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Abstract. Today, with the skills that cannot be imitated by others the person who
gains competitive advantage in the organization contributes to the organizational
goals. In this way, the good performance of the employees provides reputation,
prestige, brand value, awareness, quality, effectiveness, efficiency and
profitability. Therefore, it is important to integrate the knowledge, experience,
talent and motivation level of an academic staff with the university objectives to
which it is connected and to increase the quality of education. In this context, this
research was carried out to adapt the Global Academic Performance Scale
developed by Abubakar et al. (2018) into Turkish, to test its validity and
reliability, and to measure the academic perceptions of academic staff on global
academic performance. In this research, which is an empirical research, survey
technique was used as a data collection tool. Academic staff working in Faculty of
Sport Sciences at universities constitute of the population of the research. In this
context, data from 198 samples determined by convenience sampling method
were collected. Descriptive statistics, independent groups t-test, and explanatory
and confirmatory factor analyzes were used in the analysis of the data. As a result,
it can be stated that the Global Academic Performance Scale is a valid and reliable
measurement tool which can be used for determining the academic performance
perceptions of the employees in different samples and practices in Turkey.
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Adaptation of the Global Academic Performance Scale: Reliability and Validity Study

1. INTRODUCTION

Providing competitive advantage for enterprises will be possible with the planned,
simultaneous and coordinated action of organizational activities, business employees and
managers to achieve their goals. Therefore, effective work of the physical, organizational
and intellectual resources of the enterprise will increase organizational performance. In
this context, high level performance will enable businesses to respond dynamically to
environmental changes, market conditions, and changes in consumer demands and needs.
With the reflection of globalization in every field, universities are trying to gain a
competitive advantage, as in businesses. In this context, with the support of scientific
research, the academic community is expected to do more studies by concentrating on
scientific research and these studies are considered as performance indicators. Therefore,
in order to gain competitive advantage, universities should encourage scientists working
at universities with appropriate infrastructure and research opportunities, and scientists
who love their jobs should provide quality education to their students (Suryadi, 2007). In
this context, ensuring quality is based on organizational performance. However, the
correct evaluation of performance will be possible by determining the correct
performance criteria. In the literature, there are definitions such as financial, non-
financial, contextual, task performance in defining performance. In addition, research,
service, and training performance criteria were stated in determining performance
criteria (Elton, 1988; Esen & Esen, 2015; Kaptanoglu & 0zok, 2006). Since the concept of
performance has a multidimensional structure, criteria such as academic incentive,
academic promotion and score criteria, journal impact factor, index h, article impact score
have been determined as academic performance criteria in higher education institutions
(Tonta, 2014). In line with this information, based on the question of how to measure the
perceptions of academic staff about organizational performance in the simplest, easiest
and most reliable way, it is thought that the results to be obtained as a result of testing the
Turkish language validity and reliability of the “Global Academic Performance Scale” by
Abubakar et al. (2018), will contribute to the determination of academic performance
perception and to make managerial decisions.

Conceptual Framework

The concept of performance is defined as “success, work done, practice, action”
(tdk.gov.tr). Performance is the amount of goods or services produced in a given time for
businesses; in terms of employees, it is expressed as the individual “productivity” and
“efficiency” level shown in reaching the predetermined target (Tutar & Altin6z, 2010,
p-201). In short, performance is explained as the level of achievement of a job according
to the determined conditions (Demirer et al., 2019, p.235). In other words, performance
is an indicator of the extent to which targets and standards are achieved in line with
predetermined goals (C6l, 2008, p.39). In general, organizational performance is defined
as the degree to which the organization achieves its goals and objectives (Demirag &
Cavusoglu, 2019, p.10; Wade & Recardo, 2001), while organizational performance can be
evaluated with the employee performance that constitutes it. From this point of view,
organizations can provide effective, efficient and quality outputs depending on the quality
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of their human resources. Akande (2011) considers performance as a synonym for
success, while Man (2009) considers it as a result of adopting an effective management
process. On the other hand, scientific research performance or academic performance is
based entirely on the performance of individual, organizational and macrological actors
(Schéfer, 2016, p.4).

Abubakar et al. (2018) discusses the concept of academic performance as the
development trends and academic success results of universities. In this context, the
measurement and management of general and academic performance serve two main
purposes. First, performance measurement and management can provide accurate and
full-time information about business processes to both senior management and
employees in order to make effective managerial decisions. However, performance
measurement and management can be used as an effective tool to determine to what
extent employees comply with or contribute to the standards in pre-determined job
analyzes and definitions (Cukurcayir & Eroglu, 2005). In addition to these two main
services, according to (Barutgugil, 2002), an accurate performance measurement and
management style to be realized based on this measurement will contribute to the
realization of business goals and objectives.

