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OZET

Ogrenen Iklimin Akademik Personelin Performansi and Orgiitsel

Vatandaglik Davranislar1 Uzerindeki Etkileri

Son yilarda meydana gelen teknolojik, ekonomik, kiiltiirel degisiklikler and
kiiresellesme drgiitleri giiclii bir miicadele icerisine sokmugstur. Rekabetin artmasi ile
birlikte orgiitlerin ¢evrelerindeki hizli degisim siirecine uymalari bir gerekilik olmugtur.
Orgiitlerin sirekli kendilerini geligtirmeleri icin bir degisim modelini benimsemeleri
gerekmektedir. Biitiin bunlarin yam swa da cagmizda artik is giictiniin  “insan
sermayesi” olarak adlandirdmasimin orgiitler igin insamin ne denli onemli oldugunu
yansiuttigimi da géz oniinde bulundurmak gerekir. Biitiin bu kogullar sadece iiretim
yapan kuruluglar icin degil, aym zamanda servis veren egitim kurumlar: icin de
gegerlidir. Ozellikle boyle zorlu kogsullarla miicadele etmek igin eleman yetistiren
iiniversitelerin de bu konuda dncii olmalart gerektigi diisiiniilmektedir. Bu nedenlerden
otiirii, bu arastirmada oOrgiitlerin giiniimiiziin zorlu kosullarina uyum saglayabilmesi
i¢in stirekli ogrenmeleri gerektigi and dolayisi ile 6grenen bir iklime sahip olmalarinin
hem orgiitsel degiskenler, hem de ¢alisanlar agisindan faydalr olacag belirtilmektedir.
Bu nedenle ¢alismada oncelikle 6grenen iklimin elemanlar: belirlenmis and bunlarin
orgiit elemanlarimin siibjektif iyiligine olan katkilart vurgulanmigtir. Ayrica bir
iiniversitede ogrenen iklim elemanlarvmin  varligimn ¢alisanlarin  mutlulugunu
arttiracag and dolayisi ile performans and orgiitsel vatandashk davramiglar: gibi
orgiitsel degiskenlere katlisinin olacagt savunulmaktadir. Bu goriisii dogrulamak iizere
Istanbul 'daki bey iiniversitenin Ogretim elemanlarina anket dagumak suretiyle veriler



toplanmigtir. Bu verilerin SPSS 11.5 and AMOS 4.0 programlar: kullamlarak analiz
edilmistir. Analiz sonuglarma gore Ogrenen iklim elemanlarimin tiniversite ogretim
elemanlarim siibjektif iyiliklerindeki degisiklikleri aciklama giiciiniin yiiksek oldugu,
ogretim elemanlarimin  sibjektif iyiliklerinin ise dgretim elemanlarimin  orgiitsel
vatandashk davramglarindaki degigiklikleri agiklama giiciiniin  manidar oldugu
goriilmiigtiir. Ancak dgretim elemanlarint performanslart iizerinde arastirmanin diger
degiskenlerin manidar bir erkisi goériilmemigstir. Ayrica kadin and erkek ogretim
elemanlar: arasinda orgiitsel vatandashk davramiglarinda bulunma diizeylerinde and
ozel iiniversiteler ile devlet iiniversiteleri arasinda arastirma degiskenleri agisindan
manidar farkliliklar oldugu da gozlemlenmigtir.



GENERAL KNOWLEDGE

Name and Surname : Flisun Bulutlar

Field : Management

Programme : Organizational Behaviour

Supervisor : Prof. Dr. Tiilay Bozkurt

Degree Awarded and Date : Phd. — January, 2005

Keywords : Learning Organizations,Organizational

Climate, Subjective well-being,
Organizational Citizenship Behaviours

ABSTRACT

The Mediating Effect of Subjective Well-Being on the
Relationship Between Organizational Learning Climate, Performance

and Organizational Citizenship

The recent technological and cultural changes together with globalization have
caused organizations to struggle to survive more than ever. As a result of the severe
competition, organizations now need to be responsive and adopt the changes occurring
in their environment quickly. In order to do this the organizations should choose a
change model. In addition to these, workforce today is called as “human capital”
implying the importance of human beings for the organizations. These are the
conditions not only valid for production organizations but also for service rendering
organizations like universities. As universities arve entities furnishing future employees
with the needed skills in order to cope with the fluctuating environment, they should be
the leaders in learning and changing. Because of all these reasons, in this study the
importance of learning is highlighted and it is claimed that having a leaning climate
will both foster organizational variables like performance and organizational
citizenship behaviors and also the subjective well-being of the employees. Therefore as
a first step in the study the elements of a learning climate is identified and their effects
on subjective well-being of academic personnel and the improvement that this will
cause on organizational variables is discussed. In order to support this point of view



data is gathered from the academic personnel of five different universities in Istanbul.
Then data was analyzed by the help of SPSS 11.5 and AMOS 4.0 statistics programmes.
The results showed that there was a significant relationship between the elements of
organizational learning climate and subjective well-being of the academic personnel.
The findings implied that subjective well-being predicted organizational citizenship
behaviors. Moreover, it was also observed that subjective well-being of the academic
personnel completely mediated the relationship between organizational learning
climate and organizational citizenship behaviors. There was no significant relationship
observed between the independent and mediating variables and performance. On the
other hand, a significant differences between men and women sub-samples in terms of
organizational citizenship behaviors. On the other hand, it was seen that state and
private universities sub-samples differed significantly in most of the variables analyzed
in this study.
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1. INTRODUCTION

From Industrial Revolution until now, the main purpose of most of the researchers
has been finding out the “one best way” to manage the organizations and finding the
way to “maximize efficiency”. In order to do this, researchers have tried to develop
paradigms of “ideal management”. However, surprisingly, “the best way” was not
always the best way. Therefore, contingency factors were taken into account. In other
words, organizational researchers then started to adopt a more particularistic view that
claims that rules and principles cannot be generalized; they can change depending on
the situation, rather than the universalistic point of view that stemmed from American
culture, which advocates that rules and principles are universal and can be applied
whatever the condition is. As can be deducted from this fact, the importance of
flexibility and adoptability has been recognized by organizational researchers. Being
flexible and being open to changes is the fundamental skill that should be considered in
contemporary research. In order to be able to achieve this, it is vital to recognize that
different situations require adopting different models of change. However, it should be
also recognized that there are some principles and procedures that can be valid in every
kind of change process. One of these is the importance of human factor within the
change process. It should be recognized that regardless of the conditions, the most

important element within the organization during the change process is the workforce.

The practitioners and researchers who had been deeply concerned with
organizational outcomes like improving efficiency and effectiveness had undermined
organization-employee relationships (Luthans, 2002a). Depending on Douglas
McGergor’s (Robbins, 2002) theory X most of the employees were perceived as being
basically lazy and human resource applications were mainly based on this assumption.
Some theories like McGregor’s, Herzberg’s might have been very useful in the past, but
the environment that the organizations operate in this age has changed considerably. For
instance, the changes in the demands of customers have caused their interests and

opinions to be taken into account by the organizational practitioners and theorists.



Because of this reason customer-organization relationships have become more
complicated. The impact of the changes in the environment was similar to the
relationship between employees and the organization. Therefore the relationship
between human resources and organizational outcomes has also become very

complicated.

As Luthans (2002a) has pointed out, different management principles should be
adopted and implemented in today’s and tomorrow’s organizations. In other words,
forces like globalization, diversity, ethical considerations, information technologies,
changes in the needs of the employees and changes in the environment as well as
forcing organizations to change, they also caused a new paradigm — a new way of
thinking to emerge (Luthans 2002a). Contemporary managers are obliged to recognize
the importance of human factor within the organization. As Sam Walton, the founder of
Wal Mart, stated; “employees are the key” (Luthans 2002a: 10). Contemporary
organizations should create a kind of competitive advantage in order to survive (Jones,
2004). Of the three major dimensions of management, technical, conceptual, and human
dimensions, the technical dimension can be copied, whereas, one of the more ignored
dimensions of the past, which is human dimension, cannot not be copied. People’s
ideas, personalities, motivation, and organizational cultural values are irreplaceable. As
Luthans (2002a: 10) said, “Becoming recognized as ‘human capital’ or ‘intellectual
capital’, the human resources of an organization and how they are managed represent
the competitive advantage of today’s and tomorrow’s organizations”. The other
neglected dimension, conceptual dimension can be imitated to some extent, but, as it
will be affected by the human side of the organization, cannot be copied exactly.
Therefore, organizations can create a very important competitive advantage by their
human side. Because of these, human factor should be the core concept in trying to

improve effectiveness and efficiency of the organizations.

Unfortunately however, both the shareholders and the managers who are
considered as the agents of shareholders have not been able to recognize its importance
fully. Pfeffer (2000) has stated that only half of today’s managers really believe and buy

into the importance of the human side of the enterprise. Taken a step further, however,



only about half of those who believe really do something about it. Furthermore, about
half of the ones who do something, fully implement the approach and stick with it. The
important point here is that organizations that really implement this are world class, in

other words are the best in the world (Luthans, 2002a: 15).

The reason of not giving the necessary importance to the human factor within
organizations mainly stems from the utilitarian point of view that dominated
organizational applications. This utilitarian point of view has caused the researchers not
to consider the needs of all of the stakeholders. Wright and Wright (1999) have stated
that researchers can affect stakeholders® lives therefore they have to take into account
the impact that they can make. In addition to this, they (Wright and Wright, 2002) also
argued that organizational research has become a discipline acknowledged by many of
its leading scholars (Beyer, 1997; Brief, 2000; J. Freeman, 1986; Slocum, 1997) to be
one lacking in relevance and meaning. Wright and Wright (2002), suggested that the
primary reason for the perceived lack of relevance is the failure of much organizational
research to be responsive to all potential research stakeholders or constituents. They
also underlined the fact that the consequences of much of the research appeared to be
primarily considered from the perspective of only two of these stakeholder groups; the
research scientist and the related organization. Wright and Wright (2002) contributed to
Luthans® (2002a, 2002b) comments on psychological and organizational research by
stating that the aspects that would be responsive to the needs of all organizational
stakeholders, not only management’s needs, should be investigated. Wright and Wright
(Wright 2003, Wright and Wright, 2002) argue that researchers have neglected the most
important stakeholder group, the actual research participants and the employees

themselves.

Consequently, Wright and Wright (2002) assumed that “the prevailing values
perspective in organizational research, emphasizing a utilitarian or cost — benefit
approach, has strongly influenced the framing and interpretation of organizational
research questions”. Wright and Wright (2002) have defined two pervasive utilitarian
based approaches as committed-to-management research and committed-to-science

research perspectives. The authors defined the objective of committed-to-management



approach as to fulfill the goals of one stakeholder group, the management/ownership of
the organization. They claimed that “another stakeholder grouping, the actual
employees themselves are considered to be important only to the extent that they are

instrumental in fulfilling the organization’s goals” (Wright 2003).

Wright (2003) claims that “based on the rational or ‘intendedly rational’
theoretical framework, the Committed-to-Management Research approach is highly
consistent with the utilitarian perspective thought in business school”. Ironically, Weber
himself was highly skeptical about the effects of the rational framework (Rollinson et
al, 1999). Weber noted: “rationality can stifle the scope for individuality, and so office
holders tend to become specialists without sprit, trapped in the bureaucratic iron cage of
bondage” (Weber, 1948). Weber (1948) also sought justification for his theoretical
framework through protestant work ethic which shows how religious values and beliefs
support the acquisition of material goods and therefore legitimize the capitalist

economic system (Rollinson et al, 1999: 533).

As can be deducted from above, even the scholars who have embraced utilitarian
point of view have doubts about this approach. For this reason, the employees who have
been neglected until now and their needs which were taken into account only if they

overlapped with the benefits of the organization should be given more importance.

As Wright and Wright (2002) stated, the scope of the research on this subject
should be enlarged, and to be able to do this, an employee centered approach should be
adopted. In another article Wright (2003) highlighted the importance of leaving

utilitarian approach and taking into account the needs and benefits of the employees.

As a result of espousing this point of view and adopting a more employee centered
approach researchers have started to consider variables that will have more positive
consequences for both the employees and the organization. Luthans (2002b), who is one
of the respectable scholars of the field, also expressed his concern by underlining the
fact that no new basic concepts have been introduced to this field other than the well
known concepts like motivation, job satisfaction, leadership, etc... On the same subject,

Steers (2002, p. 146) declared that the interest in developing motivation theories had



decreased considerably since early 1990. Luthans claimed that in order to make
contributions to the basic concepts that have been developed until now, new concepts
based on a new point of view that is supported with research and theory is needed. He
also added that this theory can be founded on Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi’s and
Diener’s positive psychology approach (Luthans, 2002b).

Positive psychology is an approach that was developed by Seligman in 1998.
Seligman, to his surprise, recognized that the research done on human psychology
considered on merely negative aspects. He also stated that in the field of psychology not
only the negative of aspects but also positive aspects should be considered. (Luthans,

2002b).

The importance of positive psychology became obvious by the research done by
Luthans (2002b). In his research he stated that out of 375 000, only 1000 of the articles
in the field of psychology were related with the positive aspects of human beings.
Luthans (2002b) also stated that, although in the past issues like positive reinforcement,
positive feelings and even joy was taken into account in organizational behavior
research, just like in the field of psychology, the pervasive subjects are related with
negative issues. For example, stress and burnout, negative feelings, resistance to change
and problems, inefficiencies, deficiencies, ineffectiveness and the inefficiency of the
managers and employees have attracted much more attention than the positive issues.

(Luthans, 2002b).

If it is reminded that the first person who mentioned about altruism and self-
actualization (the subjects covered in positive psychology and positive organizational
behavior) was Maslow in 1954, it becomes clear how much the subject of positive
psychology and accordingly the subject of organizational behavior has been ignored
(Wright, 2003).

It has recently been observed that the researchers have also recognized the
importance of the subject. In various researches, especially in researches related with
organizational psychology, instead of negative issues that were very important until

today the importance of the positive issues like subjective well-being of the employees,



optimism, positive feelings, hope has been underlined (Luthans, 2002a, 2002b, Wright
and Wright, 1999, Wright, 2003).

In this research, Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi’s (2000) and Luthans’ (2002a,
2002b) views about positive psychology and positive organizational behavior has been
adopted. The researcher thinks that the important factors that affect the employees’
psychologies have been neglected until recently. Therefore in this research one of the
variables will be related with subjective well-being of employees, which is a factor
proposed by Luthans (2002a, 2002b) to be analyzed within the scope of positive
organizational behavior. The other variable will be organizational citizenship behaviors
that cover the subjects like conscientiousness, altruism, courtesy, which are the concepts
Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi (2000) have proposed to be covered within the scope of
positive psychology. These variables will be analyzed within the framework of
furnishing the organizations with the necessary skills and competencies in order to be

able to adopt their continuously changing environment.
1.1. Problem Definition

Being flexible and being able to change is vital for organizations in order to be
able to survive in today’s competitive environment. As can be inducted from the above
stated facts, this subject has become as well important in organizational behavior
research. The continuous changes in the information technologies, the increasing
importance of speedy communication and globalization has caused organizations to
change and adapt to the changing conditions. Hence, organizations should be as flexible
as possible. Contemporary organizations have to form strategic alliances, enter global
markets, take precautions to increase customer satisfaction, and pursue continuous
change. As Rowden (2001) has stated, the survival of contemporary organizations

depends on how fast they change.

The importance of adapting to the environment has been frequently emphasized in
organizational behavior literature (Harvey, 1998; Huy, 1999; Madsen, 2003; Luthans,
2002; Vecchio, 1995; Jones, 2004). The essential thing here is the finding the most

useful model of change. As previously mentioned, in implementing a successful change



model, necessary importance should be given to the human factor within the
organization (Harvey, 1998, Huy, 1999, Malone 2001, Madsen, 2003). As Malone
(2001) has pointed out organizational change can not be achieved without changing the
behaviors of the employees within the organization. Therefore, in order to be able to
change and to develop necessary skills for pursuing continuous change, employees in

the organization should be able to change.

However it is well known that the employees resist changing (Jones, 2004). In
order to implement a successful change the program, or in order to accomplish
continuous change, readiness to change of the employees and their subjective well-
being is of crucial importance (Madsen, 2003). Madsen (2003) has underlined that a
change program to be successful, readiness level of the employees should be increased.
He also added that one of the factors affecting the readiness of the employees is the
level of their subjective well-being. Therefore when ever change is considered, human

beings and their subjective well-being should be taken into account.

Because of the above state that reasons, a change model that will minimize the
stress and resistance of the employees and at the same time accomplish continuous
improvement should be implemented. Consequently, choosing the appropriate change
model is one of the vital decisions that the managers should take. Change programs like
re-engineering and total quality management at the one hand were implemented
successfully in some companies but on the other hand, were complete disasters in other
companies. As a result, a model that that can be an alternative to the above mentioned
models has been considered in this study. This model is called the “learning
organization”. Researchers think that this model makes the organization to be able to

learn continuously and react faster than their competitors (Rowden, 2001).

About learning organizations, Kieschel (1990) has said that “this concept makes
us to understand the concepts like customer service facility and response rate”. In this
research the learning organization model is deemed as a model that will capture
continuous change and at the same time minimize the stress of the employees and

therefore maximize their subjective well-being.



The concept of the Learning Organization popularized by Senge (2000) has
recently received heightened attention for some reasons. One of these reasons is that, it
is thought to embrace many of the vital qualities for today’s organizations, i.e.
teamwork, empowerment, participation, flexibility and responsiveness. The Learning
Organization is defined by Senge (2000: 3) as one where: “people continually expand
their capacity to create results they truly desire; new and expansive patterns of thinking
are nurtured; collective aspirations are set free; people are continually learning to learn
together” Senge (2000) visualizes the Learning Organization to continually expand its

capacity to create its future.

Senge also envisioned that the employees in the learning organization as
empowered and therefore as the masters of their own job. The leaders in these
organizations are supportive coaches, not autocratic leaders of the past. (Senge, 2000).
Hence, organizations that react to the volatile environment by adopting learning
organization principles together with fair treatment is deemed to foster employee’s
individual subjective well-being, by empowering, letting them to be masters of
themselves, making them discuss the distressing points openly, and by assigning

managers who are coaches instead of bosses.

The importance of autonomy for the happiness of the workers has been frequently
mentioned in organizational behavior literature. For example, some researchers have
stated that, having the control of the job affects the happiness of the workers positively
(Holman, 2002, Dollard, et al., 2000). Additionally, in a recent research done in call-
centers it was found out that, job variety, autonomy, supportive supervision, affected
subjective well-being positively, whereas monitoring affected well-being negatively

(Holman, 2002).

Change and being able to change is as well important for the universities as other
organizations. Because, at one hand universities have to design their curriculum in
accordance with the needs of the changing the environment and at the other hand
environmental forces cause universities change in terms of their organizational
practices. For example recently universities started to give online degrees. Some

scientists call these kinds of enterprises as “virtual universities” (Miller, 1997; Stallings,



1997). In addition to these, Internet is being used in the universities more than ever.
Students can be registered online even without going to the universities. The tools that
are used in education have also changed a lot. Today professors are not using
blackboards or chalk anymore, instead they use computer programs, overhead
projectors, Internet while preparing and giving their lessons. They can assign homework

via Internet, and evaluate by the same way.

