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Abstract

In this study, it was aimed to develop an Academic Staff Satisfaction Scale to determine the
satisfaction of academic staff in higher education. For this purpose, this study was conducted in a
survey model. The population of this study consists of academic staff working in a total of 14 public
universities in seven different geographical regions in the 2020-2021 academic year. Two separate
sampling groups were selected to perform exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses. Sample I
consists of 394 participants for Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). Sample II consists of 262 academic
staff for Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). In the development process of the Academic Staff
Satisfaction Scale, a comprehensive literature review was conducted, an item pool was created, and
expert opinions were taken for the language consistency and content validity of the items. A draft
scale consisting of thirty-eight items of 5-point Likert type was developed as a result of the pilot
application to ensure the item validity of the raw scale. For construct validity, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO) and Bartlett Sphericity test values and the Varimax method were used to find the sub-factors,
factor loadings, and variance percentages of the scale. As a result of the Exploratory Factor Analysis
(EFA), it was determined that the scale had a 5-factor structure. Varimax rotation technique and
principal component analysis were used to determine the factor loadings of the scale items and to
analyze whether the items explained more than one factor. According to the Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA) results, the structure consisting of five factors and twenty-five items was confirmed.
The first and second sub-dimensions consist of seven items each, the third sub-dimension consists of
five items, and the fourth and fifth sub-dimensions consist of three items each. After analyzing the
item contents, the first sub-dimension was named as “academic development,” the second sub-
dimension as “managerial attitude,” the third sub-dimension as “communication and cooperation,” the
fourth sub-dimension as “physical infrastructure.” The fifth sub-dimension was named as "social
support.” As a result, it can be said that the Academic Staff Satisfaction Scale is a valid and reliable
scale. The scale can be used to determine the satisfaction of academic staff in higher education
institutions.
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Introduction

Job satisfaction is a pleasurable emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job as achieving
or facilitating the achievement of one’s job values (Leung, Siu, & Spector, 2000). Since the late 1950s,
researchers have theorized the nature of job satisfaction. The models were developed that explain
differences in job satisfaction and conducted empirical studies to test their models (Lacy & Sheehan,
1997). Herzberg et al. (1959) developed one of the best-known job satisfaction theories. Herzberg's
(1987) two-factor theory supposed that the phenomenon of job satisfaction and/or dissatisfaction is a
function of two classes of variables named motivator and hygiene factors.

One of the most crucial factors of productivity and success in higher education is the satisfaction of
academic staff. There are different factors affecting the satisfaction level of academic staff. In general,
these factors arise from the structure of the organizational culture. These can be listed as follows:
interpersonal relations, working environment (Bas & Ardig, 2002; Shakirova & Nurakhmetova, 2015),
level of meeting expectations (Douglas, Douglas, and Barnes, 2006), participation in decision-making
(Nutt, 1992; Serinkan & Bardakgi, 2009, Spector, 1986), team management, fair task distribution (Bas
& Ardig, 2002), and cooperation with colleagues (Karaman & Altunoglu, 2007). Some of these arise
from personal characteristics such as age, title, being abroad, prestige, and free decision-making
(Karaman & Altunoglu, 2007). Also, some of them stems from the work itself. These are the wage
(Emmert & Taher, 1992; Karaman & Altunoglu, 2007; Kocoglu, 2015), the quality of the work, the
work area (Bilge et al., 2007), the academic environment and the attitude of colleagues (Bas, 2002;
Kogoglu, 2015). Additionally, administrative workload, academic workload, progress and evaluation,
research funding (Eker et al., 2007), and flexible working hours (Oztiirk & Sahbudak, 2015) can be
seen among these factors. According to Murat and Cevik (2008), the primary factor affecting job
satisfaction of academic staff is management and organizational structure. In addition, education,
academic activities, physical and technical conditions, socio-cultural conditions, health and
communication factors affect academic satisfaction.

