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Abstract - The share of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in businesses world is over 96% in the World and 
99.77% in Turkey. Since the role of SMEs has crucial significance for a country’s economy, the sustainability of businesses 
is gaining more importance day by day in todays’ business world. Especially considering the short life span of SMEs, 
ensuring sustainability in SMEs is an important issue to be solved. Another issue for SMEs is preparing sustainability reports 
in accordance with increasing stakeholder demands. SMEs have to prepare sustainability reports in order to keep up with 
competitors. The objective of this study is to develop a scale for the determination of appropriate sustainability performance 
indicators for SMEs through a questionnaire conducted SMEs in Turkey. The number of SMEs in Turkey is 137,950 and the 
questionnaire was conducted 398 of these SMEs. Data were tested by using Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor Analysis. 
It is found that respectively economic, social and environmental performance indicators can be reported by SMEs since they 
are already preparing financial reports. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
Businesses need to be institutionalized in order to be 
sustainable. Likewise, SMEs have to adopt a 
management approach, consistent with corporate 
governance principles and values, to be sustainable. 
Corporate governance is a kind of guarantee for the 
sustainability of business performance. SMEs have 
structural weaknesses because of their low levels of 
institutionalism, low levels of managers’ education, 
insufficient capital levels, unskilled labor, and 
influenced by sales fluctuations. Besides, it is known 
that SMEs are advantageous for economic and social 
development of countries due to their rapid 
adaptation to changing market conditions, having 
flexible production structures, ensuring balanced 
growth among regions, and helping to reduce 
unemployment [1].   
As an accounting method, sustainable accounting 
maintains sustainability by providing quality 
information to businesses. However, its objectives are 
not only to collect, classify and register documents, 
but also to report information on environmental and 
social outcomes for sustainability and development. 
In this respect, the objectives of the 

 
* This study was adapted from a PhD thesis which was named as 
“Relationship between SMEs’ Sustainability Reports and Business 
Performance in Turkey”. In addition, it has been supported by 
TÜBİTAK, the Scientific and Technological Research Council of 
Turkey, under project number 215K361 within the TÜBİTAK 
3001 Program as the project output of the study named as “Current 
State of Sustainability Reports in Turkey and Sustainability in 
SMEs”. 
 
sustainable accounting are to measure the 
sustainability performance of the business, to provide 

accountability for shareholders, and to contribute to 
the senior management in their decision-making 
process. For SMEs, sustainability reports provide an 
opportunity to tell their own positive business stories, 
affordance of financing, advantages in risk 
management in the reporting process, product and 
process renewal, as well as to distinguish them from 
competitors. 
 
The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), which is one 
of the leading institutions in the world to prepare 
guidelines on sustainability reporting, has conducted 
a survey for SMEs at certain periods and with various 
sectors. In the survey, it was determined firstly which 
indicators are the first priority for SMEs, secondly 
what are the SMEs’ main interests, thirdly what 
issues need to be shared with stakeholders, and lastly 
what difficulties can be encountered in reporting. It is 
tried to be a guide to SMEs with the evaluation of 
responses. As a result of the conducted surveys, it 
was found that the most important problems in SMEs' 
sustainability reporting were lack of education and 
difficulty in preparing reports on balancing growth by 
limiting environmental impacts. This study consist of 
five sections; after the introduction section, a short 
literature review was made in the second section, in 
detail methodology is explained in the third section, 
then findings were given in the fourth section and 
conclusion is in the last section. 
 
II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
During the literature review, it is seen that there are 
many studies related to sustainability issue. However, 
SMEs have not been studying enough especially in 
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terms of sustainability reporting. Considering the 
importance of SMEs in economy and their problems 
to ensure sustainability, it is thought that 
sustainability reporting in SMEs should be studied in 
more detail. In the literature review section of this 
study, studies about sustainability reports in SMEs 
have been examined and evaluated in next 
paragraphs.  
 
Reference [2] found that only 6 out of 14 electricity 
distribution enterprises in Australia have prepared a 
sustainability report, while 8 other enterprises have 
published information on sustainability issues in their 
annual reports or on websites. In the other study, 
Reference [3] investigated the relationship between 
SMEs’ environmental sustainability and financial 
performance and found that there is positive 
relationship between business performance and the 
extent of sustainability activities undertaken by 
enterprises. A four-stage process has been proposed 
in a study about sustainability indicators determined 
according to the characteristics of SMEs in Italian 
steel enterprises [4]. These stages consist of 
competitive analysis, process and technology 
analysis, preliminary set of key for sustainability 
indicators, and benefit/cost analysis for selection of 
sustainability indicators. Another study [5], examined 
the relationship between management approach and 
corporate sustainability reports, shows that SMEs 
were still hesitant about the sustainability reporting 
while more than half of large-scale enterprises adopt 
it in their organizations in Portugal. 
 
