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Abstract 

In this study, it was aimed to determine whether school administrators' learning agility levels differ 
according to their gender, seniority, school levels served, educational status, ages and administrative 
duties (principal and vice-principal). The research was carried out according to the survey model 
frequently used in quantitative research methods. A total of 428 volunteer administrators composed of 
160 school principals and 268 vice-principals participated in the study. The data were collected with 
the “Marmara Learning Agility Scale” developed by Yazıcı and Özgenel (2020). The collected data 
were analyzed using t-test and ANOVA tests in the SPSS statistics program. According to the 
analysis, school administrators' overall level of learning agility is very high. While learning agility 
levels did not differ significantly according to the gender and school levels of the administrators, the 
level of learning agility of administrators who have postgraduate education is higher than that of 
who’s having only a bachelor’s degree. In addition, the learning agility levels of school principals are 
higher than vice principals. Similarly, administrators with higher seniority and age have higher 
learning agility than administrators with lesser seniority and age.  
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INTRODUCTION 

The developments and globalization process in the field of science and technology affect the 
daily lives of individuals and societies as well as organizations. Organizations have come under 
pressure to compete more and to produce and deliver innovative products and services. Employees 
with equipped, metacognitive skills and high potential are needed to sustain their existence, meet their 
needs and shape their future achievements in this brutal and competitive environment. In other words, 
organizations that have to survive and develop themselves against the shocking power of change in the 
world today have realized that the current job performance of the employees is not enough to carry 
them into the future (Robinson et al., 2009). Organizations that realize that employees should offer 
innovative and value-added products or services to the organization instead of ordinary performance 
require individuals with high learning agility (Gravett and Caldwell, 2016; Korn Ferry, 2015). 

The concept of learning agility is a new concept that has been researched over the past two 
decades. The concept of learning agility has been put forward as a result of research on leadership and 
talent development and is used as a determining factor in the identification of high potential 
individuals in organizations serving in many different fields (The Tallent Strategy Group, 2015; 
Gravett ve Caldwell, 2016; Korn Ferry, 2018-2019). Lombardo and Eichinger (2000) are the authors 
who first defined the concept of learning agility in the study "High Potentialsas High Learners". While 
these authors explain the concept of learning agility, they reveal the relationship between learning and 
performance than learning components. According to the authors, the most important factor that will 
increase the performance of the organizations and lead the organization to success is the determination 
of the agile and high potential employees who can learn (Lombardo and Eichinger, 2000). Moreover, 
the authors suggested that the prerequisite for having high potential is learning agility. It was 
concluded that individuals with high research potential have high levels of learning agility (Allen, 
2016; Connolly, 2001; De Meuse, Dai, Swisher, Eichinger, and Lombardo, 2012; Dries, Vantilborgh 
and Pepermans, 2008; Eichinger and Lombardo, 2004).  

According to Lombardo and Eichinger (2000), agile individuals are high-potential individuals 
who know how to demonstrate the necessary skills or learn new skills in the face of challenging 
situations for the first time. In other words, individuals who know what to do and how to act in an 
uncertain situation are agile (Hallenbeck and Santana, 2019). There are four elements in the focus of 
the concept of learning agility. These; human behavior includes high-level cognitive processes, 
evaluating what is learned from experiences, and applying these three features perfectly (De Meuse, 
2017b; De Meuse, Dai, and Hallenbeck, 2010). The fact that these individuals can experiment and 
learn quickly until they get the desired result enable them to easily perform practices that require 
behavior at different levels within the organization (Yazıcı, 2020). In addition, these characteristics of 
learning agility have been supported by the research results that it is a different structure independent 
of personality and IQ (Bedford, 2011; Connolly, 2001; Eichinger and Lombardo, 2004). In this field, 
Lombardo and Eichinger (2000) are the first researchers to measure individuals' learning agility by 
developing the CHOICES Architec® survey. The authors identified four factors that define learning 
speed and different aspects of learning agility. (i) People Agility: They are individuals who know 
themselves well, learn the right lessons from experiences, behave calmly and flexibly under pressure, 
and build constructive relationships with different people. (ii) Results Agility: They are trusted 
individuals who can achieve superior results under difficult circumstances and give countenance to 
others to perform high. (iii) Mental Agility: It identifies individuals who are comfortable with complex 
events, carefully examines problems and establishes connections between different elements (Gravett 
and Cadwell, 2016). (iv) Change Agility: Expresses people who are curious, broad-minded, willingly 
participates in activities that can gain experience and develop skills. 

