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Revised 09 January 2017 their reports into consideration. The research was then designed in a case study
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Introduction

In organizational theory, one of the contemporary approaches is the ‘System Approach’, which
asserts that modern organizations collect inputs from their environment, cultivate these inputs
throughout their organizational process, and then release the outputs of the processed inputs into their
environment (Hoy & Miskel, 2015). Universities are perfect examples of open systems by their complex
relations with both internal and external stakeholders. Thus, universities are deeply influenced by
changes in the national economy, science and technology policies, public administration understanding
(e.g. managerialism, accountability, performance management, budget cuts, and privatization),
educational practices (e.g. practical/professional training, technology-assisted teaching, and distance
education), and global trends in higher education (e.g. mass/universal education, international
collaboration, staff/student exchange initiatives, joint degree programmes, and Massive Open Online
Courses — MOOCs) (Aktan, 2007; Chapman & Austin, 2002; Erkan, 2011). Modern universities, to keep
pace with changes in their fast-paced environment, need to make serious alterations within their
structures, policies, and procedures. Moreover, some internal forces for change in universities are: the
nature of academic work, stakeholders’ demands, managerial personnel changes, policy-making
processes, existing organizational structures, power distribution, political relations, organizational
cultures, and individuals’ characteristics (Boonstra, 2004; Kondakci & van den Broeck, 2009; Stefani,
2008). University managements can only cope with these complex change factors by creating flexible
structures in their organizations (Chan, 2012; Clark, 1998, 2001).

Flexibility of organizations means the adaptation of organizations to new opportunities or threats in
their environments (Maldonado, 2003; Ozden, 2005). Organizational flexibility is defined as the ability of
organizations to give proper responses at the right time to changes in their environment by altering
their policies and strategies, managerial operations and work procedures, and organizational structures
(Adonisi & van Wyk, 2012; Skorstad & Ramsdal, 2009). Ceylan (2001, pp. 38-47) identified seven
dimensions of organizational flexibility in service organizations: Strategy Flexibility, Managerial
Flexibility, Precept Flexibility, Labour Flexibility, Organizational Clarity and Appreciation, Organizational
Structure Flexibility, and Communication Flexibility (as cited in Uslu, 2015, p. 41).

Strategy Flexibility is defined as shifting organizational strategies according to changes in their
environments and competitors. Managerial Flexibility is the rapid alteration of management style to
attain organizational goals rapidly, and impressing other dimensions of organizational flexibility by these
managerial alterations. Firmness of rules and regulations in organizations and their accordance level to
allow resilience for employees’ own decisions is called Precept Flexibility. The diversity and development
level of employees’ skills in organizations is entitled Labour Flexibility. Organizational Clarity and
Appreciation means to create trust among employees by clear job procedures and reward approaches
which take into account diverse aspects of employees’ efforts. Organizational Structure Flexibility
indicates systems in which employees are less controlled and can plan their work individually, and is
suitable for collaborative team projects and process oriented tasks. Communication Flexibility includes
alternative channels in organizations for horizontal and transversal communication among employees
alongside vertical communication channels between juniors and seniors.

This theoretical frame can be used as a parameter to evaluate organizational flexibility in
universities. However, some important points related to current situations of organizational flexibility in
universities might be missed during their self-evaluation. On the other hand, institutional evaluations
performed by external bodies might provide more objective results for universities to decide which
types of initiatives they need to generate more flexible organizational structures (Calik & Bumin-Siizen,
2013; Rosa, Cardoso, Dias, & Amaral, 2011). In Europe, in terms of quality assurance and transparency in
higher education, as well as integration of universities from different countries, one of the major
external evaluation mechanisms for universities is the European University Association (EUA).
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The EUA offers three evaluation options for universities, regions, and countries, and universities can
request individual evaluation for their organization within the Institutional Evaluation Programme (IEP).
During the IEP, the authorised committee (usually composed of four experienced academics or experts)
evaluates a university, generally in terms of institutional norms and values, governance and operations,
quality assessment activities, and strategic management and change capacity (EUA, 2015a). This
committee, after two site visits, presents its final report containing recommendations to manage
institutional change and enhance quality in the university.

Since 1998-99, many Turkish universities (23 public and 9 foundation universities) have benefited
from institutional evaluations by the EUA; several universities even took follow-up evaluations a couple
of years after from their first evaluations (EUA, 2015b; Visakorpi, Stankovic, Pedrosa, & Rozsnyai, 2008).
These reports offer valuable assessments, comments, and suggestions about the Turkish Higher
Education System, universities, and their organizational structure, in terms of both their strengths and
weaknesses, based on the opinions of senior academic managers around Europe. Therefore, EUA’s
evaluations are an important source to interpret the organizational flexibility of Turkish universities. The
recommendations of foreign evaluators related to essential organizational units, effective policies, and
efficient practices can also be useful for university managers to improve the flexibility level of their
institutions. In this regard, the purpose of this study is to examine organizational flexibility in Turkish
universities by using the results in the institutional evaluation reports of the EUA.

Literature Review

Although the necessity of a flexible organizational structure in modern, entrepreneurial universities
has been underlined in higher education literature (Aktan, 2007; Aypay, 2015; Barblan, Ergluder, &
Guriz, 2008; Chan, 2012; Chapman & Austin, 2002; Clark, 1998, 2001; Cetinsaya, 2014; Maldonado,
2003; Yamag, 2009), none of these studies directly investigated organizational flexibility in universities.
Uslu (2015, 2016a) developed a scale to measure managerial flexibility regarding scholarly practices
(MFRSP) in universities by taking Ceylan’s (2001) framework into consideration. Uslu (2016b) then
evaluated faculty’s perceptions of MFRSP by checking the effect of their managerial duties, and faculty
reported a higher level of managerial flexibility regarding research practices than teaching and service
practices in Turkish public universities. Uslu & Arslan (2015) also examined the relations between
MFRSP, organizational communication, organizational climate, and faculty’s academic intellectual
leadership and found that managerial flexibility regarding service practices was a significant predictor
for all six dimensions of academic intellectual leadership while managerial flexibility regarded teaching
practices only in the ‘Guardian’ dimension.

On the other hand, Calik & Bumin-Siizen (2013) investigated the agreement level of faculty from
three Turkish public universities to improvement suggestions (related to management, finance,
research, education, external stakeholders, and international perspectives) in the institutional reports of
the EUA for their institutions using a questionnaire. They found that the faculty from an international
university among the three participant institutions showed the lowest agreement to recommendations
in the EUA’s reports, and the faculty from educational science had the highest acceptance of
recommendations related to external stakeholders and international perspectives. Another study based
on evaluations in the EUA’s reports on Turkish universities was the evaluation report of the Turkish
higher education system in 2007-2008 (Visakorpi et al., 2008). To empower financial autonomy and
strategic flexibility in Turkish universities, this report recommended the re-arrangement of nation-wide
higher education management (refer: The Council of Higher Education, Turkey (CofHE)) by taking global
trends and national requirements into consideration, strategy-focused and performance-based
budgeting, both at national and institutional level, the inclusion of internal and external stakeholders in
decision-making, generating alternative income (by life-long education activities, distance education
programmes, contract research for industry and business, universities’ own start-up companies, selling
institutional/health/technical services, and leasing venues and royalties), collaboration with local actors,
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partnering with universities abroad, improving student/staff exchange/mobility, attracting international
students, the accreditation, both nationally and internationally, of degree programmes, developing
practical education content, and operating internal quality assurance systems.

The broadest study related to the state of university autonomy around Europe was carried out by
the EUA (2015c) based on the national and institutional evaluation reports until late 2010. In this study,
the EUA (2015c) evaluated 29 countries from Europe within four dimensions. They used seven indicators
for Organizational Autonomy, 11 indicators for Financial Autonomy, eight indicators for Staffing
Autonomy, and 12 indicators for Academic Autonomy; and their indicators have many conjoint criteria
with the dimensions of organizational flexibility. They found that Institutional autonomy in Turkish
universities was limited; their organisational autonomy was rated as ‘low’ (with the rank of 28th), and
their financial (23rd), staffing (21st), and academic autonomy (25th) as ‘medium low’. However, in terms
of staffing autonomy, Turkey scored (with 60.00%) at the top of developing European countries. With
the similar results, there are also several studies about the autonomy level of Turkish universities in
terms of university-society-government-market/capital relations, finance, academic performance, and
management (Celik & Giir, 2014; Erdem, 2013; Ozcan & Cakir, 2016; Oztiirk, 2006).

Method
Research Design

In order to investigate organizational flexibility in universities, the research was designed in a case
study pattern. Creswell (2007, p. 73) defined the case study as “a qualitative approach in which the
investigator explores a bounded system (a case) or multiple bounded systems (cases) over time, through
detailed, in-depth data collection..., and reports a case description and case-based themes”. In line with
this definition, the research includes multiple cases of various Turkish universities via their reports by
the EUA.

Data Source

The CofHE and 66 Turkish universities are members of the EUA (EUA, 2015d), and 32 universities
already took institutional evaluation within the IEP (EUA, 2015b; Visakorpi et al., 2008). These
universities involved in the IEP constituted the targeted study group. However, eight foundation
universities were excluded from the study group because of financial, managerial, and structural
differences between foundation and public universities. The researcher then aimed to include at least
two public universities from each geographical region in Turkey, but there is no institutional evaluation
report for any public universities in the southeast part of Anatolia. Thus, the researcher included two
more public universities from Marmara and Central Anatolia into the study group instead of the
Southeast Anatolian universities. Moreover, the researcher took the dates of the EUA’s evaluations into
consideration while deciding the public universities from each region, but there are a limited number of
Turkish universities which took the evaluation service from the EUA between 1999-2004 and 2011-16.
As a result, 14 Turkish public universities (see Table 1) were selected for the analysis.

Data Collection and Analysis

The researcher first attempted to access the Turkish versions of the EUA’s institutional evaluation
reports, but could collect a very limited number of Turkish reports. Therefore, the researcher decided to
use the English versions of the reports. The researcher then accessed the EUA’s reports from the EUA’s
website (only including reports after 2009) and the EUA secretariat by requesting reports via e-mail
before 2009.
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After receiving reports for the selected Turkish universities, the researcher analysed the documents
related to the EUA’s evaluations by using a descriptive thematic analysis, as one of the qualitative data
analysis techniques. The researcher benefited from the dimensions of organizational flexibility in
Ceylan’s (2001) study as themes: Strategy Flexibility, Managerial Flexibility, Precept Flexibility, Labour
Flexibility, Organizational Clarity and Appreciation, Organizational Structure Flexibility, and
Communication Flexibility. During the analysis, the researcher followed the steps of qualitative data
analysis proposed by Miles, Huberman, & Saldana (2014). These steps are: i) Data Condensation, ii) Data
Display, and iii) Drawing/Verifying Conclusions.

Table 1.

Distribution of Turkish Public Universities in the Data-Set
Region / Date 1999-2001 02-04 05-07 08-10 11-13 14-16
Aegean - - Ege U. Adnan Menderes U. - -

Karadeniz Technical U.

