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Abstract: This study described the process of developingvatidating the cause analysis scale (CAS) that
can be utilized by governmental organizations ttemheine possible causes of performance factorshén
first phase of the study, data collected from 315 @f&ers provided evidence for the validity areliability

of the scale. After exploratory factor analysigeth factors emerged: the workplace, competency,ja@nd
value. To confirm the factorial structure of the-i®Sm CAS, in the second phase, data collected ftaii6
CSiI officers. The confirmatory factor analysis résuhdicated that the three-factor model was cordit a
good fit with high indices. Followed by the furthealidation studies, the CAS will be used as a diatjo
tool for researchers, practitioners, and stakehsltie determine performance factors from both tétoal
and practical perspectives.
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Ozet: Performans Faktorlerinin Olasi Nedenlerini iBemek icin Neden Analizi Olgmin (NAO)
Geligtirilmesi: Olay Yeri Inceleme Midiirliikleri Orrgg. Bu calsma devlet kurumlari tarafindan olasi
performans faktérlerinin belirlenmesi amaciyla kallabilecek Neden Analizi Olgmin (NAO) gelistirme
ve dgrulama sireclerini agiklamaktadir. Gatanin ilk gamasinda 315 Olay Yeinceleme ve Kimlik
Tespit Mudurligi’'nde gorevli polis memurlarindan toplanan veritdgesin gecerliligini ve guvenirlgini
gosteren bulgular glamistir. Aciklayici faktor analizi sonucunda Ug faktiitaya ¢ikmytir: isyeri, yeterlilik
ve is degeri. 25 maddelik Neden Analizi Olginin (NAO) faktérel yapisini dgrulamak amaciyla 1176 polis
memurundan veri toplangtir. Dogrulayici faktdr analizi sonuclari t¢ faktorli yamnyiksek uyum
indeksleriyle iyi bir uyum gdstergi dogrulanmstir. Gelecekte yapilabilecek galama c¢akmalari
sonrasinda NAQ; agarmacilar, uygulayicilar ve ilgili kiler icin hem teorik hem de uygulamali bakgisi
baglaminda performans faktdrlerinin belirlenmesindmdal bir dlcek olarak kullanilabilecektir.

Anahtar SézciikleMeden analizi, performans etkenleri, insan perfosrtaknolojisi, 6lcek gedfirme

Introduction

Performance and Human Performance Technology (HPT) Maodel
Many definitions of performance have been offergdrdsearchers, decision makers and academicians.
Indeed, many performance related concepts have bseth to explain the mystery of performance; to
illustrate, organizational performance, individyarformance, societal performance, information esyst
performance, and hardware system performance (Sward999). In general, performance is directly
related to outcomes. In other words, a person raag knowledge of a specific topic and also dematestr
the required behavioral change by means of instmk support; however, this does not always mbanh t
the person’s performance would improve (Chyung8208imilarly, the term performing and performance
are different in many ways in spite of being linkedeach other. While performing is about what we d
performance is the useful and valuable accomplistifWatkins, 2007a, 2007b).

Performance as a phenomenon is studied by marerdiff disciplines such as ethics, human resource
management, sociology, economics, strategic managemindustrial engineering and Human
Performance Technology (HPT) (Swanson & Holton, 1300Vithin these disciplines, HPT has the
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DEVELOPMENT OF A CAUSE ANALYSIS SCALE (CAS)

importance regarding developing different approadoethe performance concept. Beginning with 1950s
and 1960s, the field evolved from the ideas andceptualizations of B.F. Skinner (Binder, 1995;
Pershing, 2006). Therefore, most of the practitisr@ssert that HPT has evolved with the extensiwdksv

of academicians and practitioners whose researcmes experiments were based on observable
performance and behavior (Ferond, 2006). Althoudhl His a term refers to the science of improving
human performance (Miles, 2003), practitioners segarchers use HPT techniques and methods with a
view of creating scalable and measurable appr@priaterventions in alliance with active human
performance system (Ferond, 2006).

To achieve desired results, the road maps for HRiEtigoners are provided with the HPT model
(Figure 1). HPT model has been used by professicoafind solutions to job-related problems. In HPT
model, the desired performance improvement solstimight be achieved providing that professionals or
researchers follow a five-step process: performamedysis, cause analysis, intervention selectiesign
and development, intervention implementation andnge, and evaluation (Van Tiem, Moseley, &
Dessinger, 2001). As seen from successful impleaients, all phases can be both followed successivel
or applied separately to achieve desired results.

