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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to investigate academics’ lifelong learning positions and preferences. The research was 

designed as survey research. The participants consisted of 230 academics from Faculty of Education of Anadolu 

University in Turkey. Data were collected using a survey form which had items about the factors that affect lifelong 

learning process of academics. It was found that lifelong learning survey scores of participants vary according to 

their departments, branches, ages, seniorities, genders and academic titles. It was also found that academics of 

education faculty mainly participate in scientific and teaching activities in lifelong learning.  
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1. Introduction 

Today, lifelong learning (LL) is significant in providing development opportunities to all based on equality and 

independent of all restrictions and supporting individuals to keep the pace with innovations, learn in different fields 

and to accomplish self-realization (Dinevski & Dinevski, 2004; Dunn, 2003; Laal, 2012). LL, which is equally 

important for all sections of the society, is sine qua non for academics, who produce science and train students in the 

universities, in improving their knowledge and skills. 

Several activities and plans were conducted in Turkey to support the development of instruction and faculty members. 

For this purpose, several decisions were taken in five-year development plans developed by State Planning 

Organization since 1963 such as providing resources to the universities for scientific research, focusing on training 

qualified academics, encouraging successful individuals to become academics, promotion of scientific competition 

among institutions, developed universities providing assistance to other universities in training faculty members and 

supporting scientific research (Özdemir, 2006). Parallel to the plans and decisions, the opportunities provided by the 

universities in Turkey promote educational, professional and personal improvement of academics and assist them to 

become a part of the LL process. Turkish universities provide memberships to scientific publication databases for 

academics to assist them in obtaining knowledge and conducting research in their fields. Furthermore, university 

libraries provide access to various resources almost in every subject field. On the other hand, project grants provided 

by both the universities and The Scientific and Technological Research Council of Turkey to support the scientific 

research in the institutions compensates for the necessary material required for the studies conducted by academics 

and supports them in their scientific development. In addition, the opportunities provided by technological advances 

offer both instructional and learning facilities for the academics. Information and communication technologies of our 

age facilitate sharing of information and experiences of scientists across different universities and enable research 

conducted in cooperation and support professional and personal development of academics. 

Bologna Process, Mevlana Exchange Programme and Erasmus Programme that provide assignments and training of 

academics in different universities and cooperation on research promote their professional development. Furthermore, 

panels, seminars and on-the-job training courses organized in universities create opportunities for academics to 

improve their proficiency in their fields. Various clubs that are organized in different areas of interest in universities, 
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present opportunities for academics to improve themselves in a wide variety of areas such as arts, sports and sciences 

in Turkey. 

In addition, several non-formal education services are organized outside the universities in Turkey. These facilities 

are organized by ministries, local governments such as provincial, district and town authorities, independent 

institutions such as Turkish Directorate of Religious Affairs and Turkish Radio and Television Corporation, 

professional organizations such as workers’ unions and small business associations, volunteer organizations such as 

community centers, Red Crescent Society, The Turkish Foundation for Combating Soil Erosion, for Reforestation 

and the Protection of Natural Habitats. Faculty members could independently participate in training courses provided 

in their fields of interest and could benefit from self-improvement opportunities in Turkey. 

Related studies reported that designing systematic applications with the assistance of technology-aided media in 

higher education was significant in professional development (Aggarwal, 2013; Hall, 2016; Latchem, Odabaşı & 

Kabakçı, 2006), data collection tools were developed within the framework of certain factors deemed efficient for the 

process (Günüç, Odabaşı & Kuzu, 2014; Kirby, Knapper, Lamon & Egnatoff, 2010; Uzunboylu & Hürsen, 2011), 

and studies that assessed the specifications of education, which aims professional development of academics in the 

universities, were conducted (Banks, 2002; Brown, 2001; Soran, Akkoyunlu & Kavak, 2006). Furthermore, in the 

literature, there are studies that identified the current status of the importance academics assigned to the subject 

matter and their competences in the field (Duta & Rafaila, 2014; Köğce et al., 2014; Yavuz-Konokman & 

Yanpar-Yelken, 2012).  