III. METHODOLGY 

In this section of the study, a scale was developed to 
identify appropriate sustainability performance 
indicators for SMEs. The most preferred 
sustainability guidelines in the World, derived from 
the Global Reporting Initiative Guide, and the United 
Nations Global Compact were used to develop the 
scale [6]-[7]. There are 3 statements to determine the 
characteristics of SMEs in the first part of the scale 
and 32 statements to determine sustainable 
performance indicators in the second part. 
The first 10 statements regarding sustainability 
performance indicators are related to the 
environmental indicators, 5 statements are related to 
the labor practices and decent work performance 
indicators, 7 statements are related to human rights 
performance indicators, 5 statements are related to 
social performance indicators, and the last 5 
statements are related to product responsibility 
performance indicators. The 32 statements to identify 
the sustainable performance indicators in the survey 
are listed below.   
 
 Environmental (EN) 
 EN1: It is possible to report the amount of used 

and recycled materials. 

 EN2: It is possible to report the amount of energy 
consumption and saving. 

 EN3: It is possible to report the total water use, 
the amount of recycled and reused water. 

 EN4: It is possible to report information about the 
natural habitats that we have preserved or 
improved during our operations. 

 EN5: It is possible to report the amount of 
greenhouse gases and other air emissions that 
arise during our operations. 

 EN6: It is possible to report the total waste weight 
(paper, chemical substances, etc.). 

 EN7: It is possible to report the initiatives to 
reduce the environmental impact of products or 
services. 

 EN8: It is possible to report information on 
penalties if environmental laws and regulations 
are not complied with. 

 EN9: It is possible to report the environmental 
impacts (energy use, emissions, liquid waste, etc.) 
resulting from the transport of materials and the 
transportation of employees during our 
operations. 

 EN10: It is possible to report the amount of 
expenditures spent to protect the environment. 

 
 Labor practices and decent work (LA): 
 LA1: It is possible to report the number of total 

employees by the employment contract, region, 
and employment type. 

 LA2: It is possible to report the number of 
employees covered by collective bargaining 
agreements. 

 LA3: It is possible to report the number of 
employees who help monitor occupational health 
and safety programs. 

 LA4: It is possible to report average annual 
training hours per employee. 

 LA5: It is possible to report the distribution of 
employees according to gender and age. 

 
 Human rights (HR): 
 HR1: It is possible to report the number of our 

agreements which contain provisions on human 
rights. 

 HR2: It is possible to report the total number of 
incidents of discrimination (religion, language, 
race, etc.) and the measures taken. 

 HR3: It is possible to report information about 
rights of our employees to use the freedom of 
association and collective bargaining. 

 HR4: It is possible to report measures taken to 
eliminate child labor. 

 HR5: It is possible to report the measures taken to 
remove the forced labor.  

 HR6: It is possible to report the number of 
security personnel trained in the procedures of our 
operation. 

http://iraj.in


International Journal of Management and Applied Science, ISSN: 2394-7926                         Volume-3, Issue-9, Sep.-2017 
http://iraj.in 

Determination of Appropriate Sustainability Performance Indicators for SMEs 
 

90 

 HR7: It is possible to report the measures taken 
regarding the violation of the rights of local 
people. 

 Social (SO):  
 SO1: It is possible to report on the impact of our 

operations on local people. 
 SO2: It is possible to report the measures taken 

against corruptions (disciplinary penalty, 
dismissal etc.). 

 SO3: It is possible to report the contributions of 
our business in public policy development. 

 SO4: It is possible to report legal proceedings 
against acts of limiting competition. 

 SO5: It is possible to report penalties for failure to 
comply with the regulations. 

 
 Product responsibility (PR): 
 PR1: It is possible to report the information on the 

compliance of products or services with health 
and safety regulations. 

 PR2: It is possible to report the information on the 
compliance of labeling product or services with 
the regulations. 

 PR3: It is possible to report the information on 
abide by legal rules for marketing approach. 

