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Abstract

Since higher education institutions are organizational institutions, to achieve certain
goals such as development, keeping up with the times, globalization, etc. and at the
same time to carry their institutional identities further, they should also give
importance to improving the quality of their existing academic staff- To achieve these
goals, concepts such as awareness of higher education culture and academic culture
are important for enhancing institutional productivity. In this context, the purpose of
this study is to investigate the awareness of academic staff in eight different
departments in the Faculty of Education of a state university about higher education
culture. A total of 108 lecturers participated in the study on a voluntary basis. It is a
quantitative study and the "Higher Education Culture" scale developed by Karsantik
and Cetin (2020) was used as a data collection tool. The obtained data were analyzed
with the SPPS v26 program, and in line with the findings obtained, it was determined
that most of the participants' views on higher education culture were at the "medium"
level and at the "high" level in the basic assumptions sub-dimension.
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Introduction

For any organization, culture, in general terms, is "an important phenomenon that determines the
boundaries and content of the field of activity of that organization and supports organizational activities
with the organizational structure and system it shapes" (Juechter & Fisher, 1998, p.5). Corporate culture,
on the other hand, includes all an organization's core values and beliefs and the symbols, ceremonies
and mythologies that transmit them to its members (Deal & Kennedy, 1982). The concept of corporate
culture entered international literature with Pettigrew's (1979) article "In the Study of Organizational
Cultures" (Hofstede et al., 1990). Schein (1996) defined organizational culture as "a set of basic
assumptions about how the world is and how it should be, shared by a group of people and determining
their perceptions, thoughts, feelings and, to some extent, their overt behavior" (p. 8). According to
Schein (1996), culture is the set of assumptions believed and accepted by a group and determines how
it is perceived, considered and reacted to in different settings. Again, according to Schein (2010),
organizational culture can be obtained through the analysis of organizational activities at various levels:
(1) visible artifacts; (2) espoused beliefs, values, rules, and patterns of behavior; and (3) basic
assumptions that are taken for granted (p. 53). Some of the most important and most invisible elements
of an organizational culture are the shared basic assumptions about "how things should be done, how to
achieve the mission, and how to achieve goals" (Schein, 2010, p. 80). Based on this explanation, we can
state that organizational culture is an invisible and unobservable force behind organizations and
maintains a unifying task that keeps the organization together.

Schein (2010) argues that the values, beliefs, convictions and assumptions that are invented, discovered,
developed, shared and accepted are the rules and norms that the members of a particular organization
necessarily respect. Also to be considered are the rules and norms that explain why and how an
organization is formed, structured, functioning and sustained. Looking at other definitions in the
literature, it is possible to come across different definitions such as a system of basic concepts that
distinguish one organization from another and shape possibilities (Gagliardi, 1986), a set of beliefs and
perceptions about the organization that guides personal behavior at work and helps to form a unity of
meaning among the common experiences shared by the group (Bloor & Dawson, 1994), values that gain

' Samsun Ondokuz Mayis University — msenel@omu.edu.tr — ORCID: 0000-0002-6982-0870

135


mailto:msenel@omu.edu.tr

A ( ’ MSKU Journal of Education
¥ ISSN 2148-6999 Volume 12, Issue 2, (2025) November

importance with the participation of employees (Basaran, 1991), shared concepts, facts, beliefs, norms,
ceremonies and stories (Kozlu, 1986; Terzi, 2000, p. 24), it is possible to come across different
definitions. According to Trice and Beyer (1993), “organizational culture, like other cultures, develops
as groups of people try to make sense of and cope with their world" (p. 4).

McKeever and CSLA (2003, p. 28) argue that organizations, like individuals, have their own identities.
As with individual identities, the identity of organizational cultures is constructed by experiences,
beliefs, attitudes and values. Organizational culture is communicated, taught, transmitted and helped
with members. It is the way the organization adapts to environmental conditions and integrates within
itself, works as a problem solver, framework or guide, and even as a tool aimed at improving the
functioning of the organization as well as the organization's activities, decision-making process,
performance, effectiveness and competitive position (Liana Lacatus, 2013).

While Spurgin (1993, p. 25) defines corporate culture as "a collection of beliefs, values, habits, practices
and traditions shared by people within an organization and learned by newcomers to the organization",
(Peters, 1993) explains corporate culture as the unwritten rules of how conscious behavior in an
organization should be formed by sharing the values that people have. In this context, it would be
appropriate to say that institutional culture is built on the differences of learned values and shared
practices.

Higher education culture concept

Interest in cultural studies has not only developed outside higher education but has also become
increasingly important in higher education (Peterson & Spencer, 1990). Although the dimensions of
cultural studies in higher education related to students and faculties began in the 1950s, the study of
higher education institutions as cultural constructs generally began to increase in the 1980s (Vilimaa,
1998). Dill and Sporn (1995) attribute this increase in cultural relevance in the context of higher
education to the emergence of several challenges that are analogous to those faced by business firms.
For example, increased competition among universities, decreasing government support, universities
adopting new roles according to needs, the need for good academic management, accountability, and
autonomy, etc., lead to challenges such as cohesion, coordination, communication, and effectiveness
evaluation. In this context, the culture of higher education can be defined as providing a universal
perspective on the functioning of higher education institutions and raising the awareness of officials and
employees to eliminate some of the problems and difficulties that may arise.

According to Daft (1999), institutional culture in higher education is a set of social facts, standards,
norms, beliefs, and understandings shared by teaching staff. When researched, it can be observed that
these organizations have various characteristics depending on the differences in their inputs and
purposes. According to Tierney (1988), there are six components of higher education culture. These are
environment, mission, socialization, knowledge, strategy, and leadership. The focus of higher education
institutions on these components will contribute to their development both with other institutions and
with themselves.

McNay (1995), while defining organizational culture in higher education institutions, emphasized two
prominent features. The first is the form and frequency of control, and the second is the focus on policy
and planning. This implementation plan presented by McNay identifies four characteristics that can be
applied to different university structures: 1) business (institutional) characterization, 2) institutional
policy making and broad implementation control, 3) market focus, and 4) external opportunities and
relationships with partners. As can be seen from this implementation plan, institutional culture in higher
education institutions is a complex system of symbols and values that are formed through shared
experiences. Indeed, higher education institutions are influenced by external demographic, economic
and political factors, but they are nonetheless shaped by their internal solid structures and are made up
of the values, processes and goals of organizational work. Therefore, it can be said that higher education
institutions have a cultural structure that regulates and shapes interpersonal relationships and behaviors
and ensures the achievement of set goals. Moreover, as new individuals promote change through the
unique perspectives and ideas they bring and disseminate, their understanding of higher education
organizational culture is subject to reinterpretation (Austin & McDaniels, 2006).
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Literature review

Some domestic and international studies that are similar to the subject are included in this section. For
example, Koyuncu (2020) states in his article that necessary studies should be carried out to develop a
higher education culture, quality development should be encouraged, and efforts should be made to
establish organizational culture permanently. In another study, Ceylan (1998) investigated the
organizational culture in newly established higher education institutions and concluded that the biggest
problem of newly established universities is that they do not have an identity, that is, an organizational
culture. Cimen and Ekenci (2002) emphasized that academic staff in higher education institutions
providing physical education and sports education perceive organizational values at a medium level and
that there is not strong culture in these institutions. Erdem (2003) emphasized the values in university
culture and stated that the university in which he conducted his study should have the values of
pioneering, scientific and modernity in the future. According to the results of another study on
organizational culture consciousness in the university, it was brought up that unifying activities should
be developed, symbols should be created, communication networks should be established, and
harmonization studies should be carried out (Akyol et al., 2020).

In the article titled Innovations and organizational culture in higher education, Zu and Engels (2013)
show that the characteristics of organizational culture influence students' and teachers' perceived need
for innovation, their views on innovative approaches to teaching, sensitivity to instructional innovations,
and the perceived level of implementation of educational innovations. According to another study, it
was concluded that the application of culture in higher institutions is not fundamental to the daily
functioning of academic staff in the majority of educational institutions (Silver, 2003). Students
potentially expect some changes in the style of the organizational culture, and the study concluded that
the development of university organizational culture requires continuous adjustment and encouragement
(Vasyakin et al., 2016). Taye et al., (2019), in their article on organizational culture and its impact on
the performance of higher education institutions, showed that all culture elements strongly influence
individual performance, which in turn contributes to the overall performance of the university. In support
of these studies, another study concluded that an organizational culture framework is essential for
managers to clarify an organization's identity while also highlighting its unique qualities and, in addition,
researchers using a cultural framework can develop a deep understanding of what makes change possible
in an organization (Tiemey & Lanford, 2018). Trivellas and Dargenidou (2009) found that specific
cultural models were linked to different dimensions of higher education service quality and that
hierarchy culture was the most prevalent among administrative staff, while clan and hierarchy situations
were dominant among faculty members. Fralinger and Olson (2007) concluded that undergraduate
students' perceptions of organizational culture positively align with the department's and university's
overall mission, goals and objectives. Adeinat and Abdulfatah (2019) concluded that an organization's
culture, especially in a public university setting, first influences the knowledge creation process and then
the knowledge exchange, emphasizing the need for individual initiative and employee empowerment.
According to the literature review on the subject, most of the studies conducted are qualitative studies,
and in these studies, quality culture, creating and ensuring quality culture, leadership culture, challenges
of higher education culture, organizational culture, values in university culture, etc. have been covered
as topics and content. In addition, no similar study has been found based on gender, title and department
variables of academicians working in different departments of any faculty of education on the basis of
8 different faculties discussed in this study. Therefore, this study is supposed to make a new contribution
to the field in line with the following research questions and in this respect, it will be beneficial to close
the gap in literature. In this context, the research questions are as follows:

Do the opinions of staff in the Faculty of Education of a state university about the culture of higher
education differ according to their,

1. Genders,

2. Titles,

3. Departments?
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Method

The research is a descriptive study, and survey model was used. According to (2018, p. 50), "quantitative
research is research that aims to discover the laws of social order by examining social phenomena and
revealing the cause-and-effect relationships between these phenomena through statistical analysis of
numerically measurable data". "The survey design, on the other hand, provides a quantitative or
numerical description of the approaches, attitudes or opinions in the general population through studies
conducted on a sample within a population"(Creswell, 2018, p. 242). As data collection tools, a
questionnaire form prepared by the researcher to collect demographic information of the participants
(gender, title and department) and the "Culture of Higher Education" scale developed by Karsantik and
Cetin (2020) were used. The twenty-four-item 5-point Likert-type scale has three sub-dimensions:
External cohesion (ml+m2+m3+m4+mS5+mS5+m6+m7+m7+m8+m9+m10+ml1), basic assumptions
(m12+m13+ml14+m15+ml16+ml16+ml7+m18+ml9) and internal integration
(m20+m21+m22+m23+m24). The scale includes no reverse-coded items. The reliability of the scale
was determined by Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency coefficient, which was calculated as .88 for
the first subdimension (external cohesion), .80 for the second subdimension (basic assumptions) and .66
for the third subdimension (internal integration) (Karsantik & Cetin, 2020).

