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Abstract

Keywords

This study aims to develop a valid and reliable scale that covers the sustainable
management behaviors of school principals according to the perceptions and
evaluations of teachers working for state schools and includes items related to
these behaviors. After the literature review on sustainability, a five-point
Likert-type item pool consisting of seventy-five items was created, and then,
the items were presented to eleven experts to evaluate the content validity of
the items. Fifteen items were removed from the scale after expert opinions.
After this process, a scale draft form consisting of sixty items was created. The
scale item draft form was applied as a pilot study to a group of twenty teachers,
and then to carry out the EFA analysis, the first application was performed in
March-April 2020, and to carry out the CFA analysis, the second application
was performed in May-June 2020. The scale was applied to the teachers
working in the Cekmekdy district of Istanbul (the researchers reached 436
teachers in the first application and 724 teachers in the second application)
using online platforms. Within the framework of the findings obtained, the
scale was observed to have a four-factor structure after the EFA process, and
ten items, which were found to have a load of .30 or more from more than one
factor and the load difference was less than .100, were removed from the scale.
As a result of EFA, the SMB scale consisting of a total of 50 items with sub-
dimensions of “Corporate Functioning Behaviors”, “Economic Efficiency
Behaviors”, “Environmental Sensitivity Behaviors”, and “Protection Sensitivity
Behaviors” that explain 76.28% of the total variance was obtained. Then, the
reliability coefficients of the scale, the discrimination indexes, and the
correlations between the total and sub-dimensions of the scale were calculated.
Finally, CFA was performed to validate the scale model and the obtained
goodness-of-fit values confirmed the scale model under the criteria. All these
obtained values confirm the valid and reliable structure of the developed scale.
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Introduction

In the views of various authors, the concept of sustainability has found different meanings
such as the protection of things with good basic value (Hadders, 2012), living within borders,
understanding the connections between the environment, economy, and society, and the equal
distribution of resources and opportunities (Mebratu 1998; Mitchell 2000; Ferreira, Alexandre and
Miranda 2003). Besides, Meadowcroft (1997) defined sustainability as maintaining the existence of an
existing thing, Ratiu (2013) as preserving the good, Kagan and Verstraete (2011) as integrating
differences and creating similarity from contradictions, Gazibey, Keser, and Gokmen (2014) as
ensuring continuity and persistence, Karabicak and Ozdemir (2015), on the other hand, as preserving
existing resources and transferring them to future generations. At the same time, sustainability was
defined by Williams, Philipp, Kennedy, and Whiteman (2017) as the ability of systems to survive,
adapt, transform or transition in the face of ever-changing conditions, and Gaziulusoy, Boyle, and
McDowall (2013) defined it as an endlessly changing and developing structure.

Today, the view that the sustainable development of the economy and society cannot be
achieved without the sustainable development of organizations and institutions has begun to be the
dominant view. Therefore, for organizational sustainability, the necessity of integrating sustainability
at all levels and in all departments and at the same time changing the organizational culture and
architecture has emerged. From the point of view of some organizations, on the other hand, it requires
changing the basic business logic (Kiesnere and Baumgartner, 2019).

From an organizational point of view, sustainable management understanding and behaviors
have an important role in initiating this change. In this sense, sustainable management is the
integration of the work done within the organization with sustainability. Because sustainable
management is preventive rather than reactive, it supports the long-term survival of a business.
Managers who adopt sustainable management carry out sustainable business efforts in their
organizations. These professionals are visionary people who think long-term and enable change.
Managers who adopt sustainable management exhibit behaviors such as ensuring compliance with
environmental regulations, researching sustainable policies and initiatives, setting strategic sustainable
performance goals, proposing various initiatives for sustainability, raising awareness about
sustainability programs, leading project management initiatives and teams that implement them, and
measuring and reporting the effectiveness of sustainable initiatives. Moreover, sustainable managers
have to be effective communicators and leaders as they address different departments, teams, and
audiences (University of Wisconsin, 2020).

Madu and Kuei (2012) state that a sustainable organizational structure requires economic
responsibilities such as ensuring long-term financial performance, environmental responsibilities such
as developing new and environmental technologies, recycling waste, using renewable energy sources
and protecting nature, and also social responsibilities such as corporate citizenship and philanthropy,
labor practice indicators, human capital development, social reporting, and talent protection. Keiner
(2004), on the other hand, added an institutional dimension to sustainability in addition to these
responsibilities. Munck and Souza (2012) suggest three basic competencies to ensure organizational
sustainability and these are; (1) economic sustainability, (2) environmental sustainability, and (3)
social sustainability. These three pillars of organizational sustainability coexist as cyclical and
dynamic phenomena that help develop mechanisms to ensure the sustainability of organizations. To
achieve and implement organizational sustainability, Munck and Souza propose three supporting
competencies. These are; (1) eco-efficiency, (2) social-environmental justice, and (3) socio-economic
comprehensiveness.

According to Madu and Kuei (2012), sustainable management includes the allocation of
resources, the change of organizational culture, the modernization of technology, the change of
business policies and practices, and the empowerment of employees through training and teams and
sustainable management requires a long-term view as opposed to a process based on rapid results.
According to Hargreaves and Fink (2003), leaders who exhibit sustainable management are a shared
responsibility that does not consume human and financial resources unnecessarily, avoids any harm to
the educational environment, social environment, and the environment, and takes care of them. At the
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same time, according to Visser and Courtice (2011), the leaders who adopt this orientation have traits
like caring for the welfare of individuals and their lifestyles, having systemic and holistic thinking,
having inquisitiveness and open-mindedness, high level of emotional intelligence, sincerity, personal
modesty and reflexivity (the ability to observe one’s influence and reflection on a situation), being
inclusive and visionary, focusing on the good of the collective or the whole, and skills that can manage
complexity, convey their vision, and think long-term. Simanskiene and Zuperkiene (2014) indicate
that these leaders display a profile with a clear vision and focus on sustainability, a desire for long-
term progress, they feel responsible for the individual, group, organization, and society, strengthen the
corporate culture, have a high sense of solidarity and trust, collect obsolete practices with a new style,
attach importance to cooperation and teamwork, create loyalty due to meeting individual needs, and
pay attention to the professional development of employees.

According to Martins et al. (2006), sustainability should be an important part of formal
learning and education processes. Birney and Reed (2009) defined a sustainable school as an
organization that gives life to people with its aims, policies, and practices. At the same time, the
sustainable school structure requires the restructuring of the school at the pedagogical, organizational,
technical, and social levels, and as a result requires a holistic reform of the school’s practices,
including curriculum, teaching, culture, resource management and cooperation within and outside the
school boundaries (Jensen, 2005). Moreover, sustainability principles and practices should be adapted
to the school’s culture, internal and external relationships, and resource use, including energy, water,
and paper consumption. All these approaches to sustainability that characterize a sustainable school
encompass the educational agenda, curricular and pedagogical issues consisting of concerns about
school development and student achievement and also have expanded in the direction of school
governance, management of resources (such as energy, waste, and water resource depletion), and the
school environment (Beltran, Zachariou, and Stevenson, 2012).

School leaders have an important role in sustainable school design and sustainable
management. Accordingly, Gough (2005) stated that school leaders who exhibit sustainable
management attach importance to four basic elements. These are leadership behaviors such as (1)
creating a vision and setting direction, (2) developing people, (3) redesigning the organization, and (4)
managing the curriculum. The leadership approach to sustainability requires the management of
school spaces such as embracing and supporting democratic and participatory decision-making
processes, partnerships with parents and community organizations and bodies, cross-curricular
integration, reducing the school’s ecological footprint, and environmentally friendly practices (Beltran
et al., 2012). School leaders who demonstrate sustainable management have personal values that
reflect a commitment to sustainability and social equality, a belief in democratic governance, which
includes encouraging participation in decision-making, and they also attach importance to the outside
or beyond the school, and education that promotes the participation of the school in society, society
participation in the school and an optimistic worldview (Jackson 2007).

As a result, a management style based on sustainability requires various behaviors and
practices mentioned above. Considering the impact of schools on society and education systems,
school leaders need to have these behaviors for individuals, societies, organizations, and countries.
Thus, the literature reveals that although various scales have been developed regarding sustainable
innovation (Calik and Bardudeen, 2016), human capital sustainable leadership (Fabio and Peiro,
2018), beliefs and values for sustainable development education (Sagdig¢ and Sahin, 2015; Qablan, Al-
Ruz, Khasawneh, and Al-Omari, 2009; Yang, Lam, and Wong, 2010), sustainability consciousness
and awareness (Yiksel and Yildiz, 2019; Tiirer, 2010; Olsson, Gericke and Chang-Rundgren, 2016),
attitude towards sustainable development (Kaya, 2013; Biasutti and Frate, 2016; Cimer and Aydin,
2018), and sustainable leadership (Cayak and Cetin, 2018), there is no measurement tool to measure
the sustainable management behaviors of school principals. That is why, it is important to add a scale,
which will enable measuring the sustainable management behaviors of school leaders, to the literature
and practice. In this context, this research aims to develop a valid and reliable scale that covers the
sustainable management behaviors of school principals according to the evaluations of teachers
working in state-owned schools and includes items related to these behaviors.
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Method
Research Model

The research was carried out using the survey model to develop the “Sustainable Management
Behaviors Scale”. Survey models are studies that are carried out on the whole population or the
sample to be taken from it in order to make a general judgment about the population consisting of
many elements. In this model, there is something that is wanted to be known and it is there; the
important thing is to observe and determine it appropriately (Karasar, 2012).

Population and Sample

Teachers working for state primary, secondary, and high schools (secondary education) in the
district of Cekmekdy on the Anatolian side of Istanbul constitute the universe of the research. The
total number of teachers in the research population (primary school-middle school-high school) is
1826. The sample number calculation method developed by Cochran (1977) was used to determine the
sample number to be reached for the population (as cited in Giirbiiz and Sahin, 2018). According to
this method, the minimum sample number to be reached in a population of 1826 is presented below;

N: The size of population: 1826
n: Sample size: ?

t: Table z value corresponding to the confidence level: the z value corresponding to 0.05 (95%
confidence level) is 1.96.

S: Estimated standard deviation value for the population: 0.5
d: Acceptable deviation tolerance: 0.05

ny
n= —1 EE
N 384,16
~ 3 1.962 x 0.52 , n=—————— =317
ny = [(f x g)fd] Ng = —0052 = 384.16 1+384,16 /1826

To reach the relevant sample in the research, stratified sampling method was used and each
education level (primary school, secondary school, and high school) was determined as a stratum, and
participants from each stratum were included in the sample. In the stratified sampling method, the
research population is divided into sub-strata that are similar in themselves, and the units that will be
included in the sample from these sub-strata are randomly selected within the framework of their ratio
in the population. Since homogeneous subgroups belonging to the population are taken into account
within the framework of their proportions in the population, the level of representation of the
population is higher in this method compared to other methods and at the same time the sample error
is lower (Glirbiiz and Sahin, 2018). Although the minimum sample number calculated and to be
reached in the study is 317, within the framework of the idea that the validity and reliability of the
applied scale will be increased and the misconceptions about the population will decrease as the
sample size grows (Altunisik, Coskun, Bayraktaroglu, and Yildirim, 2010), in the sample number
applied, after removing the scale forms with systematic marking, 436 participants were reached in the
first application (EFA) and 724 participants were reached in the second application (CFA).

Data Collection and Analysis

To collect data in the scale development process, the application was carried out in two stages
by using the online scale form within the framework of the relevant sample. In the first application,
“Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)” was carried out to determine the construct validity and sub-
dimensions of the scale, and in the second application, “Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)” was
carried out to verify the obtained scale model. The first application was carried out in March and April
2020 and the second application was carried out in May and June 2020.
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To analyze the data obtained during the scale development process;

1. SPSS package program was used for Exploratory Factor Analysis, reliability and
distinctiveness analysis, and correlation analysis,

2. The Lisrel program was used to perform the Confirmatory Factor Analysis, which is used to
determine whether the scale model was validated.

Establishing the Item Pool and Submitting the Items to Expert Opinion

During the development process of the Sustainable Management Behaviors Scale, primarily
the literature on the fields of sustainability and sustainable management and behavior were reviewed
and an item pool consisting of 75 items covering the relevant fields was created. According to Clark
and Watson (1995), the main purpose of creating the item pool is to sample all the content related to
the subject area that is desired to be measured in the developed scale. The studies used in the creation
of the item pool are as follows;

Table 1. Studies Used in the Creation of Candidate Items of the SMB Scale

Diesendorf (2000) Sarag and Alptekin (2017) Williams et.al. (2017)
Madu and Kuei (2012) Keiner (2004) f’lp;gg)e”berg and Bonniot
éao'gg;'” and Spangenberg i (2000) Molinari (2010)

Todorov and Marinova University of Wisconsin Martins, Mata and Costa
(2009) (2020) (2006)

Galleli, Munck, Pilli and
Mazzon (2014)

McCann and Holt (2010) George and Sims (2007)

Hargreaves and Fink, (2003)  Visser and Courtice (2011)

Simanskiené and Zuperkiené
(2014)

United Nations General Beltran et.al. (2012)

Hargreaves and Fink (2005)

Assembly (1992)
Henderson and Tilbury Swayze, Buckler and ]s;gl(;c};odsr;ﬁ:l egarl:paar%cw,
(2004) MacDiarmid (2011) Beltrén, (201 8‘;
Tideman, Arts and Zandee
Gough (2005) (2013) Jackson (2007)
Yangil (2016) Cayak and Cetin (2018)

One of the most important points in scale development studies is the content validity of the
scale items. Content validity is often seen as the initial and minimum requirement for measurement
competence. Content validity is checked immediately after the scale items are created, and it provides
the opportunity to make necessary changes and improvements before preparing the scale (Schriesheim,
Powers, Scandura, Gardiner, and Lankau, 1993). After the item pool was created, the candidate items
were presented to eleven faculty members (experts), eight of whom were experts in the field of
Educational Administration and three of them were experts in the field of Measurement and
Evaluation, who could evaluate the relevant subject area and item characteristics. An invitation was
sent to the aforementioned experts for the evaluation of the candidate items by e-mail and they were
asked to rate the items triadically (should be removed, should be revised, should remain) and write in
the space below the item whether the item covers the relevant field, their evaluations on the properties
of the item, and what kind of correction should be made regarding the item that needs to be revised.

Calculation of Content Validity Rate and Index

Evaluations from the relevant experts (referees) were combined in a single form and to obtain
the content validity rates of the candidate items, the Content Validity Rates (CVR) of each item and
then, the Content Validity Index (CGI) of the scale were obtained by using the Lawshe (1975)
technique. Content Validity Rates are calculated with one less than the ratio of the number of experts
expressing their “necessary (should remain)” opinion on any item to half of the total number of experts
expressing their opinion. The Content Validity Index (CGI) is obtained from the mean of the Content
Validity Rates of the items that are significant at the 0.05 level and will be taken into the final form.
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The criterion values for whether the candidate items have content validity were converted into a table
by Veneziano and Hooper (1997) and the minimum values that measure the content validity were
created according to the number of experts (referees) at a significance level of 0.05. According to
these criteria values given below, the minimum CVR value was determined as 0.59 in 11 expert
evaluations (as cited in Yurdugiil, 2005).

Table 2. Minimum Criterion Values for CVRs at o= 0.05 Significance Level Determined by Veneziano and
Hooper (1997)

Number of Experts (Referees) Minimum CVR Criterion Value
5 0.99
6 0.99
7 0.99
8 0.78
9 0.75
10 0.62
11 0.59*
12 0.56
13 0.54
14 0.51
15 0.49

After expert evaluations, the CVR values of the candidate items were compared with the
relevant criterion value of .59, and 15 items that did not meet the CVR criteria were removed from the
scale. At the same time, the Content Validity Index (CGI) was calculated by averaging the CVR
values of the items meeting the content validity rate criterion. The content validity index ratio obtained
was calculated as 0.78. The fact that the CGI value is 0.19 higher than the value of the content validity
criterion indicates that the items have good content validity. As a result, it is possible to observe that
the remaining items have significant content validity (Lawshe 1975).

Table 3. Content Validity Ratios (CVR) and Content Validity Index (CGI) Obtained After Expert (Referee)
Evaluation of Candidate Items of the SMB Scale

Number of Experts 11
Item Content Validity Criterion 0.59
Number of Items Under CVR Criterion 15
Content Validity Index 0.78
Items CVR Items CVR Items CVR Items CVR

Item 1 0.64 Item 20 0.27* Item 39 0.82 Item 58 0.82
Item 2 0.45* Item 21 0.82 Item 40 0.45* Item 59 0.64
Item 3 0.27* Item 22 0.64 Item 41 1.00 Item 60 1.00
Item 4 0.64 Item 23 1.00 Item 42 0.64 Item 61 0.64
Item 5 0.45% Item 24 0.82 Item 43 0.82 Item 62 0.64
Iltem 6 0.82 Iltem 25 1.00 Iltem 44 1.00 Item 63 0.64
ltem 7 0.82 Item 26 0.82 Item 45 1.00 Item 64 0.64
Item 8 0.45% Item 27 0.82 Item 46 1.00 Item 65 0.82
Item 9 0.27* Item 28 0.64 Item 47 0.64 Item 66 0.64
Item 10 0.64 Item 29 0.64 Item 48 0.64 Item 67 0.45*
Item 11 0.64 Item 30 0.64 Item 49 0.45* Item 68 0.82
Item 12 0.82 Item 31 0.64 Item 50 0.82 Item 69 1.00
Item 13 0.64 Item 32 0.82 Item 51 0.64 Item 70 0.82
Item 14 0.45* Item 33 0.64 Item 52 0.45* Item 71 0.64
Item 15 1.00 Item 34 0.09* Item 53 0.82 Item 72 0.64
Item 16 0.82 Item 35 0.82 Item 54 0.45* Item 73 0.27*
Item 17 0.82 Item 36 0.82 Item 55 0.64 Item 74 0.82
Item 18 0.64 Item 37 0.45* Item 56 0.82 Item 75 1.00
Item 19 0.82 Item 38 0.82 Item 57 1.00

*15 items below the Content Validity Criterion (0.59) were removed from the scale.
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Revision of Some Items according to Expert Opinions and Pilot Study

After the content validity analyses of the candidate items of the SMB Scale were made after
the expert evaluations, the remaining 8 items (1, 7, 28, 29, 31, 61, 62, and 66) that the experts wanted
to be revised were corrected in line with the consistent opinions of the experts. At the same time, the
items were examined by two Turkish teachers and reviewed in terms of spelling rules and punctuation
marks. With these arrangements, the scale item draft form consisted of 60 items, and the scale items
were randomly reordered (1. 2. 3....60.). At the same time, a 5-point Likert-type rating (“I strongly
disagree”, “l do not agree”, “I partially agree”, “I agree”, “I strongly agree”) was preferred in the
rating of the items. The scale draft form was given to 20 teachers as a pilot study in a secondary school
in Cekmekdy, Istanbul. The pilot study was carried out directly by the practitioner and during the
application, the opinions of the participants about the items and the draft form were noted and the
participants were asked to write their evaluations about the items in the draft form after the
application. Some corrections were made according to the feedback received after the scheme and the
scale form was made more useful. Then, the final scale application form was prepared.

Findings
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

During the Exploratory Factor Analysis process, firstly, the data obtained from the sample
were transferred to the SPSS 21 system and the data were purified from extreme values. Then,
skewness and kurtosis values of the data set were examined to determine whether the data set showed
a normal distribution (univariate normality assumption). In the normal distribution, skewness and
kurtosis values are zero (Field, 2009). Therefore, the closer these values are to zero, the higher the
normality assumptions of the distribution. In this direction, some authors (George and Mallery, 2010)
stated that the fact that the skewness and kurtosis values of the data set are in the range of +2 and -2
met the normality assumption of the data set, while some authors (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2015) stated
that the skewness and kurtosis values between +1.5 and -1.5 met the normality assumption of the data
set. The calculated skewness (-.686) and kurtosis (.025) values of the scale were observed to be within
the range specified by the authors, so the assumption that the data set had a normal distribution was
confirmed.

Before the factor analysis of the relevant data set, the correlation matrix was examined and it
was checked whether there was an item with a correlation value below .30 (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2015). In the examination, no item with a correlation value below .30 was found. Then, the anti-image
correlation values of the items were checked and it was checked whether there was an item with a
correlation value below .50 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2015). In the examination, an item with an anti-
image correlation value below .50 was not detected, and all of them were .90 and above. Kaiser Mayer
Olkin (KMO) value was calculated to determine whether the sample was sufficient for factor analysis
and found to be .984. According to Hutcheson and Sofroniou (1999), the KMO value is stated as
moderate for values between .50-.70, good between .70-.80, very good between .80-.90, and excellent
above .90. In this sense, the KMO value obtained is at an excellent level. To determine whether there
is a high correlation between the variables and whether the data set comes from a multivariate normal
distribution, the Barlett Test of Sphericity was performed and it was found significant at the p<.001
level (x2= 34625.68; sd=1770). Finding Barlett test significant proves that the data come from a
multivariate normal distribution and show linearity (Tavsancil, 2010). All these values obtained show
the factorability of the scale and present valid parameters for revealing its sub-dimensions.

