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Research Article

The Job Demands-Resources Model proposes that working conditions may relate to job
outcomes in different ways. According to this model, high job demands, and low job
resources cause an increase in factors such as stress and burnout. This study aimed to
adapt the Job Demands-Resources Scale (JD-R Scale) to Turkish context and to examine
its the reliability and validity. Data were collected in two different stages; therefore, two
separate samples participated in this research (n1= 244- women= 119 and men= 125,
and n2=227- women= 117 and men= 110 academicians). In the first stage, the JD-R Scale
and demographic information form were utilized. In the second stage, the JD-R Scale,
Work Engagement Scale, and demographic information form were used. Principal
component analysis with a Promax rotation revealed 35 items and seven factors which
explained 69.99% of the total variability. Confirmatory factor analysis indicated
acceptable fits. Significant correlations were found between dimensions of the JD-R
Scale and work engagement. The reliability coefficients were also found to be
acceptable. It can be concluded that the JD-R Scale is a valid and reliable instrument for
assessing job demands and resources in Turkey.
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Arastirma Makalesi

is Talepleri-Kaynaklari Modeli, calisma kosullarinin is sonuglariyla farkl sekillerde iligkili
olabilecegini 6ne siirmektedir. Bu modele gore, yliksek is talepleri ve dislk is kaynaklari,
stres ve tikenmislik gibi faktorlerin artmasina neden olmaktadir. Bu galismanin amaci,
is Talepleri-Kaynaklari Olgeginin (iT-K Olgegi) Turkiye baglamina uyarlanmasi, giivenilirlik
ve gegerliliginin incelenmesidir. Veriler iki farkli asamada toplanmistir; dolayisiyla bu
arastirmaya iki orneklem katilmistir (n1= 244- kadin= 119 ve erkek= 125 ve n2= 227-
kadin= 117 ve erkek= 110 akademisyen). ilk asamada iT-K Olcegi ve demografik bilgi
formu kullanilmistir. ikinci asamada ise IT-K Olgegi, ise Baglanma Olgegi ve demografik
bilgi formu kullaniimistir. Promax rotasyonlu temel bilesenler analizi, toplam
degiskenligin %69.99'unu aciklayan 35 madde ve yedi faktér géstermistir. Dogrulayici
faktdr analizi kabul edilebilir uyum géstermistir. IT-K Olgeginin boyutlari ile ise baglanma
arasinda anlamli korelasyonlar bulunmustur. Glvenilirlik katsayilari da kabul edilebilir
bulunmustur. iT-K Olgeginin Tiirkiye'de is taleplerini ve kaynaklarini degerlendirmek igin
gecerli ve glivenilir bir 6lgek oldugu sonucuna varilabilir.
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Introduction

Individual differences in personality traits and personal needs mean that different people may have
various requirements in an ideal job. Job characteristics can impact employee well-being in both positive
and negative way. In this context, measuring job characteristics is considered to be important. Therefore,
this study aimed to adapt JD-R Scale into Turkish.

The Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Model was introduced to the literature by Demerouti et al. in 2001.
The JD-R Model predicts burnout (Demerouti et al., 2001; Kim & Shin, 2023), stress (Grover et al., 2017),
motivation (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2018), and work engagement (Van den Broeck et al., 2017), proposing
that all individual and organizational outcomes result from stress and/or motivation. Furthermore, the
JD-R model can be used to enhance employee performance and well-being in a variety of work
environments (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). According to the JD-R model, there are two main areas into
which working conditions can be divided: job demands and job resources (Demerouti et al., 2001).

Job demands are elements of a job that call for consistent physical and/or mental effort and are
consequently linked to physiological or psychological effects. Job demands can include various challenges
that need to be overcome (Bakker et al., 2003). Peeters et al. (2005) categorize job demands under three
headings: mental job demands refers to the degree to which a person’s tasks require sustained mental
effort while performing their duties; emotional job demands refers to the emotional nature of the job and
the degree to which the job puts the person in emotionally stressful situations. Emotional job demands
underlie concepts such as work stress and work tension and physical job demands means excessive
workload, work pressure or too much work done in a tight time. It has an important effect on the physical
exhaustion of employees.

Job resources refer to the psychological, physical, organizational, or social aspects of a job that can
reduce job demands (Hakanen et al.,, 2008). The psychological and physiological costs involved are
functional in achieving business goals, and they foster learning, personal growth, and development. Job
resources can encourage extrinsic motivation in the workplace as they are essential to reduce the negative
effects of job demands and achieve job goals (Hakanen et al., 2008). In addition, job resources serve as an
intrinsically motivating factor for employees by meeting basic psychological needs such as belonging,
autonomy, and competence (Van den Broeck et al., 2008). For a broad perspective, job resources can be
examined under three subtitles (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007): social support is a multidimensional
structure that expresses the psychological and material resources provided to individuals through their
interpersonal relationships (Cohen & Wills, 1985). Social support must exist directly or indirectly between
the employer and the employee, and directly among the employees, job autonomy is defined as an
individual’s increasing dependence on one’s own efforts, initiatives and decisions against external
warnings and instructions. Job autonomy is within the boundaries of the job description, and the job
autonomy of each employee should not conflict with the job autonomy of other employees (Hackman &
Oldham, 1976) and feedback is conceptualized as information provided by supervisor, employer, or
colleague regarding one’s performance. Feedback is one of the social influences that greatly contributes
to learning and success. It is crucial in transferring experience in working conditions and is a determining
factor for the speed and efficiency of the work (Hattie & Timperley, 2007).

Literature introduces two measurement tools that test the model. The first one (Job Demands-
Resources Scale), developed by Bakker et al. in 2004, aims to predict burnout and performance. It consists
of 10 sub-dimensions (i.e., emotional demands, workload, autonomy, work-home conflict, professional
development opportunities, social support, burnout, disconnection, on-task performance and extra-task
performance) and 53 items. The second one, developed by Jackson and Rothmann (2005), aims to
measure job demand and resources. It includes seven factors (i.e., growth opportunities, organizational
support, job insecurity, overload, control, relationships with colleagues and rewards) and 41 items. The
present study adapted the second measurement tool. The scale developed by Bakker et al. (2004) was
not adapted because it was developed to predict burnout and performance. The scale developed by
Jackson and Rothmann (2005) was preferred because it is specifically developed to measure JD-R Model.
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Although national (since 2007) and international research (since 2001) has focused on the JD-R Model,
there is no reliable and valid measurement tool that can test this model in Turkey. However, since this
model is associated with both negative and positive work-related outcomes, it is essential to adapt and
examine reliability and validity of a scale measuring JD-R Model in Turkey. Therefore, adapting a scale
measuring JD-R Model can fill an important gap in the field. Even though industrial and organizational
psychology is a developing field globally and in Turkey, there is limited research on this field in Turkey. It
is expected that psychologists and academicians will use this adapted scale in their studies. In summary,
the aim of this study is to adapt JD-R Scale of Jackson and Rothmann (2005) into Turkish language and
culture and to examine the reliability and validity of the scale.

As the JD-R scale has not been adapted into Turkish before, its relationship with the concept of work
engagement was examined to determine the criterion validity of the scale. According to work engagement
theory, employees need to be emotionally focused and engaged in their work in order to perform
successfully (Briit et al., 2007). At the same time, work engagement refers to an individual's emotional,
mental and physical involvement in his/her job and performance in the job (Kahn, 1990). According to
Bakker and Demerouti (2007), the JD-R Model suggests that work engagement is determined by the
existence of job demands and resources. Since the JD-R model is related to motivation (Skaalvik &
Skaalvik, 2018) and work engagement (Van den Broeck et al., 2017), the correlation between the work
engagement scale and the JD-R scale were used for criterion validity.

Method
Participants

Before the start of the research, the approval of the ethics committee was obtained from University
Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Social and Human Sciences Board, No.: E-60263016-050.06.04-
16877 Approval was received on 30.05.2022.