HUMAN PERFORMANCE TECHNOLOGY (HPT) MODEL
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Figure 1.HPT Model

Performance and Cause Analyses

By virtue of organizations” complexity, performamand productivity are affected by many elements
(Broad, 2000). All the factors affecting, suppagtitnelping or also preventing human performancaniyn
organizations should be diagnosed in analysis pease(Main, 2000). As Van Tiem et al. (2001) wirn,

is vital to concentrate on domains of performaraeain organization to achieve better results. erabl
and cause identifications in analysis process aresidered as a sub process of performance analysis
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(Schwen, Kalman, Hara, & Kisling, 1998). Indeedalgisis of the performance problems and the root of
these problems are at the core of HPT field (Bnihk#, 2006).

As Van Tiem et al. (2001) warn, performance andseaanalyses are the first steps in a HPT model.
Therefore, it is important to reach an agreementtlen problem and its cause before selection and
implementation of the interventions. This phasetel for organizations to select the right sesofutions
to improve performance (Rosenberg, 2006; RothdéBs, 2005).

While performance analysis consists of organizafi@md environmental analyses, cause analysis as a
last step of the analysis phase is comprised maihlidentification of environmental and individual
factors. Although the labels and names are charigedtists and researchers, such as Robert F. Mager
Peter Pipe, Thomas F. Gilbert, Geary A. Rummler Alash P. Brache, assert three possible causesof th
performance issues (Rothwell, 1996). Rothwell (192605) reviewed the research literature on the
possible causes of all human performance probléfoseover, training and management needs and the
combination of them are also determined by Rumiaafel Brache as causes of the performance problems
(Rothwell, 1996, 2005). While Robert Mager and Pd®pe label these as skill and management
deficiencies and a combination of them, ThomaseBiloses deficiencies of knowledge and executieh an
the combination of them. More specifically, Gilbgrbinted out in Behavior Engineering Model that
possible causes of the performance result froneettie lack of environmental support or lack oferépry
of behavior (Gilbert, 2007; Van Tiem et al, 200d}hile the environmental support is associated with
work environment and management related suppdrés répertory of behavior describes performance
factors related to the individuals and workers§&it, 2007).

According to the Robinson and Robinson’s (1998kgifecation, needs are of four types. While
business needs are about the goals of the unésitlegnt and organization, performance needs enlzapsu
the on-the job requirements. After businesses ezemaplished, performance needs which are the specif
job requirements and procedures that identify wiesiple must do to obtain achievable results come to
play (Robinson & Robinson, 1998). The third typee fearning needs can be defined as the skills and
knowledge that people should have for doing thair. jThe last type is work environment needs which
specify all the systems and processes locateceimianization (Robinson & Robinson, 1998). Swanson
(2007) asserts differently from other consideraitimat performance variables can be consideretieas t
possible causes of performance issues and thefevanariables that should be investigated: missiad
goals, systems design, capacity, motivation ancemige. In Rossett's (2009) view, the performance
drivers are four types: (1) skills, knowledge antbimation, (2) motivation, (3) environment, toalsd
processes, and (4) incentives. Lastly, Ross (2@G3sifies conditions, standards, incentives, dapac
knowledge and skill, measurement, and feedbaclesnsperformance drivers that affect performance in
organizations.

More specifically, Rummler and Brache’s model, anat of performance, may also be considered as
the extension of the Gilbert's model in regardtalgzing the nature of the organization, that isdg, the
organizations’ direction as well as issues in pdoces are clarified at the process level (FeroR@62
Talag & Ahmed, 2004). In the model, they claim tthegt workplace performance is affected by six fexcto
(1) clear performance specifications, (2) requisegbport in the workplace, (3) clear outcomes, (4)
feedback mechanism, (5) individual capacity, (&uieed skills and knowledge (Broad, 2000; Swanson &
Holton, 2001). Similarly, Addison and Haig (2006jep a framework, the Performance Map, to identify
the causes of performance-related problems. Basdateir model, the structure of the organizatidme t
motivational levels of workers, the external antétinal conditions of the organization and learrisgan
indicator of employees’ proficiency are the fourykquadrants that should be investigated while
diagnosing the performance issues in organizafi@ddison, Haig, & Keary, 2009).

To conclude, in providing reasonable argumentsttier determination of the performance enablers,
Wallace (2006) states that all the categories fipdddy other academicians or researchers areeeted
to be used in analysis efforts. In fact, it is mooavenient that these factors or variables shbelddapted
to the real research situations rather than thptamoof the whole set of categories.

