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Abstract. The aim of this study is to develop a valid and reliable measurement tool
measuring organizational sustainability. In this respect, firstly, an item pool was
formed and subsequentlycontent validity rates, content validity criteria and content
validity indices were calculated based on the experts. It was seen that the
Organizational Sustainability Scale provided content validity with 40 items and 5
sub-dimensions in total. For the factorial validity of the scale, first, exploratory
(EFA) and then confirmatory (CFA) factor analyses were performed in the separate
sample groups. As result, the model established in 39 items and five sub-dimensions
had an excellent and acceptable level of fit indexes. Also, it was found that both
convergence validity and discriminant validity were achieved in all sub-dimensions
Finally, the Cronbach alpha and composite reliability of the scale were examined. In
this context, the reliability of the scale was proved as a result of all values being
excellent and close to perfect. In this context, it was determined that the
Organizational Sustainability Scale is a valid and reliable scale consisting of 39 items
in 5-point Likert type and five sub-dimensions which are environmental
sustainability, cultural sustainability, social sustainability, economic sustainability
and administrative sustainability.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The sustainable development approach is conveyed to the institutional level with the
expression of organizational sustainability. Organizational sustainability is based on the
regulation of environmental, economic and social sustainability according to long-term
fundamental values and behaviors based on universal principles. In this way,
organizational sustainability guides the structure and actions of the organization and
network partners and ensures that differences are respected and supported (Cagnin,
Loveridge, & Butler, 2005). In this context, organizational sustainability can be defined
as the development achieved without jeopardizing the ability of an organization to meet
the needs of its direct and indirect stakeholders (such as partners, employees,
customers, pressure groups, society, etc.) and the needs of its future stakeholders
(Dyllick & Hockerts, 2002; as cited in Turhan, Ozen & Albayrak, 2018).

Sustainability created a framework for the integration of environmental policies and
development strategies in the early years (Brundtland, 1987) and thus was considered
only in the economic context. In the following years, this perspective changed and a
broader definition of sustainability emerged. In this new definition, while sustainability
is related to economic, social and environmental effects in the long term (Jeong, 2015);
the sustainability of organizations is not only an attitude that sustains itself by
preserving profitability, but also the act of successfully balancing people, well-being and
the planet (3P/people-prosperity-planet) by seeking a dynamic balance (Wals &
Schwarzin, 2012). In this context, organizational sustainability can be defined as a term
not only for organizations to continue their existence for profit, but also as an effort to
act in a balanced way and to build a future by carrying the sustainability logic to the
outside world to which the organization belongs with all its levels while trying to keep
their assets alive in line with their goals.

Reporting processes of organizations related to sustainability started in 1970s with
social balance papers and discussion the social benefits of payments made to employees.
Then, the reporting started to deal with environmental issues and gradually entered into
competition issues due to the natural disasters experienced in the 1980s, and today it
has become a marketing element (Székely & vomBrocke, 2017). For this reason, it can be
stated that while sustainability was initially social, economic and environmental issues
for organizations, it has become a matter of existence in the focus of competition in the
following years.

The purpose of organizational sustainability is to transform the natural environmental
and social constraints that underlie an organization's activities throughout its product
and service life cycles, into business opportunities and thus create economic wealth in
accordance with the principles of sustainable prosperity (Cagnin, Loveridge & Butler,
2005). In this context, organizational sustainability has become a key principle adopted
by many companies, state institutions and non-governmental organizations, rather than
being an unusual concept (Wang & Lin, 2007). In this direction, the journey of
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sustainability, which started in the 20th century, appears to be a rapidly ongoing effort
in all areas, especially in educational organizations at different levels such as
universities.

Sustainability in Educational Organizations

It can be said that there are differences between education levels in terms of
sustainability initiatives. The distinctive feature of higher education compared to
primary and secondary education is the relative autonomy of higher education
institutions as much as their teaching staff and researchers. The efforts in sustainability
integration in higher education institutions are the result of global developments that
shape universities and are shaped by universities. Therefore, the integration of
sustainability principles into higher education takes place in various ways such as
international and national channels at different levels (projects or programs specific to
sustainability), university leaders with sustainability awareness (creating sustainable
leadership positions in organizations) or organizational commitment (including faculty,
researchers or students) (Kapitul¢inova, AtKisson, Perdue, & Will, 2018). For this
reason, when compared to other educational levels, it can be expected that higher
education institutions make more attempts for organizational sustainability due to their
autonomous structure and that the spreading effect will be more in terms of this
initiative due to the opportunities it has. Because, considering that the open system
structure of higher education institutions appeals to stakeholders from every field and
to global competition areas, it is possible that organizational sustainability actions will
also change according to targets, resources and management styles.

In this direction, in order for sustainability to realize the full transformation potential in
higher education and society, it should be ensured that sustainability establishes a
relationship with the anticipated practices and even private working areas (Sherman,
2008). For this reason, the analysis units in the studies conducted for sustainability, that
is, what is being sustained, gains importance. While the studies dealing with
organizational sustainability generally focus on maintaining a certain unit or only a
center, the others focus on maintaining the activities and effects of the programs in these
centers (Zemke, 2013). These studies are mainly the ones such as sustainability of the
campus environment (Alshuwaikhat & Abubakar, 2008; Cole, 2003; Disterheft, Caeiro,
Azeiteiro & LealFilho, 2015; Kamal & Asmuss, 2013; Kurland, 2011; Lang, 2015; Levy &
Marans, 2012; Lidstone, Wright 6 Sherren, 2015; LealFilho, Shiel & Paco, 2016; Lo, 2015;
Mitchell, 2011; Moganadas, Corral-Verdugo & Ramanathan, 2013; Savanick, Baker &
Perry, 2007; Savanick, Strong & Manning, 2008; Savelyeva & McKenna, 2011; Shriberg,
2002; Sherman, 2008; Shriberg, & Harris, 2012); evaluation of sustainability in terms of
curriculum and teaching in higher education (Fisher & McAdams, 2015; Lozano,
Barreiro-Gen, Lozano & Sammalisto, 2019; Stough, Ceulemans, Lambrechts & Cappuyns,
2018); sustainability in terms of student exchange (Shields, 2019); leadership (Savage,
Tapics, Evarts, Wilson ve Tirone, 2015); sustainability in terms of strategy (Larran,
Herrera & Andrades, 2016; Ramisio, Pinto, Gouveia, Costa & Arezes, 2019);
environmental sustainability (Piza, Aparicio, Rodriguez, Marin, Beltran & Bedolla,
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2018); sustainability in terms of vision, mission and graduate quality (Lee, Barker &
Mouasher, 2013); sustainability in terms of communication (Franz-Balsen & Heinrichs,
2007) or only the ones such as at the level of case study or literature review only
(Bizerril, Rosa, Carvalho & Pedrosa, 2018; Ceulemans, Molderez & Van Liedekerke,
2015; Moore, Pagani, Quayle, Robinson, Sawada, Spiegelman & Van Wynsberghe, 2005).
For this reason, although there are studies on sustainability in higher education
institutions in the literature, these studies reduce sustainability more specifically on the
basis of the researched subject rather than addressing the organizational standards. In
other words, instead of investigating the sustainability based on the organizational
functioning of higher education institutions as a whole, the related studies act in a
narrow scope by focusing on sustainability only in that field. However, this study has
made a general survey of how higher education institutions act as an organization as a
whole instead of focusing on a single subject area as in other studies in the literatureln
this way, it will be easier to examine what kind of sustainability action universities have
taken as an organization from a holistic perspective. Because organizations are like a
body and if some of them are sick, the rest do not work as they should (Coblentz, 2002).
For this reason, it is necessary to examine sustainability in higher education
organizations in a holistic manner, apart from being examined piecemeal. Ultimately,
according to Darwin, "the whole is more than the sum of the parts".

The Purpose of the Study and the Problem Statement

In this context, the purpose of this study is the development of the Organizational
Sustainability Scale (0SS), since there is no scale related to organizational sustainability
in the Turkish literature, the scales developed in the foreign literature remain more
business-oriented and there is a gap in the education sector and especially in higher
education institutions.

2. METHOD

Population and Sample

Ethics committee approval for this study was obtained from the Ethics Committee of
Bolu Abant Izzet Baysal University Rectorate, dated 27/12/2018 and numbered
2018/18. In the study, different study groups were used for exploratory (EFA) and
confirmatory (CFA) factor analyzes to develop the scale. Firstly, the data for EFA were
collected and after the analysis of the data, CFA data were obtained from a different
study group to confirm the structure obtained. In the literature, it is seen that there are
different opinions about the sample size regarding measurement tools. According to
Tabachnick and Fideli (2001), the sample size between 100 and 200 is sufficient when
the factors are strong and distinct and the number of variables is not too large. However,
to generalize, the sample size indicates that the number of items should be at least five
times according to both Tabachnick and Fideli (2001) and Bryman and Cramer (2001).
On the other hand, Nunually (1978) and Kline (1994) suggest keeping the subject-
variable (item) ratio as 10: 1 for the sample size and state that this ratio can be reduced,
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but should be at least 2: 1. From a different point of view, Gorusch (1983) states that the
number of factors should be reached 15 times for the sample size (Biiyilikoztiirk, 2002;
Comrey & Lee; 1992 as cited in Delice & Ergene, 2015).

Although higher numbers are sometimes recommended for sample size, it is thought
that too many samples may cause problems, especially in terms of exploratory factor
analysis. For example, according to Costello and Osborne (2005), a relatively large
sample size in exploratory factor analysis is an error-prone procedure. Costello and
Osborne (2005) showed in their study that the sample size of 20: 1 according to the item
ratio caused error rates well above the standard alpha = .05 level. For this reason, they
state that using large samples in exploratory factor analysis will produce repeated
results. In this case, it can be said that the ideal number of participants for exploratory
factor analysis should be at least 5 to 10 times the number of items in the scale. For this
reason, in order not to cause repetitive results and not to increase the error rate, for the
exploratory factor analyzes addressed in this study, it was taken into account that the
number of items reached 5 to 10 times and the number of participants was reached
nearly 10 times. On the other hand, based on expert opinion, the number of items in the
scale was taken into consideration for confirmatory factor analyzes and it was tried to
reach as much sample size as possible. According to Myers, Ahn, and Jin (2011), one of
the most accepted rules for a certain confirmatory factor application is the sample size
greater than 200. For this reason, in the confirmatory factor analyzes discussed in this
study, at least 10 times the number of items was reached and the study group was
determined to be at least 200 people. Detailed information on the relevant working
groups is as follows.

EFA Sample

In this study, a statistically sufficient number was reached by reaching approximately 10
times the number of items in the study group (f = 358) for the exploratory factor
analysis of OSS. The sample consisted of 358 academicians working at different
universities in Turkey during the 2018-2019 academic year. In this context, the
demographic characteristics of the academicians in the study group are as follows: 171
women (47.6%) and 188 men (52.4%); 30 having bachelor degree (8.38%), 120 having
master degree (33.52%) and 208 having Ph.D. degree (58.10%); 89 having 1-5 years of
seniority (24.86%), 103 having 6-10 years of seniority (28.77%), 62 having 11-15 years
of seniority (17.32%), 36 having 16-20 years of seniority (10.05%), 32 having 21-25
years of seniority (8.93%) and 36 having 26 years of and more seniority (10.05%).

CFA Sample

In this study, for the confirmatory factor analysis of 0SS, a statistically sufficient number
was attained by reaching at least 10 times the number of items and at least 200
academicians (f = 802). CFA study group consisted of 802 academicians working at
different universities in Turkey during the 2018-2019 academic year. In this context, the
demographic characteristics of the academicians in the study group are as follows: 332
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female (41.40%) and 470 male (58.60%); 62 having bachelor degree (7.70%), 304
having master degree (37.90%) and 436 having Ph.D. degree (54.40%); 221 having 1-5
years of seniority (27.60%), 238 having 6-10 years of seniority (29.70%), 104 having
11-15 years of seniority (13%), 67 having 16-20 years of seniority (8.40%), 76 having
21-25 years of seniority (9.50%) and 96 having 26 years of or more seniority (12%).