According to the CHE (Council of Higher Education) (2022), there are two different sorts of universities
in Turkey, namely state (n=127) and foundation (n=78) universities. Turkey consists of seven geographical
regions and 81 cities. The universities are located in 81 cities. Universities in Turkey are autonomous and
directly subordinate to the president. Since the laws and regulations that state and foundation universities
are subject to are different from one another, academics working at state universities were included in
this study. However, it is worth noting that state universities have autonomous structures, and therefore
their administrations are different from one another. The researchers ensured that data were collected
from a sufficiently large sample to properly conduct analyses. The suggested item-to-response ratio is 1:4
(Rummel, 1970).

The samples were composed of individuals selected by convenience and snowball sampling methods.
With convenience sampling, researchers create a sample group from individuals they can easily reach
(Sedgwick, 2013); in the snowball sampling method, researchers ask individuals to reach other individuals.
Thus, the sample is formed as a snowball rolling on the ground and growing (Naderifar et al., 2017). The
reason for using the snowball sampling method is that it is difficult to reach academics. While determining
the sample size, Tavsancil's (2005) recommendation that a sample size should be 5-10 times the number
of items on the scale for factor analysis was taken into account. Furthermore, the literature proposed
guidelines for EFA that included minimal Ns in absolute values, such as 100—250 (see Gorsuch, 1983).

First sample consists of 244 academicians (125 men—119 women) from different departments of
different faculties of different universities. No age-related information was obtained from the first group.
The tenure at the current university of the participants ranges from less than 1 year to 39 years (X= 9.61
and S=9.12). The total tenure as an academic of the participants varies between less than 1 year and 45
years (X= 12 and S= 9.37). The total tenure of the participants varies between less than 1 year and 50
years (X= 14.79 and S= 10.19). The current academic title is as follows: professors (n= 38); associate
professors (n= 37); assistant professors (n= 53); lecturers (n= 56); research assistants (n= 59) and not
specified (n = 1).
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The minimal sample size for confirmatory factor analysis is 200, according to recommendations
(Hoelter, 1983). Second sample consists of 227 academicians (110 men — 117 women; Rage = 24—67, Mage
= 38.52 and Sage= 9.49) from different departments of different faculties of different universities. The
tenure at the current university of the participants ranges from less than 1 year to 39 years (X= 8.85 and
S=8.59). The total tenure as an academic of the participants varies between less than 1 year and 45 years
(X=10.92 and S=9.07). The total tenure of the participants varies between less than 1 year and 45 years
(X=14.07 and S=10.17). The current academic title is as follows: professors (n= 27); associate professors
(n=26); assistant professors (n= 47); lecturers (n=45) and research assistants (n= 82).

Measures
First Stage
Job Demands Resources Scale and demographic information form were used to collect the data.

Job Demands Resources Scale (JDRS): This scale was developed by Jackson and Rothmann in 2005 to
measure job demands and resources. It consists of seven factors (growth opportunities, organizational
support, job insecurity, overload, relationships with colleagues, control and rewards) and 41 items. A five
- point Likert - type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) was used. The internal
consistency coefficients in Jackson and Rothmann’s (2005) study were as follows: growth opportunities -
.80; organizational support -.88; job insecurity -.90; overload -.75; relationships with colleagues -.76;
control -.71 and rewards -.78. For the internal consistency values of the current study please see Table 1.

Demographic Information Form: To gather personal information about the participants, a form was
developed by the researchers which includes fields such as gender, tenure in the present organization,
total tenure as academic, tenure in total, academic title, university, faculty, department and other
relevant details.

Second Stage
JDRS, Work Engagement Scale and demographic information form were used to collect the data.

Job Demands Resources Scale: The adapted form consists of seven factors and 35 items. A five-point
Likert type scale ranging from 1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree was used. Please see Table 4 for
reliability coefficients of the current study.

Work Engagement Scale: This scale was developed by Schaufeli et al. (2019) and adapted into Turkish
by Gller et al. (2019). It consists of six items and three factors (vigor, dedication, and absorption). A six-
point Likert type scale was used, ranging from 1 (never) to 6 (always). The internal consistency coefficients
in Gller et al.’s (2019) study were as follows: .93 for the whole scale; .93 for the vigor; .94 for the
dedication, and .93 for the absorption. In the present study, Cronbach’s alpha for the whole scale was
reported as .94.

Demographic Information Form: To gather personal information of the participants, a form was developed
by the researchers which includes fields such as gender, age, tenure in the present organization, total
tenure as academic, tenure in total, academic title, university, faculty, department and other relevant
details.

Procedure and Data Analysis

The scale adaption processes proposed by Hambleton and Patsula (1999) were considered in this
study. The permission was obtained from Dr. Leon Jackson via email on 10" March 2022 to adapt the
JDRS. Ethical permissions were obtained from the university. Seven English language specialists
independently translated the original JDRS form into Turkish. Additionally, the scale was translated by the
researchers who were fluent in English. The translations were reviewed by three experts proficient in both
Turkish and English. Six subject-matter experts (in social and industrial/organizational psychology)
received this scale. Field experts were asked to evaluate the suitability of the items by choosing one of

” ou ” o ou

the options “appropriate”, “partially appropriate”, “not appropriate”. At the same time, a section was
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provided for field experts to express their opinions. Finally, the scale was evaluated for appropriateness
and clarity by three Turkish language specialists.

A survey made with Google Forms was used to gather data online. The link of the survey was
distributed both via formal channels and informal channels (i.e., using social media). The researchers sent
the survey link to their colleagues and asked them to share the link in their networks. An informed consent
form was also applied to the participants. The form informs about the purpose and duration of the study,
anonymity, withdrawal from the study, and analysis process. The participants were not asked for any
personal data. Participation in the study was voluntarily.

The data are considered to have a normal distribution when the kurtosis and skewness values are
between - 2 and + 2 (Gravetter & Wallnou, 2014; Trochim & Donnelly, 2006). The normality results showed
that the kurtosis and skewness values were between -1.5 and +1.5. The outliers were examined by using
z-scores. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), criterion validity and
reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha, test-retest reliability, and McDonald’s Omega) analysis were run. With EFA,
the factor structure was determined by the original factor structure of the scale. Some of the items were
categorized under more than one component as a consequence of this analysis. According to Finch (2006),
it is easier to detect the existence of a “simple structure” using the oblique method (i.e., Promax) and the
obligue methods presuppose a correlation between the components. Therefore, to derive factors and
facilitate interpretation, the Promax rotation method was applied. To analyse data SPSS 25 and AMOS 23
were used.

Harman’s one-factor test, proposed by Podsakoff et al. (2003), involves extracting a single factor that
should explain less than 40% of the variation explained by the principal component analysis’s first factor.
The common method bias was investigated using Harman’s one-factor test. No common method biases
were detected for both the first (31.09%) and second samples (32.43%).

Findings

In this section, the findings of the study are presented as follows: structural validity, criterion validity,
convergent validity and reliability (Cronbach’s alpha, test - retest reliability, and McDonald’s Omega
reliability).