 PR4: It is possible to report information about 
customer's personal privacy violations (leakage or 
loss of customer data, etc.). 

 PR5: It is possible to report information on 
penalties due to non-compliance with the 
regulations regarding the supply and use of 
products or services. 

 
For the survey on the developed scale, small and 
medium sized enterprises were selected from the 
SMEs in Turkey. There are 137,950 SMEs with small 
and medium size according to the number of 
employees in Turkey. It is known that the sampling 
size of 384 at the error level of 5% is sufficient if the 
population is 100,000 and over [8]. For this reason, a 
survey with at least 384 SMEs was targeted in this 
study and the survey was completed with 398 SMEs.  
 
As a first step, the data obtained from the collected 
responses were tested with Exploratory Factor 
Analysis (EFA) in the Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS) 18.0. Then Confirmatory 
Factor Analysis (CFA) was applied by using the 
Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS) 20.0. 

 
IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
The characteristics of the SMEs participated in the 
survey were evaluated with frequency and percentage 
analyzes from descriptive statistics.  
 
As a result of descriptive statistics, it is found that 12 
of SMEs  (3.01%) are operating in mining and 
quarrying sector, 134 (33.6%) in manufacturing 

sector, 23 (5.77%) in electricity, gas and water sector, 
22 (5.52%) in construction and public works, 76 
(19.09%) in wholesale and retail trade, 37 (9.29%) in 
hotels and restaurants sector, 18 (4.52%) in 
transportation and communication sector, 20 (5.02%) 
in financial services, 10 (2.51%) in real estate and 
renting operations, 22 (5.52%) in education, health 
and sports sectors, and 24 (6.03%) in health care and 
social services.  
 
Another finding about these SMEs’ shows that 144 of 
them (% 36.1) are operating in TR1 (Istanbul) region, 
17 (4.3%) in TR2 (Western Marmara), 41 (10.3%) in 
TR3 (Aegean), 42 (10.5%) in TR4 (East Marmara), 
38 (9.5%) in TR5 (Western Anatolia), 9 (2.2%) in 
TR6 (Mediterranean), 35 (8.8%) in TR7 (Central 
Anatolia), 17 (4.3%) in TR8 (Western Black Sea), 35 
(8.8%) in TR9 (Eastern Black Sea), 4 (1%) in TRA 
(Northeast Anatolia), 4 (1%) TRB (Middle East 
Anatolia), and 12 (3%) in TRC (Southeastern 
Anatolia) region.  
 
Finally, findings are evaluated according to the 
number of employees of the SMEs, and it is seen that 
241 (60.5%) of them have employees between in 10-
49 and 157 (39.5%) of them in 50-249. 
 
As a first step, the data were tested with EFA 
analysis. Results of the analysis show that Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value is 0.887 and Barlett Test 
value is 1695.352 (p=0.000), and degree of freedom 
is 276. Greater than 60% for KMO and less than 0.05 
for the Barlett Test P value indicate that the data are 
appropriate for EFA [9]-[10]. Principal component 
analysis and varimax rotation method are used in 
EFA. After removing statements which have less than 
0.50 communality value (EN1, EN6, EN8, HR1, 
HR6, HR7, LA2, and SO2), the repeated analysis 
results are given in Table 1. 
 
5 factors with an eigenvalue greater than 1 were 
found as a result of EFA analysis in Table 1. Total 
variance explained by these 5 factors is 57.991%. If 
the total variance explained is above 50% and 
Cronbach’s Alfa coefficient is above 70%, it is 
enough for construct validity and reliability of the 
scale [11]. The first factor accounts for 14.855% of 
the total variance, 12.754% for the second factor, 
11.452% for the third factor, 10.358% for the fourth 
factor, and 8.572% for the fifth factor.  
 
The Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient was calculated for 
the reliability of the developed scale to determine the 
dimensions of sustainability performance indicators 
appropriate for SMEs. The Cronbach’s Alpha 
coefficient was found as 0.806 for the environment 
dimension, 0.791 for the product responsibility 
dimension, 0.809 for the human rights dimension, 
0.722 in the labor practices and decent work 
dimension, and 0.741 for the social dimension. The 
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Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient for all statements of the 
scale was found 0.903. The scale value was 
considered to be highly reliable if it is in between 
0.80 to 1 [9]. 