Owing to including infinitive components, organipais may be the most complex objects in the
world (Spitzer, 2007). More specifically, when perhance as a strategy or a direction or an apprizach
used for any purposes in government agencies,etime bhecomes more complicated, pluralistic, value
laden and controversial by comparison with privagencies (Thomas, 2006). The performance of public
organizations cannot be limited and regarded willy one dimension (Boyne, Meier, O'Toole, & Walker,
2006). As Thomas (2006) states, performance in rgovent is regarded differently from private
organizations in many ways. Firstly, performancerdgarded as a progress directed by goals and
objectives. Secondly, government performance ig e&plicit because of the fact that it can be fokal
or subjected to scrutiny by citizens, media or pth&rest groups.
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As a governmental organization, Crime Scene Ingastin and Identification Unit (CSI) examines
crime scenes, collects and documents evidencelaatig prepares detailed reports to be deliverethé¢o
investigation units. There are a total of 200 crsnene investigation sections in Turkey. All 81vimoes
and 342 districts have a crime scene investiga@mtion and some districts have their own as well.

The purpose of this study is to develop a caust/sinascale (CAS) to determine the possible causes
of performance factors that affect the CSI Unitgjamizational performance. To fulfill stated purpasf
the research, the following research questions agdeessed:

1. What is the factorial structure of the cause amalysale (CAS)?

2. Is a determined factorial structure of the scaldiomed with a selected sample of CSI officers?

Method

Population and Sample

The general population under study was police effiavith different titles from the CSI Unit in Tuak A
total of 3396 CSI officers work in all 81 provincasd 342 districts. The researchers used a repativen
convenience and purposeful sampling strategiesterighine the participants of the study. 315 CStef§
(9% of the total population) participated in théopstudy from 3 metropolises and 3 provinces. Asean
detailed, 96, 88, 66, 10, 15, and 40 CSI officeosnf Ankara, Bursa, Antalya (metropolises), Kirikkal
Isparta, and Balikesir (provinces), were respelstivavolved in the pilot study (Figure 2). As fdine
confirmation phase of the study, 1176 CSI offiog@4% of the population) participated in the studyn
all the provinces and metropolises.

Balikesir
0
Ispartla3 /o _\ Ankara
5% __ 30%
Kirikkale

Antalya_/
21%

~_ Bursa

28%
Figure 2. Distribution of the CSI Officers Participated iretPilot Study

Development Process of the CAS

The researchers aimed at finding out whether ttssiple causes that had an impact on organizational
performance were due to the lack of environmentaindividual factors. The survey instrument was
developed in four sections; the first section waslichted to obtaining demographics data of the
participants, the second dedicated to measurintprpesince factors with regard to the environmental
factors, and the final section was dedicated sityil®d measuring performance factors as regardbdo
individual factors.

Measures regarding environmental factors, the skseation of the survey consisted of 25 items. The
items of the survey were adapted from Ripley's @)9ferformance Environment Perception Scale
(PEPS). The items which were congruent with thgioal format were arranged in a 7-point Likert-type
response format, ranging from strongly disagreesttongly agree. Minor adaptations in wording and
format of the items were necessary because thewwas developed for measurement within the context
of the CSI Unit different from the original context

Measures with regard to individual factors, thedlgection of the survey, comprised of 19 items Th
survey items were constructed by the researchetfs the guidance from a number of sources and
researches uncovered in the literature. Simildhéosecond section’s format, the items were ardigea
7-point Likert-type response format, ranging framosgly disagree to strongly agree.

Having constructed the survey items in Englishngtation was required for the final version of the
instrument. One bilingual instructional technoldgexpert translated the original versions of the
instrument for the forward translation. The tratesfaversion of the instrument was modified by two
experts, one whom was from the instructional tetdgyfield and the other, was from the measurement
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and evaluation field. After these processes, twpeds from CSI Unit also checked and modified the
instrument regarding intended meaning, common laggwand clarity of the items to be applied wittma t
survey in the context of CSI Unit. Finally, the @aschers confirmed the final version of the surdéen,
the instrument was constructed and validated bydkearchers through a pilot study in order tocttine
the final version of the main study instrument. Timal version of the instrument consisted of 2&vis
(Appendix A).

Data Analysis

Once the validation was confirmed, a pilot studyswarried out. As aforementioned, the instrumerg wa
administered to CSI officers from Ankara, Bursa,talya, Kirikkale, Isparta and Balikesir. 315 CSI
officers participated in the study. The PASW Statis18 was used for the exploratory factor analyEhe
exploratory factor analysis using the principal poment analysis was applied to construct a quesdion

for measuring underlying variables regarding cbwting performance factors. As for confirmatorytéac
analysis, the analyses of moment structures (AM@S¥ion 4 statistical software package was for
determining the best factor structure of the imsgnt.