Black Sea i i i Abant Izzet Baysal U.
. Middle East .

Central Anatolia - Technical U Erciyes U. Anadolu U. - -

East Anatolia - - Atatlrk U. Yizinca Yil U. - -

Marmara Bogazigi U. Uludag U. - - - Marmara U.

. Akdeniz U.

Mediterranean i i Siileyman Demirel U.” i i
South-East Anatolia- - - - - -

Total 1 2 5 5 1

Firstly, the researcher coded each report by noted keywords and phrases under the themes and
formed the complete code-list. Another expert who had experience in qualitative research methodology
also coded the reports using the code-list. The researcher then calculated the inter-coder reliability as
.87 using Miles & Huberman’s (1994) formula [Consensus on data / (Consensus on data + Dissidence on
data) x 100]: an inter-rater reliability of .70 and above can be accepted as evidence for adequate
internal reliability. After ensuring internal reliability, the results of the research were summarized
according to the themes and are presented with direct quotations from the reports in the next section.

Results

The results extracted from the EUA’s reports, both positive comments and negative evaluations
about Turkish public universities, were categorized in accordance with the seven dimensions of
organizational flexibility. However, the researcher had to use too broad a code-scheme due to the
amount of data, and each code noted findings repeats many times within each report. Thus, he
preferred to present only the prominent findings, by combining direct quotations from the reports,
under the sub-sections regarding organizational flexibility and its sub-dimensions.

General Evaluations Related to Organizational Flexibility

The EUA’s evaluations reported points affecting all dimensions of organizational flexibility in the
universities. According to the evaluators, the centralised and bureaucratic national higher education
structure was the main factor that negatively influences university autonomy in Turkey. They stated for
example that “Turkish universities have a low degree of autonomy and suffer under a heavy and
centralised bureaucratic system” (Bogazigi University, 1999, p. 11)" and “the team...reported limitations
on determining strategy, internal decision-making, responsibility and innovation due to the strong

! Throughout the results, this reference system indicates the EUA’s report of the university in the quotation.
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influence of the central Council of HE in Ankara” (Marmara University, 2014, p. 6). Another clue related
to limited organizational flexibility was the control-based budgeting system, cumbersome rules, and
heavy administrative duties. They also commented that “a comprehensive set of rules and regulations
which state universities are subject to...are clear contrast with the freedom. ..However the Team
suggests that the university should explore the possibility of establishing its own internal aggregated
financial structure...[to] allow...some flexibility” (Middle East Technical University, 2003, p. 6).

On the other hand, there are several positive assessments in the report. In one of these assessments,
the evaluators underlined that “Currently, the Turkish higher education system is about to introduce a
new management system based on management by objectives and their achievement in combination
with the introduction of lump-sum budgeting” (Atatiirk University, 2006, p. 16). In addition, they
counted “Actions concerning the changes needed in order to adapt to the new European landscape built
through the establishment of the European Higher Education Area” (Siileyman Demirel University, 2006,
p. 34) and “efforts to embrace the Bologna reforms” (Ylzinci Yil University, 2009, p. 5) were among
important attempts related to regional2 and international higher education schemes. They also reported
hospitals in some universities as main income provider in revolving fund, English as the official medium
of instruction in several universities, and distance education operations in a few universities were other
factors that contributed to various dimensions of the organizational flexibility in universities. In other
words, the evaluators stated that entrepreneurial practices in universities increase their financial
independency, and increasing financial independency positively reflects on all dimensions of
organizational flexibility, in particular strategy flexibility.

Evaluations Related to Strategy Flexibility

In respect of strategy flexibility, the main issue in the reports was the necessity of “creating more
room for manoeuvre for new developments which implies more financial independence from
government in terms of autonomy and also by the generation of additional income” (Abant izzet Baysal
University, 2008, p. 41). Other important points to integrate human and financial resources with
institutional strategies were the urgency of reconceptualization of ‘personnel’ functions to ‘human
resource management’ functions and the establishment of a central financial operation unit. On the
other hand, the evaluators mentioned the limited, but promising, fund rising activities in Turkish public
universities by private foundations, hospitals, continuous education centres (refer lifelong learning units
open to public), international programmes, external research funds, donations, etc. They also
highlighted the importance of institutional strategic plans; for example, “The METU has...commenced
with the formulation of a new strategic plan. In this plan the development of its own research and
technology policy, as well as the strengthening of the internationalisation programme will, without any
doubt, be important chapters” (Middle East Technical University, 2003, p. 10).

Evaluations Related to Managerial Flexibility

According to the EUA’s reports, “a rationalisation and simplification of organisational structures
[including managerial organization]” (Akdeniz University, 2007, p. 40), “Their [internal and external
stakeholders’] active...participation in the governance” (Yiziinci Yil University, 2009, p. 27), “the
establishment of central [management] mechanisms...[to] financially make best use of its resources”
(Stleyman Demirel University, 2006, p. 24) were the requirements in order to empower managerial
flexibility in universities. The evaluators also added that “This segmentation of the financial incomes,
leading to a fragmentation of the financial allocation processes within the university, is obviously not
adequate for fostering a university-wide and shared vision...of the institution, its needs, its diversity and
its priorities” (Erciyes University, 2005, p. 8). Thus, they underlined the importance of the co-ordination

2 ‘Regional’ refers here to Europe as a continental region.
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of income generation activities at university level to provide fair fund allocation among units for their
own managerial operations. In contrast to some unfavourable comments, they reported several
practices operating in universities to increase the effectiveness of the management system such as
different vice-rectors and committees related to teaching and research, a rectorate advisory system,
student representation (generally without voting rights) in the senate, central information and data
analysis units, and evaluation and consultation from international organizations.

Evaluations Related to Precept Flexibility

Consistent with their previous remarks, the evaluators pointed out the priority of “Refining rules and
criteria for the allocation of funds and making them public (making sure that those concerned are aware
of them)” (Erciyes University, 2005, p. 13). Furthermore, within precept flexibility, they underlined the
requirement to form new regulations, both at national and institutional levels, to establish more
selective student entrance in study programmes, especially in vocational higher schools (similar with
technical colleges or fachschules), and to allow greater flexibility in tuition fees. In terms of well-
designed regulations, they gave the example of: “a financial incentive structure of 6.00% to programme
co-ordination; 52.00% the Revolving Fund (half to the academic unit); 42.00% to the teachers which
seems fair enough” (Akdeniz University, 2007, p. 33). Another good example they mentioned is the rule
about carrying out independent research by students as a prerequisite of graduation from many
undergraduate programmes.

Evaluations Related to Labour Flexibility

Within labour flexibility, the EUA’s reports generally proposed developing various solutions to
increase salaries granted by the government in order to attract young talent and to avert unfair
competition with foundation universities on appointing quality staff. The other two points in the reports
are the limited job positions provided by central higher education management and the low motivation
among academics “Due to job security [.] ...the members of the University neglect activities in research
and in the modernisation of study programmes and teaching activities, because there are no incentives
for further promotion or a threat of disadvantages in case of inactivity” (Uludag University, 2003, p. 8).
In addition to comments related to adversities in labour flexibility, the evaluators highlighted several
practices to develop the abilities of human resources; for example, “to ensure that all academic staff
become familiar with the new teaching methodologies, ...a ‘Train the Trainers’ programme at the
Medical Faculty and similar undertakings in other units” (Adnan Menderes University, 2010, p. 10) and
“a unit...established to develop programmes for supporting all students and staff in their skills in writing,
speaking and conducting projects in English” (Marmara University, 2014, p. 10). They also noted efforts
related to the inclusion of students/staff in international exchange programmes, as follows: “We are
aware that Ege University has been ranked first among Turkish universities regarding student and
teaching staff mobility [in Erasmus exchange programmes] in the academic years 2004-05/2005-06"
(Ege University, 2007, p. 23).

Evaluations Related to Organizational Clarity and Appreciation

Firstly, the evaluators commented that “The National Higher Education Framework may be
presented as a barrier to change when in fact decision-making capacity is held by the University”
(Karadeniz Technical University, 2010, p. 17), and “Because of the lack of transparency of the decision-
making processes, it is difficult for the staff to be involved and to take responsibility at the different
levels of the decision-making processes” (Atatiirk University, 2006, p. 11). They then claimed that there
was a need to review national regulations related to university management and to clarify the decision-
making process in order to empower organizational clarity in universities. Moreover, they underlined
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the importance of appreciating good examples of teaching, research, and managerial practices, and the
requirement to establish a well-designed reward system, including both material and achievement
awards. In line with their comments, they shared an example from Anadolu University (2010, p. 10), as
follows: “In spite of the legal constraints that limit the possibilities to reward individual or unit high
performance, AU is developing a complex evidence-based incentives and reward system.”

Evaluations Related to Organizational Structure Flexibility

In terms of organizational structure flexibility, the EUA’s reports mainly suggested that Turkish public
universities need to develop a campus master-plan to prevent fragmentation among units and to realign
faculties by abandoning the juxtaposition faculty/unit model in order to enable inter-disciplinary studies.
These reports also showed that because of the limited amount of research funds in universities as a
reflection of scarce research money at a national level, universities have “to rely on [their] internal
funds. To become a research oriented university..., UU is aware that the realisation of this aim is not
entirely a question of funding, but also it is a question of an institutional structure that supports
researchers” (Uludag University, 2003, p. 12). Furthermore, the evaluators believed that “research
centres are a good initiative to organise and monitor (interdisciplinary) research activities and therefore
it should be further developed” (Bogazigi University, 1999, p. 17). They also mentioned the good
examples in several universities related to effective organizational structures such as central research
management units, research hubs/units to operate inter-departmental projects, central laboratories and
incubators, internal research and travel funds, and easy access to academic sources through library
facilities.

Evaluations Related to Communication Flexibility

To enhance flexibility in communication, the evaluators suggested instituting internal and external
communication systems by improving ICT-based networks, establishing central information and data
analysis offices, and creating clear lines between administrative units and top management. They also
asserted that universities must “ensure linkages between strategic goals and funding on all levels and
that communication and coordination between all units, including vocational schools and the central
level are assured” (Adnan Menderes University, 2010, p. 18). Furthermore, the EUA’s reports presented
a couple of examples about how institutional information networks contribute to the formation of a
quality culture due to their functions within internal quality assurance mechanisms, and how deans can
benefit from students’ opinions via regularly meeting with student representatives. Lastly, these reports
added the importance of an open door policy towards society and positive relations with regional actors
for communication flexibility. For instance:

“Regional and local governing entities and other bodies say that they have very good relationships
with the University and value the input of the University. They find individuals within the University
approachable and accessible to engage in new projects and have gained many grants to develop these.”
(Karadeniz Technical University, 2010, p. 12).

