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Abstract: Organizations often discuss crises through their visible outcomes; however, many organizational
breakdowns deepen because weak signals, delayed decisions, disrupted information flows, and normalized
minor deviations that emerge before the crisis are not recognized in time. The existing literature makes strong
contributions to this debate through organizational resilience, dynamic capabilities, weak signals,
organizational learning, and organizational memory. Nevertheless, these approaches remain limited in offering
an integrated explanation of how organizations diagnose pre-crisis vulnerabilities, at which thresholds they
generate alarms, how they initiate preventive intervention, and how they transform these experiences into
organizational learning. This study reconceptualizes organizational immunity not as a defensive capacity
activated after a crisis, but as a cyclical architecture that connects early warning, weak-link diagnosis, risk
thresholds, preventive intervention, and organizational learning processes. The proposed organizational
immunity architecture is built on four panels: leadership/structure, adaptation, integration, and intellectual
capital. These panels treat organizational weaknesses not as general performance problems, but as diagnostic
domains that can be read through decision clarity, responsiveness to change, systemic coherence, and the
preservation and use of knowledge. In this respect, the model is not a new label for resilience, dynamic
capabilities, or organizational learning; rather, it is an original theoretical framework that integrates the
explanatory power of these literatures within a cycle of early diagnosis and preventive regulation. The study
contributes to organizational immunity research by shifting the focus from post-crisis reaction to pre-crisis
diagnosis, threshold assessment, and learning-oriented intervention. The model can be tested in future
longitudinal, multi-source, and event-based studies; it also provides a conceptual basis for designing early
warning panels, weak-link analyses, and preventive governance mechanisms in organizations.

Keywords: Organizational Immunity Architecture, Early Warning Systems, Weak Signal Detection, Pre-crisis
Diagnosis, Preventive Intervention, Management and Organization, Organizational behavior
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1760 Osman Kara

zamaninda okunamamastyla derinlesir. Mevcut literatiir orgiitsel dayaniklilik, dinamik yetenekler, zayif
sinyaller, orgiitsel 6grenme ve Orgilitsel hafiza tizerinden bu tartismaya giiclii katkilar sunmaktadir. Bununla
birlikte bu yaklasimlar, orgiitlerin kriz ncesi kirilganliklar1 nasil teshis ettigi, hangi esiklerde alarm tirettigi,
Onleyici miidahaleyi nasil baglattigi ve bu deneyimi nasil kurumsal dgrenmeye doniistiirdiigii konusunda
biitiinciil bir agiklama sunmakta sinirli kalmaktadir. Bu ¢alisma, orgiitsel bagisiklik kavramini kriz sonrasinda
devreye giren savunmaci bir kapasite olarak degil, erken uyari, zayif halka teshisi, risk esigi, onleyici miidahale
ve Orgiitsel Ogrenme siireclerini  birbirine baglayan dongilisel bir mimari olarak yeniden
kavramsallastirmaktadir. Onerilen orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi, liderlik/yapi, adaptasyon, entegrasyon ve
entelektiiel sermaye panelleri iizerine kuruludur. Bu paneller, orgiitsel zayifliklar: genel performans sorunlari
olarak degil; karar acikligi, degisime yanit verme kapasitesi, sistem i¢i biitiinlik ve bilginin korunup
kullanilabilmesi iizerinden okunabilen teshis alanlar1 olarak ele almaktadir. Bu yoniiyle model, dayaniklilik,
dinamik yetenekler ya da orgiitsel 6grenmenin yeni bir adi degildir; bu literatiirlerin agiklayici giiciinii erken
teshis ve Onleyici diizenleme dongiisiinde birlestiren 6zgiin bir kuramsal cercevedir. Calisma, Orgiitsel
bagisiklik ¢aligmalaria kriz sonrasi tepki yerine kriz dncesi tani, esik degerlendirmesi ve 6grenen miidahale
mantigint eklemektedir. Model, ileride boylamsal, ¢cok kaynakli ve olay-temelli arastirmalarla test edilebilir;
ayrica Orgiitlerde erken uyari panelleri, zayif halka analizleri ve Onleyici ydnetisim mekanizmalarinin
tasarlanmasi i¢in kavramsal bir zemin sunar.

Anahtar kelimeler: Orgiitsel Bagisiklik Mimarisi, Erken Uyar Sistemleri, Zayif Sinyal Tespiti, Kriz Oncesi
Tani, Onleyici Miidahale, Yo6netim ve Organizasyon, Orgiitsel Davranis.
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Structured Abstract:

This study conceptualizes the organizational immunity architecture not as a defensive reflex activated
after a crisis emerges, but as a cyclical diagnosis and learning architecture capable of reading the early signs
that generate the possibility of crisis, distinguishing the sources of vulnerabilities, assessing risk thresholds,
initiating preventive intervention, and transforming this experience into organizational learning and memory.
The main question of the study is how organizations recognize weak signals before a crisis becomes visible,
how they diagnose vulnerable points within the organization, at which thresholds they generate alarms, and
how they transform this diagnosis into preventive managerial action. Contemporary organizations face not only
competitive pressure and technological change, but also supply chain disruptions, workforce mobility,
reputational risk, deterioration in information flows, and sudden environmental fluctuations. Under these
conditions, explaining organizational success solely through how rapidly an organization recovers after a crisis
remains insufficient. The truly critical issue is whether the weak signals that emerge before a crisis becomes
visible are noticed, whether vulnerable points within the organization are diagnosed in time, and whether this
diagnosis can be transformed into preventive managerial action.

Although the organizational immunity architecture shares the same field of debate with the literatures
on resilience, dynamic capabilities, risk management, weak signals, organizational learning, organizational
memory, and intellectual capital, it is not a simple sum of these concepts. The resilience literature explains the
capacity of organizations to maintain functionality in the face of unexpected events, adapt under pressure, and
establish a new equilibrium after disruption. The organizational immunity architecture, however, approaches
how resilience becomes possible from an earlier point: through which indicators is deterioration within the
organization noticed before it turns into performance loss, crisis behavior, or visible collapse, and how is it
connected to preventive decisions? While the dynamic capabilities approach focuses on the ability of
organizations to integrate, reconfigure, and transform their resources in changing environments, the
organizational immunity architecture discusses how the need for such reconfiguration is diagnosed and under
which conditions it gains priority. Risk management offers a systematic framework for identifying, classifying,
monitoring, and controlling uncertainties; however, within the organizational immunity architecture, the issue
is not merely to identify or reduce risks. The more fundamental issue is the organization’s ability to recognize
immunity losses occurring within itself in time, to interpret these losses managerially, and to transfer the
information obtained into learning and memory processes.

This study is based on a conceptual model development approach. Therefore, no quantitative or
qualitative population, sample, field data, data collection instrument, or scale was used in the study. The main
methodological basis is the analytical integration of the literatures explaining the organizational immunity
architecture and their rearticulation within the processes of early warning, weak-link diagnosis, risk threshold,
preventive intervention, organizational learning, and organizational memory. The proposed model is built on
four main panels: leadership/structure, adaptation, integration, and intellectual capital. These panels are not
independent measurement headings, but complementary diagnostic domains that help explain where the
organization weakens, through which channels this weakness spreads, and what kind of intervention it requires.
If the model is empirically tested in the future, employee surveys, error reports, project delays, employee
turnover rates, customer complaints, internal audit findings, and meeting records can be used together.

As a result of the conceptual study, it is concluded that the organizational immunity architecture is not
a control activity conducted at certain intervals, but a continuously operating cycle of early warning and
preventive intervention. The organization collects signals from the environment and from its own internal
order, interprets them, distinguishes the source of weakness, intervenes when necessary, and transfers this
experience to its subsequent decisions. The diagnostic quality of the model stems from its evaluation of early
warning indicators within the organization not as isolated symptoms, but as patterns associated with
organizational functions. The unusual prolongation of decision-making processes, the blurring of role and
authority boundaries, delayed or incomplete circulation of information among units, coordination weaknesses,
the concentration of critical knowledge in a few individuals, the repetition of the same mistakes, or employees’
inability to express problems openly do not, by themselves, mean crisis. However, when such indicators are
monitored together and over time, they may provide important clues about the area in which the organization
is experiencing immunity loss. The Challenger and Columbia examples show why the organizational immunity
architecture should focus not only on technical risks, but also on organizational interpretation, culture,
communication, and decision-making structure.
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In conclusion, the organizational immunity architecture builds its claim to make organizations more
resilient against crises on the capacity to perceive earlier, interpret more accurately, and intervene in a more
timely manner. The model does not promise a flawless control system; it reminds us that vulnerabilities often
appear before visible outcomes, in the form of small deviations and neglected signals. Therefore, how early,
how honestly, and how learning-oriented organizations can read their own weaknesses should be at the center
of management and organization research, as much as how strong they are. For practitioners, early warning
panels, weak-link analyses, risk threshold indicators, and preventive governance mechanisms can be
developed. For researchers, it is recommended that the model be tested through longitudinal, multi-source, and
event-based designs, and through the panels of leadership/structure, adaptation, integration, and intellectual
capital.

Keywords: Organizational Immunity Architecture; Early Warning Systems; Weak Signal Detection;
Pre-crisis Diagnosis; Preventive Intervention; Organizational Learning; Management and Organization;
Organizational Behavior.
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Résumé Structuré:

Cette étude conceptualise 1’architecture de I’immunité organisationnelle non comme un réflexe
défensif activé aprés 1’émergence d’une crise, mais comme une architecture cyclique de diagnostic et
d’apprentissage, capable de déceler les signes précoces susceptibles de conduire a une crise, de distinguer les
sources de vulnérabilité, d’évaluer les seuils de risque, d’engager une intervention préventive et de transformer
cette expérience en apprentissage et en mémoire organisationnels. La question centrale de I’é¢tude consiste a
déterminer comment les organisations reperent les signaux faibles avant qu’une crise ne devienne manifeste,
comment elles diagnostiquent leurs points de vulnérabilité internes, a partir de quels seuils elles déclenchent
des alertes et comment elles traduisent ce diagnostic en actions managériales préventives. Les organisations
contemporaines sont confrontées non seulement a la pression concurrentielle et au changement technologique,
mais également aux perturbations des chaines d’approvisionnement, a la mobilité de la main-d’ceuvre, au risque
réputationnel, a la dégradation des flux d’information et aux fluctuations soudaines de leur environnement.
Dans ces conditions, expliquer la réussite organisationnelle uniquement par la rapidité du rétablissement aprés
une crise demeure insuffisant. L’enjeu véritablement déterminant est de savoir si les signaux faibles qui
apparaissent avant qu’une crise ne devienne manifeste sont repérés, si les points de vulnérabilité internes sont
diagnostiqués en temps utile et si ce diagnostic peut étre traduit en actions managériales préventives.

Bien que I’architecture de I’immunité organisationnelle s’inscrive dans le méme champ de discussion
que les travaux sur la résilience, les capacités dynamiques, la gestion des risques, les signaux faibles,
I’apprentissage organisationnel, la mémoire organisationnelle et le capital intellectuel, elle ne constitue pas une
simple addition de ces concepts. La littérature sur la résilience explique la capacité des organisations a
maintenir leur fonctionnement face a des événements imprévus, a s’adapter sous pression et a établir un nouvel
équilibre aprés une perturbation. L’architecture de I’immunité organisationnelle examine toutefois les
conditions de possibilité de cette résilience a un stade plus précoce : au moyen de quels indicateurs la
dégradation interne est-elle repérée avant de se traduire par une baisse de performance, des comportements de
crise ou un effondrement manifeste, et comment ce repérage est-il relié aux décisions préventives ? Alors que
I’approche des capacités dynamiques se concentre sur 1’aptitude des organisations a intégrer, a reconfigurer et
a transformer leurs ressources dans des environnements changeants, [’architecture de I’immunité
organisationnelle examine la maniére dont le besoin de reconfiguration est diagnostiqué et les conditions dans
lesquelles il devient prioritaire. La gestion des risques fournit un cadre systématique pour identifier, classer,
surveiller et maitriser les incertitudes ; cependant, dans 1’architecture de I’immunité organisationnelle, I’enjeu
ne se limite pas a identifier ou a réduire les risques. Il concerne, plus fondamentalement, la capacité de
I’organisation a reconnaitre en temps utile les pertes d’immunité qui se produisent en son sein, a les interpréter
sur le plan managérial et a intégrer les informations obtenues aux processus d’apprentissage et de mémoire
organisationnels.

Cette étude repose sur une démarche de développement d’un modéle conceptuel. Elle ne mobilise
donc ni population ni échantillon relevant d’un dispositif quantitatif ou qualitatif, ni données de terrain, ni
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instrument de collecte de données, ni échelle de mesure. Son principal fondement méthodologique réside dans
I’intégration analytique des travaux permettant d’expliquer 1’architecture de I’immunité organisationnelle et
dans leur réarticulation autour des processus d’alerte précoce, de diagnostic des maillons faibles, de
détermination des seuils de risque, d’intervention préventive, d’apprentissage organisationnel et de mémoire
organisationnelle. Le mod¢le proposé s’articule autour de quatre volets principaux : leadership/structure,
adaptation, intégration et capital intellectuel. Ces volets ne constituent pas des rubriques de mesure
indépendantes, mais des domaines diagnostiques complémentaires permettant d’expliquer ou 1’organisation
s’affaiblit, par quels canaux cet affaiblissement se propage et quel type d’intervention il requiert. Si le modele
fait ultérieurement 1’objet d’une mise a I’épreuve empirique, les enquétes auprés du personnel, les rapports
d’erreurs, les retards de projets, les taux de rotation du personnel, les réclamations des clients, les constats
d’audit interne et les comptes rendus de réunion pourront étre exploités conjointement.

L’analyse conceptuelle conduit & conclure que 1’architecture de I’'immunité organisationnelle ne
constitue pas une activité de controle menée a intervalles déterminés, mais un cycle continu d’alerte précoce
et d’intervention préventive. L’organisation recueille des signaux issus de son environnement et de son propre
fonctionnement interne, les interpréte, distingue la source de I’affaiblissement, intervient lorsque cela s’avére
nécessaire et mobilise cette expérience dans ses décisions ultérieures. La qualité diagnostique du mode¢le tient
au fait qu’il évalue les indicateurs d’alerte précoce internes non comme des symptomes isolés, mais comme
des configurations associées aux fonctions organisationnelles. L’allongement inhabituel des processus
décisionnels, le brouillage des délimitations des roles et de 1’autorité, la circulation tardive ou incompléte de
I’information entre les unités, les déficiences de coordination, la concentration des connaissances critiques
entre les mains de quelques individus, la répétition des mémes erreurs ou l’incapacité des membres du
personnel & exprimer ouvertement les problémes ne signifient pas, pris isolément, qu’une crise est en cours.
Toutefois, lorsque ces indicateurs font 1’objet d’un suivi conjoint dans le temps, ils peuvent fournir des indices
importants sur le domaine dans lequel I’organisation subit une perte d’immunité. Les exemples de Challenger
et de Columbia montrent pourquoi I’architecture de I’immunité organisationnelle doit porter son attention non
seulement sur les risques techniques, mais également sur l’interprétation organisationnelle, la culture, la
communication et la structure décisionnelle.

En conclusion, I’architecture de I’immunité organisationnelle fonde son ambition de rendre les
organisations plus résilientes face aux crises sur leur capacité a percevoir plus tot, a interpréter avec davantage
de justesse et a intervenir au moment opportun. Le modéle ne promet pas un systéme de contrdle sans faille ;
il rappelle que les vulnérabilités apparaissent souvent avant leurs conséquences visibles, sous la forme d’écarts
mineurs et de signaux négligés. Dés lors, la précocité, la franchise et 1’orientation vers I’apprentissage avec
lesquelles les organisations parviennent a discerner leurs propres faiblesses devraient occuper une place
centrale dans la recherche en management et en organisation, au méme titre que leur degré de solidité. Pour les
praticiens, des tableaux de bord d’alerte précoce, des analyses des maillons faibles, des indicateurs de seuils de
risque et des mécanismes de gouvernance préventive peuvent étre développés. Pour les chercheurs, il est
recommandé de mettre le modéle a I’épreuve au moyen de dispositifs longitudinaux, multisources et fondés
sur les événements, en examinant les volets leadership/structure, adaptation, intégration et capital intellectuel.

Mots-clés: Architecture de I’immunité organisationnelle ; systémes d’alerte précoce ; détection des
signaux faibles ; diagnostic précrise ; intervention préventive ; apprentissage organisationnel ; management et
organisation ; comportement organisationnel.

Resumen Estructurado:

Este estudio conceptualiza la arquitectura de la inmunidad organizacional no como un reflejo
defensivo que se activa tras la aparicion de una crisis, sino como una arquitectura ciclica de diagnostico y
aprendizaje capaz de interpretar los indicios tempranos que generan la posibilidad de una crisis, distinguir las
fuentes de vulnerabilidad, evaluar los umbrales de riesgo, iniciar intervenciones preventivas y transformar esta
experiencia en aprendizaje y memoria organizacionales. La pregunta central del estudio es cdémo las
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organizaciones reconocen las sefiales débiles antes de que una crisis se vuelva visible, como diagnostican sus
puntos vulnerables internos, a partir de qué umbrales generan alertas y como traducen este diagndstico en
acciones directivas preventivas. Las organizaciones contemporaneas afrontan no solo presiones competitivas
y cambios tecnoldgicos, sino también interrupciones en las cadenas de suministro, movilidad de la fuerza
laboral, riesgos reputacionales, deterioro de los flujos de informacién y fluctuaciones repentinas del entorno.
En estas condiciones, resulta insuficiente explicar el éxito organizacional inicamente en funcién de la rapidez
con la que una organizacion se recupera después de una crisis. La cuestion verdaderamente decisiva es si se
detectan las sefiales débiles que aparecen antes de que la crisis se vuelva visible, si se diagnostican
oportunamente los puntos vulnerables de la organizacion y si este diagnéstico puede traducirse en acciones
directivas preventivas.

Aunque la arquitectura de la inmunidad organizacional comparte un mismo campo de debate con la
literatura sobre resiliencia, capacidades dinamicas, gestion de riesgos, seflales débiles, aprendizaje
organizacional, memoria organizacional y capital intelectual, no constituye una mera suma de estos conceptos.
La literatura sobre resiliencia explica la capacidad de las organizaciones para mantener su funcionalidad ante
acontecimientos imprevistos, adaptarse bajo presion y establecer un nuevo equilibrio tras una perturbacion. Sin
embargo, la arquitectura de la inmunidad organizacional aborda las condiciones que hacen posible la resiliencia
desde una fase mas temprana: ;mediante qué indicadores se detecta el deterioro interno antes de que se traduzca
en una disminucion del desempefio, comportamientos de crisis o un colapso visible, y como se vincula esta
deteccion con las decisiones preventivas? Mientras que el enfoque de las capacidades dinamicas se centra en
la capacidad de las organizaciones para integrar, reconfigurar y transformar sus recursos en entornos
cambiantes, la arquitectura de la inmunidad organizacional examina como se diagnostica la necesidad de dicha
reconfiguracion y en qué condiciones adquiere prioridad. La gestion de riesgos ofrece un marco sistematico
para identificar, clasificar, supervisar y controlar las incertidumbres; no obstante, dentro de la arquitectura de
la inmunidad organizacional, la cuestion no consiste unicamente en identificar o reducir los riesgos. El aspecto
mas fundamental radica en la capacidad de la organizacion para reconocer oportunamente las pérdidas de
inmunidad que se producen en su interior, interpretarlas desde una perspectiva directiva e incorporar la
informacion obtenida a los procesos de aprendizaje y memoria organizacionales.

Este estudio se fundamenta en un enfoque de desarrollo de un modelo conceptual. Por consiguiente,
no se recurrié a una poblacion ni a una muestra en el marco de un diseflo cuantitativo o cualitativo, ni se
utilizaron datos de campo, instrumentos de recopilacion de datos o escalas de medicion. Su principal
fundamento metodoldgico consiste en la integracion analitica de la literatura que explica la arquitectura de la
inmunidad organizacional y en su rearticulacion en torno a los procesos de alerta temprana, diagnodstico de
eslabones débiles, determinacion de umbrales de riesgo, intervencion preventiva, aprendizaje organizacional y
memoria organizacional. El modelo propuesto se estructura en cuatro paneles principales: liderazgo/estructura,
adaptacion, integracion y capital intelectual. Estos paneles no constituyen categorias de medicion
independientes, sino ambitos diagnosticos complementarios que contribuyen a explicar donde se debilita la
organizacion, por qué canales se propaga esa debilidad y qué tipo de intervencion requiere. Si el modelo se
somete a contrastacion empirica en el futuro, podran utilizarse conjuntamente encuestas al personal, informes
de errores, datos sobre retrasos en los proyectos, tasas de rotacion del personal, reclamaciones de clientes,
hallazgos de auditoria interna y actas de reuniones.

Como resultado del estudio conceptual, se concluye que la arquitectura de la inmunidad
organizacional no constituye una actividad de control realizada a intervalos determinados, sino un ciclo
continuo de alerta temprana e intervencion preventiva. La organizacion recopila sefiales procedentes del
entorno y de su propio funcionamiento interno, las interpreta, distingue el origen de la debilidad, interviene
cuando resulta necesario e incorpora esta experiencia a sus decisiones posteriores. La calidad diagnostica del
modelo deriva de la evaluacion de los indicadores internos de alerta temprana como patrones asociados con las
funciones organizacionales, en lugar de tratarlos como sintomas aislados. La prolongacion inusual de los
procesos de toma de decisiones, la difuminacién de los limites de los roles y de la autoridad, la circulacion
tardia o incompleta de la informacion entre unidades, las deficiencias de coordinacion, la concentracion del
conocimiento critico en unas pocas personas, la reiteracion de los mismos errores o la incapacidad del personal
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para expresar abiertamente los problemas no implican, por si solos, la existencia de una crisis. Sin embargo,
cuando estos indicadores se supervisan de manera conjunta y a lo largo del tiempo, pueden proporcionar
indicios importantes sobre el ambito en el que la organizacion esta experimentando una pérdida de inmunidad.
Los ejemplos de Challenger y Columbia muestran por qué la arquitectura de la inmunidad organizacional debe
centrarse no solo en los riesgos técnicos, sino también en la interpretacion organizacional, la cultura, la
comunicacion y la estructura de toma de decisiones.

En conclusion, la arquitectura de la inmunidad organizacional fundamenta su pretension de aumentar
la resiliencia de las organizaciones frente a las crisis en la capacidad de percibir con mayor anticipacion,
interpretar con mayor precision e intervenir de manera mas oportuna. El modelo no promete un sistema de
control infalible; recuerda que las vulnerabilidades suelen manifestarse antes de que sus consecuencias sean
visibles, en forma de pequeiias desviaciones y sefiales desatendidas. Por ello, la antelacion, la honestidad y la
orientacion al aprendizaje con las que las organizaciones son capaces de interpretar sus propias debilidades
deberian ocupar un lugar central en la investigacion sobre administraciéon y organizacion, tanto como su grado
de fortaleza. Para los profesionales, pueden desarrollarse paneles de alerta temprana, analisis de eslabones
débiles, indicadores de umbrales de riesgo y mecanismos de gobernanza preventiva. Para los investigadores,
se recomienda someter el modelo a contrastacion mediante disefios longitudinales, con multiples fuentes y
basados en acontecimientos, asi como a través de los paneles de liderazgo/estructura, adaptacion, integracion
y capital intelectual.

