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ABSTRACT

The goal of bank managers is to make optimal useesfurces and human resource management is efipecia
important in this process. The purpose of this aesie was to identify and rank the factors in laloductivity

of TurkiyejBankasi using the AHP technique. The populatiorsisted of all the branches ofTurkiyBankasi in
Ankara (N = 127)in the first half of 2015. 16 bankere selected using cluster sampling. Data weftleced using

a researcher-made questionnaire with a Cronbaclpa of 0.882. 4 employees were randomly selected €ach
bank to complete the questionnaire. Using the Aldéhnique in Expert Choice, the factors affectingola
productivity in sample banks were identified andk@d. Psychosocial, Individual, Management, Envitental,
and Cultural factors were respectively the mostantgmt factors affecting labor productivity.
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INTRODUCTION

Through innovation and knowledge-based productithe, private sector plays a key role in the economic
development of countries in the form of non-goveental organizations (NGOs), small and medium entzp
(SMEs), industrial clusters, and entrepreneurs.s&hectors, as intermediate or final producers amumers of
goods and services, play a significant role in tingaemployment and attracting regional and inttomel
investments (Alvani et al., 2002).

Increasing productivity is an important economicvelepmentstrategies. It can improve processes, negha
workplacerelationships, correct individual and grdaehaviors, increase motivation, improve qualityife, create
jobs, and increasewages and salaries (by imprdati@grganization’s production and profitability)ohtries come
to realize the importance of productivity when tlag faced with economic difficulties such as itifla, recession,
or downturn (Ellis and Dick, 2003).

The term productivity was probably first mentionedin article in 1766 by the French mathematiciae<Qay. In
1883, another Frenchman named Littre defined prbdtycas the “faculty to produce”.Since the 20tantury,
productivity has been defined as the quotient alethiby dividing output by one of the factors of guotion. Labor
productivity is the most important component ofguativity. According to Peter Drucker, “the produily of the
newly dominant groups in the work force, knowledgerkers and service workers, will be the biggest snughest
challenge facing managers in the developed cosntoledecades to come.” (Hejazi, 2005).Identifythg driving
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factors behind labor productivity is the first amdst important step (Kim, 2001; Nakane, 2003). fidieation and
prioritization of these factors is essential to deselopment and implementation of relevant plans.

Banking industryis an important sector with critidanctions.One wayto evaluate performance in baisk$o
measure their labor productivityasa predictor odftipeofitability and competitiveness. Due to intensompetition,
banks must obtain the maximum output (profit, emeéosatisfaction, customer satisfaction, etc.) fgiven inputs
(assets, capital, workforce, etc.).The purposehef present research is to identify the factorscdffg labor
productivity inTUrkiyegBankasi and rank them using the AHP technique.

Literature Review

Kim (2001)foundthat IT investmentplays a positiegerinproductivity growthby increasing value added saving
ordinary capital and labor.Ellis and Dick (2003)amined organizational behavior and showed thaigyzatory
management can improve productivity in group tasks.

Papadogonas andVoulgaris(2005)investigates thendiei@nts of labor productivity growth at the firmvel in the
Greek manufacturing sector. The results showeddhatr productivity growth is positively related goowth of net
fixed assets per employee, export orientation a&® Rctivity. Firm size, employment growth and inthysage
negatively affected labor productivity growth.

Wright et al. (2008) examined the effect of the ri@lsie cultural architecture on motivating workplaedavior for
enhanced productivity in Chinese workplaces. Theyaed that practicality is the basic value drivangd emotion
is the most important contingent factor driving @8e workplace behavior.

Leung et al. (2008) studied the relationship betwfen size and productivity.They found a positireationship
between firm size and both labor productivity anthlt factor productivity wasobserved in boththe ofanturing
and non-manufacturing sectors.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

This research is a descriptive survey. The pomratonsisted of all the branches of TUrk§Bankasi in Ankara (N
= 127). Ankara was divided into four parts and 4rnches were selected from each part. 4 employesso(s
managersand experts) were randomly selected fromlenk (N = 64).A questionnaire was developeavim parts.
The first partrecorded the demographic variablesndgr, position, experience, and education) andsdwend
partmeasured labor productivity in banks using Bubscales:management, psychosocial, culturaly@mwiental,
andindividual factors. These factors were compg@@dwvise and were ranked using the AHP techniquine face
validity of the questionnaire was assessed by @lpahexperts and the instrument was revised basetheir
comments. Cronbach’s alpha was used to determmediability of the instrument. The questionnaivas thus
distributed among 30 bank employees andan alpBa882 was obtained, which indicates the high réitgtof the

instrument.

The analytic hierarchy process (AHP) was used rasiléi-criteria decision-making method. AHP is orfelte most
effective techniques for organizing and analyziogplex decisions. It was developed by Thomas LtySiaathe
1970s and is based on pairwise comparisons.

Since the views of bank employees are not simildrare a function of various factors such as erpeg, position,
and education, a weight was assigned to their resg® a weight of 1 for experience, a weight obr2efducation,
and a weight of 3 for position.

