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ABSTRACT

Organizational commitment has become one of the most popular subjects of management studies
in last decades. Identifying factors which affect organizational commitment is usually regarded as a
fundamental step to attain success in organizations and particularly in universities. This study aims
to identify and compare factors affecting the organizational commitment level of faculty members
who are employed by Aksaray University (a new university in Turkey) and Cukurova University (an
older University in Turkey). This is a preliminary study comparing two Turkish universities in terms
of their faculty members’ organizational commitment levels. A survey was carried out on 179
people from Aksaray University and 189 people from Cukurova University in the months March and
April 2013. In both universities, diverse commitment patterns varying according to age, sex,
position, marital status, work length and hometown have been disclosed. Further studies can deal
with commitment profiles or with the relationship between attitudes and behaviors of teaching staff.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Organizational commitment is usually regarded
as one of the most indispensable phenomena of
work life today. Expectations of workers and
organizations convey a critical meaning for the
policies of organization’s future and quality of
work. It is reasoned that if employees have a
higher level of organizational commitment, they
will be more fruitful in the organization [1].

It is envisaged that University faculty members
frequently change their universities and
institutes, transferring the intellectual assets of
that institute consequently. Therefore universities
may have difficulty in operating efficaciously if
they are weak in maintaining organizational
commitment of their teaching staff. Logically,
determining factors that effect organizational
commitment of them should be recognized as a
fundamental step toward building an effectual
University. In view of this rationale, this paper
attempts to identify and compare the factors
affecting the organizational commitment of
faculty members in Aksaray University (new
university) and Cukurova University (old
University). Though there are numerous studies
on the subject of organizational commitment; this
study is expected to be the first comparing two
universities in terms of faculties’ organizational
commitment levels. Additionally, this study is to
become the first investigation conducted in these
universities on such a theme. Thus, this study is
distinctive and opportune for the preparing and
determining the appropriate local policies. These
policies can be spotted through analyzing
reasons underlying faculties’ preference to work
in old or new universities.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

Studies in organizational commitment show that
demographic issues, leadership, job satisfaction
and organizational justice are the factors that
affect organizational commitment [2,3,4]. Survival
of organizations is closely related with the
reduction of turnover rates. For this purpose,
various incentives are utilized by organizations
such as promotion opportunities and salary
increases [5,6,7].

According to Balay [8] and Cetin [5]; factors that
affect the organizational commitment are;

= Age, gender, experience,

» Organizational justice,
satisfaction,

= Role certainty, role conflict,

= Importance of the work, getting support,

= Participating into the decision making
process, joining into the work,

= Job security,

= Marriage, the rights which have been
provided after work,

=  Working hours, desperation, daily routines,

= Promotion opportunities, salary and other
workers,

= Leadership, other job
attention for workers.

trust, job

opportunities,

2.1 Organizational Commitment

As studies over organizational commitment are
very important for the analysis of organizational
life [9], this subject is also essential for education
and educational administration. Although studies
about organizational commitment have been
conducted since 1960s, organizational
commitment has been used as a main subject in
the studies since 1990s [2].

Organizational commitment is defined as the
behavior of workers about the job and
organizations [10]. To Reichers [11];
organizational commitment is identification of the
employees with the aims of organization. In the
relevant literature organizational commitment
includes three elements [10,12,13,14]:

1. Strong trust and acceptance of
organizational values and beliefs,

2. Giving enough energy to the organization

3. Commitment to the organization.

Meyer and Allen [2], divided this concept in three
groups. These are:

2.1.1 Affective commitment

It has an emotional nature [15,16] and indicates
that the emotional state of employees that
encourages them to become involved in
constructive activities lead them to enhance
organizational values and goals [17,18]. People
who have a strong affective commitment, stay at
their organizations only because they really want
to stay, not because of their needs [19,20,21].
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2.1.2 Continuance commitment

It includes the extent of financial incentives
available to individuals, for example, money,
positive working conditions and promotions
[12,22,23]. In this type of commitment, as a
consequence of the fear of being laid off, fired or
losing fringe benefits, employees identify
themselves with their organizations and are
involved in organizational activities [24,25,26].

2.1.3 Normative commitment

It consists of the extent to which workers gain
psychological rewards that come from
socialization experiences in the organization
[27,28]. It refers to the ethical consideration in a
social context that forces employees to remain
within the organization [29,30,31]. In this case,
motives do not include emotional attachment to
the organization or fear of losing economical
benefits, but rather moral obligations that force
employees to identify themselves with their
organizations [32,33,34].

