with and
knowledgable about the requirements for their task, as well as their willingness to
continue with their job. This dimension of the scale was measured by 15 items. Thus,
the lowest and highest scores can range between 15 and 105. Like it is the case, in
other dimensions of the scale, the higher the score is, the higher the level of task

socialization is.
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Organizational Commitment: It was the independent variable of the study
showing to what extent instructors identify themselves with their organization
(university) and regard themselves as a member of it. It was a continuous variable,
measuring organizational commitment in three dimensions. The scale is made up of
33 items with 7-point-likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly
agree (7). There are 6 reverse items in this scale, which were recoded in the analysis.
The higher the score in each dimension of this scale is, the higher the level of related
commitment is.

Affective Commitment: It was a continuous independent variable measuring
instructors’ emotional attachment to, identification with, involvement in their
organization and its goals. There are 9 items in this dimension of the scale; thus, the
lowest and highest scores can range between 9 and 63.

Continuance Commitment: It was another continuous independent variable
related to the costs associated with leaving the organization. This dimension was
measured by 10 items; thus, the lowest score could be 10 and the highest could be
70.

Normative Commitment: It was the other continuous dependent variable
which shows instructors’ desire to stay with the organization based on a sense of
duty, loyalty or obligation. 14 items were included in this dimension; thus, the lowest
and highest scores can range between 14 and 98.

Teachers’ Sense of Self-Efficacy: It was the independent variable of the
study indicating to what extent instructors feel themselves capable of dealing with
educational and psychological needs of their students, as well as structuring
appropriate academic activities in the classroom, and dealing with difficult students
causing discipline problems and violating the rules. It was a continuous variable,
measuring teachers’ sense of self-efficacy in three dimensions. The scale includes 24
items with 9-point-likert scale ranging from insufficient (1) to very sufficient (9).
The higher score in each dimension of the scale indicates a higher level of self-
efficacy.

Efficacy for Student Engagement: It was a continuous independent variable
measuring instructors’ beliefs about how capable they are in involving students in
class work and motivating them. There are 8 items in this dimension of the scale;

thus, the lowest and highest scores can range between 8 and 72.
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Efficacy for Instructional Strategies: It was another continuous independent
variable indicating to what extent instructors feel themselves competent, resourceful
and knowledgeable as a teacher. This dimension was measured by 8 items. Hence,
the score of a participant can be within the range of 8 and 72.

Efficacy for Classroom Management: It was the other independent variable
measuring instructors’ beliefs about how capable they are in providing ideal teaching
environment in the classroom, and dealing with difficult students and discipline
problems. Similar to the other two dimensions in this scale, there are 8 items in this
dimension, too. Thus, the lowest and highest scores could be within the range of 8
and 72.

Knowledge Sharing: It was the independent variable of the study indicating
instructors’ opinion about to what extent knowledge sharing is available and efficient
in their department. Being one-dimensional, it was a continuous variable. The scale
includes 5 items with a 5-point-likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to
strongly agree (5). The higher scores indicate that instructors think knowledge
sharing is available and efficient in their department.

Job Satisfaction: It was the independent variable of the study, and it was a
continuous variable. It indicates to what extent instructors are satisfied with their job.
It is a one-dimensional scale including 6 items with a 5-point-likert scale ranging
from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). The higher the score is, the higher
the satisfaction level of the instructor is.

Work Conditions: It was the independent variable of the study indicating the
level of satisfaction of instructors in terms of salary, employee benefits, social,
health, and sports facilities in their organization. It was a continuous variable. The
scale includes 5 items with a 5-point-likert scale ranging from not satisfied at all (1)
to very satisfied (5). The higher scores indicate higher level of satisfaction in terms

of work conditions.
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3.3. Population and Sample Selection

Fraenkel and Wallen (2006) remarked that in correlational design, sampling
should be conducted carefully to get the exact degree of relationship between
variables. They suggested that random sampling should be used as a selection
method if it is possible. According to the Council of Higher Education data, in the
academic year of 2011-2012, there are 103 state universities and 65 private
universities in Turkey, and 83 of the state universities and 55 of the private
universities have preparatory schools. Considering the size of population, random
sampling did not seem feasible. Thus, cluster sampling selection method was used in
this study to collect data from instructors employed in the preparatory schools of
universities. Cluster sampling is an effective and proper method with large number of
clusters, and it is useful when random sampling is inconvenient to be used
(Krathwohl, 1997). Considering these aspects of cluster sampling, it was used as the

sampling method in this study.

3.3.1. Population and Data Collection Procedure in the Pilot Study

The aim of the pilot study was to test the construct validity of the OSS. The
inventory developed to collect data for this study was used in the pilot study. Since
the approval of METU Ethics Committee was going to be obtained for administering
the inventory only after the pilot study was carried out, the researcher approached the
universities that would be willing to participate in the pilot study before obtaining the
related approval. Participants of the pilot study consist of 228 English instructors
teaching at the Department of Basic English of 4 public universities in Ankara. The
return rate was 91.2 %.

Data were collected by the researcher from the preparatory schools of four
universities located in Ankara. The researcher contacted Department Heads
explaining the purpose of the pilot study and stating that approval of METU Ethics
Committee would be obtained once the final form of the questionnaire was
developed after the validity of OSS in the inventory was tested. Confidentiality of the
responses was assured in addition to informing the instructors about the voluntary

nature of the participation in the study. Hard copies of the questionnaire were
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distributed and collected from the participants through the contact persons appointed

by Department Heads.

3.3.2. Demographic Characteristics of the Participants in the Pilot Study

Pilot study was carried out in order to test the construct validity of OSS, and
to observe how compatible the Turkish adaptation was with the original scale. Data
were collected from 228 English instructors teaching at preparatory schools of 4
public universities in Ankara. As presented in Table 3.1, the majority of the
participants were female constituting 83.3 % of the sample while 16.7 of them were
male. Slightly more than half of the participants had a BA degree which constituted
52.6 % of the participants while 41.7 % had a MA degree, and 5.7 % had a PhD
degree. Of the sample, age varies considerably. The age of almost one-third of the
participants (29.8 %) was within the range of 26-20, followed by 31-35 age group
(19.3 %). 12.7 % of the participants were between the ages of 21-25 while 10.5 %
were aged 46 and over. The mean age average of the participants is 34.28 with
standard deviation of 8.45.

When the instructors were asked about their work experiences as a teacher,
the results revealed that almost one-fourth of the participants had a teaching
experience of 4-7 years, and 17.1 % of the participants accumulated within the
experience group of both %2 to 3 years and 8 to 11 years. The average work
experience of participants as a teacher is 11.34 years changing within the range of 2
to 36 years. The average work experience of the participants as a teacher is 11.34
changing within the range of '2 year to 36 years. When the instructors were asked
about their work experience at the university where they are currently employed, the
results showed that 32 % of the participants have been working in their current
institution for % to 3 years, and 23.7 % of the participants have been employed in
their current institution for 4 to 7 years. The average work experience of the
participants at the university where they are currently employed is 9.85 years
changing with standard deviation of 7.71.

Of the participants, 53.1 % (121) reported to have had pre-service training,
and regarding their level of satisfaction, 13.2 % (19) were not satisfied, and 65 %
(79) were satisfied. Of the participants, 84.6 % (193) reported to have had in-service
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training, and 15 % (29) were not satisfied with it while 60 % (116) were satisfied. Of
the participants, 37.7 % (86) reported to have had a mentor, while 5.8 % (5) of them

were not satisfied, 79 % (68) were satisfied.

Table 3.1

Demographic Characteristics of the Pilot Study Participants

Variables  Category Frequency Percent (%) Mean SD Min Max
Gender
Male 38 16.7
Female 190 83.3
Degree
BA 120 52.6
MA 95 41.7
PhD 13 5.7
Age
21-25 29 12.7
26-30 68 29.8
31-35 44 19.3
36-40 34 14.9 34.28  8.45 22 64
41-45 29 12.7
46-50 15 6.6
51+ 9 3.9
Experience
as teacher
1/2-3 39 17.1
4-7 54 23.7
8-11 39 17.1
12-15 27 11.8 11.34  8.10 6 months 36 yrs
16-19 28 12.3
20-23 18 7.9
24-27 13 5.7
28+ 10 4.4
Experience
at current
university 1/2-3 73 32.0
4-7 53 23.2
8-11 31 13.6
12-15 15 6.6 985 7.71 6 months 36 yrs
16-19 28 12.3
20-23 18 7.9
24+ 10 4.4
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Table 3.1 (continued)

Pre-service
No 107 46.9
Yes 121 53.1
In-service
Yes 193 84.6
No 35 15.4
Mentoring
Yes 86 37.7
No 142 62.3

3.3.3. Population and Data Collection Procedure in the Main Study

The aim of the main study was to identify the relationship between the
organizational and individual level variables that predict organization, department
and task level organizational socialization of English instructors at Turkish
universities. For this purpose, using cluster sampling as the method for selection,
four cities in Turkey (Ankara, Istanbul, Eskisehir and Konya), and one city in
Northern Cyprus Turkish Republic (Giizelyurt) were chosen. Considering
accessibility and willingness to participate in the study, 10 universities in Ankara,
two universities in Istanbul, two universities in Eskisehir, one university in Konya,
and one university in Northern Cyprus Turkish Republic constituted the population
of the study.

751 English instructors working at preparatory school of seven public and
nine private universities participated in the main study and return rate was 83. 4 %
(751 out of 900). Six hundred and seven of the participants were working in public
universities (80.8 %) and 144 of the participants were working at private universities
(19.2 %).

In this study, the data were collected via Organizational Socialization
Inventory administered to instructors (see Appendix A). First, the necessary
permission was obtained from Middle East Technical University Human Subjects
Ethics Committee (see Appendix B). Then, METU Graduate School of Social
Sciences wrote a letter to the selected universities informing about the study, and
requesting their participation. After that, the researcher contacted Preparatory School

Department Heads of the selected universities to explain the purpose of the study in
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details and to make arrangements for conducting the questionnaire. Despite the
intention of the researcher to travel to the site to be present during the administration
of the questionnaire, department heads preferred to administer it at their convenience.
Hard copies of the questionnaire and the consent form declaring willingness to
participate in the study were sent to and received from the Department Heads by
post. In the consent form, the participants were ensured about the confidentiality and
they were not asked any questions revealing their identity. It was stated in the
consent form that participants could quit the study whenever they wanted in order to
ensure the essence of willingness. The data of the main study were collected in
February-April, 2012.

3.4. Data Collection Instrument

Both in the pilot study and the main study, an inventory consisting of several
different scales and questions was utilized for collecting data. The inventory was
made up of three parts. In the first part, questions related to demographic information
were included. In the second part, items about training for the job and conditions at
the workplace were included. The third part consisted of one self-developed and
several pre-developed scales; all three parts being preceded by an informed consent
form (see Appendix A).

In Part 1, demographic information of the questionnaire included questions
about educational level, age, gender, and length of employment as an English
instructor and length of employment at the current institution. Part 2 included
questions about whether the participants had pre-service training, in-service training
and mentoring support at their current workplace. The questions in this section were
developed by the researcher and the advisor. The questions were a yes/no scale
where a check mark would be used. If participants checked ‘yes’, they were to
indicate their level of satisfaction for each. This part was a 5-point satisfaction scale
(1= Not satisfied at all, 5= Very satisfied). In addition to questions regarding
training, this part also included a list of five items about the conditions in the
workplace; namely, salary, employee benefits, social facilities, health facilities and
sports facilities. The items were developed by the researcher and the advisor.

Part 3 consisted of one adapted scale (Newcomer Socialization Scale), and

four pre-developed scales (Knowledge Sharing Scale, Job Satisfaction Scale,
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Organizational Commitment Scale and Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale). Authors,

number of items and reliability values of each scale are presented in Table 3.2.

3.4.1. Newcomer Socialization Scale

Turkish adaptation of Newcomer Socialization Questionnaire (NSQ)
developed by Haueter, Macan, and Winter (2003) was used to collect data for this
study. The original version of NSQ was developed by the authors in 2003 with the
purpose of measuring direct outcomes of socialization such as learning, inclusion and
assimilation. Original version of the scale developed by Haueter et al. (2003) has
three dimensions: organization socialization, group socialization and task
socialization. There are 12 items for both organization and group socialization, and
11 items for task socialization. A 7-point Likert-type response format (1= Strongly
disagree to 7= Strongly agree) is used in NSQ. Content validity evidence was
provided for NSQ, and two psychometric studies, - EFA in Study 1 and CFA in
Study 2 - were performed to gather information about the construct validity of the
instrument. The results supported the three factor model with high subscale
reliabilities ranging from .92 to .95 (Table 3.2).

Within the scope of this study, NSQ was adapted to Turkish by the writer and
her advisor in this study. After Haueter and her colleagues’ permission was obtained
for the translation and adaptation of the questionnaire, the original version of NSQ
was translated into Turkish by five qualified individuals who are proficient in
English and Turkish, and who are working at university with a graduate degree. After
the initial translation was carried out, the instrument was edited and reviewed again
by the writer and the advisor. Since adaptation of a scale into a different cultural
context might require more items than comparable scales developed in other
languages with the purpose of minimizing item bias (van de Vijver & Poortinga,
2005), a total of 12 items were added in the Turkish version, four for each level of
socialization. Thus, the adapted version of the scale had 47 items. Subsequently, this
version was field-tested by ten English instructors in order to check the clarity of the
statements. Based on their comments, minimal modifications were made, and expert

opinion was obtained from two scholars for the content, clarity and intelligibility of
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the items in the final form of the scale. Sample items for each dimension of the scale

are given in Table 3.3, and descriptive statistics for each item in the scale is given in

Appendix C.

Table 3.3

Sample Items for Organizational Socialization Scale (OSS) / (Turkish adaptation of

NSQ). English translation is given in brackets.*

Subscale

Sample Item

Organization Socialization

Bu kurumun irettigi/sagladig1 iiriinlerin/hizmetlerin
isimlerini biliyorum.
[I know the specific names of the products/services

produced/provided by this organization.]

Benim yapti§im isin kuruma nasil katkida bulundugunu
biliyorum.
[I understand how my job contributes to the larger

organization.]

Calisanlarin kuruma o6zgii dili (6r. kisaltmalar, takma
adlar, yaygin kullanilan kelimeler) kullandiklarinda ne
demek istediklerini anliyorum.

[I' understand what is meant when members use
language (e.g., acronyms, abbreviations, nicknames)

particular to this organization.]

Department Socialization

Boliimiimiin hedeflerini biliyorum.

[[ know my department’s objectives.]

Boliim  baskaninin  calisanlardan ne  bekledigini
biliyorum.
[I understand what the department head expects from

the work group]

Boliimiimdeki roliimii biliyorum.

[I know my role in the department.]
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Table 3.3 (continued)

Task Socialization

Hangi sorumluluk, gorev ve projeler icin ise alindigimi
biliyorum.

[I know the responsibilities, tasks and projects for
which | was hired.]

Gerektiginde isimle ilgili kimden yardim isteyecegimi

biliyorum.

[I know who to ask for support when my job requires
it.]

Hizmet  verdigim  kisilerin  ihtiyaglarint  nasil
karsilayacagimi biliyorum.
[I know how to meet the needs of the people whom I

serve.]

*The scale was administered in Turkish. Sample items were translated into English

by the writer.

3.4.1.1. Exploratory Factor Analysis in the Pilot Study

The pilot study for the Turkish version of the scale (abbreviated as OSS to
avoid confusion with the original version) was performed with data gathered from
228 instructors working at four universities in Ankara. The aim of the pilot study was
to confirm the validity of NSQ of Haueter et al. (1999). In order to determine the
underlying factor structure of OSS items, the data were subjected to EFA. Principal
axis factoring technique was used for the extraction of the factors, referring to
Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, and Strahan’s (1999) suggestion that it is a more
robust factor extraction technique against the violation of the assumption of
multivariate normality. Oblique rotation was used as a rotational method to make the
interpretation of the analysis easier. Oblique rotation (direct oblimin) was preferred
since this method allows for factor correlation (Preacher & MacCallum, 2003). In the
first analysis, the extraction was made on eigenvalue> 1, scree plot, and percentage
of variance (Tabachnick & Fidel, 2001).
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The initial factor analysis suggested seven dimensions which account for
61.900 % of the total variance. However, this structure was not compatible with
Haueter, Macan, and Winter’s analysis of NSQ. Although each factor loading could
be interpreted meaningfully if Chao et al.’s (1994) six-dimensional measure of
organizational socialization were considered, it failed to support the structure
suggested by Haueter et al. (2003). Therefore, the extraction was forced for three
factors. The results suggested that three dimensions account for 47.344 % of the total
variance. When the number of factors was fixed at three, the first factor included
thirty items, explaining 40.354 % of the variance. The second factor included twelve
items, and explained 3.872 % of the variance, and the third factor included five
items, explaining 3.118 % of the variance as presented in structure matrix in Table
3.4.

Still, detailed analysis of the items loaded in each factor revealed that this
structure was not compatible with the one suggested by Haueter et al. (2003). Further
analyses were carried out by excluding item 40, which has low factor loading as well
as excluding the newly added items. However, no different results were obtained.
Thus, it was decided to carry out CFA with the data from a much larger population in
the main study to further examine the compatibility of the factor structure of OSS
with that of NSQ.
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Table 3.4

Structure Matrix for Organizational Socialization Factors

Factors

Item No 1 2 3

27 .819 .536 401
25 797 547 294
24 .783 .543 297
26 782 .540 418
10 79 .580 .282
19 757 .607 307
39 752 516 431
31 .740 479 449
18 714 .558 351
14 .706 .538 397
28 .699 501 453
7 .695 567 214
21 .686 528 324
30 .652 483 456
47 .637 409 .526
34 .630 .553 488
3 .625 .583 .083
35 .613 491 464
22 .606 373 241
32 .596 .550 .546
23 578 484 370
38 573 .364 411
43 507 .398 400
42 498 490 466
17 483 423 304
33 AT75 .382 455
46 448 429 377
29 433 .228 207
13 425 .399 .383
40 .207 172 129
9 .617 .802 270
5 437 787 361
12 .540 .784 347
11 516 744 .348
15 522 736 378
6 .683 .730 .263
8 .506 .696 .395
2 551 .691 233
16 .545 .664 484
1 470 .621 .250
4 439 .621 211
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Table 3.4 (continued)

20 575 .612 439
37 499 484 734
44 485 433 .730
41 .568 .587 679
36 .554 462 627
45 483 485 529

3.4.1.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis in the Main Study

In the previous study of Haueter et al. (2003), organizational socialization
was suggested to be a three-factor structure as organization socialization, department
socialization and task socialization. Further to EFA with the data in the pilot study,
CFA was conducted with the data in the main study in order to test three-factor
structure of organizational socialization and to ensure the construct validity of the
scale. Firstly, missing data were checked using frequencies and descriptives, and
missing values analysis (MVA) results indicated:

Little's MCAR test: Chi-Square = 3063.380, df = 2118, p = .00

Since the missing data were not missing completely at random (MCAR), and
it accounted for more than 5 % of the data (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007), missing
values were imputed using expectation maximization (EM) algorithm available in
SPSS, as it is considered to be a common way to impute missing values (Harrington,
2009).

Brown’s (2006) recommendations were referred to assess the model fit. The
model chi-square, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA),
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) values were taken
into consideration while evaluating the fit for three factors CFA model of OSS.
However, chi-square is a test that is sensitive to the sample size, and the test may
give significant results when the sample size is large (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
Since this problem with model fit assessment was noted in this study, other fit
indices of RMSEA, NNFI and CFI were used to compensate the limitations caused
by the chi-square test (Byrne, 2001).

The results of CFA showed that chi-square value was significant (y2=
7953.380, df=1031, p=.00) with the comparative fit index (CFI) value of 0.69, non-

normed fit index (NNFI) value of .67, and root mean square error of approximation
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(RMSEA) value of .09. As the criterion value of RMSEA was taken into
consideration, the CFA indicated poor fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). When CFA
results indicated poor fit, modification indices of errors (error covariance) were
checked and those with highest values were identified as suggested by Arbuckle
(1999). The identified item pairs with the high error covariance were € d8-¢ 010, ¢
013- £dl15, e d6-et4, et7- €19, € 02- £ 03, € 04- £ 05, € d5- £ d7, e t5- £ d4, € 05- ¢
d2, € 013- ¢ d13. These items were checked to decide whether they belonged to the
same factor or measured related constructs.

The item pairs of 02 — 03, 04 — 05, t7 — 19, and d5 — d7 were loaded on the
same factors of the scale, while the item pairs of d8 — 010, t4 — d6, t5 — d4, 02 — d2,
013 —d13, and 013 — d15 were not loaded on the same factor as shown in Figure 3.1.
Item 02 is related to knowing the history of the organization and item 03 is related to
knowing the relations between various departments in the organization. Knowledge
of relations between departments in the organization could be thought to be included
within knowledge of history of the organization. Item 04 is related to knowing who
does what job in the organization and how various departments contribute to the
organization. Item 05 is related to knowing the goals of the organization. Both items
are related to having global knowledge about the organization. Item t7 is related to
finding one’s job valuable, and item t9 indicates willingness to continue with the
current job for a long time. When individuals find their job valuable, it makes sense
to conclude that they will be willing to continue with it for a long time. Item d5 is
related to knowing the skill and competence that each employee brings to the
department. Item d7 is related to knowing the contribution made by each employee
in the department to the product/service produced/provided. Both items involve
knowledge about the work performance of other employees in the department. Item
d8 is related to knowing how to perform in accordance with the values and ideals of
the department, and item 010 involves knowing how to perform to comply with the
values and beliefs of the organization. Thus, both items involve knowledge of
behavior to match with the values in the work place. Item t4 is related to knowing
which duties and responsibilities have the priority at task, and item d6 is related to
knowing how to perform tasks in accordance with the standards in the department.
Both items are related to task performance. Item t5 is related to knowledge about
using tools and equipment needed for work, and item d4 is related to knowing other

people in the department; and thus, both items involve peripheral knowledge for
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work. Item 02 is related to knowing the history of the organization, and item d2 is
related to knowledge about the goals of the department. Knowing the goals of the
department can stem from knowing the history of the organization. Item 013 is
related to knowledge about power relations in the organization, and item d13 is
related to knowledge about the management style of the department head.
Knowledge about the management style of the department head can be said to
involve knowing the power relations in the organization. As stated above, while item
013 is related to power relations in the organization, item d15 is related to power
relations in the department. Despite not being loaded on the same factor, careful
analysis of these items enabled to conclude that they measure the same scale.
Therefore, the model was revised by connecting one set of related items to each other
each time, and CFA was conducted again. The CFA results of the final model
indicated significant chi-square value (y2= 6209.580, df= 1020, p=.00) with the
comparative fit index (CFI) value of .77, non-normed fit index (NNFI) value of .75,
and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) value of .08, as presented in
Table 3.5.

Table 3.5

CFA Results for the Revised Model of Organizational Socialization Scale
Scale X df ¥ldf  RMSEA CFI  NNFI
Org Soc 6209.580 1020 6.088 .08 e 15

Thus, considering RMSEA value of .08, the second analysis resulted in
mediocre fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). Considering .95 as a critical CFl and NNFI
value of a good-fitting model (Hu & Bentler, 1999), mediocre fit could be justified
considering the results of the CFA. Thus, the final CFA model provided satisfactory

result on the three factor structure of OSS.
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3.4.2. Knowledge Sharing Scale

This scale was developed by Haser and Kondakg1 (2011) considering the
related literature and the results obtained from a qualitative research by the same
researchers. This scale included items about the availability and efficacy of
knowledge sharing and dissemination in the workplace. Sample items for KSS are
given in Table 3.6, and descriptive statistics for each item in the scale is given in

Appendix C.

Table 3.6
Sample Items for Knowledge Sharing Scale. English translation is given in

brackets.*

Sample Item

Bu boliimde ihtiya¢ duydugum bilgiye hizli bir sekilde ulasabilirim.

[I can obtain the knowledge | need quickly in this department.]

Bu boliimde hangi bilgiyi nereden alacagimi ¢ok iyi bilirim.

[I know very well from where in this department to obtain the knowledge I need.]
Bu boliimde ihtiya¢ duydugum bilgiye dogrudan ulasmaya caligirim.

[I try to reach the knowledge I need directly in this department.]

*The scale was administered in Turkish. Sample items were translated into English

by the writer.

As given in Table 3.2, the reliability of the Knowledge Sharing Scale is .89,
and item total correlation values range between .57 and .77. Although CFA of this
scale was already made by Haser and Kondakg1 (2011), it was conducted again with
the data in the main study in order to provide further evidence on the construct
validity of the scale. There were only 7 (0.95 %) missing data in the data set.
Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) suggested that any method for handling missing data is
unlikely to create a serious problem if 5 % or less of the data is missing at random.
Thus, before conducting CFA, the missing data were list wise deleted, which is a

very common way of handling missing data (Harrington, 2009).
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Brown’s (2006) recommendations as explained in CFA for OSS were referred
to assess the model fit. The results of CFA showed that chi-square value was
significant (y2= 130.432, df= 5, p=.00) with the comparative fit index (CFI) value of
0.94, non-normed fit index (NNFI) value of .89, and root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) value of .19, as presented in Table 3.7. When the criterion
value of RMSEA was taken into consideration, the CFA indicated poor fit (Browne
& Cudeck, 1993). However, Kline (2005, p. 140) stated that CFI “greater than
roughly .90 may indicate reasonably good fit.” Besides, Harrington (2009) stated that
too few factors may lead to poor fit, which is the case with one-dimensional KSS
with 5 items. Referring to Kline’s (2005) guideline, with CFI value of .94, CFA
results added further evidence on the construct validity of KSS. Factor loadings for
KSS range between .657 and 0.891.

Table 3.7
CFA Results for the Basic Model of Knowledge Sharing Scale
Scale P df ¥ldf  RMSEA CFI  NNFI
Knowledge
_ 130.432 5 26.086 19 94 .89
Sharing

3.4.3. Job Satisfaction Scale

The original form of this scale was developed by Hulpia and De Vos (2009),
and they stated that their Job Satisfaction Scale (JSS) is based on Job Enthusiasm
Scale of Dewitte and De Cuyper (2003). Turkish version of the scale was translated
and adapted by Haser and Kondakgi (2011). JSS included items about positive
feelings of participants with their current job. Sample items for JSS are given in
Table 3.8, and descriptive statistics for each item in the scale is given in Appendix C.

