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Abstract

This study aims to examine the effect of digital leadership on academicians working in the
field of sports sciences on their psychological comfort. The population of the study consists of
academicians working in the field of Sports Sciences in Turkey, the sample consists of 378
academicians working in the field of Sports Sciences in Turkey. The study included 113
professors, 86 associate professors, 63 asst. Prof. doctors, 60 lecturers, and 56 research
assistants. The study group was determined by the random sampling method. The Digital
Leadership Scale developed by Bilginoglu and Yozgat (2023) and the Psychological Comfort
Scale developed by Yener (2015) were used as data collection tools. In the data analysis,
frequency distribution was used to determine the features, a t-test was used to examine the
relationship between two independent variables and a one-way analysis of variance was used
to examine the relationship between more than two variables. The difference between the
variables was interpreted based on the significance level p<0.05. There is no significant
difference between the gender variable and the psychological comfort and digital leadership
scales when the research findings are examined. There are significant differences between age
and title variables and psychological comfort and digital leadership. On the other hand, while
there was a significant difference between psychological comfort levels in working years and
daily digital device usage periods, there was no significant difference between digital
leadership levels.

Keywords: Sports, Academician, Digital Leadership, Psychological Comfort.

Dijital Liderligin Psikolojik Rahathga Etkisi

Oz

Bu c¢alisma, dijital liderligin spor bilimleri alaninda g¢alisan akademisyenlerin psikolojik
rahatliklar tizerindeki etkisini incelemeyi amaglamaktadir. Aragtirmanin evrenini Tiirkiye'de
Spor Bilimleri alaninda gorev yapan akademisyenler, Orneklemini ise Tiirkiye'de Spor
Bilimleri alaninda goérev yapan 378 akademisyen olusturmaktadir. Calismaya 113 Profesor, 86
Dogent, 63 doktor dgretim iiyesi, 60 6gretim gorevlisi ve 56 arastirma gorevlisi katilmistir.
Caligma grubu tesadiifi ornekleme yontemi ile belirlenmistir. Veri toplama araci olarak
Bilginoglu ve Yozgat (2023) tarafindan gelistirilen Dijital Liderlik Olgegi ve Yener (2015)
tarafindan gelistirilen Psikolojik Rahatlik Olgegi kullanilmistir. Verilerin analizinde 6zellikleri
belirlemek i¢in frekans dagilimi, iki bagimsiz degisken arasindaki iliskiyi incelemek igin t-testi
ve ikiden fazla degisken arasindaki iliskiyi incelemek icin tek yonlii varyans analizi
kullanilmistir. Degiskenler arasindaki fark p<0,05 anlamlilik diizeyine gore yorumlandi.
Aragtirma bulgular incelendiginde cinsiyet degiskeni ile psikolojik rahatlik ve dijital liderlik
Olgekleri arasinda anlamli bir fark yoktur. Yas ve unvan degiskenleri ile psikolojik rahathik ve
dijital liderlik arasinda anlamli farkliliklar vardir. Ote yandan, ¢aligma yillari ile giinliik dijital
cihaz kullanim siirelerine gore psikolojik rahatlik diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir fark
bulunurken, dijital liderlik diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir fark bulunmadi.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Spor, Akademisyen, Dijital Liderlik, Psikolojik Rahatlik.
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Introduction

Leadership has emerged as a phenomenon of interest throughout human history. Leadership
is also an important concept in terms of the struggle for the existence of organizations. Yukl (2009)
looked at leadership from a broad perspective and defined it as a social process that affects the
interpretation of internal and external events, the choice of purpose, the organization of activities,

individual motivations and abilities, and power relations of the members of a group.

In the post-modern era, unlike in previous ages, leaders should be role models for others,
constantly learn, have a vision of the future, respect the members of the organization and try to
bring the organization to its best performance, have an innovative perspective, adapt to change very
quickly, empathize, be motivating, act differently, leave their comfort zones, and when necessary,
break the traditional patterns of the organization they lead (Prentice, 2013). This change around
organizations has pushed organizations to search for different leadership, and after 1980 post-
modern leadership theories emerged. One of the most recent post-modern leadership theories is

digital leadership.