Participants

The population of the study consists of a state university, and the sample consists of academics in eight
different departments of the Faculty of Education of this university. Academics contributed to the study
on a voluntary basis and answered the items of the scale. The scale was shared both through
GoogleForms® and face-to-face data collection methods in the Spring semester of the 2023-2024
academic year. Some of the participants preferred to answer via Google Forms®, and some of them
wanted to answer face-to-face. Information about the academics supporting the study: Department of
Foreign Language Education: Prof. Dr. (2), Assoc. Prof. Dr. (3), Assist. Prof. Dr. (5), Lecturer (1),
Assistant (2), totaling 8 women and 5 men, for a total of 13 participants; Turkish/Social Sciences
Education Department: Prof. Dr. (3), Assoc. Prof. Dr. (3), Assist. Prof. Dr. (1), Instructor (2), Assistant
(2), totaling 6 women and 5 men, for a total of 11 participants; Special Education Department: Assoc.
Prof. Dr. (2), Assist. Prof. Dr. (2), Assistant (1), totaling 4 women and 1 man, for a total of 5 participants;
Department of Educational Sciences: Prof. Dr. (5), Assoc. Prof. Dr. (4), Assist. Prof. Dr. (4), Assistant
(5), totaling 9 women and 9 men, for a total of 18 participants; Department of Basic Education: Prof.
Dr. (4), Assoc. Prof. Dr. (2), Assist. Prof. Dr. (2), Assistant (4), a total of 8 women and 4 men, for a total
of 12 participants; Department of Computer and Instructional Technologies Education: Prof. Dr. (2),
Assoc. Prof. Dr. (3), Assist. Prof. Dr. (3), Lecturer (2), Assistant (2), totaling 4 women and 8 men, 12
participants; Fine Arts Education Department: Prof. Dr. (4), Assoc. Prof. Dr. (3), Assist. Prof. Dr. (3),
Assistant (2), totaling 5 women and 7 men, 12 participants; Mathematics and Science Education
Department: Prof. Dr. (10), Assoc. Prof. Dr. (6), Assist. Prof. Dr. (5), Lecturer (1), Assistant (3), totaling
11 women and 14 men, for a total of 25 participants. The total number of participants is 108, of whom
54 are female and 54 are male faculty members. Data could not be obtained at the level of Professor and
Lecturer from the Department of Special Education, and at the level of Lecturer from the Departments
of Basic Education, Educational Sciences, and Fine Arts Education. The department with the highest
number of participants, based on the number of staff members, was the Mathematics and Science
Education Department, with 25 faculty staff.

Data analysis

The data obtained were analyzed using the SPSS v26 program. To decide which tests would be
performed, it was checked whether the data was normally distributed. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test
indicated normal distribution of the data (p = 0.056, p = 0.05). Therefore, 'frequency analysis',
'independent sample t-test', 'one-way analysis of variance-Anova' and 'post-hoc' tests were applied. The
evaluation scoring of the scale is as follows: Strongly disagree (1), Disagree (2), Undecided (3), Agree
(4) and Strongly agree (5). According to the mean scores of the scale, the evaluation criteria were
determined as 1-1.80 (very low); 1.81-2.60 (low); 2.61-3.40 (medium); 3.41-4.20 (high) and 4.21-5.00
(very high) (Karadag et al., 2008; Kenar & Balc1, 2012; Pimentel, 2010).
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Findings

The data, including the participants' general awareness of higher education culture according to the total
scores of the scale, are given in Table 1.

Table 1. Total score distribution of Higher education culture awareness

N X S

1 The objectives of my higher education institution are clearly stated. 108  2.83 74

2 The participation of all academic staff in the decision-making process of my higher education 108  3.00 1
institution is ensured.

3 The vision of my higher education institution is adopted by the teaching staff. 108  3.04 .64

4 The budget distribution of my higher education institution is equal 108  3.08 .79

5 The criteria for achieving the goals of my higher education institution are known by the 108  3.13 .82
academic staff.

6  The criteria for evaluating the development of my higher education institution are 108  3.17 77
predetermined.

7  The hierarchical structure in my higher education institution facilitates achieving the set goals. 108  3.21 .76

8  In my higher education institution, goals are achieved gradually. 108  3.25 .82

9  The distribution of authority of the teaching staff of my higher education institution is clearly 108  3.29 1.16
defined.

10 The language used for the development of my higher education institution is understood in the 108  3.33 1.15
same way by all academic staff.

11 A common scientific approach is followed in solving the problems encountered in my higher 108  3.38 1.16
education institution.

12 The social structure of the teaching staff at my higher education institution is similar. 108 3.42 .82

13 Problems that arise in my higher education institution are similarly understood by the teaching 108  3.46 1.05
staff.

14 The teaching staff at my higher education institution acts in accordance with the goals of the 108  3.50 1.07
institution.

15  The roles of teaching staff in my higher education institution are known by others. 108  3.54 97

16  The time set for achieving the objectives in my higher education institution is appropriate for 108  3.58 .99
all instructors.

17  In my higher education institution, norms are determined according to the value judgments of 108  3.63 .99
the society we live in.

18  Other lecturers at my higher education institution respect my personal space. 108  3.67 .96

19 In my higher education institution, there is room for partial emotionality as well as 108  3.71 1.19
professionalism.

20 My higher education institution has norms that determine behavior towards authority. 108  3.75 7

21 My higher education institution has unwritten rules that ensure harmony among the teaching 108  3.79 .81
staff.

22 Reactions to lecturers who behave in a way that is inappropriate for the structure of my higher 108  2.83 75
education institution are the product of a common consciousness.

23 The difference between the official hierarchical structure and the perceived hierarchical 108  3.00 .83
structure of my higher education institution is clearly felt.

24 In my higher education institution, those who are in the same group or outside the group are 108  3.04 1

defined by the sharp boundaries of the group.

In line with the information given in Table 1, according to the scale mean scores, it is seen that the

majority of the participants' views on higher education culture are at the "medium" level (between+ 2.61
- £ 3.40). However, in terms of the mean score they obtained between items M12 and M21, it is seen

that their views on higher education culture based on these items are at a "high" level (£3.41 - £4.20).

When analyzed in terms of the sub-dimensions of the scale, the participants' views at the "medium" level
mostly coincide with the external adaptation items, while their opinions at the "high" level mostly

coincide with the basic assumption’s items.
Regarding the first research question of the study, "Do the views of academics in the Faculty of
Education of a state university on higher education culture differ according to gender? " question, the
data based on the mean scores of the scale sub-dimensions obtained as a result of the independent sample
t-test analysis of the participants are given in Table 2.
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Table 2. Results of participants according to subdimensions scores

Gender N X S df t F P
External Adaptation Woman 54 3.43 26 106 -.658 477 S12
Male 54 3.47 31
Key assumptions Woman 54 2.98 33 106 -.591 .007 .556
Male 54 3.02 .36
Internal integration Woman 54 3.69 .37 106 -.940 207 .349
Male 54 3.62 41

Considering the data in Table 2, no significant difference is observed in terms of the gender of the
participants in terms of the three sub-dimensions (sig =.512, p = 0.05; sig = .556, p = 0.05; sig = .349,
p=0.05).

The second research question of the study. The participants' responses to the question "Do the opinions
of academicians in the Faculty of Education of a state university about the culture of higher education
differ according to their titles?" were evaluated with One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and
given in Table 3.

Table 3. Results obtained in terms of the titles of the participants according to the subdimensions scores

f,X andss Values ANOVA Results
g Title N X S Var. K KT Sd KO F P
g Prof. Dr. 32 3.41 25 Between G. 548 4 137 1.649 .168
= ‘% Assoc. Prof. Dr. 20 3.56 29 Within G. 8.559 .083
28 Assist Prof. Dr. 27 3.47 36
5= Lecturer 12 3.46 23
g £ Assistant 17 334 21
o 2
3 &
. Prof. Dr. 32 2.94 .29 Between G. 1.114 4 278 2468 .049
o 8 Assoc. Prof. Dr. 20 3.10 .35 Within G. 11.621 113
2 e Assist Prof. Dr. 27 2.88 .36
5 § Lecturer 12 3.19 40
£ g Assistant 17 3.02 29
2z
n M
= Prof. Dr. 32 3.64 42 Between G. 207 4 .052 329 .858
" % Assoc. Prof. Dr. 20 3.70 41 Within G. 16.252 158
g & Assist Prof. Dr. 27 3.59 .34
Z «2 Lecturer 12 3.73 42
g 'T; Assistant 17 3.65 38
S g
O O
3 E
Total 108

As seen in Table 3, the distribution of the participants according to their titles shows a statistically
significant difference in the second subdimension of the scale (p = 0.049, p < 0.05). This difference is
seen positively in favor of academic staff within the scope of the second subdimension (x = 3.1979).

Within the scope of the third research question, "Do the opinions of academics in the Faculty of
Education of a state university about the culture of higher education differ according to their
departments? " Table 4, which includes the analysis of the data obtained for the question, is given below.

According to the results given in Table 4, when the total scores of the scale subdimensions of the
participants were evaluated, a statistically significant difference was observed at the level of
subdimension two (p = 0.001, p < 0.05). This difference is in favor of the Department of Turkish /
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Social Sciences Education (x = 3.318) and the Department of Basic Education (x = 3.318) for the 2nd

subdimension, as shown in Table 4 below.