Discussion, Conclusion & Implementation

The EUA’s evaluators have carried out many site visits to Turkish universities since 1998. Based on
their visits, they comprehensively perused the general characteristics of Turkish national higher
education systems. They then underlined many adversities arising from the centralized nation-wide
higher education governance structure, as well as the positive reflection of recent policies and practices
on the organizational flexibility level of Turkish universities.
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The evaluators argued that the Turkish higher education system is highly bureaucratic due to the
strict rules, especially in financial matters. As a known fact, these state regulations cause cumbersome
administrative duties at all levels in universities, and a control-based budgeting system leads public
universities to establish private foundations to operate most of their income generation (Calik & Bumin-
Siizen, 2013; Oztiirk, 2006). At this point, recent state initiatives related to performance-based (lump-
sum) budgeting for universities can be accepted as an important advancement to empowering financial
autonomy in public universities. The performance-based (lump-sum) budgeting model will provide more
flexibility to universities to define their priorities and allocate their budget to units in line with their
performance prescience (Barblan et al., 2008; Erdem, 2013; Kohtaméaki & Lyytinen, 2004; Mensah &
Werner, 2003).

On the other hand, almost all financing for public (even foundation) universities in Turkey depends
on state funding, and the greater part of their revenue is reserved for basic spending items such as
personnel expenses, infrastructure services, and maintenance-repair work (Kurt & Glimus, 2015). This
causes limited investment in developing universities on education, research, and service areas in which
they obtain extra income and leaves them behind developed universities within the budget system
based on performance predictions (Cinar & Agcakaya, 2016; Ozkan & Gedikoglu, 2014). In this sense,
additional financial resources might be allocated to younger universities in order to support their
entrepreneurial income generation activities. Here, a promising example is the special support for five
post-2005 universities within the “Regional Development Focused Mission Differentiation and
Specialization” Project of the CofHE to enhance their ‘knowledge and technology transfer’ activities in at
least one prior research area for the development of their region (YOK, 2016c).

Additionally, a lump-sum budgeting model looks promising for public universities in terms of creating
more space to generate alternative income (through health services, continuous education activities,
distance education programmes, joint projects with industry/business organizations, and donations) and
to distribute revolving funds to units in line with their strategies (Erdem, 2013; Oztiirk, 2006). To achieve
organizational goals in their strategic plans, Turkish public universities also need flexibility in the
recruitment of human resources (Efe & Ozer, 2015; Visakorpi et al., 2008). However, by using its legal
power based on state regulations, the nation-wide central higher education management unit (CofHE)
have interfered in universities’ staff choices more than ever in recent years (Ozcan & Cakir, 2016).
Nevertheless, with its recent initiatives and practices, the CofHE have delegated more power to
universities’ management boards and senates to operate the investments of infrastructure and
superstructure (Celik & Gir, 2014) and to form their degree programmes by taking the minimum criteria
determined by the CofHE into account, even by heightening these criteria (Cetinsaya, 2014).

However, the EUA’s evaluators strongly underlined that the multi-layer and clumsy management
structure in Turkish public universities resulted in the limitations related to the participation of various
stakeholders (e.g. staff, students, local actors, etc.) in decision-making. Therefore, to increase
managerial flexibility in universities, they suggested simplifying the management structure by
establishing, not too many, only few effective committees, a distinctive duty/responsibility sharing
among top level managers (e.g. vice-rectors for education, research, financial operations, human
resource management, or international relations), central coordination units both for financial and
academic matters (e.g. central data and analysis unit, research office, quality monitoring centre, etc.),
and short and functional lines between administrative units and their responsible senior academic
managers. In addition, to empower flexibility in universities, it is important to form clear organizational
rules and internal regulations to form a transparent process in fund allocation among units, as well as in
evaluation of teaching and research outcomes (Calik & Bumin-Siizen, 2013; Lewis, Hendel, & Kallsen,
2007).

Moreover, according to the EUA’s reports, clear job descriptions for academics as for administrative
staff and well-designed reward systems can help to enhance organizational clarity and appreciation in
Turkish public universities. However, beyond motivation via material and achievement awards,
universities have to support their academic workforce by providing the necessary financial, technical,
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and academic assistance (Cetinsaya, 2014; Yamag, 2009). Therefore, it is crucial to provide satisfactory
research funds and to establish well-developed facilities such as advanced laboratories, inter-disciplinary
research centres, techno-classrooms, libraries with large academic collections and data-base
connections, etc. (Uslu, 2016a; Visakorpi et al., 2008). However, most Turkish universities are relatively
young and do not have the essential facilities to support the scholarly activities of their academics
(Ozoglu, Girr, & Giumiis, 2016); thus, the government and the CofHE should take these infrastructural
handicaps of younger universities into consideration during budget allocation among public universities
(Uslu, 2016b).

Furthermore, as in Siingi’s (2013) and Akgeyik’s (2013) studies, the EUA’s reports commented that
academic salaries in Turkey are relatively low, so the government should seek to ways to increase
salaries and fringe benefits to attract younger talent to Turkish academia. In this regard, the academic
incentive programme initiated by the Turkish government in 2016 is an important implementation
despite its potentially unfavourable influence on the quality of scholarly products and academic ethics.
In addition, the Programme for 2,000 Doctoral Scholarships in 100 Thematic Areas and Legal Regulations
for Post-Doctoral Appointments, both initiated by the CofHE in 2016, are new practices to increase the
number of researchers employed in Turkish universities (YOK, 2016d). To enhance the flexibility in
academic labour, the EUA’s reports suggested that university managers operate various pedagogical
training schemes to inform their academic staff about recent teaching methodologies and approaches
and to support the development of the staff and students’ foreign language abilities by offering free (or
at a reasonable cost) foreign language courses and promoting the participation of their staff and
students in international exchange/mobility programmes (Calik & Bumin-Siizen, 2013; Gindeger, Soysal,
& Yagcl, 2012). On the other hand, the EUA’s evaluators underlined that the number of incoming
students from abroad to many Turkish universities was very limited. It is a fact that 75.00% of Turkish
universities reported more outgoing students/staff than incoming in 2014-2015, despite a total of 2,752
outgoing and 4,305 incoming students to Turkey (YOK, 2016a). The evaluators also highlighted the
contributions of incoming students/staff (mainly thorough Erasmus/Erasmus+ programmes) to the
constitution of an international medium in Turkish universities. On this point, the Mevlana Student/Staff
Exchange Programme operated by the CofHE is a good attempt to increase the number of incoming
students/staff. However, financial support for the Mevlana programme, especially for Turkish students,
is relatively low (YOK, 2016b); thus, the number of outgoing students (only 65) is far behind incoming
(447 students) (YOK, 2016a). In this regard, the policy-makers in the CofHE should re-assess the amount
of financial support to heighten the number of outgoing students/staff.

Collaboration with universities/institutes abroad through research projects, joint degree
programmes with overseas higher education institutions, and appointment of foreign staff are other
practices suggested in the EUA’s report to empower the contribution of international human resources
to Turkish higher education. The reports also emphasised the critical role of an open door policy to
society and positive relations with local actors in terms of mutual benefit between universities and local
community, such as the participation of universities in city-life via educational, cultural, and social
activities, supplying a high-skilled workforce to local industry, partnership in research projects related to
regional3 priorities with local bodies, and donations from local actors to universities (Aktan, 2007; Calk
& Bumin-Siizen, 2013; Ozcan & Cakir, 2016; Yamag, 2009). In addition to positive connections with
external stakeholders, the requirement of quality communication between management, personnel,
and students was also interpreted through the EUA’s reports. To increase communication flexibility,
university managers can benefit from ICT-based communication networks, establish central
coordination units, initiate committees including representatives from each department, and organize
periodic meetings with students and staff (Uslu, 2015; Uslu & Arslan, 2015). In this respect, despite
many glitches in its initial period, the recent electronic document circulation system in universities
(Electronic Information Management System — EBYS), is a good example of accelerating information
dissemination among units.

3 ‘Regional’ refers here to the area close to the university.
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Overall, it can be said that the general level of organizational flexibility in Turkish public universities
is not high, as in their institutional autonomy level calculated by the EUA based on their reports on
Turkish universities (EUA, 2015c). Here, it is important to accentuate that institutional autonomy and
organizational flexibility are not the same concepts even though they have many conjoint points. It
seems that financial autonomy initiates the formation of strategy flexibility in universities, and the
conformable rules and regulations of national higher education provides room for universities to afopt
precept and managerial flexibility. Furthermore, flexibility in strategies, management structure, and
internal rules and regulations will allow university managers to act more freely in the matter of
infrastructural, technological, and human resource investments. Then, the stronger organizational
flexibility will provide a greater university autonomy in terms of financial, managerial, employment, and
academic autonomy (Celik & Giir, 2014; Erdem, 2013; Oztiirk, 2006).

In line with this general result, the CofHE would make a greater contribution to autonomy and
organizational flexibility in Turkish universities if the policy-makers re-designed the CofHE as a nation-
wide coordination unit of fair and logical budget allocation among universities instead of a highly
centralized control mechanism of national higher education. Furthermore, operating independently
(although founded by the CofHE), the Board of Quality in Higher Education, Turkey (BofQinHE) is an
important institution for evaluating the quality of universities’ outputs (YKK, 2016). If the BofQinHE
takes qualitative criteria into account, as well as quantitative data, during the evaluation and monitoring
process, this may contribute considerably to the establishment of a culture of quality in Turkish
universities.

In this study, although different institutional characteristics of Turkish universities were evaluated
within organizational flexibility and its dimensions, only the major findings could be detailed here.
Therefore, it would be valuable for further research to analyse separately each sub-section of the EUA’s
reports (i. Governance and Institutional Decision-Making, ii. Teaching and Learning, iii. Research, iv.
Service to Society, v. Quality Culture, and vi. Internationalization) in order to examine the weaknesses of
Turkish universities, as well as their strengths more comprehensively. Researchers could also carry out
comparative studies through the sub-sections in the EUA’s reports of universities from different
European countries or the organizational flexibility in European universities.
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Tiirkge Siiriim

Giris

Orgiit teorisindeki son dénem kuramlardan biri, érgiitlerin ¢evrelerinden girdi alarak bu girdileri
orgit ici sureclerde islediklerini ve olusan ciktilari da c¢evrelerine geri sunduklarini savunan ‘Sistem
Yaklasimr’'dir (Hoy & Miskel, 2015). Universiteler ise, hem i¢c hem de dis paydaslari ile olan gok y&nli
karmasik iliskileri nedeniyle acgik sistemlere mikemmel o6rnek olusturmaktadirlar. Bu nedenle;
Universiteler, bulunduklari ilkelerin ekonomi, bilim ve teknoloji politikalarindaki, kamu y&netimi
anlayigsindaki  (6rn. isletmecilik, hesap verebilirlik, performans ydnetimi, bitge kesintileri ve
Ozelles(tir)me), egitim uygulamalarindaki (6rn. uygulamali/mesleki egitimler, teknoloji-destekli 6gretim
ve uzaktan egitim) degisimlerden ve yliksekogretim ile ilgili kiresel egilimlerden (6rn. kitlesel/evrensel
egitim, uluslararasi isbirligi, 6grenci/personel degisim girisimleri, ortak derece programlar ve Kitlesel
Acik Cevrimici Kurslar (MOOCs)) derinlemesine etkilenmektedirler (Aktan, 2007; Chapman & Austin,
2002; Erkan, 2011). Surekli hareketli olan gevrelerindeki degisimlere ayak uydurabilmek igin, modern
Universitelerin yapilarinda, politikalarinda ve prosediirlerinde ciddi degisikliler yapmalari gerekmektedir.
Ayrica, akademik c¢alismanin dogasi, paydaslarin talepleri, yonetimde kisilerin degismesi, politika
olusturma stregleri, var olan 6rgitsel yapilar, glic dagilimi, politik iliskiler, 6rgit kaltiirG ve bireylerin
kisisel ozellikleri gibi icsel degiskenler de Universitelerdeki degisimi etkilemektedir (Boonstra, 2004;
Kondakci & van den Broeck, 2009; Stefani, 2008). Universite yoneticileri ise tim bu kompleks degisim
faktorleriyle yalnizca kurumlarinda esnek bir yapi olusturarak basa ¢ikabilirler (Chan, 2012; Clark, 1998,
2001).