As given in Table 3.2, the reliability of Job Satisfaction Scale is .91, and the
item total correlation values range between .52 and .77. Although CFA of this scale
was already made by Haser and Kondak¢1 (2011), it was conducted again with the
data in the main study in order to provide further evidence on the construct validity
of the scale. There were only 6 (0.8 %) missing data in the data set. Tabachnick and

Fidell’s (2007) suggestion that any method for handling missing data is unlikely to
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create a serious problem if 5 % or less of the data is missing at random was taken
into consideration, and the missing data were list wise deleted before conducting
CFA.

Table 3.8

Sample Items for Job Satisfaction Scale. English translation is given in brackets.*

Sample Item

Yaptigim isle gurur duyuyorum.

[I'am proud of my job.]

Yaptigim is bana ilham verir.

[My job gives me inspiration.]

Her sabah isime gitmekten mutluluk duyarim.

[l am happy to be going to my job every morning.]

*The scale was administered in Turkish. Sample items were translated into English

by the writer.

Brown’s (2006) suggestions were taken into consideration to assess the model
fit. As presented in Table 3.9, the results of CFA showed that chi-square value was
significant (y2= 119.986, df= 9, p=.00) with the comparative fit index (CFl) value of
.96, non-normed fit index (NNFI) value of .94, and root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) value of .13. When the criterion value of RMSEA was
taken into consideration, the CFA indicated poor fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993).
Harrington (2009) remarked that too few factors may lead to poor fit, which is the
case with one-dimensional JSS with 6 items. Referring to satisfactory CFl and NNFI
values, CFA results added further evidence on the construct validity of JSS. Factor
loadings for JSS range between .614 and .866.

Table 3.9

CFA Results for the Basic Model of Job Satisfaction Scale
Scale X df ¥ ldf  RMSEA CFI  NNFI
Job

) ) 119.986 9 13.332 A3 .96 .94
Satisfaction
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3.4.4. Organizational Commitment Scale

This scale was originally developed by Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993) with
24 items measuring affective, continuance and normative commitment to the
organization. Affective commitment is related to the employee’s emotional
attachment to, identification with, involvement in the organization and its goals.
Continuance commitment is related to the costs associated with leaving the
organization. With continuance commitment, individuals feel like they have to stay
in the organization because leaving would cost too much, or because they have few
employment alternatives elsewhere. Normative commitment is related to the
employee’s desire to stay with the organization based on a sense of duty, loyalty or
obligation (Clugston, Howell, & Dorfman, 2000). Sample items for each dimension
of the Organizational Commitment Scale are given in Table 3.10, and descriptive
statistics for each item in the scale is given in Appendix C. Meyer et al. (1993)
reported the reliability values as .82 for the affective component, .83 for the

normative component, and .74 for the continuance component of the scale.

Table 3.10

Sample Items for Organizational Commitment Scale. English translation is given in
brackets.*

Subscale Sample Item

Affective Commitment

Meslek hayatimin kalan kismint bu kurumda gecirmek
beni ¢cok mutlu eder.
[Spending rest of my career in this organization will

make me very happy.]

Bu kurumun bir ¢alisan1 olmanin gurur verici oldugunu
diisiiniiyorum.

[I take pride in being an employee in this organization.]

Bu kurumun benim i¢in ¢ok kisisel (6zel) bir anlami
var.

[This organization has a very special meaning for me.]
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Table 3.10 (continued)

Continuance Commitment

Su anda kurumumda kalmam mecburiyetten.
[I continue to work in this organization due to

obligations.]

Yeni bir igyerine alismak benim i¢in zor olurdu.
[It would be difficult for me to get used to a new work

place.]

Eger bu kuruma kendimden bu kadar c¢ok vermis
olmasaydim, bagka yerde ¢alismayi diistinebilirdim.
[I might consider working in a different organization if

I had not devoted a lot to this organization.]

Normative Commitment

Kurumuma ¢ok sey bor¢luyum.
[I owe a lot to this organization.]
Benim i¢in avantajli da olsa, kurumumdan su anda

ayrilmanin dogru olmadigini hissediyorum.

[I feel leaving this organization is not correct even if it

were more advantageous for me.]

Bu kurum benim sadakatimi hak ediyor.

[This organization deserves my loyalty.]

*The scale was administered in Turkish. Sample items were translated into English

by the writer.

The scale was translated and adapted to Turkish by Wasti (1999), and the

adapted version of the scale has 33-items as a result of addition of emic (i.e. culture-
specific) items (Ok, 2007). Wasti (2003) reported reliability values of the adapted

version of the scale as .84 for the affective component, .82 for the normative

component, and .70 for the continuance component of the scale with a total of 33
items (Table 3.2). Ok (2007) used the adapted version of the scale by developing 15

further additional items for the dimensions which are thought to be missing.
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However, in this study, having obtained permission from Wasti, her adapted version
of the scale with 33 items was used.

As given in Table 3.2, the reliability of Organizational Commitment Scale is
.90 for affective commitment, .66 for continuance commitment, and . 91 for
normative commitment, and the item total correlation values range between -.59 and
.67. Although CFA of Organizational Commitment Scale was already made by Wasti
(2003), it was conducted again with the data in the main study in order to provide
further evidence on the construct validity of the scale. Missing data were checked
using frequencies and descriptives, and missing values analysis (MVA) results
indicated:

Little's MCAR test: Chi-Square = 2195.829, df = 1810, p = .00

Since the missing data were not missing completely at random (MCAR), and
it accounted for more than 5 % of the data (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007), missing
values were imputed using expectation maximization (EM) algorithm available in
SPSS, as it is a common way to impute missing values (Harrington, 2009).

Brown’s (2006) recommendations were used to assess the model fit of the
Organizational Commitment Scale (OCS). The model chi-square, Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation (RMSEA), Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Non-Normed
Fit Index (NNFI) values were taken into consideration while evaluating the fit for
three-factor CFA model of OCS. However, being sensitive to sample size, chi-square
test may give significant results (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Since this problem
with model fit assessment was noted in this study, other fit indices of RMSEA, NNFI
and CFI were used to compensate the limitations caused by the chi-square test
(Byrne, 2001).

The results of CFA showed that chi-square value was significant (y2=
3673.490, df= 492, p= .00) with the comparative fit index (CFI) value of 0.75, non-
normed fit index (NNFI) value of .73, and root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) value of .09. As the criterion value of RMSEA was taken into
consideration, the CFA indicated poor fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). When CFA
results indicated poor fit, modification indices of errors (error covariance) were
checked and those with highest values were identified as suggested by Arbuckle
(1999). The identified item pairs with the high error covariance were ¢ c8-¢ ¢7, € a2-
€ a5, e n12- ¢ n13. These items were checked to decide whether they belonged to the

same factor or measured related constructs. All three item pairs were loaded on the
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same factors of the scale, and careful analysis of each item pair indicated relatedness.
For example, both item ¢8 and c7 involve lack of alternatives for not considering
leaving the current work place. Similarly, items a2 and a5 indicate lack of emotional
attachment to the organization. Finally, items n12 and nl13 involve feeling guilty
conscience in case of leaving the work place. After connecting the related items to
each other, CFA was conducted again.

As presented in Table 3.11, the CFA results of the final analysis indicated
significant chi-square value (y2= 3251.054, df= 489, p=.00) with the comparative fit
index (CFI) value of .78, non-normed fit index (NNFI) value of .77, and root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA) value of .08. Thus, considering RMSEA
value of .08, the second analysis resulted in mediocre model fit, (Browne & Cudeck,
1993). Thus, CFA results of the final model added further evidence on the construct
validity of OCS. Factor loadings for OCS are given in Table 3.12.

Table 3.11
CFA Results for the Revised Model of Organizational Commitment Scale
Scale s df yldf  RMSEA CFI  NNFI
Organizational
Commitment 3251.054 489 6.648 .08 .78 g7
Table 3.12
Factor Loadings for Organizational Commitment Scale
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
.808 q27 779
764 .708 167
162 .669 749
143 .653 714
125 .560 .710
699 533 709
.654 .365 .669
.652 .288 .639
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Table 3.12 (continued)
512 262 637
215 .610
.554
546
536
408

3.4.5. Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy scale (TSES) used in this study is the Turkish
version of the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (long form with 24 items) of Capa,
Cakiroglu, and Sarikaya, the original English version of which was developed by
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk-Hoy (2001). Construct validity and reliability
analysis of the Turkish version of the instrument was carried out by obtaining data
from 628 pre-service teachers from six different universities located in four major
cities in Turkey. Sample items for each dimension of the Organizational
Commitment Scale are given in Table 3.13, and descriptive statistics for each item in
the scale is given in Appendix C. With the purpose of providing evidence for the
construct validity of the three-factor subscale scores, the developers used

confirmatory factor analysis and Rasch measurement.

Table 3.13

Sample Items for Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale. English translation is given in
brackets.*

Subscale Sample ltem

Efficacy for  Student

Engagement

Calismast  zor Ogrencilere ulasmayr ne kadar
basarabilirsiniz?

[How much can you do to reach difficult students?]
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Table 3.13 (continued)
Derslere az ilgi gosteren Ogrencileri motive etmeyi ne
kadar saglayabilirsiniz?
[How much can you do to motivate students with little

interest in school work?]

Ogrencilerin  yaraticihginin ~ gelismesine ne kadar
yardimci olabilirsiniz?
[How much can you do to support creativity of your

students?]

Efficacy for Instructional

Strategies

Ogrencilerin zor sorularma ne kadar iyi cevap
verebilirsiniz?
[How well can you answer difficult questions of your

students?]

Farkli  degerlendirme  yontemlerini ne  kadar
kullanabilirsiniz?

[How much can you use various evaluation methods?]

Sinifta farkli Ogretim yontemlerini ne kadar 1iyi
uygulayabilirsiniz?
[How well can you use various intructional strategies in

your classroom?]

Efficacy for
Management

Classroom

Sinifta dersi olumsuz yonde etkileyen davranislari
kontrol etmeyi ne kadar saglayabilirsiniz?.

[How much can you do to take disruptive behavior in
class under control?]

Ogrencilerin smf kurallarma uymalarmi ne kadar

saglayabilirsiniz?

[How much can you do to make students obey the rules

in class?]
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Table 3.13 (continued)
Sizi hice sayan davranmislar gosteren 6grencilerle ne
kadar iyi bas edebilirsiniz?
[How well can you deal with students who disregard

you?]

*The scale was administered in Turkish. Sample items were translated into English
by the writer.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis conducted to model a three factor solution
verified that three subscales of the instrument (Efficacy for Student Engagement,
Efficacy for Instructional Strategies and Efficacy for Classroom Management)
correlated to each other. Furthermore, the Rasch rating scale model confirmed that
the items in each subscale are working together to define a recognizable and
meaningful variable coefficient alpha values for each subscale (Table 3.2) and the
reliability of efficacy for the whole scale confirmed that all items were contributing
to the reliability with high item-total correlations (Capa et al., 2005).

The original English version of the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale had
been developed in a seminar on self-efficacy in teaching and learning at Ohio State
University, as reported by Capa et al. (2005). The participants in the seminar aimed
at developing an instrument including the types of tasks to represent frequent
teaching activities (Capa et al., 2005). Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk-Hoy took
Bandura’s scale to measure teacher sense of efficacy as a reference while developing
their scale. Bandura’s scale had 30 items and seven subscales. In this scale, Bandura
tried not to be too specific while measuring teacher’s sense of efficacy since deciding
the specificity level of teacher efficacy is considered a difficult problem (Giir, 2008).

Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s (2001) instrument, developed in a
seminar at Ohio University, had a 9-point rating scale (1= Nothing, 9= A Great
Deal), and it was investigated by Tschannen-Moran and her colleagues in various
studies (Capa et al. 2005). It was applied to different participants from various school
levels three times. Eventually, items with high loading were selected and two forms
of the instrument were formed, namely, the long form with 24 items and the short
form with 12 items. Principal axis factoring with varimax rotation was used and three

factors were determined for the long version of the instrument. Tschannen-Moran
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and Woolfolk-Hoy (2001) named these three subscales, each with 8 items, as
Efficacy for Instructional Strategies, Efficacy for Classroom Management and
Efficacy for Student Engagement. The reliability for the whole scale was .94 and the
reliabilities of the subscales were .91 for Efficacy for Instructional Strategies, .90 for
Efficacy for Classroom Management, and .87 for Efficacy for Student Engagement.
Further to the mentioned analyses, Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale is considered to
be a reliable and valid instrument to assess teacher efficacy construct.

As given in Table 3.2, the reliability of Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale is
.79 for efficacy for student engagement, .91 for efficacy for instructional strategies,
and . 82 for efficacy for classroom management, and the item total correlation values
range between .07 and .70. CFA was conducted with the data in the main study in
order to provide further evidence on the construct validity of the scale. Missing data
were checked using frequencies and descriptives, and missing values analysis
(MVA) results indicated:

Little's MCAR test: Chi-Square = 722,362, df =401, p =.00

Since the missing data were not missing completely at random (MCAR), and
it accounted for more than 5 % of the data (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007), missing
values were imputed using expectation maximization (EM) algorithm available in
SPSS, as it is a common way to impute missing values (Harrington, 2009).

Using Brown’s (2006) recommendations to assess the model fit of the TSES,
the model chi-square, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA),
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) values were taken
into consideration. Since chi-square test gave significant results due to being
sensitive to sample size (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007), other fit indices of RMSEA,
NNFI and CFI were used to compensate the limitations caused by the chi-square test
(Byrne, 2001).

As presented in Table 3.14, the results of CFA showed that chi-square value
was significant (y2= 1654.928, df= 249, p=.00) with the comparative fit index (CFI)
value of .88, non-normed fit index (NNFI) value of .86, and root mean square error
of approximation (RMSEA) value of .08. As the criterion value of RMSEA was
taken into consideration, the CFA indicated moderate fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993).
Thus, CFA results added further evidence on the construct validity of TSES. Factor
loadings for TSES are given in Table 3.15.
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Table 3.14
CFA Results for the Basic Model of Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale

Scale X df xldf  RMSEA CFI  NNFI
Efficacy 1654.928 249 6.646 .08 .88 A7
Table 3.15
Factor Loadings for Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
73 818 875
761 791 .814
152 759 812
27 126 811
125 .705 791
.667 .689 746
.396 .678 .663
372 .668 .254

3.5. Data Analysis Procedures

First of all, data cleaning was performed to eliminate out of range values,
possible wrong entries and to deal with missing variables according to the principles
suggested in Tabachnick and Fidell (2007); consequently, 14 cases were deleted
from the study.

Descriptive statistics and inferential statistics were used to analyze the data in
the pilot study and the main study. Descriptive and inferential statistics were
performed by the software PASW Statistics 18, and the confirmatory factor analyses
for Organizational Socialization Scale (OSS), Knowledge Sharing Scale (KSS), Job
Satisfaction Scale (JSS), Organizational Commitment Scale (OCS) and Teachers’
Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) were performed by the software AMOS 18.

Data about degree in education, age, gender, year of experience in teaching,
and length of employment at the current workplace were obtained for demographic
characteristics of instructors. Data about whether instructors have had pre-service

training, in-service training and mentoring, and whether they have been satisfied with
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it were also obtained for demographic characteristics. Additionally, data about work
conditions were obtained for the same purpose. Descriptive statistics were conducted
to calculate the frequency, mean, standard deviation, and range of calculations for
demographic characteristics of teachers. The writer also intended to use as many as
possible of these demographic characteristics as predictors in the hierarchical
regression model while analyzing the relationship between the organizational and
individual level variables that predict organization, department and task level
organizational socialization.

To test the construct validity of OSS, exploratory factor analysis was carried
out in the pilot study, and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was carried out in the
main study. CFA for the pre-developed scales were also conducted for further
validation purposes.

Inferential statistics were used in this study in order to investigate the
relationship between various organizational and individual level variables, and
organizational socialization. Three separate hierarchical regression analyses were
carried out for organization socialization, department socialization, and task
socialization, after the related assumptions were validated. The variables were
entered in seven blocks (Table 3.16). The first block variables were type of
university (public/private), academic degree, length of employment in profession,
and length of employment at the current university. The first block variables were
identified as ‘Background Variables’. The second block variables included pre-
service training, in-service training, and mentoring, identified as ‘Professional

Development Variables.’

Table 3.16

Predictors

Block 1 Background Variables

University type

Academic degree

Years of teaching experience

Length of employment at current university

Block 2 Professional Development Variables

Pre-service training
In-service training
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Table 3.16 (continued)
Mentoring

Block 3 Work Condition Variables

Salary
Personnel rights

Social facilities
Health facilities
Sports facilities

Block 4 Knowledge Sharing Variable

Block 5 Job Satisfaction Variable

Block 6 Organizational Commitment Variables

Affective commitment
Normative commitment
Continuance commitment

Block 7 Efficacy Variables

Student engagement efficacy
Instructional strategies efficacy
Classroom management efficacy

The third block included salary, personnel rights, social, health, and sports
facilities at the work place, which were identified as “Work Condition Variables’.
The fourth block was ‘Knowledge Sharing Variable’, and the fifth one was ‘Job
Satisfaction Variable’. The sixth block included affective commitment, normative
commitment, and continuance commitment, and it was identified as ‘Commitment
Variables’. The final block included efficacy for student engagement (SE), efficacy
for instructional strategies (1S), and efficacy for classroom management (CM), and it
was identified as ‘Efficacy Variables’. Analyses were conducted by using the
software PASW Statistics 18. The significance level for all research questions was
defined as .05.

3.6. Reliability and Validity Analyses

Necessary measures were taken to ensure the reliability and validity of the
instrument used in this study. Firstly, the related theories in the literature were

reviewed, and theoretical explanations of the socialization scale and those of the
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other scales used in the instrumentation were taken into consideration. During the
Turkish translation and back translation of the Organizational Socialization Scale
(OSS), seven experts in the field were consulted to ensure its face validity and
content validity. Additionally, correlation between the dimensions of the adapted
OSS was checked, based on which it was concluded that the dimensions within the
socialization scale are related constructs while measuring different dimensions
(Table 4.4). Also, correlations between OSS and the other scales in the instrument
were checked, and discriminant validity yielded that pre-developed scales used in the
instrumentation and the adapted OSS were different but related while measuring
different constructs. Although exploratory factor analysis of the OSS did not prove it
to be compatible with the original scale (NSQ), confirmatory factor analysis ensured
construct evidence. Finally, cronbach’s alpha values (Table 3.2) were checked which

provided construct related evidence.

3.7. Limitations of the Study

The following limitations are associated with this study. Firstly, cluster
sampling data collection method was used in the study. The external validity being
reduced, the results do not represent all English instructors of Turkish universities
although careful attention was given to make sure underlying assumptions of
multiple linear regression were met, which is a condition for generalizability.

Secondly, the data were collected from 16 different universities under varying
physical conditions. Thus, the location can be an internal validity threat for the study.
Subject characteristics can be another internal validity threat as the age of
participants varied between 21 and 66, and the years of experience as a teacher
ranged from ' to 43 years. Such differences among the participants could be a
limitation for the study. Despite such differences in age and experience, the sample
can be considered as a homogenous group, since it is made up of instructors working
at preparatory schools, which can be another internal validity threat.

The use of self-report measures is another limitation related to the data in the
study, which may lead to inflation of common method variance. Also, data for both
dependent and independent variables were collected at the same time, which may be
a reason for inflation of common variables. Another flaw of self-report measure may

be the higher levels of social desirability.
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Finally, despite the intention of the researcher to be present while the
instrument was being administered so as to clarify any unclear item and to avoid
influence of participants on each other, the questionnaires were administered by the
department heads, which could be another limitation in this study.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

This chapter presents the results of the data analysis concerning descriptive
and inferential statistics. The chapter is organized under four main parts. In the first
part, demographic characteristics of the participants in the main study are presented.
In the second part, descriptive statistics of the scales are discussed. The following
part presents correlations between the scales in the instrument. In the final part,
hierarchical regression analysis results with the required assumptions are presented
in details.

4.1. Demographic Characteristics of the Participants in the Main Study

Data were collected from 737 English instructors teaching at the preparatory
schools of seven public and eight private universities selected from four cities in
Turkey and Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus. As presented in Table 4.1, the
majority of the participants were employed in public universities, which constituted
81.1 % of the sample while 18.9 of them were employed in private universities. Of
the sample, the majority was female (81.3 %) and males constituted 18.6 % of the
sample. Almost half of the participants had a BA degree which constituted 49 % of
the participants while 45.2 % had a MA degree, and 5.8 % had a Ph.D degree. Of the
sample, age varied considerably. The age of most of the participants accumulated
within the range of 26-30 (27.1 %) and 31-35 (19.4%) age groups. 15.6 % of the
participants were within the range of 36-40, and 15.1 % were within the range of 21-
25 age groups, followed by 9.9 % within the range of 41-45, 6.5 % within the range
of 46-50 age groups, and 4.2 % of them were aged over 51. The mean age average of
the participants is 34.06 with standard deviation of 8.47.

When the instructors were asked about the length of their work experience as
a teacher, the results revealed that equal number of participants had a teaching
experience of ¥4 to 3 years and 4-7 years constituting 21 % of the participants in each
category. 16.4 % of the participants accumulated within the experience group of 8 to

11years, while only 4.1 % had a teaching experience of 28 and more years. The
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average work experience of participants as a teacher is 10.93 years changing within
the range of !4 to 43 years. When the instructors were asked about their work
experience at the university where they are currently employed, the results showed
that 34.2 % of the participants have been working in their current institution for % to
3 years, and 23.5 % of the participants have been employed in their current
institution for 4 to 7 years, while only 4.2 % of the participants have been employed
in their current instruction for 24 or more years. The average work experience of the
participants at the university where they are currently employed is 8.16 years,
changing with standard deviation of 7.35.

Of the participants, 54.3 % (400) reported to have had pre-service training,
and regarding their level of satisfaction, 10.2 % (41) were not satisfied, and 66.7 %
(267) were satisfied. Of the participants, 71.2 % (525) reported to have had in-
service training, and 11.8 % (62) were not satisfied while 56 % (295) were satisfied
with it. Of the participants, 28.1 % (207) reported to have had a mentor. While 10 %
(21) were not satisfied with it, 76 % (158) were satisfied.

Table 4.1
Demographic Characteristics of the Main Study Participants
Variables Category Frequency Percent (%)  Mean SD Min Max
University Type
Public 598 81.1
Private 139 18.9
Gender
Male 137 18.6
Female 599 81.3
Degree
BA 361 49.0
MA 333 45.2
PhD 43 5.8
Age
21-25 111 15.1
26-30 200 27.1
31-35 143 19.4
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Table 4.1 (continued)

36-40 115 15.6 34.06  8.47 21 66
41-45 73 9.9
46-50 48 6.5
51+ 31 4.2
Experience
as teacher
1/2-3 155 21.0
4-7 155 21.0
8-11 121 16.4
12-15 114 15.5 10.93 8.17 6 mnths 43 yrs
16-19 72 9.8
20-23 54 7.3
24-27 35 4.7
28+ 30 4.1
Experience
at current uni.
1/2-3 252 34.2
4-7 173 23.5
8-11 109 14.8
12-15 74 10.0 8.16 7.35 6mnths 38 yrs
16-19 58 7.9
20-23 37 5.0
24+ 31 4.2
Pre-service
Training
Yes 400 54.3
No 336 45.7
In-service
Training
Yes 525 71.8
No 206 28.2
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Table 4.1 (continued)

Mentoring
Yes 207 28.7
No 514 71.3

4.2. Descriptive Statistics Results of the Scales

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between various
organizational and individual level factors, and organization, department and task
socialization. An inventory consisting of self-developed and pre-developed scales
was used for this purpose, and the data were collected from 737 instructors working
at seven state and nine public universities in 4 cities in Turkey, and one in Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus. In all scales, the participants were asked to respond the
items on a likert type scale, but at various levels ranging between 5 and 9. The higher
mean values in the scales with one dimension, and in the subscales with three
dimensions were associated with higher satisfaction with work conditions,
knowledge sharing, and the job. Similarly, higher scores in each dimension of OSS
indicate higher level of related socialization; higher scores in each dimension of OCS
represent higher level of related commitment; higher scores in each dimension of
TSES show higher level of related efficacy.

The results of descriptive statistics of each one-dimensional scale, and of each
subscale of three-dimensional scales with mean, standard deviations, minimum and
maximum values are presented in Table 4.2. The results of the descriptive statistics
indicated that despite quite high mean score for job satisfaction, the mean score for
work conditions is rather low. Instructors’ socialization to their task has the highest
mean score while socialization to their department and organization are slightly
lower. The scores for all three dimensions of organizational commitment are close.
The mean scores for instructional strategies efficacy and classroom management
efficacy are similar; however, the mean score for student engagement efficacy is

slightly lower.
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Table 4.2

Descriptive Statistics for the Scales in the Inventory

Variables Dimensions N M SD Min  Max
Work 714  2.86 .93 1 5
Conditions
Knowledge 730 3.71 .86 1 5
Share
Job 731 4.09 77 1 5
Satisfaction
Organizational
Socialization
Organization Socialization 725 533 115 117 7
Department Socialization 698  5.64 .95 2.56 7
Task Socialization 719  6.13 .84 2.71 7
Organizational
Commitment
Affective Commitment 712 498 1.36 1 7
Normative Commitment 684 422 132 114 7
Continuance Commitment 658  4.03 .96 1.40 6.8
Teachers’
Efficacy
Efficacy for Student
Engagement 707  6.93 114 2,63 165
Efficacy for Instructional
Strategies 720 747 103 250 9
Efficacy for
725  7.56 1.10 250 18.13

Classroom Management

4.3. Correlations between Scales in the Instrument

Correlations for all scale scores are presented in Table 4.3. As expected there

IS a moderate correlation between three separate dimensions of OSS, ranging from
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.69 to .81. Likewise, the correlations between three dimensions of TSES are
moderate, ranging from .64 to .75. However, the same trend was not observed for the
three separate dimensions of OCS. Although the correlation between affective
commitment and normative commitment is moderate, the correlation between
continuous commitment and affective commitment is weak and similar to this, the
correlation between continuous commitment and normative commitment lies
between weak and moderate. Though closer to the low range, a moderate correlation
IS seen between work condition, KSS, and JSS.

