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Abstract

The aim of the research is to develop a valid and reliable measurement tool suitable for
determining the organizational agility of schools. For this purpose, in the first stage, the related
literature on organizational agility was scanned and accordingly, an item pool of thirty-five
items was created. Afterwards, the prepared items were sent to 11 experts in the fields of
educational administration and measurement-evaluation. The 23-item draft scale, which was
rearranged in line with the suggestions from the experts, was applied to a total of 376
administrators and teachers from six different districts in Ankara. Exploratory factor analysis
was conducted with the first study group and second-level confirmatory factor analysis was
conducted with the second study group in order to determine the construct validity of the Agile
School Scale. As a result of EFA, a model consisting of three factors and 21 items emerged.
Each factor is named flexibility, technology and speed, respectively. This three-factor model
was then validated in CFA. Cronbach Alpha, Spearman Brown, Guttman and test-retest
calculations of the scale showed that the scale is a reliable data collection tool. Based on all
these findings, it has been concluded that Agile School Scale is a valid and reliable
measurement tool suitable for determining the digital management characteristics of schools.
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Cevik Okul Olceginin Gelistirilmesi: Gecerlik ve
Giivenirlik Calismasi
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Oz

Bu aragtirmanin amaci, okullarin drgiitsel ¢evikligini belirlemeye elverisli, gecerli ve giivenilir
bir 6lgme araci gelistirmektir. Bu amagla ilk asamada, orgiitsel ¢eviklik ile ilgili alanyazin
taranmis ve buna bagli olarak otuz bes maddelik bir madde havuzu olusturulmustur. Hazirlanan
maddeler egitim yonetimi ve Ol¢me-degerlendirme alanlarinda 11 uzmana goénderilmistir.
Uzmanlardan gelen oneriler dogrultusunda yeniden diizenlenen 23 maddelik taslak 6lgek
Ankara ilindeki bes farkli ilgeden toplam 376 yonetici ve dgretmene uygulanmistir. Cevik Okul
Olgegi’nin (COO) yap1 gecerligini belirlemek amaciyla birinci ¢alisma grubu iizerinden (175
katilimc1) agimlayicr faktor analizi, ikinci ¢aligma grubu tizerinden ise (349 katilimei) ikinci
diizey dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilmistir. AFA sonucunda ii¢ faktdr ve 21 maddeden olusan
bir model ortaya ¢ikmistir. Her bir faktor sirasiyla “esneklik”, “teknoloji” ve “hiz” olarak
isimlendirilmistir. Daha sonra ii¢ faktorlii bu model DFA ile dogrulanmistir. Olgege ait
Cronbach Alfa, Spearman Brown, Guttman ve test tekrar test hesaplamalari ise Olcegin
giivenilir bir veri toplama aract oldugunu gostermistir. Tiim bu bulgulardan yola ¢ikarak
COO’niin okullarm dijital yonetim dzelliklerini belirlemek igin elverisli, gegerli ve giivenilir
bir 6lgek oldugu sonucuna ulagilmigtir.
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Developing the Agile School Scale: Validity and Reliability Analysis

The recent explosion, especially in the field of technology and information, has
caused schools to face an irresistible pressure in many ways. However, although a
new era has entered, the school model peculiar to the industrial revolution is still
deeply embedded in many schools in terms of its roots (Cummings & Worley, 2008).
The ability of schools to reinvent themselves in this phase; it depends on him opening
his doors to the outside world, giving up his habits and breaking down the thick walls
around the change. Such a challenge is that school; It necessitates an agile structure
to be fast and flexible organizations that can use technology effectively, adapt
themselves continuously despite new conditions.

Agility was first used in the 1950s during air strikes to “change the maneuvering
state of an aircraft or the temporal derivative of its maneuverability” (Richards, 1996,
cited in Breu et al., 2002). Later, with an article named “Agile Manifesto” in 2001
(Fowler and Highsmith, 2001), the principles of agility were widely announced and
these principles, which come to the fore in the field of software, gradually turned into
an indispensable strategy for organizational management. However, in an
organizational sense, the concept emerged as a family of alternative management
practices to the command and control-centered hierarchical system of the 20th
century, in the last slice of the 21st century, when the change grew exponentially. In
this context, agility was first discussed in an article titled “Embracing Agile” (Righy
et al., 2016) in the Harvard Business Review in 2016, and in the article, “a radical
approach to command-control style management that includes new values, principles,
practices and benefits; it has been mentioned that agile methods rising as an
alternative” have spread to many organizations and should be gradually spread.

Agility; it is clustered around three main concepts: flexibility, speed and
technology. Hormozi (2001) considers agility as a driving force that enables
organizations to restructure their work, business processes and business relations
efficiently. On the one hand and it forces them to develop continuously. Maskell
(2001) defines an organization's agility as "the ability to thrive and succeed in an
environment of constant and unpredictable change.” In this respect, agility includes
not only adapting to change, but also the ability to seize opportunities that arise in
stormy times (Morgan, 2006).

Looking at the general definitions made in the literature, it is seen that the agile
organization is, first, a flexible organization that designs itself to give effective
responses despite unforeseen changes. As a matter of fact, to survive in environments
where change is dynamic; it requires constant readiness, adaptability, flexibility, being
fast, learning and developing different abilities (Dove, 1999; Meyer, 2015; Segal,
1974; Yusuf et al., 1999). Therefore, organizations are expected to act beyond their
traditional habits and methods in order not to lag behind innovations and to respond
quickly to changes (Anthony et al., 2016; Meredith & Francis, 2000). For this reason,
the primary ability that preserves agility in organizations and transforms it into
sustainable and long-term performance (achievement) is change and learning (Worley
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& Lawler, 2016). As a matter of fact, Ganguly et al., (2009) defined agility as an
effective strategy that enables adaptation despite unpredictable changes. Organization
to achieve this harmony, as Senge (2013) puts it, depends on being a continuous
learners and constantly improving and renewing themselves. In this respect, agility
has turned into a necessity for survival rather than an optional choice for organizations
(Harraf et al., 2015). Therefore, one of the most important skills that an organization
should have to be agile is flexibility. As a matter of fact, Weber and Tarba (2014)
define agility as the ability to act flexibly despite new developments. Organizational
flexibility can be briefly considered as the capacity of an organization to rearrange its
structure and functioning while responding to changes in the internal and external
environments (Reed & Blunsdon, 1998).

Another important feature in terms of organizational agility is speed. In
organizational terms, speed can be defined as the ability to perform some tasks and
operations in the shortest time (Sherehiy et al., 2007; Zhang & Sharifi, 2000). In other
words, it means that the organization immediately senses the signals coming from the
environment and can respond quickly (Zaheer & Zaheer, 1997). However, revealing
all these features and abilities also depends on equipping organizations with
information technologies. Therefore, information technologies are vital for
organizations to perceive environmental opportunities and challenges and respond
appropriately (Chakravarty et al., 2013). However, recently, there has been an
increase in studies that show that agility depends on the human factor rather than
technology (Sherehiy et al., 2007). This situation represents a clear emphasis that
organizations cannot be agile without an agile human resource. As a matter of fact,
the change in an organization's environment firstly affects the employees in that
organization and they contribute the most to the success of that organization with their
knowledge, experience and cooperation (Al-Faouri et al., 2014). Therefore, the agility
of human resources means that a staff member of an organization can respond to
unexpected events swiftly and appropriately and use these unexpected events as an
opportunity (Pitafi et al., 2018). It is undoubtedly the duty of managers to equip the
human value, which is the leading force of an organization, with agile principles. In
order for the managers to adapt to the unpredictable changes at this point, it allows
the creation of creative thoughts with a broad perspective, leaving the known cyclical
processes and opening the door to new possibilities; it should be flexible and fast, that
is, in an agile structure (Joiner, 2019).

