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ABSTRACT The basic purpose of this study is to determine the varying effects on teachers’ perception and
opinions about job satisfaction in accordance with their gender. Within this scope, 59 studies (master and doctorate
thesis, articles) deemed to meet the inclusion criteria were chosen from studies in Turkey to be used in this study.
In accordance with the results of this study, an effect size with statistical significance at an insignificant level was
determined on the part of male teachers according to a fixed effect model and on the part of female teachers
according to a random effect model. As a consequence of the moderator analysis conducted, the effect sizes of the
studies were determined to change based on the publication type, the school type, education level, the region in
which the research was conducted, the teacher’s title and the researcher’s gender.

INTRODUCTION

One of the fundamental subjects of recent
studies concerning the relationship between an
organization’s efficiency and employees’ effec-
tivity is job satisfaction (JS). Teacher’s JS, which
is one of the main actors in the field of education,
is regarded as one of the factors contributing to
the school’s efficiency and increasing teachers’
performance and commitment to schools (Mag-
ee 2013; Menon and Reppa 2011; Metle 2001).
Various education leaders and politicians in many
countries make an effort to produce policies aimed
at eliminating the negative factors influential on
the teachers’ JS in schools.

Teachers’ Job Satisfaction

Within the context of the definitions in litera-
ture, job satisfaction is the perception level of
employees about values regarding the job, wage,
working conditions, promotion and improvement
opportunities, as well as their colleagues and the
organizational environment (Canbay 2007;
Hongying 2007). Zembylas and Papanastasiou
(2004) define the teachers’ JS as the positive,
emotional situation created by the relationship
between teachers’ expectations and their percep-
tion about their teaching role.

Although the relationship between teachers’
gender and JS has been investigated extensive-
ly, the results of many of the studies so far have
been found inconsistent, contradictory and far

from unanimous. Where some studies found
women teachers more satisfied with their job,
others indicated that the men teachers were more
content (Crossman and Harris 2006; Ozcan 2013,
Sumbul and Sajid 2014). Increase in the studies
on teachers’ opinions about JS in schools wit-
nessed recently in Turkey led to a necessity to
draw a common conclusion by considering the
number of samples and synthesizing the results
of these studies. Aydin et al. (2012), Brierley
(1998), Menon and Reppa (2011), and Tasdan
and Tiryaki (2008) noted the need to synthesize
the results of these studies on JS in that all have
different results. Scanning the literature, it has
been seen that there is not a sufficient number of
studies dealing with teachers’ opinions about JS
using the meta-analysis method. Within this con-
text, this study will examine the effect sizes of JS
perception and whether there is a difference be-
tween the effect sizes obtained through various
variables ignored in primary researches.

Objectives

The aim of this study is to determine the ef-
fect of gender on teachers’ job satisfaction. To
this end, the effect size of teachers’ perceptions
and opinions regarding to this is determined. Also
the variables of school type, publication type,
and publication year, the region in which the re-
search was carried out, teachers’ title, education
level, and researcher’s gender are tested as mod-
erator variables.
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METHODOLOGY

In this section, the research model, data col-
lection and data analysis are included.

Research Model

The meta-analysis method, which is one of
the methods used for synthesizing the research
results, constitutes this research’s model. The
process including analysis, synthesis and inter-
pretation of quantitative findings obtained from
independent studies through advanced statisti-
cal techniques is called meta-analysis. The aim
of meta-analysis is to combine the findings of
various studies conducted at different times in
different places on the same subject so as to
reveal the facts about this subject and to achieve
the most reliable fact in quantitative terms by
increasing the number of samples (Aytac 2014;
Cumming 2012).

Data Collection

MA theses and PhD dissertations on teach-
ers’ perception and opinions about JS in Turkey
are the basic data sources for this study. The
keywords “job satisfaction/satisfied with job”,
“professional satisfaction” and “job compliance”
were used to find related material and researches
in the National Thesis Archive of the Council of
Higher Education. Following the browsing pro-
cess, 59 of 82 studies on the subject of this study
were found convenient for inclusion criteria. In
choosing the studies to be included in this study,
the following criteria were used:

(i) Criterion 1: Published or unpublished
references: MA and PhD theses.