4.4. Hierarchical Regression Analysis

Hierarchical regression analysis is used to evaluate relationships between a
group of independent variables and the dependent variable, while the impact of a
different group of the independent variables on the dependent variable is controlled
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In this study three separate hierarchical regression
analyses were performed for three dependent variables, namely, organization
socialization, department socialization, and task socialization. As indicated in Table
3.16, criterion variables were university type as public or private; academic degree as
4 year university degree or a graduate degree (academic degree had three levels as
B.A., M.A., Ph.D., and dummy coding was used while taking B.A. degree as the
reference category); years of teaching experience, length of employment at current
university; pre-service training, in-service training, or mentoring experience as
professional development (dummy coding was used while taking pre-service training
as the reference category); satisfaction with the work conditions in terms of salary,
personnel rights, social, health and sports facilities; knowledge sharing, job
satisfaction; affective, normative and continuance commitment; student engagement,
instructional strategies and classroom management efficacy.

The sample size was evaluated for both the main problem and sub-problems
before performing the hierarchical regression analyses. The minimum sample size
can be calculated by the formula N>50+8k, where k refers to the number of criterion
variables (Green, 1991). The minimum sample size for this study was calculated as

210 with 20 predictors. Thus, sample size in this study (N=737) was appropriate.
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4.4.1. Research Question 1: Predictors of Organization Socialization

The first research question was:

“How well do individual (academic degree, teaching experience, length of
employment at current work place, job satisfaction, commitment, self-efficacy) and
organizational (type of university, training, work conditions, knowledge sharing)
level factors predict organization socialization of English instructors at Turkish
universities?”

The dependent variable was organization socialization. The predictor

variables were entered in 7 blocks labeled as presented in Table 3.16.

4.4.1.1. Assumptions of Hierarchical Regression Analysis

Hierarchical Regression Analysis has a number of assumptions that need to
be checked before running the analysis. Field (2009) and Hair, Black, Babin,
Anderson, and Tatham (2006) stated the required assumption as homoscedasticity,
linearity, independent errors, multicollinearity and influential observations.

Normally distributed errors. Histogram and P-P Plot of the residual were
checked in order to test for normality of residuals. A bell-shaped figure was observed
when the histogram was inspected visually (Figure 4.1). Besides, despite slight
deviations from the normal distribution, P-P plot also represented normal distribution
for the residuals (Figure 4.2). Thus, the assumption of normality of residuals was

validated.

Histogram

Dependent Variable: org_soc Normal P-P Plot of
g

Dependent Variable: org_soc

Frequency
Expected Cum Prob

Reg . tal iad . Observed Cum Prob

Figure 4.1 Histogram of Residuals Figure 4.2 P-P Plot of Residuals
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Homoscedasticity and Linearity. The residual scatterplot was checked for
linearity and homoscedasticity. The overall shape of the scatterplot is in the form of a
rectangle if there is linearity (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). It was observed in Figure
4.3 that the shape of the scatterplot could be considered to represent a rectangle
despite some misfits. Thus, linearity assumption was accepted as validated for this
analysis. Considering the validation of the homoscedasticity assumption, the points
need to be randomly and uniformly dispersed throughout the plot (Field, 2009).
Although the variance of residuals decreases towards the right side of the plot, the
points in the residual scatterplot are randomly dispersed; thus, it was concluded that

the assumption of homoscedasticity is validated.

Scatterplot

Dependent Variable: org_soc

Regression Standardized Residual

-4

Regression Standardized Predicted Value

Figure 4.3 Residual Scatterplot

Independent errors. It is suggested by Field (2009) that Durbin-Watson value
be not greater than 3 or less than 1 so as to validate the assumption of independence
of errors. Durbin-Watson value being within the ideal range (1.680), the assumption
of independent errors was validated.

No perfect multicollinearity. Three different ways were suggested by Field
(2009) for multicollinearity check. One is scanning the correlation matrix to check
whether a high correlation, i.e. correlations above .90, exits between the predictor
variables. No substantial correlations (r> .90) were observed between predictors in
the correlation matrix; thus, multicollinearity assumption was validated. Checking

VIF and tolerance values are the other two ways to validate multicollinearity
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assumption. The findings showed that VIF values are dispersed between 1.009 and
3.735 and that tolerance values range from .268 to .991. Since the criteria values less
than 5 for VIF, greater than .20 for tolerance (1/VIF) are regarded acceptable
(Menard, 1995), the assumption of multicollinearity was concluded to be validated.
Influential observations. Partial regression plots of each predictor were
checked for multivariate outlier test, the visual inspection of which suggested that
there are some multivariate outliers in the data set. Assessment of the Leverage
value, Cook’s distance, DFBeta values and Mahalanobis distance are the
assumptions to be validated in the next step (Field, 2009). The leverage statistics
exceeding the value of .50 suggests the presence of multivariate outliers. As the
leverage values are within the range of .012 and .423, this assumption is validated.
Cook’s distance is another way of checking the assumption of influential
observations. Values exceeding the value of 1 can be problematic in terms of
multivariate outliers (Cook & Weisberg, 1982). The maximum Cook’s distance value
was observed as .04114; thus, Cook’s distance also validated the assumption of
influential observations. When the DFBeta values were checked for predictors, this
assumption was also validated as none of the criterion values exceeded the criterion
value of 2 as suggested by Stevens (2002). Finally, the assumption of influential
observations was validated by checking Mahalanobis distance. At a=.001, for 20
independent variables, the critical X? value is 45.315. Since 5 of the Mahalanobis
distance values in the data set exceed this critical value, this assumption of influential
observations was not validated. However, on the whole, the assumption of influential
observations was considered as validated since the assessments of Leverage value,

Cook’s distance, DFBeta values gave satisfactory results.

4.4.1.2. Findings of Regression Analysis

Table 4.4 shows the findings of hierarchical regression analysis for
organization socialization. Step 1 included background variables which were
university type, academic degree, years of teaching experience, and length of
employment at current university. After step 1, the regression model was significant
R’= .024, AF (4,538) = 3.303. University type was a significant predictor of
organization socialization in favor of private university. After adding three variables,

which were pre-service, in-service training, and mentoring, in step 2, the regression
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model was again significant, R°= .047, AF (3,535) = 4.234, and mentoring was a
significant predictor of organization socialization, while pre-service or in-service
training were not. After step 3, with the addition of salary, personnel rights, social,
health, and sports facilities, the regression model was significant, R* = .116, AF
(5,530) = 8.316. Salary and personnel rights are significant predictors of organization
socialization. After step 4, the regression model was again significant; R* = .267, AF
(1,529) = 108.776. The addition of knowledge share resulted in significant increment
in explained variances, and this variable is quite significant in predicting
organization socialization. After step 5, the regression model was still significant
with the addition of job satisfaction, R>= .291, AF (1,528) = 18.054, and job
satisfaction is a significant predictor of organization socialization. After step 6, the
regression model was significant; R°= .305, AF (3,525) = 3.605, and affective
commitment is a significant predictor of organization socialization. After step 7, the
regression model was again significant; R? = .359, AF (3,522) = 14.512, and efficacy

in instructional strategies is a significant predictor of organization socialization.

Table 4.4

Summary of Hierarchical Analysis for Organization Socialization

Predictor Variable B SE B t R R F
Step 1 Background 16 .02 3.30**
(Constant) 5.00 19 27.08**

University type .33 A3 A1 2.61**

Education -12 .10 -.05 -1.19

Work experience .01 .01 .07 87

Length at uni -.02 .01 -12 -1.47

Step 2 Training 22 .05  3.74**
Pre-service -.08 A1 -.03 =77

In-service -.02 A1 - -21

Mentoring 40 A1 16 3.54**

Step 3 Work 34 12 5.79*%*
Salary -.16 .07 -17 -2.26*

Personnel rights 24 .07 25 3.29**

Social facilities .09 .06 10 1.55

Health facilities .04 .05 .04 .69
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Table 4.4 (continued)

Sports facilities .06 .05 .07 1.20

Step 4 Knwldg 10.43** 52 27  14.80**
Step 5 Job Satisfaction 4.25*%* 54 29  1547**
Step 6 Org. Com S5 .31 13.57**
Affective com. 14 .05 16 2.52*

Normative com. .01 .05 .01 19

Continuance com. -.05 .05 -.04 -.93

Step 7 Efficacy .60 .36 14.60**
Student engagement .05 .06 .05 97

Instructional strategies .23 .07 .20 3.22**

Classroom manage. .02 .05 .02 45

** p<.01 (2-tailed)
* p<.05 (2-tailed)

4.4.2. Research Question 2: Predictors of Department Socialization

The second research question was:

“How well do individual (academic degree, teaching experience, length of
employment at current work place, job satisfaction, commitment, self-efficacy) and
organizational (type of university, training, work conditions, knowledge sharing)
level factors predict department socialization of English instructors at Turkish
universities?”

The dependent variable was department socialization. The predictor variables

were entered in 7 blocks labeled as presented in Table 3.16.

4.4.2.1. Assumptions of Hierarchical Regression Analysis

The following assumptions of hierarchical regression analysis were validated
before performing the regression analysis.

Normally distributed errors. In order to test for normality of residuals,
histogram and P-P Plot of the residual were checked. When the histogram was
inspected visually, a bell-shaped figure was observed (Figure 4.4). Besides, despite
very slight deviations from the normal distribution, P-P plot also represented normal
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distribution for the residuals (Figure

4.5). Thus, it was concluded that the

assumptions of normality of residuals was validated.
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Homoscedasticity and Linearity. To validate the assumption of linearity and
homoscedasticity, the residual scatterplot was checked. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007)
stated that the overall shape of the scatterplot is in the form of a rectangle if there is
linearity. The shape of the scatterplot could be considered to represent a rectangle
despite few misfits (Figure 4.6). Therefore, linearity assumption was accepted as
validated for this analysis. Field (2009) stated that the points need to be randomly
and uniformly dispersed throughout the plot for validation of the homoscedasticity
assumption. Although the variance of residuals decreases towards the right side of
the plot, the points in the residual scatterplot are randomly dispersed; thus, the

assumption of homoscedasticity was validated.
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Figure 4.6 Residual Scatterplot

Independent errors. Durbin-Watson value should not be greater than 3 or less

than 1 so as to validate the assumption of independence of errors; and the ideal range
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is 1.5 to 2.5 (Field, 2006). The assumption of independent errors was validated as
Durbin-Watson value was 1.580 in this data set.

No perfect multicollinearity. Field (2009) suggested three different ways for
multicollinearity check. One is to scan the correlation matrix to check whether a high
correlation (r> .90) exits between the predictor variables. It was observed in the
correlation matrix that multicollinearity assumption was validated. Checking VIF
and tolerance values are the other two ways to validate multicollinearity assumption.
The findings showed that VVIF values are dispersed between 1.008 and 3.824 and that
tolerance values range from .261 to .993. The assumption of multicollinearity was
concluded to be validated, since the criteria values less than 5 for VIF, greater than
.20 for tolerance (1/VIF) are regarded acceptable (Menard, 1995).

Influential observations. The visual inspection of partial regression plot of
each predictor suggested that there are some multivariate outliers in the data set. The
next step involves the validation of Leverage value, Cook’s distance, DFBeta values
and Mahalanobis distance assumptions (Field, 2009). The assumption of Leverage
value was validated as the leverage values are within the range of .012 and .423. The
leverage statistics exceeding the value of .50 suggests the presence of multivariate
outliers. Another way of checking the assumption of influential observations is
Cook’s distance. Values exceeding the value of 1 can be problematic in terms of
multivariate outliers (Cook & Weisberg, 1982). The maximum Cook’s distance value
was observed as .0299 in this data set; thus, Cook’s distance also validated the
assumption of influential observations. When the DFBeta values were checked for
predictors, this assumption was also validated since none of the criterion values
exceeded the criterion value of 2 as suggested by Stevens (2002). Mahalanobis
distance was the final assumption to be validated. At 0=.001, for 20 independent
variables, the critical X value is 45.315. Although there are 4 Mahalanobis distance
values in the data set that exceed this critical value, this assumption of influential
observations was validated as the assessments of Leverage value, Cook’s distance,

DFBeta values gave satisfactory results.

4.4.2.2. Findings of Regression Analysis

The findings of hierarchical regression analysis for department socialization

are presented in Table 4.5. Step 1 included background variables which were
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university type, academic degree, years of teaching experience, and length of
employment at current university. After step 1, the regression model was not
significant; R? = .008, AF (4,522) = 1.010. None of the variables were significant
predictors of department socialization. After adding three variables in step 2, which
are pre-service, in-service training, and mentoring, the regression model was
significant; R? = .059, AF (3,519) = 9.346. Pre-service training, in-service training,
and mentoring were all significant predictors of department socialization. After step
3, with the addition of salary, personnel rights, social, health, and sports facilities, the
regression model was significant; R>= .168, AF (5,514) = 13.494. Personnel rights
and social facilities are significant predictors of department socialization. After step
4, the regression model was again significant; R* = .377, AF (1,513) = 172.659. The
addition of knowledge share resulted in significant increment in explained variances,
and this variable is quite significant in predicting department socialization. After step
5, with the addition of job satisfaction, the regression model was still significant; R
= 416, AF (1,512) = 34.066, and job satisfaction is a significant predictor of
department socialization. After step 6, the regression model was again significant;

R% = 460, AF (3,509) = 13.893, and affective commitment is a significant predictor
of organization socialization. After step 7, the regression model was significant;

R? = 527, AF (3,506) = 23.924, and efficacy in instructional strategies and classroom
management are significant predictors of department socialization. Addition of

teachers’ efficacy contributed to improving R? while controlling other variables.

Table 4.5 Summary of Hierarchical Analysis for Department Socialization

Predictor Variable B SE B t R R’ F
Step 1 Background .09 .008 1.01
(Constant) 5.35 .16 33.58**

University type .20 A1 .08 1.90

Education .008 .09 .004 .10

Work experience 8.98 .01 .001 .009

Length at uni -.002 .01 -.01 -.16

Step 2 Training 24 .06 4.6**
Pre-service -.29 .09 -15  -3.35**

In-service 27 10 A3 2.8*%*

Mentoring .32 10 15 3.3**
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Table 4.5 (continued)

Step 3 Work 41 17 8.6**
Salary -.10 .06 -12 -1.7

Personnel rights 19 .06 24 3.15**

Social facilities .10 .05 A3 1.98**

Health facilities .06 .04 .07 1.3

Sports facilities .07 .04 .09 1.5

Step 4 Knwlidg 13.14** 61 .38  23.92**
Step 5 Job 58** 65 .42  26.07**
Step 6 Org. Com .68 .46  25.54**
Affective com. .23 .04 32 5.65**

Normative com. -.04 .04 -.05 -.87

Continuance com. -.001 .04 - -.04

Step 7 Efficacy 73 B3 28.24**
Student engagement .04 .04 .05 1.05

Instructional A3 .05 A3 2.42*

Classroom manage. 12 .04 14 3.04**

** p<.01 (2-tailed)
* p<.05 (2-tailed)

4.4.3. Research Question 3: Predictors of Task Socialization

The third research question was:

How well do individual (academic degree, teaching experience, length of
employment at current work place, job satisfaction, commitment, self-efficacy) and
organizational (type of university, training, work conditions, knowledge sharing)
level factors predict task socialization of English instructors at Turkish universities?”

The dependent variable was department socialization. The predictor variables

were entered in 7 blocks labeled as presented in Table 3.16.

4.4.3.1. Assumptions of Hierarchical Regression Analysis

The following assumptions of hierarchical regression analysis were validated

before performing the regression analysis.
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Normally distributed errors. Normality of residuals was tested by checking
histogram and P-P Plot of the residual. A bell-shaped figure was observed (Figure
4.7) in the visual inspection of the histogram. Additionally, P-P plot also represented
normal distribution for the residuals (Figure 4.8) despite quite slight deviations from
the normal distribution. Hence, the assumption of normality of residuals was

validated despite quite slight deviations from the normal distribution.
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Homoscedasticity and Linearity. With the purpose of validating the
assumption of linearity and homoscedasticity, the residual scatterplot was checked.
The overall shape of the scatterplot is expected to be in the form of a rectangle if
there is linearity (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Although there are few misfits, the
shape of the scatterplot was considered to represent a rectangle (Figure 4.9). Hence,
linearity assumption was accepted as validated for this analysis. The points need to
be randomly and uniformly dispersed throughout the plot for validation of the
homoscedasticity assumption (Field, 2009). Although the variance of residuals
decreases towards the right side of the plot, the points in the residual scatterplot are
randomly dispersed; thus, the assumption of homoscedasticity was validated.
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Independent errors. Durbin-Watson value should not be greater than 3 or less
than 1 to validate the assumption of independence of errors (Field, 2006). In the
current data set, Durbin-Watson value is 1.640). Thus, the assumption of independent
errors was validated.

No perfect multicollinearity. Field (2009) suggests three different ways for
multicollinearity check. One way is to scan the correlation matrix to check whether a
high correlation, i.e. correlations .90, exits between the predictor variables. The
inspection of the correlation matrix indicates no substantial correlations (r> .9)
between predictors; hence, multicollinearity assumption was validated. The other two
ways to validate multicollinearity assumption are checking VIF and tolerance values.
The results revealed that VIF values range between 1.008 and 3.688 and tolerance
values range between .271 and .992. As the criteria values less than 5 for VIF, and
greater than .20 for tolerance (1/VIF) are taken into consideration (Menard, 1995),
the assumption of multicollinearity was concluded to be validated.

Influential observations. Partial regression plot of each predictor was
checked for multivariate outlier test. The visual inspection of regression plots
suggested that there are some multivariate outliers in the data set. The next step
involves assessing Leverage value, Cook’s distance, DFBeta values and Mahalanobis
distance assumptions (Field, 2009). The assumption of Leverage value was validated
as the leverage values are within the range of .013 and .421. Multivariate outliers
exist if the leverage statistics exceed the value of .50. Cook’s distance is another way
of checking the assumption of influential observations. Cook and Weisberg (1982)
stated that values exceeding the value of 1 can be problematic in terms of

multivariate outliers. In the current data set, the maximum Cook’s distance value was
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.1675; thus, Cook’s distance also validated the assumption of influential
observations. When the DFBeta values were checked for predictors, this assumption
was also validated since none of the criterion values exceeded the criterion value of 2
as suggested by Stevens (2002). Mahalanobis distance was the final assumption to be
validated. At 0=.001, for 20 independent variables, the critical X2 value is 45.315.
Despite 5 cases in the current data whose Mahalanobis distance values exceed this
critical value, the assumption of influential observations is not validated considering
the assessments of Leverage value, Cook’s distance, DFBeta values gave satisfactory

results.

4.4.3.2. Findings of Regression Analysis

Table 4.6 presents the findings of hierarchical regression analysis for task
socialization. Step 1 included background variables which were university type,
academic degree, years of teaching experience, and length of employment at current
university. After step 1, the regression model was not significant; R? = .011, AF
(4,536) = 1.555. However, in this set the ‘university type’ variable makes a
significant contribution to the model, and it is a predictor of task socialization. In
step 2, after adding three variables, which are pre-service, in-service training, and
mentoring, the regression model was significant; R* = .042, AF (3,533) = 5.707, and
pre-service and in-service training are significant predictors of task socialization.
After step 3, with the addition of salary, personnel rights, social, health, and sports
facilities, the regression model was significant; R* = .091, AF (5,528) = 5.701, and
sports facilities is a significant predictor of task socialization. After step 4, the
regression model was again significant; R? = .242, AF (1,527) = 104.590. The
addition of knowledge share resulted in significant increment in explained variances,
and this variable is quite significant in predicting task socialization. After step 5, with
the addition of job satisfaction, the regression model was significant; R* = .261, AF
(1,526) = 13.429, and job satisfaction is a significant predictor of task socialization.
After step 6, the regression model was still significant; R> = .278, AF (3,523) =
4.202. Affective commitment and normative commitment are significant predictors
of task socialization. After step 7, the regression model was again significant;

R? = 444, AF (3,520) = 51.557. Efficacy in instructional strategies and classroom

management are significant predictors of task socialization; efficacy in student
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engagement is also a significant predictor of task organization, but there is a negative
relation between this predictor and dependent variable. Addition of teachers’ efficacy

contributed to improving R? while controlling other variables.

Table 4.6

Summary of Hierarchical Analysis for Task Socialization

Predictor Variable B SE i t R R F
Step 1 Background A1 .01 1.55
(Constant) 5.91 14 42.86**

University type 22 .09 10 2.29*

Education -.04 .07 -.02 -49

Work experience -007 .008 -.07 -.88

Length at uni .006 009  -05 .68

Step 2 Training 21 .04 3.36 **
Pre-service -21 .08 -12 -2.74%*

In-service .26 .08 14 3.11**

mentoring A1 .09 .06 1.34

Step 3 Work .30 .09 4.4%*
Salary -.05 .05 -.07 -.98

Personnel rights 10 .05 15 1.88

Social facilities .03 .05 .05 .67

Health facilities -.003 .04 - -.08

Sports facilities 10 .04 15 2.49*

Step 4 Knwldg Sharing 10.23** .49 24 12.39*%*
Step 5 Job Satisfaction 3.67** 51 26 13.25%*
Step 6 Org. Com 53 28 11.85**
Affective com. 13 .04 21 3.29**

Normative com. -.09 .04 - -2.13*

Continuance com. -.04 .04 - -93

Step 7 Efficacy .67 44 20.73**
Student engagement -.08 .04 - -2.04*

Instructional strategies .33 .05 40  6.65**
Classroom management .12 .04 A6 3.32**

** p<.01 (2-tailed)
* p<.05 (2-tailed)
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

In this chapter, the results of the study are discussed with the findings in the
related literature. Following this discussion, implications for practice and

recommendations for future studies are presented.

5.1. Study Results

This study was designed as a correlational study. The major purpose of the
study was to examine the predictors of organization, department and task
socialization of English instructors including background, training, work conditions,
knowledge sharing, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and efficacy
variables. The participants of the study were 737 English instructors working at
public and private universities.

For the purpose of the study, one self-developed scale and four pre-developed
scales were used. The self-developed scale was the Turkish adaptation of Newcomer
Socialization Scale of Haueter et al. (2003). The structure obtained from EFA results
of the pilot study was not compatible with the structure in the original scale. Analysis
of the factor loadings provided two different explanations that may account for this
incompatibility. One is that English instructors do not differentiate between
‘organization” and ‘department’ as two separate identities, instead consider
‘organization’ as ‘department.’” This may be due to unique characteristics of
preparatory schools since instructors at preparatory schools do not have an
opportunity for career advancement and they are not involved in research and
publication. Thus, they do not place themselves within the competitive academic
environment at university. The second explanation is that organizational socialization
scale with six-factor structures developed by Chao et al. (1994) may be a more
suitable scale to be utilized as the specific content areas of socialization are identified
independently in this scale. Identifying factor loadings of the initial EFA results in
the pilot study would be quite similar to the dimensions of organizational

socialization scale developed by Chao et al. (1994). However, CFA results in the
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main study ensured three-factor structure of Turkish adaptation of the scale as
organization socialization, department socialization, and task socialization with
moderate fit. CFA of pre-developed scales used in this study provided further
evidence for construct validity of the scales.

Considering the results for training, a considerable number of participants
were satisfied with the training they had. Being satisfied with the training meaning
smooth transition to the organization and the job, this finding is consistent with the
previous studies in literature. For example, Saks (1995) found that increased amount
of training was important for the newcomers regardless of their pre-training self-
efficacy. In another study, Louis et al. (1983) concluded that training programs were
strongly related to positive newcomer attitudes. Similarly, mentoring was found to be
positively related to overall socialization in a study by Allen, McManus, and Russell
(1999). Despite the positive effect of training in socialization, a small proportion of
instructors in this study were not satisfied with it. This could be due to uniform
training programs offered for all newcomers without taking into consideration their
self-efficacy beliefs. It is stated in the literature that training programs that are
effective for newcomers with low self-efficacy may not be equally effective for those
with high self-efficacy. As found by Gist et al. (1991), newcomers with low self-
efficacy need more guidance during training programs.

The fact that the percentage of participants who were satisfied with in-service
training is lower than those who were satisfied with pre-service training and
mentoring could be explained with the fact that pre-service and mentoring are
provided to newcomers and inexperienced teachers whose job commitment is
generally high whereas in-service training is given at intervals throughout teachers’
working life, and more experienced teachers may feel less committed to their job due
to teacher burnout. This result can be supported with the findings of Hupia, Devos
and Van Keer (2010) and Reyes (1992), who concluded that compared to less
experienced teachers, more experienced teachers are less committed to the
organization, which may explain less interest in in-service training. On the other
hand, it is also possible that more experienced teachers may regard themselves
competent enough, as a result of which they express less interest in in-service-
training.

Descriptive statistics results of work conditions indicated that instructors are

somewhat satisfied (Mwork conditions = 2.86) with the work conditions in their
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organization. However, instructors’ mean score for Knowledge Sharing Scale is
much higher (Mknowledge sharing = 3.71), indicating they have quite positive views
about knowledge sharing opportunity in their organization. Higher level of
satisfaction regarding knowledge sharing can be explained by the fact that
universities give importance to disseminating knowledge and involving staff in
department related issues, and thus inform the staff on a regular basis. Mission
statement of most universities generally acknowledge their responsibility to
disseminate knowledge, which may become widespread culture among faculty.
Additionally, through widespread use of e-mail list groups within the university and
department, instructors have easy access to knowledge. Oye, Salleh, and lahad
(2011) concluded in their studies about knowledge sharing in workplace that
technology has a significant role in increasing productivity of knowledge sharing,
adding that creation, distribution, and storage of knowledge in an accessible and
expeditious way is possible through technology.

