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Abstract 

This study aimed to introduce a structural equation model of testing the mediation role of 

organizational resilience in the relationship between organizational myopia and 

organizational sustainability. Thus, it was designed with structural regression model. In the 

study, it was aimed to collect data from a higher education organization which had already 

received “Turkey Continuity in Excellence Award”. For this purpose, the participants of the 

study comprised purposefully selected 322 academics at Sakarya University, which was the 

only university in Turkey having the relevant award holistically. For the data collection, 

“Organizational Sustainability Scale” developed by Sezen-Gültekin (2019), “Organizational 

Resilience Scale” and “Organizational Myopia Scale” adapted to educational organizations 

by Sezen-Gültekin (2019) were utilized. As result, it was found that the established model 

had acceptable and excellent compliance values. In addition, it was determined that the 

organizational myopia independent variable directly affected the organizational resilience 

dependent variable, while it was both directly and indirectly organizational sustainability 

dependent variable. It was also seen that the organizational resilience independent variable 

directly affected the organizational sustainability dependent variable. In addition, it was 

observed that the organizational myopia and the organizational resilience variables had 

indirect effects on the sub-dimensions of executive, economic, social, cultural and 

environmental sustainability.  

Keywords: Continuity in Excellence Award, higher education institutions, organizational 

myopia, organizational resilience, organizational sustainability, quality management 

 

1. Introduction 

Organizations in a rapidly developing and changing world order must follow the strategies 

and policies that are appropriate for their purposes, and enable them behave accordingly in 

order to survive. It is a widely known fact that organizations survive in line with their goals 

and even go beyond these goals necessitates not only to follow these determined strategies 

and policies, but also to base them on realistic basis. For this, organizations need to run both 

their past, their current situation and their future at the same time in their planned strategies 

and policies, in order to continue their existence and further their present positions in a way 

that will contribute positively to their goals. Because the future is an extension of the past and 

the present. 
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Organizations are always in an effort to exist for their purposes. For this reason, they make 

efforts sometimes to protect their existence, and sometimes to put their presence in front of 

other organizations. When it is evaluated in terms of public and private sectors, it can be said 

that this situation occurs more in the private sector. Because, on one hand, the nature of the 

private sector leads organizations to competition and therefore to the war of existence in this 

competition. On the other hand, the competition situation in the private sector may show 

itself at a lower level in public sector since the resources in this sector are provided by 

governments and works are carried out on behalf of the governments. This situation makes 

the concerns and actions of the organizations in the public sector related to sustain their 

existence more limited. Because the claim that “if there is a government, public institutions 

and organizations will also exist”, which is a general idea, seems to make the issue of 

sustaining existence no longer an issue in public organizations. It can be said that these are 

pertinent claims. Ultimately, their sustainability is more limited since the financial resources 

in the private sector are based on individuals; however, the issue of sustainability can proceed 

in direct proportion to the government's survival or management policy since the funder in 

the public sector is largely government itself. Nevertheless, considering that competition and 

entrepreneurship are reflected in every field with the effect of globalization, it can be said 

that sustaining existence in the public sector has become an issue today. 

It can be said that higher education institutions worldwide have a more autonomous 

structure compared to other public institutions and organizations. For example, in the 

organizational chart of Turkish Ministry of National Education 

(http://www.meb.gov.tr/meb/teskilat.php), Turkey Council of Higher Education is an 

institution that organizes all higher education and directs the activities of higher education 

institutions, has autonomy and public legal personality within the framework of duties and 

powers assigned to it by law although it is seen as directly located in an established 

relationship with the minister of national education (T.C. Resmi Gazete, 1981). This situation 

creates a more autonomous structure in higher education compared to other education and 

training levels in Turkey in terms of education, research and development, scientific work, 

service to society, management of human resources and administrative aspects. 

The main objectives of Turkish higher education institutions are to conduct scientific 

studies and research at a high level, to produce information and technology, to disseminate 

scientific data, to support development and development in the national field, to cooperate 

with domestic and international institutions, to become an outstanding member of the 

scientific world, and to contribute universal and contemporary development (T.C. Resmi 

Gazete, 1981). For this reason, both national as well as from university in Turkey are 

expected to contribute to the development of the country at the international level. In this 

context, it can be stated that on one hand universities can have a sustainable structure with 

government support as a public institution, on the other hand, they are in a riskier formation 

in terms of sustainability with their public legal personality considering their work in the 

national and especially international arena. Ultimately, it can be predicted that universities 

have a competitive structure because of their autonomous structure and functional nature, and 

also it can be argued that this competitiveness brings along an effort of existence. This claim 

is supported by the national and international university rankings put forward by different 

institutions such as The Times Higher Education World University Rankings, which was 

founded in 2004 and is an institution which publishes the list of the world's best universities, 

and University Ranking by Academic Performance (URAP), which  was established in 2009 

within the Informatics Institute of the Middle East Technical University and adopts making 

Turkish and world university rankings as social services (http://tr.urapcenter.org).  
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Similarly, with the increasing competition, the concept of quality, which has been adopted 

by the private sector for many years, has also shown itself in public institutions and 

organizations. As a matter of fact, quality organizations have been established at both 

national and international levels due to the fact that the issue of quality keeps the pulse of the 

organizational process, whether it is a private or public institution. Thanks to these 

organizations, it has been started to examine where institutions are in terms of quality and 

where their quality carries them in world competition. For example, the European 

Organization for Quality, founded in 1956, is an organization that has approximately 70,000 

members from 40 countries and examines the quality actions of approximately 500,000 

organizations (http://www.eoq.org/home.html). Similarly, established in 1990 in Turkey, 