Approximately 11,586 scientific studies has published between 1980 and 2021
in the Web of Science database on agility. Shafer (1997) studied on the human
resources aspect of organizational agility while Mulhern (2008) researched on
organizational agility through leadership in an organization. Besides, Mason (2010)
dealt with organizational agility as a tool for organizations to maintain their
competitive advantage, and Lopes (2009) dealt with the learning capabilities of agile
organizations. Based on these studies, organizational agility; within the scope of
“agile management” (Crocitto and Youssef, 2003); can be defined as a new
management paradigm. However, the fact that agility has been studied mostly in
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business and management disciplines in the literature narrows the focus of the subject.
As a matter of fact, no research has been found on the agile management of schools,
which clearly includes all the habits and dynamics of the organizations. In this respect,
it is becoming increasingly important for schools to have fast and flexible features
that can adapt to changes in their environment, are open to innovations, use
technology effectively. This work; based on this gap, aims to develop a valid and
reliable scale suitable for determining the agile characteristics of schools. Therefore,
it is aimed to ensure that organizational agility is introduced to schools as both theory
and practice, and in this context, it is aimed to open the issue for discussion. In line
with these general purposes, the present study aims to answer to the following
questions:

1. Is the Agile School Scale (ASS) a valid scale to measure the agility of schools?
2. Is the ASS a reliable scale?

Method

Under this heading, detailed information about the participants, the stages
followed in the scale development process, and general information about the analysis
of the data are presented.

Study Group

The study group of the research consists of administrators and teachers working
in five districts of Ankara (Cankaya, Etimesgut, Kegidren, Sincan and Yenimahalle).
However, analyzes were carried out with two separate study groups. While there were
175 administrators and teachers in the first study group; the second study group
included 201 administrators and teachers. Different criteria can be used while
determining the number of participants in scale development studies. Tabachnick et
al., (2007) state that the number of samples should be at least five times the number
of items in the scale. However, it is recommended to reach many participants who
will provide at least two of all approaches regarding whether the sample size is
sufficient when performing factor analysis (Cokluk et al., 2012). It was deemed
appropriate and sufficient to reach 165 participants to conduct a series of analyses on
the 23-item draft scale based on these suggestions. In this context, the research was
carried out in line with the data from 376 administrators and teachers, 175 in the first
study group and 201 in the second study group. Demographic information of the
participants is presented in Table 1:
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Table 1
Demographical Information About the Participants
Variable Sub-category First study group Second study group
n % n %
Gender Female 115 65.7 114 56.7
Male 60 34.3 87 43.3
1-5 years 11 6.3 30 14.9
6-10 years 27 154 48 23.9
Seniority 11-15 years 27 15.4 43 214
16-20 years 30 17.1 38 18.9
21 years and above 80 45.8 42 20.9
. Undergraduate 155 88.6 165 82.1
Bducation G raduate 20 12.4 36 17.9
Primary school 76 43.4 99 49.3
School level Middle school 44 25.1 61 30.3
High school 55 315 41 20.4
Total 175 100 201 100

As shown in Table 1, the majority of the participants in the first study group
were women, with 65.7%. In terms of professional seniority, nearly half of the
participants stated that they had worked for 21 years or more and the majority (88.6%)
had a bachelor's degree. However, it is seen that the participants in the first group
mostly work at the primary school level with 43.4%. Similarly, in the second study
group more women participated in the study compare to men, with a rate of 56.7%. In
this group, where the professional seniority options are close to each other, it was
determined that most participants (82.1%) were undergraduate graduates and 49.3%
of them worked at the primary school level.

Procedures and Data Analysis

While developing the Agile School Scale (ASS), a comprehensive literature
review on organizational agility was first conducted (Briggs, 2014; Bushey, 2019;
Denning, 2016; Falance, 2012; Felipe et al., 2017; Gallon, 2019; Gaulden and
Gottlieb, 2017; Glenn and Stahl, 2009; Haraf et al., 2015; Hatch, 2016; Holbeche,
2015; Huang, 1999; Joiner, 2019; Kharabe, 2012; Latham, 2014; Mulhern, 2008;
Najrani, 2016; Rigby et al., 2018; Setili, 2014). All items in the scale were prepared
in accordance with the literature review, and an item pool consisting of 35 items was
created in the first stage. The statements in the item pool were sent to 11 experts in
the field of Educational Administration and Assessment and Evaluation, and their
opinions were taken. Experts gave feedback as "not appropriate,” "partially
appropriate" or "quite appropriate” for each item in the form sent to them. Based on
suggestions and corrections from experts, some items were removed from the scale,
and the number of items was reduced to 23 by making necessary changes in some
items. Finally, the opinions of Turkish language experts were consulted to evaluate
the linguistic compatibility of the scale, and the draft scale was made ready for
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implementation within the framework of the suggestions given. The ASS was
prepared as a five-point Likert type which can be scored as (1) Strongly Disagree, (2)
Disagree, (3) Slightly Agree, (4) Agree, (5) Totally Agree.

To determine the construct validity of the ASS, EFA was performed using the
varimax rotation technique with the dataset belonging to the first study group. In the
analysis, attention was paid to having factor loads of at least .40 (Biiyiikoztiirk et al.,
2017). For the reliability of the scale, Cronbach Alpha, Spearman Brown, Guttman
and test-retest coefficients were examined. In the next stage, the second level CFA
was performed in the second study group. In scale development studies, the structure
to be tested in CFA can be determined according to many fit indices. Accordingly,
results of CFA, such as Chi-Square Goodness Test (Chi-Square Goodness), RMSEA,
GFI, AGFI, CFI, NFI, NNFI, IFI were examined. SPSS 26.0 was used to examine
EFA, Cronbach's Alpha and test-retest reliability during the development of the ASS;
LISREL 8.8 program was used to make calculations related to CFA.

Ethical Declaration and Committee Approval

The ethical committee approval was obtained from Hacettepe University Ethical
Committee, No. E-35853172-600-00001636019. Date: 29.06.2021.

Findings
The results of the Kaiser-Meyer Olkin (KMO) and Barlett's Test of Sphericity
were examined first, and it was concluded that the ASS was statistically significant
considering the data obtained. These results showed that the scale data had a
multivariate structure and showed a normal distribution, and simultaneously, the
sample size was suitable for performing EFA.