Findings

Exploratory Factor Analysis

Firstly, The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampladequacy was used to ensure the absolute sample
size. The value 0.91, indicating superb value, fedimut that factor analysis was appropriate fes¢hdata
(Field, 2005). Moreover, Bartlett's Test of Sph#yicwas significant (p=.000), ensuring that the
factorability of the correlation matrix could bestained with these data set. Initial analysis alsowed

that the scree plot did not reveal a clean breattier there were several breaking points on thé plo
Moreover, the initial solution created three fastand also eigenvalues which overlapped each other.
Thus, the items that spread across the many faeithrsa less than 0.1 eigenvalue were removed tien
analysis, then the analysis was re-run for sevienals to obtain reliable factor solutions. Becaasample

of 300 or more may provide a stable factor solufeield, 2005) and the factor loadings should leatar
than .298 for a sample size of 300 (Stevens, 18982jted in Field, 2005), minimum loading of 0.3swa
used for determination of the significant variableaded on each factor. Having completed the factor
analysis, 19 items were deleted from the surveypipix B). The remaining twenty five items were
categorized into three factors using a direct algigptation (direct oblimin).

A three-factor solution provided the most interpbd¢ solution consistent with the data set. This
solution accounted for 52.39 per cent of the vaeanvith loadings as depicted in Table 1. The eertrg
factors were further labeled. While the first fact@vorkplace) consisted of 12 items, the second
(competency) and third (job value) factors were enad of 7 and 6 items, respectively. Cronbach’salp
was applied to the data to determine reliabilitythte entire scale. Coefficient alpha was 0.89 mihg a
satisfactory level of reliability. Moreover, allrde sub factors were also yielded a satisfactorgl lef
reliability with 0.85, 0.90, and 0.82 coefficierdlues (Table 1).

Table 1: Factors and Items Emerging From the Exploratory teaé\nalysis
Entire Scale (0=.89)
Factor 1: Workplace Factor 2: Competency Factor 3: Job value

Items

(0=.85) (0=.90) (0=.82)
c18 ,761
c22 ,690
c15 ,669
cl2 ,658
cl7 ,645
c25 ,588
c23 ,583
c24 ,566
b10 ,545
cl1 ,428
cl4 ,383
c19 ,344
b13 ,864
b15 ,847
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b19 ,802
b17 , 797
b9 , 760
b11 ,698
b16 ,657
c9 ,803
cl6 ,674
c3 ,650
c8 ,627
b3 ,570
b8 ,452

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

As aforementioned, the final version of the instemtrwas distributed to a population of 3396 CSiceffs
and completed via CSI Units’ intranet. A three-facsolution was tested with confirmatory factory
analysis, using the analyses of moment structud@4QS) version 4 statistical software package, for
determining the best factor structure of the imsgnt. The main aim of the confirmatory factor asayn
this phase was to determine whether the factoctsirel obtained using exploratory factor analysisld@o
be confirmed.

To determine contributing causal performance factbrstly, the findings of CFA was employed to
confirm the factor structure obtained using exgluma factor analysis. The maximum likelihood
estimation method was used. Figure 3 depicts thdeimgpecification and the parameter estimates. As
interpreted from the figure, three dimensions & thot causes of the performance factors (workplace
competency, and job value) were allowed to corediateach other.

$2922999¢9 098
39 A7 221 A8 22 A3 a8 .33 A1 22 A7 A0
P4 P35 Po P7 P9 P10 P11 P12 14 P15 P19

P13 P

P ¥

81 85\ .

P24 | | P20
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SACECEONINCONS @ ©® @ )

Figure 3. Standardized Coefficients for the Three-factor Mode

To evaluate the fit between the model and the datdtiple goodness-of-fit tests were employed. The
hypothesized model was evaluated by three meas(tgghe non-normed fit index (NNFI), (2) the
comparative fit index (CFI), and (3) the root mesmuare error approximation (RMSEA). The chi square
had a value of 1695.979 (27257 1176),p = .000, indicating a poor fit of the model. Howewehi square
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value is usually statistically significant for theodels with more cases (Brown, 2006; Meyers, Ga&st,
Guarino, 2006). By virtue of the problems with dguare statistics, alternative measures of fitcesli
have been proposed in the literature (Meyers e2@06). Indeed, chi square statistics should ratsed
as the sole index in the studies (Brown, 2006)this study; therefore, alternative indices weresidered
rather than chi square statistics. Both the CFI WNFI yielded values of .987 and .985, respectively
pointing out a good fit of the model. The RMSEA éndvalue, closer to zero indicative of a well-figi
model, was .067, indicating a moderate fit.