In Karadag and Yiicel’s (2020) study, according to academics the variables such as academic freedom,
burnout among academics, support of academic culture by the university, satisfaction of academics
with university administration affect satisfaction of academic staff. In addition, academics’
commitment and dedication to the university, cooperation between academics, toxicity of relationships
in the institutional environment, perceived teaching quality, discomfort with the political attitude of the
university administration provide important data in determining academicians’ general perspective on
satisfaction in higher education. It can be stated that these variables directly affect the satisfaction
level of academics. Academics in Tirkiye experience academic and social negativities such as
excessive bureaucracy, lack of coordination, limited initiative of the university, discrimination at the
assigned university, appointment by centralized scoring, and compulsory service obligation (Er et al.,
2019). According to Karaman and Altunoglu (2007), there is a need to develop policies to maximize
the job satisfaction levels of academics in Tirkiye. As can be seen, the satisfaction of academicians is
affected by varied factors. Undoubtedly, as in all professions, satisfaction in academics is of significant
importance in terms of productive work, success and happiness.

Academic satisfaction in higher education institutions is also important for the success of universities
and quality assessment processes. It is seen that the Higher Education Quality Board [YOKAK] (2020)
bases the institutional external evaluation and accreditation processes of universities on criteria such
as quality assurance system, education and training, research and development, management system
and social contribution. Under the heading of education and training, there are targets to increase the
competence of academic staff, develop them, ensure their continuity, monitor and develop them.
These goals are directly related to the satisfaction of academic staff. In this sense, it is seen that
practices and policies aimed at ensuring the satisfaction of academics in quality and accreditation
processes, which have become increasingly widespread in higher education in recent years, have
begun to gain importance.

Baskan (2001) asserted that higher education in Tirkiye does not receive enough attention from the
society in achieving its goals. However, in order to provide a healthy working environment for
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academics and therefore to enable academics to contribute more to students, people and society, the
problems experienced by academics must be determined accurately and clearly (Dogan et al., 2020).
The results of numerous studies reveal that the satisfaction levels of academics vary according to their
titles. For example, according to the results of the research conducted by Oztiirk and Sahbudak
(2015), academicians’ job satisfaction levels increase in direct proportion to their titles, and the
highest job satisfaction scores were reported by academics with the title of professor. This result
shows that the status of academics directly affects job satisfaction. According to the research results
of Ozdemir and Giirbiiz (2020), while academics indicate the highest satisfaction scores in the
'infrastructure’ dimension, this dimension is followed by management-organization, relations with
stakeholders, and education dimensions. Academicians expressed their satisfaction in the 'research'
sub-dimension with the lowest score. It was also found that academic staff with the title of professor
were more satisfied with the research dimension than those with the title of associate professor.
Similarly, academic staff with the title of professor were more satisfied with the infrastructure and
relations with stakeholders than those with the title of research assistant.

The satisfaction of stakeholders should not be ignored as the key to sustainability in the strategic
decisions of higher education institutions. According to Hamutoglu et al., (2020), one of the most
important elements of ensuring quality in the higher education process is to ensure the satisfaction of
all stakeholders. In addition, the expectations of all stakeholders should be considered (Yiksel et al.,
2018). Undoubtedly, one of the most important of these stakeholders is the academic staff. Dogan et
al. (2020) found a moderate level job satisfaction and role conflicts in academic staff. It should not be
overlooked that measuring the satisfaction level of academic staff and evaluating the results is a
prominent issue in higher education. Ensuring the satisfaction of academic staff in line with their
perspectives and expectations is of significant importance in terms of quality in higher education. For
this purpose, valid and reliable measurement tools are needed to determine the satisfaction level of
academic staff. In recent years, it has been observed that all higher education institutions have
conducted intensive studies to determine the satisfaction level of academic staff (Toker, 2011;
Karadag & Yicel, 2020). Although numerous research in the employee satisfaction field have been
related to profit-making industrial and service organizations, there has been a growing interest in the
satisfaction of employees in higher education. The reason for this increasing interest is the reality that
higher education institutions are labor intensive, and their budgets are predominantly devoted to
personnel and their effectiveness is largely dependent on their staff (Chen et al., 2006; Enders &
Teichler, 1997; Hickson & Oshagbemi, 1999; Okpara et al., 2005; Rhodes at al., 2007). Consequently,
satisfaction of the employees in higher education institutions is an especially critical issue (Kiiskd,
2003). It is thought that the Academic Satisfaction Scale, whose validity and reliability studies were
conducted using scientific methods in this research may be sufficient to meet this need. The aim of
this research is to develop an “Academic Staff Satisfaction Scale” to determine the satisfaction level of
academics with universities.