Procedures for the Development of the Organizational Sustainability Scale (0SS)
Creating the Item Pool

For the development of OSS, firstly, the literature was reviewed and the studies (Al
Kaabi, 2014; Clark, 2013; Dewangga, Goldsmith & Pegram, 2008; Florea, Cheung &
Herndon, 2013; Lee & Ha-Brookshire, 2017; Lee & Saen, 2012; Nawaz & Kocg, 2018;
Paulraj, 2011; Terouhid, 2013; Turhan, 2010; Wang & Lin, 2007; Adams, Martin & Boom,
2018; Batista, & Francisco, 2018; Ceptureanu, Ceptureanu, Bogdan & Radulescu, 2018;
Coule, 2008; Emmons, 2013; Lee, 2014; Navickas & Navickiené, 2011; Savage, Tapics,
Evarts, Wilson & Tirone, 2015; Shafig, Johnson, Klassen & Awaysheh, 2017; Singh,
Murty, Gupta & Dikshit, 2007; Uitto & Saloranta, 2017; Wikstrom, 2010) related to
organizational sustainability were examined. Secondly, the measurement tools used in
these studies were focused and the items in these measurement tools were collected in a
pool. Thirdly, the main concepts of the expressions in these items collected in the pool
were stated and the keywords that were thought to fully serve organizational
sustainability were collected together. Fourthly, inspired by the meaning that the items
in the relevant studies wanted to express and these keywords brought together, new
items on organizational sustainability were written.

During the review of the literature, it was seen that the concept of organizational
sustainability was generally divided into three dimensions as economic, environmental
and social sustainability based on the TripleBottomLine (TBL) approach, while some
went beyond the TBL approach and they addressed organizational sustainability within
the context of new dimensions such as “integration, behavior, internal-external, forward-
looking, human, human resources, human relations, business factors, business models,
operations, holistic practices, government policy, capacity building, interpersonal, culture,
leadership, normative, partnership studies, organizational transformation subjective well-
being, stakeholder and accountability, shared purpose, system understanding, system
structure, strateqy, verification of sustainability policy, implementation of sustainability
policy, technique, governance”. In this context, in this study, after being addresssed the
additional factors that concern the organization and without abandoning the TBL
approach, organizational sustainability was handled with the dimensions of
"environmental, social, cultural, economic and administrative sustainability” and the item
pool was designed on these dimensions.

3. FINDINGS
Procedures for the Validity of the Organizational Sustainability Scale (0SS)
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Presenting the Candidate Scale to Expert Opinion and Content Validity

In content validity, expert opinion is consulted to review the item pool created for a
candidate scale. In this step, experts evaluate the necessity, clarity and specificity of the
questions and make suggestions to remove or change some statements (DeVellis, 2003,
cited as in Karako¢ & Dénmez, 2014). For this purpose, the candidate scale developed in
order to demonstrate organizational sustainability was presented to expert opinion with
a total of five sub-dimensions and 98 items. The statistical transactions made within this
scope are presented below.

Determination of Experts

In order to develop the OSS, the opinions of a total of 15 expertsincluding 12 field
experts, 2 measurement and evaluation experts, 1 guidance and psychological
counseling specialist, were consulted. In determining the experts, since the field of study
is Educational Administration and Supervision, the criteria of having a command of this
field and having enough knowledge to express an opinion on the concept of
sustainability were taken into consideration. In this context, the opinions were taken
from five professor doctors, two associate professor doctors, four assistant professor
doctors, two doctors, one doctoral candidate and one scientific specialist candidate.
Since the focal point in the content validity is the evaluation of the property to be
measured, 12 field experts' opinions were included, while the opinions of the
assessment and evaluation experts and guidance and psychological counseling expert
were included in the analysis within the scope of appearance validity.

Getting Expert Opinion

Lawshe technique was followed in determining expert opinions. In Lawshe technique,
grading is used as “item measures the targeted structure”, “item is related to structure
but unnecessary” or “item does not measure the intended structure” (Yurdugiil, 2005).
In this context, a triple evaluation form was prepared by the researcher in accordance
with the Lawshe technique in order to receive expert opinions. In this form, gaps were
left for experts to express their opinions if any and to evaluate the relevant items such as
“Item is unnecessary. (-1) ”, “ Item can be used but it is unnecessary. (0) ”, “ Item is
required. (1)". In the upper part of the relevant form, a directive on what is expected
from the experts was presented and they were asked to fill in the form appropriately.
Expert opinions were collected through face-to-face interviews and e-mail between

April 2018 and May 2018 through this content validity form.
Evaluation of Expert Opinions
Determining Appearance Validity

According to Tekin (1977), appearance validity indicates what a measurement tool
appears to measure, not what it measures. In other words, the appearance validity of a
scale is that a scale seems to measure the property that it wants to measure (Ercan &
Kan, 2004). In this context, the opinions of 2 measurement and evaluation experts and 1
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guidance and psychological counseling expert were taken. In line with the opinions
received, the scale was deemed appropriate to remain in the 5-point Likert type as
"totally disagree, disagree, undecided, agree, totally agree”, and the expressions in some
items were corrected to ensure clarity of meaning.

Determination of content validity rates (CVR): In order to calculate the content validity
rates for each item by evaluating the expert opinions in accordance with the Lawshe
technique, all expert opinions were combined in a single form. In this form, the opinions
given for each item were shown numerically. Thus, the data were brought ready for the
calculation of the CVR. The data obtained were calculated with the CVR formula
presented below and developed by Lawshe (1975).

Number of experts stating that

the item is required
CVR = - 1
Half of the total number of

experts

In this context, the data were processed in accordance with this formula stated above. As
a result of these calculations, it was seen that the content validity rates for the candidate
items varied between 1.00 and -.45.

Determining the Content Validity Criterion (CVC): To decide which of the items with these
ratios will be excluded from the candidate scale, CVC determined by Lawshe (1975) is
used. This criterion ensures that items below the relevant value are removed from the
pool. In this regard, the CVC was determined as .56, since the opinions of 12 experts
were obtained within the scope of this study. Accordingly, the CVR obtained for each
item were examined and items below .56 were removed from the scale pool. As a result
of this process, it was determined that there were 6 items in environmental
sustainability, 5 in cultural sustainability, 8 in social sustainability, 6 in economic
sustainability, and 15 in administrative sustainability, and it was seen that the CVR
ranged from 1.00 to .63.

Determining the Content Validity Index (CVI): The content validity index is the average of
the content validity rates of the remaining items at the end of the comparison with the
content validity criterion (Lawshe, 1975). If the feature to be measured is collected in
more than one dimension, the CVI should be obtained for each dimension (Yurdugiil,
2005). Considering the situations stated by Lawshe (1975) and Yurdugtl (2005), the
CVIs for both the general and the sub-dimensions of the candidate scale were calculated
separately, and it was observed that the CVIs varied between .74 and .86 in the sub-
dimensions while it was .81 for the overall scale. According to Yurdugiil (2005), in order
for the content validity of a scale to be statistically significant, the content validity index
must be greater than the content validity criterion (CVI>CVC). In this context, it was seen
that content validity regarding the general and all sub-dimensions of 0SS was
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statistically significant due to the fact that both all sub-dimensions and the overall scale
remain above .56. In this case, it can be said that OSS provides content validity with a
total of 40 items and 5 sub-dimensions.

Factorial Validity
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was firstly performed for the factorial validity of the
scale. To test whether the data are suitable for factor analysis, Kaiser-MeyerOlkin (KMO)
and Bartlett Sphericity Test was applied. As a result of this test, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO) value was found to be .97 and the Barlett Sphericity test was found as (*’=
13829,185, p= .000). For this reason, due to the KMO value greater than .70 and the
Barlett Sphericity test showing a significant difference (Biiyilikoztiirk, 2011; Hutcheson
& Sofroniou, 1999), it was determined that the data were suitable for factor analysis.
The values obtained as a result of EFA were reported below. In the OSS consisting of 40
items, Item 24 was removed from the analysis because it broke the structure and came
out in three dimensions. Based on the remaining 39 items and 5 factors, the procedure
was performed by rotating 25% with the varimax technique. As a result, all the items
remained and a 5-dimensional structure emerged in total. This situation was presented
in detail in Table 1.

Table 1
0SS EFA results
o —_
2 >, >, > 8 5
2 E 2 £ 2 g E
B 5 £ 8 5 5 E B
RZRr £« = © [ [SEE
” g £ c £ S = —~ 5 ° £
) o 2 S @ =Rz 8 2 [SE
= < 7 25 I S 3 a3 M2
m_1 0,775
m_2 0,558
m_3 0,522
m_4 0,469
m_5 0,487
m_6 0,539
m_7 0,537
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m_8 0,746
m_9 0,661
m_10 0,786
m_11 0,576
m_12 0,305
m_13 0,460
m_14 0,331
m_15 0,402
m_16 0,651
m_17 0,700
m_18 0,524
m_19 0,568
m_20 0,338
m_21 0,597
m_22 0,607
m_23 0,675
m_25 0,462
m_26 0,651
m_27 0,644
m_28 0,680
m_29 0,622
m_30 0,573
m_31 0,646
m_32 0,696
m_33 0,600
m_34 0,711
m_35 0,800
m_36 0,619
m_37 0,743
m_38 0,756
m_39 0,761
m_40 0,726
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 0,97
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BarlettSphericity test (X2=13829,185, p=.000)
Total Variance Explained % 71,73

According to Table 1, the number of items in the scale was reduced from 40 to 39,
considering that it disrupted the five-factor structure with eigenvalues greater than 1.
The five-factor structure of the scale consisting of 39 items with an eigenvalue greater
than 1 explains 71.73% of the total variance with a rotation of 25%. This variance rate
explained above 30% is considered sufficient in test development studies in behavioral
sciences (Biiylikoztiirk, 2011). It can be said that the results obtained after validity and
reliability studies show that the scale has a consistent structure within itself. So, OSS
consists of 5 dimensions as environmental, cultural, social, economic and administrative
sustainability and 39 items. It is seen that the factor loads of the scale items vary
between .30 and .80.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

For CFA, data obtained from 802 individuals were subjected to normal distribution
analysis and it was observed that normality was not achieved due to extreme values. For
this reason, re-normality tests were performed on the 751 data obtained after excluding
the extreme values, and it was seen that the data provided the normality distribution
(for environmental sustainability Skewness=-0,039; Kurtosis=-0,636; for cultural
sustainability Skewness=-0,340; Kurtosis= -0,492; for scoial sustainability Skewness=-
0,050; Kurtosis=-0,900; for economic sustainability Skewness=0,005; Kurtosis=-0,585;
for administrative sustainability Skewness=-0,202; Kurtosis=-0,749; for overall
sustainability Skewness:-0,123; Kurtosis:-0,730). As a result of the EFA and CFA4, it was
seen that the obtained factor structure was confirmed sample of the educational
organization in Turkey. While performing CFA, the "maximumlikehood" method was
chosen by taking into account the normality distribution of the data. The factor loads for
the model in which the five-factor structure of the scale was obtained by CFA was shown
in Figure 1.

517 Sakarya University Journal of Education



Gozde SEZEN GULTEKIN, Tiirkan ARGON

a2 TS TasZ
GO 62D €2) €23 &2 a0
o 5 57 62 48 66 [odae

FS1 ESd ESA ESS
78 B

3

ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂw
(S T6G30

a9

Figure 1. Values obtained from the 0SS CFA

In Figure 1, it was seen that the standard regression weights in the factors to which the
items belong varied between .57 and .90. This situation shows that the obtained
standard values are important (p <0.001) in terms of their factors (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2011).
As a result of the operations performed, modification suggestions were examined on the
grounds that the obtained fit values were low and would cause a significant change in
the chi-square value, and based on the expert opinion, it was decided that modification
was required between the 2nd and 3rd items in the “cultural sustainability” sub-
dimension; between the 3rd and 4th items in the “economic sustainability” sub-
dimension; between the 1st and 2nditems in the “social sustainability” sub-dimension;
and among the 6th and 7th, 7th and 8th, 12th and 13th, 14th and 15th, 14th and 16th,
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15th and 16th items in the “administrative sustainability” sub-dimension. Starting with
the modification proposal that would make the most improvement in the chi-square
value, modifications were made sequentially and the model was retested after each
modification in accordance with the literature (Meydan & Sesen, 2011). While making
the modifications, it was taken into account that the scale items remain the same sub-
dimension. In this context, it has been found that the items measure similar structures,
and modification suggestions were observed to increase the fit index coefficients
significantly. It was seen that the fit index coefficients of the model obtained with the
modifications made had perfect and acceptable fit values, and the model was better
fitted. Accordingly, the values of the fit indices of the scale obtained with DFA were
presented in Table 2.