1388



Bulut & Tung — Gukurova Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 53(3), 2024, 1384-1405

Table 1
Exploratory Factor Analysis Results
Items English X S a CR AVE 1 2 3 4 5
Item 3: Does your direct supervisor inform you about how well you are 302 118 912
doing?
ltem 4: Do you know exactly what your supervisor thinks of your 298  1.15 887
performance?
Item 5: Are you kept adequately up-to-date about issues in the Department? 3.66 1.06 .574
Item 6: In your work, do you feel appreciated by your supervisor? 3.07 1.15 .973
Item 7: Do you get on well with your supervisor? 3.77 97 94 94 .60 .857
Item 9: Can you discuss work problems with your direct supervisor? 3.62 1.08 .759
It'enlw 19: Can you count on your supervisor when you come across 316 1.33 841
difficulties?
Item 12: Can you participate in decisions about the nature of your work? 3.30 1.08 .614
Item 13: Does your job offer you the possibility of independent thought? 3.38 1.16 .572
Item 35: Do you have a direct influence on your school's decisions? 2.57 1.09 .623
Item 20: Do you work under time pressure? 3.26 1.07 .730
Item 21: Do you have to be attentive to many things at the same time? 412 .76 774
Item 22: Do you have too much work to do? 394 81 78 85 49 .775
Item 23: Do you have to remember many things in your work? 409 .73 ° ’ ’ 777
Item 25: Does your work put you in emotionally upsetting situations? 3.00 .91 .498
Item 26: Do you have contact with difficult children in your work? 3.41 .88 .576
Item 38: Can you live comfortably on your pay? 3.24 1.03 .849
Item 39: Do you think you are paid enough for the work that you do? 2.81 1.26 911
Item 40: Does your job offer you the possibility to progress financially? 274 1.22 91 93 77 .817
Item 41: Do you think that the Department pays good salaries? 2.83 1.25 .936
Item 1: Do you receive sufficient information on the results of your work? 3.85 .83 .820
Item 2: Do you receive sufficient information on the purpose of your work?  4.02 .83 3 83 55 .879
Iltem 11: Do you know exactly for what you are responsible and what not? 3.84 1.00 ° ’ ’ .600
Item 34: Is it clear whom you should address within the Department? 395 .94 .628
Item 30: If necessary, can you ask your colleagues for help? 363 .87 .83 .87 .64 .906
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.52 .94 7

difficulties? 35 9 90

Item 32: Do you get on well with your colleagues? 4.08 .66 .760

Item 37: Do you have contact with colleagues as part of your work? 402 .84 727

Item 27: Do you need to be more secure that you will keep your job next 584 1.42 962

year?

Item 28: D dtob that ill still b king i

y:ar’r:? 0 you need to be more secure that you will still be workinginone o, |\ oo g5 g4 980

Iltem 29: Do you need to be more secure that you will keep your level next 281 137 960

year?

Item 1,'_%: Does your work give you the feeling that you can achieve 375 99 595

something?

Item 17: Does your work make sufficient demands on all your skills? 3.78 .84 33 79 49 723

Item 18: Does your job offer you opportunities for personal growth? 375 96 ) ’ .770

Item 19: Do you have enough variety in your work? 3.62 .95 .758
Eigenvalues 11.10 3.63 284 240 182 1.58 1.13

Total Variance Explained
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Value
Barlett’s Sphericity Test

69.99%
.893
X?= 6233.128; df= 595
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Since the original scale had seven factors, the data were limited to seven factors in the factor analysis
and analyzed with the Promax rotation method. Principal components analysis was utilized. As a result of
the analysis, the 8th (Do you know exactly what other people expect of you in your work?), 14th (Do you
have freedom in carrying out your work activities?), 16th (Do you have any influence in the planning of
your work activities?), 24th (Are you confronted in your work with things that affect you personally?),
33rd (Does your job give you the opportunity to be promoted?), and 36th (Is the Department's decision-
making process clear to you?) items, which were loaded under more than one factor and had a difference
of less than .100 in factor loading values, were excluded from the analysis, respectively. As it can be seen
from Table 1, a scale consisting of 35 items and seven factors was obtained. The factors are named as
follows: Factor 1 - organizational support; Factor 2 - overload; Factor 3 - rewards; Factor 4 - control; Factor
5 - relationships with colleagues; Factor 6 - job insecurity; Factor 7 - growth opportunities.

The CFA findings are presented in Table 2, which demonstrates that all fit indices fell within
reasonable bounds. To ensure model fit, modifications were applied to items within the same factor.

Table 2

Fit Indices
Models CMIN / df IFI CFI RMSEA
1. model 2.44 .859 .857 .080
el6---el7 2.34 .869 .868 .077
el---e2 2.23 .880 .879 .074
e23---e25 2.16 .787 .886 .072
e34---e35 2.11 .892 .891 .070
el7---el9 2.08 .895 .894 .069
e30---e34 2.06 .898 .896 .068
e20---e21 2.04 .900 .898 .068
el6---el9 2.00 .904 .903 .066
Acceptable range* <5 >.900 >.900 <.08

*Tabachnick & Fidell (2001)

Table 3 presents the distribution of the items together with the factors of the original and the adapted
scales.

Table 3
The Distribution of the Items of the Original and Adapted Scale
Original Scale Adapted Scale
Factors Items Factors Items
- N 3,4,5,6,7,9,10,

Organizational Support 1-12 Organizational Support 12,13, 35
Growth Opportunities 13-19 Growth Opportunities 15,17, 18, 19
Overload 20-26 Overload 20, 21, 22, 23, 25, 26
Job Insecurity 27-29 Job Insecurity 27, 28, 29
Relationship with Colleagues 30-32 Relationship with Colleagues 30, 31, 32, 37
Control 33-37 Control 1,2,11,34
Rewards 38-41 Rewards 38, 39, 40, 41

Table 3 shows some differences in the distribution of the items, and that five items were not grouped
under any factors.

For criterion validity, the relationship between the adapted JD-R Scale and the work engagement scale
was examined. The results are shown in Table 4.
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Table 4

The relationship between Work Engagement and Job-Remands Resources Dimensions
Variables N X S 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. WE* 227 4.23 .98 1 52" -07 .15 65" .33" -.07 .65"
2.Factor1 227 3.21 .91 1 -12 a3 72" .60" -.08 .66"
3.Factor2 227 3.50 .61 1 -13" -20°  -04 .08 -23"
4. Factor3 227 3.09 .94 1 .09 .08 -.01 22"
5.Factor4d 227 3.85 .72 1 51" -13 .68"
6.Factor5 227 3.86 .72 1 -.07 47"
7.Factor6 227 2.80 1.27 1 -.08
8. Factor7 227 3.57 .82 1

*p< .05

* WE: Work Engagement; Factor 1: Organizational Support; Factor 2: Overload; Factor 3: Rewards; Factor
4: Control; Factor 5: Relationship with Colleagues; Factor 6: Job Insecurity, and Factor 7: Growth
Opportunities

The criterion validity results have shown a significant correlation between the dimensions of adapted
JD-R Scale and the work engagement scale. Three different reliability analysis methods (Cronbach’s alpha,
test-retest reliability, and McDonald’s Omega reliability) were used. The findings are given in Table 5.

Table 5
Different Reliability Coefficients
Dimensions of Job

Test-Retest Reliability

Demands-Resources Cronbach’s Alpha (N =82 / 3 — weeks) Mc Donald’s Omega
Scale

Factor 1 .94 .88 .95

Factor 2 77 71 .78

Factor 3 .89 .67 .90

Factor 4 .79 .68 .78

Factor 5 .86 .83 .87

Factor 6 .94 .69 .95

Factor 7 .84 .65 .86

All the reliability values fell within the anticipated ranges.

Discussion & Conclusion

This study aimed to adapt and test the validity and reliability of the JD-R Scale in Turkish samples. The
results supported the reliability and validity of the JD-R Scale and its relationship with the work
engagement scale.

The validity and reliability analyse were conducted on two different samples. Exploratory factor
analysis was applied to the first sample group and a scale with seven factors and 35 items was obtained.
The items accounted for approximately 69% of the variability. According to Scherer et al. (1988), the
explained variance should be between 40% and 60%. Therefore, it can be stated that the explained
variance in this study is sufficient. However, as can be seen in Table 3, there was a difference between
the original and the adapted scale regarding the distribution of the items under the factors. In addition,
six items did not work in the adapted scale. This may be because the sample group in the original scale
(i.e., teachers) was different from the sample group in the current study (i.e., academicians). Additionally,
cultural orientation differences may have played an important role (see Hofstede, 1980).