Orgiitler icin esneklik, kurumlarin gevrelerindeki yeni olanaklara ve beliren tehditlere adaptasyonunu
ifade etmektedir (Maldonado, 2003; Ozden, 2005). Orgiitsel esneklik ise; kurumlarin politikalarinda ve
stratejilerinde, yonetsel islemlerde, is prosediirlerinde ve orgiitsel yapilarinda degisiklikler yaparak
kurumlarin cevrelerinde yasanan degisimlere dogru zamanda uygun cevaplar vermeleri olarak
tanimlanmaktadir (Adonisi & van Wyk, 2012; Skorstad & Ramsdal, 2009). Ceylan (2001, pp. 38-47)
hizmet kuruluslarinda orgitsel esneklik i¢in yedi boyut tanimlamistir; bunlar, Strateji Esnekligi, Yonetsel
Esneklik, Kural Esnekligi, Isgiicii Esnekligi, Organizasyonel Aciklik ve Tanima, Organizasyonel Yapi
Esnekligi ve iletisim Esnekligi’dir (as cited in Uslu, 2015, p. 41).

Strateji Esnekligi, kurumlarin gevrelerindeki ve rakiplerindeki degisikliklere gore orgiitsel stratejilerin
degisimi ve yenilenmesi olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Yénetsel Esneklik, orgiitsel amaclara daha hizli
ulasmak icin yonetim stillerinde yapilan cabuk degisiklikler ve bu degisikler araciligiyla o6rgitsel
esnekligin diger boyutlarini etkilemedir. Orgiitlerdeki kanunlar ve diizenlemelerin kesinlik ve ¢alisanlara
kendi kararlarini vermeye miisaade etme duzeyleri ise Kural Esnekligi olarak belirtiimektedir. Calisanlarin
yeteneklerinin gelisim diizeyleri ve gesitliligi, isgiicii Esnekligi olarak isimlendirilmektedir. Organizasyonel
Aciklik ve Tanima, acik is tanimlamalari ve g¢alisanlarin ortaya koyduklari performansi farkl boyutlar
gozeterek degerlendiren 6dil yaklagimlar araciligiyla calisanlar arasinda gliven olusturmayi ifade
etmektedir. Organizasyonel Yapi Esnekligi ise, ¢alisanlarin daha az kontrol edildigi ve kendi is planlarini
yapabildikleri ve isbirlikli takim projeleri ile stire¢ odakli galismalara uygun o6rgitsel yapilari ve sistemleri
belirtmektedir. fletisim Esnekligi de, calisanlar arasindaki yatay ve capraz iletisim igin orgitlerdeki
alternatif kanallarini yani sira ast ve Ustler arasindaki dikey iletisim kanallarini igermektedir.

Bu teorik cerceve, Universitelerdeki orgitsel esnekligi degerlendirmek igin gerekli parametreler
olarak kullanilabilir. Yapilacak kurum ici 06z degerlendirmelerde ise, (niversitelerin o6rgltsel
esnekliklerinin son durumu ile ilgili bazi énemli noktalar gézden kagabilir. Bu anlamda; kurum disi
olusumlar tarafindan yapilacak kurumsal degerlendirmeler, daha esnek orgiitsel yapilar olusturmak igin
ne gibi girisimlere ihtiya¢ duyuldugu konusunda Universitelere daha objektif sonuglar saglayabilir (Calik
& Bumin-Siizen, 2013; Rosa, Cardoso, Dias, & Amaral, 2011). Farkh ulkelerden universitelerin
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entegrasyonu ile kalite gilivencesi ve seffaflik agilarindan, Avrupa c¢apinda Universitelere digsal
degerlendirme hizmeti sunan mekanizmalarindan biri ise Avrupa Universiteler Birligi (AUB) dir.

AUB tarafindan kurum, bélge ve ulus diizeyinde (¢ farkli degerlendirme opsiyonu sunulmakta ve
Gniversiteler, Kurumsal Degerlendirme Programi (KDP) kapsaminda kendi orgiitlerine yonelik kurumsal
degerlendirme talep edebilmektedirler. KDP siirecinde, yetkilendirilen komite (genellikle dort deneyimli
akademisyen veya uzmandan olusan), kurumsal normlar ve degerler, yonetim ve operasyonlar, kalite
givence etkinlikleri, stratejik yonetim ve degisim kapasitesi yoninden Universiteleri
degerlendirmektedirler (EUA, 2015a). Bu komite, yaptiklari iki saha ziyareti sonrasi, Universitelerdeki
kaliteyi arttirmaya ve kurumsal degisimin ydnetimine iliskin Onerileri iceren bir sonug¢ raporu
sunmaktadir.

1998-99'dan giiniimiize, bircok Tiirk liniversitesi (21 devlet ve 8 vakif {iniversitesi) AUB’nin kurumsal
degerlendirmelerinden yararlanmistir; hatta birkag Universite, ilk degerlendirmeden birkag (genellikle 4
ile 5) yil sonra izleme (follow-up) degerlendirmelerine de katilmislardir (EUA, 2015b; Visakorpi,
Stankovic, Pedrosa, & Rozsnyai, 2008). Bu kurumsal degerlendirme raporlari, Avrupa Ulkelerinden Ust
dizey akademik yoneticilerin gorislerine dayal olarak, hem gliglii hem de zayif yonleri agisindan Tiirk
ylksekogretim sistemi, Universiteler ve 6rgiitsel yapilariyla ilgili kritik degerlendirmeler, 6nemli yorumlar
ve degerli oneriler sunmaktadir. Bu anlamda; AUB’nin degerlendirmelerinden olusan set, Tiirk
Universitelerinin orgltsel esnekligini yorumlayabilmek igin 6nemli bir kaynaktir. Ayrica, gerekli olan
baslica orgitsel birimler, etkili politikalar ve verimli uygulamalara iliskin yurtdisindan degerlendiricilerin
onerileri, Universite yoneticileri icin kurumlarindaki esneklik dizeyini gelistirmek adina kullanisl ve
yénlendiricidir. Bu baglamda; arastirmanin amaci, AUB’nin kurumsal degerlendirme raporlarindaki
sonuglari kullanarak Tirk Gniversitelerinin orgiitsel esnekligini incelemektir.

Literatiir Taramasi

Yiksekogretim literatlirinde, modern girisimci Universitelerin esnek orgitsel yapilanma ihtiyaci
bircok calismada belirtilmis olsa da (Aktan, 2007; Aypay, 2015; Barblan, Erglider, & Giiriiz, 2008; Chan,
2012; Chapman & Austin, 2002; Clark, 1998, 2001; Cetinsaya, 2014; Maldonado, 2003; Yamag, 2009), bu
calismalardan higbiri Gniversitelerdeki 6rgitsel esnekligi dogrudan sorgulamamaktadir. Yalnizca, Uslu
(2015, 2016a) tarafindan, Ceylan’in (2001) ortaya koydugu cerceveyi dikkate alarak, Universitelerdeki
bilimsel ve sosyal uygulamalara iliskin yonetsel esnekligi (bsUiYE) degerlendirmek amaciyla bir 6lgek
gelistirilmistir. Ardindan, Uslu (2016b), Tirk devlet Universitelerinde gorevli 6gretim lyelerinin yonetsel
gorevlerinin etkisini kontrol altinda tutarak, bsUIYE algilarini degerlendirmis ve 6gretim uyeleri
tarafindan, 6gretim ve toplum hizmeti uygulamalarina gore arastirma uygulamalarina iliskin yonetsel
esnekligin daha yiksek diizeyde algilandigini belirlemistir. Ayrica, Uslu ve Arslan (2015) tarafindan
ogretim Uyelerinin akademik entelektiel liderlikleri ile bsUIiYE, 6rgltsel iletisim ve 6rgit iklimi arasindaki
iliskiler incelenmis; toplum hizmeti uygulamalarina iliskin yonetsel esnekligin akademik entelektiel
liderligin alti boyutunun tamami igin anlamh yordayici ve 6gretim uygulamalarina iliskin yonetsel
esnekligin de yalnizca Gézetici Olma boyutu i¢in anlamh yordayici oldugu bulunmustur.

Calik ve Bumin-Siizen (2013) ise gelistirdikleri anket araciligiyla, ti¢ Tirk devlet (iniversitesinin AUB
kurumsal degerlendirme raporlarindaki (yonetim, finansman, arastirma, egitim, dis paydaslar ve
uluslararasi bakis acilarina iliskin) gelisim onerilerine 6gretim lyelerinin katihm dizeylerini incelemistir.
Calik ve Bumin-Siizen (2013), Ug¢ Universite arasinda yer alan uluslararasi nitelikteki tiniversitede gorev
yapan ogretim Uyelerinin AUB’nin raporlarindaki 6nerilere en az diizeyde katilim gdsteren grubu
olusturdugunu ve (g Universitenin egitim fakiltelerinde gérev yapan 6gretim Uyelerinin dis paydaslar ve
uluslararasi bakis agilari ile ilgili dnerilere yiksek diizeyde katildiklarini belirlemislerdir. AUB’nin
degerlendirme raporlari tUzerinden Turk Universiteleri ile ilgili bir diger ¢calisma da, 2007-08 yillarinda
AUB tarafindan yapilan Tiirk yiiksekdgretim sisteminin ulusal degerlendirmesidir (Visakorpi et al., 2008).
Turk Gniversitelerindeki mali 6zerkligin ve stratejik esnekligin gliclendirilmesi adina, bu rapor, kiiresel
egilimleri ve ulusal gereklilikleri dikkate alarak ulusal-caph yliksekégretim yonetiminin (Yiksekogretim
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Kurulu (YOK)'na atifta bulunarak) yeniden diizenlenmesini, hem ulusal hem de kurumsal diizeyde strateji
odakli ve performans temelli biitcelemeyi, karar alma siireglerine i¢ ve dis paydaslarin katilimini,
alternatif gelir Uretimini (hayat boyu 6grenme etkinlikleri, uzaktan egitim programlari, is diinyasi ve
sanayi kuruluslari icin arastirma  kontratlari, Universitelerin  kendi baslangic firmalari,
kurumsal/saghk/teknik hizmet satisi ve Giniversitelerin fiziki alanlarinin ve isim haklarinin kiralanmasi gibi
yollarla), yerel aktorlerle isbirligini, yurtdisi Universiteler ile ortakliklar kurmayi, 6grenci/personel
degisimini/hareketliligini gelistirmeyi, uluslararasi 6grenci ¢ekmeye yonelik girisimlerde bulunmayi,
ulusal ve uluslararasi akreditasyon uygulamalarina katilmayi, uygulamali egitim icerikleri gelistirmeyi ve
kurum igi kalite glivence sistemleri olusturmayi 6nermektedir.

