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ABSTRACT

UNCOVERING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STUDENT ENGAGEMENT
AND ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE IN A PUBLIC UNIVERSITY IN TURKEY

Borhan, Ersan
M.S., Department of Educational Sciences

Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Serap Emil

August 2020, 127 pages

Student engagement has become a seminal phenomenon in recent higher education
studies since it is associated with both desirable student outcomes and the quality of
higher education policies and practices. It is defined as the time and energy devoted
by the students to their studies and institutional efforts to create effective educational
environment. Although the literature has given in-depth comprehension about the role
of organizational characteristics in engagement, there has been few studies touching
upon engagement through organizational culture. Therefore, this study aimed to
uncover the relationship between student engagement and organizational culture in
higher education. The sample of the study, where correlational design was employed,
was composed of a total of 429 students enrolled at a public university in Turkey. The
data were collected with the Student Engagement Scale and the Organizational Culture
Assessment Inventory (OCAI). The confirmatory factor analysis performed to the
Turkish version of the OCAI confirmed its three-factor structure, and therefore,
revealed three culture types: adhocratic-clan, market, and hierarchy. The results

showed that there was a significant relationship between student engagement and these
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three culture types. Furthermore, it was found out that engagement was significantly
predicted by adhocratic-clan and market cultures, while it was not the case for the
hierarchy culture. Overall, universities pursuing increased student engagement may
consider such results in their culture building or culture change processes as well as in
implementing engaging activities and guiding the organization to adopt engaging

practices and policies.

Keywords: Student engagement, organizational culture, higher education
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TURKIYE’DEKI BiR DEVLET UNIVERSITESINDE OGRENCI KATILIMI VE
ORGUTSEL KULTUR ARASINDAKI ILISKININ BELIRLENMESI

Borhan, Ersan
Yiiksek Lisans, Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Serap Emil

Agustos 2020, 127 sayfa

Ogrenci katilimi hem istenen 6grenci kazanimlari hem de yiiksekdgretim politika ve
uygulamalarinin kalitesi ile iliskili oldugundan, son yillardaki yiiksekdgretim
calismalarinda énemli bir fenomen haline gelmistir. Ogrenci katilimi, dgrencilerin
caligmalarina ayirdiklar1 zaman ve enerji ve etkili bir egitim ortami yaratmak adina
harcanan kurumsal c¢abalar olarak tanimlanmaktadir. lgili literatiir &rgiitsel
ozelliklerin 6grenci katilimindaki rolii hakkinda kapsamli bilgiler verse de 6grenci
katilimina orgiit kiiltiirii izerinden deginen ¢ok az ¢alisma yapilmistir. Bu nedenle, bu
caligmada yiiksekogretimde Ogrenci katilimi ile oOrgiit kiiltiirii arasindaki iligkinin
ortaya c¢ikarilmasi amaglanmistir. Iliskisel tarama deseninin kullanildigi bu
arastirmanin Orneklemini bir devlet iiniversitesinde kayitli toplam 429 0Ogrenci
olusturmustur. Veriler, Ogrenci Katilmi Olgegi ve Orgiit Kiiltiirii Degerlendirme
Envanteri (OKDE) ile toplanmistir. Bu ¢alismada OKDE'nin Tiirk¢e formuna yapilan
dogrulayici faktor analizi li¢ faktorlii yapisint dogrulamis ve toplamda ti¢ kiiltiir tipi —
yenilik¢i-takim, piyasa ve hiyerarsi — ortaya koymustur. Sonuglar 6grenci katilimi ile
bu ii¢ orglt kiiltiirii tipi arasinda anlamli bir iligski oldugunu goéstermistir. Ayrica,
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ogrenci katiliminin yenilik¢i-takim ve piyasa kiiltiirleri tarafindan anlaml bir sekilde
yordandig1 tespit edilmistir, fakat ayn1 durum hiyerarsi kiiltiirii i¢in gegerli degildir.
Sonug olarak, 6grenci katilimini arttirmay1 hedefleyen {iniversiteler, kiiltiir insa etme
veya degisim siireclerinde oldugu gibi, katilimi tesvik eden faaliyetlerin
uygulanmasinda ve Orgiitin  katillma ydnelik uygulamalar ve politikalar

benimsemesine yol gostermede bu sonuglar1 géz oniinde bulundurabilirler.

Anahtar kelimeler: Ogrenci katilimi, drgiit kiiltiirii, yiiksekdgretim
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter is composed of five parts. The first part presents a background and builds
a brief theoretical framework for the study. The second part provides the purpose of
the study, which is critical to understand what the current study aims to reveal and to
make readers familiarize with the context. In the third part, the research questions are
given together with the relevant hypotheses. The fourth part, the significance of the
study, explains the rationale behind conducting the present study and suggests its
importance and contributions to the literature. Finally, operational definitions of the

concepts discussed in this study are given in part five.

1.1 Background to the Study

The unstoppable desire of human beings to discover what is unknown or strange has
remained as it is and will most probably remain one of the indispensable characteristics
of it. Such a drive used to push people to pursue knowledge and to make sense of the
world and its beyond throughout history. As human beings concluded a fact, they
immediately found themselves in the pursuit of what was still unknown, so, at the end
of the day, there was a relative accumulation of knowledge. Then, accumulated

knowledge had to be conveyed to the next generation.

Education has always been great of importance throughout human history due to the
appreciation of the idea to disseminate knowledge to generations, which led to the birth
of educational institutions, a complementary to the family where the preliminary
education was used to be provided. Hence, the knowledge and experiences that society
had accumulated, especially the teachings of religions which were the preliminary
sources of knowledge of humanity, were able to be passed on to the younger
generations. Early times in human history were the golden age of religious institutions
1



to disseminate religious teachings as the fundamental source of worldly and spiritual
knowledge, but modern educational institutions would replace the religious schools

thanks to scientific discoveries and inventions (Kerr, 1963; Winter-Jensen, 2009).

Improvements in science, technology, and relative economic welfare resulted in the
establishment of more schools focusing on liberal arts and natural sciences, which, in
turn, an increase in schooling among people. Early schooling adopted ‘patriarch,’
‘elitist,” or ‘aristocratic’ characteristics especially in Europe — i.e., the only people or
‘male’ children of such people standing in the class of the rich, clergy, or aristocrats
could attend such schools (Bergquist & Pawlak, 2008). However, thanks to the relative
democratization of societies due to the abolishment of empires and oligarchies, the 20"
century witnessed dissemination of education to the wider milieu of societies, and the
increase in the schooling rates was impressive. Globalization, scientific and
technological developments, and economic welfare have also contributed to such

massification of education (Scott, 1995).

Higher education has also been affected by such a massification process of education
in the modern age. In the world, while the number of students enrolled in higher
education institutions was 30.6 million in 1970, this number increased up to 99.9
million in 2000 and is expected to be 250.8 million in 2020 (Calderon, 2018). In fact,
the term ‘massification’ was used to describe such a remarkable and rapid increase in
the number of students in the third quarter of the 20 century (Scott, 1995). This
process was assumed to be the result of democratization, globalization, and scientific
developments and challenges the traditional elitist concept of university where only a
few ‘selected’ students had the chance to access (Trow, 2000). Not interestingly, the
rate of the rapid change in the enrollment size in the ‘massification period’ seems to
be surpassed by the enrollment rates in the first quarter of the 21 century. On the other
hand, Turkish higher education also experienced and kept up with such a massification
movement in numbers of students and higher education institutions and is still hosting
the increasing number of students. While total number of students were 41,574
between 1974-1981, it increased to about 2 million in 2003 (Giinay & Giinay, 2016).

In 2019, the total number of students enrolled in Turkish HEIs were about 7.5 million.
2



(Yiiksekogretim Bilgi Yonetim Sistemi, 2019). Besides, while there were only 3
universities in Turkey two decades after the proclamation of the Republic, this number
was 18 in the 70s. The establishment of the Council of Higher Education in 1981
resulted in a relative centralization in the governance of and uniformity in access to
public universities. Such a radical change and the related act enforced in the same year,
allowing the establishment of private (foundation) universities, accelerated the
establishment of universities and increased enrollment sizes. Moreover, the
governmental policies to disseminate higher education in each city of Turkey have
resulted a rapid increase in the number of HEIs. Today, there are 129 public and 72

private universities in Turkey (Yiiksekogretim Bilgi Yonetim Sistemi, 2019).

In the massification period, many millions of students enroll in higher education
institutions (HEIs) for diverse purposes. However, what attracts students to spend their
times in HEIs mostly is primarily lies under the notion of “‘upward mobility’ (Bergquist
& Pawlak, 2008), which favors the enrollment in a HEI to obtain degrees and
credentials to join working life to move an upward class against the enrollment of the
ones whose social class are already granted by their parents. Hence, people are still
seeking to be university graduates to get a niche job to offer better living conditions
for themselves and their beloved ones, and this has not been changed since the
establishment of community colleges in the USA (Bergquist & Pawlak, 2008).
Besides, this is why universities are still considered to be places where the knowledge
is acquired, produced, and disseminated and are expected to be organizations to
mediate the change process of society and to adapt the changes to respond to the needs

of its stakeholders, primarily students.

On the other hand, regardless of their purposes, students become a part of the academy
with what they bring in —i.e., pre-college characteristics — once they have enrolled and
started to experience what is offered by the HEIs (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).
Therefore, a new environment is introduced to the young, and they get their shares
among unique experiences in this simulation. Such experiences are mostly related to
HEI-specific characteristics, such as campus life, academic workload, staff and peer

interactions, etc. Nevertheless, student experiences have always remained uncovered
3



and straightforward in the academy inasmuch as the higher education studies have
used macro lenses and focused on structural elements to reveal the issues about HEIs.
Changing demands in the 21* century and the massification in higher education have
made it imperative to use micro lenses and scrutinize student experiences, as well as
organizational aspects, to fully understand the current phenomena and to solve inherent

problems in HEISs.

There are two reasons for the recent emphasis on student experiences in HEIs. First,
institutions, educators, and students are increasingly challenged by governments and
the private sector to contribute to national socio-economic welfare. Put another way,
both public and private organizations increasingly emphasize student success, high
level of course completion, and getting a qualification for employment with acquiring
lifelong learning philosophy (Yorke, 2006). Besides, the marketization and
internationalization of higher education have resulted in student-centered pedagogy
and constructivist curriculum oriented at student experiences, which is considered to
be a key for the survival of HEIs in the higher education market (Wanner, 2015).
Second, as to be discussed further in the later stages of this study, student experiences
have great importance since the substantial body of literature has revealed that the
quality of student experiences is the primary determinant of students outcomes,
especially student learning and success (Astin, 1999; Feldman & Newcomb, 1969;

Kuh et al., 1997; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).

Several authors have tried to conceptualize student experiences in time. History of the
studies on student experience dates back to the initial research of Joseph Tyler
investigating how much time students devote to their works — ‘time on task’ — and its
effects on student learning and success (Axelson & Flick, 2010). Nevertheless, the
conceptualization of student experiences in HEIs formed the ground for contemporary
literature, thanks to the study of Robert Pace. He gained the term ‘quality of effort’
and argued that students would gain more from collegial experiences once they
devoted more time and energy to curricular and extra-curricular tasks: studying,
interacting with others (peers and staff), and implementing what they acquired to real-

life situations (Pace, 1990). Then, the term ‘student involvement’ was coined by
4



Alexander Astin, who proposed that the quality and quantity of energy that physically
and psychologically devoted to college experiences by the student would determine its
involvement. The rate of that involvement, therefore, would determine the learning
(Astin, 1999). On the other hand, Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) conceptualized such
experiences from the side of HEIs and proposed that institutions needed to focus on
how to shape their practices and policies on academic, extracurricular, and

interpersonal dimensions to foster student experiences in universities.

Contemporarily, George Kuh (2001) has consolidated what conceptualizations have
been offered to describe student experiences and what has been proposed for such
experiences and their relationships so far. Therefore, he has coined the term ‘student
engagement’ to describe the collegial experiences of students. The term ‘engagement’
is unequivocally and inextricably acknowledging students’ HEI experiences, which
are expected to be meaningful and to go beyond living what is offered by the external
environment. Engagement means more than just involvement or participation
(Trowler, 2010) since involvement is only interested in what a person does to get
involved, albeit engagement has a concern for both the actions of students and
offerings of the institutions that should be perceived by the students as supportive and
valuing (Wolf-Wendel et al., 2009). Hence, Kuh (2003) has incorporated previous
research and makes a comprehensive definition of student engagement as the time and
energy devoted by the students to educationally purposeful activities in the colleges
and effort of the institutions to create effective educational practices and environment
for students. Although different authors used different terminologies for student
experiences, their views are based on a simple and compelling premise that what is
learned primarily stems from the harmony of what the students do in the college and

what colleges do for their students (Pike & Kuh, 2005).

Although student engagement has some but similar conceptualizations regarding its
nature and associated dimensions, the assumption remains the same and two-legged.
Engagement is a process where students exhibit meaningful and purposeful
involvement in both academic and extracurricular activities, and institutional practices

make such involvement enriching and satisfying. Nevertheless, the ‘student’ side of
5



the engagement notion always transcends the ‘institution’ side. Literature extensively
focuses on student behaviors and characteristics to describe student engagement, but
institutional factors are of secondary importance. Educational experiences and
academic challenge offered (Coates, 2007; Kuh, 2001; Zepke & Leach, 2010),
teaching and teachers’ attitudes and behaviors (Bryson & Hand, 2007; Collago, 2017;
Duzevi¢, 2015), support services (Kuh & Gonyea, 2015; Leach, 2016; Zepke & Leach,
2010), institutional environment (Astin, 1999; LaNasa et al., 2007; Umbach & Porter,
2002; Zhao & Kuh, 2004), institutional mission (Kezar & Kinzie, 2006), reputation
and accessibility (Duzevi¢, 2015; Trowler, 2010), institutional governance and
leadership (Carey, 2018; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Trowler, 2010), and faculty
culture (Kuh & Whitt, 1988) are the institutional factors having predictive values on
student engagement. What is critical here is such engagement-specific institutional
characteristics are also addressed within organizational studies. That is to say,
elucidating the overarching construct of student engagement exponentially to
institutional characteristics one by one deserves great credit. However, it pushes us to
examine the engagement with a more compact concept where such characteristics
coexist, namely, organizational culture. Institutions adopting student-centered
practices and policies, having a focus on student success in their mission statements
and operating philosophies, taking advantage of their physical campus environments
for enriched students’ learning experiences are considered to be successful in a higher
level of student engagement than others regardless of size, structure, selectivity level,
and standing (public-private). In other words, organizational culture in HEIs may
explain what distinguishes successful student engagement in such schools compared

to others (Pike & Kuh, 2005).

Culture is not only a principal issue for business-oriented organizations but also has
become a topic that draws considerable attention in higher education since the
globalization and increasing competitiveness in the global economy with social,
technological, and scientific developments have created an unprecedented pressure on
HEIs to respond such a dynamic environment. It requires extensive adaptations,
including the transformation of education and research, as well as organizational

characteristics (Kezar & Eckel, 2002). Academic institutions are considered as
6



organizations performing the business of transmitting and bring meaning to both
students, academics, administrative staff, and ultimately to the entire community
(Bergquist & Pawlak, 2008). Therefore, Bergquist and Pawlak (2008) adopt an
academic perspective based on the generic definitions of organizational culture and
perceive culture in HEIs a means to create order out of complexity to understand the
behaviors of the ones leagued together in these institutions by shaping the present and
future of them through structures they created and shared beliefs and assumptions they
hold. Such a perception may result in two fundamental deductions for the culture in
HEIs. First, culture in HEIs is the primary determinant of the personality of the
institution and shapes all educational and extracurricular activities based on behavioral
patterns operating with shared assumptions. Second, apart from of the industrial
organizations, organizational culture in universities should be addressed as a special
case since an HEI is a system that is organized around the principles of knowledge and
learning and functions as a medium for the relations of distinct stakeholders, such as
internal relations among administration, staff, and students; external relations with
industry, society, alumni, and prospective students and their parents; and relations with
other educational organizations for either competition or collaboration (Vasyakin et
al., 2016). Accordingly, the definition of organizational culture can be updated for
HEIs, which is

... the collective, mutually shaping patterns of institutional history, mission,
physical settings, norms, traditions, values, practices, beliefs, and assumptions
that guide the behavior of individuals and groups in an institution of higher
education and which provide a frame of reference for interpreting the meanings
of events and actions on and off-campus (Kuh & Whitt, 1988, p.12).

It seems clear that organizational culture has a great deal of responsibility on student
engagement since the engagement concept has been perceived as two-legged as a result
of the research for clarifying the student experiences in colleges: student experiences
and institutional characteristics. Although a limited number of studies have tried to
open a room for the relationship between student engagement and organizational
culture, the literature extensively focuses on the institutional/faculty characteristics to
give meaning to student engagement. That is to say, the pieces of organizational

culture in HEIs (institutional environment, mission, reputation, accessibility,



governance, and leadership, and departmental culture) have been well-defined and
scrutinized for successful student engagement in the literature. What remains critical
here is to distill the abstract and blurred relationship between organizational culture
and student engagement and to reveal a tangible and straight framework to determine
engagement within a tailored understanding of culture in HEIs. Ultimately, by piecing
organizational characteristics together into organizational culture, uncovering the
relationship between student engagement and cultural typologies, which are believed
to co-exist in HEIs, seems to be pretty much significant to reveal the actual situation —
both for student engagement and organizational culture — in HEIs and to bring the

student voice to educational and administrative processes for quality assurance.

1.2 Purpose of the Study

What makes a university distinct from other organizations relies on its organizational
culture embodying its characteristics as well as relations with diverse stakeholders.
The complexity and diversity of these relations and overall institutional characteristics
make it necessary to investigate the organizational culture in HEIs in reliance on the
student attitudes towards and engagement in them. The literature has extensively
dominated by the studies revealing that institutional characteristics are highly
predictive of student engagement. Although few studies attempted to consider such
characteristics under the concept of organizational culture and to outline cultural
milieu embracing engagement of the students based on the previous findings on the
relationship between organizational culture and engagement, what we have now is
nothing more than suggesting an abstract or fragmented picture of the case. Therefore,
it is needed to examine the phenomenon compactly with the help of framing the

organizational culture in HEIs, namely, cultural models.

On the other hand, it is impossible to suggest a cultural uniformity in HEIs. In other
words, the assumption that only one culture type can be adopted in a university is not
appropriate because more than one culture type may co-exist in the university context
(Bergquist & Pawlak, 2008; McNay, 1995) due to the unique characteristics of
universities distinguishing them from other business-oriented organizations, i.e.,
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governance model, multi-disciplinary environment, relationships with internal and
external bodies, etc. Therefore, it is not prudent to mention that a university
environment has a ‘dominant culture’ as well as sub-cultures among its members (Kuh,
2002). Accordingly, in this study, while it is important to address student engagement
based on the dominant culture of the university among clan, adhocracy, market, and
hierarchy cultures, which are the archetypes of organizational culture that emerged
within the Competing Values Framework (Cameron & Quinn, 2011), it is also critical
to consider the other three culture types to draw a holistic framework for the

relationship between engagement and organizational culture.

Then, although the basic premise of the organizational culture is that there should be
a consensus among members in terms of shared assumptions of the organization,
culture, especially in academic institutions, is not perceived and experienced
uniformly (Read et al., 2003). Some students perceive the university culture may be
uninviting, foreign, or alienating, so the engagement of such students may turn into a
battle (Trowler, 2010). On the other hand, students who perceive it as accepting,
supportive, and who develop a sense of belonging to the university will experience a
much more successful engagement process (Zepke & Leach, 2010). Such findings also
suggest that the organizational culture is the key factor for student engagement, but the
personal differences should be considered in perceiving culture. Therefore,
investigating the culture types from the viewpoint of students instead of using the
traditional methods (i.e., document review, surveying the staff, etc.) will mean much

more for understanding their engagement.

Finally, in the context of Turkish higher education, the Council of Higher Education
asserts that Turkish universities follow the dynamics of the information society, value
producing alumni who have acquired universal qualifications, and improve the quality
assurance in education (Yiiksekogretim Bilgi Yonetim Sistemi, 2019). Nevertheless,
public universities in Anatolian cities, especially the ones established after 2006, still
have discrepancies in terms of education, governance, and culture-building (Dogan,
2013; Fidan, 2011). For example, there are few or no students enrolled in some

departments due to regional disadvantages, although there is adequate staff employed
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in these departments. Or, there is a shortage of staff in some departments (Dogan,
2013). Some still adopt strict bureaucratic procedures and behave like other public
institutions. In either way — i.e.,, quality assurance in education and culture
building/change -, the student voice and engagement are never asked. Therefore, it
seems critical to touch upon the engagement issue of Turkish higher education through
a public university to depict the current situation and relate it to the organizational
culture. It is to present a pioneering mini example to the other universities regarding
deploying or building an embodying culture to increase student engagement and to

achieve high-quality standards in education.
Overall, in light of such a background, the purpose of the study is to uncover the
relationship between university students’ engagement and the organizational culture

in a public university in Turkey.

1.3 Research Questions and Hypotheses

The main research question of the present study is:

- Do the organizational culture types in higher education significantly predict

student engagement?

Based on the research question, the hypotheses of the study are as following:

Hla: The clan culture significantly predicts student engagement.

HIb: The adhocracy culture significantly predicts student engagement.

Hlic: The market culture significantly predicts student engagement.

Hlid: The hierarchy culture does not significantly predict student engagement.
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1.4 Significance of the Study

It seems that demand for education, especially for higher education, will not end but
will be increasing in the next decades. As a response to such demand along with the
relative effects of neoliberal politics and globalization, the 21% century has witnessed
such immense massification in higher education that it is much more striking than in
the previous century. However, the increase in the number has never granted the
quality in such institutions, and different sectors of society challenge HEIs to
contribute to economic welfare and to be the engine for the improvements based on
quality assurance. Besides, every educational institution pursues a certain degree of
achievement while realizing its primary mission and desires to be ranked among others
with the help of 360-degree effectiveness and efficiency in teaching, research,
facilities, and services. It is well-known that this will ensure institutions’ survival in
the global higher education market, and only such institutions will remain as reputable.
Only such institutions can sustain their shares in the ‘higher education pie’ within
governments, private sectors, and diverse student bodies (Wanner, 2015). At this point,
student engagement has become the major focus in higher education to enhance
teaching and learning, the hot topic in meting agendas, and the primary theme in
conferences around the world (Trowler, 2010). Therefore, understanding student
engagement may open a room for a distinct perspective to re-assess the educational
quality and to solve certain problems of universities facing today. There is substantial
evidence that student engagement has positive effects on both desired student
outcomes and operational issues within universities. Then, the present study will depict
the student engagement phenomenon within the contemporary paradigm for all the
stakeholders of higher education in our country to raise their awareness and to enable

them to touch upon the issues mentioned earlier from an engagement perspective.

In addition, outputs of student engagement studies guide a number of bodies in
developed countries, from governmental agencies to university stakeholders, to adapt
their practices and policies for constant enrichment of educational and operational
activities in the way of increasing student engagement. Even, the results of the national

surveys, such as the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), have become
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instruments that are considered while ranking the universities and one of the major
factors determining the financial allocations of public universities in the USA.
Accordingly, HEIs are called for “taking deliberate steps to engage all students,
individually and collectively, as partners in the assurance and enhancement of their
educational experience” (Quality Assurance Agency, 2012, p. 4). Hence, striving for
successful engagement makes some institutional practices essential, such as deploying
student affairs professionals and educational developers within the institution or
opening centers for doing engagement plans (Trowler, 2010). Ultimately, though
limited, the data to be obtained from the research will relatively reveal the current
situation regarding student engagement in a public university. They can be used to
initiate engagement practices to be put on the agenda of that university, to decide
preliminary engagement-enhancing strategies, or to develop existing bodies working

on student engagement.