As a conclusion, results from the CFA suggestetthitae-factor structure fits well to the sampléada
with all fit indices. Moreover, factor loadings pted out that there were a significant contributtbreach
item to the corresponding dimension. While the déadized coefficients ranged from .48 to .73 far th
workplace dimension, the values ranged .47 to d8tHe competency and .23 to .69 for the job value
dimensions. The 25 item survey (Appendix A) wasnfbto measure the root causes of the performance
factors (workplace, competency, and job value)eelavith both the environmental and individual asge

*  Workplace for performance factors (Items 4, 5,,8,710, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 19)
« Competency for performance factors (Items 18, 2022, 23, 24, 25)
¢ Job Value for performance factors (Items 1, 2,,3,688 17)

Conclusion

The cause analysis scale (CAS) with three dimessiaas developed as a result of a review of liteeatu
dialogue with experts from the instructional tedogy and the measurement and evaluation fields for
content validation, a pilot study with a sample8ab CSI officers so as to test the factorial strrebf the
scale, and validation study with 1176 officers emfirm the three-dimensional model. The 25-item CAS
was found to measure three dimensions of possénlises of performance factors: (1) workplace, (2)
competency, and (3) job value.

Factor analytic results pointed out that all caiéints were high, indicating a significant conttiba
to each item to the matching subscale. Moreoverréisults of the confirmatory factor analysis iadkcl
that the three-factor model shoed a good fit witihhindices (CFI=0.987; NNFI=0.985; RMSEA=0.06).
To conclude, it can be concluded that the CAS wasiléidimensional construct making up three factors

Taking scale items into accounts, the workplacéofas related with the work environment. Actually,
this factor corresponds to Gilbert's (2007) “enmineental support”, Rosset’s (2009) “environment|gpo
and processes, and incentives”, Addison’s and KHaf8006) “external and internal conditions of the
organization”, Ross’s (2003) “conditions, standardseasurement, feedback, and incentives”, and
Robinson’s and Robinson’s (1998) “business needssiple causes of the performance issues. Similarly
both competency and job value factors signifies fitabable causes of the performance stem from the
individuals and workers. In other words, thesedexciare related to human related performance issues
Therefore, these factors correspond to GilbertG0{2 “repertory of behavior’, Rosset’'s (2009) “&kil
knowledge and information, and motivation,”, Addi® and Haig’'s (2006) “the motivational levels of
workers, and learning”, Ross’s (2003) “capacitypwiedge and skill”, and Robinson’s and Robinson’s
(1998) “performance needs” possible causes of éi@pnance drivers.

In the literature, as aforementioned, the namedabwls of possible causes of performance factars a
changed. Regardless of the labels used, all dlztiins and variables offered by researchersdry t
determine specific factors affecting organizatiopgrformance. Because organizations have different
dynamics, structures, scale, workers, and direstiibris predictable that performance factors sués that
affect the whole organizations might be differdrtat is why organizational performance and contiitgu
performance factors have been investigated raBayr{e et al., 2006; Brewer & Selden, 2000). Another
reason is that governmental agencies have mulépéds of performance because of the fact that tzere
to handle a broad range of goals and objectivedi@gws, Boyne, & Walker, 2006). Therefore, it is
possible to conclude that a measure of cause amdtysorganizations in three dimensions (workplace
competency, and job value) provides researchesstipponers, and stakeholders with good psychometri
attributes to understand performance issues frotim theoretical and practical standpoints. In thiglg,
the CAS was confirmed with a selected sample of @fsters. Therefore, it should be validated furthe
with different governmental organizations and agesnso as to increase external validity of the CAS.
Followed by the further validation studies, thegarg study may open new possibilities for causéysisa
researches to be conducted for revealing possihises of performance issues of the organizations.
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Genisletilmis Ozet
Farkl aratirmacilar, karar vericiler ve akademisyenler parfans kavrami icin bircok tanim
onermglerdir. Genel olarak performans kavrami direkt akaciktilar ile ilgilidir. Baka bir anlatimla
performans yararli ve derli bagarilar ile ilgilidir (Watkins, 2007a, 2007b). Pemfisans kavrami etik,
insan kaynaklari yonetimi, sosyoloji, ekonomi, ®jia yoneyimi, endustri mihendigli ve insan
performans teknolojisi gibi birgok disiplinin koruslarak c¢alilmaktadir (Swanson & Holton, 2001).
Performans kavrami 6zellikle insan performans téisp alani icerisinde farkli yakkamlar gelitirilmesi
acisindan ayr bir éneme sahiptir. Bugleanda insan performans teknolojisi modeli alan igjede
istenilen sonuclara weak icin aratirmacilara § ile ilgili problemlerin ¢ézimiinde bir yol haritasi
sunmaktadir. Neden analizi de bu model icerisindgopmans analizi ile birlikte ilk @amalardan biri
olarak dgerlendiriimektedir. Hatta Brinkerhoff'a (2006) goperformans problemlerinin analizi ve bu
problemlerin kékenleri insan performans teknoldgilsininin merkezini okturmaktadir. Ayrica Rosenberg
(2006) ve Rothwell (1996, 2005) performans gli icin dogru ¢dzimlerin se¢iminde de byaananin
onemine dikkat cekmektedirler.