Palabras clave: Arquitectura de la inmunidad organizacional; sistemas de alerta temprana; deteccion
de sefiales débiles; diagnostico previo a la crisis; intervencion preventiva; aprendizaje organizacional;
administracion y organizacion; comportamiento organizacional.
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CTpyKTypHpOBaHHasi AHHOTALUS:

B HacTosieM uccie10BaHUM apXUTEKTypa OPraHu3allMOHHOIO0 UMMYHHUTETa KOHLENTYaIU3UPYETCs
HE KaK 3al[UTHAasl peaklMsl, aKTUBUpyeMasl MOocie BOBHUKHOBEHUST KpU3HCa, a KaK LIUKIMYECKask apXUTEKTypa
JIMAaTHOCTUKKW # 0OydYeHus, cmocoOHas paclo3HaBaTh paHHUE TPHU3HAKH, CO3JAIONINE MPEATNOCHUTKH
BO3HHUKHOBEHUS KpU3HCa, pa3rpaHUYMBaTh UCTOYHUKH YSI3BUMOCTH, OLIEHUBATh NOPOTOBbIE 3HAUEHHUS PUCKA,
WHHULAUPOBATh MPEBEHTHBHOEC BMEIIATEIFCTBO M MPe0OPa30BEIBAT ITOYICHHBIH OIBIT B OPraHU3allMOHHOE
o0ydeHre 1 OpraHu3aIMoOHHY0 MaMATh. OCHOBHOM MCCIIEOBATEILCKUAN BOMIPOC 3aKIIOYAETCS B TOM, KAKUM
0o0pa3oM oOpraHuM3alnyy pacro3HAIOT CJia0ble CHUTHAJBI IO TOTO, KaK KPU3UC CTAHOBUTCS SIBHBIM, Kak
JMUAarHOCTUPYIOT BHYTPEHHHE YSA3BUMBIC 3BEHbS, MIPH TOCTHYKEHUH KaKUX IIOPOTOBBIX 3HAUYCHHUH (POPMHUPYIOT
CUTHAJIBI TPEBOTH U KaK IPeo0pa3yIoT pe3yIbTaThl TUATHOCTUKH B IPCBCHTUBHBIC YIIPABICHICCKHE ICHCTBUS.
CoBpeMeHHbBIE OpTaHU3aIUN CTATKUBAIOTCS HE TOJHKO C KOHKYPEHTHBIM JIaBICHHUEM M TEXHOJIOTHUYECKUMU
W3MEHECHMSIMH, HO ¥ C HapyIICHUSAMH IIeTiel MOCTaBOK, MOOMILHOCTRIO pabodeil CHIIBI, pemyTallMOHHBIMH
pUCKaMH, yXyOIIeHHeM WH(QOPMAIHMOHHBIX MOTOKOB M PE3KMMH KoJeOaHWSIMH BHEIIHeH cpensl. B aTtmx
YCIIOBUSAX OOBSICHEHHWE OPTaHM3AIMOHHOTO YCIeXa HCKIIOYUTENBHO CKOPOCTBIO BOCCTAHOBJICHUS TOCTE
KpHU3Hca 0CTa&TCsl HEOCTATOYHBIM. [[pHHIIMTTHAIEHOE 3HAYEHUE UMEET TO, 3aMEYAI0TCS JIM ClIa0ble CUTHAIBI,
BO3HHUKAIOIIME /10 IBHOT'O MPOSIBJIEHUSI KPU3UCA, CBOEBPEMEHHO JIM JUAarHOCTUPYIOTCS BHYTPEHHUE YSA3BUMBIE
3BEHBSI U MOT'YT JIH PE3yJIbTAThI TAKOH THArHOCTUKH OBITh TPEOOPa30BaHbI B MPEBEHTUBHBIC YIIPABICHUESCKHE
JIEHCTBHUS.

XoTsl apXHUTEKTypa OpraHU3alMOHHOTO MMMYHHUTETa HaXOJUTCS B OOILIEM JMCKYCCHOHHOM IIOJE C
MCCIIEIOBaHUSIMH OPTaHU3AMOHHON PE3MIbEHTHOCTH, AMHAMUYECKHUX CIIOCOOHOCTEH, yIIpaBIeHUsI PUCKAMH,
Ca0bIX CHUTHAJIOB, OPTraHW3AI[IOHHOTO OOYYeHHsS, OPraHM3AIMOHHONH IaMATH W HHTEIJIEKTYaJIbHOTO
KaluTalla, OHa He MPECTaBIIsIeT COO0M NPOCTYI0 CyMMy 3THX KOHIENIUH. JIutepaTypa 1o opraHu3aliioHHOM
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PE3UIBEHTHOCTH OOBICHSET CIOCOOHOCTH OpraHU3alMi COXPaHIATh QYHKIIMOHAILHOCTD IIPH CTOJIKHOBEHHH C
HETIPEIBUACHHBIME COOBITHAMH, aJaliTHPOBATHCS B YCIOBHAX IABJICHHS U YCTaHABINBATH HOBOE PABHOBECHE
1ocyie  HapylleHHs (QYHKIMOHUPOBAaHUS. ApPXHUTEKTypa OpPraHM3alMOHHOTO HMMMYHHUTETa, OJHAaKOo,
paccMmarpuBaeT ycJOBHUs ()OPMHUPOBAHUS PE3WIILEHTHOCTH Ha 0OoJiee paHHEM JTare: MOCPEACTBOM KaKUX
WHIMKAaTOPOB BBIBICTCS YXYyAIICHHE BHYTPEHHETO COCTOSIHUS OPTaHU3alUH [JO TOTO, KaK OHO NepepacTéT B
CHIDKEHHE PE3yIbTaTHBHOCTH, KPU3NCHOE MOBEICHNE WM SIBHBII KOJUTAIC, M KAKUM 00pa3oM 3TO BEISBICHHUE
CBSI3BIBACTCSl C TPEBEHTHBHBIMHU peleHusMu? B To Bpems Kak MOAXOA JTUHAMHYECKHX CIIOCOOHOCTEH
COCPEOTOUCH Ha CIIOCOOHOCTH OpraHU3alUi HHTETPUPOBATh, PEKOH(UTYPHPOBATh U PE0OPa30BBIBATH CBOU
pecypcsl B HM3MEHSIOIIEHCS Cpele, apXWUTEKTypa OpraHM3allMOHHOTO HMMMYHHTETA pacCMaTpHUBAacT, Kak
JIMarHOCTHpYEeTCs MOTPeOHOCTh B TaKOW pPEKOH(QUIypalMH W INPH KaKUX YCIOBHUSAX OHAa IpHOOpEeTaeT
MPUOPUTETHOE 3HAYCHHE. YTPABICHUE PUCKAMU MpeJlaraeT CUCTEMaTHYeCKYl0 OCHOBY ISl BBISBIICHHUS,
KilacCU(UKauyu, MOHHUTOPUMHIa M KOHTPOJSI HEONPEAEIEHHOCTEH; OIHAKO B paMKaX apXHTEKTYPHI
OPTaHM3aI[IOHHOTO MMMYHHTETa 33la4a HE CBOAWTCS JIMIND K BBIBICHUIO WIIM CHIDKEHHIO PHCKOB. boiee
(yHAaMEeHTANBHBIH BOMPOC COCTOMT B CIIOCOOHOCTH OpraHM3allid CBOEBPEMEHHO pacliO3HaBaTh
MPOUCXOJAIIee BHYTpH He¢ ociableHre MMMYHHTETa, HHTEPIPETUPOBATH €0 C YNPAaBICHYECKOH TOUKH
3pEHHUS U BKIIIOYATH MOJYYEHHYIO HHPOPMAIIHIO B IPOIECCH OPraHN3allMOHHOTO 00YUIECHUS U TaMSITH.

HccnenoBanre OCHOBaHO Ha MOAXOJC K pa3pabOTKe KOHIENTYanbHOH Momenu. COOTBETCTBEHHO, B
HEM He WCIOJIb30BAIIUCh UCCIIEI0BATEIbCKash COBOKYITHOCTh WIIM BHIOOPKA B PaMKaX KOJIMYECTBEHHOTO JI0OO
KadeCTBEHHOTO IW3aifHa, TOJEBBIC NaHHBIC, HMHCTPYMEHTHI cOOpa JaHHBIX WIH M3MEPUTEIBHBIC IIKAJbI.
OCHOBY METOJIOJIOTHH COCTaBJSeT aHAJUTHYECKass MHTErpalus HAayYyHOH JIMTepaTypbl, OOBACHSAIOLICH
ApXUTEKTYPY OpraHu3allMOHHOI0 HUMMYHUTETA, 3¢ IIEPEOCMBICIICHUE B3aUMOCBSI3el MEXIY
COOTBETCTBYIOIINMH TOIXOJAMH B KOHTEKCTE MPOIECCOB paHHETO MpPeAyNpeKICHHS, JHATHOCTUKH CIIA0BIX
3BCHBEB, OIPEICIICHIs MOPOTOBBIX 3HAYCHUH pHCKA, NMIPEBEHTUBHOTO BMEMIATEIhCTBA, OPTaHM3AIIMOHHOTO
OGy‘IGHI/Iﬂ u OpFaHHSaHHOHHOﬁ maMsTH. Hpe;:[naraeMaﬂ MOJICJ/Ib BKJIIOYAa€T YETBIPC OCHOBHBIX
JIMarHOCTHYECKUX OJI0Ka: JINIEPCTBO/CTPYKTYPa, alalTallksl, MHTErPpalys 1 MHTEUICKTyalIbHbIA KaluTal. JTH
OIOKM TIPENCTAaBISAIOT c000H HE HE3aBUCHMBIC KaTETOPUH WM3MEPEHHSA, a B3aMMOJIOIONHSIONINE
JIMarHOCTHYECKHE 00JacTH, MO3BOJISIIONIME OOBSICHUTD, TI€ OpraHM3alys OciadeBaeT, M0 KaKMM KaHalam
pacmpocTpaHsieTcss 3TO ociabiieHue M Kakoro BMemaTtelbcTBa OHO Tpebyer. Ilpm mocienyromieit
SMIUPUYECKON TPOBEPKE MOAETH MOTYT COBMECTHO HCIIOJIE30BATBHCS OIMPOCHl COTPYIHHKOB, OTYETHI 00
omuOKax, CBEICHUS O 33aJepKKaxX pearn3aliuil MPOSKTOB, TOKA3aTeIH TEKYIEeCTH KaIpOB, )KAI0ObI KIINEHTOB,
pe3yJbTaThl BHYyTPEHHETO ay/IuTa U MIPOTOKOJIbI COBEILIAHUM.

[lo pesynbpraTaM KOHIENTYaldbHOTO HWCCIEAOBAHMs CHENAH BBIBOJ O TOM, 4YTO apXUTEKTypa
OPTaHM3aIIOHHOTO MMMYHHUTETa TPEJCTABIICT COOOH HE KOHTPOJIBHYIO NIESITEIEHOCTh, OCYIIECTBISIEMYIO
gepe3 OmpeleNEHHbIE MPOMEXKYTKH BPEMEHH, a HENpPephIBHO (YHKIMOHUPYIOIIMHA IIMKJI pPaHHEro
MpeaypeXAeHU U IPEBEHTUBHOTO BMemaTeabcTBa. Opranu3aius cobupaeT CUTHAJIBI U3 BHEIIHEH cpenibl U
COOCTBEHHOH BHYTPEHHEH CHCTEMbI, HMHTEPIPETUPYET UX, OMNpEIesieT HCTOYHUK OCIa0JeHus, NpH
HEOOXOJMMOCTH BMEIIMBAETCS W UCIOJIb3YET MOJYUYCHHBI OMBIT MPH MPUHITUHU TOCIESAYIONINX PELICHUM.
JluarHocTuyeckoe KayecTBO MOJENU OOYCIIOBJICHO TEM, YTO BHYTPEHHHE HHJHMKATOPBI DPaHHEro
HOPEIyNpEeXACHUs] OLEHHBAIOTCA HE KAaK W30JUPOBAHHBIE CHMITOMBL, a KaK MATTEPHBI, CBS3aHHBIE C
OpTaHM3alMOHHBIMH (QyHKIMAMH. HeoObldHOE yBEeNMUYEHHE NPOMOIDKUTEIBHOCTH IPOIECCOB IPHHATHA
pelIeHUi, pa3MblBaHUE TPaHUI] POJEH M IOJHOMOYUI, HECBOEBPEMEHHAs WM HEINOJIHAs LUPKYJIALUs
MHQOPMALMU MEXAY HOAPA3ACNICHISIMHA, HEITOCTATKH KOOPIMHAIIMHM, KOHIEHTPAIMS KPUTHYECKH Ba’KHBIX
3HaHMWH y HEOOJBIIOTO YHCIA COTPYIHHMKOB, NOBTOPEHHE OJHHMX M TeX K€ OMIMOOK I HECIIOCOOHOCTB
COTPYIAHUKOB OTKPBITO TOBOPHUTH O TMpoOiieMax camMH Mo cebe He O3Ha4aoT Hauumdus Kpusuca. OgHaxo
COBMECTHBIII MOHUTOPHHT 3THUX WHAWKATOPOB B JMHAMHUKE MOKET MPEIOCTaBUTh BaXKHBIE CBEACHUS O TOM, B
Kakol 00JacTH OpraHu3alys HCHBITHIBaeT ocnabieHne uMMyHuTeTa. [Ipumepsl «YemneHmkepay wu
«KosrymMObun» mokasbIBaroT, MOYEMy apXHUTEKTypa OpraHM3allMOHHOTO MMMYHHTETa JOJDKHA YYHTHIBATH HE
TONBKO TEXHWYECKHE DPHCKH, HO M OPraHW3alMOHHYIO WHTEPHPETAINIO, KYJIbTYpPY, KOMMYHHKALIUIO H
CTPYKTYpPY NPHUHATUS PEIICHUI.
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B 3akmoueHMe OTMeEYaeTcsi, YTO AapXUTEKTypa OpPraHM3alMOHHOIO HMMYHHUTETa CBS3bIBAET
BO3MO’KHOCTb TTOBBIIICHHS PE3MIILEHTHOCTH OPTaHU3anuii epest JINIIOM KPU3HCOB CO CIIOCOOHOCTBIO PaHbIIE
pacrno3HaBaTh CUTHAJIBI, TOYHEE UX HHTEPIPETHPOBATh U CBOEBPEMEHHEE BMEIINBaThCs. Mozenb He obemaeT
0e3ympedyHoil CUCTeMBl KOHTPOJS; OHAa HAMOMUHAET, YTO YA3BUMOCTU HEPEIKO MpPOSBIAIOTCA ewE 10
BO3HMKHOBEHHS BUANMBIX IOCIEACTBUA — B (popMe HE3HAUUTENBHBIX OTKJIOHCHHWH M OCTAaBIECHHBIX 0e3
BHUMaHHA curHaioB. [loaToMy Bompoc O TOM, HacKOJIBKO PaHO, HACKOJIBKO YECTHO M B KaKOMl Mepe c
OpHeHTaluel Ha 00y4eHHe OpraHU3alK CIIOCOOHBI PAaCcIIO3HABaTh COOCTBEHHBIE C1a00CTH, JOIDKEH 3aHUMATh
LEHTpaJbHOE MECTO B HCCIIENOBAHMAX YNpPaBICHHUS U OpraHU3alMil Hapsay ¢ BompocoMm 00 ux cuie. Jlms
MPaKTHKOB MOTYT OBITH pa3pabOTaHbl MAHEIH PAHHETO MPEXyNPEXICHNA, METOAbI aHAIN3a CIa0bIX 3BEHBEB,
UHUKAaTOPBl MOPOTOBBIX 3HAUYEHHH pUCKAa U MEXaHHU3MbI MPEBEHTUBHOTO OPraHU3AI[IOHHOIO YIpPaBICHUS.
HccnenoBaTensiM peKOMEHIyeTCsl MIPOBEPATh MOJENIb MOCPEACTBOM JOHTUTIOAHBIX AW3alHOB, AM3aHHOB C
HCTIONIb30BaHUEM HECKOJIBKMX MCTOYHHMKOB JAHHBIX M AW3aHOB, OCHOBAHHBIX HA COOBITHAX, PacCMaTpUBas
OI0KHM TUIEPCTBA/CTPYKTYPBI, aAaNTAN, HHTETPALUH U HHTEIICKTYyalIbHOTO KalnTama.

KiiloueBble cJI0Ba: apXUTEKTypa OpPraHU3alMOHHOTO HMMMYHHUTETa, CHUCTEMBl paHHETO
TmpeaynpexaeHus; oOHapyXeHHe ClIa0bIX CHTHAJIOB, JOKPU3WUCHAs JHATHOCTHKA; IIPEBCHTHBHOE
BMEIIATEIECTBO; OPTaHM3AIMOHHOE 00yUCHIE; YIIPABICHIE U OPraHU3allNsl; OPTaHI3aIHOHHOE ITOBEICHIIE.

Yapilandirilmis Ozet:

Bu calisma, orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisini kriz ortaya ¢iktiktan sonra harekete gecen savunmaci bir
refleks olarak degil; kriz olasiligin1 doguran erken isaretleri okuyabilen, kirilganliklarin kaynaklarini ayirt
edebilen, risk esiklerini degerlendirebilen, 6nleyici miidahaleyi baslatabilen ve bu deneyimi 6rgiitsel 6grenme
ve Orgiitsel hafizaya doniistiirebilen dongiisel bir teshis ve 6grenme mimarisi olarak kavramsallagtirmaktadir.
Calismanin temel sorusu, orgiitlerin kriz goriiniir hale gelmeden dnce zayif sinyalleri nasil fark ettikleri, drgiit
icerisindeki kirilgan noktalari nasil teshis ettikleri, hangi esiklerde alarm iirettikleri ve bu teshisi nasil 6nleyici
yonetsel eyleme doniistiirdiikleridir. Gliniimiiz 6rgiitleri yalnizca rekabet baskisi ve teknolojik degisimle degil,
ayn1 zamanda tedarik zinciri aksamalari, is giicli hareketliligi, itibar riski, bilgi akigindaki bozulma ve ani
cevresel dalgalanmalarla da kars1 karsiyadir. Bu kosullar altinda o6rgiitsel basarty1 yalnizca bir orgiitiin kriz
sonrasinda ne kadar hizli toparlandigi tizerinden agiklamak yetersiz kalmaktadir. Gergek anlamda kritik
mesele, kriz goriiniir hdle gelmeden 6nce ortaya ¢ikan zayif sinyallerin fark edilip edilmedigi, 6rgiit icerisindeki
kirilgan noktalarin zamaninda teshis edilip edilmedigi ve bu teshisin 6nleyici yonetsel eyleme doniistiiriiliip
donistirilemedigidir.

Orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi; dayaniklilik, dinamik yetenekler, risk yonetimi, zayif sinyaller, drgiitsel
Ogrenme, Orgilitsel hafiza ve entelektiiel sermaye yazinlartyla ayni tartigma alanini paylassa da bu kavramlarin
basit bir toplami degildir. Dayaniklilik yazmni, orgiitlerin beklenmedik olaylar karsisinda islevselliklerini
sirdiirme, baski altinda uyum saglama ve bir aksama sonrasinda yeni bir denge kurma kapasitesini
aciklamaktadir. Buna kargilik orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi, dayanikliliin nasil miimkiin héle geldigini daha
erken bir noktadan ele almaktadir: Orgiit icerisindeki bozulma, performans kaybina, kriz davranisina veya
goriiniir bir ¢okiise doniismeden once hangi gostergeler araciligiyla fark edilmekte ve onleyici kararlarla nasil
iliskilendirilmektedir? Dinamik yetenekler yaklagimi drgiitlerin degisen gevrelerde kaynaklarini biitiinlestirme,
yeniden yapilandirma ve doniistiirme yeteneklerine odaklanirken orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi, bdyle bir
yeniden yapilandirma ihtiyacinin nasil teshis edildigini ve hangi kosullar altinda oncelik kazandigim
tartigmaktadir. Risk yonetimi, belirsizliklerin belirlenmesi, siniflandirilmasi, izlenmesi ve kontrol edilmesi i¢in
sistematik bir ¢er¢eve sunmaktadir; ancak orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi igerisinde mesele yalnizca riskleri
belirlemek veya azaltmak degildir. Daha temel mesele, orgiitiin kendi igerisinde ortaya g¢ikan bagisiklik
kayiplarin1 zamaninda fark etme, bu kayiplar1 yonetsel agidan yorumlama ve elde edilen bilgiyi 6grenme ve
hafiza siireclerine aktarma yetenegidir.

Bu ¢alisma, kavramsal model gelistirme yaklasimina dayanmaktadir. Bu nedenle ¢alismada nicel veya
nitel bir evren, 0rneklem, saha verisi, veri toplama araci veya ol¢ek kullanilmamistir. Temel yontemsel
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dayanak, orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisini acgiklayan yazinlarin analitik olarak biitiinlestirilmesi ve erken uyari,
zay1f halka teshisi, risk esigi, onleyici miidahale, orgiitsel 6grenme ve orgiitsel hafiza siiregleri icerisinde
yeniden eklemlenmesidir. Onerilen model dért temel panel {izerine kurulmustur: liderlik/yap1, adaptasyon,
entegrasyon ve entelektiiel sermaye. Bu paneller bagimsiz 6l¢iim basliklart degil, 6rgiitiin nerede zayifladigini,
bu zayifligin hangi kanallar araciligiyla yayildigini ve ne tiir bir miidahale gerektirdigini agiklamaya yardimei
olan tamamlayici tanisal alanlardir. Model gelecekte ampirik olarak sinanirsa ¢alisan anketleri, hata raporlari,
proje gecikmeleri, ¢aligan devir oranlari, miisteri sikayetleri, i¢ denetim bulgulari ve toplanti kayitlart birlikte
kullanilabilir.

Kavramsal ¢alisma sonucunda orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisinin belirli araliklarla yiiriitiilen bir kontrol
faaliyeti degil, siirekli isleyen bir erken uyari ve dnleyici miidahale dongiisii oldugu sonucuna ulagilmistir.
Orgiit, ¢evreden ve kendi i¢ diizeninden gelen sinyalleri toplamakta, bunlari yorumlamakta, zayifligin
kaynagini ayirt etmekte, gerektiginde miidahale etmekte ve bu deneyimi sonraki kararlarina aktarmaktadir.
Modelin tanisal niteligi, orgiit icerisindeki erken uyar1 gostergelerini birbirinden bagimsiz belirtiler olarak
degil, orgiitsel islevlerle iliskili Oriintiiler olarak degerlendirmesinden kaynaklanmaktadir. Karar alma
stireclerinin olagandis1 bigimde uzamasi, rol ve yetki sinirlariin belirsizlesmesi, bilginin birimler arasinda
gecikmeli veya eksik dolasimi, koordinasyon zayifliklari, kritik bilginin az sayida kiside yogunlagmasi, ayn
hatalarin tekrarlanmasi veya ¢alisanlarin sorunlari agik¢a ifade edememeleri tek basina kriz anlamina
gelmemektedir. Bununla birlikte bu tiir gostergeler birlikte ve zaman igerisinde izlendiginde, 6rgiitiin hangi
alaninda bagisiklik kaybi yasandigina iliskin dnemli ipuglari saglayabilir. Challenger ve Columbia 6rnekleri,
orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisinin neden yalnizca teknik risklere degil, ayni zamanda orgiitsel yorumlama, kiiltiir,
iletisim ve karar alma yapisina da odaklanmasi gerektigini gostermektedir.