Kemelgor et al. (2000) in their research conducted in Management departments of
369 U.S. universities have observed that, besides the changes in information
technologies, competitively forces urge universities to change just like conventional
organizations. Furthermore, being able to change is not only important for universities
to survive but also is vital for the community because the mission of the universities is
to furnish the students with necessary tools to be successful and give high quality

education.

Albert Bandura (2002) emphasized the importance of continuous learning in
today’s knowledge-based societies and also claimed that by the globalization of

knowledge, functioning of contemporary universities has been altered.

Moreover, competition between universities has become more severe than ever by
the entry of private universities to the market. State universities as well as private
universities engage in marketing activities and give promotions to successful students in
order to make them the members of their universities. As previously mentioned, in order
to change and adapt their environment and also gain competitive advantage
organizations should develop core competences (Jones, 2004). This is even more
important for universities because in order to give high quality education they have to
nurture their organizational competences as well as being able to learn continuously. On
the other hand, the change process which is necessary for the organizations to survive
can be very stressful for the employees. (Lam, 2001; Herscovitch and Meyer, 2002).
Employees can resist to change because of ambiguity, job security, loosing control and

power (Jones, 2004).



In relation with the same subject, Bandura (2002) called attention to the
importance of self-efficacy. He claimed that self-efficacy affects human behavior and
therefore is the vital factor in readiness to change. As a result, the learning organization
model, by providing chance to improve personal competencies is believed to increase

the readiness level of employees.

Employees of universities continuously interact with students. As factors like
stress and unhappiness of academic personnel due to organizational practices can affect
their relationship with the students the quality of the education may decrease, thus, the

adverse affects of change processes have to be taken into consideration.

Because of this reason, universities should be careful about not evoking negative
feelings while trying to change. The critical point here is, deciding on the managerial
policies that will let the organization increase the happiness level of the employees

while keeping in tact with the changes occurring in the environment.

Research revealed that the schools in which the relationships between managers,
parents, and students are built on trust, cofporation and coordination or in other words
built on “social trust” are more effective. (Bryk, Schneider, and Kochanik, 1996;
Sebring and Bryk, 2000). The students of these kinds of schools have stated that their
teachers paid more attention, they felt themselves safe, and they were able to cope with
academic difficulties. McLaughlin (1995) stated that in order the schools to develop
continuously, the employees of the schools should have a shared vision besides having
collaboration and emotional support. The change model which satisfies all these
conditions is thought to be the “learning organization”. Because if an organization
wants to be a learning organization, it should have a common vision, there should be

teamwork, that’s to say there should be collaboration (Senge, 2000).

If an organization adopts “learning organization” as a change model, it should
empower its employees (Senge, 2000). It’s also known that empowerment increases
readiness to change. Madsen (2003) informed that, in their article Hanpacher, Morgan
and Grigerio (1998) have stated that employees should have power and freedom in

order to be able to cope with the changes and for that reason, if the employees are
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empowered and their workload is decreased, their readiness level can be increased.
Moreover, in this article Madsen (2003) underlined the importance of increasing the
readiness of the employees during the change process. He also stated that among the

factors that affected readiness level is the well-being of the employee.

What’s more, Harung (1997) drew attention to the fact that people continuously
try to improve their conditions. In his book Csikszentmihalyi (1991) pointed out that
human beings are continuously in search of improvement and by referring Aristotle, he
also stated that learning and change has become as an instinct. So, as the basic aim of
the universities is to “teach” it is assumed that this “instinct” will be even stronger in
universities. Harung (1997), referring to Maslow (1968), indicated that continuous
improvement and growth had positive effect on well-being and he also stated that the
main purpose life is improving well-being. He added that improvement and growth can
only be achieved by learning. Additionally, by referring to Peter Senge (2000) Harung
(1997) reminded that in learning organizations people have to change the way they

perceive themselves and their environment.

However, as will be explained in preceding sections, being a “learning
organization” is very hard, if possible. Because there is no end in learning (Senge,

2000). Therefore in this research a learning climate will be considered.

As a result, if universities, which are learning centers, have learning climates, they
can solve the vital problem of survival in contemporary environment by fostering
continuous learning, openness to change and flexibility. When the above mentioned
points are kept in mind, by adopting a learning climate, universities can improve the
well-being of the academic personnel who are continuously in touch with students and
by this way can promote the quality of education. As can be seen in further parts of this
research, the elements of organizational learning climate have been observed to be
effective in various previous researches. Therefore it is expected that this effect will
increase by the synergy created when all of these elements are found together in an
organization. Therefore, instead of adopting the environment despite the unhappiness of
the “human capital” of the organization, it will be better for both the organization and

the employees to create a climate that fosters learning and therefore well-being.
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1.2. Purpose of the Study

As stated above, for universities, which have significant effects on societies and
on social development, it is very important to adopt the changing conditions of today’s
environment and thus being open to change. However, the important point within this
change process is finding a way that will minimize stress and improve subjective well-

being of the individuals.

In this research, it is kept in mind that, recent organizational research is regarded
as improper and inconvenient by organizational behavior scientists (Beyer, 1997; Brief,
2000; J. Freeman, 1986; Slocum, 1997) it is also kept in mind that, this perceived
inconveniency is the result of utilitarian approach and neglecting one of the main
stakeholders; employees (Wright and Wright, 2002). While designing this research
Luthans (2002a, 2002b) and Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi’s (2000) proposition about
considering more positive factors is taken into account. Because of this reason, one of
the variables of this research is “subjective well-being” which was recommended by
Luthans (2002a, 2002b) as to be recognized constructs, and the other variable is the
concept of “citizenship” that is proposed to be analyzed by Seligman and
Csikszentmihalyi (2000).

Therefore, this study is built on three main principles:
1. The need for continuous change in contemporary organizations and
especially in universities,
2. The need for recovering and strengthening the “positive constructs” for
the academic personnel,
3. As a result, understanding the benefits of improving positive factors like
hope, optimism, emotional intelligence, self-efficacy and subjective well-

being for organizational outcomes.

Within this respect, subjective well-being is thought to be a variable that is related
with human resource and organizational behavior outcomes and thus, it is aimed to find
organizational applications that will foster subjective well-being of the employees.

Therefore, this study attempts to reveal the factors that should be considered during
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change processes. As formerly mentioned, the model of change that would provide
continuous improvement is thought to be the “learning organization”. In the subsequent
sections it is emphasized that in a company where a learning climate exists, the
organizational applications are such that they improve subjective well-being of the
employees. It is believed that the organizational applications that take into account the
importance of learning and also the importance of the well-being of employees will be

the best in terms of organizational and individual outcomes.

Yet, it should be made clear that any organization cannot be defined as a learning
organization if it is considered that there is no “learning organization” in the real sense,
as learning is an endless process (Gephart et al., 1996; Senge, 1999). Therefore in this
study not a “learning organization”, but an “organizational learning climate” and the

elements forming this “organizational learning climate” will be considered.

All in- all, the purpose of this study is, to explore whether having an
organizational climate that facilitates adapting the changing environment by having
features that foster learning and continuous improvement has an effect on subjective
well-being of the employees as well as exploring the impacts of subjective well-being
on important organizational outcomes like performance and organizational citizenship
behaviors. The aim of the study is to highlight the importance of employee happiness
for the organization once more, by showing that there is a significant relationship

between subjective well-being of the employees and important organizational outcomes.
1.3. The Variables of the Study, Hypothesis, and Research Questions
1.3.1. The Variables of the Study

As stated above, one of the change models that can be implemented in order to
be open to change is the “learning organization” model. Therefore, first of all
organizational applications that are supposed to be present in a “learning organization”

will be explained.

149

Senge (2000, p. 11), has defined learning organizations as “...organizations

where people continually expand their capacity to create the results they truly desire,

13



where new and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration

is set free, and where people are continually learning to see the whole together.

Senge has also explained that the dimension that distinguishes learning
organizations from more traditional organizations is the mastery of certain basic
disciplines or ‘component technologies’. The five that Peter Senge identifies are said to
be converging to innovate learning organizations. They are: Systems thinking, Personal
mastery, Mental models, Building shared vision, and Team learning. These components

will be described in the second chapter of this study.

The result of the preliminary interviews showed that the components of the
learning organizations may have positive effect on the subjective well-being of the
employees. The elements of organizational learning climate have been determined by
examining the propositions about the components of a learning organization of Senge

(1999, 2000), Watkins and Marsick (1993, 1997) and Gephart et al. (1996). They are:

Clearly defined and adopted goals,
Empowered, autonomous employees,
Supportive leadership, mainly coaching,
Openness to experience,

Openness to inquiry,

Organizational social support,

Constructive feedback

YV V. V V V V V V

High perception of justice

As a result the elements stated above are deemed as elements of an

organizational learning climate.

On the other hand, when Maslow’s (Luthans 2002a) hierarchy of needs and the
fact that people become as happy as the rate they satisfy their needs(Harung, 1997), is
considered, as a result of raising self-actualization and self-esteem, learning is expected

to satisfy higher order needs and thus cause a raise in subjective well-being.
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The motivational elements of organizational learning climate like autonomy,
feedback, a meaningful job are expected to have positive effects both on subjective
well-being and organizational citizenship behaviors (Hackman and Oldham, 1976, p.
273). Additionally, making employees masters of their own job is said to increase
organizational citizenship behaviors (Van Dyne and ark. 1994). Accordingly, close
supervision and tight controls by managers are observed to have a reverse relationship

with organizational citizenship behaviors (Niehoff and Moorman, 1993).

As can be inferred above, the elements of organizational learning climate, which
is the independent variable in present study, probably have a positive relationship with
organizational citizenship behaviors. Additionally, depending on the findings of
previously conducted studies, organizational citizenship behaviors are supposed to have
a significant relationship with subjective well-being of the employees (George and
Brief, 1992; Organ, 1988; 1990; Kemery, Bedeian, and Zacur, 1996; George, 1991; Isen
and Baron, 1991). ‘

Furthermore, the positive effects of organizational climate, especially
organizational learning climate has been assumed by various researchers. (Moss-
Kanter, 1983, Mikkelsen and Gronhaug, 1999). Some researchers have demanded that
learning can occur only if it is reflected by a change in performance or modified
behaviors. (Smith and Tosey, 1999). In their research, Ellinger et al. (2002) have stated
that they have observed a significant positive relationship between the learning
organization construct and financial performance of the company. They have also stated
that organizational learning strategies will cause an increase in performance by

facilitating learning in individual, team and organizational levels,.

Therefore it is assumed here that organizational learning climate as will have a
positive effect on subjective well-being of the employees and that in return, will have a

positive effect on both organizational citizenship behaviors and performance.

Consequently, the independent variable of the study is organizational learning
climate and its elements. This variable is expected to have a significant positive

relationship with the supposedly mediating variable; subjective well-being. The
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employees of the organizations that have an organizational learning climate are
expected to be happier, and as a result of this, are anticipated to be more indulged in
organizational citizenship behaviors. Organizational learning climate is also expected
to have a positive effect on performance, which is the second dependent variable in the

study, via subjective well-being.

The variables of this study are summarized below. Additionally the research

model of this study can be found in Figure 1.

Dependent variables Mediating Variable

Performance * Subjective well-being
* QOrganizational citizenship behaviors v’ Anxiety-Contentment
v Depression-Enthusiasm

The independent variable Demographic Variables

* QOrganizational learning climate + Gender

v Empowered, autonomous
employees

v" Supportive leadership

v" Openness to experience

v" Openness to inquiry

v" Organizational social support

v" Constructive feedback

v' High perception of justice

* University
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1.3.2. Hypotheses

The reason of the raising attendance to organizational learning climate is
because of the assumption of a positive relationship between organizational learning
climate and performance (Mikkelsen, Gronhaug, 1999). Moss-Kanter (1983) also
advocated that organizational learning climate affected organizational learning and this
in turn increased organizational performance. Robinson (2001) also expressed that the
improvement in job performance as a result of organizational learning had been
observed in various studies. Senge and Sterman (1994) have related low performance
with the limited cognitive abilities and skills of the individuals, and anticipated that by
developing the cognitive capacities of employees, organizations would be able to
increase performance. Hence a significant relationship between elements of

organizational learning climate and performance is expected.

H;: Elements of organizational learning climate are expected to have a

significant explanatory power on the changes in performance.

Apart from this, in various studies it was observed that some of the elements of
organizational learning climate like justice, social support, autonomy had a positive
relationship with job satisfaction (Agho et al.., 1993; Blau, 1999; Spector, 1987). When
it is considered that Markku (1997) and Warr (1987) have pointed out the probable
positive effect of job satisfaction on subjective well-being of the employees. In
Holman’s (2002) study, in accordance with above stated facts, a significant relationship
between anxiety and job monitoring, adequate training and supportive team leaders was

observed.

Furthermore, achieving clearly defined goals, which is an element of
organizational learning climate, is said to have significant positive effect on happiness,
especially if the goals are important for the individual. (Harris and ark. 2003, Diener,
1984). Moreover, clearly defined goals will reduce stress by removing ambiguity.
Additionally, happiness will increase if the goals of the individuals and the goals of the
enterprise overlap (Harris and ark. 2003, Diener, 1984). In a learning organization, in

order to have a shared vision, the goals should be clearly defined and accepted by the
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individuals. Therefore, in a learning organization, employees will be happier because of

having clearly defined and accepted goals.

In addition to this, openness to experience is expected to have a positive effect
on happiness. Considering that people feel happy when they discover something or
when the job is interesting, whenever they are permitted to experience new ways on
their jobs besides learning, people are likely to be more happy (Diener et al., 1997;
Csikszentmihalyi, 1997). Interesting and challenging activities (activities in which
difficulty and capacity is balanced) are claimed to increase happiness (Diener at al.,
1997). Because of this, whenever employees are permitted to experience their new
ideas, as these are supposed not to exceed their capacities, it is assumed that their
happiness will increase. Also, experiencing new ideas will bring a new and not boring

state as Maslow had recommended.

Watkins and Marsick (1993, 1997) have pointed out that in order to achieve
team learning, there should be organizational social support. Holman (2002) and
Dollard et al., (2000) have stated that social support had a positive effect on subjective
well-being of individuals. Also, it is well known that, the feelings of belongingness and
group cohesiveness, cause an increase in self-esteem (Sherif and Sherif, 1964), and
collective learning makes people happy (Clanon, 1999). It is also observed that social
support has a negative relationship with burnout and positive relationship with job
satisfaction (Dollard and et al., 2000). It was found that social support had a positive
relationship with depression-enthusiasm (Lee and Allen, 2002). Because of this reason,

the individuals who get social support from the organization are expected to be happier.

It is also expected that in an organization that is undergoing change,
empowering the employees will affect their subjective well-being positively (Madsen

2003, Holman, 2002).

In an experiment done in call centers (Holman, 2002, Dollard, et al., 2000) it
was revealed that having the control of the job, job variety and supportive leadership
had a positive effect on subjective well-being of the employees. On the other hand,

monitoring was related negatively with the well-being of individuals. (Holman, 2002).
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Furthermore, in his study, Holman (2002) found significant relationships between
anxiety and job activities, appropriateness of training, and support of the leader. He also
found significant relations between level of monitoring, performance appraisal and

support of the team leader.

As a result, the elements of organizational learning climate are expected to have

a positive effect on the subjective well-being of the employees.

H,: The elements of organizational learning climate will have a significant

positive relationship with subjective well-being of employees.

In a study by Williams (1999) it was observed that perceived distributive
injustice created aggressiveness, however, this did not affect performance. Apart from
this, level of aggressiveness was observed to increase by the decrease in perceived
distributive justice. Because of this, subjective well-being of the individuals is expected
to be more affected by perceived justice than other elements of organizational learning

climate.

H,,: Perception of justice will have more explanatory power on well-being

than other elements of organizational learning climate.

It is known that autonomous jobs cause an increase in organizational citizenship
behaviors (Van Dyne and ark. 1994). Close monitoring and close supervision is
observed to have a negative relationship with organizational citizenship behaviors.

(Niehoff and Moorman, 1993). Therefore;

H;: The elements of organizational learning climate will a significant effect

on organizational citizenship behaviors.

In some studies it was observed that the affective states of the employees had an
impact on variables like organizational citizenship behaviors, motivation, and other
organizational outcomes (Fox and ark. 2001; Briner, 1999; Clarke, 1994). George and
Brief (1992), claimed that, positive mood, in addition to helping behaviors, revealed

other kinds of extra-role behaviors like commitment to the organization, self-
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actualization. Because of this reason, subjective well-being is expected to explain the

changes in organizational citizenship behaviors.

The motivating job characteristics like autonomy, job significance, feedback
which are also considered as elements of organizational learning climate are expected to
have an explanatory power on organizational citizenship behaviors as well as affecting

subjective well-being (Hackman and Oldham, 1976, pp. 273).

Hy: Subjective well-being has a significant effect on organizational

citizenship behaviors.

The happy-productive worker thesis has been explored by many of the scientists
(Wright and Doherty, 1998; Wright and Staw, 1999b; Wright and Staw, 1999a;
Ledford, 1999). However no consensus was reached. On the contrary, a consensus was
reached on the negative effect of stress on performance as well as its dangerous effects
on organizations (McHugh, 1997; Murphy, 1995). Furthermore, Milliman et al. (2003)
have highlighted the importance of employees’ mood at work and their subjective well-
being due to their effect on performance and other organizational outcomes. Therefore
subjective well-being is expected to explain the differences in performance

significantly.

Hs: Subjective well-being will have a positive relationship with faculty

performance.

On the other hand. Wright and Staw (1999a) dispute the argument that worker
happiness did not necessarily lead to productivity (Brayfield and Crockett, 1955), but
with a twist. They argue that a personal disposition toward happiness, not changes in
happiness brought on by changes in organizational conditions, is associated with
performance. Keeping in mind that the happiness meant by the writers covers cognitive
evaluations, this study where affective component of well-being is analyzed, this
argument can be a little changed and it could be argued that affective happiness not
cognitive evaluations of organizational conditions lead to productivity. In another study
(Parker et al., 2003) it was found that effects of psychological climate perceptions on

performance were fully mediated by employee work attitudes and motivation.
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Considering these factors it is expected that well-being will have a stronger effect on
both performance and organizational citizenship behaviors than organizational learning

climate. Therefore:

Hg: The positive effect of subjective well-being on performance is more than

the positive effect of organizational learning climate.

H: The positive effect of subjective well-being on organizational citizenship

behaviors is more than the positive effect of organizational learning climate.
1.3.3. Research Questions

The hypotheses of this research have been given above. However there are
unclear facts that are not hypothesized. These are included in this research as research

questions. The research questions are:

1. Are there any differences between the academic personnel of state and
private universities in terms of research variables and the validity of the
model?

2. Do gender differences make a difference in terms of research variables

and validity of the model?

From the beginning to this section the concepts that the hypothesis were built on
has been explained and the theoretical framework has been presented. Additionally

examples of the research done in this field were given.