Surprisingly, the mean score of Job Satisfaction (Myop satistaction = 4.09) Is
higher compared to work conditions and knowledge sharing although when
satisfaction with work conditions is lower, job satisfaction is expected to be lower.
This could be explained by the fact that work condition is not the sole determinant of
job satisfaction. Being a member of academic staff at university gives instructors a
prestigious status and teaching is considered a respectable and rewarding career,
which may be the other factors that lead to higher level of satisfaction among the
participants in this study. In her study investigating the job satisfaction and
organizational commitment of academicians working at Pamukkale University, Kok
(2006) concluded that 73 % of the academicians thought their job offers the
opportunity of being a respectable person in society. Similarly, 75 % of the
academicians felt proud of their job, and 83 % of them liked and enjoyed their job.

Descriptive statistics results of organizational socialization indicated that on
the whole instructors find themselves socialized in the profession. The highest level
of socialization is to the task (Mrask sociatization = 6.13), followed by socialization to the
department (Mpepartment socialization = 5.64); and socialization to the organization
(Morganization socialization = 9.33) is slightly lower. This could be explained by the fact
due to the nature of their job, the main concern and priority of instructors is being an
effective teacher, rather than doing research. It may be also possible that instructors

feel less committed because of the general belief that they are not esteemed as highly
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as other lecturers in the academic environment since they do not conduct research, or
they do not have to obtain a graduate degree. One of the findings in the pilot study
could be considered a further support for this assumption. In the pilot study, it was
concluded that instructors do not differentiate between department and organization,
but consider ‘organization’ as ‘department.’

Descriptive statistics results of organizational commitment showed that on the
whole the commitment of instructors to the organization is above average, with the
highest mean score of 4.98 for affective commitment, and lowest mean score of 4.03
continuance commitment. Higher mean score for affective commitment could be
explained in relation to higher level of job satisfaction. It could be concluded that
instructors do not feel obliged to work at their institution; instead, they are proud of
working there.

Descriptive statistics results of teachers’ self-efficacy revealed that in general
instructors rated their efficacy quite high, with the highest mean score of 7.56 for
efficacy in classroom management, and the lowest mean score of 6.93 for efficacy in
student engagement. Higher mean score for efficacy in classroom management could
be due to more mature student profile at university compared to secondary or high
school students. Similarly, more autonomous learning environment at university may
lead to slightly lower mean score for efficacy in student engagement.

The results of the correlation analysis indicated that there is a significant
correlation among the predictor variables of socialization, and between the predictor
variables and predicted variables except a few cases. There is no significant
correlation between continuous commitment and knowledge sharing; between
continuous commitment and job satisfaction; between continuous commitment and
task socialization; and finally, between continuous commitment and classroom
management efficacy. Since continuous commitment seems to be the factor in all
correlations that are not significant, the items in this dimension of scale may be
problematic. All items in this dimension of the scale carry a pessimistic tone,
implying having to work in that institution because there is no other choice, which
could be better than this one. On the whole, as expected, moderate correlation was
observed between the variables since they are supposed to be related but measuring
different dimensions.

According to the results of hierarchical regression analysis, the model is fit in

predicting all three dependent variables. Considering the background variables, type
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of university as public or private significantly predicted organization socialization
and task socialization, but it did not predict department socialization. This could be
explained by the fact in a public university, once the one-year probation period of a
novice teacher is successfully completed, being thrown out of employment is
possible only in case of a serious violation of the rules. However, in a private
university, employment contract is renewed on a yearly basis, generally based on
performance, which makes job less secure in private universities. On the other hand,
educational background, work experience as a teacher, and length of employment at
the current organization did not predict any type of socialization. In literature, there
is inconsistency about the impact of this variable. For example, some studies found
that public employees report lower organizational commitment than private sector
employees (Flynn & Tannenbaum, 1993; Moon, 2000; Zeffane, 1994); however,
some other studies found either the opposite (Balfour & Wechsler, 1990), or no
difference (Steinhaus & Perry, 1996).

Considering training variables, the present study showed that training —
whether in the form of pre-service training, in-service training or mentoring —
explained 5 % of the variance in organization socialization, 6 % variance of the in
department socialization, and 4 % of the variance in task socialization. This is
consistent with the related studies in literature. For example, Bauer et al. (2007), and
Saks et al. (2007) analyzed the relationships among the variables of organizational
socialization in two separate meta-analyses, and concluded that ‘how’ newcomers
learn during the socialization process has a significant effect on their job satisfaction;
and it would not be wrong to state that ‘how” newcomers learn involves the training
provided to them. It was concluded in both of these meta-analyses that training and
mentoring are the strongest predictors of job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, and retention. The results of this study indicated that having a mentor
significantly predicted socialization to the organization and to the department. This
result is consistent with the study of Allen et al. (1999), which examined formal peer
developmental relationships within a graduate academic setting. Allen et al. (1999)
found that mentoring contributes to the successful socialization of newcomers.
Although Chao et al. (1992) did not find a significant relationship between mentoring
and performance proficiency dimension of socialization, Allen et al. (1999)
concluded that psychosocial mentoring helped newcomers improve their work

performance. It was suggested in the same study that mentors can help newcomers
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learn to become an effective and efficient member of the group. In another study,
Ostroff and Kozlowski (1992) found that mentoring facilitates socialization within
the organizational domain. In another study about the relation between mentoring
and socialization, Cawyer, Simonds, and Davis (2002) found that mentoring
relationships facilitated socialization since they allow newcomers to establish
interpersonal bonds, and receive support and advice from experienced colleagues. On
the other hand, Louis et al. (1983) concluded that training made a modest
contribution to newcomer’s development when compared to other socialization
practices.

The results of this study indicated that having in-service training significantly
predicted socialization to the department and to the task, but surprisingly, having had
pre-service training significantly predicts socialization to the department and to the
task in a negative direction. High sense of self-efficacy of instructors seems to be the
only explanation for this negative relation. Referring to the findings of Gist et al.
(1991) about the relation between training, efficacy, and socialization, training of
newcomers may not be equally effective for all newcomers since it depends on
newcomers’ level of self-efficacy.

Considering work condition variables in the model, it was found that salary
and personnel rights significantly predicted socialization to the organization, but
there is a negative relation between salary and socialization to the organization;
personnel rights and social facilities significantly predicted socialization to the
department; sports facilities significantly predicted socialization to the task. The fact
that financial incentives make an employer highly motivated to their job and
organization may explain the relation between the predictors of financial incentives,
and socialization to the organization and socialization to the department. However,
this contradicts with the negative relation between salary and socialization to the
organization. This calls for further research in this regard. Since the majority of
participants in this study are females, availability of kindergarten is crucial, which
may explain the relation between social facilities and socialization to the department.
Kindergarten was given as an example for social facilities in the inventory.
Furthermore, the fact that healthy life style and being fit is the current trend may
explain the relation between the availability of sports facilities and socialization to
the task. However, the fact that the availability of social facilities significantly

predicts socialization to the department and the availability of sports facilities
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significantly predicts socialization to the task need to be investigated in further
research.

The results indicated that knowledge sharing explained the highest percentage
of the variance in all three types of socialization. Knowledge sharing significantly
predicted socialization to the organization, to the department, and to the task. In other
words, the more knowledge instructors have about their organization, department,
and task, the more socialized they become in these dimensions. This finding is
consistent with the previous studies in literature. For example, in a meta-analytic
review of antecedents and outcomes of socialization, Bauer et al. (2007) found that
information seeking, which could be realized through the availability of knowledge
sharing, is a significant antecedent of socialization. Beforehand, Saks and Ashforth
(1997) had also proposed that information seeking is an antecedent of socialization.
Knowledge means reduced uncertainty, and it represents power as it is an important
source of competitive advantage in this information age (Igbal et al., 2011). In an
empirical study of higher education institutions in Pakistan, Igbal, Toulson, and
Tweed (2011) investigated how human resources management practices affected
organizational capabilities when mediated by knowledge sharing practices, and
concluded that human resource management is positively correlated with employees’
knowledge sharing, and interrelated with organizational capability. Additionally,
Tidwell and Sias (2005) describe information seeking, which may occur when
knowledge sharing is available, as a self-socialization process. In another study,
Ramasamy and Thamaraiselvan (2011) examined the relation between organizational
citizenship behavior and knowledge sharing, and concluded that there is a significant
and positive relationship between organizational citizenship behavior and knowledge
sharing.

As for job satisfaction variable in the model, hierarchical regression analysis
results showed that job satisfaction significantly predicted socialization to the
organization, to the department, and to the task. Thus, it can be concluded that
instructors who are highly satisfied with their job are better socialized. In their study
about the changes in job satisfaction over time, Boswell et al. (2009) concluded that
change pattern of job satisfaction depends on previous job experience and fulfillment
of commitments, adding that newcomers’ job satisfaction makes a peak after the
entry, but drops down and remain steady afterwards. Boswell et al. (2009) found that

experiencing less or more socialization is a critical factor in this sense; and being
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socialized may certainly help to facilitate a positive reaction to the job. In another
study, Kok (2006) stated that psychological and physical conditions related to the
job, and the extent to which these conditions meet the individuals’ expectations
determine job satisfaction. In her empirical analysis, Kok (2006) concluded that two
most significant factors that reduce job satisfaction are insufficient level of payment
and the academic environment where career advancement is not enforced according
to scientific and objective criteria.

Considering organizational commitment variables, the findings in this study
indicated that affective commitment significantly predicted socialization to the
organization, to the department, and to the task. However, the majority of studies in
literature related to commitment indicate commitment as an outcome of socialization.
For example, the findings of a study about affective organizational commitment by
Stazyk et al. (2011) indicated that that role ambiguity decreases affective
organizational commitment. Considering that the practices of socialization involve
reducing role ambiguity among newcomers, affective organizational commitment
may be considered its outcome. Similarly, Wiener (1988) theorized commitment to
be an outcome of socialization, and the research of Eisenberger, Fasolo, and Davis-
LaMastro (1990) supported this theory of Wiener. Additionally, Caldwell, et al.
(1990) found that employees are committed to organizational values when there are
intensive socialization practices. Also, Allen and Meyer (1991) concluded in their
study that cultural socialization is antecedent to commitment. However, contrary to
these research results, the finding in this study that affective commitment
significantly predicted socialization makes sense. The items related to affective
commitment in the scale used in this study involves the individual’s attachment to,
identification with, and involvement in the organization. It could be concluded that
when individuals are high in this commitment, they will be motivated to learn more
about the organization, department, and task; thus, better socialized.

The findings of this study also indicated that normative commitment
significantly but negatively predicted task socialization. Wiener (1982, p. 421)
defined commitment as “the totality of internalized normative pressures to act in a
way that meets organizational interests.” Ok (2007, p. 7) commented on Wiener’s
definition stating that “according to this definition, commitment is a moral construct,
and it is proposed that one’s commitment to the organization is determined by pre-

and post-employment socialization referring that commitment initially develops as a
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result of socialization in a specific culture and family and then in the organization.
This view of commitment refers to the normative commitment.” Similarly, Cladwell,
Chatman, and O’Reilly (1990) showed that normative commitment is observed high
in organizations with strong cultures, and it would not be wrong to assume that
universities are more liberal institutions compared to most other organizations, so
imposing a strong culture is not the case, which may explain the negative relation
between normative commitment and task socialization. Moreover, since the items
related to normative commitment in the scale used in this study involve the feeling of
obligation to remain with the organization, the negative — significant relation could
be interpreted such that instructors are socialized to their task not because they feel
obliged to; and thus, one explanation remains, which is because they like it, and they
want to become effective teachers.

Finally, the results of this study indicated that self-efficacy for instructional
strategies and self-efficacy for classroom management significantly predicted task
socialization while self-efficacy for student engagement significantly but negatively
predicted socialization to the task. The items in the scale related to self-efficacy for
instructional strategies and classroom management indicate how competent,
resourceful and knowledgeable instructors regard themselves as a teacher, and how
capable they are in providing ideal teaching environment in the classroom, and
dealing with difficult students and discipline problems. For example, two items of
self-efficacy for instructional strategies were “How satisfactory answers can you give
to difficult questions of students?” and “How well can you use various assessment
methods?” An example item for classroom management was “How successful are
you at making sure that students obey the rules in class?.” Instructors’ higher level of
confidence in these respects shall indicate their socialization to the task. This is
consistent with other studies in literature. In their study about the nature of the
relationship between teaching concerns and sense of efficacy, Boz and Boz (2010)
found that the teachers who believe their efficacy is weaker tend to have more
concerns about teaching. Surprisingly, instructors’ self-efficacy for student
engagement predicted task socialization in a negative way. ltems in the scale for this
dimension had questions related to pedagogical aspect of teaching, like motivating
students; thus, a possible explanation could be that instructors who feel less secure
about student engagement efficacy could attempt to be more socialized to the task to

compensate for this. Another possible explanation could be that in more autonomous
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learning environment at university, instructors’ priority for efficacy is not motivating
them; however, this still calls for further research in this regard.

In this study, self-efficacy for instructional strategies and self-efficacy for
classroom management significantly predicted department socialization; and self-
efficacy for instructional strategies significantly predicted socialization to the
organization. This seems to be in line with other studies in literature. For example,
Bauer et al. (2007) concluded that self-efficacy has a mediator role between
socialization efforts by the organization and task performance. The results of the
same study also suggested that newcomers whose sense of self-efficacy is high try to
define the situations themselves even when their roles or progressions in
organizations are prescribed, from which it could be concluded that those with high
sense of self-efficacy tend to socialize to the organization and department more
easily.

The complexity of the socialization process has impeded detailed
investigation of the factors that affect this process, and most research in the field has
focused on individual level variables that affect the process (Haser & Kondakgei,
2011). This study focused on both organizational and individual level variables that
have an impact on socialization. As shown in Figure 5.1 - in order of significance -,
several organizational and individual level of factors significantly predict
socialization to the organization, socialization to the department, and socialization to
the task. Among organizational level factors, knowledge sharing and training are the
most significant predictors of socialization, and among the individual level
predictors, job satisfaction is the most significant predictor of socialization. The
existing literature also supports the significance of most of these predictors.
However, it may be necessary to explore alternative predictors of socialization with

future research.
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5.2. Implications for Practice

Since socialization of faculty is a dynamic and complex process affected by
both organizational and individual level variables, it needs to be managed effectively.
Higher level of socialization of faculty eventually leads to increasing quality of
education given to students in preparatory schools. In this respect, the variables that
predict socialization of instructors need to be investigated. This study provides
empirical evidence on the variables that determine instructors’ socialization.

With regard to practice, this study indicated that among organizational level
factors, which are type of university, training, work conditions, and knowledge
sharing, the best predictor of socialization to the organization, to the department, and
to the task is knowledge sharing. Among the individual level factors, which are
academic degree, teaching experience, length of employment at current work place,
job satisfaction, commitment, and self-efficacy, job satisfaction is the best predictor
of socialization to the organization and to the department, while it is the second best
predictor of socialization to the task. The self-efficacy for instructional strategies is
the best predictor of task socialization. Therefore, practitioners should focus on
finding out ways for encouraging and increasing knowledge sharing both in the
organization and in the department, and increasing job satisfaction among instructors
since they seem to be critical variables in predicting how well instructors are
socialized in all these dimensions, which in turn, shall determine how less likely they
are to leave their job voluntarily, and how high likely to exhibit greater productivity
(Kramer, 2010; Schein, 1985).

Additionally, self-efficacy of instructors for instructional strategies could be
increased through appropriate training programs in order to make instructors feel
competent, resourceful and knowledgeable as a teacher. Training programs, whether
in the form of pre-service, in-service or mentoring, also predict all dimensions of
socialization significantly. However, practitioners should consider the self-efficacy
beliefs of instructors while designing training programs since those with low self-
efficacy need more guidance during training programs, and certain methods of
training may have limited value for instructors with strong self-efficacy (Gist et al.,
1991).
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Another important point is that affective commitment of instructors significantly
predicts their organizational socialization. Since affective commitment, also
expressed as ‘desire’, is related to emotional attachment to, identification with,
involvement in their organization and its goals, practitioners should consider
implementing the management and leadership style that would lead to increasing
affective commitment. The desire to maintain membership in an organization stems
from work experiences; and employees who have a strong affective commitment
continue employment because they really want to do so (Uniivar, 2006), because
they think the management and the leader is fair to them.

Still another important point is related to instructors’ feeling of resentment
about not being esteemed highly enough in the academic environment. Compared to
socialization to their department and task, instructors are less socialized to the
organization. In this respect, practitioners should take necessary measures to get
instructors involved in issues outside the department within the university, which
would decrease the feeling of alienation and increase the feeling of ownership for the
university-wide issues. Furthermore, it was noted in this study that instructors are
socialized to the organization not because of the salary. Since non-material
incentives seem to matter to contribute to socialization, practitioners should find
ways to create opportunities to emphasize appreciation of instructors’ work, and to
make them feel the respectable aspect of being a teacher and working at a university.

Theoretically, this study provides a broad understanding of socialization
process itself and the factors that affect the socialization process of English
instructors at university preparatory schools. Moreover, this study contributes to the
literature by identifying predictors of socialization to the organization, to the
department, and to the task. Since higher education institutions have certain
distinctive characteristics different from business organizations, the findings of this
study provide empirical evidence about the importance of certain organizational and
individual level variables in this context. As there is limited research investigating
content, environment and process dimensions of socialization in an integrated
fashion, this study calls attention of both department heads and university authorities

to revise their induction programs and policies.
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With regard to research, this study contributed in the validation of the adapted
Turkish version of three-dimensional Organizational Socialization Scale with a
considerable sample size, and was presented for the use of the researchers interested
in the field. Additionally, although confirmatory factor analysis of the scale ensured
three-dimensional structure as proposed in the literature, exploratory factor analysis
of the scale in the pilot study also provided evidence for a better suitability of another
socialization scale in which specific content areas of socialization are identified
independently. Thus, researchers may consider developing or making Turkish
adaptation of another socialization scale with more specifically identified content

areas of socialization.
5.3. Recommendations for Further Research

Considering the shortcomings of this study, some recommendations for future
studies are as following:

Firstly, in the present study, data were collected from 4 cities in Turkey, and
one city in Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus. Further studies can collect data
from a wider geographical area in Turkey, including the Eastern and Northern
regions, which will provide a better insight about the predictors of socialization.

Additionally, this study was designed as a quantitative research; however,
qualitative research studies could be conducted to have a better understanding of the
predictors of socialization.

Furthermore, although this study examined predictors of organizational
socialization considering a number of both organizational and individual variables,
there may be other alternative variables important for socialization, such as collective
efficacy, medium of instruction at the university as Turkish or English, and length of
time instructors have the same class of students during the academic year. What
instructors think about the ability of the team and the faculty of teachers in the
department may influence their self-efficacy beliefs, which may also influence their
socialization. Additionally, this study included instructors from both English medium
and Turkish medium universities, which may be another variable affecting the level
of socialization. However, English-medium of university or Turkish-medium
university was not included in this study as a variable. Further studies need to

explore this variable. Besides, universities have differing schedules for instructors at
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preparatory schools. For example, at some universities, instructors have the same
class of students for one term whereas in some others, instructors have a new class of
students every eight weeks, which may also influence the extent of socialization.
Further studies should investigate the impact of this variable.

A negative relation was found in this study between the salary of instructors
and socialization to the organization. Since financial incentives are known to
promote positive attitudes towards one’s job, the underlying reasons for this negative
relation need to be explored. Also, empirical evidence should be obtained in further
studies to explore the positive relation between social facilities available at the
university and socialization to the department, as well as the positive relation
between sports facilities and socialization to the task.

Finally, more studies need to be carried out with data collected from different
populations to ensure the validity of the Turkish adaptation of Organizational
Socialization Scale (OSS), as well as using another socialization scale in which
specific content areas of socialization are identified independently. CFA results of
Turkish adaptation of OSS barely provided mediocre fit, which may result from the
fact that the participants in this study formed a rather homogeneous group, each
being an English instructor at university. A similar problem is also noted with the
Organizational Commitment Scale (OCS). CFA results of OCS barely provided
mediocre fit, and reliability of continuance commitment sub-scale is rather low.
Also, though few in number, there are some rather low factor loadings. Wasti stated
that there are theoretical and methodological problems both with the original scale
and the Turkish adaptation, adding that lack of alternatives and high perceived costs
show better fit in CFA as two separate concepts, and that lack of alternatives needs to
be considered as an antecedent of organizational commitment. More studies need to
be carried out regarding theoretical and methodological problems with the OCS.

All of the above suggestions for further research are expected to contribute to
deeper understanding of relations between organizational and individual level
variables, and socialization, as well as providing a better insight into the network of

relations among the variables.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

Ogretim Elemanlarinin Toplumsallasmasi Anketi

Degerli katilimci,

Bu calisma ODTU &gretim gorevlisi Fatma Ataman’in doktora tezi
kapsaminda yapilmakta ve Yrd. Dog¢. Dr. Yasar Kondak¢i’nin danigsmanliginda
yiritilmektedir. Bu ¢alisma Ankara, Eskisehir ve Konya da se¢ilmis tiniversitelerde
calisgan Ogretim elemanlarinin mesleki toplumsallagmalarini (sosyalizasyon) ve
mesleki toplumsallagsmalarini yordayan faktorleri incelemeyi amaclamaktadir. En
genis anlamiyla toplumsallasma yeni is ortamina uyumu saglayan kurumdaki
degerlerin, davranis bigimlerinin ve sosyal bilginin alinmasi ve igsellestirilmesini
ifade eder. Birey, bolim ve kurum diizeyinde farkli faktorlerin bu siirece etkisi
bulunmaktadir. Hem mesleki toplumsallasmanin incelenmesi hem de mesleki
toplumsallasmayr  yordayan faktorlerin ortaya konmasiyla, bu ¢aligmanin
sonuglarinin  géreve yeni baglayan Ogretim elemanlarinin  kurumlarindaki
toplumsallagsma siireclerini olumlu etkileyecek Oneriler gelistirilmesine katki
saglamas1 hedeflenmektedir. Dolayisiyla ¢aligmanin sonuglari, yeni goreve baslayan
ogretim elemanlarmin  bulunduklar1 kurumlara uyumlariin arttirilmasina  ve
boliimlerinin/kurumlarinin  uyum siirecini etkin bir hale getirmesine yonelik

Onermelerde bulunabilecektir.

Bu formda, yukarida belirtilen amaca yonelik ifadeleri iceren bir anket
bulunmaktadir. Anketin tamaminin cevaplandirilmas1 yaklasitk 20 dakika
stirmektedir. Anketin her bir kismindaki ifadeleri okuyup, kendi durumunuzu,
gozlemlerinizi ve diislincelerinizi gdz Oniline alarak sizi en iyi yansitan tercihleri

isaretlemenizi rica ederiz.
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Bu calismaya katilim goniilliiliik esasina dayanmaktadir. Anket formuna
kimliginizi agik edecek herhangi bir bilgi yazmaniz gerekmemektedir. Katilimcilarin
sagladiklar1 bilgiler sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan incelenecektir ve sadece bilimsel
amagla kullanilacaktir. Elde edilecek bilgiler baska hi¢bir amag i¢in kullanilmayacak
ve baska kisi ve kurumlarla paylasilmayacaktir. Anket, genel olarak kisisel
rahatsizlik verecek sorular1 igermemektedir. Ancak, katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya
da herhangi baska bir nedenden &tiirii kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz, cevaplama
isini yarida birakip ¢ikmakta serbestsiniz. Bdyle bir durumda anketi uygulayan
kisiye, anketi tamamlamadigimizi soylemek yeterli olacaktir. Anket sonunda, bu
caligmayla ilgili sorulariniz cevaplanacaktir. Arastirmacilara sormak istediginiz ek

bilgiler i¢in asagidaki iletisim adresini kullanabilirsiniz.

Calismaya sagladiginiz katki i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.

Bu calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katiliyorum ve istedigim zaman
yarida kesip c¢ikabilecegimi biliyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amach
yayimlarda kullanilmasint kabul ediyorum. (Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra

uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Adi1 Soyadi Tarih

Imza

......................................... f----/-----

Doktora Ogrencisi Adres:

Fatma ATAMAN Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi, YDYO,
Temel Ingilizce Boliimii, 06531 Ankara

Tez Danismani T:312 210 2160

Yrd.Dog.Dr. Yasar KONDAKCI E-posta: fataman@metu.edu.tr
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BOLUM I: GENEL BIiLGILER

1. Egitim diizeyiniz U Lisans
U Yiksek Lisans

U Doktora

2. Yasimiz

3. Cinsiyetiniz : 1 Kadin Q Erkek

4. Kag yildir okutman/égretim gorevlisi/Ingilizce

Ogretmeni olarak ¢aligtyorsunuz?

5. Kag yildir bu kurumda calistyorsunuz?

BOLUM II: KURUMA HAZIRLIK
Asagida bir kurumun goreve yeni baslayanlara sagladigi egitim olanaklarina yonelik
sorular yer almaktadir. Liitfen, 6ncelikle s6z konusu egitimin kurumunuzda olup
olmadigini (“Evet” “Hayir” seceneklerinden birini isaretleyerek) belirtiniz. “Evet”
cevabi verdiginiz sorular i¢in, egitimden memnuniyet derecenizi (“1-hi¢ memnun
degilim” ve “5-cok memnunum” olmak {izere), sizin durumunuzu en iyi yansitan

secenegi isaretleyiniz.

. Caligmakta oldugunuz kurumda goéreve baslamadan 6nce : 1 Evet

. D 9
hizmet i¢i egitim aldiniz mi1? O Hayir
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2. Cevabiiz evet ise memnuniyet dereceniz nedir? (“1-hig

memnun degilim” ve “5-cok memnunum” olmak tizere

sizin durumunuzu en iyi yansitan segenegi isaretleyiniz).

. Calismakta oldugunuz kurumda goéreve basladiktan sonra

hizmet i¢i egitim aldiniz mi1?

. Cevabiniz evet ise memnuniyet dereceniz nedir? (“1-hi¢
memnun degilim” ve “5-cok memnunum” olmak tizere

sizin durumunuzu en iyi yansitan se¢cenegi isaretleyiniz).