(ii) Criterion 2: Convenience of the re-
search method of the study: the require-
ment for being an empirical study and
use of tenure of office as an indepen-
dent variable to obtain the effect size
during the meta-analysis.

(iii) Criterion 3: Existence of sufficient nu-
meric data: Sample size, mean, standard
deviation, F value, t value, χ² value,
Kruskal Wallis value, Mann Whitney U
data and p-value, were considered for
male and female teacher groups to de-
termine the effect sizes necessary for a
meta-analysis.

Twenty-three studies were not included in
the study on the grounds that they used differ-
ent variables (managers, academic members) and
they lacked the data necessary for a meta-analy-
sis. The sample of this study is limited to 59 stud-
ies, and MA theses and PhD dissertations on
this subject written in Turkey between the years
1999 and 2014.

Coding Protocol Reliability

A coding protocol, which includes the name,
content and data of this study has been created.
Compliance between Coder-1 and Coder-2 was
found to be 89.5 percent. Cohen’s Kappa statis-
tics was used to ensure the inter-rater reliability
and it was found to be 0.93. This result indicated
almost a perfect compliance between the raters
(Card 2012).

Validity

The validity and reliability of the meta-analy-
sis depends on the validity and reliability of the
studies included in the research. Also, screen-
ing and including all related studies which meet
the criteria of meta-analysis increases the valid-
ity of the study. As Decoster (2004) and Petitti
(2000) pointed out, the combined effect size in
meta-analysis are as valid as the validity of the
studies included. It has seen that, the thesis in-
cluded in this study have been carried out with
valid and reliable research instruments. In this
context, it was determined that the validity of
data collection instruments had been ensured in
all of 59 studies included in the meta-analysis.

Data Analysis

During the analysis of data, one of the meth-
ods of meta-analysis compared groups (fixed
and random-effects models). Group differences
method was used. During this study, the effect
sizes, variances and comparisons of the groups
included in each study were measured through
CMA ver. 2.2.064 [Comprehensive Meta-Analy-
sis], and the Statistical Package Software for
Meta-Analysis (Borenstein et al. 2009). This
study includes female teachers as the sample
group and male teachers as the control group.
Thus, a positive status of the effect size is inter-
preted as being in favor of female teachers, while
its negative status is interpreted as being in fa-
vor of male teachers.
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RESULTS

The related data covered in the studies in-
cluded in this study was analyzed so as to find
an answer to the question of the study. Findings
concerning the publication bias, descriptive sta-
tistics, forest plot, fixed effect model findings,
homogeneity test, random effect model findings
and moderator analysis findings obtained from
these analyses are given below.

Publication Bias

In this study, publication bias was evaluated
through two means: (a) Cone Dispersion Graph-
ic, (b) Orwin’s Fail-Safe N. (Borenstein et al. 2009;
Cooper et al. 2009).

 As reflected in Figure 1, the majority of 59
studies that were included in this study are lo-
cated on upper side of the figure and very close
to the conjoined effect size. In this sense, this
cone graphic is one of the indicators of the ab-
sence of a publication bias (Borenstein et al. 2009)
in terms of the studies included in this study.

Orwin’s Fail-Safe N Evaluation was also con-
ducted to test the publication bias. Orwin’s Fail-
Safe N calculates the number of studies that are
likely to be excluded from the meta-analysis (Bo-
renstein et al. 2009). In the consequence of this
analysis, Orwin’s Fail-Safe N was found to be

126. The necessary number of study for the av-
erage effect size found as 0.018 in the conse-
quence of the meta-analysis to reach .01 (trivial)
level, in other words, almost to zero effect size is
126. However, 59 studies, which were included
in this study, are the total number of studies
which meet the inclusion criteria and which are
available among all the studies conducted on
this subject in Turkey (qualitative, quantitative
and theoretical). Impossibility to attain another
126 studies may be accepted as another indica-
tor of the absence of publication bias in this meta-
analysis.

In addition, Kendall’s Tau coefficient 0.33,
which is used for determining whether there is a
publication bias or not in statistical terms, was
found as p=0.48. Since the fact that p-value does
not result in a significant difference under this
condition meant that p-value met the expecta-
tion to be higher than 0.05, the fact that there is
no publication bias in this study was proved in
statistical terms.

