
Theoretical Framework

Anomie is a word originating from Greek., with “an” meaning absence/lack and 
nomos meaning rule (Zoghbi & Rodriguez, 2007). Anomie refers to the situation 
where the structure containing the previous rules has disappeared and the struc-
ture containing the new rules is not able to fully form due to the changes occurring 
in a society or a group (Mansfield, 2004). Individuals are said to face anomie when 
they fail to encounter sufficient moral constraints, namely when they have no clear 
understanding of what are appropriate and acceptable behaviors (Ritzer, 1992). 
The concept of anomie is a sociological concept that has appeared. This concept 
refers to the deterioration of social values, ethical rules, and social structure as well 
as the loss of social institutions’ functionality (Allport, 2016).

Anomie is the state of irregularity and normlessness in individual behaviors 
that occur when balance and integration are impaired (Edinsel, 2018; Swingewood, 
1998). Anomie is basically considered to be a psychological state characterized with 
a tendency to be self-involved. In this respect, anomie evokes meanings such as reje-
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cting social norms, alienation, or feeling isolated from society. In line with this con-
ceptualization, anomie is a state of indifference and self-concern that involves feeling 
life to be meaningless; it is a state where feelings of aimlessness and powerlessness 
are dominant (Martin, 2000; Kontry, 2005; Baumer, 2007; Bjarnason, 2009). In this 
context and according to theory, the ideas of ​​interest, position, and concern are com-
bined with a distrust in the leader and the deterioration of the social structure, pus-
hing the individual into a phenomenon of normlessness and a lack of values.

The cultural goals found in Merton’s (1994) theory of anomie consist of desire and 
longing. Tools also exist that individuals can legitimately use to achieve these goals. 
Distributing cultural norms is important for achieving cultural goals (Can, 2004).

In this context, the concept of anomie can be said to be an attitude based on 
normlessness and meaninglessness resulting from losing the effectiveness and me-
aning of the values ​​and rules that emerge with societal changes. After this stage, 
distrust toward the administration gets added to the anomie process, and destruc-
tive consequences such as hopelessness, cynicism, and despair can ultimately occur 
in societies and individuals. The destructive process that will be seen in organizati-
ons as an important component of societies and in employees as the basic dynami-
cs of organizations can deeply shake work life, organizational culture, and health 
as well as the functioning of societies. In this context, analyzing this phenomenon 
in depth in organizational life has extreme importance.

Objectives and Research Questions

The aim of this study is to determine the effectiveness of the criteria in order to 
develop a valid and reliable scale for determining teachers’ perceptions toward the 
concept of organizational anomie among civil servants.

Methodology

Sample and Population

The data required to determine the factor structure of the Organizational Anomie 
Scale were obtained from administrators and teachers working in Erzurum Province’s 
central districts of Aziziye, Palandöken, and Yakutiye during the 2020-2021 academic 
year. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were carried out on separate samp-
le groups through the pilot application of the scale. In any scale development study, 
having a sample size of 5 to 10 times the number of items is considered sufficient for 
the sample selection in the factor analyses (Bryman & Cramer, 2001, as cited in Seçer, 
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2015). The pilot application of the study was carried out with 83 participants, the main 
application for the validity and reliability study was conducted with 464 participants, 
and the confirmatory factor analysis study was conducted with 302 participants.

Measures and Data Analysis

A literature review of the concept of anomie was conducted prior to developing the 
attitude scale toward anomie. A question pool of 48 items was created as a result of the 
literature review of the local and foreign literature based on Durkheim and Merton’s 
views on the concept of anomie. These questions were then sent to a group of eight 
experts in education management, language, and the field. Based on the experts’ opi-
nions, the content validity rate (CGO) and content validity index (CVI) were calculated.

After this stage, a pilot study was conducted over a group of 82 people for the cla-
rity and precursor analysis. The obtained data were subjected to factor and sub-item 
analyses, and the validity and reliability of the pilot scale were calculated. As a result 
of these analyses, the draft scale was found to be highly valid and reliable in terms 
of  the KMO and reliability values. As a result of the item analysis, the items were 
observed to have high rates of discrimination. As a result of the factor analysis, only 
the factor loading value for Item 23 was seen to be both insufficient and loaded onto 
more than one factor; thus, this item was excluded from the scale. After the results 
from the pilot application, the validity, reliability, exploratory, and confirmatory fac-
tor analyses were conducted for the draft scale consisting of 37 items.

Findings

In line with the opinions of the expert group, items 5, 16, 19, 20, 24, 30, 33, 38, 43 
and 48 were removed from the scale. As a result of this process, 38 items remained 
in the revised version of the draft scale. The fact that the CGI value of the items ob-
tained from the scale development study in line with the expert opinions is greater 
than the CVI value of the scale indicates that the developed scale was developed to 
ensure content validity (Ateş Çobanoğlu, 2013, Lawshe 1975). It can be said that 
the Organizational Anomie Scale developed in this context has content validity. 
After the scale was revised in line with expert opinions, it was applied and item 
analyzes were made with the data obtained. First of all, t-test analysis was perfor-
med to determine the discrimination and difficulty indexes of the items, and then 
the total correlation strength of the items was examined.