Table 2

The values of fit indices obtained for the model

Examined Fit Fit Index Value
) Perfect Fit Acceptable Fit Obtained as a CFA
Indices
Result

x2/sd 0<x2/sd<3 3<x2/sd<5 3,81
GFI 0,95 < GFI 0.85 < GFI 0,84
AGFI 90 < AGFI <1.00 85 < AGFI 0,81
CFI 0,95 <CFI<1.00 0,90 <CFI1<0,95 0,94

< RMSEA <
RMSEA ggg 5 0,06 <RMSEA<0,08 0,06

< <
SRMR ggg < SRMR < 0,06 <SRMR<0,10 0,33

When the fit indices in Table 2 was examined, it was seen that the model has perfect and
acceptable fit indices (x2/sd =3,81; GFI=0,84; AGFI=0,81; CFI=0,94; RMSEA=0,06;
SRMR=0,33) supoorting the literature (Bentler, 1980; Bentler & Bonett, 1980; Bollen,
1990; Browne &Cudeck, 1993; Byrne, 2006; Byrne & Campbell, 1999; Hu & Bentler,
1999; Hooper, et al., 2008; Kayacan & Giiltekin, 2012; Kline, 2011; Steiger, 2007; Meydan
& Sesen, 2011; Tanaka & Huba, 1985; Schermelleh-Engel & Moosbrugger, 2003).

Convergence and Discrimination Validity

Convergence and discriminant validities were examined for the construct validity of
whether the 0SS measures its five-factor structure. For convergence validity, common
explained variance (CEV) values of each factor were calculated. In terms of convergence
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validity, CEV values were found as follows, respectively: .95 for social sustainability (SS),
.95 for cultural sustainability (CS), .93 for environmental sustainability (EnS), .94 for
economic sustainability (EcS), and .97 for administrative sustainability (AS). According
to Bagozzi and Yi (1988), the fact that all of the CEV values are greater than .50 is
evidence of convergent validity. In this case, it can be said that OSS is a valid scale in
structural sense.

On the other hand, for the discrimination validity, CEV square roots were compared with
interstructure correlation. According to Fornell and Larcker (1981), it should be
examined whether the square roots of the CEV are greater than both the correlation
between the structures and the value of 0.70 for discriminating validity. For this reason,
the correlation between the square roots of the obtained OAV values and the structures
was examined and the and discrimination values were found to be: .978 for social
sustainability, .975 for cultural sustainability, .968 for environmental sustainability, .972
for economic sustainability, .985 for administrative sustainability. In this case, it was
seen that OSS had discrimination validity since the values were over .70. The relevant
findings are presented in detail in Table 3. The values written in bold in Table 3
represent the discrimination validity and the other values represent the relationship
between the sub-dimensions.

Table 3

0SS discrimination validity values

Variables SS CS EnS EcS AS
Social Sustainability (SS) 0,978

Cultural Sustainability (CS) ,715*% 0,975

Environmental Sustainability (EnS) ,731**  630** 0,968

Economic Sustainability (EnS) ,813**  638** [727* 0,972
Administrative Sustainability (AS) ,874*F 764**  696** ,810** 0,985
**p<.01

Operations For the Reliability of the Organizational Sustainability Scale

In order to determine the reliability of the data obtained as a result of the confirmatory
factor analysis, the internal consistency coefficient was calculated with Cronbach's Alpha
and it was found to be .98 for the overall scale, which had a five-factor structure
consisting of 39 items. When the reliability was evaluated in terms of the sub-
dimensions of the scale, both the Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient and
the composite reliability coefficient were calculated. Internal consistency is a general
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term used to estimate the reliability of a measure by evaluating the within-scale
consistency of responses to scale items. It is applicable only to multi-item measurement
tools. The Cronbach's Alpha coefficient is the most commonly used method to estimate
internal consistency, and it accepts unidimensionality and equally relevant to the
structure of items. In other words, Cronbach's Alpha coefficient assumes that factor
loads will be the same for all items. However, composite reliability does not assume this
and takes into account the variable factor loadings of the items. If i) your items measure
the same single structure, ii) have exactly the same factor load, and iii) there is no error
covariance, the composite reliability coefficient and Cronch Alpha coefficient will be the
same or very close. The more the factor loadings between the items fluctuate, the
greater the difference between composite reliability and Cronbach's alpha coefficients
(Dolma, 2016). For this reason, while looking at the Cronbach alpha coefficient for the
overall scale and each sub-dimension within the scope of this study; additionally, the
composite reliability coefficient was also examined for sub-dimensions. In this case, it
was seen that the data obtained are as follows, respectively: Cronbach's alpha .93 and
composite .99 for the social sustainability sub-dimension; Cronbach's alpha .89 and
composite .98 for the cultural sustainability sub-dimension; Cronbach's alpha .87 and
composite .98 for the environmental sustainability sub-dimension; Cronbach's alpha .87
and composite .98 for the economic sustainability sub-dimension; Cronbach's alpha .98
and composite .99 for the administrative sustainability sub-dimension.

Although the Cronbachalpha reliability coefficient varies between 0 and 1 under normal
conditions, there is no lower limit in the coefficient. The closer the Cronbach alpha
reliability coefficient is to 1, the greater the internal consistency of the scale items.
According to George and Mallery (2003), Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient is “=.90 -
Excellent, = .80 - Good, = .70 - Acceptable, = .60 - Suspicious, = .50- Poor and <.50 -
Unacceptable ”. Increasing the alpha value partly depends on the number of items in the
scale, and an alpha coefficient of .80 is mostly a reasonable target (Cited in Gliem and
Gliem, 2003). In this case, it can be said that the overall OSS and its sub-dimensions of
social and administrative sustainability have excellent internal consistency; while
cultural sustainability, environmental sustainability and economic sustainability sub-
dimensions have good internal consistency.

As aresult, OSS is a valid and reliable scale consisting of 39 items in five sub-dimensions:
environmental sustainability, cultural sustainability, social sustainability, economic
sustainability and administrative sustainability, in the 5-point Likert type, such as
"totally disagree, disagree, undecided, agree, completely agree". The scores obtained
from the scale within the scope of Likert type vary between 1-5 and, based on the
assumption that these intervals are equal, it is accepted that “the organizational
sustainability level is very low between 1.00-1.79; low level in the range of 1.80-2.59;
moderate level in the range of 2.60-3.39; high level in the range of 3.40-4.19; very high
in the range of 4.20-5.00". In this context, high scores from the scale indicate a high level
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of organizational sustainability. Information on the use of the scale is presented in the
Annex 1.

4. CONCLUSION, DISCUSSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Within the scope of this study, the Organizational Sustainability Scale was developed to
contribute to the literature and to fill the gap in the Turkish literature. As a result of the
analysis, a valid and reliable measurement tool consisting of 39 items in 5-point Likert-
type environmental sustainability, cultural sustainability, social sustainability, economic
sustainability and administrative sustainability was obtained (Annex 1). In this way,
with this scale developed, it can be said that a difference is created by focusing on higher
education institutions within the scope of educational organizations, and in this way,
sustainability is handled on the basis of the educational organization. In addition, when
the literature is reviewed, it is seen that the concept of organizational sustainability is
generally considered in three dimensions as economic, environmental and social
sustainability, based on the TripleBottomLine (TBL) approach by Al Kaabi (2014); Clark
(2013); Dewangga, Goldsmith and Pegram (2008); Florea, Cheung and Herndon (2013);
Lee and Ha-Brookshire (2017); Lee and Saen (2012); Nawaz and Coach (2018); Paulraj
(2011); Terouhid (2013); Turhan (2010); Wang and Lin (2007). On the other hand,
Adams, Martin and Boom (2018); Al Kaabi (2014); Bansi, Macinive Caldana (2017);
Caiado and Quelhas (2016); Batista and Francisco (2018); Ceptureanu, Ceptureanu,
Bogdan, and Radulescu (2018); Coule (2008); Emmons (2013); Lee (2014); Navickas
and Navickien (2011); Savage, Tapics, Evarts, Wilson, and Tirone (2015); Shafiq,
Johnson, Klassen, and Awaysheh (2017); Singh, Murty, Gupta, and Dikshit (2007); Uitto
and Saloranta (2017); Wikstréom (2010) went beyond the TBL approach and they
included new dimensions of organizational sustainability into the measurement tools
they have developed such as “integration, behavior, internal-external, forward-looking,
human, human resources, human relations, business factors, business models,
operations, holistic practices, government policy, capacity building, interpersonal,
culture, leadership, normative, partnership studies, organizational transformation
subjective well-being, stakeholder and accountability, shared purpose, system
understanding, system structure, strategy, verification of sustainability policy,
implementation of sustainability policy, technique, governance”. In this context, it can be
said that the scale developed as a result of this study goes beyond the TBL approach like
the relevant researchers and approaches organizational sustainability with a wider
perspective. On the other hand, it can be considered that this developed scale
contributes to the quality education goal set within the scope of UNESCO 2030
Sustainable Development Goals. Ultimately, with this measurement tool developed, it is
possible to contribute to the establishment of a qualified sustainable structure in
education by measuring the environmental, cultural, social, economic and administrative
sustainability levels of educational organizations in line with their goals.
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When the literature is reviewed, it is seen that the concept of organizational
sustainability is predominantly introduced within the TBL approach. In this context, it
can be said that the scale developed as a result of this study goes beyond the TBL
approach and approaches organizational sustainability with a wider perspective. So, in
this study, organizational sustainability is handled with the dimensions of
"environmental, social, cultural, economic and managerial sustainability" by preserving
the essence of the TBL approach, but adding different dimensions. For this reason, it is
recommended to develop new measurement tools by employing other dimensions in
future studies. In addition, new measurement tools can be developed by adding new
sub-dimensions that deal with issues such as research, publications, service to society,
as well as the dimensions included in the scale developed in this study in order to be
specific to the nature of higher education institutions.
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Appendixes
Appenedix 1

Organizational Sustainability Scale

KesinlikleKatilmiyorum
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Kurumumuz, 5 5 5 3
N N i i
1. ¢esitli geri doniisiim etkinlikleri (atik pil kutusu, kagit toplama
, 1 2 3 4 5
vb.) diizenler.
2. doga dostu driinler (ekolojik kagitlar, dogal temizlik
. . 1 2 3 4 5
malzemeleri, organik gidalar vb.) kullanir.
3. doganin korunmasi i¢in sosyal sorumluluk projeleri (Dogaya 1 2 3 4 5
Dokun, Denizlerimiz Mavi Kalsin vb.) yiiriitr.
4. kaynaklarin (elektrik, su, dogalgaz vb.) tasarruflu kullanimina
i1 - 1 2 3 4 5
iliskin etkinliklerde bulunur.
5. c¢evre kirliligi hakkinda egitimler (kirliligin tiirleri, 6nlenmesi 1 ) 3 4 5
vb.) verir.
6. cevre ile ilgili faaliyetlere (aga¢ dikme, atik toplama vb.) aktif 1 ) 3 4 5
katilim saglar.
7. sahip oldugu Kkiiltiirel degerlerinin yildan yila aktarilacagina 1 ) 3 4 5
inanir.
8. kiiltiirlinii belirli simgeler (flama, rozet, arma vb.) aracilig ile 1 9 3 4 5
yasatmaktadir.
9. Kkiiltliri gegmis, buglin ve gelecek arasinda bir koprii olarak 1 ) 3 4 5
gorur.
10. kurulus yildontimii gibi 06zel giinlere iliskin etkinlikler 1 ) 3 4 5
diizenleyerek kiiltiiriinii yasatmaya ¢alisir.
11. ge¢mis deneyimlerden faydalanmayr bir kiltiir haline 1 9 3 4 5
getirmistir.
12. biinyesinde yeni ise baslayan c¢alisanlarinin oryantasyonu i¢in 1 9 3 4 5
etkinlikler (tanigsma toplantis, ise uyum egitimi vb.) diizenler.
13. &grenciler arasinda dislama, yalniz birakma eylemlerinin 6niine 1 ) 3 4 5
gecmeKk icin uygulamalar yapar.
14. kisi istismarinin (sOmiri, ihmal vb.) Oniline gecilmesi igin
. 1 2 3 4 5
egitimler vererek farkindalik yaratir.
15. toplumsal fayda icin sosyal sorumluluk projeleri (engelliler, 1 ) 3 4 c
yaslilar, yoksullar i¢in etkinlikler vb.) yiirtitiir.
16. her ¢alisanin esit muamele gérmesi adina ¢aba gosterir. 1 2 3 4 5
17. her 68rencinin esit muamele gérmesi adina ¢aba gosterir. 1 2 3 4 5
18. seffaf ve hesapverebilir bir ydnetim anlayisina sahiptir. 1 2 3 4 5
19. c¢alisanlarinin degerlerine saygi duyar. 1 2 3 4 5
20. biitgesini ihtiyaglar1 dogrultusunda etkili bicimde kullanir. 1 2 3 4 5

529 Sakarya University Journal of Education



Gozde SEZEN GULTEKIN, Tiirkan ARGON

21. etkili tasarruf programlar1 (akilli/fotoselli lamba, musluk vb.)
uygular.