Table 4. Results obtained in terms of the departments of the participants according to the subdimensions

SCOres
f,Xx andss Values ANOVA Results
Section N X S Var. K KT df KO F p
Foreign Languages Education 13 341 22 Between Gr.  .382 7 .055 .625 734
Turkish / Social Sciences Education 11 3.30 40 Within Gr.
Department
« Special Education Department 5 3.36 21
— -2 Basic Education Department 12 3.50 .26
g % Department of Educational Sciences 18 3.48 31
‘2§ Computer Education and Instructional 12 3.42 18
o
g = Technology 3.47
S £ Fine Arts Education Department 12 351 28
£ % Department of Mathematics and 25 3.56 32
“ = Science Education
108
Foreign Languages Education 13 2.87 25 Between Gr.  2.607 7 372 3.678 .001
Turkish / Social Sciences Education 11 331 40 Within Gr.
Department
Special Education Department 5 285 28
~ é’ Basic Education Department 12 331 .34
g 2 Department of Educational Sciences 18 2.85 28
'z g Computer Education and Instructional 12 3.18 24
g 2 Technology 3.01
5 .o Fine Arts Education Department 12 293 43
5 & Department of Mathematics and 25 309 28
A geience Education
108
Foreign Languages Education 13 .30 .08 Between Gr. 354 7 051 314 946
Turkish / Social Sciences Education 11 .38 11 Within Gr.
Department
= Special Education Department 5 32 .14
- .2 Basic Education Department 12 .46 13
g go Department of Educational Sciences 18 .34 .08
‘% 2 Computer Education and Instructional 12 .38 A1
g E Technology
5 g Fine Arts Education Department 12 .49 .08
'S £ Department of Mathematics and 25 42 .03
¥’ = Science Education
Total 108

According to the titles and departments of the participants, post-hoc tests were applied to find out from
which group the statistically significant group differences emerged as a result of the data obtained as a
result of the scale sub-dimension total scores. Post-hoc Tukey test is used to determine significant
differences between different groups (Table 5).

Table 5. Post-hoc Tukey Test Results After One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to Determine
Which Subgroups Scale Scores Differentiate According to Department Variable

95% Confidence

Mean Std

Difference Erro.r Interval
1-J) Lower Upper
Bound Bound
g Turkish / Social Sciences Education Department -.443" 130 .021 -.8468 -.0395
EC £%5.

= % % 2 | Special Education Department .025 167 1.000 -.4935 .5435
- Basic Education Department =312 127 228 -.7069 .0819
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95% Confidence
Mean
. Std.
Difference Error p Interval
(1-)) Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Department of Educational Sciences -.138 115 .930 -.4975 2197
Computer Education and Instructional
-.062 127 1.000 -.4569 3319
Technology
Fine Arts Education Department =218 127 .676 -.6132 1757
Department of Mathematics and Science
.030 .108 1.000 -.3069 3669
Education
.8 Department of Foreign Languages Education 443" 130 .021 .0395 .8468
§ Special Education Department 468 171 126 -.0632 .9996
s
ﬁ Basic Education Department 130 132 976 -.2806 .5419
O
= § Department of Educational Sciences 304 121 208 -0728 6814
A 5 Computer Education and Instructional
= 5 .380 132 .091 -.0306 7919
é A Technology
= Fine Arts Education Department 224 132 .694 -.1868 .6357
R Department of Mathematics and Science .
e 473 115 .002 1167 .8297
Education
g Department of Foreign Languages Education -.030 .108 1.000 -.3669 .3069
j_ﬁ - Turkish / Social Sciences Education Department -473" 115 .002 -.8297 -.1167
<
£ % Special Education Department -.005 155 1.000 -4877 AT77
= O
‘2" 'é Basic Education Department -.342 11 .054 -.6885 .0035
L‘é § Department of Educational Sciences -.168 .098 .676 -.4735 1357
£.2
g & Computer Education and Instructional
= -.092 11 991 -.4385 .2535
% Technology
A Fine Arts Education Department -.248 11 .346 -.5948 .0973

As a result of one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) followed by post-hoc Tukey test (Table 5), a
statistically significant difference was found at the level of (»p = 0.01) in favor of the instructors of the
Department of Foreign Languages Education and the Department of Turkish/Social Sciences Education
at the second sub-dimension level. This shows that the instructors of Turkish/Social Sciences Education
Department have more knowledge about higher education culture than the instructors of Foreign
Languages Education Department. Similarly, a statistically significant difference at the level of (p =
0.01) was found in favor of the instructors of the Department of Mathematics and Science Education
and the Department of Turkish/Social Sciences Education. These results indicate that the teachers in the
Turkish and Social Sciences Education Department are more knowledgeable about the culture of higher
education than those in the Mathematics and Science Education Department respectively. Between the
other sub-dimensions, there was no statistically significant difference (p = 0.05)

Discussion

The results of the Higher Education Culture Awareness Scale, which was completed by academics from
eight different departments in a state university's Faculty of Education, showed that most participants'
opinions on higher education culture were at the "medium" level. However, their scores on the basic
assumptions’ items, which are the third sub-dimension of the scale, indicated that their opinions were at
the "high" level.
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Firstly, as a result of the analysis of the responses given by the participants regarding the question "Do
the opinions of academicians in the Faculty of Education of a state university about the culture of higher
education differ according to gender?", no statistically significant difference was found in terms of the
gender variable in the 3 sub-dimensions of the scale. This finding is in line with the result of Yiiceant et
al. (2022) that the awareness of the personnel in higher education institutions providing sports education
about organizational culture does not differ according to the gender variable. Similarly, as a result of the
findings of the study investigating the relationship between academic leadership and organizational
commitment in higher education institutions, no statistically significant difference was found in terms
of the gender variable (Baloglu & Oz, 2021). In the article on a comparative study on organizational
culture in universities, it was also revealed that organizational culture awareness did not differ according
to the gender of the participants (Fatih Kdse & Korkmaz, 2019).

The second research question of the study. In line with the findings obtained in relation to the study's
second research question, "Do the opinions of academics in the Faculty of Education of a state university
about higher education culture differ according to their titles?", a positive difference was obtained in
favor of lecturers. As a result of the study in which the staff in higher education institutions were
investigated in terms of organizational culture and organizational climate awareness, it was stated that
a significant difference was observed in terms of the service years of the staff (Yiiceant et al., 2022). In
literature, very few studies will determine the higher education culture awareness of academics in higher
education institutions according to their titles, and these studies are more related to organizational
culture awareness and consciousness in general rather than higher education culture awareness. Similar
to the findings obtained in this part of this study, in terms of the data presented in the master's thesis
conducted by Oran (2016), it was stated that organizational culture awareness differs according to
academic titles and organizational culture adoption levels differ according to academic titles. Other
studies generally consist of a comparison of academic staff and managerial staff on higher education
culture awareness (Kuo, 2009); a study on the sub-dimension of commitment-identification with the
organization (Ira & Aksu, 2009); studies in which 102 academic staff stated that organizational culture
is formed by shared values, beliefs and what individuals contribute to the organization (Cucu-Ciuhan &
Guita-Alexandru, 2014).

The study's final research question examined whether academicians' views on higher education culture
varied by department within a state university's Faculty of Education, and it was found a greater positive
and significant difference for the instructors of the Department of Turkish/Social Sciences Education
than for the instructors of the Department of Foreign Languages Education or the Department of
Mathematics and Science Education. The awareness of higher education culture among academicians
in various departments within a faculty of education has not been studied in the literature. Only in the
master's thesis prepared by Oran (2016), it was stated that the organizational culture in higher education
institutions differed in terms of average scores according to the unit of assignment, and then, as a result
of the analysis to see whether these differences were statistically significant, it was stated that there was
no difference at p>0.05 significance levels.

Conclusion and Recommendations

In line with the findings obtained in the context of gender, title and department variables of academics
working in eight different departments in the Faculty of Education of a state university, it was
determined that their awareness of higher education culture was generally at a "medium" level. While
the awareness of academics about higher education culture did not show a statistical difference in terms
of the gender variable, in the context of the department variable, it resulted positively in favor of the
instructors of the Turkish / Social Sciences Education Department.

Instructors with higher education culture awareness generally adopt a student-centered education
approach and are more sensitive to students' individual learning needs. In addition, these instructors are
more open to innovative methods in learning processes and make course content more interactive by
effectively using technology in education. Such an approach helps students to gain academic
independence while developing their critical thinking skills. The culture of higher education encourages
not only academic accumulation but also the professional development of teaching staff. Thus, lecturers
not only teach, but also make scientific contributions through academic research and deepen their
expertise in their fields.
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The awareness of all lecturers working in higher education institutions about the culture of higher
education can be considered as an important factor that directly affects academic success and quality of
education because the culture of higher education provides a framework that includes the vision and
mission of the institution, which shapes both the attitudes of lecturers towards teaching processes and
their interactions with students. Research shows that lecturers with a high level of awareness of higher
education culture use more innovative, student-centered, and critical thinking methods in their
pedagogical approaches. This is a factor that increases student achievement and makes the academic
environment more productive.

The awareness of education faculty lecturers about higher education culture stands out as an important
factor that directly affects the quality of the education system. Higher education culture is a dynamic
structure that shapes the professional roles, academic responsibilities, ethical values and pedagogical
understandings of academic staff. Increasing the level of awareness of lecturers in faculties of education
about this culture not only improves teaching processes but also enables students to receive a higher-
quality education. In this context, the level of knowledge and awareness of lecturers about higher
education directly affects their understanding of teaching and learning and their methodological
approaches.

However, deficiencies in lecturers' awareness of higher education culture can lead to inconsistencies in
education and negatively affect the efficiency of learning processes, pedagogical approaches,
professional development processes and academic performance. Lack of awareness can lead to
uncertainties about the roles and responsibilities of teaching staff, which can undermine both academic
achievement and internal collaboration. Furthermore, inadequate knowledge and understanding of
higher education culture may limit lecturers' capacity to adapt to academic innovations and
developments, which in turn may hinder the equipping of students with contemporary knowledge and
skills.

Consequently, a deeper awareness of higher education culture among teaching staff would not only
enhance their professional development but also the overall quality of education. Increased awareness
of higher education culture can help lecturers update their pedagogical approaches and educational
strategies in a more contemporary way and ensure that students receive a better-quality education. In
order to increase these awareness levels and bring them to the desired levels, it is important to include
in-faculty workshops in the agenda. In this context, awareness studies on higher education culture are
an important tool that improves not only the teaching skills of lecturers but also their contributions in
the academic environment. A conscious approach to higher education culture in faculties of education
will allow for a stronger academic infrastructure and more sustainable achievements in education.
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Arastirma Makalesi

Egitim Fakiiltesi Ogretim Elemanlarinin Yiiksekogretim
Kiiltiiriine Yonelik Farkindalik Diizeyleri