Nevertheless, main constructs of this study still need to be explained. Hence, in
the subsequent sections construct definitions as well as theoretical framework will be
given and then methodology will be explained, findings will be presented and

discussed. And lastly limitations and suggestions for further research will be made.
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2. LITERATURE SURVEY

In this section, the basic concepts of the study will be explained and their
definitions will be given. First of all “learning organization” concept, which constitutes
the basis of organizational learning climate construct, will be explained. Depending on
these explanations, organizational learning climate and its elements will be explained.
That is to say, clearly defined and accepted goals, empowered autonomous employees,
supportive leadership, coaching, openness to experience, openness to inquiry,
constructive feedback, organizational social support, and perceived justice will be
defined and explained thoroughly. After that, definition of subjective well-being will be
made first, and then different perspectives about this construct will be explained. Later,
organizational citizenship behaviors will be defined, and the effects of organizational
learning climate on subjective well-being and organizational citizenship behaviors will
be indicated. In the last part of this section, the affects of the subjective well-being on

organizational citizenship behaviors and performance will be discussed.
2.1. Learning Organizations

In the first part, it as been mentioned that Senge (2000) had mentioned about
five dimensions of learning organization. Below is given the explanations of these

dimensions.

Systems thinking: Is a conceptual framework to recognize patterns in interrelated
actions rather than in an isolated manner. Everything is related with each other.

Therefore, everything should be perceived as a part of a whole.

Personal Mastery: By mastery, being an expert, having special skills, having
personal competencies is meant. The individuals who have personal mastery achieve

important results more effectively.
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Mental models: mental models are any kind of models, schemas, prototypes and
generalizations and even pictures and symbols. These mental models affect our
opinions and the way we perceive things. Inter-organizational learning can be improved
by using these kinds of models. In order to work with these models we have to look
ourselves, we have evaluate the schema and symbols we have, our actions, and our

understanding of the word around.

Shared Vision: The employees of the organization should have a common vision
of their future. It is not possible to be a learning organization without having a
commonly shared vision, common goals, and common values. Individuals in the
organization should have a vision and should learn only because they want to learn not

because other people want them to learn.

Team Learning: In order to be able to learn as a team, there should be effective
communication among team members. With the help of effective dialogue among
members, communication channels that were closed before are cleared. Team learning
is important because, contemporary organizations are team based organizations.

Furthermore organizations and can not learn unless teams learn.

As can be deduced from above, these constructs are ambiguous and it is not easy
to make operational definitions. Additionally, in this study, employee perceptions about
organizational practices, not the actual practices are considered. Because of this reason
in this study, learning organization practices will not be studied, instead organizational
learning climate will be analyzed. Prior to giving definitions of organizational learning
climate elements, organizational climate will be defined and the reasons for taking it as

the independent variable of the study will be explained.
2.1.1. Organizational Learning Climate

The studies in organizational literature about organizational climate have been
founded on the definition made by Lewin (1951). Lewin defined the climate as a
function of physiological environment. One of the writers who first mentioned about
organizational climate was Douglas McGregor (Schneider et al.,. 1996). According to
Schneider et al. (1996), in his book “Human side of the Enterprise”, McGregor had
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explained that organizational climate was established by managers and he also added
that this climate that managers had created was based on their personal values regarding
the workers. Lewin (1951), made it clear that, upon the perception of any kind of
stimulus individuals in the organization responded in a way that would be meaningful in
terms of their psychology. Furthermore, like McGregor, Kurt Lewin et al., have
claimed that different the leadership styles created different “social climates™ that
affected productivity in different ways (Schneider et al., 1996). It is assumed that
employees who are subject to different kinds of stimuli perceive these stimuli relatively

homogenous and interpret in a similar way (Schneider and Reichers, 1983).

No consensus could be reached for the definition of organizational climate. Two
different points of a view can be found in defining organizational climate (Baer and
Frese 2003). One of these views is related with the level of the commonality of
employees’ perceptions about organizational applications. Hellriegel and Slocum (1974,
p. 256) have said that “organizational climate is the'perception of the characteristics of
the organization and/or the subsystems in the organization. These characteristics are
inferred from the manners of the organization and/or its subsystems to the individuals

and to their environment”.

The same view was supported by James (1982) and James, Joyce and Slocum
(1988). According to these writers, organizational climate is conceptualized as a shared
psychological climate. According this view, psychological climate can be considered as
a series of perceptions. These collective perceptions explain the process that these
perceptions about organizational applications are evaluated and ranked according to
their significance for the individual. According to James et al. (1988), if in an
organization individuals perceive one of the dimensions of organizational climate
similarly, and then these perceptions can be gathered and used as an indicator of the
common climate. Therefore, according to the above stated writers, psychological
climate is in the possession of individuals. Additionally, psychological climate is
claimed to explain the way the individuals in the organization perceive the organization
itself. In opposition to this view, Glick (1988) advocated that in order to gather different

individual perceptions together, there should be consensus among employees to a
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certain level. He added that if the individuals’ perceptions about the organization
differed significantly, then it was not possible to talk about an organizational climate.
Consequently, he demanded that organizational climate could be regarded as an
organizational feature that emerges as a result of sociological and organizational
processes, not individual processes. As a result, Glick (1985) has defined organizational
climate as a set of organizational rather than psychological variables that define the
organizational environment in which individuals operate. These organizational variables
are formal or informal relationships between people and they are meaningful processes.

(Baer and Frese, 2003).

As a result, whereas James (1982) and James at al (1988) defied organizational
climate as the average perception of the individuals about their working environment,
Glick (1985, 1988), Schneider and Reichers (1983) have defined organizational climate
by the help of concepts like relationships between people, the subjective meanings, and
politics. Accordingly, Schneider et al. (1996) defined organizational climate as the
understandings of the employees about the organization and added that this can be
inferred from two different concepts. First one of these concepts is related with the
amount of flexibility and creativity in the daily life of the organization, and the other
concept is related with the goals and aims of organization. The authors have stated that
the way the employees perceive and figure out the organization is related with
organizational politics, processes, procedures, daily applications as well as supported

and rewarded behavior.

Like James et al. (1988), Altmann (2000) also suggested that organizational
climate can be defined basically as the average perception of working environment of
the employees. They also said that this perception would affect how the employees
define their workplaces. Altmann (2000) also said that organizational climate is not
related with employees’ attitude to their workplaces but it does relate with their

understanding of their working environment.

Altmann (2000), claimed that prior to analyzing an organization’s climate, types

of working environments should be defined. He added that recently 460 different
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working environments were defined by scientists and concluded that these different

working environments could be grouped in several categories.

All of the organizational applications that are thought to have an effect on
employees’ well-being are recognized by Senge (2000) as applications that should be
present in learning organizations and also they are recommended by various scientists
of organizational learning as necessary for organizational learning to occur (Argyris and
Schon 1978; Argyris and Schon, 1996; Argyris, 1998; Griego, 2000; Ortenblad, 2002).
However, as Calvert et al. (1994) has also pointed out, because of the reason that no
learning organization can be found in the real sense, organizational climate will be
discussed in this study. As mentioned before, Schneider and Reichers (1983) have
elucidated, employees who are subject to different kinds of stimuli perceive these in a
relatively uniform way and according to the different attributions that employees make
to related factors, a variety of organizational climates can be defined. It was
consequently assumed that as climates of trust, success, etc. can be considered, an
organizational learning climate can also be taken into account (Mikkelsen and

Gronhaug, 1999).

Besides, depending on literature survey (Senge, 2000, Argyris, 1996, Rifkin and
ark. 1997), it has been presumed that the elements of organizational learning climate
should also be present in learning organizations. Yet, it is not possible to proclaim that
an organization has completed the procedure of being a learning organization. In
addition to the factors mentioned above, in a presumably learning organization there are
some organizational applications that are expected to be present; systems thinking,
mental models, and a shared vision. In the order to achieve these, all through the
organization systematic training programmes should be designed. However, in the
universities which constitute the sample of this study, training programmes and
laboratory sessions necessary for becoming a learning organization cannot be observed.
Moreover, this study aims to observe the effect of organizational applications on
employees. Therefore, the perception of organizational applications is of significant
importance for this study. Schneider et al. (1994: 18) have defined organizational

climate as “the employees’ perception of the atmosphere of the organization that is a

27



result

of organizational applications, procedures, rewards”. Honey and Mumford (1996,

p. 95-6) have defined organizational learning climate as applications and behaviors that

foster continuous improvement. Because of these reasons, in this study it is assumed

that if an organization has the elements of climate defined in this study, it will have a

learni

ng climate.
2.1.2. Factors Considered in Organizational Climate Studies

Hence, prior to analyzing the variables that are stated as elements of

organizational climate, it will be useful to state the views of Altman (2000) and

Schneider et al. (1996).

While it has been previously noted, Altmann (2000) has divided the research

done on the elements of organizational climate into five categories:

>

>

Job characteristics: are generally related with the necessary activities of the job.
Research questions in this field are about subjects like the level of autonomy, the
contribution of the job to the overall performance of the organization. (Altmann,

2000).

Research on role specifications focus on role of the individual with an
organization. The research questions are generally, concerned with the issues like
whether the role is clear or no, whether individuals have conflicting roles or not,

and whether the individuals are overloaded or not (Altmann, 2000).

> Research on organizational characteristics is related with the quality of the

organization. In this type of research, the research questions are about
innovativeness, justice in organizational politics and procedures, possibility of

promotion (Altmann, 2000).

> In the category of leadership, traits attributed to the organization’s leaders and

managers are analyzed. In order to analyze this, questions about their success in
clarifying the goals, the trust in the leader, the leaders’ transformational abilities

are asked (Altmann, 2000).
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» Research about working groups considers teams, departments or groups. In this
kind of research the importance of teamwork, coordination and cooperation is

analyzed (Altmann, 2000).

According to Schneider, Brief, and Guzzo (1996) there are four dimensions of
organizational climate. The first three of these dimensions are related with functions

and the last one is related with goals:

» The first dimension is about interrelationships among people. The subjects
related with this dimension are; trust in relationships, employees’ helping
behaviors, and the degree the upper management considers well-being of the

employees important (Schneider, Brief, and Guzzo, 1996).

> Hierarchical characteristics dimension is related with the level of participative
decision making, the influence of upper management on the decisions and the

level of privileges of the upper management (Schneider, Brief, and Guzzo, 1996).

» The dimension of the job itself is related with job descriptions, resources
provided for the job to be done, whether the job is boring or not (Schneider, Brief,
and Guzzo, 1996).

» Support and rewards dimension questions whether the goals of the organization
is clear, whether doing the right job or doing a lot of job is important, whether
there is a performance appraisal system, and whether high performance is

rewarded (Schneider, Brief, and Guzzo, 1996).

A close look at the above stated dimensions shows that there is a considerable
relationship between the organizational learning climate elements of this study and the

general categories given above.
2.1.3. The Elements of Organizational Learning Climate

Akin to previous discussions, the elements of the organizational learning climate

are defined as:
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.

Clearly defined and adopted goals,
Empowered, autonomous employees,
Supportive leadership, mainly coaching,
Openness to experience,

Openness to inquiry,

Organizational social support,

Constructive feedback

e

High perception of justice

It can be deduced from above that among Altmann’s (2000) categories, leaders’
characteristics corresponds to supportive leadership element of this organizational
learning climate, organizational characteristics corresponds to openness to inquiry,
openness to new experiences, and empowered employees elements of this study. The
support and rewards dimension that exist in the taxonomy of Schneider et al. (1996)
corresponds to organizational social support, constructive feedback and justice elements
of this study.

Burgoyne (1996) claimed that management processes in a learning environment
must have some common characteristics. Giving necessary importance to the personal
development of employees, providing constructive feedback, and implementing
processes that support open dialogue that would enable individuals recognize and accept
differences are defined as the common features of management processes in a learning

organization. These dimensions are within the scope of the present study.

In order the goal and the scope of the research to be clarified it is deemed that

the elements of organizational learning climate should be explained briefly.
2.1.3.1. Openly Stated And Accepted Goals

Making use of goals in order to have organizational outcomes like a high
performance, low absenteeism, low turnover, high productivity has long been the
subject of organizational research. The benefits of clear and accepted goals have been

discussed all in leadership and motivation theories (Robbins, 2000; Luthans, 2002a,).
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At this point, a clear definition of goals is thought to be necessary. Luthans
(2002a; pp. 518) has defined goals as: “In the general sense goals are performance
targets that the individual, group, or organization wants to achieve”. The importance of
clear goals for the organization is obvious. Organization’s structure, strategy, and the
decisions to be taken all depend on organization’s goals (Dessler). Additionally,
organization’s goals are important factors that affect both the organization’s and the
individual’s performance (Luthans 2002a). Prior to making any kind of decision,
organizational goals should be clearly stated. If the goals are not clear it is not only
impossible to specify the strategy of the organization but also it is impossible to design
the structure properly. Therefore, clearly stated and definite goals are thought to be one
of the fundamental aspects to be able to formulate the strategy and the structure of the
organization. In this study it is claimed that to have a learning climate, the goals of the

organization should be clear, unambiguous and should be embraced by the employees.

According to the goal setting theory, (Locke and Latham, 1990) the goals that
the employees want to achieve have a great impact on the level of motivation and
performance. Moreover, these goals have an impact on employee behaviors at work
place. Goal setting is not only important for motivating employees but also very
important for achieving organizational goals (George and Jones, 1996). In the studies
about goal setting it has been observed that specific goals had a greater impact than
ambiguous and more general goals on performance (Luthans 2002a). It has also been
stated that to be effective these goals should be accepted by the employees (Luthans
2002a; Robbins, 2000).

Goal setting theory is also the basis of Management By Objectives. (Luthans
2002a). Today, management by objectives approach has evolved to a system that uses
goal setting together with appraisal by consequences. As Locke and Latham (1990)
stated, recently management by objectives has turned out to be implementing goal

setting theory at macro level.

“Recent studies have revealed that all kinds of goal setting systems have

considerable impact on job satisfaction and performance. According to the results of a
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meta-analysis, of the performance of every 70 employee 60 was observed to increase”

(Luthans 2002a, pp. 526).

Apart form these, it is claimed that achieving goals improved employee
subjective well-being and especially if the goals were important for the person this

relationship is said to be stronger (Harris et al. 2003; Diener, 1984).

Consequently, if the goals are clear and accepted by the employees and if

constructive feedback is received, an improvement in performance can be detected.

Clear goals are expected to have positive effect on the subjective well-being of
the employees in addition to having a positive effect on performance. In subjective
well-being literature the importance of goals and values has been stressed (Diener et al,
2002). Diener et al. (2002) have stated that people most probably feel happier if they
make improvements in achieving their goals. In a study conducted at a non-work
setting by Emmons (1986) a positive relationship between subjective well-being and
achieving goals was observed. Additionally, longitudinal studies on this subject
revealed a causal relationship in goal achievement and well-being relationship (Harris,

Daniels and Briner, 2003).

Diener and Fujita’s (1995) study drew attention to the impor.iance of goals once
more. Writers found out that, the resources that contributed to the subjective their well-

being of the individual were the resources that facilitated achieving their objectives.

Luthans (2002a; 297) also stated that there was a close relationship between
subjective well-being and goals. He also added that recent studies showed that
improvement towards the goals had a positive affect on the subjective well-being of the
individuals. Furthermore, availability of the resources necessary for important goals
improved subjective well-being of the individuals more than the availability of the

resources of the goals that are not so important.

Diener, Larsen, and Emmons (1984) demanded that satisfaction of goals that
overlap the environment’s goals led to happiness where the greater the similarity, the

greater the contribution to happiness. Hence, whenever in an organization the clearly
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defined and embraced goals are achieved, it can be said that the needs of individuals are
met and thus, people will be happy. There are other theories that highlight the
relationship between the satisfaction of needs and well-being (Diener, 1984). These
theories demand that satisfaction of needs lead to an increase in happiness whereas
continuous dissatisfaction of needs cause unhappiness (Wilson, 1960). It is also
advocated that people continuously sought for satisfaction of their needs to achieve
happiness (Michalos, 1980). Within this respect, it can be concluded that whenever the
goals of organization are clear and accepted, the need for achieving these goals will
emerge (NArch) and upon the satisfaction of these needs which overlap the
organization’s needs, both the organization and the individual will achieve desirable
results, that’s to say individuals will be happy and organization will get increased

outfcomes.

All in all, goals are very important for the individual’s well-being and for
organizational outcomes. Therefore, the clearly defined and accepted goals will be as if

individual’s own goals which will result in increased happiness.

Besides contributing to employee happiness, clearly defined and accepted goals
are also deemed likely to increase organizational citizenship behaviors. Brightman and
Moran (1999) have defined organizational citizenship behaviors as being committed to

organization’s goals, methods, and ultimate success.

David (1996) has defined altruism, witch is a function of organizational
citizenship behaviors, as an extra-role behavior which is congruent with organization’s
goals. Within this framework, in order to be altruistic, individuals should know and
accept the goals of the organization. Apart from this, Organ (1988) claimed that if
individuals engage in extra-role behaviors their effectiveness of organization would
increase. Thus, clear and accepted goals are very important for the organization because

of having positive impact on various organizational outcomes.

Apart from these, for achieving continuous change and development, the

individuals in the organization should have a shared vision (Senge, 2000). And vision
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covers the organization’s goals, hope, plans for the future (Marquardt, 2002). In a way a

shared vision of can be considered as a common goal for the future.

Because of these reasons, it is expected that, clearly defined and accepted goals
will result in positive organizational outcomes as well as increasing subjective well-
being of the individuals. Moreover, by facilitating organizational learning, clearly

defined goals will result in continuous improvement.
2.1.3.2. Empowered, Autonomous Employees

Another factor that not only facilitates continuous improvement but also has a

positive effect on employee well-being is empowerment.

There are various definitions of empowerment in organizational behavior
literature. Some writers have defined empowerment as transferring power to the people
who really do the work or sharing power with them. (Bardwick, 1991; Block, 1993;
Davidon and Malone, 1992; Peters, 1987). For example, Schermerhorn et al. (2000;
319) defined empowerment as “empowerment is the process which managers help other
people to gain and use the power that this needed to take decisions which affect
themselves and their jobs”. Some other writers defined empowerment as; delegation of
authority (Champy, 1995); keeping managers and employees mutually responsible for
the consequences (Frey, 1993); entirely participative decision making (Schutz, 1994);
pursuing shared goals and vision by the help of teams (Senge, 1990); self-motivation
resulting from the thorough understanding of balanced authority and responsibility
Tracy (1990).

Conger and Kanungo (1988), like Tracy (1990), have explained the term
“empowerment” from a psychological point of view and defined it as a necessary
condition for intrinsic motivation. Moreover, by drawing attention to the power
distribution within the organization empowerment was defined as the process of
managers’ sharing their power with the employees. However, their definition of
empowerment has been questioned and it has been demanded that sharing authority and
resources did not automatically lead to empowerment. It was also claimed that sharing

authority would not be the only technique that can be used in empowering people

34



(Marmara University, 2002). As a result, Conger and Kanungo have defined
empowerment as “ the process of discovering the conditions that reduce individuals’
power and eliminating them with the help of formal organizational applications and

informal techniques that improve self-efficacy by fostering self-esteem” (1988, p. 474).

According to Newsroom and Davis’s (2002) definition, empowerment is any
process that gives more autonomy to the employees by sharing information and thus

giving the control of the factors of that affect job performance to the employees.

On the other hand Luthans (2002a; 443) has defined empowerment as
“recognizing and surfacing the power underneath intrinsic motivation and knowledge”.
Furthermore, empowerment is said to be the authority to take decisions without having

an approval from others.

Empowerment may be perceived as the traditional delegation of authority.
However, two important features of empowerment differentiates it from the classical
delegation of authority. The first one is encouraging empowered employees to use
initiative, and the other one is giving employees necessary resources along with
authority (Luthans, 2002a). By this way empowered employees can implement the

decisions that they take.