Individuals with learning agility are more flexible, comfortable and calm when facing 
difficulties compared to other colleagues. They are individuals who are willing to have challenging 
work experiences that can improve themselves and who can do the necessary learning (Mitchinson and 
Morris, 2012). Experience is like a role and task map that defines a person's past career (Lewis, 2015). 
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Every situation encountered within the organization creates experiences for employees. Employees 
shape the personal qualities necessary to deal with difficulties in working conditions (McCall, 
Lombardo and Morrisson, 1988). According to DeRue, Ashford and Myers (2012), the process of 
learning from experience gives people speed and flexibility. Individuals with high learning agility are 
trying to obtain appropriate learning and different experiences for themselves without being stuck on a 
single point of view. Therefore, individuals with high learning agility can accelerate with experience, 
while looking at new situations from a flexible perspective in practice. In an organization, the flexible 
perspective of the employees enables the organization to react quickly and easily to challenging and 
uncertain situations (McCall, 2004). Thus, it provides more experience and learning opportunities and 
individuals' job performance increases (Hunter and Schmidt, 1996). 

According to Yukl (2018), the ability to learn requires self-awareness, which analyzes one's 
cognitive processes, strengths, and weaknesses. Individuals with learning agility are highly self-aware, 
using the knowledge they have gained and willing to receive feedback from others for their 
development. These qualities are an important factor for agile individuals to progress in their careers, 
to show high performance and to achieve success in the long run (Anseel, 2017; Haring, Shankar and 
Hofkes 2016; Mitchinson and Morris, 2012). Some researchers identified the most important element 
of learning from experience as a willingness to learn (Allen, 2016; Hallenbeck and Santana, 2019), 
while others stated it as motivation (Carette and Anseel, 2012; Day, Zaccaro and Halpin, 2004; Jonier 
and Josephs, 2007).  

The attraction of the learning agility structure is also reflected in leadership research. 
Researches in this field showed that there is a strong relationship between learning agility and the 
performances and achievements of leaders (De Meuse, 2017a; De Meuse, 2017b, Dries, Vantilborgh 
& Pepermans, 2012; Lombardo & Eichinger, 2000). Today, leaders are expected to adapt more 
quickly to the complex, variable, uncertain and unknown situations they face in business environments 
that differ with globalization (Horney, Pasmore and O’Shea, 2010). It is reported that it has a positive 
relationship with learning agility promotion and career success, which is seen as an important factor in 
determining leaders who will provide these qualities (Connolly, 2001; Dai, De Meuse, and Tang, 
2013; De Meuse et al., 2010; Eichinger and Lombardo, 2004). Individuals who can learn from a high 
level of experience are more successful in dealing with uncertainties than others and have higher 
performance (Eichinger and Lombardo, 2004). Therefore, while learning agility is seen as an 
important factor in career development, it is seen as an important objective criterion in bringing the 
individuals with high potential to cope with the turbulent and competitive business environment 
(Corporate Leadership Council, 2005; Goebel, 2013). Learning agility has not been fully clarified in 
educational practice today and is still a very controversial issue. Recently, there are opinions based on 
the learning agility structure included in education programs and the problem-solving approach based 
on learning agility (Azionya and Oksiutycz, 2019). Some universities and schools perceive learning 
agility as a learning culture (Almeida, 2019; Mcgrath, 2018). It is also mentioned about agile software 
and application strategies that prioritize developing agility in education which has been discussed a lot 
recently (Briggs, 2014). Looking at the studies in the literature, Howard's (2017) research with intern 
teachers is salient. Howard tried to establish a theoretical framework in the field of education by 
making applications to measure learning agility in the training of trainee teachers. According to the 
findings of the study, a statistically significant relationship was found between the learning agility 
levels of teachers and their performances. In fact, the understanding of agility in education provides 
the link between technique, strategy, and values. In this way, it allows teachers to re-think the purpose 
of education rather than just their plans and programs (Gales and Gallaon, 2018).  

