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Article History: The purpose of this study has been to examine the validity and reliability of the Turkish version of
Received 24.01.2014 School Quality Management Culture Survey (SQMCS). A total of 209 teachers working at primary
Received in revised form and secondary schools in Izmir participated in the study. The validity and reliability of the
04.03.2014 measurement tool consisting of 31 items and 9 sub-dimensions was analyzed using LISREL 8.51 and
Accepted 17.03.2014 SPSS 13.0 programs. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was used to determine the validity of the
Available online measurement instrument. The results of the CFA of the scale indicated that the data was in good fit
21.04.2014 with the original factor structure (%2/df=1.33, RMSEA=.040, 90%CI=.031-.049, SRMR=.061, CFI=.95,

NNFI=.94, GFI=.86). The results of the item analysis on the mean differences (-2.878 < t < -11.255)
between the 27% lower and upper groups making up the scale indicated that the items have
distinctive properties (p<.01). Coefficient of internal consistency of the sub-dimensions of the scale
range between .71 and .89 (Cronbach’s alpha) and inter-item correlation coefficients between (rij).38
and .67.The results obtained concerning the psychometric properties of the Turkish version (SQMCS-
tr) reveal that of the scale is a valid and reliable measurement instrument to determine teachers’
perceptions of school quality culture management survey.
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Introduction

Today technological advancements and competition increasing with social changes and globalization
affect educational institutions as well; and force these institutions to search for new ways related to the
effectiveness and efficiency of education. In this search, educational institutions are focusing day by day on
the development quality and the elements concerning quality. This effort for quality helps educational
institutions improve themselves and gain competitive power by adapting to environmental conditions
(Ozevren, 2000).

Quality is a target that moves depending on customers’ requests and requirements. Therefore,
organizations should design their services in a way that they could be renewed in accordance with
customers’ present and future requests and requirements. In this respect, Olsen, Ching-Yick and Joseph
(1998) define quality as doing the right thing in the right way and coherently. Total Quality Management is
an understanding that focuses on quality in all production processes of organizations and that ensures
improvement of all processes considering everybody’s expectations with the participations of all employees
(Ozer, 2011). Dahlgaard, Kristensen and Kanji (2002) state that Total Quality Management is based on five
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main principles: management’s commitment (leadership); focus on the customer and the employee; focus on
facts; continuous improvements (KAIZEN); everybody’s participation.

Issues of quality management and quality improvement have become necessary for success for the
service industry which has a dominant role on the world economy (Shridhara, 2010). This necessity also
shows itself within the education sector. Undoubtedly, societies structure their education systems in line
with their own ideologies in compliance with their social and economic systems (Tanri6gen, 2011). However,
it has become an inevitable necessity to reach quality in order to attain the educational purposes specified.
To this end, educational organizations have started to allow for Total Quality Management practices in order
to maintain their own effectiveness and efficiency (Detert, Schroeder, & Cudeck, 2003).

Organizations do not have to use the letters TQM for the Total Quality Management practices they
perform. Many organizations sustain the philosophy under the names they give themselves (e.g., School
Development Program). Rather than the name given to the program, the effect of the quality program on the
school culture is important (Sallis, 2005). In order to implement Total Quality Management in the field of
education, it is necessary to create a quality culture (Militarua, Ungureanua, & Chenic, 2013). Organization
culture consists of a number of significant properties. The observed behavioral patterns, norms, dominant
values, philosophy, rules and organizational climate come together and reflect the climate of the
environment. Organization culture is the common perception of everybody within the organization and each
individual has to share this perception (Luthans, 1992). In order to realize cultural change successfully it is
necessary to develop structures allowing for the practice of strategies and prepare employees for change
through training (Kaya, 2009).

In the process of culture change of education institutions, several changes may be needed in the
organization’s management in addition to the attitudes and working approaches of the employees. Many
attempts of quality falter as the senior management turns into a traditional management very quickly (Sallis,
2005). A number of factors such as the employees in the organization, the roles they have been accustomed
to in time and their skills cause resistance against this change. However, despite certain obstacles and
resistance, quality can be managed and changed in time (Luthans, 1992). One of the important reasons
claimed concerning the failure of total quality management practices in education is the limited
implementations occurring due to the incoherence between the existing culture at schools and the quality
management culture (Detert, Schroeder, & Cudeck, 2003).For the management of necessary cultural changes
in order to eliminate these limited implementations specification of the existing quality cultures of education
institutions is very important. The aim of this study was to adapt The School Quality Management Culture
Survey (SQMCS) developed by Detert, Schroeder and Cudeck (2003) into Turkish and to carry out its
validity and reliability analyses.