If the definitions of empowerment are examined, it can be seen that empowered
workers should also be autonomous. Employment brings along autonomy. Autonomy,
which is a feature of job characteristics model that was developed by Hackman and
Oldham, can be defined as the freedom on the job, independence, and being able to take
decisions during job processes (Schermerhorn et al., 2000). Hence, it can be assumed

that autonomy is within the scope of empowerment.

For effective empowerment the following conditions should be present

(Newstrom and Davis, 2002):

1. Helping employees to achieve job mastery (giving proper training,

coaching, and guided experience that will result in initial successes).
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2. Allowing more control (giving them discretion of over job performance

and then holding them accountable for outcomes).

3. Providing successful role models (allowing them to observe peers to

perform successfully on the job).

4. Using social reinforcement and persuasion (giving praise,

encouragement and verbal feedback designed to raise self-confidence).

5. Giving emotional support (providing reduction of stress and anxiety
through better role definition, task assistance, and honest training)
(Newstrom and Davis, 2002).

It is known that powerlessness can cause stress, for this reason, keeping in mind
that the self-esteem of empowered employees will be higher, and they will become the
masters of their own lives, it is expected that stress level of the empowered employees
will be lower (Newstrom and Davis 2002). Therefore, it is assumed that empowered

employees will feel better in their work places.

Likewise, some scientists have underlined the importance of empowerment on
learning processes (Champy, 1995; Senge, 2000; Tracy, 1990). Therefore, the
employees working in an organization which has a learning climate are expected to be
empowered. Senge (2000) has claimed that personal mastery, and therefore
empowerment is a must for learning organizations. Watkins and Marsick (1993, 1997)
and Gephart et al. (1996) have considered empowered workers as a part of a learning
organization, and included empowered workers within the operational definition of a

learning organization.

The relationship of subjective well-being and empowered workers can be
illuminated by Warr’s explanations (2003). Warr has explained that there is a
relationship between subjective well-being and personal mastery, freedom in choice,

authority to take decisions.

In addition to these, in readiness to change research it was recovered that, the

visibility of the necessity of change, self-efficacy and the possibility of having a
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contribution to change processes had a positive impact on readiness to change
(Armenakis, Harris, and Mossholder, 1993). As the self-efficacy of empowered workers
are expected to be high, and as they have the power to influence change processes,

whenever the goals are clear they are expected to have high readiness to change.

Empowered workers generally have a self-managing style (Randolph, 1995;
Rothstein, 1995). These kinds of employees take decisions related with their work and
are kept responsible for their decisions (Randolph, 1995). These people are self-
observant, self-determined people who can criticize themselves (Ivancevich et al.,
1994). On the other hand, leaders’ attitudes and behaviors are important in empowering
employees. Leaders may think that they have lost power during the empowerment
process and thus, in an organization where employees are empowered leaders must not
perceive power as a scarce resource. Additionally, an autocratic leader hardly accepts
his/her subordinates to be autonomous, to be masters of their work and to take decisions
without asking. Besides, because of the reason that necessary resources and training
should be provided for the empowered employees the leaders of these kinds of

employees should be supportive rather than autocratic.

Because of these reasons, an empowering leader should have respect to their
employees’ expertise and should accept that the employees are self motivating people
who have considerable contribution to the organization (Lin, 1998). Still, these leaders
have to be good communicators and be role models. Therefore, at this part of the study,
appropriate leadership style for a learning organization needs to be described. Because
of the reasons stated above, a supportive leadership style is recommended for the

purposes of this study.
2.1.3.3. Supportive Leadership and Coaching

There are some distinctive characteristics of leaders who can effectively
empower their employees. One of these characteristics is clearly defining the goals and
developing a shared vision within the organization (Lin, 1998). These leaders are
successful role-models, who support employees (Lin, 1998). They have good

communication skills and they help their employees for developing themselves.
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As previously mentioned, in an organization where employees are empowered,
the leaders should define the goals and give necessary support to the employees to

achieve these goals, by supplying necessary resources, training and help.

Prior to defining the leadership style that covers the above stated characteristics,
giving various definitions of leadership and analyzing the historical evolution of
leadership theories is thought to be necessary. Because of this reason, in this part of the
study ,various definitions of leadership will be given and then short explanations of

various leadership theories we will be made.

Table 1
Definitions of Leadership

Definitions of leadership by various writers

1. Leadership is “the behavior of an individual...... directing the activities a shared
goal” (Hemphill and Coons, 1957, pp.7)

2. Leadership is “the influential increment over and about mechanical compliance
with the routine directives of organization” (Katz and, 1978, pp.528).

3. “Leadership is exercised when persons....... mobilize...... institutional, political,
psychological, and other resources so as to an arouse; engage, and satisfy the
motives of followers” (Burns, 1978, pp.18).

4. Leadership is “the process of influencing the activities of an organized group
toward goal achievement” (Rauch and Behling, 1984, p.46).

5. “Leadership is a process of given purpose (meaningful direction) to collective
effort, and causing willing effort to be expanded to achieve purpose” (Jacobs
and Jaques, 1990, p.281).

6. Leadership “is the ability to step outside the culture ....... to stand in
evolutionary change processes that are more adaptive” (Schein, 1992, p.2).

7. “Leadership is the process of making sense of what people are doing together so
that people will understand to be committed” (Drath and Palus, 1994, p.4).

8. “Leadership is about articulating visions, embodying values, and creating the
environment within which things can be accomplished” (Richards and Engle,
1986, p.206).

9. Leadership is “ the ability of an individual to influence, motivate, and enable
others to contribute toward the effectiveness and success of the organization ”
(House et al.. 1999. p.184)

Resource: Garry A. Yukl (2002). Leadership in Organizations. Sth.ed. Prentice

Hall, p. 3.
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Yukl (2002, p.2) claimed that leadership had been defined in terms of traits,
behaviors, influence, interaction patterns, role relationships, and occupation of an
administrative position by different scientists. In his book Yukl (2002, p.2) provided
some of the definitions that have been presented over the past 50 years (Table 1). He
pointed out that these definitions commonly described leadership as a process of trying
to influence others intentionally in order to guide, structure, and facilitate activities and

relationships in a group or organization.

Luthans (2002a) approached leadership as Yukl did (2002) and demanded that
the definition of leadership varied according to the adopted the theory. Luthans (2002a,
p. 576) stated that the concept of leadership has been defined in terms of different
concepts like; influence, group processes, personality, obedience of the followers,
certain behaviors, influence, power, achieving results, role differences. However,
Luthans (2002a) also stated that whatever the definition is, the important thing is
interpreting leadership on the basis of a certain theory and accepting the fact that
different styles of leadership have distinct affects.

The studies on leadership first started towards the end of 1930’s in Iowa, by
Kurt Lewin and then came the studies in Ohio State and at Michigan University. The
studies in Iowa University are important because in these studies leadership was studied
by scientific methods for the first time. “Unfortunately, they are still heavily dependent
on, and leadership research has not surged ahead from this relatively auspicious

beginning.” (Luthans, 2002a, pp.579).

For that reason, personality traits, behavioral and contingency theories of
leadership will not mentioned in this study. Instead, as thought to be more convenient,

contemporary theories about the supportive leadership and coaching will be described.

Coaching has been defined differently by various writers. For example,
Fournies (1987) has defined coaching as “the process of correcting the problematic
work performance”. Still some other writers have defined coaching as “empowering
employees to improve their prior performance” (Burdett, 1998; Evered and Selman,

1989; Hargrove, 1995).
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Apart from empowering people, another factor that is important for the purpose
of this study is the need for change in contemporary organizations due to continuously
changing environment. It is believed that the leader who will facilitate this process of
change and adaptation and the leader who will minimize the stress of their employees
by guiding them will have a positive effect both on the subjective well-being of

individuals and also on organizational outcomes.

After “organizational learning” and “learning organizations” concepts have
emerged, the managers and leaders are expected to create learning cultures and to be a
role model during that learning process. This supportive leadership and management
approach is considerably different from traditional leadership approaches. The
contemporary models of management and leadership do not cover the traditional
managerial functions like controlling, directing, and ordering. Instead, contemporary
theories advocate behaviors that facilitate employees to discover new ways, and cover
functions like empowering, and transforming (Ellinger and Bostrom, 1999). As Senge
(2000) has said the leaders who facilitate learning are not the authoritarian ones who
always show the right way of doing things, instead, they are the coaches of employees
(Ellinger and Bostrom, 1999). According to Mink et al., (1993) coaches established

bonds that will facilitate employees’ learning.

Being rather a sports term, coaching is used in organizational literature as a
leader who guides and helps employees but does not do the work himself. Among the
roles of coaches is choosing the right person, teaching them and helping them to
improve themselves, helping them to solve their problems, providing increased

resources and listening to the employees. Coaching is actually a tool for a leader.

In a survey that he did among the managers who attended a coaching program
Wales (2003) observed that, prior to attending that program the stress level was very
high, however, after the program the individuals were observed to be more tolerant,
calmer and less aggressive. Although the study was related with a coaching program for
managers of a company that was undergoing change, it can be assumed that similar

results can be observed on employees whose bosses are coaches.
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In various studies an increase in motivation and willingness level of employees
who had coaches as leaders was noted. Coaches were effective especially in improving

willingness of the employees to develop themselves (Griego et al., 2000).

Brightman and Moran (1999) have stated that leadership strategies like
transformational leadership were related with macro processes within the organization
and added that this was not satisfactory. They demanded that in order to increase job
satisfaction and performance leaders should be interested in employee needs at the
individual level. And they added that coaching is providing the individuals with
necessary support, resources, and skills that will enable them do their jobs in the best

way.

It can be acknowledged from above stated facts that a leader, who will have a
positive effect on the employee subjective well-being, should not monitor employees,
should provide help whenever needed, provide resources, recognize and reward good
work. Additionally, a leader who will create a learning climate is expected to be a coach

rather than a traditional leader.
2.1.3.4. Openness To Experience

As Aristotle (Csikszentmihalyi, 1991) has explained, people continuously search
for change and improvement. The reason for this, is the need for increasing
contentment. Likewise, Maslow (1968) has also stated that growth took place when the
next step forward was subjectively more delightful, more joyous, more intrinsically
satisfying than the previous gratification with which people have become familiar and
even bored. Therefore, openness to experience and thus, letting people try new

experiences will facilitate growth and as a result increase their level of happiness.

Csikszentmihalyi (1997), in his flow theory, defined interesting activities as a
key for a happy life. He also stated that the definition of interesting activities differ
according to individuals. Being interesting varies depending on activities’ difficulty
level and the skills and abilities of the individual. He explained that the activities that
are not too difficult and match the abilities and skills of individuals will have a positive

effect on well-being. If the organization is open to new experiences and let people try
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their new ideas it is assumed that this will not only increase creativity but also
subjective well-being. Since individuals would not want to try new ideas that are
beyond capabilities, letting them try new experiences would cause them to move from a

boring state to a new state that would increase their happiness.

As previously stated, changes in environmental conditions, competitors,
customers, and technology together with globalization, has forced the organizations to
be more innovative and to pursue continuous improvement (Hitt, Hoskisson, & Kim,
1997; Porter, 1990). To facilitate innovation, top management has to support it, in other

words, management has to be open to new experiences (Mumford, 2000).

Indeed, learning and experiencing new ideas are overlapping concepts.
Damanpour (1991) claimed that learning not only injected new ideas to organizations
but also facilitated understanding these new ideas. Montez et al., (2004) defined
" innovation as a process of organizational learning. To increase organizational
performance, innovation should be increased in both technical and managerial areas
(Montez et al., 2004). In other words, adding value to organization is only possible if
capacity to learn and experience is increased. Supportive leadership, as well as
organizational learning, is considered to be the primary resource for innovation (Montez

et al., 2004).

Consequently, openness to experience is a factor that should be present in a
learning climate. As previously stated, when people move from a boring state to a new
state that is not routine they become happier (Maslow, 1968; Harung, 1997).
Furthermore, it has also been stated that to increase the well-being of individuals,
managers have to let them experience new ideas on their jobs and by this way the job

done would become interesting. (Diener et al., 1997; Csikszentmihalyi, 1997).

All in all, in an organizational learning climate new ideas should be supported,
and employees have to be free in experiencing these new ideas. If employees are free to

implement their innovative ideas they will feel happier.
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2.1.3.5. Openness To Inquiry

Openness to inquiry can be considered as one of the most important features for
organizational learning. Hence, in an organization having a learning climate
management of all levels should be open to inquiry. Robison (2001) referring to Agyris
and Schon’s (1978, 1996) definition of organizational learning, expressed that most
important definition of organizational learning was the one defining organizational
learning as the process of inquiry. Robinson (2001) added that Agyris and Schén’s most
important contribution was providing a theory that would guide scientists who intend to

make an intervention to increase the quality of organizational inquiry.

Some scientists, (Calvert, Mobley and Marshall, 1994; Watkins and Marsick,
1993) portrayed facilitating inquiry and dialogue as one of the common features in
learning organizations. These scientists also explained that in organizations that are
open to inquiry and dialogue, employees felt secure and therefore shared their
experiences more as well as making riskier decisions. Hoest and Thomsen (2001)
underlined the importance of employees and their interrelationships in organizational
learning. Openness to inquiry facilitates detecting and correcting defects, which in turn,

facilitates organizational learning (Hoest and Thomsen 2001).

According to Cameron, Dutton and Quinn (2003) people can only improve by
asking questions therefore if organizations let people ask questions about positive
issues, the people will improve themselves and at the same time they will experience

positive emotions.
2.1.3.6. Organizational Social Support

Myers (2003) expressed a strong relationship between organizational social
support and psychological well-being. He also pointed out that social acceptance need,

stemming from belongingness need, lied at the heart of most social behaviors.

43



Various studies done have highlighted the relationship between social support
and psychological well-being:

e Individuals who had good relationships were found to be able to cope
with stress better (Myers 2003, p.378)

o Compared to soldiers in large groups, the soldiers in small and cohesive
groups were found to be healthier both psychologically and
physiologically because of having more social support. (Myers 2003;
p.378).

e Individuals whose goals were known and supported by their families and

friends were found to be in happier than others (Myers 2003; pp.378).

e Social support was observed to have negative relationship with burnout

(Dollard et al., 2000)

e SOL (Society for Organizational Learning) which was founded in 1997,
has declared that learning was a social activity and people learned best
from each other and this had a great effect on people’s psychological
well-being (Clanon, 1999).

Consequently, it is clear that social support in the general sense has an important
effect on persons’ global well-being. Because of this reason, social support is assumed
to have a positive impact on people’s well-being at work. However, before making this
assumption, the definition of organizational social support and an overview of studies

done in this field is needed.

Organizational social support is the perception of the employees about the
respect, importance, and value that the organization assigns to them (Newstrom and
Davis, 2002). Social support is the friendship and support that the organization
provides to the individual. This support helps people to reduce their stress (Greenberg
and Baron, 2003).
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Greenberg and Baron also pointed out that there is stress in every organization
and mutually coping with stress is easier than coping alone. Newstrom and Davis
(2002, p. 376), have underlined that, some people felt stressed because of being alone,
some others were unable to establish good relationships because of their strong sense of
independence. As a result of not being able to establish good relationships, feelings of
anger, anxiety, and loneliness emerged. They expressed that this problem can be solved
by social support. They defied social support as “the network of communications,
relationships, and activities that will facilitate to satisfy the important needs of the

employees”.

As stated before, various scientists underlined the fact that whenever the needs
of the people and are satisfied they feel happier (Michalos, 1980; Diener and ark. 1984),
and whenever needs are not satisfied people feel unhappy (Michalos, 1980). All in all, it
can be assumed that social support has a positive affect on individual’s well-being by

definition.

Additionally, Pyne and Jones (1987) emphasized the significant effect of social
support on happiness by stating that social support reduced stress factors. Lu (1999) has

observed a negative relationship of social support with depression.
2.1.3.7. Feedback

Luthans (2002a, p.343) by stating the importance of feedback for
communication within the organization underlined that intra-organizational effective

communication depends mostly on feedback.

Luthans also emphasized that various studies have shown that feedback had a
significant effect not only on communications but also on the effectiveness of the

manager, and on organizational performance.

Luthans (2002a, p.343-344) listed the characteristics of effective feedback as

follows:
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1. Effective feedback is directed toward improving job performance and
making the employee a more valuable asset. It is not a personal attack
and should not compromise the individual’s feeling of self-worth or

image. Rather, effective feedback is directed toward aspects of job.

2. Effective feedback is clear. It clearly points out the mistake and tells
what should be done in order to correct it; it is not general and

ambiguous.
3. Effective feedback is not evaluative, but descriptive.

4. Effective feedback is information that an employee can use to improve
performance. It serves no purpose to berate employees for their lack of
skill. The guideline is that, if it is not something the employee can

correct it is not worth mentioning.
5. Feedback should be timely. The more immediate the feedback, the better.

6. In order for feedback to be effective, employees must be ready to receive
it. When feedback is imposed or forced on the employees, it is much less

effective.

7. Effective feedback must be clearly understood by the recipient. A good
way of checking this is to observe facial expressions as indicators of

understanding and acceptance.

8. In order for feedback to be effective, it must be reliable and valid. When
information is incorrect, the employee will feel that the supervisor is
unnecessarily biased and take corrective action that is inappropriate and

only compounds the problem.

The above given information is summarized in Table 2.
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Table 2

Comparison of Effective and Ineffective Feedback

Effective feedback Ineffective feedback
1. Intended to help the employee 1. Intended to belittle the employee
2. Specific 2. General
3. Descriptive 3. Evaluative
4. Useful 4. Inappropriate
5. Timely | 5. Untimely
6. Considers employee readiness 6. Makes the employee defensive
7. Clear 7. Not understandable
8. Valid 8. Inaccurate

Resource: F. Luthans, (2002). Organizational Behavior. 9th. Ed. Prentice Hall. p. 344.

Chalykoff and Kochan (1989) studied the effect of performance monitoring on
well-being and found a significant relationship between quick and constructive
feedback and satisfaction with monitoring system which resulted in job satisfaction.
Holman (2002) in his study observed a significant relationship between constructive

feedback, performance and contentment.

In a study by Luthans and Williams (1992) it was noticed that the performance
of the workers who received feedback was higher than the workers who did not receive

any feedback.

On the other hand, Peter Senge (2000) pointed out the need for feedback in order
to be a learning organization. Moreover, the importance of contingent feedback in
increasing job skills and providing learning has been underlined by Buchanan and
Huczynski (2004). The scientists also explained that feedback not only had a

reinforcing effect on the individual but also had a motivational effect.
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2.1.3.8. Perception Of Justice

Justice theory explores the perception of individuals about work related issues
(Greenberg, 1990). James (1993) defined organizational justice as the amount of justice
perceived by individuals and/or groups within the organization about organizational
applications. As can be understood from the definition, organizational justice is a

subjective concept; employees compare themselves with the others.

Theory of justice, especially distributive justice is built on Adams’s (1965)
equity theory. According to equity theory, individuals compare the value that they
attribute to their inputs to the value that they attribute to their the outputs with respect to
a reference (Robbins, 2000). Additionally, Williams (1999) has stated that whenever
inequity is perceived in distributive justice, people are motivated to change the

outcomes because of experiencing negative feelings.