Findings Related to EFA

Some different ways can be preferred to decide the number of factors while
performing EFA. The most well-known of these are methods such as examining the
eigenvalues of the items, looking at the scatterplot (slope-deposit) or examining their
contribution to the variant. When examining eigenvalues, factors with eigenvalues
greater than 1 are taken as criteria (Cohen et al., 2021). However, since the factor
structure of the scale cannot be understood only by looking at the eigenvalues, the
number of ASS factors was examined versatilely. As a result of these examinations,
it was seen that the scale had a three-factor structure. Two items in the 23-item draft
scale were found to overlap with other items and were removed from the analysis, and
the analysis continued with three factors and 21 items. The resulting structure is
presented in detail in Table 2:
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Table 2
Agile School Scale (ASS) EFA Results
:]t(e)m Items Rotated item load values
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
(Flexibility)  (Technology) (Speed)
19 My school is completely student oriented. 771

Jobs at my school are effectively sustainable even

11 IO ] 748
in situations of uncertainty.
My school can adapt when suddenly faced with a

10 R . 722
negative situation or crisis.

29 The priority of our school is what our students 688
want.

9 There is no rigid understanding of the 76

bureaucracy in my school.
21 In my school, all employees are seen as an asset. .665
My school has a structure that can adapt itself to

8 L .054
new situations.
In my school, current developments in education
12 are followed and processes are shaped .542
accordingly.
There is a culture in my school that embraces the
7 . 496
change, not exclude it.
My school is always open to the idea of using
14 . 791
new technologies.
In my school, teachers are encouraged to be
15 P 787
digital literate.
My school anticipates possible technological
16 innovations and makes preparations in that 745
direction.
My school effectively uses electronic media to
13 . : 744
share information.
My school can easily adapt to new technological
18 .698
developments.
My school can easily adapt to new technological
17 .659
developments.
My school can easily adapt to new technological
1 .829
developments.
2 Decisions made at my school come into effect 797
very quickly. ’
At my school, information is very mobile and
3 . 783
reaches everyone instantly.
Any questions/e-mails sent to the administration
4 - 744
at my school are answered very quickly.
Any questions/e-mails sent to the administration
5 . .656
at my school are answered very quickly.
Any questions/e-mails sent to the administration
6 . .617
at my school are answered very quickly.
Eigenvalue 13.547 1.257 1.025
KMO .95
Barlett’s Test of Sphericity 3592.2

Total Variances Explained 64%
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As shown in Table 2, the ASS consists of 21 items and three factors. The KMO
value of the scale was found to be .95, Barlett's sphericity test result was 3592.2, the
total variance explained was 64%, and the total eigenvalue score was 15,739. The first
factor includes nine items. Its eigenvalue was calculated as 13,547. This factor, whose
item factor loads range from .496 to .771, includes the item “My school has a structure
that can adapt itself to new situations”. The first factor, which includes these and
similar items, is called “Flexibility”. The second factor of the COS consists of six
items. The eigenvalue of the second factor was 1.257. The second factor, whose item
factor loads range from .659 to .791, includes the item “My school anticipates possible
technological innovations and makes preparations accordingly.”. The factor with
these and similar expressions is called “Technology”. The eigenvalue of the third
factor was calculated as 1.025. In this six-item factor with item factor loads ranging
from .617 to .829, there is an item “My school has the agility to respond immediately
when there is a change in the world.”. The factor in which these and similar
expressions are included in the scale is named as “Speed”.

Findings Related to CFA

In the study, the structure consisting of 21 items and three factors was tested by
performing the second level CFA with the second study group of 201 participants.
First, it was examined whether the t-values of the items related to the factors in the
path diagram in CFA gave significant results. With these examinations, it was
concluded that the t-value of all 21 items was significant (p< .05). The ratio of ¥ to
degrees of freedom in CFA was 2.33. A ratio below 3 mostly indicates a perfect fit
(Kline, 2016). Additionally, the RMSEA value of the model was calculated as 0.08.
While performing CFA, the modification process was performed on three items (m1-
m2, m13-m14, m21-m19). An RMSEA value of .80 and below indicates the fit
between the model and the data. In this context, the fit index values of the ASS that
emerged as a result of the CFA are; y?/ df=2.33, RMSEA= .081, GFI= .90, AGFI=
.90, CFI= .99, NFI= .98, NNFI= .98, IFI= .97. These results show that the fit index
values are excellent and at acceptable levels. Information on the fit index values of
the ASS is presented in Table 3 in detail:

Table 3

ASS Confirmatory Factor Analysis Fit Index Values
Fit Acceptable fit Perfect fit criterion* ASS Result
indices criterion* Values
y2ldf 2<y¥sd<5 0< y2ldf <2 2.33 Excellent
RMSEA  .05<RMSEA<.085 .00 <RMSEA <.05 .81 Acceptable
GFI .90 <GFI <95 .95 <GFI<1.00 .90 Acceptable
AGFI .85 <AGFI<.90 .90 < AGFI <1.00 .90 Acceptable
CFlI 90<CFI<.95 .95 <CFI< 1.00 .99 Excellent
NFI .90 <NFI<.95 .95 <NFI<1.00 .98 Excellent
NNFI .90 <NNFI <.95 .95 <NNFI < 1.00 .98 Excellent
IFI 90 <IFI < .95 .95 <TF1<1.00 97 Excellent

* Schermelleh, E. K., Moosbrugger, H. and Miiller, H. (2003).
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As shown in Table 3 with values of y? /df= 2.33, RMSEA=.81, GFI= .90, and
AGFI=.90, CFI=.99, NFI=.98, and NNFI=.98 and IFI= .97 came out at an excellent
and acceptable level of fit. According to the fit criteria taken as a reference in the
evaluation of the data, it was concluded that the ASS was in a verifiable structure. The
path diagram of the structure in question is given in Figure 1:

Figure 1
Path Diagram of ASS
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Reliability Results of ASS

Cronbach's Alpha, Spearman Brown, Guttman, and Test-Retest internal
consistency coefficients were used to test whether the ASS was reliable or not. The
results of these analyzes are given in Table 4.

Table 4
Reliability Results of ASS

Agile School Scale (ASS)
Cronbach’s Alpha Spearman-Brown Gutmann Test-Retest
.95 .92 .92 .95

As shown in Table 4, the Cronbach Alpha coefficient was .95, the Spearman-
Brown coefficient was .92, the Guttman coefficient was .92, and the test-retest
coefficient was .95 as a result of the reliability analyzes of the ASS. These findings
indicate that the ASS has high internal consistency, in other words, it is a reliable data
collection tool.

Discussion, Result and Suggestions

Agility, as a new management paradigm, has spread widely over organizations
recently (Nafei, 2016). Although there is no widely accepted definition of the concept
(Almahamid et al., 2010), when the definitions made in the literature are examined, it
is seen that it is generally considered together with the concepts of flexibility, speed
and technology (Denning, 2016; Falance, 2012; Glenn, 2009; Najrani, 2016; Scalia,
2011; Setili, 2014; Worley et al., 2016; Zitkiene & Deksnys, 2018). Therefore, in this
study, it was aimed to develop a valid and reliable scale suitable for determining the
agile characteristics of schools. For this purpose, an item pool of 35 questions was
first prepared and the items were sent to 11 experts in the field of Educational
Administration and Measurement-Evaluation. After the suggestions and corrections
from the experts, the number of items was reduced to 23 and the draft scale was made
ready to be applied. With the prepared draft scale, data were collected from 376
administrators and teachers working at all levels from five districts in Ankara. To test
the construct validity of the scale, EFA was conducted with the first study group
consisting of 175 participants. Principal Component Analysis, which is one of the
most widely used principal factor extraction methods, was preferred during EFA
(Henson & Roberts, 2006). The sample number selected for EFA was found to be
appropriate and sufficient since the KMO value was 0.95 (Hair et al., 1995;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In order to decide on the factor structure of a scale, it is
necessary to examine the results of the eigenvalue, the total variance explained and
the scree plot (Hair et al., 1995). In this respect, the items with a factor load value
below 0.40 (Costello & Oshorne, 2005) and overlapping items during EFA were
graded were removed from the draft scale and the analyzes were repeated several
times with this method. Thus, at the last stage, a valid data collection tool consisting
of 21 items and three factors was obtained. It has been named flexibility, technology
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and speed. Considering the general structure of organizational agility in the fields of
management and business, it is clear that this conceptual model is compatible with the
relevant literature.