Methods

This study was performed methodologically in order to provide the Turkish equivalence of SQMCS
and to test the reliability and validity of the SQMCS-tr.

Participants

209 teachers working at 6 different primary and secondary schools within the city center of Izmir
participated in the study. The participants consisted of 161 (%77) female and 48 (23%) male teachers with
professional experience ranging from 1 to 42 years. Average age of the participating teachers was calculated
as40.05 (SD=9.88).

Data Collection Instrument

The School Quality Management Culture Survey (SQMCS). SQMCS was developed by Detert,
Schroeder and Cudeck (2003) in order to determine the beliefs, fundamental values and behaviors
concerning quality culture at schools. It consists of 9 sub-dimensions and 31 items namely shared vision (3
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items), customer focus (4 items), long-term focus (4 items), continuous improvement (4 items), teacher
involvement (3 items), collaboration (3 items), data-based decision-making (4 items), systems focus (3 items),
quality at same cost (3 items). The CFA results applied to the model belonging to the measurement
instrument developed considering the Total Quality Management (TQM) literature compiled within the
scope of general organization in the last ten years was calculated as RMSEA=.041 (95%CI=.038; .044) and
GFI= .94. In addition, it was reported that coefficients of reliability among sub-dimensions ranged between
.71 and .89. The items forming the scale are responded over a 5-point Likert- type scale from 1=strongly
disagree to 5=strongly agree (Detert, Schroeder, & Cudeck, 2003).

Procedure of Study

Before starting data collection for the study, the required written permissions were taken from Izmir
Provincial Directorate of National Education. Following the written permissions, the principals of the
schools were informed about the procedures. Teachers were informed about the purpose of the study and
their participation was ensured on a volunteer basis. Personal identification details of the teachers were not
given on the forms applied in the study. The scales were applied in the classrooms at the institutions where
teachers work and the implementation was completed in nearly 20 minutes.

Translation Process

The initial translation of the SQMCS from English to Turkish was performed independently by two
bilingual translators. Assessment of forward translations was performed by a group of three academicians
who attended several social research projects. The agreed Turkish translations were then retranslated to
English by another English literature lecturer. The backward translation was reviewed by a group which
consisted of the researchers, a Turkish lecturer and another English lecturer. The final version of Turkish
SQMCS (SQMCS-tr) was reviewed by a panel which consisted of the researchers and three K-12 teachers. At
the end of the panel, it was decided to use the final version of SQMCS-tr.

Analysis

The data set obtained from the participation of the teachers in the study was analyzed using SPSS 13.0
and LISREL 8.54 statistical programs. The criterion validity of the items forming the scale was examined by
t-test based on average differences obtained from 27% lower and upper groups. In the item analysis done in
order to present the distinctive power of the items forming the measurement tool was considered as .05.
Within the scope of the reliability analyses, inter-item correlation and coefficients of internal consistency
(Cronbach’s alpha) were taken into consideration and evaluated. For the construct validity of the
measurement instrument, CFA was applied in order to test the goodness of fit of the factor structure. In CFA
applications, chi-square test statistic (x?/df) and various fit indexes like RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation), 90%CI (90% Confidence Interval), SRMR (Standardized Root-Mean-Square Residual), CFI
(Comparative Fit Index), NNFI (Non-Normed Fit Index) and GFI (Goodness of Fit Index) were taken into
consideration and interpreted.

Results

As a result of the reliability analyses conducted, Cronbach’s alpha values of the 9 sub-dimensions
forming the SQMCS-tr were calculated as .71 for teacher involvement, collaboration, quality at same cost; .72
for long-term focus, data-based decision-making; .74 for shared vision, systems focus; .86 for continuous
improvement and .89 for customer focus. In addition, inter-item correlation coefficients of the items forming
the sub-dimensions of the measurement instrument range between .38 and .67 (Table 1).

In Table 1, the results of independent lower and upper groups analyses based on average differences
indicated that the t-values of the items range 2.87 and 11.25. Therefore, the results of the item analyses for
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27% lower and upper groups carried out in order to present the criterion validity of the 31 items forming the
SQMCS-tr showed that all the items have significant levels of distinctive property (p<.01).