According to the t-test results between the upper and lower 27th percentiles, 
a significant difference was seen to exist among the scores for all items, with the 
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scores for each item being greater than the critical t-test value of 1.96. Having sig-
nificant t-test results for the scale’s items indicates the items on the scale to have 
high reliability (Büyüköztürk, 2015). In addition, the performed analyses found 
the total internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) for all items to be .87. According 
to these results, the scale’s items have been determined to have high measuring 
power and reliability.

Before determining the factor structure of the scale, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
(KMO) coefficient and data regarding Bartlett’s test of sphericity were examined. 
The KMO value was found to be.92, and the result from Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 
(χ 2 = 12,133.59; p = .000) has been found to be meaningful. According to these 
values, the data from the sample were seen to be suitable for factor analysis.

According to the scree plot graph and its eigenvalues, it is seen that the draft 
scale consists of 4 factors. When the variance loads obtained from the exploratory 
factor analyzes and their explained variances are examined, the first dimension 
accounts for 21.05% of the total variance; second dimension, 18.13%; the third 
dimension explains 15.96% and the last dimension 9.46%. These four dimensions 
explain 64.59% of the total variance. As a result of the exploratory factor analysis, 
the first dimension of the scale consists of 9 items, the second dimension consists 
of 5 items, the third dimension consists of 6 items and the fourth dimension con-
sists of 8 items. The scale consists of a total of 4 dimensions and 29 items.

The results from analyzing Cronbach’s alpha of internal consistency show an α 
= .871 for the dimension of meaninglessness, α = .689 for the dimension of norm-
lessness, α = .726 for the dimension of administrative trust, and α = .895 for the 
dimension of helplessness and hopelessness.

As a result of the confirmatory factor analysis, the following fit indices have 
been found: χ2 / SD = 4.87, CFI = 0. 91, NFI = .90, AGFI = .89, GFI = .90, and RMSEA 
= .079.

Discussion and Implications

This developed scale is considered able to both fill the gap in the local literatu-
re and to create an explanation and awareness for many variables and processes 
that employees experience in organizational life. Based on Durkheim and Merton’s 
views on the concept of anomie, a 48-item question pool had been created based 
on the results from the domestic and foreign literature review. As a result of the 
experts’ opinions regarding the content validity of the scale, 10 items were remo-
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ved from the pool and a pilot study was conducted with 83 participants to measure 
the intelligibility of the remaining 38 items and questions. As a result of the item 
analysis, the distinctiveness and intelligibility levels of the questions were seen to 
be appropriate, and the draft scale was applied to the main sample group.

The obtained data were first subjected to item analyses, with item-total cor-
relations and lower-upper group t-test scores being examined. Item correlations 
being greater than .30 and the significance of t-test scores for the lower and upper 
27th percentile groups showing the participants to have understood the questions 
correctly and the items to be appropriate for measuring the desired concept have 
supported the content validity.

Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses (EFA and CFA) were also perfor-
med to determine the construct validity of the measurement tool. Prior to the EFA, 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett values ​​were checked to test whether the 
sample was adequate. The study determined the KMO value to be 0.96, the p value 
in the Barlett test to be 0.00, and the anti-image r values ​to be between 0.55-0.95. 
These values ​​have been accepted as proof showing the scale to be suitable for factor 
analysis. As a result of the 38-item EFA, Items 15 and 21 were found to have insuf-
ficient variance loads; Items 2, 7, 16, 17, 19, 23, and 27 were also excluded from the 
scale due to overlaps. In this context, a measurement tool consisting of 29 items 
and 4 factors was obtained as a result of EFA. The factor loads of the items in the 
scale range from .48 to .72. The four factors in the measurement tool explain 65% 
of the total variance measured in relation to organizational anomie.

As a result of the CFA analysis of the measurement tool, the fit indices were 
found to be within acceptable values. These results show the model to have great 
fit.

 Cronbach’s alpha values for the factors range between .69 and .90, and the 
composite reality coefficient of the scale was calculated as .84. According to these 
results, the scale can be said to have a good level of reliability and to provide inter-
nal consistency.

As a result of this study, a valid and reliable scale has been developed for orga-
nizational anomie involving the dimensions of: 1) Normlessness, 2) Meaningles-
sness, 3) Administrative Trust, and 4) Hopelessness and Helplessness. The deve-
loped Organizational Anomie Scale is able to contribute and serve as a reference 
for researchers who want to work with different geographies, sample groups, and 
variables related to the concept of anomie.
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Örgütsel Anomi Ölçeği

Bu bölümde insanların çalışma yaşantıları ile ilgili bazı tutum ve 
davranışları yansıtan ifadeler bulunmaktadır. Bu tutum ve davra-
nışların her birinin sizin kendi çalışma yaşantınızda ne derece yer 
aldığını belirtmenizi istiyoruz. Lütfen her bir ifadeyi değerlendirir-
ken sağ tarafta bulunan “Kesinlikle katılmıyorum”dan “Kesinlikle 
katılıyorum”a doğru uzanan cevap seçeneklerinden size uygun 
olanını işaretleyiniz.
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1 2 3 4 5

1. Çalıştığım kurumda uyulması gereken net ahlaki kuralların 
olmadığını düşünüyorum.