22. yerel iiriin satin almaya tesvik etme gibi eylemlerle milli biling
olusturmaya calisir.

23. bilingli tiikketim aliskanligl kazandirilmasina yonelik etkinlikler
(tasarruf egitimi vb.) gerceklestirir.

24. calismalarinda paydaslari ile isbirligi icindedir. 1 2 3 4 5

25. degisime uyum saglayabilecek yenilik¢i bir yapiya sahiptir. 1 2 3 4 5

26. amaclar1  dogrultusunda  varolusunu  siirdiirmek igin
deneyimlerinden yararlanir.

27. her kosulda amaglar1 dogrultusunda varolusunu siirdiirebilecek
derecede dayanikl bir yapiya sahiptir.

28. calismalarinin kesintiye ugramamas icin paydaslar arasi bilgi
aligverisi yapar.

[uny
N
w
S
ui

29. o6grencilerinin yetenek gelisimine yo6nelik firsatlar sunar.
30. calisanlari igin siirdiiriilebilir hedefler ortaya koyar.

31. calisanlari i¢in kolay anlasilabilir is tanimlarina sahiptir.

T SR
(62 SIS, B2 B4y ]

32. resmi gorevler disindaki islerde goniillii katilimi esas alir.

33. sahip oldugu bilgilerinin gelecege aktarilmasini saglamak igin
orgiitsel hafizasini (arsivini) etkili bicimde kullanir.

34. amaglar1 dogrultusunda varolusunu siirdiirmesinde karsilastig
engelleri asabilme potansiyeline sahiptir.

35. varligini yasatacak etkinlikleri 6zel giin ve haftalar disinda da
Onemser.

36. amaglar1 dogrultusunda varolusunu siirdiirmeyi bir vizyon
haline getirmistir.
37. Yoneticilerimizgelecegesekilvermedeisteklidir. 1 2 3 4 5

38. Yoneticilerimiz ~ diinii, bugini ve  yarimm1  Dbirlikte
degerlendirebilecek birikime sahiptir.

39. Yoneticilerimiz kurumumuzda isbirlik¢i ¢alisma ortami yaratir. 1 2 3 4 5
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1. GIRIS

Siirdirilebilir kalkinma anlayisi, kurumsal diizeye orgiitsel siirdiiriilebilirlik ifadesiyle
aktarilmaktadir.  Orgiitsel ~ siirdiiriilebilirlik, cevresel, ekonomik ve sosyal
stirdiiriilebilirligin uzun vadeli temel degerler ve evrensel ilkelere dayanan davranislara
gore dlizenlenmesini esas almaktadir. Bu yolla o6rgiitsel siirdiiriilebilirlik, 6rgiitiin ve ag
ortaklarinin yapisi ile eylemlerini yonlendirmekte ve farkliliklara saygi duyulup, onlarin
desteklenmesini saglamaktadir (Cagnin, Loveridge ve Butler, 2005). Bu kapsamda,
orgiitsel siirduriilebilirlik bir 6rgiitiin, dogrudan ve dolayli paydaslarinin (ortaklar,
calisanlar, miisteriler, baski gruplari, toplum vb.) ihtiyaclarini, gelecekteki paydaslarinin
ihtiyaclarini karsilayabilme olanagini tehlikeye atmadan saglanan kalkinma olarak
tanimlanabilir (Dyllick ve Hockerts, 2002’den akt. Turhan, Ozen ve Albayrak, 2018).

Sirdurilebilirlik, ilk yillarda c¢evre politikalarinin ve kalkinma stratejilerinin
entegrasyonu icin bir cerceve olusturarak (Brundtland, 1987) sadece ekonomik
kapsamda ele alinirken, sonraki yillarda bu bakis acis1 degismis ve ortaya daha genis
kapsamli bir siirdiiriilebilirlik tanimlamasi ¢ikmistir. Bu yeni tanimda siirdiiriilebilirlik
uzun vadede ekonomik, sosyal ve ¢evresel etkiler ile ilgiliyken (Jeong, 2015); 6rgiitlerin
strdiiriilebilir olmasi, sadece karliligi koruyarak kendini devam ettiren bir tutumu degil;
aynt zamanda, dinamik bir denge arayarak insanlari, refahi ve gezegeni (3P/people-
prosperity-planet) basariyla dengeleyen eylemi (Wals ve Schwarzin, 2012) ifade eden
bir kavram olarak alanyazinda yerini almistir. Bu baglamda o6rgiitsel strdiiriilebilirlik,
orgiitlerin sadece c¢ikar amagh olarak varoluslarini devam ettirmeleri degil; aym
zamanda kendi varliklarini hedefleri dogrultusunda yasatmaya c¢alisirken,
stirdiiriilebilirlik mantigin1 6rgiitiin biitiin seviyeleri ile ait oldugu dis diinyaya tasiyarak
dengeli bir bicimde hareket etmesi ve gelecek kurmasi ¢abasi olarak tanimlanabilir.

Orgiitlerin siirdiiriilebilirlikle iligkili raporlama islemleri 1970’lerde sosyal denge
kagitlan ile birlikte ¢alisanlara yapilan 6demelerin sosyal faydalarinin tartisiimasi ile
baslamis; ardindan 1980’lerde yasanan dogal afetlerden dolay1 raporlamalar cevresel
mevzulari ele almaya baslayarak yavas yavas rekabet konularina girerek giiniimiizde
artik birer pazarlama unsuru haline gelmistir (Székely ve vomBrocke, 2017). Bu sebeple,
stirdiiriilebilirligin orglitler acgisindan ilk baslarda sosyal, ekonomik ve cevresel
meseleler iken, sonraki yillarda rekabet odaginda var olma meselesi haline geldigi ifade
edilebilir.

Orgiitsel siirdiiriilebilirligin amaci bir érgiitiin {iriin ve hizmet yasam déngiileri boyunca
gerceklestirdigi faaliyetlerin altinda yatan dogal cevresel ve sosyal kisitlamalar is
firsatlarina dontstiirmek ve boylece siirdiiriilebilir refahin ilkelerine uygun sekillerde
ekonomik zenginlik olusturmaktir (Cagnin, Loveridge ve Butler, 2005). Bu kapsamda
artik glinimiizde orgiitsel siirdiiriilebilirlik, olagandis1 bir kavram olmaktan ¢ikip ¢ok
saylda sirket, devlet kurumu ve sivil toplum kurulusu tarafindan benimsenen Kkilit bir
ilkeye doniismistiir (Wang ve Lin, 2007). Bu dogrultuda, 20. yilizyilda baslayan
surdiiriilebilirlik yolculugu, tiniversiteler gibi farkli kademelerdeki egitim orgiitleri basta
olmak iizere tiim alanlarda hizla devam eden bir ¢aba olarak karsimiza ¢cikmaktadir.
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Egitim Orgiitlerinde Siirdiiriilebilirlik

Egitim kademeleri siirdiiriilebilirlik girisimleri acisindan kiyaslandiginda arasinda
farkliliklar oldugu soylenebilir. ilk ve orta 6gretime kiyasla yiiksekdgretimin ayirt edici
yonl, yiiksekogretim kurumlarinin 6gretim kadrosu ve arastirmacilari kadar goreceli
ozerkligidir. Yiiksekogretim kurumlarinda siirdiiriilebilirlik entegrasyonundaki cabalar,
tniversiteleri sekillendiren ve {lniversiteler tarafindan sekillendirilen Kkiiresel
gelismelerin birer sonucudur. Bu nedenle siirdiiriilebilirlik ilkelerinin yiiksekdgretime
entegrasyonu, farkli diizeylerde ve uluslararasi ve ulusal kanallar (silirdiiriilebilirlige
0zel projeler veya programlar), siirdiiriilebilirlik bilinci tasiyan tiniversite liderleri
(orgiitlerde siirduriilebilir liderlik pozisyonlar1 olusturmak) veya orgiitsel baghlik
yoluyla (6gretim iiyeleri, arastirmacilar veya o6grenciler dahil) olmak tizere cesitli
yollarda gerceklesmektedir (Kapitul¢inova, AtKisson, Perdue ve Will, 2018). Bu sebeple
diger egitim kademeleri ile kiyaslandiginda 6zerk yapilarindan dolay1 yiiksekogretim
kurumlarinda ortaya ¢ikan oOrgltsel siirdiriilebilirlik i¢cin daha fazla girisimde
bulunulmasi ve sahip oldugu olanaklardan dolay1 bu girisim a¢isindan yayilim etkisinin
daha fazla olmasi beklenebilir. Zira yiiksekdgretim kurumlarinin acik sistem yapisi, her
alandan paydaslar1 ve kiiresel captaki rekabet alanlarina hitaplar distinildiigiinde
orgiitsel strdiiriilebilirlik eylemlerinin de hedeflere, kaynaklara ve yonetim bigimlerine
gore degismesi olasidir.

Bu dogrultuda, siirdiirtlebilirliginyiiksekégretim ve toplumdaki tam doniisiim
potansiyelini gercgeklestirebilmesi icin, 6ngoriilen uygulamalarla ve hatta 6zel ¢alisma
alanlariyla bir iliski kurmasi saglanmalidir (Sherman, 2008). Bu nedenle
surdiiriilebilirlife yonelik yapilan c¢alismalardaki analiz birimleri, yani neyin
stirdiiriilmekte oldugu 6nem kazanmaktadir. Orgiitsel siirdiiriilebilirligi ele alan
calismalar genel olarak sadece belli bir birimi ya da sadece merkezi siirdiirmeye
odaklanirken, digerleri bu merkezlerdeki programlarin faaliyetlerini ve etkilerini
stirdiirmeye odaklanmaktadir (Zemke, 2013). Bu ¢alismalar agirlikli olarak kampiis
ortaminin strdirilebilirligi (Alshuwaikhat ve Abubakar, 2008; Cole, 2003; Disterheft,
Caeiro, Azeiteiro ve LealFilho, 2015; Kamal ve Asmuss, 2013; Kurland, 2011; Lang, 2015;
Levy ve Marans, 2012; Lidstone, Wright ve Sherren, 2015; LealFilho, Shiel ve Paco, 2016;
Lo, 2015; Mitchell, 2011; Moganadas, Corral-Verdugo ve Ramanathan, 2013; Savanick,
Baker ve Perry, 2007; Savanick, Strong ve Manning, 2008; Savelyeva ve McKenna, 2011;
Shriberg, 2002; Sherman, 2008; Shriberg, ve Harris, 2012); yiiksekogretimde islenen
miifredat ve Ogretim acisindan siirdiriilebilirligin degerlendirilmesi (Fisher ve
McAdams, 2015; Lozano, Barreiro-Gen, Lozano ve Sammalisto, 2019; Stough, Ceulemans,
Lambrechts ve Cappuyns, 2018); 6grenci degisimi acgisindan strdiiriilebilirlik (Shields,
2019); liderlik (Savage, Tapics, Evarts, Wilson ve Tirone, 2015); strateji acisindan
siirdiiriilebilirlik (Larran, Herrera ve Andrades, 2016; Ramisio, Pinto, Gouveia, Costa ve
Arezes, 2019); cevresel siirdiirilebilirlik (Piza, Aparicio, Rodriguez, Marin, Beltran ve
Bedolla, 2018); vizyon, misyon ve mezun niteligi acisindan strdiiriilebilirlik (Lee, Barker
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ve Mouasher, 2013); iletisim acisindan siirdiriilebilirlik (Franz-Balsen ve Heinrichs,
2007) seklinde ya da yalnizca 6rnek olay veya alanyazin taramasi diizeyinde (Bizerril,
Rosa, Carvalho ve Pedrosa, 2018; Ceulemans, Molderez ve Van Liedekerke, 2015; Moore,
Pagani, Quayle, Robinson, Sawada, Spiegelman ve Van Wynsberghe, 2005) kalmistir. Bu
sebeple alanyazinda yiiksekdgretim kurumlarinda siirdiriilebilirlige iliskin calismalar
bulunsa da bu ¢alismalar siirdiiriilebilirligi, 6rgiit standartlarinda ele almaktan ziyade
arastirilan konunun temeline indirgeyerek, daha 6zele indirgemektedir. Diger bir ifade
ile ilgili calismalar yiliksekégretim kurumlarinin orgiitsel isleyisleri temelindeki
strdiiriilebilirligi bir biitiin olarak arastirmak yerine, hangi konuyu inceliyorlarsa
siirdiiriilebilirligi de yalnizca o alan odaginda ele alarak dar kapsaml hareket
etmektedirler.Ancak bu calismada orgiitsel siirdiiriilebilirlik, alanyazinda yer alan diger
calismalarda oldugu gibi tek bir konu alanina odaklanmak yerine, yiiksek6gretim
kurumlarin bir orgiit olarak biitiiniiyle nasil hareket ettigine iliskin genel bir taramasi
yapilmistir. Boylelikle, tiniversitelerin o6rgit olarak biitiinsel ac¢idan nasil bir
surdiiriilebilirlik eylemi sergiledigi daha kolay incelenebilecektir. Zira orgiitler bir viicut
gibidir ve bir kismi hasta ise, geri kalani1 olmasi gerektigi gibi calismaz (Coblentz, 2002).
Bu sebeple, yiiksekogretim orgilitlerinde siirdiiriilebilirligin par¢a parca incelenmesinin
haricinde biitiinsel olarak incelenmesi gerekmektedir. Nihayetinde Darwin’e gore
“biitlinler, parcalarin toplamindan fazladir”.