The pressure of change has also influenced education and has been forced to meet varying 
demands. There is a need for teachers and educational leaders who can cope with these difficulties, are 
curious, questioning, can learn by experience and flexibly apply what they learn, make learning easy 
and enjoyable, high performance and potential. The most important resource for education leaders to 
be successful is their experience. However, the lack of clarity on which experiences are developmental 
and the diversity of the definition of individuals with learning agility show that it still needs to be 
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addressed (Hezlett and Kuncel, 2012; McCall, 2004). As the structure is new, more research in this 
area and discussion of the results seem to be an important need. When it is analyzed in the literature, it 
is seen that studies on the concept of learning agility are generally conducted on for-profit 
organizations and leaders (De Meuse, 2017b; Dries et al., 2012; Eichinger and Lombardo, 2004; 
Lombardo and Eichinger, 2000). It is thought that conducting studies on learning agility in the field of 
education and especially in schools will contribute significantly to the learning agility literature, the 
structure, definition, and explanation of the concept of learning agility, and the results obtained will be 
a source for other researches. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to examine the learning agility 
levels of school administrators (principals and assistant principals) according to various variables. In 
line with the main purpose of the research, it was tried to search for answers to the following sub-
goals: (i) What is the level of learning agility of school administrators? (ii) Do school administrators' 
learning agility levels differ significantly by gender? (iii) Do school administrators' learning agility 
levels differ significantly by age? (iv) Do school administrators' learning agility levels differ 
significantly according to their seniority? (v) Do school administrators' learning agility levels differ 
significantly from their educational level? (vi) Do the learning agility level of school administrators 
differ according to their administrative duties (principal and vice principal)? (vii) Do school 
administrators' learning agility levels differ significantly according to the school levels they work at? 

METHOD 

Research Model 

In this study, the research was carried out according to the survey model since the level of 
learning agility of school administrators was examined according to diverse variables. The survey 
model is a model of collecting information about the characteristics of the participants, using the 
answers given by the participants to certain questions (Goertz and Mahoney, 2012). 

Study Group 

The data of the study were obtained from 428 volunteer school administrators working in 
public schools in Istanbul Küçükçekmece district. While 95 (22.2%) of the administrators who 
participated in the study were women; 333 (77.8%) are men. 244 (57%) of the administrators have 
only a bachelor’s degree and 184 (43%) have postgraduate degrees. 

Data Collection Tools 

In the study, the data were collected through the Information Form and the “Marmara 
Learning Agility Scale”. 

Marmara Learning Agility Scale: The scale was developed by Yazıcı and Özgenel (2020). It 
consists of 30 items and 5 sub-dimensions (People Agility [1, 2, 3, 4], Change Agility [5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 
10), Mental Agility [11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18], Results Agility [19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24] and Self 
Awareness [25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30]). The scale is a 5-point Likert scale (1-Never, 2-Rarely, 3-
Sometimes, 4-Mostly, 5-Always). The high score or arithmetic average obtained from the scale or sub-
dimensions is evaluated as high learning agility. Arithmetic averages obtained from the scale were 
evaluated according to the score ranges stated: 1.00-1.79 = very low; 1.80-2.59 = low; 2.60-3.39 = 
medium; 3.40-4.19 = high; 4.20-5.00 = very high. In this study, the Cronbach Alpha reliability 
coefficient of the scale was calculated as .943. 
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Data Analysis 

The data obtained through the Marmara Learning Agility Scale used in the study were 
transferred to the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SSPS) program and analyzed by 
calculating the kurtosis, skewness and reliability coefficients and given in Table 1. 

Table 1. School administrators' learning agility average, standard deviation, kurtosis and skewness 
values 
 Skewness Kurtosis Cronbach Alpha 
People Agility  .710 .331 .699 
Change Agility .653 .407 .881 
Mental Agility .594 .421 .863 
Results Agility .338 .041 .820 
Self-awareness .161 .805 .820 
Learning agility .509 .455 .943 

 
When the kurtosis and skewness values of the measurement tools in Table 1 are examined, it 

is seen that the values remain between -1 and +1 that the data show the normal distribution and it is 
decided to perform parametric tests. According to the Alpha reliability coefficients of the scale, the 
overall reliability and sub-dimensions of the scale (People Agility sub-dimension is acceptable) were 
found to be “high level”. In the analysis of the data, the t-test was used for independent groups to 
determine whether there was a significant difference between the two groups, and the ANOVA test 
was used to determine whether there were significant differences between more than two groups. 

FINDINGS 

Frequency (N), average (M), standard deviation (SD) coefficients of the learning agility levels 
of school administrators were calculated and given in Table 2. 

Table 2. School administrators' learning agility average, standard deviation, kurtosis and skewness 
values 

 N M SD Evaluation 
People Agility 428 4.39 .485 Very- high 
Change Agility 428 4.18 .574 High 
Mental Agility 428 4.16 .511 High 
Results Agility 428 4.17 .491 High 
Self-awareness 428 4.39 .443 Very High 
Learning agility 428 4.24 .420 Vert High 

 
When Table 2 is examined; while the school administrators' people agility (M = 4.39) and 

self-awareness (M = 4.39) and general learning agility (M = 4.24) were at a very high level; change 
agility (M = 4.18), mental agility (M = 4.16) and results agility (M = 4.17) are at "high" level. 