As it is understood from what is mentioned
above, if a person has an affective commitment
s/he will stay with the organization because s/he
really wants it. On the other hand, if a person has
continuance commitment, s/he will stay with the
organization because s/he needs it and if a
person has a normative commitment s/he will
stay with the organization because s/he feels
obliged [35,36].

In the relevant literature, people who have a high
organizational commitment provide more
contribution for the organization [37,38].
According to Tan and Akhtar’s [39] study, high
levels of normative commitment result in a high
level of emotional burnout. For example, in
Mathieu and Zijack’s study [40] organizational
commitment helps to reduce the rates of quitting
job. Mowaday, Lyman and Steers [12] assert
that, demographic factors, job satisfaction and
some social factors about working life directly
affect organizational commitment. Boylu et al. [1]
studied the organizational commitment of
university teachers. They conducted an
electronic survey and 4250 academicians from
Gazi University joined that survey in the
academic year 2005-2006. According to that
study, academicians have a continuance
commitment in their positions, and it is positively
related with the working years.

2.2 Demographic Variables

In Oliver’s study [41] he finds that, the difference
between  organizational commitment and
demographic factors are weak, but the
relationship between organizational commitment
and rewards and value of job are strong. And
also in Mathieu and Zajac’s study [40] they found
out that, marriage, salary, skills and leadership
have a strong relationship with organizational
commitment. Durna and Eren [21] conducted a
survey with 322 teachers and officers working in
the health sector in Nigde. According to their
findings, age, gender and position in the
organization have a positive impact on affective
and normative commitment but they have no
relationship with continuance commitment.

Kursunoglu, Bakay and Tanriégen [42]
conducted a survey for their research. 353
school teachers in Izmir joined the survey; their
findings couldn’t display a difference between
organizational commitment and seniority (length
of service). These results support the findings of
Williams and Hazer's [43] study. On the other
hand, Allen and Meyer [44] asserts that, there is
a positive relationship between working years
and organizational commitment. As working
years accrue, staff get more benefits (salary,
promotion).

For the gender variable, male teachers are more
affected by normative commitment than female
teachers. But there is no consensus on gender
variable in literature [29,40,45,46]. Boylu et al. [1]
conducted a survey for their study. 366 faculty
members in Gazi University joined the survey;
their findings demonstrated that males scored
higher than females in terms of affective
commitment and this difference was statistically
significant. To ince and Giil [47], male staff have
more commitment scores than female staff
because females have more family
responsibilities and they have obstacles in work.
On the other hand Mcclurg [48] believes that,
female staffs have higher commitment than male
staffs. In terms of age variable, there is no
relationship between normative and continuance
commitment level and age but there is a
significant  relationship  between  affective
commitment and age. This result also supports
the Allen and Meyer’s [49] findings. According to
Balay [8] older staff have more commitment
scores than younger staff because, they have a
chance to get promotion, they don’t have a
chance to find new job and they have more
experience in work. On the other hand, they have
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some difficulties innovations

[50,51].

in technological

According toOzkaya, Kocako¢ and Kara [52]
married staffs are more sensitive to continue
their job because of economic responsibilities.
They conducted a survey for their investigation.
160 administrative staff joined the survey.
According to their findings, married staffs have
more normative commitment scores than others
and it is statistically significant.

Hitherto, there has been no study comparing two
universities in regard of organizational
commitment in the relevant literature. This is the
first study comparing faculty members of two
universities in  terms of  organizational
commitment level.

3. METHODS

Survey method is used in this study, and the
survey was conducted between March and April
2013. 179 people from Aksaray University, 189
people from Cukurova University joined this
survey. Before starting the study, the consent
was taken from the university authorities and the
participants. This study is exploratory in nature
because it aims to analyze the demographic
factors, which affect the commitment levels in
two different universities. SPSS program was
used for statistical analyses.

Research Question 1- What are the factor
differences that affect the faculty members
organizational commitment level in Aksaray
University and Gukurova University?

3.1 Hypothesis

H;: Organizational commitment levels are
different among the male and female faculty
members in Aksaray University and
Cukurova University.

H,: Age have an impact on the faculty members
organizational commitment level in Aksaray
University and Gukurova University.

Hs;: Status have an impact on the faculty
members organizational commitment level
in Aksaray University and Cukurova
University.