Calismanin Amaci ve Problem Ciimlesi

Bu kapsamda Tiirk alanyazininda orgiitsel siirdiiriilebilirlige iliskin herhangi bir 6lgek
olmamasi, yabanci alanyazinda gelistirilen o6lceklerin daha ziyade isletme odaklh
kalmasindan ve egitim sektoriinde ve ozellikle yiiksek6gretim kurumlarinda
stirdiiriilebilirligi degerlendirme acisindan bosluktan olmasindan dolay1 bu ¢alismanin
amaci Orgiitsel Siirdiiriilebilirlik Olgegi’nin (0SO) gelistirilmesidir.

2. YONTEM
Evren ve Orneklem

Bu c¢alisma icin etik kurul izni 27/12/2018 tarih ve 2018/18 sayilh Bolu Abant Izzet
Baysal Universitesi Rektorliigii Etik Kurulu'ndan alinmistir. Calisma kapsaminda élgegin
gelistirilmesi icin agimlayici (AFA) ve dogrulayici (DFA)faktor analizleri igin farkl
calisma gruplart kullanilmis olup; 6ncelikle AFA icin veriler toplanmis ve verilerin
analizinden sonra elde edilen yapinin dogrulanmasi icin ardindan farkl bir ¢alisma
grubundan DFA verileri elde edilmistir. Alanyazinda 6l¢gme araclarina iliskin 6rneklem
buiytikligine yonelik farkli goriisler oldugu gorilmektedir. Tabachnick ve Fideli'ye
(2001) gore, faktorler glclii ve belirgin oldugunda ve degisken sayisi fazla biiytk
olmadiginda, 100 ile 200 arasindaki 6rneklem biiyiikligi yeterlidir. Ancak genelleme
yapmak gerekirse, 6rneklem biiylikligii Tabachnick ve Fideli (2001) ile Bryman ve
Cramer’a (2001) gére madde sayisinin en az bes kati1 olmasi gerektigini ifade etmektedir.
Ote yandan, Nunually (1978) ve Kline (1994) ise érneklem biiyiikliigii icin denek-
degisken (madde) oranini 10: 1 tutulmasini 6nerirken, bu oranin diisiiriilebilecegini,
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ancak en az 2: 1 olmas1 gerektigini belirtmektedir. Farkli bir bakis acisiyla Gorusch
(1983) ise orneklem biyiikliigl icin faktér sayisinin 15 katina ulasilmasi gerektigini
soylemektedir (Biiytlikoztiirk, 2002; Comrey ve Lee; 1992’den akt. Delice ve Ergene,
2015). Orneklem biiyiikliigii icin kimi zaman daha yiiksek sayilar énerilse de ozellikle
acimlayic1 faktér analizi acisindan ¢ok fazla oOrneklemin sorun yaratabilecegi
diistiniilmektedir. Ornegin, Costello ve Osborne’e (2005) gore, agimlayic faktor
analizinde nispeten biiyiik boyutta bir 6rneklem hataya acik bir prosediirdiir. Costello ve
Osborne (2005) yaptiklarigalismada, madde oranina goére 20: 1 oraninda alan 6érneklem
biiytikliigiiniin standartalpha = .05 seviyesinin cok iizerinde hata oranlarina neden
oldugunu gostermistir. Bu sebeple, agimlayic1 faktor analizinde biiylik 6rneklemler
kullanilmasinin siirekli tekrarlanan sonuglar doguracagimi dile getirmektelerdir. Bu
durumda, agcimlayict faktor analizi i¢in ideal katilimci sayisinin 6lgekteki madde
sayisinin en az 5 ile 10 kati arasinda olmasi gerektigi sdylenebilir. Bu sebeple, tekrarl
sonuglara sebebiyet vermemek ve hata oranini artirmamak igin bu ¢alismada ele alinan
acimlayicl faktor analizlerinde madde sayisinin 5 ile 10 katina erisilmesi géz 6niinde
bulundurularak 10 katina yakin katiimc sayisina erisilmistir. Ote yandan uzman
goriisline dayali olarak dogrulayici faktér analizleri icin 6lgekte yer alan madde sayilari
goz oniinde bulundurulmus ve miimkiin oldugu oranda fazla 6rneklem biiyiikliigline
erisilmeye calisiimistir. Myers, Ahn ve Jin’e (2011) gore, belirli bir dogrulayic1 faktor
uygulamas1 icin en c¢cok kabul gérmiis kurallardan birisi 6rneklem biyiikliigliniin
200’den biyiik olmasidir. Bu sebeple, bu calismada ele alinan dogrulayici faktor
analizlerinde madde sayisinin en az 10 katina ulasilarak ve en az 200 Kkisi olacak sekilde
calisma grubu belirlenmistir. Ilgili calisma gruplarina iliskin ayrintih bilgiler agagidaki
gibidir.

AFA Orneklemi

Bu calismada, 0SO’niinagimlayic1 faktor analizi icin calisma grubunda madde sayisinin
yaklasik 10 katina erisilerek (f=358) istatistiksel acidan yeterli bir sayiya ulasilmistir.
Calisma grubu 2018-2019 egitim 6gretim yilinda Tiirkiye’deki farkl tiniversitelerde
calisan 358 akademisyenden olusmaktadir. Calisma grubundan yer alan
akademisyenlerin 171'i kadin (%47.6) ve 188'i erkek (%52.4); 30’u lisans (%38.38),
120’si yiiksek lisans (%33.52) ve 208’i doktora (%58.10) mezunu; 89’u 1-5 y1l (%24.86),
103’1 6-10 y1l (%28.77), 62’si 11-15 y1l (%17.32), 36’s1 16-20 y1l (%10.05), 32’si 21-25
yil (%8.93) ve 36’s1 26 y1l ve Ustii (%10.05) kideme sahiptir.

DFA Orneklemi

Bu calismada, 0SO’niin dogrulayic1 faktor analizi icin madde sayisinin en az 10 katina ve
en az 200 kisiye erisilerek (f=802) istatistiksel agidan yeterli bir sayiya ulasilmistir. DFA
calisma grubu 2018-2019 egitim 6gretim yilinda Tiirkiye'deki farkli liniversitelerde
calisan 802 akademisyenden olusmaktadir. Calisma grubundan yer alan
akademisyenlerin 332’si kadin (%41.40) ve 470’i erkek (%58.60); 62’si lisans (%7.70),
304t yiksek lisans (%37.90) ve 436’st doktora (%54.40) mezunu; 221'i 1-5 yil

511 Sakarya University Journal of Education



Gozde SEZEN GULTEKIN, Tiirkan ARGON
]

(%27.60), 238'i 6-10 y1l (%29.70), 104’4 11-15 y1l (%13), 67’si 16-20 y1l (%8.40), 76’s1
21-25 y1l (%9.50) ve 96’s1 26 yl ve listii (%12) kideme sahiptir.

Orgiitsel Siirdiiriilebilirlik Olceginin Gelistirilmesine Yénelik Islemler
Madde Havuzunun Olusturulmasi

0SO’niin gelistirilmesi icin alanyazin taramasi yapilmis ve bu tarama sonucunda drgiitsel
strdiriilebilirlikle ilgili oldugu goériilen ¢alismalar (Al Kaabi, 2014; Clark, 2013;
Dewangga, Goldsmith&Pegram, 2008; Florea, Cheung&Herndon, 2013; Lee & Ha-
Brookshire, 2017; Lee &Saen, 2012; Nawaz& Kog, 2018; Paulraj, 2011; Terouhid, 2013;
Turhan, 2010; Wang& Lin, 2007; Adams, Martin &Boom, 2018; Batista, & Francisco,
2018; Ceptureanu, Ceptureanu, Bogdan&Radulescu, 2018; Coule, 2008; Emmons, 2013;
Lee, 2014; Navickas&Navickiené, 2011; Savage, Tapics, Evarts, Wilson &Tirone, 2015;
Shafig, Johnson, Klassen&Awaysheh, 2017; Singh, Murty, Gupta&Dikshit, 2007;
Uitto&Saloranta, 2017; Wikstrom, 2010) incelenmistir. Bu calismalarda kullanilan 6lgme
araclarina odaklanilmis ve bu 0Ol¢gme araglarinda yer alan maddeler bir havuzda
toplanmistir. Havuzda toplanan bu maddelerde yer alan ifadelerin ana kavramlari
cikarilmis ve oOrgiitsel siirdiirebilirlige tam olarak hizmet edecegi diistiniilen anahtar
kelimeler bir arada toplanmustir. ilgili calismalarda yer alan maddelerin ifade etmek
istedigi anlamdan ve bir araya getirilen bu anahtar kelimelerden esinlenilerek 6rgiitsel
stirdiirebilirlige iliskin yeni maddeler yazilmistir.

Alanyazin incelemesi esnasinda orgiitsel siirdiiriilebilirlik kavraminin genel anlamda
TripleBottomLine (TBL) yaklasimina dayali olarak ekonomik, c¢evresel ve sosyal
stirdiiriilebilirlik olarak li¢ boyuta ayrildigi; kimilerinde ise TBL yaklasiminin 6tesine
gecerek orgiitsel stirdlrebilirligi “biitiinlesme, davranis, i¢c-dis, ileriye doniik, insan, insan
kaynaklari, insan iliskileri, isletme faktorleri, is modelleri, islemler, holistik uygulamalar,
hiikiimet politikasi, kapasite yaratma, kisiler arasi, kiiltiir, liderlik, normatif, ortaklik
calismalari, drgiitsel doniisiim, 6znel iyi olus, paydas ve hesapverebilirlik, paylasilan amag,
sistem anlayisi, sistem yapisi, strateji, stirdiiriilebilirlik politikasinin dogrulanmasi,
stirdiiriilebilirlik politikasinin uygulanmasi, teknik, ydnetisim” gibi yeni boyutlar1 da
devreye sokarak ele aldig1 gorilmistiir. Bu kapsamda bu ¢alismada ise TBL yaklasimi
terk edilmeden ve drgiitii ilgilendiren ek faktérler eklenerek orgiitsel siirdiiriilebilirlik
“cevresel, sosyal, kiiltiirel, ekonomik ve ydnetsel siirdiiriilebilirlik” boyutlari ile ele alinarak
madde havuzu bu boyutlar tizerinden tasarlanmistir. Boylece, orgiitsel stirdurebilirligin
yapisini ortaya koymak icin ekonomik, cevresel, sosyal, Kkiiltiirel ve yonetsel
strdiiriilebilirlik alt boyutlar ile olusturulan madde havuzunda ilk asamada toplamda
218 madde yazilmis, ardindan ayni anlama gelen maddeler arasinda eleme yapilarak
uzman goriisiine sunulmak tizere madde sayis1 98’e diistirilmiistur.
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3. BULGULAR
Orgiitsel Siirdiiriilebilirlik Ol¢eginin Gegerligine Yonelik islemler
Aday Ol¢egin Uzman Gériisiine Sunulmasi ve Kapsam Gegerligi

Kapsam gecerliginde aday olcege yonelik olusturulan madde havuzunun goézden
gecirilmesi i¢cin uzman yorumuna basvurulmaktadir. Bu adimda, uzmanlar sorularin
gerekliligi, acikligi ve o6zgillligiiniin degerlendirmesini yaparak bazi ifadelerin
¢ikarilmasi ya da degistirilmesi yoniinde oneri getirebilmektedir (DeVellis, 2003’ten akt.
Karako¢ & Donmez, 2014). Bunun icin Orgiitsel siirdiirebilirligin ortaya konmasi
amaciyla gelistirilen aday 6lcek toplam bes alt boyutta ve 98 madde ile uzman goriistine
sunulmustur. Bu kapsamda yapilan istatistiksel islemler asagida maddeler halinde
sunulmaktadir.