On the other hand, several aspects have been considered to define and to frame
organizational culture in the institutions. For example, (Tierney, 1988) evaluated
organizations from the aspects of environment, mission, socialization, information,
strategy, and leadership while proposing a solid framework for organizational culture.
In the Competitive Values Framework, the aspects discussed while modeling the
culture typologies in organizations are dominant characteristics, leadership,
management, organizational bonds, strategy, and criteria of success. Nevertheless, the
literature tends to ignore student or student-specific aspects within organizational
culture studies in educational institutions, although students are the primary
beneficiaries of educational activities and the reason for the existence of such
institutions. Earlier in this study, it was proposed two reasons why culture studies
should recognize the student aspect. First, the organizational culture should be
addressed within the context of student engagement due to the predictive effects of
institutional characteristics on student engagement. Second, there are personal
differences in the perception of culture among students. Now, this study will both
explore the organizational culture around the student engagement phenomenon and
evaluates the culture of a public university within specific culture typologies from the

student perspective, which is considered to make significant contributions to the
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relevant literature. Besides, the results of the study can initiate the change process in
HEIs regarding student engagement and be preliminary output for newly opened
universities in our country to adopt the engagement-sensitive organizational culture.
Last but not least, this research will contribute to the Turkish literature where student
engagement is conceived of the research limited to school context and organizational

culture studies are lack of diverse perspectives.

1.5 Operational Definitions

The present study is built on the relationship between student engagement and
organizational culture types seen in universities: the clan culture, the adhocracy
culture, the market culture, and hierarchy culture. The definitions of these concepts

are as follows:

Student Engagement: “the time and effort students devote to activities that are
empirically linked to desired outcomes of college and what institutions do to induce

students to participate in these activities” (Kuh, 2009, p. 683).

Clan Culture: The organizational culture compatible with this type is characterized
by a friendly organization where everybody shares a lot of themselves as if they were

family members (Cameron & Quinn, 2011).

Adhocracy Culture: The organizational culture compatible with this type is
characterized by a dynamic, entrepreneurial, and creative organization where

everybody take risks (Cameron & Quinn, 2011).
Market Culture: The organizational culture compatible with this type is characterized

by an organization with result-oriented works. Competitiveness and achieving targets

are the most important concerns. (Cameron & Quinn, 2011).
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Hierarchy Culture: The organizational culture compatible with this type is
characterized by an organization with formal and structural alignment (Cameron &

Quinn, 2011).
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter presents the previous research on student engagement and organizational
culture in higher education. It gives wide coverage to theoretical frameworks that have
been previously established for both study variables, significant findings for student
engagement, and the research exploring the relationship between student engagement
and organizational culture. Finally, the research questions are restated, and relevant

hypotheses of this study are uttered.

2.1 Student Engagement

The term engagement has its roots in the meaning of “formal promise” from the 1620s,
“a battle or fight between armies or fleets” from the 1660s, and “state of having entered
into a promise of marriage” (Online Etymology Dictionary, n.d.). In addition to such
meanings, the contemporary meaning of the term addresses “the fact of being involved
with something” and “the process of encouraging people to be interested in the work
of an organization” (Cambridge Dictionary, n.d.). Therefore, in the educational setting,
the term engagement may hint at the student experiences while involving in or showing

effort for their own learning within educational activities.

Student engagement is a far-reaching construct that can be defined in various ways
(Zepke & Leach, 2010). Although there is no consensus among the scholars on what
the concept of student engagement explicitly says and offers to today’s educational
milieu, some of the pioneering studies define it and shape its contemporary
understanding. These studies have initiated what should be regarded during the
education journey of students to understand the dynamics of learning and teaching
issues in educational institutions. In the 1930s, Ralph Tyler investigated how and what

ways students learned their subjects and found that spending time on the subject and
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showing meaningful efforts for the educational activities created significant positive
learning, which is known as the theory of ‘time on task’ (as cited in Kuh, 2009). Such
a finding may be insignificant and straightforward today, but initiated subsequent
studies to focus on student experiences to understand their learning dynamics since the
fundamental assumption for the college achievement was that student should own
certain traits, and their demographics were used to be perceived as the primary

determinant of outcomes they would obtain.

Nevertheless, the studies of Robert Pace between the 1960s and 70s gave the result
and challenged the holy assumption of the college impact literature along with other
subsequent studies and the preliminary results of the College Student Experiences
Questionnaire (Gonyea et al., 2003). Then, previous discussions were extended into
student experiences, and engagement and colleges were suggested to measure student
behaviors along with the direct learning outcomes. The underlying presumption of
what was asserted by Pace (1990) is that students learn and benefit when they exert
more effort in utilizing what is offered by the institution for their learning and growth.
Then, the term ‘quality of effort’ was coined to describe such a unique interaction
between students and their institutions and to summarize what matters for student
learning and development in colleges. In this understanding of engagement, time
stands for the frequency of engagement-oriented student behaviors, and effort refers

to what extend student involves in educational activities (Pace, 1990).

In the later decade, Alexander Astin extended the scope of the concept in the initial
engagement studies and introduced the ‘student involvement’ theory. The involvement
concept was originally developed based on the antecedent theories — time on task and
quality of effort — (Trowler, 2010) and adopts commonalities with them besides what
the college impact literature had proposed before (Astin, 1999). Thus, student
involvement is defined as the amount of physical and psychological energy that the
student devotes to the academic experience (Astin, 1999). He also depicted the
differences between involved and uninvolved students in terms of studying the subject,
the time spent on campus, participation in extracurricular activities, and interactions

with others. While addressing the engagement issue, he built his theory on the
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interactions of three basic tenets. The first is ‘inputs,” which are related to students’
demographics; the second is ‘environment,” which refers to the experiences of students
during college years; and the third is ‘outcomes,” which address what the students have
gained after the graduation (Astin, 1999). Even, Pascarella’s influential model of
assessing the college impact on the student was mainly built on these three tenets (I-
E-O) with the inclusion of ‘quality of effort’ (Kuh et al., 2006). The involvement
theory, which is the most influential one for the contemporary student engagement,
suggested five basic postulates to externalize the abstract nature of the phenomenon
and to set an in-depth understanding by indicating specific points of the phenomenon,
which were not uncovered by the previous studies. First, involvement means an
investment of physical and psychosocial energy in both generalized and specific events
in an educational setting. Secondly, involvement is a phenomenon that occurs along a
continuum, and the amount of energy devoted varies among students. Thirdly,
involvement involves both quantitative and qualitative aspects. Then, students can
only learn or develop to the extent of the quality and quantity of their involvement in
educational activities. Finally, the effectiveness and quality of educational policies and
practices can be measured through their capacities to increase involvement (Astin,

1999).

It can be advocated that involvement and its antecedent concepts deserve great credit
on shaping what would eventually become today’s student engagement understanding
(Boatman & Long, 2016) in student development. What the most remarkable asset of
theories implying involvement was to have opened a (limited) perspective to
understand how learning and growth were realized at their times. These earlier
definitions and concepts of student engagement put a burden on students for their own
engagement with the institution. They assume that learning is merely the responsibility
of students; they can manage their engagement behaviorally; there is no point in

touching all other aspects of the educational process for a successful engagement.

Nevertheless, the current understanding of student engagement fills two gaps in the
involvement theories. The first, as mentioned above, is the involvement theories

assume the learning and success occurs only with the students’ efforts and
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responsibility. However, it should be acknowledged that learning is a shared
responsibility between students and their institutions (Nelson Laird et al., 2008). The
second, regarding the responsibility of the institution, is what the institution offers is
no grounds to the extent of how a student gets engaged in educational activities.
Therefore, asserting that educational and learning quality is pretty well-predicted by
student engagement that cannot underestimate the institutional share in it, George Kuh
has brought a comprehensible definition of student engagement in the 2000s.
According to him, it is the time and energy devoted by the students to educationally
purposeful activities in the colleges and efforts of the institutions to create effective
educational practices and environments for students (Kuh, 2009). Although George
Kuh and Alexander Astin suggested that the terms involvement and engagement had
no essential differences and temporal depictions of almost the same phenomenon
(Axelson & Flick, 2010), engagement means more than just involvement or
participation (Trowler, 2010). Involvement is only interested in what a person does to
get involved, albeit engagement has a concern for both the actions of students and
offerings of the institutions that should be perceived by the students as supportive and

valuing (Wolf-Wendel et al., 2009).

Ultimately, engagement is not the outcome resulted in thanks to the intervention of
either level (student or institution) alone; instead, it emerges from the interactions and
contributions of the players on both sides (Trowler, 2010). In this sense, students
should not be deemed as the ones predominantly responsible for their engagement, but
teachers and administrators need to foster the institutional conditions and offerings to
ensure the engagement of students with diverse backgrounds and characteristics
(Harper & Quaye, 2009). Based on her review of the literature, Trowler has
incorporated the discussions on the student engagement concept and suggested a
definition of it, which is totally complied with the fundamental assumptions of the
concept, to expand its perception in minds. In her understanding, student engagement:

.. 1s concerned with the interaction between the time, effort, and other relevant
resources invested by both students and their institutions intended to
optimize the student experience and enhance the learning outcomes and
development of students and the performance, and reputation of the
institution (Trowler, 2010, p. 2).
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The student engagement concept can be externalized based on an easily understood
and straightforward premise. It can be both applied in practical life in an educational
setting, and it has certain promises. Accordingly, as students spend time studying a
subject, they inevitably have a chance to boost their knowledge of it. When they are
offered more chances to practice and to get feedback from the staff members on their
educational in- and out-of-class activities, they will gain an in-depth understanding of
what they learn, which makes them prudent to deal with complexity, to accept
ambiguity, and to work with others from diverse backgrounds and views. Besides,
engaging in various educationally purposeful and extracurricular activities ensures the
development of dispositions and skills that grant a more satisfying life after graduation

(Kuh, 2009).

As such, defining student engagement and putting forward its basic premises are not
adequate to fully understand the construct; rather, it is still needed to unleash how
engagement occurs among students since acknowledging the engagement
phenomenon universally should be supported with a conceptual clarity to save it from
being a bare idea that can mean anything to anyone (Carey, 2018). The research into
student engagement and efforts to uncover such a phenomenon in detail have come
through many years of inquiry of learning and development, which can identify
conditions and activities associated with effective student development and,

consequently, student engagement (Coates, 2007).

2.2 Theoretical Frameworks for Student Engagement

2.2.1 Kuh’s Student Engagement Theory

One of the most influential models, developed and interpreted by George Kuh in 2001,
has drawn a framework for student engagement, and regarded engagement comprising
certain student and institutional behaviors. Accordingly, the engagement phenomenon
can be observed and measured through a model with five fundamental tenets. First,
academic challenge, is classically defined as the time required for the assigned tasks

and the amount of student effort in such academic works, which implies that
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engagement level is influenced by the extent of how much students study to meet such
requirements of a course. They need creative and intellectually stimulating academic
tasks to boost and maintain their engagement (Gonyea & Kuh, 2009). The second,
active and collaborative learning, refers to the requirement of thinking about and
applying what is learned in diverse settings and working together with peers in- and
out-of-classroom (Gonyea & Kuh, 2009). Courses utilizing such methods are of great
importance on the engagement levels of students (Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005).
Third, student-faculty interaction, refers to the quality of interactions between students
and faculty staff (Kuh, 2001). High-quality and borderless interactions may facilitate
the learning process and effective teaching in the classroom, students’ positive
perceptions about the instructors (Evans et al., 2013), and their social integration
(Tinto, 1975). Faculty members contribute to the engagement outside the classroom as
their mentors and advisors for career development and extracurricular activities
(Gonyea & Kuh, 2009). Fourth, enriching educational experiences, consists of
learning activities performed by deploying attractive and influential in-class
pedagogical methods or extracurricular activities and programs outside the class
serving as a complement to the objectives of an academic program (Kuh, 2001). Such
experiences result in higher levels of engagement (Zhao & Kuh, 2004). Fifth,
supportive campus environment, is where students perform better, become more
satisfied and committed, and develop quality relationships with others (Kuh, 2009). It
is also defined as the quality of relationships students develop with others and service
benefits for students (Gonyea & Kuh, 2009). Thanks to such quality relationships,
students may have a sense of belonging to the campus and classroom setting, which is
a direct predictor of their outcomes and engagement (Freeman et al., 2007). These five
tenets forming the contemporary model of student engagement also constitute the
benchmarks of the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) and its sister

measures that have been used to measure student engagement in several countries.

On the other hand, contemporary definition and the above-mentioned framework of
the student engagement focus only educationally meaningful ‘activities’ and suggest
an engagement concept involving quality of student behaviors and institutional

activities to create an environment stimulating the student engagement (Milburn-Shaw
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& Walker, 2017). Besides, this is the widely accepted perspective of student
engagement in the higher education research and predominating view deployed in the
measurement tools, which continually emphasizes student behaviors and
teaching/institutional practices (Kahu, 2013). Even, it was argued that the NSSE’s
benchmarks became the hallmarks to understand better the student engagement

concept (Kezar & Kinzie, 2006).

Although the definition of student engagement remains the same, the research
perspective and such a modeling attempt of the engagement construct are criticized
being too focused on student behaviors and institutional attitudes in understanding
student engagement. It is suggested that engagement is a deeply-rooted and more
complex process than depicted in surveys (Zepke, 2014), which are built on the
widely-adopted, behavior-driven model despite allowing exploration of the roles of
several variables in building the concept (Kahu, 2013). It is also asserted that trying to
understand student engagement through only behavioral perspective means missing
useful information that would enrich the understanding of the student engagement
(Kahu, 2013). To sum, it may be highly misguiding to emphasize student behaviors in
higher education as indicative of the engagement, and such an approach only allows

us to be able to see only one part of the elephant (Milburn-Shaw & Walker, 2017).

2.2.2 School Engagement Framework

It can be asserted that engagement requires emotions, sense-making, and action
(Harper & Quaye, 2009) since “acting without feeling engaged is just involvement or
even compliance; feeling engaged without acting is dissociation” (Trowler, 2010, p.
5). In light of such extending evaluations, a more inclusive model was uttered for
student engagement by expounding the engagement issue at the school level.
According to Fredericks and her colleagues, student engagement is a complex,
multifaceted, and overreaching concept that can only be meaningful thanks to the
diverse perspectives of the research conducted on student learning and achievement
(Fredricks et al., 2004). They assert that the engagement is a meta-construct where the

fusion of more than one dimension suggests a meaningful understanding of it. In this
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sense, the engagement perspective should be expanded in the way of inclusion of
student emotions and psychology, as well as behaviors. Behavior may be an indicator
of engagement, but some students may exhibit apparent signs for a fruitful engagement
process while the actual situation may be that they are totally disengaged or isolated
from a lecture or academic task. Or, they psychologically invest in the educational
process but reveal few or none of the behavioral attributes that are directly linked with
engagement (Axelson & Flick, 2010). Then, engagement can be described in three

ways.

The first is behavioral engagement, which refers to the idea of participation and
implies the involvement in academic activities as well as extracurricular ones.
Therefore, this type of engagement is composed of three elements: following positive
conduct and rules including attendance to class, involving in learning with spending
considerable time with tasks and in-class activities, and extensive participation in
social activities within the campus (Fredricks et al., 2004). This type of engagement
can be considered to be built on the classical and robust perspective of student
engagement, whose history is extensively discussed above. Behavioral engagement is
seen as critical for obtaining positive academic outcomes and hindering the dropout
rates through qualitatively high engagement resulting in a greater commitment to the

institution (Fredricks et al., 2004).

The second is emotional engagement, which embodies all kinds of reactions of the
students to staff, peers, academics, and the institution and influences students’
developing an attachment to the institution and willingness to do tasks. Emotional
engagement is the broader one among others since it also includes attachment and
belonging to the institution, enjoyment and interest in the task, and student motivation.
Thus, it is not easy to describe and measure this perspective and to make clear
distinctions among students in terms of engagement (Fredricks et al., 2004; Kahu,

2013).

The third is cognitive engagement, which stems from the idea of investment and

integrates consideration and willingness to make efforts to understand complex issues
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and to acquire difficult skills in educational activities (Fredricks et al., 2004). It is
directly linked to the intellectual process. It is related to students’ self-regulation, use
of learning strategies (Fredricks et al., 2004), the class activities and learning
objectives, self-control, and planning (Giinii¢, 2016). It also incorporates certain
student characteristics, such as motivation, expectation, and self-efficacy (Kahu,

2013).

It is proposed that there are positive and negative poles within each of these
dimensions, representing distinct forms of engagement, and there is also a non-
engagement pole (withdrawal) that separates these poles. Namely, a student may
engage positively or negatively or show disengagement along behavioral, emotional,
and cognitive dimensions of the engagement construct (Trowler, 2010). For example,
students that are positively engaged along the three dimensions may have high class
attendance and high participation to both in-class activities and extracurricular events
(behavioral); may develop positive attitudes towards classmates, instructors, subjects,
and the institution, interest in educational and social activities taking place within the
campus setting (emotional); and may exert more flexible skills against problems, more
investments in learning, efforts to identify learning-specific needs and to develop
intellectual strategies (cognitive) (Fredricks et al., 2004). The forms of engagement
may occur interchangeably, i.e., while a student shows positive engagement in the
behavioral dimension, it may be totally disengaged in the cognitive dimension, which

is depicted below.

23



Table 2.1

Examples of the forms of engagement

Positive engagement Non-engagement Negative
engagement

Behavioral Attends lectures, Skip lectures Boycotts, pickets

participates with without excuse or disrupts

enthusiasm lectures
Emotional Interest Boredom Rejection
Cognitive = Meets and exceeds Assignments late, Redefines

assignment requirements  rushed, or absent parameters for

assignments

Note. From “Student Engagement Literature Review,” by V. Trowler, 2010, Higher
Education Academy, p. 6. Copyright 2010 by The Higher Education Academy.

Such an approach to student engagement has broken the domination of behavioral
view, which has been evolving since the involvement theories and shaping the
measurement tools (Astin, 1999; Kahu, 2013; Kuh, 2001; Milburn-Shaw & Walker,
2017). It has discussed the construct through a broader perspective with its behavioral,
emotional, and cognitive dimensions and revealed what processes students experience
while engaging (or disengaging) in their learning. In this sense, it can be considered a
more robust framework proposed for student engagement. However, the framework is
only interested in the student side of the engagement phenomenon. It evaluates the
current understanding of engagement by highly emphasizing student-focused

processes but misses the institutional role in the engagement.

2.2.3 Giinii¢’s Student Engagement Framework

It is well-known that the student engagement is characterized with what students
thoughtfully do for their learning and effort of the institutions to create effective
educational practices and environment for students (Astin, 1999; Coates, 2007; Kuh,
2003; Pike & Kuh, 2005; Wolf-Wendel et al., 2009). Based on the inherent nature of

student engagement with institutional factors, several authors have also developed
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suggestions to institutions about how to boost student engagement for successful
student engagement (Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Zepke & Leach, 2010). In this
regard, deploying a student engagement framework with three dimensions (behavioral,
emotional, and cognitive), including the institutional factors, reveals an overreaching
understanding of student engagement. Hence, Giinili¢g’s student engagement

framework was utilized in this study.

Giinii¢ (2016) incorporated two engagement tenets based on the preliminary study of
Fredericks and her colleagues and identified a student engagement model, in which
both students’ efforts are addressed not only with behavioral perspective but also
considering their emotional and cognitive statuses in the process. Also, institutional
factors are integrated to complete the whole picture of the construct. In his hybrid
theory, Giinii¢, (2016) suggested that there would remain unsatisfactory to explain
student engagement from an aspect focusing heavily on students, but that it was
necessary to explain the phenomenon together with its institutional complement.
According to him, student engagement has 2 fundamental dimensions: class
engagement and campus engagement. In this model, the ‘class engagement’ dimension
is addressed with three indispensable elements of student engagement (behavioral,

cognitive, and emotional).

Behavioral engagement, as in the theory of Frederick and her colleagues, refers to
students’ efforts and participation in all kinds of in-class or out-class academic and
educational activities. A student is considered as a behaviorally engaged when it asks
questions, participates actively in-class activities, and shows a considerable effort to
learn the subject. Behavioral engagement highlights and is highly associated with
students’ participation in campus and class activities. It is the most frequently used
engagement indicator in the literature since it is a rather observable and measurement

friendly dimension of student engagement (Fredricks et al., 2004; Giintig, 2016).

Cognitive engagement is conceived of students’ approaches and understandings to
their own learning. It covers the investment in learning, valuing what has been learned

in the class environment, setting learning objectives, self-control, and planning. In
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other words, cognitive engagement implies students who invest their own learning,
identifying what is needed for effective learning, and enjoys cognitive challenges
(Fredricks et al., 2004; Giiniig, 2016). Therefore, cognitive engagement is highly
associated with academic achievement (Walker et al., 2006). Moreover, cognitive
engagement is shown as a prerequisite for behavioral engagement because it is
suggested that students must be ready cognitively to be able to ask questions about the

subject and to participate in academic activities (Gliniig, 2016).

Emotional engagement means students’ affective responses, including their
approaches, interests, and values related to their teachers, peers, subjects, and
classrooms. While the state of emotional engagement is related to positive emotions,
such as happiness and high interests of students in the classroom, emotional
disengagement appears with negative emotions, such as boredom and worry during
academic activities. The positive affective and social climate of a classroom is always
shown as a prerequisite of the emotional engagement of students in educational

activities and tasks (Gtiniig, 2016).

Meanwhile, institutional factors, such as institutional practices, campus climate,
physical conditions, extracurricular activities, safety, and learning communities, are
encapsulated within the term ‘campus engagement’ (Gilinii¢ & Kuzu, 2014).
Developing a sense of belonging to the campus environment and valuing university
and higher education are deemed to be critical factors in student engagement (Giiniig,
2016). Therefore, in this model, a sense of belonging and valuing are considered the

two elements of the ‘campus engagement’ dimension.

Sense of belonging is defined as a student’s feeling that it is accepted, supported, and
included in the activities by others in the school environment (teachers, staff, peers)
(Goodenow, 1993). Sense of belonging is one of the important psychological factors
that play a critical role in student engagement and achievement, and characteristics of
a campus environment are primary determinants of sense of belonging (Giinii¢ &
Kuzu, 2014). A campus environment allowing students to know and communicate

with each other, to develop relationships with the faculty, and to participate in a wide
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range of activities will inevitably foster a sense of belonging among students. It is
adversely affected by spending less time on campus, full-time employment, avoidance
from extracurricular activities, and weak relationships with peers and faculty (Gliniig,

2016).

Valuing is another element of campus engagement and refers to appreciating higher
education, learning, campus environment, peers, and faculty. Valuing is the initial
phase of engagement and the first condition of enjoying desirable educational
outcomes. A weak sense of valuing leads one to avoid and experience boredom of

educational and social activities in campus and class environments (Giinii¢, 2016).

Although calling behavioral, emotional, and cognitive dimensions of engagement as
‘class engagement’ seem to miss the engagement of students in out-of-class activities,
this is not the case in the measuring tool. Such a model allows one to both evaluate to
what extent students engage in their learning and how their institutions contribute to
this process, which is why this theory is deployed in the current study. The updated

model is illustrated in Figure 2.1 below.

Behavioral
Engagement

Class .
Engagement Cognitive
Engagement

Emotional
Engagement

Student
Engagement

Valuing
Campus
E t
ngagemen Sense of
Belonging

Figure 2.1: Student engagement components and dimensions. Note. From
“Universitelerde Ogrenci Baghligi” (p. 96), by S. Giiniig, 2016, Nobel Bilimsel
Eserler. Copyright 2016 by Nobel Bilimsel Eserler.
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Overall, what might be deduced from student engagement understanding, which has
been robustly unleashed so far and steering the direction of the literature, is that
engagement is a psychological state embodied with behaviors, cognition, and emotions
of students through institutions’ structural influences and results in several desired
outcomes. In the literature, in line with the engagement understanding described
above, many studies exploring student engagement have revealed findings related to
what influences the engagement process and what consequences arise from the
engagement. The relevant literature review was reported in the next sections of this

chapter.

2.3 Organizational Culture

Culture is a concept that is hard to define and expound due to its abstract and intangible
nature. Yet, several scholars tried to conceptualize culture and suggested several
similar definitions for it. One of the earlier definitions of it is ““... a complex whole
which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals, law, custom, and any other capabilities
and habits acquired by man as a member of society.” (Tylor, 1974, as cited in Kuh &
Whitt, 1988). Hofstede and Hofstede (2005) state that culture is “the collective
programming of the mind that distinguishes the members of one group or category of
people from another” (p. 4). Another contemporary definition says culture is
“collection of ideas, values, practices, and material objects that mean a great deal to a
group of people, even an entire society, and that allow them to carry out their collective

lives in relative order and harmony” (Ritzer, 2015).