H4:  Marital Status have an impact on the faculty
members organizational commitment level
in Aksaray University and Cukurova
University.

Hs: Seniority have an impact on the faculty
members organizational commitment level

in Aksaray University and Cukurova
University.

Hs: Hometown of the faculty members have an
impact  on the  faculty = members
organizational commitment level in Aksaray
University and Cukurova University.

3.2 Variables

- Gender (Male and female)

- Age (Peoples genetic ages when they filled
the survey divided into five different
groups, 25 years old and below, 26-35
years old, 36-45 years old, 46-55 years old
and 55 and above.)

- Status (This variable analyzed into six
different categories; research assistant,
lecturer, instructor, assistant professor,
associate professor and professor.

- Marital Status (This variable
operationalized in three groups; married,
single and divorced/separated)

- Working period

- Hometown (operationalized as people from
the hometown in which the respective
university is located [yes] and others [no])

- Organizational Commitment
(operationalized as affective continuance
and normative commitment). Allen and
Mayer's survey questions, which were
created in 1990, were used in this study.
This survey contains total 23 questions
with  likert scale 1- Totally not
agree......... 5- Totally Agree.

3.3 Reliability of Measurement

In order to testing reliability of measurement,
Cronbach Alfa scores were used in this study.

As seen in Table 1, Cronbach Alpha Scores are
bigger than 0,60.

Table 1. Reliability of measurement

Measurement University Number Cronbachalfa

score
Affective Aksaray 7 0.63
Commitment Cukurova 0.74
Continuance Aksaray 9 0.66
commitment Cukurova 0.69
Continuance Aksaray 7 0.64
commitment Cukurova 0.73

Variables were checked for the absence of
multicollinearity. There were two methods
available to test multicollinearity. The first method
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was to check bivariate correlation coefficients
between the variables. The second method was
to run a collinearity diagnostic, which was
available in SPSS linear regression analysis. The
first method was employed in this study.

The data was also checked for (multivariate)
outliers. To detect the multivariate outlier, one
may regress the dependent variable on all
independent variables with a request for
Mahalanobis distance, which was available in
SPSS linear regression analysis. A Mahalanobis
distance of 15.0 and above can be considered a
multivariate outlier.

3.4 Research Design

This study used a cross-sectional research
design. The cross-sectional research design is
the one that is most applied in the social
sciences. It allows the identification of collected
data measured at a single point in time on all
proper variables. It also allows the researcher to
identify relationships and correlation amongst
numerous variables and it is also appropriate for
studies on large groups of subjects [53]. These
strengths made a cross sectional design suitable
for this study. This study employed quantitative
data collection and analysis methods.

3.5 Sampling

Although the survey aimed to collect data from all
faculty members, we were able to reach 179
people in Aksaray University and 189 people in
Cukurova University. Aksaray University was
chosen for this study as a new university
because it is the newest university in the territory.
Cukurova University was chosen as an old
university for this study because it is the oldest
one in the territory except for the Universities in
Ankara, istanbul and izmir. Therefore, these two
universities were chosen for this study in order to
make a good comparison.

Sampling size which represents the main
population were calculated to the level of e=0.1
and a=0.1 (%90 confidence level Z=1.65).
Standard deviation and variance are not known
therefore PxQ level accepted as 0,5x0,5 and the
formula of sampling size was defined as
n=P*Q/(e/Z)2 [54]. To this formula for Aksaray
University n= 68 and main population is bigger
than %10 therefore 68/549=0.1, for Cukurova
University n=68 and main population is smaller
than %10 therefore 68/1900<0.1, therefore
correction factor wasn’t added. (Kurtulug 1998,).

Accordingly sampling size for Aksaray University
were calculated based on correction factor 549-
68/549-1=0.88; n=0.88x68=60, for Cukurova
University n=68.

3.6 Reliability

Reliability means that the results are reliable time
after time, and that this can be explained by
variables. The required data was obtained from
the survey filled out by faculty members of two
universities voluntarily. Surveys were mailed or
handed out to all faculty members and only filled
out by faculty members willing to join this study.