Table 4. KMO and Bartlett Test VValues of SMB Scale

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Sample Sufficiency .984
Chi-square Value 34625.68
Barlett Test Degree of Freedom 1770
P .000

After the KMO and Barlett tests, EFA (Exploratory Factor Analysis) was conducted to
determine the construct validity of the scale and to determine the distribution of scale items to factors
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or dimensions. Varimax vertical rotation technique was used in the EFA process because it facilitates
principal component analysis and naming factors (Altunisik et al., 2010). The principal component
analysis is used to discover which variables in the data set come together to form a subset (Tabachnick
and Fidell, 2015). In the EFA process, the eigenvalue was taken as 1 and the minimum acceptable load
value of the factors was determined as .30 (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2006; Ntoumanis, 2001). Tabachnick and
Fidell (2015), on the other hand, determined this value as .32. In this study, the minimum factor load
value was determined as .30.

Table 5. Number of Factors Obtained after SMB Scale EFA and Total Amount of Variance Explained by These
Factors

Factors Beginning Eigenvalues Total Factor Loads
Total Variance Cum. Total Variance Cum.

% % % %

1 40.424 67.373 67.373 40.424 67.373 67.373

2 2.281 3.801 71.175 2.281 3.801 71.175

3 1.427 2.378 73.553 1.427 2.378 73.553

4 1.194 1.989 75.542 1.194 1.989 75.542

5 1.019 1.699 77.241 1.019 1.699 77.241

6 .834 1.390 78.631

7 672 1121 79.751

8 .596 .994 80.745

60 .053 .088 100

*Factor Determination Method: Principal Component Analysis
**Rotation Technique: Varimax

As seen in Table 5 above, after the EFA analysis, it is possible to observe that the scale is
gathered in 5 factors with an eigenvalue greater than 1, and the total amount of variance explained by
these factors is 77.24%.

After this process, the Varimax vertical rotation technique was used to clarify the distribution
of the scale items to the factors and to reveal the dimensional plane of the items. Varimax vertical
rotation technique clarifies the distribution of items or variables to factors by maximizing the
correlation values among the correlations between variables and factors and minimizing the low ones.
The Varimax technique is also a method of maximizing the variance of the loads in each factor
(Tabachnick and Fidell, 2015). After the Varimax technique, some items were observed to have a load
of .30 or more from more than one factor, and items with a load difference of less than .100 were
excluded from the scale. In this process, items 6, 11, 12, 13, 27, 29, 36, 40, 53, and 57 were removed
from the scale one by one, and the analysis was repeated (10 times) each time until the dimensions
became clear. After the Varimax vertical rotation technique, a total of 10 items were removed from the
scale and the total variance explained by the scale was 76.28%. At the same time, the Kaiser Mayer
Olkin (KMO) value of the scale was found to be .983 and the Barlett Test of Sphericity test was
significant at p<.001 (x2= 28270.08; sd=1225). The number of factors (sub-dimensions) of the scale
decreased to four.
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Table 6. The Number of Factors of the Scale Obtained after the Varimax Vertical Rotation Technique and the
Total Amount of VVariance Explained by the Factors

Factors Beginning Eigenvalues Total Factor Loads Rotated Totals of the
Factor Loads
Total Cum. Total Cum. Total Cum.
Variance % Variance % Variance %
% % %

1 33.628 67.256 67.256 33.628 67.256 67.256 16.814 33.627 33.627

2 2.110 4221 71.477 2.110 4221 71477 7.610 15.220 48.848

3 1.277 2554 74.030 1.277 2554 74.030 7.588 15.177 64.025

4 1.127 2.253 76.284 1.127 2.253 76.284 6.130 12.259 76.284

5 941 1.881 78.165

6 753 1506 79.671

7 596  1.192 80.863

8 548  1.097 81.960

9 506 1.011 82.971

10 463 926  83.897
* Factor Determination Method: Principal Component Analysis
** Rotation Technique: Varimax

Table 7. Clarifying Factors of SMB Scale After Varimax and Load Values of These Factors

Factors
Factor Factor Factor Factor

Items 1 5 3 4
32) Strives to reduce inequalities. 809

26) Protects excluded individuals. .787

24) Provides unity among the employees in the 786

institution. '

31) Embraces social justice. 782

38) Supports democratic governance. 779

25) Rejects discrimination. 779

43) Tries to increase employee satisfaction in the 778
organization. :

23) Attaches importance to equality of opportunity. 776

51) Clarifies uncertainties. 744

45) Provides employees with equal access to the 796

resources they need. '

44) Strives to ensure employee continuity in the 719

institution. '

50) Manages the emerging risks well. 718

28) Considers diversity in the institution. 717

56) Has a clear vision. 710

48) Thinks about the well-being of everybody in the 709
organization rather than his/her own interests. '

52) Establishes inspiring dialogues about the future of 693

society. '

7) Provides lasting unity in the institution by ensuring 683

stakeholder participation.
19) Acts responsibly to meet employee needs. 682

46) Creates a vision for the long-term development of
S .668
the institution.

47) Sets permanent development goals. 653

30) Mobilizes resources to sustain employee

development. 634
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Table 7. Clarifying Factors of SMB Scale After Varimax and Load Values of These Factors (Continues)
Factors

Factor Factor Factor Factor

1 2 3 4
9) Develops strategies to maintain corporate 620
efficiency. '
54) Makes long-term planning. 618

8) Shapes the future of the organization by reducing
uncertainty.

33) Cooperates with employees in the effective use of
resources.

49) Struggles to protect the elements that carry the
institution into the future.

4) Takes care to distribute the resources owned by the
institution fairly among the stakeholders of the .580
institution.

55) Considers the activity-resource state balance. 548

16) Instead of buying new materials for the
institution, makes use of the existing materials 137
effectively.
59) Does not like the resources of the organization to
be wasted.
58) Transforms the old materials of the institution and
.655

offers them for reuse.
18) Spends in a balanced way. .651
17) Knows how to make use of existing resources. .649
41) Pays attention to the efficient use of the budget in
the plans made.
39) Provides cost savings by using resources

- .620
efficiently.
34) Removes resource-wasting practices. 538
60) Takes care to protect the institution’s heritage. 523
22) Encourages projects related to the environment. 770
21) He/she is sensitive to the protection of the 743
environment. '
20) Takes initiatives to protect nature. 737
15) Has sensitivity for the separation of wastes. 689
37) Works to increase environmental awareness in the 625
institution. '
14) Supports recycling practices. .606
42) Starts partnerships with environmental non-
governmental organizations.
35) Refuses initiatives that may harm the
environment.
1) Has sensitivity for the protection of the resources in

ltems

.614

592

.580

.666

.644

.595

579

SO .765
the institution.
3) Uses resources efficiently within the boundaries of

o .689
the institution.
2) Thinks not only of the present but also of the 660
future. '
5) Wants to preserve the positive conditions existing
; AL .615
in the institution.
10) Encourages employees to use resources 575

economically.
* Factor Determination Method: Principal Component Analysis
** Rotation Technique: Varimax
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As seen in Tables 6 and 7 above, the items of the scale were observed to be collected in 4
factors with an eigenvalue greater than 1. The scale items were determined to have acceptable load
values (the lowest .523 and the highest .809) in the factors they entered. After examining the items
included in the factors, the factors (dimensions) were named by considering the majority of the items
included in the factors within the framework of the relevant literature. Determined factor names, item
numbers, numbers, and studies used in naming factors are shown in Table 8 below;

Table 8. Sub-Dimensions of SMB Scale, Number of Items, Item Numbers and Studies Used in Naming
Dimensions

Factor Factor (Sub- Number of Item Studies Used in Naming Factors (Sub-
(Sub- dimension) Items Numbers dimensions)
dimension) Name

Keiner (2004)
Munck and Souza (2012)
4,7,8,9,19, Cayak and Cetin (2018)
23, 24, 25, Kiesnere and Baumgartner (2019)
26, 28, 30, Buvaneswari, Shanthi, Kannaiah and Ragavan
31, 32, 33, (2015)
28 38, 43, 44, Madu and Kuei (2012)
45, 46, 47, Visser and Courtice (2011)
48, 49, 50, George and Sims (2007)
51, 52, 54, Swayze, Buckler and MacDiarmid (2011)
55, 56 Gough (2005)
Beltran et.al. (2012)
Jackson (2007)

Corporate
Functioning
Behaviors
(CFB)

Madu and Kuei (2012)
Keiner (2004)
Munck and Souza (2012)
Galleli, Munck, Pilli and Mazzon (2014)
Cayak and Cetin (2018)
Yiiksel and Yildiz (2019)

16, 17, 18, Kaya (2013)

9 34, 39, 41, Demirel and Sungur (2018)

58, 59, 60 Tiirer (2010)
Biasutti and Frate (2016)
Olsson, Gericke and Chang-Rundgren (2016)
Diesendorf (2000)
Martins, Mata and Costa (2006)
Swayze, Buckler and MacDiarmid (2011)
Brito et.al., (2018)

Economic

Efficiency

Behaviors
(EEB)

Madu and Kuei (2012)
Keiner (2004)
Munck and Souza (2012)
Galleli, Munck, Pilli and Mazzon (2014)
Yiiksel and Yildiz (2019)
Environmental 14 15. 20 Kaya (2013)
Sensitivity 8 21’ 22’ 35’ Demirel and Sungur (2018)
Behaviors 37’ 4 ' ' Tirer (2010)
(ESB) ' Biasutti and Frate (2016)
Olsson, Gericke and Chang-Rundgren (2016)
Diesendorf (2000)
Martins, Mata and Costa (2006)
Swayze, Buckler and MacDiarmid (2011)
Brito ve et.al., (2018)

Molinari (2010)
Protection Hadders (2012)
Sensitivity Meadowcroft (1997)
Behaviors 5 1,2,3,5,10 Ratiu (2013)
(PSB) Karabigak and Ozdemir (2015)
Hargreaves and Fink (2005)
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As can be seen in Table 8, the first sub-dimension of the scale consists of 28 items, the second
sub-dimension consists of 9 items, the third sub-dimension consists of 8 items, and the fourth sub-
dimension consists of 5 items. The scale consists of 50 items in total. The variables (items) that loaded
the determined scale factors were examined, the common points between the variables were
determined, and the factors (sub-dimensions) were named (Altunisik et al., 2010). In other words, the
basic dimension combining the variable (item) group loaded on the factors was taken into
consideration in naming the factors (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2015). For this purpose, the first sub-
dimension of the scale was named “Corporate Functioning Behaviors” the second sub-dimension as
“Economic Efficiency Behaviors ”, the third sub-dimension as “Environmental Sensitivity Behaviors”,
and the fourth sub-dimension as “Protection Sensitivity Behaviors”.

Reliability Analyses

To reveal the reliability levels and reliability coefficients of the scale and its sub-dimensions
obtained after EFA, Cronbach’s Alpha and split-half methods were used. Cronbach’s Alpha is the
most widely used reliability determination method and it makes calculations in line with the
consistency between the scale items. In the split-half method, on the other hand, the scale items are
divided into two halves and the correlation between these two halves is calculated, then the reliability
coefficient of the whole scale is obtained by applying the correction formula to the resulting
correlation coefficient (Seker and Gengdogan, 2014; Kan, 2009). The obtained values are shown in
Table 9 below;

Table 9. Calculated Reliability Coefficients of the Scale and its Sub-Dimensions after EFA

Cronbach’s Split Half Split Half
SMB %ﬁﬂiﬁ;g;? Sub- Alpha Spearman Brown Guttman
Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
Corporate Functioning
Behaviors (CFB) 99 97 97
Economic Efficiency
Behaviors (EEB) 95 92 91
Environmental Sensitivity
Behaviors (ESB) 95 94 93
Protection Sensitivity
Behaviors (PSB) 92 -89 84
SMB Scale Total .99 .95 .94

As Table 9 exhibits, an examination of the reliability analyses of the total and sub-dimensions
of the scale performed after EFA reveals that the Cronbach’s Alpha Value, which was performed to
determine the internal consistency reliability, varied between the lowest o= .92 and the highest a=.99.
In the Split Half method, which is a reliability analysis for halving the scale and its sub-dimensions
and determining the consistency between the two halves, the Spearman-Brown Coefficient was
observed to be between the lowest S= .89 and the highest S= .97, and the Guttman Coefficient was
observed to vary between the lowest G= .84 and the highest G=.97. According to Livingston (2018), a
reliability coefficient is an absolute number that can vary between .00 and 1.00. A value of 1.00
indicates excellent consistency, and as it approaches the value of .00, consistency and reliability
disappear. The lowest reliability coefficient recommended in the literature is .70 (Fraenkel and
Wallen, 1993; Seker and Gengdogan, 2014). The high-reliability coefficient values of the obtained
scale prove that the internal consistency and reliability of the scale and its sub-dimensions are high
(Price and Mueller, 1986; Nunnally, 1978 as cited in Germain, 2006).

Distinctiveness Analysis

After the reliability analysis, the Independent Groups T-Test was used to calculate the
distinctiveness of the scale, its sub-dimensions, and scale items. In this direction, the upper 27% and
lower 27% slices were determined by using the scale and sub-dimension total scores and item scores,
and it was calculated whether the arithmetic mean difference between these groups was significant and
if it was in favor of the upper group. Distinctiveness compares those who score an item or scale high
with those who score low, and it is the power to distinguish those who have a high and low level of a
certain feature. The rate of 27% is generally considered sufficient to separate the upper and lower
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groups because while this value provides a sufficient ratio for the analysis of distinctiveness, it also
maximizes the differences in normal distributions (McCowan and McCowan, 1999; Wiersma and Jurs,
1990).

Table 10. Independent Group t-Test Results to Determine the Distinctiveness of the SMB Scale and Its Sub-
Dimensions

Sub-Dimensions Groups N X ss  Sh, . t-'gegt ;
R i -
S ©€8) | Lower 118 2009 seiz g JL0%8 158538 00
oo sy 2
osmey U RS S i

Upper 118 231.22 12.368 1.14

MB Scale Total
SMB Scale Tota Lower 118 124.14 27.376 2.52

38.722 162.853 .000

Table 11. Independent Group t-Test Results to Determine the Distinctiveness of SMB Scale Items

Items Groups N X t df p
Upper 118 4.86

1 22.695 150.627  .000
Lower 118 2.80
U 118 4.79

12 pper 32.861 186.174 ‘000
Lower 118 2.29
Upper 118 4.73

13 PP 30637 205021 000
Lower 118 2.47
U 118 4.72

14 pper 32.825 195378 ‘000
Lower 118 2.14
Upper 118 5.00

I5 PP 25471 117 .000
Lower 118 2.81
U 118 4.87

17 pper 38.566 170677 ‘000
Lower 118 2.19
Upper 118 4.60

18 PP 31.844 234 .000
Lower 118 2.13
U 118 4.58

19 pper 32.337 234 .000
Lower 118 2.13
Upper 118 4.86

110 PP 29.421 164.272 000
Lower 118 2.57
Upper 118 5.00

114 PP 27051 117 .000
Lower 118 2.73
Upper 118 4.91

115 PP 33.737 152.179 000
Lower 118 2.42
Upper 118 4.57

116 PP 25.980 201.293 ‘000
Lower 118 2.39
U 118 471

117 PRer 28198 195 000
Lower 118 2.47
Upper 118 4.64

118 PP 28.669 205071 ‘000
Lower 118 2.37
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Table 11. Independent Group t-Test Results to Determine the Distinctiveness of SMB Scale Items (Continues)

Items Groups N X t df p
Upper 118 4.75

119 PP 31.868  187.080 000
Lower 118 2.18
U 118 4.99

120 pper 41377 121134 000
Lower 118 2.33
Upper 118 5.00

121 PP 38.025 117 .000
Lower 118 2.43
U 118 5.00

122 pper 37.703 117 .000
Lower 118 2.45
Upper 118 4.76

123 PP 32715 181429 000
Lower 118 2.08
U 118 4.90

124 pper 38.907 152462 000
Lower 118 1.93
Upper 118 4.89

125 PP 34275 149146 000
Lower 118 2.06
Upper 118 4.63

126 PP 31.050 197.855 000
Lower 118 1.96
Upper 118 4.82

128 PP 33399 171910 000
Lower 118 2.18
U 118 4.80

130 pper 32225 176692 000
Lower 118 2.21
Upper 118 4.81

131 PP 34.943 174247 000
Lower 118 1.99
Upper 118 477

132 PP 34786 180502 000
Lower 118 1.94
Upper 118 4.83

133 PP 31.889  169.972 000
Lower 118 2.31
U 118 4.84

134 pper 31534 177433 000
Lower 118 2.54
Upper 118 4.90

135 PP 33913 163454 000
Lower 118 2.61
Upper 118 472

137 PP 30691 198356 000
Lower 118 2.35
Upper 118 4.75

138 PP 35.083 185655 000
Lower 118 1.93
Upper 118 472

139 PP 20050  197.752 000
Lower 118 2.47
Upper 118 4.66

141 PP 27607 205829 000
Lower 118 251
Upper 118 461

142 PP 20020 208985 000
Lower 118 2.32
U 118 4.83

143 pper 30689 180240 000
Lower 118 1.94
Upper 118 4.87

144 PP 33733 158046 000
Lower 118 2.22
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Table 11. Independent Group t-Test Results to Determine the Distinctiveness of SMB Scale Items (Continues)

Items Groups N X t df p
Upper 118 4.76

145 PP 32123 185791 000
Lower 118 2.21
Upper 118 4.79

146 PP 32887 183355 000
Lower 118 2.24
Upper 118 4.70

147 PP 29578  189.145 000
Lower 118 2.24
Upper 118 4.75

148 PP 32447 178513 000
Lower 118 2.01
Upper 118 472

149 PP 29784  190.725 000
Lower 118 2.31
Upper 118 4.66

150 PP 31575 193536 000
Lower 118 2.01
Upper 118 458

151 PP 30.652  202.747 000
Lower 118 2.05
Upper 118 454

152 PP 32000 234 000
Lower 118 1.96
Upper 118 4.66

154 PP 31.146  197.094 000
Lower 118 2.10
U 118 4.62

155 Pper 27522 205714 000
Lower 118 2.42
Upper 118 4.69

156 PP 32978  192.047 000
Lower 118 1.97
Upper 118 457

158 PP 28367 208406 000
Lower 118 2.29
Upper 118 4.94

159 PP 24358 133218 000
Lower 118 2.86
Upper 118 4.85

160 PP 30958  171.844 000
Lower 118 2.54

As Tables 10 and 11 reveal, a significant difference was determined (p<.001) in favor of the
upper group between the SMB scale and sub-dimension scores and the arithmetic mean of the upper
27% and lower 27% groups of the scale’s item scores, thus, it was seen that the scale, its sub-
dimensions and scale items were distinctive. The significant difference between the mean of the upper
and lower groups indicates that the internal consistency of the scale is also high (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012).