Factors 
Factor 
Loadin
gs 

Eige
nvalu
es  

%  
Variance      
Explaine

α 

Environment
al 

 

3,565 14,855 0,80
6 

EN4 0,706 
EN7 0,679 
EN10 0,652 
EN9 0,645 
EN5 0,642 
EN3 0,585 
EN2 0,501 
Product 
Responsibilit
y 

 

3,061 12,754 0,79
1 

PR2 0,756 
PR1 0,691 
PR3 0,667 
PR4 0,612 
PR5 0,605 
Human 
Rights 

 

2,748 11,452 0,80
9 

HR4 0,765 
HR5 0,761 
HR2 0,735 
HR3 0,647 
Labor 
Practices and 
Decent Work 

 

2,486 10,358 0,72
2 

LA5 0,697 
LA3 0,663 
LA4 0,657 
LA1 0,590 
Social  

2,057 8,572 0,74
1 

SO4 0,708 
SO5 0,607 
SO3 0,580 
SO1 0,503 
KMO: 0,887/ Barlett Test: 1695,352 / p=0,000 / 
α:0,903 

Table1: Explanatory Factor Analysis Results 
 
As a result of EFA analysis, it is found that the first 
factor consists of 7 statements (EN4, EN7, EN10, 
EN9, EN5, EN3, EN2), the second factor consists of 
5 statements (PR2, PR1, PR3, PR4, PR5), the third 
factor consists of 4 statements (HR4, HR5, HR2, 
HR3), the fourth factor consists of 4 statements (LA5, 
LA3, LA4, LA1), and fifth factor consists of 4 
statements (SO4, SO5, SO3, SO1). When evaluating 
the statements of these factors, it is seen that the first 
factor is related to environment, the second factor is 
related to product responsibility, the third factor is 
related to human rights, the fourth factor is related to 

labor practices and decent work, and the fifth factor is 
related to society in parallel with the literature.  
As a second step, the model obtained with EFA was 
tested with CFA by using AMOS 20.0 statistical 
program. The calculated values of fit index in the 
CFA analysis and acceptability levels are given in 
Table 2.  
 
Fit 
Indexes Acceptability levels Calculated 

Values 

χ2 0≤χ2≤2df good fit,  
2df<χ2≤5df acceptable,  548.911 

χ2 / sd 0 ≤ χ2 / df ≤ 3 good fit 
3 < χ2 / df ≤ 5 acceptable 1.382 

GFI 0.95 ≤ GFI ≤ 1 good fit, 
0.90 ≤GFI < 0.95 acceptable 0.902 

AGFI 0.90 ≤ AGFI ≤ 1 good fit 
0.80≤AGFI<0.90 acceptable  0.881 

RMSEA 0 ≤ RMSEA ≤ 0.05 good fit 
0.05<RMSEA≤0.10acceptable 0.055 

CFI 0.95 ≤ CFI ≤1 good fit 
0.80 ≤ CFI < 0.95 acceptable 0.896 

NFI 0.95 ≤ NFI ≤ 1 good fit 
0.90 ≤ NFI < 0.95 acceptable 0.828 

Resource: [12]-[13]-[14]-[15].    
Table 2: Acceptability Levels in CFA 

Some goodness of fit statistics was used in CFA to 
evaluate the validity of the model such as the Chi-
Square Fit statistic (χ2), Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), 
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI), Root Mean 
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Normed Fit Index 
(NFI). As a result of CFA analysis in Table 2, the χ2 
value was found as 548.911. It is desirable that the 
value of χ2 is low. Since this value is sensitive to the 
sample size, the value of χ2/df corrected by the degree 
of freedom is used in order to get high χ2 value in 
large samples. The χ2/df value in this study was found 
to be 1.382. The χ2/df value at 3 and below seems to 
be a good fit. GFI value was 0.902, AGFI value was 
0.881, RMSEA value was 0.055, CFI value was 
0.896, and NFI value was 0.828 in the model. Except 
the NFI value, all other fit indices are within the 
acceptability levels. The results of Confirmatory 
Factor Analysis for the model in this study is given in 
Table 3.As it is seen in Table 3, the factor loads of the 
statements in environment dimension are changing 
between 0.531 and 0.672, between 0.499 and 0.685 
for the statements in product responsibility 
dimension, between 0.557 and 0.774 for the 
statements in human rights dimension, between 0.502 
and 0.667 for the statements in labor practices and 
decent work dimension, and between 0.581 and 0.701 
for the social dimension. Likewise, the variance 
explained was found to be 0.52 for environment, 0.78 
for product responsibility, and 0.58 for human rights, 
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0.55 for labor practices and decent work, and 0.92 for 
social. In addition, factors’ reliability coefficients are 
0.72 for environmental, 0.89 for product 
responsibility, 0.78 for human rights, 0.75 for labor 
practices and decent work, and 0.96 for social. 
Therefore, it is seen that the scale developed 
according to the results of EFA and DFA is valid and 
reliable since all variances explained are more than 
0.50 and all reliability coefficients are more than 
0.70.  
 