Since organizations can be considered as micro-societies, it will not be prudent to
acknowledge culture within them. Therefore, Schein (2004, p. 17), defines
organizational culture as ““a pattern of shared basic assumptions that was learned by a
group as it solved its problems of external adaptation and internal integration, that has
worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members
as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems.” Masland

(1985) proposes that organizational culture “induces purpose, commitment, and order;
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provides meaning and social cohesion; and clarifies and explains behavioral

expectations.”

According to Cameron and Quinn (2011), organizational culture “encompasses the
taken-for-granted values, underlying assumptions, expectations, collective memories,
and definitions present in an organization; represents ‘how things are around here;’
reflects the prevailing ideology that people carry inside their heads; conveys a sense
of identity to employees, provides unwritten and often unspoken guidelines for how to
get along in the organization; and enhances the stability of the social system that they
experience.” Meanwhile, the things and processes that are tried to be defined within
the borders of organizational culture are not very different for the academy. In the
context of HEIs, it is understood as certain values that the leaders try to integrate into
their organizations (Fralinger & Olson, 2007). It is also defined as the values and
beliefs that all the university members adopt through verbal and nonverbal
communication based on the established tradition (Deal & Kennedy, 1983), and such
values and beliefs are believed to highly influence the governance processes in

universities and to shape organizational behaviors (Bartell, 2003; Tierney, 1988).

Apart from the definitions above, perhaps the most comprehensive definition of
organizational culture for universities was proposed by Kuh and Whitt (1988), which
is
. the collective, mutually shaping patterns of institutional history, mission,
physical settings, norms, traditions, values, practices, beliefs, and assumptions that
guide the behavior of individuals and groups in an institution of higher education

and which provide a frame of reference for interpreting the meanings of events and
actions on and off-campus (p.12).

2.4. Higher Education Culture

2.4.1 Alternative Models of Governance in Higher Education

Relying on the definitions above, the scholars examined the cultural milieu of HEISs,
tried to set frames for it, and proposed several models or typologies to understand ‘how

the things are dealt with in universities.” For example, in their preliminary study,
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Baldridge et al. (1974) compared universities with classical bureaucratic organizations
in cultural terms. According to the authors, the cultural context of a university is
nothing but “organized anarchy” because, compared to classical bureaucratic
organizations, universities have ambiguous and contested goals; serve clients
demanding a considerable voice in the governance; utilize problematic technology,
which does mostly not satisfy their clients’ needs; function as professional
organizations where professionals are employed; and become highly influenced from
their environments (Baldridge et al., 1974). According to such distinguishing
characteristics of the academy, they proposed three alternative governance models:

bureaucratic, collegial, and political. The table below summarizes the mentioned

models.

Table 2.2

Three models of decision-making and governance in universities

Bureaucratic Collegial Political

Hierarchical Community of peers Fragmented,
Assumptions bureaucracy complex professional
about structure federation

Unitary: integrated ~ Unitary: integrated by ~ Pluralistic:

by formal systems  peer consensus encompasses

Social

Basic theoretical
foundations

View of decision-
making process

Weberian
bureaucracy,
classic studies of
formal systems

“Relational”
decision making;
standard operating
procedures

Professionalism
literature, human-
relations approach to
organization

Shared collegial
decision: consensus,
community
participation
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different interest
groups with
divergent values

Conflict analysis,
interest group theory,
community power
literature

Negotiation,
bargaining, political
influence, political
brokerage, external
influence



Table 2.2 (cont’d)

Problem definition  As in bureaucratic Emergence of issue
Search for model, but in addition  out of social context
alternatives stresses the Interest articulation
Evaluation of involvement of Conflict

Cycle of . . . o

. ) alternatives professional peers in Legislative process

decision-making .
Calculus the process Implementation of
Choice policy
Implementation Feedback

Note: From “Alternative Models of Governance in Higher Education,” by J. V.
Baldridge, D. V. Curtis, G. P. Ecker, & G. L. Riley, 1974, Research and
Development Memorandum No. 129 (https://eric.ed.gov/?1d=ED109937). Copyright
1974 by the authors

2.4.2 The Six Cultures of The Academy

Following their initial research in 1992, Bergquist and Pawlak (2008) utilized an
approach to culture types in the academy based on the historical development of the
North American universities and concerns for organizational change and engaged ‘the
six cultures of the academy:’ collegial, managerial, developmental, advocacy, virtual,
and tangible. The collegial culture finds its meaning primarily on the basis of scientific
disciplines to which academic staff in the institution belongs. Faculty in each discipline
adopts a relative resistance and autonomy against the concepts of measurable results
and accountability, and academic freedom, charismatic leadership, consensus, and
research tradition are the distinctive characteristics of the institution. There is
governance rather than management in the institution, and pertinent processes are

directed and controlled by the academics.

The managerial culture is defined as a type of culture based on the execution and
evaluation of practices for the defined purposes. Financial responsibility and effective
audit skills, clearly defined goals and objectives, managerial leadership, efficiency,
and a niche evaluation capacity are key concepts of an institution where this culture is
dominant. Managerial culture has a robust influence on the development of human

resources potential in the organization and leads the organization to achieve its goals.
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Based on the developmental culture, Bergquist and Pawlak, (2008) define
organizations as places where learning should take place naturally and easily. This
culture type requires organizational learning and planning to ensure the survival of the
organization and to strengthen the organization's ability to adapt to new situations. In
such organizations, cognitive, affective, and behavioral developments of students,

faculty, and staff are assessed continuously and supported programmatically.

In the advocacy culture, institutions adopt egalitarian and equitable policies and
procedures to distribute resources and acquired benefits among its people. It mainly
values confrontation and collective bargaining among the stakeholders. Faculty
leadership and management are highly appreciated along with the assumptions about
the faculty power and mediation with the outside environment for the survival of the
organization. The institution functions between maintaining existing social attitudes

and structures and establishing new ones.

The virtual culture, which was later added to the theory, emphasizes a new culture
type shaped by the impact of technological inventions surrounding the personal and
professional lives of students, faculty, administrators, and other staff. It is considered
to be fundamental to understand today's higher education with the emergence of
distance education and virtual universities. The virtual culture, which is a direct result
of the digital revolution, focuses on the idea that HEI's educational resources should
be linked to global and technological resources, thus expanding the global learning

network.

In contrast to the virtual culture, the tangible culture emphasizes the roots and
community of HEIs, and the need for higher education to function based on its
traditional academic legacy. In response to the rise of the virtual culture, it regards the
value of face-to-face education and the physical environment. Adopting a local
perspective, this culture type honors a deeply rooted identity, supportive learning
communities, spiritual, and symbolic representations of the institution (Bergquist &
Pawlak, 2008). According to the authors, it is impossible to assert that only one type

of culture is adopted in an organization. Instead, one of these six distinct culture types
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is dominant, but the existence of others can also be observed in universities, and these
culture types can interact continuously. For example, the weakening of the collegial

culture can lead to the rise of the managerial culture (Bergquist & Pawlak, 2008).

2.4.3 Organizational Frames

Centering ‘leadership’ at the core of culture and governance understanding of
organizations, Bolman and Deal (2017) coined four organizational frames in
organizational studies in 1984. As in other studies pertinent to organizational culture,
the authors suggest that all kinds of organizations are complex and ambiguous, which
leads to multiple realities and situations to emerge within their systems. Hence, a
leader should have multiple perspectives to guide organizational behavior according
to such particular situations and to settle a specific culture to be adopted by the
members of that organization (Bolman & Deal, 2017). Therefore, each frame proposed
focuses on the diverse aspects of organizational characteristics. The structural frame
has pure Weberian suppositions about organizations. In the human resources frame,
serving human needs is the primary mission of organizations. It is thought that there
1s a mutual dependency between people and organizations since people need salaries,
careers, and opportunities, while organizations need ideas, talent, and labor. The
political frame sees organizations as coalitions of different interest groups. In the
symbolic frame, organizational actions are not regarded for their own sake, somewhat
their meanings as people have different experiences with situations and, as one may

expect, have distinct interpretations of them. (Bolman & Deal, 2017).

2.4.4 McNay’s Culture Models in Higher Education

In his study, where cultural shifts in the academy were investigated, McNay (1995)
also revealed four types of organizational culture seen in HEIs: collegium,
bureaucracy, corporation, and enterprise. The fundamental characteristics of these
culture types show relative similarities to Bolman and Deal’s organizational
governance models. He suggests that all types co-exist in universities with different

balances among them, and the factors such as, traditions, mission, leadership, and
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external relations, affect the balance (McNay, 1995). The table below summarizes the

core characteristics of the culture models in the academy.

Table 2.3

Core characteristics of McNay's culture models in the academy

Factor Collegium Bureaucracy Corporation Enterprise
Dominant value  freedom equity loyalty competence
Role of central o o .

permissive regulatory directive supportive
authorities

. . . . Sub-

department/ faculty/ institution/senior _ _
Dominant unit o ) units/project

individual committee management

teams

informal groups

committees and

working parties/

Decision arenas administrative senior project teams
networks )
briefings management
Management _ - . developed
consensual formal/rational  political/tactical .
style leadership
Environmental ) . o
evolution stability crisis turbulence
Cfit’
organic reactive proactive tactical
Nature of change ) . ) o
mnovation adaptation transformation flexibility
External o regulatory ' clients/spons
invisible college ) policymakers
referents bodies ors
market
Internal o
discipline rules plans strength/stud
referents
ents
Basis for audit of performance repeat
. peer assessment o _
evaluation procedures indicators business
Student status apprentice o )
) statistic unit of resource customer
academic
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Table 2.3 (cont’d)

Administrator
the chief
roles: servant the community  the committee _ the client
¢ executive
of...

Note. From “From the Collegial Academy to the Corporate Enterprise: The Changing
Cultures of Universities,” by I. McNay, 1995. In T. Shuller (Ed.), The Changing
University?, p. 109. Copyright 1995 by Open University Press.

2.4.5 Competing Values Framework

In this study, the four cultural ‘typologies’ of Cameron and Quinn (2011), based on
the Competing Values Framework (CVM) developed by Quinn and Rohrbaugh
(1983), were used. The model has taken pretty much attention in organizational studies
and become popular in describing the cultural setting of HEIs (Gaus et al., 2019).
Several authors have been utilizing the CVM in higher education research since it has
been validated not only as a cultural model for HEIs (Fralinger & Olson, 2007; Hill &
Ferreira, 2008; Kdse, 2017) but also as a measurement tool for other phenomena in
universities, such as organizational effectiveness and quality (Cameron & Freeman,
1991; Smart et al., 1997; Smart & Hamm, 1993; Smart & St. John, 1996), which are
predictive for the mentioned engagement-specific characteristics of HEIs. The cultural
typologies in this framework — clan, adhocracy, market, and hierarchy — are also in
line with what was proposed for the organizational culture in HEIs and the

consequence of the evaluation of ‘how the things are dealt with in universities.’

The organizational culture compatible with the clan culture is characterized by a
friendly organization where everybody shares a lot of themselves as if they were
family members. Leaders are perceived as mentors and, sometimes, parents. An
organization which underlines the personal development with commitment, cohesion,
and morale being is essential. Teamwork, participation, and consensus among the
members are the most critical concerns for the organization regarding success as the
investment in people. Finally, the organization is held together with loyalty and
tradition (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). The clan culture is also compatible with the
‘collegial model” of Baldridge et al. (1974), ‘collegial culture’ of Bergquist and Pawlak
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(2008), ‘human resources frame’ of Bolman and Deal (2017), and ‘collegium’ of

McNay (1995).

The adhocracy culture is characterized by a dynamic, entrepreneurial, and creative
organization where everybody takes risks. Leaders are perceived as visionary,
innovative, and risk-takers. An organization that underlines pursuing new knowledge
and products is essential. Change readiness, accepting new challenges, rapid growth,
and obtaining new resources are the most important concerns for the organization
regarding success as original products and services. Finally, the organization is held
together with a commitment to innovation (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). This type of
culture shows relevant similarities with the assumptions of ‘developmental culture’ of
Bergquist and Pawlak (2008), ‘symbolic frame’ of Bolman and Deal (2017), and
‘corporation’ of McNay (1995).

The market culture is characterized by an organization where everybody commits to
result-oriented works. Leaders are perceived as strong producers and tough and
demanding competitors. An organization which is dominating the market competition
and leadership with more market share is essential. Competitiveness and achieving
targets are the most important concerns. Finally, the organization is held together with
an emphasis on winning (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). The market culture also holds
assumptions that are provided in the ‘political model’ of Baldridge et al. (1974),
‘political frame’ of Bolman and Deal (2017), and ‘enterprise’ of McNay (1995).

Organizations with formal and structural alignment generally exhibit the hierarchy
culture. What the people do inside is governed by the relevant procedures. Leaders are
perceived as good coordinators and organizers. A smoothly operating organization is
essential. Stability, predictability, and efficiency are the most important concerns.
Finally, the organization is held together with formal rules and policies (Cameron &
Quinn, 2011). The hierarchy culture is characterized with Weberian suppositions
which are highly visible in the ‘bureaucratic model’ of Baldridge et al. (1974),
‘managerial culture’ of Bergquist and Pawlak (2008), ‘structural frame’ of Bolman

and Deal (2017), and ‘bureaucracy’ of McNay (1995).
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2.5 Literature Review on Student Engagement

2.5.1 Influencers of Student Engagement

When it comes to student engagement again, the relevant literature has suggested
several factors to influence engagement. For example, Yorke and Knight (2004) found
that self-theories (i.e., self-belief) had pretty much effect on engagement. Students
with fixed self-theories are likely to have fixed views on their capabilities, which leads
them to unable to adjust their learning goals, performance, and motivation. Those with
malleable self-theories accept the challenges as learning opportunities by adjusting
their performance and goals, which leads them to be engaged in what they do (Yorke
& Knight, 2004). In their study conducted with 110 psychology students, Llorens and
her colleagues found that there was a positive relationship between self-efficacy and
engagement (Llorens et al., 2007). In their study conducted with 161 community
college students, self-efficacy was found to be a facilitator of class engagement
(Llorens et al., 2007). Besides, it is concluded by some authors that student motivation
has a predictive validity on student engagement based on the results of the studies

conducted with a good many students in the USA (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Schuetz, 2008).

Peer relationship or learning with peers is also in the heart of student engagement
research in terms of its effects on social integration (Tinto, 1975), involvement (Astin,
1999), persistence (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005), and overall academic development
(Kuh, 1993). In a study conducted to determine the effect of peer interaction on
students’ perception of engagement, Moran and Gonyea (2003) found that peer
interaction had a robust predictive value on student engagement and its outcomes.
Kember (2004) found that peer relationship was a significant determinant on reducing
perceived workload and boosting engagement among students. Besides, it is stated that
learning with peers or collaborative learning is measured with the NSSE (Kuh, 2005)
and is also a part of emotional engagement and highly effective on developing a sense
of belonging to the institution and a student community (Milburn-Shaw & Walker,
2017). In a study conducted with two focus groups from undergraduate students and

teachers, both focus groups indicated that the interaction and relationship with their
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peers increased their engagement (Collago, 2017). By the way, learning communities
have a place while discussing student-student interactions owing to the opportunity of
intense peer relationships. For example, a study conducted with randomly selected
80,474 first year and senior students revealed that participation in learning
communities (learning with peers) was positively linked with the engagement in
educational activities (Zhao & Kuh, 2004). Similarly, it was found that the first-year
students frequently interacting with their peers in learning communities were more
engaged and less departure oriented (Krause et al., 2005). In another study, it was
discovered that participating in a learning community resulted in a positive and

significant relationship with student engagement (Pike et al., 2011).

Teaching and teachers are central to student engagement and deserve credit within
institutions for their contributions (Zepke & Leach, 2010). For example, in their
extensive literature review, Kuh and his colleagues attribute teaching and teachers a
key role in student engagement and suggested that teachers offering profound learning
opportunities to their students contributed to their engagement (Kuh et al., 2006). Xerri
and his colleagues (2018) discovered the positive impact of the student-teacher
relationship on student engagement; Mann (2001) also argued that encouraging close
faculty-student relationships might foster student engagement. Another study
concludes that students are more likely to engage in their learning once teachers
support them in the way of creating an environment that is inviting, challenging, and
enabling them to be approachable (Bryson & Hand, 2007). Also, Umbach and
Wawrzynski (2005) performed a study with an extensive data set using the NSSE and
concluded that students were more likely to be engaged as the frequency of course-
related interactions with faculty increased, namely ‘faculty do matter.” In their in-depth
analysis of student engagement across institutions, Kezar and Kinzie (2006) suggested
that faculty-student interaction was an influencing factor in each type of institution
they analyzed. Accessibility of staff in HEIs is also concluded to be a good predictor
of student engagement (Duzevi¢, 2015). Students perceiving accessibility and
closeness to their teachers were found to have lower workload perceptions and to be
more engaged in their studies (Mottet et al., 2005). According to the findings, once

faculty engages in the teaching process (Bryson & Hand, 2007) and uses interest-
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enhancing strategies, blended learning methods (Delialioglu, 2012), and technology

(Chen et al., 2010) in the classroom, students tend to engage in their subject more.

Another influencer of student engagement is the support provided to students from
several sources. For example, the results of a study conducted in the Philippines
revealed that students engaged more in academic activities and gained more
achievement once socially supported by their families, peers, and teachers when
compared to those who were not (Ganotice & King, 2014). It was found out that first-
year students dealt with being a newcomer to the college environment (Wilcox et al.,
2005) while supporting inexperienced students through matching them experienced
ones within a mentoring scheme helped first-year students to engage (Kiernan et al.,
2006). Also, first-year students did pretty much well in academic performance and
engagement when they were supported academically (Reason et al., 2006). Besides,
Devlin et al. (2009) draw attention to the enhancing role of institutional support on
student engagement. Emphasizing the role of emotional support, Whiteman et al.
(2013) concluded peer emotional support to maintain mental health and academic
adjustment resulting in better engagement. Leach (2016) and Kuh et al. (2008) assert
that familial support has an impact on student engagement. In addition, results of a
study suggest that there is a weak association between obtaining financial support and
GPA, but there is a pretty strong relationship between financial support and student
engagement in certain activities in the campus environment (Boatman & Long, 2016).
It was found that students accepted to Gates Millennium Scholarship (GMS) program,
which is a scholarship program funded by Gates couple, experienced more engagement
than their peers who had no financial aid. Similarly, in a study where GMS recipients
and non-recipients were compared in terms of engagement, Hu (2010) found that the
recipient of this scholarship were more academically and socially engaged compared

to the non-recipients.

The effect of workload (academic and social) on student engagement should not be
ignored. Since it fosters student engagement in academic tasks, the appropriate
workload was deemed to be key for engagement (Chambers, 1992). Yet, in his in-

depth analysis of perceived workload and students’ relationship with others, Kember
39



(2004) concluded that the perceived workload among students was directly linked to
overall student engagement, and relationships with peers and teachers significantly
decreased workload perception. The perceived excessive workload was also found to
be highly associated with increased stress and decreased engagement (Ruohoniemi &
Lindblom-Ylinne, 2009). Also, excessive course contents lead students to feel
overloaded (Feldon, 2007), which may decrease educational experience, retention, and

student engagement (Xerri et al., 2018).

On the other hand, one of the critical factors increasing the burden of students and
affecting their workload perceptions is employment. For example, Jogaratnam and
Buchanan (2004) state that rising costs of living and attending colleges in Australia
push students to find a job to maintain their education, and this creates a huge burden
on their existing workload, which prevents them from fully engaging in their studies.
Wanner (2015) expresses his own experience of lecturing and asserts that academic
engagement is pretty much decreased owing to excessive study workload and paid
work outside the campus. Krause et al. (2005) discovered the relative increase in the
employment rates among students in a five-year period, and the participants stated paid
work decreased their academic performance and pushed them to withdraw due to a
high workload. Walpole (2003) found that students from low SES had to work more
and study less; therefore, they reported low engagement and GPA than their high SES

peers.

Emphasizing students with certain characteristics enjoy some activities than others,
Kuh (2009) pointed out the conditional effect of student background on student
engagement. In a study where the engagement data of more than 300 thousand
American students, Hu and Kuh (2002) found that student characteristics had a
remarkable place while predicting engagement among students. In another study
conducted with 265 first-year students, some personality characteristics influenced
students’ academic efforts and engagement (Bauer & Liang, 2003). Moreover, in the
college impact literature, Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) found a relationship between
several pre-college characteristics of students and their college experience. In their

study, where impact several factors were tested regarding institutional commitments
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of students, Strauss and Volkwein (2002) concluded that some demographic
characteristics of students, such as gender, marital status, and being minority, had a
significant relationship with institutional commitment. In their comprehensive study
with longitudinal data of American students, Kuh and his colleagues (2006) report that
male students are likely to be less engaged than female students. Nevertheless, there
are some studies in the literature finding contradictory results. According to these
studies, student background characteristics (such as gender, age, family background,
pre-college entry level, minority status, etc.) were reported to have a little impact on
student engagement (Pike & Kuh, 2005; Pike, 1999). Trowler and Trowler (2010)
suggest that prior characteristics of students do not predict if students will engage;

instead, all students can engage.

2.5.2 Consequences of Student Engagement

As discussed in the first chapter, governments and the private sector expect great
contributions from HEIs so that increasingly emphasize ultimate success on not only
academic subjects but also on active citizenship, intellectuality, and qualification for
employment with acquiring lifelong learning philosophy (Yorke, 2006) due to the
increasing awareness of the importance of HEIs in providing necessary human capital.
Today’s business owners hire graduates with generic interpersonal skills in addition to
adequate knowledge of the field (Choi & Rhee, 2014). Consequently, HEIs are under
great pressure to increase educational quality by national initiatives and sectoral
demands (Almarghani & Mijatovic, 2017). Institutions also desire to reach a certain
degree of quality and to be competitive in the current higher education market owing
to the effects of globalization, marketization, and internalization (Wanner, 2015).
Even, the success and graduation rates reached by the institutions determine the
funding proportions of them in several countries (Leach, 2016), and neoliberal policies
have come to an end to make compressions among HEIs to encourage the increase in
performance and quality (Zepke, 2014). On the other hand, universities today are
facing multiple problems related to student attrition, graduation and dropout rates,
retention, as well as satisfying student expectations and ensuring learning for all due
to the relative effects of massification, internationalization, sectoral challenges, and
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performance. These are some reasons why student engagement has become the major
focus in higher education to enhance teaching and learning, the hot topic in meting
agendas, and the primary theme in conferences around the world (Trowler, 2010)
Coates (2010) indicates that “as students become more diverse, as higher education
becomes more competitive, as the export of international education continues to grow,
and as demand increases for greater numbers of capable graduates, there is an
intensified need for sound insights on whether students are engaging effectively with
university education” (p.1). Ultimately, previous research has suggested that student
engagement appears to be a solution for many problems of colleges in terms of quality
and performance (Carey, 2018; Duzevi¢, 2015; Trowler, 2010) and to have a robust
relationship with proximal and distal outcomes of students as Kahu (2013) identifies

in her framework.