Miifit Senel
Ozet
Yiiksekogretim kurumlarimin birer orgiitsel kurum olmalari nedeniyle,
Makale Hakkinda gelisim, ¢caga ayak uydurma, kiiresellesme, vb. birtakim hedeflere erigmek
Gelis Tarihi: 19.04.2025 ve aymi zamanda da kurumsal kimliklerini daha ileriye tasimak igin,
Kabul Tarihi: 25.08.2025 mevcut 6gretim elemant kadrolarmmin kalitesinin artirllmasina da énem
Yayin Tarihi: 06.10.2025 vermeleri gerekmektedir. Bu hedeflere ulasma konusunda, verimliligin

artirtlmasi gerektiginden, yiiksekogretim kiiltiirii farkindaligi ve akademik
kiiltiir bilinci gibi kavramlar onem ihtiva etmektedir. Bu baglamda, bu
arastirmanin amaci, bir devlet iiniversitesinin Egitim Fakiiltesindeki sekiz
farkly béliimdeki ogretim elemanlarinin, yiiksekogretim kiiltiirii ile ilgili
farkindaliklarim aragtirmaktir. Arastirmaya toplam 108 ogretim elamani
goniilliiliik esasina gore katumistir. Nicel bir ¢calisma olup, veri toplama
aract olarak Karsantik ve Cetin’in (2020) gelistirmis oldugu
“Yiiksekogretim Kiiltiirii” dlcegi kullamlmistir. Elde edilen veriler SPPS
. v26 programu ile analiz edilmis olup, elde edilen bulgular dogrultusunda
Ogretim elemanlari kattlmcilarin - biiyiik ¢ogunlugunun yiiksekogretim kiiltiirti ile ilgili
goriislerinin  “orta” diizeyde, temel varsayimlar alt boyutunda ise
“yiiksek” diizeyde oldugu tespit edilmigtir.
Senel, M. (2025). Egitim fakiiltesi 6gretim elemanlariin yiiksekogretim
Atif I¢in kiiltiirtine yonelik farkindalik diizeyleri. MSKU Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi,
12(2), 135-160. DOI: 10.21666/muefd.1679915

Anahtar Kelimeler
Yiiksekogretim

Yiksekogretim kiiltiiri

Giris

Herhangi bir kurum agisindan, genel anlamiyla kiiltiir, “o kurumun faaliyet alaninin smirlarini ve
icerigini belirleyen, sekillendirdigi orgiitsel yap1 ve kurdugu sistem ile drgiitsel faaliyetleri destekleyen
onemli bir olgudur” (Juechter & Fisher, 1998, s.5). Kurum kiiltiirii ise, bir 6rgiitiin tiim temel degerlerini,
inanglarini ve bunlari elemanlarina aktaran sembolleri, tdrenleri ve mitolojileri igerir (Deal & Kennedy,
1982). Kurum kiiltiirii kavrami, Pettigrew’in (1979), “Orgiitsel Kiiltiirler Uzerinde Calisirken” adli
makalesi ile ilgili uluslararas1 alan yazina girmistir (Hofstede ve ark., 1990). Schein (1996) kurum
kiiltiiriinii daha ziyade "bir grup insanin paylastigi ve algilarini, diisiincelerini, duygularimi ve bir
dereceye kadar acik davranislarini belirleyen, diinyanin nasil oldugu ve nasil olmasi gerektigine iliskin
bir dizi temel varsayim" olarak tanimlamistir (s.8). Schein'a (1996) gore ise kiiltiir, bir grup tarafindan
inanilan ve kabul edilen varsayimlar biitiiniidiir ve farkli ortamlarda nasil algilanacagini, dikkate
almacagini ve tepki verilecegini belirler. Yine, Schein’a (2010) gore orgiitsel kiiltiir, oOrgiitsel
faaliyetlerin ¢esitli diizeylerde analizi ile elde edilebilir: (1) goriiniir eserler; (2) benimsenen inanglar,
degerler, kurallar ve davranis bicimleri ve (3) oldugu gibi kabul edilen temel varsayimlardir (s.53). Bir
kurum kiiltiiriiniin en 6nemli ve en goriinmez unsurlarindan bazilari, "iglerin nasil yapilmasi gerektigi,
misyona nasil ulagilacagi ve hedeflere nasil ulagilacag1" hakkindaki paylasilan temel varsayimlardir
(Schein, 2010, s.80). Bu agiklamadan yola cikarak, orgiit kiiltlirliniin, Orgiitlerin arkasindaki
goriinmeyen ve gozlenemeyen bir giic oldugu ve Orgiitii bir arada tutan bir birlestirici goérevi
stirdiirdigiinii ifade edebiliriz.

Schein (2010), icat edilen, kesfedilen, gelistirilen, paylasilan ve kabul edilen degerlerin, inanglarin,
kanaatlerin ve varsayimlar belirli bir kurulusun iiyeleri tarafindan zorunlu olarak saygi duyulan
kurallar ve normlar oldugu goriisiindedir. Ayrica bir kurulusun neden ve nasil olustugunu,
yapilandirildigini, isledigini ve siirdiiglinii agiklayan kurallar ve normlar da gbéz Oniinde
bulundurulmahidir. Alanyazindaki diger tamimlara bakildiginda, bir kurumu digerinden farkli kilan ve
olasiliklar sekillendiren temel kavramlar sistemi (Gagliardi, 1986), isteki kisisel davraniglara rehberlik
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eden, grubun paylastig1 ortak tecriibeler arasindaki anlam birliginin olusumuna yardim eden orgiit
hakkindaki inanglar ve algilamalar dizisi (Bloor & Dawson, 1994), ¢alisanlarin katilimlariyla 6nem
kazanan degerler (Basaran, 1991), paylasilmis kavramlar, olgular, inanglar, normlar, torenler ve
hikayeler (Kozlu, 1986; Terzi, 2000) seklinde farkli tanimlara rastlamak miimkiindiir. Trice ve Beyer’e
(1993) gore orgiitsel kiiltiir “diger kiiltiirler gibi, insan gruplar1 kendi diinyalarin1 anlamlandirmaya ve
bunlarla basa ¢ikmaya calistikga gelisir” (s.4).

McKeever ve CSLA (2003) orgiitlerin de ayn1 bireyler gibi, kendi kimlikleri oldugunu savunmaktadir.
Bireysel kimliklerde oldugu sekilde, orgiitsel kiiltiirlerin kimligi de deneyimler, inanglar, tutumlar ve
degerler tarafindan insa edilir. Kurum kiiltiirii iiyelere iletilir, 6gretilir, aktarilir ve yardimei olunur.
Organizasyonun g¢evresel kosullara uyum saglamasi ve kendi iginde biitiinlesmesi, problem ¢ozer gibi
calismasi, cergeve veya rehber ve hatta kurumun isleyisini ve ayni zamanda kurumun faaliyetlerini
gelistirmeyi amaclayan bir ara¢ olarak karar verme siireci, performans, etkinlik ve rekabetci konum yer
alir (Liana Lacatus, 2013).

Kurumsal kiiltiir, Spurgin (1993, s.25) tarafindan, “bir kurum igerisinde yer alan kisiler tarafindan
paylasilan ve kuruma yeni katilan kisilerce 6grenilmis olan inanglarin, degerlerin, aligkanliklarin,
uygulamalarin ve geleneklerin bir toplam1” olarak ifade edilmisken, (Peters, 1993), kurumsal kiiltiiri,
insanlarin sahip oldugu degerlerin paylasilarak bir oOrgiitteki bilingli davranislarin ne sekilde
olusturulmasi gerektiginin yazilmamais kurallar1 seklinde agiklamistir. Bu baglamda, kurumsal kiiltiiriin,
Ogrenilen degerlerin ve paylasilan uygulamalarin farkliliklari iizerine kurulmus oldugunu sdylemek
yerinde olacaktir.

Yiiksekogretim Kkiiltiirii

Kiiltlir arastirmalarina olan ilgi, yliksekogretim disinda gelismis olmasinin yani sira, yiiksekogretim
alaninda da giderek dnem kazanmaya baslamistir (Peterson & Spencer, 1990). Kiiltiirel ¢aligmalarin
yliksekogretimde 6grenci ve 6gretim elemanlartyla ilgili boyutlari, 1950'li yillarda baslamis olmakla
beraber, yliksekdgretim kurumlarinin kiiltiirel yapilar olarak incelenmesi genel anlamda, 1980’lerde
artis gostermeye baslamigtir (Vdlimaa, 1998). Dill ve Sporn (1995) bu artisi, yliksekdgretim baglaminda
kiiltiirel alakanin artisini, ticaretle ugrasan firmalarin karsilastigi zorluklara benzerlikler tasiyan birtakim
sorunlarin ortaya ¢ikmasina baglamaktadir. Ornegin, iiniversiteler arasindaki rekabetin artmasi, devlet
desteginin azalmasi, liniversitelerin ihtiyaclara gore yeni roller edinmesi ya da benimsemesi, iyi bir
akademik yonetime ihtiya¢ duyulmasi, hesap verebilirlik ve dzerklik gibi faktorler, uyum, koordinasyon,
iletisim ve etkinlik degerlendirmesi gibi zorluklarla karsilasmasina neden olmaktadir. Bu baglamda,
ylksek Ogretim kiiltiirli, yiiksekdgretim kurumlarinin igleyisine yonelik evrensel bir bakis acisi
kazandirmak, isleyiste ortaya cikabilecek olan birtakim sorunlari ve zorluklart ortadan kaldirmaya
yonelik olarak, gorevlilerin ve ¢aliganlarin bilinglendirilmesi seklinde ifade edilebilir.

Daft’a (1999) gore, yiiksekogretimde kurum kiiltiirii, 6gretim gorevlilerinin ortaklasa paylastig1 sosyal
olgular, standartlar, normlar, inanglar ve anlayislar biitiiniidiir. Akademik kurumlar, egitim kurumlarinin
onemli niteliklerini barindirir ve biiyiik 6l¢iide, 6grencilerle 6gretim elemanlar arasindaki etkilesim de
bu duruma 6rnek teskil eder. Arastirildiginda, girdilerindeki ve amaglarindaki farkliliklara bagl olarak
bu orgiitlerin gesitli 6zellikler barindirdig1 gézlemlenebilir. Tierney’e (1988) gore, yiiksekdgretim
kiiltiiriiniin alt1 bileseni vardir. Bunlar, ¢evre, misyon, sosyallesme, bilgi, strateji ve liderliktir.
Yiksekogretim kurumlarinin bu bilesenlere odaklanmalari, onlarin hem diger kurumlarla hem de
kendileri ile olan gelisimlerine katki saglayacaktir.