Two components of justice has been defined (Lam et al.,, 2002) in
organizational justice literature. One of these components is distributive justice which is
related with the fairness of the outcomes received, and the other one is procedural
justice which is related with the fairness of the procedure in receiving those out comes
(Lam et al., 2002). As previously stated, procedural the justice is an extension of equity
theory (Luthans, 2002a). Equity theory is based on the perception of people about

fairness in distribution of rewards in any social setting (Luthans, 2002a).

Greenberg (1990) has expressed that the two of different concepts of procedural
and distributive justice emerged independently. He said that distributive justice was
related with satisfaction with outcomes, and procedural justice was related with the
attitude developed against the organization and against the people who had authority in
that organization. When the outcomes that are received as wages, working conditions,
and benefits are contingent on knowledge, skill, and abilities of the employees, they are

perceived to be appropriate and fair (Greenberg, 1990).

Randall and Mueller (1995) said divergent distribution of assets to individuals or
groups was in the origin of the concept of justice and they added that distributive justice

was founded on the normative values and relativity in distribution of social rewards.
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Distributive justice theory which was first mentioned by Jasso (1978, 1980, 1986) and
then developed by Markovsky (1985), implies that when the amount of reward that an
actor perceives himself or herself to have (termed the “actual share” in the theory) is
equal to the amount of reward that the actor believes to be fair (termed the “just share”
in the theory), justice will be perceived. If the actual and the just shares differ, injustice

will be perceived.

Luthans (2002a; 273) described the distribute the justice as “in simple terms

distributive justice is one’s belief that anyone should get what they deserve”.

Procedural justice was conceptualized as individuals’ perceptions about the
fairness of formal procedures that are governing decisions (Masterson and ark, 2000).
Greenberg (1990) recognized two dimensions of procedural justice; distributive

processes and explanations about those processes.

Randall and Mueller (1995) pointed out that distributive justice theory implied a
fair and just process in the allocation of social goods; thus assumed that procedural
justice was related with the responses to the perception of the fairness of the

distribution.

Procedural justice is concerned with equity as opposed to equality. Equality
principle implies that, for example, if a choice to be made, having equal chance to be
chosen regardless of race, religion ethnicity, in other words, the established criteria
should not make discrimination. Equity principle, on the other hand, demands that the
criteria should be fair and while implementing the criteria, the appropriate person
should be chosen to maximize efficiency (Luthans, 2002a; 273). Folger and Konovsky
(1989) by giving the example that procedural justice is related both with tangibles like
salary and intangibles like respect, demanded that fair procedures meant the respect of
raters to the ratees. For this reason, if procedural justice is perceived in an organization,

it can be acknowledged that managers respect employees’ self-esteem.

To be respected by others is expected to have a positive effect on individual’s

well-being.
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A learning climate cannot be established without high perception of justice
because psychological states like perception of justice, organizational social support,

and trust creates a link between performance and climate (Sparrow 2001).

Depending on the findings of the study conducted in China Fields at al., (2000),
decided that upon fair treatment to employees, organizational commitment and well-

being could improve.

Randall and Mueller (1995) presumed an increase in well-being due to the

improvement in unfairness in distribution of rewards from negative to positive.

The predictive ability of the perceived justice in organizational citizenship
behaviors were once more supported by various studies that are based on Organ’s
(1988) assumption that perceived justice predicted organizational citizenship behaviors

(Erhard, 2004).

It has been observed that distributive and procedural justice affected employee
commitment, job satisfaction, and employees’ evaluations about their supervisors
(Cropanzano and Randall, 1993; Folger and Konovsky, 1989, Greenberg, 1993;
Sweeney and McFarlin, 1997).

In addition to the above stated facts, in a study by Williams (1999) it was found
out that perception of unfair distributive justice, in accordance with justice theory,
raised feelings of anger; however this did not affect performance. Furthermore, these

feelings increased in relation with the decrease in the perceived distributive justice.

A number of authors (Folger, 1993; Sheppard, Lewicki, and Minton, 1992) have
argued that if employees perceive organizational decisions and managerial actions to be
unfair or unjust, they are likely to experience feelings of anger, outrage, and resentment.
Unjust treatment can elicit retribution, and those who feel unfairly treated might
retaliate and punish those who are seen as responsible for the problem. Moreover, when
a harmed individual is less powerful than the source of the perceived injustice (the

individual’s boss or employing corporation, for instance), attempts to restore justice will
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be largely indirect and therefore behaviors like organizational citizenship and

absenteeism will be affected.

Moreover, Novelli, Kirkman, and Shapiro (1995) claimed that for an effective

change process a climate where perception of justice is high should be created.

Depending on these kinds of studies in literature, perception of justice, as an

element of climate, is thought to have an effect on subjective well-being of employees.
2.2. Happiness
2.2.1. Happiness, Wellness, and Subjective Well-being

The purpose of this study is to explore the effects of an organizational learning
climate in a university is setting on subjective well-being -which is regarded as an
organizational variable in this study-, organizational citizenship behaviors, and
performance. Within this framework, “happiness” will we conceptualized as an

organizational behavior construct based on previous research.

Happiness is a relatively less studied concept compared to unhappiness. During
the years 1967 to 1994 in “Psychological Abstracts” Journal there were 46,380 articles
related with depression, 36,851 articles about anxiety, and 5,099 articles about rage,
whereas, only 2,389 articles related with happiness, 2,340 articles about life satisfaction
and 405 articles related with joy (Myers and Diener 1997). Additionally, Hunt (1997)
conducted a literature review of work published in management journals from 1985
through 1996 and found that only a small number of articles reviewed (slightly over
1%) focused on affective-related issues. Wright and Doherty (1998) referring to Hunt’s
findings stated that in organizational literature cognitive issues were much highlighted.
And they emphasized the need to develop an expanded role of emotional well-being in

organizational research.

Myers and Diener (1997) called attention to the increase in research done on
well-being and concluded that many researchers have started to ask questions about
happiness and life-satisfaction. Contemporary scientists do not define well-being as not

having any kind of psychological illness. Because of this reason, scientific studies have
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begun to be done in order to improve the people’s subjective well-being, not to
overcome psychological illnesses (Diener, 1984). There are distinct definitions of
happiness. Whereas, well-being, happiness, and subjective well-being constructs have
been used interchangeably by some of the scientist, some other scientists have used

these constructs by attributing different meanings.

In some of the studies, well-being is defined as optimal psychological activities
and experiences (Ryan and Deci, 2001). Two different point of views have emerged
from two distinctive but overlapping perspectives on well-being. The first one of these
is called “eudaimonizm” (Waterman, 1993). According to this view, well-being is the
individual’s realizing his/her true self (daimon). Conception of well-being calls upon
people to live in accordance with their diamon. This approach suggests that eudaimonia
occurs when people’s life activities are most congruent or meshing with deeply held
values and holistically or fully engaged (Ryan and Deci, 2001). In other words, this
view focuses on self realization and meaning, and defines well being in terms of the
degree to which person is functioning. The other one is Hedonic point of view which

defines well-being consisting of pleasure or happiness (Kahneman et al., 1999).
2.2.2. The Eudaimonic View

Ryan and Deci (2001) stated that the roots of this view can be found in
Aristotelian view. According to this view, distinguishing between those needs (desires)
that are only subjectively felt and whose satisfaction leads to a momentary pleasure, and
those needs that are rooted in human nature and whose realization is conductive to
human growth, and produces eudaimonia, i.e. (well-being) is important. In other words
the distinction between purely subjectively felt needs and objectively valid needs is the
basis of this approach. The needs which improve individual’s well-being is the second
kind of needs. Therefore, from this perspective happiness cannot be equated with well-
being. Thus, from this perspective not all the satisfied needs promote wellness; some
outcomes are not good for people, although they are pleasure producing (Ryan and
Deci, 2001). As a result, according to eudaimonic view, happiness and well-being are
different constructs. It can be concluded that, the eudaimonic conception of well-being

calls upon people to live in accordance with their daimon; true self. Therefore, people’s
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lives and activities should be congruent with deeply held values. Under such
circumstances people would feel intensely alive, authentic, existing as who they really

are (Waterman, 1993).
2.2.3. The Hedonic View

Equating well-being with hedonic pleasure or happiness has a long history.
“Aristtippus, a Greek philosopher from the fourth century B.C., taught that the goal of
life is to experience maximum amount of pleasure, and that happiness is the totality of
one’s hedonic moments” (Ryan and Deci, 2001). Hedonism, as a view of well-being,
has been expressed in many forms and has varied from relatively narrow focus on
bodily pleasures to a broad focus on appetites and self-interests. Psychologists who have
adopted the hedonic view have tended to focus on a broad conception of hedonism that
includes the preferences and pleasures of the mind as well as the body. Indeed, the
predominant view among hedonic psychologists is that well-being consists of subjective
happiness and concerns the experience of pleasure versus displeasure broadly construed
to include all judgments about the good/bad elements of life (Ryan and Deci, 2001,
Madsen, 2003). Jeffrey (1992) is among the psychologist who demand well-being is
related with employees’ psychological and physiological wellness. Jeffrey (1992) stated
that psychological well-being might range from subtle variations in mood and affect to
substantial changes in mental health, such as chronic anxiety and clinical depression.
Similarly, he demanded physical well-being should be considered within a broad range
of minor variations in arousal, such as blood pressure and heart rate, to the development

of coronary heart disease cancer, and so on.

Schafer (1996) considered subjective well-being as the highest state that a
person can experience. According to Corbin and Lindsey (1994) subjective well-being
consists of many integrated concepts like; emotional, intellectual, physical,
psychological and social well-being. These states improve the effectiveness of working

and living potential of individuals and therefore add value to the community.

Siegrist (2003) defined subjective well-being as people’s judgments about their

own state. These judgments concern their enduring mood (e.g. happiness) as well as
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their evaluation of the self (e.g. satisfaction with one’s physical and mental health and
functioning) and its relation to the material and psychosocial environment (e.g. life

satisfaction, work satisfaction).

On the other hand, hedonic psychologists do not include physiological wellness
within the concept of well-being. Ryan and Deci (2001) have said: “Well-being consists
of subjective happiness and concerns the experience of pleasure vs. displeasure broadly
construed to include all judgments about the good/bad elements of life” and added that
the psychologist who adopt this view focused on satisfaction and dissatisfaction.
According to this view well-being does not cover satisfaction of physiological needs.
Therefore, from this point of view, happiness can be derived from attainment of goals or

valued outcomes in varied realms (Ryan and Deci, 2001).

To sum up, according to eudaimonic view, happiness comes from achieving
subjective needs, whereas wellness which is regarded as a different concept from
happiness comes from self realization and satisfaction of objective needs that are
globally accepted. In opposition to this, according to hedonic point of view wellness is

happiness and happiness is experiencing positive affect rather than negative affect.

In this study as the aim is finding out to what extent organizational applications
make people feel positive emotions and also to find out the applications that would
foster positive emotions of employees, well-being will be explained from hedonic point

of view.
2.2.4. Happiness Defined

Myers and Diener (1997), argued that psychologists described individuals’
happiness and life satisfaction as subjective well-being. Ryan and Deci (2000), on the
other hand, defined subjective well-being as individual’s own evaluations about their
lives in terms of cognitive and affective issues. They claim that the main feature that

defines a good life is the individual’s perception about his/her life quality.

Diener (1997) has used happiness and subjective well-being interchangeably and

defined happiness as people’s evaluation of their lives that consisted of variables like
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life satisfaction, satisfaction with marriage, not experiencing depression and anxiety,
frequent experience of positive emotions and feelings. Thus, if the person is satisfied
with his life, if he/she frequently feels joyful, and if he/she rarely experiences negative
feelings like sadness, anxiety, and anger he/she can be considered as happy. On the
contrary, if the person is not satisfied with his/her life, hardly ever feels joy and
frequently experiences negative feelings like anxiety and resentment it can be said that

subjective well-being of this person is low, that’s to say she/she is unhappy.

Apart from these, Diener (1997) demanded that personal and evaluations of life
can be affective as well as cognitive. A person’s evaluation of his or her life may be in
the form of cognitions (e.g., when a person gives conscious evaluative judgments about
his or her satisfaction with life as a whole, or evaluative judgments about specific
aspects of his or life such as recreation), or in the form of affect (people experiencing
unpleasant or pleasant moods and emotions in reaction to their lives). The cognitive and
affective components of subjective well-being are highly interrelated, and only recently
relations between various types of subjective well-being is beginning to be understood.
As can be inferred from above, the cognitive and affective dimensions of subjective

well-being or happiness are closely related (Diener, 1997).

Happiness can be defined globally as satisfaction with the various domains of
life such as recreation, love, marriage, friendship, and so forth, and these domains can in
turn be divided into facets (Diener, 1997). As the purpose of this study is to explore the
effect of organizational applications and processes on employees’ happiness, the subject
of well-being will not be regarded globally, but will be conceived as the job related

well-being.
2.2.5. Well-Being and Job Satisfaction

In literature job satisfaction and happiness is thought as similar concepts,
however in this study Locke’s definition of job satisfaction will be adopted and job
satisfaction will be defined as “positive mood emerging from the person’s cognitive
evaluations about their job, and/or experiences related with their work” (Luthans, 2002).

For that reason, within the concept of job satisfaction, cognitive evaluations are
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included. Yet, as Diener (1997) has pointed out, cognitions are only one of the
dimensions of well-being. Whenever happiness is being defined, affective component
should be considered first (Diener and Larsen, 1993; Warr, 1990). Consequently, job

satisfaction can be related with only one of the components of well being.

Wright and Doherty (1998), claimed the reason for not finding any kind of
relationship between “happy” and “productive” worker despite the massive research
done on the subject was operationalizing happiness as job satisfaction. Wright and
Doherty (1998) pronounced that job satisfaction has been generally regarded as an
attitude and it has been considered to emerge as a result of cognitive evaluations of job
and job related objects. They concluded that whereas happiness is related with people’s
emotions, job satisfaction is related with cognitive evaluations. Hence, an employee can
be happy but at the same time his/her job satisfaction can be low or just the contrary, an

employee can have high job satisfaction but can be unhappy simultaneously.

It is well known that no matter how hard scientists had been searching a
relationship between performance and job satisfaction which they define as happiness
no significant relationship could be found (Wright and Staw, 1999a, Robbins, 2000,
Luthans, 2002a)

Wright and Staw, (1999a) stated that although recently less research has been
done on happy-productive worker thesis, in the studies that are concerned with positive
affect it has been found that employees in positive mood were more altruistic, creative,

assertive, and better communicators (Isen and Baron, 1991, George and Brief, 1992)

Because of all these reasons, in this study, happiness will be defined as the
positive mood of the employees at the workplace and the emotional states of the

employees at work place will be questioned.
2.2.6. components of subjective well-being

The primary aim of the scientists studying on subjective well-being has been

finding out the components of well-being (Kafka and Kozma, 2002). However, the
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existence of different conceptualizations made the understanding of well-being very

complicated and hard.

From the beginning of 1940’s the studies on psychological well-being have been
established on the assumptions that psychological well-being is multidimensional and
bipolar (Cifre and Salanova, 2002). For example, Bradburn (1969) demanded that
subjective well-being consisted of two dimensions. Some scientists on the other hand,
demanded that subjective well-being had five (Lawton, 1975), six (Neugarten et al.,
1961; Ryff, 1989), and even seven dimensions (Reker and Peacock, 1981).

Although consensus on the number and content of the dimensions of subjective
well-being has not been reached, scientists agree on the cognitive and affective
components of well being (Diener, 1984; Diener and Emmons, 1984, Warr, 1990;
Diener and Larsen, 1993; Kafka and Kozma, 2002; Harris et al., 2003). Even when only
affective component is considered, well-being is defined as multidimensional. At least
two components of well-being has been defined; positive and negative affect (Watson
and Tellegen, 1985). The positive side of well-being can be established on hedonic
balance. Hedonic balance is generally defined as level of positive and negative emotions
of the individual and the overall emotional state of the individual which is the difference
between positive and negative emotions. In this study, the effect of organizational
learning climate on employees’ emotions will be studied. Because of this reason,
affective component of Well-beiﬁg will be analyzed, leaving cognitive component aside.
Within this respect, well being at work will be evaluated by measuring the affective
well-being at workplace. Because of this reason, among the instruments developed to
measure hedonic balance, the instrument that was developed by Warr (1990) is deemed
as the one which is most appropriate for the purposes of this study. Because of this
reason components of subjective well-being will be defined in accordance with Warr’s

(1990) definitions.

In his article Warr (1990) suggested that the studies done on subjective well-
being have revealed the existence of two orthogonal dimensions, which account for the
majority of observed variance (Russell, 1979, 1980; Watson and Tellegen 1985;

Watson, Clark and Tellegen 1988). These are summarized in Figure 2, using the labels
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of ‘pleasure’ and ‘arousal’ with illustrative affective states ordered around the

perimeter.
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Figure 2. A two-Dimensional View of Affective Well-Being

(Source: Peter Warr (1990). The measurement of well-being and other aspects of mental health. Journal

of Occupational Psychology, Vol. 63, pp. 193-210.)

As seen in the figure arousal and pleasure is used to show the dimensions that
the affective states which are positioned all around the circle belong to. Warr (1990)
stated that any form of affective well-being could be described in terms of its location in
relation to those separate dimensions and its distance from the mid-point of the figure.
Additionally, Warr (1990) after explaining that a particular level of pleasure may be

accompanied by high or low levels of arousal, and a particular level of arousal maybe
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either pleasurable or unpleasurable, concluded that in devising primary measures of

well-being, decisions have thus to be taken about the location of key vectors in that two-

dimensional space.
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Figure 3. Three Principal Axis for Measurement of Affective Well-Being

(Source: Peter Warr (1990). The measurement of well-being and other aspects of mental health. Journal
of Occupational Psychology, Vol. 63, pp. 193-210.)

Because of these, Warr (1990), as can be seen in Figure 3, presented the diagram
as an elongated (rather than circular) shape to indicate that pleasure is empirically
accorded greater weight than arousal. Experienced pleasure may differ substantially
across situations, and these differences are more likely to be reflected in well-being
rather than variations in arousal. Therefore, he tried to measure the components of
subjective well-being by the two diagonal axis (pleasure and arousal) through scales
which use familiar adjectives, and cover equally the four quadrants. Warr (1987, 1990)

said that in this multidimensional model which is developed to measure job related
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psychological well-being, there are three indicators of subjective well-being; pleasure,

anxiety-contentment, and depression-enthusiasm.

In this model arousal is not defined as an indicator of subjective well-being and
that is because the model is elliptic not circular. Warr (1990) also stated that the places
of the axis can change according to the purpose of the study.

Warr (1990) argued that the pleasure dimension which is shown as horizontally
had been successfully measured as job satisfaction in various studies. Because of this
reason for the purpose of measuring the other two dimensions he developed two

different instruments.

Because of the reason that the purpose of the study is finding out new variables
that can have an effect on performance and other organizational behavior variables, the
previously studied cognitive construct of job satisfaction will be excluded. Instead,
affective indicators of subjective well-being will be explored. Within this framework
job related well-being can be defined to have two components (Warr 1990). The first
one is enthusiasm-depression which includes negative feelings like depression, anger,
and anxiety. This component is related with the arousal of positive feelings like

enthusiasm, excitement, etc. (Daniels, 2000).