Digital leadership is a type of leadership that, in the case of the Internet, encompasses the
ability to use digital tools, and mobile devices, and personalize technology for its purpose
(Sheninger, 2014). Digital leaders are leaders who have a global perspective, and digital literacy,
can collaborate with different groups, are open to innovations, active and determined. Also, the
digital leader can be defined as a digital leader who dominates digital technology and is a
continuous learner, who uses digital technology in management processes, who uses it efficiently by
the goals and objectives of the organization, and who brings together strategy, culture, technology,

communication, and data to realize them (Mert, 2021).

Digital leadership is a quest and a call to transform the culture of a school into one that will
unleash the creativity of students so that they can create learning works that exhibit conceptual
mastery. In addition, digital leadership is to provide students with the knowledge, skills, and
confidence to succeed in education, careers, and jobs that have not yet been created. Teachers,
students, networks, connections, media, resources, and tools; creates a unique entity that has the
potential to respond to individual learners, educators, and even societal needs (Gerstein, 2013;
Pagatpatan, 2019). Digital leaders may not use digital technology very well, but leaders who guide
people with high competence in the digital field in achieving the goals of the organization are also

leaders with a digital leadership spirit (Asri and Darma, 2021).

Those born digitally or the children of the digital age, which we can call Generation Z, are

individuals of future societies. The way of education, perspective, behavior patterns, scientificity,
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attitude to life, habits, and personal characteristics of the individuals of this age will be shaped in

the light of the digital education they receive, and the developed societies and countries that foresee
this change and transformation are very interested in this. For this reason, education digitalization
has become a public policy and has become the most important part of education policies (Parlak,
2017). To create, implement and maintain the new education policies that emerge, the digital
competencies of the academicians and the digital leadership levels should be at a good level.
Educators who are not at a good level or who can not at a good level can feel bad, inadequate, and

anxious.

Edmondson (2003) defines Psychological Comfort as “interpersonal anxiety that individuals
perceive in their workspaces". The reactions of other employees in the form of the individual saying
his opinion on any subject, asking questions, giving feedback, bringing up mistakes, and putting
forward a new idea draw the framework of the perception of psychological comfort in the
organization and ensure the formation of a positive or negative psychological comfort perception.
Yener (2015b) on the other hand, emphasizes that the reactions expressed at points such as
expressing an individual's opinion, asking questions, giving feedback on any subject, and
expressing situations or mistakes that he does not like affect the perception of psychological
comfort positively or negatively. The perception of psychological comfort is not accepted as a
concept by individuals, but as a general perception that all members of the organization feel and
share (Kahn, 1990: 694). At some point, the perception of psychological comfort is a reflection of

inner peace in the working environment (Edmondson, 2002).

For the perception of psychological comfort to occur within the organization, there must be
an interpersonal relationship and interaction process and employees must have access to an
experience at this point (Sakar and Kizilkaya Namli, 2023). This experience is an important factor
in the positive and negative shaping of the psychological comfort perception that occurs as a result
of individuals observing the reactions of others (Yener, 2015). Supportive and positive relationships
between corporate practices, leadership, and employees are among the factors that positively affect
the perception of psychological comfort (Newman et al., 2017). At the same time, respect and
tolerance are also mentioned as important factors in shaping the perception of psychological

comfort positively (Yener, 2015b). Baer and Frese (2003) add empathy to these factors.

In light of this information, it can be said that academicians with good digital leadership will
be good both in developing themselves scientifically and in transferring this information to their
students, and therefore they will have a positive effect on the anxiety levels in their fields of study.
In this context, this study, it is aimed to measure the digital leadership and psychological comfort

levels of academicians working in the field of sports sciences in Turkey.
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Materials and Methods

Research Model

The study is designed in the relational screening model from quantitative research methods.
Relational scans are investigations that are carried out without interfering with the relationship
between two or more variables. It is aimed to describe the relationship between the variables as it is
(Buyukozturk, 2017).