Although there are studies in the literature, which aimed to identify the present status of academics on LL, it could be 

argued that the context of these studies was limited to some dimensions of LL process. On the other hand, LL 

processes of academics are affected by many factors specific to the nature of their profession. Thus, in order to 

provide more effective and efficient support to academics in the way of LL, specialty studies that aim to investigate 

LL with respect to factors specific to academic profession are in need. 

The purpose of the present study was to investigate LL positions of faculty members that work in the faculty of 

education based on the factors which affect LL process of academics that were obtained by Haseski and Odabaşı 

(2016) and to investigate their LL activity preferences. The following research questions were posed consistent with 

the general purpose of the present study: 

1. What are the mean scores that faculty members of education faculty received in Lifelong Learning Survey 

(LLS)? 

2. How are these survey scores distributed based on department, branch, gender, age, seniority, academic title and 

survey items? 

3. What are their preferences for the activities they participated related to LL? 

2. Method 

2.1 Study Design 

The study was designed with survey model to determine the current LL positions of academics. Survey models are 

research approaches that aim to describe present situation (Karasar, 2008).  

2.2 Participants 

The universe of the study was faculty members in Anadolu University Faculty of Education during 2014 – 2015 

academic year spring semester. The whole study universe was approached and 230 faculty members participated in 

the study in a willing way.  

Education Faculty of Anadolu University was selected for the study. Because Anadolu University is a prominent and 

well-established institution on distance education and LL (Kaya, 2014) with the “Lifelong Education” slogan in 

Turkey (Anadolu University, 2014; Republic of Turkey Ministry of National Education, 2012). Furthermore, the 

institution provides significant financial support and opportunities for academics to conduct scientific activities. On 

the other hand, the faculty of education has special importance since it undertakes the mission of training of 

preservice teachers who will educate society in the future. 

Percentages and frequencies of the distribution of study participants in departments and branches they work at are 

listed in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Distribution of participants based on departments and branches. 

Departments �̅� % Branches �̅� % 

Foreign Language Education 52 22.61 English Language Education 27 11.73 

Primary Education 48 20.87 
Education for Children with 

Intelligence Disabilities 
24 10.43 

Special Education 47 20.43 
Computer and Instructional 

Technologies Education 
22 9.57 

Educational Sciences 38 16.52 Arts Teaching 22 9.57 

Fine Arts Education 23 10.00 Classroom Teaching 19 8.26 

Computer Education and 

Instructional Technologies 
22 9.57 

Psychological Counseling and 

Guidance 
16 6.96 

Total 230 100 German Language Education 14 6.09 

   Educational Management 

Inspection Planning and 

Economy 

14 6.09 

   Education for 

Hearing-Impaired 
14 6.09 

   Primary School Mathematics 

Education 
13 5.65 

   French Language Education 12 5.22 

   Social Studies Education 9 3.91 

   Education for Children with 

Superior Intelligence 
9 3.91 

   Educational Programs and 

Instruction 
8 3.48 

   Pre-school Education 7 3.04 

   Total 230 100 

 

Percentage and frequency values for the distribution of the study participants based on gender, age, seniority, and 

academic title are presented in Table 2. 

Table 2. Distribution of participants based on gender, age, seniority, and academic title. 

Variables f % Variables f % 

Gender   Seniority   

Female 129 56.09 1-10 years 145 63.04 

Male 101 43.91 11-20 years 43 18.70 

Age Range   21-30 years 27 11.74 

22-30  115 50.00 31 years and over 15 6.52 

31-40  50 21.74 Academic Title   

41-50  39 16.96 Research Assistant 137 59.57 

51-60  21 9.13 Assist. Prof. 52 22.60 

61 and over 5 2.17 Assoc. Prof. 25 10.87 

   Professor 16 6.96 

   Total 230 100 
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2.3 Data Collection Tool 

Authors designed the LLS to determine LL positions of faculty members. A qualitative research was conducted by 

Haseski and Odabaşı (2016) as a preliminary research before the design of the survey form. The objective of the 

preliminary research was to identify the factors academics considered significant for the LL process. Data for the 

preliminary research were collected via semi-structured interviews using written interview forms with 65 participants, 

who were working as research assistants, assistant professors, associate professors and professors in 17 faculties in 

Anadolu University. As a result of content analysis conducted on collected data, environmental and personal factors 

which contained many sub factors effective on LL process of academics were identified. Survey form items were 

then designed based on the above mentioned factors. 