Confirmatory factor analysis was applied to the second sample group and after some modifications,
seven components of the data were well matched by the model. As given in Table 2, fit indexes were
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within acceptable limits (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). There are some criteria (e.g., criterion validity)
showing whether a scale is valid or not. Criterion validity is achieved if there is a relationship between
scales measuring similar characteristics (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964; Maroof, 2012). If the predicted
relationships are statistically significant, criterion-related validity is demonstrated (Crowne & Marlowe,
1964). This study has examined the relationship between the JD-R Scale and the work engagement scale.
The significant relationship between the JD-R Scale and the work engagement scale indicates that the
criterion validity is met.

George and Mallery (2010) reports the evaluation of reliability coefficients as follows (i.e., a> 0.90 is
“perfect”; a>0.80 is “good”; a>0.70 is “acceptable”; a> 0.60 is “inquirable”; a> 0.50 is “weak” and a<0.50
is “not acceptable”). According to this criterion, the reliability coefficients in this study are satisfactory.
The strength of this study is that it has been conducted in the field of industrial and organizational
psychology in the Turkish context. Moreover, adapting measurement tools in languages other than English
is a cornerstone. Accordingly, the JD-R Scale should be used in organizational settings. More studies are
needed to examine its validity and reliability, and factor structure.

A limitation of this study is that it was conducted with academicians working at state universities. This
may jeopardize the external validity of our study. This scale should be tested in different sectors under
different sample groups. The participants were academicians from different universities, so the sample
group was relatively homogeneous. According to Cohen and Crabtree (2006), homogeneous sampling
groups enable the researcher to provide a thorough description of a particular group. Another limitation
is that the participants may have given socially acceptable answers. Furthermore, this study is based on
self-report measures. Howard (1994) asserts that self-report is frequently an effective methodology.
However, when method variance is ignored and self-report evaluation is misused, it can be harmful,
especially when assessing and depicting the objective environment (Razavi, 2001). The fact that the
variables of the study were not tested in a model can be stated as a limitation.

In spite of these restrictions, the current study has organizational and empirical implications. The study
provides a reliable and valid measurement tool. The current metric is applicable to corporate and
academic settings. The researchers can test the validity and reliability of the JD-R Model using this adapted
scale. Industrial and organizational psychologists can determine the antecedents of negative
organizational outcomes (i.e., burnout, stress) by using this adapted scale. In conclusion, it may be stated
that the JD-R Scale is valid/reliable and sensitive to culture. Furthermore, this instrument can be used in
the Turkish context. Further research can use different sample groups from different sectors in Turkey.
Additionally, future studies can look at the connections between the JD-R Scale and other related factors.
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Tiirkge Siirimui

Giris
Kisilik ozellikleri ve kisisel ihtiyaglardaki bireysel farkliliklar, farkli kisilerin ideal bir iste farkli
gereksinimlere sahip olabilecegi anlamina gelir. is ézellikleri calisanlarin refahini hem olumlu hem de

olumsuz yonde etkileyebilir. Bu baglamda, is 6zelliklerinin 6lglilmesinin dnemli oldugu dusinulmektedir.
Bu nedenle, bu ¢alismada Is Talepleri-Kaynaklari [IT-K] Olceginin Tiirkge ‘ye uyarlanmasi amaglanmistir.

is Talepleri-Kaynaklari (iT-K) Modeli, 2001 yilinda Demerouti ve digerleri (2001) tarafindan literatiire
kazandirilmistir. IT-K Modeli tiikenmislik (Demerouti vd., 2001; Kim & Shin, 2023), stres (Grover vd., 2017),
motivasyon (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2018) ve ise baglanmayi (Van den Broeck vd., 2017) 6ngdrmekte, tim
bireysel ve 6rgiitsel sonuglarin stres ve/veya motivasyondan kaynaklandigini 6ne siirmektedir. Ayrica, IT-
K modeli gesitli calisma ortamlarinda galisanlarinin performansini ve refahini artirmak igin kullanilabilir
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). IT-K modeline gére, ¢alisma kosullarinin béliinebilecegi iki ana alan vardir: ig
talepleri ve is kaynaklari (Demerouti vd., 2001).

is talepleri, bir isin surekli fiziksel ve/veya zihinsel caba gerektiren ve sonug olarak fizyolojik veya
psikolojik etkilerle baglantili unsurlaridir. s talepleri, iistesinden gelinmesi gereken cesitli zorluklari
icerebilir (Bakker vd., 2003). Peeters ve digerleri (2005) is taleplerini Gg¢ baslik altinda toplamaktadir:
zihinsel is talepleri, bir kisinin gorevlerini yerine getirirken surekli zihinsel ¢aba gerektirme derecesini;
duygusal is talepleri, isin duygusal dogasini ve isin kisiyi duygusal olarak stresli durumlara sokma derecesini
ifade etmektedir. Duygusal is talepleri is stresi ve is gerilimi gibi kavramlarin temelini olustururken, fiziksel
is talepleri agir is yuku, is baskisi veya dar bir zamanda ¢ok fazla is yapilmasi anlamina gelir. Calisanlarin
fiziksel olarak tiikenmesinde 6nemli bir etkiye sahiptir.

is kaynaklari, bir isin is taleplerini azaltabilecek psikolojik, fiziksel, &rgiitsel veya sosyal yénlerini ifade
eder (Hakanen vd., 2008). ilgili psikolojik ve fizyolojik maliyetler, is hedeflerine ulasmada islevseldir ve
dgrenmeyi, kisisel biiylimeyi ve gelismeyi tesvik eder. is kaynaklar, is taleplerinin olumsuz etkilerini
azaltmak ve is hedeflerine ulagsmak igin gerekli olduklarindan, isyerinde digsal motivasyonu tesvik edebilir
(Hakanen vd., 2008). Buna ek olarak, is kaynaklari aidiyet, ozerklik ve yetkinlik gibi temel psikolojik
ihtiyaclari karsilayarak ¢alisanlar igin i¢sel olarak motive edici bir faktér olarak hizmet eder (Van den Broeck
vd., 2008). Genis bir bakis agisi icin is kaynaklari {i¢ alt baslik altinda incelenebilir (Bakker & Demerouti,
2007): Sosyal destek, bireylere kisilerarasi iliskileri araciligiyla saglanan psikolojik ve maddi kaynaklari ifade
eden ¢ok boyutlu bir yapidir (Cohen & Wills, 1985). Sosyal destek, dogrudan veya dolayli olarak isveren ve
calisan arasinda ve dogrudan calisanlar arasinda var olmalidir. is &zerkligi, bireyin disaridan gelen uyari ve
talimatlara karsi kendi gabalarina, girisimlerine ve kararlarina artan bagimhligi olarak tanimlanmaktadir. is
ozerkligi, is taniminin sinirlar dahilindedir ve her galisanin is 6zerkligi diger galisanlarin is 6zerkligi ile
catismamalidir (Hackman & Oldham, 1976) ve geri bildirim, kisinin performansina iliskin olarak amir,
isveren veya is arkadasi tarafindan saglanan bilgi olarak kavramsallastiriimaktadir. Geri bildirim, 6grenme
ve basariya bliylk katki saglayan sosyal etkilerden biridir. Calisma kosullarinda deneyim aktariminda ¢ok
o6nemlidir ve isin hizi ve verimliligi icin belirleyici bir faktordar (Hattie & Timperley, 2007).