Sonug olarak orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi, orgiitleri krizler karsisinda daha dayanikli hale getirme
iddiasii daha erken algilama, daha dogru yorumlama ve daha zamaninda miidahale etme kapasitesi {izerine
kurmaktadir. Model kusursuz bir kontrol sistemi vaat etmemekte; kirllganliklarin ¢ogu zaman goriiniir
sonuglardan 6nce kiigiik sapmalar ve ihmal edilen sinyaller bigiminde ortaya ¢iktigini bize hatirlatmaktadir. Bu
nedenle orgiitlerin ne kadar giiclii olduklar1 kadar kendi zayifliklarin1 ne kadar erken, ne kadar diiriist ve ne
6l¢iide 6grenme yonelimli bigimde okuyabildikleri de yonetim ve organizasyon arastirmalarinin merkezinde
yer almalidir. Uygulayicilar agisindan erken uyari panelleri, zayif halka analizleri, risk esigi gostergeleri ve
Onleyici yonetisim mekanizmalari gelistirilebilir. Aragtirmacilar agisindan ise modelin boylamsal, ¢ok kaynakli
ve olay temelli tasarimlar yoluyla ve liderlik/yap1, adaptasyon, entegrasyon ve entelektiiel sermaye panelleri
araciligtyla sinanmasi onerilmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi; erken uyar1 sistemleri, zayif sinyal tespiti; kriz
oncesi teshis, 6nleyici miidahale; drgiitsel 6grenme, Ydnetim ve Organizasyon; Orgiitsel Davranis.
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Introduction

Organizations today must contend not only with competitive pressures and technological
change but also with supply chain disruptions, workforce mobility, reputational risks, disruptions in
information flows, and sudden environmental volatility (Allen et al., 2010; Christopher & Peck,
2004; Galbraith, 1973; Power et al., 2009; Teece et al., 1997; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Under these
conditions, explaining organizational success solely in terms of how quickly an organization recovers
after a crisis remains insufficient (Duchek, 2020; Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011). The central issue is
whether weak signals emerging before a crisis becomes visible are recognized, whether
vulnerabilities within the organization are diagnosed in a timely manner, and whether those
diagnoses are translated into preventive managerial action (Ansoff, 1975; Reason, 1997; Weick et
al., 1999; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Ansoff’s (1975) weak signals approach continues to provide a
robust point of departure for this discussion because it demonstrates that strategic surprises often
become apparent not through clear and definitive indicators but through early signs that are initially
ambiguous, dispersed, and open to interpretation.

In response to this need, this article proposes the concept of organizational immunity
architecture. Rather than viewing the organization as a passive entity that reacts only after a crisis
has occurred, the concept treats it as a cyclical institutional system that identifies perceived threats,
weak signals, and systemic vulnerabilities at an early stage; renders risk thresholds visible; links
preventive interventions to governance arrangements; and converts this process into organizational
learning and memory (Ansoff, 1975; Argyris & Schon, 1978; Reason, 1997; Walsh & Ungson, 1991;
Weick et al., 1999). In this sense, organizational immunity architecture operates according to the
logic of a diagnostic dashboard (Simons, 1995). Indicators such as delays in decision-making, role
ambiguity, information silos, coordination failures, slow organizational learning, the loss of critical
capabilities, and the recurrence of the same errors can be regarded as early warning signals that reveal
otherwise hidden weaknesses in organizational immunity (Edmondson, 1996; Galbraith, 1973;
Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011; Rizzo et al., 1970; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007).

The primary aim of this article is to develop a theoretical model that does not confine
organizational immunity to post-crisis recovery or general resilience capacity but instead explains
early warning, diagnosis, weak-link analysis, risk thresholds, preventive intervention, governance
arrangements, and organizational learning within a single cycle (Ansoff, 1975; Duchek, 2020;
Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Four panels lie at the core of the model:
leadership/structure, adaptation, integration, and intellectual capital. The leadership/structure panel
represents decision clarity, the distribution of authority, and governance readiness; the adaptation
panel represents environmental responsiveness and renewal capacity; the integration panel represents
cross-unit coherence and systemic alignment; and the intellectual capital panel represents knowledge
preservation, organizational memory, and organizational immunity intelligence (Cohen & Levinthal,
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1990; Galbraith, 1973; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; March, 1991; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Teece
et al.,, 1997; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Nahapiet and Ghoshal’s (1998) conceptualization of the
relationship between social and intellectual capital as a source of organizational advantage provides
an important theoretical foundation for the knowledge, relational, and intellectual capital dimensions
of the model.

The contribution of this article is threefold. First, organizational immunity is repositioned
from a post-crisis defensive or recovery capacity to a cyclical architecture that enables early diagnosis
and preventive intervention before a crisis occurs (Ansoff, 1975; Duchek, 2020; Weick & Sutcliffe,
2007). Second, the literatures on organizational resilience, dynamic capabilities, weak-signal
detection, organizational learning, organizational memory, and intellectual capital are integrated
within a single theoretical model (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Duchek, 2020; Levitt & March, 1988;
Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Teece et al., 1997; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Third, rather than leaving
organizational immunity at the level of an abstract capacity, the model conceptualizes it as a system
that can be monitored, diagnosed, and translated into managerial intervention through the
leadership/structure, adaptation, integration, and intellectual capital panels (Cohen & Levinthal,
1990; Galbraith, 1973; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Simons, 1995). The study thus offers an original
theoretical framework that explains not only how organizations withstand crises but also how they
detect the early signals from which crises emerge, diagnose weak links, and transform learning into
enduring organizational intelligence (Crossan et al., 1999; March, 1991; Walsh & Ungson, 1991;
Weick et al., 1999).!

Conceptual Research Design and Model Development

This study was designed not as an empirical test or a systematic literature review, but as a
conceptual study combining theory synthesis with conceptual model development. Conceptual
studies must also be grounded in an explicit research design that explains why particular theories and
concepts were selected, what roles they perform in the analysis, and through which stages of
reasoning the resulting model was developed (Jaakkola, 2020). Accordingly, the focal phenomenon
addressed in this study concerns how organizations recognize and diagnose weaknesses that have not
yet developed into full-blown crises, bring them to the threshold of managerial decision-making, and
translate their post-intervention experience into organizational learning.

The pool of theoretical sources was purposively delimited according to the functions required
to explain this focal phenomenon. The weak-signal and high-reliability literatures were included
because they explain the detection of early warning signs; the organizational resilience and dynamic
capabilities literatures because they explain the capacities for anticipation, adaptation, and
reconfiguration; the organization design and risk management literatures because they explain
diagnostic domains, thresholds, and managerial intervention; and the organizational learning,
organizational memory, and intellectual capital literatures because they explain the
institutionalization of experience. Sources were included in the model if they provided an
organization-level explanation, offered a direct theoretical foundation for at least one function of the
cycle, and explained the relationships among the relevant concepts. Studies that merely described
post-crisis outcomes, were not linked to an organizational mechanism, or did not develop the

' For studies addressing these issues across different sectors and institutional contexts—including the
relationship among intellectual capital, adaptation, and organizational resilience; conceptual model
development methodology; intervention, change, and organizational learning; the generation and sharing of
knowledge and its integration into organizational processes; leadership, a supportive organizational climate,
and knowledge sharing; and employees’ ability to report problems, psychological safety, and the
communication of weak signals to management—see also Agostini & Nosella (2023); Jaakkola (2020); Schein
(1996); Tore (2020); Mertel, Bozkurt, & Demirhan (2020); Kdse, Mohan Bursali, & Dolma (2023).

Turkish Studies — Economics, Finance, Politics 21(O1)



Organizational Immunity Architecture... 1773

biological metaphor into an explanatory framework were not included among the model’s
foundational sources.

The model-development process was conducted in four analytical stages. First, recurring
theoretical functions across the relevant literatures—sensing, diagnosis, threshold assessment,
intervention, governance arrangements, and learning—were analytically differentiated. Second,
concepts that explained the same function under different labels were consolidated, whereas concepts
performing different functions were kept distinct. Third, leadership/structure, adaptation, integration,
and intellectual capital were organized as horizontal diagnostic panels indicating where
organizational weaknesses are concentrated, while sensing, diagnosis, threshold assessment,
intervention, governance arrangements, and learning were structured as a six-stage process showing
how diagnosis is translated into action over time. Finally, the directional linkages between the stages
and the feedback relationship were specified, and the propositions were derived in a manner that
makes explicit what the model explains, how and why it explains it, and under what conditions its
explanations apply (Whetten, 1989).

At this point, a clear distinction must be drawn between the conceptual origins of the four
panels and the contribution of the present study. Using the Organizational DNA Profile Scale, Kara
and Yalcin (2026) empirically examined organizational immunity through the dimensions of
leadership/structure, adaptation, integration, and intellectual capital and investigated whether
employees’ perceptions of these dimensions differed according to their demographic characteristics.
The present study does not claim to have rediscovered these four dimensions as independent
elements. Instead, it repositions them as diagnostic panels that distinguish the organizational domains
in which weak signals are concentrated and connects them to a cycle comprising sensing, diagnosis,
risk-threshold assessment, preventive intervention, governance arrangements, and organizational
learning. Thus, whereas the previous study focused on the dimensions through which organizational
immunity can be measured, the present study explains how these dimensions operate together within
a continuous process of early warning and preventive intervention.

In line with this distinction, the article’s claim to originality does not rest on proposing the
four panels for the first time, but on functionally integrating these panels—previously employed as
domains of empirical measurement—within a six-stage process architecture characterized by
feedback. The four panels explain where organizational weaknesses are located; the six-stage cycle
explains how a weak signal progresses from diagnosis to intervention and institutional learning; and
the feedback link explains how each completed cycle alters subsequent sensing and threshold
assessment.

Theoretical Framework

Although organizational immunity architecture occupies the same domain of inquiry as
several established concepts in the management and organization literature, it is not merely the sum
of these concepts (Ansoff, 1975; Duchek, 2020; Huang, 2013; Teece et al., 1997; Walsh & Ungson,
1991). Accordingly, rather than sequentially summarizing the literature, this study aims to explain
the theoretical strands with which the proposed model is associated and where it departs from them
(Ansoff, 1975; Duchek, 2020; Huang, 2013; Teece et al., 1997, Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Such a
distinction is necessary because, while the literatures on organizational resilience, dynamic
capabilities, organizational learning, organizational memory, and weak signals provide robust
accounts of different aspects of organizational vulnerability, organizational immunity architecture
proposes a more diagnostically oriented framework that integrates these aspects within a logic of
early diagnosis, threshold assessment, and preventive organizational adjustment (Ansoff, 1975;
Argyris & Schon, 1978; Duchek, 2020; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995; Teece et al., 1997; Walsh &
Ungson, 1991).
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Table 1 summarizes this division of theoretical roles by comparing the primary focus of each
concept with its function within and distinction from organizational immunity architecture.
Organizational resilience contributes the capacities for maintaining functionality, recovery, and
adaptation (Duchek, 2020); dynamic capabilities provide the logic of resource and competence
reconfiguration (Teece et al., 1997); organizational learning and memory explain how experience is
transformed into routines and retrievable knowledge (Levitt & March, 1988; Walsh & Ungson,
1991); and the weak signals approach supplies early but uncertain diagnostic inputs (Ansoff, 1975).
Table 1 therefore serves as a conceptual boundary map by identifying both the contribution drawn
from each literature and the specific explanatory task retained by organizational immunity
architecture: connecting pre-crisis sensing and vulnerability diagnosis to risk-threshold assessment,
preventive intervention, and institutional learning.

The weak signals approach equips organizational immunity architecture with sensitivity to
early detection (Ansoff, 1975). Ansoff’s (1975) work remains a key point of reference because it
demonstrates that strategic surprises often first become apparent not through clear, strong, and
definitive indicators, but through signals that are ambiguous, fragmented, and open to interpretation.
This insight indicates that organizations must pay attention not only to confirmed threats but also to
signals whose meaning has not yet become fully clear (Ansoff, 1975; Weick et al., 1999; Weick &
Sutcliffe, 2007). However, the weak signals approach alone is insufficient to explain the diagnostic
categories through which such signals should be assessed within the organization, the thresholds at
which they should become managerial priorities, and the forms of intervention through which they
should be addressed (Ansoff, 1975; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995). At this point, organizational
immunity architecture treats weak signals not merely as inputs for environmental scanning, but as
diagnostic data for interpreting vulnerabilities within the organization’s own internal configuration
(Ansoff, 1975; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995; Weick et al., 1999).

The central claim is as follows: organizational immunity architecture is neither an alternative
to organizational resilience, another name for dynamic capabilities, nor a new label for organizational
learning (Ansoff, 1975; Duchek, 2020; Huang, 2013; Teece et al., 1997; Walsh & Ungson, 1991).
More precisely, it is a higher-order theoretical framework that draws on each of these literatures
while reorganizing their insights around the axes of early diagnosis, risk thresholds, and preventive
intervention (Ansoff, 1975; Duchek, 2020; Huang, 2013; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995; Teece et al.,
1997; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). The theoretical value of the model lies in its claim to explain not
only how organizations withstand crises, but also how they make sense of the internal and external
signals from which the possibility of a crisis emerges and translate this sensemaking into timely
institutional action (Ansoff, 1975; Reason, 1997; Weick et al., 1999; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007).

Turkish Studies — Economics, Finance, Politics 21(O1)



Organizational Immunity Architecture...

1775

Table 1: Conceptual Distinctions between Organizational Immunity Architecture and Related
Theoretical Approaches

Concept

Main Focus

Relationship with
Organizational
Immunity
Architecture

Distinguishing Difference

It is more concerned with

The transformation of]
experience into

It enables the

Preserving It is one of the remaining standing and
Organizational functionality, capacity areas that || adapting under pressure; it
resilience recovery, and immunity architecture|| does not place the early
adaptation aims to strengthen. || diagnosis and thresholding
mechanism at the center.
Integrating, It supports the It explains reconfiguration; it
. I reconfiguring, and intervention and || does not detail how the need
Dynamic capabilities : . . L
transforming readjustment logic of for reconfiguration is
resources immunity architecture. diagnosed.
It explains the

institutionalization of what

immunity architecture

intervention, and
learning cycle

within a diagnostic
cyclical framework.

Organizational . . . has been learned; it does not
. knowledge, routines, || immunity cycle to . .
learning/memory Y model the early diagnosis—
and institutional become permanent. | . .
intervention—feedback cycle
memory .
on its own.
It shows the importance of
- . It provides the initial ea.rly SIENS, it does not
. Noticing uncertain . . explain on its own how these
Weak signals . data for immunity . . .
early signs . signs will be linked to the
architecture. . .
risk threshold and preventive
intervention.
Early diagnosis, risk It brings other It tllilef;f;sﬂ]iare;lcigls;sosslifns,
Organizational threshold, preventive|| literatures together ty diag ’

threshold assessment, and
institutional learning within
the same model.

Source: Author’s own elaboration.

Conceptual Boundaries of Organizational Immunity Architecture

Organizational immunity architecture is closely related to several established concepts in the
management and organization literature (Ansoff, 1975; Duchek, 2020; Huang, 2013; Kaplan &
Mikes, 2012; Teece et al., 1997; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Organizational resilience, risk
management, dynamic capabilities, organizational learning, and organizational memory are the
foremost among these concepts (Duchek, 2020; International Organization for Standardization,
2018; Levitt & March, 1988; Teece et al., 1997, Walsh & Ungson, 1991). However, this close
relationship should not be interpreted as meaning that organizational immunity architecture is
synonymous with these concepts (Ansoff, 1975; Duchek, 2020; Huang, 2013; Teece et al., 1997).
The distinctive feature of the model is that it seeks to explain not only the organization’s capacity to
withstand crises or adapt to changing conditions, but also how it recognizes hidden vulnerabilities,
interprets them, and generates preventive institutional action on the basis of that interpretation
(Ansoff, 1975; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995; Weick et al., 1999; Weick & Sutclifte, 2007).
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The first distinction concerns organizational resilience (Duchek, 2020; Lengnick-Hall et al.,
2011). The resilience literature explains organizations’ capacity to maintain their functionality in the
face of unexpected events, restore a disrupted equilibrium, and adapt to changing conditions
(Duchek, 2020; Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Duchek’s (2020) treatment of
resilience through the processes of anticipation, coping, and adaptation demonstrates that the concept
cannot be reduced solely to post-crisis recovery. By contrast, organizational immunity architecture
focuses less on resilience itself than on the capacities for early recognition and preventive adjustment
that make resilience possible (Ansoff, 1975; Duchek, 2020; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995). In other
words, while resilience explains how an organization survives under pressure, organizational
immunity architecture considers how weaknesses that could intensify that pressure can be interpreted
before they deepen (Ansoff, 1975; Duchek, 2020; Weick et al., 1999; Weick & Sutclifte, 2007).

The second distinction must be drawn in relation to risk management (International
Organization for Standardization, 2018; Kaplan & Mikes, 2012). Risk management provides
organizations with a systematic framework for identifying, classifying, monitoring, and controlling
uncertainties (International Organization for Standardization, 2018; Kaplan & Mikes, 2012). Kaplan
and Mikes’s (2012) classification of risks as preventable, strategic, and external is important because
it demonstrates that risks cannot be managed through a single control logic. Organizational immunity
architecture draws on this insight but cannot be reduced to the conventional logic of risk management
(Huang, 2013; Kaplan & Mikes, 2012; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995). The issue here is not merely to
identify or mitigate risks. The more fundamental issue is whether the organization can recognize, in
a timely manner, the losses of immunity arising within itself, interpret these losses in managerial
terms, and incorporate the knowledge obtained into its learning and memory processes (Argyris &
Schon, 1978; Huang, 2013; Levitt & March, 1988; Walsh & Ungson, 1991; Weick et al., 1999).

The third boundary concerns the dynamic capabilities approach (Teece et al., 1997). The
study by Teece et al. (1997) focuses on organizations’ ability to integrate, reconfigure, and transform
their resources in changing environments. This approach is valuable for understanding the adaptation
and readjustment dimension of organizational immunity architecture (Teece et al., 1997). However,
the two concepts do not operate at the same level (Ansoff, 1975; Huang, 2013; Teece et al., 1997).
Dynamic capabilities primarily explain how organizations reorganize their resources in response to
changing conditions (Teece et al., 1997). Organizational immunity architecture, by contrast, asks
how the need for such reorganization is recognized (Ansoff, 1975; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995). In
this respect, the model draws attention to the diagnostic foundation that precedes transformation
itself: from which signals do an organization conclude that intervention is required? (Ansoff, 1975;
Reason, 1997; Weick et al., 1999; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007).

The fourth boundary concerns the concepts of organizational learning and organizational
memory (Levitt & March, 1988; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Levitt and March (1988) explain
organizational learning through the reflection of past experiences in routines and patterns of
behavior. Walsh and Ungson (1991), in turn, associate organizational memory with retaining past
knowledge within the organization and reusing it in decision-making processes. Organizational
immunity architecture builds on this body of knowledge but does not view learning solely as the
institutionalization of the past (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Crossan et al., 1999; Huang, 2013; Levitt &
March, 1988; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Within this model, learning is an active feedback capacity
that enables the organization to perceive more effectively, interpret more accurately, and intervene
earlier in subsequent cycles (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Crossan et al., 1999; Levitt & March, 1988;
Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Organizational memory is therefore regarded not merely as a record of the
past, but as a living institutional mechanism that helps future vulnerabilities to be interpreted at an
earlier stage (Crossan et al., 1999; Huang, 2013; Walsh & Ungson, 1991).
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At this point, the limits of the metaphor of biological immunity and preventive medicine
must also be made explicit (Cornelissen, 2005; Morgan, 1980). Organizational immunity architecture
does not regard organizations as structures identical to biological organisms (Huang, 2013; Morgan,
1980). The metaphor is used not to reduce organizational reality to a medical model, but to explain
the idea of recognizing hidden forms of deterioration at an early stage, interpreting critical values,
and intervening in a timely manner (Ansoff, 1975; Cornelissen, 2005; Morgan, 1980; Reason, 1997).
Morgan’s (1980) work on the role of metaphors in organization theory demonstrates that, although
metaphors can be powerful tools for theory development, they may also create conceptual blind spots
when used without sufficient care. Accordingly, the “biochemistry panel” analogy does not reduce
the organization to a living body; rather, it functions as a limited analytical tool that makes
organizational indicators more interpretable (Cornelissen, 2005; Morgan, 1980; Simons, 1995).

Within this framework, organizational immunity architecture is not a new designation that
replaces the concepts of organizational resilience, risk management, dynamic capabilities, or
organizational learning (Duchek, 2020; Huang, 2013; Kaplan & Mikes, 2012; Levitt & March, 1988;
Teece et al., 1997). More precisely, it represents a specific theoretical position that brings together
the explanatory power of these fields around the axes of early diagnosis, weak-link analysis,
preventive adjustment, and institutional learning (Ansoff, 1975; Argyris & Schon, 1978; Huang,
2013; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). The value of the concept lies precisely
here: it seeks to explain not only how an organization withstands crises, but also how it senses the
weaknesses that increase the possibility of a crisis, translates them into managerial decisions, and
develops stronger institutional attentiveness through this experience (Ansoff, 1975; Crossan et al.,
1999; Reason, 1997; Weick et al., 1999; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007).

Organizational Immunity Architecture as A Diagnostic System

Organizational immunity architecture should not be viewed merely as a framework that
explains an organization’s response after disruption has occurred (Ansoff, 1975; Huang, 2013;
Reason, 1997; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). The principal value of the model lies in its ability to
interpret signals within the organizational system that have not yet developed into a full-blown crisis,
place these signals within meaningful diagnostic domains, and initiate managerial intervention in a
timely manner (Ansoff, 1975; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995; Weick et al., 1999). Accordingly, the
model operates in a manner analogous to diagnostic reasoning in preventive medicine, but it does
not reduce organizations to biological structures (Biomarkers Definitions Working Group, 2001;
Cornelissen, 2005; Morgan, 1980). The analogy employed here is more limited and analytical: just
as certain values in the human body may provide insight into risk before symptoms appear, indicators
within organizations—such as delays in decision-making, disruptions in information flows,
coordination weaknesses, the loss of critical knowledge, recurring errors, or employees’ reluctance
to voice problems—can be interpreted as early warning signs of more significant breakdowns
(Biomarkers Definitions Working Group, 2001; Edmondson, 1996, 1999; Galbraith, 1973; Morrison,
2014; Rizzo et al., 1970; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Ansoff’s (1975) weak signals approach constitutes
one of the classical foundations of this diagnostic logic because it demonstrates that strategic
surprises often emerge not as clearly identifiable threats, but as signals that are initially incomplete
and open to interpretation.