3.7 Validity

External validity refers to whether this study is
applicable to other groups. This study has
external validity to certain extent. The findings of
the study can be applied to Aksaray and
Cukurova Universities but it cannot be applied to
the other organizations as each organization has
different dynamics and characteristics. Lack of
randomization was also a threat to the validity of
the data collected. The information given in
survey was provided on snapshot basis.
Empirical validity means that the relationship and
the implementation among the variables
measured should be the same in the actual
world. To enhance empirical validity, in this study
a wide range of related variables was selected to
increase the validity and compare the results. As
the researcher examined the literature and
looked at many dimensions of the study, it was
understood that this study has content validity.

3.8 Limitations

This study is to be used only for the comparison
of Aksaray University and Cukurova University.

3.9 Findings

Descriptive of the study

According to data 64 females (35.8%) and 115
males (64.8%) joined this survey from
AksarayUniversity and 78 females (41.3%) and
111 males (58.7%) joined this survey from
Cukurova University. Additionally, 33 (18.4%)
research assistants, 49 (27.4%) lecturers, 7
(3.9%) instructors, 73 (40.8%) assistant
professors, 12 (6.7%) associate professors and 5
(2.8%) full professors from Aksaray University
and 90 (47.6%) research assistants, 17 (9%)
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lecturers, 4 (2.1%) instructors, 21 (11.1%)
assistant professors, 25 (13.2%) associate
professors and 32 (16.9%) full professors from
Cukurova University joined this study. Among
those people, 133(74.3%) of them were married,
while 46 (25.7%) of them were single in Aksaray
University; and in  Cukurova  University,
111(58.7%) of the respondents were married, 73
(38.6%) of them were single and 5 (2.6%) of
them were divorced/separated (Table 2).

In Table 3, while affective and continuance
commitment wasn’t found to vary statistically with
the gender in Aksaray University but a
statistically significant difference was found
between normative commitment and gender and
it is (t=-1.699, p=0.091<0.1). The same
difference was also found to exist among
Cukurova University’ faculty members (t=-1.616,
p=0.008<0.1). As seen in Table 3, males have
higher normative commitment scores than
females in both universities. According to these
results, faculty members don'’t feel that they have
to work for this organization.

As seen in Table 4, a new variable created with
age variable and ANOVA test was employed.
According to findings, there is a statistically
significant difference between age and affective
commitment (F=3.906, p=0.005<0.1). According
to TUKEY test results, faculty members, whose
ages are below 25 and between 46 and 55,
scored higher affective commitment than others
in Aksaray University. But there was no
difference between continuance and normative
commitments and age in Aksaray University.

A statistically significant difference was found
between affective commitment and age
(F=1.997, p=0.097<0.1), but no difference was
found between continuance and normative
commitments and age among faculty members
of Qukurova University. Especially TUKEY
testresults displayed a high affective commitment
score for faculty members who are older than 45.
According to these findings, people who are
below 25 years old are generally research
assistants and they have some future
expectations; thus, they are more idealistic.

Table 2. Descriptive of the data

Demographic Information

Aksaray University

Cukurova University

Number % Number %
Sex Female 64 35.8 78 41.3
Male 115 64.2 111 58.7
Status Research assistant 33 18.4 90 47.6
Lecturer 49 27.4 17 9
Instructor 7 3.9 4 2.1
Assistant professor 73 4.8 21 111
Associate professor 12 6.7 25 13.2
Professor 5 2.8 32 16.9
Age 25 and below 25 8 4.5 17 9
26-35 74 413 99 52.4
36-45 80 447 40 21.2
46-55 14 7.8 26 13.8
55 and above 55 3 1.7 7 3.7
Marital status Married 133 74.3 111 58.7
Single 46 25.7 73 38.6
Divorced/separated 0 0 5 2.6
Working Below 5 years 117 65.4 84 44 .4
years 6-10 20 11.2 25 13.2
11-15 23 12.8 37 19.6
16-20 10 5.6 21 11.1
21-25 9 5 22 11.6
Hometown Yes 46 25.7 97 51.3
No 133 74.3 92 48.7
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Table 3. Comparison between affective, continuance, normative commitment and sex

University Sex N Mean Standard T P
deviation
Affective commitment Aksaray Female 64 3.275 0.465 0.430 0.668
Male 115 3.239 0.547
Cukurova Female 78 3.584 0.465 -0.258 0.797
Male 111 3.606 0.642
Continuance commitment  Aksaray Female 64 2.821 0.416 -1.537 0.126
Male 115 2913 0.364
Cukurova Female 78 3.018 0.358 0.576  0.565
Male 111 2.982 0.473
Normative commitment Aksaray Female 64 2.721 0.317 -1.699 0.091
Male 115 2.831 0.461
Cukurova Female 78 2.764 0.317 -1.616  0.008