Although the number of samples varies enough to perform CFA, it is stated that
in cases where the number of factors is low, it may be sufficient to be greater than 100
in general (Wolf et al., 2013). Therefore, in the next step, CFA was performed on the
second study group consisting of 201 participants, and since the y?/df value was less
than 3 (Anderson & Gerbing, 1984), the model fit was found to be at an "excellent"
level. Also RMSEA, DFlI, CFI etc. (Table 4), fit index values were also tested to be
mostly excellent and acceptable (Hooper et al., 2008). Therefore, in line with these
findings, it was decided that the ASS is a "valid" data collection tool (scale) in
determining the agile characteristics of schools.

As a result of the reliability tests of the ASS, Cronbach's alpha= .95, Spearman
Brown= .92, Gutmann= .92, and test-retest= .95. Considering the criterion that
measurements with internal consistency coefficients of .70 and above can be
considered reliable (Fraenkel et al., 2012), it is obvious that the ASS gives a "reliable"
result. As a matter of fact, Cronbach Alpha values may decrease from time to time in
scales with a small number of items (Gliner et al., 2015). Based on these criteria and
findings, it was concluded that the ASS is both a valid and reliable data collection tool
(scale) in determining the agile management characteristics of schools.

This research was mostly carried out within the scope of agile management of
schools. Considering that the research was carried out in five districts of Ankara, the
validity and reliability of the ASS can be retested with a larger sample. In the future
research that will use ASS, the relationship between the agile management of the
school and many features of the school management may be the subject of
investigation. Additionally, determining the "agile leadership” characteristics in
schools with a similar method can be suggested as a new problem and the development
of a valid and reliable measurement tool can be considered.
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Cevik Okul Ol¢eginin Gelistirilmesi: Gegerlik ve Giivenirlik Calismasi

Son yillarda o6zellikle teknoloji ve bilgi alaninda yasanan biiylik patlama,
okullarin birgok yonden kars1 konulamaz bir baski ile kars1 karsiya kalmasina neden
olmustur. Ancak her ne kadar yeni bir ¢aga girilmis olsa da, sanayi devrimine 6zgii
okul modelinin, kokleri itibariyle hilad birgok okula derinden gémiilii oldugu
soylenebilir (Cummings ve Worley, 2008). Okullarin kendilerini bu evrede yeniden
yaratabilmesi; kapilarini dis diinyaya agmasina, aliskanlarindan vazgegmesine ve
degisimin etrafindaki kalin duvarlari yitkmasina baglidir. Bu tiir bir meydan okuma ise
okullarin; teknolojiyi etkili kullanabilen, yeni kosullar karsisinda kendini siirekli
uyarlayabilen, hizli ve esnek orgiitler olmasi konusunda ¢evik bir yapiyr zorunlu
kilmaktadir.

Ceviklik, ilk olarak 1950'lerde hava saldirilar1 sirasinda "bir ugagin manevra
durumunu degistirmek veya manevra yeteneginin zamansal tiirevi'ni belirtmek
amaciyla kullanilmistir (Richards, 1996, akt. Breu ve dig., 2002). Daha sonra, 2001
tarihinde “Cevik Manifesto” isimli bir makale ile (Fowler ve Highsmith, 2001)
cevikligin ilkeleri genis 6l¢iide ilan edilmis ve yazilim alaninda 6ne ¢ikan bu ilkeler
giderek orgiit yonetimleri i¢in vazgegilmez bir stratejiye doniigsmiistiir. Fakat kavram
orgiitsel anlamda, degisimin katlanarak (istel) biiyiidiigii 21. yiizyilin son diliminde,
20. yiizyildan kalma komuta ve kontrol merkezli siradizinsel (hiyerarsik) sisteme
alternatif bir yonetim uygulamalar1 ailesi olarak ortaya c¢ikmustir. Ceviklik bu
kapsamda ilk olarak 2016 yilinda Harvard Business Review’de “Embracing Agile”
(Rigby ve dig., 2016) isimli bir makalede ele alinmig ve makalede “yeni degerler,
ilkeler, uygulamalar ve yararlar igeren ve komuta-kontrol tarzi yonetime radikal bir
alternatif olarak yiikselen ¢evik yontemlerin” birgok orgiite yayildigindan ve giderek
yayilmasi gerektiginden sdzedilmistir.

Ceviklik; daha g¢ok esneklik, hiz ve teknoloji olmak flizere ii¢ ana kavram
cevresinde kiimelenmistir. Buna dayali olarak Hormozi (2001) ¢evikligi, orgiitlerin
bir yandan is, is siiregleri ve is iligkilerini verimli bir sekilde yeniden yapilandirmasini
saglayan, diger yandan da onlari siirekli olarak gelismeye zorlayan itici bir gii¢ olarak
degerlendirmektedir. Maskell (2001) ise bir orgiitiin ¢evikligini, “siirekli ve
ongorillemeyen degisim ortaminda gelisme ve basarili olma yetenegi” olarak
tanimlamaktadir. Bu yoniiyle ¢evikligin sadece degisime uyum saglamay1 degil, ayn1
zamanda firtinali donemlerde ortaya ¢ikan firsatlar1 yakalayabilme yetenegini de
icerdigi sdylenebilir (Morgan, 2006).

Alanyazinda yapilan genel tanimlara bakildiginda ¢evik 6rgiitiin her seyden 6nce
kendini 6ngoriilemeyen degisimler karsisinda etkili yanitlar vermek tizere tasarlayan
esnek yapili orgit oldugu gorilmektedir. Nitekim degisimin dinamik oldugu
cevrelerde yasamda kalabilmek; siirekli hazir olmay1, uyarlanabilirligi, esnekligi, hizli
olmayi, 6grenmeyi ve farkli yetenekler gelistirebilmeyi gerektirmektedir (Dove,
1999; Meyer, 2015; Segal, 1974; Yusuf ve dig., 1999). Dolayisiyla orgiitlerden,
yeniliklerin gerisinde kalmamasi ve yasanan degisimlere hizli yanit verebilmesi igin
geleneksel aligkanliklarimin = ve  yontemlerinin  Otesinde  hareket — etmeleri
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beklenmektedir (Anthony ve dig, 2016; Meredith ve Francis, 2000). Bu nedenle
orgiitlerde ¢evikligi koruyan, siirdiiriilebilir ve uzun vadeli performansa (basarima)
doniistiiren birincil yetenegin degisim ve 6grenme oldugu sdylenebilir (Worley ve
dig., 2016). Nitekim Ganguly ve dig. (2009), ¢evikligi kestirilemeyen degisimler
karsisinda adapte olmay: saglayan etkili bir strateji olarak tanimlamustir. Orgiitlerin
bu uyumu yakalamasi, Senge’in (2013) deyimiyle, siirekli 6grenen olmasina ve
kendini siirekli olarak gelistirmesine ve yenilemesine baglidir. Bu bakimdan ¢eviklik,
orgiitler i¢in istege bagli olan bir tercihten ¢ok, yasamda kalmak adina bir zorunluluga
dontgmistiir (Harraf ve dig., 2015). Bu nedenle bir orgiitiin ¢evik olabilmesi i¢in
sahip olmas1 gereken en 6nemli yeteneklerden biri esnekliktir. Nitekim Weber ve
Tarba (2014) cevikligi, yeni gelismelerin karsisinda esnek hareket etme yetenegi
olarak tanimlamaktadir. Orgiitsel esneklik, kisaca, bir orgiitiin i¢c ve dis ortamdaki
degisimlere yanit verirken yap1 ve isleyislerini yeniden diizenleyebilme kapasitesi
olarak diistintilebilir (Reed ve Blunsdon, 1998).