The engagement literature suggests that student engagement plays a great role in
student satisfaction (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Umbach & Porter, 2002; Zhao &
Kuh, 2004). Webber et al. (2013) found that the students frequently engaged in
academic and extracurricular activities in the campus had higher GPAs and
satisfaction. Kuh (2005) suggests that first-year students showing a high degree of
engagement in class and campus activities gain more self-understanding and have
satisfaction with their college experience. Krause (2005) calls institutions to regard
student engagement since disengaged students are more likely to be dissatisfied with
their experience in the college and tend to show withdrawal. Engagement is also a
good predictor of student learning (Astin, 1999; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005;
Trowler, 2010; Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005; Wolf-Wendel et al., 2009). Kuh et al.
(2008) found that engaging students had better learning outcomes and persisted more
than their non-engaged peers. Campbell and Mayer (2009) suggested that students that
were engaged during a lecture showed better course learning performance compared
to non-engaged students. Carini et al. (2006) mentioned the conditional effect of
student engagement on learning. Achievement is another, perhaps the best,
consequence of student engagement (Astin, 1999; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). In
their preliminary study, Fredricks et al. (2004) constantly emphasized the link between

student success and engagement types discussed above. In their study, Kuh et al.
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(2006) indisputably proved the association between student engagement and student
success. Kahu (2013) asserts that the reason why the engagement construct has become
a highly studied topic is its critical role in student achievement. Kuh (2003) also
demonstrates that student success can only be explained with what the student engages
in college instead of what the student has brought. Grades are primary outputs of
student achievement, and the literature supports the view that engagement is directly
related to grades. For example, the 2008 NSSE results of an institution revealed that
the more the students engaged in their learning, the higher CGPAs they obtained and
the more positive perception they had about their academic experience (Webber et al.,
2013). Walpole (2003) suggested that the students reporting low engagement gained
low GPAs. Carini et al. (2006) concluded that the results of the students from the NSSE
were positively linked with desirable outcomes, such as grades. Kuh (2009) pointed
out the positive contribution of engagement to grades while Pike et al. (2011)
discovered the mediating role of engagement in students’ grades. The literature also
reveals that the engagement positively affects several skills and abilities of students.
For example, challenging and supportive environments foster student engagement, and
consequently, students have improved personal and social skills (Webber et al., 2013).
Kuh (2009) states that “engaging in a variety of educationally productive activities
also builds the foundation of skills and dispositions people need to live a productive,
satisfying life after college” (p. 5). Choi and Rhee (2014) found that generic student
competencies of Korean students, such as reasoning, critical thinking, problem-
solving, and communication skills, were highly affected by student engagement. In
their study, Carini et al. (2006) found that student engagement was positively
associated with critical thinking skills. Finally, both proximal and distal outcomes of
student engagement are student development and growth (Kahu, 2013; Pascarella &
Terenzini, 2005). For example, Kuh (2003) argues that engagement helps students gain
habits that enhance their capacity for lifelong learning and personal growth. Zhao and
Kuh (2004) found that engagement was pretty much responsible for the personal
development of students through participation in learning communities. Carini and his
colleagues (2006) point out the engagement as the best predictor of learning and
personal development. Pascarella and his colleagues (2010) argued that the increase in

the engagement could be considered reasonable signs of student growth. Lastly,
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Trowler and Trowler (2010) summarize that engagement has a consistent correlation
with cognitive development, psychosocial development, and moral and ethical

development.

2.6 Literature Review on Student Engagement and Organizational Culture

As clearly mentioned in previous sections, student engagement is a concept that should
be scrutinized with its two components. According to the definition (Kuh, 2009),
engagement is characterized by both to what extent students devote time and energy
to all kinds of activities to be regarded within their learning and what institutions offer
to their students in terms of effective educational practices and fruitful learning
environment. Therefore, it can be said that student engagement can be understood with
its two legs: student and organizational dimensions, and it should be noted that either
level has considerable interactions with and contributions to each other. Although
organizational characteristics in HEIs are dealt with in the engagement literature
concerning what is offered to students to foster their engagement, they are also the
hallmarks of the established governance understanding and imply how the work is
done and what kind of practices and policies are adopted in the institution. Ultimately,
they appear as the components describing the cultural milieu of an HEI. In this sense,
institutional characteristics, policies, and practices predicting student engagement can
be addressed within a broader perspective of organizational culture. Even though there
are a limited number of studies touching upon the student engagement issue from the
broader perspective of organizational culture, the literature has remarkable findings
related to the relationship between institutional characteristics and student

engagement.

Pike and Kuh (2005) argue that besides the student experience in the college,
institutional practices and policies also play an important role in student engagement
because there is nothing arriving the borders of college together with students and their
unique experiences within the campus, including their background characteristics.
Given the institutional characteristics, Astin (1999) suggests that one can measure the
effectiveness of any educational practice and policy by observing to what extent that
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practice and policy foster student engagement. In this regard, Zepke and Leach (2010)
reviewed the engagement literature from ten countries with 93 studies. They proposed
ten actions for institutions to adapt to their practices and policies to increase
engagement. Carey (2018) notes that student engagement is shaped by institutional
policies and power dynamics. Porter (2006) emphasizes the importance of
understanding what structural characteristics of universities enhance student
engagement in a competitive environment of HEIs. It was found in his study that the
institution’s selectivity and size positively affected engagement, while research-
oriented policies of the institution hindered student engagement. Kuh (2009)
demonstrates that institutions involving student affairs professionals into their
strategies exhibit a consistent approach to engaging students. Coates (2010) notes that
enhancing student engagement means building practices and policies designed to

respond to diversified student needs.

An enriching and supportive campus environment is an indispensable part of the
engagement construct. Kuh (2003) and Coates (2010) consider enriching educational
practices among critical tenets when measuring student engagement. Doyle (2008) and
Astin (1999) suggest that learner-centered educational environments are effective in
promoting and maintaining student engagement. Chickering and Gamson (1987)
advanced seven practices for creating an enriching environment to ensure a successful
student engagement: (1) enhancing faculty-student interaction, (2) developing peer
collaboration, (3) encouraging active learning, (4) activating effective feedback
mechanisms, (5) emphasizing time on task, (6) articulating high expectations, and (7)
respecting diversity. Harper and Quaye (2009) indicate that the learning environment
should adjust to student needs and diversity to ensure student engagement. A
challenging, supportive, and collaborative learning environment facilitates student
engagement, thus increased academic knowledge and personal and social skills
(Collago, 2017). Freeman et al. (2007) indicate that a supportive campus environment

is crucial for student engagement since it creates a sense of belonging among students.

Besides academic activities, support services and physical facilities play a notable role

in student engagement. Pittaway and Moss (2006) found that orientation activities
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were important services of colleges, and they helped students engage in their peers,
teachers, staff, campus, and their studies. Academic writing centers were found to be
associated with high-level engagement (Kiernan et al., 2006). Kuh and Gonyea (2015)
utter that the library and its collection size are the physical indicators of academic life
and the quality of that institution. They investigated the role of the university library
in learning and found that it mediated the engagement through higher academic
expectations from students. Physical facilities, such as library, dormitory, study halls,
and sports centers, are shown to be reliable factors in increasing student interaction,

thus engagement (Almarghani & Mijatovic, 2017).

Residence halls are deemed to be places for opportunities to be involved in enriched
educational experiences with other students and the institution itself; thus, they are an
indispensable component of institutional culture and engagement (LaNasa et al., 2007,
Zhao & Kuh, 2004). Accordingly, it was discovered that on-campus living, as opposed
to commuting to the campus, had an indirect positive relationship with student
engagement (LaNasa et al., 2007). Similarly, it was found that “living on campus,
however, appears to foster change indirectly, by maximizing the opportunities for
social, cultural, and extracurricular engagement” (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005, p.
603). Astin (1999) claims that living on the campus positively influence student
engagement in campus activities. Moreover, Kezar (2011) notes that residence halls
are the mechanisms that can be utilized by institutions to grow their sizes, and the
institutional size plays a key role in student engagement. While off-campus students
are less engaged than their counterparts (Kuh et al., 2006), Pike (1999) found that
residential students attending learning communities experienced better engagement
and gained more than their counterparts. Previous research also suggests that on-
campus living ensures high academic performance by providing engagement
opportunities with campus life, learning communities, and extracurricular activities

(Pike et al., 2011; Webber et al., 2013).

According to Zepke and Leach (2010), organizational culture is a key factor in student
engagement. Students are prone to be disengaged and alienated from their education

in cultures where they are labeled as ‘non-traditional’ or are not welcomed. In the
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contemporary higher education, it is argued that institutions desiring to be successful
in engagement should adopt cultures embodying the emphasis on success, learning,
high expectations, diversity, and support services (Kuh et al., 2006). Pascarella and
Terenzini (2005) indicate that cultural milieu of the academy influences students’
perceptions of their schools, which in turn affects their engagement. Kahu's (2013)
sociocultural perspective to engagement offers institutions not only focus on support
structures and institutional environment but also the institution’s culture influencing
student engagement. Billings and Terkla (2014) state that institutional culture has a
considerable effect on the beliefs and values of the staff and students and guide their
engagement behaviors. Therefore, strong campus cultures have coherent cultural
characteristic, while weak campus cultures lack such a coherence (Kuh, 2001;
Masland, 1985). In that sense, weak organizational cultures were found to have little
or no effect on student outcomes and engagement behaviors (Berger, 2000). Umbach
and Wawrzynski (2005) revealed that the cultural context of faculty behaviors and
attitudes was positively associated with student engagement. They suggest that
students on campuses, where faculty culture emphasizes the best educational practices,

report greater gains in general knowledge, competence, and personal development.

Peters et al. (2019) suggest that creating an institutional culture empowering student
voice in governance and fostering collaboration between students and faculty can
increase student engagement. Pike and Kuh (2005) state that whatever their size and
type, engaging institutions acknowledge student learning and development in their
mission statement and operating philosophies. In this sense, they assert that aspects of
organizational culture in such institutions explain better what matters to student
engagement. Kezar (2007) and Kezar and Kinzie (2006) revealed that strong ethos
created by the campus community and educational strategies and practices aligned
with the mission statement could have a robust impact on student engagement. Zepke
(2014) implies that neoliberal and market-driven policies have recently boosted
engagement-specific concerns and initiatives of HEIs. However, Baron and Corbin
(2012) argue that the marketization of the universities, performance-oriented nature of
the academic culture, and massification would lead to disengagement. van der Velden

(2012) evaluated the relationship between culture types of two universities, based on
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McNay’s culture models, and student engagement. She found that the college adopting
collegial culture was successful in engaging its students, while students had a lower

engagement in the other with corporate culture.

2.7 Summary of the Literature Review

Although there is no consensus among the scholars on what the concept of student
engagement explicitly says and offers to today’s educational milieu, the studies
initiated in the 1930s has shaped the theory building on Pace's (1990) ‘quality of
effort,” Astin's (1999) ‘student involvement,” and Pascarella and Terenzini's (2005)
‘college impact.” The most comprehensive definition of student engagement is
proposed by Kuh (2001), which is the time and energy devoted by the students to
educationally purposeful activities in the colleges and effort of the institutions to create
effective educational practices and environments for students. Based on this definition,
the concept has been tried to encapsulate into different, but similar frameworks. Kuh
(2001) suggested a ‘student engagement’ framework based on five basic tenets.
Fredricks et al. (2004) drew attention to diverse dimensions of student engagement
and proposed that engagement had behavioral, emotional, and cognitive domains.
Finally, Glinii¢ (2016) incorporated behavioral, emotional, and cognitive engagement
with institutional efforts to create an engaging environment and suggested an

engagement framework around ‘class and campus engagement.’

Why student engagement has become the major focus among higher education
institutions is sectoral demands for graduates with exceptional qualifications (Choi &
Rhee, 2014; Yorke, 2006), quality inquiries (Almarghani & Mijatovic, 2017),
marketization (Leach, 2016; Wanner, 2015; Zepke, 2014). Above all, what makes
student engagement prevail in the higher education literature is the reasons, such as
the robust relationship between desirable student outcomes. The relevant literature
suggests that there is a positive relationship between student engagement and student
satisfaction (Kuh, 2005; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Umbach & Porter, 2002; Zhao
& Kuh, 2004), student learning (Astin, 1999; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Trowler
& Trowler, 2010; Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005; Wolf-Wendel et al., 2009), higher
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GPA and success (Astin, 1999; Carini et al., 2006; Fredricks et al., 2004; Kuh, 2003;
Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Pike et al., 2011; Walpole, 2003; Webber et al., 2013),
skills, competencies, and abilities (Carini et al., 2006; Choi & Rhee, 2014; Kuh, 2009;
Webber et al., 2013), student development and growth (Kahu, 2013; Pascarella &
Terenzini, 2005; Trowler, 2010; Zhao & Kuh, 2004).

In the student side, engagement is profoundly affected by self-theories (i.e., self-belief)
(Llorens et al., 2007; Yorke & Knight, 2004), peer relationship (Kember, 2004;
Milburn-Shaw & Walker, 2017; Moran & Gonyea, 2003; Zhao & Kuh, 2004), faculty
interaction (Bryson & Hand, 2007; Kuh et al., 2006; Xerri et al., 2018), support from
several sources (i.e., familial and financial support) (Ganotice & King, 2014; Kiernan
et al., 2006; Wilcox et al., 2005), workload and paid jobs (Chambers, 1992; Krause,
2005; Ruohoniemi & Lindblom-Yldnne, 2009; Walpole, 2003), and background
characteristics (Bauer & Liang, 2003; Kuh, 2009; Pike & Kuh, 2005; Strauss &
Volkwein, 2002).

On the other hand, as in the definition of student engagement, the concept is not
thought separate from institutional characteristics; thus, engagement is also predicted
by institutional practices and policies (Carey, 2018; Kuh, 2005; Porter, 2006; Zepke
& Leach, 2010), enriching and supportive campus environment (Coates, 2010;
Collago, 2017; Doyle, 2008; Freeman et al., 2007; Kuh, 2003), support services and
physical facilities (Almarghani & Mijatovic, 2017; Kiernan et al., 2006; Kuh &
Gonyea, 2015; Pittaway & Moss, 2006), and on-campus residency (LaNasa et al.,
2007; Pike et al., 2011; Webber et al., 2013; Zhao & Kuh, 2004). Although such
characteristics in HEIs are considered within the engagement concept, they are also
the hallmarks of how the work is done and what kind of practices and policies are
adopted in institutions. Ultimately, they appear as the components describing the

organizational culture of an HEI.

The scholars examined the cultural milieu of HEIs, tried to set frames for it, and
proposed several culture models or typologies. In this regard, organizational culture in

HEIs is famously modeled by ‘three models of academic governance’ (Baldridge et
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al., 1974), ‘the six culture of the academy’ (Bergquist & Pawlak, 2008),
‘organizational frames’ (Bolman & Deal, 2017), ‘four culture models’ (McNay, 1995),
and ‘organizational culture types’ (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). Despite being limited
and indirect, the literature has revealed the relationship between institutional culture
and student engagement (Baron & Corbin, 2012; Berger, 2000; Billings & Terkla,
2014; Peters et al., 2019; Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005; van der Velden, 2012; Zepke,
2014; Zepke & Leach, 2010). However, except the only study conducted by van der
Velden (2012), the literature lacks studies investigating the relationship between
student engagement and culture types of universities, which constitutes the ultimate

concern of the present study.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

The research methodology is presented in this chapter. The topics covered in this
chapter are the design of the study, population and sample, demographic
characteristics of the participants, instrumentation, data collection procedure, data

analyses, and limitations of the study.

3.1 Design of the Study

This study employed a quantitative approach with correlational design. There are two
major purposes of correlational research. The first is that it reveals the association
between two or more variables by avoiding the attempts to manipulate them, which is
called as an explanatory design. Furthermore, correlational research is used to make
predictions about the dependent variable through the independent variable by using
the relationships between them, which is usually called as a prediction design
(Creswell, 2012; Fraenkel et al., 2012). In such studies, dependent and independent
variables are called prediction and criterion variables, respectively. In either case, it
was the appropriate design in the present study since it sought the answer to the

following question:

Do the organizational culture types in higher education significantly predict student

engagement?

3.1.1 Predictor Variables

Predictor variables in this study were the four culture typologies observed in
organizations within the CVM. These are clan, adhocracy, market, and hierarchy

cultures.
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The clan culture: The organizational culture compatible with this type is characterized
by a friendly organization where everybody shares a lot of themselves as if they were
family members (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). This type of culture is measured with 6

questions on a 7-point Likert-type scale.

The adhocracy culture: The organizational culture compatible with this type is
characterized by a dynamic, entrepreneurial, and creative organization where
everybody take risks (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). This type of culture is measured with

6 items rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale.

The market culture: The organizational culture compatible with this type is
characterized by an organization with result-oriented works. Competitiveness and
achieving targets are the most important concerns. (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). This

type of culture is measured with 6 items rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale.

The hierarchy culture: The organizational culture compatible with this type is
characterized by an organization with formal and structural alignment (Cameron &
Quinn, 2011). This type of culture is measured with 6 items rated on a 7-point Likert-
type scale.

3.1.2. Criterion Variable

Student engagement: is the dependent variable revealing to what extent students show
engagement during their college journey. It is measured with 41 items rated on a 5-
point Likert-type scale developed based on a hybrid student engagement framework

developed by (Giinili¢ & Kuzu, 2015).

3.2 Population and Sample

While the target population of the present study was students enrolled in the

universities in Ankara, Turkey, the accessible population was those enrolled in a public
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university in this province. This university is one of the reputable universities in
Turkey founded in 1956. Today, there are 21,327 students in 41 undergraduate
programs with 5 faculties in the Ankara campus. Therefore, the sample was selected
among students of this university by employing the convenience sampling method.
Although convenience sampling is considered to be biased and non-representative of
any population (Fraenkel et al., 2012), the sample selected with this method can also
give useful information for what is tested (Creswell, 2012). Besides, there was two
reasons for selecting this method. The first one is that the prep-students should be
excluded from the study since they were thought not to acquire a culture perception to
the place where they were new. The second is that it was rather hard for the researcher
to obtain the data of thousands of students from the relevant bodies of the university;
therefore, randomization seemed impossible for this study. Ultimately, there was the
convenience sampling was the only option for the researcher (Fraenkel et al., 2012).
The sample was composed of the undergraduate students enrolled in different faculties
of a public university in the 2019-2020 academic year. As stated above, students
attending the preparatory school were excluded from the study since it was thought
that they might not display a clear perception of the culture of the university. They
should also have more experience in the university to be able to report their

engagement since they were newcomers during the data collection.

3.3 Demographic Characteristics of the Participants

A total of 429 students participated in this study. Sixteen questionnaires were not
included in the data analysis for missing data concerns. Table 3.1 shows that the
sample was dominated by females with 60.5% (n=250), while 38.7% (n=160) were
males. The age range of the participants was found to be between 19 and 38 (M=21.61,
SD=2.44). Almost all of the participants (95.4%, n=394) aged between 19 and 25
years, the remaining ones (4.6%, n=19) fell between 26 and 38 years. Distribution of
the participants by faculty type was as follows: 5.8% (n=24) from the faculty of
architecture, 26.4% (n=109) from the faculty of arts and science, 6.8% (n=28) from
the faculty of economics and administrative sciences, 16% (n=66) from the faculty of

education, and 45% (n=186) from the faculty of engineering. There were 137 freshmen
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(33.2%), 108 sophomores (26.2%), 85 juniors (20.6), and 83 seniors (20.1%). While
%]1 of the participants (n=4) had a GPA between 0.00 — 1.00, 14% (n=58) had a GPA
between 1.01 —2.00, 56.9% (n=235) had a GPA between 2.01 — 3.00. 28.1% (n=116)
had a GPA between 3.01 —4.00. On-campus residency was 35.8% (n=148) among the
students, while 64.2% (n=265) had an off-campus residency. Finally, the majority of
the students did not work (87.4%, n=361), 52 of them (12.6%) were employed in a
paid job.

Table 3.1

Demographic characteristics of the participants

Variable Frequency Percentage
(%)
Male 160 38.7
Gender Female 250 60.5
Other 3 7
19-25 394 95.4
Age 26-32 16 3.9
33-38 3 7
Architecture 24 5.8
Arts and Science 109 26.4
Faculty EcF)n. & Adm. 28 6.8
Sci.
Education 66 16.0
Engineering 186 45.0
Freshman 137 33.2
Sophomore 108 26.2
;{ti‘gy"f Junior 85 20.6
Senior 83 20.1
0.00 - 1.00 4 1
1.01 -2.00 58 14
GPA 2.01 -3.00 235 56.9
3.01 —4.00 116 28.1
. On-campus 148 35.8
Residency ¢ campus 265 64.2
Employed 52 12.6
Employment —;  ployed 361 87.4
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3.4 Instrumentation

In this study, the data were collected through a booklet designed to include the
intended scales. Initially, the demographic characteristics of the participants were
identified. The demographic variables were gender (male or female), age, discipline
(faculty), year of study (freshman, junior, sophomore, and senior), grade point average
(GPA), place of residency (on-campus and off-campus), employment (employed or
unemployed). Demographic characteristics bear a specific mission to determine
whether there are significant relationships between such characteristics and student
engagement. Then, two scales were included in the booklet: the Student Engagement

Scale and the Organizational Culture Assessment Inventory.

3.4.1 Student Engagement Scale

There were several tools measuring student engagement, but the most popular one is
the National Survey of Student Engagement developed by George Kuh in 2001 and
used to assess student engagement of college students across the world. In the Turkish
higher education context, the Student Engagement Scale (SES) was developed by
Giinii¢ and Kuzu (2015). The 5-point Likert-type scale consists of a total of 41 items
under six sub-scales within two components. The sub-scales are identified as valuing
(items 1-3), sense of belonging (items 4-11), cognitive engagement (items 12-21), peer
relationships (emotional engagement — I; items 22-27), faculty relationships
(emotional engagement — II; items 28-37), and behavioral engagement (items 38-41).
The scale is scored along “Strongly disagree” and “Strongly agree” and has no reverse-

scored item.

Sample items are “University is of great importance in my life” (campus engagement),
“I motivate myself to learn” (cognitive engagement), “/ like to see my friends in
classes” (emotional engagement), and “I follow the rules in classes” (behavioral
engagement). The developers conducted reliability and validity studies of the scale. In
their study conducted with about 800 university students, the six-factor structure

revealed after Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was confirmed with Confirmatory
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Factor Analysis (CFA) with item loadings ranging between .45 and .84. The
Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficient was found to be .929 for the total scale. The
total variance explained by the six-factor scale was calculated as 59% (Giinli¢ & Kuzu,
2015). The results suggest that the scale is valid and reliable in assessing student

engagement in universities.

In this study, a CFA was run to verify the factor structure and confirm the construct
validity of this instrument. The results revealed a significant Chi-Square value (y2=
1502.81, p=.00) with Goodness-of-Fit (GFI) value of .85, Standardized Root Mean
Residual (SRMR) value of .058, Normed Fit Index (NFI) value of .83, Comparative
Fit Index (CFI) value of .90, and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA)
value of 0.05. Since the relevant literature indicates that the value < .08 for RMSEA
shows an acceptable to good fit and suggests that GFI, NFI, and CFI values should be
greater than .90 to obtain a good fit, and it is given that SRMR value should be below
.05 to obtain a well-fitting model, but the values up to .08 can be considered acceptable
(Hooper et al., 2008; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Besides, Chi-
Square is stated to be sensitive to the sample size (Hooper et al., 2008; Siimer, 2000)
so that CMIN/DF value, which was found as 2.04, was considered in this analysis.
CMIN/DF value < 3 is accepted as the perfect fit (Kline, 2011). Ultimately, the present
model showed an acceptable fit. Meanwhile, standardized regression weights of the
items ranged between .324 and .860. The summary of the results are given Table 3.2

below.

Table 3.2
CFA results for the basic model of the SES

Model CMIN/DF GFI SRMR  NFI CFI RMSEA
Basic Model 2.042 851 058 .833 906 .050

For reliability concerns, Cronbach’s Alpha internal reliability coefficient was
calculated. It was obtained as .92 for the total scale (Table 3.3), which shows that the

scale is rather reliable.
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Table 3.3

Reliability statistics
, Cronbach’s Alpha Based
Scale Cronbach’s Alpha on Standardized Items
Total Scale 922 925 41

3.4.2 Organizational Culture Assessment Inventory

This study employed the Organizational Culture Assessment Inventory to assess the
organizational culture types of the university where this study was conducted. This
inventory was initially developed by Cameron and Freeman (1991) and revised by
Cameron and Quinn (2011) based on the CVM (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983). This
inventory allows one to assess organizational culture with 24 items within 6
organizational dimensions (dominant characteristics, organizational leadership,
management of employees, organization glue, strategic emphases, and criteria of
success). The items in each dimension suggest 4 culture typologies (clan, adhocracy,

hierarchy, and market) (Cameron & Quinn, 2011).

The 7-point Likert-type inventory was adapted to Turkish by Kose (2017). In his study,
the results of EFA showed that the scale, which has the 4-factor structure in its original
version, appeared as a 3-factor structure with item loadings ranging between .44 and
.81. The results of the analysis revealed that the items predicting the clan culture and
the adhocracy culture, which are considered in separate factor structures in the original
version, were clustered under the same factor. The new factor was called the
‘adhocratic-clan culture’ by the author since it was found that these two culture types

were not perceived as independent of each other (Kose, 2017).