Independent groups t-test results to determine whether school administrators' learning agility 
levels differ significantly by gender are given in Table 3. 

Table 3. t-test results of the school administrators' learning agility levels by gender 
Variables Groups N M SD t df p 

People Agility Female 95 4.38 .56 .189 426 .850 
Male  333 4.39 .46 

Change Agility Female 95 4.19 .62 .106 426 .915 Male  333 4.18 .56 

Mental Agility Female 95 4.17 .53 .293 426 .769 Male  333 4.15 .50 
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Results Agility Female 95 4.11 .49 1.44 426 .149 Male  333 4.19 .48 

Self-awareness Female 95 4.33 .51 1.38 426 .168 Male  333 4.40 .42 

Learning agility Female 95 4.22 .47 .553 426 .594 Male  333 4.25 .40 
 

When Table 3 is examined, it can be seen that the learning agility levels of school 
administrators do not differ significantly according to their gender (p> .05). 

Independent group t-test results, which are conducted to determine whether the learning agility 
levels of school administrators differ according to their educational status (Bachelor=BA; 
Postgraduate=P.Grad.), are given in Table 4. 

Table 4. t-test results of school administrators' learning agility levels according to educational status 
Variables Groups N M SD t df p 

People Agility Bachelor 244 4.36 .53 1.515 426 .131 Postgraduate 184 4.43 .40 

Change Agility Bachelor 244 4.14 .63 1.714 426 .087 Postgraduate 184 4.24 .48 

Mental Agility Bachelor 244 4.09 .54 3.014 426 .003 Postgraduate 184 4.24 .44 

Results Agility Bachelor 244 4.15 .52 1.135 426 .257 
Postgraduate 184 4.20 .44 

Self-awareness Bachelor 244 4.36 .44 1.531 426 .127 Postgraduate 184 4.42 .43 

Learning agility Bachelor 244 4.20 .45 2.266 426 .024 Postgraduate 184 4.29 .35 
 

When Table 4 is analyzed, while the level of mental agility and general learning agility of 
school administrators differ significantly in their educational status (p <.05); it does not differ 
significantly in other sub-dimensions (p> .05). Mental agility (M = 4.24) and general learning agility 
levels of school administrators with a postgraduate degree (M = 4.29) are higher than mental (M = 
4.09) and general learning agility (M = 4.20) of administrator with bachelor’s degree. 

Independent groups’ t-test results conducted to determine whether school administrators' 
learning agility levels differ according to their administrative duties are given in Table 5. 

Table 5. t-test results of school administrators' learning agility levels by administrative duties 
Variables Groups N M SD t df p 

People Agility Vice-Principal 268 4.34 .50 2.681 426 .008 
Principal  160 4.47 .43 

Change Agility Vice-Principal 268 4.13 .61 2.753 426 .006 Principal  160 4.28 .49 

Mental Agility Vice-Principal 268 4.11 .53 2.133 426 .003 Principal  160 4.22 .45 

Results Agility Vice-Principal 268 4.14 .52 1.550 426 .122 Principal  160 4.22 .43 

Self-awareness Vice-Principal 268 4.37 .46 .828 426 .408 Principal  160 4.41 .40 

Learning agility Vice-Principal 268 4.20 .45 2.394 426 .017 Principal  160 4.30 .35 
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As seen in the results in Table 5, school administrators' level of people agility, change agility, 
mental agility and general learning agility levels differ significantly to their administrative duties (p 
<.05). Also, results agility and self-awareness levels do not differ significantly (p> .05). People agility 
level of school principals (M = 4.47), change agility (M = 4.28), mental agility (M = 4.22) and general 
learning agility levels (M = 4.30), are higher than vice-principals’ people agility (M = 4.34), change 
agility(M = 4.13) mental agility (M = 4.11) and general learning agility levels (M = 4.20). 

The results of ANOVA analysis conducted to determine whether the learning agility levels of 
school administrators differ according to the school level they work in are given in Table 6. 

Table 6. ANOVA results according to the seniority of the learning agility levels of school 
administrators 
 Occupational 

Seniority N M SD Variance 
Source 

Sum of 
Squares. df Mean 

Square F p Sig. 