Table 1. Results of item analysis and reliability test for the SQMCS-tr

Eower Ppper . a
(X+SD) (X+SD) (7))

Shared vision
Q7-In setting classroom goals. I consider the overall vision and goals of our school. 355580 464555 83
(Siuf hedeflerini belirlerken her zaman okulumuzun genel goriis ve hedeflerini géz 6niinde bulundururum) o o ’
Q1'2-I 'u'nderstan'd our school mlssu‘)n as it applies to my work. 357482 455460 718 74
(Isim igin gegerli olan okulumuz misyonunu anliyorum) (.50)
Q21-The school s overall vision ar'm} §oals 'gmde my ?ay—to—day work \fnth st}ldents. 3.03£.93 444578 865
(Okulun genel vizyon ve hedefleri 6grencilerle yaptigim ¢aligmalara yon verir)
Customer focus
QfL:StanFiards for student l}?erf?rmance are determined by P_’e‘_)Ple outside the schf)ol. ‘ 2284+ 88 3754131 691
(Ogrenci performansina yonelik standartlar, okul disindaki kisiler tarafindan belirlenir)
Q8-People outsml'e 'the chvhool .dr“.,e dfec'lslf)rl's ab'ou't 'student dlsc'l‘plme.l 21451.05 3.76+1.3 720
(Okul digindan kisiler, 6grencilerin disipliniyle ilgili kararlara yon verirler) .89
Q1V5 (rs)—Educatlonal professmnals'fire the primary decision makers on curriculum fo'r ‘our échool. 230493 3.78+1.96 707 (.67)
(Egitim uzmanlari okulumuzun miifredatinin hazirlanmasinda baglica karar veren kisilerdir)
QZ?—Currlculum is deterr‘f\lned with mgmﬁc?nt 1nPuF fr'om peop}e ogt51de the school. 219408 3.80+1.95 754
(Miifredat okul disindan insanlardan gelen 6nemli girdilerle belirlenir)
Long-term focus
QI(rs)-Our lfJng-term Aobqechves c_bange f/\{lth the composmonvc?f‘the school board. 253585 3394112 455
(Uzun vadeli hedeflerimiz okul y6netimi ile paralel olarak degisir)
Q11- Our school board has similar goals from year to year.
(Okul y6netimimiz her yil benzer hedeflere sahiptir) 219290 3-16+1.02 528 72
Q28(rs)-Every t}m'e we ge't ? new admmlstrato'r, the long—terrr}'o'b]e'ctlv‘? estéem to change. 276591 326592 087 (.38)
(Ne zaman yeni bir yonetici gelse, uzun vadeli hedeflerde degisiklik gozlenir)
Q31-When we introduce a major school improvement program, we give it at least 3 years to show results.

8 . L < e . . 2.17+.87 3.05+.99 -4.92
(Onemli bir okul gelisim programi baglattigimizda, sonuglarmi almak igin en az ii¢ y1l bekleriz)
Continuous improvement
Q3:I us'eftudent fee}dbafls to lm}?rév? fny cc'Julj'se? eac'h 'tlme I teach. 357468 478549 1077
(Ogrettigim dersleri gelistirmek igin 6grenci doniitlerini kullanirim)
Q1'6.(r's)—l teer'to'mamtajn thmgs'as th'ey at"e unlevss s?me?nelfiemonstrates a bett.er way. 407478 469460 474
(Birisi daha iyi bir yol gostermedikge, isleri oldugu gibi siirdiirmeye devam ederim) .86
Q22(rs)—l do not change thtngs unless' they arfe novt.wt:)rkmg. 362472 471550 905 (.61)
(Ise yaramaz hale gelmedigi siirece bir seyleri degistirmem)
Q26-1 nt?t gnly teacl} fny classes, but constantly improve them. o 3.604.70 483541 1195
(Derslerimi sadece 6gretmekle kalmam, onlar1 ayn1 zamanda gelistiririm)
Teacher involvement
Q%-P?rt (?f my job includes worklr}g or'\ projects almed‘ at sc.bool‘ wide improvement. 376571 43068 405
(Isimin bir kism1 okul ¢apinda gelisimi amaglayan projeler tizerine calismaktir)
Q19-1 feel‘ Sf)me person'al }'espon51b111ty jNhen 0}1r scl}oo} }mprovement goa‘ls are r}ot met. 376576 433579 3.8 71
(Okul gelisim hedeflerimize ulagilmadiginda bir nevi kisisel sorumluluk hissederim) (.45)
Q29- I am responsible for improving things with in the school, even when they do not directly involve my own 3.78+.80 435569 401
classroom. (Kendi smifimi dogrudan ilgilendirmeseler de okul icinde isleyisi gelistirmekten sorumluyum) R o ’
Collaboration
Q5-There is ongoing collaborative work a cross ‘su?]e{ct areas in this school. 376571 471556 779
(Bu okulda branglar arasinda devam eden igbirlikli bir ¢alisma ortami bulunur)
Q27-I frequently have conversations about my teaching practices with teachers from other subject areas / departments. 3.965.71 475547 685 71
(Diger alan/boliimlerden 6gretmenlerle 6gretmenlik uygulamalarim konusunda sik sik konugurum) R T ’ (.45)
Q30-Work time is str!,}fturfeti to provide me with opportunities to work. with ?ther teac'he'rs. 3.045.72 460562 517
(Calisma zamanlari diger 6gretmenlerle calismama firsat taniyacak sekilde diizenlenmistir)
Data-based decision-making
Q9:I use data”ffom surv.eysvto assess teaClAuAng and 1ealjnmg.A . 960477 3.85+1.05 714
(Ogretme ve 6grenmeyi degerlendirmek icin anketlerin verilerini kullanirim)
Q1A3—If E PFOP?SE a ?hange. I bring dat? to éuPport my prop(A)sAal. A 305583 450573 838
(Bir degisim &nerisinde bulunursam, 6nerimi desteklemek igin veri sunarim) 72
Q“1V8—I use a 'bvr‘eakdoyvn of sfudent§ ‘tes”tvresul‘ts to ev‘ah'lateum'}‘/ teNac{nng. 9 66479 3784191 579 (.:39)
(Ogretmenligimi degerlendirmek icin 6grenci testlerinin dokiimiinii kullanirim)
Q24-I test my assumptions about the causes of student behavior and performance with data.