Turkey Quality Association (KalDer) is an organization which provides its members with 

trainings and services on quality and excellence, analyzes their quality actions and gives 

awards in certain areas related to quality (http://www.kalder.org). Instead of having initially 

only industry-oriented actions, KalDer has begun to display a wide range of activities, 

including not only the private sector but also public institutions and organizations as the years 

progressed and the perspective on quality changed. One of the most important of these 

activities both in the private and public sectors in recent years is the continuity in excellence 

award. The aim of this award is to re-recognize the institutions and organizations, which have 

received Turkey Excellence Award previously since they have continually improved their 

performance and have had outstanding success by transforming the strategy into action, for 

their excellent performance and continuous improvement over the past time, and thereby to 

demonstrate the permanence of their success and achievements and the continuity of their 

journey to excellence. When examined the previous award of excellence, it is seen that both 

private companies and different organizations such as public schools and universities have 

received awards in maintaining excellence. When considered higher education institutions in 

this field, it is seen that Sakarya University is the only one that received awards on university 

basis, while Anadolu University Faculty of Engineering and Uludağ University Gemlik Asım 

Kocabıyık Vocational School have received awards on unit basis. So, it is observed that the 

diameter of the award was rather limited in higher education institutions. 

For this reason, it can be seen that higher education organizations are increasingly based 

on their efforts to sustain their existence within the scope of national and international 

policies. In the end, even if the opening and closing of universities in Turkish higher 

education are shaped according to the governmental policies, it can be said that many intra-

organizational operations such as organizational performance, crisis management, success 

and problem solutions have prepared the existential future of universities. In this regard, 

examining the factors which position the institutions in Turkish higher education to have a 

sustainable structure in which the institutions can preserve their existence and pull ahead this 

existence of other organizations in the national and international arena, is important in terms 

of directing Turkish education policies. For this reason, in this study, the concept of 

organizational sustainability is examined by considering universities within the scope of 

Turkish higher education. In revealing this concept, the concepts of organizational myopia 

and organizational resilience are addressed, and the relationships among these three concepts 

are discussed. In order to understand these relationships, it will be useful to present the 

definitions made in the literature regarding the concepts used in the research. 

The concept of myopia means living in a world where individuals intentionally and 

unintentionally liquidate, destroy and eliminate the possibility of creating multi-layered 

diagnostic capabilities for their own interests (Chikudate, 2002a; 2002b). It also means the 

problem of failing to perceive the errors in the methods and practices used, and possible 

future opportunities and risks in an organization (Altınay, Mercan, Aksanyar & Sert, 2012). 

http://www.kalder.org/
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In this context, organizational myopia is the organization's ability to act with a limited 

capacity to evaluate the facts as it is and to see possible developments (Catino, 2013).  

In a narrow sense, resilience refers to a broad concept that includes psychological, 

behavioral and cognitive regulation within the framework of emotional, personal, relational 

and organizational functioning (Day & Gu, 2014), while, in a broad sense, resilience is to 

ensure that states, communities and global organizations work to empower and protect people 

(Malik, 2014). In this context, it is considered that organizational resilience is considered as 

the ability of an organization to resist negative and stressful situations, its ability to maintain 

its existing positions and its ability to benefit from them by benefiting from negative 

conditions (Kantur & İşeri-Say, 2015). 

Sustainability is related to the economic, social and environmental impacts of an 

organization in the long run (Jeong, 2015), while organizational sustainability is not just an 

attitude that maintains itself by preserving profitability; it is also an action that successfully 

balances people, prosperity and planet (3Ps) by seeking a dynamic balance (Wals & 

Schwarzin, 2012). In this context, it can be defined that sustainability of organizations is not 

only to maintain their existence for the purpose of their interests, but also to move in a 

balanced way by carrying the logic of sustainability to their outside world and to all levels of 

the organization, and to establish a future by trying to keep their assets alive in line with their 

goals. 

As a matter of fact, based on these definitions, it can be said that the concepts of 

organizational myopia, organizational resilience and organizational sustainability are related 

to the past, present and future of an organization. However, this situation may vary when 

approached from a limited perspective. According to Hammond, real sustainability is about 

how the business is grown in the future, while resilience refers to how to protect what is 

owned and how to avoid problems. For this reason, sustainability is a more general and 

comprehensive strategy that should include the concept of resilience (Lattimore, 2016). On 

the other hand, organizational myopia means to save present day in a narrow sense (Baş, 

2013). With reference to these reasons, it can be said that organizational myopia and 

organizational resilience predominantly focuses on present day of an organization, while 

organizational sustainability is a direct future-oriented concept. However, it can be claimed 

that one aspect of organizational myopia is essentially based on the past as it expresses the 

fact that an organization has limited its perspective due to its past actions, that resilience 

reflects predominantly the actions of present day as it expresses to survive in the events 

experienced and to regain its former state, that organizational sustainability is the foundation 

of the future as it expresses the existence of an organization by increasing its continuity in the 

future. It should be pointed out at this point that the concepts cannot be strictly separated in 

terms of time periods. Ultimately, from the perspective of opportunity, the concepts of 

myopia and resilience are always an investment for the future. Likewise, sustainability takes 

its foundations from the past and today. However, the point that is intended to be emphasized 

with this distinction is that these three terms discussed within the scope of this study are 

designed to support each other in the form of “past, present and future” of an organization. In 

this regard, the model followed within the scope of this study is as follows. 
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Figure 1. Past, present and future of an organization in the context of organizational 

myopia, organizational resilience and organizational sustainability 

According to Figure 1, the concepts of organizational myopia, organizational resilience 

and organizational sustainability are in a cyclical, continuous relationship with the past, 

present and future of an organization. According to Hammond, sustainability refers to 

optimism, and resilience refers to realism, and both are needed (Lattimore, 2016). In this 

regard, if the concept of organizational myopia is considered as a negative situation, in fact, 

this study deals with the effect of realism (organizational resilience) in getting an optimistic 

picture (organizational sustainability) from a negative situation (organizational myopia) in 

organizational life. In this context, the aim of this study is and to create a model which 

reveals the effect of organizational myopia on organizational sustainability through 

organizational resilience according to the opinions of the academician by considering the 

relationship between these three concepts. Therefore, the hypotheses of the study can be 

stated as follows: 

Hypothesis 1.  