McNay (1995), yiiksekogretim kurumlarinda kurum kiiltlirinii tanimlarken, iki dnemli 6zellige vurgu
yapmustir. Birincisi, kontroliin bigimi ve sikligi, ikincisi ise politika ve planlamalara odaklanmadir.
McNay tarafindan sunulan bu uygulama plani, farkli iniversite yapilanmalarina da hitap edebilen dort
0zelligi ortaya koymaktadir: 1) isletme (kurum) 6zelligi kazanma, 2) kurum politikas1 olusturma ve
genis uygulama kontrolii saglama, 3) piyasaya odaklanma ve 4) dis imkanlar ve ortaklarla olan
iligskilerdir. Bu uygulama planindan da goriildiigi sekilde, yiiksekdgretim kurumlarindaki kurum
kiiltiirii, ortak deneyimler sonucunda olusan semboller ve degerlerin karmasik bir sistem i¢inde anlam
kazandig1 bir siirectir. Aslinda, yiliksekogretim kurumlari demografik, ekonomik ve siyasal dig
etkenlerden etkilenmektedirler, ama yine de kendi iglerinde olusturduklar1 saglam yapilar sayesinde
sekillenirler ve oOrgiit calismalarimin degerlerinden, siireglerinden ve amagclarindan olusurlar.
Dolayisiyla, yiliksekdgretim kurumlarinin  kisiler arasi iligkileri ve davramiglari diizenleyen,
bigimlendiren ve belirlenen hedefe ulasmay1 saglayan bir kiiltiirel yapiya sahip oldugu sdylenebilir.
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Dahasi, yeni bireyler ortaya koyduklar1 ve yaydiklar1 6zgiin bakis acilar1 ve fikirler araciligiyla degisimi
tesvik ettikce, kisilerin yliksekdgretim kurum kiiltiirii anlayis1 yeniden yorumlanmaya tabidir (Austin &
McDaniels, 2006).

Alanyazin

Konuyla benzerlik gdsteren yurtici ve yurtdis1 bazi ¢alismalara bu boliimde yer verilmistir. Ornegin,
Koyuncu (2020) makalesinde, yiiksekdgretim kiiltlirtinii gelistirmek icin gerekli ¢aligmalarin yapilmasi
gerektigini, kalite gelisiminin tesvik edilmesini ve orgiit kiiltiiriniin kalic1 olarak yerlesmesi i¢in ¢aba
gosterilmesini ifade etmektedir. Bagka bir arastirmada, Ceylan (1998) yeni kurulan yiiksekogretim
kurumlarindaki kurum kiiltliriinii arastirmis ve yeni kurulmus olan iiniversitelerin en bilyiik sorununun
bir kimlige, yani kurum kiiltiiriine sahip olmadiklari sonucuna varmistir. Beden egitimi ve spor 6grenimi
saglayan yiliksekdgretim kurumlarindaki akademik personelin, oOrgiitsel degerleri orta diizeyde
algiladiklar1 ve bu kurumlarda giiclii bir kiiltiiriin olmadig1 bilgisi de Cimen ve Ekenci (2002) tarafindan
vurgulanmigtir. Erdem (2003), iiniversite kiiltiiriinde degerlere vurgu yaparak, ¢aligmasini yiiriittiigii
iiniversitenin, gelecekte oOnciililk, bilimsellik ve cagdaslik degerlerine sahip olmasi gerektigini
belirtmistir. Universitedeki orgiit kiiltiir bilinci ilgili bir baska arastirma sonucuna gére, birlestirici
etkinlikler gelistirilmesi, simgeler olusturulmasini, iletisim aglart kurulmasi ve uyum caligsmalar
yapilmasi gerektigi giindeme getirilmistir (Akyol ve ark., 2020).

Yiksekogretimde yenilikler ve kurum kiiltiiri baslhikli makalede, Zu ve Engels (2013), kurum
kiiltiiriintin 6zelliklerinin 6grenci ve dgretmenlerin algilanan yenilik ihtiyacini, dgretimde yenilik¢i
yaklagimlar hakkindaki goriiglerini, 6gretimsel yeniliklere karst duyarliligi ve egitimsel yeniliklerin
algilanan uygulama diizeyini etkiledigini gostermektedir. Bir baska calismaya gore, kiiltiirlin ytliksek
kurumlara uygulanmasinin, egitim kurumlarmin ¢ogunda, akademik personelin giinliik isleyisinde
higbir temel teskil etmedigi sonucu ¢ikmustir (Silver, 2003). Ogrencilerin potansiyel olarak kurum
kiiltiiriiniin tarzinda baz1 degisiklikler beklemeleri, {iniversitenin kurum kiiltiiriiniin ilerlemesinin siirekli
olarak ayarlanmasi ve tesvik edilmesi gereken bir durum oldugunun sonucuna varildigr caligsma
alanyazinda yer almaktadir (Vasyakin ve ark., 2016). Taye ve ark. (2019), orgit kiltiri ve
yliksekdgretim kurumlarinin performansi iizerindeki etkisini arastirdiklari makalelerinde, tiim kiiltiir
unsurlarinin bireysel performans iizerinde giiglii bir etkiye sahip oldugunu ve bu durumun da
tiniversitenin genel performansina katkida bulundugunu gostermislerdir. Bu g¢alismalari destekleyecek
sekilde, bir baska arastirmanin sonucuna gore, kurumsal kiiltiir ¢ergevesi, yoneticilerin bir kurumun
kimligini netlestirirken ayn1 zamanda kurumun kendine 6zgii niteliklerini vurgulamalar1 i¢in gerekli
oldugu ve buna ek olarak, kiiltiirel bir gerceve kullanan arastirmacilar, bir kurumda degisimi neyin
miimkiin kildigma dair derin bir anlayis gelistirebilirler (Tiemey & Lanford, 2018). Trivellas ve
Dargenidou (2009) tarafindan yapilmis olan arastirma sonucunda ise, belirli kiiltiir modellerinin
yiiksekdgretim hizmet kalitesinin farkli boyutlariyla baglantili oldugunu ve hiyerarsi kiiltiiriiniin idari
personel arasinda en yaygin olan kiiltlir oldugunu ortaya ¢ikarirken, 6gretim iiyeleri arasinda Klan ve
hiyerarsi durumlarinin baskin oldugu ortaya ¢ikmistir. Fralinger ve Olson, 2007 y1linda yapmis olduklar
calisma sonucunda, iiniversite Ogrencilerin kurum kiiltlirline iliskin algilarinin, boélimiin ve
iiniversitenin genel misyonu, hedefleri ve amaclariyla olumlu yonde ortiistiigli sonucuna varmislardir.
Adeinat ve Abdulfatah’in (2019) arastirmalar1 sonucunda, bir kurumun bireysel inisiyatif ve ¢alisanlarin
giiclendirilmesi geregine vurgu yapilarak, 6zellikle, bir kamu {iniversitesi ortaminda, bir kurumun
kiiltiirii 6ncelikle bilgi yaratma siirecini, ardindan da bilgi aligverisini etkilemekte oldugu sonucunu
ortaya ¢ikarmislardir.

Konuyla ilgili alanyazin taramasina gore, yiirlitiilen ¢aligsmalarin biiyiik bir boliimiinii nitel caligmalarin
olusturdugu ve bu ¢aligsmalarda da konu ve igerik olarak, kalite kiiltiirii, kalite kiiltiirtiniin olusturulmasi
ve saglanmasi, liderlik kiiltiird, yliksekdgretim kiiltiiriiniin zorluklari, oOrgiitsel kiiltiir, iiniversite
kiiltiirlinde degerler vb. islenmistir. Ayrica, herhangi bir egitim fakdiltesinin farkli bdliimlerinde
caligmakta olan akademisyenlerinin, bu calismada ele alinan 8 farkl: fakiilte bazinda, cinsiyet, iinvan ve
caligtiklar1 bolim degiskenlerine gore benzer bir ¢alismaya rastlanmamistir. Dolayisiyla bu ¢alisma,
asagidaki arastirma sorular1 dogrultusunda alana yeni bir katki verecek ve bu yoniiyle alanyazindaki
eksikligi kapatmaya yonelik olarak fayda saglayacaktir. Bu baglamda, arastirma sorular su sekildedir:
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Bir devlet iiniversitesinin Egitim Fakiiltesindeki akademisyenlerin yiiksekogretim kiiltiirii hakkindaki
gortsleri,

1. Cinsiyetlerine,

2. Unvanlarina,

3. Boliimlerine gore farklilik gdstermekte midir?

Yontem

Aragtirma betimsel bir calisma olup, tarama modeli kullanilmistir. Creswell’e (2018, s.50) gore,
“nicel arastirmalar, degiskenler arasindaki iliskiyi inceleyerek nesnel teorileri test etmeye ydnelik
yaklagimlardir. Bu degiskenler de genellikle anket, 6lgek gibi araclarla oOl¢iilebilir, bdylelikle sayisal
veriler istatistiksel prosediirler kullanilarak analiz edilebilir”. “Tarama deseni ise, bir evren igindeki
ormeklem {izerinde yapilan g¢alismalar sayesinde, evren genelindeki yaklasim, tutum, tavir veya
gorislerin nicel veya sayisal bicimde betimlenmesini saglar” (Creswell, 2018, s.242). Veri toplama
araglar1 olarak, arastirmaci tarafindan katilimcilarin demografik bilgilerini toplamak amaciyla
hazirlanmig olan bir anket formu (cinsiyet, tinvan ve boliim) ile Karsantik ve Cetin (2020) tarafindan
gelistirilmis olan “Yiiksekogretim Kiiltirii” 6lgegi kullanilmistir. Yirmidort maddelik 5°1i Likert tipi
Olgekte, lig alt boyut yer almaktadir: Digsal uyum (m1+m2+m3+m4+mS5+m6+m7+m8+m9+m10+ml1),
temel  varsayimlar  (m12+ml13+ml4+m15+m16+ml17+m18+m19) ve igsel  biitiinlesme
(m20+m21+m22+m23+m24). Olgek, ters madde icermemektedir. Olcegin, giivenirligi, Cronbach Alfa
i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi ile belirlenmis ve bu katsayi birinci alt boyut (digsal uyum) igin .88, ikinci alt boyut
(temel varsayimlar) i¢in .80 ve ti¢lincii alt boyut (i¢sel biitiinlesme) i¢in ise .66 olarak hesaplanmistir
(Karsantik & Cetin, 2020). Makalenin etik kurul onay1, Samsun Ondokuz May1s Universitesi Sosyal ve
Beseri Bilimler Arastirmalart Etik Kurulunun, 20.06.2023 tarih ve 2023-578 sayili karari ile alinmastir.