Orgiitsel ¢eviklik acisindan &nemli bir diger ozellik ise hizdir. Orgiitsel
bakimdan hiz, birtakim gorev ve islemleri en kisa siire iginde yerine getirme becerisi
olarak belirtilebilir (Sherehiy ve dig., 2007; Zhang ve Sharifi, 2000). Bir baska deyisle
orgiitiin  ¢evreden gelen sinyalleri hemen sezmesi ve hizli bir bigimde yamt
verebilmesini ifade etmektedir (Zaheer ve Zaheer, 1997). Ancak tiim bu 6zellik ve
yeteneklerin ortaya cikartilabilmesi bir yandan da orgiitlerin bilgi teknolojileri ile
donatilmasina baglidir. Bu nedenle bilgi teknolojileri orgiitlerin ¢evresel firsatlari ve
zorluklar1 algilamasi ve bunlara uygun sekilde yanit verebilmesi i¢in yasamsal bir
Oonem tasimaktadir (Chakravarty ve dig., 2013). Bununla birlikte son yillarda
cevikligin teknolojiden ¢ok insan faktoriine bagli olduguna iliskin c¢aligmalarda
giderek bir artig gozlenmektedir (Sherehiy ve dig., 2007). Bu durum, 6rgiitlerin ¢evik
bir insan kaynagi olmadan ¢evik olamayacaklarina yonelik agik bir vurguyu temsil
etmektedir. Nitekim bir orgiitiin ¢evresindeki degisimi, ilk olarak o orgiitte ¢alisanlar
ongormekte ve bilgi, birikim ve igbirlikleri ile 0 o6rgiitiin basarisina en ¢ok onlar
katkida bulunmaktadir (Al-Faouri ve dig., 2014). Dolayisiyla insan kaynaginin
cevikligi, 6rgiitiin iginde yer alan bir personelin beklenmedik olaylara atik ve yerinde
yanit verebilmesi ve bu beklenmedik olaylar1 firsat olarak kullanabilmesi anlamina
gelmektedir (Pitafi ve dig., 2018). Orgiitiin 6ncii kuvveti olan insan degerini ¢evik
ilkelerle donatmak ise hi¢ kuskusuz yoneticilerin gérevidir. Yoneticilerin bu noktada
ongorillemeyen degisimlere uyum saglamasi i¢in, bilinen dongiisel siire¢lerden
styrilip yeni olasiliklara kapi aralayan, genis bakis agisiyla yaratici diislincelerin
olusturulmasini saglayan; esnek ve hizli, yani ¢evik bir yapida olmasi gerekmektedir
(Joiner, 2019).

Ceviklik ile ilgili Web of Science veri tabaninda 1980 — 2021 yillar1 arasinda
yaymlanmis yaklasik 11,586 bilimsel ¢alisma bulunmaktadir. Shafer (1997), 6rgiitsel
cevikligin insan kaynaklar1 yoniini, Mulhern (2008), bir orgiitte liderlik yoluyla
orgiitsel ¢evikligi; Mason (2010) orgiitlerin rekabet {stiinliiklerini siirdiirmelerinde
bir aygit olarak orgiitsel ¢evikligi ve Lopes (2009) ise cevik orgiitlerin 6grenme
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yetenekleri ile ilgili konular1 ele almigtir. Bu arastirmalara dayali olarak orgiitsel
ceviklik; “cevik yonetim” kapsaminda (Crocitto ve Youssef, 2003); yeni bir yonetim
paradigmasi olarak tanimlanabilir. Fakat alanyazinda ¢evikligin daha ¢ok isletme ve
yonetim disiplinlerinde calisilmis olmasi konunun odagini oldukca daraltmaktadir.
Nitekim Orgiitlerin tiim aligkanliklarii ve dinamiklerini agik bir bigimde barindiran
okullarin ¢evik yonetimine iliskin herhangi bir arastirmaya rastlanmamigtir. Bu
bakimdan okullarin, ¢evrelerinde olup biten degisimlere karsi uyum saglayabilen,
yeniliklere agik, teknolojiyi etkili kullanabilen, hizli ve esnek 6zelliklere sahip olmasi
giderek onem kazanmaktadir. Bu ¢alisma; bu bosluktan hareketle, okullarin gevik
Ozelliklerini belirlemeye elverisli, gecerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgek gelistirmeyi
hedeflemektedir. Dolayisiyla orgiitsel ¢evikligin gerek kuram, gerekse uygulama
olarak okullara girigsini saglamak ve bu kapsamda konuyu tartismaya a¢mak
amaclanmaktadir. Bu genel amaglar dogrultusunda asagidaki sorulara yanit
aranmistir:

1. Cevik Okul Olgegi (COO) okullarin cevikligini lgmek i¢in gecerli bir dlgek
midir?

2. COO giivenilir bir dlgek midir?

Yontem

Bu temel baslik altinda katilimcilara ait detayli bilgiler, 6l¢ek gelistirme
stirecinde izlenen agsamalar ve verilerin analizine iliskin genel bilgiler yer almaktadir.

Calisma Grubu

Arastirmanin galisma grubu, Ankara ilinin bes ilgesinde (Cankaya, Etimesgut,
Kecidren, Sincan ve Yenimahalle) gorevli yonetici ve 6gretmenlerden olusmaktadir.
Ancak analizler iki ayr1 ¢aligma grubu ile yiiriitiilmiistiir. Birinci ¢alisma grubunda
175 yonetici ve dgretmen yer alirken; ikinci ¢alisma grubunda 201 yonetici ve
ogretmen yer almistir. Olgek gelistirme calismalarinda katilimer sayisi belirlenirken
farkl olgiitler kullanilabilmektedir. Tabachnick ve dig., (2007), 6rneklem sayisinin
Olgekte bulunan madde sayisinin en az bes kati kadar olmasi gerektigini
belirtmektedir. Ancak faktor analizi yapilirken 6rneklem bityiikliigiiniin yeterli olup
olmadigina iligkin tiim yaklagimlardan en az ikisini saglayacak bir katilimer sayisina
ulasilmasi 6nerilmektedir (Cokluk ve dig., 2012). Bu onerilere dayali olarak 23
maddeden olusan taslak Olgekte bir dizi analiz yapabilmek i¢in 165 katilimciya
ulagilmasi uygun ve yeterli goriilmiistiir. Arastirma bu kapsamda birinci ¢aligma
grubunda 175, ikinci ¢alisma grubunda ise 201 olmak tiizere 376 yonetici ve
Ogretmenden gelen veriler dogrultusunda gergeklestirilmistir. Katilimeilarin
demografik bilgileri Tablo 1’de sunulmustur:
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Tablo 1
Katilimcilara Ait Demografik Bilgiler
.. . Birinci ¢aligma grubu Ikinci calisma grubu
Degisken Kategori n % n %
Cinsiyet Kadin 115 65.7 114 56.7
Erkek 60 34.3 87 43.3
1-5yil 11 6.3 30 149
6-10 yil 27 154 48 23.9
Mesleki Kidem 11-15 w1l 27 154 43 21.4
16-20 yil 30 17.1 38 18.9
21 yil ve tizeri 80 45.8 42 20.9
Egitim Durumu L@sans 155 88.6 165 82.1
Lisansiistii 20 124 36 17.9
Ilkokul 76 43.4 99 49.3
Calistigi Kademe  Ortaokul 44 25.1 61 30.3
Lise 55 315 41 20.4
Toplam 175 100 201 100