H0: Organizational myopia does not directly explain organizational resilience. 

H1: Organizational myopia directly explains organizational resilience. 

Hypothesis 2.  

H0: Organizational myopia does not directly explain organizational sustainability. 

H1: Organizational myopia directly explains organizational sustainability. 

Hypothesis 3.  

H0: Organizational resilience does not directly explain organizational sustainability. 

H1: Organizational resilience directly explains organizational sustainability. 

Hypothesis 4.  

H0: Organizational myopia does not indirectly explain organizational sustainability 

through organizational resilience. 
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H1: Organizational myopia indirectly explains organizational sustainability through 

organizational resilience. 

2. Method 

2.1. Research Model 

This research model of the study was the relational screening model, one of the 

quantitative research methods. The relational screening model aims to determine the presence 

or degree of co-change between two or more variables (Karasar, 2012). In this context, the 

relationship between organizational resilience and organizational sustainability was 

determined according to the opinions of academics at Sakarya University, which is a higher 

education institution.  

2.2. Population and Sample 

In this study, it was aimed to collect the data from a higher education organization which 

received the “Turkey Continuity in Excellence Award”. For this purpose, because of the fact 

that Sakarya University was the only university in Tukey obtaining the relevant award 

holistically, 322 academics at Sakarya University constituted the participants of this study. 

According to the Turkish Council of Higher Education 2018 data, at the university there were 

262 Professors, 206 Associate Professors, 540 Assistant Professors, 435 Instructors and 560 

Research Assistants. Approximately 35% (f = 708) of these academics were female and 65% 

(f = 1295) were male (Yükseköğretim Bilgi Yönetim Sistemi, 2018). In the determination of 

the study sample, maximum diversity method was adopted by following purposeful sampling 

of non-random sampling types. The main purpose of using maximum diversity was to obtain 

opinion from each participant profile with a different academic title. In this respect, 322 

volunteer academics were included in the study. Out of these 322 academics, 139 were 

female and 183 were male.  

2.2. Population and Sample 

Organizational Sustainability Scale (OSS): Developed by Sezen-Gültekin (2019), the 

scale is a 5-point Likert type "totally disagree, disagree, undecided, agree, totally agree", and 

the scores obtained from the scale vary between 1-5. On the assumption that these ranges are 

equal, it was accepted that if the organizational sustainability level is very low in the range of 

1.00-1.79; low in the range of 1.80-2.59; moderate in the range of 2.60-3.39; high in the 

range of 3.40-4.19; and very high in the range of 4.20-5.00. In this context, getting high 

scores from the scale indicates that the level of organizational sustainability is high. The scale 

consists of 39 items in five sub-dimensions as environmental sustainability, cultural 

sustainability, social sustainability, economic sustainability and executive sustainability.  

In the study, the scale was found to be a valid and reliable scale as the results of 

exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis, and internal consistency and composite 

reliability coefficients. The internal consistency coefficient for the reliability of the scale was 

calculated with Cronbach Alpha, and it was determined that the Cronbach Alpha value for the 

overall scale, which was composed of 39 items and had a five-factor structure, was found to 

be .98. When the reliability of the sub-dimensions of the scale was evaluated, both Cronbach 

alpha internal consistency coefficient and composite reliability coefficients were calculated. 

In this context, it was determined that the reliability values of the sub-dimensions of the scale 

were as follows: Cronbach alpha .93 and composite .99 for social sustainability; Cronbach 

alpha .89 and composite .98 for cultural sustainability; Cronbach alpha .87 and composite .98 

for environmental sustainability; Cronbach alpha .87 and composite .98 for economic 

sustainability; The Cronbach alpha .98 and the composite .99 for the executive sustainability.  
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Organizational Resilience Scale (ORS): The scale was developed by Kantur and İşeri-Say 

(2015) in business organizations and adapted to the educational organization Sezen-Gültekin 

(2019). Although the scale was originally developed as 9 items in three sub-dimensions as 

robustness, integrity and agility; it was confirmed with a 9-item structure in a single 

dimension as the results of the validity (exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis) and 

reliability analyzes. The internal consistency coefficient for the reliability of the scale was 

calculated with Cronbach Alpha, and it was determined that the internal consistency 

coefficient determined by Cronbach alpha for the single factor structure consisting of 9 items 

was found to be .95 for the overall scale.  

Organizational Myopia Scale (OMS): The scale was developed by Aytemiz Seymen, Kılıç 

and Kinter (2016) and adapted to the educational organization by Sezen-Gültekin (2019). 

Originally developed with a total of 24 items in four sub-dimensions, the scale was validated 

with a total of 18 items in three dimensions as individual, organizational and professional 

myopia as a result of the validity (exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis) and 

reliability procedures performed in this study. In this context, it was determined that the 

reliability values of the sub-dimensions of the scale were as follows: Cronbach alpha .70 and 

composite .98 for individual myopia sub-dimension; Cronbach alpha .82 and composite .94 

for professional myopia sub-dimension; Cronbach alpha .81 and composite .97 for 

organizational myopia sub-dimension. 