Warr (1990) measures these two diagonal axis by the help of an instrument
which is composed of well-known adjectives that is shown in Figure 2. in this study
Warr’s (1987, 1990) instrument will be used and job-related well-being will be

measured in two dimensions; depression-enthusiasm, anxiety-contentment.
2.3. Well-Being ; Antecedents, Consequences

Much research has investigated links between specific aspects of a person’s work
environment and his or her well-being, usually that which is job-specific rather than
context-free. Warr (2003; 396) has specified ten key features of work that may affect

job related well-being. These features are given below:
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10.

Opportunity for personal control: Employee discretion, decision latitude,
autonomy, absence of close supervision self-determination, participation in

decision-making, freedom of choice,

Opportunity for skill use: skill utilization, utilization of valued abilities,

required skills,

Externally generated goals: job demands, task demands, quantitative or
qualitative work load, attentional demand, demands relative to resources,
role responsibility, conflicting demands, work-family conflict, normative

requirements,

Variety: variation in job content and location, non repetitive work, skill

variety, task variety,

Environmental Clarity: information about the consequences of behavior
task feedback; information about the future, absence of job future
ambiguity, absence of job insecurity; information about required behavior,

low role ambiguity,
Abvailability of money: income level, amount of pay, financial resources,

Physical security: absence of danger, good working conditions, and

ergonomically adequate equipment, safe levels of temperature and noise,

Supportive supervision: leader consideration, boss support, supportive

management, effective leadership,

Opportunity for interpersonal contact: quantity of interaction, contact
with others, social density, adequate privacy; quality of interaction, good

relationships with others, social support, good communications,

Valued social position: wider evaluations of job’s status in society; social
rank, occupational prestige; more localized evaluations of in-company

status or job importance; personal evaluations of task significance, valued
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role incumbency, contributions made to others, meaningfulness of job,

self-respect from job.

All the features stated above are observed to be significantly related with all the
components of job related subjective well-being that are shown in Figure 3. (Warr,
2003, p. 397). The increase in externally generated goals have been observed to cause a

decrease in subjective well-being.

It is clearly noticed that, the key job features that are regarded as affecting job
related well-being of employees are actually the elements of organizational learning
climate of the present study. The following elements which are considered as
components of organizational learning climate; supportive leadership, personal control,
authority take decisions, social support, feedback, clarity of the goals, openness to new
experiences, which are also declared by Warr (2003) as affecting job-related well-being,
will be analyzed in this study.

In this part of the study, the other dependent variable of the study, which is

organizational citizenship behaviors, will be discussed.
2.4. Organizational Citizenship Behaviors

As declared by Van Dyne et al. (1994), organizational scientists recently
considered job related behaviors that contribute to long-term organizational success, but
are excluded in performance appraisals. These behaviors facilitate to cope with today’s
fluctuating environment which forces organizations to be innovative, flexible,
productive, and the adoptive. These kinds of behaviors are labeled differently as;
“Organizational citizenship behaviors” (Organ, 1988, 1990) “prosocial organizational
behavior” (Brief and Motowidlo, 1986), “extra-role behaviors” (Van Dyne and
Cummings, 1990), “organizational spontaneity” (George and Brief, 1992), “contextual
performance” (contextual performance) (Motowidlo and Van Scotter 1994).

Borman and Motowidlo (1993) defined organizational citizenship behaviors as:
“behaviors that enhance and maintain the social and psychological environment

supporting task performance”. On the basis of their definitions, scientists noted that
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individuals contribute to organizational effectiveness by doing things that are not main
task functions but are important because they shape the organizational and social
“context” that supports task activities. Thus, contextual performance (like
organizational citizenship behaviors) includes such contributions as volunteering for
extra-job activities, helping others, and upholding workplace rules and procedures
regardless of personal inconvenience (Organ and Ryan, 1995). Borman and Motowidlo
(1993) suggest that such contributions have a generalized value and significance that
cuts across different jobs and work organizations, whereas task performance varies from
job to job. Moreover Borman and Motowidlo (1993) claim that such contributions are

perceived as important and valuable by organization leaders.

According to Borman and Motowidlo (1993) the distinction between contextual
and task (i.e., in-role) performance is both theoretically and practically important
because they are probably determined by different antecedents. Task-related knowledge,
skills, and abilities are expected to determine task performance, whereas dispositional
factors would better predict contextual performance. Pulakos, Borman, and Hough
(1988) demonstrated that measures of cognitive ability predict technical skills and job
effort, whereas certain personality measures better predict other criteria, such as

personal discipline.

Organ (1990), defined organizational citizenship behaviors as constructive and
cooperative extra-role behaviors of employees that are not obligatory, not stated in

formal role definitions or included in formal performance appraisals.

In literature, some writers regarded organizational citizenship behavior as
universal and they claimed that it doesn’t change according to the individual, the job,
and tenure (Kidder and McLean Parks, 2001). On the contrary, Van Dyne et al. (1995)
claimed that in different jobs and organizations different levels of organizational

citizenship behaviors can be expected.

In the past, scientists concentrated especially on two types of organizational

citizenship behaviors; altruism and conscientiousness. However recently, some more
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types of organizational citizenship behaviors have been considered (Kidder and McLean

Parks, 2001).
2.4.1. Components of Organizational Citizenship Behavior

Organ (1988) claimed that all of the five different behaviors that compose
organizational citizenship behaviors are necessary for effective organizations. These
five different behaviors are; altruism, courtesy, sportsmanship, conscientiousness, and

civic virtue.

The definitions of each of the five components of organizational citizenship

behavior are given below:

Altruism: although not directly requested to help peers without expecting
anything in return. “Altruism covers. all kinds of helping behaviors directed to the

person who has any kind of problem related with the organization” (Organ, 1988, p. 8).

Conscientiousness: being conscientious, doing the job very -carefully,
considering the details, and paying extra attention to the job, being punctual (Organ,

1988).

Sportsmanship: not criticizing organizational applications, not gossiping, being
agreeable. “this factor includes avoiding some behaviors (Organ, 1988; 11). For

example not complaining when a reason is present”.

Courtesy: being polite, well mannered, considered, feeling empathy.
“Courtesy...... includes behaviors like taking precautions in order to prevent problems”

(Organ, 1988; 12).

Civic virtue: Commitment to the organization, talking on the organization’s
behalf, taking actions for the goodness of organization though not requested. Organ
(1988, p. 8) has said “civic virtue means being included in implemented policies,
supported candidates”. Reading organizational rules, memos, news can be regarded as

these kinds of behaviors.
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Weiss and Cropanzano (1996) claimed that some job related behaviors were
closely related with employees’ reactions to some emotions that are experienced at
work. However, some behaviors are affected by emotions more than others. For
example, absenteeism without excuse is mostly an affective reaction (George, 1989). In
the beginning, organizational citizenship behaviors were claimed to appear upon
cognitive evaluations and therefore they were explained in terms of exchange theory
and were mostly related with perception of justice (Organ, 1988; 1990). Yet, when the
well known principle of people who are in positive mood are more likely to help others
than the people who are in negative mood is taken into account (Isen and Baron, 1991),
it can posited that affective states can have as much impact on organizational citizenship
behaviors as cognitive states. It can be concluded that affective states can at least have
mediating effect on the relationship between organizational citizenship behaviors and

cognitive evaluations.

2.5. Organizational Learning Climate - Well-Being — Organizational

Citizenship Behaviors Relationship

The reason for employees’ engaging in activities that contribute organizational
performance that are not included in formal job descriptions and reward procedures has
long been questioned in organizational behavior literature. The findings of the research
in this field showed a positive relationship between organizational citizenship behaviors
and perceived justice (Farh, Podsakoff and Organ, 1990; Niehoff, Moorman and Organ,
1993).

VanYperen et al. (1999) found a significant relationship between participative

decision making, supportive leadership and organizational citizenship behaviors.

On the other hand, very vague relationship was observed between personality
traits and organizational citizenship. Among personality traits only conscientiousness

was observed to a relationship with citizenship behaviors (Organ and Ryan, 1995).

The findings of the studies about emotions and organizational citizenship
behaviors are inconsistent (Ryan, 2002). Organ and Konovsky (1989) declared that no

significant relationship was observed between emotions and citizenship behaviors when
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perception of justice is controlled. Nevertheless, George (1991) stated that when
emotions are measured in the short-term - reflecting the mood - instead of measuring
them in the long term as if they were personality traits, explained a great portion of the
variance in citizenship behaviors. This approach was also supported by Williams and
Wong’s (1999) study. The scientists have observed a significant effect of positive

emotions on the intention of organizational citizenship behaviors.

Various explanations have been made about the reasons of positive affect having
impact on organizational citizenship behaviors. For example George (1991) demanded
that an employee in a positive mood would perceive events more positively than other
employees, and as a result, would more probably display extra-role behaviors. Bateman
and Organ (1983) pointed out that prosocial gestures generally became visible when
people were in a positive mood. They added that the conventionally measured job
satisfaction showed positive mood and therefore concluded that employees who are
satisfied with their jobs are expected to involve more in organization and citizenship
behaviors. Studies done based on this assumption have found a strong relationship

between job satisfaction and organizational citizenship behaviors.

Organ (1988, 1990), declared a strong relationship between organizational
citizenship behaviors and perception of justice. Organ stated that organizational
citizenship behaviors were inputs in equity ratio, and added that these inputs can be
easily altered. Hence, when employees perceive fairness, in order to preserve the equity

ratio, they will engage in organizational citizenship behaviors.

Additionally, Guest and Conway (1997) and Guest (1998) stressed the
importance of justice in managerial applications, realization of psychological contract,
organizational commitment, job satisfaction, organizational citizenship, employee

performance and transfer of learning.

Kemery, Bedeian, and Zacur (1996) declared that both cognitions and affect had

predictive ability on organizational citizenship behaviors.

In his study on retailers, George (1991), found that positive mood predicted

altruism and high quality customer service.
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Again, Isen and Baron (1991) observed that people in positive mood were more

likely to help others (altruistic behaviors) than people in negative mood.

As in this study employees’ well-being at workplace is considered in the general
sense, happy employees who will be in positive moods are expected to engage in

organizational citizenship behaviors.
2.6. Organizational Climate — Well-Being — Performance Relationship

Wilderom, Glunk, and Maslowski (2000) mentioned about ten different studies
in which significant effects of various components of climate on performance was
observed. Patterson et al., (2004) stated that different results were obtained in different
studies, and pointed out that the reason could be relating different climate components

with different performance criteria as well as some mediating variables.

Kopelman, Brief, and Guzzo (1990) developed a model in which the cognitive
and affective states of individuals affected productivity via behaviors that are important
for the organization. In this model, the affective states of individuals affected
organizational commitment, behaviors within their formal roles, and organizational

citizenship behaviors and these in turn affected productivity.

This model was later improved by Sparrow (2000) and variables like person-
organization fit and psychological contract were added. In this model, psychological
contract was regarded as a variable that linked cognitive, affective states and attitudes
with important behaviors. Psychological states which were composed of variables like
perceived justice, organizational support, motivation, trust, organizational commitment,
involvement and job satisfaction is observed to predict organizational performance via

person-organization fit, organizational climate, and important job related behaviors.

Patterson et al. (2004) observed job satisfaction mediating the relationship
between climate and performance. Because of this reason they suggested the effects of
climate on performance be further analyzed. Furthermore, they also pointed out that
satisfaction was a mediating variable in climate-performance relationship. Patterson et

al., also stated that employee affect could operate as a mediator between perceived
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climate and organizational performance only when two conditions are met; (i)
Perceptions of climate must statistically overlap with the affective reaction under

examination and (i) that affective reaction must itself be associated with performance.

Consistent with Kopelman, et al.’s (1990) perspectives, the role of overall job
satisfaction as a possible mediator of climate-productivity associations was examined
by the writers. To sum it all, Patterson et al. (2004) observed that employee affect had a

mediating role in climate-performance relationship.

Similarly, in this study the affective states of employees at work places, that’s to
say, their happiness at workplaces is assumed to be a mediating variable in
organizational learning climate and performance relationship. However, in this study
cognitive states will be excluded, therefore it is aimed to explain the inconsistent results

obtained.
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3. METHOD

3.1. Sample

The population of this study is composed of the students and academic
personnel of the private and state universities located in Istanbul. In order to control the
differences that could occur because of the differences in the disciplines only
departments related with Social Sciences; like business administration, economy, trade,

psychology, and the like are included in this study.

The participants were chosen among the academic personnel of the above stated

departments and their students who volunteered.

During the preliminary interviews the researcher was informed that in some
specific universities response return rate could be low. Therefore, in order to control for
confounding variables this university was not included in this the study. Moreover,
some private universities were not included in the study because of the differences in
the scale, thus, as can be understood from above given information, in this study

purposive sampling method was used.

Most of the participants were instructors. The research assistants who bear all
the responsibilities related with the lecture and individually taught the course were also

included.

A summary of the above given information and the demographic variables of the

study are given in Table 3.
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Table 3
Distribution and Characteristics of Demographic Variables

Marmara  Yeditepe Tiis;e " Istanbul  Maltepe  Total

Women 8 10 16 11 7 52
Men 9 16 5 17 4 51

Prof. 1 4 1 2 2 10
Ass.Prof. 2 3 | 3 1 10
Assc. Prof. 5 3 4 11 1 24
Instructor 7 13 15 9 6 50
Assistant 2 3 0 3 1 9

Total 17 26 21 28 11 103
Students 112 161 123 196 107 699

3.2. Measurement Instruments

For the purposes of study the measurement instruments were given to two
different samples. The one that was about the elements of organizational learning

climate, well-being, and performance was submitted to the academic personnel.

The instrument that was used to measure organizational citizenship behaviors
consisted of questions related with the academic personnel’s behavior. The study was
not focused on exploring the academic personnel’s perception about their own behavior,
instead, it was focused on finding out the perception of the individuals to whom these
behaviors are directed. Because of this, organizational citizenship questionnaire was

given to the students of the related faculty.

As two related measurement instruments were given to two different samples,
time had to be controlled. On the other hand, because the instrument given to the
students contained questions related with the behaviors of faculty, time was needed in

order the students get acquainted with the faculty. Therefore, the instrument was
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distributed eight-nine weeks after the term started. Additionally all the questionnaires
were distributed within the same term in order to control the variables because of term

and course differences.

It was considered that the faculty had work overload at the end of the term.
Hence, the questionnaires were distributed eight weeks after the term had started and
collected till the end of 11™ week. In order to be able to achieve time related goals,

professional research organization was used for the application.
3.2.1. Instruments Distributed to Academic Staff
3.2.1.1. Well-Being Scale

The well-being scale was originally developed by Warr (1990) in English. This

instrument was then translated to Spanish and used by Cifre and Salanova (2002).

The scale consisted of two sub-scales. The first one which is called anxiety-
contentment had six questions. Warr (1990) stated that the reliability of the scale was
acceptable (a=0,82). This scale is generally referred as anxiety scale. The second axis
was tapped by six adjectives, this scale was also developed by Warr (1990) and called

depression-enthusiasm scale which has a reliability of acceptable level (¢=0,85).

Responses to the last three items were reverse-scored in both of the two

instruments so that high scores indicated positive well-being.

On the other hand, instrument would be used in Turkey for the first time as far
as the researcher knows. In other words, the instrument had to be well translated.
Because of this reason the following procedure was followed to adopt the questionnaire

to Turkish:

First, twelve adjectives that the instruments contained were translated to
Turkish, then back translation was made by a jury composed of instructors of English
preparatory school and faculty members of English literature department. Another jury
was formed from the same departments and the original instrument was given to them

to be translated to Turkish.
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Table 4
Translation of Well-Being Scale

Adjective Translation %
Contented

Memnun 46,7
Calm

Sakin 86,7
Relaxed

Rahatlamis 40,0

Rahat 33,3
Tense

Gergin 66,7
Uneasy

Tedirgin 33,3
Worried

Endiseli 93,3
Enthusiastic

Hevesli 26,7
Optimistic

lyimser 73,3
Cheerful

Neseli 93,3
Depressed Depresyonda

Karamsar 13,3

Keyifsiz 13,3
Gloomy

Kederli 20

Karamsar 13

Sikintili 13
Miserable

Sefil 20

Perigan 13

Umutsuz 13

In Table 4 the translations of the adjectives and their percentages are given. As
can be seen from the table, respondents translated “depressed”, “gloomy”, and
“miserable” gave equal weight to three different Turkish words. In the first translation
“depressed” was translated as “kederli”, however the jury translated the same adjective
to English as “gloomy”. Moreover, 20 percent of the second jury translated “gloomy” as

“kederli”. Because of this reason “gloomy” was translated as “kederli” in the
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measurement instrument. For finding out the meanings of “Miserable” and “depressed”
in Turkish interviews were made with 15 faculty members and as a result it was decided
that the Turkish word that explained “depressed” best was “depresyonda”, and the word

that explained “miserable” best was “kendini ¢ok kotii hissetmek™.

After translation the instrument was tested with a preliminary survey. Overall
reliability of instrument was acceptable (a=0,87, n=53). The Cronbach Alpha values for
anxiety-contentment and depression-enthusiasm components of the instrument were

equal (=0,80).

Therefore, the anxiety-contentment dimension of this instrument was measured
by the following adjectives: gergin, tedirgin, endiseli, sakin, memnun and rahatlamig
and the first three were reversed-coded so that the higher scores showed contentment.
The other dimension of depression-enthusiasm was measured by the following
adjectives: depresyonda, kederli, ¢ok koti, neseli, iyimser and hevesli and again the first

three were reverse-coded. As a result the high points indicated enthusiasm.
3.2.1.2. Organizational Learning Climate Scale

The instrument that measured “supportive leadership” was developed and used
by Oldham and Cummings (1996). The reliability of the instrument was stated as
0=0,86 for supportive leadership, and a=.67 for “non-controlling supervision” by

Oldham and Cummings (1996).

In order to measure “openness to inquiry” the questions in the openness to
inquiry part of Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire developed by
Watkins and Marsick (1997) were used. The reliability of that instrument was not given
by Watkins and Marsick (1997). However this instrument was used by the researcher in

a previous research and the Cronbach Alpha value was found to be 0,92

Two of the questions related with “feedback” was taken from Job Diagnostic
Survey (Hackman and Oldham, 1974). The remaining four questions were developed

by referring to Watkins and Marsick’s (1997) Dimensions of the Learning Organization
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Questionnaire. The preliminary study showed that the reliability of this instrument was
also acceptable (a= 0,71).

The instrument that was used to measure openness to new experiences was
developed in a way that person-organization fit in terms of openness to new experiences
could be measured. For this purpose two sub-scales were used. The first one questioned
openness to new experiences of the employees, and the second one questioned openness
to new experiences of the organization. In other words, person-organization fit in terms
of openness to new experiences was measured. In order to measure person-organization
fit Fields’s (2002) suggestions were taken into consideration and it was analyzed at the
individual level. In other words, individuals were questioned about their perceptions of
themselves and the organization in terms of openness to new experiences. The
instrument that measured the extent to which the role of the employees was open to new
experiences was the one developed by West (1987). The original instrument’s Cronbach
Alpha value was between 0,88 and 0,90. in order to measure the reliability of the
instrument that was developed in accordance with West’s instrument a preliminary
survey was done on a sample of 31 persons and the reliability was found to be

acceptable (0=0,845).
This questionnaire was coded as follows:

1. The difference between the individual’s perception about his/her
openness to new experiences and the organization’s openness to new

experiences was found.
2. the absolute value of the results were taken and
3. The zero results were reverse-coded.