Correlation Calculations

After the distinctiveness process, the item-total and item-remainder correlations of the items of
the SMB scale were calculated, and in this way, the internal consistency of the scale and whether the
items measured the same structure were revealed.
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Table 12. SMB Scale Item-Total and Iltem-Reminder Correlation Results

Item-Total Correlation

Item-Remainder Correlation

Items N r p r p
Item 1 436 .647 .000 .635 .000
Item 2 436 814 .000 .805 .000
Item 3 436 793 .000 785 .000
Item 4 436 .813 .000 .804 .000
Item 5 436 767 .000 757 .000
Item 7 436 .854 .000 .847 .000
Item 8 436 .826 .000 .818 .000
Item 9 436 .827 .000 .819 .000
Item 10 436 733 .000 723 .000
Item 14 436 126 .000 715 .000
Item 15 436 738 .000 126 .000
Item 16 436 .690 .000 .678 .000
Item 17 436 .780 .000 771 .000
Item 18 436 741 .000 730 .000
Item 19 436 .845 .000 .838 .000
Item 20 436 795 .000 .786 .000
Item 21 436 795 .000 .786 .000
Item 22 436 .790 .000 .780 .000
Item 23 436 .853 .000 .846 .000
Item 24 436 .878 .000 872 .000
Item 25 436 .828 .000 .819 .000
Item 26 436 .854 .000 .847 .000
Item 28 436 877 .000 871 .000
Item 30 436 .868 .000 .861 .000
Item 31 436 .869 .000 .863 .000
Item 32 436 871 .000 .864 .000
Item 33 436 .873 .000 .867 .000
Item 34 436 774 .000 .765 .000
Item 35 436 811 .000 .804 .000
Item 37 436 .835 .000 .828 .000
Item 38 436 .845 .000 .837 .000
Item 39 436 .823 .000 .816 .000
Item 41 436 187 .000 779 .000
Item 42 436 753 .000 742 .000
Item 43 436 .881 .000 .875 .000
Item 44 436 .859 .000 .852 .000
Item 45 436 .857 .000 .851 .000
Item 46 436 .878 .000 .872 .000
Item 47 436 .862 .000 .855 .000
Item 48 436 .856 .000 .849 .000
Item 49 436 .893 .000 .888 .000
Item 50 436 .842 .000 .834 .000
Item 51 436 .846 .000 .838 .000
Item 52 436 .859 .000 .852 .000
Item 54 436 .867 .000 .861 .000
Item 55 436 .842 .000 .835 .000
Item 56 436 .884 .000 .878 .000
Item 58 436 749 .000 739 .000
Item 59 436 761 .000 749 .000
Item 60 436 799 .000 791 .000
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As Table 12 exhibits, the correlation values obtained as a result of item-total correlation
(lowest .647; highest .893) and item-remainder correlation (lowest .635; highest .888) are above .30
and a significant positive correlation between the items was determined at the p<.001 level. All these
results show that the internal consistency of the scale is high and it measures the same structure
(Biytikoztirk, 2012; Giirbiiz and Sahin, 2018). After this process, Pearson Product-Moment
Correlation Analysis was carried out to determine the relations between the scale and sub-dimensions
and between the sub-dimensions themselves. Correlation analysis shows the strength and severity of
the relationship between two variables and is denoted by “r” and takes values between -1 and +1
(Altunigik et al., 2010). If the coefficient obtained after the correlation calculations between the
variables is less than .30, the relationship between the variables is defined as weak in the literature, if
it is between .30-.70, the relationship between the variables is defined as a medium, and if it is .70 and
above, the relationship between the variables is defined as strong (Giirbiiz and Sahin, 2018).

Table 13. Results of Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Analysis to Determine the Relationships between the
SMB Scale and the Sub-Dimensions and Between the Sub-Dimensions Themselves

Economic Environmental Protection
The Scale and Efficiency Sensitivi Sensitivity SMB
. . . ensitivity .
Sub-Dimensions Behaviors Behaviors (ESB) Behaviors Total
(EEB) (PSB)
Corporate r .843 .833 .822 .984
Functioning
Behaviors (CFB) p .000 .000 .000 .000
Economic r .832 .796 .909
Efficiency
Behaviors (EEB) p .000 000 .000
Environmental r 754 .898
Sensitivity
Behaviors (ESB) P 000 .000
Protection r 868
Sensitivity
Behaviors (PSB) P .000

As Table 13 reveals, as a result of Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Analysis, a high
positive correlation was found both between sub-factors and between sub-factors and scale total score.
A high positive correlation was found between the “SMB Scale” and the “Corporate Functioning
Behaviors” sub-dimension when r=.984 at p<.001 level, between “SMB Scale” and the “Economic
Efficiency Behaviors” sub-dimension when r=.909 at p<.001 level, between “SMB Scale” and the
“Environmental Sensitivity Behaviors” sub-dimension when r=.898 at p<.001 level, and between
“SMB Scale” and the “Protection Sensitivity Behaviors” sub-dimension when r=.868 at p<.001.
Moreover, a positive and significant relationship was found between the “Corporate Functioning
Behaviors” sub-dimension and the “Economic Efficiency Behaviors” sub-dimension when r=.843 at
p<.001, between the “Corporate Functioning Behaviors” sub-dimension and “Environmental
Sensitivity Behaviors” sub-dimension when r=.833 at p<.001 level, between the “Corporate
Functioning Behaviors” sub-dimension and the “Protection Sensitivity Behaviors” sub-dimension
when r=.822 at p<.001, between the “Economic Efficiency Behaviors” sub-dimension and the
“Environmental Sensitivity Behaviors” sub-dimension when r=.832 at p<.001, between the
“Economic Efficiency Behaviors” sub-dimension and the “Protection Sensitivity Behaviors” sub-
dimension when r=.796 at p<.001 level, and between the “Environmental Sensitivity Behaviors” sub-
dimension and the “Protection Sensitivity Behaviors” sub-dimension when r=.754 at p<.001. All these
results show that all factors of the SMB scale measure the same structure and that all factors have a
positive correlation with each other and with the total score of the scale.

After the above processes about the SMB scale, the items of the scale were reordered. The
new and old item numbers of the scale are shown below;
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Table 14. New and Old Item Numbers of SMB Scale before Second Application and CFA

New Item Old Item Sub-Dimensions
Numbers  Numbers Items CFB EEB ESB PSB

1 32 Strives to reduce inequalities. .809

2 26 Protects excluded individuals. 787

3 24 Provides unity among the employees in the institution. .786

4 31 Embraces social justice. 782

5 38 Supports democratic governance. 779

6 25 Rejects discrimination. 779

7 43 Tries to increase employee satisfaction in the 778
organization.

8 23 Attaches importance to equality of opportunity. 776

9 51 Clarifies uncertainties. 744

10 45 Provides employees with equal access to the resources 296
they need.

1 44 .Strlyes.to ensure employee continuity in the 719
institution.

12 50 Manages the emerging risks well. 718

13 28 Considers diversity in the institution. 17

14 56 Has a clear vision. 710

15 48 Thinks about the well-being of everybody in the 709
organization rather than his/her own interests. '

16 52 Establishes inspiring dialogues about the future of 693
society.
Provides lasting unity in the institution by ensuring

17 7 L .683
stakeholder participation.

18 19 Acts responsibly to meet employee needs. .682

19 46 Qregteg a vision for the long-term development of the 668
institution.

20 47 Sets permanent development goals. .653

21 30 Mobilizes resources to sustain employee development. .634

22 9 Develops strategies to maintain corporate efficiency.  .620

23 54 Makes long-term planning. .618

24 8 Shapes _the future of the organization by reducing 614
uncertainty.

25 33 Cooperates with employees in the effective use of 592
resources.

2 49 Struggles to protect the elements that carry the 580
institution into the future.
Takes care to distribute the resources owned by the

27 4 institution fairly among the stakeholders of the .580
institution.

28 55 Considers the activity-resource state balance. .548
Instead of buying new materials for the institution,

29 16 o - - 737
makes use of the existing materials effectively.

30 59 Does not like the resources of the organization to be 666
wasted.

31 58 Transforms the old materials of the institution and 655
offers them for reuse.

32 18 Spends in a balanced way. .651

33 17 Knows how to make use of existing resources. .649

34 M Pays attention to the efficient use of the budget in the 644
plans made.

35 39 Provides cost savings by using resources efficiently. .620

36 34 Removes resource-wasting practices. .538

37 60 Takes care to protect the institution’s heritage. 523
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Table 14. New and Old Item Numbers of SMB Scale before Second Application and CFA (Continues)

New Item Old Item Sub-Dimensions
Numbers ~ Numbers Items CFB EEB ESB PSB
38 22 Encourages projects related to the environment. 770

He/she is sensitive to the protection of the

39 21 - 743
environment.

40 20 Takes initiatives to protect nature. 737

41 15 Has sensitivity for the separation of wastes. .689

42 37 Wo'rks to increase environmental awareness in the 625
institution.

43 14 Supports recycling practices. .606

44 42 Starts partnerships with environmental non- 595

governmental organizations.
45 35 Refuses initiatives that may harm the environment. 579
Has sensitivity for the protection of the resources in

46 1 o .765
the institution.

47 3 _Use_s resources efficiently within the boundaries of the 689
institution.

48 2 Thinks not only of the present but also of the future. .660

49 5 War_lts to preserve the positive conditions existing in 615
the institution.

50 10 Encourages employees to use resources economically. 575

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

First Level Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was performed to determine whether the
scale model and model-data fit were confirmed after EFA and reliability analyses. The data obtained
in the application carried out with a sample of 724 teachers were first transferred to the SPSS 21
system and the skewness and kurtosis values of the data set were examined to determine whether the
data set showed a normal distribution (univariate normality assumption). The fact that the skewness
and kurtosis values of the data set are between +2 and -2 meets the normality assumption. The
calculated skewness (-.834) and kurtosis (.910) values of the scale were observed to be within the
specified range, so the assumption that the data set had a normal distribution was confirmed (George
and Mallery, 2010; Tabachnick and Fidell, 2015). Then, the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was
applied using the Lisrel program. In CFA, the representation of the variables of the scale in the factors
they entered is revealed and verified, and at the same time, the researcher determines the distribution
of the variables to the factors in the creation of the model (Ozdamar, 2004; Albright and Park, 2009).
Nevertheless, CFA is a data reduction technique that evaluates the relationships between a set of
variables. Depending on the results in the CFA process, that is, if the model is not validated,
Exploratory Factor Analysis may be required by taking a new sample, or interventions such as item
deletion and revision in the measurement may take place (Germain, 2006). As a result, the general
purpose of Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor analysis is to ensure the stability of the factor
structure (Hinkin, 1995). For this purpose, the relevant data were transferred to the Lisrel program, the
model of the scale was determined by the researcher, and item (variable) assignment was made to the
model. Then, the model was calculated and the fit values of the model were revealed. In Table 15
below, the item statistics obtained for the items in the scale as a result of the CFA analysis of the SMB
scale are given.
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Table 15. Item Statistics Obtained as a Result of the CFA Analysis of the SMB Scale

Factor Item No Factor Load Value R? Error t
1 .86 74 0.26 34.49%*
2 .86 73 0.27 34.38**
3 .88 77 0.23 35.70%*
4 .90 .80 0.20 36.96%*
5 .87 76 0.24 35.50%*
6 .87 76 0.24 35.32%*
7 .88 77 0.23 35.75%*
8 .90 81 0.19 37.20**
9 .86 74 0.26 34.69**
10 .87 76 0.24 35.53**
11 84 71 0.29 33.42%*
12 .86 75 0.25 34.90%*
13 .90 .80 0.20 36.95%*
F%%E?%rrﬁt:g 14 91 82 0.18 37.81%*
Behaviors (CFB) 15 .88 78 0.22 36.03**
16 .89 .80 0.20 36.87**
17 91 .82 0.18 37.86%*
18 .88 .78 0.22 36.21%*
19 .88 77 0.23 35.6%**
20 .89 79 0.21 36.51**
21 91 .82 0.18 37.74**
22 .89 79 0.21 36.67**
23 84 71 0.29 33.53**
24 .89 .80 0.20 36.91**
25 .88 78 0.22 35.96%*
26 .89 .80 0.20 36.71**
27 .89 79 0.21 36.58**
28 85 73 0.27 34.25%*
29 81 .66 0.34 31.59%*
30 84 71 0.29 33.52%*
31 83 69 0.31 32.60**
Economic 32 .90 .81 0.19 37.24%*
Efficiency 33 .90 81 0.19 37.06%*
Behaviors (EEB) 34 92 .84 0.16 38.35%*
35 94 .88 0.12 40.21%*
36 91 .82 0.18 37.77%*
37 89 .80 0.20 36.63**
38 .88 78 0.22 35.79%*
39 .90 .82 0.18 37.32%*
) 40 01 .82 0.18 37.69**
Environmental 41 90 81 019  37.31%*
5 ehsae\?fc‘)':'s"('tEySB) 42 03 86 014  30.34%*
43 .87 76 0.24 35.41**
44 85 73 0.27 34.01**
45 85 72 0.28 33.82%*
46 92 84 0.16 38.23**
Protection 47 .93 .87 0.13 39.43**
Sensitivity 48 92 84 0.16 38.33**
Behaviors (PSB) 49 .86 74 0.26 34.29%*
50 .89 .80 0.20 36.59**
**p<0.01
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As Table 15 exhibits, factor loading values of the scale items vary between .81 and .94
according to the CFA results of the SMB scale. The factor load values obtained are at an acceptable
level. It was also determined that the relationships between the scale items and the latent variables
were statistically significant in the 99% confidence interval (t>2.58). The path diagram of the CFA is

presented below:
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Figure 1. SMB Scale CFA Model
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As seen in Figure 1, the CFA model of the SMB scale has been presented as a four-factor
structure. KIYD represents the “Corporate Functioning Behaviors” sub-dimension, EVYD represents
the “Economic Efficiency Behaviors” sub-dimension, CDYD represents the “Environmental
Sensitivity Behaviors” sub-dimension, and KHD represents the “Protection Sensitivity Behaviors”
sub-dimension. Considering the path diagram obtained after the SMB scale model CFA analysis, since
the compliance criteria were not at the desired level in the first stage, modifications were made
between the items 19-20, 23-24, 29-31, and 38-39, which are the modifications suggested by the
program. The goodness-of-fit values calculated after the CFA application are presented below:

Table 16. Goodness of Fit VValues Calculated as a Result of SMB Scale CFA

X?/df p RMSEA  CFlI GFI  AGFI NNFI  NFI RMR SRMR
4,674 0,000 0,073 0,99 0,90 0,85 0,99 0,99 0026 0,022

Table 16 exhibits that the chi-square value calculated as a result of the Confirmatory Factor
Analysis of the SMB scale model was found as x2= 5343.02, the degree of freedom as df= 1143
(p<.001), and the chi-square/df value was found as 4.674. A value of y2/df below 5 indicates that the
model fit is at an acceptable level (Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, and Miiller, 2003). The results
of the fit indices reveal that the RMSEA value is .073, CFI value is .99, NFI value is .99, the GFI
value is .90, and the RMR value is .026. The facts that the RMSEA value is below .08, the GFI value
is .90 and above, the RMR value is lower than .1, the CFI value is .90 and above, the NFI value is .90
and above reveal that the model is compatible with the real data and all fit indices have acceptable or
excellent values (Bentler and Bonnet, 1980; Byrne, 2011; Cokluk, Sekercioglu, and Biiyiikoztiirk,
2010; Erkorkmaz, Etikan, Demir, Ozdamar and Sanisoglu, 2013; Hu and Bentler, 1999; Plichta and
Kelvin, 2013; Rigdon, 1996; Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003; Yaslioglu, 2017).

Scoring the Scale

The Sustainable Management Behavior Scale is structured as a 5-point Likert type, and the
option “Strongly Disagree” is 1 point, “Disagree” is 2 points, “Partially Agree” is 3 points, “Agree” is
4 points, and “Strongly Agree” is 5 points. As the scale total score increases, the assumed “Sustainable
Management Behaviors” feature also increases. There is no reverse item on the scale. A lowest of 28
and a highest of 140 points can be obtained from the “Corporate Functioning Behaviors” sub-
dimension of the scale, a minimum of 9 points and a maximum of 45 points can be obtained from the
sub-dimension of “Economic Efficiency Behaviors”, a minimum of 8 points and a maximum of 40
points can be obtained from the “Environmental Sensitivity Behaviors” sub-dimension, a lowest of 5
points and a highest of 25 points can be obtained from the “Protection Sensitivity Behaviors” sub-
dimension, and in the “Sustainable Management Behaviors Scale”, a lowest of 50 and a highest of 250
points can be received. Regarding the scoring of the Sustainable Management Behaviors scale, the
score and decision ranges are as follows:

Table 17. Sustainable Management Behaviors Scale Score and Decision Ranges

Strongly . Partially Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree
When the
averages ofthe 51 g 19269  ,2/% 350420  4305.00
rating scores 3.49
are calculated
When the total
score averages 50-90 91-130 131-170 171-210 211-250
are calculated
. Sustainable Management Sustainable Management
Decision . .
Direction Behaviors Decrease Behaviors Increase
— ———

Discussion, Conclusion, and Recommendations

School principals’ adaptation of a sustainable perspective to their management processes
makes significant contributions to education both in terms of the school’s development and future
vision and in terms of the future of the individual and society. The behavior of the leader, which is
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based on sustainable management, ensures the loyalty and continuity of the personnel in the school,
the protection of socially disadvantaged groups and equal opportunity in the school, the environmental
awareness of the stakeholders for the protection of nature, the economic resource efficiency and the
protection of resources, and at the same time, this way of behavior facilitates the carrying of school
heritage and traditions into the future. In this research, which is based on the subject area covering
these behaviors, a measurement tool consisting of four sub-dimensions and 50 items was obtained to
develop a scale including items containing the sustainable management behaviors of school principals
according to teacher evaluations. The measurement tool obtained consists of “Corporate Functioning
Behaviors” consisting of 28 items, “Economic Efficiency Behaviors” consisting of 9 items,
“Environmental Sensitivity Behaviors™ consisting of 8 items, and “Protection Sensitivity Behaviors”
consisting of 5 items.

The total amount of variance explained by the four-factor structure obtained in the EFA
analysis, which was carried out to ensure the construct validity of the scale and to determine the factor
structures during the development of the measurement tool, is 76.28%. The factor load values of the
variables (items) that load the factors were observed to be between .548 and .809 in the sub-dimension
of Corporate Functioning Behaviors, between .523 and .737 in the Economic Efficiency Behaviors
sub-dimension, between .579 and .770 in the Environmental Sensitivity Behaviors sub-dimension, and
between .575 and .765 in the Protection Sensitivity Behaviors sub-dimension and to have acceptable
load values.

In the reliability analyses performed after the factor structures of the measurement tool were
determined, the Cronbach’s Alpha Value at the scale level and its sub-dimensions level was between
.92 at the lowest and .99 at the highest, in the split-test method, the Spearman-Brown Coefficient was
observed to range between the lowest .89 and the highest .97, the Guttman Coefficient varied between
the lowest .84 and the highest .97, and the scale was observed to have a high level of reliability.

In the distinctiveness analyses performed after the reliability analyses, a significant difference
(p< .001) was observed between the upper and lower mean scores of the scale and its sub-dimensions,
as well as the scale items, in favor of the upper group, and that the scale, its items, and sub-dimensions
had a distinctive structure. After the distinctiveness analysis, item-total (lowest .647; highest .893) and
item-remainder correlations (lowest .635; highest .888) of the items belonging to the SMB scale were
calculated and a highly positive (p<. 001) significant relationship was determined between the items.
After this process, Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Analysis was performed to determine the
relationships between the scale and its sub-dimensions and between the sub-dimensions, and the
correlation values were observed to range between .754 and .984. All these correlation values show
that the items and sub-dimensions of the scale are consistent within themselves and have a highly
significant relationship with each other.

Finally, Confirmatory Factor Analysis was performed to validate the scale model and the
obtained fit values (x2 /sd=4.674; RMSEA= .073; CFI=.99; NFI=.99; GFI=.90; AGFI= .85; RMR=
.026; SRMR = .022) confirmed the scale model and the four-factor structure of the scale. All these
values obtained prove that the SMB scale has a valid and reliable structure.

The dimensions obtained in this scale, which was developed to measure the sustainable
management behaviors of school principals, are also supported by other studies in the literature. The
sub-dimension of corporate functioning behaviors, as stated by various researchers (Keiner, 2004;
Munck and Souza, 2012; Cayak and Cetin, 2018; Kiesnere and Baumgartner, 2019; Buvaneswari,
Shanthi, Kannaiah and Ragavan, 2015; Madu and Kuei, 2012; Visser and Courtice, 2011; George and
Sims, 2007; Swayze, Buckler, and MacDiarmid, 2011; Gough, 2005; Beltran et al., 2012; Jackson,
2007) include behaviors for institutional development such as the school leader’s provision of equal
opportunity, social justice, and employee satisfaction in the institution, creating a vision, stakeholder
participation, meeting needs, setting development goals, providing unity and solidarity and in-house
peace. As expressed in the views of researchers like Madu and Kuei (2012), Keiner (2004), Munck
and Souza (2012), Galleli, Munck, Pilli, and Mazzon (2014), Cayak and Cetin (2018), Yiiksel and
Yildiz (2019), Kaya (2013), Demirel and Sungur (2018), Tiirer (2010), Biasutti and Frate (2016),
Olsson, Gericke, and Chang-Rundgren (2016), the Economic Efficiency Behaviors sub-dimension
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includes school leadership protecting the existing resources, using the resources of the institution
productively, saving, and maintaining economic balance. As emphasized by Keiner (2004), Munck
and Souza (2012), Biasutti and Frate (2016), Olsson, Gericke, and Chang-Rundgren (2016), and
Diesendorf (2000), The Environmental Sensitivity Behaviors sub-dimension includes the protection of
the environment and nature, sensitivity and initiative, taking action for recycling or separation of
wastes, realizing environmentally and nature-friendly productions and innovations, and creating this
awareness. Protection sensitivity behaviors, as expressed by various researchers (Molinari, 2010;
Hadders, 2012; Meadowcroft, 1997; Ratiu, 2013; Karabicak and Ozdemir, 2015; Hargreaves and Fink,
2005), include protecting the existing positive conditions, heritage, and resources within the
framework of future concerns and considering future needs.