Uzmanlarin Belirlenmesi

Orgiitsel siirdiiriilebilirlik 6lceginin gelistirilmesi i¢cin 12 alan uzmani, 2 dl¢gme ve
degerlendirme uzmani, 1 rehberlik ve psikolojik danismanlik uzmani olmak tzere
toplamda 15 uzmanin goriisiine basvurulmustur. Uzmanlarin belirlenmesinde ¢alisma
alaninin Egitim Yonetimi ve Denetimi (EYD) olmasindan dolay1 bu alana hakim olma ve
stirdiiriilebilirlik kavramina yoénelik goriis bildirebilecek diizeyde bilgi sahibi olma
kriterleri géz 6niinde bulundurulmustur. Bu baglamda alaninda uzman 5 (bes) profesor,
2 (iki) docent, 4 (dort) doktor 6gretim iiyesi, 2 (iki) doktor, 1 (bir) doktorant ve 1 (bir)
bilim uzmani adayindan goériis alinmistir. Kapsam gecerliginde odak noktasinin
Olciilmek istenen 6zelligin degerlendirilmesi oldugu i¢in 12 alan uzmaninin goériisii dahil
edilirken; 6lgme ve degerlendirme ile rehberlik ve psikolojik danismanlik uzmanlarinin
gorisleri goriiniis gecerligi kapsaminda analizlere dahil edilmistir.

Uzman Goriisiiniin Alinmasi

Uzman goriislerinin belirlenmesinde Lawshe teknigi izlenmistir. Lawshe tekniginde
“madde hedeflenen yapiy1 dl¢liyor”, “madde yapu ile iligkili ancak gereksiz” ya da “madde
hedeflenen yapiy1 6lcmez” seklinde derecelendirilme kullanilmaktadir (Yurdugiil, 2005).
Bu baglamda, uzman gortislerin alinmasi i¢in arastirmaci tarafindan Lawshe teknigine
uygun olarak 3’lii degerlendirme formu hazirlanmistir. Bu formda ilgili maddelerin
uzmanlar tarafindan “Madde gereksizdir. (-1)”, “Madde kullanilabilir ancak gereksizdir.
(0)”, “Madde gereklidir. (1)” bi¢ciminde degerlendirebilecekleri ve varsa goriislerini
bildirecekleri bosluklar birakilmistir. ilgili formun st kisminda uzmanlardan ne
beklendigine iliskin bir yonerge sunulmus ve formu uygun bicimde doldurmalari
istenmistir. Olusturulan bu kapsam gecerlik formu araciligiyla Nisan 2018-Mayis 2018
tarihleri arasinda yiiz yiize goriisme ve mail yoluyla uzman gértisleri toplanmistir.

Uzman Goériislerinin Degerlendirilmesi
Goriniis Gecerliginin Belirlenmesi

Tekin’e (1977) gore goriniis gecerligi, bir 6lgme aracinin neyi 6l¢tiiglini degil de neyi
Olcer goriindiigiinii belirtmektedir. Diger bir ifade ile bir dlgegin goriiniis gecerligi, o
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Olcegin Olgmek istedigi ozelligi Olciiyor goziilkmesidir (Ercan ve Kan, 2004). Bu
kapsamda, 2 6l¢cme ve degerlendirme uzmani ile 1 rehberlik ve psikolojik danismanlik
uzmanin gorisleri alinmistir. Alinan goériisler dogrultusunda, o6lcegin “tamamen
katilmiyorum, katilmiyorum, kararsizim, katiliyorum, tamamen katiliyorum” seklinde
51i Likert tipinde kalmasi uygun gorilmiis; anlam acikliginin saglanmasi icin bazi
maddelerde yer alan ifadeler diizeltilmistir.

Kapsam gegerlik oranlarinin (KGO) belirlenmesi: Uzman goriislerinin Lawshe teknigine
uygun degerlendirilerek her bir maddeye iliskin kapsam gecerlik oranlarinin
hesaplanmasi i¢in biitiin uzman goriisleri tek bir formda birlestirilmistir. Bu formda her
bir maddeye yonelik verilen goriisler rakamsal olarak gosterilmis, boylece kapsam
gecerlik oraninin hesaplanmasi i¢in veriler hazir halde getirilmistir. Elde edilen veriler
asagida sunulan ve Lawshe (1975) tarafindan gelistirilen kapsam gegerlik orani formiilii
ile hesaplanmistir.

Madde Gereklidir goriisiini
KapsamGegerlikOram = belirten uzman sayisi -1

Toplam uzman sayisinin yarisi

Bu kapsamda, elde edilen veriler yukarida belirtilen Lawshe kapsam gecerlik orani
formiilii dogrultusunda isleme tabi tutulmustur. Bu hesaplamalar sonunda aday
maddelere yonelik kapsam gecerlik oranlarinin 1.00 ile -.45 arasinda degistigi
gorilmiistur.

Kapsam Gecgerlik Olgiitiiniin (KGO) Belirlenmesi: Bu oranlara sahip maddelerden
hangilerinin aday ol¢cekten c¢ikarillacagina karar verilmesinde yine Lawshe (1975)
tarafindan belirlenen kapsam gegerlik olciitii (KGO) kullanilmaktadir. Bu 6lciit, goriisii
alinan uzman sayisina gore istatistiksel anlamlilik degeri belirlenerek, bu degerin altinda
kalan maddelerin havuzdan c¢ikarilmasini saglamaktadir. Bu hususta, bu calisma
kapsaminda 12 uzmandan goris alindigl icin kapsam gecerlik olciiti .56 olarak
belirlenmistir. Bu dogrultuda, her bir maddeye iliskin elde edilen kapsam gecerlik
oranlari incelenerek, .56'n1n altinda kalan maddeler 6l¢cek havuzundan ¢ikarilmistir. Bu
islem sonucunda alt boyutlara iliskin olarak cevresel siirdiirtilebilirlikte 6, kiiltiirel
surdiiriilebilirlikte 5, sosyal siirdiirtlebilirlikte 8, ekonomik siirdiiriilebilirlikte 6 ve
yonetsel siirdiirtilebilirlikte 15 madde kaldig1 tespit edilmis, ayrica kapsam gecerlik
oranlarinin 1.00 ile .63 aralifinda degistigi gorilmiistiir.

Kapsam Gecerlik Indeksinin (KGI) Belirlenmesi: Kapsam gecerlik indeksi, kapsam gecerlik
olciitii ile kiyaslama sonunda geriye kalan maddelerin kapsam gecerlik oranlarinin
ortalamasidir (Lawshe, 1975). Eger Olciilmek istenilen 6zellik birden fazla boyutta
toplanmis ise her bir boyut icin kapsam gecerlik indeksi elde edilmelidir (Yurdugiil,
2005). Lawshe (1975) ve Yurdugiil (2005) tarafindan belirtilen durumlar géz 6niine
alinarak aday o6lgegin hem geneline hem de olusturulan alt boyutlarina iliskin ayr1 ayri
kapsam gecerlik indeksleri hesaplanmis ve kapsam gecerlik indekslerinin alt boyutlarda
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.74 ile .86 arasinda degismekteyken, oOlcegin geneli icin .81 diizeyinde oldugu
gorulmistir. Yurdugil'e (2005) gore, bir 6lgegin kapsam gecerliginin istatistiksel olarak
anlamli olmasi i¢in kapsam gecerlik indeksinin, kapsam gegcerlik ol¢iitiinden biiytk
olmasi gerekmektedir (KGi>KGO). Bu kapsamda, hem biitiin alt boyutlarin hem de
olcegin genelinin .56'nin istiinde kalmasindan dolay1 OSO’niin geneline ve biitiin alt
boyutlarina iliskin kapsam gecerligi istatistiksel olarak anlamlidir. Bu durumda,
gelistirilmesi hedeflenen 0s6’'niin toplamda 40 madde ve 5 alt boyutla kapsam
gecerliginin sagladig1 sdylenebilir.

Faktoriyel Gecerligi
Acimlayic1 Faktor Analizi (AFA)

Olgegin faktoriyel gecerligi icin acimlayici faktor analizi (AFA) yapilmistir. Verilerin
faktor analizine uygun olup olmadigin test etmek icin Kaiser- Meyer Olkin (KMO) ve
Barlett Kiiresellik Testi uygulanmistir. Bu test sonucunda Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
degeri .97 ve Barlett Kiiresellik testi (**= 13829,185, p= .000) olarak bulunmustur. Bu
sebeple, KMO degerinin .70’ten biiylik olmasi ve BarlettSphericity testinin anlaml
farklillk gostermesinden dolay1 verilerin faktér analizi yapmaya uygun oldugu
(Biiyiikoztiirk, 2011; Hutcheson ve Sofroniou, 1999) tespit edilmistir. AFA sonucunda
elde edilen degerler asagida raporlastirilmistir.40 maddeden olusan 0SO’de 24.
maddenin yapiyr bozmasindan ve li¢ boyutta birden ¢ikmasindan dolay1 analizden
cikartilmistir. Kalan 39 madde 5 faktor tizerinden varimax teknigi ile %25 dondiiriilerek
islem yapilmistir. Sonucta tiim maddeler kalmis ve toplamda 5 boyutlu bir yap1 ortaya
cikmistir. Bu durum Tablo 1'de detayl olarak sunulmustur.

Tablo 1

Orgiitsel siirdiiriilebilirlik élcedi acimlayici faktér analizi sonuglar

E E = E E
. _E oz 5 §  _3
—_— L = E = T_) fl=] = L s
Q g8 = o = = = — = 2
o L B = He Hon S e ] g = 8 Hen
< = © o o = © o 5 B
S o .5 = = o .5 (=
= S o 7 Mo 3 A R o 3
m_1 0,775
m_2 0,558
m_3 0,522
m_4 0,469
m_5 0,487
m_6 0,539
m_7 0,537
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m_8 0,746
m_9 0,661
m_10 0,786
m_11 0,576
m_12 0,305
m_13 0,460
m_14 0,331
m_15 0,402
m_16 0,651
m_17 0,700
m_18 0,524
m_19 0,568
m_20 0,338
m_21 0,597
m_22 0,607
m_23 0,675
m_25 0,462
m_26 0,651
m_27 0,644
m_28 0,680
m_29 0,622
m_30 0,573
m_31 0,646
m_32 0,696
m_33 0,600
m_34 0,711
m_35 0,800
m_36 0,619
m_37 0,743
m_38 0,756
m_39 0,761
m_40 0,726
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 0,97
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BarlettSphericity testi (X2=13829,185, p=.000)
Acgiklanan Toplam Varyans % 71,73

Tablo 1’e gore, 6z degeri 1’den biiytik bes faktorlii yapisin1 bozdugu dusiincesiyle 6lgek
madde sayis1 40’dan 39’a indirilmigtir. Olgcegin 6z degeri 1'den biiyiik 39 maddeden
olusan bes faktorli yapisi, %25’lik rotasyon ile toplam varyansin %71.73"inl
aciklamaktadir. Bu acgiklanan varyans oraninin %30’un {izerinde olmasi, davranis
bilimlerinde yapilan test gelistirme ¢alismalarinda yeterli goriilmektedir (Biiytikoztirk,
2011). Yapilan gegerlik ve giivenirlik calismalardan sonra elde edilen sonuglarin, 6lcegin
kendi icinde tutarh bir yapiya sahip oldugunu gésterdigi sdylenebilir. 0SO toplamda
cevresel, kiiltlirel, sosyal, ekonomik ve yonetsel siirdiiriilebilirlik olmak iizere 5 boyuttan
ve 39 maddeden olusmaktadir. Olcek maddelerinin faktér yiikleri .30 ile .80 arasinda
degismekte oldugu goriilmektedir.

Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi (DFA)

DFA icin 802 kisiden elde edilen veriler normal dagilim analizlerine tabi tutulmus ve ug
degerlerden dolay1r normalligin saglanmadigl gorilmiistir. Bu sebeple u¢ degerler
atildiktan sonra elde kalan 751 veri ilzerinden yeniden normallik testleri
gerceklestirilmis ve verilerin normallik dagilimim sagladigi goriilmiistiir (Cevresel
stirdiiriilebilirlik icin Skewness=-0,039; Kurtosis=-0,636; kiiltiirel siirdiiriilebilirlik icin
Skewness=-0,340; Kurtosis= -0,492; sosyal siirdiiriilebilirlik i¢cin Skewness=-0,050;
Kurtosis=-0,900; ekonomik siirdiiriilebilirlik icin Skewness=0,005; Kurtosis=-0,585;
yonetsel  siirdiriilebilirlik  i¢cin =~ Skewness=-0,202;  Kurtosis=-0,749; Toplam
Siirdiirtlebilirlik icin Skewness:-0,123; Kurtosis:-0,730). Yapilan DFA ile AFA sonucunda
elde edilen faktor yapisinin Tirkiye'de egitim oOrgiltii 6rnekleminde dogrulandigi
gorulmektedir. DFA gerceklestirilirken verilerin normallik dagilimi dikkate alinarak
“maximumlikehood” yontemi secilmistir. Olgegin bes faktorlii yapisinin DFA ile elde
edildigi modele iliskin faktor yiikleri Sekil 1’de goriilmektedir.

517 Sakarya University Journal of Education



Gozde SEZEN GULTEKIN, Tiirkan ARGON

4 Jo
32 75 T2
GO 62D €2) €23 &2 a0
. 62y 48 6 [odae
< sl Esd Eod ESS 80

i L G

Sows |

7 B 8

k e o0
el R T , Ty, F H a6
- o Bad B5H ESH B =33 -
551 592 551 553 555 E5A BN B s T
YsE :gé a7

D @) € €D @ € @ @ B
19 (S T6G30

Sekil 1. Orgiitsel siirdiirtilebilirlik 6lcegi dogrulayic1 faktér analizine iliskin elde edilen
degerler

Sekil 1'de, maddelerin ait olduklar faktorlerdeki standart regresyon agirliklarinin .57 ile
.90 arasinda degistigi gorilmektedir. Bu durum elde edilen standart degerlerin
bulunduklar1 faktoérler agisindan o6nemli oldugunu (p<0,001) gostermektedir
(Biiytikoztiirk, 2011). Yapilan islemler neticesinde elde edilen uyum degerlerinin diisiik
olmas1 ve ki-kare degerinde anlamli bir degisiklie neden olacagl gerekgesiyle
modifikasyon onerileri incelenerek “kiltiirel siirdiiriilebilirlik” alt boyutundaki 2. ve 3.
maddeler arasinda; “ekonomik siirduriilebilirlik” alt boyutunda 3. ve 4. maddeler
arasinda; “sosyal siirdiiriilebilirlik” alt boyutunda 1. ve 2. maddeler arasinda; “y6netsel
strdiiriilebilirlik” alt boyutunda 6. ve 7., 7. ve 8., 12. ve 13,, 14. ve 15., 14. ve 16., 15. ve
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16. maddeler arasinda uzman goriisi de alinarak modifikasyon yapilmasi gerektigine
karar verilmistir. Alanyazina (Meydan ve Sesen, 2011) uygun olarak, ki-kare degerinde
en fazla iyilestirme yapacak modifikasyon oOnerisinden baslanarak modifikasyonlar
sirayla yapilmis ve her modifikasyondan sonra model yeniden test edilmistir.
Modifikasyonlar yapilirken o6lcek maddelerinin ayni boyutta olmasi goéz oOniinde
bulundurulmustur. Bu kapsamda, maddelerin ait olduklar: faktorlerde aldiklari faktor
yukleri ile benzer yapilar1 6l¢tiigii tespit edilmis ve modifikasyon Onerilerinin uyum
indeks katsayilarini anlamli bir sekilde arttirdig1 gézlenmistir. Yapilan modifikasyonlar
ile elde edilen modele ait uyum indeks katsayilarinin miikemmel ve kabul edilebilir
uyum degerlerine sahip oldugu goriilmiis olup, modelin daha iyi uyum gostermesi
saglanmistir. Buna gore 6lcegin DFA ile elde edilen uyum indekslerine ait degerler Tablo
2’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 2

Modele iliskin elde edilen uyum indeksleri degerleri

DFA  Sonucu Elde

Incel Kabul Edilebili :
nee enen. Uyum Mikemmel Uyum abu dilebilir Edilen Uyum Indeksi
Indeksleri Uyum .
Degeri

x2/sd 0<x2/sd<3 3<x2/sds<5 3,81
GFI 0,95 < GFI 0.85 < GFI 0,84
AGFI 90 < AGFI<1.00 85 < AGFI 0,81
CFI 0,95 <CFI<1.00 0,90 <CFI1<0,95 0,94

< RMSEA <
RMSEA ggg 5 0,06 <RMSEA<0,08 0,06

< <
SRMR ggg < SRMR < 0,06 <SRMR<0,10 0,33

Tablo 2’de yer alan uyum indeksleri incelendiginde modelin miikemmel ve kabul
edilebilir diizeyde uyum indekslerine (x2/sd =3,81; GFI=0,84; AGFI=0,81; CFI=0,94;
RMSEA=0,06; SRMR=0,33) sahip oldugu goriilmektedir (Bentler, 1980; Bentler ve
Bonett, 1980; Bollen, 1990; Browne ve Cudeck, 1993; Byrne, 2006; Byrne ve Campbell,
1999; Hu ve Bentler, 1999; Hooper, vd., 2008; Kayacan ve Giiltekin, 2012; Kline, 2011;
Steiger, 2007; Meydan ve Sesen, 2011; Tanaka ve Huba, 1985; Schermelleh-Engel ve
Moosbrugger, 2003).

Yakinsama ve Ayirt Edicilik Gecerligi

0SO’niin bes faktérlii yapisini l¢iip 6lgmedigine iliskin yapr gecerligi icin yakinsama ve
ayirt edici gecerliklerine bakilmistir. Yakinsama gecerligi icin her bir faktore ait ortak
aciklanan varyans (OAV) degerleri hesaplanmistir. Yakinsama gecerligi acisindan OAV
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degerleri sirasiyla sosyal stirdiirtilebilirlik (SS) icin .95, kiiltiirel siirdiiriilebilirlik (KS)
icin .95, cevresel siirdiriilebilirlik (CS) icin .93, ekonomik siirdiiriilebilirlik (ES) icin .94
ve yonetsel slirdiriilebilirlik (YS) icin .97 olarak bulunmustur. Bagozzi ve Yi'ye (1988)
gore, OAV degerlerinin tamaminin .50’den biiyik olmasi yakinsama gecerliginin
oldugunun kamtidir. Bu durumda OSO’niin yapisal anlamda gecerli bir 6lcek oldugu
soylenebilir.

Ote yandan, ayirt edicilik gecerligi icinse OAV karekokleri ve yapilararas: korelasyonla
kiyaslanmistir. Fornell ve Larcker'e (1981) gore, ayirt edici gecerlik icin OAV
karekoklerinin hem yapilar arasindaki korelasyondan hem de 0.70 degerinden biiyiik
olup olmadig1 incelenmelidir. Bu sebeple, elde edilen OAV degerlerinin karekokleri ile
yapilar arasindaki korelasyon incelenmis ve ayirt edicilik degerlerinin sosyal
stirdiiriilebilirlik i¢in .978, kiiltiirel stirdiiriilebilirlik i¢in .975, ¢evresel siirdiiriilebilirlik
icin .968, ekonomik siirdiiriilebilirlik icin .972, y6netsel siirdiiriilebilirlik icin .985
oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu durumda degerlerin .70’in iizerinde olmasindan dolay1 0SO’niin
ayirt edicilik gecerliginin oldugu gériilmiistiir. Ilgili bulgular Tablo 3’te detayli olarak
sunulmustur. Tablo 3’te koyu ile yazilan degerler ayirt edicilik gecerligini, diger degerler
ise alt boyutlar arasindaki iliskiyi temsil etmektedir.

Tablo 3

Orgiitsel siirdiiriilebilirlik élcegi ayirt edicilik gecerligi degerleri

Degiskenler SS KS CS ES YS
Sosyal Strdiiriilebilirlik (SS) 0,978

Kiiltiirel Sturdiirilebilirlik (KS) ,715** 0,975

Cevresel Stirduriilebilirlik (CS) ,731%% ,630%* 0,968

Ekonomik Stirdiiriilebilirlik (ES) ,813** ,638** [727* (0,972

Yonetsel Strdiirilebilirlik (YS) ,874% 764**  ,696** ,810** 0,985
**p<.01

Orgiitsel Siirdiiriilebilirlik Ol¢eginin Giivenirligine Yonelik islemler

Dogrulayic faktor analizi sonucunda elde edilen verilerin giivenirligini belirlemek i¢in
de i¢c tutarlik katsayisi Cronbach Alpha ile hesaplanmis ve 39 maddeden olusan bes
faktorlii yapida olan élcegin geneli icin .98 oldugu gorilmiistiir. Olgegin alt boyutlar:
acisindan giivenirlik degerlendirildiginde ise hem Cronbach Alpha i¢ tutarlik katsayisi
hem de kompozit giivenirlik katsayilar1 hesaplanmistir. I¢ tutarlilik, 6lcek maddelerine
verilen cevaplarin o6lgek ici tutarhigini degerlendirerek bir olgiitiin giivenilirligini
tahmin etmek i¢in kullanilan genel bir terimdir. Sadece ¢ok maddeli 6l¢iim araglarina
uygulanabilir. Cronbach Alpha katsayzisy, i¢ tutarliligl tahmin etmek icin en ¢ok kullanilan
yontemdir ve tek boyutlulugu ve maddelerin yapiyla esit oranda ilgili oldugunu kabul
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eder. Diger bir ifade ile Cronbach Alpha katsayisi faktor yiiklerinin tiim 6geler i¢in ayn
olacagin1 varsaymaktadir. Ancak kompozit giivenilirlik bunu varsaymaz ve 6gelerin
degisken faktor yiiklerini dikkate alir. Eger i) 6geleriniz ayni tek yapiyi él¢iiyorsa, ii) tam
olarak ayni faktor yiikiine sahipse ve iii) herhangi bir hata kovaryansi yoksa, kompozit
giivenilirlik katsayis1 ve Cronch Alpha katsayisi ayni veya cok yakin olacaktir. Maddeler
arasindaki faktor yiikleri ne kadar fazla dalgalanirsa, kompozit giivenilirlik ve Cronbach
Alpha katsayilari arasindaki fark da o kadar fazladir (Dolma, 2016). Bu sebeple, bu
calisma kapsaminda o6lcegin geneline ve her bir alt boyuta iliskin Cronbachalpha
katsayisina bakilirken; ayrica alt boyutlar igin kompozit glivenirlik katsayisina da
bakilmistir. Bu durumda 0SO’niin alt boyutlarina iliskin giivenirlik analizleri sonucunda
elde edilen veriler sirasiyla sosyal siirdiirtilebilirlik alt boyutu icin Cronbachalpha .93 ve
kompozit .99; kiiltlirel siirdiriilebilirlik alt boyutu icin Cronbachalpha .89 ve kompozit
.98; cevresel siirdiriilebilirlik alt boyutu i¢cin Cronbachalpha .87 ve kompozit .98;
ekonomik strdiiriilebilirlik alt boyutu icin Cronbachalpha .87 ve kompozit .98; yonetsel
surdiiriilebilirlik alt boyutu icin Cronbachalpha .98 ve kompozit .99 oldugu goriilmiistiir.

Cronbachalpha glivenirlik katsayisi normal kosullarda 0 ile 1 arasinda degisse de,
aslinda katsayida alt sinir yoktur. Cronbachalpha giivenirlik katsayis1 1’e ne kadar
yakinsa 6lcek maddelerinin i¢ tutarlihigi o kadar biiyiiktiir. George ve Mallery’'ye (2003)
gore, Cronbachalpha giivenirlik katsayis1 “>.90 - Miikemmel, > .80 - lyi, > .70 - Kabul
edilebilir, = .60 - Stpheli, = .50- Zayif ve <.50 - Kabul edilemez” bicimdedir. Alfa
degerinin artirilmasi, kismen 6lcekte yer alan maddelerin sayisina baghdir ve .80’lik bir
alpha katsayisi cogunlukla makul bir hedeftir (Akt. Gliem ve Gliem, 2003). Bu durumda
0SO’niin geneli ile sosyal siirdiiriilebilirlik ve yénetsel siirdiiriilebilirlik alt boyutlarinin
miikemmel; kiiltlirel siirdiiriilebilirlik, c¢evresel stlrdiiriilebilirlik ve ekonomik
stirdiiriilebilirlik alt boyutlarinin ise iyi i¢ tutarliliga sahip oldugu soylenebilir.