. . S . . 2.82+.71 4.12+81 -9.01
(Ogrenci davranisi ve performansinin nedenlerine iliskin varsayimlarimi veriler kullanarak test ederim)
Systems focus
Q6-When a student is performing poorly, I try to identify where the system is failing him or her.

s . . . g . . 3.41+.62 4.51+.60 -9.53
(Bir 6grencinin performansi zayifsa, sistemin onu nerede basarisizliga ugrattigini belirlemeye ¢alisirim)

Q17-When something goes wrong, I typically look for the cause in our processes rather than in specific staff members.

. s . S - - 3.12+71 4.19+.88 -7.05 74
(Bir seyler ters gittiginde, genellikle sebebini belirli personelde degil siireglerimizde ararim) (49)
Q25-When there is a problem in my classroom, I identify where the systems need to be improved to keep the problem ’
from happening again. (Simifimda bir sorun oldugunda, sorunun tekrar ortaya g¢ikmamasi igin sistemde neyin 3.44+.68 4.66+.51 -10.60
gelistirilmesi gerektigini belirlerim)

Quality at same cost

Qlf) (rs)TImPrf)VH}g Fh? qual#y (.)f 'edu‘cat'lon for students requires moFe. money. 3.855.88 439488 3.0

(Ogrenciler igin egitimin kalitesini gelistirmek daha fazla para gerektirir)

Q14-My approach to educating students can be improved without increasing the budget. 71
s o e . e T 3.91+.85 4.48+.63 -4.01

(Ogrencileri egitme konusundaki yaklagimim biitceyi arttirmadan gelistirilebilir) (.45)

Q20-I have made changes to improve student out comes without additional resources. 3.085.92 441578 265

(Ogrenci ciktilarini gelistirmek igin ek kaynak kullanmadan degisiklikler yaptim)

**p<.01, (rs) = reverse item, o = Cronbach’s Alpha, fij= Inter-Item Correlations
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The standardized lambda (A), R?%and t-values obtained from the CFA applied in order to test the validity
of the structure consisting of 31 items and 9 sub-dimensions included in the original form of the
measurement instrument are given in Table 2.

Table 2. Confirmatory factor analysis results of the SQMCS-tr

Standardized

I R? *
tem no A t
Shared vision Q7 77 .60 12.14
2 A shared vision and shared goals among faculty, staff and Q12 .68 47 10.37
administrators are critical for school success. Q21 64 41 9.62
Cust y Q4 98 .95 19.06
ustomer focus
8 .68 47 11.09
a Educational needs should be determined primarily by parents, Q
. Q15(rs) .95 91 18.21
community groups, students, and others take holders.
Q23 .65 43 10.50
Ql(rs) 47 22 7.10
Long-term focus Q11 .99 .98 18.02
aImproving education requires a long-term commitment. Q28(rs) 17 .03 2.50
Q31 94 .88 16.58
Conti . Q3 96 .93 18.84
ontinuous 1mprove?ment . . Q16(rs) 33 11 486
2 A school should strive to make continuous changes to improve
. Q22(rs) 91 .83 17.02
education.
Q26 .98 97 19.59
Teacher involvement Q2 .85 73 12.15
@ Teachers should be active in improving the overall school Q19 34 12 4.72
operation. Q29 90 .81 12.76
Collaborati Q5 73 .53 9.85
ollaboration
7 7 . .
aCollaboration is necessary for an effective school. Q2 X >3 088
Q30 .53 .29 7.14
Q9 .60 37 8.64
Data-based decision-making Q13 .66 44 9.69
aDecision-making should rely on factual information. Q18 54 .29 7.49
Q24 .67 44 9.71
Systems focus Q6 77 .59 12.20
a Quality problems are caused by poor systems and processes, Q17 .55 .30 8.00
not by teachers. Q25 79 .63 12.75
litv at ; Q10(rs) .58 34 7.71
Quality at same cos . . Ql4 81 66 1027
2Quality can be improved with the existing resources.
Q20 .64 41 8.40
*p<.05, (rs) = reverse item, » Construct of sub-dimension
Table 3. Chi-square statistic and fit indexes of the SQMCS-tr
X2 Df x/df RMSEA %90 CI SRMR CFI NNFI GFI
530.94 398 1.33 .040 .031-.049 .061 .95 94 .86