As a result, sustainability constitutes an important dimension of the struggle for the existence
of institutions in the changing competitive environment. In this context, school leaders’ display of
sustainable management will contribute to both organizational and social development. In this
direction, the development of a valid and reliable measurement tool for measuring the sustainable
management behaviors of school leaders towards development will constitute an important evaluation
element in terms of education systems. In this sense, it is recommended that the SMB scale be used in
the evaluation of individual performances in the context of leader effectiveness. At the same time,
although the SMB scale was developed in the sample and context of school leaders, it has the item
character that can be used in different industries and areas. For this reason, it will be useful to measure
the sustainable management behaviors of leaders working in different professional fields and sectors.
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SUSTAINABLE MANAGEMENT BEHAVIORS SCALE

Please mark the relevant option, taking into account the level of the following states in your school principal.

My School Principal;

Item ;; 8%3, i &: § &:
No Items £21 8 3| Q| @
(yayiyal £ o

& &

1 |Strives to reduce inequalities. O 1@ 3 | @ G
5 | Protects excluded individuals. ONRIOINOREORNG)
3 | Provides unity among the employees in the institution. ONRIOINOREORNG)
4 | Embraces social justice. ONIOINOREORNG)
5 | Supports democratic governance. ONIOINOREORNG,
g | Reiects discrimination. ORICIHOREOING)
7 | Tries to increase employee satisfaction in the organization. ONICINOREOING)
g | Attaches importance to equality of opportunity. ONICINOREOING)
g | Clarifies uncertainties. ORICIHOREOING)
10 | Provides employees with equal access to the resources they need. O 1@ | @ G
17 | Strives to ensure employee continuity in the institution. O 1@ | @ G
12 | Manages the emerging risks well. ONICINOREOING)
13 | Considers diversity in the institution. ONICINOREOING)
14 |Hasaclear vision. O 1@ | @ G
" ;I::é ?gst:bout the well-being of everybody in the organization rather than his/her own oRCIRoRECING
16 | Establishes inspiring dialogues about the future of society. ONIOINOREOING)
17 | Provides lasting unity in the institution by ensuring stakeholder participation. ONIOINOREORNG)
1g | Acts responsibly to meet employee needs. ONICINOREOING)
19 | Creates avision for the long-term development of the institution. ONIOINOREIORNG)
o0 | Sets permanent development goals. ONIOINOREIORNG)
o1 | Mobilizes resources to sustain employee development. ONIOINOREIORNG)
oo | Develops strategies to maintain corporate efficiency. ONIOINOREORNG)
o3 | Makes long-term planning. ONICINOREOING)
54 | Shapes the future of the organization by reducing uncertainty. ONIOINOREORNG)
o5 | Cooperates with employees in the effective use of resources. ONIOINOREORNG)
o6 | Struggles to protect the elements that carry the institution into the future. ONIOINOREORNG)
. ;Zti; g?(;grtsooi |frt]:t;rt:;(tai ';[Ste| 0rﬁ.sources owned by the institution fairly among the oRlCIRoRECING
og | Considers the activity-resource state balance. ONIOINOREORNG)
2 ::::gﬁg Ic;fek]::eycltrilserllsyv materials for the institution, makes use of the existing oRlCIRoRECING
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$ $

Item sEIE <8 <
No Items S22 3| & 2
Hhao|a| ¢ S

& &

30 | Does not like the resources of the organization to be wasted. ONICINOREOING)
31 | Transforms the old materials of the institution and offers them for reuse. O 1@ 3 | @ G
32 Spends in a balanced way. ORIOINORIORNNE)
33 | Knows how to make use of existing resources. ONICINOREOING)
34 | Paysattention to the efficient use of the budget in the plans made. ONICINOREOCING)
35 | Provides cost savings by using resources efficiently. ONRIOINOREORNG)
36 | Removes resource-wasting practices. ONRIOINOREORNG)
37 Takes care to protect the institution’s heritage. @ @ @ @ @
3g | Encourages projects related to the environment. O 1@ | @ G
39 | Helshe is sensitive to the protection of the environment. ORICIHOREOING)
40 | Takes initiatives to protect nature. ONICINOREOING)
41 | Has sensitivity for the separation of wastes. ONICINOREOING)
4o | Works to increase environmental awareness in the institution. ONIOINOREIORNG)
43 | Supports recycling practices. O 1@ | @ G
44 | Starts partnerships with environmental non-governmental organizations. O 1@ | @ G
45 | Refuses initiatives that may harm the environment. ONICINOREOING)
46 | Has sensitivity for the protection of the resources in the institution. ONICINOREOING)
47 | Uses resources efficiently within the boundaries of the institution. ONIOINOREIORNG)
4g | Thinks not only of the present but also of the future. ONIOINOREIORNG)
49 | Wants to preserve the positive conditions existing in the institution. ONIOINOREIORNG)
50 | Encourages employees to use resources economically. ONICIHOREOING)
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Siirdiiriilebilir Yonetim Davramslari Olcegi Gelistirme Calismasi
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Oz

Anahtar Kelimeler

Bu aragtirmanin amaci, devlete ait okullarda gbrev yapan Ggretmen algi ve
degerlendirmelerine  goére okul miidiirlerinin  siirdiiriilebilir  yonetim
davranislarin1 kapsayan ve bu davraniglara ait maddeleri igeren gecerli ve
giivenilir bir 6l¢ek gelistirmektir. Stirdiriilebilirlik ile ilgili literatiir incelemesi
sonrasinda yetmis bes maddeden olusan ve besli likert tipinde madde havuzu
olusturulmus ve daha sonra maddelerin kapsam gegerliliginin degerlendirilmesi
amaciyla maddeler on bir uzmanin goériisiine sunulmustur. Uzman goriisleri
sonrasinda on bes madde Olgekten ¢ikarilmistir. Bu islemin ardindan altmig
maddeden olusan olcek taslak formu olusturulmustur. Olcek madde taslak
formu, yirmi 6gretmenden olusan bir guruba pilot olarak uygulanmis ve daha
sonra AFA analizinin gergeklestirilmesi amaciyla ilk uygulama 2020 yili Mart-
Nisan aylarinda; DFA analizinin gerceklestirilmesi icin ikinci uygulama 2020
yili Mayis-Haziran aylarinda gergeklestirilmistir. Olcek, Istanbul ili Cekmekdy
ilcesinde gorev yapan (ilk uygulamada 436 6gretmen, ikinci uygulamada ise
724 oOgretmene ulasilmigtir) Ogretmenlere online platformlar kullanilarak
uygulanmigstir. Elde edilen bulgular ¢ergevesinde AFA siireci sonrast dlgegin
dort faktorlii bir yapiya sahip oldugu goriilmiis ve birden fazla faktorden .30 ve
iizerinde yiik aldigi goriilen ve yiik farkinin .100°den az oldugu on madde
olgekten ¢ikarilmigtir. AFA sonucunda toplam varyansin %76.28’ini agiklayan
“Kurumsal Isleyise Yonelik Davramslar”, “Ekonomik Verimlilige Yonelik
Davranislar”, “Cevresel Duyarliliga Yonelik Davraniglar”, Koruma Hassasiyeti
Davraniglar1” alt boyutlarindan ve toplamda 50 maddeden olugan SYD dlgegi
elde edilmistir. Daha sonra Olgege ait giivenirlik katsayilari, ayirt edicilik
indeksleri ile olgek toplam ve alt boyutlar1 arasindaki korelasyonlar
hesaplanmigtir. Son olarak 6l¢ek modelinin dogrulanmasi amaciyla DFA
gerceklestirilmis ve elde edilen uyum iyiligi degerleri, dl¢iit kriterlere uygun
olarak dlgek modelini dogrulamistir. Elde edilen tim bu degerler, gelistirilen
Olgegin gecerli ve gilivenilir yapisint dogrular niteliktedir.
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Giris

Siirdiiriilebilirlik kavram ¢esitli yazarlarm goriislerinde; temel degeri olan iyi seylerin
korunmasi1 (Hadders, 2012), smurlar icerisinde yasamak, c¢evre, ekonomi ve toplum arasindaki
baglantilar1 anlamak, kaynak ve firsatlarin esit dagilimi seklinde farkli anlamlar bulmustur (Mebratu
1998; Mitchell 2000; Ferreira, Alexandre ve Miranda 2003). Yine Meadowcroft (1997) var olan bir
seyin varligim devam ettirme, Ratiu (2013) iyi olan seylerin korunmasi, Kagan ve Verstraete (2011)
farkliliklar1 biitlinlestirme ve celiskilerden benzerlik olusturma, Gazibey, Keser ve Gokmen (2014)
siirekliligi ve devamlilig1 saglama, Karabicak ve Ozdemir (2015) ise var olan kaynaklarin korunarak
gelecek nesillere aktarilmasi  olarak  siirdiiriilebilirligi  tamimlamiglardir.  Ayni1  zamanda
siirdiriilebilirligi, Williams, Philipp, Kennedy ve Whiteman (2017) sistemlerin siirekli degisen sartlar
karsisinda varligini devam ettirme, uyum saglama, doniistirme veya gecis yetenegi olarak,
Gaziulusoy, Boyle ve McDowall (2013) ise sonu olmayan siirekli degisen ve gelisen bir yap1 olarak
anlamlandirmislardir.

Gilinlimiizde ekonominin ve toplumun siirdiiriilebilir gelisiminin saglanmasinin, orgiitlerin ve
kurumlarin siirdiiriilebilir gelisimi olmadan saglanamayacag1 goriisii hakim olmaya baglamistir. Bu
nedenle oOrgiitsel agidan siirdiiriilebilirlik i¢in siirdiiriilebilirligin her diizeyde ve tiim departmanlara
entegre edilmesi ve ayni zamanda oOrgiit kiiltiiriiniin ve mimarisinin de degismesi gerekliligi ortaya
cikmustir. Bazi oOrgiitler agisindan ise temel is mantiginin degistirilmesini gerektirmektedir (Kiesnere
ve Baumgartner, 2019).

Orgiitsel agidan bu degisimin baslatilmasinda siirdiiriilebilir yonetim anlayismin ve
davranislarinin 6nemli bir rolii bulunmaktadir. Bu anlamda siirdiiriilebilir ydnetim, organizasyon
icerisinde yapilan igler ile siirdiiriilebilirligin bir araya getirilerek biitlinlestirilmesidir. Stirdiiriilebilir
yonetim, reaktif olmaktan ziyade onleyici oldugu i¢in yapilan iglerin uzun dénemli hayatta kalmasini
desteklemektedir. Siirdiiriilebilir yonetimi benimseyen yoneticiler, orgiitlerinde siirdiiriilebilir is
cabalan yiiritmektedirler. Bu profesyoneller, uzun dénemli diisiinen, degisimi saglayan vizyon sahibi
kisilerdir. Siirdiiriilebilir yonetimi benimseyen yoneticiler, ¢cevresel diizenlemelerle uyumu saglama,
stirdiriilebilir politika ve girisimleri arastirma, stratejik siirdiiriilebilir performans amaclari belirleme,
siirdiiriilebilirlik icin cesitli girisimler 6nerme, siirdiiriilebilirlik programlari hakkinda farkindalik
olusturma, proje yonetim girisimleri ve onlari uygulayan takimlara liderlik etme ve siirdiiriilebilir
girisimlerin etkililigini 6lgme ve raporlama gibi davraniglar sergilemektedirler. Bununla birlikte
siirdiiriilebilir yoneticiler, farkli departmanlar, takimlar ve kitlelere hitap ettikleri icin etkili
iletisimciler ve liderler olmak zorundadirlar (University of Wisconsin, 2020).

Madu ve Kuei (2012) siirdiiriilebilir bir orgiit yapisinin, uzun dénemli finansal performansi
saglama gibi ekonomik sorumluluklar, yeni ve cevresel teknolojilerin gelistirilmesi, atiklarin
doniistiiriilmesi, yenilenebilir enerji kaynaklarinin kullanilmasi ve doganin korunmasi gibi ¢evresel
sorumluluklar ile kurumsal vatandaslik ve hayirseverlik, isgiicli uygulama gostergeleri, beseri sermaye
gelisimi, sosyal raporlama, yeteneklerin korunmasi gibi sosyal sorumluluklar gerektirdigini
belirtmektedir. Keiner (2004) ise bu sorumluluklara ek olarak siirdiiriilebilirlige kurumsal boyutu
eklemistir. Munck ve Souza (2012) ise orgiitsel siirdiiriilebilirligin saglanmasi igin {i¢ temel yeterlilik
onermektedirler, bunlar; (1) ekonomik siirdiiriilebilirlik, (2) ¢evresel siirdiiriilebilirlik ve (3) sosyal
siirdiiriilebilirliktir. Orgiitsel siirdiiriilebilirligin bu iigayag, orgiitlerin siirdiiriilebilirligini saglamak
icin mekanizmalar gelistirilmesine yardimei olan konjonktiirel ve dinamik fenomenler olarak bir arada
bulunmaktadirlar. Orgiitsel siirdiiriilebilirligi saglamak ve hayata gecirmek icin Munck ve Souza
destekleyici U yeterlilik 6nermektedirler. Bunlar; (1) eko verimlilik, (2) sosyal-gevresel adalet ve (3)
sosyo-ekonomik kapsayiciliktir.

Madu ve Kuei’e (2012) gore siirdiiriilebilir yonetim, kaynaklarin tahsisi, orgiitsel kiiltiiriin
degisimi, teknolojinin modernizasyonu, is politikalar1 ve uygulamalarinin degisimi, egitim ve takimlar
yoluyla calisanlarin giiclendirilmesini igermektedir ve siirdiiriilebilir yonetim, hizli sonuglar almaya
dayal1 bir siirecin aksine uzun dénemli bir bakis agis1 gerektirmektedir. Hargreaves ve Fink’e (2003)
gore siirdiiriilebilir yonetim sergileyen liderler, insan ve finansal kaynaklar1 gereksiz yere tiiketmeyen
ve egitimsel ve toplumsal ortam ve c¢evreye olumsuz zararlar vermekten kagimman ve buna 6zen
gosteren paylasilan ortak bir sorumluluktur. Ayn1 zamanda bu yonelimi benimseyen liderler Visser ve
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Courtice’ye (2011) gore bireylerin refahina ve yasam bigimlerine 6zen gosterme, sistemik ve biitiinsel
diisiinme, sorgulayicilik ve acik fikirlilik, yiiksek diizeyde duygusal zeka, samimiyet, kisisel
alcakgoniilliilik ve diistintimsellik (bir durum tizerindeki etkisini ve kendi yerini gorebilme yetenegi),
kapsayici ve vizyoner olma, kolektif veya biitiiniin iyiligine odaklanma gibi 6zelliklere ve karmagikligi
yonetebilen, vizyonunu aktarabilen ve uzun donemli diisiinen becerilere sahiplerdir. Simanskiene ve
Zuperkiene’ye (2014) gore ise bu liderler, vizyonu agik ve siirdiiriilebilirlik odakli, uzun dénemli
ilerleme istegine sahip, birey, grup, oOrgiit ve toplum i¢in sorumluluk hisseden, kurumsal kiiltiirii
giiclendiren, yiiksek dayanigsma ve giliven duygusuna sahip, eskimis uygulamalar1 yeni bir tarzda bir
araya getiren, isbirligi ve takim calismasina 6nem veren, birey ihtiyaglarinin karsilanmasi nedeniyle
bagliligin olusturan, ¢alisanlarin profesyonel gelisimine 6zen gosteren bir profil sergilemektedirler.

Martins vd. (2006) gore siirdiiriilebilirlik, resmi 6grenme ve egitim siireclerinin énemli bir
parcasi olmalidir. Birney ve Reed (2009) ise siirdiiriilebilir bir okulu, amaglari, politikalar1 ve
uygulamalar1 ile insanlara yasam veren bir organizasyon olarak tanimlamistir. Ayni zamanda
sirdiirebilir okul yapisi, okulun pedagojik, Orgiitsel, teknik ve sosyal diizeyde yeniden
yapilandirilmasin1  gerektirmektedir ve bunun sonucu olarak miifredat, 6gretim, kiiltiir, kaynak
yonetimi ve okul sinirlart icinde ve disinda isbirligi de dahil olmak iizere okulun uygulamalarinda
biitiinsel bir reform saglamay1 gerektirmektedir (Jensen, 2005). Bununla birlikte siirdiirtilebilirlik
ilkeleri ve uygulamalari, okulun kiiltiiriine, i¢ ve dis iliskilerine ve enerji, su ve kagit tiilketimi de dahil
olmak iizere kaynak kullanimina adapte edilmelidir. Sirdiiriilebilir bir okulu karakterize eden
stirdiiriilebilirlige yonelik tim bu yaklasimlar, egitimin giindemini, okulun gelisimi ve Ogrenci
basarist ile ilgili endiselerden olusan miifredat ve pedagojik konular kapsamak disinda ayni zamanda
okul yonetisimi ve kaynaklarin yonetimi (enerji, atitk ve su kaynaklarinin tilkkenmesi gibi) ve okul
cevresini kapsayan bir dogrultuda genisletmistir (Beltran, Zachariou ve Stevenson, 2012).

Siirdiiriilebilir okul tasariminda ve siirdiiriilebilir yonetim isleyisinde okul liderlerinin nemli
rolii bulunmaktadir. Nitekim Gough (2005) yaptig1 arastirmada siirdiiriilebilir yonetim sergileyen okul
liderlerinin dort temel unsura énem verdigini belirtmektedir. Bunlar; (1) vizyon olusturmak ve yon
belirlemek, (2) insanlar1 gelistirmek, (3) organizasyonu yeniden tasarlamak ve (4) 6gretim programini
yonetmek gibi liderlik davranislarindan olusmaktadir. Siirdiiriilebilirlige yonelik lider yaklagimi,
demokratik ve katilimci karar alma siireglerini kucaklama ve destekleme, ebeveynler ve toplum
orgiitleri ve organlariyla ortakliklar, miifredatlar arasi entegrasyon, okulun ekolojik ayak izini azaltma
ve cevreye uygun uygulamalar gibi okul alanlarinin yonetilmesini gerektirmektedir (Beltran vd.,
2012). Surdiiriilebilir yonetim sergileyen okul liderleri, siirdiiriilebilirlik ve sosyal esitlige baglilig
yansitan kigisel degerlere, karar alma siirecine katilimi tesvik etmeyi i¢eren demokratik yonetigime
olan inanca sahiplerdir, ayn1 zamanda okulun disina veya Gtesine, okulun topluma katilimimi ve
toplumun okula katilimini ve iyimser bir diinya goriisiinii tesvik eden egitime 6nem vermektedirler
(Jackson 2007).

Sonug olarak siirdiiriilebilirligi esas alan bir yOnetim tarzi yukarida ifade edilen ¢esitli
davranislart ve uygulamalari gerektirmektedir. Okullarin topluma ve egitim sistemlerine etkisi
diisiiniildiigiinde okul liderlerinin bu davraniglara sahip olmalari, birey, toplum, orgiit ve iilkeler i¢in
onem tagimaktadir. Nitekim literatiire bakildiginda siirdiiriilebilir inovasyon (Calik ve Bardudeen,
2016), beseri sermaye siirdiiriilebilir liderlik (Fabio ve Peiro, 2018), siirdiiriilebilir kalkinma egitimine
yonelik inanglar ve degerler (Sagdi¢ ve Sahin, 2015; Qablan, Al-Ruz, Khasawneh ve Al-Omari, 2009;
Yang, Lam ve Wong, 2010), siirdiiriilebilirlik bilinci ve farkindalik (Yiiksel ve Yildiz, 2019; Tiirer,
2010; Olsson, Gericke ve Chang-Rundgren, 2016), siirdiiriilebilir kalkinmaya yonelik tutum (Kaya,
2013; Biasutti ve Frate, 2016; Cimer ve Aydin, 2018) ve siirdiiriilebilir liderlik (Cayak ve Cetin, 2018)
ile 1ilgili cesitli Olgekler gelistirilmesine ragmen oOkul miidiirlerinin = siirdiiriilebilir yonetim
davraniglarinin 6l¢iilmesini saglayacak bir 6l¢gme aract bulunmamaktadir, bu nedenle okul liderlerinin
siirdiriilebilir yonetim davraniglarinin dlglilmesini saglayacak bir 6lgegin literatiire ve uygulamaya
kazandirilmasi 6nem arz etmektedir. Bu baglamda bu arastirmada; devlete ait okullarda gorev yapan
ogretmen degerlendirmelerine gore okul miidiirlerinin siirdiiriilebilir yonetim davraniglarini kapsayan
ve bu davranislara ait maddeleri igeren gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgek gelistirmek amaglanmistir.
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Yontem
Arastirma Modeli

Arastirma, “Siirdiiriilebilir Yonetim Davranislar1 Olcegi” gelistirme amaci dogrultusunda
tarama modeli kullanilarak gerceklestirilmistir. Tarama modellerinde, ¢cok sayida elemandan olusan
evrende, evren hakkinda genel bir yargiya varmak amaci ile evrenin timii ya da ondan alinacak
orneklem tizerinde gerceklestirilen arastirmalardir. Bu modelde bilinmek istenen sey vardir ve
oradadir, 6nemli olan onu uygun bir sekilde gozleyip belirleyebilmektir (Karasar, 2012).