Interestingly, the same result was found in a study where the organizational cultures
in Portuguese public and private universities were compared. The results of EFA
suggested that items predicting the clan culture and the adhocracy culture were
clustered under the same factor structure, and the new factor called ‘culture of

flexibility, discretion, and dynamism’ (Fralinger & Olson, 2007). Furthermore, Kose
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(2017) found that two items predicting the adhocracy culture in the original form were
clustered under the market culture. It was stated these items, related to ‘obtaining
project funding’ and ‘producing academic publications,” might be perceived within
competition phenomenon in the Turkish higher education system. The results of CFA
confirmed this 3-factor structure of the scale, and the variance explained by the new
scale was found to be %61. Besides, the Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficient was
found to be .94 for the total scale, .93 for the adhocratic-clan culture, .80 for the
hierarchy culture, and .87 for the market culture. In the final version, the new culture
type that differs as an alternative to typological separation conceptualized by Cameron
and Quinn (2011) is the ‘adhocratic-clan culture.’ This type of culture, which can be
considered as a synthesis of family and dynamic organizational structures, shows the

characteristics of both the clan culture and the adhocracy culture (Kose, 2017).

Although the psychometric properties of the scale with the three-factor structure were
revealed by the researcher (Kdse, 2017), this study employed a different sample group
(students) other than faculty. Therefore, the Turkish version of the OCAI was
employed in CFA to verify the factor structure and confirm the construct validity of

this instrument.

The results revealed a CMIN/DF value of 2.77, GFI value of .88, SRMR value of .073,
NFI value of .82, CFI value of .87, and RMSEA value of 0.06. Therefore, the present
model showed a poor to acceptable fit. Meanwhile, standardized regression weights of
the items ranged between .232 and .674. Urdan (2010) suggests that an item with factor
loading < .30 is not considered as a strong indicator of that factor. Therefore, 4 items
with factor loadings < .30 (clan1, clan4, market4, and market6) were deleted from the

model, and the analysis was replicated.

Replicated CFA results showed a CMIN/DF value of 2.66, GFI value of .90, SRMR
value of .061, NFI value of .85, CFI value of .90, and RMSEA value of 0.06. It was
found out that deletion of the items with poor factor loadings relatively improved the
model fit indices, and the model appeared to show an acceptable fit (Table 3.4).

Table 3.4
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CFA results for the basic model of the Turkish version of the OCAI

Model CMIN/DF GFI SRMR  NFI CFI RMSEA
Basic Model 2.665 907 061 856 903 .064

For reliability concerns, Cronbach’s Alpha internal reliability coefficients were
calculated for both total scale and the sub-scales. Reliability values were found to be
.85 for the total scale, .79 for the adhocratic-clan culture, .66 for the market culture,
and .65 for the hierarchy culture. Accordingly, the scale can be suggested to show a

moderate reliability (Table 3.5).

Table 3.5
Reliability statistics
Scale Cronbach’s Cronbach’s Alpha Based
Alpha on Standardized Items

Adhocratic-clan .790 187 8
culture
Market culture .660 .667 6
Hierarchy culture .649 .649 6
Total scale .857 .855 20

Finally, standardized regression weights of the items ranged between .314 and .670.
Overall, it can be stated that all items significantly loaded on their related factors and

construct validity of the Turkish version of the OCAI was confirmed.

3.5 Data Collection Procedure

The data was collected under the written approval obtained from the Middle East
Technical University Human Subjects Ethics Committee (Appendix C) between
October and December in the fall semester of the 2019-2020 academic year. First off,
the potential participants were reached out at the university library and informed about
the purpose of the present study, confidentiality concerns, and instruments. Those who

accepted to participate in the study voluntarily were asked to fill the Informed Consent
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Form (Appendix B), and the questionnaire booklet (Appendix A), containing the
inquiries of participants’ demographic characteristics, the SES, and the OCAI, were
distributed to the participants. They were given about 15 minutes to fill out the

instruments, then filled out booklets were collected.

3.6 Data Analysis

A total of 429 students participated in the study. Since 16 participants only responded
to demographic information part and left the questionnaire parts unfilled, the data on
these questionnaires were not included in the data analysis process; thus, statistical
analyses were conducted with the data from 413 participants. The data gathered on the
SES and the OCAI were put into a CFA to re-check their factorial structures and
construct validities. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were calculated for the reliability
concerns. Descriptive statistics were given to display the demographic characteristics
of the participants, their engagement levels, and their perceptions of the organizational
culture of the university. Then, inferential statistics were used to seek the answers to

the research questions.

T-test and ANOVA were used to explore the differences between the demographic
characteristics of the participants and their engagement levels. A simple correlation
analysis was performed, and the Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient was
calculated to determine the significance, direction, and magnitude of the relationship
between student engagement and the organizational culture types. Finally, Multiple
Linear Regression Analysis was performed to see whether student engagement was
predicted the specified culture typologies perceived by the students Multiple
regression is a technique enabling researchers to explore the collective and separate
effects of two or more independent (predictive) variables on the dependent (criterion)
variable (Creswell, 2012; Fraenkel et al., 2012). Data analyses were performed using

the SPSS 26.0 and SPSS Amos 24.0.
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3.7 Limitations of the Study

In this study, there may be inevitable conditions that affect the results and explain
alternative hypotheses. Such conditions also raise concerns related to the threats to
internal validity. Internal validity refers to the unambiguous nature of the relationship
between any two or more variables. In other words, observed differences in the
dependent variable should be directly associated with the independent variable rather

than unintended variables (Fraenkel et al., 2012).

Subject characteristics can be considered critical threats to the internal validity of this
study. The accessible population of this research is the students of public university in
Ankara. Thousands of students are admitted to that university each year; the majority
of them attend preparatory school before taking undergraduate classes. Among those,
there may be the ones experiencing culture shock and being unable to perceive the
culture of this new environment. Therefore, to minimize this effect, this study excluded
the students of preparatory school, and the data were only collected from the

undergraduate students who spent at least one year at that university.

In addition, location is considered as a threat in this study because the participants of
the study at one of the most advantageous campuses of Turkey, which is thought to
positively influence the responses of the participants regarding their perceptions of
engagement. Another threat is related to the self-report measure of student
engagement. It is argued in the literature that students may reveal their opinions in the
way of more socially and psychologically acceptable once asked about their
engagement; thus, it is believed that the students’ self-report responses to engagement
may be positively biased (Gerber et al., 2013). Moreover, the demographic
characteristics of students were argued to be a degree of influence on their engagement.
Therefore, the data on such subject characteristics thought to be related to engagement

in line with the relevant literature were collected to reveal their role in engagement.

Besides, there are some concerns related to the external validity of this study. Although

the target population of this study is the undergraduate students enrolled in the
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universities in Ankara, the sample was drawn among students enrolled in a public
university by employing a convenience sampling method. Therefore, it is not prudent
to state that the present study has generalizability even though it provides useful insight

for the accessible population.

On the other hand, the results of the study apply only to study time and place.
Engagement and cultural perceptions are not constant states, but prone to change in a
period of time, so the longitudinal studies, especially for engagement, would make the
picture clearer. Contents and types of scales also have a limiting influence on this
study. The concepts discussed and explored in this study have a wide spectrum of
frameworks on which there is a relative consensus. Hence, conducting this study with
other relevant instruments would offer different results. Finally, the quantitative nature
of this study misses some components of the phenomena explored here so that
employing a qualitative approach would allow an in-depth understanding of student

engagement and culture perceptions of the students.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

This chapter presents the results of descriptive and inferential statistics, Pearson

Correlation Analysis, and Multiple Regression Analysis.

4.1 Descriptive Statistics

It is the principal purpose of this study to explore whether there is a relationship
between student engagement and organizational culture in higher education. In other
words, this study seeks an answer to the question to what extent the students engage
by organizational culture types observed in higher education. In this study, student
engagement was measured with the Student Engagement Scale (SES) developed by
Giinii¢ and Kuzu (2015). It is a 5-point Likert-type scale, and the responses to the items
range between 1 (strongly disagree) and 5 (strongly agree). The Organizational Culture
Assessment Inventory (OCAI) helped to identify what kind of organizational culture
was perceived by the students. The OCAI is a 7-point Likert-type inventory that was
developed by Cameron and Quinn (2011) and adapted to Turkish by Kdése (2017).
According to the adapted model of the scale, there were ‘adhocratic-clan’ (which is
the hybrid culture type emerged as a combination of clan and adhocracy dimensions),
‘market,” and ‘hierarchy’ cultures. The responses to the items range between 1

(strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree).

In this section, descriptive statistics were given concerning student engagement and
organizational culture types. Accordingly, Table 4.1 reveals that the engagement level
of the participants was slightly higher than ‘moderate engagement’ (M=3.78, SD=.50).
The market culture was found to be the dominant culture type of the university
(M=5.04, SD=.89), followed by the hierarchy culture (M=4.40, SD=.94), and the
adhocratic-clan culture (M=4.10, SD=1.00).
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Table 4.1

Descriptive statistics for student engagement and organizational culture

Min. Max. M SD

Engagement 1.66 5.00 3.78 .50
Adhocratic-clan culture 1.25 7.00 4.10 1.00
Market culture 2.00 7.00 5.04 .89
Hierarchy culture 1.33 7.00  4.40 94

4.2 Inferential Statistics

4.2.1 Results of t-test and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)

It was the secondary purpose of the study to detect the relationship between
background characteristics of the participants and their engagement level. Hence, the
mean scores of the participants on the engagement scale were compared by the
demographic characteristics illustrated above. An independent samples #-test and one-
way analysis of variance (ANOVA) were performed to see the difference between
engagement levels of the students by their demographic characteristics shown in the
previous section. Since these tests are parametric, normal distribution, homogeneity of
variance, and independence of the samples are the fundamental assumptions (Field,
2009). Regarding the normality assumption, it is a rule of thumb that the data whose
skewness and kurtosis values ranging between +2 and -2 are accepted as normally
distributed data (Field, 2009). In this study, engagement was normally distributed with
skewness of -.522 (SE=.120) and kurtosis of 1.013 (SE=.240) (Table 4.2).

Table 4.2

Skewness and kurtosis values for the SES

Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic Std. Error  Statistic Std. Error
Student engagement -.522 120 1.013 240
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Accordingly, results of the Levene’s test suggested that equality of variances was
satisfied for the groups of gender (F=3.78, p=.52), age (F=1.90, p=.17), residency
(F=.29, p=.59), and employment (F=1.84, p=.17). There was a significant difference
between the engagement levels of males (M=3.71, SD=.55) and females (M=3.82,
SD=.46) 1(408)=-2.249, p=.02). However, the difference represented a small-sized
effect (d=.22). Besides, it was found out that the engagement levels of the students
aged “19-21” years (M=3.79, SD=.47) and of those aged “22-26" years (M=3.76,
SD=.46) did not differ significantly #397)=.659, p=.51). There was also no significant
difference between the mean engagement scores of the participants living on-campus
(M=3.84, SD=.53) and of those living off-campus (M=3.75, SD=.47) #(411)=1.723,
p=.56). Finally, although there was a considerable gap between the sample sizes, the
engagement levels of the participants who were employed in a paid job (M=3.79,
SD=.52) and of those who were not employed (M=3.78, SD=.50) did not differ
significantly #411)=.190, p=.85). The findings were given in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3
Paired group differences by student engagement

Groups Student engagement
M SD df t )% d

Gender Male 3.71 .55 408 -2.249 .025*% 218
Female 3.82 46

Age 19-21 years 3.79 47 397 .659 515
22-26 years 3.76 53

Residency On-campus 3.84 53 411 1.723  .086
Off-campus  3.75 47

Employment Employed 3.79 52 411 .190 .849
Unemployed 3.78 .50

*p<0.05

In terms of analysis of variance, on the other hand, the results of the Levene’s test

revealed that equality of variances was satisfied for the groups of GPA (F(2,
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410)=2.71, p=.06), faculty (F(2, 410)=.62, p=.54), and year of study (F(3, 409)=1.30,
p=.72). One-way ANOVA results suggested that participants showed significantly
different engagement levels by their GPAs, F(2, 410)=35.72, p=.00. The difference
also had a large-sized effect (n’= .34) (Field, 2009). Hochberg’s GT2 test was
performed as a post-hoc analysis to detect the source of the difference among GPA
groups. The results indicated that the “low GPA” group (M=4.03 SD=.46) showed
statistically more engagement than the “moderate GPA” (M=3.75 SD=.42) and “high
GPA” groups (M=3.42 $D=.59). The “moderate GPA” (M=3.75 SD=.42) group also
exhibited statistically more engagement than the “high GPA” group (M=3.42 SD=.59).
Besides, the results revealed that engagement levels of the students did not differ by
their faculties F(2,410)=2.41, p=.90. Finally, it was found that there was no significant
difference among freshmen (M=3.71 SD=.55), sophomores (M=3.83 SD=.41), juniors
(M=3.76 SD=.48), and seniors (M=3.85 SD=.50) by engagement F(3, 409)=2.00,
p=.11. The findings obtained from the variance analysis were summarized in the table

below (Table 4.4).

Table 4.4

Analysis of variance among the groups by engagement level

Groups Student engagement
M SD df F P "

Low 4.03 .46 410  35.717 .000* 218
GPA Moderate 375 42

High 342 .59

AEE** 3.86 .54 410 2417 .090
Faculty Arts and Science 3.77 .47

Engineering 3.73 48

Freshman 3.71 .55 409 1.999 114
Year of Sophomore 383 41
Study Junior 3.76 .48

Senior 3.85 .50

*p<0.05, ** Architecture, Economics and Administrative Sciences, and Education
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4.2.2 Results of Correlation Analysis

A correlation analysis was performed to uncover the relationship between student
engagement and organizational culture in higher education. Accordingly, the
assumptions of this analysis were checked, and Pearson’s Product-Moment
Correlation Coefficients were calculated. It was provided that the relevant data were
linear, and skewness and kurtosis values (Table 4.5) demonstrated that the data were

normally distributed.

Table 4.5
Skewness and kurtosis values for the SES and the sub-scales of the OCAI

Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic ~ Std. Error ~ Statistic ~ Std. Error
Student engagement -.522 120 1.013 240
Adhocratic-clan culture -.257 120 .045 240
Market culture -.497 120 783 240
Hierarchy culture -.236 120 255 240

As summarized in Table 4.6, it was found that there was a significant positive
relationship between student engagement and the adhocratic-clan culture (r=.33,
p=.00), the market culture (=34, p=.00), and the hierarchy culture (+=.16, p=.00).
While engagement moderately correlated with adhocratic-clan and market cultures, it
was weak with the hierarchy culture (Field, 2009). The relevant correlation matrix was

given in Table 4.6.

Table 4.6

Correlations among student engagement and organizational culture types

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4
1. Student engagement 3.79 .50 1

2. Adhocratic-clan culture 4.09 1.00 33% 1

3. Market culture 5.03 .89 32*  63%* 1

4. Hierarchy culture 4.37 93 Jde*  .48%  53%* 1
*p<0.01

67



4.2.3 Multiple Regression Analysis

In the previous section, it was found that there were significant correlations between
engagement and organizational culture types, In the last section, a multiple regression
was conducted to seek the answer to whether these culture types predict student
engagement. In this study, student engagement is the criterion variable while

adhocratic-clan, market, and hierarchy cultures are the predictors.

4.2.3.1 Assumptions of Multiple Regression Analysis

Multiple regression analysis has several assumptions, which are sample size, variable
types, multicollinearity, normality, homoscedasticity, linearity, presence of outliers,
and independence of residuals. These assumptions were checked one by one prior to

running the analysis.

It is shown that the minimum sample size needed to run this analysis with the formula
‘N>50+8k’, where k refers to the number of predictor variables (Field, 2009). Since
this study employed three predictor variables, the minimum sample size required is 75.
The actual sample size of the current study (413) is quite adequate to meet the

assumption.

The next assumption is related to variable types. Field (2009) indicates that predictor
variables must be quantitative or categorical, and the criterion variable must be
quantitative and continuous to be able to run the analysis. In this study, both the
criterion variable (student engagement) and predictor variables (adhocratic-clan,
market, and hierarchy cultures) are continuous; therefore, the variable type assumption

was satisfied.

Multicollinearity is another assumption of the analysis. It emerges when there is a
strong correlation between predictor variables and should be checked by referring to
correlations between predictor variables, variance influence factor (VIF), and

tolerance value (Field, 2009). First off, the correlation between predictor variables
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should not be too strong; namely, the relevant correlation coefficient should be lower
than .80 or .90 between predictors (Field, 2009). Accordingly, the findings suggested
that there were no strong correlations among the predictor variables of the study (Table
4.7) Secondly, VIF values are reported to be below 10 (Myers, 1990, as cited in Field,
2009) with tolerance value above 0.1 (Field, 2009). In this study, VIF values were
found to range from 1.46 to 1.87, and tolerance values were all above 0.1 (.53 - .68).
Therefore, it can be confidently concluded that there was no multicollinearity among

the predictive variables.

Normality was checked using the histogram and Normal Probability Plot (P-P). Field
(2009) indicates that the straight line of the points on the line in this plot shows a
normal distribution. In this sense, histogram and P-P displayed in the figures below

presents an almost perfect distribution (Figure 4.1 and 4.2).

Histogram Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Dependent Variable: engagement_total Dependent Variable: engagement_total
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Figure 4.1 The histogram of standardized ~ Figure 4.2 The normal probability
residuals plot

The scatterplot was used to check homoscedasticity, presence of outliers, and linearity.
According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2013), homoscedasticity is that scores on one
continuous variable show variability roughly the same with scores on another
continuous variable, and scatterplots of these two variables exhibit pretty similar width

with slightly popping out along the middle.
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The distribution of residuals on the scatterplot was checked, and it was concluded that
the homoscedasticity assumption was satisfied (Figure 4.3). Such distribution also
indicated that linearity was provided in this study because it is accepted that the
distribution of residuals on the scatterplot should have a rectangular-like and non-
curved shape for linearity (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Finally, it seems that there
were two outliers according to the same scatterplot. Outliers are defined as
standardized residuals with the values of more than 3.3 and less than -3.3, and few of
them will not urge taking some actions (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). In this sense, the

outlier assumption could be considered not to be violated.
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Figure 4.3 Scatterplot of distribution of residuals

Field (2009) states that any observations for residuals should be independent, and this
assumption can be checked using the Durbin-Watson test, which is a serial correlation
procedure among residuals. The output of the test should be between 0 and 4 (Field,
2009). According to the results, the Durbin-Watson value was found to be 1.87 (Table

4.7). Therefore, the final assumption was satisfied.

4.2.3.2 Results of Multiple Regression Analysis

The research question for which an answer was sought in this study is related to
whether there is a relationship between student engagement and organizational culture

in higher education, and the findings presented in the previous sections confirmed the
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relationship between the variables. Besides, it was also attempted to explore whether

student engagement is predicted by these specified culture types.

The results of multiple regression analysis revealed that the regression model
established with the variables mentioned above was significant, and two predictor
variables, adhocratic-clan and market cultures, were found to explain 14% of the
variance in student engagement F(3, 409) = 21.32, p=0.0005; R’=.14. Ultimately,
student engagement was significantly predicted by both the adhocratic-clan culture
(f=.22, SE=.03, p=.00) and the market culture (= .21, SE=.04, p=.00). However, the
hierarchy culture was found not to predict engagement (f= -.06, SE=.30, p=.30)
significantly, although a significant correlation was found between them. The results

were presented in Table 4.7 and 4.8.

Table 4.7

Model summary of multiple regression analysis

Model R R’ AR? F Durbin-Watson
1 37 .14 13 21.32* 1.87
%5<0.0005
Table 4.8

Results of multiple regression analysis of student engagement

Variables B SE S t p

Adhocratic-clan culture A1 .03 22 3.70%* .00

Market culture A2 .04 21 3.40%* .00

Hierarchy culture -.03 .30 -.06 -1.04 .30
* p<0.05

Overall, the participating students were found to show considerable engagement.
According to students, the dominant culture of the university was the market culture.
While female students seemed to engage more than their male counterparts, it was

discovered that the engagement levels of the participants did not differ significantly
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by age, residency place, and employment status. Interestingly, the “low GPA” group
was found to be more engaged than their peers. However, the engagement levels of the

students did not differ by year of study and faculty type.

On the other hand, there was a significant positive relationship between student
engagement and adhocratic-clan, market, and hierarchy cultures. It was also concluded
that the adhocratic-clan culture and the market culture significantly predicted student
engagement; therefore, the first, second, and third hypotheses were confirmed. Finally,
the hierarchy culture was not found to significantly predict student engagement, which

confirmed the last hypothesis of the study.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

In this chapter, the results of the present research were discussed primarily in light of
the relevant literature and contingent explanations. In addition, implications and
recommendations for further studies, as well as the limitations of the study, were

presented in this chapter.

5.1 Discussion of the Findings

The present study was conducted to uncover the relationship between student
engagement and organizational culture in higher education. While this formed the
basis of the main research question, it was specifically sought an answer to whether
student engagement is predicted by culture types in higher education. Furthermore, as
a secondary purpose, it was deemed to be valuable to investigate the participants’
demographics within the engagement subject since the current study was one of the
rare studies on student engagement in the national higher education literature.
Therefore, it was also given how the participants’ engagement differed by their
background characteristics. This study employed a correlational design to answer the
main research question, and the data gathered from the participants related to their
demographic information, engagement level, and culture perceptions were put in
relevant analyses. The presented results were discussed below with the findings in the

literature.

In this study, it was found that female students engaged more than their male
counterparts. This finding is consistent with the relevant literature. Even though
LaNasa et al. (2007) found no relationship between gender and engagement, in his
study using the national student database, Porter (2006) concluded that female students
exhibited more engagement than male students. Moreover, Kuh et al. (2006) reported
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that male students were likely to be less engaged than female students. Zhao and Kuh
(2004) found that female students were likely to join learning communities than male
students, and joining learning communities is considered one of the fundamental
elements that increase student engagement. Based on the NSSE 2003 data, which were
composed of the engagement survey results of thousands of college students, Kuh
(2003) concluded that female students had higher engagement levels than male
students. It was even found that females in the several majors of science, technology,
engineering, and mathematics showed more engagement even though such majors are

generally considered to be male dominated (Zhao et al., 2005).

The result on gender difference in terms of engagement may be due to the socio-
cultural characteristics of society regarding woman and women’s perceptions of
education. Education is the primary determinant of the woman’s position in most of
the communities so that it will become inevitable for female students to engage in their
studies and campus more than their male peers when optimum engagement
opportunities are offered by the institutions as well. Whereas studies in the literature
did not explore this issue beyond its descriptive nature, it needs to be investigated in-

depth to guide both higher education and gender studies.

Another finding of the study indicated that the engagement levels of the students did
not differ significantly by their ages. Concerning age, there was also no difference
between the engagement levels of freshmen, sophomores, juniors, and seniors.
Although studies exploring the relationship between age and engagement are rare,
findings in these studies are in direction of little or no impact of background
characteristics (such as age, family background, pre-college entry level, minority
status, etc.) on student engagement (Pike & Kuh, 2005; Pike, 1999). Trowler and
Trowler (2010) suggest that prior characteristics of students do not predict if students
will engage; instead, they claim that all students can engage. Pike et al. (2011) also
assessed college students in terms of fundamental dimensions of student engagement

and found no difference in the engagement levels of students by their ages.

74



Nevertheless, it was found in a study that nontraditional-age college students (25+
years) engaged more than their non-traditional (18-24 years) counterparts. (Gibson &
Slate, 2010) Regarding the year of study, the literature revealed significant
engagement differences between freshmen and senior students. For example, Zhao and
Kuh (2004) found that first-year students were more likely to join learning
communities and campus activities than seniors. Porter and Swing (2006) investigated
student engagement in multiple institutions and concluded that freshmen exhibited
more engagement. They noted that orientation activities, mentoring programs, and
campus activities oriented to first-year students influenced their engagement levels. It
was found out that first-year students dealt with being newcomers to the college
environment (Wilcox et al., 2005) while supporting inexperienced students through
matching them experienced ones within a mentoring scheme helped first-year students
to engage (Kiernan et al., 2006). Also, first-year students did pretty much well in
academic performance and engagement when they were supported academically
(Reason et al., 2006). Kuh (2009) notes that freshmen deserve more attention than
other students to ensure their engagement from the very beginning of the semester.
Overall, such a contrasting result reasonably stems from the exclusion of first-year
students from the current study. The first-year students at that university are generally
prep-school students, and they were excluded from this study due to the concerns
related to culture perceptions of such newcomer students. In this sense, further studies
may directly include prep-school students to make a comparison among the

engagement levels of students.

