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Abstract

This study examines the effects of work related factors (such as mobbing, job security and
job concern) and academic related factors (such as publications, time for research and pres-
sure) and relative income effect (social comparison and self-income evaluation) on life sat-
isfaction and overall job satisfaction of young faculty members working at leading univer-
sities located in major cities in Turkey. The analysis is based on a unique survey conducted
with 1215 research assistants. Separate regressions were run for the whole sample and for
gender categories. Findings of the research revealed that life satisfaction and overall job
satisfaction were strongly correlated with mobbing, time for research, formal and informal
pressure and subjective job security. Separate regression results revealed that the signifi-
cant predictors for overall job satisfaction differed among male and female respondents. In
regard to relative income effect, findings were in line with the existing literature: attaching
importance to income comparison has a negative impact on life satisfaction. In addition,
downward self-income evaluation for the present has a negative effect on life satisfaction,
whereas upward self-income evaluation for the future (expectations) has a positive effect
on life satisfaction.
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1 Introduction

This paper focuses on Subjective Well-Being, in specific; life satisfaction and job satis-
faction in the academy. Scholars from various fields such as sociology and psychology
have written numerous articles and books examining the determinants of Subjective Well-
Being.! For a couple of decades, there has been a significant increase in economists’ inter-
est in the empirical analysis of subjective well-being variables.> Among empirical analyses
of Subjective Well Being in economics literature, the two mostly studied research areas are
(1) the analysis of life satisfaction or happiness and (2) the analysis of job satisfaction or
well being at work.

By analyzing large datasets (such as the General Social Survey, British Household Sur-
vey, German Socioeconomic Panel Data etc.) scholars have gained important insights into
the determinants of life satisfaction and reported levels of well-being trends (Blanchflower
and Oswald 2004; Dolan et al. 2008; Frey and Stutzer 2002; Veenhoven 2016). These stud-
ies have revealed that life satisfaction depends on a wide range of social, personal, demo-
graphic, economic, institutional and environmental factors (Diener 1984, 2000; Diener
et al. 1985; Frey and Stutzer 2010). Economists studying these datasets have provided
insights into the relationship between main macroeconomic indicators (absolute income,
relative income, inflation, unemployment) and happiness (Oswald 1997; Di Tella et al.
2001; Easterlin 1995; Frijters et al. 2004; Frey and Stutzer 1999).

Studies on satisfaction at work, on the other hand, have mostly focused on individual
characteristics of workers and conditions of the workplace. The understanding of work-
ers’ Subjective Well Being and interaction between the worker (his/her individual char-
acteristics) and his/her work environment provides an insight into understanding certain
labor market behaviors. The cross-sectional and longitudinal effects between job and life
satisfaction, and determinants of job satisfaction have been analyzed in a cross-national
setting (Sousa-Poza and Sousa-Poza 2000a), national setting (Judge and Watanabe1993;
Clark and Oswald 1996; Rode 2004) or in various sectors such as business companies, gov-
ernment agencies and universities (Judge et al. 2005; Dall’Ora et al. 2015). Analyses using
the data gathered from various institutions (or unique surveys applied in various sectors)
have focused on the impact of several socio-demographic and work related factors such as
age (Clark and Oswald 1996; Clark et al. 1996; White and Spector 1987), gender (Clark
1996, 1997; Sousa-Poza and Sousa-Poza 2000a; Scandura and Lankau 1997; Ernst Kossek
and Ozeki 1998), education (Lee and Wilbur 1985; Oshagbemi 2003), union membership
(Bryson et al. 2004; Clark 1996, 1997; Lee and Wilbur 1985), contract types and relative
wages, income and performance pay (Clark and Oswald 1996; Lévy-Garboua and Mont-
marquette 2004; Winkler et al. 2015; Cornelissen et al. 2011) on job satisfaction.’

In academics, researchers have mostly examined the impact of academic related fac-
tors and working conditions on life satisfaction or job satisfaction of the faculty. Academic
ranks, academic workloads, publication success, mobbing, stress and job security are
widely studied topics (Feld et al. 2015; Bozeman and Gaughan 2011; Houston et al. 2006;

! For the leading studies in these fields please see Easterlin (1974), Veenhoven (1984), and Myers and
Diener (1995).

2 The number of published articles referenced in EconLit in any given year that mention happiness, life sat-
isfaction or subjective well-being in the title or abstract has increased from 3 in 1986—-1990 to 146 in 2011
(Frey and Stutzer 2013).

3 For a detailed review for job satisfaction in the early period please see Rice et al. (1980).
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McKay et al. 2008; Olsen 1993; Oshagbemi 2003; Skaalvik and Skaalvik 2015); gender,
age, contract types and academic ranks are the most commonly analyzed cohorts (Bender
and Heywood 2006; Clark et al. 1996; Loscocco and Spitze 1990; Origo and Pagani 2009;
Sloane and Ward 2001; Ward and Sloane 2000; Sabharwal and Corley 2009; Skaalvik and
Skaalvik 2015).

The aim of this paper is to provide empirical evidence to ascertain the relationship
between work and academic related factors, relative income and life satisfaction and over-
all job satisfaction in the academic labor market in Turkey. In some cases, the paper refers
the term “effect”, when in fact; due to limitations of the dataset only correlations are high-
lighted. The main motivation is to contribute to the newly flourishing Subjective Well-
Being literature in Turkey. The paper aims to do this by focusing on a rarely studied field:
the academy. In addition, the study aims to contribute to the relative income literature by
providing evidence from academy in Turkey.