Katihmcilar

Aragtirmanin evrenini bir devlet {iniversitesi, drneklemini ise bu tiniversitenin Egitim Fakdiltesinin sekiz
farkli boliimiindeki akademisyenler olusturmaktadir. Akademisyenler goniilliiliik esasina gore
calismaya katki saglayarak, dlcegin maddelerini cevaplandirmislardir. Olgek, 2023-2024 egitim-6gretim
yilinin Bahar déneminde, hem GoogleForm®, hem de yiiz yiize yapilan veri toplama yontemleri
aracihigiyla paylasilmistir. Katilimcilarin bir kismi Google Form® araciligiyla cevaplandirmay: tercih
etmis, bir kismi da yiiz ylize cevaplandirmak istemistir. Calismaya destek veren akademisyenlere ait
bilgiler; Yabanci Diller Egitimi Boliimii: Prof. Dr. (2), Dog. Dr. (3), Dr. Ogr. Uyesi (5), Ogr. Gorevlisi
(1), Asistan (2), toplam 8 kadin ve 5 erkek olmak {izere, 13 katilimci; Tiirkge/Sosyal Bilimler Egitimi
Béliimii: Prof. Dr. (3), Dog. Dr. (3), Dr. Ogr. Uyesi (1), Ogr. Gorevlisi (2), Asistan (2), toplam 6 kadin
ve 5 erkek olmak iizere, 11 katilimer; Ozel Egitim Boliimii: Dog. Dr. (2), Dr. Ogr. Uyesi (2), Asistan
(1), toplam 4 kadin ve 1 erkek olmak iizere, 5 katilimer; Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii: Prof. Dr. (5), Dog.
Dr. (4), Dr. Ogr. Uyesi (4), Asistan (5), toplam 9 kadin ve 9 erkek olmak iizere, 18 katilimci; Temel
Egitim Boliimii: Prof. Dr. (4), Dog. Dr. (2), Dr. Ogr. Uyesi (2), Asistan (4), toplam 8 kadin ve 4 erkek
lizere, 12 katilmci; Bilgisayar ve Ogretim Teknolojileri Egitimi Boliimii: Prof. Dr. (2), Dog. Dr. (3),
Dr. Ogr. Uyesi (3), Ogr. Gorevlisi (2), Asistan (2), toplam 4 kadin ve 8 erkek olmak iizere, 12 katilimer;
Giizel Sanatlar Egitimi Béliimii: Prof. Dr. (4), Dog. Dr. (3), Dr. Ogr. Uyesi (3), Asistan (2), toplam 5
kadin ve 7 erkek olmak iizere, 12 katilimci; Matematik ve Fen Bilimleri Egitimi Boliimii: Prof. Dr. (10),
Dog. Dr. (6), Dr. Ogr. Uyesi (5), Ogr. Gorevlisi (1), Asistan (3), toplam 11 kadin ve 14 erkek olmak
iizere, 25 katilimec1 seklindedir. Toplam katilimc1 sayisi 108 olup, bunlarin 54’i kadin, 54’1 erkek
ogretim elemanidir. Ozel Egitim Béliimiinden Prof. Dr. ve Ogr. Gor. ile Temel Egitim Boliimii, Egitim
Bilimleri Béliimii ve Giizel Sanatlar Egitimi Béliimlerinde Ogr. Gér. diizeyinde veri saglanamanustir.
En ¢ok katilimci, boliimdeki 6gretim elemani sayisina baglh olarak, 25 dgretim gorevlisi ile Matematik
ve Fen Bilimleri Egitimi Boliimii’nden olmustur.

Verilerin analizi

Elde edilen veriler SPSS v26 programi ile analiz edilmistir. Hangi testlerin yapilacagina karar vermek
amaciyla, verilerin normal dagilim gdsterip gostermedigine bakilmistir. Kolmogorov-Smirnov testi ile
de verilerin normal dagilim gdsterdigi belirlenmis ve p degeri .sig=.056; p = 0.05 olarak kabul edilmistir.
Dolayisiyla, ‘frekans analizi’, ‘bagimsiz 6rneklem t-testi’, ‘tek yonlii varyans analizi-Anova’ ve ‘post-
hoc’ testleri uygulanmistir. Olcegin degerlendirme puanlamasi, Kesinlikle katilmiyorum (1),
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Katilmiyorum (2); Kararsizim (3); Katiliyorum (4) ve Kesinlikle katiliyorum (5) seklindedir. Olgek
ortalama puanlarina gore degerlendirme kriterleri ise; 1-1.80 aras1 (¢ok diisiik); 1.81-2.60 arasi (diisiik);
2.61-3.40 aras1 (orta); 3.41-4.20 aras1 (yiiksek) ve 4.21-5.00 aras1 (¢ok yliksek) olarak belirlenmistir
(Karadag ve ark, 2008; Kenar & Balci, 2012; Pimentel, 2010).

Bulgular

Olgek toplam puanlarina gore katilimeilarin yiiksekdgretim kiiltiirii hakkindaki genel farkindaliklarim
iceren veriler Tablo 1°de verilmistir.

Tablo 1. Yiiksekogretim kiiltlirti farkindalik 6lgegi toplam puan dagilimi

N X Ss
1 Yiiksekogretim kurumumun hedefleri agik bir sekilde belirtilmistir. 108  2.83 745
2 Yiiksekdgretim kurumumun karar alma siirecine tiim dgretim elemanlarinin katilimi saglanir. 108 3.00 719
3 Yiiksekogretim kurumumun vizyonu 6gretim elemanlari tarafindan benimsenir. 108 3,04 .647
4 Yiiksekdgretim kurumumun biitge dagilimi esit bir sekilde yapilmaktadir 108 3,08 790
5 Yiksekogretim kurumumun hedeflere ulagsmasinda hangi Glgiitlerin ele alimacagt 6gretim 108  3.13 .824
elemanlarinca bilinmektedir.
6  Yiksekogretim kurumumun gelisimini degerlendirecek dlgiitler onceden belirlenmistir. 108  3.17 178
7  Yiksekogretim kurumumdaki hiyerarsik yapi belirlenen hedeflere ulasmayi1 kolaylastirir. 108  3.21 769
8 Yiiksekogretim kurumumda hedeflere agamali bir sekilde ulagilir. 108  3.25 .823
9  Yiksekdgretim kurumumun 6gretim elemanlarinin yetki dagilimi belirgin sekilde yapilmigtir. 108 3.29  1.168
10 Yiksekogretim kurumumun gelisimine yonelik kullanilan dil tiim Ogretim elemanlart 108  3.33  1.152

tarafindan ayn sekilde anlasilmaktadir.
11 Yiksekogretim kurumumda Kkarsilasilan sorunlart ¢dzmede ortak bir bilimsel disiince 108  3.38 1.160

izlenmektedir.

12 Yiiksekogretim kurumumdaki 6gretim elemanlarinin sosyal yapilar benzerlik gosterir. 108 3.42 .825

13 Yiiksekogretim kurumumda ortaya ¢ikan sorunlar, dgretim elemanlarn tarafindan benzer 108 3.46 1.054
sekilde anlagilir.

14 Yiiksekdgretim kurumumdaki 6gretim elemanlari kurumun hedeflerine uygun sekilde hareket 108  3.50 1.070
eder.

15 Yiksekogretim kurumumda 6gretim elemanlarinin rolleri digerleri tarafindan bilinir. 108  3.54 979

16  Yiksekogretim kurumumda hedeflere ulagilmasi igin belirlenen siire tiim 6gretim elemanlart 108 3.58 997
i¢in uygundur.

17  Yiksekogretim kurumumda normlar, i¢inde yasadigimiz toplumun deger yargilarina gére 108  3.63 992
belirlenmistir.

18  Yiiksekdgretim kurumumdaki diger 6gretim elemanlari kigisel alanima saygi gosterir. 108  3.67 .962

19  Yiiksekdgretim kurumumda profesyonelligin yan sira kismi duygusalliga da yer verilir. 108  3.71 1.192

20  Yiiksekdgretim kurumumda otoriteye karsi davraniglart belirleyen normlar bulunmaktadir. 108  3.75 779

21  Yiksekogretim kurumumun 6gretim elemanlar1 arasindaki uyumu saglayan yazili olmayan 108  3.79 817
kurallar bulunmaktadir.

22 Yiiksekogretim kurumumun yapisina uygun olmayacak sekilde davranig sergileyen dgretim 108 2.83 754

elemanlarina gosterilecek tepkiler ortak bir bilincin tirtintdiir.

23 Yiiksekdgretim kurumumun resmi hiyerarsik yapisi ile algilanan hiyerarsik yapisi arasindaki 108 3.00 .836
fark belirgin sekilde hissedilmektedir.

24 Yiiksekdgretim kurumumda kimlerin ayni grupta veya grubun disinda kaldigi grubun keskin 108  3.04 716
sinirlari ile belirlenmistir.

Tablo 1’de verilen bilgiler dogrultusunda, o6l¢ek ortalama puanlarmma gore katilmecilarin biyiik
¢ogunlugunun yiiksekogretim kiiltiirii ile ilgili goriislerinin “orta” diizeyde (£2.61 - £3.40 arasi1) oldugu
goriilmektedir. Ancak, M12 ve M21 maddeleri arasi elde etmis olduklari ortalama puan agisindan ise,
bu maddeler bazinda yiiksekogretim kiiltiirii ile ilgili goriislerinin “yiiksek” diizeyde (£3.41 - £4.20)
oldugu gériilmektedir. Olgegin alt boyutlar1 agisindan incelendiginde de katilimcilarin “orta” diizeydeki
gorisleri, ¢ogunlukla “digsal uyum” maddeleri ile eslesirken, “yiiksek” diizeydeki goriisleri de
cogunlukla “temel varsayimlar” maddeleri ile ortlismektedir.

Caligmanin ilk aragtirma sorusu olan, “Bir deviet iiniversitesinin Egitim Fakiiltesindeki
akademisyenlerin yiiksekogretim kiiltiirii hakkindaki goriisleri cinsiyete gore farklilik géstermekte
midir? ” sorusuna iligkin olarak, katilimcilarin bagimsiz 6rneklem t-testi analizi sonucu elde edilmis olan
Olgek alt boyutlar ortalama puanlarina dayali veriler Tablo 2°de verilmistir.
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Tablo 2. Olgek alt boyut puanlarina gére katilimcilarin sonuglart

Cinsiyet n X s sd t F P
Dissal Uyum Kadin 54 343 26 106 -.658 477 512
Erkek 54 3.47 31
Temel varsayimlar Kadin >4 2.98 33 106 -.591 .007 556
Erkek 54 3.02 .36
icsel biitiinlesme Kadin 54 3.69 .37 106 -.940 207 .349
Erkek 54 3.62 41

Tablo 2’de ki veriler géz Oniine alindiginda, {i¢ alt boyut baglaminda da katilimcilarin cinsiyetleri
acisindan anlamli fark gézlenmemektedir (sig = .512, p = 0.05; sig = .556, p = 0.05; sig = .349, p =
0.05).

Caligmanin ikinci arastirma sorusu olan. “Bir devlet iiniversitesinin Egitim Fakiiltesindeki
akademisyenlerin yiiksekogretim kiiltiirii hakkindaki goriisleri iinvanlarina gore farkliik gostermekte
midir?” sorusuna katilimcilardan gelen cevaplar Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) ile
degerlendirilerek, Tablo 3’te verilmistir.