Pe
op

le
 A

gi
lit

y 

A-10 years and  under  67 4.24 .62 Between G. 2.35 4 .589 

2.53 .040 C>A 
D>A 

B-11-15 years 67 4.36 .42 Within G. 98.45 423 .233 
C-16-20 years 110 4.43 .48 Total 100.8 427  
D-21-25 years 94 4.47 .41 

 E-26 years and above 90 4.39 .46 
Total 428 4.39 .48 

C
ha

ng
e 

A
gi

lit
y 

A-10 years and  under  67 3.94 .68 Between G. 5.60 4 1.40 

4.38 .002 

B>A, 
C>A, 
D>A, 
E>A 

B-11-15 years 67 4.14 .56 Within G. 135.2 423 .320 
C-16-20 years 110 4.24 .57 Total 140.8 427  
D-21-25 years 94 4.23 .57 

 E-26 years and above 90 4.29 .43 
Total 428 4.18 .57 

M
en

ta
 a

l A
gi

lit
y A-10 years and  under  67 4.03 .61 Between G. 1.65 4 .413 

1.59 .176 --- 

B-11-15 years 67 4.19 .45 Within G. 109.9 423 .260 
C-16-20 years 110 4.14 .54 Total 111.6 427  
D-21-25 years 94 4.17 .44 

 E-26 years and above 90 4.22 .47 
Total 428 4.16 .51 

R
es

ul
ts

 A
gi

lit
y A-10 years and  under 67 4.09 .57 Between G. 1.42 4 .357 

1.48 .207 --- 

B-11-15 years 67 4.15 .44 Within G. 101.8 423 .241 
C-16-20 years 110 4.15 .50 Total 103.3 427  
D-21-25 years 94 4.17 .49 

 E-26 years and above 90 4.27 .42 
Total 428 4.17 .49 

Se
lf-

aw
ar

en
es

s A-10 years and  under 67 4.36 .51 Between G. 2.71 4 .679 

3.53 .008 

D>B, 
E>A, 
E>B, 
E>C 

B-11-15 years 67 4.27 .44 Within G. 81.34 423 .192 
C-16-20 years 110 4.34 .43 Total 84.0 427  
D-21-25 years 94 4.42 .40 

 E-26 years and above 90 4.51 .41 
Total 428 4.39 .44 

Le
ar

ni
ng

 A
gi

lit
y A-10 years and below  67 4.12 .53 Between G. 1.83 4 .457 

2.62 .034 D>A, 
E>A 

B-11-15 years 67 4.21 .38 Within G. 73.75 423 .174 
C-16-20 years 110 4.24 .42 Total 75.58 427  
D-21-25 years 94 4.27 .38 

 E-26 years and above 90 4.33 .36 
Total 428 4.24 .42 

 
When the results in Table 6 are examined, it is seen that the level of mental agility and results 

agility do not differ significantly according to their seniority (p> .05). However, people agility, change 
agility, self-awareness and general learning agility levels differ significantly according to their 
seniority (p <.05). Post-hoc Sheffe test results after ANOVA were evaluated to determine which 
groups this difference occurred. Accordingly, the agility levels of school administrators who have 16-
20 years (M = 4.43) and 21-25 years (M = 4.47) seniority in peple agility are higher than the 
administrators with 10 years or less (M = 4.24) seniority level. Level of change agility of school 
administrators', who have 11-15 years (M = 4.14), 16-20 years (M = 4.24), 21-25 years (M = 4.23), 
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and 26 years and over (M = 4.29) occupational seniority is higher than the level of change agility of 
school administrators’, who have 10 years and below (M = 3.94) occupational seniority. Self-
awareness levels of school administrators with 21-25 years (M = 4.42) occupational seniority are 
higher than self-awareness levels of school administrators with 11-15 years (M = 4.27) seniority. Self-
awareness levels of school administrators with a seniority of 26 years or more (M = 4.51) are higher 
than those of 10-year and below (M = 4.36), 11-15 years (M = 4.27) and 16-20 years (M = 4.34). 
Finally, the general learning agility of school administrators with professional seniority of 21-25 years 
(M = 4.27) and 26 years or more (M = 4.33) is higher than that of school administrators with 
professional seniority of 10 years or less (M = 4.12). 

The results of one-way variance (ANOVA) analysis conducted to determine whether the 
learning agility levels of school administrators differ according to their ages are given in Table 7. 

Table 7. ANOVA results according to age variable of learning agility scale scores 
 Age  N M SD Variance 

Source  
Sum of 
Squares. df Mean 

Square F p Sig. 