Evren ve Orneklem

Arastirmada Istanbul Ili Anadolu yakasinda bulunan Cekmekdy ilgesinde devlete ait olan
ilkokul, ortaokul ve liselerde (ortadgretim) gorev yapan Ogretmenler, arastirmanin evrenini
olusturmaktadir. Arastirma evrenindeki toplam Ogretmen sayisi (ilkokul-ortaokul-lise) 1826’dur.
Evrene ait ulagilmasi gereken Orneklem sayisimi belirlemek amaciyla Cochran (1977) tarafindan
gelistirilen orneklem sayist hesaplama yontemi kullanilmigtir (akt. Giirbiiz ve Sahin, 2018). Bu
yonteme gore 1826 kisilik bir evrende ulagilmasi gereken asgari 6rneklem sayist asagida sunulmustur;

N: Evren biiyiikliigii: 1826
n: Orneklem biiyiikliigii: ?

t : Gliven diizeyine karsilik gelen tablo z degeri: 0.05’e (%95 giiven diizeyi) karsilik gelen z degeri
1.96°dr.

S: Evren i¢in tahmin edilen standart sapma degeri: 0.5

d: Kabul edilebilir sapma toleransi: 0.05

ny
n= —1 Eﬂ
N 384,16
~ = 1.962 x 0.52 , n=——— =317
ny = [(t x §)/d] Mo =—""go5z _ So416 1+384,16 /1826

Aragtirmada ilgili 6rnekleme ulagmak amaciyla tabakali 6rnekleme yontemi kullanilmis ve her
egitim kademesi (ilkokul, ortaokul ve lise) bir tabaka olarak belirlenerek her tabakadan oransal
degerinde katilimci, 6rnekleme dahil edilmistir. Tabakali 6rnekleme yonteminde arastirma evreni,
kendi icerisinde benzesik olan alt tabakalara ayrilmaktadir ve evrendeki oranlari gergevesinde bu alt
tabakalardan Ornekleme girecek olan birimler rastgele secilmektedir. Evrene ait benzesik alt
guruplarin, evrendeki oranlar1 gercevesinde hesaba katilmasi nedeniyle bu yontemin evreni temsil
diizeyi diger yontemlere gore daha yiiksek olup ayn1 zamanda 6rneklem hatasi daha diigiiktiir (Giirbiiz
ve Sahin, 2018). Arastirmada hesaplanan ve ulasilmasi gereken asgari 6rneklem sayist 317 olmasina
ragmen uygulanan Olcegin gecerlik ve giivenirliginin arttirilmasi ve 6rnek kiitle biiyiidiikce evren
hakkindaki yanilmalarin azalacagi diisiincesi ¢ercevesinde (Altunigik, Coskun, Bayraktaroglu ve
Yildirim, 2010) uygulama yapilan drneklem sayisinda; sistematik igaretleme yapilan 6lgek formlari
cikarildiktan sonra ilk uygulamada (AFA) 436, ikinci uygulamada (DFA) ise 724 katilimciya
ulastlmistir.

Verilerin Toplanmast ve Analizi

Olgek gelistirme siirecinde verilerin toplanmasi amactyla ilgili drneklem gergevesinde online
olgek formu kullamlarak uygulama iki asamada gergeklestirilmistir. ilk uygulamada 6lgegin yapi
gecerliliginin ve alt boyutlarinin belirlenmesi amaciyla “Agimlayici Faktor Analizi (AFA)”, ikinci
uygulamada ise elde edilen 6l¢cek modelinin dogrulanmasi amaciyla “Dogrulayict Faktdr Analizi
(DFA)” gergeklestirilmistir. ilk uygulama 2020 yili Mart Nisan aylarinda, ikinci uygulama ise 2020
yil1 Mayis Haziran aylarinda gergeklestirilmistir.

Olgek gelistirme siirecinde elde edilen verilerin analiz edilmesi amaciyla;
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1. Ac¢imlayict Faktor Analizi, giivenirlik ve ayirt edicilik analizleri ile korelasyon
analizlerinin gergeklestirilmesi i¢cin SPSS paket programu,

2. Olgek modelinin dogrulanip dogrulanmadigii belirlemede kullanilan Dogrulayici
Faktor Analizinin gergeklestirilmesi i¢in Lisrel programi kullanilmustir.

Madde Havuzunun Olusturulmasi ve Maddelerin Uzman Goriisiine Sunulmasti

Siirdiiriilebilir Yonetim Davramslar1 Olgeginin gelistirilme siirecinde 6ncelikli olarak
stirdiiriilebilirlik, siirdiiriilebilir yonetim ve davranis alanlar ile ilgili literatiir taranarak ilgili alam
kapsayan 75 maddeden olusan madde havuzu olusturulmustur. Clark ve Watson’a (1995) gére madde
havuzunun olusturulmasinda temel amag, gelistirilen 6lgekte dl¢iilmek istenen konu alani ile ilgili olan
tiim igerigi 6rneklemektir. Madde havuzunun olusturulmasinda yararlanilan ¢aligsmalar su sekildedir;

Tablo 1. SYD Olgegi’nin Aday Maddelerinin Olusturulmasinda Yararlanilan Calismalar

Diesendorf (2000) Sarag ve Alptekin (2017) Williams vd. (2017)
Madu ve Kuei (2012) Keiner (2004) ?f;‘gg)e”berg ve Bonniot
é"ggg;'” ve Spangenberg . .in (2000) Molinari (2010)
Todorov ve Marinova University of Wisconsin Martins, Mata ve Costa
(2009) (2020) (2006)

Galleli, Munck, Pilli ve
Mazzon (2014)

McCann ve Holt (2010) George ve Sims (2007)

Hargreaves ve Fink, (2003) Visser ve Courtice (2011)
Simanskiené ve Zuperkiené
(2014)

United Nations General Beltran vd. (2012)

Hargreaves ve Fink (2005)

Assembly (1992)
Henderson ve Tilbury Swayze, Buckler ve ]F?;glcgcléiodsréﬁl]l egagp\?emlo’
(2004) MacDiarmid (2011) Beltrin, (201 8‘;
Tideman, Arts ve Zandee
Gough (2005) (2013) Jackson (2007)
Yangil (2016) Cayak ve Cetin (2018)

Olgek gelistirme calismalarinda en 6nemli noktalarindan biri, 6lcek maddelerinin kapsam
gecerligidir. Kapsam gecerligi, genellikle dlciim yeterliligi icin baslangic ve minimum gereklilik
olarak goriilmektedir. Olgek maddeleri olusturulduktan hemen sonra kapsam gegerligine bakilmakta
ve Olgegi hazirlamadan once gerekli degisiklikleri ve iyilestirmeleri yapma firsati tanimaktadir
(Schriesheim, Powers, Scandura, Gardiner ve Lankau, 1993). Madde havuzu olusturulmasi sonrasi
aday maddeler, ilgili konu alanin1 ve madde 6zelliklerini degerlendirebilecek sekizi Egitim Y 6netimi
alaninda ve iicii ise Olgme ve Degerlendirme alaninda uzman olan on bir dgretim iiyesinin (uzmanin)
goriistine sunulmustur. Aday maddeleri degerlendirmeleri igin ilgili uzmanlara mail yoluyla davet
gonderilmis ve uzmanlarin maddeleri {iglii (kaldirilmali, revize edilmeli, kalmal1) derecelendirmeleri,
maddelerin ilgili alan1 kapsayip kapsamadigi ve madde &zellikleri konusunda degerlendirmeleri ve
revize edilmesi gereken maddelerle ilgili olarak ne tiir bir diizeltme yapilmasi gerektigi ile ilgili madde
altindaki bosluga yazmalari istenmistir.

Kapsam Gegerlik Orant ve Indeksinin Hesaplanmast

Ilgili uzmanlardan (hakemlerden) gelen degerlendirmeler tek bir formda birlestirilmis ve aday
maddelerin kapsam gegerliligi oranlarini elde edebilmek amaciyla Lawshe (1975) teknigi kullanilarak
her bir maddenin Kapsam Gegerlik Oranlar1 (KGO) ve daha sonra dlgegin Kapsam Gegerlik Indeksi
(KGI) elde edilmistir. Kapsam Gegerlik Oranlari, herhangi bir maddeye “gerekli (kalmal1)” gériisiinii
belirten uzman sayisinin, goriis belirten toplam uzman sayisinin yarisina oraninin bir eksigi ile
hesaplanmaktadir. Kapsam Gegerlik indeksi (KGI) ise 0.05 diizeyinde anlamli olan ve nihai forma
almacak olan maddelerin Kapsam Gegerlik Oranlari ortalamalarindan elde edilmektedir. Aday
maddelerin kapsam gegerliligine sahip olup olmadigina yonelik 6l¢iit degerler Veneziano ve Hooper
(1997) tarafindan tabloya doniistiiriilmiis ve 0.05 anlamlilik diizeyinde uzman (hakem) sayisina gore
kapsam gecerliligini dl¢iitleyen minimum degerler olusturulmustur. Asagida verilen bu 6lgiit degerlere
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gore 11 uzman degerlendirmesinde minimum KGO degeri 0.59 olarak belirlenmistir (akt. Yurdugil,
2005).

Tablo 2. Veneziano ve Hooper (1997) Tarafindan Belirlenen o= 0.05 Anlamlilik Diizeyinde KGO'lar i¢in
Minimum Olgiit Degerler

Uzman (Hakem) Sayisi Minimum KGO Olg¢iit Deger
5 0.99
6 0.99
7 0.99
8 0.78
9 0.75
10 0.62
11 0.59*
12 0.56
13 0.54
14 0.51
15 0.49

Uzman degerlendirmeleri sonrasi aday madddelerin hesaplanan KGO degerleri, ilgili dlgiit
deger olan .59 ile karsilastirilmis ve KGO 6lgiitiinii karsilamayan 15 madde 6l¢ekten g¢ikarilmugtir.
Ayn1 zamanda kapsam gecerlik orani Slgiitiinii karsilayan maddelerin KGO degerlerinin ortalamasi
alinarak Kapsam Gegerlik indeksi (KGI) hesaplanmistir. Elde edilen kapsam gegerlik indeksi oran1 .78
olarak hesaplanmistir. KGI degerinin, kapsam gecerlik &lgiitii degerinden .19 daha yiiksek olmast,
maddelerin iyi diizeyde kapsam gecerligine sahip oldugunu gostermektedir. Sonu¢ olarak, kalan
maddelerin anlamli diizeyde kapsam gecerligine sahip oldugu goriilmektedir (Lawshe 1975).

Tablo 3. SYD Olgeginin Aday Maddelerinin Uzman (Hakem) Degerlendirmesi Sonras1 Elde Edilen Kapsam
Gegerlik Oranlar1 (KGO) ve Kapsam Gegerlik indeksi (KGI)

Uzman Sayisi 11
Madde Kapsam Gegerlik Olgiitii 0.59
KGO Olgiitii Altinda Kalan Madde Sayist 15
Kapsam Gegerlik indeksi 0.78

Maddeler KGO Maddeler KGO Maddeler KGO Maddeler KGO
Madde 1 0,64 Madde20 0,27* Madde 39 0,82 Madde 58 0,82
Madde 2 0,45* Madde 21 0,82 Madde 40 0,45 Madde 59 0,64
Madde 3 0,27*  Madde 22 0,64 Madde 41 1,00 Madde 60 1,00
Madde 4 0,64 Madde 23 1,00 Madde 42 0,64 Madde 61 0,64
Madde 5 0,45* Madde 24 0,82 Madde 43 0,82 Madde 62 0,64
Madde 6 0,82 Madde 25 1,00 Madde 44 1,00 Madde 63 0,64
Madde 7 0,82 Madde 26 0,82 Madde 45 1,00 Madde 64 0,64
Madde 8 0,45  Madde 27 0,82 Madde 46 1,00 Madde 65 0,82
Madde 9 0,27* Madde 28 0,64 Madde 47 0,64 Madde 66 0,64
Madde 10 0,64 Madde 29 0,64 Madde 48 0,64 Madde67 0,45*
Madde 11 0,64 Madde 30 0,64 Madde 49  0,45* Madde 68 0,82
Madde 12 0,82 Madde 31 0,64 Madde 50 0,82 Madde 69 1,00
Madde 13 0,64 Madde 32 0,82 Madde 51 0,64 Madde 70 0,82
Madde 14  0,45* Madde 33 0,64 Madde 52 0,45 Madde 71 0,64
Madde 15 1,00 Madde34 0,09* Madde 53 0,82 Madde 72 0,64
Madde 16 0,82 Madde 35 0,82 Madde 54 0,45* Madde73 0,27*
Madde 17 0,82 Madde 36 0,82 Madde 55 0,64 Madde 74 0,82
Madde 18 0,64 Madde 37 0,45* Madde 56 0,82 Madde 75 1,00

Madde 19 0,82 Madde 38 0,82 Madde 57 1,00
*Kapsam Gegerlik Oran1 Olgiitiiniin (0.59) altinda kalan 15 madde élgekten ¢ikarilmstir.
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Uzman Gériislerine Gore Bazi Maddelerin Revize Edilmesi ve Pilot Uygulama

SYD Olgeginin aday maddelerinin uzman degerlendirmeleri sonras1 kapsam gecerlik analizleri
yapildiktan sonra kalan maddeler igerisinde uzmanlarin revize edilmesini istedikleri 8 madde (1, 7, 28,
29, 31, 61, 62, 66), uzmanlarin tutarh goriisleri dogrultusunda diizeltilmistir. Ayni1 zamanda maddeler
iki Tiirkce Ogretmenine inceletilmis ve yazim kurallar1 ile noktalama isaretleri bakimindan gézden
gecirilmistir. Yapilan bu diizenlemeler ile birlikte 6lgek madde taslak formu 60 maddeden olusmustur
ve Olgek maddeleri tesadiifi bir sekilde yeniden (1. 2. 3....60.) siralanmistir; ayn1 zamanda maddelerin
derecelendirilmesinde 5°1i likert tipi derecelendirme (“Hi¢ Katilmiyorum”, “Katilmiyorum”, “Kismen
Katilryorum", “Katiliyorum”, “Tamamen Katiliyorum”) tercih edilmistir. Olgek taslak formu, Istanbul
ili Cekmekoy ilgesinde bulunan bir ortaokulda 20 O&gretmene pilot uygulama olarak
gerceklestirilmistir. Pilot uygulama direkt olarak uygulayici tarafindan gerceklestirilmis olup
uygulama sirasinda maddelerle ve taslak form ile ilgili olarak katilimcilarin goriigleri not alinmis ve
katilimcilarin uygulama sonrasi taslak formdaki maddeler ilgili degerlendirmelerini yazmalari
istenmigstir. Uygulama sonrasi elde edilen geri doniitler dogrultusunda bazi diizeltmeler yapilmis ve
6lcek formu daha kullanigl hale getirilmistir. Ardindan nihai 6lgek uygulama formu hazirlanmustir.

Bulgular
Agumlayict Faktor Analizi (AFA)

Acimlayict Faktor Analizi siirecinde Oncelikle orneklemden elde edilen veriler SPSS 21
sistemine aktarilmig ve veriler, u¢ degerler arindirilmistir. Ardindan veri setinin normal dagilim (tek
degiskenli normallik varsayimi) gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla veri setinin ¢arpiklik
(skewness) ve basiklik (kurtosis) degerlerine bakilmistir. Normal dagilimda carpiklik ve basiklik
degerleri sifirdir (Field, 2009). Bu nedenle bu degerler sifira ne kadar yaklasirsa dagilimin normallik
varsayimlari artmaktadir. Bu dogrultuda bazi yazarlar (George ve Mallery, 2010) veri setinin garpiklik
ve basiklik degerlerinin +2 ve -2 araliginda olmasinin; bazi yazarlar ise (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2015)
carpiklik ve basiklik degerlerinin +1.5 ve -1.5 arasinda olmasinin veri setinin normallik varsayimini
karsiladigim belirtmislerdir. Olgegin hesaplanan garpiklik (-.686) ve basiklik (.025) degerlerinin
yazarlar tarafindan belirtilen aralikta oldugu goriilmiistiir, bu nedenle veri setinin normal dagilim
gosterdigi varsayimi dogrulanmistir.

Ilgili veri setinin faktdr analizine gegmeden 6nce korelasyon matrisi incelenmis ve korelasyon
degeri .30’un (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2015) altinda olan madde olup olmadigi kontrol edilmistir.
Yapilan incelemede .30’un altinda korelasyon degerine sahip herhangi bir madde bulunmamisgtir. Daha
sonra maddelerin anti-image korelasyon degerlerine bakilmis ve .50 nin (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2015)
altinda korelasyon degeri olan madde olup olmadigi kontrol edilmistir. Yapilan incelemede anti-image
korelasyon degeri .50’nin altinda olan madde tespit edilmemis olup tamami .90 ve iizeridir.
Orneklemin faktdr analizi igin yeterli olup olmadigimi belirlemek amaciyla Kaiser Mayer Olkin
(KMO) degeri hesaplanmis ve .984 bulunmustur. Hutcheson ve Sofroniou'ya (1999) gére KMO
degeri, .50-.70 arasinda orta, .70-.80 arasinda iyi, .80-.90 arasinda ¢ok iyi ve .90'un iizerindeki degerler
ise mitkemmel olarak belirtilmistir. Bu anlamda elde edilen KMO degeri milkemmel diizeydedir.
Degiskenler arasinda yiiksek korelasyon olup olmadigini ve veri setinin ¢ok degiskenli normal bir
dagilimdan gelip gelmedigini belirlemek amaciyla Barlett kiiresellik (Barlett Test of Sphericity) testi
yapilmis ve p<.001 diizeyinde (x2= 34625.68; sd=1770) anlamli bulunmustur. Barlett testinin anlamli
bulunmasi, verilerin ¢ok degiskenli normal bir dagilimdan geldigini ve dogrusallik gosterdigini
ispatlamaktadir (Tavsancil, 2010). Elde edilen tim bu degerler Olgegin faktorlenebilirligini
gostermekte ve alt boyutlarinin ortaya ¢ikarilabilecegine yonelik gecerli parametreler sunmaktadir.

Tablo 4.SYD Olgeginin KMO ve Bartlett Testi Degerleri

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Orneklem Yeterliligi 984
Ki-kare Degeri 34625.68
Barlett Testi Serbestlik Derecesi 1770
P .000
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KMO ve Barlett testlerinin ardindan 0Olgegin yap1 gegerliginin belirlenmesi ve 0Olgek
maddelerinin faktorlere veya boyutlara dagilimini belirlemek amaciyla AFA (Ac¢imlayici Faktor
Analizi) gergeklestirilmistir. AFA siirecinde temel bilesenler analizi ve faktorlerin isimlendirilmesinde
kolaylik saglamasi nedeniyle Varimax dik dondiirme teknigi kullanilmustir (Altunigik vd., 2010).
Temel bilesenler analizi, veri setindeki hangi degiskenlerin biraraya gelerek alt kiime olusturdugunu
kesfetmek amaciyla kullanilmaktadir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2015). AFA siirecinde faktorlerin
belirlenmesinde eigen degeri 1 olarak alinmig ve faktorlerin kabul edilebilir minimum yiik degeri .30
olarak belirlenmistir (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2006; Ntoumanis, 2001). Tabachnick ve Fidell (2015) ise bu
degeri .32 olarak belirlemislerdir. Bu arastirmada ise minimum faktér yiik degeri .30 olarak
belirlenmistir.

Tablo 5. SYD Olgegi AFA Sonrasi Elde Edilen Faktor Sayilart ve Bu Faktorlerin Agikladigi Toplam Varyans
Miktari

Faktorler Baslangic Ozdegerleri Toplam Faktor Yiikleri

Toplam Varyans Kiim. Toplam Varyans Kiim.
% % % %

1 40,424 67,373 67,373 40,424 67,373 67,373

2 2,281 3,801 71,175 2,281 3,801 71,175

3 1,427 2,378 73,553 1,427 2,378 73,553

4 1,194 1,989 75,542 1,194 1,989 75,542

5 1,019 1,699 77,241 1,019 1,699 77,241

6 834 1,390 78,631

7 672 1,121 79,751

8 596 994 80,745

60 .053 .088 100

*Faktor Belirleme Yontemi: Temel Bilesenler Analizi
**Dondiirme Yontemi: Varimax

Yukarida Tablo 5’te goriildiigii gibi gerceklestirilen AFA analizi sonrasi dlgegin eigen degeri

1’den biiyiik 5 faktorde toplandig1 goriilmektedir ve bu faktorlerin agikladigi toplam varyans miktar
ise %77.24’tiir.