For several decades, the number of researches on Subjective Well-Being in Turkey has
been gradually increasing. Researches focus on socio economic conditions and life satis-
faction (Gitmez and Morcol 1994; Selim 2008; Dumludag 2013; Gokdemir 2015; Caner
2015, 2016; Dumludag et al. 2016; Eren and Asic1 2017), job satisfaction and/or life satis-
faction in regard to different sectors such as health, automobile and tourism (Bilgic 1998;
Yorgun et al. 2009; Eker et al. 2004; Pelit et al. 2011; Keser 2005).

However, the number of studies on the determinants of life satisfaction or overall job
satisfaction in Turkish education sector is very small and existing ones partially investi-
gate Subjective Well-Being rather than suggesting a comprehensive model (Bas and Ardig
2002; Kiiskii 2001, 2003; Saygi et al. 2011; Toker 2011; Sirin and Sirin 2015; Demirel
2014; Yetim 1993). Furthermore, this research paper targeted young faculty members:
research assistants who are more exposed to formal and informal pressure in comparison
to other faculty members. In addition, their contract type is temporary or renewable every
year, therefore the impact of job security does not have the same effect as it has on tenure
contracts.

Studying the academy has some unique features such as homogeneity with regard to
motivation and education background and long periods of extended study in comparison to
the general labor force. Our analysis is based on responses to questionnaires.

The organization of this paper is as follows. Section 2 discuss the theoretical approaches
and define the concepts of Subjective Well-Being. Following, the survey and the descrip-
tive statistics are described in Sect. 3. Section 4 includes the models and definition of vari-
ables. Section 5 presents the models for academic and work related factors and life satis-
faction and overall job satisfaction for the full sample and subsamples of male and female.
Section 6 presents the estimation results of the second model for relative income effect on
life satisfaction, and following limitations and perspectives for future research Sects. 7 and
8 concludes.

2 Theoretical Framework, Concepts and Measurement of Satisfaction
According to standard economic theory, utility is objective and depends on goods and ser-
vices and leisure. However, in parallel to rising interest of economics to subjective well-

being, a subjective view of utility relies on the judgment of the persons directly involved
and interprets this judgment as a direct measure of the utility or well-being (Frey and
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Stutzer 2002).* In economics models life satisfaction or happiness is used proxy as util-
ity; whereas job satisfaction is used proxy as “utility at work™ or “felt utility” which can
be though of as a type of sub-utility function (Clark and Oswald 1996; Lévy-Garboua and
Montmarquette 1997).

In the surveys, life satisfaction or happiness questions are mostly asked as such: If you
were to consider your life in general, how happy or unhappy would you say you are on the
whole? (4 very happy, 3 fairly happy, 2 fairly unhappy, 1 very unhappy) and, “Overall, how
satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the way things are going in your life today? Would you
say you are: very satisfied (4), somewhat satisfied (3), somewhat dissatisfied (2), or very
dissatisfied (1)?”

In this study, similar to World Values Survey, life satisfaction is composed of individual
responses to the question: All things considered, how satisfied are you with your life as a
whole these days? Respondents were asked to indicate a score on an ordinal scale ranging
from 0 (completely dissatisfied) to 10 (completely satisfied).

Job satisfaction, on the other hand, is defined as “a pleasurable or positive emotional
state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or job experiences” (Locke 1976, p. 1300)
Another definition of job satisfaction has been expressed as a function of a vector of indi-
vidual characteristics and a vector of job and workplace characteristics (Brown and McIn-
tosh 1998).

However, not all disciplines or scholars agree on the concept (identified with individual
well-being) and the definition of job satisfaction. For instance, Hodson (1991) criticizes
the concept of job satisfaction and argues that the concept is largely irrelevant for workers’
day-to-day activities. Beyond definition, he also criticizes the concept by paying too lit-
tle attention to the multitudinous states underlying individual well-being. By constructing
workplace setting and the worker’s reaction to it he proposes a behavior-based classifica-
tion of workers (Hamermesh 1977; Borjas 1979; Clark and Oswald 1994, 1996).

In the surveys, multidimensional aspect of job satisfaction is measured by asking sev-
eral questions related to working conditions. For instance, in the British Household Panel
Survey (BHPS) individuals were asked to rate their satisfaction levels with seven specific
facets of their job promotion prospects, total pay, relations with supervisors, job security,
ability to work on their own initiative, the actual work itself, and hours of work. Each of
these criteria was to be given a number from 1 to 7, where a value of 1 corresponded to
‘not satisfied at all’; a value of 7 corresponded to ‘completely satisfied’.

Although discussions mentioned above reveal that job satisfaction has multidimensional
aspect, some major surveys also include a single question on overall job satisfaction. For
instance, in US General Social Surveys/General Household Surveys, job satisfaction ques-
tion is formulated as: “On the whole, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the work
you do— would you say you are very satisfied, moderately satisfied, a little dissatisfied, or
very dissatisfied?” In the BHPS, individuals were asked a question: ‘All things considered,
how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your present job overall (using the same 1-7 scale

4 Life satisfaction is conceived as the degree to which an individual judges the overall quality of his life-as-
a-whole favorably (Veenhoven 1991).

5 In order to conform to the ordinal utility theory, ordinal statement was converted to a cardinal scale by
asking respondents (through either direct or indirect questioning or personal interview) to evaluate their
feelings on a detailed Likert-type scale (Michalos 1985). Interview techniques applied in anonymous ques-
tionnaire have allowed the quantitative measurement of life satisfaction. Empirical checks of the suspicions
about the validity of self-reports of life satisfaction have not revealed great distortions (Veenhoven 1991).
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mentioned above)?’ (Clark 1996). In this study, to be in line with 11-scale life satisfac-
tion question, respondents were requested to indicate their satisfaction with their job on an
11-point scale ranging from (0) “completely dissatisfied” to (10) “completely satisfied”.®

Interview techniques and available surveys do not only evaluate and measure Subjective
Well-Being, but also allow researchers to examine the impact of socio-economic, socio-
demographic, institutional, macroeconomic and other dimensions such as relative income
and academic related concerns on life satisfaction and job satisfaction. This paper aims to
analyze the relationship between work and academic related factors, relative income and
satisfaction by using a unique survey that includes life satisfaction and overall job satisfac-
tion of the respondents.