Research Group (universe-sample)

The population of the study consists of academicians working in the field of Sports Sciences
in Turkey, the sample consists of 378 academicians working in the field of Sports Sciences in
Turkey. 113 professors, 86 associate professors, 63 asst. Prof. doctors, 60 lecturers, and 56 research
assistants participated in our study. There are 2643 academicians actively working in the basic field
of sports sciences when the academic data of the Higher Education Board are examined. In the
study, the appropriate sampling method was preferred from the non-random sampling types. The
sample size was determined by the G*Power 3.1.9.7 power analysis program. In the power analysis,
a medium-sized (correlation p H1 = 0.2) relationship, o error 0.05, and power (1-B err probe) 0.95
values were selected and the total sample size was determined as at least 319 people. This study was
conducted with the decision of Munzur University Non-Interventional Research Ethics Committee
No. 2023/09 and dated 05/07/2023.

Data Collection Tools

In our study, the personal information form, the Digital Leadership Scale Turkish form
(DLST) developed by Bilginoglu and Yozgat (2023), and the Psychological Comfort Scale Turkish
form (PCST) developed by Yener (2015) were used to determine the personal information of the

participants.

The Turkish form of the Digital Leadership Scale developed by Bilginoglu and Yozgat
(2023) consists of 8 questions of 5-point Likert type. The total reliability coefficient of the scale was

determined as .925.

The form of Psychological Comfort Scale Turkish developed by Yener (2015) consists of 7
questions of 5 Likert type and 2 sub-dimensions. The form of Psychological Comfort Scale Turkish

developed by Yener (2015) consists of 7 questions of 5 Likert type and 2 sub-dimensions.

Tablo 1

Psychological Comfort Scale and Digital Leadership Scale Normality Analyses

Statistic Std. Error

Mediterranean Journal of Sport Science 2023, Volume 6, Special Issue 1 Albayrak



393

Tolerance Mean 10,7090 ,13533
Skewness -,698 ,125
Kurtosis ,070 ,250
Initiative Mean 13,1693 ,15950
Skewness -,415 ,125
Kurtosis -,117 ,250
PCST Mean 23,8783 ,26528
Skewness -,415 ,125
Kurtosis -,179 ,250
DLST Mean 32,0529 45759
Skewness -,265 125
Kurtosis -,433 ,250

It was found that Skewness (Distortion) and Kurtosis (Flatness) values were in the range of -
1.5 to +1.5 in the total score of all sub-dimensions and scales when the results of the academic
Psychological Comfort Scale and the academic Digital Leadership Scale normality test were
examined in Table 1. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) mentioned in their study that the normality test
of the data of research studies in the social field should be determined by looking at the Skewness
and Kurtosis values. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) stated that Skewness and Kurtosis values in the
range of -1.5 to +1.5 show a normal distribution of data and therefore parametric tests should be

used.
Data collection

Participants were contacted using the Google Forms online survey collection method from
the collection of data. After the voluntary consent form was filled out, the scale questions related to

the study were filled out.
Research Ethics

The study was conducted by Munzur University Social and Human Sciences Research
Ethics Committee on 05.07.2023; It was decided by a majority of votes that it was in compliance

with the ethical rules. Resolution number: 2023/09.
Analysis of Data

The data obtained from the Digital Leadership Scale and Psychological Comfort Scales were
transferred to the SPSS 22.00 program and the percentage and frequency values of the variables
determined in line with the study were determined. A normality test was performed to determine the
tests deemed appropriate in the study. As a result of the normality test, skewness, and kurtosis

values were examined. When the normality values are examined, it is deemed appropriate to use
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parametric tests. In this respect, the independent samples t-test was used for gender and marital

status variables and the one-way variance (ANOVA) test was used for age, title, working year, and
daily technological device usage time variables. Pearson correlation test was used to determine the
relationship between the Digital Leadership Scale and the Psychological Comfort Scale. In the
statistical analysis, the significance level was accepted as p<0.05 to determine the difference

between the groups.
Findings

In this part of the study, the answers given by academicians working in the field of sports

sciences will be discussed and interpreted.