Method

This section includes the research model, population and sample, data collection tools, data collection
process, and data analysis.

Research Model

A general survey model was used in the research. The general survey model is research conducted on
the entire population, or a group of samples selected from the population to reach a general
conclusion about a subject under investigation (Karasar, 2006, p.79). Survey model research is used
to quantitatively describe specific aspects of a given population. These aspects often involve
examining the relationships among variables. Second, the data required for survey research are
collected from people and are, therefore, subjective. Finally, survey research uses a selected portion
of the population from which the findings can later be generalized back to the population (Creswell,
2015; Leedy & Ormrod, 2010). In survey research, independent and dependent variables are used to
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define the scope of study but cannot be explicitly controlled by the researcher. Before conducting the
survey, the researcher must predicate a model that identifies the expected relationships among these
variables. The survey is then constructed to test this model against observations of the phenomena
(Freankel & Wallen, 2009). The population of the research consists of faculty members working at a
total of 14 state universities in seven different geographies in the 2020-2021 academic year. The data
were obtained electronically via Google Forms. Before collecting the data, ethics committee approval
and research permission were obtained from the relevant units.

During the development process of the Academic Staff Satisfaction Scale, a comprehensive literature
review was conducted, an item pool was created, and expert opinions were consulted for the
language consistency and content validity of the items. Two different sample groups were selected to
perform exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses of the Academic Staff Satisfaction Scale. The
views of 394 faculty members were consulted for Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and 262 faculty
members for Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA).

Population and sample of the study

The demographic characteristics of the sample group within the scope of Exploratory Factor Analysis
(EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of Sample Group

Exploratory Factor Confirmatory Factor
Variable Feature Analysis (EFA) Analysis (CFA)
n % N %
Female 146 37 99 38
Gender Male 248 63 163 62
Total 394 100 262 100
Lecturer 314 80 205 78
Vocation Teaching assistant 60 15 49 19
Research assistant 20 5 8 3
Total 394 100 262 100
25-35 year 77 20 42 16
36-45 year 169 43 123 47
Age 46-55 year 68 17 52 20
56+ 80 20 45 17
Total 394 100 262 100
1-10 years 225 57 155 59
11-20 years 106 27 58 22
Seniority 21-30 years 46 12 34 13
31 + 17 4 15 6
Total 394 100 262 100

In Table 1, it is seen that the majority of the academic staff are male (EFA: 63%, CFA: 62%), and
their positions are listed as lecturer, teaching assistant and research assistant. It is also seen that the
age of the participants is distributed in the range of 36-45 years and their job seniority is in the range
of 1-10 years. The sample group within the scope of Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) has similar demographic characteristics.

The population of this study consists of lecturers working in a total of fourteen state universities in
seven different geographical regions in the 2020-2021 academic year. In scale development studies, it
is of significant importance that the sample has the adequacy to represent the population. In
accordance with this purpose, two different samples were formed for exploratory and confirmatory
analyses procedures. Some criteria were taken as basis in determining the sample size. For example,
Nunnally (1979) states that a sample group of 300 people is sufficient in scale development studies
and that the sample size should be at least 10 times the number of items. Bryman and Cramer (2001)
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suggest that the sample size should be at least 5 times the number of items, and Gorsuch (1983)
suggests at least 15 times the number of items. In this study, there are a total of 38 items in the draft
scale form. The sample size determined for Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor Analyses procedures
were ensured to be at least 10 times the number of items in the scale. According to these criteria,
Sample I consisted of 394 participants for the exploratory factor analysis. The sampling group
(Sample I) was selected from the population by using simple random sampling methods. The Sample
II consists of 262 participants for confirmatory factor analysis. The Sample II was also selected by
simple random sampling method. According to 95% certainty level, 356 participants from a population
of 5000 are theoretically sufficient for a population of different sizes (Anderson, 1990, as cited in Balci,
2004). When it comes to scale development studies, Comrey and Lee (1992) consider 100 participants
as a poor sample, 200 participants as an average sample, 300 participants as a good sample, 500
participants as a very good sample and 1000 participants as an excellent sample. According to these
explanations, it can be stated that the sample size of this study is good.