Bu islemin ardindan Glgek maddelerinin faktorlere dagilimini netlestirmek ve maddelerin
boyutsal diizlemini ortaya koymak amaciyla Varimax dik dondiirme teknigi kullanilmigtir. Varimax
dik dondiirme teknigi, degiskenler ve faktorler arasi korelasyonlarda korelasyon degeri yiiksek olanlari
en st diizeye ¢ikarmak, diisiik olanlar ise en diigiik seviyeye indirerek maddelerin veya degiskenlerin
faktorlere dagilimimi netlestirmektedir. Varimax teknigi ayni zamanda her bir faktdrdeki yiiklerin
varyansini en {ist diizeye ¢ikarma yontemidir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2015). Varimax teknigi sonrasi
bazi maddelerin birden fazla faktérden .30 ve iizerinde yiik aldiklar1 goriilmiis ve yiik farkinin
.100°den az oldugu maddeler dlgekten cikarilmistir. Bu siiregte 6, 11, 12, 13, 27, 29, 36, 40, 53, 57.
maddeler oOlcekten tek tek cikarilarak boyutlar netlesinceye kadar analiz her seferinde (10 kez)
yenilenmistir. Varimax dik dondiirme teknigi sonrasi toplam 10 madde 6l¢ekten ¢ikarilmig ve dlgegin
acikladigi toplam varyans miktar1 %76.28 olmustur. Ayni zamanda Glgegin Kaiser Mayer Olkin
(KMO) degeri .983 ve Barlett kiiresellik (Barlett Test of Sphericity) testi p<.001 diizeyinde (x2=
28270.08; sd=1225) anlaml1 bulunmustur. Olgegin faktdr (alt boyut) sayisi dorde diismiistiir.

187



Egitim Kuram ve Uygulama Arastirmalart Dergisi 2021, Cilt 7, Say1 2, 180-209 Mesut DEMIRBILEK, Miinevver CETIN

Tablo 6. Varimax Dik Déndiirme Teknigi Sonrasi Olcegin Elde Edilen Faktér Sayis1 ve Faktorlerin Agikladig
Toplam Varyans Miktar1

Faktorler Baslangic Ozdegerleri  Toplam Faktor Yiikleri Faktor Yiiklerinin
Dondiiriillmiis Toplamlar:
Toplam Kiim. Toplam Kiim. Toplam Kiim.
Varyans % Varyans % Varyans %
% % %

33,628 67,256 67,256 33,628 67,256 67,256 16,814 33,627 33,627
2,110 4,221 71,477 2110 4,221 71,477 7,610 15220 48,848
1,277 2,554 74,030 1277 2554 74,030 7,588 15177 64,025
1,127 2,253 76,284 11127 2253 76284 6,130 12,259 76,284
941 1,881 78,165
753 1506 79,671
596 1,192 80,863
548 1,097 81,960
506 1,011 82,971
10 463 926 83,897

*Faktor Belirleme Yontemi: Temel Bilesenler Analizi
**Dondiirme Yontemi: Varimax

© 00 N O o B W N -

Tablo 7. SYD Olgegi Varimax Sonras1 Olgegin Netlesen Faktorleri ve Bu Faktérlere Ait Yiik Degerleri

Faktorler
Faktor Faktor Faktor Faktor
Maddeler 1 5 3 4

32)Esitsizlikleri azaltmak i¢in ¢abalar. ,809
26)Dislanan bireylere sahip cikar. 187
24)Kurumda g¢alisanlar arasinda birlik beraberlik saglar. ,786
31)Sosyal adaleti benimser. ,782
38)Demokratik yonetigimi destekler. 179
25)Ayrimciligi reddeder. 179
43)Kurumda, ¢alisgan memnuniyetini arttirmaya ¢aligir. 78
23)Firsat esitligine dnem verir. (76
51)Belirsizlikleri a¢iga kavusturur. 144
45)Calisanlarin, ihtiya¢ duyduklar1 kaynaklara esit erisimini 796
saglar. '

44)Kurumda g¢aligan devamliligint saglamak igin ¢aba 719
gosterir. '

50)Ortaya ¢ikan riskleri iyi yonetir. ,718
28)Kurumda cesitliligi dikkate alir. 717
56)Agik bir vizyona sahiptir. ,710
48)Kendi ¢ikarlarindan ¢ok kurumdaki herkesin iyiligini 209
diisiindir. '

52)Toplumun gelecegi ile ilgili ilham veren diyaloglar 693
kurar. ’

7)Paydas katilimini saglayarak kurumda kalict birliktelik 683
saglar '

19)Calisan ihtiyaglarinin karsilanmasina yonelik sorumlu 682
davranir. '

46)Kurumun uzun vadeli gelisimi igin vizyon olusturur. ,668
47)Kalic1 gelisim hedefleri belirler. ,653
30)Caliganlarin gelisimini stirdiirmek icin kaynaklari 634

harekete gegirir.
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Tablo 7. SYD Olgegi Varimax Sonras1 Olgegin Netlesen Faktorleri ve Bu Faktorlere Ait Yiik Degerleri
(Devami)

Faktorler
Faktor Faktor Faktor Faktor
Maddeler 1 5 3 4

9)Kurumsal verimliligi devam ettirmeye yonelik stratejiler 620

gelistirir. '

54)Uzun vadeli planlama yapar. ,618

8)Belirsizligi azaltarak kurum gelecegine yon verir. ,614

33)Kaynaklarin etkili kullanilmasinda ¢alisanlarla isbirligi 592

yapar. :

49)Kurumu gelecege tasiyan unsurlarin korunmasinda 580

miicadelecidir. ’

4)Kurumun sahip oldugu kaynaklar1 kurum paydaslari 580

arasinda adil bir sekilde dagitmaya 6zen gosterir. '

55)Faaliyet-kaynak durumu dengesini dikkate alir ,548

16)Kuruma yeni malzemeler almak yerine var olan 737

malzemeleri etkin bir sekilde degerlendirir.
59)Kurum kaynaklarinin bosa harcanmasini sevmez. ,666

58)Kuruma ait eski malzemeleri doniistiirerek yeniden 655
kullanima sunar. '

18)Harcamalar1 dengeli yapar. ,651
17)Var olan kaynaklar1 degerlendirmeyi iyi bilir. ,649
41)Yapilan planlamalarda biitgenin tasarruflu

. o 644
kullanilmasina 6zen gosterir.
39)Kaynaklar1 verimli kullanarak maliyet tasarrufu saglar. ,620
34)Kaynak israfina neden olan uygulamalar1 kaldirir. ,538
60)Kurum mirasin1 korumaya 6zen gosterir. ,523

22)Cevre ile ilgili projeleri tesvik eder. 170
21)Cevrenin korunmasina yonelik hassasiyete sahiptir 743
20)Dogay1 korumaya yonelik girisimlerde bulunur. 137
15)Atiklarin ayristirilmasina yonelik duyarliliga sahiptir. ,689
37)Kurumda gevresel duyarliligi arttirmak i¢in ¢aligmalar 625
yapar. ’
14)Geri doniigiim uygulamalarini destekler. ,606
42)Cevre ile ilgili sivil toplum kuruluslartyla ortakliklar 595
yapar. ’
35)Cevreye zarar verebilecek girisimleri reddeder. 579
1)Kurumdaki kaynaklarin korunmasina yonelik hassasiyete

sahiptir.

3)Kurumun sahip oldugu simirlar igerisinde kaynaklari

verimli sekilde kullanir

2)Sadece bugiinii degil gelecegi de diisiiniir. ,660

,765

,689

5)Kurumda var olan olumlu kosullar1 korumak ister. ,615
10)Kaynaklarin tasarruflu kullanilmasina yonelik

. ,575
calisanlari tegvik eder.

*Faktorlestirme Metodu: Temel Bilesenler Analizi
**Dondiirme Teknigi: Varimax

Yukarida tablo 6. ve 7’de goriildiigli gibi 6l¢egin maddelerinin eigen degeri 1°den biiyiik olan
4 faktorde toplandign goriilmiistiir. Olgek maddelerinin girdikleri faktorlerde kabul edilebilir yiik
degerlerine (en disiik .523 en yiiksek .809) sahip oldugu tespit edilmistir. Faktorlere giren maddeler
incelendikten sonra ilgili literatiir cercevesinde faktorlere giren madde ¢ogunlugu dikkate alinarak
faktorler (boyutlar) isimlendirilmistir. Belirlenen faktor isimleri, madde sayilari, numaralart ve
faktorlerin isimlendirilmesinde yararlanilan ¢alismalar asagida tablo 8’de gosterilmistir;
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Tablo 8. SYD Olgegi Alt Boyutlar;, Madde Sayisi, Madde Numaralar1 ve Boyutlarin Isimlendirilmesinde

Yararlanilan Calismalar

Faktor Faktor (Alt Boyut)
(Alt Ad1
Boyut)

Madde Madde Numaralar:

Sayisi

Faktorlerin (Alt Boyutlarin)
Isimlendirilmesinde
Yararlanilan Calismalar

1 Kurumsal Isleyise
Yonelik Davraniglar
(KIYD)

4,7,8,9, 19, 23, 24, 25, 26,
28, 30, 31, 32, 33, 38, 43, 44,
45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52,
54, 55, 56

28

Keiner (2004)

Munck ve Souza (2012)

Cayak ve Cetin (2018)

Kiesnere ve Baumgartner (2019)
Buvaneswari, Shanthi, Kannaiah
ve Ragavan (2015)

Madu ve Kuei (2012)

Visser ve Courtice (2011)
George ve Sims (2007)

Swayze, Buckler ve
MacDiarmid (2011)

Gough (2005)

Beltran vd. (2012)

Jackson (2007)

Ekonomik
Verimlilige Y6nelik
Davraniglar
(EVYD)

16, 17, 18, 34, 39, 41, 58, 59,
60

Madu ve Kuei (2012)

Keiner (2004)

Munck ve Souza (2012)

Galleli, Munck, Pilli ve Mazzon
(2014)

Cayak ve Cetin (2018)

Yiiksel ve Yildiz (2019)

Kaya (2013)

Demirel ve Sungur (2018)

Tiirer (2010)

Biasutti ve Frate (2016)

Olsson, Gericke ve Chang-
Rundgren (2016)

Diesendorf (2000)

Martins, Mata ve Costa (2006)
Swayze, Buckler ve
MacDiarmid (2011)

Brito ve dig., (2018)

Cevresel
Duyarliliga Yo6nelik
Davranislar
(CDYD)

8 14, 15, 20, 21, 22, 35, 37, 42

Madu ve Kuei (2012)

Keiner (2004)

Munck ve Souza (2012)

Galleli, Munck, Pilli ve Mazzon
(2014)

Yiiksel ve Yildiz (2019)

Kaya (2013)

Demirel ve Sungur (2018)

Tirer (2010)

Biasutti ve Frate (2016)

Olsson, Gericke ve Chang-
Rundgren (2016)

Diesendorf (2000)

Martins, Mata ve Costa (2006)
Swayze, Buckler ve
MacDiarmid ( 2011)

Brito ve dig., (2018)

Koruma Hassasiyeti
Davraniglar1 (KHD)

5 1,2,3,5,10

Molinari (2010)

Hadders (2012)

Meadowcroft (1997)

Ratiu (2013)

Karabigak ve Ozdemir (2015)
Hargreaves ve Fink (2005)
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Tablo 8’ de goriildiigii gibi 6l¢egi olusturan birinci alt boyut 28 maddeden; ikinci alt boyut 9
maddeden; {igiincii alt boyut 8 maddeden; dordiincii alt boyut ise 5 maddeden olusmaktadir. Olgek
toplamda 50 maddeden olusmaktadir. Belirlenen Olgek faktorlerine yiikleme yapan degiskenler
(maddeler) incelenmis ve degiskenler arasindaki ortak noktalar belirlenerek faktorler (alt boyutlar)
isimlendirilmistir (Altunisik ve dig., 2010). Yani faktorlerin isimlendirilmesinde faktorlere yiiklenen
degisken (madde) gurubunu birlestiren temel boyut dikkate alinmistir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2015).
Bu amagla 6lgegin birinci alt boyutu “Kurumsal Isleyise Yonelik Davramislar”; ikinci alt boyutu
“Ekonomik Verimlilige Yonelik Davraniglar”; tglincli alt boyutu “Cevresel Duyarliliga Yonelik
Davranislar’; dordiincii alt boyutu ise “Koruma Hassasiyeti Davranislary” olarak isimlendirilmistir.

Giivenirlik Analizleri

AFA sonrast elde edilen olcegin ve alt boyutlarinin giivenirlik diizeylerini ve gilivenirlik
katsayilarim1 ortaya koymak amaciyla Cronbach Alpha ve testi yarilama (split half) yontemleri
kullanilmistir.  Cronbach Alpha, en yaygin kullamlan giivenirlik belirleme yontemi olup 6l¢ek
maddeleri arasindaki tutarlilik dogrultusunda hesaplama yapmaktadir. Testi yarilama yonteminde ise
6lcek maddeleri iki ayr1 yariya boliinmekte ve bu iki yar1 arasindaki korelasyon hesaplanmaktadir,
daha sonra ortaya c¢ikan korelasyon katsayisina diizeltme formiilii uygulanarak olgegin tiimiiniin
giivenirlik katsayisi elde edilmektedir (Seker ve Gengdogan, 2014; Kan, 2009). Elde edilen degerler
asagida bulunan tablo 9’da gosterilmistir;

Tablo 9. AFA Sonrasi1 Olgek ve Alt Boyutlaria Ait Hesaplanan Giivenirlik Katsayilari

SYD Olgegi ve Alt Boyutlarn ~ Cronbach Split Half (Testi Split Half (Testi
Alpha Yarilama) Yarilama)
Katsayisi Spearman Brown  Guttman Katsayisi
Katsayisi
Kurumsal Isleyise Yonelik .99 .97 97
Davranislar (KiYD)
Ekonomik Verimlilige .95 .92 91
Yonelik Davraniglar (EVYD)
Cevresel Duyarliliga Yonelik .95 .94 .93
Davraniglar (CDYD)
Koruma Hassasiyeti .92 .89 .84
Davraniglar1 (KHD)
SYD Olgegi Toplam .99 .95 .94

Tablo 9’da goriildiigii gibi AFA sonrasi gergeklestirilen 6lgek toplam ve alt boyutlarina ait
giivenirlik analizlerine bakildiginda i¢ tutarlilik giivenirliginin belirlenmesi amaciyla gerceklestirilen
Cronbach Alpha Degerinin en diisiik o= .92 ve en yiiksek a=.99 aralifinda degistigi gdzlenmistir.
Olgek ve alt boyutlarnin yarilanmasi ve iki yari arasindaki tutarhligin belirlenmesine yonelik
giivenirlik analizi olan Split Half yonteminde ise Spearman Brown Katsayis1 en diisiik S= .89 ve en
yiiksek S= .97 araliginda; Guttman Katsayis1 ise en diisik G= .84 ve en yiiksek G= .97 araliginda
degistigi gozlenmistir. Livingston (2018)’ a gore gilivenilirlik katsayist .00 ile 1.00 arasinda
degisebilen mutlak bir sayidir. 1.00 degeri miikemmel tutarliligi gdstermekte olup .00 degerine
yaklastikca tutarlilik ve giivenirlik ortadan kalkmaktadir. Literatiirde Onerilen en diisiik giivenirlik
katsayis1 .70’tir (Fraenkel ve Wallen, 1993; Seker ve Gengdogan, 2014). Elde edilen Slgege ait
giivenirlik katsayisi degerlerinin yiiksek olmasi Olgek ve alt boyutlarinin i¢ tutarliliginin ve
givenirliginin yiiksek oldugunu kanitlamaktadir (Price ve Mueller, 1986; Nunnally, 1978 den akt.

Germain, 2006).
Ayt Edicilik Analizi

Giivenirlik analizleri sonras1 6l¢egin, alt boyutlarmin ve Slgek maddelerinin ayirtediciliginin
hesaplanmas1 amaciyla Bagimsiz Gruplar T Testi kullanilmistir. Bu dogrultuda dlgek ve alt boyut
toplam puanlar ile madde puanlart kullanilarak iist %27 ve alt %27’lik dilimler belirlenmis ve bu
guruplar arasindaki aritmetik ortalama farkliliginin anlamli olup olmadigi ve anlamli ise iist gurup
lehine gergeklesip gerceklesmedigi hesaplanmustir. Ayirtedicilik, bir maddeyi veya oOlgegi yiiksek
puanlayanlar ile diisiik puanlayanlar1 karsilastirmaktadir ve belli bir 6zellige yiiksek ve diisiik diizeyde
sahip olanlar1 ayirt etme giiciidiir. Ust ve alt guruplar1 ayirmak igin genellikle %27°lik oran yeterli
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goriilmektedir; ¢ilinkii bu deger ayirtediciligin analizi igin yeterli orani saglarken ayn1 zamanda normal
dagilimlardaki farkliliklar1 en st diizeye ¢ikarmaktadir (McCowan ve McCowan, 1999; Wiersma ve

Jurs, 1990).
Tablo 10. SYD Olgegi ve Alt Boyutlarinin Ayirt Ediciliklerini Belirlemek Uzere Yapilan Bagimsiz Grup t Testi
Sonuglari
- t Testi
Alt Boyutlar Gruplar N X ss  Sh, t S P
Kurumsal Isleyise Yonelik Ust 118 12997 7.385 .68
Davranislar (KIYD) Alt 118 62.69 16.692 1.53 40041 1e1.11 .000
Ekonomik Verimlilige Ust 118 41.64 2417 .22
Yonelik Davraniglar 31.048 158.539 .000
(EVYD) Alt 118 24.09 5642 52
Cevresel Duyarliliga Ust 118 38.02 1.695 .15
Yonelik Davraniglar 34.558 142.755 .000
(CDYD) Alt 118 2099 5.076 .46
Koruma Hassasiyeti Ust 118 2368 1233 .11
Davraniglar1 (KHD) Alt 118 13.53 3.054 .28 33.458 154.129 .000
w Ust 118 231.22 12.368 1.14
SYD Olgegi Toplam Alt 118 12414 27376 252 38.722 162.853 .000
Tablo 11. SYD Olgegi Maddelerinin Ayirt Ediciliklerini Belirlemek Uzere Yapilan Bagimsiz Grup t Testi
Sonuglari
Maddeler Gruplar N X t Sd p
Ust 118 4.86
M1 22.695 150.627 .000
Alt 118 2.80
Ust 118 4.79
M2 32.861 186.174 .000
Alt 118 2.29
Ust 118 4.73
M3 30.637 205.021 .000
Alt 118 2.47
Ust 118 4.72
M4 32.825 195.378 .000
Alt 118 2.14
Ust 118 5.00
M5 25.471 117 .000
Alt 118 2.81
Ust 118 4.87
M7 38.566 170.677 .000
Alt 118 2.19
Ust 118 4.60
M8 31.844 234 .000
Alt 118 2.13
Ust 118 4.58
M9 32.337 234 .000
Alt 118 2.13
Ust 118 4.86
M10 29.421 164.272 .000
Alt 118 2.57
Ust 118 5.00
M14 27.051 117 .000
Alt 118 2.73
Ust 118 491
M15 33.737 152.179 .000
Alt 118 2.42
Ust 118 4.57
M16 25.980 201.293 .000
Alt 118 2.39
Ust 118 4.71
M17 28.198 195 .000
Alt 118 2.47
Ust 118 4.64
M18 28.669 205.071 .000
Alt 118 2.37
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Tablo 11. SYD Olgegi Maddelerinin Ayirt Ediciliklerini Belirlemek Uzere Yapilan Bagimsiz Grup t Testi
Sonuglar1 (Deevami)

Maddeler Gruplar N X t Sd p
Ust 118 4,75 000
M19 31.868 187.080 '
Alt 118 2.18
Ust 118 4.99 000
M20 41.377 121.134 '
Alt 118 2.33
Ust 118 5.00
M21 ° 38.025 117 000
Alt 118 2.43
Ust 118 5.00
M22 : 37.703 117 000
Alt 118 2.45
Ust 118 4,76 000
M23 32.715 181.429 '
Alt 118 2.08
Ust 118 4.90 000
M24 38.907 152.462 '
Alt 118 1.93
Ust 118 4,89 000
M25 34.275 149.146 '
Alt 118 2.06
Ust 118 4.63 000
M26 31.950 197.855 '
Alt 118 1.96
Ust 118 482 000
M28 33.399 171.910 '
Alt 118 2.18
Ust 118 4.80 000
M30 32.225 176.692 '
Alt 118 2.21
Ust 118 481 000
M31 34.943 174.147 '
Alt 118 1.99
Ust 118 477 000
M32 34.786 180.502 :
Alt 118 1.94
Ust 118 4.83 000
M33 31.889 169.972 '
Alt 118 2.31
Ust 118 4.84 000
M34 31.534 177.433 )
Alt 118 2.54
Ust 118 4,90 000
M35 33.913 163.454 '
Alt 118 2.61
Ust 118 472 000
M37 30.691 198.356 :
Alt 118 2.35
Ust 118 4,75 000
M38 35.083 185.655 '
Alt 118 1.93
Ust 118 472 000
M39 29.050 197.752 '
Alt 118 2.47
Ust 118 4.66 000
M41 27.607 205.829 '
Alt 118 2.51
Ust 118 461 000
M42 29.020 208.985 .
Alt 118 2.32
Ust 118 4.83 000
M43 39.689 180.240 :
Alt 118 1.94
Ust 118 487 000
M44 33.733 158.046 .
Alt 118 2.22
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Tablo 11. SYD Olgegi Maddelerinin Ayirt Ediciliklerini Belirlemek Uzere Yapilan Bagimsiz Grup t Testi
Sonuglari (Devami)

Maddeler Gruplar N X t Sd p
Ust 118 4,76 000
M45 32.123 185.791 '
Alt 118 2.21
Ust 118 4,79 000
M46 32.887 183.355 :
Alt 118 2.24
Ust 118 4,70 000
M47 29.578 189.145 '
Alt 118 2.24
Ust 118 4,75 000
M48 32.447 178.513 '
Alt 118 2.01
Ust 118 472 000
M49 29.784 190.725 '
Alt 118 2.31
Ust 118 4.66 000
M50 31.575 193.536 :
Alt 118 2.01
Ust 118 458 000
M51 30.652 202.747 '
Alt 118 2.05
Ust 118 4,54
M52 : 32.000 234 000
Alt 118 1.96
Ust 118 4,66 000
M54 31.146 197.094 '
Alt 118 2.10
Ust 118 4.62 000
M55 27.522 205.714 '
Alt 118 2.42
Ust 118 4,69 000
M56 32.978 192.047 '
Alt 118 1.97
Ust 118 4,57 000
M58 28.367 208.406 :
Alt 118 2.29
Ust 118 4,94 000
M59 24.358 133.218 '
Alt 118 2.86
Ust 118 4.85 000
M60 30.958 171.844 '
Alt 118 2.54

Tablo 10. ve 11°de gorildigi gibi SYD odlgegi ve alt boyut puanlart ile 6lgegin madde
puanlarinin iist %27 ve alt %27 gruplarinin aritmetik ortalamalari arasinda iist gurup lehine anlaml bir
farklilik oldugu (p<.001) tespit edilmistir; boylece 6lgegin, alt boyutlarinin ve dlgek maddelerinin
ayirt edici oldugu goriilmiistiir. Ust ve alt gurup ortalamalar arasindaki farkin anlamli ¢ikmasi, ayni
zamanda Ol¢egin i¢ tutarliliginin da yiliksek oldugunu gostermektedir (Biiylikoztiirk, 2012).