Organizational social support was measured by the instrument developed by
Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchinson, Sowa (1986). The Cronbach Alpha values of this

instrument was claimed to differ between a=0,74 and o=0,95.
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The first four questions of the instrument for measuring clearly defined and
accepted goals were taken from the instrument developed by Sawyer (1992 and the rest
was developed by the researcher. For the first four questions Sawyer (1992) stated that
coefficient alpha was 0,92. In order to test the reliability of the rest of the questions in
this instrument a preliminary survey was done on a sample of 31. 47% of the
respondents declared a question as not explaining the concept of clearly defined and

accepted goals, therefore that question was excluded.

The measurement instrument of empowerment had seven questions. The first
four questions were developed by the researcher the rest was taken from Spreitzer’s
(1995) instrument. As some of the questions in Spreitzer’s (1995) instrument resembled
the questions of other components of organizational learning climate like supportive
leadership, clarity of goals, and the like, they were excluded. Coefficient of alpha for

this instrument was given as 0,72.

In the order to be certain that the questions prepared by the researcher really
defined empowerment, a questionnaire was given to a sample of 35. In the
questionnaire empowerment was defined and the respondents were asked whether the
questions measured empowerment or not. Over 80% the respondents stated that the

questions clearly defined empowerment, therefore these questions were included.

Organizational Justice was measured by Sweeny and McFarlin’s (1997)
instrument. Coefficient of alpha for procedural justice was given as 0,84, and for
distributive justice it was given as 0,81. After translation the instrument was given to six
faculty members from English language and literature department. The respondents
were first asked to fill the questionnaire, and then they were asked whether the
translation was right or wrong. Necessary adjustments were made according to their

suggestions.

After correcting the sub-scales of organizational learning climate, all of the sub-
scales were given to a sample of 37. The last modifications were made according to the
recommendations of the respondents during interviews after filling out the

questionnaires.
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Table 5
Reliability Coefficients of Instruments

Quest  Cronbach Cronbach

Dimension Source No. Alpha * Alpha **
Leadership Oldham and Cummings 13 0,67 0,79
(1996)
Empowerment Spreitzer (1995) 7 0,72 0,85
Openness to Watkins and Marsick 8 - 0,92
Inquiry (1997)
Feedback Hackman and Oldham 5 0,65-0,81 0,71
(1974); Watkins and
Marsick (1997)
Openness to New West (1987); Fields (2002)  7+7 0,88-0,90 0,85
Experiences
Organizational Eisenberger, Huntington, 9 0,74-0,95 0,93
Social Support Hutchinson and Sowa
(1986)
Goal Clarity Sawyer (1992) 9 0,93 0,91
Procedural Justice = Sweeny and McFarlin 8 0,84 0,82
(1997)
Distributive Justice =~ Sweeny and McFarlin 11 0,81 0,80
(1997)
Justice 19 - 0,89
Overall 0,96

* QOriginal values
** Results of the preliminary study

In Table 5 a summary of the information given about sub-scales of
organizational learning climate, coefficient alpha’s of original instruments and

coefficient alpha’s found in preliminary studies are given.
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3.2.1.3. Performance Instrument

The instrument that was used to measure performance was developed by the

researcher. The instrument was developed as follows:

1.

Preliminary interviews were made with administrative faculty staff and
they were asked to list the criteria that they think can be a basis for

measuring faculty’s performance.

A list of 25 items that included all the criteria suggested during the

interviews was prepared.

This list of performance criteria was given to a group of 20 faculty
members and they were asked to rank them according to the importance

they attributed to them.

Interviews were made with the respondents. As a result of these
interviews it was decided that some of the criteria cannot be used for the

evaluation of faculty performance.

Because of the reasons stated above, the questionnaire was designed
again and this time the respondents were asked to state the level of
importance of the criteria on a scale from 0 to 5. The faculty was told to
mark “0” if they thought that the item could not be considered as a
performance criterion. And they were also told that the other points on

the scale showed the importance of the item (n = 34).

Afterwards, the items that were not considered as performance criteria
were deleted. Remaining were rewritten in question form. By this way
performance scale consisted of two sub-scales; one was actual
performance, and the other one was performance criteria evaluation sub-
scales. For example, the response to the question “how many national
meetings did you attend last year?” is an information related with actual
performance of the faculty, the questions of the other sub-scale, which

rated the criteria formed the performance criteria evaluation sub-scale.
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Performance criteria evaluation scale was then coded as follows; for each
item weighted average was found so that the tendency to perceive that
item as a performance criteria was found, then the performance of the
respondents was calculated by multiplying the weighted average with the

actual performance.
3.2.2. Questionnaire Distributed to Students
3.2.2.1. Organizational Citizenship Behaviors

The instrument that was or originally developed by Podsakoff et al. (1990) was

translated in order to measure organizational citizenship behaviors («=0,94).

After translation the questionnaire was distributed to a group of students (n=18).
Alpha reliability the test of the questionnaire was low (=0,68) and some questions had
negative loadings. Because of this reason validating the content of the questions was

essential. For this purpose a preliminary survey was made.

In this preliminary survey organizational citizenship behaviors were defined and
the respondents were asked whether the 24 questions we represented the defined
concepts. They were all so asked to state which component of organizational citizenship

was best represented by each of the questions. The results are given in Table 6.

A close look at the data reveals that the respondents claimed that the 2™ and 11%

questions represented organizational citizenship behaviors’ three components, 17™
question explained two of the components, and 20th and 21* questions represented none
of the components. As a result these questions were omitted. And the questionnaire was

distributed to a group of 23 again and this time the reliability of the questionnaire was

high (=0,90).
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Table 6
Organizational Citizenship Behaviors

Q Behavior %
1 Civic Virtue 89,7
2 Altruism 27.3
Conscientiousness 24,2
Courtesy 18,2
3 Altruism 51,3
4 Courtesy 54,5
5 Altruism 60,6
6 Conscientiousness 78,8
7 Altruism 51,5
8 Conscientiousness 77,6
9 Courtesy 54,5
10 Altruism 69,7
11 Conscientiousness 394
Altruism 24,2
Civic Virtue 18,2
12 Courtesy 45,5
13 Conscientiousness 72,4
14 Altruism 61,5
15 Civic Virtue 58,4
16 Sportsmanship 45,5
17 Courtesy 27,3
Altruism 27,3
18 Courtesy 72,7
19 Sportsmanship 48,8
20 None 30,3
21 None 39.4
22 Sportsmanship 51,5
23 Civic Virtue 53,1
24 Conscientiousness 51,5

3.3. Application

The questionnaires that were distributed to the faculty could not be collected
immediately because of its massive scope. The questionnaires were distributed to the
students in the classroom and waited for them to complete and then collected. It was
explained clearly to the students that this questionnaire was not distributed for the
intention of evaluating the faculty’s performance and it was clearly stated that whatever

the response is, faculty will not be affected.
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Questionnaires were given to the faculty in sealed envelopes and when they

returned, the questionnaires that were filled out by the students of that faculty member

were put in the same envelope.

The return rate of the instruments given to the students were high (%92,9)

because the ones who volunteered filled them out in the classroom.

175 questionnaires were distributed to faculty members, only 110 returned.

Hence, the response rate was 62,9%. 7 of the returned questionnaires were eliminated

because of empty pages.

780 questionnaires were distributed to the students and 725 of were returned.

Therefore, the response rate was 92,9 %. However, 26 of the questionnaires were not

used and 699 questionnaires were analyzed.

1.

3.4. Methods Of Analysis

SPSS statistics program was used in order to calculate the reliability statistics and
make factor analysis. The fit statistics were calculated and hypotheses were tested
by structural equation modeling (SEM) technique. AMOS program was used to
build these models. SEM is indeed an improved version of general linear model

(GLM) (Arbuckle and Worthke, 1999).

The AMOS program, which is used to calculate the fit statistics of the model and
to test the hypotheses, has a terminology of its own. Independent variables, which
are assumed to be measured without error, are called exogenous variables;
dependent or mediating variables are called endogenous. There are also
manifest or observed variables that are directly measured by researchers, while
latent or unobserved variables are not directly measured but are inferred by the
relationships or correlations among measured variables in the analysis. In order to
demonstrate this better, these constructs will be clarified by the help of the below

given figure.
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Figure 4. A Structural Equation Model

3. The letters C, D, E and F represent Manifest or observed variables which are

directly measured by researchers.

4. A and B which are in ovals or circles are called Latent or unobserved variables.
These are the variables that are not directly measured but are inferred by the
relationships or correlations among measured variables. For example, in the above
given figure, A is an unobserved factor that was inferred by relationships or

correlations among D and C.

5. el, €2, €3 and e4 that are shown in circles in the above given figure are Error or
residual variables and they show the affects of other variables that can have an
impact on the variable measured, yet not taken into account. These variables
represent measurement errors as well (Arbuckle and Worthke, 1999, pp. 109). For
example , “el” represents the measurement errors in C and it also represents the

variations in “C” due to other factors affecting it.

6. In the figure, in order to specify the paths among the latent variables, single-
headed arrows represent causal relationships and dual-headed arrows to represent

bidirectional relationships (correlations and covariances). Dual-headed arrows
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10.

represent (@) the relationships among independent variables. Single-handed
arrows on the other hand, represent the relationships between independent and
dependent variables. Moreover, the relationship between observed and unobserved
variables and the relationship between error variables and unobserved variables

are shown by single-headed arrows.

The numbers on single-headed arrows show coefficient Beta, the numbers on
double-headed arrows show the correlation coefficient between independent
variables, and the numbers on dependent variables show standardized squared

multiple regression coefficient (R?).

AMOS program, as well as giving fit statistics of the model, also gives the results
of the following two models: one of these models is the saturated model. The
Saturated model contains as many parameter estimates as there are available
degrees of freedom or inputs into the analysis. The Saturated model is thus the
least restricted model possible that can be fit by AMOS. By contrast, the
Independence model is one of the most restrictive models that can be fit: it
contains estimates of the variances of the observed variables only. In other words,
the Independence model assumes all relationships between the observed variables

are zero. (ITS, 2002).
This program uses maximum likelihood method its calculations.

The following procedure is applied while testing the model: when probability
value of the chi-square test is smaller than the 0,05, the null hypothesis that the
model fits the data is rejected. Because the chi-square test of absolute model fit, it
is sensitive to sample size and non-normality in the underlying distribution of the
input variables, investigators often turn to various descriptive fit statistics to assess
the overall fit a model to the data. In this framework, a model may be rejected on
an absolute basis, yet a researcher may still claim that a given model outperforms
some other baseline model by a substantial amount. (ITS, 2002). There is no
consensus among researchers about which fit statistics to be used. The most used

ones are: Goodness of Fit (GFI) (Joreskog and Sérbom, 1984) Tucker-Lewis Index
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11.

12.

13.

(TLI) and Comparative Fit Index (Bentler, 1990). The TLI, which was developed
by Bentler and Bonett (1980) is also known as Bentler-Bonett non-normed fit
index (NNFI). These indices compare the absolute fit statistics of the model
developed by the researcher with the absolute fit index of “independence” model.
The greater the discrepancy between the overall fit of the two models, the larger
the values of these descriptive statistics. The fit statistics that are closer to 1 mean
that your model fits the data. Although, if the fit statistics are greater than 0,90, Hu
and Bentler (1999) demanded that Tucker-Lewis Index should be equal to or
greater than 0.95. Another value that is mostly used is, Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation — RMSEA (Joreskog and Sérbom 1984; Browne and Cudeck,
1993). Hu and Bentler (1999) claimed that the RMSEA value should be smaller
than 0.06. On the other hand, Browne and Cudeck (1993) claimed that the value of
0.08 could be an acceptable approximation error and therefore a model having this

value could be acceptable.

As summary, with this program the model is rejected if it is impossible, yet, it is

accepted if a model worse than the developed one is found.

If the fit statistics of the model are not acceptable, the modification indices that are
calculated by the program can be used (Jéreskog and Sérbom 1984). Modification
indices are conservative estimates of a decrease in chi square when the variables
are allowed to correlate (Arbuckle and Worthke, 1999, pp.149). If it is rational to
assume a correlation between variables, as the chi square values will decrease, the

model is accepted.
The conventional regression analysis is limited in several ways:

Multiple dependent or outcome variables are not permitted.

e P

Mediating variables cannot be included in the same single model as predictors.

Each predictor is assumed to be measured without error.

e

A

Multicolinearity among the predictors may hinder result interpretation.

AMOS can fit models that are not subject to these limitations.
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4. FINDINGS

In the third section of this study the coefficient alpha values of or original
instruments and alpha values for the data gathered with preliminary surveys were given.
In this part of the study, alpha coefficients were calculated with the data gathered from
the whole sample. Afterwards, necessary corrections were made according to item total
correlations. Then for every instrument factor analysis were made and the model was

tested. Lastly, hypotheses were tested and the research questions were replied.

4.1. Reliability of the Scales and Factor Analyses
4.1.1. Organizational Learning Climate

In the third section of the study, as it was explained in detail, of the questions
that that were used to measure organizational learning climate 13 were related with
leadership, 7 empowerment, 8 openness to inquiry, 4 feedback , 9 organizational social
support, 8 procedural justice, and 10 distributive justice. Openness to experiences,
which is another component of organizational learning climate, was measured by taking
the difference between the person’s openness to experiences and organization’s
openness to experiences. Hence, all these sub-scales will be analyzed separately. The

organizational learning climate questionnaire was filled out by faculty.
4.1.1.1. Leader Behaviors

The results of the reliability analysis of this instrument is given in Table 7. As
the item total correlation of question 6 (My supervisor refuses to explain his or her
actions) was very low, this item was omitted. The reliability test was then repeated (o=
0,88). The results of the factor analysis of this corrected instrument is given in Table 8
and Table 7.
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Table 7

Reliability Analysis Solutions of “Leader Behaviors” Scale

Item Total

' . Cronbach’s Alpha
Questions Correlation If Item Deleted
Leader — 1 0,74 0,84
Leader — 2 0,74 0,84
Leader -3 0,73 0,84
Leader — 4 0,76 0,84
Leader — 5 0,78 0,84
Leader — 6 0,02 0,89
Leader — 7 0,56 0,85
Leader — 8 0,73 0,84
Leader — 9 0,37 0,86
Leader — 10 0,47 0,86
Leader — 11 0,37 0,86
Leader — 12 0,39 0,86
Leader— 13 0,40 : 0,86
N=13

Sample = 100

Alpha = 0,86

The factor structure was analyzed using principal components analysis with
varimax rotation. This analysis yielded 3 factors with eigen values over 2.00 that

explained 74,29% of the total variance.

The first factor was labeled as participative supervision, because this factor
was related with leader behaviors that encouraged employees to take decisions.
Although the second factor seemed to be related with control, as the 9" 10"  and 11"
questions were reverse coded, this factor is thought to be more related with flexibility
and therefore it was labeled as flexible leadership. The third factor was related with

delegation of authority and responsibility and thus labeled as initiative leadership.
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Table 8

Factor Analysis Solutions of “Leader Behaviors” Scale

Factors
Participative Flexible Initiating

Questions Supervision Leadership Leader

% 42,3 % 17,7 % 14,3
Leader -2 0,88
Leader — 8 0,87
Leader — 3 0,87
Leader —4 0,85
Leader — 1 0,84
Leader — 5 0,83
Leader — 7 0,75
Leader — 9 0,89
Leader — 10 0,81
Leader—11 0,71
Leader — 12 0,86
Leader — 13 0,84

Total Variance : % 74,29
Cronbach Alpha: 0,89
KMO: 0,87

X2 : 730,6; sd:66; p. :0,000

4.1.1.2. Empowerment

The factor structure was analyzed using principal components analysis with

varimax rotation. This analysis yielded one factor with eigen values over 2.00 that

explained 60,9% of the total variance.
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Table 9

Reliability and Factor Analysis Solutions of “Empowerment” Scale

Item Total . Factor
Questions Correlation C;F;]tl:nd;)il‘: tlg(!;a Loadings
Empowerment — 2 0,80 0,86 0,87
Empowerment — 1 0,76 0,87 0,84
Empowerment — 4 0,75 0,87 0,83
Empowerment — 5 0,73 0,87 0,82
Empowerment — 3 0,73 0,87 0,81
Empowerment — 6 0,64 0,88 0,74
Empowerment — 7 0,38 0,90 0,48
Q=7N=100
Alpha = 0,89; KMO : 0,85 60,9%

X? : 370,8;sd: 21 p. :0,000

4.1.1.3. Openness to Inquiry

The factor structure of this component of organizational learning climate was
analyzed using principal components analysis with varimax rotation. This analysis

yielded one factor with eigen values over 2.00 that explained 59,4 %of the total

variance.
Table 10
Reliability and Factor Analysis Solutions of “Openness to Inquiry” Scale
Item Total . Factor
Questions Correlation C{fqiltl;:l}):l‘: tl 5 clila Loadings
Inquiry —2 0,83 0,87 0,88
Inquiry — 3 0,72 0,88 0,81
Inquiry — 4 0,72 0,88 0,80
Inquiry — 6 0,68 0,89 0,77
Inquiry — 8 0,69 0,89 0,77
Inquiry — 7 0,67 0,89 0,76
Inquiry — 5 0,61 0,89 0,70
Inquiry — 1 0,83 0,87 0,88
Q=8;N=101
Alpha=0,90 59,4%
KMO : 0,86

X2 : 429,8; sd: 28 p. :0,000
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4.1.1.4. Feedback

As seen in Table 11, of the five questions that formed the feedback
questionnaire the item total correlation of the 4™ question ( I never know the reason for
the punishments and/or rewards that I get) was 0,30, so, this question was eliminated.
The reliability test was repeated, but this time, item total correlation of the third
question (my supervisors and peers do not give me any information about my

performance) was 0,38, therefore this question was also eliminated.

The factor structure of the data gathered by feedback scale was analyzed using
principal components analysis with varimax rotation. This analysis yielded one factor

with eigen value over 2.00 that explained 77 %of the total variance.

Table 11
Reliability and Factor Analysis Solutions of “Feedback” Scale
Item Total Factor

. . Cronbach’s Alpha .
Questions Correlation If Item Deleted Loadings
Feedback — 1 0,49 0,73 0,79
Feedback — 2 0,74 0,63 0,91
Feedback — 3 0,38 0,74
Feedback — 4 0,30 0,79
Feedback — 5 0,66 0,67 0,91
Q=5N=103
Alpha = 0,84; KMO= 0,67 77%

X% : 145,9; sd: 28 p. :0,000

4.1.1.5. Organizational Social Support

The factor structure of the data gathered by organizational social support scale
was analyzed using principal components analysis with varimax rotation. This analysis
yielded one factor with eigen value over 2.00 that explained 64,7% of the total

variance.
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Table 12
Reliability and Factor Analysis Solutions of “Organizational Social Support” Scale

Item Total Cronbach’s Factor

Questions Correlation Alpha Loadings

If Item

Deleted
Support -3 0,84 0,92 0,88
Support — 2 0,83 0,92 0,88
Support — 4 0,83 0,92 0,88
Support — 1 0,82 0,92 0,87
Support - 8 0,79 0,92 0,83
Support —- 6 0,84 0,92 0,88
Support -9 0,83 0,92 0,88
Support — 7 0,83 0,92 0,88
Support — 5 0,82 0,92 0,87
Q=9;N=102
Alpha = 0,93; KMO= 0,83 64,7%

X2 556,2; sd: 36 p. :0,000

4.1.1.6. Goal Clarity

Results of the Cronbach Alpha reliability test showed that none of the questions

needed to be eliminated.