3 Survey and Descriptive Evidence for Life Satisfaction and Job
Satisfaction

The sample included 1215 respondents from nine public universities which employ
research assistants according to both temporary and tenure track contracts. These uni-
versities are located in major cities in Turkey.” The invitation for the survey was sent to
all (6623) research assistants in these universities by email; 1774 of them replied and
1215 respondents completed the survey online.® However, due to missing values for at
least one of the variables of interest, the total sample size was smaller for the regres-
sion analyses and descriptive tables. The data comprised 520 men and 626 women. The
survey was designed at the end of 2014 and was implemented during 2015. Complet-
ing the survey lasted approximately 27 min, and there was no compensation. The sur-
vey included 40 questions concerning (1) socio-economic situation (including relative
income), life satisfaction and overall job satisfaction, (2) academic and work related fac-
tors (3) and demographic background variables.

Figure 1 and Table 1 represent the distribution of life satisfaction and job satisfaction
among research assistants, mean scores for the whole sample and subcategories male
and female.

Table 1 shows that the mean score for life satisfaction is 6.82 for the full sample.
This score is quite above average life satisfaction score (between 2006 and 2014) of 5.3
for Turkey (OECD 2016). In 2017, life satisfaction score for Turkey was 5.5 accord-
ing to OECD better life index (2017). On the other hand, dataset of Turkish Statistical
Office reveal that people with graduate degree has the highest life satisfaction average of
6.5 in 2014. In 2010, average life satisfaction score for this group was nearly 7.0 (Eren
and Asic1 2016).

Mean score for job satisfaction is 6.67 for the full sample. Table 1 also demonstrates
that female assistants were less satisfied with their lives and jobs in comparison to male
assistants. Life satisfaction score (average) for male sample is 6.87 whereas it is 6.79 for

® Throughout the text job satisfaction and overall job satisfaction is used interchangeably.

7 These universities are: Istanbul University, Marmara University, Y1ldiz Technical University, and Istanbul
Technical University in Istanbul; Gazi University, Ankara University and Hacettepe University in Ankara;
Ege University and Dokuz Eyliil University in Izmir.

8 At the time of the survey applied, only universities in big cities employed assistants with different con-
tract types such as temporary and tenure track (in specific: 50d, 33a and OYP).

@ Springer



790 P. A. Cerci, D. Dumludag

350
300
250
200
150
100
ot L
o /M m= I []
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

M job satisfaction life satisfaction

Fig. 1 Distribution of job satisfaction and life satisfaction of research assistants

Table 1 Life satisfaction and job

. . Categories Life satisfaction Job satisfaction
satisfaction among gender

Mean SD Sample Mean SD Sample

Full sample  6.82 1.944 1204 6.67 2287 1210
Female 6.79 1.918 626 6.51 2.230 627
Male 6.87 1.961 520 6.94 2.276 521

female group. Average mean of job satisfaction is 6.94 for male sample and the mean score
is 6.51 for female sample.

In the past, some studies reported that in the labor force as a whole female workers
reported higher satisfaction than male workers although women’s jobs are worse than
men’s in terms of hiring and firing, wages and sexual harassment (Blanchflower and
Oswald 2004; Clark 1997; Meng 1990; Sousa-Poza and Sousa-Poza 2000b).

However, studies on gender and job satisfaction in the academy have mostly found the
opposite: Male academics, on average, reported less satisfaction from their jobs compared
to females (Bender and Heywood 2006; Kinman 1998). Hagedorn (1996) presented evi-
dence that as gender-based wage differentials increased, global job satisfaction of female
faculty decreased. Job satisfaction levels can also vary among age cohorts. For instance,
Sloane and Ward (2001) found that male academics under the age of 36 had significantly
higher job satisfaction than females below 36. Men over 36, however, had significantly
lower satisfaction than their female academic equivalents. Similarly, Oshagbemi (2003)
found that female academics at higher ranks were more satisfied than their male colleagues
of comparable ranks in UK universities. In a comparison of academic versus non-aca-
demic, Bender and Heywood (2006) found that female scientists reported lower job satis-
faction than males in academia but higher job satisfaction than males in the non-academic
sector.

On the other hand, it can be argued that, given equal education, employment and
advancement opportunities, women should not be any less satisfied than men with their
jobs as proposed by Oshagbemi (2003). Similarly, Ward and Sloane (2000) showed that
reports of overall job satisfaction did not vary widely by gender. The current study focuses
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on a highly educated labor workforce, among whom female assistants are likely to have
comparable background, working conditions and expectations to their male counterparts.
The regression results in this paper revealed that gender difference is not statistically sig-
nificant in all models for life satisfaction and job satisfaction.

4 Model and Variables

In the job satisfaction literature most of the studies have typically adopted a basic frame-
work, estimating an equation in the form:

Si = f(ICi, JCi)
Satisfaction at work depends on individual characteristics (ICi), and a vector of job and
workplace characteristics, (JCi).
In its most general form, the baseline cross-section model that we employed is specified
as follows:

S; = a+ p,JSec + p,Mob + p;FPres + +p,IPres + psPNum + fsTRes + p,X;+ €;,
()
The dependent variable in the regression model (1) expressed by S; in this study is life sat-
isfaction in estimation (1) and overall job satisfaction in estimation (2).