Non-conjoint Findings of Effect Size Analysis
Based on Teachers’ Gender

The effect sizes of male and female teachers’
perception about JS, standard error and its up-
per and lower limits based on a reliability level of
ninety-five percent are given in Table 1.

Fig. 1. Cone dispersion graphic of the studies with effect size data on differences among teachers’
perceptions about JS in accordance with their gender
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Table 1: Effect sizes of teachers’ opinions about JS based on their gender

Research name Effect Standard Variance Lower Upper  Z- p-
size (d)     error limit limit value value   Male     Female

Agaoglu 2011 -0.115 0.136 0.019 -0.382 0.152 -0.842 0.400 84 151
Akkus 2010 0.018 0.226 0.051 -0.424 0.460 0.079 0.937 66 28
Aslan 2013 0.074 0.124 0.015 -0.168 0.317 0.601 0.548 109 163
Ayhan 2006 -0.346 0.133 0.018 -0.606 -0.086 -2.607 0.009 154 92
Bayri 2006 0.108 0.213 0.045 -0.309 0.525 0.507 0.612 33 67
Adiguzel 2010 -0.131 0.140 0.020 -0.407 0.144 -0.936 0.349 96 108
Aknur 2013 -0.013 0.139 0.019 -0.285 0.259 -0.095 0.924 103 105
Aras 2012 -0.050 0.128 0.016 -0.301 0.200 -0.395 0.693 136 112
Bilge 2008 -0.274 0.115 0.013 -0.500  -0.048 -2.376 0.018 227 114
Bilir 2007 0.010 0.089 0.008 -0.165 0.186 0.117 0.907 253 247
Boga 2010 -0.160 0.071 0.005 -0.298 -0.021 -2.256 0.024 381 423
Canbay 2007 0.095 0.124 0.015 -0.147 0.337 0.768 0.442 222 93
Cebeci 2004 -0.203 0.109 0.012 -0.416 0.011 -1.857 0.063 127 252
Ceyhun 2009 0.440 0.120 0.014 0.205 0.674 3.671 0.000 213 107
Turanli 2007 0.063 0.047 0.002 -0.030 0.156 1.335 0.182 1399 653
Cankaya 2010 -0.304 0.042 0.002 -0.386 -0.221 -7.219 0.000 994 1339
Celik 2003 0.069 0.233 0.054 -0.387 0.525 0.295 0.768 29 51
Cetin 2007 -0.032 0.099 0.010 -0.225 0.161 -0.321 0.748 202 210
Cifcili 2007 -0.143 0.089 0.008 -0.317 0.031 -1.606 0.108 271 239
Coskun 2013 -0.019 0.153 0.023 -0.318 0.280 -0.124 0.901 89 83
Demirel 2006 -0.115 0.114 0.013 -0.338 0.107 -1.013 0.311 153 158
Demirsoy 2007 -0.295 0.103 0.011 -0.497 -0.093 -2.863 0.004 168 220
Durak 2009 -0.066 0.130 0.017 -0.320 0.189 -0.506 0.613 89 178
Dundar 2011 0.046 0.119 0.014 -0.188 0.280  0.387 0.699 208 106
Ekinci 2006 -0.132 0.152 0.023 -0.429 0.165 -0.872 0.383 63 142