Avrupa ¢apinda, uUniversite 6zerkligi ile ilgili en genis calisma ise, 2010 yili sonuna kadar yapilmis olan
lilke ve kurumsal degerlendirme raporlarina dayali olarak AUB tarafindan gerceklestirilmistir (EUA,
2015c). Bu calismada, Avrupa’dan 29 ilke AUB tarafindan dért boyutta degerlendirilmistir (EUA, 2015c).
AUB, orgitsel esneklik ile bircok ortak &lcit iceren, Orgiitsel Ozerklik icin yedi, Mali Ozerklik icin 11,
isgiicti Ozerkligi icin sekiz ve Akademik Ozerklik igin 12 gésterge kullanmistir. AUB, Tiirk Gniversitelerinde
kurumsal 6zerkligin kisith oldugunu belirlemis; orgtitsel 6zerklik diizeyini ‘disuk’ olarak (28. sirada), mali
(23.), isglicu (21.) ve akademik 6zerkligini (25.) ise ‘orta duslik’ duzey olarak degerlendirmistir. Diger
taraftan; Tirkiye, isglicl 6zerkligi agisindan (%60.00 puanla) gelismekte olan Avrupa Ulkeleri arasinda en
Ust siralarda yer almistir. Ayrica, Turk Gniversitelerini, Universite-toplum-devlet-piyasa/sermaye iliskileri
baglaminda ve mali, akademik ve yonetsel acilarindan degerlendiren ve benzer bilgiler/bulgular sunarak
AUB’nin ortaya koydugu sonuglari destekleyen calismalar da bulunmaktadir (Celik & Giir, 2014; Erdem,
2013; Ozcan & Cakir, 2016; Oztiirk, 2006).

Yontem
Aragtirma Modeli

Bu arastirma, Universitelerin 6rgutsel esnekliginin incelenmesi amaciyla, durum ¢alismasi deseninde
tasarlanmistir. Creswell (2007, p. 73), durum c¢alismasini, “arastirmacinin, sinirlari belli olan bir sistemi
(durum) veya coklu sinirlandiriimis sistemleri (durumlar) zamanla, detayli ve derinlemesine veri
koleksiyonu (izerinden inceledigi ve ardindan durumu betimleyerek ve duruma dayali temalari
raporladigi nitel yaklasim” olarak tanimlamaktadir. Bu tanim dogrultusunda; bu arastirma, AUB’nin
raporlari Gzerinden farkli Turk iniversitelerini kapsayan ¢oklu durumlari igermektedir.

Veri Kaynagi

YOK ve 63 Tiirk tniversitesi AUB’'ne uyedir (EUA, 2015d) ve 29 lniversite hali hazirda KDP
kapsaminda kurumsal degerlendirme almistir (EUA, 2015b; Visakorpi et al., 2008). KDP’ye katilmis olan
bu Universiteler, arastirmanin hedeflenen g¢alisma grubunu olusturmaktadir. Sekiz vakif liniversitesi ise,
devlet ve vakif tniversiteleri arasindaki mali, yonetsel ve yapisal farkliliklar nedeniyle ¢alisma grubunun
disinda birakilmistir. Ardindan, arastirmaci, Tarkiye'nin her bir cografi bolgesinden en az iki devlet
Gniversitesini ¢alisma grubuna dahil etmeyi amaglamis, fakat Glineydogu Anadolu’dan higbir Gniversite
AUB’den kurumsal degerlendirme almadigindan ¢alisma grubuna bu bdlgeden iiniversite dahil
edememistir. Bu nedenle; Giineydogu Anadolu’dan eksik kalanlarin yerine, ¢alisma grubuna, arastirmaci
Marmara ve i¢c Anadolu’dan toplam iki tiniversite daha dahil etmistir. Ayrica, arastirmaci Gniversiteleri
belirlerken, tiniversitelerin AUB kurumsal degerlendirme raporlarinin tarihlerini de dikkate almistir, fakat
1999-2004 ve 2011-16 tarih araliklarinda AUB’den kurumsal degerlendirme hizmeti alan sinirli sayida
Tirk Gniversitesi bulunmaktadir. Sonug olarak, belirlenen 14 devlet {iniversitesinin (bakiniz Tablo 1) AUB
raporlari analiz stirecine dahil edilmistir.
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Tablo 1.

Veri Setinde Yer Alan Tiirk Devlet Universitelerinin Dagilimi

Bolge / Tarih 1999-01 02-04 05-07 08-10 11-13 14-16

) Akdeniz U.

Akdeniz ) ) Siileyman Demirel U. ~

Dogu Anadolu - - Atatiirk U. Yiiziinei Vil U.

Ege - - Ege U.. Adnan Menderes U.
Glineydogu Anadolu - - - - - -

ic Anadolu - Orta Dogu Teknik U. Erciyes U.. Anadolu U. - -

Karadeniz Teknik U.

Karadeniz ) ) ) Abant izzet Baysal U. ~ )
Marmara Bogazici U. Uludag U. - - - Marmara U.
Toplam 1 2 5 5 1

Veri Toplama ve Analizi

Arastirmaci, éncelikle, AUB’nin kurumsal degerlendirme raporlarinin Tiirkge versiyonlarina erismeyi
denemis, fakat cok az sayida Tirkge rapora erisebilmistir. Bu nedenle, arastirmaci AUB raporlarinin
ingilizce versiyonlarini kullanmaya karar vermistir. Ardindan, arastirmaci AUB’nin raporlarina AUB’nin
websitesi (yalnizca 2009 vyili sonrasi raporlari icermekte) (zerinden ve e-mail yoluyla AUB
sekretaryasindan (2009 6ncesi raporlari) erismistir.

Secilen Tiirk Giniversitelerinin raporlarini edindikten sonra, arastirmaci, AUB’nin degerlendirmelerine
iliskin doklimanlari nitel veri analizi tekniklerinden biri olan betimsel tematik analiz yontemini kullanarak
analiz etmistir. Arastirmaci, temalar icin Ceylan (2001) tarafindan gelistirilen orgltsel esneklik
boyutlarindan yararlanmistir. Bu boyutlar, Strateji Esnekligi, Yénetsel Esneklik, Kural Esnekligi, isgiicii
Esnekligi, Organizasyonel Aciklik ve Tanima, Organizasyonel Yapi Esnekligi ve lletisim Esnekligi
seklindedir. Arastirmaci, analiz siirecinde Miles, Huberman ve Saldana (2014) tarafindan 6nerilen nitel
veri analizi basamaklarini izlemistir. Bu basamaklar; i) Verileri Yogunlastirma (veya Veri Birlestirme), ii)
Verileri Sunma (veya Veri Sergileme) ve iii) Sonuglari Cizimleme/Onaylama (veya Sonuglari
Betimleme/Dogrulama) seklindedir.

ilk olarak, arastirmaci, her bir raporu temalara uygun anahtar kelimeler veya kelime gruplari
kullanarak kodlamis ve bitlincil bir kod-listesi olusturmustur. Nitel arastirma yontemleri konusunda
tecrlibeli bir baska akademisyen ise her bir raporu kod-listesini kullanarak yeniden kodlamistir.
Ardindan, arastirmaci, Miles ve Hubermans’in (1994) formalini [Veriler iizerinde fikir birligi / (Veriler
tizerinde fikir birligi + Veriler (zerinde fikir ayriligi) x 100] kullanarak kodlayicilar arasi givenirlik
katsayisini .87 olarak hesaplamistir. Kodlayicilar arasi givenirlik katsayisinin .70 ve yukari olmasi ise
¢alismanin i¢ glvenirlik yeterliginin saglandigini gosterdigi kabul edilmektedir (Miles & Hubermans,
1994). igsel giivenirligin saglanmasinin ardindan, kullanilan temalara uygun olarak arastirmanin bulgular
ozetlenmis ve ilgili raporlardan yapilan dogrudan alintilarla birlikte bir sonraki bélimde sunulmusgtur.

Bulgular

Tirk Gniversitelerine iliskin olumlu yorumlarin ve olumsuz degerlendirmelerin yorumlanmasi ile
AUB’nin raporlar {zerinden elde edilen bulgular, 6rgiitsel esnekligin yedi boyutuna gore
kategorilestirilmistir. Diger taraftan, arastirmaci, verilerin yogunlugu nedeniyle oldukca genis bir kod-
dizeni kullanmak zorunda kalmis ve her bir kod bulgularla iliskilendirildiginde her rapor icerisinde birgok
kez tekrar etmistir. Bu nedenle; arastirmaci, yalnizca 6ne ¢ikan bulgulari, raporlardan yapilan dogrudan
alintilarla birlestirerek, orgitsel esneklik ve alt boyutlara yonelik alt basliklar altinda sunmay tercih
etmigtir.
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Orgiitsel Esneklige iliskin Genel Degerlendirmeler

AUB’nin degerlendirmeleri, Universitelerde 6rgiitsel esnekliginin tiim boyutlarini etkileyen bazi
noktalari rapor etmektedir. Degerlendiricilere gére, merkezilesmis ve burokratik ulusal yiuksek&gretim
yapisi, Turkiye’de Universite 6zerkligini olumsuz etkileyen ana faktordir. Degerlendiriciler, 6rnegin,
“Turk Universiteleri dislik derecede Ozerklige sahipler ve agir, merkezilesmis birokratik sistem altinda
eziliyorlar (Bogazici Universitesi, 1999, p. 11)"” ve “Ankara’daki merkezi yiiksekdgretim konsiiliiniin giiglii
etkisi nedeniyle, [degerlendirme] takim[i], strateji belirme, i¢sel karar alma, sorumluluk ve inovasyon
lizerinde kisitlamalar rapor etmistir (Marmara Universitesi, 2014, p. 6)” seklinde ifadeler kullanmislardir.
Sinirh 6rgitsel esneklikle ilgili diger nedenler ise, kontrol-temelli biitgeleme sistemi, yiik olusturan hantal
kurallar ve agir yonetsel gorevler olarak ifade edilmektedir. Degerlendiriciler ayrica, “devlet
Universitelerinin uymak zorunda olduklari kapsamli kanunlar ve diizenlemeler seti...agik¢a 6zgurluge ters
dusmektedir...[y]ine de, [degerlendirme] takim[i], az da olsa esneklik...elde etmek [igin]...Universitelere,
kendi igsel birlestirilmis finansal yapilarini kurmanin olasiligini kesfetmeleri dnermektedir (Orta Dogu
Teknik Universitesi, 2003, p. 6).” yorumunda bulunmaktadirlar.