4.1 Work Related Variables

Among independent variables, JSec (job concern) represents subjective job security: “I
have a concern about a suspension or losing my job at the university where I am working”.
Respondents answered from totally disagree to totally agree (also including neither agree
nor disagree choice). In the regressions a dummy variable ((1) if choices are “agree” and
“totally agree” and (0) otherwise) is used. Job security comprises objective job security
(represented by contract type) as well; however, contract type of research assistants is com-
plicated and not easily separable in regard to tenure track and temporary position.

Mob variable refers to “experienced mobbing.” In the survey, first, the meaning of
“mobbing” was explained briefly as: “Mobbing (psychological harassment) is a mali-
ciously, purposely damaging attitude and behaviors including systematically continuing
intimidation, pacification or suspension applied by person(s) to other person(s), and at the
end it hurts the occupational and personal values and social relations and health status.”
Afterwards, the question was formulated as: “Regarding the definition above, have you
experienced mobbing (psychological harassment)?”” Respondents chose one of the follow-
ing choices: “no,” “slightly” and “yes.” The reference group was “no”.

FPres refers to formal pressure: “Have you experienced formal pressure (through an
official letter) from your directors or supervisors with regard to academic publications, and
if so, how do you evaluate the degree of pressure?” Respondents chose one of four choices:
“no pressure,” “experienced slight pressure,” “experienced pressure,” and “experienced
high pressure.” In the survey, the level of pressure was also explained with examples such
as: if there is a request from the directors and/or supervisors with regard to journal type,
name of the journal, number of publications and conferences attended, then this refers to
high pressure. The reference group was “no pressure”.

9
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IPres refers to informal pressure and was similar to formal pressure. The question was
“Have you experienced informal pressure (through requests with speeches) from your
directors or supervisors with regard to making academic publications, and if so, how do
you evaluate the degree of the pressure?”” The four choices were the same as formal pres-
sure and a similar explanation was given. The reference group was “no pressure”.

4.2 Academic Related Variables

PNum refers to “number of publication”. In the survey, the variable refers to the number of
publications in regard to paper in journals or written (book) chapters, and book editing etc.

TRes refers to “time for research” with the question: “Approximately how much do you
spend of your weekly working hours (including administrative duties, organizations etc.)
on research?” The answers were “less than 25 percent”, “between 25 percent and 49 per-
cent,” “between 50 percent and 74 percent” and “more than 75 percent.” The reference
group was “between 25 percent and 49 percent” (Table 2).

4.3 Relative Income Effect and Variables

For relative income effect, the baseline cross-section model that we employed is specified
as follows:

m p
S, =a+ 2 (/}jjfl + yjny + 6j1ffyf/> +kinY; + 2 MXE+ e, )
J=1 k=1

where §; is the life satisfaction of respondent i I & is a measure of the perceived impor-
tance of the incomes of reference group j, Y isa Vector or scalar measure of the perceived
household income relative to reference group J, Y, is household income. The interaction
terms of perceived importance and relative income Y, &I are also included in the model for
estimation (1). The set of reference groups that are mcorporated in model (2) includes col-
leagues, family members, relatives and neighbors (Table 3).

4.4 Explanatory Variables

Apart from the main explanatory variables, the controls X; included gender, age, age
squared, dummies for graduate education level, union membership, marital status, house-
hold size, numbers of children and absolute income and city dummies.

The question on household income was presented in twelve income brackets of mean
net household income and respondents were asked to indicate the income range of their
household. The income brackets ranged from 3000 Turkish Liras (equivalent to the sal-
ary of research assistants at the time the survey was distributed) for the lowest category to
above 8500 Turkish Liras monthly for the highest category.

We distinguished between four different educational categories. The first category con-
sisted of respondents pursuing a M.A. or M.Sc. The second category had a M.A. or M.Sc.
degree. The third category was pursuing their Ph.D. and the fourth category had a Ph.D.
degree. The reference group was assistants pursuing their Ph.D. and a dummy variable
indicated whether the respondent was a member of a union or not. Finally, the Greek sym-
bols indicated the parameters and €; was an idiosyncratic error.
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Table 2 Descriptive statistics of
the variables

Variables

Mean

Range SD

Socioeconomic—sociodemographic factors

Age

Gender

Married

Household size

Number of children

Istanbul

Ankara

Izmir

Income (category)

Academic related factors
Number of publications

Time for research (less than 25%)
Time for research (25-49%)
Time for research (50-74)

Time for research (more than % 75)
M.A. process

M.A. degree

PH.D. process

PH.D. degree

Working conditions related factors
Formal pressure (no)

Formal pressure (low)

Formal pressure (med)

Formal pressure (high)

Informal pressure (no)

Informal pressure (low)

Informal pressure (med)
Informal pressure (high)

Job security (subjective-concern)®
Mobbing (no)

Mobbing (partly)

Mobbing (yes)

Union (1 yes; 0 no)

Income evaluation factors
Income ladder (past)

Income ladder (present)

Income ladder (future)

29.37
0.45
0.49
242
0.88
0.40
0.41
0.19
491

1.13
0.38
0.37
0.19
0.06
0.18
0.03
0.65
0.14

0.54
0.30
0.12
0.04
0.40
0.35
0.19
0.06
0.38
0.48
0.30
0.22
0.27

4.40
5.45
6.04

22-50 3.619

0-1 0.498
0-1 0.5
1-7 1.139
0-2 0.617
0-1 0.489
0-1 0.492
0-1 0.393
1-12 3.636
0-9 2.048
0-1 0.083
0-1 0.471
0-1 0.487
0-1 0.444
0-1 0.387
0-1 0.156
0-1 0.477
0-1 0.348
0-1 0.498
0-1 0.456
0-1 0.324
0-1 0.185
0-1 0.49
0-1 0.475
0-1 0.395
0-1 0.237
0-1 0.484
0-1 0.499
0-1 0.46
0-1 0.413
0-1 0.441
0-10 1.733
0-10 1.434
0-10 1.727