Gamsiz 2013 -0.091 0.076 0.006 -0.241 0.058 -1.198 0.231 346 343
Genc 2006 0.318 0.218 0.048 -0.109 0.745 1.458 0.145 88 28
Gencturk 2008 0.176 0.108 0.012 -0.037 0.388 1.619 0.106 241 132
Gundogdu 2013 -0.066 0.119 0.014 -0.299 0.168 -0.552 0.581 155 130
Kagan 2005 -0.090 0.147 0.022 -0.377 0.198 -0.613 0.540 186 62
Karaca 2007 0.523 0.207 0.043 0.117 0.930 2.523 0.012 40 60
Karahan 2006 0.420 0.149 0.022 0.127 0.713 2.813 0.005 113 77
Karakus 2008 0.223 0.157 0.025 -0.085 0.532 1.419 0.156 261 48
Kartal 2006 -0.260 0.096 0.009 -0.449 -0.071 -2.701 0.007 194 248
Kilic 2013 -0.026 0.102 0.010 -0.226 0.174 -0.255 0.799 158 243
Kilic 2011 -0.078 0.087 0.008 -0.249 0.093 -0.892 0.372 223 321
Korkmaz 2013 0.297 0.131 0.017 0.040 0.554 2.263 0.024 108 129
Kumas 2008 0.261 0.101 0.010 0.062 0.459 2.575 0.010 218 179
Mavi 2008 0.552 0.214 0.046 0.133 0.971 2.582 0.010 28 112
Okan 2010 0.266 0.103 0.011 0.063 0.468 2.574 0.010 256 150
Meziroglu 2005 -0.091 0.111 0.012 -0.309 0.127 -0.820 0.412 163 161
Orhan 2013 0.205 0.155 0.024 -0.099 0.509 1.323 0.186 144 59
Ocal 2011 0.683 0.111 0.012 0.466 0.900 6.158 0.000 294 120
Ozcan 2013 -0.251 0.103 0.011 -0.454  -0.049 -2.433 0.015 183 195
Ozturk 2007 -0.140 0.142 0.020 -0.417 0.137 -0.989 0.323 94 107
Sonmez 2007 -0.097 0.214 0.046 -0.517 0.324 -0.450 0.652 68 32
Sahin 1999 0.427 0.086 0.007 0.258 0.595 4.957 0.000 359 224
Tomrukcu 2010 0.649 0.134 0.018 0.386 0.911 4.839 0.000 141 100
Tunc 2013 0.648 0.254 0.064 0.151 1.146 2.554 0.011 21 69
Turkoglu 2008 -0.190 0.116 0.013 -0.418 0.038 -1.635 0.102 115 211
Yapicikardesler -0.333 0.116 0.014 -0.561 -0.105 -2.866 0.004 208 117
  2007
Yildiz 2010 -0.104 0.105 0.011 -0.309 0.101 -0.993 0.321 205 165
Yuksel 2009 0.021 0.183 0.034 -0.338 0.380 0.113 0.910 55 65
Zog 2007 -0.118 0.116 0.014 -0.347 0.110 -1.018 0.309 158 139
Cek 2011 0.015 0.117 0.014 -0.215 0.245 0.126 0.900 141 150
Citak 2008 0.043 0.094 0.009 -0.141 0.227 0.454 0.650 243 213
Gencer 2004 0.046 0.076 0.006 -0.102 0.195 0.613 0.540 420 300
Sadik 2014 0.086 0.098 0.010 -0.106 0.278 0.878 0.380 243 184
Cardak 2002 0.053 0.141 0.020 -0.225 0.330 0.372 0.710 101 99
Fixed -0.018 0.014 0.000 -0.045 0.009 -1.308 0.191 11840 10413
Random 0.026 0.032 0.001 -0.036 0.089 0.821 0.412 11840 10413