Büyüköztürk et al. (2013) stated that survey design process should include the phases of problem definition, item 

determination, obtaining expert views, and finalizing the survey with a pilot study. Using this method, an item pool 

including 50 survey items aimed to determine LL positions of academics was formed and the views of 7 experts in 

the field of Computer Education and Instructional Technologies were requested to determine the content validity for 

these items. 40 items were selected and organized into a 5-point Likert-type form based on expert views. The form 

was then reviewed once more by the same experts and their views on face validity were obtained and the form was 

reedited. Finally, the survey form was reviewed by 3 assessment experts and 1 language expert and reorganized 

based on their views for the pilot study. LLS was tested with 10 faculty members from Anadolu University Faculty 

of Education universe and finalized based on the received feedback. Items of LLS and related source codes are 

displayed in Table 3. 

Table 3. LLS items and source codes. 

Item Source Code 

1. I acquire new knowledge and skills to improve my inadequacies. Self-assessment 

2. I do not require information-communication technologies when learning 

new information. 

Information-communication 

technologies 

3. I set targets for subjects to learn in the future. Individual goals 

4. I have high motivation for learning. Motivation 

5. I acquire new knowledge and skills on subjects that I have an interest in. Curiosity 

6. … Openness for innovation 

7. I cooperate with others to acquire new knowledge and skills. Openness for cooperation 

8. I acquire new knowledge as a result of my interaction with others. Effective communication 

skills 

9. My desire to advance academically motivates me to acquire new 

knowledge and skills. 

Desire for academic 

advancement 

10. Intensity of my academic work limits my learning in different fields. Obligation to work with an 

academic focus 

11. I continuously spend effort to reach my learning goals. Perseverance in learning 

12. Financial problems force me to utilize different learning resources. Financial problems 

13. I do not participate in academic exchange programs. Academician exchange 

programs 

14. … Institutional opportunities 

15. … Support of the academic 

work environment 

16. My interactions with students (student questions, ideas, etc.) motivate me 

for learning. 

Interaction with students 

17. Excessive course load limits my learning in different areas. Excessive course load 

18. My domestic responsibilities prevent me to peruse different learning 

possibilities. 

Family 
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19. My social circle encourages me in learning. Environmental qualities 

20. ... Social culture 

21. I utilize media (TV, radio, newspapers, etc.) to learn. Media 

22. I am always eager to learn. Eagerness to learn 

23. ... Individual’s psychological 

condition 

24. Academic structure, which necessitates development, motivates me for 

learning. 

Structure of academics that 

is exigent for improvement 

25. My institutional tasks (administrative tasks, consulting, coordinating, etc.) 

limit my learning in different areas. 

Excessive work load 

26. … Mentality of institutional 

management 

27. I do not attempt to learn to improve on my shortcomings. Self-evaluation 

28. … Institutional support 

29. ... Government policies 

30. I try to acquire new knowledge in fields outside my expertise. Obligation to work with an 

academic focus 

31. My love for my profession increases my eagerness to learn. Love for the profession 

32. ... Mobbing 

33. Opportunity to contribute to science increases my eagerness to learn.  Scientific contribution 

34. I acquire new knowledge and skills to stay professionally up to date. Following the current in the 

field 

35. I acquire new knowledge and skills to keep up with the times.  Keeping up with the times 

36. Obligation to acquire new knowledge worries me. Eagerness to learn 

37. I acquire new knowledge and skills to assist people around me.  To be helpful to people 

around 

38. … Being a role model for 

people around 

39. I acquire new knowledge and skills to update the courses I instruct. Updating courses 

40. I do not plan my future learning. Individual goals 

In addition to these items, LLS also contained seven questions to determine the participants’ departments, branches, 

genders, ages, seniorities, academic titles and preferences for the activities related to LL.  