O O O O O

2. Çalıştığım kurumda kişisel hırslar ve menfaat, yazılı ve yazısız 
kurallardan ve normlardan daha önemlidir.

O O O O O

3. Çalıştığım kurumda yazılı ve yazısız örgütsel ve toplumsal kuralların 
eskisi kadar etkili olmadığını düşünüyorum.

O O O O O

4. Çalıştığım kurumda saygının, insan ilişkilerinin ve örgüt 
maneviyatın etkili olmadığını düşünüyorum.

O O O O O

5. Çalıştığım kurumda bireyler normlar, kurallar ve örgüt kültü-
ründen ziyade günü kurtarmayı düşünürler.

O O O O O

6. Çalıştığım kurumda çoğu zaman kime güvenebileceğimi 
bilmiyorum.

O O O O O

7. Çalıştığım kurumda çalışanlar çok çabuk tutum ve davranış 
değiştirebilmektedir. 

O O O O O

8. Çalışma hayatında eksik ve yanlış olan çok şey var. O O O O O

9. Çalıştığım kurumda insanların konum ve menfaat sağlamak 
için inanmadıkları ve istemedikleri uygulamaları bile yapabile-
ceklerini düşünüyorum.

O O O O O

10. Çalıştığım kurumda çalışanların ödül ve çıkar için inandıkları 
değerlerden kolaylıkla vazgeçebileceğini düşünüyorum.

O O O O O

11. Çalıştığım kurumda etik, ahlaki, evrensel ve yerel değerlerin 
eskisi kadar önemsenmediğini düşünüyorum.

O O O O O

12. Çalıştığım kurumda çalışanların çok rahat yalan söyleyebile-
ceklerini düşünüyorum.

O O O O O

13. Çalıştığım kurumda çalışanlar işlerine gelen kurallara uyarlar. O O O O O

14. Çalıştığım kurumda dürüstlüğün her zaman işe yaramadığı-
nı düşünüyorum.

O O O O O

15. Çalıştığım kurumda yapılan işlerin doğru olup olmadığın-
dan ziyade işe yarayıp yaramadığına bakıldığını düşünüyorum.

O O O O O
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16. Çalıştığım kurumda hedefler ve beklentiler net değildir. O O O O O

17. Çalıştığım kurumda yönetsel adaletin ve liyakatin olmadığı-
nı düşünüyorum.

O O O O O

18. Çalıştığım kurumda kaynaklar ve yasal güç meşru kullanılmaz. O O O O O

19. Çalıştığım kurumda etkili bir mali ve personel yönetimi 
olmadığını düşünüyorum.

O O O O O

 20. Çalıştığım kurumun misyon ve vizyonu ile kurumdaki 
politika ve uygulamalar tutarlıdır.

O O O O O

21. Çalıştığım kurumda çalışanların hak ettiklerini ve çalıştıkla-
rının karşılığını aldıklarını düşünüyorum.

O O O O O

22. Çalıştığım kurumda kariyer imkanlarının adil olmadığını 
düşünüyorum.

O O O O O

23. Çalıştığım kurumda ne yapacağımı 
tam anlamıyla bilmiyorum.

O O O O O

24. Çalıştığım kurumda geleceğim konusunda çok kaygılıyım.  O O O O O

25. Çalıştığım kurumda işler gün geçtikçe kötüye gidiyor. O O O O O

26. Çalıştığım kurumda kendimi yalnız ve çaresiz hissediyorum. O O O O O

27. Gün geçtikçe mesleğime karşı olan tutkum ve bağlılığım 
azalıyor.

O O O O O

28. Çalıştığım kurumda kendimi geliştirmekten vazgeçtim. O O O O O

29. Gelecekte nerede olduğumu ve nasıl başarılı olacağımı 
bilemiyorum.

O O O O O

Ölçek boyutları:

Normsuzluk ifadeleri: 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10

Anlamsızlık ifadeleri: 11,12,13,14,15

Yönetsel Güvensizlik ifadeleri: 16,17,18,19,20,21

Umutsuzluk ve Çaresizlik ifadeleri: 22,23,24,25,26,27,28,29

Puanlama: Ölçekteki cevap seçenekleri “Kesinlikle Katılmıyorum”dan (1) “Kesinlik-
le Katılıyorum”a (5) uzanan altı basamaktan oluşmaktadır. Ölçekteki toplam puan-
ların artması iş yerinde örgütsel anominin artışını göstermektedir. Ölçekte 20 ile 
21. maddeler ters kodlanmıştır.