Diger taraftan, raporlarda bazi olumlu degerlendirmeler de bulunmaktadir. Bu degerlendirmelerden
birinde, “[k]isa slire 6nce, Turk ylksekogretim sistemi, hedeflere dayali yeni yonetim sistemini ve
Universitelerin basarililarini birlestiren batiincil (lump-sum) bitcelemeyi uygulamaya gegirmistir
(Atatiirk Universitesi, 2006, p. 16)” ifadesinin alti cizilmektedir. Buna ek olarak, degerlendiriciler,
“Avrupa Yiksekogretim Alani’nin kurulusuyla birlikte, yeni olusan Avrupa diizenlemesine uyum igin
gerekli degisikliklere yonelik eylemler[i] (Siileyman Demirel Universitesi, 2006, p. 34)” ve “Bologna
reformlarini karsilamaya yonelik cabalar[i] (Yiziinci Yil Universitesi, 2009, p. 5)”, bé')lgesel2 ve
uluslararasi yiiksekdgretim semalarina iliskin  6nemli girisimler arasinda saymaktadir. Ayrica,
degerlendiriciler, bazi Giniversitelerde doner sermaye igin ana kaynak olarak hastanelerin olusunu, birkag
tiniversitenin timiyle ingilizce egitim sunmasini ve birkag Universitede genis kapsamli uzaktan egitim
programlarinin varligini, Universitelerdeki orgltsel esnekligin farkli boyutlarina katkida bulunan diger
faktorler olarak rapor etmislerdir. Bir baska ifadeyle, degerlendiriciler, Universitelerin girisimci
uygulamalarinin finansal bagimsizliklarini arttirdigini; Gniversitelerin artan finansal bagimsizligin ise basta
strateji esnekligi olmak lGzere orgitsel esnekligin tim boyutlarina olumlu yansidigini dile getirmislerdir.

Strateji Esnekligine iliskin Degerlendirmeler

Strateji esnekligi agisindan, “6zerklik anlaminda devletten finansal olarak daha bagimsiz hale gelmeyi
saglayacak gelismeler ve ek gelir saglamayi kolaylastiracak manevralar icin alan yaratma (Abant izzet
Baysal Universitesi, 2008, p. 41)” gereksinimi, raporlardaki ana konudur. Finansal ve insan kaynaklarinin
kurumsal stratejilerle entegrasyonu icin diger dnemli noktalar ise, ‘personel’ fonksiyonlarinin ‘insan
kaynagi yonetimi’ fonksiyonlarina uygun olarak acilen yeniden olusturulmasi ve merkezi finansal
operasyon birimi kurulmasi olarak ifade edilmektedir. Diger taraftan, degerlendiriciler, 6zel vakiflar,
hastaneler, siirekli egitim merkezleri, uluslararasi programlar, dis arastirma fonlari, bagislar, vb.
uygulamalarla gergeklestirilen, sinirli ama Umit verici fon artirma etkinliklerinden de bahsetmislerdir.
Ayrica, “ODTU, yeni stratejik planini olusturma siirecini yasamaktadir ve bu planda, kendi arastirma ve
teknoloji politikasinin olusturulmasi ve de uluslararasilasma programinin giglendirilmesi, stiphesiz
onemli bélimler olacaktir (Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi, 2003, p. 10)” &rneginde oldugu gibi,
degerlendiriciler kurumsal stratejik planlarin Gnemine vurgu yapmislardir.

! Bulgular bdliimii boyunca, bu atiflar, atiftaki tiniversiteye ait AUB’nin degerlendirme raporunu belirtmektedir.
? Buradaki ‘bolgesel’ ifadesi, kitasal bir bolge olarak Avrupa’ya atifta bulunmaktadir.

246



Baris USLU — Pegem Egitim ve Ogretim Dergisi, 7(2), 2017, 231-256

Yoénetsel Esneklige iliskin Degerlendirmeler

AUB’nin raporlarina goére, “drgiitsel yapilarin [ydnetsel organizasyon dahil] rasyonalizasyonu ve
sadelestirilmesi  (Akdeniz Universitesi, 2007, p. 40)", “ydnetime, (niversite[ler]lnin [ic ve dis
paydaslarinin] aktif...katiimlari (Yiziinci Yil Universitesi, 2009, p. 27)” ve “finansal olarak kaynaklarin en
ivi sekilde kullanimi igin...merkezi [ydnetim] mekanizmalarinin kurulmasi (Stileyman Demirel Universitesi,
2006, p. 24)”, lniversitelerde yonetsel esnekligi gliclendirmek adina yapilmasi gerekenlerdir. Ayrica,
degerlendiriciler, “finansal gelirlerdeki bu bolinme, Universite icinde finansal paylasim sireglerinde
parcalanmaya yol agmakta ve agikg¢asi Universite ¢apinda paylasilan kurum vizyonunun, bu vizyonun
gereksinimlerinin, cesitliliginin ve o6nceliklerinin beslenmesi igin yetersizlige neden olmakta (Erciyes
Universitesi, 2005, p. 8)” yorumunu da eklemislerdir. Bu anlamda, degerlendiriciler, birimlerin kendi
yonetsel operasyonlari adina birimler arasinda adil bir fon dagiliminin saglanmasi igin, gelir getirici
etkinliklerin Universite dizeyinde koordinasyonunun onemi vurgulamislardir. Olumsuz yorumlarinin
aksine, degerlendiriciler, yonetim sisteminin etkililigini artirmak adina Universitelerde gerceklestirilen,
arastirma ve ogretimle ilgili farkli rektér yardimciliklari ve komiteler, rektorlik danisma sistemi,
senatolarda 6grenci temsili (genellikle oy hakki olmadan), merkezi bilgi ve veri analiz birimleri ve
uluslararasi kuruluslardan degerlendirme ve danisma hizmeti alinmasi gibi bazi uygulamalari da rapor
etmislerdir.

Kural Esnekligine iliskin Degerlendirmeler

Onceki yorumlari ile tutarl sekilde, degerlendiriciler temel olarak, “fon dagilimina yénelik kurallarin
ve kriterlerin sadelestirilmesi[nin] ve duyurulmasi[nin] (herkesin bu kurallar ve kriterlerin farkinda
oldugundan emin olunmasi igin) (Erciyes Universitesi, 2005, p. 13)” dncelikli oldugunu belirtmektedir. Ek
olarak, kural esnekligi kapsaminda, degerlendiriciler, derece programlarina daha segici bir 6grenci giris
sisteminin (6zellikle meslek ylksekokullarina giriste) kurulmasi ve 6grenci harglarinin belirlenmesinde
daha fazla esneklige izin verecek bir yapinin belirlenmesi igin, hem ulus hem de kurum dizeyinde yeni
diizenlemelerin olusturulmasina ihtiyag oldugunu dile getirmistir. lyi tasarlanmis diizenleme anlaminda
ise, degerlendiriciler, stirekli egitim merkezleri ile ilgili, “%6.00 program koordinatori payi, %52.00 déner
sermaye aktarimi (yarisi ilgili akademik birime olmak tzere) ve %42.00 egitimci payinin oldukca adil bir
finansal tesvik yapisi gibi gériindtgii (Akdeniz Universitesi, 2007, p. 33)” érnegini vermistir. Bir diger iyi
ornek olarak da, degerlendiriciler, bir¢ok lisans programinda 6grencilerin mezun olmasi igin bagimsiz
arastirma yapmalarinin (bitirme tezi hazirlama) 6n sart olmasini dile getirmistir.

isgiicii Esnekligine iliskin Degerlendirmeler

isgiicli esnekligi kapsaminda, AUB’nin raporlarinda genel olarak, genc ve yetenekli kisileri akademiye
cekmek ve kaliteli ¢alisanlarin atamasi konusunda vakif Gniversiteleriyle olan ve pek de adil sartlarda
gerceklesmeyen cekismeyi engellemek adina hikiimet tarafindan maaslarin iyilestirilmesi icin yeni
¢6zimler aranmasi gerektigi ifade edilmektedir. Raporlarda yer alan diger iki 6nemli nokta ise; merkezi
ylksekogretim yonetimince sinirli sayida is pozisyonu saglanmasi ve akademisyenler arasindaki diisik
motivasyon, keza “is guvenliginden kaynaklanmaktadir. Akademisyenler, arastirma aktivitelerini ve
derece programlarinin modernizasyonu ile 6gretim etkinliklerini gz ardi etmekteler, ¢linki ileri diizey
calismalari giduleyici tesvikler ve akademisyenlerin bu aktif olmama durumunun dezavantajlarina
yonelik yaptinnmlar bulunmamaktadir (Uludag Universitesi, 2003, p. 8).” isgiicii esnekligi kapsamindaki
sikintilara iliskin yorumlarina ek olarak, degerlendiriciler, insan kaynaklarinin becerilerini gelistirmeye
yonelik gerceklestirilen bazi uygulama oOrneklerine de vurgu vyapmislardir; o6rnegin, “tim
akademisyenlerin yeni 6gretim metodolojilerine asina olmasini saglamak amaciyla, tip fakiltesinde ve
benzer sekilde diger birimlerde yiritilen ‘Egiticilerin Egitimi’ programi (Adnan Menderes Universitesi,
2010, p. 10)” ve “tiim 6grencilerin ve personelin ingilizce yazma, konusma ve bu dilde proje yiiriitme
becerilerini desteklemek iizere...kurulan birim...tarafindan yiriitiilen programlar (Marmara Universitesi,
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2014, p. 10).” Ayrica, degerlendiriciler, climlenin devaminda oldugu gibi, 6grencilerin ve personelin
uluslararasi degisim programlarina katilimi ile ilgili gabalarin da altini gizmistir: “Bizler [degerlendiriciler],
2004-2005/2005-06 akademik yillarinda, [Erasmus degisim programi kapsaminda] 6grenci ve Ggretim
elemani hareketliliginde, Ege Universitesi'nin Tiirk Giniversiteleri arasinda birinci sirada yer aldiginin
bilincindeyiz (Ege Universitesi, 2007, p. 23).”

Organizasyonel Agiklik ve Tanimaya iliskin Degerlendirmeler

ilk olarak, degerlendiriciler, “Universitelerin karar alma kapasitesi ile ilgili degisiklikler s6z konusu
oldugunda, ulusal yiiksekdgretim cercevesi engel teskil etmekte (Karadeniz Teknik Universitesi, 2010, p.
17)” ve “karar alma siireglerinde seffaflik olmayisi nedeniyle, personelin karar alma siireglerine katilimi
ve farkli diizeylerde sorumluluk almalari oldukga zor (Atatiirk Universitesi, 2006, p. 11) ” yorumlarinda
bulunmuslardir. Ardindan, degerlendiriciler, Giniversite yonetimiyle ilgili ulusal diizenlemelerin gézden
gecirilmesi ve (Universitelerde orgltsel acikhgin glclendirilmesi igin karar alma sireglerinin
netlestiriimesine gereksinim oldugunu savunmuslardir. Ayrica, degerlendiriciler, 6gretim, arastirma ve
yonetim uygulamalari ile ilgili iyi 6rneklerin takdir edilmesinin dneminin ve hem maddi hem de manevi
odulleri igeren iyi tasarlanmis 6dll sisteminin kurulmasina ihtiya¢ oldugunun altini gizmistir. Bu
yorumlarina paralel olarak, degerlendiriciler, climlenin devaminda yer alan sekliyle, Anadolu
Universitesi'nden (2010, p. 10) bir érnegi paylasmiglardir: “Yiiksek performans gosteren bireyleri ve
birimleri 6dillendirmeyi sinirlayan yasal kisitlamalara ragmen, AU, kompleks bicimde kanit-temelli
tesvikler ve 6dil sistemi gelistirmistir.”