2.4 Data Collection Process 

Prior to data collection in the study, an application was presented to Anadolu University Ethics Committee and the 

ethical approval to conduct the study was obtained. Then, data collection process was started. Before applying the 

data collection tools, the objective of the study, its content, how the collected data would be used and their rights and 

privacy principles were presented to the participants by the researchers verbally. In this context, identities of the 

participants were kept confidential. Thus, faculty members accepted to participate in the study and responded LLS 

form in a willing way. 

2.5 Data Analysis 

Data collected with the survey form were analyzed with SPSS 21 software and descriptive statistics were calculated 

regarding to research questions. Before the analysis of data, negative survey items were reverse coded and mean 

survey scores for participants were calculated. Since internal consistency coefficient was higher than .70, it could be 

stated that LLS had high level of reliability (Cronbach’s alpha=.86) (Özdamar, 2013). 
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3. Results 

3.1 Findings Regarding to First Research Question 

Descriptive statistics on the distribution of mean score of LLS are presented in Table 4. 

Table 4. Descriptive statistics on mean score of LLS. 

n Min. Max. �̅� Sd. Skewness Kurtosis 

230 3.03 4.80 3.90 .343 .217 -.241 

It was determined that LL positions of the participants were above the midpoint of the 5-point Likert scale. Since 

skewness and kurtosis values were between -1 and +1,  it could be stated that mean survey score was within the 

normal distribution range (Huck, 2012).  

3.2 Findings Regarding to Second Research Question 

Mean scores of the participants based on their departments and branches are listed in Table 5. 

Table 5. Mean scores of the participants based on their departments and branches. 

Department �̅� % Branch �̅� % 

Primary Education 4.02 17.21 

Education Management 

Inspection Planning and 

Economy 

4.05 6.91 

Computer and Instructional 

Technologies 
3.92 16.78 Pre-school Education 4.05 6.91 

Educational Sciences 3.90 16.70 
Educational Programs and 

Instruction 
4.04 6.89 

Foreign Language Education 3.89 16.65 
Primary School Mathematics 

Education 
4.03 6.88 

Special Education 3.83 16.40 Social Studies Education 4.02 6.86 

Fine Arts Education 3.80 16.27 Classroom Teaching 4.00 6.82 

Total 3.90 100 English Language Education 3.93 6.71 

   Computer and Instructional 

Technologies Education 
3.92 6.69 

   Education for Children with 

Intelligence Disabilities 
3.91 6.67 

   German Language Education 3.87 6.60 

   French Language Education 3.84 6.55 

   Arts Teaching 3.80 6.48 

   Education for 

Hearing-Impaired 
3.76 6.42 

   Education for Children with 

Superior Intelligence 
3.73 6.36 

   Psychological Counseling and 

Guidance 
3.66 6.24 

   Total 3.90 100 

Based on these data, the department with the highest mean score was Primary Education Department (�̅�=4.02). The 

branch with the highest mean survey score was Educational Administration, Supervision, Planning and Economics 

(�̅�=4.05). 

Mean scores of the participants based on gender, age, seniority and academic titles are listed in Table 6. 
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Table 6. Mean scores based on gender, age, seniority and academic title of the participants. 

Variables �̅� % Variables �̅� % 

Gender   Seniority   

Female 3.93 50.38 21-30 years 4.01 25.36 

Male 3.87 49.62 31 years and over 3.98 25.18 

Age Range   11-20 years 3.97 25.11 

61 and over 4.11 20.76 1-10 years 3.85 24.35 

51-60  3.97 20.05 Academic Title   

31-40  3.95 19.95 Assoc. Prof. 4.08 25.73 

41-50  3.93 19.85 Professor 4.03 25.41 

22-30  3.84 19.39 Assist. Prof. 3.90 24.59 

   Research Assistant 3.85 24.27 

   Total 3.90 100 

Data presented in the table demonstrated that as the participants’ ages, seniority and academic title increased, 

generally mean scores had a tendency to increase as well.  

Mean scores and standard deviation values based on each survey item are listed in Table 7. 

Table 7. Mean scores for each survey item. 

Survey Items �̅� Sd. 