Tablo 2

Distribution of Participants in Relation to Gender Variable

Gender N X Ss t p

Tolerance Man 316 10,62 2,74 -1,483 ,139
Woman 62 11,16 1,88

Initiative Man 316 13,14 3,06 -,336 137
Woman 62 13,29 3,30

PCST Man 316 23,76 5,24 -,957 ,339
Woman 62 24,45 4,70

DLST Man 316 32,00 9,15 -,230 ,819
Woman 62 32,29 7,50

When the psychological comfort scale sub-dimensions of the individuals participating in the
study and the total scores of the scale and their distributions related to the gender variable were
examined, there was no significant difference between the tolerance, initiative sub-dimensions, and
the total scores of the scale. It is seen that women have more average scores than men when the
total score averages of the scale are examined(p<0.05).

There was no significant difference between the average score of the scale and the gender
variable when the distributions of the individuals participating in the study regarding the digital
leadership scale and the gender variable were examined(p>0.05).

Tablo 3

Distribution of Participants in Relation to Age Variable

Age N X Ss f p Tukey
Tolerance 24 30 years? 98 11,42 2,35 5,475 ,005* a-b,c
31-37 years” 154 10,58 2,61
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38 years and

126 10,30 2,75
older®
Total 378 10,70 2,63
Initiative 24 30 years? 98 14,06 2,88 5,635 ,004* a-b,c
31-37 years® 154 12,89 3,16
38 years and
126 12,80 3,06
older®
Total 378 13,16 3,10
PCST 24 30 years? 98 25,48 4,67 6,841 ,001* a-b,c
31-37 years® 154 23,48 5,29
38 years and
126 23,11 511
older®
Total 378 23,87 5,15
DLST 24 30 years? 98 33,81 8,00 3,328 ,037* a,c
31-37 years® 154 32,00 9,19
38 years and
126 30,74 9,01
olrder®
Total 378 32,05 8,89

A significant difference was seen between the tolerance, initiative sub-dimensions, and the
average scores of the scale when the psychological comfort scale sub-dimensions and the total
scores of the scale and the distribution of the age variable were examined(p<0.05). The significant
difference between the psychological comfort scale sub-dimensions and average scores and the
gender variable was examined by the Tukey test. The significant difference in the tolerance,
initiative sub-dimensions, and the average scores of the scale appears to be caused by participants
aged 24-30 years with those 31-37 years, and participants 38 years and older. A significant
difference was seen between the average score of the scale and the age variable when the
distributions of the individuals participating in the study regarding the digital leadership scale and
the age variable were examined(p<0.05). When the reason for the significant difference is examined
with the Tukey test, it is seen that it is caused by participants who are between the ages of 24-30
with participants who are 38 years and older.

Tablo 4

Distribution of Participants in Relation to the Working Year Variable

Working Year N X Ss f p Tukey

Tolerance  0-3 years® 60 10,66 3,04 b,d
4-7 years® 78 11,61 1,91 6,814 ,000 c,d
8-11 years® 52 11,30 1,52

12 years and
188 10,18 2,85
above!
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Total 378 10,70 2,63
Initiative 0-3 years® 60 13,20 3,20
4-7 years® 78 13,89 2,62 2,446 ,064
8-11 years® 52 13,38 2,18
12 years and
188 12,79 3,40
above!
Total 378 13,16 3,10
PCST 0-3 years? 60 23,86 5,62 5,112 ,002 b,d
4-7 years® 78 25,51 4,12
8-11 years*® 52 24,69 3,20
12 years and
188 22,97 5,63
above!
Total 378 23,87 5,15
DLST 0-3 years? 60 34,50 8,08
4-7 years® 78 32,64 7,69
8-11 years® 52 30,96 9,05 2,326 ,074
12 years and
188 31,32 9,44
above!
Total 378 32,05 8,89