Korelasyon Hesaplamalar

Ayirtedicilik iglemi sonrast SYD o6lgegine ait maddelerin, madde-toplam ve madde kalan
korelasyonlar1 hesaplanmis ve bu sekilde 6lcek i¢ tutarliligi ve maddelerin ayni yapiy1 6lgiip 6lgmedigi
ortaya konulmustur.
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Tablo 12. SYD Olgegi Madde-Toplam (Item-Total) ve Madde-Kalan (Item-Reminder) Korelasyon Sonuglar

Maddeler
M1
M2
M3
M4
M5
M7
M8
M9

M10
M14
M15
M16
M17
M18
M19
M20
M21
M22
M23
M24
M25
M26
M28
M30
M31
M32
M33
M34
M35
M37
M38
M39
M41
M42
M43
M44
M45
M46
M47
M48
M49
M50
M51
M52
M54
M55
M56
M58
M59
M60

N
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436
436

Madde-Toplam
Korelasyon
r
647
.814
793
813
767
.854
.826
827
733
726
.738
.690
.780
741
.845
795
795
.790
.853
878
.828
.854
877
.868
.869
871
873
q74
811
.835
.845
.823
787
.753
.881
.859
.857
878
.862
.856
.893
842
.846
.859
.867
842
.884
749
761
799

p

.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000

Madde-Kalan Korelasyon

r
.635
.805
785
.804
757
.847
.818
.819
723
715
126
.678
71
.730
.838
.786
.786
.780
.846
872
.819
.847
871
.861
.863
.864
.867
.765
.804
.828
.837
.816
779
142
.875
.852
.851
872
.855
.849
.888
.834
.838
.852
.861
.835
.878
739
749
791

p
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000

195



Egitim Kuram ve Uygulama Arastirmalart Dergisi 2021, Cilt 7, Say1 2, 180-209 Mesut DEMIRBILEK, Miinevver CETIN

Tablo 12°de goriildiigli gibi madde-toplam korelasyonu (en diisiik .647; en yiiksek .893) ve
madde-kalan korelasyonu (en disiik .635; en yiiksek .888) sonucu elde edilen korelasyon degerleri
.30’un tizerinde olup maddeler arasinda yiiksek oranda pozitif yonde p<.001 diizeyinde anlaml1 iliski
oldugu tespit edilmistir. Tiim bu sonuglar 6l¢egin i¢ tutarliliginin yiiksek oldugunu ve ayni yapiyi
Olctiigiinii gdstermektedir (Biiylikoztiirk, 2012; Giirbiiz ve Sahin, 2018). Bu islemin ardindan 6lcek ve
alt boyutlar arasindaki ve alt boyutlarin kendi arasindaki iliskilerin belirlenmesi amaciyla Pearson
Momentler Carpimi Korelasyonu Analizi gergeklestirilmistir. Korelasyon analizi, iki degisken
arasindaki iliskinin giiclinii ve siddetini gostermekte olup “r” ile gosterilmekte ve -1 ile +1 arasinda
degerler almaktadir (Altunisik ve dig., 2010). Degiskenler arasindaki korelasyon hesaplamalar
sonrasinda elde edilen katsayr .30’dan diisiik ise degiskenler arasindaki iliski zayif, .30-.70 arasinda
ise degiskenler arasindaki iliski orta ve .70 ve iizerinde ise degiskenler arasindaki iligski kuvvetli olarak
literatiirde tanimlanmustir (Glirbiiz ve Sahin, 2018).

Tablo 13. SYD Olgegi ile Alt Boyutlar Arasindaki ve Alt Boyutlarin Kendi Arasindaki iliskileri Belirlemek igin
Yapilan Pearson Momentler Carpimi Korelasyonu Analizi Sonuglart

Ekonomik Cevresel
- Verimlilige Duyarliliga Koruma .
Olgek ve Alt Yonelik Yonelik ~ HASSIYel  oup 1ogiam
Boyutlar Davraniglari
Davranislar Davranislar (KHD)
(EVYD) (CDYD)
Kurumsal Isleyise r 843 833 822 .984
Yonelik Davraniglar
(KiYD) p .000 .000 .000 .000
Ekonomik r .832 .796 .909
Verimlilige Yonelik
Davraniglar (EVYD) p .000 .000 .000
Cevresel Duyarliliga r 754 898
Yonelik Davraniglar
(CDYD) p .000 .000
Koruma Hassasiyeti r .868
Davraniglar1 (KHD) p .000

Tablo 13°te goriildiigii gibi Pearson Momentler Carpimi Korelasyonu Analizi sonucunda hem
alt faktorler arasinda hem de alt faktorler ile 6lgek toplam puani arasinda pozitif yonde yiiksek iliski
bulunmustur. “SYD Olgegi” ile “Kurumsal Isleyise Yonelik Davranislar “alt boyutu arasinda r=.984
p<.001 diizeyinde; “SYD Olcegi” ile “Ekonomik Verimlilige Yonelik Davranislar” alt boyutu arasinda
=909 p<.001 diizeyinde; “SYD Olgegi” ile “Cevresel Duyarliliga Yonelik Davraniglar” alt boyutu
arasinda r=.898 p<.001 diizeyinde; “SYD Ol¢egi” ile “Koruma Hassasiyeti Davramsglar:” alt boyutu
arasinda r=.868 p<.001 diizeyinde pozitif yliksek iliski bulunmustur. Bununla birlikte “Kurumsal
Isleyise Yonelik Davramiglar alt boyutu ile “Ekonomik Verimlilige Yénelik Davranislar” alt boyutu
arasinda 1=.843 p<.001 diizeyinde; “Kurumsal Isleyise Yonelik Davramgslar * alt boyutu ile “Cevresel
Duyarliliga Yonelik Davramislar” alt boyutu arasinda r=.833 p<.001 diizeyinde; “Kurumsal Isleyise
Yonelik Davranmiglar « alt boyutu ile “Koruma Hassasiyeti Davraniglart” alt boyutu arasinda r=.822
p<.001 diizeyinde; “Ekonomik Verimlilige Yonelik Davranislar alt boyutu ile “Cevresel Duyarliliga
Yonelik Davranmiglar” alt boyutu arasinda r=.832 p<.001 diizeyinde; ;*Ekonomik Verimlilige Yonelik
Davranmiglar” alt boyutu ile “Koruma Hassasiyeti Davraniglar:” alt boyutu arasinda r=.796 p<.001
diizeyinde; “Cevresel Duyarliliga Yonelik Davramslar® alt boyutu ile “Koruma Hassasiyeti
Davraniglar:” alt boyutu arasinda r=.754 p<.001 diizeyinde pozitif yonde anlamli bir iligki tespit
edilmistir. Tiim bu sonuglar, SYD o6lgegine ait biitiin faktorlerin ayni yapiyr Olgtiiglinii ve tiim
faktorlerin kendi aralarmmda ve olgek toplam puaniyla pozitif yonde korelasyona sahip oldugunu
gostermektedir.

SYD olgegi ile ilgili gergeklestirilen yukaridaki islemlerin ardindan Olgege ait maddeler
yeniden siralanmistir. Olgege ait yeni ve eski madde numaralar1 asagida gosterilmistir;
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Tablo 14. SYD Olgegi Ikinci Uygulama ve DFA Oncesi Yeni ve Eski Madde Numaralari

Yeni Eski Alt Boyutlar
Madde  Madde .
Numaras: Numaras Maddeler KIYD EVYD ¢DYD KHD

1 32 Esitsizlikleri azaltmak i¢in ¢abalar. .809

2 26 Dislanan bireylere sahip ¢ikar. 787

3 24 Kl}rumda calisanlar arasinda birlik beraberlik 786
saglar.

4 31 Sosyal adaleti benimser. 782

5 38 Demokratik yonetigimi destekler. 779

6 25 Ayrimeiligt reddeder. 779

7 43 Kurumda, ¢aligan memnuniyetini arttirmaya 778
caligir.

8 23 Firsat esitligine 6nem verir. 176

9 51 Belirsizlikleri agiga kavusturur. 144

10 45 Cgl{saplgrln: ihtiya¢ duyduklart kaynaklara esit 796
erigimini saglar.

1 44 Kurum“da gghsan devamliligini saglamak igin 719
caba gosterir.

12 50 Ortaya cikan riskleri iyi yonetir. 718

13 28 Kurumda ¢esitliligi dikkate alir. 17

14 56 Agik bir vizyona sahiptir. 710

15 48 Kenfh <%1k'§r1.e.1r1'pdan ¢ok kurumdaki herkesin 709
iyiligini diisiiniir.
Toplumun gelecegi ile ilgili ilham veren

16 52 diyaloglar kurar. 693

17 7 P_ay_das l_<at1h£nm1 saglayarak kurumda kalict 683
birliktelik saglar

18 19 Calisan ihtiyaclarinin karsilanmasina yonelik 682
sorumlu davranir.

19 46 Kurumun uzun vadeli gelisimi igin vizyon 668
olusturur.

20 47  Kalici gelisim hedefleri belirler. .653

21 30 Calisanlarin gelisimini s.u.rdurmek i¢in 634
kaynaklar1 harekete gegirir.

29 9 KuruI.I_lsal ver.m_ll%hgl devam ettirmeye yonelik 620
stratejiler gelistirir.

23 54 Uzun vadeli planlama yapar. .618

24 8 \I?:rlil:s1zllg1 azaltarak kurum gelecegine yon 614

25 33 Ka}/n.a}(.larm etkili kullanilmasinda ¢alisanlarla 592
isbirligi yapar.

2 49 Kurumu geleceg? taslyan.ul.lsurlarm 580
korunmasinda miicadelecidir.
Kurumun sahip oldugu kaynaklari kurum

27 4 paydaslar1 arasinda adil bir sekilde dagitmaya .580
Ozen gosterir.

28 55 Faaliyet-kaynak durumu dengesini dikkate alir .548

29 16 Kuruma yeni malzemeler almak yerine var olan 737
malzemeleri etkin bir sekilde degerlendirir. '

30 59 Kurum kaynaklarinin bosa harcanmasini 666
sevmez.

31 58 Kur}lma ait eski malzemeleri doniistiirerek 655
yeniden kullanima sunar.

32 18 Harcamalar1 dengeli yapar. .651

33 17 Var olan kaynaklar1 degerlendirmeyi iyi bilir. .649

34 a Yapilan planlar{lalarda} butgemn tasarruflu 644
kullanilmasina 6zen gosterir.

35 39 K%ynaklarl verimli kullanarak maliyet tasarrufu 620
saglar.

36 34 Kaynak israfina neden olan uygulamalari 538
kaldirir.

37 60 Kurum mirasint korumaya dzen gosterir. 523
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Tablo 14. SYD Olgegi Ikinci Uygulama ve DFA Oncesi Yeni ve Eski Madde Numaralari

Yeni Eski Alt Boyutlar
Madde  Madde

Numaras: Numarasi Maddeler KIYD EVYD CDYD KHD

38 22 Cevre ile ilgili projeleri tesvik eder. 770

39 21 Ce\{re{nn korunmasina yonelik hassasiyete 743
sahiptir

40 20 Dogay1 korumaya yonelik girisimlerde bulunur. 737

M 15 Atll'da'rln ayrigtirilmasina yonelik duyarliliga 689
sahiptir.

42 37 Kurumda gevresel duyarliligi arttirmak igin 625
caligmalar yapar.

43 14 Geri doniisiim uygulamalarini destekler. .606

44 42 Cevre ile ilgili sivil toplum kuruluslariyla 505
ortakliklar yapar.

45 35 Cevreye zarar verebilecek girisimleri reddeder. 579
Kurumdaki kaynaklarin korunmasina yonelik

46 1 . o .765
hassasiyete sahiptir.

47 3 Kurumun sahip oldugu sinirlar igerisinde 689
kaynaklar1 verimli sekilde kullanir '

48 2 Sadece bugiinii degil gelecegi de diigiiniir. .660

49 5 i:lerrumda var olan olumlu kosullar1 korumak 615

50 10 Kaynaklarin tasarruflu kullanilmasina yonelik 575

calisanlari tesvik eder.

Dogrulayict Faktor Analizi (DFA)

AFA ve giivenirlik analizleri sonrasi 6lgek modelinin ve model veri uyumunun dogrulanip
dogrulanmadigin1  belirlemek amaciyla Birinci Diizey Dogrulayict Faktor Analizi (DFA)
gerceklestirilmistir. 724 6gretmen ornekleminde gergeklestirilen uygulamada elde edilen veriler,
oncelikli olarak SPSS 21 sistemine aktarilmis ve veri setinin normal dagilim (tek degiskenli normallik
varsayimi) gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla veri setinin ¢arpiklik ve basiklik degerlerine
bakilmistir. Veri setinin ¢arpiklik ve basiklik degerlerinin +2 ve -2 aralifinda olmasi normallik
varsayimmi karsilamaktadir. Olgegin hesaplanan carpiklik (-.834) ve basiklik (.910) degerlerinin
belirtilen aralikta oldugu goriilmiistiir, bu nedenle veri setinin normal dagilim gosterdigi varsayimi
dogrulanmistir (George ve Mallery, 2010; Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2015). Ardindan Lisrel programi
kullanilarak Dogrulayic1 Faktdr Analizinin (DFA) uygulamasina gecilmistir. DFA’da dlcege ait
degiskenlerin girdikleri faktorlerde temsil edilme durumu ortaya konmakta ve dogrulanmaktadir, ayni
zamanda modelin olusturulmasinda degiskenlerin faktorlere dagilimini arastirmaci belirlemektedir
(Ozdamar, 2004; Albright ve Park, 2009). Bununla birlikte DFA, bir dizi degisken arasindaki iliskileri
degerlendiren bir veri azaltma teknigidir. DFA siirecinde sonuglara bagli olarak yani modelin
dogrulanmamasi durumunda yeni bir 6rneklem alinarak tekrar Kesfedici Faktor Analizi’nin yapilmasi
gerekebilmekte veya madde silme, Olglimde revizyon gergeklestirme gibi miidahaleler
gergeklesebilmektedir (Germain, 2006). Sonu¢ olarak Agimlayici ve Dogrulayici Faktor analizinin
genel amaci, faktor yapisinin kararliligini saglamaktir (Hinkin, 1995). Bu amagla, ilgili veriler Lisrel
programina aktarilmis ve arastirmaci tarafindan 6lgegin modeli belirlenerek, modele madde (degisken)
atamasi yapilmistir. Ardindan model hesaplanarak modelin uyum degerleri ortaya konmustur. Asagida
tablo 15°te SYD olcegine ait gerceklestirilen DFA analizi sonucunda 6l¢ekteki maddelere ait elde
edilen madde istatistikleri verilmistir.
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Tablo 15. SYD Olgegine Ait Gergeklestirilen DFA Analizi Sonucunda Elde Edilen Madde Istatistikleri

Faktor Madde No  Faktor Yiik Degeri R? Hata t
1 .86 74 0,26 34,49**
2 .86 .73 0,27 34,38**
3 .88 77 0,23 35,70**
4 .90 .80 0,20 36,96**
5 .87 .76 0,24 35,50**
6 .87 .76 0,24 35,32**
7 .88 77 0,23 35,75%*
8 .90 .81 0,19 37,20%*
9 .86 74 0,26 34,69**
10 .87 .76 0,24 35,53**
11 .84 71 0,29 33,42**
12 .86 .75 0,25 34,90**
Kurumsal 13 .90 .80 0,20 36,95**
isleyise Yonelik 14 91 .82 0,18 37,81**
Davr.anlslar 15 .88 .78 0,22 36,03**
(K1YD) 16 .89 .80 0,20 36,87**
17 91 .82 0,18 37,86**
18 .88 .78 0,22 36,21**
19 .88 a7 0,23 35,6***
20 .89 .79 0,21 36,51**
21 91 .82 0,18 37,74**
22 .89 .79 0,21 36,67**
23 .84 71 0,29 33,53**
24 .89 .80 0,20 36,91**
25 .88 .78 0,22 35,96**
26 .89 .80 0,20 36,71**
27 .89 .79 0,21 36,58**
28 .85 73 0,27 34,25**
29 81 .66 0,34 31,59**
30 .84 71 0,29 33,52**
Ekonomik 31 .83 .69 0,31 32,60**
Verimlilige 32 .90 .81 0,19 37,24%*
Yonelik 33 .90 .81 0,19 37,06**
Davramslar 34 .92 .84 0,16 38,35**
(EVYD) 35 94 88 0,12 40,21%*
36 91 .82 0,18 37,77**
37 .89 .80 0,20 36,63**
38 .88 .78 0,22 35,79**
39 .90 .82 0,18 37,32**
Cevresel 40 91 82 0,18 37,69**
D;Yt;‘:ﬂ;fa a1 90 81 0,19 37,31%*
Davramslar 42 .93 .86 0,14 39,34**
(CDYD) 43 87 76 0,24 35,41%*
44 .85 73 0,27 34,01**
45 .85 72 0,28 33,82%*
Koruma 46 .92 .84 0,16 38,23**
Hassasiyeti 47 .93 .87 0,13 39,43**
Davramslart 48 .92 .84 0,16 38,33**
(KHD) 49 .86 74 0,26 34,29**
50 .89 .80 0,20 36,59**

**p<0.01
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Tablo 15°te goriildiigii gibi SYD o6lgeginin DFA sonuglarina gore 6l¢ek maddelerinin faktor
yiikk degerleri .81 ve .94 arasinda degismektedir. Elde edilen faktor yiik degerleri kabul edilebilir
diizeydedir. Yine 6lgek maddeleri ile ortiik degiskenler arasindaki iliskilerin de istatistiki agidan % 99
giiven araliginda anlamli oldugu belirlenmistir (£>2,58). DFA’ya ait yol diyagrami asagida

sunulmustur:

0.2 = 51
0 .27 e 52
0.23 53
0.20 54
0.24 55
0 .24 == 56
0.23 57
0. 15 = 58
0. 2E »= 59 s
.29 == 510 X
0 _ 25 e 511 5.
0.25 == §12 \ :
0 .20 = $13 \-,'
0,18 = 514 \2
0.22 = 515 ‘\\-___:;2
0.20 == 516 q_ﬁﬁ 1.06
013 = 517 ~———=——2;
0 .22 == s18 ?g
& 23 -] 519 /;