Organizasyonel Yapi Esnekligine iliskin Degerlendirmeler

Organizasyonel yapi esnekligi agisindan, AUB’nin raporlari temel olarak, Tiirk Universitelerinin
birimler arasindaki boéliimlenmeyi 6nlemek igin kampis-master-planlari gelistirmeye ve disiplinler arasi
galismalara olanak saglamak igin fakiltelerin/birimlerin sirali dizilim modelini terk ederek fakilte
yapilanmalarinin yeniden diizenlenmesine ihtiya¢ oldugunu belirtmistir. Ek olarak, bu raporlar, ulusal
diizeyde arastirmaya ayrilan kisith biitcenin yansimasi olarak Universitelerdeki sinirli arastirma fonlari
nedeniyle, tiniversiteler “kendi i¢ fonlarina giivenmek zorundadir. Arastirma odakli Gniversite olabilmek
icin..., UU [lniversiteler] bu hedefi gerceklestirmenin tuimuyle fon konusu olmadigini, ayrica
arastirmacilari destekleyici kurumsal yapilarin da konunun pargasi oldugunun farkinda olmalidir (Uludag
Universitesi, 2003, p. 12).” Bunlarin yani sira, degerlendiriciler, “arastirma merkezlerinin, (disiplinler
arasi) arastirma etkinliklerini organize etmek ve takibini saglamak igin iyi girisimlerdir [olduguna] ve daha
da gelistirilmesi gerekmektedir[tigine] (Bogazici Universitesi, 1999, p. 17)” inanmaktadir. Ayrica,
degerlendiriciler, merkezi arastirma yonetim birimleri, bélimler-arasi projelerin ylratildiga arastirma
hublari (gébekleri) ve Uniteleri, merkezi laboratuvarlar ve incubatorlar (kulucka merkezleri), kurum-igi
arastirma ve seyahat fonlari ve akademik kaynaklara kolay ulasim saglayan kitiiphane olanaklar gibi
etkili orgitsel yapilara iliskin birkag tiniversitede yer alan iyi 6rnekleri de dile getirmistir.

iletisim Esnekligine iliskin Degerlendirmeler

iletisimde esnekligi artirmak adina, degerlendiriciler, (bilisim) teknoloji(si)-temelli aglari gelistirerek
icsel ve dissal iletisim sistemleri olusturulabilecegi, merkezi bilgi ve veri analizi merkezleri kurulabilecegi
ve idari birimler ile yonetim arasinda acik ve belirgin hatlar yaratilabilecegi 6nerilerinde bulunmustur.
Ayrica, degerlendiriciler, Gniversitelerde “stratejik amaclarla her diizeydeki fonlar arasinda baglantilarin
ve meslek ylksekokullari ile merkezi birimler dahil, tim birimlerin arasinda iletisimin ve koordinasyonun
saglanmasi (Adnan Menderes Universitesi, 2010, p. 18)” gerektigini savunmustur. Bunlara ek olarak,
AUB’nin raporlari, kurumsal bilgi aglarinin, kurum ici kalite giivence mekanizmalari kapsamindaki
fonksiyonlari sayesinde, kalite kulturiine sagladig katki ve yoneticilerin, 6zellikle de dekanlarin, 6grenci
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temsilcileri ile gergeklestirdigi duzenli toplantilar yoluyla 6grenci gorislerinden faydalanmasi
konularinda birkag 6rnek sunmaktadir. Son olarak, bu raporlar, iletisim esnekligi baglaminda, topluma
yonelik agik kapi politikasinin ve bolgesel (yerel) aktorlerle olan olumlu iliskilerin 6nemine deginmistir.
Ornegin:

Bolgesel ve yerel yénetim birimleri ve diger olusumlar tarafindan, kendilerinin Gniversite ile ¢ok iyi
iliskileri oldugu ve Universitenin getirilerine deger verdikleri sdylenmistir. Bu birimler ve olusumlar,
Giniversiteden bireyleri, yeni projelere adim atma noktasinda kolay erisilebilir ve olduk¢a katilimci
bulmaktadir ve bu baglamda (niversite ile birlikte bircok fon elde etmislerdir (Karadeniz Teknik
Universitesi, 2010, p. 12).

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

AUB’den degerlendiriciler, 1998’den beri Tiirk {iniversitelerinde bircok alan ziyareti gerceklestirdiler.
Bu ziyaretlerine dayali olarak, degerlendiriciler, Tirk ylksekdgretim sisteminin genel 6zelliklerini
kapsamli sekilde inceleme firsati buldular. Ardindan, degerlendiriciler, AUB’nin raporlar kapsaminda,
merkezilesmis ulusal-gapta ylksekdgretim yonetimi yapisindan kaynaklanan sikintilarinin yani sira Tuirk
Gniversitelerinin orgiitsel esneklik dlzeylerine olumlu yansimalari olan son dénem politikalari ve
uygulamalari da dile getirdiler.

Degerlendiriciler, kati kurallar, 6zellikle de mali konulara iliskin, nedeniyle Tirk ylksekoégretim
sisteminin oldukc¢a blrokratik oldugunu savunmaktadir. Bilinen bir gercek olarak, dile getirilen devlet
dizenlemeleri, Universitelerdeki her diizeyde, kilfeti agir olan idari islemlere neden olmakta ve kontrol
temelli butceleme sistemi, devlet niversitelerini, gelir getirici etkinliklerinin gogunlugunu yiiriitmek igin
dzel vakiflar kurmaya yoneltmektedir (Callk & Bumin-Siizen, 2013; Oztiirk, 2006). Bu kapsamda,
performans temelli (bltlinciil) btgeleme ile ilgili devlet tarafindan gercgeklestirilen son dénem girisimler,
devlet Universitelerinde mali 6zerkligi gliclendirmeye yonelik 6nemli bir gelisme olarak kabul edilebilir.
Performans temelli (bitilincil) bitceleme modeli, Universitelere, dnceliklerini belirleme ve performans
ongorilerine paralel olarak birimler arasinda biitce paylasimi yapma konularinda daha fazla esneklik
saglayabilir (Barblan et al., 2008; Erdem, 2013; Kohtamaki & Lyytinen, 2004; Mensah & Werner, 2003).

Diger taraftan, Tlrkiye’deki devlet Universitelerin (hatta vakif Gniversitelerinin bile) finansmaninin
tamamina yakini devlet fonlarina dayanmakta ve gelirlerinin biiylik b6limU personel giderleri, altyapi
hizmetleri, bakim-onarim isleri gibi temel harcama kalemlerine ayrilmaktadir (Kurt & Gimius, 2015). Bu
durum, gelismekte olan Universitelerin ek gelir elde edebilecegi egitim, arastirma ve hizmet alanlarina
kisith yatirrm yapmasina ve performans ciktilarina iliskin dngorilere dayal bltceleme sistemi icerisinde
gelismis Universitelerinin gerisinde kalmasina neden olmaktadir (Cinar & Agcakaya, 2016; Ozkan &
Gedikoglu, 2014). Bu anlamda, geng Universitelerin gelir diizeylerini arttiracak girisimci uygulamalarini
desteklemek adina, biitincil biitgeleme sisteminde bu Universitelere ek finansal kaynak ayrilabilir. Bu
konuda, 2005 sonrasi kurulmus olan bes universitenin bulunduklari bolgelerin gelisimi i¢in 6ncelikli
alanlardan en azindan birindeki ‘bilgi ve teknoloji transferi’ etkinliklerini arttirmak icin ‘Bélgesel Kalkinma
Odakli Misyon Farklilasmasi ve ihtisaslasmasi Projesi’ kapsaminda YOK tarafindan &zel olarak
desteklenecek olmasi umut vadeden bir rnektir (YOK, 2016c).

Ek olarak, bitincil butgeleme modeli, devlet Universitelerinde alternatif gelir Gretimleri (saghk
hizmetleri, stirekli egitim etkinlikleri, uzaktan egitim programlari, sanayi/is 6rgutleriyle ortak projeler ve
bagislar yoluyla) ve sirkller bitgelerinin (déner sermaye gelirlerinin) birimlerin stratejilerine gore
dagitimi igin daha fazla alan yaratma adina tesvik edici gériinmektedir (Erdem, 2013; Oztiirk, 2006).
Stratejik planlarindaki amacglara ulasmak icin, Tirk devlet Universiteleri, ayrica, insan kaynaklarinin
edinimi kapsaminda da esneklige ihtiya¢ duymaktadir (Efe & Ozer, 2015; Visakorpi et al., 2008), fakat
ulusal merkezi yiiksekdgretim yoénetimi birimi (YOK), devlet diizenlemelerine dayanan yasal giiciinii
kullanarak, tniversitelerin personel tercihlerine son yillarda her zamankinden daha ¢ok miidahalede
bulunmaktadir (Ozcan & Cakir, 2016). Bu durumun aksine, son dénemdeki girisimleri ve uygulamalariyla,
YOK, Universitelerin yénetim kurullarina ve senatolarina altyapi ve istyapi yatirimlarini gergeklestirme
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konusunda (Celik & Giir, 2014) ve belirledikleri minimum kriterlerin dikkate alinmasi, hatta artirilmasi
kosuluyla, derece programlarinin olusturulmasinda (Cetinsaya, 2014) daha fazla gli¢ aktariminda
bulunmaktadir ve bunu devam ettirmelidir.

Fakat AUB’nin degerlendiricileri, Tiirk devlet {iniversitelerindeki ¢ok katmanl ve hantal y&netim
yapilanmasinin, farkli paydaslarin (6rn. calisanlar, 6grenciler, yerel aktorler, vb.) karar almaya katilimini
kisitladigini giigli sekilde ifade etmektedir. Bu anlamda, Universitelerdeki yonetsel esnekligi artirmak
icin, degerlendiriciler, ¢cok fazla olmasi yerine az ve islevsel komitelerin, tepe yénetimde belirgin gérev
ayriminin (egitimden, arastirmadan, finansal operasyonlardan, insan kaynaklarindan veya uluslararasi
iliskilerden sorumlu rektor yardimciliklari gibi), hem finansal hem de akademik konulara iliskin merkezi
koordinasyon birimlerinin (6rn. merkezi veri ve analiz birimi, arastirma ofisi, kalite izleme merkezi, vb.)
ve idari birimler ile sorumlu tepe yoneticiler arasinda kisa ve fonksiyonel hatlarin kurulmasi yoluyla
yonetim yapisinin basitlestirilmesini dnermektedirler. Ek olarak, Gniversitelerde esnekligi gliclendirmek
icin, egitim ve arastirma ciktilarinin degerlendirilmesine yonelik 6rgiitsel kurallarin yani sira birimler arasi
fon dagitiminda seffaflik adina agik ve belirgin kurum ici diizenlemelerin olusturulmasi da 6nemlidir
(Cahk & Bumin-Slizen, 2013; Lewis, Hendel, & Kallsen, 2007).