Pe
op

le
 A

gi
lit

y 

A) 30 years and under 31 4.25 .58 Between G. 1.69 5 .34 

1.44 .206 --- 

B) 31-35 years  56 4.32 .54 Within G.  99.10 422 .23 
C) 36-40 years 87 4.36 .52 Total 100.80 427  
D) 41-45 years 108 4.42 .43 

 E) 46-50 years 75 4.49 .45 
F) 51 years + 71 4.39 41 
Total 428 4.39 .48 

C
ha

ng
e 

A
gi

lit
y 

A) 30 years and under 31 4.02 .64 Between G. 4.94 5 .99 

3.07 .010 

D>A; 
D>B; 
D>C; 
E>A;
E>B 

B) 31-35 years  56 4.01 .64 Within G.  135.86 422 .32 
C) 36-40 years 87 4.13 .63 Total 140.81 427  
D) 41-45 years 108 4.29 .48 

 E) 46-50 years 75 4.29 .60 
F) 51 years + 71 4.19 .44 
Total 428 4.18 .59 

M
en

ta
l A

gi
lit

y 

A) 30 years and  under 31 4.19 .55 Btw. G.  1.69 5  

.70 .589 --- 

B) 31-35 years  56 4.04 .54 In G.  99.10 422 .29 
C) 36-40 years 87 4.11 .48 Total 100.80 427 .41 
D) 41-45 years 108 4.20 .46 

 E) 46-50 years 75 4.24 .46 
F) 51 years + 71 4.13 .51 
Total 428 4.16 .64 

R
es

ul
ts

 A
gi

lit
y 

A) 30 years and  under 31 4.24 .47 Between G. 1.46 5 .29 

1.21 .302 --- 

B) 31-35 years  56 4.07 .55 Within G.  101.82 422 .24 
C) 36-40 years 87 4.11 .51 Total 103.28 427  
D) 41-45 years 108 4.19 .47 

 E) 46-50 years 75 4.24 .49 
F) 51 years + 71 4.19 .43 
Total 428 4.17 .49 

Se
lf-

aw
ar

en
es

s 

A) 30 years and  under 31 4.47 .45 Between G. 3.47 5 .69 

3.64 .003 

A>B; 
A>C; 
D>B; 
D>C; 
E>B; 
E>C; 
F>B;  
F>C 

B) 31-35 years  56 4.23 .49 Within G.  80.58 422 .19 
C) 36-40 years 87 4.28 .43 Total 84.06 427  
D) 41-45 years 108 4.42 .43 

 
E) 46-50 years 75 4.46 .42 
F) 51 years + 71 4.48 .40 
Total 428 4.39 .44 

Le
ar

ni
ng

 A
gi

lit
y 

A) 30 years and  under 31 4.23 .47 Btw. G.  2.04 5 .40 

2.34 .040 
D>B; 
E>B; 
E>C;  

B) 31-35 years  56 4.11 .48 In G.  73.53 422 .17 
C) 36-40 years 87 4.18 .45 Total 75.58 427  
D) 41-45 years 108 4.29 .36 

 E) 46-50 years 75 4.33 .41 
F) 51 years + 71 4.26 .35 
Total 428 4.24 .42 
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When Table 7 is examined; It was revealed that there was no significant difference in the 
pople agility, mental agility and result agility levels of school administrators (p> .05). Change, Agility, 
self-awareness, and general learning agility levels differ significantly according to their ages (p <.05). 
Post-hoc Scheffe test was conducted after ANOVA to determine which groups the differences 
occurred. Considering the results, level of change agility of school administrators who are between the 
ages of 41-45 (M = 4.29) higher than agility levels of school administrators aged 30 and under (M = 
4.02), 31-35 (M = 4.01) and 36-40 (M = 4.13). Also, school administrators between 46-50 years of age 
have higher agility levels in change (M = 4.29) than school administrators who are between 30 years 
old and under (M = 4.02) and 31-35 years old (M = 4.01). Self-awareness levels of school 
administrators aged 30 and under (M = 4.47), age 41-45 (M = 4.42), age 46-50 (M = 4.46) and age 51 
and older (M = 4.48), age 31-35 ( M = 4.23) and 36-40 years (M = 4.28) are higher than the self-
awareness level of school administrators. Finally, the overall learning agility levels of school 
administrators who are in the 41-45 age range (M = 4.29) are higher than the learning agility levels of 
school administrators in the 31-35 age range (M = 4.11). Also, the general learning agility levels of 
school administrators in the 46-50 age range (M = 4.33) are higher than the general learning agility 
levels of the school administrators in the age range of 31-35 age (M = 4.11) and 36-40 age (M = 4.18). 