Gender
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Fig. 2. Forest plot of the effect sizes of teachers’ perception about JS based on gender
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In accordance with Table 1, the standardized
mean difference (SMD=SOF) based on gender
in these 59 studies, varies from -0.346 in favor of
male teachers to 0.683 in favor of female teach-
ers. A statistically significant difference (p <0.05)
was found in 19 studies while no significant dif-
ference was determined in 40 studies.

Forest Plot of the Studies Including Data on
Gender

When Figure 2 is examined, a difference high-
er than zero in favor of male teachers is observed
in accordance with fixed effect model.

Findings of Effect Size Meta-analysis of
Teachers’ Gender Conjoined in Accordance
with Fixed and Random Effect Models

The average effect size of the perception of
male and female teachers about JS in schools
conjoined in accordance with fixed and random
effect models (without subtracting the outliers),
standard error and its upper and lower limits
based on a confidence interval of ninety five
percent are given in Table 2.

In Table 2, the average effect size value ob-
tained from the effect size values of the studies
included in this study based on gender variable
in accordance with fixed effect model was calcu-
lated as ES=-0.018 whereas the standard error of
the average effect size, the upper limit and lower
limit of confidence interval of the average effect
size was calculated as SE=0.014; 0.009; and -0.045,
respectively. Data obtained from 59 studies in-
cluded in this study based on the calculations
showed that male teachers have a more positive
opinion about JS than their female counterparts,
in accordance with fixed effect model. The clas-
sification of Thalheimer and Cook (2002) shows
that there is an insignificant difference (-0.15-
0.15). When statistical significance is calculated
according to Z test, Z=-1.308. The obtained re-

sult was found to have a statistical significance
with p=0.005.

Homogeneity Test and Q and I2 Statistics

Homogeneity test, in other words, Q statis-
tics, was calculated as Q=275.527. 58 degrees of
freedom at a significance level of ninety five per-
cent from x2 table was found to be 77.2. The hy-
pothesis on the absence of homogeneity in terms
of the distribution of effect sizes was rejected in
the fixed effect model because Q-statistics value
(Q=275.527) exceeded the critical chi-square dis-
tribution value (x2 0.95 =77.2) with a degree of
freedom of 58. Thus, effect sizes distribution was
determined to be heterogeneous in accordance
with fixed effect model.

I2, which was developed as a supplement to
Q statistics, put forth a clearer result concerning
heterogeneity. I2 shows the rate of total variance
about the effect size. As opposed to Q-statis-
tics, I2 statistics are not affected by number of
studies. During the interpretation of I2, twenty-
five percent indicates a low-level heterogeneity,
fifty percent indicates a mid-level heterogeneity
and seventy five percent shows a high-level het-
erogeneity (Cooper et al. 2009: 263). Since a level
of heterogeneity close to a high-level heteroge-
neity was found between the studies in the con-
sequence of the homogeneity test for the pur-
pose of gender variable (Q and I2) the model to
be used for conjoining process was transformed
into a random model.

Findings of the Meta-analysis on the Effect
Sizes of Teachers’ Gender in accordance
with Random Effect Model

Through the data obtained from 59 studies
included in this study based on gender variable
in accordance with random effect model, the stan-
dard error of the average effect size, the upper

Table 2: Findings of effect size meta-analysis based on gender variable conjoined in accordance with
the fixed effect model and random effect model and homogeneity test

Model                   Effect size and confidence interval of 95%               Homogeneity

 Number    Point Standard  Variance   Lower  Upper Z- Q- df   I2

of studies  estimate    error   limit   limit value value

Fixed effect 59 -0.018 0.014 0.000 -0.045 0.009 -1.308 275.527 58 78.949
Random effect 59  0.026 0.032 0.001 - 0.036 0.089 0.821
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limit and lower limit of confidence interval of the
average effect size was calculated as SE=0.022;
0.062; and -0.025, respectively as d=0.018 where-
as the standard error of the average effect size,
the upper limit and lower limit of the confidence
interval of ninty-five percent were calculated as
SE=0.032; 0.089; and -0.036, respectively; where-
as the effect size value was calculated as ES =
0.026. Thus, teachers’ perception about JS was
determined to be more positive in favor of female
teachers than their male counterparts (Table 2).
In accordance with the classification of Thalhe-
imer and Cook (2002), this is an extremely low-
level effect size (-0.15-0.15. When statistical sig-
nificance is calculated according to Z test,
Z=0.821. The result obtained, that is to say, was
determined to have statistical significance with
p=0.034.

Results of Moderator Analysis in Terms of
Gender Variable

The results of the moderator analysis put
forth the reasons for this heterogeneity are giv-
en in Table 3.