3. Findings 

Frequency distribution and extreme values were examined in order to see whether the data 

obtained from a total of 359 participants had normal distribution. In addition, all points were 

converted to Z score type and one-way analysis of outliers was performed by analyzing the 

distance of the data from the mean. In this context, 37 data which were found to impair 

normality were excluded from the analysis, and then the remaining 322 data were re-

analyzed, and it was seen that there were no extreme values in these 322 data.  

 

Table 1. Descriptive findings related to the data 

 N Min. 

Value 

Max. 

Value 

Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Overall Organizational 

Sustainability 

322 1,10 4,97 3,20 ,80609 -,298 -,264 

Environmental 

Sustainability  

322 1,00 5,00 3,00 ,91167 -,082 -,408 

Cultural Sustainability  322 1,20 5,00 3,21 ,85379 -,182 ,-440 

Social Sustainability  322 1,00 5,00 3,15 ,92612 -,215 -,466 

Economic 

Sustainability  

322 1,00 5,00 2,89 ,89788 -,055 -,375 

Executive 

Sustainability 

322 1,00 5,00 3,36 ,88528 -,606 ,054 
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Organizational 

Resilience 

322 1,00 5,00 3,31 ,89354 -,490 -,006 

Overall Organizational 

Myopia 

322 2,28 4,94 3,79 ,48579 -,152 -,201 

Individual Myopia   322 2,40 5,00 4,27 ,48420 -,453 ,526 

Professional Myopia   322 1,86 5,00 3,90 ,60838 -,553 ,450 

Organizational Myopia 322 1,00 4,83 3,26 ,76778 -,552 ,190 

According to Table 1, it was seen that all the scales and the sub-dimensions had normal 

distributions. Besides, it was determined that the levels of the overall organizational 

sustainability and all its sub-dimensions had moderately averages (respectively M=3.20; 

3.00; 3.21; 3.15; 2.89; 3.36), and the level of the organizational resilience had also 

moderately average (M=3,31), while overall organizational myopia and professional myopia 

is at a very low level (M=3.79; 3.90), individual blindness is at a very low level (M=4.27), 

and organizational myopia is at a moderate level (M=3.26). For analyzing the assumptions 

and findings regarding structural equality assumptions, Mahalanobis distance values were 

calculated for versatile extreme value analysis and it was observed that this value did not 

create contradictory observation at the level of .05. On the other hand, multiple connection 

control was performed to detect multiple linear connections, and variance increase factors 

(VIF) and tolerance values (TV) were examined. The findings were presented in Table 2.  

 

Table 2. Examination of the Relationship among Variables 
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Organizational Resilience ,792** ,487** ,615** ,767** ,590** ,832** 1 

Overall Organizational 

Myopia 

-

,664** 

-

,445** 

-

,528** 

-

,627** 

-

,498** 

-

,689** 

-

,682** 

Individual Myopia   -

,304** 

-

,243** 

-

,245** 

-

,263** 

-

,244** 

-

,308** 

-

,302** 

Professional Myopia   -

,376** 

-

,241** 

-

,335** 

-

,351** 

-

,266** 

-

,390** 

-

,383** 

Organizational Myopia -

,753** 

-

,494** 

-

,563** 

-

,727** 

-

,572** 

-

,785** 

-

,782** 

*p .05 ** p< .01 ***p<.001 
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Büyüköztürk (2011) states that the level of the relationship between 0.00-0.30 is low, 

between 0.30-0.70 is medium; between 0.70-1.00 is high. When the data in Table 2 were 

examined, it was seen that all the relationships were meaningful at .01 level, and there was no 

multiple connection between the variables in the model since all the relationships were less 

than 0.90. Therefore, it was determined that structural equation model can be made. In 

addition, in the analysis of the data, the tolerance (>0,2) and VIF (<10) values were also 

examined in order to determine the multiple linear connection problem between the variables, 

and it was consequently observed that there was no multiple connection problem between the 

variables (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005). Finally, the sample size was tested to see if a sample 

group of 322 people was sufficient for structural equation analysis. Thus, the sample volume 

used in the study was found to be sufficient (Harrington, 2009, cited in Bayram, 2010). For 

this reason, it was determined that the assumptions regarding structural equality were 

provided. In this context, by establishing a structural equation model, the predictive 

relationships between organizational myopia, organizational resilience and organizational 

sustainability were analyzed.  

 

Table 3. Excellent and acceptable fit values for structural regression analysis 

Fit Criteria Perfect Fit Values Acceptable Fit Values Fit Values Obtained 

(χ2/sd) ≤ 3 ≤ 4-5 2,78 

AGFI ≥ 0.90 ≥ 0,85 0,85 

GFI ≥ 0.90 ≥ 0,85 0,89 

CFI ≥ 0.97 ≥ 0,90 0,96 

IFI ≥ 0.95 ≥ 0,90 0,96 

RMSEA ≤ 0.05 0,06-0,08 0,07 

SRMR ≤ 0.05 0,06-0,08 0,04 

When the fit values in the Table 3 were examined, it is seen that the model has acceptable 

and perfect (χ2/sd (306.687/110)= 2.79; RMSEA = 0,07; SRMR = 0,04; CFI = 0.96; 

IFI=0.96; GFI = 0.89; AGFI = 0.85) fit values (Baumgartner & Homburg, 1996; Bentler & 

Bonett, 1980; Bollen, 1990; Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Byrne, 2006; Hu ve Bentler, 1999; 

Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993; Kline, 2011; Marsh, Hau, Artelt, Baumert & Peschar, 2006; 