x2=Chi-Square, df=Degrees of Freedom, x?/df=Chi-Square/Degrees of Freedom, RMSEA=Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation, CI=Confidence Interval, SRMR=Standardized Root Mean Square Residual,
NNFI=Non-Normed Fit Index, CFI=Comparative Fit Index, GFI=Goodness-of-Fit Index
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Within the scope of the fit indexes evaluated to test the fit of the data obtained from the teachers to the
existing factor structure, x?/df ratio is found to be 1.33. Moreover, in the other fit indexes it is seen that the
90%CI range is .031 and .049, RMSEA is .040, and SRMR is .061. Also, other values were found as .95 for CFI,
and .86 for NNFI and GFI (Table 3).

Figure 1. CFA model of SQMCS-tr
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Discussion and Conclusion

The psychometric properties of SQMCS-tr consisting of 31 items were examined in this study. Internal
consistency coefficients (Cronbach’s alpha) of the 9 sub-dimensions of the scale range between .71 and .89.
Values of .70 and over for these values shows the reliability of the measurement tool (Nunnally, 1978;
Nunnally, & Bernstein, 1994; Sipahi, Yurtkoru, & Cinko, 2008). It has been found that correlation coefficients
occurring among the items forming the scale range between .38 and .67. Biiytikoztiirk (2004) suggests that in
the interpretation of inter-item correlation coefficients, the criterion value has to be taken as at least .30. In
addition, the results of 27% lower and upper groups item analysis which tested the distinctiveness
properties of the items forming the scale show that t-values of the items are at least 2.87. In the studies
carried out, it is stated that t-values have to be at least 1.96 (Kelloway, 1998; Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, &
Tatham, 2006) at the level of p<.05; and at least 2.57 (Simsek, 2007) at the level of p<.01 in order for them to
be accepted statistically significant. When all these findings are examined in Table 1, it is possible to suggest
that the items forming the measurement instrument are sufficiently distinctive and the sub-dimensions are
adequately reliable.

Considering the results of the CFA, the fit of the data set obtained from the study with the factor
structure consisting of 31 items and 9 sub-dimensions, t-values showing the definability of the sub-
dimensions by the items are significant at p<.05 level. Chi-square statistic (x?/df) was calculated as 1.33.
Values under 2 for this statistic are accepted as an extremely good result for the sufficiency of model-data fit
(Byrne, 1989; Chau, 1997; Schmelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, & Miiller, 2003).

Values between .05 and .08 for RMSEA and SRMR among the fit indexes considered are seen as the
indicators of good fit (Byrne, 1989; Kelloway, 1998; Hu, & Bentler, 1999; McDonald, & Moon-Ho, 2002;
Schmelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, & Miiller, 2003). The fact that the RMSEA value of the research model was
.040, and SRMR value was .061 meets these criteria. Furthermore, the range of confidence intervals (90%CI)
of RMSEA were between .031 and 0.49.The lower band of the 90%CI of RMSEA should be less than .05
(Kline, 2011). In addition to these criteria, values of at least .90 and over for NFI and CFI, and at least .85 and
over for GFI show good fit (Marsh, Balla, & McDonald 1988; Hu, & Bentler, 1999; Schmelleh-Engel,
Moosbrugger, & Miiller, 2003; Farias, & Dixon, 2005). In this respect, values of .95 for CFI, .94 for NNFI and
.86 for GFI calculated for the model created in the study support the sufficiency of the model-data fit.

All the findings obtained from the study show that SQMCS-tr is a reliable and valid measurement
instrument that can be used to determine the perceptions of Turkish teachers concerning school quality
management culture.
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