Literatlir, modeli test eden iki 6l¢lim aracini tanitmaktadir. Bunlardan ilki, Bakker ve arkadaslari
tarafindan 2004 yilinda gelistirilmis olup tiikkenmislik ve performansi yordamayi amaglamaktadir. Olgek 10
alt boyuttan (duygusal talepler, is yiikii, 6zerklik, is-ev ¢catismasi, mesleki gelisim firsatlari, sosyal destek,
tikenmislik, kopukluk, gorev ici performans ve gorev disi performans) ve 53 maddeden olugsmaktadir.
Jackson ve Rothmann (2005) tarafindan gelistirilen ikinci 6lcek ise is talebi ve kaynaklarini 6lgmeyi
amaglamaktadir. Yedi faktor (biyime firsatlari, 6rgitsel destek, is glivensizligi, asin yik, kontrol, is
arkadaslanyla iliskiler ve 6diiller) ve 41 madde icermektedir. Bu calismada ikinci 6l¢im araci uyarlanmustir.
Bakker ve digerleri (2004) tarafindan gelistirilen 6lgek, tikenmislik ve performansi yordamak lizere
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gelistirildigi igin uyarlanmamustir. Jackson ve Rothmann (2005) tarafindan gelistirilen dlgek ise 6zellikle iT-
K Modelini 6lgmek lzere gelistirildigi icin tercih edilmistir.

Ulusal (2007'den beri) ve uluslararasi arastirmalar (2001'den beri) IT-K Modeli iizerine odaklanmis olsa
da, Turkiye'de bu modeli test edebilecek glivenilir ve gegerli bir 6l¢lim araci bulunmamaktadir. Ancak, bu
model isle ilgili hem olumsuz hem de olumlu sonuglarla iliskili oldugundan, iT-K Modelini élcen bir dlgegin
Tiirkgeye uyarlanmasi, giivenilirlik ve gegerliliginin incelenmesi énemlidir. Bu nedenle, iT-K Modelini 6lgen
bir 6lgegin uyarlanmasi alandaki dnemli bir boslugu doldurabilir. Endistri ve 6rgiit psikolojisi hem diinyada
hem de Tiirkiye'de gelismekte olan bir alan olmasina ragmen, Tirkiye'de bu alanda sinirli sayida arastirma
bulunmaktadir. Psikologlarin ve akademisyenlerin uyarlanan bu Olcegi calismalarinda kullanmalari
beklenmektedir. Ozetle, bu ¢alismanin amaci Jackson ve Rothmann (2005) tarafindan gelistirilen iT-K
Olgegini Turk dili ve kiiltiiriine uyarlamak ve 8lgegin gecerlilik ve giivenilirligini incelemektir.

Yontem
Katilimcilar

Arastirmaya baslamadan 6nce Universitenin Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler
Kurulundan etik kurul onayi alinmistir (No: E-60263016-050.06.04-16877 Tarih: 30.05.2022).

Yiiksekégretim Kurulu’na [YOK] (2022) gére Tiirkiye'de devlet (n= 127) ve vakif (n= 78) (iniversiteleri
olmak tizere iki farkli tiirde uUniversite bulunmaktadir. Turkiye yedi cografi bolge ve 81 ilden olusmaktadir.
Universiteler 81 ilde yer almaktadir. Tiirkiye'deki Giniversiteler 6zerktir ve dogrudan cumhurbagkanina
baglidir. Devlet ve vakif Giniversitelerinin tabi oldugu kanun ve yénetmelikler birbirinden farkli oldugu igin
bu calismaya devlet Universitelerinde c¢alisan akademisyenler dahil edilmistir. Ancak devlet
Universitelerinin 6zerk yapilara sahip oldugunu ve dolayisiyla yonetimlerinin de birbirinden farkl oldugunu
belirtmek gerekir. Arastirmacilar, analizlerin diizgin bir sekilde yapilabilmesi igin verilerin yeterli
biyiklikte bir érneklemden toplanmasini saglamistir. Onerilen madde-yanit orani 1:4'tir (Rummel,
1970).

Orneklemler, kolayda ve kartopu drnekleme yéntemleriyle secilen bireylerden olusmustur. Kolayda
ornekleme ile arastirmacilar kolayca ulasabilecekleri bireylerden bir 6rneklem grubu olustururken
(Sedgwick, 2013); kartopu 6rnekleme yénteminde arastirmacilar bireylerden baska bireylere ulagmalarini
ister. Boylece 6rneklem, yerde yuvarlanan ve biylyen bir kartopu seklinde olusur (Naderifar vd., 2017).
Kartopu ornekleme yonteminin kullanilmasinin nedeni akademisyenlere ulagsmanin zor olmasidir.
Orneklem biiyiiklGgi belirlenirken Tavsancil'in (2005) faktdr analizi igin 6lgekteki madde sayisinin 5-10 kati
kadar 6rneklem buyukligine ihtiyag duyuldugu onerisi dikkate alinmistir. Ayrica literattirde, AFA igin 100-
250 gibi 6rneklem buyiklugi onerilmektedir (bkz. Gorsuch, 1983).

ilk 6rneklem, farkli tiniversitelerin farkl fakiiltelerinin farkl béliimlerinden 244 akademisyenden (125
erkek, 119 kadin) olusmaktadir. ilk gruptan vyas ile ilgili herhangi bir bilgi alinmamistir. Katiimcilarin
mevcut Universitedeki gorev sureleri 1 yildan az ile 39 yil arasinda degismektedir (X= 9.61 ve SS=9.12).
Katihmcilarin akademisyen olarak toplam gérev siiresi 1 yildan az ile 45 yil arasinda degismektedir (X= 12
ve SS=9.37). Katilimcilarin toplam gorev siresi 1 yildan az ile 50 yil arasinda degismektedir (X= 14.79 ve
SS= 10.19). Mevcut akademik unvanlar su sekildedir: profesérler (n= 38); dogentler (n= 37); yardimci
dogentler (n=53); 6gretim goérevlileri (n=56); arastirma gorevlileri (n= 59) ve belirtiimemis (n= 1).

Dogrulayici faktér analizi igin minimum 6rneklem biyiklUgi onerilere gore 200'dir (Hoelter, 1983).
ikinci 8rneklem, farkh Giniversitelerin farkl fakiltelerinin farkli bélimlerinden 227 akademisyenden (110
erkek, 117 kadin; Yas = 24-67, Ortalama= 38.52 ve Standart Sapma= 9.49) olusmaktadir. Katilimcilarin
mevcut Universitedeki gérev sureleri 1 yildan az ile 39 yil arasinda degismektedir (X= 8.85 ve SS= 8.59).
Katihmcilarin akademisyen olarak toplam gorev sireleri 1 yildan az ile 45 yil arasinda degismektedir (X=
10.92 ve SS=9.07). Katilimcilarin toplam gérev siiresi 1 yildan az ile 45 yil arasinda degismektedir (X= 14.07
ve SS= 10.17). Mevcut akademik unvanlar su sekildedir: profesorler (n= 27); dogentler (n= 26); yardimci
dogentler (n=47); 6gretim goérevlileri (n= 45) ve arastirma gorevlileri (n= 82).
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Olglimler
Birinci Asama
Veri toplamak igin is Talepleri Kaynaklari (iT-K) Olcegi ve demografik bilgi formu kullanilmistir.

is Talepleri Kaynaklari Olgedi (IT-K): Bu 6lgek Jackson ve Rothmann tarafindan 2005 yilinda is talepleri
ve kaynaklarini dlgmek igin gelistirilmistir. Yedi faktorden (bliyime firsatlar, orgltsel destek, is
glvensizligi, asiri is yuka, calisma arkadaslariylaiiliskiler, kontrol ve 6diller) ve 41 maddeden olusmaktadir.
Olgekte 1 (kesinlikle katilmiyorum) ile 5 (kesinlikle katiiyorum) arasinda degisen besli Likert tipi bir 6lgek
kullaniimistir. Jackson ve Rothmann'in (2005) galismasindaki i¢ tutarhlik katsayilari su sekildedir: blyliime
firsatlar .80; 6rgltsel destek .88; is glivensizligi .90; asiri ylk .75; is arkadaslariyla iliskiler .76; kontrol .71
ve odller .78. Mevcut ¢alismanin ig tutarlilik degerleri icin litfen Tablo 1'e bakiniz.