Fa
ct

or
s 

St
at

em
en

ts 

Fa
ct

or
 L

oa
di

ng
s 

U
ns

ta
nd

ar
di

ze
d 

V
al

ue
s 

St
an

da
rd

 
Er

ro
rs

 t 
%

 
V

ar
ia

nc
e 

   
  

Ex
pl

ai
ne

d α 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l 

EN2 0,537 1,000   

0,5
2 

0,7
2 

EN3 0,524 1,171 0,151 7,761* 
EN4 0,592 1,283 0,153 8,392* 
EN5 0,531 1,118 0,143 7,825* 
EN7 0,652 1,360 0,153 8,875* 
EN9 0,575 1,205 0,146 8,240* 
EN10 0,672 1,331 0,148 9,020* 

Pr
od

uc
t 

re
sp

on
si

bi
lit

y 

PR1 0,671 1,000   

0,7
8 

0,8
9 

PR2 0,628 1,069 0,100 10,658
* PR3 0,679 1,324 0,116 11,379
* PR4 0,499 1,053 0,121 8,696* 

PR5 0,685 1,208 0,105 11,457
* 

   
H

um
an

 ri
gh

ts HR2 0,557 1,000   

0,5
8 

0,7
8 

HR3 0,698 1,268 0,130 9,748* 
HR4 0,774 1,275 0,124 10,256

* HR5 0,742 1,163 0,116 10,064
* 

La
bo

r 
pr

ac
tic

es
 

an
d 

de
ce

nt
 w

or
k LA1 0,548 1,000   

0,5
5 

0,7
5 

LA3 0,663 1,046 0,123 8,499* 
LA4 0,667 1,383 0,162 8,520* 

LA5 0,502 0,711 0,098 7,233* 

So
ci

al
 

SO1 0,581 1,000   

0,9
2 

0,9
6 

SO3 0,657 1,241 0,111 11,177
* SO4 0,701 1,118 0,105 10,644
* SO5 0,637 1,077 0,111 9,663* 

*p <0.05, ** p<0.01 
Table 3:Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results 

 
As a result of the study, it was seen that SMEs can 
report the amount of energy consumption and saving, 
the amount of expenditures spent to protect the 
environment, the information on the compliance of 
products or services with health and safety 

regulations, the information on the compliance of 
labeling product or services with the regulations, the 
information on penalties for failure to comply with 
the regulations, the information about measures taken 
to eliminate child labor, the information about 
measures taken to remove the forced labor, measures 
taken against employment, the number of employees 
who help monitor occupational health and safety 
programs, the average annual training hours per 
employee, the distribution of employees by gender 
and age, and the penalties due to violation of the 
regulations.  
However, it has been determined that there is no clear 
information about the total water use or the amount of 
recycled and reused water, the natural habitats 
preserved or improved during enterprises’ operations, 
the amount of greenhouse gases and other air 
emissions that arise during enterprises’ operations, 
the initiatives to reduce the environmental impact of 
products or services, the information about customer's 
personal privacy violations, the total number of 
incidents of discrimination and the measures taken, 
the information about rights of employees to use the 
freedom of association and collective bargaining, the 
impact of enterprises’ operations on local people, and 
legal proceedings against acts of limiting competition 
for SMEs or these disclosures may be difficult for 
SMEs to report. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
During the scale development process to determine 
sustainability performance indicators appropriate for 
SMEs,  some statements were removed from the scale 
such as information on the amount of used and 
recycled materials, total waste weight, penalties for 
non-compliance with environmental laws and 
regulations, the number of employees covered by 
collective bargaining agreements, the number of 
agreements containing provisions, the number of 
security personnel trained, the measures taken for the 
violation of the rights of local people, and the 
measures taken against corruption. It can be said that 
these statements are not appropriate for SMEs to 
report, reporting them may be difficult for SMEs, 
they are not involved in the way SMEs do their 
business.  
 