Tablo 3. Olgek alt boyut puanlarina gére katilimeilarin unvanlari agisindan elde edilen sonuglar

[, X vess Degerleri ANOVA Sonuglari
Unvan N < S8 Var. K KT Sd KO F D
Prof.Dr. 32 3.41 25  G. Arasi 548 4 137 1.649  .168
:§ Dogent 20 3.56 29  G.igi 8.559 .083
sz Dr. Ogr. Uyesi 27 3.47 36
23 Ogr. Elemant 12 3.46 23
A Asistan 17 3.34 21
5 Prof.Dr. 32 2.94 29  G.Arasi 1.114 4 278 2468  .049
§ Dogent 20 3.10 35 G.igi 11.621 113
~ 3 Dr. Ogr. Uyesi 27 2.88 36
5 8 Ogr. Elemant 12 3.19 40
5 Z .
o3 Asistan 17 3.02 .29
© E
<
g Prof.Dr. 32 3.64 42 G.Arasi 207 4 052 329 858
& Dogent 20 3.70 41 G. igi 16.252 158
g 5 Dr. Ogr. Uyesi 27 3.59 34
23 Ogr. Elemam 12 3.73 42
°35 Asistan 17 3.65 38
2.8
Toplam 108

Tablo 3’te goruldigii sekilde, katilimcilarin {invanlarina gore dagilimi, Glgegin ikinci alt boyutu
kapsaminda istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklilik gostermektedir ( p = 0.049, p < 0.05). Bu fark, ikinci alt
boyut kapsaminda 6gretim elemanlari lehine pozitif yonde goriilmektedir (x = 3.1979).

Ugiincii  arastirma  sorusu kapsaminda, “Bir devlet iiniversitesinin Egitim Fakiiltesindeki
akademisyenlerin yiiksekogretim kiiltiirii hakkindaki goviisleri boliimlerine gore farklhilik gostermekte
midir?” sorusuna yonelik elde edilen verilerin analizlerinin yer aldig1 Tablo 4 asagida verilmistir.
Tablo 4’te verilen sonuglara gore, katilimcilarin 6lgek alt boyutlar: toplam puanlari degerlendirildiginde,
ikinci alt boyut diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli fark gézlemlenmistir (p = 0.001, p < 0.05). Bu
fark, yine bir lstteki tabloda oldugu gibi ikinci alt boyut i¢in Tiirk¢e / Sosyal Bilimler Egitimi Bolimii
(x =3.318) ile Temel Egitim Bo6liimii (x = 3.318) lehinedir.
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f, X vess Degerleri

ANOVA Sonuglart

Boliim N X ss Var. K KT Sd KO p
Yabanc Diller Egitimi 13 3.4l 22 G. Arast1 382 7 .055 734
Tiirkce / Sosyal Bilimler Egitimi 11 3.30 40 G. i¢i
Bolimii
Ozel Egitim Boliimii 5 336 21
Temel Egitim Bolimii 12 3.50 26
Egitim Bilimleri Bolimi 18 3.48 31
— & Bilgisayar ve Ogretim Teknolojileri 12 342 18
5 5 Egitimi 347
23 Giizel Sanatlar Egitimi Bolimii 12 351 .28
= £ Matematik ve Fen Bilimleri Egitimi 25 3.56 32
<2 Boliimii
108
Yabanci Diller Egitimi 13 2.87 25 G.Arast 2.607 7 372 3.678  .001
Tiirkge / Sosyal Bilimler Egitimi 11 331 40 G.igi
Bolimil
. Ozel Egitim Boliimii 5 285 28
= Temel Egitim Bolimii 12 331 34
a Egitim Bilimleri Bolimii 18 2.85 .28
~ § Bilgisayar ve Ogretim Teknolojileri 12 3.18 24
‘; g Egitimi 3.01
83 Giizel Sanatlar Egitimi Bélimii 12 293 43
= QE, Matematik ve Fen Bilimleri Egitimi 25 309 28
<& Bolimi
108
Yabanci Diller Egitimi 13 .30 .08 G. Arasi 354 7 .051 .946
Tiirkge / Sosyal Bilimler Egitimi 11 .38 11 G. i¢i
Boliimil
Ozel Egitim Boliimii 5 32 14
Temel Egitim Boliimii 12 46 13
o Egitim Bilimleri Bolimii 18 .34 .08
£ Bilgisayar ve Ogretim Teknolojileri 12 .38 A1
o = Egitimi
= € Giizel Sanatlar Egitimi Bolimii 12 49 08
é‘ § Matematik ve Fen Bilimleri Egitimi 25 42 .03
= ¢ Bolimi
<.
Toplam 108

Katilimcilarin iinvanlar1 ve bulunduklar1 boliimlere gore, olgek alt boyut toplam puanlari sonucu elde
edilen verilerin ortaya ¢ikarmis oldugu istatistiksel anlamli grup farkliliklarinin hangi gruptan ortaya
Post-hoc Tukey testi, farklt gruplar

ciktigin1 bulmak amaciyla post-hoc testleri uygulanmigtir.

arasindaki anlamli farkliliklari belirlemek i¢in kullanilmaktadir.

Tablo 5. Olgek Puanlarmin Bolim Degiskenine Gore Hangi Alt Gruplar Arasinda Farklilastigini
Belirlemek Uzere Yapilan Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) Sonrasi Post-hoc Tukey Testi

Sonuglari
o o =
Ortalama  Standart 95% Giiven a{ahgl
Alt Ust
fark (I-]) sapma
sinir sinir
o 52 Tiirkce / Sosyal Bilimler Egitimi Boliimii -.443" 130 .021 -.8468 -.0395
=2 -
E; g 2  Ozel Egitim Bolimii .025 167 1.000 -.4935 .5435
Q s =
é {S ‘%, Temel Egitim Bolimil =312 127 228 -.7069 .0819
m
Egitim Bilimleri Bolimii -.138 115 930 -4975 2197
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Ortalama  Standart 95% Giiven a{ahgl
fark (I-J) sapma Alt Ust
sinir sinir

Bilgisayar ve Ogretim Teknolojileri Egitimi -.062 127 1.000 -.4569 3319

Giizel Sanatlar Egitimi Boliimii =218 127 .676 -.6132 1757
Matematik ve Fen Bilimleri Egitimi Bolimii .030 .108 1.000 -.3069 .3669

5 Yabanci Diller Egitimi Bélimii 443" .130 .021 .0395 .8468
E .= Ozel Egitim Boliimii 468 171 126 -.0632 .9996
EE; -§ Temel Egitim Bolimil .130 132 976 -.2806 .5419
g E Egitim Bilimleri Bolimi 304 121 .208 -.0728 .6814
E" 550 Bilgisayar ve Ogretim Teknolojileri Egitimi .380 132 .091 -.0306 7919
E Giizel Sanatlar Egitimi Boliimii 224 132 .694 -.1868 .6357
Matematik ve Fen Bilimleri Egitimi Bolimii 473" 115 .002 1167 .8297

E Yabanci Diller Egitimi Boliimii -.030 .108 1.000 -.3669 3069
é .z Tiirkge / Sosyal Bilimler Egitimi Boliimii -.473" 115 .002 -.8297 -.1167
E -§ Ozel Egitim Bolimii -.005 155 1.000 -4877 ATT7
E E Temel Egitim Bolimil -.342 11 .054 -.6885 .0035
'g .’E‘D Egitim Bilimleri Bolimii -.168 .098 .676 -4735 1357
2 Bilgisayar ve Ogretim Teknolojileri Egitimi -.092 11 991 -.4385 2535
= Giizel Sanatlar Egitimi Boliimii -.248 11 .346 -.5948 .0973

Olgek puanlarin boliim degiskenine gére hangi alt gruplar arasinda farklilastigini belirlemek iizere
yapilan tek yonlii varyans analizi (ANOVA) sonrasi post-hoc Tukey testi sonucunda (Tablo 5), ikinci
alt boyut diizeyinde Yabanci Diller Egitimi Boliimii ile Tiirk¢e / Sosyal Bilimler Egitimi Boliimii
Ogretim elemanlar1 lehine istatistiksel olarak (p = 0.01) diizeyinde anlamli bir farklilik saptanmigtir. Bu
durum, Tiirk¢e / Sosyal Bilimler Egitimi Bo6liimii 6gretim elemanlarinin, Yabanci Diller Egitimi Boliimii
Ogretim elemanlarina gore yiiksekogretim kiiltiiri hakkinda daha fazla bilgiye sahip olduklarim
gostermektedir. Ayn1 sekilde, Matematik ve Fen Bilimleri Egitimi Boliimii ile Tiirk¢e / Sosyal Bilimler
Egitimi Boliimii 6gretim elemanlar1 lehine istatistiksel olarak (p = 0 .01) diizeyinde anlaml1 bir farklilik
saptanmistir. Bu bulgu, Tiirk¢e / Sosyal Bilimler Egitimi Boliimii 6gretim elemanlarinin, Matematik ve
Fen Bilimleri Egitimi Boliimii 6gretim elemanlarina gore yiiksekdgretim kiiltiirii hakkinda daha fazla
bilgiye sahip olduklart anlamina gelmektedir. Diger alt boyutlar arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir
fark ortaya ¢ikmamistir (p = 0.05).

Tartisma

Yukarida verilen bulgular dogrultusunda, bir devlet iiniversitesinin Egitim Fakiiltesindeki sekiz farkli
boliimden akademisyenlerin Yiiksekogretim Kiiltiirii farkindaligi 6lgegine vermis olduklar1 cevaplar
dogrultusunda, katilimcilarin biiylik ¢ogunlugunun yiiksekdgretim kiiltiirii ile ilgili gorislerinin “orta”
diizeyde, ancak Olgegin tglincli alt boyutu olan femel varsayimlar maddelerine vermis olduklari
cevaplarin puanlarina gore ise “yiiksek” diizeyde oldugu ortaya ¢ikmustir.