Demografik Bilgi Formu: Katihmcilarin kisisel bilgilerini almak igin arastirmacilar tarafindan cinsiyet,
mevcut kurumdaki gorev siiresi, akademisyen olarak toplam gorev siiresi, toplam gorev siresi, akademik
unvan, Universite, fakilte, bélim vb. bilgileri igeren bir form gelistirilmistir.

ikinci Asama

Verilerin toplanmasinda is Talepleri Kaynaklari (iT-K), ise Baglanma Olgegi ve demografik bilgi formu
kullantimustir.

is Talepleri Kaynaklan Olgedi (IT-K): Uyarlanan form yedi faktér ve 35 maddeden olusmaktadir. Olgekte
1 kesinlikle katilmiyorum ile 5 kesinlikle katiliyorum arasinda degisen begsli Likert tipi bir olgek
kullanilmigtir. Mevcut ¢alismanin guvenilirlik katsayilari igin litfen Tablo 4'e bakiniz.

ise Baglanma Olgedi: Bu 6lgek Schaufeli ve digerleri (2019) tarafindan gelistirilmis ve Giiler ve digerleri
(2019) tarafindan Tiirkceye uyarlanmistir. Olgek alti madde ve ii¢ faktdrden (dinglik, adanmislik ve
dziimseme) olusmaktadir. Olgekte 1 (hicbir zaman) ile 6 (her zaman) arasinda degisen altili Likert tipi 6lcek
kullanilmistir. Giler ve digerlerinin (2019) calismasinda i¢ tutarhlik katsayilari asagidaki gibidir: Olcegin
tamami igin .93; dinglik icin .93; adanmislik igin .94 ve 6ziimseme igin .93'tlr. Bu calismada dlg¢egin tamami
icin Cronbach alfa degeri .94 olarak raporlanmistir.

Demografik Bilgi Formu: Katihmcilarin kisisel bilgilerini almak igin arastirmacilar tarafindan cinsiyet,
yas, mevcut kurumdaki gorev siresi, akademisyen olarak toplam goérev siiresi, toplam gorev siiresi,
akademik unvan, Universite, fakiilte, b6lim vb. bilgileri iceren bir form gelistirilmistir.

Prosediir ve Veri Analizi

Bu calismada Hambleton ve Patsula (1999) tarafindan oOnerilen 6lgek uyarlama sirecleri dikkate
alinmustir. IT-K Olcegini uyarlamak icin Dr. Leon Jackson'dan 10 Mart 2022 tarihinde e-posta yoluyla izin
alinmistir. Etik izinler Gniversiteden alinmistir. Yedi ingilizce dil uzmani bagimsiz olarak iT-K Ol¢eginin
orijinal formunu Tiirkceye cevirmistir. Ayrica 6lgek, iyi derecede ingilizce bilen arastirmacilar tarafindan
da cevrilmistir. Ceviriler U¢ Tiirkce ve ingilizce dil yetkilisi tarafindan gézden gegirilmistir. Alti konu
uzmanina (sosyal psikoloji ve endustriyel/6rgiitsel psikoloji alanlarinda) bu 6lcek génderilmistir. Alan
uzmanlarindan maddelerin uygunlugunu “uygun”, “kismen uygun”, “uygun degil” seceneklerinden birini
secerek degerlendirmeleri istenmistir. Ayni zamanda alan uzmanlarinin géruslerini ifade etmeleri i¢in bir
alan birakilmistir. Son olarak, 6lgek li¢ Tlrkce dil uzmani tarafindan uygunluk ve anlasilabilirlik agisindan

degerlendirilmistir.

Veriler internet araciligiyla toplanmistir. Anket Google Forms ile yapiimistir. Anketin linki hem resmi
kanallar hem de resmi olmayan kanallar (yani sosyal medya kullanilarak) araciligiyla dagitilmistir.
Arastirmacilar anket linkini meslektaslarina gondermis ve onlardan bu linki kendi aglarinda paylasmalarini
istemistir. Katilimcilara ayrica bir bilgilendirilmis onam formu uygulanmistir. Formda ¢alismanin amaci ve
sliresi, anonimlik, calismadan ¢ekilme ve analiz siireci hakkinda bilgi verilmistir. Katilimcilardan herhangi
bir kisisel veri talep edilmemistir. Calismaya katilim gonullllik esasina dayanmaktadir.
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Basiklik ve garpiklik degerleri -2 ile +2 arasinda oldugunda verilerin normal dagilima sahip oldugu kabul
edilir (Gravetter & Wallnou, 2014; Trochim & Donnelly, 2006). Normallik sonuglari basiklik ve carpikhk
degerlerinin —=1.5 ile +1.5 arasinda oldugunu gostermistir. Aykin degerler z-skorlari kullanilarak
incelenmistir. Agimlayici Faktér Analizi (AFA), Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi (DFA), kriter gegerliligi ve
givenilirligi (Cronbach Alfa, test-tekrar test glivenilirligi ve McDonald's Omega) analizleri yapilmigtir. AFA
ile faktor yapisi 6lgegin orijinal faktor yapisina gore belirlenmistir. Bu analiz sonucunda bazi maddeler
birden fazla bilesen altinda toplanmistir. Finch'e (2006) gére iliskili ydontem (yani Promax) kullanarak “basit
bir yapinin” varligini tespit etmenin daha kolay oldugunu ve egik yontemlerin bilesenler arasinda bir
korelasyon oldugunu varsaydigini belirtmektedir. Bu nedenle, faktorleri tiretmek ve yorumlamayi
kolaylagtirmak icin Promax rotasyon ydntemi uygulanmistir. Verileri analiz etmek icin SPSS 25 ve AMOS
23 kullanilmigtir.

Podsakoff ve digerleri (2003) tarafindan 6nerilen Harman'in tek faktor testi, temel bilesen analizinin
ilk faktori tarafindan agiklanan varyasyonun %40'indan daha azini agiklamasi gereken tek bir faktoriin
cikarilmasiniigerir. Ortak yontem yanliigi Harman'in tek faktoér testi kullanilarak arastirilmistir. Hem birinci
(%31.09) hem de ikinci 6rnekler (%32.43) icin ortak yontem yanhhgi tespit edilmemistir.

Bulgular

Bu boliimde, ¢alismanin bulgular su sekilde sunulmustur: yapisal gegerlilik, dlcut gegerliligi, yakinsak
gecerlilik ve guvenilirlik (Cronbach alfa, test- tekrar test glvenilirligi ve McDonald Omega guvenilirligi).
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Tablo 1
Acimlayici Faktér Analizi Sonuglari
Maddeler X S a CR AVE 1 2 3

Madde 3: 'Yf)n'etl.CInIZ,' ' isinizi ne kadar iyi yaptiginiz 3.02 1.18 912
konusunda sizi bilgilendiriyor mu?
Madfle“4: Y.cirletlllchl.zm performansiniz hakkinda tam olarak 598 115 887
ne dlisindlgind biliyor musunuz?
Madde 5: -Btolumunuzdekl durumlardan gilincel olarak 3.66 1.06 572
haberdar ediliyor musunuz?
I\/.Iadd(.e 6: Isinizde, yoneticiniz tarafindan takdir edildiginizi 3.07 115 973
hissediyor musunuz?
Madde 7: Yoneticiniz ile iyi anlasabiliyor musunuz? 3.77 .97 .857
Madde 9: isle ilgili sorunlar y&neticinizle konusabiliyor 94 94 60