In this study, interestingly, the low GPA group showed statistically more engagement
than moderate and high GPA groups. The literature extensively emphasized the role
of student engagement in student achievement and grades (Astin, 1999; Pascarella &
Terenzini, 2005; Trowler, 2010; Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005; Wolf-Wendel et al.,
2009). Campbell and Mayer (2009) suggested that well-engaged students had better
course achievement performance compared to their non-engaged peers. Kuh (2003)
also demonstrates that student success can only be explained with what the student

engages in college instead of what has been brought by the student.
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Kahu (2013) asserts that the reason why the engagement construct has become a highly
studied topic is its critical role in student achievement. In their study, Kuh et al. (2006)
indisputably proved the association between student engagement and student success.
A study, where the 2008 NSSE results of an institution were used, revealed that the
more the students engaged in their learning, the higher GPAs they obtained and the
more positive perception they had about their academic experience (Webber et al.,
2013). Walpole (2003) suggested that the students reporting low engagement gained
low GPAs. Carini et al. (2006) concluded that the results of the students from the NSSE
were positively linked to desirable outcomes, such as grades. Kuh (2009) pointed out
the positive contribution of engagement to grades while Pike et al. (2011) discovered
the mediating role of engagement in students’ grades. According to the above-
mentioned findings, students with high academic achievements are expected to exhibit
more engagement. The reason lying behind such a finding in this study may be that
students in the high GPA group enjoy only their class engagement, but that the low
GPA group appreciate other opportunities to be engaged more. Regardless of its

explanation, the result is rather shocking and should be emphasized in future studies.

In this study, three faculties (architecture, economics and administrative sciences, and
education) were clustered under AEE group to approximate the number of participants
enrolled in these faculties to the number of their peers in other faculties (arts and
sciences and engineering) to obtain more reliable results from ANOVA. Findings
demonstrated that there was no difference among students in terms of engagement by
their faculty types. This finding overlaps with what was previously found in the
literature. Zhao et al. (2005) found relatively similar engagement levels among
students majoring in both STEM and other fields. In another study, it was concluded
that students majoring in humanities/social sciences did not engage more than their
counterparts majoring in natural sciences/engineering even though these distinct
majors created diverse engagement cultures (Brint et al., 2008). Nevertheless, it was
found that students majoring in business, education, and engineering were less
engaged than their counterparts majoring in humanities, social sciences, and natural
sciences (Kuh, 2003). Porter (2006) also revealed that science and humanities majors

were more engaged than others. He proposed that such a difference might stem from
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the curriculum differentiation among disciplines due to the unique requirements of
each discipline (Porter, 2006). In the current study, it may be an explanation of no
significant result between engagement and faculty types that curriculum and
requirement differentiation among disciplines at that university do not create a
remarkable change in academic challenge, active and collaborative learning, and
enriching activities, which are considered among the predictors of student

engagement.

On the other hand, on-campus and off-campus residents did not differ in terms of
engagement. In the relevant literature, it was found that on-campus residency, as
opposed to commuting to the campus, had an indirect positive relationship with student
engagement (LaNasa et al., 2007). Similarly, Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) assert
that living on campus maximizes the opportunities for engagement. On-campus living
also fosters engagement in campus activities (Astin, 1999). Moreover, Kezar (2011)
notes that residence halls are the mechanisms that can be utilized by institutions to
grow their sizes, and the institutional size plays a key role in student engagement. It
was also discovered that students residing on campus were more likely to experience
better engagement, while off-campus students were less engaged than their

counterparts (Kuh et al., 2006; Pike, 1999).

The contrasting finding in this study may be the result of two possible reasons. First,
the data of the study were gathered from those who were at the library at the time of
data collection phase of this study, and the the library is extensively used by the off-
campus residing students (Table 3.1) since each residence hall in the university has its
own study rooms for residential students. Secondly, the difference in the number of
on-campus and off-campus residents in the study might have led to such an
insignificant result. Another explanation may be that a good many off-campus students
live in the closest neighborhood of that university so that they have a chance to reach
and spend time on campus at any time, which means that they do not differ from on-
campus residing students. Finally, the university has an extraordinary campus with
much appreciated historical and symbolic places nested in a beautiful natural

environment, and the living campus hosts invaluable extracurricular events. Thus, it
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saves the students from the chaotic and ordinary atmosphere of the city and offers more
freedom and personal development opportunities. Therefore, non-campus residents are
likely to spend much of their time on the campus and to show engagement as much as

on-campus residents.

The last descriptive finding of this study was related to employment. The results
presented that there was no difference between the engagement levels of both
employed and non-employed students. In the literature, it was found that students were
more likely to disengage due to a high workload extensively increased with paid
employment (Jogaratnam & Buchanan, 2004). Wanner (2015) expresses his own
experience of lecturing and asserts that working outside the campus rather decreases
engagement. Walpole (2003) found that students with low socioeconomic status
reported low engagement compared to their peers due to having to work. Conversely,
Kuh (2009) asserts that the negative relationship between employment and student
engagement may be no more valid in the contemporary world. He found that
employment did not affect some other forms of engagement, rather employed students
reported a high level of engagement as much as their peers. According to him,
employed students get a chance to practice what they have learned, which makes them
more competent in teamwork, active learning, and collaboration (Kuh, 2009). Such an
explanation may be valid for the students of the university where this study was carried
out. Students may be employed in part-time jobs, which do not pose a great challenge
for their engagement, or they may work in jobs requiring theoretical and practical
knowledge highly compatible with their studies; thus, this situation can be considered
to contribute to their engagement in their studies rather than pushing them to be
disengaged. Moreover, employed students may have better time management skills,
which draws them away their peers in terms of finishing multiple tasks in shorter

periods of time.

Before coming to discuss the findings related to the main research questions of this
study, it would be appropriate to touch upon the results pertinent to the OCAIL Kose
(2017) and Fralinger and Olson (2007) discovered that the OCAI appeared as a scale

with a three-factor structure, rather than a four-factor structure in its original when
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used to assess the organizational culture in universities. Psychometric measurements
of the scale in both studies had suggested that items predicting the clan culture and the
adhocracy culture were clustered under the same factor structure. The new culture type
was called the adhocratic-clan culture (Kose, 2017). Furthermore, Kose (2017) found
that two items predicting the adhocracy culture in the original form were clustered
under the market culture, and he stated these items, related to ‘obtaining project
funding’ and ‘producing academic publications,” might evoke competition in the
Turkish higher education system. In this sense, this adapted version of the OCAI was
attempted to be validated in this study, and four items (clanl, clan4, market4, and
market6) were excluded since they were found to show quite lower loadings to their
factors. The reason why these items did not properly load to their factors may be that
the items belonging to the adhocracy culture predicted the dimension better than
excluded items. For example, the first items of each culture type in the scale are related
to dominant characteristics of the organization. When the items of clan and adhocracy
cultures were clustered under a single factor, the first item of the adhocracy culture
showed higher factor loading value than the first item of the clan culture. Therefore,

the item with the factor loading under desired level was excluded from the scale.

The ultimate aim of this study was to investigate whether there was a relationship
between student engagement and organizational culture. Therefore, it was sought an
answer to whether student engagement is predicted by culture types in higher
education. The results revealed that student engagement was significantly predicted by
adhocratic-clan and market cultures, respectively. Whereas their statistical values were
pretty close to each other, the adhocratic-clan culture seemed to predict engagement
slightly more than the market culture. Previous research has not attempted to
investigate the direct relationship between student engagement and culture types in
universities, but there are some findings in the literature that can be linked to the
finding in the current study. In terms of adhocratic-clan culture, which adopts the
characteristics of a dynamic, collegial, and flexible structures in institutions, Trowler,
(2013) suggests that building a collegial culture may be effective on student
engagement. Milburn-Shaw and Walker (2017) propose that collegiality foster the

interaction among students and faculty staff, which in turn positively influence
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students’ engagement behaviors. Carey (2018) asserts that student engagement is
associated with collegiality, where discussions and negotiations take place. van der
Velden (2012) evaluated the relationship between culture types of two universities,
based on McNay’s culture models, and student engagement. She found that the college
adopting collegial culture was more successful in the engagement of its students than
other culture types. In addition, cultures with familial and dynamic characteristics are
more likely to emphasize the collaboration and quality interaction among its members;
therefore, as collaborative learning and faculty and peer interactions increase, student

engagement also increases.

In terms of the market culture, Krause (2005) states that the more market culture the
universities adopt, the more they focus on student engagement. Student engagement is
seen as a concept that is entirely an outcome of market-oriented policies of
contemporary higher education and is of importance related to gaining knowledge and
competence for the sake of sectoral demands (Almarghani & Mijatovic, 2017).
Mclnnis (2001) argues that student engagement is not a student-driven concept but
emerges due to market-driven concerns. The same view is shared by Zepke (2014),
who proposes that HEIs have been turned into places where knowledge and skills are
traded, which leads to a relative increase in engaging practices and policies on
campuses. Therefore, market-oriented characteristics of HEIs foster behavioral
engagement among students, and this is a cycle where market culture and engagement
feed each other (Milburn-Shaw & Walker, 2017). However, it is argued that the
marketization of the universities, performance-oriented nature of the academic culture,

and massification would lead to disengagement (Baron & Corbin, 2012).

In general, marketization and market-oriented characteristics of HEIs are extensively
indicated to be associated with student engagement (Bryson & Hand, 2007; Wanner,
2015). Furthermore, since students are regarded as ‘clients’ in the market culture, such
institutions are more likely to emphasize enriching educational activities and campus

support services, which are directly related to student engagement.
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Finally, in this study, the hierarchy culture was found not to have a predictive value on
student engagement. Similarly, van der Velden (2012) states that the engagement of a
student is rather limited in bureaucratic cultures since the position of it is static within
the organizations, and he found that the students reported less engagement in the

bureaucratic culture when compared to others.

5.2 Implications

Student engagement is a subject that is increasingly studied in the higher education
literature due to its proven influence on student outcomes and institutional quality
within the global league of HEIs. Since such an emerging construct can only be
understood with the interaction of both student and institutional characteristics, the
engagement literature presents a good many studies employing a wide variety of
perspectives to investigate it from both student and organizational aspects. However,
there are few studies examining the relationship between student engagement and
institutional characteristics from the organizational culture perspective, whereas
previous research has implied that culture is key for student engagement. Accordingly,
it was imperative to discuss student engagement within the organizational culture in
higher education, which was the fundamental concern of the current study. The results

of the study revealed some implications for theory, research, and practice.

In theory, the present study revealed interesting results regarding student engagement
and demographic characteristics of the participating students. While there were
significant differences between engagement and gender and GPA of the students, other
subject characteristics employed in this study did not give significant results with
student engagement, although the relevant literature indicated the opposite for some
of them. Although this was the first study exploring student engagement through
student demographics in the national literature, some of the related findings remained
out of the generic discourse in the engagement literature. Therefore, the theoretical
base of the student engagement can be re-discussed within the Turkish higher
education with the help of comprehensive studies to be conducted with larger sample
sizes and more than one university.
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Secondly, the results indicated that there was a significant relationship between student
engagement and organizational culture, and the market culture and the adhocratic-clan
culture, which is a hybrid culture type showing both collegiality, dynamism, and
personal development, were found to be significant predictors of student engagement.
Although such a finding is consistent with what has been found in the previous
research, the studies in the relevant literature have only revealed broader implications
about engagement and culture and never attempted to investigate student engagement
through organizational culture types in higher education. Hence, the current study can
be considered pioneering research calling attention to the relationship between
organizational culture and student engagement since it was the first time the present
study proved the relationship between culture types in higher education and
engagement. Therefore, it contributed to what was previously revealed for student
engagement through culture. Consequently, this study could lead to the integration of

socio-cultural aspects of HEIs into the student engagement theory.

The study will also open rooms for further research focusing on student engagement.
The findings obtained as a result of the exploration of student engagement through
student demographics and outcomes mandated in-depth investigations of such
variables with engagement. Moreover, the predictive nature of the culture types can be
re-discussed in other studies to be conducted in different settings. At this point, the
results of this quantitative study will also form a base for engagement and culture

studies that have a qualitative nature.

Finally, the current study contributed to the culture studies by checking the
psychometric properties of the Turkish version of the OCAI The inventory, firstly
developed by Cameron and Quinn (2011) and adapted to Turkish by Kose (2017), was
designed to identify the culture types co-existing in the academy as well as business
organizations. The studies aiming to reveal the culture types in the universities have
always administered the scale to faculty and staff. However, it was the concern of this
study to reveal culture types of the university from the perceptions of students; that is,

the sample of the study was different from other studies. Accordingly, CFA was
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performed, and the construct validity of the Turkish version of the inventory was
confirmed upon the exclusion of four items. Different than other culture studies in the
higher education literature, the overall concern was to hear students’ voices about the
culture of their school. However, the relevant analysis to the scale in this study did not
revealed robust psychometric properties, namely a good-fitted and perfectly reliable
model, since it was previously designed to be administered to the employees of an
organization to assess the culture types co-existing in that organization. Therefore, the
further studies may concern developing a scale to assess culture types in higher

education from the perspectives of students.

In practice, the results of this study revealed useful information for governance,
faculty, and other staff of HEIs. First, the engagement level of the students was found
to be slightly higher than the average. As extensively highlighted in the literature,
student engagement plays a critical role in both increasing student outcomes and
finding niche solutions to the problems of HEIs. Therefore, the governance body of
the university may consider adopting practices and policies that will foster student
engagement and reevaluating the existing ones. Moreover, the faculty may practice

techniques and methods for the sake of creating a more engaging class environment.

Second, male students were found to be less engaged than their female counterparts.
Even though such a result is consistent with what has been previously found in the
literature, the reason lying under the difference may be explored and eliminated by the
institutions that desire to increase the overall engagement among their students. Then,
it was found in the study that cultures adopting collegiality, personal development,
entrepreneurship, and market-driven characteristics predicted student engagement at
the university where this study was performed. Therefore, universities pursuing
increased student engagement may consider this result in culture building or culture
change processes. Finally, the absence of relevant bodies in Turkish universities
reveals the need for student affairs professionals to deal with engagement-related
issues, to implement engaging activities, or to guide the whole organization to adopt

engaging practices and policies.
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5.3 Limitations and Recommendations

The current study can be considered a pioneering study in terms of revealing the
engagement phenomenon among students of a public university and exploring the
relationship between engagement and organizational culture. Nevertheless, it has some
limitations. First off, this study was conducted only at a public university. Other
universities may be included in further research to obtain more generalizable results
and to make comparisons among universities in terms of student engagement and
organizational culture. Secondly, the sampling size was relatively small in this study.
Larger sample size could have been used to increase the representativeness of the
population at that university. Besides, different results may have been obtained with
larger sample size. Thirdly, this study adopted the conceptual framework of student
engagement developed by Giinii¢ (2016). It was the only theoretical frame created
within the Turkish higher education context, and the engagement literature in Turkey
need further theoretical studies to enhance the current one. Fourthly, it is hard to state
that the scale used in this study to assess organizational culture is a sophisticated
measurement tool since it was originally developed to be administered to staff of an
organization. Also, the items did not load perfectly to their factors. Accordingly, it is
clearly needed to develop a culture scale that can be administered to students to assess
the culture of their schools and that is compatible with the Turkish higher education.
Finally, the quantitative nature of this study misses some components of the
phenomena explored here so that employing a qualitative approach would allow an in-

depth understanding of student engagement and culture perceptions of the students.
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APPENDICES

A. QUESTIONNAIRES

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM

Cinsiyetiniz: DErkek DKodm DDiQer Yasiniz:
FakUlteniz; Sinfiniz; Kimulatif Not Ortalamaniz (CCGA):

ikamet ettiginiz yer: DKomp{Js'\gi DKompOs disi  Herhangi bir iste ¢alisiyor musunuz?: DEveT DHQW
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ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE ASSESSMENT INVENTORY

Bu élgek, bu iiniversite ile ilgili su ana kadar

= =
gecirdiginiz 6grenim siireniz boyunca z = 2.
edindiginiz diistincelerinizi 6grenmek adina E S =
q{usturulmu; ifadelerden olusmaktadir. = ; @ ;
Ogrenim stirecinizle ilgili yukaridaki 2R = = | = | =
bilgilerle birlikte asagidaki ifadelere, bu 5|5 |B E E &
kurum ile ilgili diistincelerinizi en iyi el 2 |2 | B |2 ==
yansitacak sekilde, diiriistce ve ayni zamanda = 5 E g 5 5 E
eksiksiz cevap vermeniz ¢ok onemlidir. ; 5 5 |5 |5 |5 |5
1. Universitem genis bir aile gibidir,
insanlar kendileriyle ilgili pek cok seyi 1 2 314|516 |7
paylasir.
2. Universitem dinamik ve girisimci bir
yerdir, insanlar girisken ve risk almaya 1| 2 3145167
isteklidir.
3. Universitem sonu¢ odaklidir, insanlar
rekabetci ve bagar1 odaklidir. 1?2 S A6 T
4. Universitem ¢ok kontrollii ve
yapilandirilmis bir yerdir. insanlarm ne
< . .. 1| 2 31411567
yapacagini genelde resmi prosediirler
belirler.
5. Universitemde yoneticiler, genel olarak,
rehber, kolaylastiric1 ve koruyucu olarak 1] 2 31411567
goriiliir.
6. Universitemde yoneticiler, genel olarak,
yenilik¢i ve risk alabilen kisiler olarak 1 2 3 4 | 516 |17
goriiliir.
7.  Universitemde yoneticiler, genel olarak,
rekabetci ve sonug odakli kisiler olarak 1 2 31415167
goriliir.
8. Universitemde yoneticiler, genel olarak,
koordinatdr ve biirokratik isleyise 6nem 1 2 3 4 | 516 |17
veren kisiler olarak gdriiliir.
9. Universitemin ydnetim tarzi; takim
T . 1| 2 31411567
caligmasi, uzlasi ve igbirligini tesvik eder.
10. Universitemin ydnetim tarzi; bireysel
. o e . 1] 2 31411567
risk almay1 ve 6zgiinliigii tesvik eder.
11. Universitemin yonetim tarzi; siki
rekabet, yliksek beklenti ve basariy1 tegvik 1 2 314|516 |7
eder.
11{2. Universitemin yépetim tarzi; istikrar1 ve 1 ) 31als el 7
urallara uymay tesvik eder.
13. Universitemde insanlar1 baglilik ve 1 ) 31 als el 7

kargilikl1 giiven bir arada tutar.
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14. Universitemde insanlar1 yenilikcilik ve
gelisim tutkusu bir arada tutar.

15. Universitemde insanlar1 basari ve
rakipleri gecme tutkusu bir arada tutar.

16. Universitemde insanlar1 resmi gorevler
ve kurallar bir arada tutar.

17. Universitem insana deger verir.
Kurumda giiven, aciklik ve paylagim
degerlidir.

18. Universitem yeni kaynaklar
(arastirma/proje fonlar1 vb.) elde etmeye
Oonem verir. Yeni seyler denemeye ve firsatlar
aramaya deger verilmektedir.

19. Universitem rekabet¢ilige ve diger
iiniversiteler arasinda dne ¢ikmaya oncelik
Verir.

20. Universitemde kontrol ve islerin diizgiin
yuriimesi onemlidir.

21. Universitemde basar1; takim ¢alismas1 ve
insana hizmet acisindan tanimlanmaktadir.

22. Universitemde basar1; dzgiin ¢alismalar
(aragtirma, patent, eser vb.) ortaya koymak
ve yenilik¢i olmaktir.

23. Universitemde basari; rakipleri gegmek
ve alanda lider olmaktir.

24. Universitemde basari; planlamalari iyi
yapmak, caligmalar1 aksatmadan ve diisiik
maliyetle tamamlamaktir.
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STUDENT ENGAGEMENT SCALE

Bu olgek, bu iiniversitedeki ogrenim stireniz
boyunca edindiginiz deneyimleri ogrenmek adina b =
olusturulmus ifadelerden olusmaktadir. Asagidaki B 2 = =~ K
ifadelere deneyimlerinizi en iyi yansitacak sekilde, T 5 g | B & ?: 5
diiriist¢e ve ayni zamanda eksiksiz cevap vermeniz g £ % 5 % ; =
cok onemlidir. 5= | 2 8 =
=] E [ ] w‘
- S & | 8 8 g8 § &
1. Universitenin bana faydali oldugunu
e e 1 2 3 4 |5
diistiniirtim.
2. Universite, yasamimda biiyiik énem tasur. 1 | 23415
3. Universite egitimini ciddiye alirim, dnemserim. 1 2 3 4 |5
4. Kampiisteyken kendimi mutlu hissederim. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Kendimi kampiisiin bir pargas1 gibi hissederim. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Kampiise gitmek icin sabirsizlanirim. 1 2 3 4 |5
7. Kampiiste zaman ge¢irmek hosuma gider. 1 2 3 4 5
8. Kampiiste yapilan etkinlikler hosuma gider. 1 2 3 4 |5
9. Kampiiste kendimi giivende hissederim. 1 2 3 4 15
10. Kampiis etkinliklerine (spor, kiiltiirel, kuliip vb.)
1 2 3 4 |5
katilirim.
11. Kampiise isteyerek, zevkle giderim. 1 2 3 4 |5
12. Odevlerimin haricinde de ders ¢aligirim. 1 2 3 4 5
13. Derslere hazirlikli giderim. 1 2 3 4 |5
14. Derslerde 6grendiklerimi ders disinda 1 ) 3 4 | s
arkadaslarimla konusurum/tartisirim.
15. Derslerde yapabilecegimin en iyisini yapmaya 1 ) 3 4 | s
calisirim.
16. Ogrenmek i¢in kendimi motive ederim. 1 2 3 4 5
17. Kendi 6grenme amaglarimi belirlerim. 1 2 3 4 5
18. Ogrenmek icin yeterli ¢abay1/zamam harcarim. 1 2 3 4 |5
19. Dersleri dikkatlice dinlerim. 1 2 3 4 5
20. Odevlerimi en iyi sekilde yapmaya ¢alisirim. 1 2 3 4 5
21. Derslerde 6grendiklerim benim i¢in 6nemlidir. 1 2 3 4 5
22. Sinifimda yakin arkadag(lar)im var. 1 2 3 4 5
23. Derslerde arkadaslarimi gormekten hoslanirim. 1 2 3 4 5
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24. Sinifta kendimi bir 6grenci grubunun
parcast/iiyesi olarak hissederim.

25. Kampiisteki arkadaslarim, onlara ihtiyag
duydugumda yanimda olur.

26. Sinif arkadaslarimla (grupla) ¢alismay1
onemserim.

27. Smif arkadaslarim i¢in bir seyler yapmaktan
hoslanirim.

28. Derslerime giren 6gretim elemanlarini severim.

29. Derslerime giren 6gretim elemanlar tiim
ogrencilere esit (adil) davranir.

30. Derslerime giren 6gretim elemanlari, onlara
ihtiya¢ duydugumda yanimda olur.

31. Derslerime giren dgretim elemanlarmin
alanlarinda yeterli oldugunu diistiniiriim.

32. Sorunlarimi paylasabilecegim 6gretim
elemanlar var.

33. Derslerime giren 6gretim elemanlar1 bana bir
birey olarak saygi duyar.

34. Derslerime giren 6gretim elemanlart benimle
etkilesim/iletisim i¢indedir.

35. Derslerime giren 6gretim elemanlart ilgi ve
ihtiyaclarimi dikkate alir.

36. Dersler eglenceli geger.

37. Derslerime giren 6gretim elemanlari ile iletisim
kurmaktan hoslanirim.

38. Derslerde kurallara uyarim

39. Grup calismalarinda tistiime diisen sorumlulugu
en iyi sekilde yerine getirmeye ¢alisirim.

40. Odevlerimi/gdrevlerimi zamaninda bitiririm.

41. Derslerde diger 6grencileri dikkatlice dinlerim.
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B. INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Bu ¢alisma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Egitim Yonetimi ve
Planlamasi Anabilim Dali Yiiksek Lisans 6grencisi Ersan BORHAN tarafindan Dr.
Ogr. Uyesi Serap EMIL damismanhginda yiiriitilen bir calisma olup,
yiiksekogretimde 6grenci katilimi ile iiniversitelerdeki orgiit kiiltiirii arasindaki
iliskiyi belirlemeyi amaclamaktadir. Calismaya katiliminiz goniilliiliik esasina
dayanmaktadir. Caligma yaklasik 10 dakika siirmektedir. Isminizi yazmak ya da
kimliginizi agiga ¢ikaracak bir bilgi vermek zorunda degilsiniz. Aragtirma kapsaminda
toplanan veriler, sadece bilimsel amaclar dogrultusunda kullanilacak olup,
arastirmanin amaci disinda ya da bir baska arastirmada kullanilmayacak ve gerekmesi
halinde, sizin (yazili) izniniz olmadan baskalariyla paylasilmayacaktir. Vereceginiz
cevaplar bu calisma i¢in ¢ok biiyiik deger tasimaktadir. Bu nedenle sorulara sizi en iyi
yansitacak sekilde ve diiriistce cevap vermeniz aragtirmanin giivenirligi acisindan
cok onemlidir. Dolduracaginiz anketlerde size rahatsizlik verebilecek herhangi bir
soru/talep olmayacaktir. Yine de katiliminiz sirasinda herhangi bir sebepten
rahatsizhk hissederseniz caliysmadan istediginiz zamanda ayrilabileceksiniz.
Calismadan ayrilmaniz durumunda sizden toplanan veriler calismadan ¢ikarilacak ve
imha edilecektir.