Table 13
Reliability Analysis Solutions of “Goal Clarity” Scale
Item Total >
Questions Correlation Cﬁ?ﬁ‘;ﬁ"};{: tlgga
Goal -1 0,67 0,88
Goal -2 0,79 0,87
Goal -3 0,71 0,87
Goal -4 0,77 0,87
Goal -5 0,72 0,87
Goal — 6 0,44 0,90
Goal -7 0,64 0,88
Goal — 8 0,63 0,88
Goal — 9 0,51 0,89
Quest=9
N=100
Alpha = 0,89
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The factor structure of the data gathered by goal clarity scale was analyzed using
principal components analysis with varimax rotation. This analysis yielded two factors

with eigen values over 2.00 that explained 71,1% of the total variance.

The questions related with the goal clarity formed the first factor therefore this
factor was labeled as clarity, and questions accepting the goals formed the second

factor thus, it was called acceptance.

Table 14
Factor Analysis Solutions of “Goal Clarity” Scale
Factors
. Clarity Acceptance
Questions 45% 26%
Goal -4 0,91
Goal —2 0,89
Goal -3 0,87
Goal -1 0,78
Goal -5 0,78
Goal -7 0,57
Goal - 8 0,83
Goal -6 0,82
Goal -9 0,74

Total Variance: % 71,1
Alzpha : 0,89; KMO: 0,82
X*:611,3; sd: 36 p. :0,000

4.1.1.7. Justice

The reliability analysis solution of the data collected by the instrument that was
developed to measure perception of justice showed that question 4 (performance
appraisals have an impact on the decisions about employees) (total item correlation =
,25), and 6. question (I will loose my status if I do not do my job well) (total item
correlation = ,19) which were related with distributive justice had to be eliminated,
therefore these questions were not included in the second analysis. This time, total item
correlations of the second question related with distributive justice (the financial
incentives are not related with employee performance at the present system) and the

sixth question related with procedural justice (employees suffer from the changes
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anyway) were low (0,33 and 0,39 respectively). These questions were omitted and the
scale was re-analyzed. The results are given in Table 15.

Table 15
Reliability Analysis Solutions of “Perception of Justice” Scale

Item Total ,
Questions Correlation C{f(‘);lt]:?;l]])::l/: t]gga
Procedural — 1 0,60 0,94
Procedural — 2 0,57 0,94
Procedural — 3 0,69 0,93
Procedural — 4 0,79 0,93
Procedural — 5 0,79 0,93
Procedural — 7 0,74 0,93
Procedural — 8 0,78 0,93
Distributive — 1 0,83 0,93
Distributive — 3 0,57 0,94
Distributive — 5 0,60 0,94
Distributive — 7 0,74 0,93
Distributive — 8 0,48 0,94
Distributive — 9 0,82 0,93
Distributive — 10 0,82 0,93
N=14
N =88
Alpha = 0,94

The factor structure of the data gathered by perception of justice scale was
analyzed using principal components analysis with varimax rotation. The solution of the
factor analysis showed that 2™ question about procedural justice (I am immediately
informed about the changes in rules and Procedurals that affect me) and 9™ question
about distributive justice (My supervisors recognize if I do a good job) had equal factor
loadings in more than one factor. Because of this reason (it is assumed that theoretically
it can explain more than one concept) these questions were excluded. This factor
analysis yielded two factors with eigen values over 2.00 that explained 71% of the total
variance. The data gathered by the remaining questions were again analyzed using
principal components analysis with varimax rotation. This analysis yielded two factors
with eigen values over 2.00 that explained 65,7% of the total variance. Details are

given in Table 16.
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Table 16
Factor Analysis Solutions of “Perception of Justice” Scale

Factors

Justice Perception Justice Perception
Related with Related with

Questions Standards and Leader
Procedures Evaluations

38,5% 27,3%

Procedural — 5 0,84

Procedural — 8 0,81

Procedural — 4 0,81

Distributive — 1 0,79

Distributive — 10 0,77

Procedural — 7 0,71

Distributive — 8 0,66

Distributive — 3 0,85

Distributive — 5 0,83

Procedural — 3 0,70

Procedural — 1 0,65

Distributive — 7 0,64

Total Variance: % 65,7
Alpha : 0,94: KMO: 0,89
X?:717,8; sd: 66 p. :0,000

When inspecting the extracted factors, it was found that the first factor
corresponds to perception of justice in performance evaluation standards. The second
factor was thought to be compatible with justice perception about the supervisors’
evaluations of the employees’ performance. Therefore these factors were called as;
Justice Perception Related with Standards and Procedures, and Justice Perception

Related with Supervisor Evaluations consecutively.
4.1.1.8. Openness To New Experiences

The factor structure of the data gathered by openness to new experiences scale
was analyzed using principal components analysis with varimax rotation. This analysis
yielded one factor with eigen value over 2.00 that explained 77,5% of the total

variance.
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Table 17
Reliability and Factor Analysis Solutions of “Openness to New Experiences” Scale

Item Total Cronbach’s Factor

Questions Correlation Alpha Loadings
If Item Deleted

New Experiences — 4 0,54 0,88 0,91
New Experiences — 2 0,73 0,85 0,91
New Experiences — 1 0,67 0,86 0,90
New Experiences — 7 0,73 0,85 0,88
New Experiences — 3 0,70 0,86 0,88
New Experiences — 5 0,75 0,85 0,87
New Experiences — 6 0,53 0,88 0,81
Q=7;N=99
Alpha = 0,88; KMO= 0,92 77.5%

X?: 685,2; sd: 21 p- :0,000

4.1.2. Organizational Citizenship Behaviors

The reliability analysis solutions of organizational citizenship behaviors scale

are given below.

Table 18
Reliability Analysis Solutions of “Organizational Citizenship” Scale
Item Total
. . Cronbach’s Alpha
Questions Correlation If Item Delet 5 d
Civic Virtue — 1 0,49 0,88
Altruism — 1 0,72 0,88
Sportsmanship — 1 -0,18 0,90
Altruism — 2 0,71 0,88
Conscientiousness — 1 0,66 0,88
Altruism — 3 0,74 0,88
Conscientiousness — 2 0,43 0,89
Courtesy — 1 0,65 0,88
Altruism — 4 0,71 0,88
Courtesy — 2 0,36 0,89
Conscientiousness — 3 0,49 0,88
Conscientiousness — 4 0,63 0,88
Civic Virtue — 2 0,61 0,88
Sportsmanship — 2 0,37 0,89
Courtesy — 3 0,29 0,89
Courtesy — 4 0,56 0,88
Sportsmanship — 3 0,44 0,89
Sportsmanship — 4 0,60 0,88
Civic Virtue - 3 0,51 0,88

Q=19
N = 474 Alpha = 0,89
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As can be seen in Table 18 the item total correlation of the first question related
with sportsmanship was negative, the item total correlation of the third question about
courtesy was below 0,30. For this reason these questions were eliminated. Although
coefficient alpha of the second analysis was 0,91, as item total correlations of the
second and third questions related with sportsmanship and second question related with
courtesy were negative, these questions were also excluded. The reliability analysis of
the remaining questions yielded 0,95.

The factor structure of the data gathered by organizational citizenship scale was
analyzed using principal components analysis with varimax rotation. This analysis
yielded three factors with eigen values over 2.00 that explained 81,3% of the total

variance.

Table 19
Factor Analysis Solutions of “Organizational Citizenship” Scale

Factors
Questions Altruism Civic Virtue Conscientiousness
32,63% 24,6% 24,1%
Courtesy — 4 0,85
Courtesy — 1 0,83
Altruism — 2 0,83
Altruism — 4 0,74
Altruism — | 0,68
Civic Virtue — | 0,83
Civic Virtue — 3 0,83
Civic Virtue — 2 0,75
Sportsmanship — 4 0,73
Conscientiousness — 2 0,92
Conscientiousness — 3 0,88
Conscientiousness — 4 0,69
Altruism — 3 0,64

Total Variance : % 81,3
Alpha : 0,95; KMO: 0,9
X2 :952,4; sd: 78 p. :0,000

Table 19 shows that the first factor corresponds to altruism, hence, this factor
was labeled as altruism, the second factor corresponds to civic virtue, thus this factor
was called civic virtue, and the last factor consisted of questions related with

conscientiousness, it was labeled as conscientiousness. It should be noted that the
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factors recovered here corresponds to the original factors, only sportsmanship and
courtesy which are deemed as components of organizational citizenship behaviors were

not recognized as separate factors.

4.1.3. Well-Being

Correlation alpha for well-being scale was high. As can be inferred from Table

20, none of the questions had to be excluded.

Table 20
Reliability Analysis Solutions of “Well-Being” Scale
Item Total ,
Questions Correlation C;gigi?}]l)se{: tlsga
Contented 0,79 0,92
Calm 0,63 0,93
Relaxed 0,68 0,93
Tense 0,72 0,93
Uneasy 0,75 0,92
Worried 0,71 0,93
Enthusiastic 0,68 0,93
Optimistic 0,74 0,93
Cheerful 0,69 0,93
Depressed 0,69 0,93
Gloomy 0,75 0,92
Miserable 0,66 0,93
Q=12
N=103
Alpha = 0,93

The factor structure of the data gathered by openness to new experiences scale
was analyzed using principal components analysis with varimax rotation. This analysis
yielded three factors with eigen values over 2.00 that explained 76,8% of the total
variance. The first factor was labeled as positive feelings because it included positive
adjectives, the second factor was composed of the adjectives of the anxiety dimension
in anxiety-contentment scale, so, it was labeled as anxiety, the third factor was
represented by the adjectives describing depression dimension of the depression-
enthusiasm scale and thus it was labeled as depression. As a result these factors
resembled the original factors. In the original scale there are two factors labeled as

anxiety-contentment and depression-enthusiasm. In the scale that the researcher
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translated and applied yielded two factors related with anxiety and depression, and one

factor related with contentment and enthusiasm.

However, when the factor loadings were examined, third question (relaxed)
related with anxiety-contentment was found to have similar loadings in more than a
factor, and thus was eliminated. The results of the repeated factor analysis are given in
Table 21. The factor analysis yielded two factors explaining %70 of the total variance.
The first factor represented positive feelings and the second factor represented

negative feelings.

Table 21
Factor Analysis Solutions of “Well-Being” Scale
Factors
. Positive Feelings Negative Feelings

Questions 35.9% 34,1%
Mem-6 Worried 0,90

Mem-5 Uneasy 0,88

Mem-4 Tense 0,74

Bun-5 Gloomy 0,72

Bun-4 Depressed 0,71

Bun- 6 Miserable 0,59

Bun-3 Cheerful 0,83
Bun-2 Optimistic 0,83
Bun-1 Enthusiastic 0,80
Mem-1 Contented 0,78
Mem-2 Calm 0,64

Total Variance : % 70
Alpha : 0,93 KMO: 0,89
X’ : 819,5; sd: 55 p. :0,000

4.1.4. Performance

To measure performance of the faculty, performance criteria weighted averages
were multiplied by the real performance and then the data was analyzed using principal

components analysis with varimax rotation.

As the factors yielded are found to be interesting by the researcher, they are also

presented here.
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Table 22
Reliability Analysis Solutions of “Performance Criteria” Scale

Item Total

Questions Correlation C{?Eﬁ?s}]l)zl‘z tl g ga
Performance — 1 0,24 0,87
Performance — 2 0,24 0,87
Performance — 3 0,39 0,86
Performance — 4 0,36 0,86
Performance - 5 0,48 0,86
Performance — 6 0,46 0,86
Performance — 7 0,46 0,86
Performance — 8 0,51 0,86
Performance — 9 0,54 0,86
Performance — 10 0,58 0,86
Performance — 11 0,68 0,85
Performance — 12 0,62 0,85
Performance — 13 0,18 0,87
Performance — 14 0,57 0,85
Performance — 15 0,51 0,86
Performance — 16 0,36 0,86
Performance — 17 0,35 0,86
Performance — 18 0,37 0,86
Performance — 19 0,64 0,85
Performance - 20 0,51 0,86
Performance — 21 0,50 0,86
Q=12

N=101

Alpha = 0,87

In Table 22 it can be seen that item total correlations of questions 1, 2, and 13
were low and thus were excluded. The repeated analysis then showed that item total
correlations of questions 3 and 4 were lower than 0,30; so they were also omitted. The
data left was analyzed using principal components analysis with varimax rotation. This
analysis yielded four factors with eigen values over 2.00 that explained 68,3% of the

total variance.
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Table 23

Factor Analysis Solutions of “Performance Criteria” Scale

Factors

Questions

Personal Encouraging  Relationships
Development Research with Students
18,8% 17,7% 16,3%

Activities
16,6%

18. Having a large
personal archive

19. Subscription to
journals

14. Changes in course
material

21. Membership to
Academic Institutes
17. Availability of the
faculty member

12. Homework to be
done at library

11. Homework to be
done at Internet

10. Using information
technologies

7. Number of students
he/she advises

6. Success in his/her
classes

8. Course variety

5. Relationships with
students

16. International
projects

15. National projects
20. Author of one or
more books

0,87
0,79
0,69
0,59
0,48

0,88

0,82

0,73

0,87

0,74
0,56

0,52

0,89
0,86

0,64

Total Variance : % 68,4
Alpha : 0,89; KMO: 0,79

X7 : 782,5; sd: 105 p. :0,000

The factor analysis yielded four factors. The first one was labeled as personal
development because it included questions like being a member of an academic
institute, subscription to journals, variety of materials etc. The second factor was mostly
formed by questions related with encouraging and guiding students to do research, it
was labeled as encouraging research, the third one was related with the number of

students, relationships with students, it was called relationships with students, and the
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last one was labeled as activities because it included questions about various academic

activities of the faculty.

All the analysis done for performance criteria was repeated for real performance
scale. The reliability analysis of this scale showed that (a= 0,79, n= 101) question 13
(having a specific course book) had a negative item total correlation coefficient,
therefore it had to be omitted. Some questions which had item total correlations >0,30
in performance criteria scale and were eliminated from the analyses. These questions
were: 1 (Published an article in a cited journal), 2 (Published an article in any journal), 3
(Last year attended an international conference), and 4 (Last year attended a national
conference). This time these questions had high item total correlations and therefore

were not eliminated from the analyses.

On the other hand, item total correlations of questions 5 (Good relationships
with students), 6 (High success in classes), 7 (Number of students he/she advised), 10
(Using information technologies), 16 (Participating in international projects) and 17

(availability) were low and therefore omitted.

Coefficient alpha of the scale after removing above mentioned questions was
0,81 (n=102). The factor structure of the data after eliminating the above mentioned
questions was analyzed using principal components analysis with varimax rotation. This
analysis yielded four factors with eigen values over 2.00 that explained 59,3% of the
total variance. As can be seen, the factor which explains 19% of the variance composed
of the questions that were excluded from the analysis in performance criteria scale.
These analyses will not be used furthermore, however, as the results were interesting

they were presented here for further discussion.
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Table 24
Factor Analysis Solutions of “Actual Performance” Scale

Factors
- Academic Educational Personal Meetings
Questions Activities Activities ~ Development 11%
19,2% 16,7% 12,4%
1. Article in a cited journal 0,85
2. Article in any journal 0,82
21. Memberships 0,66
20. Book 0,58
8. Course variety 0,43
12. Research at library 0,79
11. Research at the net 0,73
9. Office hours 0,69
14. Material variety 0,68
18. Personal library 0,81
15. National projects 0,65
19. Subscriptions 0,44
4. National meetings 0,71
3. International meetings 0,68

Total variance : % 59,3
Alpha :0,81; KMO: 0,71
X% : 458,6; sd: 105 p. :0,000

The weighted performance, which will be taken in analyses of this study, is
calculated by multiplying actual performance by the importance attributed to the
performance criteria. Reliability analysis results were examined and it was observed
that item total correlation of 13. question was negative, and item total correlations of 5.,
6.,7.,9,10, 14,15, 16., 17, 18. and 21. were low, so they were omitted. Coefficient
alpha that was 0,54 at the beginning, rose to 0,76 after omitting these questions. The
factor structure of the data left when these questions were omitted was then analyzed
using principal components analysis with varimax rotation. This analysis yielded two
factors with eigen values over 2.00 that explained 52% of the total variance. In Table
25 the factor analysis results are given. The first factor was related with activities like
memberships to institutions, writing articles and books that represented the personal
development the faculty and thus was labeled as personal development. The second
factor represented activities related with students and encouraging them to do research

on the Internet and at the library, this factor is labeled as encouraging research.
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Table 25
Factor Analysis Result of “Performance” Scale

Personal Encouraging
Questions Development Research
29,8% 22,2%

1. Article in a cited journal 0,82

2. Article in any journal 0,80

20. Book 0,68

4. National meetings 0,54

19. Subscriptions 0,47

8. Course Variety 0,45

3. International meetings 0,44

11. Research at the net 0,91
12. Research at library 0,85

Total variance : % 52
Alpha : 0,76; KMO: 0,69
X2 : 240,4; sd: 36 p. :0,000
*Weighted Performance

As pointed out before, performance variable was analyzed based on the factors

given in Table 25. Other findings given about performance was only for information.
4.2. Findings Related with the Research Model

Kenny (2003) suggested that, whenever there were mediators in a model, if all
the variables were observed, then multiple regression analysis was the appropriate
analysis technique. However, when not all the variables were observed ones then Kenny

(2003) stated that structure equation modeling technique was more suitable.

Therefore, as the research model of this study contained unobserved variables,

AMOS program was used to build structural models.

The research model will be tested to observe whether subjective well-being acts
as a mediator in organizational learning climate-performance and organizational
learning climate-organizational citizenship relationships. The expected results of this

test is demonstrated in diagrammatic form below:

Consider a variable “OLC” (Organizational Learning Climate) that is assumed

to affect another variable “OCB” (Organizational Citizenship Behaviors). The variable
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“OLC” is called the initial variable and the variable that it causes or “OCB” is called the

outcome. In diagrammatic form, the unmediated model is

OLC +»0OCB

The effect of “OLC” on “OCB” may be mediated by a process or mediating
variable “SWB” (Subjective Well-Being), and the variable “OLC” may still affect
“OCB”. The mediated model is

SWB

Figure 5.Model Test for Mediation

The mediator has been called an intervening or process variable. Complete
mediation is the case in which variable “OLC” no longer affects “OCB” after “SWB”
has been controlled and so path ¢’ is zero. Partial mediation is the case in which the path
from “OLC” to “OCB?” is reduced in absolute size but is still different from zero when

the mediator is controlled. Therefore in order to be complete mediation;

* Path from OLC to OCB should be significant (path c)
* Path from OLC to SWB should be significant (path a)
* Path from SWB to OCB should be significant (path b)
* Path from OLC to OCB should not be significant (path ¢’) (Kenny, 2003).

When the model was analyzed by considering organizational learning climate as
the independent, performance and organizational citizenship behaviors as dependent

variables and subjective well-being as the mediator it could not identified. Because of
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