Steiger, 2007; Schermelleh-Engel & Moosbrugger, 2003; Tanaka & Huba, 1985). In this 

context, the structural regression model developed and tested was shown in Figure 2. The 

information on the direct and indirect effects of the variable tested in the model was also 

given in Table 4. 
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Figure 2. Structural regression model developed and tested 

 

Table 4. Direct and indirect effects on organizational sustainability variable 

Independent 

variable 

Dependent variable Total 

effect 

Direct 

effect 

Indirect 

effect 

Standard 

error 

Critical rate 

(t) 

Organizational 

Myopia 

Organizational 

Resilience 

0,90 0,90 0,000 0,15 5,982*** 

Organizational 

Myopia 

Organizational 

Sustainability 

0,88 0,55 0,33 0,87 2,698** 

Organizational 

Resilience 

Organizational 

Sustainability 

0,36 0,36 0,000 0,76 2,006* 

According to Table 4, it was found in the model that on one hand, organizational myopia 

directly affects organizational resilience (β = 0.90, p <0.001), while organizational myopia 

affects organizational sustainability both directly (β = 0.88, p <0.01) and indirectly (β = 0.33, 

p <.001); on the other hand, organizational resilience also directly affects organizational 

sustainability (β = 0.36, p <0.05). In addition, it was observed that organizational myopia and 

organizational resilience have indirect effects on the sub-dimensions. These effects are as 

follows, respectively: executive sustainability sub-dimension (β = 0.85; 0.35), economic 

sustainability sub-dimension (β = 0.70; 0.29), social sustainability sub-dimension (β = 0.82; 

0.34), cultural sustainability sub-dimension (β = 0.69; 0.28) and environmental sustainability 

sub-dimension (β = 0.59; 0.24). According to the model, organizational myopia alone 

explains 81% (R2=0.81) of organizational resilience, and 44% (R2=0.44) of organizational 

sustainability, while organizational resilience alone explains 63% (R2=0.63) of 

organizational sustainability. On the other hand, 81% (R2 = 0.81) of organizational 

sustainability is explained by organizational myopia and organizational resilience. 

Accordingly, it can be said that organizational myopia and organizational resilience 

significantly explain the organizational sustainability and have very high impact sizes on 
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organizational sustainability, while organizational myopia has also a significant and high 

effect size on organizational resilience. The findings are shown in Figure 3. 

 

Figure 3. The findings obtained by structural regression analysis 

In order to test whether the results obtained in the study is really meaningful and they have 

practical significance, effect size was calculated. In calculating the effect size, 0.02 ≤ f2 

<0.15 value shows the small effect, 0.15 ≤ f2 <0.35 value shows the medium effect and 0.35 

≤ f2 value shows the wide effect (Cohen, 1988). The effect sizes calculated for each variable 

in the equation are shown in Table 5. 

 

Table 5. Effect sizes calculated for each structural equation 

Independent variable Dependent variable R2 f2 

Organizational Myopia Organizational Resilience 0,81 4,26 

Organizational Myopia Organizational Sustainability 0,44 0,78 

Organizational Resilience Organizational Sustainability 0,63 1,70 

Organizational Myopia + 

 Organizational Resilience 

Organizational Sustainability 0,81 4,26 

According to Table 5, it was found that organizational myopia has a wide impact on 

organizational resilience (R2 = 0.81; f2 = 4.26) and organizational sustainability (R2 = 0.44; f2 

= 0.78); while, similarly, organizational resilience has a wide impact on organizational 

sustainability (R2 = 0.63; f2 = 1.70). In addition, it was seen that organizational myopia and 

organizational resilience together have a wide impact on organizational sustainability (R2 = 

0.81; f2 = 4.26). In this case, it can be said that organizational sustainability is widely affected 

by organizational myopia and organizational resilience both separately and together. Finally, 

in the context of the power analysis, done in order to show that the rejection of H0 

hypotheses and the acceptance of H1 hypotheses reveal the actual differences between the 
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variables, G * Power 3.1.9.4. package program was used, and the power was found to be 

quite high 1.00 value with f2 = 4.26, .05 alpha value and 322 sample group. 

 

4. Discussion and Conclusion 

In this study, it was found out that organizational myopia had a significant and high 

impact size on organizational resilience, while organizational myopia and organizational 

resilience together explained organizational sustainability significantly and created a very 

high impact size for organizational sustainability. When the literature was examined, as far as 

reached, there was no study that directly examines the relationship between organizational 

myopia, organizational resilience and organizational sustainability, and examines this 

relationship in higher education. However, some studies support the results of this study by 

analyzing the relationship between myopia, resilience and sustainability conceptually. 

For example, according to Vogus and Sutcliffe (2007), resilience is based on past learning 

and promotes future learning. Wokutch, Singal, Gerde, and Naar (2016) define resilience as 

the ability of an organization to maintain itself and return to its former state after shocks 

caused by mistakes in decision making. In other words, resilience can be considered as 

restoring and maintaining the organization by overcoming the situations arising due to 

administrative errors. In this context, it can be said that myopia which deals with 

organizational errors, resilience which deals with organizational problems, and sustainability 

which expresses the continuity of the organization are related to each other. Based on these 

views, this idea can be proved by the results obtained in the structural equation model 

confirmed in this study. Ultimately, in this study, the main starting point when establishing a 

structural equation model is the belief that organizational myopia is the past of the 

organization, organizational resilience is the present of organization, and organizational 

sustainability is the future of organization. As a result of the model established and tested in 

this direction, this starting point was confirmed and it supports the opinions of the researchers 

by revealing that organizational myopia and organizational resilience together explain 

organizational sustainability significantly and create a very high impact size for 

organizational sustainability. 