Male 111 2.861 0.460

Table 4. Comparison between affective, continuance, normative commitment and age

Organizational Age N Mean Standard F p
commitment types deviation
Affective commitment Aksaray Below 25 8 3.661 0.458
26-35 74 3.228 0.469
36-45 80 3.134 0.519 3.906 0.005
46-55 14 3.561 0.536
56 and + 3 3.095 0.787
Cukurova Below 25 17 3.420 0.609
26-35 99 3.529 0.605
36-45 40 3.682 0.487
46-55 26 3.758 0.483 1.997 0.097
56 and + 7 3.898 0.658
Continuance Aksaray Below25 8 2.944 0.385
commitment 26-35 74 2.836 0.425
36-45 80 2.894 0.341 0.909 0.460
46-55 14 3.024 0.296
56 and + 3 2741 0.788
Cukurova Below 25 17 3.045 0.432
26-35 99 3.006 0.420
36-45 40 3.061 0.472
46-55 26 2.872 0.394 1.030 0.393
56 and + 7 2.857 0.388
Normative Aksaray Below?25 8 2714 0.545
commitment 26-35 74 2.770 0.395
36-45 80 2.800 0.447 0.323 0.862
46-55 14 2.878 0.316
56 and + 3 2.905 0.359
Cukurova Below 25 17 2.908 0.404
26-35 99 2.804 0.408
36-45 40 2.839 0.419
46-55 26 2.813 0.307 0.274 0.895
56 and + 7 2.776 0.718

Because of this, they have high continuance As seen in Table 5; there was a statistically
commitment scores. People who are between significant difference between continuance
46-55 vyears old are generally Associated commitment and status in Aksaray University
Professors and Professors. (F=2.005, p=0.08<0.1). According to TUKEY test
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there was a different understanding between
Professors and Research Assistants. But there
was no difference between affective and
normative commitments and status.

As seen in Table 5; there was a statistically

significant  difference between affective
commitment (F=3.322, p=0.007<0.1),
continuance commitment (F=2.112,

p=0.066<0.1), normative commitment (F=1.994,
p=0.082<0.1) and status in Cukurova University.
TUKEY test results demonstrated the highest
affective, continuance and normative
commitment scores for full professors.

There is no difference between
affective/continuance commitment and marital
status but there was a statistically significant
difference between normative commitment and
marital status in Aksaray University (t=2.123,
p=0.035<0.1). (Table 6).

As seen in Table 7, there is a significant
difference between normative commitment and
marital status in Cukurova University (F=3.733,
p=0.026<0.1). According to TUKEY test results,
married faculty members have more affective
commitment scores than single ones therefore
the difference exist.

Table 5. Comparison between faculty members’ commitment level and status

Commitment Status N Mean Standard F o]
types deviation
Affective Aksaray Research assistant 33 3.242 0.567
commitment Lecturer 49  3.297 0.558
Instructor 7 3.653 0.386 1.159  0.331
Assistant professor 73 3.188 0.414
Associate professor 12 3.274 0.698
Professor 5 3.200 0.02603
Cukurova Research assistant 90 3.462 0.642
Lecturer 17 3.622 0.569
Instructor 4 3.357 0.143
Assistant professor 21 3.565 0.441 3.322  0.007
Associate professor 25 3.783 0.280
Professor 32 3.871 0.544
Continuance  Aksaray Research assistant 33  3.037 0.257
commitment Lecturer 49  2.869 0.442
Instructor 7 2.714 0.313 2.005 0.08
Assistant professor 73 2.840 0.375
Associate professor 12 2935 0.400
Professor 5 2.644 0.487
Cukurova Research assistant 90 3.019 0.419
Lecturer 17 3.072 0.385
Instructor 4 3.389 0.111
Assistant professor 21 3.074 0.509 2112  0.066
Associate professor 25 2960 0.377
Professor 32 2.823 0.439
Normative Aksaray Research assistant 33 2823 0.497
commitment Lecturer 49  2.799 0.451
Instructor 7 2.633 0.272 0.640 0.669
Assistant professor 73 2771 0.345
Associate professor 12 2941 0.536
Professor 5 2.686 0.396
Cukurova Research assistant 90 2.826 0.389
Lecturer 17 2748 0.322
Instructor 4 2.964 0.071
Assistant professor 21 2.939 0.466 1.994  0.082
Associate professor 25 2937 0.367
Professor 32  2.661 0.478
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A new variable was created by dividing working
years variable into 5 groups. There was no
difference with working years and any
organizational commitment type among Aksaray
University faculty members. On the other hand,
there was a statistically significant difference with
working years and affective commitment among
Cukurova University faculty members (F=3.826,
p=0.005<0.1). According to TUKEY test results,
the difference existed for 6-10 and 21-25 of
working years. 21-25 years workers had bigger
affective commitment scores than 6-10 years
workers, but there was no difference with

continuance and normative commitment

(see Table 8).