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 

In this study, the learning agility levels of school administrators (principals and vice-
principals) working in public schools were examined according to various variables. According to the 
results of the research, while the agility and self-awareness people agility of the school administrators 
and the general learning agility are at a very high level; change agility, results agility, and mental 
agility are at a "high" level. Based on these findings, it can be thought that school administrators are 
individuals who learn faster from experience and others and have high-performance management 
potential. In addition, the fact that administrators make a difference in human relationships and self-
awareness agility levels shows that administrators are sufficient to establish relationships with others 
and to recognize their strengths and weaknesses. Similar to these findings, Lombardo and Eichinger 
(2000) found that individuals ' levels of learning agility were associated with both current performance 
and long-term potential. In this area, De Meuse (2017) revealed that learning agility has a significant 
relationship in measuring leadership performance and potential. In another study conducted on 
teachers recently, it has been determined that it has a positive relationship between learning agility and 
performance and predicts it (Yazıcı, 2020). In addition, Haring, Shankar and Hofkes (2016) concluded 
that the high level of human relations agility and self-awareness are an important finding in 
determining the level of performance. According to the findings we have obtained, individuals who 
have discovered their strengths and weaknesses are more inclined to accept opportunities and feedback 
that will contribute to their development. Individuals with high self-awareness also have high levels of 
people agility. Individuals who can learn the right information from others and seek solutions to the 
problems they face with different perspectives are individuals with potential that increase their 
performance over time. Therefore, it can be concluded that the school administrators constituting the 
sample of the research are individuals with high performance and potential. 

Another finding obtained from the research is that school administrators' gender did not make 
a significant difference in learning agility. This finding is similar to other research results. For 
example, in the research conducted by De Meuse, Dai, Hallenbeck, and Tang (2008) and De Meuse, 
Dai, Eichinger, Page, Clark, and Zewdie (2011), they found that there was no relationship between 
gender and learning agility. Moreover, Catenacci-Francois (2018) concluded that there is no 
relationship between gender and learning agility, and the gender role does not support the relationship 
between overall performance. It is thought that gender does not differ in general terms and that gender-
specific characteristics of administrators do not affect learning agility. 

As a result of our research, it has been revealed that school administrators' mental agility and 
general learning agility levels differ significantly according to their educational status. It was 
determined that there was no significant difference in other sub-dimensions. The level of mental 
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agility and general learning agility of school administrators with a postgraduate degree is higher than 
the level of mental agility and general learning agility of school administrators with a bachelor's 
degree. These findings coincide with the research in the literature. Turhan and Yaraş (2013), in their 
study about contributions of graduate education on occupational development of administrators, 
teachers, and supervisors, found that postgraduate education made an important contribution to the 
problem-solving skills of administrators. Also, it was determined that the managers who received 
postgraduate education in the research had important contributions in the development of 
competencies such as decision making, effective communication, and cooperation. Another research 
that supports these results belongs to Özmantar and Çetin (2017). In their study, they concluded that 
school principals who received postgraduate education exhibit their leadership skills more. Dai and 
colleagues (2013) stated that learning agility has a high level of meaningful relationship with 
education and that it increases the level of learning agility as the level of education increases. Mental 
agility and general learning agility levels of school administrators with a postgraduate degree are 
higher than school administrators with a bachelor's degree. According to the results of this research, it 
is thought that school administrators who receive postgraduate education contribute more to their 
occupational development create a significant difference in learning agility levels. The level of school 
administrators' ability to identify problems in the face of complex, challenging situations and to 
connect with different or similar situations is higher among school administrators with a postgraduate 
degree. Therefore, postgraduate education can contribute more positively to school administrators' 
performances. 

It has been demonstrated that school administrators' level of people agility, change agility, 
mental agility and general learning agility levels differ according to their administrative duties 
(principal and vice-principals). Besides, it was found that agility and self-awareness levels did not 
differ significantly in result creation. The levels of school principals in people agility, change agility, 
mental agility and general learning agility levels are higher than vice-principals' people agility, change 
agility, mental agility, and general learning agility levels.These results of the research overlap with the 
literature. In the research conducted by Korn Ferry (2016) Research Company, senior managers were 
more agile than lower-level managers. Also, Dries Vantilborgh and Pepermans (2012) point out that 
individuals with high levels of learning agility experience more work experiences, so they are more 
likely to become senior managers. According to the research findings, the general learning agility 
levels of school principals are higher than the deputy principals. Individuals with high learning agility 
tend to acquire and learn from various experiences quickly from their experiences. This situation 
contributes positively to their careers, such as promotion and salary increase (Dai et al., 2013). Higher 
levels of learning agility in school principals contribute to their knowledge and skills and support them 
to be successful and effective managers and leaders. For this reason, it is the desired result that school 
principals make a difference compared to their deputies in acquiring and developing their leadership 
skills over time. Besides, according to the findings, it was determined that school principals interact 
with more people than deputy principals, are open to innovations willing to change, and have high 
problem-solving skills. On the other hand, there was no significant difference in managing turmoil and 
uncertainty and discovering themselves according to their job status.  