Neden analizi insan performans teknolojisi modedkidanaliz aamasinin son basagaolarak
cevresel ve bireysel faktorleri belirleyen adiméardolgur. Faktorlerin siniflari ve isimleri gesse de
Robert F. Mager and Peter Pipe, Thomas F. Gilligeary A. Rummler and Alan P. Brache gibi
teorisyenler ve agarmacilar performans sorunlarinin olasi temel &demi oldgunu 6ne surmglerdir
(Rothwell, 1996). Robert Mager ve Peter Pipe buentsti beceri ve yonetim eksikliklesie bunlarin
birlesimi olarak isimlendirirken Thomas Gilbebilgi, uygulama eksikliklerve bunlarin birlgmi olarak
kullanmstir (Rothwell, 1996, 2005). Daha belirgin olarakib@rt Davrang Mihendislgi Model'inde olasi
performans sorunlarinin kayfhiaolarak cevresel destek ve davramagarcik eksiklikleriniisaret etmjtir
(Gilbert, 2007).

Bu yaklgimlarin dsinda farkll argtirmaci ve teorisyenler performans faktorlerinididenmesinde
farkl modeller de ileri sirmierdir. Ornesin Rossett'e (2003) goére performans faktorlerilfggeri, bilgi
ve enformasyon, (2) motivasyon, (3) cevre, aragaistrecler, (4) twikler olmak tzere dort tarladdr.
Daha farkli bir sistem ile Ross (2003) organizasyon performansini etkileyen yedi performans
faktorint sartlar, standartlar, eikleri, kapasite, bilgi ve beceri, dlgme ve gddbim olarak
siniflandirmgtir.  Sonug¢ olarak performans faktorlerinin  belidegsini makul bir caba olmasini
savunmakla birlikte Wallace (2006) gmamacilar ve akademisyenlerin tim performans katibsgini
kullanmasinin gerekli olmagini savunmstur. Aslinda ona gore tim kategorilerin uygulanmgeine
faktor ve dgiskenlerin gercek agairma durumlarina uyarlanmasi daha uygundur.

Sayisiz bilgenleri icermesi sebebiyle organizasyonlar belkidd@yadaki en karmg& nesnelerdir
(Spitzer, 2007). Thomas'in (2006) da belgittgibi devlet kurumlarinin performansi birgcok aqdazel
sektor performansindan farklidir. Oncelikle devietrumlarinda performans hedefler ve amaglar ile
yonlendirilen bir sirectirikinci olarak da devlet kurumlarinin performansiavatalar, medya ve ilgili
gruplar tarafindan izlenebiginden veya onlara kar sorumlu oldgundan aciktir. Bir devlet kurumu
olarak Olay Yeriinceleme ve Kimlik Tespube Mudurliikleri olay yeri incelemesi, kanitlaraplanmasi
ve kayit altina alinmasi ve sgturma birimlerine ulgtirimak tzere detayl rapor hazirlama gorevlerini
gerceklgtirmektedir. Tirkiye’de toplam 200 Olay Ydriceleme Birimi bulunmaktadir.
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Bu calsmanin amaci Olay Yerinceleme ve Kimlik TespiSube Midirliklerinin performansini
etkileyen olasi performans faktorlerini ortaya crkayr hedefleyen bir Neden Analizi Ofge(NAO)
gelistirmektir. Arastirmanin bu amacini gerceklemek amaciyla gagidaki sorulara cevap arangr:

1. Neden Analizi Olgginin (NAO) faktoriyel yapisi nedir?

2. Olgegin belirlenen faktoriyel yapisi Olay Yeiinceleme Sube Mudurligirnde calsan polis
memurlari drnekleminde goulanmakta midir?