Choices for the subjective job security question include totally disa-
gree, disagree, neither agree nor disagree, agree and totally agree. The
table represents the mean of the variable, which includes (1) for agree

and totally agree and (0) otherwise
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Table 3 Perceived importance of income comparison and perceived relative income for reference groups

Reference group Colleagues Neighbors Relatives Family

Perceived importance of income comparison (in %)

0 (completely unimportant) 30 52 42 43

1 10 13 13 13

2 9 10 11 10

3 15 12 15 14

4 13 7 8 8

5 13 3 7 6

6 (completely important) 10 3 4 6
Mean 2.50 1.31 1.72 1.72
Standard error 2.12 1.71 1.87 1.90
Number of observations 1160 1158 1160 1160
Perceived relative income (in %)

1 Much lower 0.3 5 5 7

2 Lower 9 20 18 17

3 About the same 83 31 23 29

4 Higher 7 36 46 39

5 Much higher 0.7 8 8 8
Mean 2.99 3.21 3.32 3.26
Standard error 0.45 1.03 1.03 1.05
Number of observations 1152 888 1093 1113

We estimated our cross-section model using ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions,
which treated job satisfaction as a cardinal construct. We used this type of model as the
results for the cardinal models which are more intuitive and easier to interpret than esti-
mates from ordinal probit models.” In addition, cardinal and ordinal analyses of life sat-
isfaction yield, in general, similar results (Ferrer-i-Carbonell and Frijters 2004). Standard
errors of the coefficient estimates were White heteroscedasticity-consistent as heterosce-
dasticity tests reject homoscedasticity of the residuals.

5 Estimation Results for Life Satisfaction and Job Satisfaction
5.1 Work and Academic Related Factors

In this section, for the first model, we present two estimations for the full sample. In the
first estimation dependent variable is life satisfaction. Dependent variable of the second
estimation is job satisfaction. Table 4 demonstrates that in estimations (1) and (2), the per-
ceived security, mobbing, and time for research of the respondents had a significant rela-
tionship with life satisfaction and job satisfaction. Only in estimation (1) a low level of
informal pressure is statistically significant and has a positive effect on life satisfaction.

% Ordered probit regressions are available upon request.
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Table 4 OLS Estimates of coefficients of academic and work related factors for the full sample

Dependent variable Estimation 1 Estimation 2

Life satisfaction Job satisfaction

Estimated coefficient SE Estimated coefficient SE
Job concern (yes) —0.577%** 0.141 —0.446%%* 0.146
Mobbing (no) Reference Group Reference Group
Mobbing (slightly) —0.4971 %% 0.140 —0.793%%* 0.150
Mobbing (yes) —0.796%** 0.179 —1.993##* 0.205
Formal pressure (no) Reference Group Reference Group
Formal pressure (low) 0.116 0.148 0.269* 0.155
Formal pressure (med) -0.313 0.215 —0.033 0.235
Formal pressure (high) —0.196 0.448 -0.122 0.472
Informal pressure (no) Reference Group Reference Group
Informal pressure (low) 0.248%* 0.146 0.091 0.158
Informal pressure (med) —-0.027 0.192 -0.278 0.206
Informal pressure (high) —0.007 0.363 —0.463 0.389
Publication number 0.005 0.014 0.006 0.017
Time for research (<25%) -0.232 0.145 —0.570%** 0.161
Time for research (25-49%) Reference Group Reference Group
Time for research (50-74%) 0.342%* 0.153 0.335%* 0.153
Time for research (>75%) 0.394 0.268 0.388 0.299
Observations* 924 927
Adjusted R-squared 0.106 0.218

*##%p <0.01, **p <0.05,*p <0.10

The results of the regressions reveal that life satisfaction and satisfaction with job
decrease when respondents declared not feeling secure; in addition the relationships are
statistically significant. A number of studies have found that job insecurity is associated
with a reduction in job satisfaction and well-being (Booth et al. 2002; De Witte and Nas-
wall 2003; Ferrer-i-Carbonell and Van Praag 2006; Néswall and De Witte 2003).

Mobbing experience is significantly related to both life satisfaction and job satisfaction
as shown in estimation (1) and estimation (2) in Table 4. In both models this relationship
was at the 1 percent level statistically. Respondents that reported experiencing mobbing
(slightly) were 0.491 (1) and 0.793 (2) points less satisfied than those who are not experi-
encing mobbing in both models (1) and (2). Besides, respondents experiencing mobbing
were 0.796 (1) and 1.993 (2) points less satisfied than assistants not experiencing mobbing
in estimations (1) and (2).

Research in the literature suggests that experience with mobbing, harassment and bully-
ing at work has a negative consequence on job satisfaction and, in turn, increases workers’
intentions to quit their job (Budd et al. 1996; Dougherty et al. 1992; Einarsen and Raknes
1997; Shields and Price 2002). The findings of studies on mobbing (Giil et al. 2011;
Tigrel and Kokalan 2009) and on the relationship between job satisfaction and mobbing
(Civilidag and Sargin 2013) among academics in Turkey are in parallel with other studies
in the literature.

The perception of publication pressure was analyzed in two categories: formal and
informal pressure. Estimations (1) and (2) represent the impact of formal pressure and
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informal pressure on satisfaction domains. In estimation (1), low level of informal pressure
is statistically significant and has a positive impact (0.248 points) on life satisfaction. On
the other hand, regression results in estimation (2) reveal that a low level of formal pres-
sure is statistically significant and has a positive impact (0.269 points) on job satisfaction.