The term “organizational biomarker,” as used in this study, should be understood not as an
established medical measurement concept, but as an analytical metaphor proposed to make early
warning indicators within the organization more interpretable (Biomarkers Definitions Working
Group, 2001; Cornelissen, 2005; Morgan, 1980). For example, none of the following indicators
constitutes a crisis in isolation: an unusual prolongation of decision-making processes, blurred role
and authority boundaries, delayed or incomplete circulation of information between units, recurrence
of the same errors, concentration of critical knowledge in a small number of individuals, or an
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inability to voice problems openly (Edmondson, 1996, 1999; Galbraith, 1973; Morrison, 2014; Rizzo
et al., 1970; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). However, when such indicators are monitored collectively and
over time, they may provide important clues as to which area of the organization is experiencing a
loss of immunity (Ansoff, 1975; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995; Weick et al., 1999). Diagnostic value
therefore lies less in an isolated symptom than in the pattern and persistence of symptoms and their
relationship with organizational functions (Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007).

At this point, organizational immunity architecture intersects with risk management but
cannot be reduced to it (Huang, 2013; International Organization for Standardization, 2018; Kaplan
& Mikes, 2012; Miller, 1992). Miller’s integrated risk management approach argues that the
uncertainties faced by firms should be considered not in isolation from one another, but within a
more holistic framework (Miller, 1992). Organizational immunity architecture similarly focuses not
on individual risks, but on the relationships among the organizational weaknesses that generate risk
(Huang, 2013; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995). Here, the “risk threshold” is not merely a technical
boundary, but a decision point indicating when managerial attention should intensify (International
Organization for Standardization, 2018; Kaplan & Mikes, 2012; Simons, 1995). Some signals may
remain within the range of normal variation; some require attention; and others indicate critical
weaknesses that demand intervention without delay (Ansoff, 1975; Reason, 1997; Weick & Sutcliffe,
2007). The diagnostic nature of the model lies in its claim to distinguish among these levels (Reason,
1997; Simons, 1995).

Establishing Risk Thresholds and Managing False Alarms

In the model, the risk threshold is treated not as a universal numerical value or a fixed score
applicable to all organizations, but as a context-specific managerial decision criterion that is subject
to recalibration. The approach adopted by ISO 31000:2018, which addresses risk identification,
analysis, evaluation, treatment, monitoring, and communication as an integrated process, together
with Kaplan and Mikes’s (2012) distinction demonstrating that different types of risk cannot be
managed through the same control logic, requires thresholds to be established in relation to the
organization’s objectives, risk appetite, the regulatory structure of its industry, and the magnitude of
the potential impact (Aven & Thekdi, 2024; International Organization for Standardization, 2018;
Kaplan & Mikes, 2012).

The threshold-setting process is conducted using five criteria: the magnitude of the
indicator’s deviation from the organization’s historical normal range; the persistence and direction
of the deviation; confirmation of the same signal across multiple diagnostic panels; the severity and
reversibility of the potential impact; and the criticality of the indicator in terms of safety, regulatory
compliance, or the continuity of core operations. Indicators are not assumed to be equal in relation
to these criteria. The weights are determined by a cross-functional committee comprising
representatives from the data-owning units associated with the relevant panel, as well as
representatives from risk management, internal audit, and senior management, taking into account
the organization’s past incidents and scenario analyses. The rationale and data sources used are
documented. Weighting is thus transformed into a contextual yet auditable decision-making process
rather than being left to the intuition of a single manager.

The normal level refers to a situation in which the indicator remains within its historical
range and occurs in isolation; the attention level refers to a situation in which the deviation becomes
persistent or signals from different panels converge on the same weakness; and the critical level
refers to a situation in which the potential impact exceeds the organization’s risk appetite, threatens
its core operations, or requires immediate action on safety or regulatory grounds. Unless a single
indicator is critical in terms of safety or regulatory compliance, it does not directly trigger permanent
intervention; data verification, confirmation by the responsible unit, and cross-panel verification are
conducted first.
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False alarm management is conducted by monitoring alarm outcomes and recalibrating the
system rather than establishing and permanently fixing the thresholds. For each alarm, whether the
signal corresponds to an actual weakness, whether intervention is necessary, and whether any signals
have been overlooked are recorded. False positives are evaluated in terms of the cost of unnecessary
intervention, whereas false negatives are evaluated in terms of the impact of the missed risk. During
the organizational learning and memory stage, these records provide input for readjusting indicator
weights, alarm levels, and validation rules. Feedback therefore does not merely preserve past
experience; it also regulates the balance between the diagnostic system’s sensitivity and selectivity.

Real-world events demonstrate why this distinction is important. The board that investigated
the Columbia accident emphasized that the accident could not be explained solely by the foam strike
as a technical event and that NASA’s organizational culture was also a determining factor in its
occurrence (Columbia Accident Investigation Board, 2003). The report clearly demonstrated that, in
complex technological systems, technical failures must be considered together with organizational
decision-making, communication, and interpretation processes (Columbia Accident Investigation
Board, 2003; Reason, 1997). This example demonstrates why organizational immunity architecture
must focus not only on external threats, but also on internal decision-making habits, communication
channels, and the capacity to take weak signals seriously (Ansoff, 1975; Columbia Accident
Investigation Board, 2003; Weick et al., 1999). Similarly, the literature on high-reliability
organizations emphasizes the importance of taking small deviations seriously, even when the
probability of error appears low, and maintaining close attention to operational processes (Roberts,
1990; Weick et al., 1999; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Roberts’s study of nuclear-powered aircraft
carriers demonstrates that reliability in complex, high-risk systems depend not only on technology,
but also on the disciplined execution of organizational processes (Roberts, 1990).

The distinctive link in the diagnostic system is weak-link diagnosis (Galbraith, 1973;
Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Reason, 1997). Organizational weaknesses do not always originate at the
same point (Reason, 1997; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). At times, organizational vulnerability is
increased by ambiguity in the decision-making structure, a delayed response to environmental
change, disconnection between units, or the loss of knowledge and experience (Galbraith, 1973;
Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Rizzo et al., 1970; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Organizational immunity
architecture therefore does not settle for a generalized language of “organizational weakness”; it
seeks to distinguish the domain in which the weakness is concentrated and the form of intervention
it requires (Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995). When this distinction is not made, organizations often
correct the visible symptom, while the deeper mechanism producing the weakness remains in place
(Argyris & Schon, 1978; Reason, 1997).

Preventive intervention is therefore a natural extension of diagnosis (Ansoff, 1975; Reason,
1997; Schein, 1996). When diagnosis is not translated into managerial action, it produces only
awareness (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Schein, 1996; Simons, 1995). Schein’s interpretation of planned
change as “managed learning” is consistent with this discussion because it demonstrates that
organizational intervention is not merely a structural correction, but also a learning process (Schein,
1996). From the perspective of organizational immunity architecture, intervention may involve
simplifying decision-making processes, restoring information flows, clarifying roles and
responsibilities, ensuring the preservation of critical knowledge, or strengthening coordination
between units (Galbraith, 1973; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Rizzo et al., 1970; Walsh & Ungson,
1991). However, the enduring value of an intervention depends on what the organization learns from
the experience and whether it can transform this learning into a form of memory that enables better
diagnosis in subsequent cycles (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Crossan et al., 1999; Walsh & Ungson,
1991).
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Organizational immunity architecture should therefore not be regarded as a one-off
assessment tool (Crossan et al., 1999; Simons, 1995; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). More precisely, the
model is a continuous diagnostic system that explains how an organization monitors weak signals,
interprets them within diagnostic domains, transforms risk thresholds into managerial decision
points, and links the outcomes of intervention to organizational memory through learning (Ansoff,
1975; Argyris & Schon, 1978; Crossan et al., 1999; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995; Walsh & Ungson,
1991). The preventive character of the model also emerges here: the aim is not to wait until a crisis
becomes inevitable, but to mobilize organizational attention while the weakening remains at a
manageable level (Ansoff, 1975; Reason, 1997; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007).

Core Panels of Organizational Immunity Architecture

Organizational immunity architecture does not reduce an organization’s weaknesses to a
single symptom or a single managerial domain (Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Teece
et al., 1997; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). An organization’s immunity is often tested simultaneously
through its decision structure, its response to change, its interunit connections, and its way of using
knowledge (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Nahapiet &
Ghoshal, 1998; Teece et al., 1997). Therefore, the model is built on four core panels:
leadership/structure, adaptation, integration, and intellectual capital (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990;
Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Teece et al., 1997). These
panels are not independent measurement headings; rather, they are complementary diagnostic
domains that help to understand where the organization is weakening, through which channels this
weakness spreads, and what kind of intervention it requires (Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch,
1967; Simons, 1995; Walsh & Ungson, 1991).

The leadership/structure panel monitors how decisions are made in the organization, how
information reaches decision points, how clearly authority and responsibilities are defined, and to
what extent managerial coordination functions (Galbraith, 1974; Rizzo et al., 1970; Tushman &
Nadler, 1978). Galbraith’s (1974) approach, which links organizational design with information-
processing capacity, provides a strong foundation for this panel, because as uncertainty increases,
organizations need to process more information, convey it to the right place, and arrange decision-
making processes accordingly. Tushman and Nadler’s (1978) information-processing perspective
also shows that organizational design is not only about hierarchical order, but also about the
collection, sharing, and transformation of information into decisions. Therefore, the
leadership/structure panel is not concerned only with the question of “who makes the decision?”; it
also questions on the basis of what information, at what speed, and within what clarity of
responsibility the decision is made (Galbraith, 1974; Rizzo et al., 1970; Tushman & Nadler, 1978).
The continuous delay of decisions, the blurring of areas of authority, the ambiguity of responsibility,
or the failure of critical information to reach decision centers can be read as early-warning signs from
the perspective of this panel (Columbia Accident Investigation Board, 2003; Galbraith, 1974; Rizzo
et al., 1970; Tushman & Nadler, 1978). The official investigation report on the Columbia Space
Shuttle accident is instructive at this point. The report evaluated the accident not only through
technical damage, but also together with organizational culture, communication, and decision-
making processes at NASA (Columbia Accident Investigation Board, 2003). This example shows
that weaknesses in leadership and structure may produce consequences in complex systems that are
as decisive as technical problems (Columbia Accident Investigation Board, 2003; Galbraith, 1974;
Weick et al., 1999).
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The adaptation panel shows how early the organization notices change in its environment
and to what extent it can transfer this change into its own functioning (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990;
Teece et al., 1997). What is important here is not only monitoring the external environment; it is also
that information coming from outside gains meaning within the organization, can be discussed, and
can be transformed into behavior (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Vuori & Huy, 2016). Cohen and
Levinthal’s (1990) absorptive capacity approach demonstrates that organizations’ ability to
recognize, assimilate, and use external knowledge is critical for innovation. The dynamic capabilities
approach developed by Teece et al. (1997), in turn, emphasizes that resources and competencies need
to be rearranged in changing environments. When these two lines are considered together, adaptation
means not only seeing change, but also being able to provide an organizational response to the change
that is seen (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Teece et al., 1997). Excessive attachment to old routines, the
inability to carry new knowledge into decision-making processes, late interpretation of
environmental change, or the failure of what has been learned to turn into practice are weaknesses to
which this panel should attend (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Crossan et al., 1999; Teece et al., 1997,
Vuori & Huy, 2016). Vuori and Huy’s (2016) study on Nokia’s decline in smartphone competition
shows that adaptation capacity does not depend only on technological choices; attention, emotion,
communication, and top—middle management relations within the organization also affect the
innovation process. This case reveals that noticing change alone is not sufficient; knowledge must
also be openly discussed within the organization and carried into decision-making processes in a
sound manner (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Vuori & Huy, 2016).

The integration panel is concerned with the extent to which the different parts of the
organization can come together around a common direction and meaning (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967;
Tushman & Nadler, 1978). In complex organizations, differentiation is inevitable; units have their
own areas of expertise, priorities, and work rhythms (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967). However, when
this differentiation is not supported by effective integration, information silos, disconnected
decisions, and recurring processes emerge (Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Tushman &
Nadler, 1978). Lawrence and Lorsch’s (1967) classic study on differentiation and integration showed
that organizational effectiveness depends not only on specialization, but also on how specialized
units are brought together. Therefore, the integration panel monitors more than a superficial indicator
of cooperation; it examines whether information, meaning, and action gain continuity within the
organization (Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Tushman & Nadler, 1978). The failure of
a risk noticed by one department to reach another unit, the different interpretation of a common goal
in different departments, the retention of critical information in silos, or the disconnected progression
of processes weakens the organizational immunity response (Columbia Accident Investigation
Board, 2003; Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Tushman & Nadler, 1978). In the
Columbia report, the central place of the relationship among the interpretation of technical findings,
communication channels, and decision-making processes in understanding the accident shows how
a lack of integration may produce severe consequences in high-risk structures (Columbia Accident
Investigation Board, 2003).

The intellectual capital panel monitors to what extent the organization can preserve and use
the knowledge, experience, expertise, relationships, and institutional memory it possesses (Nahapiet
& Ghoshal, 1998; Nonaka, 1994; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). In this panel, knowledge is not viewed
only as individual expertise or technical accumulation; it is evaluated together with relationships,
trust, shared meanings, and the transfer of experience (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Nonaka, 1994).
Nahapiet and Ghoshal’s (1998) study on the relationship between social capital and intellectual
capital shows that knowledge needs relational and structural ties in order to be transformed into
organizational value. Nonaka’s (1994) knowledge creation approach also emphasizes that knowledge
does not remain closed within individuals, but is transformed through social interaction and carried
to the organizational level. Therefore, the intellectual capital panel monitors not so much how much
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knowledge exists in the organization, but whether this knowledge enters circulation, whether it is
carried into decision-making processes, and whether past experiences are transformed into
institutional memory (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Nonaka, 1994; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). The
concentration of critical knowledge in a few individuals, the lack of sharing of expertise among units,
the loss of knowledge together with employee departure, or the repetition of the same errors indicates
an immunity weakness from the perspective of this panel (Edmondson, 1996; Nahapiet & Ghoshal,
1998; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). The Nokia case is also meaningful in this respect; the findings of
Vuori and Huy (2016) show that the mere existence of knowledge in the organization is not sufficient,
and that this knowledge must be openly discussed, interpreted, and transformed into strategic
decisions.

When these four panels work together, organizational immunity architecture ceases to be a
simple checklist and turns into a diagnostic arrangement that reads the organization’s weaknesses in
a more holistic manner (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967;
Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Simons, 1995; Teece et al., 1997). The leadership/structure panel makes
decision and governance clarity visible; the adaptation panel makes the capacity to respond to change
visible; the integration panel makes connection and alignment within the organization visible; and
the intellectual capital panel makes the preservation, sharing, and renewal of knowledge visible
(Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998;
Nonaka, 1994; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). A weakness in any one of these panels may also affect the
others (Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Tushman & Nadler, 1978). If the decision
structure is ambiguous, information does not reach the right place; if adaptation is weak, what has
been learned does not turn into behavior; if integration is weak, signals remain fragmented; if
intellectual capital is weak, the organization reproduces the same problems (Cohen & Levinthal,
1990; Crossan et al., 1999; Edmondson, 1996; Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Walsh &
Ungson, 1991). Therefore, the main function of the panels is not to produce individual performance
indicators, but to show how the structural, cognitive, relational, and adaptive mechanisms that
constitute organizational immunity work together (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Galbraith, 1974;
Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Teece et al., 1997). Organizational immunity
architecture does not reduce an organization’s weaknesses to a single symptom or a single area of
management (Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Teece et al., 1997; Walsh & Ungson,
1991). An organization’s immunity is often tested simultaneously in its decision-making structure,
its response to change, its connections between units, and the way it uses knowledge (Cohen &
Levinthal, 1990; Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Teece et
al., 1997). The model is therefore built around four core panels: leadership/structure, adaptation,
integration, and intellectual capital (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch,
1967; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Teece et al., 1997). These panels are not independent measurement
categories; rather, they are complementary diagnostic domains that help identify where the
organization is weakening, through which channels that weakness is spreading, and what form of
intervention it requires (Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Simons, 1995; Walsh & Ungson,
1991).

Cyclical Model and Theoretical Propositions

Organizational immunity architecture should not be understood as a control activity
conducted by the organization at specified intervals (Simons, 1995; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). A
more continuous mode of operation underlies the model: the organization gathers signals from its
environment and internal configuration, makes sense of them, distinguishes the source of the
weakness, intervenes when necessary, and carries this experience into subsequent decisions (Ansoff,
1975; Argyris & Schon, 1978; Crossan et al., 1999; Weick et al., 1999). The model therefore differs
from the conventional sequence of “problem identification and solution” (Argyris & Schon, 1978;
Schein, 1996). Here, each intervention generates new learning, and each instance of learning

Turkish Studies — Economics, Finance, Politics 21(O1)



Organizational Immunity Architecture... 1783

contributes to the earlier and more careful interpretation of subsequent signals (Argyris & Schon,
1978; Crossan et al., 1999; Levitt & March, 1988; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Ansoff’s (1975) weak
signals approach provides a strong foundation for the first link in this cycle by demonstrating that
strategic surprises often emerge initially not as complete and explicit threats, but as fragmented
signals that require interpretation.

The signals at the beginning of the model do not originate solely from the market,
technology, or the external environment (Ansoff, 1975; Weick et al., 1999; Weick & Sutclifte, 2007).
Small deviations arising within the organization itself are equally important (Reason, 1997; Vaughan,
1996; Weick et al., 1999). Slower decision-making, the failure to escalate problems to senior
management, disruptions in the flow of information between units, the recurrence of the same errors,
or the concentration of critical knowledge in a limited number of individuals do not generally indicate
impending disaster when considered in isolation (Edmondson, 1996, 1999; Galbraith, 1974;
Morrison, 2014; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). However, when these signals are observed collectively
and over time, they may indicate the direction in which organizational weakness is progressing
(Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Vaughan’s study of the Challenger disaster
is noteworthy in this respect. Vaughan explained the gradual normalization of technical deviations
at NASA in relation to its organizational culture and decision-making processes; this phenomenon
has become one of the best-known examples in the literature on the “normalization of deviance”
(Vaughan, 1996). Vaughan’s book, published by the University of Chicago Press, is an established
work examining the Challenger decision in the context of risk, culture, and deviance at NASA
(Vaughan, 1996).

The value of such signals becomes apparent only when they are placed within the appropriate
diagnostic domain (Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995). Within organizational immunity architecture, the
leadership/structure, adaptation, integration, and intellectual capital panels perform this function
(Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998;
Walsh & Ungson, 1991). In one organization, the visible problem may arise from its decision-making
arrangements; in another case, the underlying weakness may be a delayed response to change,
information becoming trapped between units, or the failure to preserve experience (Cohen &
Levinthal, 1990; Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). The report of
the board that investigated the Columbia accident illustrates this distinction. The report did not limit
its explanation of the accident to a technical cause such as the foam strike; it also stated that NASA’s
organizational culture, communication, and decision-making processes played a role in the accident
(Columbia Accident Investigation Board, 2003). This example demonstrates that, in complex
organizations, physical or technical problems often cannot be considered independently of
organizational interpretation and decision-making arrangements (Columbia Accident Investigation
Board, 2003; Reason, 1997; Weick et al., 1999).

At the next stage of the cycle, the organization does not assign equal weight to every signal
(Kaplan & Mikes, 2012; Simons, 1995). Some deviations may remain within the range of normal
variation; some require closer monitoring; and others indicate a weakness that requires intervention
without delay (International Organization for Standardization, 2018; Kaplan & Mikes, 2012; Reason,
1997). The risk threshold is therefore not merely a measurement boundary within the model, but a
decision boundary indicating the point at which managerial attention should intensify (International
Organization for Standardization, 2018; Kaplan & Mikes, 2012; Simons, 1995). Once this boundary
is crossed, the nature of the intervention also varies according to the diagnosis (Reason, 1997; Schein,
1996; Simons, 1995). If the decision-making structure has become ambiguous, authority and
responsibility arrangements can be simplified; if the flow of information has been interrupted,
communication channels can be reestablished; if coordination has deteriorated, connections between
units can be strengthened; and if critical knowledge has been lost, mechanisms for knowledge
preservation and the transfer of experience can be activated (Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch,

www.turkishstudies.net/economy



1784 Osman Kara

1967; Rizzo et al., 1970; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Duchek’s (2020) study, which conceptualizes
organizational resilience through the processes of anticipation, coping, and adaptation, is consistent
with this logic because it demonstrates that resilience concerns not only post-crisis recovery, but also
the development of capacity before a crisis.

The cycle is completed through learning and memory (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Crossan et
al., 1999; Levitt & March, 1988; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Even if an organization recognizes a
weakness and intervenes, the same problem may return in different forms if this experience is not
incorporated into decision-making processes, routines, and organizational memory (Argyris &
Schon, 1978; Foroughi et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2020; Levitt & March, 1988; Walsh & Ungson, 1991).
Levitt and March (1988) conceptualize organizational learning as a routine-based, history-dependent,
and target-oriented process. Walsh and Ungson (1991), in turn, discuss organizational memory in
terms of the storage of knowledge within the organization and its reuse when needed. When these
two approaches are considered together, it becomes clear that learning does not consist merely of
recording the past (Crossan et al., 1999; Levitt & March, 1988; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Learning
is a form of institutional attention that determines what the organization will notice earlier in the next
cycle, which signal it will take more seriously, and which intervention it will select more rapidly
(Argyris & Schon, 1978; Crossan et al., 1999; Weick et al., 1999; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007) (Figure

1.

Organizational Immunity Architecture as a Continuous Early Warning and Preventive Intervention Cycle
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Figure 1. Organizational Immunity Architecture as a Continuous
Early Warning and Preventive Intervention Cycle

Source: Author’s own elaboration.
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Figure 1 depicts two levels simultaneously. The continuous arrows in the outer ring represent
the temporal process that begins with perceived threats and weak signals and proceeds through
diagnosis, risk threshold, preventive intervention, governance arrangements, and organizational
learning; the dashed feedback link indicates that learning and memory influence the sensing of new
signals. The four panels at the center are not sequential stages of the cycle; they are horizontal
diagnostic domains used at each stage to distinguish the organizational area in which the weakness
is concentrated. The dashed links between the panels and the outer ring indicate that panel data
provide input into diagnosis, threshold, and intervention decisions and that intervention outcomes
are subsequently monitored again through the same panels.

The fifth stage of the cycle—governance, control, and adjustment—is the point at which
temporary intervention is transformed into permanent institutional change. At this stage, the
outcomes of intervention are incorporated into policies and decision rules, control mechanisms,
authority and responsibility structures, and accountability arrangements. When governance
adjustment does not occur, the intervention may remain local and temporary; when the adjustment is
linked to learning and memory, the organization not only addresses a specific problem but also
renews the rules governing its future responses to similar signals (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Simons,
1995; Walsh & Ungson, 1991).

The directional relationships in the model have been translated into the following four
theoretical propositions, taking into account researchable outcomes and boundary conditions
(Jaakkola, 2020; Whetten, 1989).

The transmission of weak signals to decision-making centers does not depend solely on the
existence of information systems. It requires that employees do not perceive voicing concerns as an
interpersonal risk, that managers are receptive to critical information, and that open communication
channels exist between units (Edmondson & Bransby, 2023; Morrison, 2023). Findings indicating
that employee voice can bolster team resilience in the face of environmental change also support the
rationale for treating the sharing of signals within the organization as a boundary condition in the
model (Li & Tangirala, 2022).