Turkiye'de 81 ilde ve 342 ilcede toplam 3396 Olagrivinceleme personeli cainaktadir. Olggin
gelistiriimesinde pilot cakmaya 3 biylUsehirden, Ankara. Bursa ve Antalya veséhirden, Kirikkale,
Isparta ve Balikesir toplam 315 polis memuru (ewréd 9'u) katilmstir. Calsmanin ikinci @amasi olan
olcegin dogrulanmasi gamasina ise tiim Tirkiye’den 1176 personel (evrédd'u) katiimstir. Olgesin
gelistirme gamasi daha 6nce de belirtiidgibi pilot calsma ile balamsstir. Pilot ¢calsmada kullanilacak
olan olcein ilk versiyonu cevresel ve bireysel performanktdaderini icereceksekilde gelgtirilmi stir.
Cevresel faktorlerin lcimi Ripley’in (1998) 25 miatik Cevresel Performans Algi Olgeauyarlanmstir.
Bireysel performans faktorleri ise at@macilarin alanyazin taramalari sonucundsstijelikleri 19 madde
ile olctlmistir. Gelgtirilen olcek iki dil bilen bir @retin teknol@u tarafindan Turkge'ye cevrilmive
tasari haline getirilen olgek 2 alan uzmani ve ayOYeri inceleme personeli tarafindan incelepwé
Ol¢ezin son hali verilmgtir. Verilerin analizinde acgiklayici faktér analigin PASW 18, dgrulayici faktor
analizi icin de AMOS programlari kullanilgtur.

Pilot calsma sonrasinda veriler agiklayici faktor analizi degerlendiriimigtir. The Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (0.91) ve Bartlett's Test of Sphericity (p8@) istatistik dgerleri ile verilerin drneklem uygunu
ve korelasyon matrisinin faktor uygugiu test edilmitir. ilk analiz sonuclarina goére faktor yiki en az 0.3
deserinde olan maddeler anlaml gigken olarak yorumlanmir. Faktdr analizi sonuglarina gore 19
madde Olcekten cikarilgtir ve geriye kalan 25 madde ile Gige 3 alt faktdrden olgabileceine karar
verilmistir.

Elde edilen veri setinin 3-l0 faktér sonucunun &oplvaryansin %52.39'luk bir kismini ac¢iklgdi
gorulmistir. Daha sonra madde iceriklerinin incelenmesi usonda elde edilen faktorler
isimlendirilmistir. 1k faktor olarak “§ ortami” 12 maddeden, “yeterlilik” 7 maddeden ve teseri’ 6
maddeden okmaktadir. Ayrica olgge iliskin guvenirlik belirleme c¢agmalari icin Cronbach Alpha
glvenirlik katsayisi hem tiim 6lgek hem de alt faktticin ayri ayri hesaplangtir. Neden Analizi Olgg
icin Cronbach Alpha i¢ tutarhlik katsayisinin .8@ugu tespit edilmitir. Bununla birlikte her alt faktoriin
ic tutarhlik katsayilari sirasiyla giortami” igin .85, “yeterlilik” icin .90 ve *§ degeri” igin .82 olarak
bulunmutur.

Calismanin ikinci aamasinda ise goulayici faktor analizi ile aciklayici faktor anglsonucunda elde
edilen 3 faktorlii yapinin d@goulanip dgrulanmayacg argtiriimistir. Bu amagcla en yiksek olabilirlik
metodu kullanilmgtir. Dogrulayici faktor analizi sonuclarina gore 25 madadediesan (¢ faktorllt yapinin
gozlemlenen verilerle ve uyum indeksleriyle iyi biryum sergiledii gorilmistur (CFI=0.987;
NNFI=0.985; RMSEA=0.06). Ayrica faktor yukleri ineadiginde her bir maddenin uygun gdigi
boyuta anlamli katki vergii g6zlemlenmitir. Sonug olarak 25 maddelik Neden Analizi (Figen olasi
performans faktorlerinin belirlenmesinde kullanilabegine karar verilmitir.

Farkh faktor yiklerinde toplanan maddelerin igeincelendginde “is ortami” faktorining cevresi
ve ortami ile ilgili performans ggskenleri ile ilgili oldugu ve bireylerden Bamsiz maddeleri kapsag
gorulmektedir. “Yeterlilik” ve ‘is deseri” faktorleri ise bireysel dgskenler ile belirlenmi olup insan
kaynakli performans @gskenlerine vurgu yapmaktadir. Elde edilen bu fak#riyapilar farkh teorisyen
ve argtirmacilarin onergi ve gelitirdigi modellerdeki yapilar ile uygunluk gostermektedir.

Performans terimi devlet kurumlarinda herhangidoirac icin bir strateji, yon veya yakim olarak
secildiginde 6zel kurumlara oranla daha kagmkacozulcu, deger yukli ve tarygmall bir terim olmaktadir
(Thomas, 2006). Bu acgidan devlet kurumlarinin perémsi tek bir boyut ile sinirlandirilamaz (Boyne,
Meier, O’'Toole, & Walker, 2006). Bu ylzden elde ledi ti¢ faktorli Neden Analizi Olge (NAO)
argtirmacilar, uygulayicilar ve kurumlardaki karar ie#der icin performans d&skenlerinin
belirlenmesinde hem teorik hem de pratik acidamkgpsetrik 6zellikler iceren tanisal bir arac¢ olarak
kullanilabilecektir.
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Appendix A

The Final Version of the Scale

ltem
No

ltems

Factor 1: Workplace

P4

Olay Yeriinceleme ve Kimlik Tespit hizmetlerindgtanimlarimiz dgru tanimlanmytir.