It has been determined that there is no significant difference in terms of learning agility levels 
in the context of school levels where school administrators work. These results are in line with the 
research results of Şakar (2016). However, in the research of Sayın and Arslan (2018) to measure the 
performance of school administrators, it was observed that primary school administrators had higher 
performances than high school administrators and high school administrators than secondary school 
administrators. In this study, the fact that learning agility does not differ according to school levels is 
thought to be an independent structure in measuring individual performance (De Meuse et al., 2010). It 
can be said that individual differences in learning agility, getting the right experiences, fast learning 
and problem solving do not make a difference in terms of school levels of school administrators. 

According to the findings, the mental agility and result agility levels of school administrators 
did not differ significantly according to their seniority. At the same time, it has been revealed that the 
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level of people agility, change agility, self-awareness and general learning agility differ according to 
the seniority of school administrators. In general, learning agility levels of school administrators with 
higher occupational seniority years is higher than those with lower occupational seniority years. 
Eichinger and Lombardo (2004) concluded that there is an important relationship between learning 
agility levels and career success. It was stated that individuals with high levels of learning agility 
progress more in their careers and perform better than others in their position. Reaching similar 
findings, De Meuse, Dai, Swisher, and Lombardo (2012) revealed that individuals with high learning 
speeds progress faster in their careers and have higher performances. According to these results, it is 
thought that as the time spent in the occupation increases, they discover themselves more, develop 
their thoughts and behaviors, and establish more constructive relationships with other colleagues. 
Also, as the seniority of the managers' increases, their awareness in the occupation increases, and the 
necessary change is more ready. Another finding of the research is that the mental agility and result 
agility levels of school administrators do not cause a change according to their occupational seniority. 
This finding of the study is inconsistent with the findings in the literature. In the global research 
conducted by De Meuse and colleagues (2008) to measure managers 'levels of learning agility, 
managers' levels of agility and mental agility in creating results are higher than other levels of agility. 
These findings in the literature did not differ according to their seniority in producing effective 
solutions for the problems faced by school administrators, integrating different perspectives within the 
school and providing necessary conditions. 

It has been determined that the school administrators' agility, mental agility, people agility, 
and levels of results agility did not differ significantly by age. In addition to these findings, it is 
determined that the level of agility, self-awareness and general learning agility in change varied 
significantly by age. In general terms, learning agility levels increase as the age of school 
administrators increases. The age variable of the administrators is partially similar to the findings 
obtained in the seniority variable. In general terms, learning agility levels increase as the age of school 
administrators increases. The age variable of the administrators is partially like the findings obtained 
in the seniority variable. However, De Meuse and colleagues (2008, 2011), Eichinger and Lombardo 
(2004) revealed that there was no significant difference in terms of age variable regarding learning 
agility in general. The findings of this research differ from other research in the literature. In the study, 
self-awareness levels of the age groups 30 and under were higher than the age range of 31-50. This 
finding is similar to Haring et al. (2016) research results. In their research, self-awareness levels 
between the ages of 25-35 and gold are higher than the administrators between the ages of 36-65. It is 
known that leadership skill requires a high level of self-awareness skill (Avolio and Gardner, 2005). It 
is believed that administrators who are 30 years old and under the beginning of their management 
career in the research have high self-awareness, they have discovered themselves, have the power to 
know and plan what they want to do. Also, general learning agility levels were found to be high in the 
age of 46 and 50, self-awareness levels over the age of 51, and change agility in the 41-50 age range. 
This situation is not surprising. According to the research results of Kondakçı, Zayim, and Çalışkan 
(2010), managers with more work and experience feel more ready for change. Education differs from 
other organizations in terms of structure and management. Teaching and later education management 
are thought to be an occupation based on experiences, as their age increases, they develop their unique 
thoughts, discover their talents, feel the need for change more and turn.  

Similar results were obtained in this research literature as well as different results were 
obtained. The absence of learning agility research for administrators in the national field, and the 
limited number of research on education, school and school administrators in the international arena 
makes this research both important and restrictive for discussion. Also, the fact that seniority and age 
range present more distinctive results in this field differentiated the research. Studying learning agility 
with different variables in the field of educational sciences in the future will contribute to further 
understanding the concept of learning agility and enriching its literature. 
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