How can we interpret this finding related to positive effect of informal pressure on life
satisfaction? Academics are expected to publish. Pressure to publish has long been con-
sidered a fact of life among most academicians. Related to this pressure is the “publish
or perish” phenomenon shared by many in academia. The effects of pressure to publish
include heightened stress levels; the marginalization of teaching; and research that may
lack relevance, creativity, and innovation in the end. In the literature, pressure is negatively
related to the satisfaction derived from publishing for faculty (Miller et al. 2011). On the
other hand, studying the impact of academic related factors of economists’ life satisfac-
tion, Feld et al. (2015) found that a high level of publication pressure was unrelated to life
satisfaction.

The results demonstrated that for research assistants a low level of formal or informal
pressure may mean systematic attention, interest or support for the research and academic
career and that increases their life or job satisfaction. Interestingly number of publications
in terms of article, papers, reports and book chapters is not statistically significant in both
models (1) and (2).

Estimations (1) and (2) have similar patterns for time for research variables. The frac-
tion of available time for research below 25 percent was significantly related to job satis-
faction and time for research between 50 and 74 percent was significantly related to life
satisfaction and job satisfaction as shown in estimation (1) and (2) in Table 4. Respondents
that had less than 25 percent for research time reported (0.570 points) less job satisfaction
than researchers having time for research between 25 and 49 percent in estimation (2). On
the other hand, respondents who used between 50 and 74 percent of their time for research
were (0.342 (1) and 0.335 (2) points respectively) more likely to be highly satisfied with
their life (1) and job (2) than those having 25-50 percent of research time. Having research
time between more than 75 percent interestingly was not statistically significant in either
estimation.

In the literature, Bozeman and Gaughan found that the hours spent on research did
not have an effect on job satisfaction (2011). On the other hand, although their research
focused on life satisfaction rather than job satisfaction, Feld, Necker and Frey found that
Economists’ happiness increased by having more research time. Their analysis (based on
a survey of professionals- mostly academic economists from European countries) revealed
that the fraction of time available to do research was positively and statistically signifi-
cantly related to life satisfaction (Feld et al. 2015).

The results demonstrated that research assistants are motivated to write and finish
their theses and having more research time means having more time for conducting their
research and writing their thesis. On the other hand, when they do not have enough time
for research, they might feel concern about writing their thesis so this may negatively affect
their satisfaction with their work and life.

5.2 Robustness—Male and Female Subsamples
In this section we investigate the robustness of our baseline results by restricting the esti-

mations to subsamples of men and women. Table 5 demonstrates regression results for sub-
sample of male group.
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Table 5 OLS Estimates of coefficients of academic and work related factors for male sample

Dependent variable Estimation 1 Estimation 2

Life satisfaction Job satisfaction

Estimated coefficient SE Estimated coefficient SE
Job concern (yes) —0.787%** 0.213 —0.463%* 0.226
Mobbing (no) Reference Group Reference Group
Mobbing (partly) —0.301 0.221 —0.733%%* 0.241
Mobbing (yes) — 1.002%%%* 0.311 —2.397#%* 0.399
Formal pressure (no) Reference Group Reference Group
Formal pressure (low) 0.279 0.219 0.209 0.238
Formal pressure (med) —0.547* 0.328 -0.237 0.386
Formal pressure (high) 0.397 0.820 —0.462 0.845
Informal pressure (no) Reference Group Reference Group
Informal pressure (low) 0.156 0.223 0.192 0.240
Informal pressure (med) 0.022 0.273 -0.152 0.311
Informal pressure (high) 0.657 0.571 0.242 0.591
Publication number —0.009 0.018 0.010 0.023
Time for Research (<25%) —0.209 0.225 —0.918%** 0.238
Time for research (25-49%) Reference Group Reference Group
Time for research (50-74%) 0.597%** 0.237 —-0.264 0.246
Time for research (>75%) 0.698%** 0350 0.337 0.387
Observations* 405 406
Adjusted R-squared 0.132 0.221

*##%p <0.01, **p <0.05,*p <0.10

The results for estimations (1) and (2) are in parallel with results for the full sample. The
differences are: medium level of formal pressure is statistically significant and has a nega-
tive effect on life satisfaction with a coefficient of 0.547 points. A slight degree of mobbing
has a negative impact (0.733 points) on job satisfaction whereas high degree of mobbing
has a substantial negative effect both on life satisfaction (1.002 points) and job satisfaction
(2.397 points). In regard to time for research, having a research time less than 25 percent
has a negative effect (0.918 points) on job satisfaction. On the other hand, having research
time between 50 percent and 74 percent and research time more than 75 percent variables
have positive effect (0.597 and 0.698 respectively) on life satisfaction for men subsample.