Tablo 1’den de izlenebilecegi gibi, birinci ¢alisma grubundaki katilimcilarin
%65.7 ile biiyiik cogunlugu kadindir. Mesleki kidem olarak katilimcilarin yarisina
yakim 21 ve tizeri yil ¢alistiklarimi ve biiyiik ¢ogunlugu ise (%88.6) lisans mezunu
olduklarini belirtmistir. Diger yandan birinci gruptaki katilimcilarin %43.4 oranile en
cok ilkokul diizeyinde c¢alistigi goriilmektedir. Benzer sekilde, ikinci g¢alisma
grubunda da kadinlar %56.7 oraniyla erkeklere gore ¢alismaya daha fazla katilmigtir.
Mesleki kidem segeneklerinin birbirine yakin oldugu bu grupta katilimcilari biiyiik
cogunlugunun (%82.1) lisans mezunu oldugu ve %49.3iiniin ise ilkokul diizeyinde
gorev yaptigi tespit edilmistir.
islem ve Verilerin Analizi

Cevik Okul Olgegi (COO) gelistirilirken ilk olarak orgiitsel ceviklik ile ilgili
kapsamli bir alanyazin (literatiir) taramasi yapilmistir (Briggs, 2014; Bushey, 2019;
Denning, 2016; Falance, 2012; Felipe ve dig., 2017; Galés ve Gallon, 2019; Gaulden
ve Gottlieb, 2017; Glenn ve Stahl, 2009; Harraf ve dig., 2015; Hatch, 2016; Holbeche,
2015; Huang, 1999; Joiner, 2019; Kharabe, 2012; Latham, 2014; Mulhern, 2008;
Najrani, 2016; Rigby ve dig., 2018; Setili, 2014). Olcekte yer alan tiim maddeler
alanyazin taramasi ile uyumlu bigimde hazirlanmis ve ilk asamada 35 maddeden
olusan bir madde havuzu olusturulmustur. Madde havuzundaki ifadeler Egitim
Yénetimi ve Olgme-Degerlendirme alaninda 11 uzmana gonderilerek goriisleri
alinmistir. Uzmanlar kendilerine gonderilen formdaki maddelerin her biri i¢in uygun
degil, kismen uygun ya da olduk¢a uygun seklinde doniitler vermistir. Uzmanlardan
gelen Oneri ve diizeltmeler neticesinde bazi maddeler Olgekten ¢ikarilmis, bazi
maddelerde ise gerekli degisiklikler yapilarak madde sayis1 23’e diisiiriilmiistiir. Son
olarak Olcegin dilbilimsel ag¢idan uygunlugunu degerlendirmek iizere Tiirk Dili
uzmanlarinin goriislerine bagvurulmus ve verilen oneriler ¢ercevesinde taslak olgek
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uygulanmaya hazir hale getirilmistir. COO, besli Likert tipi olarak hazirlanmistir.
Dereceler ise (1) Hi¢ Katilmiyorum (2) Katilmiyorum, (3) Az Katuyorum, (4)
Katiliyorum, (5) Tamamen Katiliyorum seklinde puanlanmustr.

COO’niin yap1 gegerligini belirlemek amaciyla birinci ¢aligma grubuna ait veri
seti ile varimax dondiirme teknigine bagvurularak AFA yapilmistir. Analizde faktor
yiiklerinin en az .40 olmasma dikkat edilmistir (Biiyiikoztiirk ve dig., 2017). Olcegin
giivenirligi i¢in de Cronbach Alpha, Spearman Brown, Guttman ve test-tekrar test
katsayilarina bakilmistir. Bir sonraki agamada ise ikinci ¢alisma grubu lizerinden
ikinci diizey DFA yapilmustir. Olgek gelistirme ¢alismalarinda DFA’da sianmak
istenen yap1 pek ¢ok uyum indeksine gore belirlenebilmektedir. Buna bagli olarak bu
caligmada yapilan DFA ile Ki-Kare Uyum Testi (Chi- Square Goodness), RMSEA,
GFI, AGFI, CFI, NFIL, NNFI, IFI gibi degerlere bakilmistir. COO’niin gelistirilmesi
asamasinda AFA, Cronbach Alfa ve test tekrar test glivenirligi gibi analizleri yapmak
icin SPSS 26.0; DFA ile ilgili hesaplamalarin yapilabilmesi icinse LISREL 8.8
programi kullanilmistir.

Etik Kurul Karan

Hacettepe Universitesi Etik Komisyon’undan 29.06.2021 tarihinde, E-
35853172-600-00001636019 sayilt yazi ile alinmustir.

Bulgular
COO’niin yap1 gegerligi ile ilgili ilk olarak Kaiser-Meyer Olkin (KMO) ve
Barlett’s Kiiresellik Testi sonuglarina bakilmis ve ¢ikan veriler 1s18inda Glgegin
istatistiksel agidan anlamli oldugu sonucuna ulagilmigtir. Bu sonuglar, Olcek
verilerinin ¢ok degiskenli bir yapida olup normal dagilim gosterdigini ve aym
zamanda Orneklem biiyiikliigiiniin de AFA yapmak i¢in uygun oldugunu gostermistir.