Proposition 1: As the degree to which weak signals obtained from the four diagnostic panels
are jointly evaluated increases, the speed with which organizational weaknesses are detected and the
accuracy of diagnosis increase; this relationship is stronger under conditions of high environmental
uncertainty and when signals are dispersed across organizational units.

Proposition 2: The convergence of signals from different panels on the same weak link
increases the accuracy of preventive intervention compared with signals obtained from a single panel;
this effect weakens in organizations characterized by fragmented information flows and low
psychological safety.

Proposition 3: Calibrating risk thresholds in alignment with the organization’s historical
normal ranges, risk appetite, and the magnitude of the potential impact strengthens the positive
relationship between diagnosis and timely intervention. Overly sensitive thresholds increase the
false-positive alarm rate, whereas insufficiently sensitive thresholds increase the false-negative alarm
rate.

Proposition 4: As the extent to which intervention outcomes are incorporated into
organizational learning and memory through governance arrangements increases, the speed of weak-
signal detection and the accuracy of diagnosis increase in subsequent cycles; this relationship is
stronger in organizations characterized by clear accountability and a high capacity for organizational
knowledge preservation.
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In the empirical testing of these propositions, panel integration may be treated as the independent
variable; signal detection time, diagnostic accuracy, intervention accuracy, and false alarm rates as
outcome variables; and environmental uncertainty, information fragmentation, psychological safety,
accountability, and knowledge preservation capacity as boundary conditions. The combined use of
event records collected at multiple points in time, alarm logs, intervention decisions, and employee
and managerial assessments would enable the propositions to be tested using behavioral indicators
as well as perceptual data.

Discussion

The organizational immunity architecture proposed in this study does not merely explain the
extent to which organizations remain strong in the face of crises; it focuses on an earlier question:
through what configuration of attention, information, and decision-making can an organization
interpret its own signs of weakening? In this respect, the theoretical contribution of the model
emerges at a level that complements the organizational resilience literature. Duchek (2020) places
strong emphasis on crisis preparedness by explaining resilience through the processes of anticipation,
coping, and adaptation. Organizational immunity architecture places this idea of preparedness on a
more diagnostic foundation, arguing that resilience is related not only to what happens after a crisis,
but also to the interpretation of early deterioration that gives rise to the possibility of a crisis (Ansoff,
1975; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). The model thus treats resilience not as an outcome-based capacity,
but as an organizational attribute that develops through a cycle of organizational attention, diagnosis,
threshold assessment, and learning.

The Challenger and Columbia cases clearly demonstrate why the model must consider not
only technical risks, but also organizational interpretation and decision-making arrangements.
Vaughan’s (1996) study of the Challenger accident demonstrated that the normalization of technical
deviations over time must be considered in conjunction with organizational culture and decision-
making processes. The Columbia Accident Investigation Board (2003) likewise did not explain the
Columbia accident solely in terms of physical damage; it also placed NASA’s organizational culture,
communication patterns, and decision-making processes at the center of its analysis. These two cases
substantiate the central claim of organizational immunity architecture: in complex systems,
vulnerability often does not emerge suddenly; how small deviations are interpreted, who is able to
say what, and which information decision centers take seriously become decisive over time.

The empirical testing of the model should also be designed in accordance with this cyclical
logic. Single-wave, single-source surveys may reveal certain dimensions of organizational immunity,
but they remain limited in capturing the model’s logic of early warning, threshold assessment, and
feedback. Future studies would therefore be more robust if they adopted multi-wave, multisource,
and, where possible, event-based designs. Employee surveys may provide data on decision clarity,
psychological safety, information sharing, or perceptions of adaptation; by contrast, error reports,
project delays, employee turnover rates, customer complaints, internal audit findings, and meeting
minutes may enable an organization’s weak signals to be monitored at a more behavioral level. Such
multisource approaches are also important for reducing the risk of common method bias. Podsakoff
et al. (2003,2024) discuss in detail how common method bias can constitute an important alternative
explanation for findings in behavioral research.

From a managerial perspective, the model assigns organizations the task of designing
institutional attention before a crisis rather than merely controlling damage after it. This attention
should not be directed solely toward financial outcomes or final performance indicators. Why
decisions are delayed, where information becomes trapped, which problems cannot be voiced, which
units become disconnected from one another, and which experiences fail to become embedded in
organizational memory must be monitored with equal seriousness. However, an important boundary
must be recognized here. Unless continuous monitoring is established as an early warning system
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that supports learning, it can easily develop into a culture of control and punishment. The healthy
functioning of organizational immunity architecture therefore depends less on the collection of data
than on how those data are interpreted and the climate of trust in which employees can share
problems. Edmondson’s (1999) findings add a strong warning to the managerial dimension of the
model: in organizations were speaking up is perceived as risky, early warning mechanisms may exist
formally while remaining functionally weak.

The limitations of the model must also be made explicit. First, the analogy to preventive
medicine and a biochemistry panel is an explanatory device; it should not be used to equate
organizations directly with biological systems. Organizations are political and cultural structures that
are open to interpretation; the same indicator may carry different meanings in different contexts.
Second, not every weak signal foreshadows an actual crisis. This creates the risk of false alarms. An
overly sensitive system may generate unnecessary interventions, whereas an insufficiently sensitive
system may detect critical signals too late. Third, the functioning of the model may vary according
to industry, organizational size, technological complexity, and the regulatory environment. In fields
requiring high reliability, such as aviation, healthcare, energy, or defense, the logic of early warning
and thresholds may be more central; in lower-risk industries, the same indicators may carry different
weights (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Organizational immunity architecture should therefore be treated
not as a universal prescription, but as a theoretical framework that must be tested across different
contexts.

Conclusion

This study has conceptualized organizational immunity not as a defensive reflex that
becomes operative after a crisis has emerged, but as a cyclical architecture of diagnosis and learning
capable of interpreting an organization’s vulnerabilities while they are still at a manageable level.
The proposed model brings together the classical approach to the strategic importance of weak
signals, the anticipation—coping—adaptation logic of organizational resilience, the dynamic
capabilities literature’s emphasis on reconfiguring competencies in response to environmental
change, the logic of risk assessment, and the role of organizational learning and memory in
institutionalizing experience (Ansoff, 1975; Duchek, 2020; International Organization for
Standardization, 2018; Levitt & March, 1988; Teece et al., 1997; Walsh & Ungson, 1991; Weick &
Sutcliffe, 2007). Organizational immunity architecture is thus positioned not as a new label that
replaces the literatures on resilience, dynamic capabilities, or organizational learning, but as a
specific theoretical framework that integrates their explanatory power within a cycle of early
diagnosis, risk threshold, preventive intervention, and feedback.

The central claim of the model is clear: the long-term health of organizations is determined
not only by how they respond during a crisis, but also by what they recognize before a crisis, which
signals they take seriously, where they diagnose weakness, and what they transform into
organizational memory following intervention. The leadership/structure, adaptation, integration, and
intellectual capital panels are therefore not merely conceptual dimensions within the model; they are
diagnostic domains that enable the organization to interpret its loss of immunity. As the Challenger
and Columbia cases demonstrate, major breakdowns in complex organizations are often driven not
by a single technical failure, but by how weak signals are interpreted, where information becomes
trapped, and the assumptions that underpin decision-making processes (Columbia Accident
Investigation Board, 2003; Vaughan, 1996). Organizational immunity architecture therefore grounds
its claim to make organizations “more resilient” in their capacity to detect earlier, interpret more
accurately, and intervene more promptly.

In conclusion, this study has sought to transform organizational immunity from an abstract
metaphor into a holistic theoretical model linking organizational attention, diagnosis, intervention,
and learning. The value of the model lies not in promising organizations a flawless control system,
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but in reminding them that vulnerabilities often emerge as small deviations and neglected signals
before they produce visible outcomes. Organizational immunity architecture therefore opens a
productive line of inquiry for future conceptual and empirical research: management and
organization research should focus not only on how strong organizations are, but also on how early
and honestly, they can interpret their own weaknesses and how much they can learn through that

process.
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Orgiitsel Bagisiklik Mimarisi: Onleyici Bir Erken Uyar1 Model Onerisi

Giris

Gilintimiizde orgiitler yalnizca rekabet baskilar1 ve teknolojik degisimle degil, ayn1 zamanda
tedarik zinciri aksamalari, is giicii hareketliligi, itibar riskleri, bilgi akisindaki kesintiler ve ani
cevresel dalgalanmalarla da miicadele etmek zorundadir (Allen vd., 2010; Christopher & Peck, 2004;
Galbraith, 1973; Power vd., 2009; Teece vd., 1997; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Bu kosullar altinda
orgiitsel basariy1 yalnizca bir orgiitiin kriz sonrasinda ne kadar hizli toparlandigi izerinden agiklamak
yetersiz kalmaktadir (Duchek, 2020; Lengnick-Hall vd., 2011). Temel mesele, kriz goriiniir hale
gelmeden Once ortaya cikan zayif sinyallerin fark edilip edilmedigi, orgiit icindeki kirilganliklarin
zamaninda teshis edilip edilmedigi ve bu teshislerin Onleyici yonetsel eyleme doniistiiriiliip
donistiirilmedigidir (Ansoff, 1975; Reason, 1997; Weick vd., 1999; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007).
Ansoff’un (1975) zayif sinyaller yaklasimi, stratejik siirprizlerin ¢ogu zaman agik ve kesin
gostergeler araciligiyla degil, baslangicta belirsiz, daginik ve yoruma agik olan erken isaretler
araciligiyla goriiniir hale geldigini gdstermesi nedeniyle bu tartisma igin saglam bir hareket noktasi
sunmaya devam etmektedir.

Bu ihtiyaca yanit olarak bu makalede orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi kavrami onerilmektedir.
Bu kavram, orgiitii yalnizca kriz meydana geldikten sonra tepki veren pasif bir varlik olarak gérmek
yerine; algilanan tehditleri, zayif sinyalleri ve sistemik kirilganliklari erken agsamada belirleyen, risk
esiklerini goriiniir hale getiren, dnleyici miidahaleleri yonetisim diizenlemeleriyle iliskilendiren ve
bu siireci orgiitsel 6grenmeye ve hafizaya doniistiiren dongiisel bir kurumsal sistem olarak ele
almaktadir (Ansoff, 1975; Argyris & Schon, 1978; Reason, 1997; Walsh & Ungson, 1991; Weick
vd., 1999). Bu anlamda orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi, tanisal bir gésterge panelinin mantigina gore
islemektedir (Simons, 1995). Karar alma siireclerindeki gecikmeler, rol belirsizligi, bilgi silolari,
koordinasyon basarisizliklari, orgiitsel 6grenmenin yavasligi, kritik yeteneklerin kaybi1 ve aymi
hatalarin tekrarlanmasi gibi gostergeler, orgiitsel bagisiklikta aksi takdirde gizli kalacak zayifliklart
ortaya c¢ikaran erken uyari sinyalleri olarak degerlendirilebilir (Edmondson, 1996; Galbraith, 1973;
Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Lengnick-Hall vd., 2011; Rizzo vd., 1970; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007).

Bu makalenin temel amaci, oOrgiitsel bagisikligi kriz sonrasi toparlanma veya genel
dayaniklilik kapasitesiyle sinirlandirmayan; bunun yerine erken uyari, teshis, zayif halka analizi, risk
esikleri, onleyici miidahale, yonetisim diizenlemeleri ve orgiitsel 6grenmeyi tek bir dongii igerisinde
aciklayan teorik bir model gelistirmektir (Ansoff, 1975; Duchek, 2020; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995;
Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Modelin merkezinde dort panel yer almaktadir: liderlik/yapi, adaptasyon,
entegrasyon ve entelektiiel sermaye. Liderlik/yap1 paneli karar netligini, yetki dagilimimi ve
yonetisim hazirligini; adaptasyon paneli ¢cevresel duyarliligi ve yenilenme kapasitesini; entegrasyon
paneli birimler arasi tutarliligi ve sistemik uyumu; entelektiiel sermaye paneli ise bilginin
korunmasini, orgiitsel hafizay1 ve orgiitsel bagisiklik zekasini temsil etmektedir (Cohen & Levinthal,
1990; Galbraith, 1973; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; March, 1991; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Teece
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vd., 1997; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Nahapiet ve Ghoshal’in (1998) sosyal sermaye ile entelektiiel
sermaye arasindaki iliskiyi bir orgiitsel avantaj kaynagi olarak kavramsallastirmasi, modelin bilgi,
iligkisel ve entelektiiel sermaye boyutlar icin 6nemli bir teorik temel saglamaktadir.

Bu makalenin katks1 ii¢ yonliidiir. Ilk olarak drgiitsel bagisiklik, kriz sonras1 savunma veya
toparlanma kapasitesi olarak goriilmekten ¢ikarilarak kriz meydana gelmeden 6nce erken teshis ve
Onleyici miidahaleyi miimkiin kilan dongiisel bir mimari olarak yeniden konumlandirilmaktadir
(Ansoff, 1975; Duchek, 2020; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Ikinci olarak orgiitsel dayaniklilik, dinamik
yetenekler, zayif sinyal tespiti, orgiitsel 6grenme, orgiitsel hafiza ve entelektiiel sermaye yazinlari
tek bir teorik model igerisinde biitliinlestirilmektedir (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Duchek, 2020; Levitt
& March, 1988; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Teece vd., 1997; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Uciincii
olarak model, orgiitsel bagisiklig1 soyut bir kapasite diizeyinde birakmak yerine, liderlik/yap,
adaptasyon, entegrasyon ve entelektiiel sermaye panelleri araciligiyla izlenebilen, teshis edilebilen
ve yonetsel miidahaleye doniistiiriilebilen bir sistem olarak kavramsallastirmaktadir (Cohen &
Levinthal, 1990; Galbraith, 1973; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Simons, 1995). Boylece c¢alisma,
yalnizca orgiitlerin krizlere nasil dayandigini degil, ayn1 zamanda krizlerin ortaya ¢ikisina isaret eden
erken sinyalleri nasil tespit ettiklerini, zayif halkalar1 nasil teshis ettiklerini ve 6grenmeyi kalici
orgiitsel zekaya nasil doniistiirdiiklerini agiklayan 6zgiin bir teorik ¢erceve sunmaktadir (Crossan vd.,
1999; March, 1991; Walsh & Ungson, 1991; Weick vd., 1999).2

Kavramsal Arastirma Tasarim ve Model Gelistirme

Bu calisma, ampirik bir sinama veya sistematik bir literatiir taramasi olarak degil, kuramsal
sentezi kavramsal model gelistirmeyle birlestiren kavramsal bir calisma olarak tasarlanmistir.
Kavramsal ¢aligmalarin da belirli kuram ve kavramlarin neden secildiklerini, analizde hangi rolleri
iistlendiklerini ve ortaya ¢ikan modelin hangi akil ylirlitme asamalar1 araciligiyla gelistirildigini
aciklayan agik bir arastirma tasarimina dayanmasi gerekmektedir (Jaakkola, 2020). Buna gore bu
calismada ele alinan odak olgu, 6rgiitlerin heniiz tam anlamiyla krize doniismemis zayifliklari nasil
fark ettikleri ve teshis ettikleri, bunlar1 yonetsel karar alma esigine nasil tasidiklar1 ve miidahale
sonrast deneyimlerini orgiitsel 6grenmeye nasil doniistiirdiikleriyle ilgilidir.

Kuramsal kaynak havuzu, bu odak olguyu aciklamak i¢in gerekli islevler dogrultusunda
amagh olarak sinirlandirlmistir. Zayif sinyaller ve yiiksek giivenilirlik yazinlari, erken uyari
isaretlerinin tespit edilmesini agikladiklari i¢in; 6rgiitsel dayaniklilik ve dinamik yetenekler yazinlari,
Oongdrme, adaptasyon ve yeniden yapilandirma kapasitelerini agikladiklari i¢in; 6rgiit tasarimi ve risk
yoOnetimi yazinlari, tanisal alanlari, esikleri ve yonetsel miidahaleyi agikladiklari igin; Orgiitsel
O0grenme, Orgiitsel hafiza ve entelektliel sermaye yazinlari ise deneyimin kurumsallastirilmasini
acikladiklart i¢in ¢alismaya dahil edilmistir. Kaynaklar; orgiit diizeyinde bir agiklama sunmalari,
dongiiniin en az bir iglevi i¢in dogrudan kuramsal temel saglamalari ve ilgili kavramlar arasindaki
iligkileri ag¢iklamalart durumunda modele dahil edilmistir. Yalnizca kriz sonrasi sonuglari
betimleyen, orgiitsel bir mekanizmayla iliskilendirilmeyen veya biyolojik metaforu agiklayict bir
cerceveye doniistiirmeyen ¢aligmalar, modelin temel kaynaklari arasina alinmamastir.

Model gelistirme siireci dort analitik asamada yiiriitiilmiistiir. ilk olarak ilgili yazinlarda
tekrar eden kuramsal iglevler —algilama, teshis, esik degerlendirmesi, miidahale, yOnetisim
diizenlemeleri ve grenme— analitik olarak birbirinden ayrilmustir. Ikinci olarak farkli adlandirmalar
altinda ayni islevi agiklayan kavramlar birlestirilmis, farkli islevleri yerine getiren kavramlar ise
birbirinden ayr1 tutulmustur. Ugiincii olarak liderlik/yap1, adaptasyon, entegrasyon ve entelektiiel

2 Entelektiiel sermaye, uyum ve Orgiitsel dayaniklilik arasindaki iligki; kavramsal model gelistirme yontemi; miidahale,
degisim ve orgiitsel 6grenme; bilginin iiretilmesi, paylagilmasi ve orgiitsel siireglere aktarilmast; liderlik, destekleyici iklim
ve bilgi paylasimi; calisanlarin sorunlart bildirebilmesi, psikolojik giivenlik ve zayif sinyallerin yonetime ulagsmasi gibi
farkli sektorler ve kurumlar baglaminda ele alan caligmalar igin ayrica bk. Agostini, & Nosella, 2023; Jaakkola, 2020;
Schein, 1996; Tore, 2020; Mertel, Bozkurt, & Demirhan, 2020; Kose, Mohan Bursali, & Dolma, 2023.
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sermaye, Orgiitsel zayifliklarin nerede yogunlastigini gosteren yatay tanisal paneller olarak
diizenlenirken; algilama, teshis, esik degerlendirmesi, miidahale, ydnetisim diizenlemeleri ve
Ogrenme, teshisin zaman icerisinde nasil eyleme doniistiiriildiigiinii gosteren alt1 agamal1 bir siireg
olarak yapilandirilmistir. Son olarak asamalar arasindaki yonlii baglantilar ve geri bildirim iliskisi
belirlenmis; Onermeler, modelin neyi agikladigini, bunu nasil ve neden agikladigim ve
acgiklamalarinin hangi kosullar altinda gecerli oldugunu agikga ortaya koyacak bi¢imde tiiretilmigtir
(Whetten, 1989).

Bu noktada, dort panelin kavramsal kokenleri ile mevcut ¢alismanin katkisi arasinda agik bir
ayrmm yapilmalidir. Kara ve Yalgm (2026), Orgiitsel DNA Profili Olgegi'ni kullanarak orgiitsel
bagisiklig1 liderlik/yap1, adaptasyon, entegrasyon ve entelektiiel sermaye boyutlar1 iizerinden
ampirik olarak incelemis ve ¢alisanlarin bu boyutlara iliskin algilarinin demografik 6zelliklerine gore
farklilagip farklilasmadigini arastirmigtir. Mevcut calisma, bu dort boyutu bagimsiz unsurlar olarak
yeniden kesfettigi iddiasinda degildir. Bunun yerine ¢aligma, bu boyutlari zayif sinyallerin
yogunlastig1 orgiitsel alanlar1 birbirinden ayiran tanisal paneller olarak yeniden konumlandirmakta
ve bunlari algilama, teshis, risk esigi degerlendirmesi, dnleyici miidahale, yonetisim diizenlemeleri
ve oOrgiitsel 6grenmeden olusan bir dongiiyle iliskilendirmektedir. Dolayisiyla onceki caligsma
orgiitsel bagisikligin dlciilebilecegi boyutlara odaklanirken mevcut ¢alisma, bu boyutlarin siirekli bir
erken uyar1 ve onleyici miidahale siireci igerisinde nasil birlikte isledigini agiklamaktadir.

Bu ayrim dogrultusunda makalenin 6zgiinliik iddias1, dort panelin ilk kez 6nerilmesine degil,
daha 6nce ampirik l¢iim alanlar1 olarak kullanilan bu panellerin geri bildirim 6zelligi tasiyan alt1
asamal1 bir slire¢ mimarisi icerisinde islevsel olarak biitiinlestirilmesine dayanmaktadir. Dort panel,
orgiitsel zayifliklarin nerede bulundugunu; alti asamali dongii, zayif bir sinyalin teshisten
miidahaleye ve kurumsal 6grenmeye nasil ilerledigini; geri bildirim baglantisi ise tamamlanan her
dongiiniin sonraki algilama ve esik degerlendirmesini nasil degistirdigini aciklamaktadir.

Kuramsal Cerceve

Orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi, yénetim ve organizasyon yazimindaki yerlesik bazi kavramlarla
ayni inceleme alaninda yer alsa da yalnizca bu kavramlarin toplamindan ibaret degildir (Ansoff,
1975; Duchek, 2020; Huang, 2013; Teece vd., 1997; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Buna gore bu ¢aligma,
yazini siralt bigimde 6zetlemek yerine, 6nerilen modelin iligkili oldugu kuramsal yaklagimlari ve bu
yaklagimlardan hangi noktalarda ayrildigini agiklamay1 amacglamaktadir (Ansoff, 1975; Duchek,
2020; Huang, 2013; Teece vd., 1997; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Bdyle bir ayrim gereklidir; ¢iinkii
orgiitsel dayanmiklilik, dinamik yetenekler, orgiitsel 6grenme, oOrgiitsel hafiza ve zayif sinyaller
yazinlar1 orgiitsel kirilganligin farkli yonlerine iliskin giiclii agiklamalar sunarken orgiitsel bagisiklik
mimarisi, bu yonleri erken teshis, esik degerlendirmesi ve Onleyici orgiitsel uyarlama mantigi
icerisinde biitiinlestiren, tanisal yonelimi daha belirgin bir ¢ergeve onermektedir (Ansoff, 1975;
Argyris & Schon, 1978; Duchek, 2020; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995; Teece vd., 1997; Walsh &
Ungson, 1991).