RESULTS

Figure 1 shows the priority of the factors affegtlabor productivity in the branches ofTurkiy@ankasi. According
to the respondents, psychosocial factors are thst important drivers of labor productivity (W = 04), followed
by individual factors (W = 0.169), management fasf@/ = 0.156), environmental factors (W = 0.138)d aultural
factors (W= 0.130).
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Figure 1. Prioritization of factors affecting labor productivityin Tlrkiyei sBankasi
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The incompatibility rate is less than 0.01, indicgtthe consistency of the responses. Incompaitibitites higher
than 0.1 suggest that the paired comparisons neustdonsidered.

Psychosocial Factors

According to the participants, perceptions of gestiin the workplace was the most important psyctiaséactor (W
= 0.297), followed by manager-employee relations £\W.253), job satisfaction (W = 0.206), job seu(W =
0.143), and workplace friendship (W = 0.101).

Cultural Factors
According to the respondents, opportunities fomghoand promotion was the most important cultueatdr (W =
0.582), followed by work ethic (W = 0.304), and qaiance (W = 0.114).

Environmental Factors

According to the respondents, high-quality equipmeas the most important environmental factor (V@.294),
followed by workplace vitality (W = 0.203), the pdigal work environment (W = 0.197), workplace hygeand
safety (W = 0.159), and ergonomics (W = 0.147).

Individual Factors
According to the participants, the fit between ped interests and the job was the most importaividual factor
(W =0.577), followed by the fit between persondlls and the job (W = 0.314) and work experiendé=£ 0.119).

Management Factors
According to the respondents, a competent superviss the most important management factor (W 0.4
followed by merit-based promotion (W = 0.313), amdthe-job training (W = 0.216).

Finally, a consolidated matrix was createdfromdberes of all the criteria and factors, and théoiacwere ranked.
Table 1 shows that perceptions of justice in thekpiace has the greatest effect on labor produgtiin
TurkiyeisBankasi.

Table 1. Ranking of the factors and dimensions al@nwith their relative weights

Factors Factor Weight Sub-factors Group Weight  IRideight | Rank
Competent Supervisor 0.471 0.059 [¢
Management 0.156 OTJ Training 0.216 0.023 12
Merit-Based Promotion 0.313 0.023 12
Employee-Manager Relations 0.253 0.156 p
Job Security 0.143 0.057 7
Psychosocial 0.407 Perceptions of Justice in the Workplacg 0.297 0189 1
Workplace Friendliness 0.101 0.029 11
Job satisfaction 0.206 0.115 3
Work Ethic 0.304 0.004 17
Cultural 0.130 Opportunities for Growth and Promotigh 0.582 0.011| 14
Compliance 0.114 0.001 19|
Physical Work Environment 0.197 0.008 15
Workplace Hygiene and Safety 0.159 0.005 16
Environmental 0.138 Quality of Equipment 0.294 0.037 9
Workplace Vitality 0.203 0.016 13
Ergonomics 0.147 0.002 18
Fit between Personal Skills and Job 0.314 0.097, 5
Individual 0.169 Fit between Personal Interests and Jok 0.577 0.10y 4
Work Experience 0.119 0.033 10

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this research five sets of factors affectingolaproductivity inTlrkiyejBankasi (management, psychosocial,
cultural, environmental, and individual factors)revédentified and ranked using AHP in Expert Chasoftware.
The results showed that psychosocial factors hadtitongest effect on labor productivity, followled individual
factors, management factors, environmental factarg] cultural factors. This is consistent with tresults
ofYumusak(2008), Celen andDemir (2010), Bahramiet al. 80Taleghani et al. (2011), and Wright et al. @00
all of which addressed the factors affecting Igm@ductivity in different work environments.
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According to the participants, psychosocial facteese the most important predictors of labor prdigity (W =
0.407), while management factors were the leasbitapt predictors of labor productivity (W = 0.169his is
inconsistent with the results of Bahrami et al.120who found that management factors had the egtaffect on
labor productivity in National Bank of Iran. Thedbcting results can be attributed to thedifferemganizational
structures of Turkish and Iranian banks. Howevethstudies showed that individual factors aresbeond most
important factors in labor productivity.

Finally, factors affecting labor productivity in KiyeisBankasi were ranked in order of importance usiegXHP
technique: (1) perceptions of justice in the woakg, (2) employee-manager relations, (3) job satikf, (4) fit
between personal interests and job, (5) fit betwessonal skills and job, (6) competent superviédrjob security,
(8) merit-based promotion, (9) high-quality equipmy€10) work experience, (11) workplace friendtiag(12) on-
the-job training, (13) workplace vitality, (14) appunities for growth and promotion, (15) physioabrk
environment, (16) workplace hygiene and safety) (@ark ethic, (18) ergonomics, and (19) compliaAsecan be
seen, perceptions of justice in the workplaceésrttost important factor in labor productivity.

Overall, the results showed that all the identifiactors significantly affect labor productivityTitirkiyeisBankasi,
albeit to varying degrees. The present findings lealp managers and employees of public and pribates in
increasing labor productivity.

Implications for Practice

1. Labor productivity in TurkiyeiBankasi can be improved through better and morestagtive employee-
manager relations. Bank CEOs must be honest wifii@mes and solve any problems through effectiteraction
with them.

2. Labor productivity inTurkiyeiBankasi can be increased by developing a meriesysthereby employees are
promoted based on their skills and efficiency. Sachystem will increase employee satisfaction altichately
improve productivity.

3. By performing carefully designed interviews durirecruitment, banks can recruit employees whosegdste
and skills match the requirements of the job.
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