Data collection tools and process

The Academic Staff Satisfaction Scale development process was carried out in the following stages.
These stages are creating the item pool based on literature, consulting expert opinions for the
language validity of each item and the content validity of the items in the scale, conducting pre-
testing, factor analysis and reliability tests. First, a literature review was conducted to create an item
pool. During the creation of the scale items, utmost care was taken to ensure that the items were
clear and understandable, that each item was related to real life, and that each item expressed a
single judgment. In this context, a draft 5-point Likert-type scale consisting of 38 items was
developed. For the scale items, the expressions “Never” (1), “Rarely” (2), “Partly” (3), “Mostly” (4),
“Always” (5) were used.

Expert opinion was consulted during the process of ensuring the content validity of the scale items. At
this stage, the opinion of faculty members who are experts in the field of Educational Sciences
(Measurement and Evaluation in Education, Educational Management) benefited. Biiylikoztiirk (2011)
recommends evaluating the content validity of the scale items and making necessary corrections by
obtaining expert opinion to guarantee the validity of the measurement tool. To evaluate the suitability
and comprehensiveness of the raw scale items consisting of 38 items in the item pool prepared based
on literature review, the opinions and suggestions of five faculty members working in the educational
sciences departments of different universities were taken.

For the suitability of the scale items in terms of language and meaning, the opinions of language
experts at Kirklareli and Ordu Universities were consulted, and the necessary adjustments were made
to the scale items, considering the suggestions. In line with expert opinions and feedback received
from academics, it was decided to write all scale items as positive expressions. During the pre-test
phase of the scale, the draft scale consisting of 38 items was applied to 20 faculty members within the
scope of the pilot application and the linguistic comprehensibility of the draft scale items was tested.
As a result of the pilot application, it was understood that the scale items were understood and
answered correctly by the faculty members.

After the pilot application, the scale items were digitally transferred via Google Forms and the opinions
of academicians working at 12 different state universities were consulted. Data from 394 academics
were analyzed for Exploratory Factor Analysis. Each data set collected via Google Forms was given an
ID number and data was entered into the SPSS program. After checking whether the data was
entered into the system completely, the data analysis process began. The arithmetic mean scores of
the items in the sub-dimensions of the Academic Staff Satisfaction Scale and the entire scale were
determined. The scoring for each judgment on the Likert rating scale is as follows: 4.21/5.00=Always;
3.41-4.20 Mostly; 2.61-3.40 Partly; 1.81-2.60 Rarely; 1.00-1.80 Never.

Data analysis

IBM SPSS Statistics 25 program was used for data analysis. At this stage, first of all, the construct
validity of the “Academic Staff Satisfaction Scale” was evaluated. Both exploratory and confirmatory
factor analysis were used to test construct validity. After determining that the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO) and Bartlett Sphericity test values were suitable for analysis, Exploratory Factor Analysis was
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applied to the data set. At this stage, the sub-factors of the scale, their factor loadings (eigenvalues)
and the percentage of variance they explained were found by using the Varimax rotation method. At
this stage, a scree plot was also created to facilitate determining the number of sub-dimensions of the
scale. When any item is included in the scale, the rule is that its factor loading must be at least .40.
According to Blylkdztiirk (2011), for an item to belong to a factor, it is sufficient for the factor load
value to be .45 or above. If necessary, this value can be reduced to .30. It is also stated that the
difference between item factor loadings should be at least .10 in order to prevent overlap. In the last
stage, the sub-dimension to which each scale item belonged and the factor loadings in that sub-
dimension were determined. To test the construct validity of the scale, the correlation between the
sub-dimensions and the correlation between the sub-dimensions and the total of the scale items were
examined. Pearson Correlation Coefficient was used for this purpose. Internal consistency coefficients
were obtained by dividing the items into two equal halves (Spearman & Guttman) and Cronbach’s
Alpha (a). Finally, the reliability coefficients of all items of the test were obtained by determining the
item-total correlation.