The sustainability reports, which were prepared 
according to the GRI Guidelines, were examined in 
this study. The sustainability reports prepared the 
other sustainability guidelines can be examined in 
future studies. Due to time and cost constraints, all 
the social and environmental disclosures could not be 
taken into account in the survey conducted to 
determine sustainability performance indicators 
appropriate for SMEs. Similar studies may be 
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prepared by including other disclosures in the GRI 
Guide for future studies. 
 
REFERENCES 

 
[1] N. Ergün,”KOBİ’ler ve Girişimcilerin Türk 

Ekonomisindeki Yeri ve Önemi”, Kalkınmada 
Anahtar Verimlilik, 287, pp.4-6, 2012. 

[2] S. Wong, “Sustainability Reporting of Smalland 
Medium-Sized Businesses in the Electricity 
Distribution Industry in Australia”, International 
Journal of Business Research, 10(2), pp.285-290, 
2010. 

[3] S. Vijfvinkel, N. Bouman & J. Hessels, 
“Environmental Sustainability and Financial 
Performance of SMEs”, Scientific Analysis of 
Entrepreneurship and SMEs, pp.3-47, 2011. 

[4] M. Arena and G. Azzone, “A Process-Based 
Operational Framework for Sustainability Reporting in 
SME’s”, Journal of Small Business and Enterprise 
Development, 19 (4), pp.669-686, 2012. 

[5] T. B. Ramos, T. Cecílio, C. H Douglas & S. Caeiro, 
“Corporate Sustainability Reporting and the Relations 
with Evaluation and Management Frameworks: The 
Portuguese Case”, Journal of Cleaner Production, 
pp.317-328, 2013. 

[6] URL,https://www.globalreporting.org/resourcelibrary/
Turkish-G3-Reporting-Guidelines.pdf, Accessed on 
13/02/2017. 

[7] URL,http://www.globalcompactturkiye.org, Accessed 
on 14/02/2017. 

[8] R. Altunışık, R. Coşkun, S. Bayraktaroğlu & E. 
Yıldırım, Sosyal Bilimlerde Araştırma Yöntemleri, 
Sakarya: Sakarya Yayıncılık, 2007. 

[9] Ş. Kalaycı, SPSS Uygulamalı Çok Değişkenli 
İstatistik Teknikleri, 5.Edition, Ankara: Asıl Yayın 
Dağıtım, 2010. 

[10] F. Çankaya & E. Dinç, “Türkiye Finansal Raporlama 
Standartlarının Uygulama Başarısını Etkileyen 
Faktörler: Bağımsız Denetçiler Üzerine Bir 
Araştırma”, Süleyman Demirel Üniversitesi İİBF 
Dergisi, 14(1), pp.81-102, 2012. 

[11] H. K. Güleş, T. Akgemci & M. Türkmen, “Stratejik 
Üretim İşletme Performansı İlişkisi: Yapısal Eşitlik 
Modellemesi Üzerine Bir Analiz”, Ekonometri ve 
İstatistik e-Dergisi, (13), pp.62-79, 2011. 

[12] D. Tunalı, D., Bir Yapısal Eşitlik Modeli Önerisi: 
Çalışanlarda İş Tatmini ve Örgütsel Bağlılığın 
Tükenmişliğe Etkisi, (Unpublished PhD Thesis), 
Eskişehir Anadolı Üniversitesi, Sosyal Bilimler 
Enstitüsü, 2012. 

[13] T. Demiralay, Hekimlerde Örgütsel Sessizliğin 
Yapısal Eşitlik Modeliyle İncelenmesi, (Unpublished 
PhD Thesis),Trakya Üniversitesi, Sosyal Bilimler 
Enstitüsü, 2014. 

[14] C.H.Meydan, H. Şeşen, Yapısal Eşitlik Modellemesi 
ve AMOS Uygulamaları, Ankara: Detay Yayıncılık, 
2011. 

[15] D. Hooper, J. Coughlan and M. Mullen, “Structural 
Equation Modelling: Guidelines for Determining 
Model Fit”, Electronic Journal of Business Research 
Methods, 6(1), pp. 53-60, 2008. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

http://iraj.in
https://www.globalreporting.org/resourcelibrary/
http://www.globalcompactturkiye.org,