AFA’ya iliskin Bulgular

AFA yapilirken faktdr sayisina karar vermenin birgok yolu oldugu
belirtilmektedir. Bunlarin en bilineni maddelerin 6zdegerlerinin incelenmesi, dagilma
(yamag-birikinti) grafigine bakilmasi ya da varyanta katkilarinin incelenmesi gibi
yontemlerdir. Ozdegerler incelenirken dlgiit olarak 6zdegerin 1°den biiyiik oldugu
faktorler alinmaktadir (Cohen ve dig., 2021). Fakat Slcegin faktor yapisi sadece
ozdegerlere bakilarak anlasilamayacagindan COO faktdr sayist ¢ok yonlii olarak
incelenmis ve bu incelemeler sonucunda dlgegin ii¢ faktdrlil bir yapiya sahip oldugu
goriilmistiir. Sonugta 23 maddelik taslak Ol¢ekte bulunan iki maddenin, bagka
maddelerle binisik oldugu saptanarak analizden ¢ikarilmis ve analize ti¢ faktor ve 21
madde ile devam edilmistir. Ortaya ¢ikan yapi1 Tablo 2’de ayrintili olarak
sunulmustur:
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Tablo 2
Cevik Okul Olgegi (COO) AFA Sonuglar:
Mad No  ifadeler Dondiiriilmiis madde yiik degerleri
Faktor 1 Faktor 2 Faktor 3
(Esneklik) (Teknoloji) (Hiz)
M19 Okulum tamamuyla 6grenci odaklidir. 771
M11 Okulumda isler, belirsizlik durumlarinda bile 748
etkili bir bigimde siirdiiriilebilir. '
M10 Okulum, ansizin olumsuz bir durum ya da
krizle karsilastiginda onun {istesinden 722
gelebilecek bir uyum yetenegine sahiptir.
M22 Okulumuzda bizim i¢in 6ncelikli olan 688
Ogrencilerimizin ne istedigidir. '
M9 Okulumda kati bir biirokrasi anlayig1 yoktur .676
M21 Okulumda tiim ¢aliganlar bir kiymet (deger) 665
olarak gortiliir. ’
M8 Okulum kendini yeni durumlara 654
uyarlayabilecek bir yapiya sahiptir '
M12 Okulumda egitime iliskin giincel gelismeler 542
takip edilir ve siirecler buna gore sekillendirilir '
M7 Okulumda degisimi dislayan degil, kucaklayan
i 496
bir kiiltiir vardir
M14 Okulum yeni teknolojileri kullanma fikrine her 791
zaman agiktir ’
M15 Okulumda 6gretmenlerin birer dijital okur-
. 787
yazar olmalar1 desteklenir
M16 Okulum olasi teknolojik yenilikleri 6nceden
.. 745
sezer ve o yonde hazirliklar yapar
M13 Okulum bilgi paylasiminda elektronik 744
ortamlart etkili bir bigimde kullanir '
M18 Okulum yeni teknolojik gelismelere kolaylikla
L .698
adapte olabilir
M17 Okulumda yonetici ve 6gretmenler diinyadaki -
.. . . . .659
teknolojik gelismeleri yakindan izler
M1 Okulumda kararlar ¢ok hizli alinir .829
M2 Okulumda alinan kararlar ¢ok ¢abuk hayata 797
geger '
M3 Okulumda bilgi ¢ok hareketlidir ve aninda
783
herkese ulasir
M4 Okulumda yonetime iletilen her tiirlii soru/e- 744
posta ¢ok hizli bir bigimde cevaplanir '
M5 Okulumda, beklenmedik bir durum ortaya -
< S - L .656
¢iktiginda kimin ne yapacagi bellidir
M6 Okulum, diinyada bir degisim oldugunda ona 617
hemen cevap verebilecek bir atiklige sahiptir )
Ozdeger 13.547 1.257 1.025
KMO .95
Barlett’s kiiresellik testi 3592.2
Agiklanan toplanan varyans %64

_ Tablo 2°den de gorildigi gibi COO 21 madde ve ii¢ faktérden olusmaktadir.
Olgege ait KMO degeri .95, Barlett’s kiiresellik test sonucu 3592.2, aciklanan toplam
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varyans %64 ve toplam 6zdeger puani ise 15.739 olarak bulunmustur. Birinci faktor
dokuz madde icermektedir. Ozdegeri 13.547 olarak hesaplanmistir. Madde faktor
yikleri .496 ile .771 arasinda degisen bu faktorde “Okulum kendini yeni durumlara
uyarlayabilecek bir yaprya sahiptir” maddesi yer almaktadir. Bu ve benzer
maddelerin yer aldig1 birinci faktor “Esneklik” olarak adlandirilmistir. COO’niin
ikinci faktorii ise alti maddeden olusmaktadir. Ikinci faktoriin ozdegeri 1.257
cikmigtir. Madde faktor yiikleri .659 ile .791 arasinda degisen ikinci faktorde
“Okulum olasi teknolojik yenilikler énceden sezer ve o yonde hazirliklar yapar”
maddesi yer almaktadir. Bu ve benzer ifadelerin yer aldigi faktor “Teknoloji” olarak
adlandirlnustir. Ugiincii faktdriin zdegeri 1.025 olarak hesaplanmistir. Madde faktor
yiikleri .617 ile .829 arasinda deger alan alti maddelik bu faktérde “Okulum, diinyada
bir degisim oldugunda ona hemen cevap verebilecek bir atiklige sahiptir” maddesi
bulunmaktadir. Olgekte bu ve buna benzer ifadelerin yer aldig1 faktor “Hiz” olarak
adlandirilmugtir.

DFA’ya iliskin Bulgular

Arastirmada, 21 madde ve ti¢ faktdrden olusan yapi, 201 kisilik ikinci ¢aligma
grubu ile ikinci diizey DFA yapilarak test edilmistir. Oncelikle DFA’da ¢ikan path
diyagraminda faktorlerle bagmtili maddelerin t-degerlerinin anlamli sonug verip
vermedigine bakilmistir. Bu incelemeler sonucunda 21 maddenin tlimiiniin t-
degerinin anlamli oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir (p< .05). DFA’da ¥ degerinin
serbestlik derecesine orani 2.33 ¢ikmustir. Bu oranin 3’iin altinda olmasi ¢ogunlukla
mitkemmel uyuma isaret etmektedir (Kline, 2016). Bunun yaninda modelin RMSEA
degeri ise 0.08 olarak hesaplanmigtir. DFA yapilirken ti¢ madde tizerinde (m1-m2,
m13-m14, m21-m19) modifikasyon islemi gerc¢eklestirilmistir. RMSEA degerinin .80
ve altinda deger almasi model ile veri arasindaki uyuma isaret etmektedir. Bu
kapsamda COQO niin DFA sonucunda ortaya ¢ikan uyum indeks degerleri; x?/sd=2.33,
RMSEA= .081, GFI= .90, AGFI= .90, CFI= .99, NFI= .98, NNFI= .98, IFI=.97
seklinde bulunmustur. Bu sonuglar, uyum indeksi degerlerinin miikkemmel ve kabul
edilebilir diizeylerde oldugunu gostermektedir. COO’nin uyum indeks degerlerine
iliskin bilgiler Tablo 3’te ayrintili olarak sunulmustur:

Tablo 3

COO Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi (DFA) Uyum Indeksi Degerleri
Uyum Kabul edilebilir Miikemmel uyum Ccoo Sonug
indeksleri uyum olgiiti* oleiitii* degeri
y?lsd 2<y?sd<5 0< y?/sd <2 2.33 Miikemmel
RMSEA .05<RMSEA <.085 0<RMSEA <.05 81 Kabul edilebilir
GFI 90 <GFI <95 95 <GFI<£1.00 .90 Kabul edilebilir
AGFI 85 <AGFI<.90 90 <AGFI<1.00 .90 Kabul edilebilir
CFl 90 <CFI<.95 .95<CFI<1.00 .99 Miikemmel
NFI 90 <NFI<.95 .95 <NFI<1.00 .98 Miikemmel

(devam ediyor)
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Tablo 3 (devam)
Uyum Kabul edilebilir Miikemmel uyum coo

indeksleri uyum élgiiti* blgiitii* degeri Sonug
NNFI 90 <NNFI<.95 .95 <NNFI< 1.00 98 Miikemmel
IFI 90 <IFI< .95 .95 <IFI < 1.00 97 Miikemmel

* Schermelleh, E. K., Moosbrugger, H. ve Miiller, H. (2003).