0.11 a
o.21 520 /o,
0.18 % 521 /2
0.21-= 522 2;
S 25 - 523

0.11
T.z20 524 0.87
0.22 525
0 .20 = 526
0 .21 = 527
0.27 528

0.2€

1ﬁ734“ pov "‘Hh‘\““hﬁa

0.11 25 =] 530

4 e 531 ‘\\E gg
0.19 532 - n s 1.0
0. 15 =] 533 ﬁg%% T
0. 16 == $34 ?EE?
0.12 = $35 /0.85
0. 1S = $36 / |
0. 20 = 537
S 22 - 538

0.07 ‘\\
.15 -y £39 -‘M“ﬁﬂ-ﬂ_‘ho_aa
0. 18 -#= 540 -——______?.213 0.92
0. 15 -w= 541 0.%0 1.0
0.14 542 ?%EE;
0. 24w 543 0.85
.27 = S44 ‘//_//C
o 28 5 0.31
0.16-»= 546 “\\
0.13 == 547 ~———  Th w2
9 1e = 548 ‘————?ﬁzfé. 1.0¢
oo o8 Je— it '

.20 S50 -

Chi-Square=5343.02,

df=1143,

RMSEA=0.073

Sekil 1. SYD Olgegi DFA Modeli
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Sekil 1°de gortldigi gibi SYD o6lgegine ait DFA modeli dort faktorlii bir yap: seklinde ortaya
konulmustur. KIYD “Kurumsal Isleyise Yonelik Davramslar” alt boyutunu; EVYD “Ekonomik
Verimlilige Yo6nelik Davraniglar” alt boyutunu; CDYD “Cevresel Duyarliliga Yonelik Davraniglar” alt
boyutunu ve KHD ise “Koruma Hassasiyeti Davraniglari” alt boyutunu temsil etmektedir. SYD o6l¢egi
modeli DFA analizi sonrasinda elde edilen yol diyagramina bakildiginda ilk asamada uyum Kriterleri
istenilen diizeyde ¢ikmadigindan programin 6nerdigi modifikasyonlar olan 19-20, 23-24, 29-31 ve 38-
39 numarali maddeler arasinda modifikasyon gerceklestirilmistir. DFA uygulamasi sonrasi hesaplanan
uyum iyiligi degerleri asagida sunulmustur:

Tablo 16. SYD Olgegi DFA Sonucunda Hesaplanan Uyum lyiligi Degerleri
X?/df p RMSEA CFI  GFI  AGFI NNFI  NFI RMR SRMR
4,674 0,000 0,073 0,99 0,90 0,85 0,99 0,99 0,026 0,022

Tablo 16’da goriildiigii gibi SYD 6l¢egi modelinin Dogrulayic1 Faktor Analizi sonucunda
hesaplanan ki-kare degeri x2= 5343.02 serbestlik derecesi sd= 1143 (p<.001) ve ki-kare/sd degeri ise
4,674 olarak bulunmustur. x2/sd degerinin 5’in altinda ¢ikmasi model uyumunun kabul edilebilir
diizeyde oldugunu gostermektedir (Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger ve Miiller, 2003). Uyum
indeksleri sonuclarina bakildiginda ise RMSEA degeri .073; CFI degeri .99; NFI degeri .99; GFI
degeri .90 ve RMR degeri ise .026 olarak hesaplanmistir. RMSEA degerinin .08 degerinin altinda
olmasi, GFI degerinin .90 ve {izeri olmasi, RMR degerinin .1’den diisiik olmasi, CFI degerinin .90 ve
tizerinde olmasi, NFI degerinin .90 ve iizerinde olmasi modelin gergek verilerle uyumlu oldugunu ve
tim uyum indekslerinin kabul edilebilir veya mitkemmel degerler aldigin1 gostermektedir (Bentler ve
Bonnet, 1980; Byrne, 2011; Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve Biiyiikoztiirk, 2010; Erkorkmaz, Etikan, Demir,
Ozdamar ve Sanisoglu, 2013; Hu ve Bentler, 1999; Plichta ve Kelvin, 2013; Rigdon, 1996;
Schermelleh-Engel vd., 2003; Yaslioglu, 2017).

Olcegin Puanlanmast

Siirdiiriilebilir Yénetim Davranislart Olgegi 5°1i likert tipi seklinde yapilandirilmis olup “Hig
Katilmiyorum” segenegi 1 puan, “Katilmiyorum” segenegi 2 puan, “Kismen Katiliyorum” segenegi 3
puan “Katiliyorum” secenegi 4 puan, “Tamamen Katiliyorum” secenegi 5 puandir. Olgek toplam
puan1 arttik¢a varsayilan “Siirdiiriilebilir Yonetim Davramslar1” ézelligi de artmaktadir. Olgekte ters
madde bulunmamaktadir. Olcegin “Kurumsal Isleyise Yénelik Davranislar” alt boyutundan en diisiik
28, en yiiksek 140 puan alinabilmekte; “Ekonomik Verimlilige Yonelik Davraniglar” alt boyutundan
en diisiik 9 puan, en yliksek 45 puan alinabilmekte; “Cevresel Duyarliliga Yonelik Davraniglar” alt
boyutundan en diisiik 8 puan, en yiiksek 40 puan alinabilmekte; “Koruma Hassasiyeti Davraniglari” alt
boyutundan en diigiik 5 puan, en yiiksek 25 puan alinabilmekte; “Siirdiiriilebilir Yénetim Davranislari
Olgegi” genelinde ise en diisiik 50, en yiiksek 250 puan alinmaktadir. Siirdiiriilebilir Y&netim
Davranislar 6l¢eginin puanlanmast ile ilgili olarak puan ve karar araliklan su sekildedir:

Tablo 17. Siirdiiriilebilir Yénetim Davranislar1 Olgegi Puanlama ve Karar Araliklart

Hic Katilmiyorum Kismen Katiliyorum Tamamen
Katilmiyorum Katiliyorum Katillyorum
Derecelendirme
puanlarinin 1.00-1.8 1.9-2.69 2.70-3.49 350-429  4.30-5.00
ortalamalari
alindiginda
Toplam puan
ortalamalari 50-90 91-130 131-170 171-210 211-250
alindiginda
Siirdiiriilebilir Yonetim Siirdiiriilebilir Yonetim
Karar Yonii Davraniglart Azalmakta Davraniglar1 Artmakta
C— ——)

Tartisma, Sonuc ve Oneriler

Okul miidiirlerinin siirdiiriilebilir bir bakis agisin1 kendi yonetim siireclerine adapte etmeleri,
hem okulun gelisimi ve gelecek vizyonu agisindan hem de birey ve toplum gelecegi agisindan egitime
onemli katkilar saglamaktadir. Nitekim siirdiiriilebilir yonetimi temele alan lider davranisi, okulda
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kurumsal olarak personelin bagliligini ve devamliligimi saglamakta, sosyal olarak dezavantajli
guruplarin korunmasimi ve firsat esitligini okula yerlestirmekte, cevresel olarak paydaslarda doganin
korunmasina yonelik bilinci gelistirmekte, ekonomik olarak kaynak verimliligini ve kaynaklarin
korunmasini saglamakta ve ayni zamanda bu davranig bi¢imi, okul mirasinin ve geleneklerinin
gelecege tasinmasini kolaylastirmaktadir. Bu davraniglari kapsayan konu alanimi temele alan bu
arastirmada; Ogretmen degerlendirmelerine gore okul miidirlerinin siirdiiriilebilir yonetim
davraniglarini igeren maddeleri kapsayan bir 6lcek gelistirme amaci dogrultusunda dort alt boyuttan ve
50 maddeden olusan bir 6l¢me aract elde edilmistir. Elde edilen 6lgme araci, yirmi sekiz maddeden
olusan “Kurumsal Isleyise Y&nelik Davranislar”, dokuz maddeden olusan “Ekonomik Verimlilige
Yonelik Davraniglar”, sekiz maddeden olusan “Cevresel Duyarliliga Yonelik Davraniglar” ve bes
maddeden olusan “Koruma Hassasiyeti Davraniglar1” alt faktorlerinden olusmaktadir.

Olgme araciin gelistirilme asamasinda oSlgegin yapr gegerliliginin saglanmas1 ve faktor
yapilarinin belirlenmesi amaciyla gerceklestirilen AFA analizinde elde edilen dort faktorli yapinin
acikladig1 toplam varyans miktar1 %76.28’dir. Faktorlere yiikleme yapan degiskenlerin (maddelerin)
faktor yiik degerlerinin Kurumsal Isleyise Yonelik Davranislar alt boyutunda .548 ile .809 arasinda;
Ekonomik Verimlilige Y6nelik Davranislar alt boyutunda .523 ile .737 arasinda; Cevresel Duyarliliga
Yonelik Davraniglar alt boyutunda .579 ile .770 arasinda; Koruma Hassasiyeti Davraniglari alt

e

boyutunda ise .575 ile .765 arasinda degistigi ve kabul edilebilir yiik degerleri aldig1 gézlenmistir.

Olgme aracinin faktdr yapilarmin  belirlenmesi sonrasinda gergeklestirilen  giivenirlik
analizlerinde ise Olgek ve alt boyutlart diizeyinde Cronbach Alpha Degerinin en diisik .92 ve en
yiiksek .99 araliginda; testi yarilama yonteminde Spearman Brown Katsayisinin en diisiik .89 ve en

yiiksek .97 araliginda, Guttman Katsayisinin ise en diisiik .84 ve en yiiksek .97 araliginda degistigi ve
0lcegin yiiksek diizeyde giivenirlik oranina sahip oldugu gézlenmistir.

Giivenirlik analizleri sonrasinda gergeklestirilen ayirt edicilik analizlerinde &lgek ve alt
boyutlarinin ve ayn1 zamanda 6lgek maddelerinin iist ve alt puan ortalamalar1 arasinda {ist gurup lehine
anlamli bir farklilik (p<.001) oldugu ve dlgegin, maddelerinin ve alt boyutlarinin ayirt edici bir yapiya
sahip oldugu gozlenmistir. Ayirtedicilik analizi sonrast SYD 6l¢egine ait maddelerin, madde-toplam
(en diisiik .647; en yiiksek .893) ve madde-kalan korelasyonlar1 (en diisiik .635; en yiiksek .888)
hesaplanmis ve maddeler arasinda yiiksek oranda pozitif yonde (p<.001) anlamli iligki tespit
edilmistir. Bu igslemin ardindan dlgek ve alt boyutlar arasindaki ve alt boyutlarin kendi arasindaki
iligkilerin belirlenmesi amaciyla Pearson Momentler Carpimi Korelasyonu Analizi gergeklestirilmis ve
korelasyon degerlerinin .754 ile .984 arasinda degistigi gozlenmistir. Tiim bu korelasyon degerleri,
Olgegin, maddelerinin ve alt boyutlarinin kendi igerisinde tutarli oldugunu ve birbirleriyle yiiksek
diizeyde anlamli bir iligkiye sahip oldugunu gostermektedir.

Son olarak o6l¢ek modelinin dogrulanmasi amaciyla Dogrulayict Faktdr Analizi
gerceklestirilmis ve elde edilen uyum degerleri (x2 /sd=4.674; RMSEA=.073; CFI=.99; NFI=.99;
GFI=.90; AGFI= .85; RMR=.026; SRMR= .022), 6l¢ek modelini ve 6lgegin dort faktorlii yapisini
dogrulamigtir. Elde edilen tiim bu degerler SYD 0lceginin gegerli ve giivenilir bir yapiya sahip
oldugunu kanitlar niteliktedir.

Okul miidiirlerinin siirdiiriilebilir yonetim davranislarii 6lgmek amaci dogrultusunda
gelistirilen bu Olgekte elde edilen boyutlar, literatiirdeki diger c¢alismalar tarafindan da
desteklenmektedir. Nitekim kurumsal isleyise yonelik davranislar alt boyutu, cesitli arastirmacilarin
belirttigi tlizere (Keiner, 2004; Munck ve Souza, 2012; Cayak ve Cetin, 2018; Kiesnere ve
Baumgartner, 2019; Buvaneswari, Shanthi, Kannaiah ve Ragavan, 2015; Madu ve Kuei, 2012; Visser
ve Courtice, 2011; George ve Sims, 2007; Swayze, Buckler ve MacDiarmid, 2011; Gough, 2005;
Beltran vd., 2012; Jackson, 2007) okul liderinin kurumda firsat esitligini, sosyal adaleti ve ¢alisan
memnuniyetini saglamasi, vizyon olusturma, paydas katilimi, ihtiyaclarin karsilanmasi, gelisim
hedefleri belirleme, birlik ve beraberligi ve kurum i¢i barig1 saglamasi gibi kurumsal gelisime yonelik
davraniglar icermektedir. Ekonomik verimlilige yonelik davranislar alt boyutu, Madu ve Kuei (2012),
Keiner (2004), Munck ve Souza (2012), Galleli, Munck, Pilli ve Mazzon (2014), Cayak ve Cetin
(2018), Yiiksel ve Yildiz (2019), Kaya (2013), Demirel ve Sungur (2018), Tiirer (2010), Biasutti ve
Frate (2016), Olsson, Gericke ve Chang-Rundgren (2016) gibi arastirmacilarin goriislerinde ifadesini
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bulan okul liderliginin var olan kaynaklari korumasini, kurum kaynaklarinin verimli kullanimini,
tasarruf saglamayir ve ekonomik dengeyi korumayi igermektedir. Cevresel duyarliliga yonelik
davraniglar alt boyutu, Keiner (2004), Munck ve Souza (2012), Biasutti ve Frate (2016), Olsson,
Gericke ve Chang-Rundgren (2016), Diesendorf (2000)’un degerlendirmelerinde vurguladigi gibi
cevrenin ve doganin korunmasi hassasiyetini ve girisimini, geri doniisim veya atiklarin
ayristirtlmasia yonelik harekete gegmeyi, cevre ve doga dostu iretimlerin ve yeniliklerin
gergeklestirilmesini ve bu bilinci olugturmayi icermektedir. Koruma hassasiyeti davraniglari ise yine
cesitli aragtirmacilar (Molinari, 2010; Hadders, 2012; Meadowcroft, 1997; Ratiu, 2013; Karabigak ve
Ozdemir, 2015; Hargreaves ve Fink, 2005) tarafindan ifade edildigi gibi gelecekteki ihtiyaclari
diisiinerek ve gelecek kaygisi gercevesinde var olan olumlu kosullarin, mirasin ve kaynaklarin
korunmasini icermektedir.

Sonug olarak siirdiiriilebilirlik, degisen rekabet ortaminda kurumlarin var olma miicadelesinin
onemli bir boyutunu olusturmaktadir. Bu baglamda okul liderlerinin siirdiiriilebilir y&netim
sergilemeleri, hem orgiitsel hem de toplumsal olarak gelisime katki saglayacaktir. Bu dogrultuda okul
liderlerinin gelisime yonelen siirdiiriilebilir yonetim davranislarinin 6l¢iilmesinde gegerli ve gilivenilir
bir 6lgme araciin gelistirilmesi, egitim sistemleri agisindan onemli bir degerlendirme unsurunu
olusturacaktir. Bu anlamda SYD O0lgeginin, lider etkililigi baglaminda birey performanslarinin
degerlendirilmesinde kullanilmasi Onerilmektedir. Ayni1 zamanda gelistirilen SYD 6lgegi, okul
liderleri 6rneklemi ve baglaminda gelistirilmesine ragmen farkli sektor alanlarinda kullanilabilecek
madde karakterine sahiptir. Bu nedenle 6lgegin farkli mesleki alanlarda ve sektorlerde gorev yapan
liderlerin siirdiiriilebilir yonetim davraniglarinin 6l¢iilmesi amaciyla kullanilmasi yararl olacaktir.
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SURDURULEBILIR YONETIM DAVRANISLARI OLCEGI

Asagida belirtilen durumlarin okul miidiiriiniizde hangi diizeyde oldugunu dikkate alarak ilgili secenegi isaretleyiniz.

Okul Miidiiriim;

5 g s E| & 5 :

Sl\lll;)a Maddeler 5 g g E % % g %

HEIRE I
1 Esitsizlikleri azaltmak igin ¢abalar. ONIOINOREIORNG)
2 Dislanan bireylere sahip ¢ikar. ONIOINOREIORNG)
3 Kurumda ¢alisanlar arasinda birlik beraberlik saglar. @ @ @ @ @
4 | Sosyal adaleti benimser. ONICINOREOING)
5 Demokratik yonetisimi destekler. ONIOINOREIORNG)
6 Ayrimeilig1 reddeder. ONIOINOREIORNG)
7 Kurumda, ¢aligan memnuniyetini arttirmaya caligir. O 1@ | @| G
8 Firsat esitligine 6nem verir. @ @ @ @ @
9 Belirsizlikleri agiga kavusturur. ONICINOREOING)
10 Calisanlarin, ihtiyag duyduklar1 kaynaklara esit erisimini saglar. O 1@ | @ G
11 Kurumda ¢alisan devamliligini saglamak icin ¢aba gosterir. O 1@ | @ G
12 Ortaya ¢ikan riskleri iyi yonetir. ONIOINOREORNG)
13 | Kurumda cesitliligi dikkate alir. ONIOINOREIORNG)
14 Agik bir vizyona sahiptir. ONIOINOREORNG)
15 Kendi ¢ikarlarindan ¢ok kurumdaki herkesin iyiligini diisiiniir. ONIOINOREIORNG)
16 Toplumun gelecegi ile ilgili ilham veren diyaloglar kurar. ONIOINOREIORNG)
17 Paydas katilimini saglayarak kurumda kalict birliktelik saglar ONICIHOREOING)
18 Calisan ihtiyaclarinin karsilanmasina yonelik sorumlu davranir. ONIOINOREORNG)
19 | Kurumun uzun vadeli gelisimi igin vizyon olusturur. ONICIHOREOING)
20 Kalic1 gelisim hedefleri belirler. ONIOINOREIORNG)
21 Calisanlarin gelisimini siirdlirmek i¢in kaynaklar1 harekete gecirir. ONIOINOREIORNG)
22 Kurumsal verimliligi devam ettirmeye yonelik stratejiler gelistirir. ONICIHOREOING)
53 | Uzun vadeli planlama yapar. ORIOINOREONNGO)
24 Belirsizligi azaltarak kurum gelecegine yon verir. ONIOINOREIORNG)
25 Kaynaklarin etkili kullanilmasinda calisanlarla igbirligi yapar. ONIOINOREORNG)
26 Kurumu gelecege tastyan unsurlarin korunmasinda miicadelecidir. ONIOINOREORNG)
. g;‘éﬂgj&ﬂ Z?;egﬁr].(aynaklan kurum paydaslart arasinda adil bir sekilde @l 6 |e| e
28 Faaliyet-kaynak durumu dengesini dikkate alir ONIOINOREORNG)
2 gelg;rﬂiﬁ?rl, malzemeler almak yerine var olan malzemeleri etkin bir sekilde @l 6 |e| e
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No Maddeler TEE 23| £| 53

HEIREIEIEE
30 Kurum kaynaklarinin bosa harcanmasini sevmez. @ @ @ @ @
31 | Kuruma ait eski malzemeleri doniistiirerek yeniden kullanima sunar. O 1@ 3 | @ G
32 Harcamalar1 dengeli yapar. O 6 ® 6
33 Var olan kaynaklar1 degerlendirmeyi iyi bilir. @ @ @ @ @
34 Yapilan planlamalarda biitgenin tasarruflu kullanilmasina 6zen gosterir. ONRIOINOREORNG)
35 | Kaynaklar verimli kullanarak maliyet tasarrufu saglar. ONICINOREOING)
36 Kaynak israfina neden olan uygulamalar1 kaldirir. ONICINOREOING)
37 Kurum mirasini korumaya 6zen gésterir. ONICINOREOING)
38 Cevre ile ilgili projeleri tesvik eder. O 1@ | @ G
39 Cevrenin korunmasina yonelik hassasiyete sahiptir ORICIHOREOING)
40 Dogay1 korumaya yonelik girisimlerde bulunur. ONIOINOREORNG)
a1 Atiklarn ayristirilmasina yonelik duyarliliga sahiptir. ONICINOREOING)
42 | Kurumda gevresel duyarliligi arttirmak igin galismalar yapar. O 1@ | @ G
43 | Geri doniisim uygulamalarin destekler. O 1@ | @ G
44 Cevre ile ilgili sivil toplum kuruluslartyla ortakliklar yapar. O 1@ | @ G
45 Cevreye zarar verebilecek girisimleri reddeder. ONIOINOREIORNG)
46 Kurumdaki kaynaklarin korunmasina yonelik hassasiyete sahiptir. @ @ @ @ @
47 | Kurumun sahip oldugu sinirlar igerisinde kaynaklari verimli sekilde kullanir ONIOINOREIORNG)
48 Sadece bugiinii degil gelecegi de diisiiniir. ONIOINOREIORNG)
49 Kurumda var olan olumlu kosullar1 korumak ister. ONIOINOREIORNG)
50 Kaynaklarin tasarruflu kullanilmasina yonelik ¢alisanlari tegvik eder. ONICIHOREOING)
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