In the consequence of the moderator analy-
sis conducted, the effect sizes were found to vary
depending on the publication type (p=0.000),
school type (p=0.034), education level (p=0.013),
the region of the study (p=0.000), teachers’ title
(p=0.000), and researcher’s gender (p=0.007). In
terms of publication type, results of the MA the-
sis were found to be in favor of female teachers
(d=0.018), while the results of PhD dissertation
were found to be in favor of male teachers (d=-
0.137). Within the context of the moderator ef-
fect of the researcher’s gender, it may be said
that the direction of teachers’ JS perception

Table 3: Categorical moderator results about the effect of gender on JS

Moderator k d SE   95% CI          Q

Education Level
Pre-school 2 0.017 0.099 [-0.177; 0.210] 59.6412
Primary 28 -0.052 0.018 [-0.087; -0.016]
Secondary 14 -0.059 0.033 [-0.125; 0.006]
Primary/Secondary 11  0.255 0.039 [-0.178; 0.332]
Counseling and research 2 0.011 0.083 [-0.151; 0.174]
center
Course -0.153 0.055 [-0.261; -0.045]

School Type
Private 2 0.153 0.055 [-0.261; -0.045] 6.773
Public 41 -0.015 0.017 [-0.048; 0.018]
Private-Public 16 0.006 0.027 [-0.047; 0.058]

Publication Type
MA 55 0.018 0.016 [-0.013; 0.049] 22.121
PhD 4 -0.137 0.029 [-0.194; -0.081]

Teacher’s Title
Grade 29 -0.045 0.017 [-0.078; -0.011] 49.057
Branch 19 -0.069 0.029 [-0.126; 0.013]
Grade-Branch 9 0.272 0.044 [0.185; 0.358]
Counselor 2 0.065 0.155 [-0.238; 0.369]

Region of the Study
Eastern Anatolia 4 0.044 0.064 [-0.081; 0.170] 57.767
Aegean 10 0.103 0.031 [-0.043; 0.163]
Southeastern 4 -0.245 0.038 [-0.319; 0.170]
Central Anatolia 15 -0.071 0.032 [-0.135; 0.008]
Black Sea 6 -0.020 0.037 [-0.092; 0.053]
Marmara 18  0.028 0.028 [-0.092; 0.053]
Turkey (in general) 2 0.008 0.066 [-0.121; 0.138]

Researcher’s Gender
Male 32 -0.086 0.019 [-0.124;-0.048] 25.334
Female 27  0.054 0.020 [0.015; 0.093]

Note: k=number of studies, d=Cohen’s d, SE= Standard Error, CI= Confidence Interval, Q=heterogeneity among the
studies
Comparison analyses were made for those studies whose number of subgroups is 2 and more.
*p<.05
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changes in favor of male teachers when the re-
searcher is male (d=-0.086), whereas it changes
in favor of female teachers when the researcher
is female (d=0.054).

As reflected in Figure 3, an increase tenden-
cy in favor of female teachers in gender differ-
ence by years in terms of the effect sizes of the
studies is observed.

DISCUSSION

In this study, 59 effect sizes related to 59 stud-
ies constituting a sample of 22.253 people were
calculated. In the consequence of the conjoin-
ing process in the Fixed Effect Model, a statisti-
cally significant effect size of -0.018 in favor of
male teachers was determined. This result may
be regarded as low and insignificant in accor-
dance with the classification of Thalheimer and
Cook (2002). As a result of the conjoining pro-
cess in Random Effect Model, a statistically sig-
nificant effect size of 0.026 in favor of female
teachers was found. When these results are eval-
uated together, they show that there is a differ-
ence, which may be regarded as insignificant
among teachers’ perceptions about JS in terms
of gender variable as well as of social sciences.

In studies on teachers’ JS, gender is a fre-
quently investigated variable. The investigation

of this variable as a determinant of JS is a sensi-
tive issue. This is because there is a substantial
increase in the number of women joining the la-
bor force in recent times, and this has generated
considerable interest for the need to investigate
the influence of gender on JS (Ali and Dahie
2015; Saiti and Papadopoulos 2015).

Results of the studies of Aydin et al. (2012),
Boga (2010), Crossman and Harris 2006, Demir-
soy (2007), Cankaya (2010), Kartal (2006), Liping
and Qiaoxiang (2004), Liu and Ramsey (2008),
Menon and Reppa (2011), Ozcan (2013), Sumbul
and Sajid (2014) are in parallel with the results of
this study indicating that there is low-level dif-
ference in favor of male teachers in terms of gen-
der variable in accordance with fixed effect
model.