Similarly, Catino (2013) states that organizational myopia manifests itself in the very 

moment when an organization fails to identify potential opportunities which can increase the 

reliability and resilience of the organizational system in a way to ensure long-term survival 

and adaptation to environmental changes. In this case, it can be said that an organization 

experiencing myopia can miss opportunities to increase its sustainability and resilience. 

Accordingly, it can be thought that organizational myopia, organizational sustainability and 

organizational resilience are interrelated, and even organizational myopia is a predictor of 

organizational sustainability and organizational resilience. This idea based on Catino's (2013) 

opinion was supported by the findings obtained as a result of this study. Because, as a result 

of the structural equation model tested in this study, it was concluded that organizational 

myopia is associated with organizational sustainability and organizational resilience, and 

moreover, organizational myopia greatly affects organizational sustainability through 

organizational resilience, thus organizational myopia and organizational resilience is an 

important predictor of organizational sustainability. 

According to Robb (2000), long-term sustainability requires the organization to be in close 

contact with its environment, to feel the need to change, and to overcome the pain of self-

restructuring, sometimes deep. This ability requires acting towards the integrity of opposites 

such as mind and emotion, continuing and dropping, closing in and being open-ended. This 
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ability is the center of organizational resilience. In other words, in order to achieve 

sustainability, it can be said that an organization should act using opposite situations together, 

and this movement underlies organizational resilience. In this regard, it can be claimed that it 

will be meaningful to act to start work from organizational myopia that creates an opposite 

situation for the organization by acting in he organizational resilience center in achieving 

organizational sustainability. For this reason, in this study, it was tested whether the existence 

of a problematic structure caused by organizational myopia which is introvert, short-term, 

unable to see the future, opportunities and risks provides organizational sustainability, which 

will enable the organization to continue its existence and move it further through 

organizational resilience, which allows to stand strong in the face of challenges and 

successfully overcome them. As a result of this test, the structure supporting Robb's view 

(2000) appeared in the same way and organizational myopia and organizational resilience 

explained an important part of organizational sustainability. 

As a matter of fact, the reports published worldwide have emphasized the importance of 

these three terms for people, states and educational organizations. For example, according to 

OECD data, the distinction between “rich and well-educated countries and poor and poorly 

educated countries” is not valid today. Because, despite the bad socio-economic conditions in 

the world, many students can achieve very good results and these students are called as 

“resilient” because they overcome the difficulties to achieve success (Yılmaz Fındık, 2016). 

So, it can be stated that raising resilient students in accordance with the new world order 

requires the existence of resilient educational organizations at the same rate. Because the idea 

of “organizations with good conditions do well; organizations with bad conditions do bad 

things” is not valid in today's conditions when this process is evaluated in terms of 

educational organizations institutionally as in individual students. Because educational 

organizations must be “resilient” in order to achieve a sustainable structure by realizing their 

blind spots, developing their long-term care skills and overcoming difficulties in order to 

achieve success in line with their goals. In this way, resilient and sustainable education 

organizations, which can turn their blindness into an opportunity to focus on the future, will 

increase their probability of achieving positive results in line with their goals with a structure 

that complies with the features specified in UNESCO 2030 targets, even if they have good or 

bad conditions. This will pave the way for both macro and micro targets to be achieved for 

educational organizations. As a matter of fact, that the quality-oriented management 

processes, which continue especially in higher education institutions and become more and 

more important with the establishment of the Higher Education Quality Board, act in 

accordance with these specified standards will provide opportunities for addressing 

organizational myopia, organizational resilience and organizational sustainability together, 

and thereby providing a holistic future design within universities. 

Similarly, the report published by UNESCO (2015) mentions 17 factors about poverty, 

hunger, health, well-being, education, equality, sanitation, energy, work and economic 

growth, industry, innovation, sustainable communities, responsible consumption and 

production, climate, life below water and on land, peace, justice, partnerships that will 

transform the world to ensure sustainability, while the report, in which the PISA 2012 results 

were published (OECD, 2014), addresses the issue of strengthening resilience through direct 

education. To the extent that it is stated in the UNESCO 2030 vision (UNESCO, 2015), 

educational organizations need to be reshaped for people to have a sustainable future. With 

this shaping, an education system that reaches organizational resilience and makes its 

existence sustainable by turning organizational myopia to an advantage based on strategic 

management will be ensured. Because myopia is perceived as a negative concept by its 

nature, it can be turned into a tool that can benefit organizations when it is well managed. In 
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this way, the Turkish education system, which can discover its blind spots, will have the 

opportunity to go beyond its targeted policies by reaching a future-based, sustainable and 

resilient organizational structure that is suitable for the age and even ahead of the age. 

When it is evaluated in terms of the Turkish education system, it is seen that evaluation 

studies for the education system have been made by Gedikoğlu (2005), Akbaba Altun (2009), 

Yılmaz and Altınkurt (2011), Kartal (2013), Kesik and Bayram (2015), Sarıbaş and Babadağ 

(2015), Hareket, Erdoğan and Dündar (2016), but these studies remain only as problem 

determination and solution suggestion. Similarly, it can be said that the studies done on the 

evaluation of Turkish higher education by Aktan and Gencel (2007), Süngü and Bayrakcı 

(2010), Özer, Gür and Küçükcan (2011), Güneş (2012), Tezsürücü and Bursalıoğlu (2013) 

are mostly limited to the quality issue. In this context, it was see that, in the context of the 

Turkish education system, there is no quantitative study that integrates yesterday, today and 

tomorrow in a strategic context through the concepts of organizational myopia, 

organizational resilience and organizational sustainability of higher education, and the studies 

(Kılıç, 1999; Baskan, 2001; Higher Education Council, 2007; Kavak, 2011; Gül & Gül, 2015; 

Aykaç & Kar, 2018) carried out in accordance with this context were limited to the 

qualitative level within the scope of higher education policies. However, it is important to 

compare the higher education institutions that are the bridges between science and society in 

today's world, where competition is increasing and needs are shaped, and compared with 

quantitative findings. In this context, it can be said that this study fulfills this importance with 

a holistic evaluation model by considering the past, present and future of higher education 

institutions within the scope of organizational myopia, organizational resilience and 

organizational sustainability.   