A significant difference was seen between the tolerance sub-dimension and the average
scores of the scale when the psychological comfort scale sub-dimensions of the individuals
participating in the study and the total scores of the scale and their distributions related to the
working year variable were examined(p<0.05). There was no significant difference in the initiative
sub-dimension of the scale (p>0.05). The significant difference between the psychological comfort
scale sub-dimensions and average scores and the working year variable was examined by the Tukey
test. In the tolerance sub-dimension, there is a significant difference between participants with 4-7
years of working years and participants with 12 years or more of working years, participants with 8-
11 years of working years, and participants with 12 years or more of working years. At the same
time, the significant difference in the average scores on the scale is seen to be caused by the
participants with 4-7 years of working years and the participants with 12 years and above working
years. There was no significant difference between the average score of the scale and the working
year variable when the distributions of the individuals participating in the study regarding the digital
leadership scale and the working year variable were examined(p>0.05). When the average scores

are examined, it is seen that the participants with 0-3 years of working have the highest score.
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Tablo 5
Distribution of Participants in Relation to the Title Variable

Title N X Ss f p Tukey
Tolerance Research Assistant? 56 11,60 2,75 4,468 ,002
Lecturer® 60 9,80 2,83 Ab
Asst. Prof. Dr.c 63 10,50 2,45 B.d
Associate Professor® 86 11,16 2,31
Professor® 113 10,51 2,62
Total 378 10,70 2,63
Initiative  Research Assistant? 56 13,85 3,32
Lecturer® 60 12,93 2,95
Asst. Prof. Dr.¢ 63 13,38 3,07 1,580 ,179 -
Associate Professor® 86 13,34 2,95
Professor® 113 12,69 3,15
Total 378 13,16 3,10
PCST Research Assistant? 56 25,46 5,45
Lecturer® 60 22,73 5,23
Asst. Prof. Dr.¢ 63 23,88 5,14 2,916 ,021 Ab
Associate Professor? 86 24,51 4,78
Professor® 113 23,21 5,08
Total 378 23,87 5,15
DLST Research Assistant? 56 34,89 7,95
Lecturer® 60 32,00 7,55 Ad
Asst. Prof. Dr.¢ 63 32,28 10,11 2,400 ,050
Associate Professor? 86 30,20 8,82
Professor® 113 31,94 9,09
Total 378 32,05 8,89

A significant difference was seen between the tolerance sub-dimension and the average
scores of the scale when the psychological comfort scale sub-dimensions of the individuals
participating in the study and the total scores of the scale and the distributions related to the title
variable were examined(p<0.05). There was no significant difference in the initiative sub-dimension
of the scale (p>0.05). The significant difference between the psychological comfort scale sub-
dimensions and the average scores and the title variable was examined by the Tukey test. In the
tolerance sub-dimension, there is a significant difference between the participants who are research
assistants with the participants who are lecturers, and between the participants who are lecturers and
the participants who are asst. Prof. doctors. At the same time, it is seen that the significant
difference in the average scores on the scale is caused by the participants who are research

assistants and the participants who are lecturers. A significant difference is seen between the
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average score of the scale and the title variable when the distributions of the individuals

participating in the research regarding the digital leadership scale and the title variable are
examined(p<0.05). When the reason for the significant difference that emerged was examined with
the Tukey test, it is seen that it was caused by the participants who were research assistants and the

participants who were associate professors

Tablo 6
Distribution of Participants' Daily Digital Device Usage Time

Time N X Ss f p Tukey
Tolerance  0-2 hours? 44 11,04 2,70
2-4 hoursP 116 10,03 2,41 5,640 ,004 b,c
4 hours and
218 11,00 2,67
more®
Total 378 10,70 2,63
Initiative 0-2 hours? 44 12,63 3,52
2-4 hoursP 116 12,29 3,21 9,415 ,000 b,c
4 hours and
218 13,74 2,82
more®
Total 378 13,16 3,10
PCST 0-2 hours? 44 23,68 5,59
2-4 hoursP 116 22,32 5,10 8,680 ,000 b,c
4 hours and
218 24,74 4,91
more®
Total 378 23,87 5,15
DLST 0-2 hours? 44 30,09 9,58
2-4 hours® 116 30,98 9,56 3,231 ,051 -
4 hours and
218 33,01 8,27
more®
Total 378 32,05 8,89

A significant difference was seen between the tolerance and initiative sub-dimensions and
the average scores of the scale when the psychological comfort scale sub-dimensions and the total
scores of the scale and the distributions of the daily digital device usage time variable of the
individuals participating in the study were examined(p<0.05). The significant difference between
the psychological comfort scale sub-dimensions and average scores and the daily digital device
usage time variable was examined by the Tukey test. Significant differences in tolerance, initiative
sub-dimensions, and average scores of the scale appear to occur between participants who use
digital devices for 2-4 hours daily and participants who use digital devices for 4 hours or more

daily.
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There was no significant difference between the average score of the scale and the daily

digital device usage time variable when the distributions of the individuals participating in the study
regarding the digital leadership scale and the daily digital device usage time variable were
examined(p>0.05). When the average scores are examined, it is seen that the highest score is the

individuals who use digital devices for 4 hours or more daily.