Table 6 demonstrates the regression results for female subsample. Different than male
subsample a low level of informal pressure is statistically significant and has a positive
effect on life satisfaction with 0.385 points of coefficient. On the other hand, a high level of
informal pressure has a negative and substantial (0.880 points) impact on job satisfaction
for the female subsample. Interestingly different than male subsample and full sample, the
number of publications (with a relatively low coefficient of 0.037) is statistically significant
and has a positive impact on life satisfaction. The results demonstrate that not every pres-
sure variable has the same or similar effect on male and female respondents. A medium
level of formal pressure may discourage and in the end decrease life satisfaction of male
research assistants, whereas, for female assistants a low level of informal pressure may
encourage their academic career which then affects life satisfaction positively. In regard
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Table 6 OLS estimates of coefficients of academic and work related factors for female sample

Dependent variable Estimation (1) Estimation (2)

Life satisfaction Job satisfaction

Estimated coefficient SE Estimated coefficient SE
Job concern (yes) —0.403%* 0.201 —0.396* 0.203
Mobbing (no) Reference Group Reference Group
Mobbing (partly) —0.661%** 0.187 —0.889%##* 0.201
Mobbing (yes) —0.818%** 0.220 — 1.847#%%* 0.246
Formal pressure (no) Reference Group Reference Group
Formal pressure (low) —0.001 0.208 0.327 0.218
Formal pressure(med) -0.204 0.285 0.094 0.302
Formal pressure (high) —0.446 0.559 —0.087 0.567
Informal pressure (no) Reference Group Reference Group
Informal pressure (low) 0.385%* 0.197 0.026 0.218
Informal pressure (med) —0.105 0.266 —0.410 0.279
Informal pressure (high) —0.402 0.489 —0.880* 0.513
Publication number 0.037* 0.021 0.005 0.026
Time for research (<25%) —-0.261 0.193 —0.326 0.221
Time for research (25-49%) Reference Group Reference Group
Time for research (50-74%) 0.190 0.203 0.379* 0.202
Time for research (>75%) —0.008 0.437 0.377 0.471
Observations* 519 521
Adjusted R-squared 0.098 0.188

*##%p <0.01, **p <0.05,*p <0.10

to time for research, only having a time for research between 50 and 74 percent variable is
statistically significant. The impact of the variable is positive on job satisfaction with coef-
ficient 0.379 points.

6 Estimations for Relative Income Effect
6.1 Income Comparison and Life Satisfaction

As generally known, social comparison consists of upward and downward comparisons.
Upward comparison refers to comparing oneself with others who are doing better, whereas
downward comparison refers to comparing oneself with others who are doing worse.
Model (2) reveals this relation with importance of comparison and income evaluation to
the reference group.

Reference groups are colleagues, family, relatives and neighbors. For the reference
groups, the estimates for the dummy specifications are discussed as these seem more reli-
able than the rather restrictive cardinal estimates.

On the basis of previous literature on effects of perceived importance of reference
groups on subjective well-being (Mayraz et al. 2009; Clark and Senik 2010; Goerke and
Pannenberg 2015), we expect negative signs of the estimates of the coefficients §; of If’ in
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Table 7 OLS estimates of coefficients of dummy variables for reference groups

Dependent variable: life satisfaction With interactions Without interactions

Estimated coefficient SE Estimated coefficient SE

Low importance of income comparison with ~ 0.943** 0.448 0.472* 0.277
neighbors

High importance of income comparison with ~ —0.791 0.580 —0.689%* 0.322
relatives

Lower income than other colleagues —0.501 0.563 —0.653%* 0.301

High importance X lower income (family) —1.352%% 0.685 - -

Observations* 722 722

Adjusted R-squared 0.048 0.052

*##%p <0.01, **p <0.05,*p <0.10

model (2) for most reference groups. Attaching a high importance to income comparison
with relevant others has a negative effect on the life satisfaction of respondents. In addi-
tion, low importance of income comparison has a positive effect on the life satisfaction. In
regard to interactions, in line with the existing literature on relative income and happiness,
in this sample, perceived household income relative to important reference groups (ij )
is expected to have a positive (Mayraz et al. 2009) or zero (Goerke and Pannenberg 2015,
for work-related reference groups) effect (y,) on life satisfaction when it is higher than the
household income of the reference group and a negative effect when it is lower.

Table 7 includes estimations for relative income effect on life satisfaction for the full
sample. The first estimation includes interaction terms whereas the second estimation
includes only importance of comparison and income evaluation variables. To interpret the
findings clearly, Table 7 demonstrates only the variables that are statistically significant
due to a large number of relative income variables.

The results of the estimation (1) reveal that low importance of income comparison with
neighbors has a positive impact on life satisfaction. On the other side, estimation (2) reveals
that attaching a high importance to income comparison with relatives has significant and
sizable effect on the life satisfaction of respondents. Among interaction terms only one var-
iable is statistically significant: Attaching a high importance of income comparisons with
the family and perceiving to have a lower household income than the family have signifi-
cant and sizable negative effect on the life satisfaction of the respondents. Thus, according
to the finding, research assistants are less satisfied with their life when they compare their
income with their family members and find this comparison very important rather than
moderately for them.

6.2 Income Ladder and Life Satisfaction

In relation to relative income, the survey also includes questions on income evaluations of
the respondents. In order to evaluate the effect of income evaluations (general ranking) the
responses to the following questions are used: “Please imagine a 10-step ladder, on the bot-
tom of which, on the first step, stand the poorest 10 percent people in our country, and on
the highest step, the tenth, stand the richest 10 percent of people in our country. On which
step of the 10 is your household today?” “Now, imagine the same 10-step ladder 4 years
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ago. On which step was your household at that time?” “Finally, where on the ladder do you
believe your household will be 4 years from now?”

Concerning the income ladder question, a number of dummy variables were created:
income ladder down is a dummy variable that takes the value 1 for people who position
themselves under the 5th step and 0 otherwise; and income ladder up is a dummy that takes
the value 1 if the respondents declare their position to be higher than the 5th step. This cat-
egorization is made also for rankings for 4 years ago (evaluation of the past) and for 4 years
later (evaluation of the future).