 

5. Suggestions 

Organizations should consider the high-level relationships between organizational myopia, 

organizational resilience and organizational sustainability, and their impact on each other, 

and realize their organizational designs accordingly. To do this, organizations must first 

identify the underlying factors of organizational myopia, organizational resilience and 

organizational sustainability; then it should follow certain steps to manage these concepts. 

When the literature is analyzed, it is stated that the concept of myopia is not always a 

negative concept, it can drag the organization to a negative one depending on the conditions. 

In this context, organizations may become aware of the points that will create myopia and 

prevent the factors that turn them into disadvantages. In other words, organizations should 

manage organizational myopia instead of detecting and leaving it. Because organizational 

myopia is dangerous for the organization when it is considered to get used to the routine due 

to the actions performed by the organization and to display a short-term perspective by not 

seeing the risks and opportunities. For this reason, organizations should not allow their 

functioning routines to blind their perspectives. To do this, organizations should strive to be a 

learning organization, and organizational managers can assist subordinates to eliminate 

individual myopia through encouraging them about following innovations, being curious 

about developments, self-knowledge, taking into account criticism, trying different solutions 

during the problem. They can also assist subordinates and colleagues to eliminate 

professional myopia through helping for making the nature of work more open to personal 

development and innovation, and for providing to get rid of the routine and make it dynamic, 

to ensure catching sectoral changes, to dynamize the sector and facilitate acceptance of 

differences. Additionally, organizational managers can also eliminate organizational myopia 

through increasing the interaction between the units in workplace, evaluating the feedbacks 
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of organization, enabling the application of new methods in doing business, creating a 

flexible and innovative organizational culture that is open to change. 

When these suggestions are evaluated in terms of higher education within the scope of 

educational organizations; in order to prevent individual myopia, universities can be 

encouraged to encourage their academicians to become scientists who are individually 

innovative, curious, open to criticism, know themselves, and apply different solution 

strategies. For this, performance evaluation systems can be developed. On the other hand, 

thought that higher education is a cross-sectoral bridge, university administrations should 

increase the interaction between the units to create sectoral dynamics and follow the changes, 

and create a dynamic, collaborative, flexible culture that is open to change. In addition, by 

emphasizing on change management, it can be got help from different individuals or 

institutions in eliminating myopia through a fresh eye approach. For example, the help of an 

academic working in another unit can be used to eliminate the myopia in one unit. In this 

way, the things that the employees in that unit cannot see and become blind because they are 

constantly inside of the work can be observed more easily by the other person who has just 

entered the environment. This situation is similar to the approach used in the evaluation of 

different units, different universities and different institutions each other in quality processes. 

Therefore, as in the institutions that monitor quality management, the self-evaluation 

processes of the institution can be employed with a fresh eye approach within the scope of 

internal and external evaluation. In this way, organizations and universities are aware of the 

points that will create organizational myopia, and they will overcome their myopia by turning 

these points to positive, and thus their foundations will be laid to be more resilient. 

When the literature is examined, it is seen that the concept of organizational resilience 

predominantly evaluates the physical or psychological resilience of an organization. 

However, the overall resilience of an organization is also important in the 21st century 

working environment, which is rapidly changing, becoming globalized and competitive. 

Eventually, an organization that has overcome its myopia cannot balance its existence 

without having a resilient structure. For this reason, organizations that want to become 

resilient should act quickly in any situation they encounter, seek different solutions to 

problems, turn hitches into opportunities, take a tough stance in the face of difficulties, 

continue without giving up and most importantly act as a whole. 

When these suggestions are evaluated in terms of higher education within the scope of 

educational organizations, universities should act as a whole in addressing the problematic 

situations experienced in their own system or in which they live, and should take advantage 

of the hitches in the interests of the organization, and act quickly by producing different 

solutions. For this, a board can be established at universities. By holding the pulse of the 

university and the systems related to the university, this board can determine the possible 

situations not only in times of crisis but also at other times, so that the university can act as a 

resilient organization in case of a possible problem. Thus, they can cope with the factors that 

will endanger their existence. In this way, organizations and universities that have overcome 

their organizational myopia and have a resilient structure will be continuing their existence in 

the future. 

When the literature is examined, it is seen that the concept of organizational sustainability 

focuses on different parts of the organization (campus, curriculum, etc.) through different 

concepts. However, it is important that an organization has a sustainable structure not only in 

its parts, but in its entirety. Because, according to Gestalt, the whole is more than the sum of 

all the parts. In this context, that the whole organization is sustainable is more important than 

the parts are sustainable on their own. Ultimately, surviving its myopia and eliminating its 
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past mistakes, an organization will continue its existence in the future by saving its present 

day thanks to its resilient structure, and this will create an imperative for the organization to 

act as a whole and manage its organizational sustainability accordingly. In this regard, 

organization managers should ensure that sustainability awareness is developed in all areas, 

and also demonstrate sustainable activities in environmental, economic, cultural, social life 

and management practices. 