. Calismakta oldugunuz kurumda goéreve basladiktan sonra

mentorluk (mentoring) destegi aldiniz mi1?

. Cevabiniz evet ise memnuniyet dereceniz nedir? (“1-hig
memnun degilim” ve “5-cok memnunum” olmak tizere

sizin durumunuzu en iyi yansitan se¢enegi isaretleyiniz).
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BOLUM III: KURUM KOSULLARI
Asagida isinizle ilgili baz1 olanaklara yonelik maddeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen her bir
maddeyi okuyarak memnuniyet derecenizi (“1-hi¢ memnun degilim” ve “5-¢ok

memnunum” olmak iizere), sizin durumunuzu en iyi yansitan secenegi isaretleyiniz.

g

. =

2 2

s = 5

E = =

2 B 3

T S <

1. Aldigim maas 10 20 30 44 54
2. Ozliik haklarim (6r. maas, yolluk, ek ders 10 20 30 40 50

iicretleri)

3. Kurumdaki sosyal olanaklar (6r. sosyal 1 240 30 40 504
tesisler, kres  vb.)

4. Kurumdaki saglik olanaklari 10 20 30 440 54

5. Kurumdaki spor olanaklari 1 20 30 404 54

BOLUM IV: BiLGi PAYLASIMI OLCEGI
Asagida calistiginiz boliimde bilgi paylasimi hakkinda bazi ifadeler yer almaktadir.
Liitfen, her bir ifadeyi okuyarak, (“1-hi¢ katilmiyorum” ve “S-tamamen katilryorum”

olmak {izere) su anda sizin durumunuzu en iyi yansitan segcenegi (X) ile isaretleyiniz.

Ifadelerde ver alan “boliim” ibaresi ile calistiginiz birim veya boliim (Ornek, Temel

Ingilizce Boliimii) kastedilmektedir.

141



=
£
2 z
E :
> =
T = e
1. Bu boliimde genis bir bilgi paylasimi mevcuttur. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Bu boliimde ihtiya¢ duydugum bilgiye hizli bir sekilde 1 2 3 4 5
ulasabilirim.
3. Bu boliimde hangi bilgiyi nereden alacagimi ¢ok iyi 1 2 3 4 5
bilirim.
4. Bu boliimde ihtiyag duydugum bilgiye dogrudan 1 2 3 4 5
ulagmaya calisirim.
5. Bu béliimde bilgi paylasimini saglayacak resmi 1 2 3 4 5

mekanizmalar vardir.

BOLUM V: iS TATMINi OLCEGI
Asagida isiniz ile ilgili duygulariiz hakkinda bazi ifadeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen, her
bir ifadeyi okuyarak, (“1-hi¢ katilmiyorum” ve “5-tamamen katihyorum” olmak

iizere) su anda sizin durumunuzu en iyi yansitan secenegi (X) ile isaretleyiniz.

£
=i
R
S
2
E
o E
T X
1. Yaptigim isin olumlu yanlar1 olumsuz yanlarindan ¢ok daha 1 2 3 4
fazladir.
2. Yaptigim isle gurur duyuyorum. 1 2 3 4
3. Yaptigim is bana ilham verir. 1 2 3 4
4. Isimi her zaman biiyiik bir sevkle yaparim. 1 2 3 4
5. Her sabah igime gitmekten mutluluk duyarim. 1 2 3 4
6. Kendimi isimle biitiinlesmis hissederim. 1 2 3
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BOLUM VI: KURUMSAL TOPLUMSALLASMA OLCEGI

Asagida caligma ortaminiza ve yaptiginiz ise yonelik bazi ifadeler yer almaktadir.
Liitfen, her bir ifadeyi okuyarak, (“1-hi¢ katilmiyorum” ve “7-tamamen
katiliyorum” olmak iizere) su anda sizin durumunuzu en iyi yansitan segenegi (X) ile

isaretleyiniz.

Ifadelerde ver alan “kurum” ibaresi ile calistifiniz iiniversite, “boliim” ibaresi ise

calistiginiz birim veya béliim (Ornek, Temel Ingilizce Boliimii) kastedilmektedir.

— Hi¢ katilmiyorum

N
w
N
(6]
(o3}

1. Bu kurumun tirettigi/sagladig iiriinlerin/hizmetlerin isimlerini

biliyorum.

2. Bolimiimiin kurumun hedeflerine nasil katkida bulundugunu 1 2 3 4 5 6

biliyorum.

3. Hangi sorumluluk, gorev ve projeler i¢in igse alindigimi 1 23 456
biliyorum.

4. Bu kurumun tarihgesini biliyorum (6r. Ne zaman ve kim 1 23 456

tarafindan kuruldu, 6zgiin {iriin ve hizmetler).

5. Kurumun yapisin biliyorum (6r. Boliimlerarasi iligkiler). 1 23 456

6. Bolimiimiin hedeflerini biliyorum. 1 23 456

7. Isimin geregi olan gorevleri nasil yapmam gerektigini 1 23 456
biliyorum.
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8. Bu kurumun nasil isledigini biliyorum (6r. Kim ne is yapiyor,

birim ve boliimler kuruma nasil katki yapiyor.

9. Bu kurumun hedeflerini biliyorum.

10. Isimde kabul edilebilir performans diizeyinin ne oldugunu
biliyorum (baska bir deyisle, boliim baskanin ve/veya hizmet

verdigim kisilerin benden ne bekledigini biliyorum).

11. Boliimiimiin diger boliimlerle iliskisini biliyorum.

12. Bu kurumun genel stratejisini biliyorum.

13. Boliimiimde c¢alisanlarin ¢ogunlugunu tantyorum.

14. Isimde hangi gorev ve sorumluluklarin &ncelikli oldugunu

biliyorum.

15. Kurumdaki degisik birim ve bdliimlerin kurumun

hedeflerine nasil katkida bulundugunu biliyorum.

16. Boliimiimdeki her bir ¢alisanin boliime getirdigi uzmanligt

(Or. becert, bilgi, yetkinlik) biliyorum.

17. Isim ile ilgili arac ve gerecleri nasil kullanacagimi biliyorum

(fotokopi makinesi, bilgisayar, projektor, yazilim, vb.).

18. Yaptigim isleri boliim standartlarina uygun olarak nasil

yapacagimi biliyorum.

19. Benim yaptigim igin kuruma nasil katkida bulundugunu

biliyorum.

20. Boliimiimdeki her bir ¢alisanin iiretilen hizmete katkisini

biliyorum.
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21. Isimi yapmak i¢in gerekli kaynaklari (6r. donanim, arag-

gereg, sarf malzemesi) nasil elde edecegimi biliyorum.

22. Yaptigim isi degerli buluyorum.
23. Kurumdaki performans degerlendirme Olgiitlerini biliyorum.
24. Bolimiimiin deger ve idealleriyle nasil tutarli bicimde

davranacagimi biliyorum.

25. Kurumun deger verdigi ve inandig1 seylere uyum saglamak

icin nasil davranmam gerektigini biliyorum.

26. Boliim bagkaninin ¢alisanlardan ne bekledigini biliyorum.
27. Gerektiginde isimle ilgili kimden yardim isteyecegimi
biliyorum.

28. Bolumiimdeki politikalari, kurallar1 ve usulleri biliyorum

(0r. devamlilik, katilim).

29. Yaptigim isimde uzun siire ¢caligmak istiyorum.

30. Boliimiimde benden deneyimli olan meslektaslarimdan nasil
profesyonel destek alabilecegimi biliyorum.

31. Yaptigim is ile ilgili olarak amirimi (bdliim baskana,

koordinator vb.) ne zaman bilgilendirecegimi biliyorum.
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32. Bu kurumun genel politikalarini ve/veya kurallarini
biliyorum (6r. Gelis-gidis saatlerini, kilik kiyafet yonetmeligi,
izin haklari, ticretlendirme/6zLiik haklari, harcirah olanaklari,

sosyal olanaklar, vb.).

33. Boliimiimde yonetim kademesine nasil yiikselebilecegimi

biliyorum.

34. Kurumda iist yonetimle nasil iletisime gegilecegini
biliyorum.

35. Hizmet verdigim kisilerin (68renciler, diger boliimler, diger
akademisyenler) kim olduklarini biliyorum.

36. Bolim baskaninin yonetim yaklagimini biliyorum (or.

kontrolci, is yonelimli, ¢calisan yonelimli, desteleyici, talepkar,

katilimci gibi ).

37. Bu kurumdaki gii¢ dengelerini biliyorum (6r. hiyerarsik
yapi, alt gruplar, kimin etkili oldugu, itibar1 korumak ve

gelistirmek icin ne yapilmasi gerektigi).

38. Hizmet verdigim kisilerin bana deger verdigini

diisiiniiyorum.

39. Boliimiimdeki roliimii biliyorum.

40. Hizmet verdigim kisilerin ihtiyaglarini nasil karsilayacagimi

biliyorum.
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41. Bu kurumdaki genel yonetim yaklasimini (6r. merkeziyetci,

katilimci gibi) biliyorum.

42. Calisanlarin kuruma 6zgi dili (6r. kisaltmalar, takma adlar,
yaygin kullanilan kelimeler) kullandiklarinda ne demek

istediklerini anliyorum.

43. Gorev tanimim diginda benden yapilmasi istenen isleri

yapmaktan kaginmayacagimi diisiiniiyorum.

44. Bolimiimdeki giic dengelerini biliyorum (6r. kimin sézliniin
gectigi, iyi konumu ilerletmek veya korumak i¢in ne yapilmasi

gerektigi).

45. Gorevimi yapma siirecinde gerekli formlari/evraklar1 nasil
dolduracagimi biliyorum (6r. zaman ¢izelgesi, izin formu,

harcama raporlari, bilgisayar erisim formlarr).

46. Bu kurumun sundugu olanaklara (lojman, saglik hizmeti,

spor olanaklar1) nasil ulasacagimi biliyorum.

47. Bolimiimde kendimi yabanci hissetmiyorum.
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BOLUM VII: KURUMSAL BAGLILIK OLCEGI

Asagidaki climleler kisilerin ¢alistiklar1 kurum hakkinda ¢esitli duygu ve fikirlerini
yansitmaktadir. Liitfen, her bir ifadeyi okuyarak, (“1-hi¢ katilmiyorum” ve “7-
tamamen katillyorum” olmak iizere) su anda ¢alistiginiz liniversite agisindan ne olgiide

katildiginiz1 yansitan segenegi (X) ile isaretleyiniz.

fadelerde ver alan “kurum” ibaresi ile calistifiniz iiniversite kastedilmektedir.

katilmiyorum
Tamamen
katilryorum

Hig¢
=
N
w
SN
o1
»
\‘

1. Meslek hayatimin kalan kismini bu kurumda

gecirmek beni ¢cok mutlu eder.
2. Su anda kurumumda kalmam mecburiyetten. 1 2 3456 7

3. Daha iyi bir imkan ¢ikarsa, mevcut kurumumdan 1 2 3456 7

ayrilmamin ayip olmadigini diistiniiyorum.

4. Kurumuma kars1 giiglii bir aitlik hissim yok. 1 2 3456 7
5. Istesem de, su anda kurumumdan ayrilmak 1 2 3456 7
benim i¢in ¢ok zor olurdu.

6. Bu kurumun benim ig¢in ¢ok kisisel (6zel) bir 1 2 3456 7
anlamu var.

7. Bu igyerinden ayrilip burada kurdugum kisisel 1 2 3456 7

iligkileri bozmam dogru olmaz.

8. Su anda kurumumdan ayrilmak istedigime karar
versem, hayatimin ¢ogu alt st olur.

9. Yeni bir igyerine aligmak benim i¢in zor olurdu. 1 2 3456 7

10. Bu kurumun meselelerini gercekten de kendi

meselelerim gibi hissediyorum.
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11. Bu kuruma kendimi “duygusal olarak bagli”

hissetmiyorum.

12. Buradaki isimi kendi 6zel isim gibi

hissediyorum.

13. Bagka bir isyerinin buradan daha iyi olacaginin

garantisi yok, buray1 hi¢ olmazsa biliyorum.
14. Kurumuma ¢ok sey bor¢luyum.

15. Bu igyerinden ayrilip baska bir yerde sifirdan

basglamak istemezdim.

16. Buradaki insanlara kars1 yiikiimliiliik
hissettigim i¢in kurumumdan su anda

ayrilmazdim.

17. Biraz daha fazla para i¢in mevcut isyerimi

degistirmeyi ciddi olarak diisiinmezdim.

18. Kendimi kurumumda “ailenin bir pargas1” gibi

hissetmiyorum.

19. Benim i¢in avantajli da olsa, kurumumdan su

anda ayrilmanin dogru olmadigini hissediyorum.

20. Bu kuruma sadakat gostermenin gérevim

oldugunu diisiiniiyorum.

21. Kurumum maddi olarak zor durumda olsa bile,

sonuna kadar kalirdim.

22. Bu kurumdan ayrilmanin az sayidaki olumsuz

sonuglarindan biri alternatif kitligi olurdu.
23. Bu kuruma goniil borcu hissediyorum.

24. Bu kurumun bir ¢alisan1 olmanin gurur verici

oldugunu diisiiniiyorum.
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25. Mevcut isverenimle kalmak i¢in higbir manevi

yiikiimliiliik hissetmiyorum.

26. Bu kurumu birakmay1 diisiinemeyecek kadar

az secenegim oldugunu diigiiniiyorum.
27. Bu kurumun amaglarin1 benimsiyorum.

28. Bu kurum sayesinde ekmek parasi

kazaniyorum, karsiliginda sadakat gostermeliyim.

29. Eger bu kuruma kendimden bu kadar ¢ok
vermis olmasaydim, baska yerde ¢alismay1

diistinebilirdim.

30. Mevcut kurumumdan ayrilip birlikte ¢alistigim

insanlar1 yar1 yolda birakmak istemem.

31. Kurumumdan simdi ayrilsam kendimi suglu

hissederim.

32. Zaman gectikge mevcut kurumumdan

ayrilmanin gittikge zorlastigini hissediyorum.

33. Bu kurum benim sadakatimi hak ediyor.
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BOLUM VIII: OZYETERLIK OLCEGI
Asagida sinif icinde 6gretmenliginize yonelik bazi sorular yer almaktadir. Liitfen, her
bir soruyu okuyarak, (“1-yetersiz ” ve “9-¢ok yeterli” olmak iizere) su anda sizin

durumunuzu en iyi yansitan segenegi (X) ile isaretleyiniz.

N

L2

[}

3

>_
1. Calismasi zor 6grencilere ulasmay1 ne kadar 1 2345678
basarabilirsiniz?
2. Ogrencilerin elestirel diisiinmelerini ne kadar 1 23456738
saglayabilirsiniz?
3. Simnfta dersi olumsuz yonde etkileyen davranislari 1 23456738

kontrol etmeyi ne kadar saglayabilirsiniz?

4. Derslere az ilgi gosteren dgrencileri motive etmeyine 1 2 3 4 56 7 8
kadar saglayabilirsiniz?

5. Ogrenci davranislariyla ilgili beklentilerinizi ne kadar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
acik ortaya koyabilirsiniz?

6. Ogrencileri okulda basaril1 olabileceklerine 1 23456738

inandirmay1 ne kadar saglayabilirsiniz?

7. Ogrencilerin zor sorularma ne kadar iyi cevap 1 23456738

verebilirsiniz?

8. Sinifta yapilan etkinliklerin diizenli yliriimesini ne

kadar 1y1 saglayabilirsiniz?

9. Ogrencilerin grenmeye deger vermelerini ne kadar 1 23456738
saglayabilirsiniz?
10. Ogrettiklerinizin 6grenciler tarafindan kavranip 1 23456738

kavranmadigini ne kadar iyi1 degerlendirebilirsiniz?
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11. Ogrencilerinizi iyi bir sekilde degerlendirmesine

olanak saglayacak sorulari ne dl¢iide hazirlayabilirsiniz?

12. Ogrencilerin yaraticiliginin gelismesine ne kadar

yardimci olabilirsiniz?

13. Ogrencilerin sinif kurallaria uymalarini ne kadar
saglayabilirsiniz?

14. Basarisiz bir 6grencinin dersi daha iyi anlamasini ne
kadar saglayabilirsiniz?

15. Dersi olumsuz yonde etkileyen ya da derste giirtiltii

yapan 6grencileri ne kadar yatistirabilirsiniz?

16. Farkli 6grenci gruplarina uygun sinif yonetim

sistemini ne kadar iyi olusturabilirsiniz?

17. Derslerin her bir 6grencinin seviyesine uygun

olmasini ne kadar saglayabilirsiniz?

18. Farkli degerlendirme yontemlerini ne kadar

kullanabilirsiniz?

19. Birkag problemli 6grencinin derse zarar vermesini ne
kadar iyi engelleyebilirsiniz?

20. Ogrencilerin kafas1 karistiginda ne kadar alternatif
aciklama ya da 6rnek saglayabilirsiniz?

21. Sizi hige sayan davranislar gosteren dgrencilerle ne

kadar 1yi bas edebilirsiniz?

22. Gerektiginde ¢cocuklarinin okulda basarili olmalarina
yardimci olmalari i¢in ailelere ne kadar destek

olabilirsiniz?

23. Sinifta farkli 6gretim yontemlerini ne kadar iyi

uygulayabilirsiniz?

24. Cok yetenekli 6grencilere uygun 6grenme ortamini

ne kadar saglayabilirsiniz?
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APPENDIX C

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE ITEMS IN EACH SCALE
Work Conditions Scale

Item Category Frequency  Percent (%) Mean SD
1 (1) Not satisfied at all 149 20.3
(2) 170 23.1
(3) Neutral 238 32.4 2.66 1.16
(4) 135 18.4
(5) Very satisfied 43 5.9
2 (1) Not satisfied at all 169 23.2
(2) 168 23.1
(3) Neutral 216 29.7 2.60 1.20
(4) 130 17.9
(5) Very satisfied 44 6.1
3 (1) Not satisfied at all 124 17.1
(2) 168 23.1
(3) Neutral 193 26.6 2.87 1.25
4) 162 22.3
(5) Very satisfied 79 10.9
4 (1) Not satisfied at all 110 15.0
(2) 126 17.2
(3) Neutral 208 28.5 3.04 1.24
4) 200 27.4
(5) Very satisfied 87 11.9
5 (1) Not satisfied at all 119 16.3
(2) 117 16.1
(3) Neutral 174 23.9 3.13 1.33
4) 189 26.0
(5) Very satisfied 129 17.7
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Knowledge Sharing Scale

Item Frequency Percent Mean SD
(%)
1 (1) Strongly disagree 34 4.6
2 89 12.1
(3) Neutral 248 33.6 3.47 1.07
4) 227 30.8
(5) Strongly agree 139 18.9
2 (1) Strongly disagree 27 3.7
(2 90 12.2
(3) Neutral 202 27.5 3.59 1.07
4) 257 35.0
(5) Strongly agree 159 21.6
3 (1) Strongly disagree 18 2.5
(2 68 9.3
(3) Neutral 189 25.8 3.75 1.03
4) 260 355
(5) Strongly agree 198 27.0
4 (1) Strongly disagree 5 v
2 38 5.2
(3) Neutral 140 19.1 4.02 .89
(4) 304 41.4
(5) Strongly agree 247 33.7
5 (1) Strongly disagree 26 3.6
(2) 73 10.0
(3) Neutral 194 26.5 3.71 1.09
(4) 234 32.0
(5) Strongly agree 204 27.9
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Job Satisfaction Scale

Item Frequency Percent (%) Mean SD
1 (1) Strongly disagree 16 2.2
2 44 6.0
(3) Neutral 137 18.6 4.01 1.00
4) 263 35.7
(5) Strongly agree 277 37.6
2 (1) Strongly disagree 6 8
2 8 1.1
(3) Neutral 101 13.8 4.40 .83
4) 191 26.0
(5) Strongly agree 428 58.3
3 (1) Strongly disagree 12 1.6
(2 38 5.2
(3) Neutral 130 17.6 4.11 .98
4) 236 32.0
(5) Strongly agree 321 43.6
4 (1) Strongly disagree 4 5
(2 29 3.9
(3) Neutral 121 16.5 4.13 .86
4) 293 39.9
(5) Strongly agree 288 39.2
5 (1) Strongly disagree 13 1.8
) 36 4.9
(3) Neutral 179 24.3 3.88 93
(4) 307 41.7
(5) Strongly agree 201 27.3
6 (1) Strongly disagree 13 1.8
(2) 43 5.8
(3) Neutral 148 20.1 4.0 .98
4) 258 35.0
(5) Strongly agree 275 37.3
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Organizational Socialization Scale
*(0) stands for organization socialization dimension