Table 8 demonstrates the regressions results for income comparison effects on life sat-
isfaction for all sample (1), for women (2) and men (3). The results for the whole sample
reveal that among comparison variables, only downward evaluation (for the present) is sta-
tistically significant and it has a negative effect (0.448) on life satisfaction. In model (2), for
female sample, none of economic evaluation variables are statistically significant. For male
sample, only upward income evaluation is statistically significant and has a positive impact
on life satisfaction with a coefficient 0.485. Leaving out the significance, unfavorable eval-
uations have a more significant (negative) impact on life satisfaction than when evaluations
are favorable (except for the future evaluations of whole sample and for male subsample).

The findings, to a certain degree in parallel with similar studies examining the impact
of income comparison on life satisfaction with a representative sample for Turkey. Dum-
ludag (2013) and Dumludag et al. (2016) revealed that income comparisons do seem to
exert an impact on subjective well-being for Turkish case. “Internal benchmarks” “external
benchmarks” are important; however self-ranking on an economic ladder prove to be more
influential than local comparison to parents and household evaluation. According to Dum-
ludag (2013) unfavorable comparisons, in most cases, are more powerful than positive ones
on life satisfaction. Comparisons are asymmetric: in most cases, under-performing internal
benchmark is more important than out-performing it, which is also in line with Easterlin
(1974) hypothesis.

7 Limitations and Perspectives for Future Research

This paper provides evidence for the correlations between satisfaction and work, academic
related factors and relative income among research assistants in the academic labor market
in Turkey.

However, due to nature of dataset (cross section) the study has some limitations. First, in
order to control for spurious correlations between comparison, work and academic related
variables and life satisfaction via time-invariant omitted variables like personality charac-
teristics, dataset do not provide sufficient variables. Second, we use the term “effect” when
in fact we only found correlations. We assume that causality runs from the importance and
relative income and other variables towards life satisfaction. However there is a potential
problem of reverse causality from life satisfaction to the comparison importance and rela-
tive income variables. For example, respondents may find it more important to compare
their household income with others if they are less satisfied with their life.

Analyzing the relative income effect, Mayraz et al. (2009) attempted to test for reverse
causality by regressing each of their cardinal relative income variables on life satisfac-
tion, an interaction of life satisfaction with the perceived importance of the relative income
comparison concerned, and the other control variables, and by examining whether the
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interaction effect is significantly positive. However, in our view this procedure is not a
valid reverse-causality test, but only tests whether the correlation between each relative
income variable and life satisfaction depends on the perceived importance of the relative
income comparison, conditional on the other control variables.

On the other hand, as mentioned in Sect. 1, the literature of life satisfaction and job
satisfaction is relatively new and has been flourishing rapidly. The results of the regression
analyses provide substantial information between work and academic related factors and
life satisfaction and job satisfaction. In addition, the current study provides information on
the relationship between relative income and life satisfaction in the academy. Thanks to the
design of the unique survey, it analyzes the relationship by using relative income formula
composed of income comparison, relative income and interactions.

Finally, the explanatory power of the models is hindered by the nature of data and lack
of individual characteristics in the survey. However, the findings of the current study may
lead researchers to focus on satisfaction in academy and develop new techniques and data-
sets to deal with endogeneity, causality and spurious correlation concerns. In addition,
increasing panel datasets in Turkey may enable scholars to deal with the causality con-
cerns. With the collaboration between scholars and research institutes, ministries, munici-
palities and other institutions, it is expected that research and literature on Subjective Well
Being in Turkey will flourish.

8 Conclusion

The purpose of this paper is to provide evidence in subjective well-being literature. The
study does it by focusing on the relationship between work and academic related factors
and life and overall job satisfaction academy in Turkey. The paper also investigates the
relationship between relative income and life satisfaction in the academy.

The results of the regression analyses indicated that job security, mobbing experience,
some degree of publication pressure and time for research were significant predictors of the
level of the research assistants’ overall satisfaction with life and satisfaction with job. How-
ever, the regression results for subsamples revealed that predictors for life satisfaction and
job satisfaction might differ for male and female respondents with regard to significance. In
regard to life satisfaction, a medium level of publication pressure was only significant for
the male subsample; while a low level of informal pressure was only statistically significant
for the female subsample. Concern with losing one’s job at the university, mobbing, and
research time were statistically significant for both subsamples. In regard to job satisfac-
tion, high level of informal pressure has a substantial negative effect on job satisfaction
for female sample different than male subsample. On the other hand, for male subsample
having few time (and even slightly higher time) for research has a negative effect on job
satisfaction.

In regard to relative income effect, the results of the estimation are in parallel with the
existing literature on comparison and happiness. Attaching a high importance on compari-
son has a negative effect on life satisfaction (and vice versa). However, this relationship
exists not for all comparison and income evaluation terms. The findings are in parallel with
the existing literature and may contribute to the general discussion on the design of eco-
nomic policies, which pay attention to relative concerns (such as income distribution) as
well.

@ Springer



Life Satisfaction and Job Satisfaction among University Faculty:... 803

Higher education in Turkey has undergone some changes in which several regula-
tions have emerged one after the other. The main purpose has been to increase the num-
ber of publications and research of faculty at the university. A number of universities have
adopted these strategies in order to achieve higher positions in the international rankings.
Newly introduced (by some universities) publication (papers, conferences or paper submis-
sions) demands from graduate students are one of these efforts.

Therefore, as the performances are closely related with job satisfaction, the findings of
this paper may be useful for the departments who want to introduce new measures in their
strategies. For instance, some may consider that any level of formal pressure may have a
negative effect on job satisfaction, however, the findings of this paper revealed that a low
level of informal pressure had a positive effect on satisfaction at work. In addition, the
impact of publication pressure differed among male and female subsamples. In regards to
job satisfaction, male research assistants were positively affected by a medium level of for-
mal pressure. The findings suggest that departments of the universities may pay attention
to the fact that the impact of academic predictors (and their dosage) may differ between
genders.
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