6. ... 4.56 0.55 

1. I acquire new knowledge and skills to improve my inadequacies. 4.55 0.52 

5. I acquire new knowledge and skills on subjects that I have an interest in. 4.50 0.50 

8. I acquire new knowledge as a result of my interaction with others. 4.43 0.60 

35. I acquire new knowledge and skills to keep up with the times.  4.38 0.54 

31. My love for my profession increases my eagerness to learn. 4.36 0.69 

34. I acquire new knowledge and skills to stay professionally up to date. 4.35 0.55 

23. ... 4.33 0.77 

4. I have high motivation for learning. 4.27 0.71 

33. Opportunity to contribute to science increases my eagerness to learn.  4.26 0.68 

16. My interactions with students (student questions, ideas, etc.) motivate me for learning. 4.22 0.75 

24. Academic structure, which necessitates development, motivates me for learning. 4.21 0.88 

30. I try to acquire new knowledge in fields outside my expertise. 4.19 0.69 

39. I acquire new knowledge and skills to update the courses I instruct. 4.19 0.77 

7. I cooperate with others to acquire new knowledge and skills. 4.18 0.84 

28. ... 4.18 0.89 

37. I acquire new knowledge and skills to assist people around me.  4.17 0.67 

22. I am always eager to learn. 4.14 0.73 

14. … 4.13 1.00 

3. I set targets for subjects to learn in the future. 4.10 0.94 

21. I utilize media (TV, radio, newspapers, etc.) to learn. 3.94 0.95 

38. … 3.91 0.91 

11. I continuously spend effort to reach my learning goals. 3.88 0.78 
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26. … 3.88 1.05 

9. My desire to advance academically motivates me to acquire new knowledge and skills. 3.86 1.01 

32. ... 3.75 1.19 

19. My social circle encourages me in learning. 3.69 0.90 

10. Intensity of my academic work limits my learning in different fields. 3.38 1.10 

17. Excessive course load limits my learning in different areas. 3.33 1.17 

20. ... 3.27 1.11 

12. Financial problems force me to utilize different learning resources. 3.14 1.17 

15. … 3.12 1.26 

25. My institutional tasks (administrative tasks, consulting, coordinating, etc.) limit my 

learning in different areas. 
2.94 1.13 

29. ... 2.79 1.11 

18. My domestic responsibilities prevent me to peruse different learning possibilities. 2.73 1.16 

13. I do not participate in academic exchange programs. 2.44 1.15 

2. I do not require information-communication technologies when learning new 

information. 
1.81 1.04 

40. I do not plan my future learning. 1.70 0.67 

36. Obligation to acquire new knowledge worries me. 1.61 0.55 

27. I do not attempt to learn to improve on my shortcomings. 1.49 0.53 

Results showed that mean scores for the responses to survey items differed based on both items and effective factors. 

It could be stated that mean scores of participants in items relevant to individual factors, which are effective on LL, 

were comparatively higher. On the other hand, mean scores of survey items related to environmental factors effective 

on LL differed based on the type of factor. 

3.2 Findings Regarding to Third Research Question 

In the context of the third research question, participants were asked the names of the types LL activities that were 

performed by academics as determined by conducted preliminary qualitative study and they were asked to rank the 

related activities based on their frequency of participation between 1 (most frequent participation) and 6 (least 

frequent participation). Arithmetic mean for each activity is listed in Table 8.  

Table 8. Participants’ preferences for LL activities. 

Rank Activities �̅� 

1 Scientific Activities 2.50 

2 Teaching Activities 2.96 

3 Sports Activities 3.70 

4 Social Activities 3.72 

5 Administrative Activities 3.94 

6 Personal Development Activities 4.02 

 

Data presented in Table 8 demonstrated that the participants primarily attended scientific activities (�̅�=2.50).  

4. Discussion 

Scores obtained on the survey demonstrated that mean survey score received by the academics of faculty of 

education was above the midpoint on 5-point Likert-type scale. This could be interpreted as LL positions of the 

participants were above average, however, there was still room for development. Therefore, academics of faculty of 

education should be supported more effectively in the terms of factors with low mean score by the institution. 