Tablo 3’ten goriildiigii gibi, COO, y?/sd=2.33, RMSEA=.81, GFl= .90 ve
AGFI= .90, CFI= .99, NFI= .98 ve NNFI= .98 ve IFI= .97 degerleri ile milkemmel ve
kabul edilebilir bir uyum diizeyinde ¢ikmustir. Verilerin degerlendirilmesinde referans
alinan uyum o&lgiitlerine gére COO’niin dogrulanabilir bir yapida oldugu sonucuna
ulasilmigtir. S6z konusu yapiya iliskin path diyagrami Sekil 1°de verilmistir.

Sekil 1
COO ye Iliskin Path Diyagram:

Tekmolji

1,00 \——“42_"(

Chi-Squaze=428. 51, df=183, Pvaloe=), 00000, RUSTA=0.01
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COO’niin Giivenirlik Sonuclar

COO’niin giivenilir olup olmadigini test etmek amaciyla Cronbach’s Alpha,
Spearman Brown, Guttman ve test-tekrar test i¢ tutarlik katsayilarina bakilmistir.
Yapilan analizlerle ortaya ¢ikan sonuglar Tablo 4’te verilmistir.

Tablo 4
COO ye ait Giivenirlik Sonuclar:
Cevik Okul Olgegi (COO)
Cronbach’s Alpha Spearman-Brown Gutmann Test-tekrar test
.95 .92 .92 .95

Tablo 4’ten de goriilecegi gibi, COO’niin giivenirlik analizleri sonucunda,
Cronbach Alpha katsayis1 .95, Spearman-Brown katsayist .92, Guttman katsayist .92
ve test-tekrar test katsayisi .95 ¢ikmustir. Bu bulgular, COO’niin i¢ tutarlig1 yiiksek,
bir diger deyisle giivenilir bir veri toplama araci olduguna isaret etmektedir.

Tartisma, Sonu¢ ve Oneriler

Ceviklik son yillarda yeni bir yonetim paradigmasi olarak orgiitler {izerinde
genis bir yayilim gostermektedir (Nafei, 2016). Kavrama iliskin yaygin olarak kabul
edilen bir tanim bulunmamakla birlikte (Almahamid ve dig., 2010), alanyazinda
yapilan tanimlar incelendiginde, genellikle esneklik, hiz ve teknoloji kavramlari ile
birlikte ele alindigi goriilmektedir (Denning, 2016; Falance, 2012; Glenn, 2009;
Najrani, 2016; Scalia, 2011; Setili, 2014; Worley ve dig., 2016; Zitkiene ve Deksnys,
2018). Bu nedenle bu arastirmada, okullarin ¢evik 6zelliklerini belirlemeye elverisli,
gegerli ve giivenilir olan bir 6l¢ek gelistirilmesi amaglanmigtir. Bu amagla ilk olarak
35 soruluk bir madde havuzu hazirlanmis ve maddeler Egitim Yonetimi ve Olgme-
Degerlendirme alaninda 11 uzmana gonderilmistir. Uzmanlardan gelen Oneri ve
diizeltmeler sonrasinda madde sayisi 23’e diisiiriilmiis ve taslak dlgek uygulanmaya
hazir bigime getirilmistir. Hazirlanan taslak 6l¢ek ile Ankara ilindeki bes ilgeden tiim
kademelerde gorevli toplam 376 yonetici ve dgretmenden veri toplanmistir. Olgegin
yap1 gecerligini test etmek amactyla 175 katilimcidan olusan birinci ¢alisma grubu ile
AFA yapilmistir. AFA sirasinda ise en yaygin kullanilan temel faktor cikartma
yontemlerinden biri olan Temel Bilesenler Analizi tercih edilmistir (Henson ve
Roberts, 2006). AFA i¢in se¢ilen 6rneklem sayist KMO degeri 0.95 ¢iktigindan uygun
ve yeterli gorilmiistir (Hair ve dig.,1995; Tabachnick ve dig., 2007). Bir 6lgegin
faktor yapisina karar verebilmek i¢in 6zdeger, agiklanan toplam varyans ve yamag-
birikinti grafigi sonuglarinin incelenmesi gerektigi diistincesiyle (Hair ve dig., 1995)
AFA sirasinda faktor yiik degeri 0.40’1n altinda olan (Costello ve Osborne, 2005) ve
binisik olan maddeler kademeli olarak taslak Ol¢ekten cikarilmis ve analizler bu
yontemle birka¢ kez tekrar edilmistir. Boylece son agamada 21 maddeden ve fig¢
faktorden olusan gecerli bir veri toplama araci elde edilmis, s6z konusu {i¢ faktor
sirastyla; esneklik, teknoloji ve hiz olarak adlandirilmistir. Orgiitsel gevikligin
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yonetim ve igletme alanlarindaki genel yapis1 dikkate alindiginda olusturulan bu
kavramsal modelin ilgili alanyazin ile uyumlu oldugu s6ylenebilir.

DFA yapabilmek icin yeterli drneklem sayis1 farklilik gostermekle birlikte,
faktor sayisinin az oldugu durumlarda genel olarak 100°den biiyiik olmasinin yeterli
olabilecegi belirtilmektedir (Wolf ve dig., 2013). Bu nedenle bir sonraki agamada, 201
katilimcidan olusan ikinci ¢aligma grubu iizerinden DFA yapilmis ve x?/sd degeri
3’ten kiigiik oldugu i¢in (Anderson ve Gerbing, 1984) model uyumunun “miikemmel”
diizeyde oldugu ortaya ¢ikmustir. Ayrica RMSEA, DFI, CFI vb. (Tablo 4) uyum
indeks degerlerinin de cogunlukla mitkemmel ve kabul edilebilir diizeyde oldugu test
edilmistir (Hooper ve dig., 2008). Dolayistyla bu bulgular dogrultusunda, COO’niin
okullarin ¢evik ozelliklerini belirlemede “gecerli” bir veri toplama araci (6lgek)
olduguna karar verilmistir.

COO’niin giivenirlik testleri sonucunda Cronbach alfa=.95, Spearman Brown=
.92, Gutmann= .92 ve test-tekrar test= .95 olarak bulunmustur. I¢ tutarlik katsayilari
.70 ve {izerinde olan oOl¢iimlerin giivenilir kabul edilebilecegi oOlgiitii dikkate
alindiginda (Fraenkel ve dig., 2012) COO’niin “giivenilir” bir sonuc verdigi
sOylenebilir. Nitekim madde sayisinin disiik oldugu Olgeklerde zaman zaman
Cronbach Alpha degerlerinin diisebilecegi de 6ne striilmektedir (Gliner ve dig.,
2015). Bu bl¢iit ve bulgulara dayali olarak COO’niin okullarm cevik ydnetim
Ozelliklerini belirlemede hem gegerli hem de giivenilir bir veri toplama araci (6lgek)
oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir.

Bu arastirma, daha ¢ok okulun gevik yonetimi kapsaminda yiiriitiilmiistiir.
Arastirmanin Ankara ilinin bes ilgesinde yapildigi diisiiniildiiglinde, daha biiyiik bir
orneklem ile COO’niin gecerlik ve giivenirligi yeniden test edilebilir. Ileride
COO’niin  kullamlacagi olas1 arastirmalarda okulun cevik yénetimi ile okul
yonetiminin pek ¢ok 6zelligi arasinda nasil bir iligki oldugu inceleme konusu olabilir.
Ayrica benzer bir yontemle okulda “gevik liderlik” dzelliklerini belirlemek yeni bir
sorunsal olarak one siiriilebilir ve bu konuda gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgme aracinin
gelistirilmesi diigtiniilebilir.
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