Tablo 7
Findings of the Coordination Analysis Between the Psychological Comfort Scale and the Digital

Leadership Scale

Tolerance Initiative PCST DLST
Tolerance Pearson Correlation 1 617" ,881™ 364"
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000
N 378 378 378 378
Initiative Pearson Correlation 617" 1 ,916™ 542"
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000
N 378 378 378 378
PCST Pearson Correlation ,881™ ,916™ 1 511"
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000
N 378 378 378 378
DLST Pearson Correlation ,364™ 542" 511" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000
N 378 378 378 378

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

It was found that there was a significant relationship in the positive direction when the
correlation analysis between the psychological comfort scale and the digital leadership scale was
examined in Table 7(p<0.01).

Discussion and Conclusion

The effect of academicians working in the field of sports sciences on digital leadership levels
and psychological comfort levels was investigated in this study.

In our study, there was no significant difference between the average scores of the digital
leadership scale and the gender variable. Banoglu (2016) did not find a significant difference in
gender variables in his study on technology leadership levels of school principals. At the same time,
there was no significant difference in gender in the study where Gorgull et al. examined the
technological self-efficacy of school administrators. On the other hand, in Aydin's (2022) study
examining the digital leadership levels of school principals, a significant difference was found
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between the gender variable and the digital leadership scale. It is seen that female school principals

have more average scores than men when the average scores are examined. Aydin's study
contradicts this study.

A significant difference was seen between the average score of the scale and the age variable
when the distributions of the individuals participating in the study regarding the digital leadership
scale and the age variable were examined(p<0.05). The resulting significant difference appears to be
due to participants aged between 24 and 30 years and participants aged 38 and older. Artiiz and
Bayraktar (2021) concluded in their research that employees between the ages of 18-30 have a
higher level of digital leadership. Girsel (2020), in his study, found that there was no significant
difference in the technology leadership of school principals according to the age variable. This
conclusion contradicts the finding of this research.

In the study, when the distributions of individuals related to the digital leadership scale and
the working year variable were examined, there was no significant difference between the average
score of the scale and the working year variable (p>0.05). When the average scores are examined, it
is seen that the participants with 0-3 years of study have the highest score. In the study where
Gorgull et al. examined the technological self-efficacy of school administrators, it was seen that the
working year variable did not affect the self-efficacy of technological leadership. When the average
scores in the study are examined, it is seen that the highest average is in school administrators
between 16-20 years and the lowest average score is in the participants with seniority years between
6-10 years. This finding is in line with Can's (2008) findings that there is no significant difference
between the professional seniority of educational administrators and their views on technology
leadership, and Sisman-Eren's (2010) findings that there is no significant difference between the
leadership behaviors of school principals in the provision and use of educational technologies and
their professional seniority.

A significant difference was seen between the average score of the scale and the title variable
when the distributions of the individuals participating in the study regarding the digital leadership
scale and the title variable were examined(p<0.05). It is seen that participants who are research
assistants and participants who are associate professors cause a significant difference. When the
literature was examined, it was seen that there was no comparison between digital leadership and
academicians with the title variable. For this reason, the findings of our study were discussed with
similar studies. Tutar (2022) examined the level of digitalization of academicians, he did not find a
significant difference between the titles of academicians and their digitalization. In the study
conducted by Yilmaz et al., on the lecturers of Afyon Vocational School, there was no statistical
difference in terms of title in his study on the use of information and communication technologies.

Ozgiir (66) found a statistical difference between the variable of the department they studied and
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their attitudes towards technology in the study conducted by the students on information and

communication technologies. Aras (62), in his study on sports education students and academicians,
did not find a statistically significant difference between the departments they studied and their
attitudes toward e-learning.