It was observed that academics prioritized professional development in LL at Faculty of Education of Anadolu 
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University. One reason of this situation could be that financial opportunities offered to academics are focused on 

professional development in the institution and conducting LL activities on other fields depends on academics' 

preferences without obligations and financial support by institutions. Other reason could be that academic promotion 

criteria are focused on scientific activities in the higher education system in Turkey. This situation could be seen as a 

shortcoming in terms of supporting academics’ holistic development in LL. For this reason, new academic promotion 

criteria for academics of faculty of education should be determined including artistic, sportive, cultural and civil 

social activities. Furthermore, different from the current situation in Turkey, financial support should be provided for 

the participation of academics of faculty of education in congresses, symposiums and exhibitions activities not only 

in their science fields, but also in different fields that they were interested in. 

It was determined that mean survey score of female participants was a little higher than the mean survey score of 

male participants. Similar to this finding, studies that could be found in the literature determined that females’ 

dispositions and positive attitudes towards LL were higher than males (Diker-Coşkun & Demirel, 2012; Gencel, 

2013; Jenkins, 2006; Kılıç, 2014). Several other studies conducted in European countries identified that there was a 

difference in participation in LL based on gender, while other studies argued that there was no difference 

(Chlon-Dominczak & Lis, 2013). Based on these determinations, in further studies, the role of gender in LL in fine 

detail should be examined to provide a more comprehensive perspective on the subject matter.  

It was identified that mean survey scores of study participants differed based on their departments and branches. 

Consistent with this finding, Gencel (2013) and Diker-Coşkun (2009) reported that university students’ LL 

dispositions and their position of LL proficiencies differed based on the faculties and departments they attend. 

Furthermore, it was identified that as the participants’ age group, seniority and academic titles increased, their scores 

in LL survey generally increased as well. When it is considered that experience and ability positions of the individual 

promote self-development (Günüç, Odabaşı & Kuzu, 2012; Knapper & Cropley, 2000; Rotwell & Kazanas, 1998), it 

could be argued that the above mentioned finding was consistent with the results found in the literature. On the other 

hand, a decrease was observed in survey scores of the participants with the highest seniority and academic title 

position, contrary to above mentioned tendency. The reason of these differences could be inefficient individual or 

environmental factors that were effective on LL. However, further studies should be conducted to understand the 

reasons pertaining to these findings and to provide a more comprehensive perspective. In addition, the effects of 

gender, age, seniority and academic titles on LL could be investigated separately and together in more detail. In the 

current situation, the same LL opportunities are offered to academics regardless of the differences of age, gender, 

academic title, seniority and scientific branch in Turkey. In the direction of these findings, learning needs of 

academics of faculty of education based on related variables could be identified and specialized LL support based on 

the academics’ requirements of genders, academic titles, scientific branches they study, age and seniority positions 

could be provided in faculty of education. Furthermore, the university could allocate a specific budget for each 

academics of faculty of education to use it based on their developmental requirements in a flexible manner different 

from the current status that gives opportunities for only scientific development in Turkey. 

It was observed that mean scores for the responses to survey items differed based on both items and effective factors. 

It could be stated that mean scores of participants in items relevant to individual factors, which are effective on LL, 

were comparatively higher. Although academics had comparatively higher scores in terms of individual factors, there 

was still room for development. In further studies, effective individual factors for LL should be examined in detail 

and academics of faculty of education should be supported to improve themselves in terms of these factors more by 

institution. 

Based on the findings, mean scores of survey items related to environmental factors effective on LL differed based 

on the type of factor. It was considered that it was due to the differences between the existence and qualities of 

environmental factors. Also, it could be stated that average responses of participants in survey items related to 

professional factors were comparatively higher. On the other hand, it was observed that, in the field of 

self-improvement, participants’ mean scores related to the desire to advance in academics encouraging learning and 

position of utilization of academician exchange programs were lower than survey average score. In further studies, 

the reason of this situation should be examined in detail and academics of faculty of education should be supported 

in appropriate way regarding the findings. 