- 19ie 1l ¥ 2AVIVOT 367 108 759
musunuz?
AQadde -;0: Zorluklarla  karsilagtiginizda  ydneticinize 316 133 841
givenebiliyor musunuz?
Madde 12: Isinizle ilgili karar alma siireglerine katilabiliyor 330 1.08 614
musunuz?
Madde 13: isiniz size 6zgiir diisiince ortami saghyor mu? 3.38 1.16 .572
Madde 35: Kurumunuzun kararlarinda dogrudan bir etkiniz 257 1.09 623
var mi?
Madde 20: Zaman baskisi altinda mi galisiyorsunuz? 3.26 1.07 .730
Madde 21: Isinizde ayni anda bircok seye dikkat etmek 412 76 774
zorunda misiniz?
Madde 22: Yapilmasi gereken ¢ok fazla isiniz var mi? 3.94 .81 775
r“n/ljgde 23: Isinizde birgok seyi aklinizda tutmaniz gerekiyor 4.09 73 .78 .85 49 777
Madde 25: Isiniz sizi duygusal olarak Gzlintl verici 3.00 91 298
durumlara sokuyor mu?
Madde 26: Isinizde zor insanlarla iletisim kuruyor musunuz?  3.41 .88 .576
Madde 38: Maasinizla rahatca geginebiliyor musunuz? 3.24 1.03 .849
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Madde 39: Yaptiginiz is icin yeterli Ucret verildigini

2.81 1.2 911

diisiniyor musunuz? 8 6 91 .93 77 9
Madde 40: Isiniz size finansal olarak ilerleme imkani sunuyor 274 122 817
mu?
Madde 41: Kurumunuzun size iyi maag 6dedigini duslinlyor 583 125 936
musunuz?
Madde 1: Isinizin sonuglari hakkinda yeterli bilgi edinebiliyor 3.85 83 820
musunuz?
Madde 2: Isinizin amaci hakkinda yeterli bilgi edinebiliyor 4.02 83 879
musunuz? 82 33 55
Madde 11: isinizde nelerden sorumlu olup olmadiginizi tam ' ) '

. 3.84 1.00 .600
olarak biliyor musunuz?
Maddc?w 34: B'olumunuzde kimlerle muhatap olmaniz 3.95 94 628
gerektigi net mi?
.Madde. .30: Gerektiginde is arkadaslarinizdan yardim 3.63 87 906
isteyebiliyor musunuz?
Madde 31: Zorluklarla karsilastiginizda is arkadaslariniza

.52 .94 7

glvenebiliyor musunuz? 35 9 .83 .87 .64 90
Madde 32: is arkadaslarinizla iyi geginiyor musunuz? 4.08 .66 .760
.I\/Ia.d<.:1e. 3.7: Isinizin bir pargasi olarak is arkadaslarinizla 402 84 797
iletisiminiz var mi?
Maddﬂe 27: Isinizin s.en.eye de devam edecegine dair daha 584 1.42 962
¢cok gliven duymaya ihtiyaciniz var mi?
lVladde 28: Sene.ye.hala calisiyor olacaginiza dair daha ¢ok 282 1.4 96 98 92 980
glven duymaya ihtiyaciniz var mi?
Madde”29: Seneye po.2|syonunuzu koruyacaginiza dair daha 581 137 960
fazla gliven duymaya ihtiyaciniz var mi?
Ma'dde 15: Isiniz size bir seyleri basarabileceginiz hissini 3.75 99 595
veriyor mu?

1 :' . . . . . .. . . . .
xjg]de 7: Isinizde tim becerilerinizi kullanmaniz gerekiyor 378 84 83 79 49 793
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Madde 18: isiniz size kisisel gelisim firsatlari sunuyor mu? 3.75 .96 .770
Madde 19: isinizde yeterli gesitlilige sahip misiniz? 3.62 .95 .758
Eigenvalues 11.10 3.63 2.84 2.40 1.82 1.58 1.13
Total Variance Explained 69.99%

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Value .893

Barlett’s Sphericity Test

X>= 6233.128; df= 595
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Orijinal 6lcek yedi faktorli oldugu icin faktor analizinde veriler yedi faktorle sinirlandiriimis ve Promax
rotasyon yontemiyle analiz edilmistir. Temel bilesenler analizinden yararlanilmistir. Analiz sonucunda
8.(isinizde baskalarinin sizden ne bekledigini tam olarak biliyor musunuz?), 14. (isinizde bagkalarinin sizden
ne bekledigini tam olarak biliyor musunuz?), 16. (is faaliyetlerinizin planlanmasinda herhangi bir etkiniz
var mi?), 24. (isinizde sizi kisisel olarak etkileyen seylerle karsilasiyor musunuz?), 33. (Isiniz size yiikselme
firsati veriyor mu?) ve 36. (Departmanin karar alma sireci sizin icin agik mi1?) maddeler olmak tizere birden
fazla faktor altinda yiklenen ve faktor yik degerlerinde .100'den az fark olan maddeler analizden
cikariimistir. Tablo 1'den de goriilecegi lizere 35 madde ve yedi faktérden olusan bir 6lgek elde edilmistir.
Faktorler asagidaki gibi isimlendirilmistir: Faktor 1 - 6rgitsel destek; Faktor 2 - asiri is yUki; Faktor 3 -
oduller; Faktor 4 - kontrol; Faktor 5 - meslektaslarla iligkiler; Faktor 6 - is glivensizligi; Faktor 7 - blylime
firsatlar.

DFA bulgulari, tim uyum indekslerinin makul sinirlar iginde oldugunu gosteren Tablo 2'de
sunulmustur. Model uyumunu saglamak igin ayni faktérdeki maddeler arasinda modifikasyonlar
yapilmistir.

Tablo 2

Uyum Endeksleri
Model CMIN/df IFI CFI RMSEA
1. model 2.44 .859 .857 .080
el6---el7 2.34 .869 .868 .077
el---e2 2.23 .880 .879 .074
e23---e25 2.16 .787 .886 .072
e34---e35 2.11 .892 .891 .070
el7---el9 2.08 .895 .894 .069
e30---e34 2.06 .898 .896 .068
e20---e21 2.04 .900 .898 .068
el6---el9 2.00 .904 .903 .066
Kabul Edilebilir Deger * <5 >.900 >.900 <.08

*Tabachnick & Fidell (2001)

Tablo 3'te orijinal ve uyarlanmis 6lgeklerin faktorleriyle birlikte maddelerin dagilimi sunulmustur.

Tablo 3
Orijinal ve Uyarlanmis Olgek Maddelerinin Dagilimi
Orijinal Olgek Uyarlanmis Olgek
Faktérler Maddeler Faktorler Maddeler
Orgiitsel Destek 1-12 Orgiitsel Destek 34,567,910,
12,13,35
Blylime Firsatlari 13-19 Blylime Firsatlari 15,17, 18, 19
N N 20, 21, 22, 23, 25,
Asiri Is Yaka 20-26 Asirt Is YUuka 26
is Glivensizligi 27-29 is Glivensizligi 27,28, 29
Meslektaslarla iliskiler 30-32 Meslektaslarla iliskiler 30, 31, 32, 37
Kontrol 33-37 Kontrol 1,2,11, 34
Odiiller 38-41 Odiiller 38, 39, 40, 41
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Tablo 3, maddelerin dagiiminda bazi farkhliklar oldugunu ve bes maddenin herhangi bir faktor
altinda gruplanmadigini géstermistir. Olgiit gegerliligi icin, uyarlanan iT-K Olcegi ile ise baglanma dlcegi
arasindaki iliski incelenmistir. Sonuglar Tablo 4'te gosterilmistir.