PS5

Yardima ihtiyacimiz oldimnda amirlerimiz bize yardimci olmak igcin zamarraar.

P6

Ortaya ¢ikan problemlerin ¢6zumu iagmak kimizin bir parcasidir.

P7

1htiyag duydgumda, §imi yapmak icin gerekli olan kaynaklara rahatliklasabilirim.

P9

Islerimi tamamlamak icin gereken yeterli zamana dahib

P10

Yaptgim isin prosedirleri dgstiginde, bununla ilgili gitim verilmektedir.

P11

Gorevli personeller olarak birbirimizi ve gaia algkanliklarimizi biliriz.

P12

Olay Yerinceleme ve Kimlik Tespit hizmetlerinde yiiksek pemians standartlari mevcuttur.

P13

Is yerinde §i tamamlamamiz icin gereken arag ve techizata gahib

P14

Yaptgimiz isler ile ilgili amirlerimden siklikla geribildirim larim.

P15

Rutin olaraksimizle ilgili karar verme sirecine katiliriz.

P19

Is yerinde her bir gérev icin beklenen yeterliliklgisteren yazilsitanimlarina sahibiz.

Factor 2: Competency

P18

Isimi yapmak icin gerekli yeterliie sahibim.

P20

Is yerinde ortaya ¢ikan sorunlarin listesindegabh bir sekilde gelebilirim.

P21

Is yerimde bana verilen gorevler icin gerekli beegalsahibim.

P22

Isimde baarili olmak icin gerekli tecriibeye sahibim.

P23

Gorev yerimde hem gik hem de yuksek performansin ne gibi sonuc¢lgudicaini bilirim.

P24

Isimi basaril bir sekilde yapabilmek icin gereken teknik kavramlatirion.

P25

Isimi yapmak icin gerekli yetege sahibim.

Factor 3: Job Value

P1

Olay Yeriinceleme ve Kimlik Tespit hizmetlerine yonelik bakiter oldukca yiksektir.

P2

Olay Yeriinceleme ve Kimlik Tespit hizmetleri biinyesinde gahya yonelik olumlu
tutuma sahibim.

P3

Isimi 6nemli bir sorumluluk olarak goriyorum.

P8

Yaptgim is Emniyet Tegkilat icin 6nemlidir.

P16

Isimin Olay Yeriinceleme ve Kimlik Tespit hizmetleri icin 6nemli ofglinu digtiniyorum.

P17

Yaptgim is bana anlamli geliyor.
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Appendix B

Deleted Items after Pilot Study

1 Is arkadalarim isimi yaparken §ime miidahale ederler.

> Olay Yeriinceleme ve Kimlik Tespit hizmetleri biinyesindekigmnel §leriyle
fazlasiyla ilgilenmektedir.

3 Su anki gérevime amak oldukga zordu.

4 Isimle ilgili birgok seyi seviyorum.

5 Olay Yeriinceleme ve Kimlik Tespit hizmetlerinde galnlarin cgu yapms
olduklari gler i¢in uygun olmayabilirler.

6 Olay Yeriinceleme ve Kimlik Tespit hizmetlerinde galnlarin ¢gu islerinde iyi
performans gosterirler.

7 Isimizi basariyla tamamlasak bile bu kimse tarafindan farknaigior.

8 Calsma saatlerimiz yeterince esnektir.

9 Tamamlamamiz gerekegtar icin iyi bir sekilde organize olmudurumdayiz.

10 Casu kisinin ¢alsirken rahat hissedegiebir ¢calisma ortamina sahibiz.

11 Calsma ortamimda, diiik ya da sifir performans édullendirilir.

12 Yuksek performans kahginda verilen 6dillerden memnuniyet duyarim.

13 Birleysel performansimi ya da takim performansini yeyler yaparak gefiirmeye
caliginm.

14 Ogrenme ihtiyaclarimi karlayabilecek uygun grenme etkinliklerine (kurslar,
okuma, bireysel calma gibi) katilmayi isterim.

15 | Isim zorlu ve ilging §ler yapmak icin firsatlar sunar.

16 Yapmakta zorunlu olmagim isler icin gonulli olurum.

17 | Agiris yuku olan ¢abma arkadglarima yardim ederim.

18 Bilg_ib\(e becerilerimizin arttirilmasi igin gereksistematik bir gitim programina
sahibiz.

19 Isimi basarmak icin kullanabileggém yardimci arag ve gerecler gafia ortaminda

mevcuttur.
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