As a result of Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), it was determined that the scale had a five-factor
structure. Then, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was applied to test the accuracy of the five-factor
structure. Moreover, in determining which factor the variable groups obtained by Exploratory Factor
Analysis are highly related to, Confirmatory Factor Analysis is used to determine whether the variable
groups contributing to the number of 'k’ factors are adequately represented by these factors
(Ozdamar, 2002).

Ethical approval of the research

Before the data were collected, the approval of the ethics committee was obtained with the decision
of Ordu University Social and Human Sciences Research Ethics Committee dated 27/10/2020 and
numbered 220-79.

Findings
Construct Validity

After analyzing the data set, the factor structure of the scale was tested. For this purpose, Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett Sphericity tests were applied, and it was checked whether the values
were appropriate to determine the factor structure of the scale. According to Cokluk, Sekercioglu, and
Bilyukodztirk (2010) and Sencan (2005), the KMO test is a suitability test that tries to determine the
correlations between variables and the suitability of factor analysis. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of
Sampling Adequacy test value varies in the range of 0-1. If the value of a variable is accurately
estimated by other variables, the KMO value is 1.00. In cases where the value of a variable cannot be
adequately estimated by other variables, it is recommended not to use factor analysis. Regarding the
KMO values, it is stated that KMO test results will not be accepted if they are less than .50. KMO
values 0.50-0.60 is bad, 0.61-0.70 is poor, 0.71-0.80 is moderate, 0.81-0.90 is good, and 0.90 and
above is excellent. After determining that the values were suitable for analysis, (KMO=.89, Bartlett's
Test of Sphericity X?=4135,022; df=630, p<.001) the sub-factors of the scale, factor loadings and the
variance values they explained were found using the Varimax method. Varimax rotation technique and
principal component analysis were used to determine the factor loadings of the scale items and to
analyze whether the items explained more than one factor. As a result of the Exploratory Factor
Analysis (EFA), it was determined that the scale had a 5-factor structure.

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

To perform Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), the KMO value must be at least 0.60 and the Bartlett
Sphericity test must be significant (Blyiikoztiirk, 2011, p.126). Data analysis showed that the KMO
value was .891. These results verified that the data set was sufficient for factor analysis. Bartlett
Sphericity test (X?=4135,022, p<.001) was also found significant. According to these results, it was
understood that the variable measured in the population parameter was multidimensional.

The variance values explained by the factors were given in Table 2.

Table 2. Factors and Variance Values
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Factors Eigenvalues % of variance Cumulative %
1 8.821 24.503 24.503
2 2.577 7.159 31.662
3 2.146 5.960 37.622
4 1.487 4.131 41.753
5 1.262 3.506 45.259

As seen in Table 2, Academic Staff Satisfaction Scale appeared in a 5-factor structure according to
factor values. Moreover, the scree plot presented in Figure 1 confirms this result. The eigenvalue of
the first factor is 8.821 and the percentage of variance it explains is 24.503%. The eigenvalue of the
second factor is 2.577 and the percentage of variance it explains is 7.159%. In addition, the
eigenvalue of the third factor is 2.146 and the percentage of variance it explains is 5.960%. Moreover,
the eigenvalue of the fourth factor is 1.487 and the percentage of variance it explains is 4.131%. And
finally, the eigenvalue of the fifth factor is 1.262 and the percentage of variance it explains is 3.506%.
In total, the scale explains 45.259% of the variance of the trait measured in the population
parameter. According to Exploratory Factor Analysis, the percentage of variance explained by a scale
with high construct validity should be at least 40%. The result obtained in this study exceeds this
criterion.