Tablo 1, her kavramin temel odagi ile 6rgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi igerisindeki islevini ve bu
mimariden ayrildigi noktalari karsilastirarak kuramsal rollerin bu dagilimimi &zetlemektedir.
Orgiitsel dayaniklilik, islevselligi siirdiirme, toparlanma ve adaptasyon kapasitelerini saglamakta
(Duchek, 2020); dinamik yetenekler, kaynaklarin ve yetkinliklerin yeniden yapilandirilmasina iliskin
mantig1 sunmakta (Teece vd., 1997); orgiitsel 6grenme ve Orgiitsel hafiza, deneyimin rutinlere ve
geri cagrilabilir bilgiye nasil doniistiiriildiigiinii agiklamakta (Levitt & March, 1988; Walsh &
Ungson, 1991); zay1f sinyaller yaklagimi ise erken fakat belirsiz tanisal girdiler sunmaktadir (Ansoff,
1975). Dolayisiyla Tablo 1, hem her bir yazindan alman katkiyr hem de orgiitsel bagisiklik
mimarisinin stlendigi 6zgiil agiklama gorevini belirleyerek kavramsal bir sinir haritasit islevi
gormektedir: kriz Oncesi algilama ve kirillganlik teshisini risk esigi degerlendirmesi, Onleyici
miidahale ve kurumsal 6grenmeyle iligkilendirmek.
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Zay1f sinyaller yaklasimi, orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisine erken tespit konusunda duyarlilik
kazandirmaktadir (Ansoff, 1975). Ansoff’un (1975) calismasi, stratejik siirprizlerin cogu zaman ilk
olarak acik, giiclii ve kesin gostergeler araciligiyla degil, belirsiz, parcali ve yoruma acik sinyaller
araciligryla goriiniir hale geldigini gostermesi nedeniyle temel bir bagvuru noktasi olmay1
siirdiirmektedir. Bu goriis, orgiitlerin yalnizca dogrulanmis tehditlere degil, anlami heniiz tam olarak
netlesmemis sinyallere de dikkat etmeleri gerektigini gostermektedir (Ansoff, 1975; Weick vd.,
1999; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Bununla birlikte zayif sinyaller yaklagimi tek basina, bu tiir
sinyallerin Orgiit icerisinde hangi tanisal kategoriler aracilifiyla degerlendirilmesi gerektigini, hangi
esiklerde yonetsel onceliklere donlismesi gerektigini ve hangi miidahale bigimleri araciligiyla ele
alimmasi gerektigini agiklamakta yetersiz kalmaktadir (Ansoff, 1975; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995).
Bu noktada orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi, zayif sinyalleri yalnizca ¢evresel tarama girdileri olarak
degil, orgiitiin kendi i¢ yapilanmasindaki kirilganliklar yorumlamaya yonelik tanisal veriler olarak
ele almaktadir (Ansoff, 1975; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995; Weick vd., 1999).

Temel iddia su sekildedir: Orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi ne orgiitsel dayamkhligin bir
alternatifi ne dinamik yeteneklerin bagka bir adi ne de 6rgiitsel 6grenmeye verilmis yeni bir etikettir
(Ansoft, 1975; Duchek, 2020; Huang, 2013; Teece vd., 1997; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Daha kesin
bir ifadeyle orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi, bu yazinlarin her birinden yararlanirken bunlarin sundugu
icgoriileri erken teshis, risk esikleri ve dnleyici miidahale eksenleri etrafinda yeniden diizenleyen tist
diizey bir kuramsal gercevedir (Ansoff, 1975; Duchek, 2020; Huang, 2013; Reason, 1997; Simons,
1995; Teece vd., 1997; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Modelin kuramsal degeri, yalnizca orgiitlerin
krizlere nasil dayandigini degil, ayn1 zamanda kriz olasili§inin ortaya ¢iktigi i¢ ve dis sinyalleri nasil
anlamlandirdiklarini ve bu anlamlandirmay1 zamaninda kurumsal eyleme nasil doniistiirdiiklerini
aciklama iddiasinda yatmaktadir (Ansoff, 1975; Reason, 1997; Weick vd., 1999; Weick & Sutcliffe,
2007).

Tablo 1: Orgiitsel Bagisiklik Mimarisi ile iliskili Kuramsal Yaklasimlar Arasindaki

Kavramsal Ayriml

Orgiitsel Bagisikhk

Mimarisiyle Iliskisi

Tslevselligin korunmasi,

Bagisiklik mimarisinin

Daha ¢ok ayakta kalma ve baski

Orgiitsel toparlanma ve gl'.ic;lendi.rmeyi. altinda uyum sgglama.ijzerj..nde durur;
dayamkhhk adaptasyon amacladig kapasite erken teshis ve esik belirleme
alanlarindan biridir. mekanizmasim merkeze almaz.
Kaynaklarin Bagisiklik mimarisinin Yeniden yapilandirmayn agiklar;
Dinamik biitiinlestirilmesi, miidahale ve yeniden yeniden yapilandirma ihtiyvacinin
yetenekler veniden yapilandirilmas: || uyarlama mantigim nasil teghis edildigini
ve déniistiiriilmesi destekler. ayrintilandirmaz.
Orgiitsel Deneyimin bilgiye, Bagisiklik déngiisiiniin Ogrenilenlerin kun!msal“lagtlrllmasu_u
L e . = L agiklar; erken teshis—miidahale—geri
dgrenme/drgiitsel rutinlere ve kurumsal kalici hile gelmesini bildirim dénedstini tek b
hafiza hatizaya déniistiiriilmesi saglar. tidirim donglistind tek bagina

modellemez.

Zayif sinyaller

Belirsiz erken isaretlerin
fark edilmesi

Bagisiklik mimarisi
icin baslangic verilerini
saglar.

Erken isaretlerin énemini gdsterir; bu
isaretlerin risk esifi ve dnleyici
miidahaleyle nasil iligkilendirilecegini
tek basina aciklamaz.

Orgiitsel bagisikhk
mimarisi

Erken teshis, risk esigi,
onleyici miidahale ve
dgrenme déngiisii

Diger vazinlari tamsal
ve dongiisel bir cerceve
icerisinde bir araya
getirir.

Kriz éncesi isaretleri, kirillganlik
teshisini, esik degerlendirmesini ve
kurumsal égrenmeyi ayni model
icerisinde biitiinlestirir.

Kaynak: Yazarin kendi galigmas.
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Orgiitsel Bagisikkhk Mimarisinin Kavramsal Simrlari

Orgiitsel bagigiklik mimarisi, ydnetim ve organizasyon yazinindaki yerlesik gesitli
kavramlarla yakindan iligkilidir (Ansoff, 1975; Duchek, 2020; Huang, 2013; Kaplan & Mikes, 2012;
Teece vd., 1997; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Orgﬁtsel dayaniklilik, risk yonetimi, dinamik yetenekler,
orgiitsel Ogrenme ve Orglitsel hafiza bu kavramlarin basinda gelmektedir (Duchek, 2020;
International Organization for Standardization, 2018; Levitt & March, 1988; Teece vd., 1997; Walsh
& Ungson, 1991). Bununla birlikte bu yakin iliski, orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisinin séz konusu
kavramlarla es anlamli oldugu seklinde yorumlanmamalidir (Ansoff, 1975; Duchek, 2020; Huang,
2013; Teece vd., 1997). Modelin ayirt edici 6zelligi, yalnizca rgiitiin krizlere dayanma veya degisen
kosullara uyum saglama kapasitesini degil, ayn1 zamanda gizli kirilganliklar1 nasil fark ettigini,
bunlar1 nasil yorumladigini ve bu yorum temelinde nasil Onleyici kurumsal eylem iirettigini
aciklamaya caligmasidir (Ansoff, 1975; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995; Weick vd., 1999; Weick &
Sutcliffe, 2007).

Ik ayrim orgiitsel dayamklilikla ilgilidir (Duchek, 2020; Lengnick-Hall vd., 2011).
Dayaniklilik yazini, orgiitlerin beklenmedik olaylar karsisinda islevselliklerini siirdiirme, bozulmus
dengeyi yeniden kurma ve degisen kosullara uyum saglama kapasitelerini agiklamaktadir (Duchek,
2020; Lengnick-Hall vd., 2011; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Duchek’in (2020) dayaniklilig1 6ngérme,
basa ¢ikma ve adaptasyon siirecleri iizerinden ele almasi, kavramin yalnizca kriz sonrasi
toparlanmaya indirgenemeyecegini gostermektedir. Buna karsilik orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi,
dayanikliligin kendisinden ¢ok, dayanikliligi miimkiin kilan erken fark etme ve onleyici uyarlama
kapasitelerine odaklanmaktadir (Ansoff, 1975; Duchek, 2020; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995). Baska
bir ifadeyle dayaniklilik, bir orgiitiin baski altinda nasil ayakta kaldigini agiklarken orgiitsel
bagisiklik mimarisi, bu baskiyr siddetlendirebilecek zayifliklarin derinlesmeden Once nasil
yorumlanabilecegini ele almaktadir (Ansoff, 1975; Duchek, 2020; Weick vd., 1999; Weick &
Sutcliffe, 2007).

Ikinci ayrim risk yonetimiyle iliskili olarak yapilmalidir (International Organization for
Standardization, 2018; Kaplan & Mikes, 2012). Risk yonetimi, drgiitlere belirsizlikleri belirlemek,
siniflandirmak, izlemek ve kontrol etmek icin sistematik bir ¢er¢eve saglamaktadir (International
Organization for Standardization, 2018; Kaplan & Mikes, 2012). Kaplan ve Mikes’1n (2012) riskleri
onlenebilir, stratejik ve digsal olarak siniflandirmasi 6nemlidir; ¢iinkii bu siniflandirma, risklerin tek
bir kontrol mantig1yla yénetilemeyecegini gostermektedir. Orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi bu goriisten
yararlanmakla birlikte geleneksel risk yonetimi mantigina indirgenemez (Huang, 2013; Kaplan &
Mikes, 2012; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995). Buradaki mesele yalnizca riskleri belirlemek veya
azaltmak degildir. Daha temel mesele, orgiitlin kendi biinyesinde ortaya ¢ikan bagisiklik kayiplarini
zamaninda fark edip edemedigi, bu kayiplar1 yonetsel agidan yorumlayip yorumlayamadig: ve elde
edilen bilgiyi 6grenme ve hafiza siireclerine dahil edip edemedigidir (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Huang,
2013; Levitt & March, 1988; Walsh & Ungson, 1991; Weick vd., 1999).

Ugiincii stir dinamik yetenekler yaklagimiyla ilgilidir (Teece vd., 1997). Teece vd. nin
(1997) galismasi, orgiitlerin degisen ¢evrelerde kaynaklarini biitiinlestirme, yeniden yapilandirma ve
doniistirme yeteneklerine odaklanmaktadir. Bu yaklagim, orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisinin
adaptasyon ve yeniden uyarlama boyutunun anlagilmas: agisindan degerlidir (Teece vd., 1997).
Bununla birlikte iki kavram ayni diizeyde islememektedir (Ansoff, 1975; Huang, 2013; Teece vd.,
1997). Dinamik yetenekler dncelikle orgiitlerin degisen kosullara yanit olarak kaynaklarini nasil
yeniden diizenlediklerini agiklamaktadir (Teece vd., 1997). Buna karsilik oOrgiitsel bagisiklik
mimarisi, boyle bir yeniden diizenleme ihtiyacinin nasil fark edildigini sorgulamaktadir (Ansoff,
1975; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995). Bu bakimdan model, doniisiimiin kendisinden dnce gelen tanisal
temele dikkat ¢ekmektedir: Bir orgiit, miidahalenin gerekli oldugu sonucuna hangi sinyallerden
hareketle ulasir? (Ansoff, 1975; Reason, 1997; Weick vd., 1999; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007).
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Dérdiincti sinir, 6rgiitsel 6grenme ve Orgiitsel hafiza kavramlariyla ilgilidir (Levitt & March,
1988; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Levitt ve March (1988), orgiitsel 6grenmeyi gecmis deneyimlerin
rutinlere ve davranig kaliplarina yansimasi iizerinden aciklamaktadir. Walsh ve Ungson (1991) ise
orgiitsel hafizay1 gecmis bilginin orgiit igerisinde korunmasi ve karar alma siireclerinde yeniden
kullanilmasiyla iliskilendirmektedir. Orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi bu bilgi birikimine dayanmakla
birlikte 6grenmeyi yalnizca gegmisin kurumsallastirilmasi olarak gérmemektedir (Argyris & Schon,
1978; Crossan vd., 1999; Huang, 2013; Levitt & March, 1988; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Bu modelde
Ogrenme, Orgiitiin sonraki dongiilerde daha etkili algilamasini, daha dogru yorumlamasini ve daha
erken miidahale etmesini saglayan aktif bir geri bildirim kapasitesidir (Argyris & Schon, 1978;
Crossan vd., 1999; Levitt & March, 1988; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Bu nedenle orgiitsel hafiza
yalnizca gecmisin bir kaydi olarak degil, gelecekteki kirilganliklarin daha erken bir asamada
yorumlanmasina yardimci olan canli bir kurumsal mekanizma olarak degerlendirilmektedir (Crossan
vd., 1999; Huang, 2013; Walsh & Ungson, 1991).

Bu noktada biyolojik bagisiklik ve koruyucu hekimlik metaforunun sinirlari da agikca ortaya
konulmalidir (Cornelissen, 2005; Morgan, 1980). Orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi, drgiitleri biyolojik
organizmalarla 6zdes yapilar olarak degerlendirmemektedir (Huang, 2013; Morgan, 1980). Metafor,
orgiitsel gercekligi tibbi bir modele indirgemek i¢in degil, gizli bozulma bigimlerinin erken asamada
fark edilmesi, kritik degerlerin yorumlanmasi ve zamaninda miidahale edilmesi diisiincesini
acgiklamak i¢in kullanilmaktadir (Ansoff, 1975; Cornelissen, 2005; Morgan, 1980; Reason, 1997).
Morgan’in (1980) orgiit kuraminda metaforlarin roliine iliskin calismasi, metaforlarin kuram
gelistirme agisindan giiclii araglar olabilmelerine karsin yeterli 6zen gosterilmeden kullanildiklarinda
kavramsal kor noktalar da olusturabileceklerini gostermektedir. Buna gore “biyokimya paneli”
benzetmesi Orgiitii canli bir bedene indirgememekte; bunun yerine oOrgiitsel gostergeleri daha
yorumlanabilir hale getiren sinirli bir analitik ara¢ islevi gérmektedir (Cornelissen, 2005; Morgan,
1980; Simons, 1995).

Bu ¢ergevede orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi; orgiitsel dayaniklilik, risk yonetimi, dinamik
yetenekler veya orgiitsel 6grenme kavramlarinin yerine gegen yeni bir adlandirma degildir (Duchek,
2020; Huang, 2013; Kaplan & Mikes, 2012; Levitt & March, 1988; Teece vd., 1997). Daha kesin bir
ifadeyle orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi, bu alanlarin agiklama giiciinii erken teshis, zayif halka analizi,
Onleyici uyarlama ve kurumsal 6grenme eksenleri etrafinda bir araya getiren 6zgiil bir kuramsal
konumu temsil etmektedir (Ansoff, 1975; Argyris & Schon, 1978; Huang, 2013; Reason, 1997,
Simons, 1995; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Kavramin degeri tam olarak burada yatmaktadir: Kavram,
yalnizca bir 6rgiitiin krizlere nasil dayandigini degil, ayn1 zamanda kriz olasiligini artiran zayifliklart
nasil algiladigini, bunlar1 yonetsel kararlara nasil doniistiirdiiglinii ve bu deneyim araciligryla nasil
daha giiclii bir kurumsal dikkatlilik gelistirdigini agiklamaya caligsmaktadir (Ansoft, 1975; Crossan
vd., 1999; Reason, 1997; Weick vd., 1999; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007).

Tamsal Bir Sistem Olarak Orgiitsel Bagisikik Mimarisi

Orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi, yalnizca bir aksama meydana geldikten sonra drgiitiin verdigi
tepkiyi agiklayan bir ¢ergeve olarak goriilmemelidir (Ansoff, 1975; Huang, 2013; Reason, 1997;
Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Modelin temel degeri, orgiitsel sistem igerisinde heniiz tam anlamiyla bir
krize donligmemis sinyalleri yorumlama, bu sinyalleri anlamli tanisal alanlar igerisinde
konumlandirma ve ydnetsel miidahaleyi zamaninda baglatma yeteneginde yatmaktadir (Ansoff,
1975; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995; Weick vd., 1999). Buna gire model, koruyucu hekimlikteki
tanisal akil yiiriitmeye benzer bicimde islemekte, ancak Orgiitleri biyolojik yapilara
indirgememektedir (Biomarkers Definitions Working Group, 2001; Cornelissen, 2005; Morgan,
1980). Burada kullanilan benzetme daha smirli ve analitiktir: Insan bedenindeki belirli degerler,
belirtiler ortaya ¢ikmadan once risk hakkinda fikir verebilecegi gibi; karar alma siireclerindeki
gecikmeler, bilgi akisindaki kesintiler, koordinasyon zayifliklari, kritik bilginin kaybi, tekrarlanan

Turkish Studies — Economics, Finance, Politics 21(O1)



Organizational Immunity Architecture... 1795

hatalar veya calisanlarin sorunlari dile getirme konusundaki isteksizligi gibi oOrgiit igindeki
gostergeler de daha ciddi bozulmalarin erken uyart isaretleri olarak yorumlanabilir (Biomarkers
Definitions Working Group, 2001; Edmondson, 1996, 1999; Galbraith, 1973; Morrison, 2014; Rizzo
vd., 1970; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Ansoff’un (1975) zay1f sinyaller yaklagimi, stratejik siirprizlerin
cogu zaman agik¢a tanimlanabilir tehditler olarak degil, baslangicta eksik ve yoruma agik sinyaller
olarak ortaya c¢iktigin1i gostermesi nedeniyle bu tanisal mantigin klasik temellerinden birini
olusturmaktadir.

Bu calismada kullanilan “6rgiitsel biyobelirte¢” terimi, yerlesik bir tibbi 6l¢iim kavrami
olarak degil, orgiit icerisindeki erken uyari gostergelerini daha yorumlanabilir hale getirmek
amactyla 6nerilen analitik bir metafor olarak anlagilmalidir (Biomarkers Definitions Working Group,
2001; Cornelissen, 2005; Morgan, 1980). Omegin karar alma siireclerinin olagandis1 bigimde
uzamasi, rol ve yetki sinirlarinin belirsizlesmesi, bilginin birimler arasindaki dolagiminin gecikmeli
veya eksik olmasi, ayni hatalarin tekrarlanmasi, kritik bilginin az sayida kiside yogunlagmasi veya
sorunlarin acikga dile getirilememesi gibi gostergelerin higbiri tek basina bir kriz olusturmamaktadir
(Edmondson, 1996, 1999; Galbraith, 1973; Morrison, 2014; Rizzo vd., 1970; Walsh & Ungson,
1991). Bununla birlikte bu tiir gostergeler birlikte ve zaman igerisinde izlendiginde, 6rgiitiin hangi
alaninda bagisiklik kaybi yasandigina iliskin onemli ipuglar1 saglayabilir (Ansoff, 1975; Reason,
1997; Simons, 1995; Weick vd., 1999). Dolayisiyla tanisal deger, tekil bir belirtiden ¢ok belirtilerin
olusturdugu Oriintiide, bu belirtilerin siirekliliginde ve orgiitsel islevlerle olan iliskilerinde
yatmaktadir (Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007).

Bu noktada orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi risk yonetimiyle kesismekte, ancak risk yonetimine
indirgenememektedir (Huang, 2013; International Organization for Standardization, 2018; Kaplan &
Mikes, 2012; Miller, 1992). Miller’in biitiinlesik risk yonetimi yaklagimi, isletmelerin karsilastig
belirsizliklerin birbirinden yalitilmis bicimde degil, daha biitiinciil bir ¢cergeve icerisinde ele alinmasi
gerektigini savunmaktadir (Miller, 1992). Benzer sekilde orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi de tek tek
risklere degil, riski ortaya ¢ikaran orgiitsel zayifliklar arasindaki iligkilere odaklanmaktadir (Huang,
2013; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995). Burada “risk esigi” yalnizca teknik bir sinir degil, yonetsel
dikkatin ne zaman yogunlastirilmasit gerektigini gosteren bir karar noktasidir (International
Organization for Standardization, 2018; Kaplan & Mikes, 2012; Simons, 1995). Bazi sinyaller
normal degisim araliginda kalabilir; bazilar1 dikkat gerektirir; bazilar ise gecikmeksizin miidahale
edilmesini gerektiren kritik zayifliklara isaret eder (Ansoff, 1975; Reason, 1997; Weick & Sutcliffe,
2007). Modelin tanisal niteligi, bu diizeyler arasinda ayrim yapma iddiasinda yatmaktadir (Reason,
1997; Simons, 1995).

Risk Esiklerinin Belirlenmesi ve Yanlis Alarmlarin Yonetilmesi

Modelde risk esigi, evrensel bir sayisal deger veya tiim Orgiitlere uygulanabilecek sabit bir
puan olarak degil, yeniden kalibre edilebilen ve baglama 6zgii bir yonetsel karar 6l¢iitli olarak ele
alimmaktadir. Riskin belirlenmesi, analizi, degerlendirilmesi, isleme tabi tutulmasi, izlenmesi ve
iletisimi asamalarin biitiinlesik bir siire¢ olarak ele alan ISO 31000:2018 yaklasimi ile Kaplan ve
Mikes’in (2012) farkli risk tiirlerinin ayn1 kontrol mantigryla yonetilemeyecegini gosteren ayrimi,
esiklerin Orgiitiin amagclari, risk istahi, faaliyet gosterdigi sektoriin diizenleyici yapisi ve olasi etkinin
biiyiikliigiiyle iligkili olarak belirlenmesini gerektirmektedir (Aven & Thekdi, 2024; International
Organization for Standardization, 2018; Kaplan & Mikes, 2012).

Esik belirleme siireci bes 0l¢iit kullanilarak yiritiilmektedir: gostergenin orgiitiin tarihsel
normal araligindan sapma biiyiikliigii; sapmanin siirekliligi ve yonii, ayni sinyalin birden fazla tanisal
panelde dogrulanmasi; olasi etkinin siddeti ve tersine gevrilebilirligi, gdstergenin glivenlik, mevzuata
uyum veya temel faaliyetlerin siirekliligi agisindan kritiklik diizeyi. Gostergelerin bu olgiitler
bakimindan esit oldugu varsayilmamaktadir. Agirliklar; ilgili panelle baglantili ve verilerin sahibi
olan birimlerin temsilcilerinin yani sira risk yonetimi, i¢ denetim ve {ist yonetim temsilcilerinden
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olusan islevler aras1 bir komite tarafindan, orgiitiin gecmiste yasadigi olaylar ve senaryo analizleri
dikkate almarak belirlenmektedir. Kullanilan gerekce ve veri kaynaklar1 belgelendirilmektedir.
Boylece agirliklandirma, tek bir yoOneticinin sezgisine birakilmak yerine baglamsal fakat
denetlenebilir bir karar alma siirecine doniistiiriilmektedir.

Normal diizey, gostergenin tarihsel araligi igerisinde kaldig1 ve tek basina ortaya ¢iktigi bir
durumu ifade etmektedir. Dikkat diizeyi, sapmanin siireklilik kazandig1 veya farkli panellerden gelen
sinyallerin ayni zayiflik lizerinde birlestigi bir durumu ifade etmektedir. Kritik diizey ise olasi etkinin
orgiitiin risk istahin1 astigl, temel faaliyetlerini tehdit ettigi veya giivenlik ya da mevzuat
gerekgeleriyle derhal harekete gecilmesini gerektirdigi bir durumu ifade etmektedir. Tek bir gosterge
giivenlik veya mevzuata uyum acisindan kritik olmadigi siirece dogrudan kalict miidahaleyi
tetiklememekte; 6ncelikle verilerin dogrulanmasi, sorumlu birim tarafindan teyit edilmesi ve paneller
arast dogrulama gerceklestirilmektedir.