When these suggestions are evaluated in terms of higher education within the scope of 

educational organizations, universities should first raise awareness of their stakeholders to 

ensure organizational sustainability. For this, awareness activities and awareness practices 

can be organized. In addition, universities can make simultaneous applications in every field 

to put sustainability on an organizational basis. For example, on one hand, activities can be 

carried out both on and off campus by engaging their external stakeholders (such as TEMA, 

WWF, ministries, etc.) in ensuring environmental and economic sustainability; on the other 

hand, they can increase the activities for commemoration of special days which will be 

transferred from year to year with the use of symbols that reflect the culture for the survival 

of the organizational culture to ensure cultural and social sustainability. Besides, for 

newcomers to the university, social responsibility projects can be done within the scope of 

orientations, meeting activities and cooperation. On the other hand, universities can create an 

organizational structure for collaborative, open to change, resilient, benefiting from 

experience, developing human capital, setting sustainable goals, and clearly defining job 

descriptions to ensure executive sustainability. In addition, universities can appoint managers 

who are sustainable leaders, who can evaluate yesterday, today and tomorrow, are visionary 

and willing to shape the future. In this way, organizations and universities, which correctly 

saved their present day based on their past days, will be able to retain their existence in the 

future and reach a structure that can carry it further. 

Universities, especially exhibiting quality management, are more planned to invest in the 

future. However, the main point that should be emphasized at this point is that the quality 

studies should not only remain at the quantitative level, but should be carried out strategically 

in a realistic manner on the basis of self-knowledge of organization's past, present and future. 

For this reason, it is recommended for higher education organizations of which quality 

structure were approved and recognized to follow the model developed on the basis of 

organizational myopia, organizational resilience and organizational sustainability revealed by 

this study in order to maintain the perfectionist structures. It is also recommended for the 

universities which have not yet started their quality studies or are at the beginning of the 

quality process to start their process management considering the relevant model of this 

study. In this context, the universities applying this model should determine the levels of 

organizational myopia, organizational resilience and organizational sustainability and the 

factors that cause them. They should continuously evaluate these results by including them in 

their strategic plans. By adding these three topics to the target categories in the process 

planning, evaluation categories especially based on these three topics should be opened in the 

red area graphs. In this context, these three issues should be turned into general categories in 

the process evaluation of the organization. In other words, the result of the target and actual 

rate difference in evaluating an activity should be evaluated based on organizational myopia, 

organizational resilience and organizational sustainability. 

For example, let's say that the number of internationally contributing projects in one unit 

of the university is targeted as three, but this number has never been achieved for five years. 

In this case, the situation of doing international projects will be a situation that should be 

considered as the red area of that unit. When this situation is evaluated numerically within the 

scope of quality processes, the result will consist of only scores. Because the only thing to see 
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based on score is whether the targeted number is reached or not. However, this attitude is 

inadequate in terms of quality. Because quality should be not only quantitative but also 

qualitative. In this regard, the quality will be increased only if the reason for such a red area 

graph appeared next to the score evaluations. For this, process management should be 

handled gradually based on organizational myopia, organizational resilience and 

organizational sustainability. In this direction, the basis of why an international project could 

not be drawn from that unit for five years should be considered at the level of organizational 

myopia. In this way, it can be determined whether the state of myopia exists, if so, it will be 

possible whether it exists individually, professionally or organizationally. In this way, the 

issues such as whether academicians do not want to do projects, whether their professional 

burdens prevent this, or whether their managers do not support them about making projects 

can be clarified. As a result, ideas about how to develop the red area will show up. These 

situations created by organizational myopia and ideas to show the way out of these situations 

should be reported and turned into action goals 1 and action plan 1. While making this action 

target and plan, it should be estimated how much each step will serve organizational 

resilience and organizational sustainability. In the second stage, the action objective made, 

and the action plan should be addressed based on an organizational resilience. For this, first, 

it should be determined how the situation of not being able to make an international project 

causes and may cause these crises and how these crises can be overcome. The issues raised in 

this way should be reported as action objective 2 and action plan 2, and to what extent they 

will contribute to organizational sustainability. In the third phase, based on the issues raised 

through action target 1-2 and action plan 1-2, what can be done in terms of organizational 

sustainability should be reported. The items included in this report should be determined as 

final targets in process management, in this way, action target 3 and action 3 plan should be 

put forward. These steps should be followed for each of the action goals and plans prepared 

in this way. When these steps are followed, it is possible to determine why the relevant unit 

has not been able to produce an international project for five years or why such a 

responsibility is still expected from that unit even though it has not produce projects, how the 

organization has managed the crisis in the face of the issues arising from this situation, what 

the organization has done in shaping the future and what it can do. thus, an integrated process 

management will be followed. Finally, prepared action goals and plans 1-2-3 should be 

evaluated and updated annually, so the rate and power of change in the path of sustainability 

should be calculated by creating a chart of where it came from and how close it was to the 

targets. In this way, a quality and perfectly sustainable structure can be achieved on the basis 

of strategic management. In this way, the competitiveness of higher education institutions in 

both national and international arenas and the chance of long-term existence will increase. 

Thus, they will be prepared to become a new trend in the world both in Turkey focused on 

quality. Because the Higher Education Quality Board, which has just been established, is an 

indicator of how much this trend is considered in Turkish higher education institutions. 

Therefore, with this institution, it can be taken into consideration that the quality processes, 

which have been carried out so far, may become compulsory for higher education 

institutions. In this context, it can be claimed that it is possible to provide preliminary 

benefits for these institutions, if higher education institutions set the results of this study to 

work as soon as possible.   
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