The scree plot is presented in Figure 1.

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue

T T 1T 1T T T 1T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 11T
1011121314151617 18192021 2223242526 27 28293031 3233343536

@
w0

Factor Number

Figure 1
Accumulation graph

When the scree plot presented in Figure 1 is analyzed, the breaking points confirm that the scale
should consist of 5 factors. After determining the factors of the scale, the factor loadings of the scale
items were determined using Varimax rotation technique and principal component analysis, and it was
analyzed whether the items explained more than one factor.

Item factor loadings are presented in Table 3.
Table 3. ltem Factor Loadings

Items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
30 737
32 .735
33 .654
34 .652
31 .647
36 .570
37 471
15 715
16 .593
17 .590
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24 539

21 430

23 422

19 417

26 741

25 676

27 577

28 517

29 501

9 464

8 444

13 423

5 479

12 458

2 435
*Fkp<.001

In Table 3, item factor loadings are given. As a result of factor analysis, a 5-factor scale structure
including 25 items emerged. It was decided to remove items 35 and 38 from the scale set because
they were overlapping. Items 1, 3, 6, 7, 10, 11, 14, 18, 20 and 22 were removed from the scale set
because their factor loads were below the determined correlation value (factor load should be .40 and
above). Table 3 shows that the first sub-dimension consists of seven items (30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 36,
37), and the second sub-dimension consists of seven items (15, 16, 17, 19, 21, 23, 24). In addition,
the third sub-dimension consists of five items (25, 26, 27, 28, 29), the fourth sub-dimension consists
of three items (8, 9, 13), and the fifth sub-dimension consists of three items (2, 5, 12). After analyzing
the item contents, the first sub-dimension was named as “academic development”, the second sub-
dimension as “managerial attitude”, the third sub-dimension as “communication and cooperation”, and
the fourth sub-dimension as “physical infrastructure”. And finally, the fifth sub-dimension was named
as “social support”.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

Confirmatory Factor Analysis is used to determine which factor groups of variables obtained through
Exploratory Factor Analysis are highly related to and to confirm the factor structure of the scale
(Ozdamar, 2002). JASP Team 2020, JASP Version 0.14.1 was used for Confirmatory Factor Analysis.

The path diagram is presented in Figure 2.
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Figure 2
CFA Result Path Diagram.

The path diagram in Figure 2 shows the model variables, factor loadings, unexplained variance, and
some goodness of fit values. After creating the path diagram, the significance of the standardized
coefficients of the items belonging to the factors should first be checked. All items were found to be
significant under the relevant factors and factor load values were analyzed. An error variance of 0.90
and above is a condition that weakens the fit of the model to the data, and it is stated that variables
with very high error variance can be removed from the model (Cokluk et al., 2010; Kline, 2005). In
addition, the factors loading between the factor and the related items are expected to be greater than
0.30. In Figure 2, it is observed that the path coefficients between items and factors vary between
0.49 and 0.74. In addition, the error variances of the items indicating the unexplained part of the
variance are less than 0.90.

After examining the values in the path diagram, the goodness of fit indices produced must be
examined in order to evaluate the model as a whole. Fit index values were given in Table 4.