**(D) stands for department socialization dimension

***(T) stands for task socialization dimension

Item Frequency Percent (%) Mean SD
1(O)* (1) Strongly disagree 13 1.8
) 45 6.1
(3) 92 12.6
(4) Neutral 149 20.3 4.83 1.55
(5) 161 22.0
(6) 148 20.2
(7) Strongly agree 125 17.1
2 (D)** (1) Strongly disagree 11 1.5
(2) 27 3.7
(3) 76 10.4
(4) Neutral 109 14.9 5.16 1.49
(5) 161 22.0
(6) 191 26.1
(7) Strongly agree 157 214
3(T)*** (1) Strongly disagree 3 4
(2) 17 2.3
(3) 23 3.1
(4) Neutral 59 8.0 5.89 1.27
(5) 107 14.6
(6) 231 315
(7) Strongly agree 294 40.1
4 (0) (1) Strongly disagree 12 1.6
(2) 45 6.1
(3) 87 11.9
(4) Neutral 103 14.1 5.10 1.62
(5) 136 18.6
(6) 166 22.6
(7) Strongly agree 184 25.1
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5(0) (1) Strongly disagree 15 2.0
(2) 48 6.5
(3) 101 13.7
(4) Neutral 118 16.0 4.95 1.65
(5) 135 18.3
(6) 153 20.8
(7) Strongly agree 167 22.7
6 (D) (1) Strongly disagree 2 3
(2) 18 2.4
(3) 31 4.2
(4) Neutral 59 8.0 5.83 1.31
(5) 125 17.0
(6) 205 27.9
(7) Strongly agree 295 40.1
7(T) (1) Strongly disagree 0 0
(2) 2 3
©) 8 1.1
(4) Neutral 33 4.5 6.42 .92
(5) 50 6.8
(6) 184 25.2
(7) Strongly agree 454 62.1
8 (0) (1) Strongly disagree 4 5
(2) 16 2.2
(3) 33 4.5
(4) Neutral 64 8.7 5.77 1.32
(5) 130 17.6
(6) 216 29.3
(7) Strongly agree 274 37.2
9 (0) (1) Strongly disagree 8 1.1
(2) 16 2.2
(3) 21 2.9
(4) Neutral 74 10.1 5.79 1.34
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(5) 120 16.3
(6) 213 29.0
(7) Strongly agree 283 38.4
10 (T) (1) Strongly disagree 3 5
(2) 13 1.8
(3) 19 2.6
(4) Neutral 38 5.2 6.15 1.20
(5) 68 9.2
(6) 209 28.4
(7) Strongly agree 385 52.3
11 (D) (1) Strongly disagree 18 2.4
(2) 41 5.6
(3) 55 7.5
(4) Neutral 138 18.8 5.04 1.56
(5) 159 21.6
(6) 174 23.6
(7) Strongly agree 151 20.5
12 (O) (1) Strongly disagree 8 1.1
(2) 15 2.0
(3) 59 8.0
(4) Neutral 94 12.8 5.48 1.43
(5) 132 18.0
(6) 214 29.1
(7) Strongly agree 213 29.0
13 (D) (1) Strongly disagree 4 5
(2) 22 3.0
(3) 58 7.9
(4) Neutral 82 11.2 571 1.49
(5) 83 11.3
(6) 173 23.5
(7) Strongly agree 313 42.6
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14 (T) (1) Strongly disagree 1 1
(2) 2 3
(3) 18 2.5
(4) Neutral 33 4.5 6.31 1.01
(5) 52 7.1
(6) 214 29.2
(7) Strongly agree 414 56.4
15(0) (1) Strongly disagree 12 1.6
(2) 39 53
(3) 42 5.7
(4) Neutral 128 17.4 5.21 1.52
(5) 157 21.3
(6) 181 24.6
(7) Strongly agree 177 24.0
16 (D) (1) Strongly disagree 18 2.4
(2) 46 6.3
(3) 68 9.3
(4) Neutral 151 20.5 4.90 1.57
(5) 163 22.2
(6) 157 21.4
(7) Strongly agree 132 18.0
17 (T) (1) Strongly disagree 1 1
(2) 7 1.0
(3) 31 4.2
(4) Neutral 42 5.7 6.08 1.19
(5) 95 13.0
(6) 192 26.2
(7) Strongly agree 364 49.7
18 (D) (1) Strongly disagree 1 1
(2) 0 0
(3) 13 1.8
(4) Neutral 43 5.9 6.28 99
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(5) 61 8.3
(6) 221 30.2
(7) Strongly agree 394 53.8
19 (0O) (1) Strongly disagree 1 1
(2) 6 8
(3) 14 1.9
(4) Neutral 30 4.1 6.26 1.04
(5) 75 10.2
(6) 212 28.9
(7) Strongly agree 396 54.0
20 (D) (1) Strongly disagree 8 1.1
(2) 30 4.1
(3) 42 5.7
(4) Neutral 111 15.1 5.43 1.48
(5) 129 17.6
(6) 198 26.9
(7) Strongly agree 217 29.5
21 (T) (1) Strongly disagree 5 T
(2) 15 2.0
(3) 17 2.3
(4) Neutral 62 8.4 5.95 1.26
(5) 89 12.1
(6) 238 32.3
(7) Strongly agree 311 42.2
22 (T) (1) Strongly disagree 1 1
(2) 9 1.2
(3) 11 1.5
(4) Neutral 30 4.1 6.33 1.05
(5) 61 8.3
(6) 187 25.4
(7) Strongly agree 436 59.3
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23 (0) (1) Strongly disagree 28 3.8
) 45 6.2
(3) 63 8.6
(4) Neutral 104 14.3 5.07 1.69
(5) 133 18.2
(6) 181 24.8
(7) Strongly agree 175 24
24 (D) (1) Strongly disagree 11 1.5
(2) 17 2.3
(3) 27 3.7
(4) Neutral 63 8.7 5.83 1.38
(5) 85 11.7
(6) 236 32.4
(7) Strongly agree 289 39.7
25(0) (1) Strongly disagree 7 1.0
(2) 13 1.8
(3) 21 2.9
(4) Neutral 46 6.3 5.94 1.26
(5) 107 14.6
(6) 234 319
(7) Strongly agree 305 41.6
26 (D) (1) Strongly disagree 9 1.2
(2) 15 2.0
(3) 23 3.1
(4) Neutral 40 6.6 5.93 1.32
(5) 101 13.7
(6) 217 29.4
(7) Strongly agree 323 43.8
27 (T) (1) Strongly disagree 2 3
(2) 15 2.0
(3) 29 3.9
(4) Neutral 49 6.7 6.01 1.27
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(5) 92 12.5
(6) 194 26.4
(7) Strongly agree 355 48.2
28 (D) (1) Strongly disagree 2 3
(2) 8 1.1
(3) 20 2.7
(4) Neutral 50 6.8 6.14 1.15
(5) 64 8.7
(6) 225 30.5
(7) Strongly agree 368 49.9
29 (T) (1) Strongly disagree 20 2.7
(2) 30 4.1
(3) 14 1.9
(4) Neutral 65 8.8 5.78 1.55
(5) 104 14.1
(6) 167 22.7
(7) Strongly agree 336 45.7
30 (D) (1) Strongly disagree 17 2.3
(2) 31 4.2
(3) 30 4.1
(4) Neutral 74 10.1 5.63 1.55
(5) 103 14.0
(6) 197 26.8
(7) Strongly agree 282 38.4
31 (T) (1) Strongly disagree 8 1.1
(2) 13 1.8
(3) 19 2.6
(4) Neutral 45 6.1 6.12 1.28
(5) 65 8.9
(6) 191 26.0
(7) Strongly agree 393 53.5
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32 (0) (1) Strongly disagree 6 8
(2) 13 1.8
(3) 24 3.3
(4) Neutral 61 8.3 5.92 1.29
(5) 98 13.3
(6) 221 30.0
(7) Strongly agree 314 42.6
33(D) (1) Strongly disagree 79 10.8
(2) 63 8.6
(3) 70 9.6
(4) Neutral 131 17.9 4.52 1.96
(5) 103 14.1
(6) 139 19.0
(7) Strongly agree 145 19.9
34 (0) (1) Strongly disagree 18 2.5
(2) 32 4.4
(3) 23 3.1
(4) Neutral 75 10.2 5.72 1.56
(5) 76 10.4
(6) 204 27.8
(7) Strongly agree 306 41.7
35 (T) (1) Strongly disagree 1 1
(2) 9 1.2
(3) 19 2.6
(4) Neutral 39 5.3 6.18 1.13
(5) 77 10.5
(6) 206 28.0
(7) Strongly agree 385 52.3
36 (D) (1) Strongly disagree 9 1.2
(2) 17 2.3
(3) 18 2.4
(4) Neutral 58 7.9 5.92 1.34
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(5) 99 13.5
(6) 210 28.5
(7) Strongly agree 325 44.2
37 (0) (1) Strongly disagree 16 2.2
(2) 28 3.8
(3) 43 5.8
(4) Neutral 80 10.9 5.59 1.57
(5) 101 13.7
(6) 189 25.7
(7) Strongly agree 279 37.9
38 (T) (1) Strongly disagree 25 34
(2) 38 5.2
(3) 43 5.9
(4) Neutral 93 12.7 5.30 1.63
(5) 123 16.7
(6) 210 28.6
(7) Strongly agree 203 27.6
39 (D) (1) Strongly disagree 3 A4
(2) 5 T
(3) 21 2.9
(4) Neutral 48 6.5 6.10 1.14
(5) 83 11.3
(6) 228 31.0
(7) Strongly agree 348 47.3
40 (T) (1) Strongly disagree 2 3
(2) 4 5
(3) 13 1.8
(4) Neutral 45 6.1 6.26 3.82
(5) 107 14.5
(6) 248 33.6
(7) Strongly agree 319 42.9
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41 (O) (1) Strongly disagree 11 1.5
(2) 35 4.8
(3) 43 5.9
(4) Neutral 79 10.8 5.43 1.50
(5) 140 19.1
(6) 222 30.2
(7) Strongly agree 204 27.8
42 (O) (1) Strongly disagree 7 1.0
(2) 20 2.7
(3) 29 4.0
(4) Neutral 61 8.3 5.80 1.37
(5) 114 15.5
(6) 212 28.9
(7) Strongly agree 291 39.6
43 (T) (1) Strongly disagree 29 4.0
(2) 31 4.2
(3) 56 7.6
(4) Neutral 66 9.0 541 1.68
(5) 105 14.3
(6) 204 27.8
(7) Strongly agree 243 331
44 (D) (1) Strongly disagree 18 2.5
(2) 21 2.9
(3) 36 4.9
(4) Neutral 77 10.5 5.62 1.52
(5) 104 14.2
(6) 213 29.1
(7) Strongly agree 262 35.8
45 (T) (1) Strongly disagree 13 1.8
(2) 18 2.5
(3) 39 5.3
(4) Neutral 93 12.7 5.61 1.48
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(5) 111 15.2
(6) 193 26.4
(7) Strongly agree 265 36.2
46 (O) (1) Strongly disagree 50 6.8
(2) 47 6.4
(3) 80 10.9
(4) Neutral 104 14.2 4.81 1.81
(5) 139 18.9
(6) 163 22.2
(7) Strongly agree 151 20.6
47 (D) (1) Strongly disagree 10 1.4
(2) 12 1.6
(3) 29 4.0
(4) Neutral 70 9.5 5.93 1.40
(5) 91 12.4
(6) 160 21.8
(7) Strongly agree 361 49.2
Organizational Commitment Scale
*(A) stands for affective commitment dimension
**(C) stands for continuance commitment dimension
***(N) stands for normative commitment dimension
Item Frequency  Percent (%) Mean SD
1(A)* (1) Strongly disagree 38 5.2
(2) 32 4.4
(3) 46 6.3
(4) Neutral 99 13.5 5.30 1.77
(5) 118 16.1
(6) 144 19.6
(7) Strongly agree 256 34.9
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2 (C)** (1) Strongly disagree 323 44.3
(2) 117 16.0
(3) 86 11.8
(4) Neutral 54 7.4 2.63 1.94
(5) 49 6.7
(6) 59 8.1
(7) Strongly agree 41 5.6
3 (N)*** (1) Strongly disagree 222 30.4
(2) 174 23.8
(3) 86 11.8
(4) Neutral 97 13.3 2.96 1.99
(5) 38 5.2
(6) 37 5.1
(7) Strongly agree 77 10.5
4 (A) (1) Strongly disagree 51 6.9
(2) 58 7.9
(3) 76 10.3
(4) Neutral 84 11.4 4.99 1.96
(5) 97 13.2
(6) 132 18.0
(7) Strongly agree 237 32.2
5(C) (1) Strongly disagree 107 14.7
(2) 76 10.4
(3) 60 8.2
(4) Neutral 117 16.0 4.38 2.10
(5) 85 11.6
(6) 131 17.9
(7) Strongly agree 154 21.1
6 (A) (1) Strongly disagree 64 8.8
(2) 73 10.0
(3) 73 10.0
(4) Neutral 104 14.3 4.64 1.95
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(5) 111 15.2
(6) 143 19.6
(7) Strongly agree 160 22.0
7 (N) (1) Strongly disagree 110 15.2
(2) 92 12.7
(3) 58 8.0
(4) Neutral 113 15.6 4.26 2.12
(5) 92 12.7
(6) 112 15.4
(7) Strongly agree 148 20.4
8 (C) (1) Strongly disagree 144 19.8
(2) 104 14.3
(3) 88 12.1
(4) Neutral 117 16.1 3.76 2.04
(5) 86 11.8
(6) 102 14.0
(7) Strongly agree 87 12.0
9(C) (1) Strongly disagree 117 16.0
(2) 84 11.5
(3) 89 12.2
(4) Neutral 122 16.7 4.05 2.02
(5) 98 13.4
(6) 115 15.8
(7) Strongly agree 105 14.4
10 (A) (1) Strongly disagree 48 6.6
(2) 51 7.0
(3) 70 9.6
(4) Neutral 117 16.0 4.74 1.75
(5) 148 20.3
(6) 178 24.4
(7) Strongly agree 117 16.0
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11 (A) (1) Strongly disagree 69 94
(2) 64 8.8
(3) 55 7.5
(4) Neutral 106 14.5 4.78 1.99
(5) 109 14.9
(6) 133 18.2
(7) Strongly agree 195 26.7
12 (A) (1) Strongly disagree 60 8.2
(2) 46 6.3
(3) 74 10.1
(4) Neutral 106 14.5 4.83 1.87
(5) 96 13.1
(6) 197 26.9
(7) Strongly agree 154 21.0
13 (C) (1) Strongly disagree 56 7.7
(2) 29 4.0
(3) 64 8.8
(4) Neutral 142 19.5 4.88 1.80
(5) 108 14.8
(6) 171 23.4
(7) Strongly agree 160 21.9
14 (N) (1) Strongly disagree 40 5.4
(2) 57 7.8
(3) 92 12.5
(4) Neutral 127 17.3 4.74 1.80
(5) 136 18.5
(6) 117 15.9
(7) Strongly agree 166 22.6
15 (C) (1) Strongly disagree 68 9.3
(2) 64 8.8
(3) 47 6.4
(4) Neutral 114 15.6 4.82 1.98
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(5) 97 13.3
(6) 145 19.8
(7) Strongly agree 196 26.8
16 (N) (1) Strongly disagree 129 17.7
(2) 96 13.2
(3) 96 13.2
(4) Neutral 124 17.0 3.90 2.05
(5) 70 9.6
(6) 116 15.9
(7) Strongly agree 99 13.6
17 (N) (1) Strongly disagree 57 7.8
(2) 53 7.2
(3) 55 7.5
(4) Neutral 100 13.6 4.95 1.91
(5) 103 14.1
(6) 167 22.8
(7) Strongly agree 198 27.0
18 (A) (1) Strongly disagree 57 7.8
(2) 77 10.5
(3) 73 9.9
(4) Neutral 115 15.6 4.65 1.93
(5) 118 16.1
(6) 125 17.0
(7) Strongly agree 170 23.1
19 (N) (1) Strongly disagree 96 13.2
(2) 87 12.0
(3) 61 8.4
(4) Neutral 134 18.4 4.28 2.01
(5) 87 12.0
(6) 149 20.5
(7) Strongly agree 114 15.7
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20 (N) (1) Strongly disagree 73 9.9
(2) 54 7.4
(3) 85 11.6
(4) Neutral 128 17.4 4.55 1.91
(5) 113 15.4
(6) 141 19.2
(7) Strongly agree 140 19.1
21 (N) (1) Strongly disagree 98 13.4
(2) 94 12.8
(3) 100 13.6
(4) Neutral 157 21.4 3.96 1.89
(5) 94 12.8
(6) 112 15.3
(7) Strongly agree 78 10.6
22 (C) (1) Strongly disagree 93 13.4
(2) 82 11.8
(3) 94 13.5
(4) Neutral 188 27.1 3.89 1.82
(5) 89 12.8
(6) 77 11.1
(7) Strongly agree 72 10.4
23 (N) (1) Strongly disagree 84 11.6
(2) 80 11.0
(3) 107 14.7
(4) Neutral 142 19.6 4.12 1.88
(5) 116 16.0
(6) 101 13.9
(7) Strongly agree 96 13.2
24 (A) (1) Strongly disagree 19 2.6
(2) 22 3.0
(3) 43 5.9
(4) Neutral 86 11.7 5.53 1.56
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(5) 125 17.0
(6) 176 24.0
(7) Strongly agree 263 35.8
25 (N) (1) Strongly disagree 87 12.0
(2) 74 10.2
(3) 70 9.6
(4) Neutral 129 17.7 4.41 2.01
(5) 110 15.1
(6) 103 14.2
(7) Strongly agree 154 21.2
26 (C) (1) Strongly disagree 222 31.0
(2) 124 17.3
(3) 89 12.4
(4) Neutral 111 15.5 3.05 1.92
(5) 66 9.2
(6) 60 8.4
(7) Strongly agree 45 6.3
27 (A) (1) Strongly disagree 20 2.7
(2) 19 2.6
(3) 44 6.0
(4) Neutral 129 17.7 5.29 1.52
(5) 140 19.2
(6) 188 25.8
(7) Strongly agree 188 25.8
28 (N) (1) Strongly disagree 66 9.1
(2) 55 7.5
(3) 54 7.4
(4) Neutral 139 19.1 4.64 1.86
(5) 137 18.8
(6) 140 19.2
(7) Strongly agree 138 18.9
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29 (C) (1) Strongly disagree 41 5.6
(2) 64 8.8
(3) 75 10.3
(4) Neutral 190 26.1 4.57 1.74
(5) 96 13.2
(6) 142 19.5
(7) Strongly agree 119 16.4
30 (N) (1) Strongly disagree 79 10.9
(2) 99 13.6
(3) 71 9.8
(4) Neutral 164 22.5 4.20 1.93
(5) 96 13.2
(6) 101 13.9
(7) Strongly agree 118 16.2
31 (N) (1) Strongly disagree 167 22.8
(2) 113 15.5
(3) 92 12.6
(4) Neutral 113 15.5 3.55 2.03
(5) 74 10.1
(6) 101 13.8
(7) Strongly agree 71 9.7
32 (C) (1) Strongly disagree 85 11.6
(2) 72 9.9
(3) 69 9.5
(4) Neutral 110 15.1 4.51 2.01
(5) 92 12.6
(6) 161 22.1
(7) Strongly agree 141 19.3
33 (N) (1) Strongly disagree 59 8.1
(2) 51 7.0
(3) 60 8.2
(4) Neutral 140 19.2 4.76 1.86

174



continued

(5) 110 15.0

(6) 150 20.5

(7) Strongly agree 161 22.0
Efficacy Scale

*(SE) stands for efficacy for student engagement dimension

**(CM) stands for efficacy for classroom management dimension

***(1S) stands for efficacy for instructional strategies dimension

Item Frequency Percent (%) Mean SD
1 (SE)* (1) Nothing 2 0.3
(2 7 1.0
(3) Very little 15 2.0
(4) 34 4.6
(5) Some influence 77 10.5 6.79 1.48
(6) 109 14.8
(7) Quite a lot 238 32.3
(8) 193 26.2
(9) A great deal 61 8.3
2 (SE) (1) Nothing 1 0.1
(2) 6 0.8
(3) Very little 14 1.9
4) 21 2.9
(5) Some influence 57 7.7 6.97 1.45
(6) 130 17.7
(7) Quite a lot 228 31.0
(8) 179 24.3
(9) A great deal 100 13.6
3(CM)** (1) Nothing 1 0.1
(2) 2 0.3
(3) Very little 7 0.9
(4) 15 2.0
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(5) Some influence 39 5.3 7.38 1.31
(6) 87 11.8
(7) Quite a lot 185 25.1
(8) 270 36.6
(9) A great deal 131 17.8
4 (SE) (1) Nothing 1 0.1
2 2 0.3
(3) Very little 13 1.8
4) 19 2.6
(5) Some influence 66 9.0 6.97 1.39
(6) 137 18.7
(7) Quite a lot 216 29.4
(8) 190 25.9
(9) A great deal 90 12.3
5(CM) (1) Nothing 0 0
(2 2 0.3
(3) Very little 4 0.5
4) 6 0.8
(5) Some influence 19 2.6 8.14 3.22
(6) 41 5.6
(7) Quite a lot 113 154
(8) 223 30.3
(9) A great deal 327 44.4
6 (SE) (1) Nothing 1 0.1
(2) 3 0.4
(3) Very little 3 0.4
4) 12 1.6
(5) Some influence 32 4.3 7.47 1.28
(6) 84 11.4
(7) Quite a lot 204 27.7
(8) 231 31.3
(9) A great deal 167 22.7
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7 (IS)*** (1) Nothing 0 0
2 0 0
(3) Very little 4 0.5
4) 6 0.8
(5) Some influence 14 1.9 7.92 1.09
(6) 40 5.4
(7) Quite a lot 138 18.8
(8) 285 38.8
(9) A great deal 248 33.7
8(CM) (1) Nothing 0 0
(2 0.8
(3) Very little 4 0.5
4) 0.8
(5) Some influence 21 2.8 7.72 1.23
(6) 52 7.1
(7) Quite a lot 160 21.7
(8) 286 38.8
(9) A great deal 202 27.4
9 (SE) (1) Nothing 0 0
2 1 0.1
(3) Very little 9 1.2
(4) 17 2.3
(5) Some influence 57 7.7 7.31 2.90
(6) 102 13.9
(7) Quite a lot 208 28.2
(8) 221 30.0
(9) A great deal 121 16.4
10 (1S) (1) Nothing 0 0
(2) 0
(3) Very little 4 0.5
4) 8 1.1
(5) Some influence 24 3.3 7.67 1.17
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(6) 62 8.5
(7) Quite a lot 189 25.9
(8) 247 33.8
(9) A great deal 197 26.9
11 (IS) (1) Nothing 1 0.1
2 4 0.5
(3) Very little 3 04
(4) 10 1.4
(5) Some influence 29 4.0 7.59 1.30
(6) 80 10.9
(7) Quite a lot 158 21.5
(8) 258 35.1
(9) A great deal 191 26.0
12(SE) (1) Nothing 0 0
(2 2 0.3
(3) Very little 8 1.1
4) 28 3.8
(5) Some influence 58 7.9 7.15 1.42
(6) 115 15.6
(7) Quite a lot 182 24.7
(8) 218 29.6
(9) A great deal 126 17.1
13(CM) (1) Nothing 0 0
2 2 0.3
(3) Very little 2 0.3
(4) 15 2.0
(5) Some influence 19 2.6 7.64 1.19
(6) 62 8.4
(7) Quite a lot 174 23.7
(8) 285 38.8
(9) A great deal 175 23.8
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14(SE) (1) Nothing 0 0
2 2 0.3
(3) Very little 6 0.8
4) 19 2.6
(5) Some influence 35 4.7 7.27 1.25
(6) 94 12.8
(7) Quite a lot 231 31.3
(8) 250 33.9
(9) A great deal 100 13.6
15(CM) (1) Nothing 1 0.1
(2 0 0
(3) Very little 5 0.7
4) 20 2.7
(5) Some influence 33 4.5 7.50 1.29
(6) 70 9.5
(7) Quite a lot 179 24.3
(8) 267 36.2
(9) A great deal 162 22.0
16(CM) (1) Nothing 1 0.1
2 0 0
(3) Very little 5 0.7
4) 19 2.6
(5) Some influence 58 7.9 7.23 1.31
(6) 87 11.9
(7) Quite a lot 224 30.6
(8) 220 30.0
(9) A great deal 119 16.2
17 (1S) (1) Nothing 1 0.1
(2) 9 1.2
(3) Very little 19 2.6
4) 24 3.3
(5) Some influence 53 7.2 6.96 1.52
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continued

(6) 119 16.2
(7) Quite a lot 211 28.7
(8) 203 27.7
(9) A great deal 95 12.9
18 (IS) (1) Nothing 1 0.1
2 7 1.0
(3) Very little 10 1.4
4) 27 3.7
(5) Some influence 59 8.0 7.10 1.48
(6) 89 12.1
(7) Quite a lot 212 28.9
(8) 218 29.7
(9) A great deal 111 15.1
19(CM) (1) Nothing 1 0.1
(2 4 0.5
(3) Very little 6 0.8
4) 16 2.2
(5) Some influence 35 4.8 7.39 1.36
(6) 90 12.2
(7) Quite a lot 196 26.6
(8) 229 31.1
(9) A great deal 159 21.6
20 (1S) (1) Nothing 2 0.3
2 3 0.4
(3) Very little 4 0.5
(4) 7 1.0
(5) Some influence 16 2.2 7.95 1.22
(6) 32 4.3
(7) Quite a lot 125 17.0
(8) 268 36.4
(9) A great deal 279 37.9
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continued

21(CM) (1) Nothing 5 0.7
2 1 0.1
(3) Very little 12 1.6
4) 9 1.2
(5) Some influence 37 5.0 7.45 1.43
(6) 79 10.8
(7) Quite a lot 169 23.0
(8) 252 34.3
(9) A great deal 170 23.2
22(SE) (1) Nothing 70 9.8
(2 34 4.8
(3) Very little 46 6.5
4) 49 6.9
(5) Some influence 117 16.4 5.56 2.37
(6) 106 14.9
(7) Quite a lot 116 16.3
(8) 115 16.2
(9) A great deal 59 8.3
23 (IS) (1) Nothing 0 0
2 2 0.3
(3) Very little 12 1.6
(4) 14 1.9
(5) Some influence 41 5.6 7.36 1.36
(6) 90 12.2
(7) Quite a lot 186 25.3
(8) 241 32.8
(9) A great deal 149 20.3
24 (1S) (1) Nothing 3 0.4
(2) 5 0.7
(3) Very little 10 1.4
4) 23 3.1
(5) Some influence 64 8.7 7.15 1.53
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(6)

(7) Quite a lot
(8)

(9) A great deal

95
192
199
144

12.9
26.1
27.1
19.6

continued
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APPENDIX D
TEZ FOTOKOPI iZIN FORMU

METU
LIBRARY

(

*

ENSTITU

g
)

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisii

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstitisi

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisi I:I

YAZARIN

Bélﬁmﬁ L e eeeeeeteeeierebereeeeieberereteeeteieieeereeeesiaaereeeree et e ereeteeeie i bbb rrre e e e s i rarereaes
TEZIN ADI (INGILZCE) © ..ovvvveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e

TURU : Yiiksek Lisans I:I Doktora I:I

1. Tezimin tamami diinya ¢apinda erigime acilsin ve kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla
tezimin bir kismi1 veya tamaminin fotokopisi alinsin.

2. Tezimin tamami yalmzca Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi kullancilarinin erisimine
agilsin. (Bu segenekle tezinizin fotokopisi ya da elektronik kopyasi Kiitiiphane
araciligl ile ODTU disina dagitilmayacaktir.)

3. Tezim bir (1) yil siireyle erisime kapali olsun. (Bu secenekle tezinizin fotokopisi ya

da elektronik kopyasi Kiitiiphane aracilig1 ile ODTU disina dagitilmayacaktir.)

Yazarin imzasl — .....coeeeveeeeeeeeeennnn. Tarih cooooeevveeeiieeeeen,
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APPENDIX E

TURKISH SUMMARY
Giris:

Yiksek dgretim kurumlart diger kurumlardan farkli yonetildigi ve kendilerine
Ozgl kiiltiirleri oldugu icin, liniversitelerde kurumsal toplumsallagma ve ise baglama
uygulamalarmin incelenmesi Onemlidir. Goreve yenigelenlerin toplumsallagsmasi
konusu genellikle psikoloji ve isletme alanlarinda incelenmis olmasina ragmen,
yilksek Ogretim yonetimi alaninda bu konuda az sayida ¢alisma vardir. Ayrica,
psikoloji ve isletme alanlarinda toplumsallagsma konusunda pek ¢ok ¢alisma yapilmis
olmasina ragmen, kavramin karmasik 6zelligi nedeni ile, kurumsal toplumsallasmaya
ait tek bir teori bulunmamaktadir. Ancak, ¢esitli kuramlar bu alandaki c¢alismalara
temel olusturmaktadir. Bu kuramlarin ilki Van Maanen ve Schein (1976) tarafindan
gelistirilen sosyallesme taktikleridir. Kurumlar tarafindan yenigelenlerin gorevlerine
alismalarina yardimci olmalari i¢in kullanilan ve alt1 adet zit uclu taktikten olusan bu
teorik  kuram, toplumsallasma yOnteminin bireyin roliine nasil uyum
saglayabilecegini agiklamaktadir. Daha sonra Jones (1986), bu alt1 adet zit uglu
taktigi birey odakli ve kurum odakli olmak iizere iki kategoriye indirmistir. Jones
(1986); birey odakli taktiklerin yenigelenlerin rollerine uyum siirecinde kendi
yaklagimlarin1 gelistirerek yaratici bir uyum siirecini destekledigini, diger taraftan
kurum odakli taktiklerin yenigelenlerin yasadigi belirsizlikleri azalttigin1 ve yeni
rollerini kabul etmelerini destekledigini 6ne stirmiistiir.

Kurumsal toplumsallagsma arastirmalarina temel olusturan diger bir kuram,
Berger ve Calabrese (1975) tarafindan gelistirilen belirsizlik azaltma teorisidir.
Yenigelenlerin belirsizlik diizeyi yiiksektir. Ciinkii, diger calisanlarla nasil iliski
kuracaklar1 ve de kurumun norm ve kiiltiirii hakkinda yeterli bilgiye sahip degillerdir.
Bu rahatsiz edici bir durum oldugu i¢in yenigelenler bilgi arayisi i¢indedir. Bandura
(1986; 1997) tarafindan gelistirilen sosyal bilissel teori ve oOzyeterlik teorileri
toplumsallasma arastirmalarina temel olusturan diger bir kuramdir. Sosyal bilissel
teori; davranis, biligsel ve diger kisisel faktorlerin ve g¢evrede gelisen olaylarin

birbirini karsilikli etkiledigini 6ne siirmektedir. Sosyal biligsel teorisinin kurumsal
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toplumsallasma ile ilgili boyutu; dolayli 6grenme ve otoriteyi modelleme, hedef
sistemler ve kendi kendini diizenleyen mekanizmalardir (Wood ve Bandura, 1989).
Ozyeterlik teorisi ise, kendi kendini diizenleyen mekanizmanm énemli bir parcasi
olarak kabul edilmektedir. Ozyeterlik teorisine gore; bireyin icinde bulundugu
durumun beklentilerine uyum saglayacagi sekilde davranmasi i¢in motivasyonunu,
bilissel kaynaklarin1 ve davraniglarimi etkileyen dort farkli bilgi kaynagi vardir. Bu
bilgi kaynaklar1 otoriteyi izlemek, dolayli olarak deneyim kazanmak, sozel ikna,
bireyin fizyolojik ve duygusal durumudur (Bandura, 1986; 1997). Sosyal bilissel
teorisi, kurumsal toplumsallagsma siirecini incelerken siklikla kullanilmaktadir.