Ayrica, AUB’nin raporlarina gére, idari personel igin oldugu gibi, akademisyenler icin acik is
tanimlarinin ve iyi tasarlanmig 6dul sistemlerinin olusturulmasi, Tirk devlet Universitelerindeki
organizasyonel agiklik ve tanima yapilanmasini giiglendirmeye yardimci olabilir. Fakat maddi ve manevi
odullerin getirecegi motivasyonun Otesinde, Universiteler, gerekli finansal, teknik ve akademik
yardimlarla akademik isgliciini desteklemek zorundadirlar (Cetinsaya, 2014; Yamag, 2009). Bu anlamda,
tatminkar arastirma fonlarinin saglanmasi ve ileri laboratuvarlar, disiplinler arasi arastirma merkezleri,
tekno-siniflar, genis akademik koleksiyona ve veri bankalarina erisime sahip kitiphaneler, vb. gelismis
kurumsal olanaklarin olusturulmasi olduk¢a ©6nemlidir (Uslu, 2016a; Visakorpi et al., 2008). Tirk
Uiniversitelerinin gogunlugu ise oldukg¢a geng olup, akademisyenlerin bilimsel faaliyetlerini destekleyecek
temel olanaklara dahi sahip degiller (Ozoglu, Giir, & Giimiis, 2016). Bu nedenle, hiikiimet ve YOK, devlet
Gniversitelerine bitce dagiminda, geng Universitelerin altyapilariyla ilgili bu tir eksiklikleri de dikkate
almalidir (Uslu, 2016b).

Yukaridakilere ek olarak, Stingii’'niin (2013) ve Akgeyik’in (2013) calismalarinda da belirtildigi Gzere,
AUB’nin raporlarinda, Tiirkiye’de akademisyen maaslarin oldukga disiik oldugu, bu nedenle geng
yetenekleri Tirk akademisine ¢ekmek igin hikiimetin maaslari ve yan gelir kalemlerini artirmanin
yollarini aramasi gerektigi yorumunda bulunulmaktadir. Bu baglamda; bilimsel Uretimin kalitesi ve
akademik etik Uzerine potansiyel istenmeyen etkilerine ragmen, 2016 yilinda hikimet tarafindan
baslatilan akademik tesvik uygulamasi énemli bir uygulamadir. Yine, YOK tarafindan 2016’da baslatilan
100 tematik alanda 2.000 doktora bursu programi ve Universitelerin doktora sonrasi arastirmaci
istihdamina yonelik diizenleme, arastirmaci istihdamini arttirmaya yénelik yeni uygulamalardir (YOK,
2016c). Akademik isgiiciindeki esnekligi artirmak igin, AUB’nin degerlendiricileri ayrica, Universite
yonetimlerine, gilincel 6gretim metotlari ve yaklasimlari konusunda akademisyenleri bilgilendirecek
degisik egitimler gerceklestirmeleri ve Ogrenciler ile personelin yabanci dil becerilerinin gelisimini
desteklemek igin Gcretsiz (en azindan makul bir tcretle) yabanci dil kurslari diizenlemeleri ve hem
ogrencilerin hem de personelin uluslararasi degisim programlarina/hareketliliklere katihmini tesvik
etmeleri 6nerilerinde bulunmaktadirlar (Calik & Bumin-Siizen, 2013; Gliindeger, Soysal, & Yagci, 2012).

Diger yandan, AUB’nin degerlendiricileri, ¢ogu Tirk Universitesine yurtdisindan gelen 6grenci
sayisinin oldukga sinirli oldugunun altini gizmektedir. Gergekte ise, 2014-2015’te Tiirkiye’den 2.752 giden
ve Tirkiye'ye 4.305 gelen 06grenci olmasina ragmen, Tirk (Universitelerinin %75.00'i gelen
dgrenci/dgretim elemanindan daha cok giden dgrenci/égretim elemani rapor etmistir (YOK, 2016a).
Ayrica, degerlendiriciler, yurtdisindan gelen 6grencilerin/6gretim elamanlarinin  (¢cogunlukla
Erasmus/Erasmus+ araciligiyla), Turk Gniversitelerinde uluslararasi ortamin olusuma katkilarini 6n plana
ctkarmistir. Bu anlamda, yurtdisindan gelen 6grenci/6gretim elemani sayisini artirmak icin YOK
tarafindan yiritilen Mevlana Ogrenci/Ogretim Elemani Degisim Programi énemli bir girisimdir. Fakat
Mevlana programindaki finansal destek, 6zellikle de Tirk 6grenciler icin, oldukga distktir. Bu nedenle,
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yurtdisina giden 0Ogrenci sayisi (65 6grenci) llkemize gelen 6grenci sayisinin (447 6grenci) oldukga
gerisinde kalmistir (YOK, 2016a). Bu baglamda, yurtdisina giden &grenci/personel sayilarini artirmak igin,
YOK’teki politika yapicilarin finansal destek miktarlarini yeniden degerlendirmeleri yerinde olacaktir.

Yurtdisindaki Gniversiteler/enstitiiler ile arastirma projeleri yoluyla isbirligi yapilmasi, yurtdisi
ylksekogretim kurumlari ile ortak derece programlari olusturulmasi ve yabanci personel atamalari ise,
Tirk yiiksekdgretimine uluslararasi insan kaynaklarinin katkilarini giiclendirmek adina AUB’nin
raporlarinda onerilen diger uygulamalardir. Ayrica, bu raporlarda, topluma agik kapi politikasi ve yerel
aktorlerle olumlu iliskilerin, egitimsel, kiiltiirel ve sosyal etkinlikleri araciligiyla Gniversitenin sehir
hayatina katkilimi, yerel endistriye yiliksek nitelikte isglicii saglanmasi, bélgesel3 onceliklerle ilgili
arastirmalarda yerel olusumlarla proje ortakliklari ve yerel aktérlerden Universiteye yapilan bagislar gibi
Universite ve yerel toplumun karsilikli yararlarina iliskin kritik rolii de vurgulanmaktadir (Aktan, 2007;
Calik & Bumin-Siizen, 2013; Ozcan & Cakir, 2016; Yamag, 2009). Dis paydaslarla olumlu iliskilere ek
olarak, AUB’nin raporlarinda, yénetim, personel ve égrenciler arasinda kaliteli iletisime olan ihtiya¢ da
ifade edilmistir. Bu nedenle, iletisim esnekligini artirmak icin, tniversite yoneticileri (bilisim) teknoloji(si)-
temelli iletisim aglarindan yararlanabilirler, merkezi koordinasyon birimleri kurabilirler, her bélimden
temsilcilerin yer aldigi komiteler olusturabilirler ve 6grenciler ve personelle periyodik toplantilar
organize edebilirler (Uslu, 2015; Uslu & Arslan, 2015). Bu anlamda, kurulum ve kullanima baslangi¢
asamasindaki birgok sikintiya ragmen, Universitelerde son dénemde kullanilan elektronik belge dolagim
sistemi (Elektronik Bilgi Yonetim Sistemi — EBYS), birimler arasinda bilgi dagitimini hizlandiracak olumlu
bir 6rnektir.

Tim bu bulgular sonrasi, AUB’nin Tirk Gniversiteleri ile ilgili raporlarina dayali olarak hesapladiklari
kurumsal 6zerklik dizeyi gibi (EUA, 2015c), Turk devlet Universitelerindeki orgiitsel esnekligin genel
dizeyinin de yiiksek olmadigi yorumunda bulunulabilir. Burada, her ne kadar bircok ortak ve i¢ ice
gecmis noktalar olsa da, kurumsal 6zerlik ile orgiitsel esnekligin ayni kavramlar olmadiginin altini gizmek
gerekmektedir. Finansal 6zerkligin, Gniversitelerde stratejik esnekligin olusumunu baslattig ve adapte
edilmeye elverisli ulusal yiksekogretim kurallari ve dizenlemelerinin, lniversitelere, kural ve yonetsel
esneklik icin olanak sagladigi gorilmektedir. Ayrica, stratejilerdeki esneklik, yonetim yapisi ve kurum igi
kurallar ve dizenlemeler, Universite yoneticilerinin, altyapi, teknoloji ve insan kaynagi yatirimlar
konularinda daha 6zgiir bicimde hareket etmelerine izin verebilir. Ardindan, daha gli¢li yapidaki 6rgitsel
esneklik, Universite oOzerkligini, finansal, yonetsel, isglici ve akademik o&zerklik anlaminda geri
besleyecektir (Celik & Giir, 2014; Erdem, 2013; Oztiirk, 2006).

Bu genel sonu¢ dogrultusunda, eger politika yapicilar YOK'(, ulusal yiiksekdgretimin oldukca
merkezilesmis kontrol mekanizmasi olmasi yerine, lniversiteler arasinda adil ve mantikh bltce dagilimi
icin ulusal capta bir koordinasyon merkezi olacak sekilde yeniden diizenleyebilirlerse, YOK, Tirk
Uiniversitelerindeki 6rgiitsel esneklige ve Universite 6zerkligine daha fazla katki sunacaktir. Ayrica, YOK
tarafindan kurulmasina ragmen, bagimsiz olarak isleyen Yiiksekdgretim Kalite Kurulu (YKK) olusumu da
yuksekogretim kurumlarinin giktilarinin kalite yontinden degerlendirilmesi adina 6nemli bir yapidir (YKK,
2016). YKK'nin niceliksel veriler kadar niteliksel verileri de degerlendirme ve izleme sirecinde dikkate
almasi ise, Turk tniversitelerinde kalite kulturiiniin yerlesmesine katki saglayacaktir.

Bu arastirmada, Turk Universitelerinin birgok farkli kurumsal 6zelligi, orgilitsel esnekliginin boyutlari
kapsaminda degerlendirilmis olmasina ragmen, yazim alanin etkili kullanilmasi adina yalnizca en 6ne
cikan bulgulara yer verilebilmistir. Bu nedenle, Tirk Universitelerinin problemlerinin yani sira giglu
yonlerinin de derinlemesine sorgulanmasi adina, AUB’nin raporlarindaki alt béliimlerden (i. Yonetim ve
Kurumsal Karar Alma, ii. Ogretim ve Ogrenim, iii. Arastirma, iv. Topluma Hizmet, v. Kalite Kiltiiri ve vi.
Uluslararasilasma) her birinin yapilacak yeni c¢alismalarla incelenmesi yerinde olacaktir. Ayrica,
arastirmacilar, farkli Avrupa ilkelerinden Universitelere iliskin AUB’nin raporlarindaki alt bélimler
Gzerinden karsilagstirmali ¢alismalar veya Avrupa Universitelerinde orgitsel esneklik konusunda
arastirmalar gerceklestirebilirler.

3 Buradaki ‘bolgesel’ ifadesi, Universiteye yakin cografik alana atifta bulunmaktadir.
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