Table 4. Fit Index Values

x2 sd x2/sd AGFI GFI CFI IFI NFI NNFI RMSEA  SRMR
677.35 460 1.47 0.84 0.88 0.91 0.92 0.84 0.90 0.065 0.054

In Table 4, it is seen that the y2 value is 677,35. The value y2/sd is 1.47. A value of 5 and below
indicates that the model fit is good (Cokluk et al., 2010). In addition, it is stated that it would be more
appropriate to evaluate the model in confirmatory factor analysis by considering multiple fit indices
rather than depending on a single value (especially ¥2). Accordingly, when the fit indices of the scale
are examined, it is seen that the AGFI value is 0.84 and the GFI value is 0.88. According to Byrne
(1998), AGFI and GFI values above 0.80 indicate an acceptable fit. CFI (0.91), NFI (0.84) and NNFI
(0.90) values also indicate a good fit. According to Cokluk et al. (2010), the good fit value for GFI,
AGFI, CFI, NFI, NNFI, IFI, and RFI fit indices is 0.90 and the perfect fit value is 0.95 and above.
Finally, RMSEA (0.065) and SRMR (0.054) values were examined, and these values were below 0.08,
indicating a good fit. As a result, when all these fit index values obtained with CFA are evaluated
together, it is seen that the 5-factor structure of the "Academic Personnel Satisfaction Scale", which
consists of 25 items, generally fits the data well and the model is confirmed.
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In the last stage of the construct validity procedures, the correlation between the subscale scores and
the correlations between the subscales themselves were examined. Correlation coefficients were
calculated according to the Pearson Correlation Coefficients formula. The correlation coefficients
determined after this process are presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Relationships between the Subscales of the Scale

Sub-Dimension 1 2 3 4 5
1. Academic Development -

2. Managerial Attitude .598** -

3. Communication and Cooperation T 70%x% 82 1xxx -

4. Physical Infrastructure .708xxx .853*xx* .693*x -

5. Social Support 714xxx 748*xx .635%* .882xxx -
#xxp<,001

In Table 5, it is seen that the correlation between the sub-dimensions of the scale is statistically
significant at the p<.001 level. The correlation between the sub-dimensions is expected to be neither
too high nor too low. A moderate correlation (r=.598, p<.001) was found between “academic
development” and “managerial attitude” sub-dimension. A high-level correlation (r=.770, p<.001) was
found between “academic development” and “communication and cooperation” sub-dimension. In
addition, a high-level correlation (r=.708, p<.001) was found between “academic development” and
“physical infrastructure” sub-dimension. Moreover, a high-level correlation (r=.714, p<.001) was
found between “academic development” and “social support sub-dimension.

A high-level correlation (r=.821, p<.001) was found between "“managerial attitude” and
“communication and cooperation” sub-dimension. In addition, a high-level correlation (r=.853,
p<.001) was found between “managerial attitude” and “physical infrastructure” sub-dimension.
Moreover, a high-level correlation (r=748, p<.001) was found between “managerial attitude” and
“social support” sub-dimension.

A moderate level correlation (r=.693, p<.001) was found between “communication and cooperation”
and “physical infrastructure” sub-dimension. In addition, a moderate level correlation (r=.635,
p<.001) was found between “communication and cooperation” and “social support” sub-dimension.
And finally, a high-level correlation (r=.882, p<.001) was found between “physical infrastructure” and
“social support” sub-dimension.

The findings show that the sub-dimensions do not overlap with each other and are not very
independent from each other. According to these results, it can be said that the construct validity of
the scale is high.

Findings Related to Reliability

Reliability analyses are aimed at calculating internal consistency coefficients. Internal consistency
coefficients are calculated by two different methods. The first is the technique of dividing a data set
into two halves (Spearman-Brown, Guttman) and the other is Cronbach's Alpha (a) Coefficient, which
is calculated based on the variance of each item. The internal consistency coefficients of the Academic
Staff Satisfaction Scale were calculated with two different methods. The Cronbach Alpha Coefficient of
the total test is a=.92, the Spearman-Brown Coefficient is .81 and the Guttman Coefficient is .780.

Conclusion, Discussion and Recommendations

As a result of the research, a 5-factor “Academic Staff Satisfaction Scale” consisting of 25 items was
developed. The sub-dimensions of the scale were named as “academic development, managerial
attitude, communication and cooperation, physical infrastructure, and social support” as a result of the
analyses AFA and EFA. The dimensions of the scale, whose validity and reliability were established
through Exploratory Factor Analysis and Confirmatory Factor Analysis, and the factor loadings of the
25 items are presented in Appendix B.

There are different scale development studies on the subject. Tekindal et al. (2022) tried to determine
the satisfaction of academic staff in the sub-dimensions of management and organization, education-
training, scientific activities, administrative and social services, university-community relations,
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institutional belonging, distance education and institutional website. Anil et al. (2017) examined the
factors affecting job satisfaction of academics in higher education in six dimensions as "administrative
and organizational structure", “institutional and academic activities”, “social, cultural, health services”,

[/AA\}

“physical and technical conditions”, “educational activities” and “internal communication”.