Kurumsal toplumsallasma arastirmalarinda temel alinan diger bir kuram ise,
anlam ytiklemektir. Bireyler yeni katildiklar: bir kurumda varliklarini siirdiirebilmek
icin ¢esitli davranis bigimleri ve yaklasimlar gelistirirken, karsilagtiklar1 beklenmedik
davranislart anlamaya ve onlara anlam yiiklemeye calisirlar. Bdylece, kendi
beklentileri ve gercek arasinda bir uyum olusturabilirler (Bauer, Morrison ve
Callister, 1998; Morrison, 1993; Saks ve Ashforth, 1997). Anlam yiikleme teorisi ile
belirsizlik azaltma teorisi arasinda benzerlik vardir. Bu benzerlik, her iki teori de
bireylerin yasadiklar1 deneyimleri anlamlandirmalar1 ile ilgilidir. Benzerligin
yanisira; bireyin ge¢mis deneyimlerinden yola ¢ikarak anlam yiliklemesi farlilik
yaratir.

Feldman (1976) tarafindan gelistirilen toplumsallagsma siirecinin asamalar1 bu
alandaki aragtirmalara temel olusturan diger bir kavramdir. Feldman toplumsallagsma
stirecinde ili¢ agsama belirtmis ve her asamada bireylerin nasil davrandigini
tanimlamistir. Ise giris Oncesi olarak adlandirilan birinci asamada, kurum ve is
hakkinda ¢esitli kaynaklardan toplanan bilgi ile bireyin beklentileri olusur. Eger bu
asamada birey kurum hakkinda net bir tablo olusturdu ise ve birey ile kurum arasinda
karsilikli uyum var ise, bu asamadaki toplumsallagsma basarihidir. Ikinci asama olan
intibak siirecinde, birey kurum ve gorevi hakkinda acik bir bilgiye sahip olur.
Yenigelen isinde kendini yeterli hissediyorsa ve ait oldugu calisma grubunun iiyeleri
tarafindan kabul edildiyse, bu asamadaki toplumsallagsma basarili kabul edilir.
Feldman’in modelindeki {igiincli asama rol yonetimidir. Bireyler, gorevleri ve aile
yiikiimliiliikleri arasindaki catismalar ve ayrica is yerinde kendi c¢alisma grubu ve

diger gruplar arasindaki catismalarla bas edebiliyorsa bu stiregte basarili kabul edilir.
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Kurumsal toplumsallasma karmasik ve siirekliligi devamli olan bir siiregtir.
Dolayisiyla bu siirecin; birbirini tamamlayan ¢esitli kuramlar1 g6zoniinde
bulundurarak ve toplumsallasmanin igerik, baglam ve yontem boyutlarinin bir arada
ele alindig1 heterojen bir kuramsal ¢ervede ele alarak incelenmesi dnemlidir.

Universiteler diger kurumlara kiyasla oldukca farkli ozelliklere sahip
olduklar1 ig¢in, Ogretim elemanlarinin ise baslama, uyum saglama ve
toplumsallasmalarinin farkli 6zellikleri vardir. Ogretim gorevlileri egitim, arastirma
ve hizmet verme eylemlerini birbiriyle uyumlu sekilde gergeklestirmelidir. Ayrica;
toplumsallasma siirecinde 6gretim elemanlar1 deneyim kazanarak, akademik ortamin
tiyesi ve 6gretmen olarak siirekli bir degisim yasamaktadirlar. Dolayisiyla, 6gretim
elemanlarinin toplumsallasmasi meslek yasamlari boyunca devam eden bir siirectir.
Ancak, kurumsal sosyallesme cogunlukla psikoloji ve yonetim alanlarinda ele
alinmistir ve yiiksek 6gretim alaninda siirli sayida ¢aligma bulunmaktadir. Oysa Ki,
Ogretim elemanlarinin  kurumsal toplumsallagmalarin1  etkileyen faktorlerin
incelenmesi, onlarin  kurumsal baghliklarinin  ve is doyumlarinin artmasini
saglayacaktir. Boylece, 0gretmenlik performansi artacak ve Ogrencilerin basarisi
yiikselecektir. Diger taraftan, olumlu olmayan bir toplumsallagsma siireci, 6gretim
elemanlarinin isten ayrilmalarina neden olmaktadir. Cesitli aragtirmalar, 6gretim
elemanlarinin is yasam kalitelerinin diistiigiine inandiklarin1 ve c¢alistiklar1 kurumla
ilgili doyumsuzluk ve hayal kirikligi yasadiklarini gostermektedir (Johnsrud ve
Heck, 1998). Bu nedenle, yiiksek 6gretim kurumlari 6gretim elemanlarini istihdam
etmek acisindan sikinti yasamaktadir. Bu sikintinin asilmasi, 6gretim elemanlarinin
kurumsal toplumsallasmani etkileyen siire¢ ve faktorlerin anlagilmasiyla olasidir.
Ciinkii; basarili bir kurumsal toplumsallagsma ile 6gretim elemanlarina kurumun
kiiltiirii ve kurallar1 aktarilir, diger ¢alisanlar1 tanimasi saglanir ve onlarla nasil iligki
kuracag: yoniinde bilgi verilir.

Bu c¢alismanin amaci; kurumsal ve bireysel diizeydeki degiskenler ile
universitelerin hazirlik okullarinda gorev yapan okutmanlarin kurum, bolim ve
gorev toplumsallagsmasi arasindaki iliskiyi incelemektir. Alanyazinin incelenmesi ile
belirlenen kurumsal diizeydeki degiskenler; devlet veya vakif iiniversitesi olarak
liniversite tipi, ise yonelik egitim, c¢aligma kosullar1 ve bilgi paylasimidir. Yine

alanyazin incelemesi ile belirlenen bireysel diizeyde degiskenler; akademik derece,
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ogretmenlik deneyimi, kurumda calisma siiresi, is doyumu, kuruma baghlik ve

ozyeterliktir.

Yontem:

Bu calisma, Tiirk¢e uyarlamasi yapilan Yenigelen Kurumsal Toplumsallagsma
Olceginin gecerlik ¢alismasinin yapildigi pilot calisma ve kurumsal toplumsallagsmay1
yordayan degiskenlerin incelendigi ana g¢alismadan olusmaktadir. Bu ¢alismanin
amaci1 toplumsallagsma ve diger pek ¢ok kavram arasindaki iliskiyi incelemek oldugu
icin korelasyonel bir ¢alismadir. Bu calismada pek cok degisken arasindaki iliski,
herhangi bir sekilde bu degiskenlere miidahale edilmeden incelendigi i¢in nitel ve
korelasyonel bir ¢alisma olarak tasarlanmistir. Bu korelasyonel ¢alismada; kurum,
boliim, gorev diizeyinde toplumsallasma ile, ¢esitli kurum (iiniversite tipi, ise yonelik
egitim, ¢aligma kosullari, bilgi paylasimi) ve birey (akademik derece, dgretmenlik
deneyimi, su anki kurumda galisma siiresi, is doyumu, ise baghlik, 6zyeterlik)
diizeyindeki faktorler arasindaki iliski incelenmektedir.

Katihmeailar ve Islemler: Pilot ¢alismanin katilimcilari Ankara’da dort ayr
devlet Universitesinde ¢alisan 228 okutmandan olusmaktadir. Ana ¢alismanin
katilimcilar1 ise, Ankara, Istanbul, Eskisehir, Konya ve Kuzey Kibris Tiirk
Cumbhuriyeti’nde toplam 16 tniversitede g¢alisan 737 okutmandir. Katilimcilarin
598’1 (% 81.1) devlet tiniversitesinde, 139’u (% 18.9) vakif {iniversitesinde
caligmaktadir. Katilimcilarin 599’u (% 81.3) kadin, 137’si (% 18.6) erkektir.
Katilmeilarin  yag ortalamasi 34.06 wyildir (std= 8.47, 21 ile 66 arasinda
degismektedir). Katilimcilarin % 49’u lisans, % 45.2’si yiiksek lisans, ve % 5.8’
doktora derecesine sahiptir. Katilimcilarin 6gretmen olarak calisma siiresi ortalama
10.9 yildir (std= 8.17, 6 ay ile 43 yil arasinda degismektedir; mevcut kurumlarinda
caligma siiresi ortalamast 8.2 yildir (std= 7.35, 6 ay ile 38 yil arasinda
degismektedir). Son olarak, katilimcilarin % 54.3°1 hizmet-Oncesi egitim, % 71.8’1
hizmet-igi egitim, ve % 28.7°si mentor destegi almistir. Veri toplamak iizere
gelistirilen anket, hazirlik okullarinin bolim bagkanlar1 tarafindan katilimcilara
dagitilmis ve katilim tamamen goniilliiliikk temelinde gerceklesmistir.

Olciim Araclari: Katilimcilara uygulanan anket ii¢ boliimden olusmaktadir.
Birinci boliimde katilimcilarin egitim diizeyi, yas, cinsiyet, 6gretmen olarak ¢alisma

siireleri, ve mevcut kurumda gorev siirelerine iliskin sorular sorulmaktadir. Ikinci
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boliimde, katilimcilarin kurumlarinda hizmet-6ncesi, hizmet-i¢i egitim ve mentor
destegi alip-almadiklari, aldilar ise memnuniyet dereceleri sorulmaktadir. Bu
bolimde ayrica, katilimcilarin mevcut kurumlarindaki c¢alisma kosullarindan
memnuniyetlerine yonelik (0r: maas, ikramiye, ek ders iicreti, kres, sosyal tesisler,
saglik ve spor olanaklari), 5-dereceli (1= Hi¢ memnun degilim, 5= Cok memnunum)
bes soru bulunmaktadir.

Uciincii boliimde, bagimli ve bagimsiz degiskenlere yonelik veri toplamak
amaci ile bes ayr1 6lgek bulunmaktadir:

Bilgi Paylasimi1 Olgegi: Bu 6lgekte kurumda bilgi paylasimmin mevcudiyeti
ve etkinligi konusunda, 5-dereceli (1= Hig¢ katilmiyorum, 5= Tamamen katiliyorum)
bes adet madde bulunmaktadir. Haser ve Kondake1 (2011) tarafindan gelistirilmis ve
gecerlik-giivenirlik incelemesi yapilmis olan dlgegin gecerligine ilave kanit olmasi
amaci ile bu calismada dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilmistir.

Is Doyumu Olgegi: Orijinali Hulpia ve De Vos (2009) tarafindan gelistirilen
Olcegin Tiirkce adaptasyonu Haser ve Kondak¢i (2011) tarafindan yapilmstir.
Katilimeilarin iglerine yonelik doyum durumlart hakkinda, 5-dereceli (1= Hig
katilmiyorum, 5= Tamamen katiliyorum) altt madde bulunmaktadir. Haser ve
Kondaker (2011) tarafindan gecerlik-gilivenirlik incelemesi yapilmis olan 6lcegin
gegerligine ilave kanit olmasi amact ile bu calismada dogrulayici faktor analizi
yapilmistir.

Kurumsal Toplumsallasma Olgegi: Orijinali Haueter, Macan ve Winter
(2003) tarafindan gelistirilen Yenigelen Toplumsallasma Olgeginin bu ¢alisma
kapsaminda Tiirkce adaptasyonu yapilmistir. Yazarlar bu 06lcegi gelistirirken
ogrenme, dahil olma ve asimilasyon gibi kurumsal toplumsallagmanin direk
sonuclarin1  dlgmeyi hedeflemislerdir. Olgekteki ii¢ boyut; kuruma yonelik
toplumsallasma,  boliime  yonelik  toplumsallasma ve  goreve  yonelik
toplumsallagsmadir. Orijinalinde toplam 35 madde bulunan 6lgek, kiiltiirel agidan
eksik oldugu diistiniilen maddelerin ilave edilmesi ile Tiirk¢e adaptasyonunda 47
madde igermektedir. Katilmecilarin  kurum, bolim ve goreve yonelik
toplumsallagmalar1 7-dereceli (1= Hi¢ katilmiyorum, 7= Tamamen Kkatiliyorum)
maddeler ile dlgiilmektedir. Olgegin adaptasyonu yapilirken gegerlik ve giivenirlik

konusunda 6zen gosterilmis, toplumsallagsma olgeklerine yonelik alanyazin taramasi
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yapilmis, teoriler incelenmis ve Tiirk¢e cevirisi ve geri-cevirisi yapilirken alanda
uzman kisilerden yardim ve goriis alinmistir.

Pilot ¢alisma siirecinde yapilan agiklayici faktor analizi bulgulari orijinal
Olgekteki boyutlarla Ortlismemistir.  Ancak; ana ¢alisma kapsaminda yapilan
dogrulayic1 faktor analizi bulgular, orijinal O6l¢ekteki boyutlara uygunluk
gostermistir.

Kurumsal Baglilik Olgegi: Orijinali Meyer, Allen ve Smith (1993) tarafindan
gelistirilen Olgek; kuruma bagliligin duygusal, normatif ve devamlilik baglilig
boyutlarini igeren 24 maddeden olusmaktadir. Bu calismada, dlgegin Wasti (1999)
tarafindan yapilan Tiirk¢e adaptasyonu kullanilmistir. Kiiltiir agisindan eksik oldugu
diistiniilen maddelerin ilave edilmesi ile 6l¢egin Tiirk¢e adaptasyonu 33 maddeden
olugmaktadir. Katilimeilar, her bir maddenin kendilerine ne derece uygun oldugunu
7-dereceli (1= Hi¢ katilmiyorum, 7= Tamamen katiliyorum) olarak
degerlendirmektedir. Wasti (1999) tarafindan gegerlik ve giivenirlik incelemesi
yapilmis olan oOl¢egin gecerligine ilave kanit olmasi amaci ile bu caligmada
dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilmistir.

Ogretmen Ozyeterlik Olgegi: Orijinali Tschannen-Moran ve Woolfolk-Hoy
(2001) tarafindan gelistirilen Olgek; Ogretmen Ozyeterliginin, Ggrencinin ilgisini
cekme, etkin ders anlatim yontemleri ve siifi kontrol altinda tutma boyutlarini
iceren 24 maddeden olusmaktadir. Bu ¢alismada; Tiirk¢e adaptasyonu ve gecerlik-
giivenirlik incelemeleri Capa, Cakiroglu ve Sakarya (2005) tarafindan yapilan 6lgek
kullanilmigtir. Tiirkge adaptasyonu da 24 maddeden olusan Slgekte, katilimcilardan
her bir maddenin kendilerine ne derece uygun oldugunu 9-dereceli (1= Yetersiz, 9=
Cok yeterli) olarak degerlendirmeleri istenmektedir. Bu ¢alismada, &lgegin

gecerligine ilave kanit olmasi amaci ile dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilmigtir.

Temel Bulgular:

Oncelikle; pilot calismada yapilan kurumsal toplumsallasma 6lgeginin
aciklayicr faktor analizi sonuglarinin, orijinal dlgekteki yapi ile uyumlu olmamast ile
ilgili iki goriis ortaya c¢ikmaktadir. Birincisi, okutmanlar calistiklar1 {iniversite ve
boliim arasinda bir ayirim yapmamakta ve her iki olguyu ayni gérmektedir. Hazirlik
okullarinda gérev yapan okutmanlarin, tiniversitenin diger boliimlerinde gorev yapan

akademik personele kiyasla farkli konumlar1 vardir. Okutmanlarin; akademik tinvan
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olanag: ve kaygilar1 yoktur, dolayisiyla arastirma ve yayin ile ilgilenmemektedirler.
Bunun sonucu olarak, kendilerini iiniversitedeki rekabet¢i akademik ortamda
gormemektedirler. Diger bir acgiklama ise; Chao, O’Leary-Kelly, Wolf, Klein ve
Gardner (1994) tarafindan gelistirilmis olan kurumsal toplumsallasma Olgegi -
toplumsallasmanin 6zgiil igerik boyutlar1 birbirinden bagimsiz olarak tanimladig
icin - daha gegerli bir Olgcek olabilir. Ciinkii; pilot ¢alismada agiklayicit faktor
analizinde elde edilen boyutlari tanimlamak, Chao ve arkadaslar1 tarafindan
tanimlanan boyutlara benzer ¢ikmaistir.

Ana c¢alismanin amaci; universitelerin hazirlik okullarinda gorev yapan
okutmanlarin kurum, bolim ve gorev diizeyindeki toplumsallasmalarini yordayan
bireysel ve kurumsal diizeydeki faktorleri belirlemektir.

Ise yonelik egitim igin betimsel istatistik sonuglarina gore, hizmet-dncesi
egitim alan okutmanlarin % 66.7’si aldiklar1 egitimden memnunken, % 10.2’si
memnun degildi. Hizmet-i¢i egitim alanlarin % 56’s1 aldiklar1 egitimden
memnunken, % 11.8’1 memnun degildi. Mentoér destegi alan okutmanlarin % 76’s1
memnuniyetini belirtirken, % 10’u memnun degildi. Genelde egitim alanlarin 6nemli
bir kismi ise yonelik egitimden memnun olduklarimi ifade etmistir. Ise yonelik
egitim, ise baslama siirecinde rahat bir uyum siireci ifade ettigi i¢in bu bulgu
alanyazindaki diger calsmalarla tutarlidir. Ornegin, Saks (1995) yenigelenlerin
hizmet-6ncesi egitim 6zyeterlik diizeylerine bakilmaksizin egitimin 6nemli oldugunu
tespit etmistir. Diger bir caligmada ise Louis ve digerleri (1983), egitim
programlarinin yenigelenlerin olumlu tutumlari ile yakindan iligkili oldugu sonucuna
varmistir. Benzer sekilde Allen, McManus ve Russell (1999) tarafindan yapilan
caligmada, mentor desteginin kurumsal toplumsallasma ile olumlu iligkili oldugunu
tespit edilmistir. ise yonelik egitimin kurumsal toplumsallasma ile olumlu iliskisine
ragmen, daha diisiik oranda olsa da bazi okutmanlarin memnuniyetsizliklerini
belirtmelerinin  nedeni egitim programlarinin 6zyeterlik diizeylerinin dikkate
alinmadan her birey igin benzer sekilde diizenlenmesinden kaynaklanabilir.
Alanyazinda, 6zyeterlik diizeyi diislik olanlar i¢in yararl olan egitim programlarinin
ozyeterlik diizeyi yiiksek olanlar agisindan ayni Olglide verimli olmadigi tespit
edilmistir (Gist ve digerleri, 1991).

Hizmet-i¢i egitim ve mentorlik desteginden memnun olan okutmanlarin

yiizdesinin hizmet-6ncesi egitim alanlarin yiizdesinden diisiik olmasinin nedeni,
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hizmet-Oncesi egitimin yenigelenlere yonelik olmasi ve deneyimsiz yenigelenlerin
ise bagliliklarinin daha yiiksek olmasindan kaynaklanabilir. Ayrica, deneyimli
okutmanlar hizmet-i¢i egitime katilmalarinin kendilerini meslekleri agisindan
zenginlestirmeyecegine inaniyor olabilirler. Benzer sekilde, Hupia, Devos ve Van
Keer (2010) ve Reyes (1992) deneyimli olan Ogretmenlerin ise bagliliklarinin,
deneyimsiz 6gretmenlere kiyasla daha diisiik oldugunu tespit etmislerdir.

Calisma kosullarina yonelik betimsel istatistik sonuglarina gére okutmanlar
calisma kosullarindan orta diizeyde (Mcungma kosuiian = 2.86) memnundur. Bilgi
paylasimi 6lgegi igin ortalamanin (Mgiigi payiasim: = 3.71) yiiksek olmasi, okutmanlarin
kurumlarindaki  bilgi paylasimindan memnun olduklarim1  gostermektedir.
Universiteler dogasi nedeniyle bilgi paylasimmi destekleyen ve bilgiyi yayan
kurumlardir. Ayrica, diger egitim kurumlarina kiyasla, iiniversite ortaminda
akademisyenlerin karar verme siirecine dahil edilmesine daha fazla 6nem verilmesi
ve dolayisiyla bilgilendirilmesi, ayrica tiniversite i¢inde elektronik posta listelerinin
bilgilendirme amaci ile yaygm olarak kullanilmasi, bu konuda memnuniyet
seviyesinin yliksek olmasini agiklayabilir.

Sasirtict olarak, is doyumu 6lgeginin ortalamasi (Mj; poyumu = 4.09) calisma
kosullar1 ve bilgi paylasimi ortalamalarindan oldukga yiiksek c¢ikmistir. Calisma
kosullar1 ve bilgi paylasimina yonelik memnuniyet daha diisiik seviyede iken is
doyumunun yiiksek olmasi, baska etkenlerin de bu siiregte etkili olmasi ile
aciklanabilir. Universitede calistyor olmanin sagladig1 prestijli statii ve 6gretmenligin
saygin bir meslek olarak goriilmesi is doyumunu arttiran etkenler olabilir.
Alanyazinda bu konuda benzer sonuglar elde edilmistir. Ornegin, Kok (2006)
Pamukkale Universitesinde c¢alisan akademisyenlerin is doyumu ve kurumsal
bagliliklara yonelik yaptigi calismada, akademisyenlerin % 73’linlin mesleklerinin
toplumda saygmm bir kisilik kazandirdigini diisiindiiklerini - belirtmistir.  Ayni
calismada, akademisyenlerin % 75’inin islerinden gurur duydugu ve % 83’liniin
isinden memnun oldugu sonucuna varilmistir.

Kurumsal toplumsallasma betimsel istatistik sonuglarina gore en yiiksek
diizeyde toplumsallasma; goreve (Masrev roptumsatiasmass = 6.13), ardindan boliime
(MGsrev Toptumsatiasmas: = 5.64) ve ardindan  kuruma (Mkurum roplumsatiasmasi = 5.33)
yoneliktir. Gorevlerinin - dogast nedeniyle okutmanlarin 6nceligi, arastirma

yapmaktan ziyade basarili bir O6gretmen olmaktir. Ayrica, arastirma-yayin
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yapmalarinin beklenmemesi ve akademik iinvan olanaklarinin olmamasi nedeniyle
okutmanlarin akademik ortamda negatif ayrimcilik yasadiklar1 inanci da bu siiregte
etkili olabilir.

Kurumsal baglilik betimleyici istatistik sonuclarina gore, kuruma bagliligin
duygusal baglilik boyutu en yiiksek (4.98) ve devamlilik bagliligi boyutu en diisiik
ortalamaya (4.03) sahiptir. Duygusal baglilik boyutunun ortalamasinin yiiksek olmasi
is doyumunun yiiksek olmasi ile agiklanabilir. Dolayisiyla; okutmanlar baska
secenekleri olmadigindan degil, gurur duyduklari i¢in bulunduklart kurumda
calismaktadirlar.

Ogretmen ozyeterlik betimleyici istatistik sonuglarina gore, okutmanlar
ozyeterliklerini olduk¢a yiiksek olarak degerlendirmektedir. Ozyeterligin smifi
kontrol altinda tutma boyutu 7.56 ile en yiiksek ortalamaya sahipken, 6grencinin
ilgisini ¢ekme boyutu 6.93 ile en diisiik ortalamaya sahiptir. Sinifi kontrol altinda
tutma boyutunun en yiiksek ortalamaya sahip olmasi, iiniversite Ogrencilerinin
ortaokul ve lise Ogrencilerine kiyasla daha olgun olmasi ile agiklanabilir. Benzer
sekilde, tiniversitede 6grenim ortaminin daha 6zerk olmasi, 6grencinin ilgisini cekme
boyutunun ortalamasinin diisiik olmasini agiklayabilir.

Korelasyon analizinin sonuglarina goére, toplumsallasmayr yordayan
degiskenler arasinda ve yordayici degiskenler ile bagimli degiskenler arasinda birkag
istisna digsinda anlamli bir iliski vardir. Devamlilik bagliliginin  bilgi paylasimi, is
doyumu, gorev toplumsallagmasi ve 6zyeterligin simifi kontrol altinda tutma boyutu
arasindaki korelasyon anlamli degildir. Anlamli olmayan korelasyonlarin hepsi
kurumsal bagliligin devamlilik boyutunu igerdigi i¢in, kurumsal baglilik 6l¢eginin
devamlilik bagliligr boyutundaki maddeler sorunlu olabilir. S6z konusu 6l¢egin bu
boyutundaki maddeler genellikle, daha iyi bir secenek olmadigi i¢in bu kurumda
calismak zorunlulugu yoniinde bedbin tavirli ifadeler igermektedir. Degiskenler
iliskili ancak farkli boyutlar1 6l¢tiigii icin, beklendigi sekilde degiskenler arasinda
orta seviyede anlamli korelasyon gozlemlenmistir.