There was no significant difference in the tolerance and initiative sub-dimensions of the
gender variable and the psychological comfort scale sub-dimensions, as well as in the total scores of
the scale when the findings of the study were examined. In the study conducted by Gecen (2021) on
the psychological comfort of Y and Z generation employees, no difference was found regarding the
gender variable. When the average scores taken from the scale are compared, it is seen that women
have a slightly higher average score than men. In the research conducted by Horuz and Tasgit
(2020), it was seen that there was no significant difference between men's and women's perceptions
of psychological comfort.

A significant difference was seen between the tolerance, and initiative sub-dimensions and
the average scores of the scale when the psychological comfort scale sub-dimensions and the total
scores of the scale, and the distribution of the age variable were examined(p<0.05). The significant
difference in the tolerance, initiative sub-dimensions, and the average scores of the scale appears to
be caused by participants aged 24-30 years and those aged 31-37 years, and participants aged 38
years and older. Yener's (2016) study found that Generation Z individuals had higher levels of
psychological comfort than individuals from Generation Y. On the other hand, although there is no
significant difference between Generation Y and Generation Z in the study conducted by Gecen
(2021), the findings of the study do not correspond to our study.

A significant difference was seen between the tolerance sub-dimension and the average
scores of the scale when the psychological comfort scale sub-dimensions of the individuals
participating in the study and the total scores of the scale and their distributions related to the
working year variable were examined(p<0.05). There was no significant difference in the initiative
sub-dimension of the scale (p>0.05). In the tolerance sub-dimension, there is a significant difference
between participants with 4-7 years of working years and participants with 12 years or above of
working years, participants with 8-11 years of working years, and participants with 12 years or
above of working years. At the same time, the significant difference in the average scores on the
scale is seen to be caused by the participants with 4-7 years of working years and the participants
with 12 years or above working years. In the study conducted by Yener (2016), it was seen that
those who worked for more than 5 years had more psychological comfort than those who worked
for less than 5 years.

It is seen that the number of studies looking at the relationship between psychological

comfort and title variable is limited when the literature is examined. For this reason, it has been
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discussed with studies of a similar nature. A significant difference was seen between the tolerance

sub-dimension and the average scores of the scale when the psychological comfort scale sub-
dimensions of the individuals participating in the study and the total scores of the scale and the
distributions related to the title variable were examined(p<0.05). There was no significant
difference in the initiative sub-dimension of the scale (p>0.05). In the tolerance sub-dimension,
there is a significant difference between the participants who are research assistants and the
participants who are lecturers, and between the participants who are lecturers and the participants
who are asst. Prof. doctors. At the same time, it is seen that the significant difference in the average
scores on the scale is caused by the participants who are research assistants and the participants who
are lecturers. In the study conducted by Tirk (2013) in which the basic psychological needs of
academicians were examined in terms of basic variables, there is no significant difference between
the psychological need scale according to the title variable.

A significant difference was seen between the tolerance and initiative sub-dimensions and the
average scores of the scale when the psychological comfort scale sub-dimensions and the total
scores of the scale and the distributions of the daily digital device usage time variable of the
individuals participating in the study were examined(p<0.05). Significant differences in tolerance,
initiative sub-dimensions, and average scores of the scale appear to occur between participants who
use digital devices for 2-4 hours daily and participants who use digital devices for 4 hours or more
daily. When the literature was examined, no study revealed the difference between psychological
comfort and the variable of daily digital device usage.

In line with the study findings, it is seen that the total score of the digital leadership scale of
the academicians participating in our study is higher than the average with 32.05 and the total score
of the psychological comfort scale is above the average of 23.87. When the correlation analysis
between the psychological comfort scale and the digital leadership scale was examined, it was
found that there was a significant relationship in a positive direction. Accordingly, it can be said
that the high level of digital leadership of academicians will positively affect their psychological
comfort. In light of this information, it is revealed that both psychological comfort and digital
leadership levels affect each other in direct proportion to each other. It may be recommended to

investigate this study with different sample groups.
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