Yanlis alarm yonetimi, esiklerin belirlenip kalici olarak sabitlenmesi yerine alarm
sonuclarinin izlenmesi ve sistemin yeniden kalibre edilmesi yoluyla yiiriitiilmektedir. Her alarm igin
sinyalin gercek bir zayifliga karsilik gelip gelmedigi, miidahalenin gerekli olup olmadigi ve herhangi
bir sinyalin gézden kagirilip kagirilmadigi kaydedilmektedir. Yanlis pozitifler gereksiz miidahalenin
maliyeti agisindan, yanlhis negatifler ise gozden kacirilan riskin etkisi agisindan
degerlendirilmektedir. Orgiitsel 6grenme ve hafiza asamasinda bu kayzitlar; gosterge agirliklarinin,
alarm diizeylerinin ve dogrulama kurallarimin yeniden ayarlanmasi i¢in girdi saglamaktadir.
Dolayisiyla geri bildirim yalnizca ge¢mis deneyimi muhafaza etmemekte, ayn1 zamanda tanisal
sistemin duyarlilig1 ile seciciligi arasindaki dengeyi de diizenlemektedir.

Gergek diinyada yasanan olaylar, bu ayrimin neden Onemli oldugunu gostermektedir.
Columbia kazasini aragtiran kurul, kazanin yalnizca teknik bir olay olan kdpiik pargasi ¢carpmasiyla
aciklanamayacagin1 ve NASA’nin orgiit kiiltiiriiniin de kazanin meydana gelmesinde belirleyici bir
etken oldugunu vurgulamistir (Columbia Accident Investigation Board, 2003). Rapor, karmasik
teknolojik sistemlerde teknik arizalarin Grgiitsel karar alma, iletisim ve yorumlama siirecleriyle
birlikte ele alinmasi gerektigini agik¢a ortaya koymustur (Columbia Accident Investigation Board,
2003; Reason, 1997). Bu 6rnek, orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisinin neden yalnizca dis tehditlere degil,
ayni zamanda Orgiit icindeki karar alma aligkanliklarina, iletisim kanallarina ve zayif sinyalleri
ciddiye alma kapasitesine de odaklanmas1 gerektigini gostermektedir (Ansoff, 1975; Columbia
Accident Investigation Board, 2003; Weick vd., 1999). Benzer sekilde yiiksek giivenilirlikli orgiitler
yazini, hata olasilig1 diisikk goriinse bile kiiclik sapmalarin ciddiye alinmasinin ve operasyonel
siireclere yonelik yakin dikkatin siirdiiriilmesinin 6nemini vurgulamaktadir (Roberts, 1990; Weick
vd., 1999; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Roberts’1in niikleer gii¢cle calisan ugak gemileri lizerine yaptigi
calisma, karmagik ve yiiksek riskli sistemlerde giivenilirligin yalnizca teknolojiye degil, orgiitsel
stireglerin disiplinli bigimde yiiriitiilmesine de bagli oldugunu gdstermektedir (Roberts, 1990).

Tanisal sistemdeki ayirt edici baglanti, zayif halka teshisidir (Galbraith, 1973; Lawrence &
Lorsch, 1967; Reason, 1997). Orgiitsel zayifliklar her zaman aym noktadan kaynaklanmamaktadir
(Reason, 1997; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Bazi durumlarda karar alma yapisindaki belirsizlik,
cevresel degisime gecikmeli tepki verilmesi, birimler arasindaki kopukluk veya bilgi ve deneyim
kaybr orgiitsel kirilganlig1 artirmaktadir (Galbraith, 1973; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Rizzo vd.,
1970; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Bu nedenle orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi, genellestirilmis bir
“orgiitsel zayiflik” diliyle yetinmemekte; zayifligin yogunlagtigi alan1 ve gerektirdigi miidahale
bicimini ayirt etmeye caligmaktadir (Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995). Bu ayrim yapilmadiginda
oOrgiitler cogu zaman goriiniir belirtiyi diizeltirken zayiflig1 lireten daha derin mekanizma varligim
siirdiirmektedir (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Reason, 1997).
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Dolayisiyla 6nleyici miidahale, teshisin dogal bir uzantisidir (Ansoff, 1975; Reason, 1997;
Schein, 1996). Teshis yonetsel eyleme doniistiiriilmediginde yalnizca farkindalik tiretmektedir
(Argyris & Schon, 1978; Schein, 1996; Simons, 1995). Schein’in planli degisimi “yonetilen
O0grenme” olarak yorumlamasi, orgiitsel miidahalenin yalnizca yapisal bir diizeltme degil, ayni
zamanda bir 6grenme siireci oldugunu gostermesi nedeniyle bu tartismayla uyumludur (Schein,
1996). Orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi agisindan miidahale; karar alma siireclerinin basitlestirilmesini,
bilgi akiglarinin yeniden saglanmasini, rol ve sorumluluklarin netlestirilmesini, kritik bilginin
korunmasinin giivence altina alinmasini veya birimler arasindaki koordinasyonun gii¢clendirilmesini
icerebilir (Galbraith, 1973; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Rizzo vd., 1970; Walsh & Ungson, 1991).
Bununla birlikte bir miidahalenin kalici degeri, orgiitin bu deneyimden ne 6grendigine ve bu
O0grenmeyi sonraki dongiilerde daha iyi teshis yapilmasini saglayan bir hafiza bi¢cimine doniistiiriip
donistiiremedigine baglidir (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Crossan vd., 1999; Walsh & Ungson, 1991).

Bu nedenle orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi tek seferlik bir degerlendirme araci olarak
goriilmemelidir (Crossan vd., 1999; Simons, 1995; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Daha kesin bir ifadeyle
model, bir Orgiitin zayif sinyalleri nasil izledigini, bunlar1 tanisal alanlar icerisinde nasil
yorumladigmi, risk esiklerini nasil yonetsel karar noktalarina donistiirdiigiinii ve miidahale
sonuclarini 6grenme yoluyla orgiitsel hafizayla nasil iliskilendirdigini agiklayan siirekli bir tanisal
sistemdir (Ansoff, 1975; Argyris & Schon, 1978; Crossan vd., 1999; Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995;
Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Modelin onleyici niteligi de burada ortaya ¢ikmaktadir: Amag, krizin
kacinilmaz hale gelmesini beklemek degil, zayiflama yonetilebilir bir diizeydeyken orgiitsel dikkati
harekete gecirmektir (Ansoff, 1975; Reason, 1997; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007).

Orgiitsel Bagisiklik Mimarisinin Temel Panelleri

Orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi, bir érgiitiin zayifliklarini tek bir belirtiye veya tek bir yonetsel
alana indirgememektedir (Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Teece vd., 1997; Walsh &
Ungson, 1991). Bir orgiitiin bagisiklig1 cogu zaman karar yapisi, degisime verdigi tepki, birimler
arasi baglantilar1 ve bilgiyi kullanma bi¢imi iizerinden es zamanl olarak sinanmaktadir (Cohen &
Levinthal, 1990; Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Teece vd.,
1997). Bu nedenle model dort temel panel {izerine kurulmustur: liderlik/yapi, adaptasyon,
entegrasyon ve entelektiiel sermaye (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch,
1967; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Teece vd., 1997). Bu paneller bagimsiz 6l¢iim bagliklar1 degildir;
aksine, orgiitiin nerede zayifladigini, bu zayifligin hangi kanallar araciligiyla yayildigini ve ne tiir bir
miidahale gerektirdigini anlamaya yardimci olan tamamlayici tanisal alanlardir (Galbraith, 1974;
Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Simons, 1995; Walsh & Ungson, 1991).

Liderlik/yap1 paneli, orgiitte kararlarin nasil alindigini, bilginin karar noktalarina nasil
ulastigini, yetki ve sorumluluklarin ne kadar agik bi¢imde tanimlandigini ve ydnetsel
koordinasyonun ne dlgiide isledigini izlemektedir (Galbraith, 1974; Rizzo vd., 1970; Tushman &
Nadler, 1978). Galbraith’in (1974) 6rgiit tasarimini bilgi isleme kapasitesiyle iligskilendiren yaklagimi
bu panel i¢in giiclii bir temel saglamaktadir; ¢linkii belirsizlik arttik¢a orgiitlerin daha fazla bilgiyi
islemesi, dogru yere iletmesi ve karar alma siireglerini buna gore diizenlemesi gerekmektedir.
Tushman ve Nadler’in (1978) bilgi isleme perspektifi de orgiit tasariminin yalnizca hiyerarsik
diizenle degil, aym1 zamanda bilginin toplanmasi, paylasilmasi ve kararlara doniistiiriilmesiyle ilgili
oldugunu gostermektedir. Dolayisiyla liderlik/yap1 paneli yalnizca “Karari kim verir?” sorusuyla
ilgilenmemekte; kararin hangi bilgiye dayanilarak, hangi hizda ve sorumluluklarin ne dl¢iide agik
oldugu bir gercevede alindigini da sorgulamaktadir (Galbraith, 1974; Rizzo vd., 1970; Tushman &
Nadler, 1978). Kararlari siirekli gecikmesi, yetki alanlarinin belirsizlesmesi, sorumluluk belirsizligi
veya kritik bilginin karar merkezlerine ulasmamasi, bu panel agisindan erken uyari isaretleri olarak
okunabilir (Columbia Accident Investigation Board, 2003; Galbraith, 1974; Rizzo vd., 1970;
Tushman & Nadler, 1978). Columbia Uzay Mekigi kazasina iligkin resmi sorusturma raporu bu
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noktada ogreticidir. Raporda kaza yalnizca teknik hasar iizerinden degil, NASA’daki orgiit kiiltiiri,
iletisim ve karar alma siirecleriyle birlikte degerlendirilmistir (Columbia Accident Investigation
Board, 2003). Bu 6rnek, liderlik ve yapidaki zayifliklarin karmasik sistemlerde teknik sorunlar kadar
belirleyici sonuglar dogurabilecegini gostermektedir (Columbia Accident Investigation Board, 2003;
Galbraith, 1974; Weick vd., 1999).

Adaptasyon paneli, orgiitiin ¢gevresindeki degisimi ne kadar erken fark ettigini ve bu degisimi
kendi isleyisine ne Olcilide aktarabildigini gostermektedir (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Teece vd.,
1997). Burada 6nemli olan yalnizca dis ¢cevrenin izlenmesi degildir; disaridan gelen bilginin 6rgiit
icerisinde anlam kazanmasi, tartigilabilmesi ve davranisa doniistiiriilebilmesi de 6nemlidir (Cohen &
Levinthal, 1990; Vuori & Huy, 2016). Cohen ve Levinthal’in (1990) 6ziimseme kapasitesi yaklasimu,
orgiitlerin dis bilgiyi fark etme, 6ziimseme ve kullanma yeteneklerinin yenilik agisindan kritik
oldugunu gostermektedir. Teece vd. (1997) tarafindan gelistirilen dinamik yetenekler yaklagimi ise
degisen ¢evrelerde kaynaklarin ve yetkinliklerin yeniden diizenlenmesi gerektigini vurgulamaktadir.
Bu iki kuramsal ¢izgi birlikte ele alindiginda adaptasyon, yalnizca degisimi gérmek degil, goriilen
degisime oOrgiitsel bir karsilik verebilmek anlamina gelmektedir (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Teece
vd., 1997). Eski rutinlere agir1 baglilik, yeni bilginin karar alma siireglerine tasinamamasi, ¢evresel
degisimin ge¢ yorumlanmasi veya Ogrenilenlerin uygulamaya doniismemesi, bu panelin dikkate
almasi gereken zayifliklardir (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Crossan vd., 1999; Teece vd., 1997; Vuori
& Huy, 2016). Vuori ve Huy’un (2016) Nokia’nin akilli telefon rekabetindeki gerilemesi iizerine
yaptiklar1 ¢aligma, adaptasyon kapasitesinin yalnizca teknolojik tercihlere bagli olmadigini; Grgiit
icerisindeki dikkat, duygu, iletisim ve iist yonetim ile orta kademe yonetim arasindaki iligkilerin de
yenilik siirecini etkiledigini gostermektedir. Bu ornek, yalnizca degisimi fark etmenin yeterli
olmadigini; bilginin &rgiit igerisinde agikca tartigilmasi ve saglikli bicimde karar alma siireglerine
taginmasi gerektigini ortaya koymaktadir (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Vuori & Huy, 2016).

Entegrasyon paneli, orgiitiin farkli boliimlerinin ortak bir yon ve anlam etrafinda ne dlciide
bir araya gelebildigiyle ilgilidir (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Tushman & Nadler, 1978). Karmagik
orgiitlerde farklilasma kaginilmazdir; birimlerin kendilerine 6zgii uzmanlik alanlari, 6ncelikleri ve
calisma ritimleri bulunmaktadir (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967). Bununla birlikte bu farklilagma etkili
bir entegrasyonla desteklenmediginde bilgi silolari, birbirinden kopuk kararlar ve yinelenen siiregler
ortaya ¢ikmaktadir (Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Tushman & Nadler, 1978).
Lawrence ve Lorsch’un (1967) farklilagsma ve entegrasyon iizerine gergeklestirdikleri klasik calisma,
orgiitsel etkililigin yalnizca uzmanlagmaya degil, uzmanlagsmig birimlerin nasil bir araya getirildigine
de bagli oldugunu gostermistir. Dolayisiyla entegrasyon paneli, ylizeysel bir is birligi gdstergesinden
daha fazlasini izlemekte; bilgi, anlam ve eylemin orgiit icerisinde siireklilik kazanip kazanmadigini
incelemektedir (Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Tushman & Nadler, 1978). Bir boliimiin
fark ettigi riskin baska bir birime ulagmamasi, ortak bir amacin farkli boliimlerde farkli bigimlerde
yorumlanmasi, kritik bilginin silolarda tutulmasi veya siireclerin birbirinden kopuk bigimde
ilerlemesi Orgiitsel bagisiklik tepkisini zayiflatmaktadir (Columbia Accident Investigation Board,
2003; Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Tushman & Nadler, 1978). Columbia raporunda
teknik bulgularin yorumlanmasi, iletisim kanallar1 ve karar alma siirecleri arasindaki iligkinin
kazanin anlagilmasinda merkezi bir yere sahip olmasi, entegrasyon eksikliginin ytliksek riskli
yapilarda nasil ciddi sonuglar dogurabilecegini gostermektedir (Columbia Accident Investigation
Board, 2003).

Entelektiiel sermaye paneli, orgiitiin sahip oldugu bilgi, deneyim, uzmanlik, iligkiler ve
kurumsal hafizay1 ne 6l¢iide koruyabildigini ve kullanabildigini izlemektedir (Nahapiet & Ghoshal,
1998; Nonaka, 1994; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Bu panelde bilgi yalnizca bireysel uzmanlik veya
teknik birikim olarak goriilmemekte; iliskiler, gliven, paylasilan anlamlar ve deneyim aktarimiyla
birlikte degerlendirilmektedir (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Nonaka, 1994). Nahapiet ve Ghoshal’in
(1998) sosyal sermaye ile entelektiiel sermaye arasindaki iliski lizerine yaptiklari ¢alisma, bilginin
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orgiitsel degere donistiiriilebilmesi icin iligkisel ve yapisal baglara ihtiyag duydugunu
gostermektedir. Nonaka’nin (1994) bilgi yaratma yaklasimi da bilginin bireylerin iginde kapali
kalmadigini, sosyal etkilesim yoluyla dontstiiriildiigiinii ve Orgiitsel diizeye tasindigini
vurgulamaktadir. Dolayisiyla entelektiiel sermaye paneli, orgiitte ne kadar bilgi bulundugundan ¢ok
bu bilginin dolasima girip girmedigini, karar alma siireglerine taginip taginmadigini ve gecmis
deneyimlerin kurumsal hafizaya dondstiiriilip dontstiiriilmedigini izlemektedir (Nahapiet &
Ghoshal, 1998; Nonaka, 1994; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Kritik bilginin az sayida kiside
yogunlagsmasi, uzmanligin birimler arasinda paylasilmamasi, ¢alisanlarin ayrilmasiyla birlikte
bilginin kaybedilmesi veya ayn1 hatalarin tekrarlanmasi, bu panel agisindan bir bagisiklik zayifligina
isaret etmektedir (Edmondson, 1996; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Nokia
ornegi de bu bakimdan anlamlidir; Vuori ve Huy’un (2016) bulgulari, bilginin orgiit icerisinde
yalnizca mevcut olmasinin yeterli olmadigin1 ve bu bilginin agikg¢a tartisilmasi, yorumlanmasi ve
stratejik kararlara doniistiiriilmesi gerektigini gostermektedir.

Bu dort panel birlikte islediginde orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi basit bir kontrol listesi
olmaktan ¢ikmakta ve orgiitiin zayifliklarini daha biitiinciil bigimde okuyan tanisal bir diizenlemeye
doniismektedir (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Nahapiet &
Ghoshal, 1998; Simons, 1995; Teece vd., 1997). Liderlik/yap1 paneli karar ve yonetisim netligini;
adaptasyon paneli degisime yanit verme kapasitesini, entegrasyon paneli orgiit icindeki baglant1 ve
uyumu; entelektiiel sermaye paneli ise bilginin korunmasini, paylasilmasimni ve yenilenmesini
goriliniir hale getirmektedir (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967;
Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Nonaka, 1994; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Bu panellerden herhangi
birindeki zayiflik diger panelleri de etkileyebilir (Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967;
Tushman & Nadler, 1978). Karar yapisi belirsizse bilgi dogru yere ulasmamakta; adaptasyon zayifsa
Ogrenilenler davranisa doniismemekte, entegrasyon zayifsa sinyaller pargali kalmakta; entelektiiel
sermaye zayifsa Orgiit ayn1 sorunlar1 yeniden iiretmektedir (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Crossan vd.,
1999; Edmondson, 1996; Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Walsh & Ungson, 1991).
Dolayisiyla panellerin temel islevi bireysel performans gostergeleri iiretmek degil, oOrgiitsel
bagisiklig1 olusturan yapisal, bilissel, iliskisel ve adaptif mekanizmalarin birlikte nasil isledigini
gostermektir (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Nahapiet &
Ghoshal, 1998; Teece vd., 1997). Orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi, bir 6rgiitiin zayifliklarini tek bir
belirtiye veya tek bir yonetim alanina indirgememektedir (Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch,
1967; Teece vd., 1997; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Bir orgiitiin bagisiklig1 cogu zaman karar alma
yapisi, degisime verdigi tepki, birimler arasindaki baglantilar1 ve bilgiyi kullanma bigimi iizerinden
es zamanli olarak sinanmaktadir (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch,
1967; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Teece vd., 1997). Bu nedenle model dort temel panel etrafinda
yapilandirilmistir:  liderlik/yapi, adaptasyon, entegrasyon ve entelektiiel sermaye (Cohen &
Levinthal, 1990; Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Teece vd.,
1997). Bu paneller bagimsiz dl¢liim kategorileri degildir; aksine, orgiitiin nerede zayifladigini, bu
zay1fligin hangi kanallar araciliiyla yayildigin1 ve ne tiir bir miidahale gerektirdigini belirlemeye
yardimei olan tamamlayici tanisal alanlardir (Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Simons,
1995; Walsh & Ungson, 1991).

Déngiisel Model ve Kuramsal Onermeler

Orgiitsel bagisikhk mimarisi, orgiit tarafindan belirli araliklarla yiiriitiilen bir kontrol
faaliyeti olarak anlagilmamalidir (Simons, 1995; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Modelin temelinde daha
siirekli bir isleyis bigimi bulunmaktadir: Orgiit, gevresinden ve i¢ yapilanmasindan gelen sinyalleri
toplamakta, bunlar1 anlamlandirmakta, zayifligin kaynagini ayirt etmekte, gerektiginde miidahale
etmekte ve bu deneyimi sonraki kararlarina tagimaktadir (Ansoff, 1975; Argyris & Schon, 1978;
Crossan vd., 1999; Weick vd., 1999). Bu nedenle model, geleneksel “sorunun belirlenmesi ve
¢Oziimii” siralamasindan farklilasmaktadir (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Schein, 1996). Burada her
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miidahale yeni bir 6grenme iiretmekte, her bir 6grenme ise sonraki sinyallerin daha erken ve daha
dikkatli yorumlanmasina katkida bulunmaktadir (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Crossan vd., 1999; Levitt
& March, 1988; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Ansoff’un (1975) zayif sinyaller yaklasimi, stratejik
stirprizlerin baslangicta ¢cogu zaman eksiksiz ve acik tehditler olarak degil, yorumlanmasi gereken
pargali sinyaller olarak ortaya ¢iktigini gdstermesi nedeniyle bu dongiiniin ilk baglantisi i¢in giiglii
bir temel saglamaktadir.

Modelin baslangicindaki sinyaller yalnizca piyasadan, teknolojiden veya dis ¢evreden
kaynaklanmamaktadir (Ansoff, 1975; Weick vd., 1999; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Orgﬁtﬁn kendi
icerisinde ortaya cikan kiiciik sapmalar da ayni dlgiide 6nemlidir (Reason, 1997; Vaughan, 1996;
Weick vd., 1999). Karar alma siireclerinin yavaglamasi, sorunlarin iist yonetime tagimamasi,
birimler arasindaki bilgi akisinda kesintiler yasanmasi, ayn1 hatalarin tekrarlanmasi veya kritik
bilginin sinirh sayida kiside yogunlagmasi, tek basina ele alindiginda genellikle yaklasan bir felakete
isaret etmemektedir (Edmondson, 1996, 1999; Galbraith, 1974; Morrison, 2014; Walsh & Ungson,
1991). Bununla birlikte bu sinyaller birlikte ve zaman igerisinde gozlemlendiginde, orgiitsel
zayifligin hangi yonde ilerledigini gosterebilir (Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995; Weick & Sutcliffe,
2007). Vaughan’in Challenger felaketi iizerine yaptigi ¢alisma bu bakimdan dikkate degerdir.
Vaughan, NASA’daki teknik sapmalarin kademeli bicimde normallesmesini 6rgiit kiiltiirii ve karar
alma siiregleriyle iliskilendirerek agiklamistir; bu olgu, “sapmanin normallestirilmesi” yazinindaki
en iyi bilinen 6rneklerden biri haline gelmistir (Vaughan, 1996). Vaughan’in University of Chicago
Press tarafindan yayimlanan kitabi, Challenger kararm1i NASA’daki risk, kiiltiir ve sapma
baglaminda inceleyen ve alan yazinda yer edinmis bir eserdir (Vaughan, 1996).