Different results are observed from research-
es including a comparison of teachers’ percep-
tion about JS based on their gender. In various
researches conducted to determine effect of gen-
der on teachers’ JS (Aydin et al. 2012; Chen and
Sun 1994; Demirtas 2010; De Nobile and McCor-
mick 2008; Magee 2013) female teachers were
found to have more positive opinions and per-
ceptions than their male counterparts. Klecker
and Loadman (1999), in their study, suggested
that female teachers’ JS level is at a higher level
in terms of their communication with their col-

Effect Sizes of Studies
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 Fig. 3. Effect sizes meta-regression results based on the years in which the research was conducted
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leagues and of education whereas Koustelios’s
study (2001) suggested the same is true in terms
of working conditions. In some researches
(Crossman and Harris 2006; Joo et al. 2013;
Mertler 2002) it was observed that, in primary
and secondary schools, male teachers have more
JS than their female counterparts even if it was at
a low level. In contrast, some studies showed
that teachers’ gender does not have a determin-
ing role in their perception about JS (Carlson and
Mellor 2004; Crossman and Harris 2006; Mason
1995).

In a number of studies, (Borg and Falzon
1989; Demirtas 2010; Gunbayi 2001; De Nobile
and McCormick, 2008) female teachers were ob-
served to have more JS than their male counter-
parts. Studies conducted in Europe in this field
showed that female teachers have more JS even
though they are disadvantaged in terms of their
expectations about income, recruitment, resign-
ment, promotion and career opportunities (Ay-
din et al. 2012; Klassen and Chiu 2010; Saiti and
Papadopoulos 2015). The statistically significant
effect size of 0.026 in favor of female teachers
obtained in the consequence of the conjoining
process followed in accordance with random ef-
fect model supports the results of these studies.
Accordingly, the fact that female teachers’ JS lev-
el is higher than their male counterparts even if it
is at an insignificant level is in compliance with
the assumption that teaching is perceived as a
profession which is more convenient for female
employees and for that reason their JS may nat-
urally be higher than their male counterparts
(Menon and Reppa 2011; Magee 2013).

Findings of the study by Crossman and Har-
ris (2006) showing that female teachers who work
for private schools have a high level JS are in
compliance with the results of this study, where-
as findings obtained from the study of Tasdan
and Tiryaki (2008) showing that JS perception of
male teachers who work for private schools is
higher than that of their female counterparts con-
tradict the findings of this study.

The reason why teaching is perceived as
more a profession suitable for female employees
and of girls’ preference of teaching as a profes-
sion more frequently may be the fact that teach-
ing is conducted within a certain period of the
year and within certain working hours, which
enables them to have more time and opportunity

to deal with their private life and children and
provides them with independence in socio-eco-
nomic terms. It is suggested that a regular job
under state insurance in Turkey, as well as re-
spect of the students and their parents for teach-
ers may be other reasons for the high level JS of
female teachers (Turanli 2007).

Within the context of the results of this study
and in terms of the year in which the research is
conducted, the increase in female teachers’ JS
witnessed in recent years may be a result of the
fact that it is preferred more as a profession. It
may also be a consequence of the improvements
in working conditions and promotion expecta-
tions. In addition, the advantages of teaching as
a profession such as its contribution to female
teachers’ self-competence, to their economic in-
dependence and the possibility to have more time
during which they could spare for their family
and children may be regarded as other influen-
tial factors. As Erturk (2013) suggests, the exist-
ence of the perception that teaching is more suit-
able for female employees as a profession and of
the interpretation that a more protective attitude
towards women is adopted in schools in Turkey
may be said to support the results of this study.

CONCLUSION

In the results of this meta-analysis, there is a
difference, which may be regarded as insignifi-
cant among teachers’ perceptions about JS in
terms of the gender variable. As a consequence
of the moderator analysis conducted, the effect
sizes of the studies were determined to change
based on the publication type, the school type,
education level, the region in which the research
was conducted, the teacher’s title and the re-
searcher’s gender.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In the light of the results of this study, fur-
ther studies should be conducted to reveal and
discuss the reasons for the fact that female teach-
ers have higher JS perception than their male
counterparts when teachers’ perception about
JS is examined in terms of gender variable even if
it is at a low level. Other meta-analyses may be
made through predicting variables such as mari-
tal status, school type and seniority other than
gender.
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