Regarding the environmental factors affecting LL, it was observed that mean scores of academics of education 

faculty obtained from their responses to survey items on employer institution and work environment were in different 

positions. In this context, it was observed that the participants utilized the opportunities provided by the institution 

for self-improvement, and the scores related to the fact that these opportunities positively affected their learning 
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processes were above the survey average. On the other hand, it could be stated that existing work environment did 

not significantly affect positively academics’ eagerness to learn. Although excessive course load and intense 

academic studies did not significantly limit their learning in different areas, they were almost indecisive on the 

subject matter. In a related study conducted by Özdemir (2006), it was reported that Turkish academics considered 

they had excessive workload. When it is considered that individuals’ workload could be restrictive for 

self-development (Clapper, 2010), further studies should be conducted to clarify this situation on the subject matter. 

In addition, it could be expressed that academics of faculty of education considered supportive attitude of the 

administration of institution had positive effects on learning processes, since they scored around survey average on 

related survey items. However, in the context of LL, positions and management approaches of both faculty and 

university administration and their incentives and deterrents for the LL process of academics of faculty of education 

could be investigated in detail. 

Mean scores of the responses on survey items related to learnings acquired within the context of social relationships 

were at different positions. Participant scores related to the situations where they acquired new knowledge as a result 

of relationships with others, cooperated with others to acquire new knowledge when necessary, acquired new 

knowledge and skills to assist individuals in their social circle and to be a positive role model for them were higher 

than survey average score. On the other hand, scores obtained by academics of education faculty related to their 

social circles encouraging them to learning were below study average score. Similar to this situation, participants 

considered that LL culture of the society they live in did not significantly facilitate their self-development and they 

were close to being indecisive on the issue. When it is considered that characteristics of the environment and society 

influence the individual (Jarvis, 2012; Medel-Añonuevo, Ohsako & Mauch, 2001), this could be due to the lack of 

awareness in the society about LL. Furthermore, although faculty members stated that their domestic responsibilities 

limited them, mean scores for this view was below survey average score. When it is considered that responsibilities 

that came with marriage limit self-development of individuals (Gouthro, 2005), this could be due to the significant 

lack of effective management on the part of academics of their domestic responsibilities and responsibilities related 

to self-improvement. Based on this finding, academics of faculty of education should be supported to plan and 

organize their personal life more effectively by seminars and other educational activities. 

It was observed that mean scores of the survey items related to the influence of individual’s financial condition on 

learning process was not higher than survey average score. In a related study conducted by Özdemir (2006), it was 

found that Turkish academics were not satisfied with their salaries. Although project grants, trainings, seminars, 

scholarships, memberships of scientific journals, libraries, academician exchange programs and scientific prizes were 

provided for the improvement of the academics themselves, based on this finding, financial conditions should be 

enhanced more for academics of faculty of education in all developmental areas within the context of LL process. 

When the results of the study were considered within the context of Anadolu University, extensive financial 

opportunities, training and seminars for academic development that the institution with “Lifelong Education” slogan 

provides were significant and beneficial in promoting LL position of faculty members. On the other hand, as could 

be understood from the preferences of participants on the LL activities they participated, related endorsements were 

generally focused on professional development of academics. Based on the study results, members of the university 

administrative board should be well informed about all dimensions of LL, they should plan LL strategies of the 

university in detailed and use the resources effectively for the development of academics of faculty of education in 

all dimensions of LL.  

It is necessary to be researched LL process of academics of faculty of education comprehensively for more effective 

support in their way of LL. For this reason, the current status of negative factors affecting LL process of academics 

of faculty of education such as financial, physical and social inadequacies of the work environment, excessive 

workloads, incapability of management of domestic responsibilities should be investigated in a detailed way and new 

plans should be developed to eliminate the shortcomings. Besides, action researches could be conducted on 

improving the quality of educational activities provided for academics of faculty of education in the institution 

within the context of LL. In addition, similar studies could be conducted in different faculties using the survey 

developed in the present study and their LL positions could be identified and compared. Furthermore, the developed 

survey could be transformed as a scale to collect data from all universities in Turkey and current status of academics 

in LL could be identified and statistical models also could be developed to demonstrate the relational structure 

between LL factors of the scale.  
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