Sonug olarak 0SO “Tamamen katilmiyorum, katilmiyorum, kararsizim, katiliyorum,
tamamen katiliyorum” seklinde 5’li Likert tipinde cevresel siirdiirtlebilirlik, kultiirel
stirdiiriilebilirlik, sosyal siirdiiriilebilirlik, ekonomik strdiiriilebilirlik ve yo6netsel
strdiiriilebilirlik olmak {izere bes alt boyutta toplam 39 maddeden olusan gecerli ve
guvenilir bir 6lgektir. Likert tipi kapsaminda 6lcekten alinan puanlar 1-5 araliginda
degismekte olup; bu araliklarin esit oldugu varsayimina dayali olarak “orgiitsel
surdiiriilebilirlik seviyesinin 1.00-1.79 araliginda c¢ok diisiik diizeyde; 1.80-2.59
araliginda diisiik diizeyde; 2.60-3.39 aralifinda orta diizeyde; 3.40-4.19 araliginda
yuksek diizeyde; 4.20-5.00 araliginda ise ¢ok yiiksek diizeyde” oldugu kabul edilmistir.
Bu kapsamda, 6lcekten alinan yiliksek puanlar orgiitsel siirdiiriilebilirligin diizeyinin
yiiksek oldugunu gosterir. Olcegin kullanimina iliskin bilgiler ek kisminda ayrica
sunulmustur.

4. SONUC, TARTISMA VE ONERILER

Bu calisma kapsaminda alanyazina katki saglanmasi ve Tiirk alanyazinindaki boslugu
doldurmas: i¢in Orgiitsel Siirdiiriilebilirlik Olcegi gelistirilmistir. Yapilan analizler
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sonucunda, 5’li Likert tipinde ¢evresel siirdiiriilebilirlik, kiiltiirel stirdiiriilebilirlik, sosyal
strdiiriilebilirlik, ekonomik siirdiiriilebilirlik ve yonetsel stirdiiriilebilirlik olmak tlizere
bes alt boyutta toplam 39 maddeden olusan gecerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgme araci elde
edilmistir (Ek 1). Bu yolla gelistirilen bu o6lgek ile, egitim o6rgiitleri kapsaminda
yuksekogretim kurumlarina odaklanilmis, bu yolla siirdiriilebilirligin egitim orgiiti
temelinde ele alinmasi saglanarak farklilik yaratildigi sdylenebilir. Ayrica alanyazina
bakildiginda, orgiitsel siirdiiriilebilirlik kavramiin Al Kaabi (2014); Clark (2013);
Dewangga, Goldsmith ve Pegram (2008); Florea, Cheung ve Herndon (2013); Lee ve Ha-
Brookshire (2017); Lee ve Saen (2012); Nawaz ve Ko¢ (2018); Paulraj (2011); Terouhid
(2013); Turhan (2010); Wang ve Lin (2007) tarafindan genel anlamda TripleBottomLine
(TBL) yaklasimina dayali olarak yalnizca ekonomik, cevresel ve sosyal siirdiiriilebilirlik
olarak ii¢c boyutta ele alindig1 goriilmektedir. Ote yandan Adams, Martin ve Boom
(2018); Al Kaabi (2014); Bansi, Macinive Caldana (2017);Caiado ve Quelhas (2016);
Batista ve Francisco (2018); Ceptureanu, Ceptureanu, Bogdan ve Radulescu (2018);
Coule (2008); Emmons (2013); Lee (2014); Navickas ve Navickiené (2011); Savage,
Tapics, Evarts, Wilson ve Tirone (2015); Shafiq, Johnson, Klassen ve Awaysheh (2017);
Singh, Murty, Gupta ve Dikshit (2007); Uitto ve Saloranta (2017); Wikstréom (2010) ise
TBL yaklasiminin oOtesine gecerek orgiitsel strdiirebilirlige iliskin “biitiinlesme,
davranis, ic-dis, ileriye doniik, insan, insan kaynaklari, insan iliskileri, isletme faktorleri,
is modelleri, islemler, holistik uygulamalar, hiikiimet politikasi, kapasite yaratma, kisiler
arasi, kiltir, liderlik, normatif, ortaklik calismalari, 6rgiitsel doniisiim, 6znel iyi olus,
paydas ve hesapverebilirlik, paylasilan amag, sistem anlayisi, sistem yapisi, strateji,
stirdiiriilebilirlik politikasinin dogrulanmasi, stirdiirtlebilirlik politikasinin uygulanmasi,
teknik, yonetisim” gibi yeni boyutlar1 da gelistirdikleri 6l¢me araglarina dahil etmistir.
Bu kapsamda bu ¢alisma sonucunda gelistirilen 6lcegin, ilgili arastirmacilar gibi TBL
yaklasiminin otesine gecerek, orgiitsel siirdiiriilebilirlige daha genis bir bakis acisi ile
yaklastig1 sdylenebilir. Ote yandan, gelistirilen bu él¢egin UNESCO 2030 Siirdiiriilebilir
Kalkinma Hedefleri kapsaminda ortaya konulan nitelikli egitim hedefi acisindan katki
sagladig1 dusiintlebilir. Nihayetinde gelistirilen bu 6l¢me arac ile egitim orgiitlerinin,
hedefledikleri amaclar1 dogrultusunda cevresel, kiiltiirel, sosyal, ekonomik ve ydnetsel
anlamda siirdiriilebilirlige ulasma seviyeleri olciilerek egitimde biitlinsel anlamda
nitelikli bir siirdiiriilebilir yapinin kurulmasina katki saglanabilir.

Alanyazina bakildiginda, orgiitsel strdiiriilebilirlik kavraminin agirlikli olarak TBL
yaklasimi dahilinde ortaya kondugu goriilmiistiir. Bu kapsamda bu g¢alisma sonucunda
gelistirilen 6lcegin TBL yaklasiminin 6tesine gecerek, orgiitsel stirdiiriilebilirlie daha
genis bir bakis agisi ile yaklasildigi soylenebilir. Bu ¢alismada orgiitsel siirdiiriilebilirlik
TBL yaklasiminin 6zl korunarak, ancak farkli boyutlar da eklenerek “cevresel, sosyal,
kiiltiirel, ekonomik ve yonetsel siirduriilebilirlik” boyutlari ile ele alinmistir. Bu sebeple,
ilerleyen calismalarda diger boyutlarin da ise kosularak yeni o6l¢me araglarinin
gelistirilmesi Onerilmektedir. Ayrica, bu calismada gelistirilen o6lcekte yer alan
boyutlarin yani sira 6zellikle yliksekogretim kurumlarinin dogasina 6zgii olmasi icin
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arastirma, yayin, topluma hizmet hizmet gibi konulari da ele alan yeni altboyutlar da
eklenerek yeni 6l¢me araglar gelistirilebilir.
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Ekler
Ek. Orgiitsel Siirdiiriilebilirlik Olgegi

Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum
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1. ¢esitli geri doniisiim etkinlikleri (atik pil kutusu, kagit toplama
) 1 2 3 4 5
vb.) diizenler.
2. doga dostu iiriinler (ekolojik kagitlar, dogal temizlik
. . 1 2 3 4 5
malzemeleri, organik gidalar vb.) kullanir.
3. doganin korunmasi i¢in sosyal sorumluluk projeleri (Dogaya 1 2 3 4 5
Dokun, Denizlerimiz Mavi Kalsin vb.) yiiriittr.
4. kaynaklarin (elektrik, su, dogalgaz vb.) tasarruflu kullanimina
ey . 1 2 3 4 5
iliskin etkinliklerde bulunur.
5. cevre Kkirliligi hakkinda egitimler (kirliligin tiirleri, 6nlenmesi 1 ) 3 4 5
vb.) verir.
6. cevre ile ilgili faaliyetlere (aga¢ dikme, atik toplama vb.) aktif 1 ) 3 4 5
katilim saglar.
7.  sahip oldugu kiiltiirel degerlerinin yildan yila aktarilacagina 1 ) 3 4 5
inanir.
8. kiiltlirlinii belirli simgeler (flama, rozet, arma vb.) araciligi ile 1 2 3 4 5
yasatmaktadir.
9. kiiltiiri gegmis, bugiin ve gelecek arasinda bir koprii olarak 1 ) 3 4 5
gorur.
10. kurulus y1ldéniimii gibi 6zel gilinlere iliskin etkinlikler 1 ) 3 4 5
diizenleyerek kiiltiiriinii yasatmaya ¢alisir.
11. gec¢mis deneyimlerden faydalanmayi bir kiiltiir haline 1 9 3 4 5
getirmistir.
12. biinyesinde yeni ise baslayan c¢alisanlarinin oryantasyonu igin 1 9 3 4 5
etkinlikler (tanigsma toplantisi, ise uyum egitimi vb.) diizenler.
13. o6grenciler arasinda dislama, yalniz birakma eylemlerinin éniine 1 9 3 4 5
gecmeKk i¢cin uygulamalar yapar.
14. Kkisiistismariin (sémiirii, ihmal vb.) 6niine gecilmesi icin
. 1 2 3 4 5
egitimler vererek farkindalik yaratir.
15. toplumsal fayda i¢in sosyal sorumluluk projeleri (engelliler, 1 ) 3 4 5
yaslilar, yoksullar i¢in etkinlikler vb.) yiirtitiir.
16. her ¢alisanin esit muamele gérmesi adina ¢aba gosterir. 1 2 3 4 5
17. her 6grencinin esit muamele gérmesi adina ¢aba gosterir. 1 2 3 4 5
18. seffaf ve hesapverebilir bir yonetim anlayisina sahiptir. 1 2 3 4 5
19. c¢alisanlariin degerlerine saygi duyar. 1 2 3 4 5
20. biitgesini ihtiyaglar1 dogrultusunda etkili bicimde kullanir. 1 2 3 4 5
21. etkili tasarruf programlari (akilli/fotoselli lamba, musluk vb.) 1 2 3 4 5
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uygular.

22. yerel iiriin satin almaya tesvik etme gibi eylemlerle milli biling
olusturmaya calisir.

23. bilingli tiikketim aliskanlig1 kazandirilmasina yonelik etkinlikler
(tasarruf egitimi vb.) gerceklestirir.

24. calismalarinda paydaslari ile isbirligi icindedir. 1 2 3 4 5
25. degisime uyum saglayabilecek yenilik¢i bir yapiya sahiptir. 1 2 3 4 5

26. amaglari dogrultusunda varolusunu stirdirmek igin
deneyimlerinden yararlanir.

27. her kosulda amaglar1 dogrultusunda varolusunu siirdiirebilecek
derecede dayanikl bir yapiya sahiptir.

28. ¢alismalarinin kesintiye ugramamasi i¢cin paydaslar arasi bilgi

aligverisi yapar. 1 2 3 4 >
29. ogrencilerinin yetenek gelisimine yonelik firsatlar sunar. 1 2 3 4 5
30. c¢alisanlari icin siirdiiriilebilir hedefler ortaya koyar. 1 2 3 4 5
31. calisanlari i¢in kolay anlasilabilir is tanimlarina sahiptir. 1 2 3 4 5
32. resmi gorevler disindaki islerde goniillii katilimi esas alir. 1 2 3 4 5

33. sahip oldugu bilgilerinin gelecege aktarilmasini saglamak icin
orgiitsel hafizasini (arsivini) etkili bicimde kullanir.

34. amaglar1 dogrultusunda varolusunu siirdiirmesinde karsilastig1
engelleri asabilme potansiyeline sahiptir.

35. varligini yasatacak etkinlikleri 6zel giin ve haftalar disinda da
onemser.

36. amaglar1 dogrultusunda varolusunu siirdiirmeyi bir vizyon
haline getirmistir.

37. Yoneticilerimizgelecegesekilvermedeisteklidir. 1 2 3 4 5

38. Yoneticilerimiz diinti, bugiinii ve yarini birlikte
degerlendirebilecek birikime sahiptir.

39. Yoneticilerimiz kurumumuzda isbirlik¢i ¢calisma ortami yaratir. 1 2 3 4 5

Cilt: 10  Say1: 3 » Aralik 2020 530



Orgiitsel Siirdiiriilebilirlik Olgeginin Gelistirilmesi

Bu ¢alisma igin etik kurul izni 27/12/2018 tarih ve 2018/18 sayili Bolu Abant Izzet
Baysal Universitesi Rektorliigii Etik Kurulu'ndan alinmistir.

531 Sakarya University Journal of Education



	4-gözde sezen gültekin-en.pdf
	4-gözde sezen gültekin-tr.pdf