Ik olarak, “Bir devlet iiniversitesinin Egitim Fakiiltesindeki akademisyenlerin yiiksekogretim kiiltiirii
hakkindaki goriisleri cinsiyete gore farklilik géstermekte midir? ” sorusuna iligkin olarak, katilimcilarin
vermis olduklar1 cevaplarin analizi sonucunda, 6l¢egin ii¢ alt boyutu i¢inde, cinsiyet degiskeni agisindan
istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark ortaya ¢ikmamigtir. Bu bulgu, Yiiceant ve ark., (2022) tarafindan
Spor Egitimi veren Yiiksekogretim kurumlarindaki personelin, orgiit kiiltiirii ile ilgili farkindaliklarinin
cinsiyet degiskenine gore farklilik gostermedigi sonucu ile uyusmaktadir. Yine benzer sekilde,
Yiiksekogretim kurumlarindaki akademik liderlik ve orgiitsel baglilik arasindaki iligkinin arastirildig
¢alisma sonucunda elde edilen bulgular sonucunda ise, cinsiyet degiskeni agisindan istatistiksel olarak
anlamli bir fark bulunmamistir (Baloglu & Oz, 2021). Universitelerde orgiit kiiltiirii {izerine
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karsilagtirmalt bir inceleme konulu makalede de yine orgiit kiiltiirii bilincinin katilimeilarin
cinsiyetlerine gore bir farklilik gostermedigi ortaya ¢ikmistir (Fatih Kose & Korkmaz, 2019).
Caligmanin ikinci arastirma sorusu olan. “Bir devilet iiniversitesinin Egitim Fakiiltesindeki
akademisyenlerin yiiksekogretim kiiltiirii hakkindaki goriigleri iinvanlarina gore farklilik gostermekte
midir? ” sorusuyla ilgili olarak elde edilen bulgular dogrultusunda, 6lgegin ikinci alt boyutu olan “temel
varsayumlar” agisindan diger akademisyenlere gore, 6gretim elemanlari lehine pozitif yonde fark elde
edilmistir. Yiiksekogretim kurumlarindaki personelin, orgiit kiiltiirii ve orgiitsel iklim bilinci agisindan
arastirildigi calisma sonucunda, personelin hizmet yil1 agisindan anlamli fark gézlendigi ifade edilmistir
(Yiiceant ve ark., 2022). Alanyazinda, yiiksek 6gretim kurumlarindaki akademisyenlerin iinvanlarina
gore onlarin yiiksek 6gretim kiiltiirii farkindaliklarini belirleyecek ¢ok az sayida ¢alisma mevcuttur ve
yine bu ¢aligmalar yliksekdgretim kiiltiirii farkindaligindan ziyade daha ¢ok genel anlamda 6rgiit kiiltiirii
farkindalig: ve bilinci ile ilgilidir. Bu ¢aligmanin bu boliimii ile ilgili olarak elde edilmis bulguya benzer
olarak, Oran (2016) tarafindan yapilmis olan yiiksek lisans tezinde sunulan veriler agisindan, orgiit
kiiltiiri bilincinin akademik {invanlara gore farklilagtigi ve orgiit kiiltiirii benimseme diizeylerinin
akademik unvana gore farklilik gosterdigi ifade edilmistir. Diger yiriitiilen ¢alismalar genellikle,
yiiksekogretim kiiltiirii farkindaligi konusunda, akademik personelle yonetici konumdaki personelin
kiyaslanmasi (Kuo, 2009); 6gretim elemanlarinin orgiitsel kiiltliriin 6rgiite baglilik-rgiitle 6zdeslesme
alt boyutunda yapilan calisma (ira & Aksu, 2009); 102 &gretim elemanimi orgiit kiiltiiriiniin ortak
degerler, inanglar ve bireylerin Orgiite kattiklariyla olustugunu ifade etmis olduklari ¢alismalardan
olusmaktadir (Cucu-Ciuhan & Guita-Alexandru, 2014).

Caligmanin son aragtirma sorusu kapsaminda, bir devlet {iniversitesinin Egitim Fakiiltesindeki
akademisyenlerin yiiksekogretim kiiltiirii hakkindaki goériiglerinin boliimlerine gore farklilik gdsterip
gostermedigi arastirilmis olup, Olcegin ikinci alt boyutunda ortaya cikan istatistiksel fark, Tiirkce /
Sosyal Bilimler Egitimi Boliimii 6gretim elemanlarinin, hem Yabanci Diller Egitimi Boliimil 6gretim
elemanlar1 hem de Matematik ve Fen Bilimleri Egitimi Boliimii 6gretim elemanlarina gore daha pozitif
yonde ve anlamlidir. Alan yazinda, herhangi bir egitim fakiiltesinin farkli bdliimlerindeki
akademisyenlerin yiiksek 6gretim kiiltiirii farkindalig ile ilgili bir ¢alismaya rastlanmamistir. Sadece,
Oran (2016) tarafindan hazirlanmis olan yliksek lisans tezinde, yiiksek 6gretim kurumlarinda orgiit
kiiltiiriiniin, gérev yapilan birime gore ortalama puanlar agisindan farklilik gosterdigini ve sonrasinda
bu farkliliklarin istatistiksel olarak anlamli olup olmadigini gormek igin yapilan analizler sonucunda ise,
p>0.05 anlamlilik diizeylerinde farklilik olusmadig: ifade edilmistir.

Sonuc¢ ve Oneriler

Bir devlet iiniversitesinin Egitim Fakiiltesindeki sekiz farkli boliimde goérev yapmakta olan
akademisyenlerin, cinsiyet, unvan ve bdliim degiskenleri baglaminda elde edilen bulgular
dogrultusunda, yiiksek 6gretim kiiltiirii hakkindaki farkindaliklarimin genel itibariyle “orta” diizeyde
oldugu tespit edilmistir. Akademisyenlerin yiiksek 6gretim kiiltiirii ile ilgili farkindaliklari, cinsiyet
degiskeni agisindan istatistiksel bir fark gdstermezken, boliim degiskeni baglaminda, Tiirk¢e / Sosyal
Bilimler Egitimi B6liimii 6gretim elemanlart lehine pozitif yonde sonuglanmustir.

Yiiksekogretim kiiltiirii farkindaliga sahip 6gretim elemanlari, genellikle 6grenci merkezli egitim
anlayisim benimsemekte ve Ggrencilerin bireysel 6grenme ihtiyaglarina daha duyarli bir yaklasim
sergilemektedir. Ayrica, bu 6gretim elemanlari, 6grenme siireglerinde yenilik¢i yontemlere daha agik
olurlar ve teknolojinin egitimdeki roliinii etkin bir sekilde kullanarak ders igeriklerini daha etkilesimli
hale getirirler. Bu tiir bir yaklagim, 6grencilerin elestirel diisiinme becerilerini gelistirirken ayn1 zamanda
onlarin akademik bagimsizliklarin1 kazanmalarina yardimer olur. Yiksekogretim kiiltiirii, sadece
akademik birikimi degil, ayn1 zamanda 6gretim elemanlarin profesyonel gelisimini de tesvik eder.
Boylece, 6gretim elemanlari, sadece ders vermekle kalmaz, ayn1 zamanda akademik arastirma yaparak
bilimsel katkilarda bulunur ve alanlarinda uzmanliklarini derinlestirirler.

Yiiksekogretim kurumlarinda gorev yapmakta olan tiim 6gretim elemanlarinin, yiiksekogretim kiiltiirii
hakkindaki farkindaliklari, akademik basar1 ve egitim kalitesini dogrudan etkileyen énemli bir faktor
olarak kabul edilebilir ¢iinkii yliksekogretim kiiltiirii, 6gretim elemanlarmin hem 6gretim siireglerine
yonelik tutumlarimi hem de 6grencilerle olan etkilesimlerini sekillendiren, kurumun vizyonunu ve
misyonunu igeren bir ¢erceve sunar. Aragtirmalar, yiiksekogretim kiiltiirline dair farkindalik diizeyinin
yliksek oldugu 6gretim elemanlarinin, pedagojik yaklagimlarinda daha yenilik¢i, 6grenci merkezli ve
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elestirel diistinmeye tesvik edici yontemler kullandiklarini ortaya koymaktadir. Bu durum, 6grenci
basarisini artiran ve akademik ortamin daha verimli hale gelmesini saglayan bir etken olarak karsimiza
cikmaktadir.

Egitim fakiiltesi 0gretim elemanlarimin yliksekogretim kiiltliri hakkindaki farkindaliklari, egitim
sisteminin kalitesini dogrudan etkileyen onemli bir faktdr olarak 6ne c¢ikmaktadir. Yiiksekogretim
kiiltiirli, 0gretim elemanlarinin mesleki rollerini, akademik sorumluluklarini, etik degerlerini ve
pedagojik anlayislarini sekillendiren dinamik bir yapidir. Egitim fakdiltelerindeki 6gretim elemanlarinin
bu kiiltiire dair farkindalik diizeylerinin arttirilmasi, yalnizca 6gretim siireclerinin iyilestirilmesini
saglamakla kalmaz, ayn1 zamanda 6grencilerin daha kaliteli bir egitim almasina da olanak tanir. Bu
baglamda, 6gretim elemanlarinin yiiksekdgretim kiiltiiriine dair sahip olduklar bilgi ve biling diizeyi,
onlarin egitim-6gretim anlayislarini ve yontemsel yaklasimlarini dogrudan etkilemektedir.

Bununla birlikte, 6gretim elemanlariin yiiksekdgretim kiiltiirii hakkindaki farkindalik seviyelerindeki
eksiklikler, egitimde tutarsizliklara yol agabilir ve Ogrenme siireclerinin verimliligini, pedagojik
yaklagimlarini, mesleki gelisim siireclerini ve akademik performanslarini olumsuz etkileyebilir.
Farkindalik eksiklikleri, 6gretim elemanlarinin rollerine ve sorumluluklarina dair belirsizliklere neden
olabilir, bu da hem akademik basariy1 hem de kurum i¢i is birligini zayiflatabilir. Ayrica, yiiksekogretim
kiiltiirine dair yetersiz bilgi ve anlayis, 6gretim elemanlarinin akademik yeniliklere ve gelismelere uyum
saglama kapasitesini kisitlayabilir, bu da &grencilerin ¢agdas bilgi ve becerilerle donanimlarin
engelleyebilir.

Sonug olarak, 6gretim elemanlariin yiiksekogretim kiiltiirii hakkinda daha derin bir farkindaliga sahip
olmalari, yalnizca onlarin profesyonel gelisimlerini degil, ayn1 zamanda egitimdeki genel kaliteyi de
artiracaktir. Yiksekogretim kiiltiiriine yonelik farkindaliin arttirilmasi, 6gretim elemanlarinin
pedagojik yaklagimlarini ve egitim stratejilerini daha ¢agdas bir bi¢imde giincellemelerine yardimci
olabilir ve O&grencilerin daha nitelikli bir egitim almasimi saglar. Bu farkindalik diizeylerinin
artirilabilmesi ve istenilen diizeylere ulastirilabilmesi agisindan, fakiilte i¢i atolye calismalarinin da
glindeme alinmasi 6nem ihtiva etmektedir. Bu baglamda, yiiksekogretim kiiltiirii iizerine yapilan
farkindalik ¢aligmalari, 6gretim elemanlariin yalnizca ders verme becerilerini degil, ayn1 zamanda
akademik cevredeki katkilarini da gelistiren 6nemli bir aragtir. Egitim fakiiltelerinde yiiksekogretim
kiiltiiriine dair bilingli bir yaklasim, daha giiclii bir akademik altyap1 olusturulmasina ve egitimde daha
stirdiiriilebilir basarilarin elde edilmesine olanak taniyacaktir.
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