Goniillii katilim formunu okumak ve degerlendirmek tizere ayirdiginiz zaman
icin tesekkiir ederim. Calisma hakkindaki sorularmizi Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi
Egitim Fakiiltesi Egitim Y&énetimi ve Planlamasi Anabilim Dali Ogretim Uyesi Dr.
Serap EMIL ya da yiiksek lisans 6grencisi Ersan BORHAN a yéneltebilirsiniz.

E-posta: semil@metu.edu.tr - ersan.borhan@metu.edu.tr

Bu calisjmaya tamamen kendi rizamla, istedigim takdirde caliymadan
ayrilabilecegimi bilerek verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amaclarla kullanmilmasini
kabul ediyorum.

(Liitfen bu formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra veri toplayan kisiye veriniz.)
E-posta:

Imza:
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C. APPROVAL OF METU HUMAN SUBJECTS ETHICS COMMITTEE

UYGULAMALI ETiK ARASTIRMA MERKEZI A\ ORTA DDOGU TEKNIK UNIVERSITESI
APPLIED ETHICE RESEARCH CENTER P) MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

DUMLUPINAR BULVARI 06800
CANKAYA ANKARA/TURKEY
T: +90 312 210 22 91

F: +90 312 210 79 59
ueam@metu.edu tr

sayi: 28620816 7T\ \
08 EKiM 2018

Konu: Degerlendirme Sonucu
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D. APPROVAL OF THE AUTHORS TO USE THE SCALES

Student Engagement Scale

Selim Giinii¢ <selimgunucg@hotmail com=

Alici: ben ~

MErhaba

Kullanabilirsin,

21 3ub 2018 Car 00:14 gy =

Ayni zamanda nobel yayin evinden gikan Uni 62r bag kitabimi da almam Sneririm. O kitabin sonunda &lgegin nasil

puanlanacagimi ve kullanilacagini da anlathm

Kolay gelsin

Dog.Dr. Selim GUNOC [ Assoc. Prof. Selim GUNUC

Researcher / Post-Phd Associate Professor
Cyberpsychology Technology Integration
Psychology Department Computer Educ. and Instruct. Technologies
Mottingham Trent University ¥ uzuncu Yil University, Turkey
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Organizational Culture Assessment Inventory

OCAI Permission /ceien kufusu % o .

‘ Meredith Smith <meredithbusiness@gmailcoms 6 Mar 2018 Sal 1607 ¥7 4=
Alici ben -

Ha Ingilizce 3> Tiorkge = lletiyi cevir ingilizce igin kapat x
Dear Ersan,

Thank you for your inquiry reqarding the Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI).
Kim Cameron copyrighted the OCAl in the 1980s, but because it is published in the Diagnosing
and Changing Organizational Culture book, it is also copyrighted by Jossey Bass.

The instrument may be used free of charge for research or student purpeses. but a licensing fee
is charged when the instrument is used by a company or by consulting firms fo generate
revenues. As a graduate student, you may use it iree of charge. Flease be sure all surveys and
your dissertation include the appropnate copyright information (€@ Kim Cameron). Professor
Cameron appreciates your sharing your results with him when you finish your study.

\We do have a local company (BDS, Behavioral Data Services, 734-663-2990, Sherry.Slade@b-
d-5 com) which can disiribute the insirument on-line, tabulate scores, and produce feedback
reports for a fee. These reports include comparison data from approximately 10,000
organizafions—representing many industries and sectors, five continents, and approximately
100,000 individuals.

| hope this explanation is helpful. Congratulations on your program, and | wish you well on your
project.

Best wishes,

Meredith Smith
Assistant to Kim Cameron

Fatih KOSE <m fatihkose@grail com> 25 Kas 2019 Pzl 14:48
Al ben ~

Iernaba,

Olcedi calismalaninizda kullanabilirsiniz,
Baganlar dilerim.

Menhmet Fatih Koze

Ersan Borhan <ersan borhani@gmail.com= sunlan yazdi (25 Kas 2019 14:42):

aan
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E. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Giris

Kiiresellesme, bilimsel ve teknolojik gelismeler ve ekonomik refah egitimin
kitlesellesmesine katkida bulunmustur (Scott, 1995). Ote yandan, Tiirk
yiiksekogretimi de bundan nasiplenmistir. 1974-1981 arasinda toplam &grenci sayisi
41.574 iken, bu say1 2003 yilinda yaklasik 2 milyona yiikselmistir (Giinay & Giinay,
2016). 2019'da Tiirk tiniversitelerine kayithh toplam ogrenci sayisi yaklasik 7.5
milyondur. (Yiksekogretim Bilgi Yonetim Sistemi, 2019). Ayrica, Cumhuriyet'in
ilanindan yirmi y1l sonra Tiirkiye'de sadece 3 {iniversite varken, bu say1 70'lerde 18
idi. 1981 yilinda Yiiksekogretim Kurulu'nun kurulmasi ve ayni y1l yiiriirliige giren 6zel
(vakif) tiniversitelerin kurulmasina izin veren kanun, iiniversitelerin sayisini ve kayit
oranlarini arttirmigtir. Ayrica, Tiirkiye'nin her ilinde yliksekdgretimi yaymaya yonelik
hiikiimet politikalar1 tiniversitelerin sayisinda hizli bir artisa neden olmustur. Bugiin
Tirkiye'de 129 devlet ve 72 06zel iiniversite bulunmaktadir (Yiiksekdgretim Bilgi

Yonetim Sistemi, 2019).

Her yil milyonlarca ogrenci ¢esitli amacglar i¢in yiiksekdgretim kurumlarina
kaydolmaktadir. Bununla birlikte 6grencileri, zamanlarini bu kurumlarda gegirmeye
iten sey esas olarak, sosyal sinifi zaten ebeveynleri tarafindan belirlenmis olanlarin
karsisinda, ¢alisma hayatina atilmak i¢in derece ve yeterlilik elde etmek adina bir
tiniversiteye kaydolmay1 destekleyen ‘yukar1 hareketlilik’ kavrami altinda yatmaktadir
(Bergquist & Pawlak, 2008). Amagclar1 ne olursa olsun, 6grenciler yiiksekogretim
kurumlarinin sunduklarini deneyimlemeye basladiktan sonra kendi demografik
Ozellikleriyle beraber akademinin bir pargasi haline gelirler (Pascarella & Terenzini,
2005). Bu tiir deneyimler ¢gogunlukla kampiis hayati, akademik is ytikii, hoca ve akran
etkilesimleri gibi yiiksekdgretime 0Ozgii deneyimlerle iligkilidir. Nitekim,
yuksekogretim caligsmalari tiniversitelerle ilgili sorunlar1 ortaya ¢ikarmak i¢in yapisal

unsurlara odaklandigindan bu tiir 6grenci deneyimleri her zaman iistii kapali ve siradan
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kalmistir. 21. ylizyilda degisen talepler ve kitlesellesme, mevcut olaylar1 tam olarak
anlamak ve TUniversitelerdeki icsellesmis problemleri ¢6zmek adina ogrenci

deneyimlerinin yani sira orgiitsel yonleri de incelemeyi zorunlu kilmastir.

Bir¢ok aragtirmact zaman i¢inde Ogrencilerin  {iniversite  deneyimlerini
kavramsallastirmaya calismistir (Pace, 1990; Astin, 1999; Pascarella & Terenzini,
2005; Axelson & Flick, 2010). Yakin bir ge¢mise, George Kuh (2001) 6grenci
deneyimlerini tanimlamak ve bu deneyimlerle iligkili olan baska degiskenler i¢cin daha
once ortaya atilan kavramsallastirmalar1 pekistirmistir. Bu nedenle, Ogrencilerin
tiniversite deneyimlerini tanimlamak i¢in '6grenci katilimi1' terimini kullanmigtir. Kuh
(2001) ogrenci katilimini, 6grencilerin ylksekégretim kurumlarinda egitim amagh
faaliyetlere ayirdiklari zaman ve enerji ve bu kurumlarin 6grenciler i¢in etkili egitim
uygulamalari ve ¢evresi yaratma cabalar1 olarak tanimlamaktadir. Her ne kadar farkli
aragtirmacilar 6grenci deneyimleri igin farkli terminolojiler kullansalar da hepsinin
goriisii, 6grenmenin oncelikle 6grencilerin iliniversitede yaptiklarinin ve tiniversitenin
ogrencileri i¢in ne yaptiginin uyumundan kaynaklandigini savunan basit fakat oldukca

etkili bir 6nermeye dayanmaktadir (Pike & Kuh, 2005).

Ogrenci katilimi, dgrencilerin hem akademik hem de ders dis1 faaliyetlere anlamli ve
amach katilim gosterdigi ve orgiitsel uygulamalarin bu katilimi1 zenginlestirici ve
tatmin edici hale getirdigi bir siiregtir. Alanyazin, 6grenci katilimini tanimlamak igin
yogun bir sekilde Ogrenci davranislarima ve Ozelliklerine odaklanmaktadir, ancak
orgiitsel faktorler ikincil 6neme sahiptir. Sunulan akademik deneyim ve zorluk
(Coates, 2007; Kuh, 2001; Zepke & Leach, 2010), 6gretim ve hocalarin tutum ve
davranislart (Bryson & Hand, 2007; Collago, 2017; Duzevi¢, 2015), destek hizmetleri
(Kuh & Gonyea, 2015; Leach, 2016; Zepke & Leach, 2010), orgiitsel ¢evre (Astin,
1999; LaNasa vd., 2007; Umbach & Porter, 2002; Zhao & Kuh, 2004), 6rgiit misyonu
(Kezar & Kinzie, 2006 ), itibar ve erisilebilirlik (Duzevi¢, 2015; Trowler, 2010),
orgiitsel yonetisim ve liderlik (Carey, 2018; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Trowler, 2010)
ve fakiilte kiltirii (Kuh & Whitt, 1988) o6grenci katilimini yordayan Orgiitsel
faktorlerdir. Buradaki eksiklik, 6grenci katiliminin bu tiir orgiitsel 6zelliklerin bir

arada bulundugu daha kompakt bir kavramla - 6rgiit kiiltiirii - incelenmesi ihtiyacidir.
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Bagka bir deyisle, tiniversitelerdeki orgiit kiiltiirli, basarili 6grenci katilimini1 neyin

farkli kildigini agiklayabilir (Pike & Kuh, 2005).

Orgiit kiiltiiriiniin 6grenci katilimi {izerinde biiyiik bir sorumlulugu oldugu aciktir;
clinkii katilim kavrami, 6grenci deneyimleri ve orgiitsel 6zellikler ile iki ayakli olarak
algilanmaktadir. Universitelerde orgiitsel kiiltiir dgeleri (6rgiitsel gevre, misyon, itibar,
erisilebilirlik, yonetisim ve liderlik ve fakiilte kiiltiirii) 6grenci katilim1 kavrami iginde
alanyazinda tanmimlanmis ve incelenmistir. Burada kritik olan, orgiitsel kiiltiir ve
ogrenci katilimi arasindaki soyut ve bulanik iliskiyi agikliga kavusturmak ve orgiitsel
kiiltiir anlayis1 dahilinde ytliksekdgretim kurumlarinda 6grenci katilimini belirlemek

icin somut ve anlasilir bir ¢ergeve ortaya koymaktir.

Genel olarak, yukarida verilen arka plan 15181nda, arastirmanin amaci, Tiirkiye'de bir
devlet iiniversitesinde tiniversite d6grencilerinin katilimi ile orgiit kiiltiirii arasindaki
iliskiyi ortaya ¢ikarmak; bu dogrultuda orgiit kiiltiirii tiirlerinin 6grenci katilimindaki

yordayiciligini belirlemektir. Dolayisiyla bu arastirmada su soruya yanit aranmistir:

- Yiiksekogretimdeki orgiit kiiltiirii tiirleri 6grenci katiliminin anlamli birer

yordayicist midir?

Ogrenci katithmim  anlamak, egitim kalitesini yeniden degerlendirmek ve
tiniversitelerin karsilagilan bazi sorunlarmi ¢6zmek igin farkli bir perspektif
getirecektir. Ogrenci katilminin hem istenen oOgrenci kazanimlari hem de
tiniversitelerdeki operasyonel konular lizerinde olumlu etkileri olduguna dair 6nemli
kanitlar vardir. Dolayistyla, bu ¢aligma tilkemizdeki tiim yiiksekdgretim paydaslarinin
farkindaliklarin1  arttirmak  ve  yiiksekdgretim  konularina o6grenci  katilim
perspektifinden bakmalarini saglamak adina 6grenci katilim olgusunu orgiit kiiltiiri

uzerinden tasvir edecektir.

Sonu¢ olarak, sinirli da olsa, arastirmadan elde edilecek veriler, bir devlet
tiniversitesinde Ogrenci katilimi ile ilgili mevcut durumu goreceli olarak ortaya

koyacaktir. Bu veriler, {iniversitenin giindemine alinmasi gereken 6grenci katilimina
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yonelik uygulamalar1 hayata gegirmek, katilimi artirici stratejilere karar vermek veya

ogrenci katilimi {izerinde ¢alisan mevcut organlari gelistirmek i¢in kullanilabilir.

Calismanin sonuglari, yiliksekogretim kurumlarinda 6grenci katilimi ile ilgili bir
degisim siireci baslatmada ve iilkemizde yeni agilan iiniversitelerin 6grenci katilimina
duyarlh bir orgiit kiiltiirii benimsemelerinin yolunu agmak icin bir araci olabilir. Son
olarak, bu arastirma, 6grenci katiliminin sadece okul baglamiyla sinirli aragtirmalardan
olustugu ve oOrgiit kiiltiiri ¢alismalarinin farkli bakis agilarindan mahrum oldugu Tiirk

alanyazinina ciddi bir katkida bulunacaktir.

Alanyazin

Ogrenci Katilimi

Ogrenci katilim, ¢esitli sekillerde tanimlanabilecek genis kapsamli bir kavramdir
(Zepke & Leach, 2010). Bununla birlikte, 1960 ve 1970 arasinda Robert Pace'in
calismalari ciddi sonuglar vermis ve bu sonuglar, miiteakip calismalarla ve Universite
Ogrencileri Deneyimleri Olgegi'nin ilk sonuclariyla birlikte {iniversite etkisi
alanyazinin kutsal varsayimlarina meydan okumustur (Gonyea vd., 2003). Pace'in
(1990) varsayimi, 6grencilerin, gelisimleri i¢in tiniversite tarafindan sunulan imkanlari
kullanmada daha fazla caba gdsterdiklerinde Ogrenecekleri ve yiiksekogretimden
gercek manasiyla faydalanacaklar ile ilgilidir. Boylece, dgrenciler ve {iniversiteleri
arasinda boylesine benzersiz bir etkilesimi tanimlamak ve tiniversitelerde 6grenme ve
gelisim i¢in neyin o6nemli oldugunu Ozetlemek icin ‘“gabanin kalitesi” terimi

kullanilmistir (Pace, 1990).

Sonraki yillarda, Alexander Astin Onciil ¢alismalarin ortaya attig1 katilim kavramin

kapsamin1 genisletmis ve '9grenci bagliligi' teorisini ortaya koymustur. Ogrenci

baglilig1, 6grencinin akademik deneyime ayirdig: fiziksel ve psikolojik enerji miktari

olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Astin, 1999). Astin, katilim konusunu ele alirken teorisini

lic temel Ogretinin etkilesimi lizerine kurmustur. Birincisi, 6grencilerin demografik

ozellikleriyle 1ilgili olan "girdiler;" ikincisi, Ogrencilerin {iniversite yillarindaki
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deneyimlerini ifade eden “cevre;” ii¢iinciisli ise 0grencilerin mezuniyetten sonra ne

elde ettiklerine atifta bulunan "kazanimlar"dir (Astin, 1999).

George Kuh, 2000'lerde 6grenci katilimina giincel bir tanim getirmistir. Ona gore
katilim, 6grencilerin iiniversitelerde egitim amagli etkinliklere ayirdiklart zaman ve
enerji ve tiniversitelerin 6grenciler i¢in etkili egitim uygulamalari ve ortamlar yaratma
cabalaridir (Kuh, 2009). Her ne kadar George Kuh ve Alexander Astin, baglilik ve
katilim terimlerinin neredeyse aymi fenomenin zamansal tasvirleri oldugunu ve
aralarinda temel farkliliklar olmadigini 6nermelerine ragmen (Axelson & Flick, 2010),
katilim, bagliliktan daha fazlasidir (Trowler, 2010). Baglilik, bir kisinin bir seye dahil
olmak i¢in ne yaptig ile ilgilenir, ancak katilimin hem 6grencilerin eylemleri hem de
egitim ortaminin, 68renciler tarafindan destekleyici ve deger verici olarak algilanmasi

gereken sundugu ile ilgilidir (Wolf-Wendel vd., 2009).

Ogrenci katilimimi tanimlamak ve temel dnermelerini ortaya koymak bu kavrami tam
olarak anlamak i¢in yeterli degildir; bunun yerine, 6grencilerin katilimiin nasil
gerceklestigini ortaya cikarmak gereklidir. Ogrenci katilimini ayrintili bir sekilde
irdeleyen teorik yaklagimlar, etkili 6grenci gelisimi ve dolayisiyla 6grenci katilimi ile
iliskili kosullarin ve faaliyetlerin yillar siiren irdelenmesi ile ortaya ¢ikmistir (Coates,

2007).

Kuh’un Ogrenci Kattlimi Teorisi

George Kuh tarafindan 2001 yilinda gelistirilen ve yorumlanan en etkili modellerden
biri, 6grenci katilimi i¢in bir ¢ergeve ¢izmekte ve katilimin belirli 6grenci ve orgiitsel
davraniglari igeren bir kavram olmasi dnermesine dayanmaktadir. Buna gore, katilim
olgusu, bes temel ilkeden miitesekkil bir model araciligiyla gozlemlenebilir ve
Olctilebilir. Birincisi, akademik zorluk, verilen gorevler i¢in harcanmasi gereken siire
ve bu tiir akademik calismalara gosterilen ¢aba miktar olarak tanimlanir. ikincisi, aktif
ve isbirlikli 6grenme, farkli ortamlarda 6grenilenleri diisiinme ve uygulama ve sinif i¢i
ve sinif dig1 ortamlarda akranlar ile birlikte ¢alisma anlamina gelmektedir (Gonyea &

Kuh, 2009). Uciinciisii, dgrenci-hoca etkilesimi, 6grenciler ve fakiilte personeli
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arasindaki etkilesimlerin kalitesini ifade eder (Kuh, 2001). Dordiinciisli, zengin
egitimsel deneyimler, ¢ekici ve etkili simf i¢i pedagojik yontemler kullanilarak
gerceklestirilen Ogrenme faaliyetleri veya akademik bir programin hedeflerini
tamamlayict olarak yapilan ders dis1 faaliyetler ve programlardan olusur (Kuh, 2001).
Besincisi, destekleyici kampiis ortami, 6grencilerin daha iyi performans gosterdikleri,

daha memnun olduklar1 ve baslariyla kaliteli iliskiler gelistirdikleri yerdir (Kuh, 2009).

Okula Katilim Cercevesi

Fredericks ve arkadaglarina gore, 6grenci katilimi, 6grenci 6grenmesi ve basarisi
lizerine yapilan arastirmanin farkli bakis agilar1 sayesinde anlamli olabilen karmasik
ve ¢ok yonli bir kavramdir (Fredricks vd., 2004). Onlara gore katilim, birden fazla
boyutun kaynagmasinin anlamli bir sonucu olan bir meta-yapidir. Bu anlamda, katilim
perspektifi, 6grenci duygular1 ve psikolojisi ile davraniglarin dahil edilmesi seklinde
genisletilmelidir. Boylece, katilim {i¢ sekilde tanimlanabilir. Birincisi, istirak fikrine
atifta bulunan ve akademik faaliyetlerin yani sira ders dis1 etkinliklere de katilimi ifade
eden davramssal katihmdir. Ikincisi, 6grencilerin personele, akranlarma,
akademisyenlere ve {iiniversiteye verdigi her tiirlii tepkiyi iceren ve Ogrencilerin
tiniversiteye bir baglilik gelistirmelerini ve gorev yapma istekliliklerini etkileyen
duygusal katilimdir. Uglinciisii ise, egitim faaliyetleri dahilindeki karmasik konulari
anlamak ve zor beceriler edinmek adina ¢aba harcama ve istekliligi bir arada sunan

biligsel katilimdir (Fredricks vd., 2004).

Giinii¢’iin Ogrenci Katilimi Cercgevesi

Orgiitsel faktorler ile birlikte {i¢ boyutlu (davramssal, duygusal ve bilissel) bir dgrenci
katilimi1 gergevesinin uygulanmasi, 6grenci katilimi1 konusunda olduk¢a kapsamli bir
anlayis ortaya koyacaktir. Bu nedenle bu c¢alismada, Giinii¢’lin 6grenci katilimi
cergevesi kullanilmistir. Giiniig, (2016) karma teorisinde, 6grenci katilimimi agirlikli
olarak ogrencilere odaklanan bir agidan agiklamanin tatmin edici olmayacagini,
fenomeni ancak orgiitsel tamamlayicisi ile birlikte agiklamanin gerekli oldugunu 6ne

stirmiistiir. Ona gore, 6grenci katiliminin, siif katitlimi ve kampiis katilimi olmak
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tizere 2 temel boyutu vardir. Bu modelde, ‘simif katilim1” boyutu, 6grenci katiliminin
yukarida bahsedilen vazgecilmez ii¢ unsuru (davranigsal, biligsel ve duygusal) ile ele
almmaktadir. Orgiitsel uygulamalar, kampiis iklimi, fiziksel kosullar, ders dis1
faaliyetler, glivenlik ve 6grenme topluluklar: gibi orgiitsel faktorler ‘kampiis katilimr’
terimi i¢inde ele alinmaktadir (Gliniic & Kuzu, 2014). Kampiis ortamina ait olma
duygusu gelistirmek ve {niversiteye ve yiiksekogretime deger vermek ogrenci
katiliminda kritik faktorler olarak goriilmektedir (Giiniig, 2016). Bu nedenle, bu
modelde, aidiyet duygusu ve deger verme ‘kampiis katilimi’ boyutunun iki unsuru
olarak kabul edilmektedir. Aidiyet duygusu, 6grencinin, okuldakilerin (6gretmenler,
personel, akranlar) kendisini kabul ettigini, destekledigini ve etkinliklere dahil ettigini
hissetmesi olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Goodenow, 1993). Deger verme ise kampiis
katiliminin bir bagka unsurudur ve yliksekégretimi, 6grenmeyi, kampiis ortamini,

akranlar1 ve hocalar1 kiymetlendirmeyi ifade etmektedir.