As seen in Table 9 among the Aksaray University
faculty members there was a difference between
hometown variable and affective commitment
and it was statistically significant (t=1.987,
p=0.048<0.1), but there was no difference
between continuance and normative
commitment. Among the Cukurova University’'s
faculty members there was no difference
between any organizational commitment level
and hometown.

Table 6. Comparison between organizational commitment level and marital status among
faculty members of Aksaray University

Commitment level Marital status N Mean Standard deviation T P
Affective commitment Married 133 3.265 0.505 0.575 0.566
Single 46 3.214 0.558
Continuance commitment Married 133 2.879 0.392 0.029 0.977
Single 46 2.882 0.365
Normative commitment Married 133 2.830 0418 2.123 0.035
Single 46 2.680 0.399

Table 7. Comparison between organizational commitment level and marital status among
faculty members of Cukurova University

Commitment level Marital status N Mean Standard F P
deviation

Affective commitment Married 111 3.664 0.552
Single 73  3.505 0.607 1.861 0.158
Divorced/Separated 5 3.457 0.433

Continuance commitment Married 111 2.961 0.423
Single 73  3.053 0.435 1.026 0.360
Divorced/Separated 5 2.978 0.454

Normative commitment Married 111 2.754 0.439
Single 73 2919 0.345 3.733 0.026
Divorced/Separated 5 2.857 0.349

Table 8. Comparison between commitment types and working years

Commitment University = Working years N Mean Standard F P
types deviation
Affective Aksaray Lessthan 5years 117 3.246 0.493
commitment 6-10 20 3.214 0.599
11-15 23  3.236 0.461 0.453 0.770
16-20 10 3.243 0.599
21-25 9 3.476 0.735
Cukurova Lessthan 5years 84  3.468 0.579
6-10 25 3.611 0.639
11-15 37 3.559 0.521
16-20 21 3.891 0.355 3.826 0.005
21-25 22  3.857 0.589
Continuance  Aksaray Less than 5years 117 2.856 0.414
commitment 6-10 20 3.000 0.320
11-15 23 2.836 0.373 1.303  0.271
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Commitment  University Working years N Mean Standard F P
types deviation
16-20 10  3.067 0.223
21-25 9 2.839 0.148
Lessthan 5years 84  2.991 0.423
Cukurova 6-10 25 3.040 0.469
11-15 37 3.102 0.394
16-20 21 2852 0.421 1.353 0.252
21-25 22 2934 0.457
Normative Aksaray Lessthan 5years 117 2.758 0.397
commitment 6-10 20 2750 0.385
11-15 23 2.863 0.482 1.286 0,277
16-20 10 2.886 0.379
21-25 9 3.032 0.570
Cukurova Lessthan 5years 84 2823 0.394
6-10 25 2811 0.361
11-15 37 2876 0.366
16-20 21 2.837 0.485 0.551 0.699
21-25 22 2714 0.514
Table 9. Comparison between commitment types and hometown
University Hometown N Mean Standard T P
deviation
Affective Aksaray Yes 46 3.382 0.533 1.987  0.048
Commitment No 133 3.207 0.507
Cukurova Yes 97 3.580 0.565 -0.413 0.680
No 92 3.615 0.587
Continuance Aksaray Yes 46 2.884 0.405 0.079 0.937
Commitment No 133 2.879 0.379
Cukurova Yes 97 3.003 0.433 0.209 0.834
No 92 2.990 0.426
Normative Aksaray Yes 46 2.773 0.489 -0.346  0.730
Commitment No 133 2.798 0.392
Cukurova Yes 97 2.856 0.405 1.202  0.231
No 92 2.784 0.413

4. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

In order to be efficient, organizations have to find
some methods to improve their members’
motivations and commitments. This paper
examines the faculty members’ organizational
(affective, continuance and normative)
commitment level differences regarding the
demographic characteristics of them for Aksaray
University and  Cukurova  University. A
statistically significant difference between age
and affective commitment existed whereas there
was no difference between continuance and
normative commitments and age in Aksaray
University. On the other hand, there was a
statistically  significant  difference  between
affective commitment and age, while there was
no difference between continuance and

normative commitments and age for the faculty
members of Cukurova University. Especially
faculty members’, whose ages are below 25 and
between 46 and 55, affective commitment scores
were higher than others in Aksaray University.
Exclusively, faculty members older than 55
scored highest, in terms of affective commitment,
in Cukurova University.

In relevant literature; there are many studies
exhibiting a meaningful difference between
organizational commitment and age [40,45].
Angle and Perry assert that as the employees’
age rise, their chance of finding an alternative job
diminish and they also don’t have a chance to
get extra education opportunities [45]. Therefore,
their organizational commitment scores increase.
According to the results, there is a difference
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between affective commitment and age, but
there is no difference between
continuance/normative commitment and age.

There is no difference between affective,
continuance commitment and sex among
Aksaray University’ faculty members but there is
a difference between normative commitment and
sex, and it is statistically significant. The same
difference also exists among the faculty
members of Cukurova University. Males appear
to have higher normative commitment scores
than females in both universities. This result
supports Kursunoglu et al. findings [42].

There is a statistically significant negative
difference between continuance commitment and
status, but no difference was found between
affective/normative commitment and status in
Aksaray University. While research assistants’
scores emerge as the highest, the lowest scores
belong to full Professors. As seen in Table 6,
there is also a statically significant difference
between affective commitment, continuance
commitment, normative commitment and status
among faculty members of Cukurova University.

Research  assistants have the highest
continuance commitment scores in contrast to
full Professors who possess the lowest scores.
High costs of quitting and seeking alternative job
opportunities for research assistants can be
viewed for these results. These findings support
the outcomes of Boylu and his collaborators’
study [1]. It is opined that associate professors
have higher affective commitment scores
because of their career expectations and
Professors have higher affective commitment
scores because of their flexible working
conditions.

Professors’ affective commitment scores are the
highest ones in Cukurova University. According
to these results, it can be said that, Professors
who work for Cukurova University have an
emotional bond with the University and they feel
themselves as a part of their University.
Moreover especially instructors consider that
there are some difficulties quitting the job and
finding a new job. According to these outcomes it
can be inferred that instructors reckon that they
have to stay in their organizations because of
their future concerns.

In view of marital status, a statistically significant
difference was found for normative commitment,
but no difference for affective and continuance

commitment was detected in Aksaray University.
The highest normative commitment scores were
from married faculties. The same pattern can be
observed in Qukurova University. These results
support Ozkaya et al. findings [50]. Married
personnel reflect that, they have to stay within
the organization because of their economic
responsibilities.

No difference was traced between working years
and organizational commitment type among
faculty members Aksaray University. This result
also supports the findings of Wiliams and
Hazer’s [43] and Kursunoglu et al. [42] studies.
On the other hand, among Cukurova University
academicians there is a meaningful difference
between  working years and affective
commitment. This result supports the findings of
Allen and Mayer [48]. They asserted that
employees’ chance to receive benefits (salary,
promotion etc.) soars as working years increase.

There is a meaningful difference between
affective commitment and faculty members’
hometown, whereas there is no difference
between continuance/normative commitment and
faculty members’ hometown in Aksaray
University. Due to social and family concerns
academicians whose hometown is Aksaray are
expected to feel as a part of the organization.
Findings of this study show that there is no
difference with hometown variable and any
organizational commitment type in Cukurova
University. It can be asserted that coming from
Adana (hometown of the University) has no
effect on the feelings of belonging to the
organization.

According to the findings, the most effective
sources of organizational commitment level of
faculty members are observed as future worries,
carrier expectations and family. Generally,
academicians from new universities prefer to
work in big cities because of their abilities, on the
other hand the ones in an old university try to
change their university on account of career
expectations. Identifying factors which effect
faculties’ organizational commitment level is
particularly important for devising resourceful
policy directions and practices. Additionally this
study helps further new studies on this particular
subject. This study compared organizational
commitment level of faculty members in old and
new universities, and it is supposed that these
findings are to be deemed valuable by newly
established universities.
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