Bu tiir sinyallerin degeri, yalnizca uygun tanisal alan icerisinde konumlandirildiklarinda
goriiniir hale gelmektedir (Reason, 1997; Simons, 1995). Orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi icerisinde
liderlik/yap1, adaptasyon, entegrasyon ve entelektiiel sermaye panelleri bu islevi yerine getirmektedir
(Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998;
Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Bir orgiitte goriiniir sorun karar alma diizenlemelerinden
kaynaklanabilirken baska bir durumda temel zayiflik, degisime gecikmeli yanit verilmesi, bilginin
birimler arasinda sikismasi veya deneyimin korunamamasi olabilir (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990;
Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Columbia kazasini aragtiran
kurulun raporu bu ayrimi 6rneklendirmektedir. Rapor, kazaya iliskin agiklamasini kopiik parcasi
carpmast gibi teknik bir nedenle sinirlandirmamis; NASA nin 6rgiit kiiltiiriiniin, iletisim ve karar
alma siireglerinin de kazada rol oynadigini belirtmistir (Columbia Accident Investigation Board,
2003). Bu ornek, karmagik oOrgiitlerde fiziksel veya teknik sorunlarin ¢ogu zaman Orgiitsel
yorumlama ve karar alma diizenlemelerinden bagimsiz olarak ele alinamayacagini gostermektedir
(Columbia Accident Investigation Board, 2003; Reason, 1997; Weick vd., 1999).

Dongiiniin bir sonraki asamasinda orgiit, her sinyale esit agirlik vermemektedir (Kaplan &
Mikes, 2012; Simons, 1995). Baz1 sapmalar normal degisim araliginda kalabilir; bazilar1 daha
yakindan izlenmeyi gerektirir; bazilar1 ise gecikmeksizin miidahale gerektiren bir zayifliga isaret
eder (International Organization for Standardization, 2018; Kaplan & Mikes, 2012; Reason, 1997).
Dolayistyla risk esigi, model igerisinde yalnizca bir Sl¢lim sinir1 degil, yonetsel dikkatin hangi
noktada yogunlastirilmast gerektigini gosteren bir karar smiridir (International Organization for
Standardization, 2018; Kaplan & Mikes, 2012; Simons, 1995). Bu sinir asildiginda miidahalenin
niteligi de teshise gore degismektedir (Reason, 1997; Schein, 1996; Simons, 1995). Karar alma yapisi
belirsizlesmisse yetki ve sorumluluk diizenlemeleri basitlestirilebilir; bilgi akisi kesintiye ugramigsa
iletisim kanallar1 yeniden kurulabilir; koordinasyon bozulmussa birimler arasindaki baglantilar
giiclendirilebilir; kritik bilgi kaybedilmigse bilginin korunmasina ve deneyimin aktarilmasma
yonelik mekanizmalar devreye alinabilir (Galbraith, 1974; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Rizzo vd.,
1970; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Duchek’in (2020) orgiitsel dayanikliligi 6ngorme, basa ¢ikma ve
adaptasyon siirecleri lizerinden kavramsallagtiran c¢alismasi bu mantikla uyumludur; ¢iinkii
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dayanikliligin yalnizca kriz sonrasi toparlanmayla degil, kriz 6ncesinde kapasite gelistirilmesiyle de
ilgili oldugunu gostermektedir.

Dongii, 6grenme ve hafiza yoluyla tamamlanmaktadir (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Crossan vd.,
1999; Levitt & March, 1988; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Bir orgiit zayiflig1 fark edip miidahale etse
bile bu deneyim karar alma siireclerine, rutinlere ve orgiitsel hafizaya dahil edilmediginde ayn1 sorun
farkli bicimlerde yeniden ortaya ¢ikabilir (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Foroughi vd., 2020; Lee vd.,
2020; Levitt & March, 1988; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Levitt ve March (1988), orgiitsel 6grenmeyi
rutin temelli, tarihsel bagimli ve hedef yonelimli bir siire¢ olarak kavramsallastirmaktadir. Walsh ve
Ungson (1991) ise orgiitsel hafizayi bilginin 6rgiit icerisinde depolanmasi ve gerektiginde yeniden
kullanilmasi1 agisindan ele almaktadir. Bu iki yaklasim birlikte degerlendirildiginde 6grenmenin
yalnizca ge¢misin kaydedilmesinden ibaret olmadig1 agikca goriilmektedir (Crossan vd., 1999; Levitt
& March, 1988; Walsh & Ungson, 1991). Ogrenme, 6rgiitiin bir sonraki dongiide neyi daha erken
fark edecegini, hangi sinyali daha fazla ciddiye alacagini ve hangi miidahaleyi daha hizli sececegini
belirleyen bir kurumsal dikkat bi¢imidir (Argyris & Schoén, 1978; Crossan vd., 1999; Weick vd.,
1999; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007) (Sekil 1).

Siirekli Bir Erken Uyari ve Onleyici Miidahale Dongiisii Olarak Orgiitsel Bagisiklik Mimarisi
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Sekil 1. Siirekli Bir Erken Uyar1 ve Onleyici Miidahale Dongiisii Olarak Orgiitsel
Bagisiklik Mimarisi
Kaynak: Yazar tarafindan hazirlanmistir.

Sekil 1 es zamanl olarak iki diizeyi gostermektedir. D1s halkadaki kesintisiz oklar, algilanan
tehditler ve zayif sinyallerle baslayan; teshis, risk esigi, 6nleyici miidahale, yonetisim diizenlemeleri
ve Orgiitsel 6grenme asamalariyla ilerleyen zamansal siireci temsil etmektedir. Kesikli geri bildirim
baglantis1 ise 0grenme ve hafizanm yeni sinyallerin algilanmasimi etkiledigini gostermektedir.
Merkezdeki dort panel, dongiiniin sirali asamalar1 degildir; bunlar, zayifligin yogunlastigi orgiitsel
alan1 ayirt etmek amaciyla her asamada kullanilan yatay tanisal alanlardir. Paneller ile dis halka
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arasindaki kesikli baglantilar, panel verilerinin teshis, esik ve miidahale kararlarina girdi sagladigini
ve miidahale sonuglarinin daha sonra ayni paneller araciligtyla yeniden izlendigini gostermektedir.

Dongiiniin besinci asamasi olan yonetisim, kontrol ve diizenleme, gecici miidahalenin kalict
kurumsal degisime doniistiiriildiigii noktadir. Bu agsamada miidahale sonuclari; politikalara ve karar
kurallarina, kontrol mekanizmalarina, yetki ve sorumluluk yapilarma ve hesap verebilirlik
diizenlemelerine dahil edilmektedir. Yonetisim diizenlemesi gergeklesmediginde miidahale yerel ve
gecici kalabilir; diizenleme 6grenme ve hafizayla iliskilendirildiginde ise orgiit yalnizca belirli bir
sorunu ele almakla kalmamakta, ayn1 zamanda gelecekte benzer sinyallere verecegi tepkileri yoneten
kurallar1 da yenilemektedir (Argyris & Schon, 1978; Simons, 1995; Walsh & Ungson, 1991).

Modeldeki yonlii iliskiler, arastirilabilir sonuglar ve sinir kosullar1 dikkate alinarak asagidaki
dort kuramsal 6nermeye doniistiiriilmiistiir (Jaakkola, 2020; Whetten, 1989).

Zayif sinyallerin karar alma merkezlerine iletilmesi yalnizca bilgi sistemlerinin varligina
bagli degildir. Bunun icin calisanlarin kaygilarimi dile getirmeyi kisiler arasi bir risk olarak
algilamamalar1, yoneticilerin kritik bilgilere agik olmalar1 ve birimler arasinda acik iletisim
kanallarinin bulunmasi gerekmektedir (Edmondson & Bransby, 2023; Morrison, 2023). Calisan
sesliliginin ¢evresel degisim karsisinda takim dayanikliligimi giiclendirebildigini gosteren bulgular
da orgiit icerisinde sinyallerin paylasilmasinin modelde bir sinir kosulu olarak ele alinmasinin
gerekeesini desteklemektedir (Li & Tangirala, 2022).

Onerme 1: Dért tanisal panelden elde edilen zayif sinyallerin birlikte degerlendirilme
derecesi arttikga Orgiitsel zayifliklarin tespit edilme hizi ve teshisin dogrulugu artar; bu iliski,
cevresel belirsizligin yiiksek oldugu ve sinyallerin orgiitsel birimler arasinda dagilmis oldugu
kosullarda daha gii¢liidiir.

Onerme 2: Farkli panellerden gelen sinyallerin ayni zayif halka iizerinde birlesmesi, tek bir
panelden elde edilen sinyallere kiyasla onleyici miidahalenin dogrulugunu artirir; bu etki, parcali
bilgi akislar ve diisiik psikolojik giivenlikle nitelendirilen orgiitlerde zayiflar.

Onerme 3: Risk esiklerinin 6rgiitiin tarihsel normal araliklari, risk istah1 ve olas1 etkinin
biiyiikliigliyle uyumlu bicimde kalibre edilmesi, teshis ile zamaninda miidahale arasindaki pozitif
iligkiyi gliclendirir. Asir1 duyarl esikler yanlis pozitif alarm oranimi artirirken yeterince duyarh
olmayan esikler yanlis negatif alarm oranin1 artirir.

Onerme 4: Miidahale sonuglarinin ydnetisim diizenlemeleri araciligiyla drgiitsel 5grenme ve
hafizaya dahil edilme diizeyi arttikca sonraki dongiilerde zayif sinyallerin tespit edilme hiz1 ve
teshisin dogrulugu artar; bu iliski, hesap verebilirligin agik oldugu ve orgiitsel bilgiyi koruma
kapasitesinin yliksek oldugu orgiitlerde daha giigliidiir.

Bu 6nermelerin ampirik olarak sinanmasinda panel entegrasyonu bagimsiz degisken; sinyal
tespit siiresi, teshis dogrulugu, miidahale dogrulugu ve yanlis alarm oranlar1 sonug degiskenleri;
cevresel belirsizlik, bilgi parcalanmasi, psikolojik giivenlik, hesap verebilirlik ve bilgi koruma
kapasitesi ise smir kosullar1 olarak ele alinabilir. Farkli zaman noktalarinda toplanan olay
kayitlarinin, alarm giinliiklerinin, miidahale kararlarinin ve ¢alisan ve yonetici degerlendirmelerinin
birlikte kullanilmasi, 6nermelerin algisal verilerin yani sira davranigsal gostergeler kullanilarak da
sinanmasina imkan saglayacaktir.

Tartisma

Bu ¢alismada o6nerilen orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi, yalnizca drgiitlerin krizler karsisinda ne
Olctide giiglii kaldiklarini agiklamakla yetinmemekte; daha erken bir soruya odaklanmaktadir: Bir
orgiit, dikkat, bilgi ve karar alma unsurlarimin nasil bir yapilanmas: aracilifiyla kendi zayiflama
isaretlerini yorumlayabilir? Bu bakimdan modelin kuramsal katkisi, orgiitsel dayaniklilik yazinim
tamamlayan bir diizeyde ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Duchek (2020), dayaniklilig1 6ngérme, basa ¢ikma ve
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adaptasyon siirecleri iizerinden agiklayarak krize hazirlikli olma durumuna gii¢lii bir vurgu
yapmaktadir. Orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi, bu hazirlik diisiincesini daha tanisal bir temele oturtmakta
ve dayanikliligin yalnizca kriz sonrasinda yasananlarla degil, ayn1 zamanda kriz olasiligini doguran
erken bozulmanin yorumlanmastyla da iliskili oldugunu ileri siirmektedir (Ansoff, 1975; Weick &
Sutcliffe, 2007). Boylece model, dayanikliligi sonug temelli bir kapasite olarak degil, érgiitsel dikkat,
teshis, esik degerlendirmesi ve 6grenme dongiisii araciligiyla gelisen orgiitsel bir 6zellik olarak ele
almaktadir.

Challenger ve Columbia 6rnekleri, modelin neden yalnizca teknik riskleri degil, orgiitsel
yorumlama ve karar alma diizenlemelerini de dikkate almasi gerektigini agik¢a gostermektedir.
Vaughan’in (1996) Challenger kazasma iliskin calismasi, teknik sapmalarin zaman igerisinde
normallesmesinin orgiit kiiltlirii ve karar alma siirecleriyle birlikte degerlendirilmesi gerektigini
gostermistir. Columbia Accident Investigation Board (2003) da Columbia kazasini yalnizca fiziksel
hasar lizerinden aciklamamis; NASA’nin oOrgiit kiiltiiriinii, iletisim kaliplarimi ve karar alma
stireclerini analizinin merkezine yerlestirmistir. Bu iki 6rnek, orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisinin temel
iddiasini desteklemektedir: Karmasik sistemlerde kirilganlik gogu zaman aniden ortaya ¢ikmamakta;
kiiciik sapmalarin nasil yorumlandigi, kimin neyi dile getirebildigi ve karar merkezlerinin hangi
bilgiyi ciddiye aldig1 zaman icerisinde belirleyici hale gelmektedir.

Modelin ampirik olarak sinanmasi da bu dongiisel mantiga uygun bigimde tasarlanmalidir.
Tek zamanli ve tek kaynakli anketler orgiitsel bagisikligin belirli boyutlarini ortaya ¢ikarabilir; ancak
modelin erken uyari, esik degerlendirmesi ve geri bildirim mantigini1 yakalamakta sinirli kalmaktadir.
Bu nedenle gelecekteki calismalar, ¢cok zamanli, ¢cok kaynakli ve miimkiin oldugunda olay temelli
tasarimlar1 benimsedikleri takdirde daha saglam olacaktir. Caligsan anketleri karar netligi, psikolojik
giivenlik, bilgi paylasimi veya adaptasyona iliskin algilar hakkinda veri saglayabilirken hata
raporlari, proje gecikmeleri, ¢alisan devir oranlari, miisteri sikayetleri, ic denetim bulgular1 ve
toplanti tutanaklari bir orgiitiin zayif sinyallerinin daha davranissal bir diizeyde izlenmesine imkan
saglayabilir. Bu tiir ok kaynakli yaklagimlar, ortak yontem yanlilig1 riskinin azaltilmasi agisindan
da 6nemlidir. Podsakoff vd. (2003, 2024), ortak yontem yanliliginin davranigsal arastirmalardaki
bulgular i¢in nasil 6nemli bir alternatif agiklama olusturabilecegini ayrintili bigimde ele almaktadir.

Yonetsel agidan model, orgiitlere kriz sonrasinda yalnizca hasar1 kontrol etme degil, kriz
oncesinde kurumsal dikkati tasarlama gorevi yliklemektedir. Bu dikkat yalnizca finansal sonuglara
veya nihai performans gdstergelerine yoneltilmemelidir. Kararlarin neden geciktigi, bilginin nerede
sikistigl, hangi sorunlarin dile getirilemedigi, hangi birimlerin birbirinden koptugu ve hangi
deneyimlerin orgiitsel hafizaya yerlesemedigi ayni ciddiyetle izlenmelidir. Bununla birlikte burada
o6nemli bir sinirin kabul edilmesi gerekmektedir. Siirekli izleme, 6grenmeyi destekleyen bir erken
uyar sistemi olarak kurulmadig: takdirde kolaylikla kontrol ve cezalandirma kiiltiiriine doniisebilir.
Dolayisiyla orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisinin saglikli isleyisi, verilerin toplanmasindan ¢ok bu
verilerin nasil yorumlandigina ve calisanlarin sorunlar1 paylasabildikleri giiven iklimine baglidir.
Edmondson’n (1999) bulgulari, modelin yonetsel boyutuna giiclii bir uyar1 eklemektedir: Sorunlari
acikca dile getirmenin riskli olarak algilandig: 6rgiitlerde erken uyar1 mekanizmalari bigimsel olarak
var olabilirken islevsel agidan zayif kalabilir.

Modelin sinirliliklart da acikga ortaya konulmalidir. ilk olarak koruyucu hekimlik ve
biyokimya paneli benzetmesi agiklayici bir aragtir; 6rgiitleri dogrudan biyolojik sistemlerle esitlemek
i¢in kullanilmamalidir. Orgiitler yoruma agik siyasal ve kiiltiirel yapilardir; aym gosterge farkl
baglamlarda farkli anlamlar tasiyabilir. Ikinci olarak her zayif sinyal gergek bir krizin habercisi
degildir. Bu durum yanlis alarm riskini ortaya c¢ikarmaktadir. Asir1 duyarhi bir sistem gereksiz
miidahaleler iiretebilirken yeterince duyarli olmayan bir sistem kritik sinyalleri ¢ok geg¢ tespit
edebilir. Ugiincii olarak modelin isleyisi sektdre, orgiitsel bilyiikliige, teknolojik karmagikliga ve
diizenleyici ¢cevreye gore farklilik gosterebilir. Havacilik, saglik hizmetleri, enerji veya savunma gibi
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yiiksek giivenilirlik gerektiren alanlarda erken uyar1 ve esik mantig1 daha merkezi olabilirken daha
diistik riskli sektorlerde ayni1 gostergeler farkli agirhiklar tasiyabilir (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Bu
nedenle orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi evrensel bir regete olarak degil, farkli baglamlarda sinanmasi
gereken kuramsal bir ¢erceve olarak ele alinmalidir.

Sonug¢

Bu c¢aligsmada orgiitsel bagisiklik, kriz ortaya ¢iktiktan sonra iglerlik kazanan savunmaci bir
refleks olarak degil, orgiitiin kirilganliklarin1 heniiz ydnetilebilir diizeydeyken yorumlayabilen
dongiisel bir teshis ve 6grenme mimarisi olarak kavramsallastirilmistir. Onerilen model; zayif
sinyallerin stratejik 6nemine iliskin klasik yaklasimi, orgiitsel dayanikliligin 6ngérme—basa ¢ikma—
adaptasyon mantigini, dinamik yetenekler yazininin ¢evresel degisime yanit olarak yetkinliklerin
yeniden yapilandirilmasina yaptigi vurguyu, risk degerlendirme mantigim1 ve deneyimin
kurumsallagtirilmasinda orgiitsel 6grenme ve orgiitsel hafizanin roliinii bir araya getirmektedir
(Ansoff, 1975; Duchek, 2020; International Organization for Standardization, 2018; Levitt & March,
1988; Teece vd., 1997; Walsh & Ungson, 1991; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). Boylece orgiitsel
bagisiklik mimarisi; dayamklilik, dinamik yetenekler veya orgiitsel 6grenme yazinlariin yerine
gecen yeni bir etiket olarak degil, bu yazinlarin agiklama giiciinii erken teshis, risk esigi, onleyici
miidahale ve geri bildirimden olusan bir dongii icerisinde biitlinlestiren 6zgiil bir kuramsal ¢ergeve
olarak konumlandirilmaktadir.

Modelin temel iddias1 agiktir: Orgiitlerin uzun vadeli saglig1 yalnizca kriz sirasinda nasil
tepki verdikleriyle degil, kriz 6ncesinde neyi fark ettikleri, hangi sinyalleri ciddiye aldiklar1, zayifligi
nerede teshis ettikleri ve miidahale sonrasinda neyi oOrglitsel hafizaya doniistiirdiikleriyle de
belirlenmektedir. Bu nedenle liderlik/yapi, adaptasyon, entegrasyon ve entelektiiel sermaye panelleri
model igerisindeki kavramsal boyutlardan ibaret degildir; bunlar, orgiitiin bagisiklik kaybini
yorumlamasini saglayan tanisal alanlardir. Challenger ve Columbia 6rneklerinin gosterdigi iizere
karmagik orgiitlerdeki biiylik capli bozulmalar ¢ogu zaman tek bir teknik arizadan degil, zayif
sinyallerin nasil yorumlandigindan, bilginin nerede sikistigindan ve karar alma siireglerinin
temelinde yer alan varsayimlardan kaynaklanmaktadir (Columbia Accident Investigation Board,
2003; Vaughan, 1996). Dolayisiyla orgiitsel bagisiklik mimarisi, orgiitleri “daha dayanikli” hale
getirme iddiasini orgiitlerin daha erken tespit etme, daha dogru yorumlama ve daha hizli miidahale
etme kapasitesine dayandirmaktadir.

Sonug olarak bu c¢aligmada orgiitsel bagisikligin soyut bir metafor olmaktan c¢ikarilarak
orgiitsel dikkat, teshis, miidahale ve 6grenmeyi birbirine baglayan biitlinciil bir kuramsal modele
dondstiiriilmesi amaglanmigtir. Modelin degeri, 6rgiitlere kusursuz bir kontrol sistemi vaat etmesinde
degil, kirilganliklarin goriiniir sonuglar iiretmeden 6nce ¢ogu zaman kiigiik sapmalar ve ihmal edilen
sinyaller bigiminde ortaya ¢iktigini hatirlatmasinda yatmaktadir. Bu nedenle orgiitsel bagisiklik
mimarisi, gelecekteki kavramsal ve ampirik aragtirmalar i¢in verimli bir arastirma hatt1 agmaktadir:
Yonetim ve organizasyon arastirmalari yalnizca orgiitlerin ne kadar giiclii olduklarina degil, kendi
zayifliklarin1 ne kadar erken ve diiriist bigimde yorumlayabildiklerine ve bu siire¢ aracilifiyla ne
Olciide 6grenebildiklerine de odaklanmalidir.
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ETIK BEYANLAR
Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi
Yazar(lar), bu makalenin 6zgiin bir ¢alisma oldugunu ve bilimsel aragtirma ve yayin etigi
ilkelerine uygun olarak hazirlandigimi beyan eder. Makale daha &nce herhangi bir yerde
yayimlanmamis olup bagka bir dergide degerlendirme siirecinde degildir.
Caligmada kullanilan tiim kaynaklar akademik kurallara uygun bigimde atiflanmistir.
Yazar(lar), caligmanin intihal, veri uydurma, veri tahrifi veya manipiilasyon igermedigini;
arastirma bulgularinin bilimsel diirtistliik ilkelerine uygun sekilde sunuldugunu beyan eder.
Yazar Katkisi
Tim yazarlar ¢alismanin tasarlanmasi, yiirlitiilmesi, analizi ve makalenin hazirlanmasina
onemli Olclide katki saglamistir. Tiim yazarlar makalenin son halini okuyup onaylamis ve
yayimlanmasini kabul etmistir.
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Cikar Catismasi
Yazar(lar), bu makalenin yayimlanmasina iligkin herhangi bir ¢ikar ¢atismasi bulunmadigini
beyan eder.

Finansal Destek
Bu aragtirma herhangi bir kamu kurumu, ticari kurulus veya kar amaci giitmeyen kurulus
tarafindan finansal olarak desteklenmemistir.

Yapay Zeka Kullanim Beyam
Makalenin hazirlanmasi siirecinde yapay zeka araglarindan yalnizca dil diizenleme, ceviri
destegi ve anlatim iyilestirmesi amaciyla simirhi 6lgiide yararlanilmis olabilir. Yapay zeka
araglar tarafindan yapilan ceviri ve dil diizenlemeleri yazar(lar) tarafindan dikkatle kontrol
edilmistir. Yapay zekad araclari calismanin bilimsel igeriginin, arastirma tasariminin,
analizlerinin veya akademik sonuglarinin olusturulmasinda kullanilmamigtir. Makalenin
igerigine iligkin tiim akademik sorumluluk yazar(lar)a aittir.

Telif Haklar1 ve izinler
Yazar(lar), telif hakki gerektiren materyaller kullanilmigsa gerekli izinlerin alindigim ve
caligmanin herhangi bir fikri miilkiyet hakkini ihlal etmedigini beyan eder.

Yazar Onayi

Tiim yazarlar makalenin son halini okuduklarini, onayladiklarini ve yayimlanmasini kabul
ettiklerini beyan eder.
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