Ogrenci Katiim Alanyazimi

Ogrenci katiliminm neden yiiksekdgretim galismalarinin ana odagi haline geldigi,
sektorlerin yiiksek nitelikli mezun taleplerdir (Choi & Rhee, 2014; Yorke, 2006),
ylksekgretimde kalite arayislar1 (Almarghani & Mijatovic, 2017) ve yiiksekdgretimin
piyasalagsmasi (Leach, 2016; Wanner, 2015; Zepke, 2014) ile alakalidir. Her seyden
once, yiiksekogretim alanyazininda 6grenci katilimini1 6n plana ¢ikaran sey, istenen
ogrenci kazanimlar1 ve 6grenci katilimi arasindaki saglam iliskidir. Ilgili alanyazin,
ogrenci katilimi ile 6grenci memnuniyeti (Kuh, 2005; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005;
Umbach & Porter, 2002; Zhao & Kuh, 2004), 6grenme (Astin, 1999; Pascarella &
Terenzini, 2005; Trowler & Trowler, 2010; Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005; Wolf-
Wendel vd., 2009), daha yiiksek not ortalamasi ve basari (Astin, 1999; Carini vd.,
2006; Fredricks vd., 2004; Kuh, 2003; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Pike vd., 2011;
Walpole, 2003; Webber vd., 2013), beceri, yeterlilik ve yetenek kazanimlar1 (Carini
vd., 2006; Choi & Rhee, 2014; Kuh, 2009; Webber vd., 2013) ve kisisel gelisim (Kahu,
2013; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Trowler, 2010; Zhao & Kuh, 2004) arasinda

olumlu bir iligki oldugunu gostermektedir.
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Ogrenci katilimi, 6z kuramlar (6rnegin, kendine inanma) (Llorens vd., 2007; Yorke &
Knight, 2004), akran iliskisi (Kember, 2004; Milburn-Shaw & Walker, 2017; Moran
& Gonyea, 2003; Zhao & Kuh, 2004), personel ile etkilesim (Bryson & Hand, 2007;
Kuh vd., 2006; Xerri vd., 2018), ¢esitli kaynaklardan destek (aile destegi ve finansal
destek) (Ganotice & King, 2014; Kiernan vd., 2006; Wilcox vd., 2005), is yiikii ve
ticretli calisgma (Chambers, 1992; Krause, 2005; Ruohoniemi & Lindblom - Ylénne,
2009; Walpole, 2003) ve demografik 6zelliklerden (Bauer & Liang, 2003; Kuh, 2009;
Pike & Kuh, 2005; Strauss & Volkwein, 2002) oldukca etkilenmektedir.

Ote yandan, 6grenci katiliminin taniminda oldugu gibi, kavram &rgiitsel 6zelliklerden
ayr distiniilmemektedir. Bu nedenle, katilim ayn1 zamanda kurumsal uygulamalar ve
politikalar (Carey, 2018; Kuh, 2005; Porter, 2006; Zepke & Leach, 2010), zengin ve
destekleyici kampiis ortam1 (Coates, 2010; Collago, 2017; Doyle, 2008; Freeman vd.,
2007; Kuh, 2003), destek hizmetleri ve tesisler (Almarghani & Mijatovic, 2017;
Kiernan vd., 2006; Kuh & Gonyea, 2015; Pittaway & Moss, 2006) ve kampiiste ikamet
(LaNasa vd., 2007; Pike vd., 2011; Webber vd., 2013; Zhao & Kuh, 2004) ile de
yordanmaktadir. Universitelerde bu tiir dzellikler katilim kavramu icerisinde ele
alinmasina ragmen, ayni zamanda islerin nasil yapildiginin ve ne tiir uygulamalarin ve
politikalarin benimsendiginin ayirt edici yansimalaridir. Dolayisiyla bu tiir 6zellikler,

bir tiniversitenin orgiit kiiltliriinii tanimlayan bilesenler olarak da ortaya ¢ikarlar.

Universitelerde Orgiit Kiiltiirii

Aragtirmacilar yiiksekogretimdeki kiiltiirel ortami yukaridaki tanima dayali olarak
incelemis, kavramsallastirmaya ¢alismis ve “Universitelerde islerin nasil ele

alindigin1” anlamak i¢in birkag kiiltiir modeli veya tipolojileri ortaya atmiglardir.

Baldridge vd. (1974) onciil ¢alismalarinda {iniversiteleri kiiltiirel agidan klasik
biirokratik orgiitlerle karsilastirmislardir. Bir {iniversitenin kiiltiirel baglami ‘organize
anarsi’ den bagka bir sey degildir, c¢iinkii klasik biirokratik Orgiitlerle
karsilastirildiginda, iiniversiteler belirsiz ve tartismali hedeflere sahiptir; yonetimde

kayda deger hak talep eden miisterilere hizmet eder; cogunlukla miisterilerinin
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ihtiyaclarmi karsilamayan sorunlu bir teknoloji kullanir; sadece profesyonellerin
calistigi profesyonel kuruluslar olarak islev goriir; ve c¢evrelerinden oldukca
etkilenirler (Baldridge vd., 1974). Baldridge ve arkadaslar1 akademinin bu ayirt edici
ozelliklerine gore biirokratik, mesleki ve politik olmak {izere ii¢ alternatif yonetim
modeli onermiglerdir. 1992'deki ilk arastirmalarini takiben, Bergquist ve Pawlak
(2008) yonetsel, gelisimsel, savunucu, sanal ve somut olmak {izere 'akademinin alt1
kiiltlirii'nii alan ¢alismalarina kazandirmistir. 'Liderlik' kavramini orgiitlerin kiiltiir ve
yonetim anlayisinin merkezinde toplayan ve biitiin orgiitlerin karmasik ve belirsiz
oldugunu, bunun da sistemlerinde birden fazla gercekligin ve durumun ortaya
¢ikmasina neden oldugunu savunan Bolman ve Deal (2017) 1984'te yapisal, insan
kaynaklari, politik ve sembolik olmak iizere dort Orgiit cercevesi Onermistir.
Akademideki kiiltiirel degisimleri ele aldig1 calismasinda McNay (1995),
yiiksekdgretim kurumlarinda goriilen mesleki, biirokrasi, sirket ve girisim olmak {izere

dort tiir orgiit kiiltlirli ortaya ¢ikarmustir.

Rekabetci Degerler Cergevesi

Bu caligmada, Quinn ve Rohrbaugh (1983) tarafindan gelistirilen Rekabetci Degerler
Cergevesine (CVM) dayanan Cameron ve Quinn'in (2011) dort kiiltiirel “tipolojisi”
kullanilmistir. Model, 6rgiit calismalarinda oldukca dikkat ¢ekmis ve yiiksekogretim
kurumlarmin kiiltiirel ortamini tanimlamakta popiiler hale gelmistir (Gaus vd., 2019).
Bir¢ok arastirmaci, yiliksekogretim arastirmalarinda CVM'yi kullanmaktadir ¢iinkii
sadece yliksekogretim igin kiiltlirel bir model olarak degil (Fralinger & Olson, 2007,
Hill & Ferreira, 2008; Kose, 2017), ayn1 zamanda orgiitsel etkililik ve kalite gibi
ogrenci katilimini yordayic1 diger fenomenler icin bir Ol¢im araci olarak da
kullanilmaktadir (Cameron & Freeman, 1991; Smart vd., 1997; Smart & Hamm, 1993;
Smart & St. John, 1996). Bu cercevedeki kiiltiirel tipolojiler - takim, yenilikgi, piyasa
ve hiyerarsi - aym zamanda yiiksekogretimde oOrgiit kiiltiirii i¢in daha Once
Onerilenlerle ve “lniversitelerde islerin nasil ele alindiginin” sonuglart ile de

uyumludur.

Yontem
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Arastirmanin Modeli

Arastirmada, 6grenci katiliminin orgiit kiiltiirleri tarafindan yordanip yordanmadigini
tespit etmek adina iliskisel tarama modeli kullanilmistir. Iliskisel tarama modeli iki
veya daha fazla degisken arasindaki iligkiyi, herhangi bir manipiilasyon girisiminden
kagiarak ortaya ¢ikarmay1 amagladigindan (Creswell, 2012; Fraenkel vd., 2012) bu
caligmanin amaci i¢in uygun bir modeldir. Arastirmadaki yordayici degiskenler
Rekabetci Degerler Cergevesi’ndeki kiiltiir tipleri olup (Cameron & Quinn, 2011)

Olciit degiskeni ise 6grenci katilimidir.

Evren ve Orneklem

Bu calismanin hedef evreni Ankara ilinde yer alan vakif ve devlet {iniversitelerinde
O0grenim goren Ogrencileridir. Tiim hedef evrenden veri toplamak miimkiin
olmadigindan erisilebilir evren belirlenmistir. Calismanin erisebilir evreni Ankara
ilindeki bir devlet liniversitesinin lisans O0grencileridir. Veriler, rastgele drnekleme

yontemi ile segilen bu liniversitede 6grenim goren 429 dgrenciden toplanmaistir.

Katihmcilarin Demografik Ozellikleri

Arastirmaya katilan 6grencilerin %60,5’1 kadin (n=250), %95,4’i 19 ila 25 yas
arasinda (n=394), %45’1 mihendislik fakiiltesinde okumaktadir (n=186).
Katilimcilardan birinci smifa gidenlerin sayis1 137 (%33,2), ikinci sinifa gidenlerin
sayist 108 (9%26,2), t¢iincii sinifa gidenlerin sayist 85 (%20,6) ve dordiincii sinifa
gidenlerin sayis1 83’tiir (%20,1). Not ortalamasi dagilim1 1,01 — 2,00 (%14), 2,01-3,00
(%56,9) ve 3,01-4,00 (%28,1) seklindedir. Ogrencilerin %35,8’i kampiiste ikamet
etmekte iken %64,2’si kampiis disinda yasamaktadir. Son olarak, katilimcilardan

%87,4’1i herhangi bir iste ¢alisirken, %12,6°s1 herhangi bir iste caligmamaktadir.

Veri Toplama Araclari
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Aragtirma verileri, arastirmaci tarafindan hazirlanmis bir “Demografik Bilgi Formu”,
Giinii¢ ve Kuzu (2015) tarafindan gelistirilen “Ogrenci Katilim1 Olgegi” (OKO) ve
Cameron ve Quinn (2011) tarafindan gelistirilen ve Kuzu (2017) tarafindan Tiirk¢e’ye
uyarlanan “Orgiit Kiiltiirii Degerlendirme Envanteri” (OKDE) ile toplanmustir.
Olgekler, yap1 gegerliligini test etmek adina AMOS 24.0 programi kullanilarak
dogrulayici faktdr analizine (DFA) tabi tutulurmustur. DFA sonuglarma gore, OKO
kabul edilebilir bir model uyumu sergilerken (CMIN/DF= 2.042, GFI=,851, SRMR=
,058, NFI=,833, CFI=,906, RMSEA= ,050) OKDE iyiye yakin bir model uyumu
gostermistir (CMIN/DF= 2.665, GFI= ,907, SRMR= ,061, NFI= ,856, CFI= ,903,
RMSEA= ,064). Ayrica, OKDE’nin Tiirkce formundaki 3 faktorlii yapisi
dogrulanmistir (Yenilik¢i-takim kiltlirii, Piyasa kiiltiiri ve Hiyerarsi Kiiltiiri).
OKOrniin giivenirlik katsayisi ,92 iken OKDE’nin alt boyutlarindan “Yenilik¢i-takim
Kiiltirt” ,79, “Piyasa Kiiltlirii” ,66 ve “Hiyerarsi Kiiltiiri” .85 giivenirlik katsayisina

sahiptir.

Veri Toplama Siireci

Veriler, ODTU Insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu'ndan alinan etik izin sonras1 2019-
2020 akademik yili gliz doneminde belirlenen iiniversitenin 429 6grencisinden
toplanmistir. Katilimeilara oncelikle aragtirmanin amaci ve gizlilik konularinda bilgi
verilmistir. Daha sonra, yazili onamlarinin ardindan demografik bilgi formu ve

Olceklerin bulundugu anketi doldurmalar1 istenmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Aragtirmaya toplam 429 6grenci katilmistir. 16 katilimci sadece demografik bilgiler
kismina yanit verdigi ve anket boliimlerini doldurmadan biraktigi i¢in bu anketlerdeki
veriler analiz siirecine dahil edilmemistir; bdylece istatistiksel analizler 413
katilimcimin verileri ile yapilmistir. Veriler, olceklerin faktoér yapilarini yeniden

kontrol etmek ve gegerlilikleri dogrulamak adina bir DFA'ya tabi tutulmustur.
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Katilimeilarin demografik o6zellikleri ile katilim diizeyleri arasindaki farkliliklar
bulmak icin t testi ve ANOVA kullanilmistir. Ogrenci katilimu ile orgiitsel kiiltiir
tiirleri arasindaki iligkiyili tespit etmek adina basit korelasyon analizi yapilmis ve
Pearson korelasyon katsayisi hesaplanmistir. Son olarak, 6grenci katiliminin
ogrenciler tarafindan algilanan kiiltiir tipolojileri ile yordanip yordanmadigini gérmek
i¢cin ¢oklu dogrusal regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Veriler SPSS 26.0 ve AMOS 24.0

programlari kullanilarak analiz edilmistir.

Arastirmanin Siirhhiklari

Katilimci 6zellikleri bu ¢alismanin ilk simirliligidir. Katilimcilar arasinda kiiltiir soku
yasayanlar ve iiniversite kiiltiirinii algilayamayanlar da olabilir. Bu nedenle, bu
calisma hazirlik smifi 6grencilerini kapsam dist birakmis ve veriler sadece o
{iniversitede en az bir yil geciren lisans Ogrencilerinden toplanmistir. Ikincisi,
katilimeilar Tiirkiye'nin en avantajli kampiislerinden birinde egitim gérmektedir, bu
da onlarin katilim algilarma iliskin yanitlarmi olumlu yonde etkileyebilir. Ugiincii
smirlilik, Ogrenci katilimimin 6z bildirim 6l¢iimii ile ilgilidir. Alanyazinda,
ogrencilerin katilimlar ile ilgili goriislerini sosyal ve psikolojik olarak daha kabul
edilebilir bir sekilde ortaya koyabilecekleri ileri siiriilmektedir; bu nedenle,
ogrencilerin katilima iliskin 6z bildirim yanitlarinin olumlu yonde yanl olabilecegine
inanilmaktadir (Gerber vd., 2013). Dordiinciisii, 6rneklem bir devlet iiniversitesine
kayitlt 6grencilerden uygun drnekleme yontemi kullanilarak se¢ilmistir. Bu nedenle
mevcut ¢calismanin genellestirilebilir oldugunu séylemek mantikli degildir. Besincisi,
caligmada kullanilan 6l¢eklerle alakalidir. Bu calismay1 bagka dlgeklerle yapmak farkli

sonuglar dogurabilir.

Bulgular

Betimleyici Istatistik

e Katilime1 6grencilerin katilim diizeyleri ortalamanin biraz iistiindedir (O=3.78,

$§5=.50). Diger taraftan ¢aligmanin yapildig: iiniversitenin baskin kiiltiiriiniin
122



piyasa kiiltiiri oldugu bulunmus (0O=5.04, $5=.89) ve bunu hiyerarsi kiiltiirii
(0=4.40, §5=.94) ve yenilikc¢i-takim kiiltiirii (O=4.10, §5=1.00) takip etmistir.

Gruplar Arasi Karsilastirma Sonuclari

T testi sonuclar1 kadin katilimeilarin (O=3.82, S§$=.46) erkek katilimcilara
(O=3.71, §8=.55) nazaran anlamli derecede daha fazla katilim gosterdigini
ortaya koymustur (#(408)=-2.249, p=.02). Fakat, sonuglar 6grencilerin katilim
diizeylerinin yaslarina, yasadiklar1 yere ve ¢alisma durumlarina gore
degismedigini gostermistir.

Tek yonlii varyans analizi (ANOVA) katilime1 Ogrencilerin  katilim
diizeylerinin not ortalamalarina gore anlamli derecede farklilagtigini
gostermistir. Buna gore diisiik not ortalamasi olan grup (O=4.03 §5=.46) orta
not ortalamasi (O=3.75 $5=.42) ve yiiksek not ortalamas1 olan gruplardan; orta
not ortalamasi olan grup ise yiiksek not ortalamasi olan gruptan anlamli
derecede daha fazla katilim gostermistir (F(2, 410)=2.41, p=.90). Fakat,
sonuglar 6grencilerin katilim diizeylerinin okuduklar1 fakiilte tiirlerine ve

siniflarina gore degismedigini ortaya koymustur.

Korelasyon Bagintisi

Korelasyon analizi sonuglari 6grenci katilimi ile yenilik¢i-takim (7=.33,
p=.00), piyasa (r=.34, p=.00) ve hiyerarsi (r=.16, p=.00) kiiltiirleri arasinda

pozitif yonli bir iliski oldugunu gostermistir.

Coklu Dogrusal Regresyon Analizi

Sonuglar 6grenci katiliminin yenilik¢i-takim kiiltiirii (5=.22, SE=.03, p=.00) ve
piyasa kiltiri (f= .21, SE=.04, p=.00) tarafindan anlamli bir sekilde
yordandigini gostermistir. Bu minvalde kurulan modelin 6grenci katilimindaki
varyansin %14’linli acikladig tespit edilmistir (#(3, 409) = 21.32, p=0.0005;

R*=14).
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Sonuc¢

Tartisma

Katilimeilarin demografik 6zellikleri ve 6grenci katilimi arasinda yapilan analizlerin
sonuglarma gore ogrencilerin katilim diizeyleri cinsiyete gore degismistir ve kadin
ogrencilerin erkek 6grencilere nazaran daha fazla 6grenci katilimi gosterdigi tespit
edilmistir. Bu sonug alanyazindaki ¢ogu calisma ile uyumludur (Kuh vd., 2006; Porter,
2006; Zhao & Kuh, 2003). Yine, 6grenci katilimi bu ¢alismada Ogrencilerin not
ortalamalarina gore degismistir. Buna gore, ilging bir sekilde, en fazla katilimi
gosteren grup diisiik not ortalamasina sahip olan grup iken, en diisiik katilim1 gosteren
grup yuksek not ortalamasina sahip olan 6grencilerdir. Halbuki ilgili alanyazin bu
durumun tam tersi oldugunu ve 6grencilerin katilimlar1 ve not ortalamalar: arasinda
pozitif bir iliski bulundugunu ortaya koymustur (Astin, 1999; Pascarella & Terenzini,
2005; Trowler, 2010; Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005; Wolf-Wendel vd., 2009). Bu
durumun diisiik ortalamaya sahip 6grencilerin siif katilimin yani sira kampiis katilimi
firsatlarindan diger gruba nazaran ¢ok daha faza yararlanmasi ile alakali olabilecegi
diistiniilmektedir. Bu sonuglar disindaki diger demografik ozellikler ile yapilan
O0grenci katilimi karsilagtirmalar1 anlamli sonuglar ortaya koymamistir. Bu
degiskenlere ait sonuglar da cogunlukla ilgili alanyazindaki ¢alismalarin sonuglari ile

uyumludur.

Aragtirmanin asil amaci olan 6grenci katilimi1 ve orgiit kiiltiirii arasindaki iliskinin
belirlenmesi amaciyla yapilan korelasyon ve regresyon analizinin sonuglari, 6grenci
katilimi ile biitlin kiiltiir tipleri arasinda anlamli bir iligki oldugunu ama 6grenci
kiiltiiriiniin sadece yenilik¢i-takim ve piyasa Kkiiltlirleri ile anlamli bir sekilde
yordandigin1  ortaya koymustur. Bdylece arastirmanin  biitiin  hipotezleri
dogrulanmistir. Her ne kadar van der Velden’in (2012) ¢alismasi haricinde ilgili
alanyazinda O6grenci baghiligi ile orgiit kiiltiirleri arasindaki iliskiyi inceleyen bir
caligsma olmasa da bu sonuglar, 6rgiit kiiltiirii ve 6grenci katilimin1 dolayli yoldan ele

alan ¢alismalar ile uyumluluk géstermektedir (Almarghani & Mijatovic, 2017; Carey,
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2018; Milburn-Shaw & Walker, 2017; Krause, 2015; Trowler, 2013; van der Velden,
2012; Wanner, 2015).

Cikarimlar

Teorik ¢ikarim olarak, 6grenci katilimi ve 6grencilerin demografik 6zelliklerinden
sadece cinsiyet ve not ortalamasi arasinda anlamli degiskenlikler bulunmustur. Her ne
kadar bu ¢alisma ulusal alanyazin i¢in bir ilk teskil etse de, sonucglarin bir kismi
uluslararas1 6grenci  katilimi alanyazininda bulunan c¢alismalar ile uyum
gostermemektedir. Bu nedenle, 6grenci katiliminin teorik temeli, daha genis drneklem
ile birden fazla tiniversitede yapilacak kapsamli ¢caligmalarla Tiirk yiliksekogretiminde
yeniden tartigilabilir. Bu calisma ayni zamanda 6grenci katilimi ve orgiit kiiltiirleri
arasinda anlaml iligkiler tespit etmis ve bazi kiiltiir tiplerinin 6grenci katilimini
yordadigi sonucuna ulasmistir. Bu nedenle calisma, ilgili alanyazinda 6grenci
katilimini kiiltiir {izerinden degerlendirmesi hasebiyle oncili ¢alismalardan biridir.

Sonugclar, 6grenci katilimi ve kiiltiir konusunu ele alan ¢alismalara katki saglamstir.

Arastirma  ¢ikarimi  olarak, yiiksekdgretim  alanyazinindaki  diger  kiiltiir
arastirmalarindan farkli olarak, bu c¢alismadaki temel kaygi tiniversite kiiltiiriini
ogrenciler tizerinden belirlemekti. Bununla birlikte, bu calismadaki kiiltiir 6l¢egi orgiit
caliganlarina uygulamak iizere tasarlandigindan, dlgege yapilan yapisal analizler iyi
uyumlu ve miikemmel giivenilir bir model ortaya ¢ikarmamistir. Bu nedenle,
gelecekteki calismalar, yliksekogretimdeki kiiltiir tiirlerini  68rencilerin  bakis

acilarindan degerlendirmek tizere bir 6lgek gelistirme lizerine yapilabilir.

Uygulama ¢ikarimi olarak da bu ¢aligmada, katilimcilarin 6grenci katilimi ortalamanin
biraz iistiinde bulunmustur. Bu nedenle, tiniversite yonetimi, 6grenci katilimini tesvik
edecek uygulamalar1 ve politikalar1 benimsemeyi ve mevcut olanlar1 yeniden
degerlendirmeyi diislinebilir. Dahasi, 6gretim {iyeleri daha ilgi ¢ekici bir sinif ortami
yaratmak adma teknikler ve yontemler uygulayabilir. Yine bu caligmada kadin
ogrencilerin  katilmi1 erkek Ogrencilere nazaran daha yiiksektir. Bu sonug

alanyazindaki c¢aligmalarla tutarli olsa da, farklihgin altinda yatan neden,
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ogrencilerinin katilimini artirmak isteyen kurumlar tarafindan arasgtirilip ortadan
kaldirilabilir. Son olarak, 6grenci katilimini arttirmay1 hedefleyen iiniversiteler, bu
caligmada ortaya koyulan 6grenci katilimi ve orgiit kiiltiirii iliskisini kiiltiir insa etme

ve degisim siirecleri dahilinde g6z 6niinde bulundurabilir.

Oneriler

Bu calisma, bir devlet iiniversitesindeki Ogrencilerin katilimi ve oOrgiit kiltiiri
arasindaki iliskiyi kesfetmek acgisindan 6ncii bir ¢alisma olarak diisiiniilebilir. Daha
genellestirilebilir sonuglar elde etmek ve {niversiteler arasinda karsilastirma
yapabilmek adina gelecek calismalara baska iiniversiteler de dahil edilebilir. ikinci
olarak, popiilasyonun temsil edilebilirligini artirmak i¢in daha biiyiik 6rneklem boyutu
kullanilabilir. Ugiinciisii, bu ¢aligma, Tiirk yiiksekodgretim baglaminda olusturulan tek
teorik ¢erceve olan Giinii¢ (2016) tarafindan gelistirilen 6grenci katilimi kavramsal
cercevesini kullanmistir. Tiirkiye'deki katilim alanyazinini ¢esitlendirmek i¢in daha
fazla teorik ¢alismaya ihtiyaci vardir. Dordiinciisii, 6grencilere okullarinin kiiltiirinti
degerlendirmek i¢in uygulanabilecek ve Tirk yliksekdgretimi ile uyumlu bir kiiltiir
Olcegi gelistirilmesine acik¢a ihtiyac vardir. Son olarak, nitel bir yaklasim
benimsemek, 6grencilerin katilimi1 ve 6grencilerin kiiltiir algilarmin derinlemesine

anlasilmasina olanak taniyacaktir.
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