Tablo 4

ise Baglanma ve Is Talepleri Kaynaklari Boyutlari Arasindaki iliski
Degiskenler N X SS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.iB* 227  4.23 .98 1 52" -07 15" 65" 33" -07 .65
2. Faktér 1 227 3.21 91 1 -12 13" 72" 60" -08 .66
3. Faktor 2 227  3.50 .61 1 -13"  -20° -04 .08 -23°
4. Faktor 3 227 3.09 .94 1 .09 08 -01 .22
5. Faktér 4 227  3.85 72 1 517 -13 68"
6. Faktor 5 227  3.86 72 1 -07 4T
7. Faktdr 6 227 280  1.27 1 -.08
8. Faktor 7 227  3.57 .82 1
*p<.05

+ iB: Ise Baglanma; Faktor 1: Orgiitsel Destek; Faktor 2: Asirt is Yiikii; Faktdr 3: Odiiller; Faktor 4: Kontrol;
Faktdr 5: Meslektaslarla iliskiler; Faktor 6: is Giivensizligi ve Faktér 7: Bllylime Firsatlari

Olgit gecerliligi sonuclari, uyarlanmis iT-K Olgeginin boyutlari ile ise baglanma &lcegi arasinda anlamli
bir korelasyon oldugunu géstermistir. Ug farkl giivenilirlik analizi ydntemi (Cronbach alfa, test-tekrar test
glvenilirligi ve McDonald Omega giivenilirligi) kullaniimistir. Elde edilen bulgular Tablo 5'te verilmistir.

Tablo 5
Farkli giivenilirlik katsayilari

Test-tekrar test (N= 82

Boyutlar Cronbach Alfa /3 — hatta) Mc Donald Omega
Faktor 1 .94 .88 .95
Faktor 2 77 71 .78
Faktor 3 .89 .67 .90
Faktor 4 .79 .68 .78
Faktor 5 .86 .83 .87
Faktor 6 .94 .69 .95
Faktor 7 .84 .65 .86

Tim glvenilirlik degerleri 6ngorilen araliklar iginde kalmistir.

Tartisma ve Sonug

Bu calismanin amaci, iT-K Olgeginin Tiirk érnekleminde gecerlilik ve givenilirligini test etmek ve
Tiirkge’ye uyarlamaktir. Sonuglar, iT-K Olceginin giivenilirligini ve gecerliligini ve ise baglanma 6lcegi ile
iliskisini desteklemistir.

Gegerlilik ve glivenilirlik analizleri iki farkl 5rneklem tizerinde gerceklestirilmistir. ilk 6rneklem grubuna
acimlayici faktor analizi uygulanmis ve yedi faktdor ve 35 maddeden olusan bir dlgek elde edilmistir.
Maddeler degiskenligin yaklasik %69'unu agiklamaktadir. Scherer ve digerlerine (1988) gore agiklanan
varyansin %40 ile %60 arasinda olmasi gerekmektedir. Dolayisiyla bu ¢alismada agiklanan varyansin yeterli
oldugu soylenebilir. Ancak Tablo 3'te gorilebilecegi gibi, orijinal Olcek ile uyarlanan olgek arasinda
maddelerin faktorler altindaki dagilimi agisindan farkliik bulunmaktadir. Buna ek olarak, alti madde
uyarlanmis 6lgekte calismamistir. Bunun nedeni, orijinal 6lcekteki 6rneklem grubunun (yani 6gretmenler)
bu calismadaki 6rneklem grubundan (yani akademisyenler) farkli olmasi olabilir. Ayrica, kilttrel yonelim
farkhliklari da 6nemli bir rol oynamis olabilir (bkz. Hofstede, 1980).
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Dogrulayici faktor analizi ikinci 6rneklem grubuna uygulanmis ve bazi degisikliklerden sonra verilerin
yedi bileseni model tarafindan iyi bir sekilde eslestirilmistir. Tablo 2'de verildigi (izere, uyum indeksleri
kabul edilebilir sinirlar igerisindeydi (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Bir 6lgegin gegerli olup olmadigini
gosteren bazi élgitler (6rnegin, dlcit gegerliligi) vardir. Olgit gegerliligi, benzer &zellikleri dlgen dlcekler
arasinda bir iliski varsa saglanir (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964; Maroof, 2012). Tahmin edilen iligkiler
istatistiksel olarak anlamli ise 6l¢it bagintili gegerlilik gdsterilmis olur (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964). Bu
calismada iT-K Olgegi ile ise baglanma 6lgegi arasindaki iliski incelenmistir. IT-K Olgegi ile ise baglanma
olgegi arasindaki iliskinin anlamli olmasi 6lglt gegerliliginin saglandigini géstermektedir.

George ve Mallery (2010) givenilirlik katsayilarinin degerlendirmesini su sekilde bildirmistir (yani,
0>0.90 “mikemmel”; a>0.80 “iyi”; a>0.70 “kabul edilebilir’; a>0.60 “sorgulanabilir’; a>0.50 “zayif” ve a
< 0.50 “kabul edilemez”). Bu kritere gore, bu ¢alismadaki glivenilirlik katsayilari tatmin edicidir. Bu
¢alismanin gigli yani, endistri ve orgit psikolojisi alaninda Turkiye baglaminda gergeklestirilmis
olmasidir. Ayrica, élgiim araglarinin ingilizce disindaki dillere uyarlanmasi bir mihenk tasidir. Buna gére,
iT-K Olgegi orgiitsel ortamlarda kullaniimalidir. Olgegin gegerlilik ve givenilirligi ile faktdr yapisinin
incelenmesi icin daha fazla ¢alismaya ihtiyac vardir.

Bu calismanin bir sinirhligi, devlet Universitelerinde calisan akademisyenlerle gerceklestirilmis
olmasidir. Bu durum galismamizin dis gegerliligini tehlikeye atabilir. Bu 6lgek farkli sektorlerde, farkli
orneklem gruplarinda test edilmelidir. Katilimcilar farkli tiniversitelerden akademisyenler oldugu igin
orneklem grubu nispeten homojendir. Cohen ve Crabtree'ye (2006) gére homojen 6rneklem gruplari,
arastirmacinin belirli bir grubu tam olarak tanimlamasini saglar. Bir diger sinirlama ise katilimcilarin sosyal
olarak kabul edilebilir cevaplar vermis olabilecegidir. Ayrica, bu calisma 6z bildirim Olgiimlerine
dayanmaktadir. Howard'a (1994) gore, 6z bildirim genellikle iyi bir metodolojidir. Ancak, 6z bildirim
degerlendirmesi yanlis kullanildiginda ve teknik varyans dikkate alinmadiginda, 6zellikle de nesnel ortami
olcerken ve tasvir ederken tehlikelidir (Razavi, 2001). Calismanin degiskenlerinin bir modelde test
edilmemis olmasi bir sinirlilik olarak ifade edilebilir.

Bu kisitlamalara ragmen, mevcut ¢alisma kurumsal ve ampirik ¢ikarimlara sahiptir. Calisma, dogru ve
givenilir bir 6lglim araci sunmaktadir. Mevcut 6lgiit kurumsal ve akademik ortamlara uygulanabilir.
Arastirmacilar bu uyarlanmis 6lgegi kullanarak iT-K Modelinin gegerliligini ve giivenilirligini test edebilirler.
Endustri ve orglit psikologlari, bu uyarlanmis 6lgegi kullanarak olumsuz orgiitsel sonuglarin (tikenmislik,
stres gibi) dnciillerini belirleyebilirler. Sonuc olarak, IT-K Olceginin gegerli/glivenilir ve kiiltiire duyarli
oldugu sdylenebilir. Ayrica, bu arag Tirkiye baglaminda kullanilabilir. ileride yapilacak arastirmalarda
Tiirkiye'deki farkli sektérlerden farkh 6rneklem gruplari kullanilabilir. Ayrica, gelecekteki calismalar iT-K
Olgegi ile diger ilgili faktdrler arasindaki baglantilari inceleyebilir.

Yazar Katki Orani
Yazarlar, galismaya esit oranda katki sunmuslardir.
Etik Beyan

“Yuksekogretim Kurumlari Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Yonergesinde’ yer alan tim kurallara
uyulmus ve yonergenin ikinci bélimiinde yer alan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigine Aykiri Eylemlerden”
hicbiri gerceklestirilmemistir.

Catisma Beyani
Yazarlar ¢alisma kapsaminda herhangi bir kurum veya kisi ile gikar catismasi bulunmadigini beyan

etmektedirler.
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