Since 2015, higher education institutions in Turkey have been regularly measuring the satisfaction of
academic staff within the scope of “Quality Assurance in Higher Education Studies”. However, there is
no standardized measurement tool to measure the satisfaction of academic staff in higher education
institutions. Therefore, the "“Academic Staff Satisfaction Scale” can be used nationally and
internationally to determine the satisfaction of academic staff in higher education institutions. Thus, it
can contribute to quality improvement studies in higher education. Qualitative research can be
conducted to obtain more in-depth data on academic staff satisfaction in higher education.
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EK 1. AKADEMIK PERSONEL MEMNUNIYET OLCEGi

Boyut Sira Faktor Yiki

1 Arastirma ve uygulama merkezleri yeterlidir .737
c 2 Akademik personel sayisi yeterlidir .735
> 3 Lisanstistl egitim altyapisi yeterlidir .654
& 4 Kitiiphane akademik gelisimim agisindan yeterlidir .652
-E 5 Yurtigi/yurtdisi arastirma projeleri 6zendirilir .647
3 6 Akademik yiikselme olgltleri yeterli ve adildir .570
g 7 Calistigim birimdeki idari personel sayisi yeterlidir 471

8 Yonetim tarafsiz ve adildir 715

9 Kararlar birlikte alinir .593
E 10 |Odillendirme politikalari adildir .590
Es 11 |Sorunlar kisa siirede ¢ozilir .539
o] 12 |Goris ve onerilerim dikkate alinir 430
*gu} 13 |Alinan kararlar yerinde ve isabetlidir 422
Q9 14  |Calisanlar arasinda saglikli bir iletisim vardir 417

15 |Paylasma ve dayanisma kiiltlirii egemendir 741
o 16  |Calisanlar ¢6zimun pargasidir .676
> 17  |Galisma ortami guivenlidir 577
;%E’ 18  |idari personelin tutum ve davranislari naziktir .517
EJ & 19 |Gelismelerden haberdar edilirim .501
_ 20  |Kampus ortami sakin ve huzurludur 464
38 21 |Isitma altyapisi yeterlidir 444
N g 22 | Calisma odalari yeterlidir 423
o 23 Servis/ulasim hizmetleri yeterlidir 479
g % 24 | Spor tesisleri yeterlidir 458
34 25 |Sosyal ve killtiirel etkinlikler yeterlidir 435

Appendix B. The scale (In English): ACADEMIC STAFF SATISFACTION SCALE |
Factor

Dimension No Loading
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1 | Research and application centers are adequate 737

§ 2 | The number of academic staff is adequate .735
%L 3 | Graduate education infrastructure is adequate .654
g 4 | The library is adequate for my academic development .652
E 5 | Domestic/international research projects are encouraged .647
% 6 | Academic promotion criteria are adequate and fair .570
< 7 | The number of administrative staff in my unit is adequate 471
8 | Management is impartial and fair 715

g 9 | Decisions are taken together .593
% 10 | Reward policies are fair .590
_;f_u 11 | Problems are solved in a short time .539
% 12 | My opinions and suggestions are considered 430
é 13 | Decisions taken are appropriate and accurate 422
14 | There is a healthy communication between employees 417

T 15 | A culture of sharing and solidarity prevails 741
g 5 16 | Employees are part of the solution .676
E ?,' 17 | The working environment is safe 577
é § 18 | Attitudes and behaviors of administrative staff are courteous | .517
§ 19 | I will be informed about developments .501
g 20 | Campus environment is calm and peaceful 464

Tg g 21 | Heating infrastructure is adequate 444
5 E 22 | Study rooms are adequate 423

c

e 23 | Service/transportation services are adequate 479
'§ § 24 | Sports facilities are adequate 458
? 3 25 | Social and cultural activities are adequate .435
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