Bagimli ve bagimsiz degiskenler arasindaki iliskiyi incelemek i¢in ii¢ ayr
hiyerarsik regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Bagimli degiskenler kurum, boliim ve gorev
diizeyinde toplumsallasmadir. Hiyerarsik regresyon analizi sonuglarina gore, bagimli
iic degiskeni yordamak i¢in model uygundur. Kurum diizeyinde toplumsallasma

bagimli degisken olarak ele alindiginda, birinci kademe degiskenleri olan {iniversite
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tipi, akademik derece, 6gretmenlik deneyimi ve su anki kurumda calisma siiresi
dikkate alininca regresyon modeli anlamlidir:

R’= .024, AF (4,538) = 3.303. Universite tipi kurum diizeyinde tolumsallasmay1
onemli olgiide yordamaktadir. Ikinci kademede, ise yonelik egitim degiskenleri
dikkate alininca regresyon modeli anlamlidir: R’*= .047, AF (3,535) = 4.234 ve
mentor destegi kurum diizeyinde toplumsallasmay1 6nemli Slgiide yordamaktadir.
Ucgiincii kademede maas, 6zliik haklari, sosyal, saglik ve spor olanaklarini igeren
caligma kosullarina iligskin degiskenleri dikkate alinca, regresyon modeli anlamlidir:
R*> = 116, AF (5530)= 8.316. Maas ve ozlik haklari kurum diizeyinde
toplumsallagsmay1 6nemli 6lgiide yordamaktadir. Dordiincii kademede bilgi paylasimi
degiskeni dikkate alininca, regresyon modeli anlamhdir; R? = .267, AF (1,529) =
108.776 ve kurum diizeyinde toplumsallagmay1 en 6nemli 6l¢iide yordayan degisken,
bilgi paylagimidir. Besinci asamada is doyumu degiskeni dikkate alininca regresyon
modeli anlamlidir: R?= .291, AF (1,528) = 18.054 ve is doyumu kurum diizeyinde
toplumsallagsmay1 énemli dlgiide yordamaktadir. Altinct agsamada kurumsal baglilik
degiskenleri dikkate alininca, regresyon modeli anlamlidir: R?= .305, AF (3,525) =
3.605 ve duygusal baglilik kurum diizeyinde toplumsallasmayr onemli o6lgiide
yordamaktadir. Yedinci kademede 6zyeterlik degiskenleri dikkate alininca, regresyon
modeli anlamlidir: R? = .359, AF (3,522) = 14.512 ve etkin ders anlatim
yontemlerine yonelik 6zyeterlik, kurum diizeyinde toplumsallasmay1 énemli lgiide
yordamaktadir.

Bolim diizeyinde toplumsallasma bagimli degisken olarak ele alininca,
birinci kademe degiskenleri olan {niversite tipi, akademik derece, Ogretmenlik
deneyimi ve su anki kurumda calisma siiresi dikkate alininca, regresyon modeli
anlamhdir: R? = .008, AF (4,522) = 1.010.

Bu kademedeki degiskenler boliim diizeyinde toplumsallagmayir onemli derecede
yordamamaktadir. Ikinci kademede ise yonelik egitim degiskenleri dikkate alininca,
regresyon modeli anlamlidir: R? = .059, AF (3,519) = 9.346 ve hizmet ncesi,
hizmet-igi, mentér destegi boliim diizeyinde toplumsallasmay1r onemli oOlgiide
yordamaktadir. Uciincii kademede maas, ozliik haklari, sosyal, saglik ve spor
olanaklarini iceren galigma kosullarina iligkin degiskenleri dikkate alinca, regresyon
modeli anlamlidir: R*= 168, AF (5,514) = 13.494. Ozliik haklar ve sosyal olanaklar

boliim diizeyinde toplumsallasmayr onemli o6l¢lide yordamaktadir. Dordiincii
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kademede bilgi paylasimi degiskeni dikkate alininca, regresyon modeli anlamlidir:
R® = .377, AF (1,513) = 172.659 ve béliim diizeyinde toplumsallasmay1 en énemli
oOlgiide yordayan degisken bilgi paylagimidir. Besinci asamada is doyumu degiskeni
dikkate alininca regresyon modeli anlamlidir: R? = 416, AF (1,512) = 34.066 ve is
doyumu boliim diizeyinde toplumsallasmay1 6nemli 6l¢iide yordamaktadir. Altinci
asamada kurumsal baglilik degiskenleri dikkate alininca, regresyon modeli
anlamlidir: R? = .460, AF (3,509) = 13.893 ve duygusal baglilik boliim diizeyinde
toplumsallasmay1r Onemli Olglide yordamaktadir. Yedinci kademede Ozyeterlik
degiskenleri dikkate alininca regresyon modeli anlamlidir: R® = 527, AF (3,506) =
23.924; etkin ders anlatim yontemlerine yonelik Ozyeterlik ve smifi kontrol altinda
tutmaya yonelik ozyeterlik, bolim diizeyinde toplumsallasmayr Onemli o&lglide
yordamaktadir.

Gorev diizeyinde toplumsallasma bagimli degisken olarak ele alindiginda;
birinci kademe degiskenleri olan {iniversite tipi, akademik derece, Ogretmenlik
deneyimi ve su anki kurumda calisma siiresi dikkate alininca, regresyon modeli
6nemli goriilmemektedir: R? = .011, AF (4,536) = 1.555, ancak iiniversite tipi
degiskeni goreve yonelik toplumsallasmayr énemli derecede yordamaktadir. Ikinci
kademede ise yonelik egitim degiskenleri dikkate alininca, regresyon modeli
anlamhdir: R? = .042, AF (3,533) = 5.707; hizmet Oncesi, hizmet-i¢i egitim gorev
diizeyinde toplumsallasmay1 énemli dlgiide yordamaktadir. Ugiincii kademede maas,
ozliikk haklari, sosyal, saglik ve spor olanaklarini iceren ¢alisma kosullarina iliskin
degiskenleri dikkate alinca, regresyon modeli anlamlidir: R? = .091, AF (5,528) =
5.701. Kurumdaki spor olanaklar1 gorev diizeyinde toplumsallagsmay1 6nemli olgiide
yordamaktadir. Dordiincii kademede bilgi paylasimi degiskeni dikkate alininca,
regresyon modeli anlamlidir: R® = 242, AF (1,527) = 104.590 ve gorev diizeyinde
toplumsallagsmay1 en onemli 6lgiide yordayan degisken bilgi paylasimidir. Besinci
asamada is doyumu degiskeni dikkate alininca regresyon modeli anlamlidir: R? =
261, AF (1,526) = 13.429 ve is doyumu boliim diizeyinde toplumsallagsmay1 énemli
Olglide yordamaktadir. Altinct agamada kurumsal baghlik degiskenleri dikkate
alininca, regresyon modeli anlamlhidir: R® = 278, AF (3,523) = 4.202; duygusal
baglilik ve normatif baglilik gorev diizeyinde toplumsallagmayr onemli olgiide
yordamaktadir. Yedinci kademede 6zyeterlik degiskenleri dikkate alininca, regresyon

modeli anlamlidir: R? = 444, AF (3,520) = 51.557; etkin ders anlatim yontemlerine
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yonelik 6zyeterlik ve smifi kontrol altinda tutmaya yonelik 6zyeterlik bolim
diizeyinde toplumsallasmay1 onemli olgiide yordamaktadir. Ogrencinin derse
katilimini saglamaya yonelik 6zyeterlik, boliim diizeyinde toplumsallasmay1 6nemli
ancak ters yonde yordamaktadir.

Devlet veya vakif lniversitesi olarak {iniversite tipi degiskeni, kuruma ve
goreve toplumsallagmayr Onemli Olgiide yordarken, bdliime toplumsallasmay1
yordamamaktadir. Universite tipi degiskeninin kurumsal toplumsallagmay1
yordamaktaki onemi gdyle aciklanabilir: Devlet tiniversitelerinde stajyer okutmanin
bir yillik staj siiresi basariyla tamamlandiktan sonra, ciddi bir disiplin sugu
olmadikga isten cikarilma s6z konusu degildir. Ancak, vakif iiniversitelerinde is
sozlesmesi performansa bagli olarak her yil yenilenmektedir. Dolayisiyla, vakif
iiniversitelerinde is siirekliligi garantisi daha diisiiktiir. Diger taraftan, akademik
derece, Ogretmenlik deneyimi ve kurumda calisma siiresi her {i¢ boyutdaki
toplumsallasmay1 yordamamaktadir. Alanyazinda bu degiskenlerin etkisi hakkinda
farklh goriigler vardir. Bazi arastirmalar devlet memurlarinin 6zel sektér memurlarina
gore daha diisik kurumsal baglilik sergiledigi sonucuna varmistir (Flynn ve
Tannenbaum, 1993; Moon, 2000; Zeffane, 1994). Ancak, baz1 diger ¢alismalar tam
tersi sonuca varmiglar (Balfour ve Wechsler, 1990) veya hi¢ fark bulmamislardir
(Steinhaus ve Perry, 1996).

Ise yonelik egitimle ilgili degiskenlerle ilgili olarak, hizmet-6ncesi, hizmet-igi
ve mentor destegi kurum toplumsallagsmasinda varyansm % 5’ini, bolim
toplumsallagsmasinda varyansin % 6’sin1 ve gorev toplumsallasmasinda varyansin %
4’tinli  aciklamaktadir. Bu bulgular alanyazindaki diger calisma sonuglart ile
tutarlidir. Ornegin; Bauer ve digerleri (2007) ve Saks ve digerleri (2007) kurumsal
toplumsallasma degiskenlerinin arasindaki iliskiyi inceledikleri iki ayr1 meta
analizde, yenigelenlerin toplumsallasma siirecinde hangi yontemle bilgi
edindiklerinin is doyumuna ydnelik énemli etkisi oldugu sonucuna varmislardir. Ise
baglama siirecinde hangi yontemle bilgi edinildiginin, yenigelenlere verilen ise
yonelik egitimi igerdigi anlamina gelmesi dogru bir yarg: olacaktir. S6z konusu her
iki meta analizde, ise yonelik egitim ve mentor desteginin; is doyumu, kurumsal
baglilik ve ise devamlilikta en gii¢lii yordayicilar oldugu sonucuna varilmistir. Bu
calisma sonuglari, mentér destegi almanin kurum ve bdliim toplumsallagsmasini

onemli derecede yordadigini gostermektedir. Bu bulgu, Allen ve digerlerinin (1999)
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mentdr desteginin yenigelenlerin basarili toplumsallasmalarina katkis1 oldugu
bulgusu ile uyumludur. Chao ve digerlerinin (1992) mentér destegi ve
toplumsallasmanin performans yeterligi boyutu arasinda anlamli bir iliski
bulmamasina ragmen, Allen ve digerleri (1999) psikolojik-sosyal mentdr desteginin
yenigelenlerin is performansini arttirdigi sonucuna varmislardir. Ayni c¢alismada,
mentorlerin yenigelenlerin etkin ve iiretken bir grup iliyesi olmalarina katkis1 oldugu
onerilmektedir. Diger bir arastirmada, Ostroff ve Kozlowski (1992) mentor
desteginin kurumsal alanda toplumsallagsmay1 kolaylastirdigi sonucuna varmislardir.
Mentor destegi ve toplumsallasma arasindaki iliskiye yonelik diger bir ¢alismada,
Cawyer, Simonds ve Davis (2002) mentorliik iligskisinin toplumsallasmaya olanak
sagladigimi tespit etmislerdir. Diger taraftan Louis ve digerleri (1983), diger
toplumsallasma uygulamalarina kiyasla ise yonelik egitimin yenigelenin gelisimine
orta derecede katkisi oldugu sonucuna varmiglardir.

Bu calismada elde edilen bulgulara gore, hizmet-i¢i egitim bdliim ve gorev
toplumsallagsmasint 6nemli derecede yordarken, hizmet-Oncesi egitim, bolim ve
gorev toplumsallasmasini ters yonde anlamli derecede yordamaktadir. Bu kapsamda
ters yonde anlaml iligki icin tek aciklama, okutmanlarin 6zyeterlik diizeyinin ytliksek
olmasidir. Benzer sekilde, Gist ve digerlerinin (1991) mesleki egitim, 6zyeterlik ve
toplumsallasma konusunda yaptiklar1 calismada 6zyeterlik diizeylerine bagl olarak,
yenigelenlerin mesleki egitiminin her birey i¢in esit derecede etkin olmayabilecegi
sonucuna varilmaistir.

Hiyerarsik regresyon modelindeki calisma kosullarina yonelik degiskenler
dikkate alininca, maas ve 6zliik haklarinin kuruma yonelik toplumsallagmay1 6nemli
derecede yordadigi; ancak, maas ve kuruma toplumsallagsma arasinda ters yonde
anlamli bir iliski oldugu goriilmektedir. Ayrica, 6zliikk haklar1 ve kurumun sagladigi
sosyal olanaklar goreve yonelik toplumsallagsmay1 onemli derecede yordamaktadir.
Mali tegviklerin c¢alisanin isine ve kurumuna yonelik motivasyonunu arttirdigi
gergegi; kuruma ve boliime yonelik toplumsallagmayi agiklarken, bu durum maas ve
kuruma yonelik toplumsallagma arasindaki ters yonde anlamli iliski ile
uyusmamaktadir. Bu kapsamda, daha detayli aragtirma yapilmasi gerekmektedir. Bu
caligmadaki katilimcilarin gogunlugu kadinlardan olustugu i¢in, kurumda kres-yuva
hizmeti gibi sosyal olanaklarin bdliime toplumsallasmayr énemli 6lgiide yordadig:

diisiiniilebilir.  Ayrica, kurumdaki spor olanaklarinin  gdreve  yoOnelik
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toplumsallagsmay1 anlamli derecede yordamasi, saglikli ve ding yasam tarzinin yaygin
sekilde benimsenmesi gercegi ile agiklanabilir.

Bu calismada elde edilen sonuglara gore, bilgi paylasimi her {i¢ boyuttaki
toplumsallasma i¢in varyansin en yiiksek yiizdesini agiklamaktadir ve dolayisiyla,
bilgi paylasimi; kuruma, bdliime ve goreve yonelik toplumsallasmayr 6nemli
derecede yordamaktadir. Diger bir deyisle, okutmanlar kurum, boliim ve gorevleri
hakkinda ne kadar ¢ok bilgiye sahip olurlar ise, bu boyutlardaki toplumsallagmalari o
kadar ¢ok artmaktadir. Bu bulgu alanyazindaki diger calismalarla tutarlidir. Ornegin,
toplumsallasmay1 etkileyen faktorler ve sonuglari hakkinda meta-analitik bir
inceleme c¢alismast yapan Bauer ve digerleri (2007) bilgi paylasiminin
toplumsallasmayr 6nemli derecede yordadigini tespit etmistir. Igbal ve digerleri
(2011), Tidwell ve Sias (2005) da bilgi paylasiminin toplumsallagsma ile onemli
iligkisi oldugu sonucuna varmslardir.

Modeldeki is doyumu degiskenini ele alinca, hiyerarsik regresyon analiz
sonuglari is doyumunun her ii¢ boyuttaki toplumsallasmayr 6nemli derecede
yordadigini  gdstermektedir. Is doyumunun zaman iginde degismesi ile ilgili
caligmalarinda Boswell ve digerleri (2009), is doyumunun degisiklik gosterme
deseninin Onceki is deneyimi ve ylikiimliiliikklerin gerceklesmesi ile ilgili oldugu
sonucuna varmis ve toplumsallagsmanin is doyumu agisindan olumlu etkisine dikkat
cekmistir.

Hiyerarsik regresyon modelindeki kurumsal baglilik degiskenleri dikkate
alininca, bu calismadaki bulgular duygusal bagliligin; kuruma, boliime ve goreve
toplumsallasmay1 6nemli derecede yordadigini gostermektedir. Alanyazindaki cesitli
calismalar duygusal baghiligin toplumsallasmanin sonucu oldugunu belirlemesine
ragmen, bu caligmada duygusal bagliigin toplumsallagsmayr 6nemli derecede
yordamas1 bulgusu anlamlidir. Ciinkii, duygusal baghilik O6l¢egindeki maddeler
bireyin kendini kurumla 6zdeslestirmesi derecesini 6l¢mektedir. Duygusal baglilig
yiiksek olan okutmanlarin; kurum, bolim ve gorev hakkinda bilgi edinme
motivasyonunun yiiksek olacagi ve bdylece toplumsallasma diizeyinin artacag
diistiniilmektedir.

Bu c¢alisgma sonuglarina gore, normatif baglillk goreve yonelik
toplumsallasmayi ters yonde énemli yordamaktadir. Cladwell, Chatman ve O’Reilly

(1990) giiglii bir kiiltiir etkisi olan kurumlarda normatif bagliligin yiiksek oldugu
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sonucuna varmistir. Diger kurumlara kiyasla, tiniversiteler daha liberal calisma
ortami sundugu i¢in kiiltiirtin empoze edilmemesi normatif baglilikla toplumsallasma
arasindaki ters yonlil iliskiyi a¢iklayabilir.

Hiyerarsik regresyon modelindeki 6zyeterlik degiskeni dikkate alininca, etkin
ders anlatim yontemleri ve siifi kontrol altinda tutma boyutlarina iliskin 6zyeterlik,
goreve yonelik toplumsallasmay1 dnemli derecede yordamaktadir. Ogrencinin ilgisini
cekmeye iliskin Ozyeterlik goreve yonelik toplumsallagmayr ters yonde Onemli
derecede yordamaktadir. Olgekte bu boyuttaki 6zyeterlige iliskin maddeler, 6grenciyi
motive etmek gibi pedagojik becerilere iliskindir. Goreve yonelik toplumsallagsma ile
ters dogrultuda iligski olmasinin agiklamasi, 6grencinin otonom olmasinin beklendigi
Uiniversite ortaminda, okutmanlarin Onceliginin bu yondeki o6zyeterliklerinin
olmamasi olabilir. Ancak, bu bulguya aciklik kazandirmak icin daha detayl
arastirma yapilmasi uygun olur.

Etkin ders anlatim yontemleri ve smifi kontrol altinda tutma boyutlarina
yonelik 6zyeterlik, boliim toplumsallagsmasini 6nemli derecede yordamaktadir. Etkin
ders anlatim yontemleri boyutuna iligkin 6zyeterlik ise kurum toplumsallagsmasini
onemli derecede yordamaktadir. Bu bulgular alanyazindaki diger ¢alisma sonuglari
ile uyumludur. Ornegin, Bauer ve digerleri (2007) 6zyeterligin toplumsallasma
uygulamalar1 ve performans arasinda mediator rolii oldugu sonucuna varmislardir.
Ayni c¢aligmada; yeni gelenlerin 6zyeterlikleri yiiksek ise, yeni rolleri hakkinda
kendilerine belli bir cerceve c¢izilmis olsa bile, rollerini kendilerinin belirledigi
sonucuna varilmistir. Bu sonugtan yola ¢ikarak, 6zyeterligi yiikksek olanlarin kuruma
ve boliime yonelik toplumsallagsmalarin daha kolay ve yiiksek olacag: diisiiniilebilir.

Toplumsallagsma siirecinin karmasikligi, bu stireci etkileyen faktorlerin detayl
incelenmesini olumsuz etkilemektedir ve bu alanda yapilan galigmalarin ¢ogu siireci
etkileyen bireysel diizeydeki degiskenlere odaklanmistir (Haser ve Kondake1, 2011).
Bu calismada toplumsallasmay1 etkileyen kurum ve birey diizeyindeki degiskenler
birlikte ele alinmistir. Kurumsal diizeydeki faktorlerden; bilgi paylasimi ve ise
yonelik egitim ile bireysel diizeydeki faktorler arasinda is doyumu, toplumsallagsmay1

en giiclii yordayan degiskenlerdir.
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Degerlendirme, Sonuc ve Oneriler:

Universitede gdrev yapan dgretim elemanlarinin toplumsallasmasi, kurum ve
birey diizeyinde degiskenlerden etkilenen dinamik ve karmasik bir siire¢ oldugu i¢in
Ozenli bir sekilde ele alinmalidir. Bu c¢aligmada okutmanlarin toplumsallagsmasini
belirleyen degiskenlere yonelik ampirik kanit elde edilmistir.

Uygulama agisindan ele alininca ¢alisma sonuglarina gore; kurumsal
diizeydeki faktorler arasinda hazirlik okullarinda gérev yapan okutmanlarin kuruma,
bolime ve goreve toplumsallagsmalarini en giigli yordayan degisken, bilgi
paylasimidir. Bireysel diizeydeki faktorler arasinda ise; is doyumu, kuruma ve
boliime toplumsallasmayr en giiglii yordayan degiskendir. Etkin ders anlatim
yontemlerine yonelik Ozyeterlik, goreve toplumsallasmay1r yordayan en giiglii
degiskendir. Dolayisiyla, hem kurum, hem bdliim icinde bilgi paylasimi
desteklenmeli ve yayginlastirilmalidir. Ayrica, okutmanlarin is doyumunu arttirmak
amacma yonelik uygulamalar yapilmali ki, okutmanlarin her boyutda etkin
toplumsallagmasi saglanarak, ¢aligma ortamlarinda daha fazla verimlilik gostermeleri
saglanabilsin (Kramer, 2010; Schein, 1985).

Okutmanlarin kendilerini 6gretmen olarak daha yeterli, becerikli ve bilgili
gormeleri i¢in uygun egitim programlari diizenlenerek, etkin ders anlatim
yontemlerine yonelik Ozyeterlikleri arttirilmalidir. Hizmet-Oncesi, hizmet-i¢i veya
mentor destegi seklindeki ise yonelik egitim toplumsallasmanin her ii¢ boyutunu da
onemli derecede yordamaktadir. Ancak, egitim programlari diizenlenirken, bireylerin
ozyeterlik diizeyleri dikkate alinmali ve farkli egitim programlari uygulanmalidir
(Gist ve digerleri 1991). Kurumsal bagliligin duygusal baglilik boyutu kurumsal
toplumsallagsmay1 6nemli Olgiide yordadigr icin, bu boyuta olumlu katkis1 olacak
sekilde yonetim ve liderlik yaklagimlari uygulanmalidir.

Okutmanlarn =~ kuruma  toplumsallagmalari, bolim  ve gorev
toplumsallagsmalarina kiyasla daha az oldugu i¢in; okutmanlarin boliim disi,
iniversite i¢cindeki etkinlik ve paylasimlara katilimlari i¢in olanak yaratilmalidir ki,
okutmanlarin kuruma uzak durmalar1 engellenebilsin. Mali boyutu olmayan
tesviklerin toplumsallasmaya olumlu katkis1i nedeniyle, okutmanlarin caligmalar
farkli yontemlerle onurlandirilmali, tiniversite ortaminda ¢alismanin ve 6gretmenlik

mesleginin sayginligi on plana ¢ikarilmalidir. Boliim baskanlar1 ve iiniversitenin
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ilgili boliimleri; bu Onerileri dikkate alarak okutman alimi ve egitimi ile ilgili

program ve politikalarin1 gozden gegirebilirler.

Calismamin Simirhhiklar::

Bu calismanin simirhiliklarindan ilki, verilerinin kiimeleme yontemi ile
toplanmis olmasidir. Kiimeleme yontemi nedeniyle dis gecerlik azaldigr igin,
sonuglar Tirkiye’deki tiiniversitelerin hazirlik okullarinda goérev yapan tim
okutmanlari temsil etmemektedir.

Calismanin diger bir siirlilii ise, verinin 16 farkli {niversitede, farkli
fiziksel kosullar ortaminda toplanmis olmasidir. Dolayisiyla, lokasyon calisma i¢in i¢
gecerlik hatasi yaratabilir. Caligmadaki katilimcilarin yaslarinin 21 ila 66 arasinda
degismesi, ve 0gretmenlik deneyimlerinin 6 ay ile 43 yil arasinda degismesi de ayri
bir i¢ gecerlik hatasi olusturabilir. Ancak, yas ve deneyim siiresindeki bu farkliliga
ragmen, tiim katilimcilarin hazirlik okullarinda gorev yapan okutmanlardan olugmasi
nedeniyle 6rneklem homojen bir grup olusturmaktadir ki, bu da i¢ gecerlik hatasi
yaratabilir.

Calismanin bir diger kisitlhiligi, elde edilen verilerin sadece kisisel beyana
dayanmasidir. Bu durum birinci tip hatayr ve katilimcilarin sosyal begenirlik
yoniinde cevap vermesi olasiligini arttirabilir. Ayrica, bagimli ve bagimsiz
degiskenlere iliskin verilerin ayn1 zaman diliminde toplanmis olmas1 da birinci tip
hatay arttirabilir.

Calismanin son kisithligi ise, katilimcilar tarafindan 6l¢ek cevaplanirken

arastirmacinin ortamda bulunmamis olmasidir.

Ileriye Yonelik Oneriler:

Bu ¢aligmanin siirliliklarin1 dikkate alarak, ileriye yonelik oneriler asagidaki
sekildedir:

Oncelikle, bu ¢alisma verileri Tiirkiye’de dort sehir ve KKTC’de bir sehirde
yerlesik {iniversitelerden toplanmistir. ileride yapilmas: diisiiniilen ¢alismalarda veri,
Tiirkiye’deki dogu ve kuzey bolgelerindeki tiniversiteleri de kapsayacak sekilde daha
genis bir cografi alandan derlenebilir ve bdylece toplumsallasmanin yordayicilar

hakkinda daha derinlemesine bilgi elde edilebilir.
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Bu ¢alisma nicel bir arastirma olarak tasarlanmistir. Ancak, toplumsallagsmay1
yordayan degiskenleri daha detayli incelemek i¢in nicel arastirma sonuglarinin nitel
aragtirma ile desteklenmesi yararli olacaktir.

Bu ¢alisma da kurumsal toplumsallasmay1 yordayan, ¢esitli kurum ve birey
diizeyinde degiskenler ele alinmasina ragmen, diger farkli degiskenlerin de
toplumsallagsmaya etkisi olabilir ve bunlarin da farkli bir ¢calismada ele alinmasi
onemli olacaktir; drnegin, iiniversitede 6gretim dilinin Ingilizce veya Tiirkge olmasi,
okutmanlarin siiflarinin bir 6gretim yili i¢inde hangi siklikla degistigi gibi.

Bu c¢alismada bireysel ve kurumsal dilizeydeki c¢esitli degiskenlerin
kurumsallagsmay1 yordamasi incelenmistir. Degiskenler arasindaki sebep-sonug
iliskisini agiklamak amaci ile yol analizi yapilmasi daha agiklayici sonuglar elde
edilmesini saglayacaktir.

Son olarak, Tirkce adaptasyonu yapilan Kurumsal Toplumsallagsma
Olgeginin gecerligini saglamak amaci ile, farkli populasyonlardan toplanan veri ile
ilave caligmalar yapilmasi onemli olacaktir. Ayrica, kurumsal toplumsallasmanin
kendine 0Ozgii icerik alanlarinin birbirinden bagimsiz olarak ol¢tldigi farkl

toplumsallasma 6lgekleri kullanilarak benzeri ¢alismalar yapilmasi faydali olacaktir.
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