Performance appraisal was first used in the 3rd century. It was used by the Chinese
philosopher. Its first industrial application was realized in the cotton mills in Scotland in
the early 1800s (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995, p.3). The first examples of systematic and
formal evaluation were carried out in public institutions in the USA in the 1900s. Later, as
a result of measuring the productivity of employees with the Scientific Management
Approach of F.W.Taylor, the concept of performance appraisal started to be used in
business organizations (Simsek & Oge, 2009, p.283). Performance appraisal should be
seen as a systematic process that evaluate successes, failures and competencies related to
activities (Helvaci, 2002: 158). In other words, performance appraisal is a planned
process that evaluates the employee's contribution to the success of the enterprise and
reveals what the training, reward, development and motivation to be provided to the
employee as a result (Sarnaltin, 2017, p.120).

Performance appraisal, expressed in the form of success appraisal, merit appreciation or
employee ranking (Simsek & Oge, 2009, p.283) is the psychological need at the level of the
individual and the source of motivation and the achievement of goals at the organizational
level. Therefore, performance appraisal, while providing an overview of the organization
as a whole, reveals the status of the organization's resources, employees' basic skills and
efforts towards the goals. In addition, performance appraisal enables the identification of
individual or organizational differences (Camgoz & Alperten, 2006, p.193). As a result,
performance appraisal also contributes to the establishment of a fair wage, promotion,
transfer and reward system in ensuring efficiency and productivity in organizations,
directing the efforts of employees to the goals and determining competent employees.
Determining to what extent the employee's experience, knowledge level and abilities will
contribute to the work constitute the subject of performance evaluation (Simsek & Oge,
2009, p.283). In this context, performance measurement stands out as one of the most
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important issues for all organizations, including the academic environment (Dill & Soo,
2004). On the other hand, academic performance is expected to reflect both the general
and scientific performance of the higher education institution. It can be stated that
performance scales of this nature are necessary in terms of guiding stakeholders'
decision-making processes. When the literature on organizational performance
measurement is examined, it is noteworthy that different measurement criteria are
adopted by different researchers (Abubakar et al., 2018). (see Table 1).

Table 1
The sample studies related to the Oeganizational Performanc
Performance
Study measurement Sample group Author(s)
criteria
Accounting Outsourcing and 658 (small and Kamyabi
Firm Performance in Iranian medium and Devi
SMEs _ ] business) SMEs (2012)
_ ) Financial
The Relationship among performance 327 Taiwan -
Knowledge Management, knowledge Liao and
Organizational Learning, and ] ) & i Wu (2009)
N intensive firms
Organizational Performance
The Role of N ks i 11
e Ro e.o ejcwor s in Sn?a 1435 small and
and Medium-Sized Enterprise medium Gronum et
Innovation and Firm , al. (2012)
Non-Financial enterprises
Performance
) ) _ performance _ )
Sourcing strategies, practices 314 senior Hilman and
and effects on organisational company Mohamed
performance executives (2011)
Int ted f
measurementsystems: A Bic tal.
y. ' Both financial (1997)
development guide
. . and non-
Consider your optlon.s. Changes financial 17 interviews MacDougall
to strategic value during . .
. . performance with 14 and Pike
implementation of advanced
managers (2003)

manufacturing technology

[t is noteworthy that the scales in Table 1 are generally prepared in accordance with for-
profit organizations. This situation restricts and / or makes the use of relevant
measurement criteria for non-governmental organizations, education, research and
academic environment in which publications are made inadequate (Abubakar et al,
2018). However, a limited number of studies focus on higher education institutions /
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academic performance measurement. Abubakar et al. (2018) determined that some
studies focus on scientific research in various studies (Gulbrandsen & Smeby, 2005;
Johnes & Johnes, 1993; Lukman et al., 2010; Nederhof, 2006) and teaching performance
(Asif & Searcy, 2014; Badri & Abdulla, 2004; Chen et al., 2015), and some studies focus on
service performance and financial performance (Asif et al., 2013; Lukman et al., 2010).
However, researchers state that evaluations regarding academic recognition,
employability of graduates, faculty and / or student ratio and field-specific awards are
neglected or ignored (Abubakar et al., 2018).

In Turkey, academic performance, scientific studies of university employees (articles,
papers, papers, projects, works in the arts, scholarships, awards, achievements in foreign
language and science exams, edited are references) reflects his academic performance
(Erarslan, 2015, p.41). There is no tool for a standard method of measurement used to
determine the general academic performance in Turkey (Ertugrul, 2006; Kaptanoglu &
Ozok, 2006). In general, the individual tries to respond to the statements about his
performance in the best way and sometimes ignores the objective criteria. However, The
Global Academic Performance Scale developed by Abubakar et al. (2018) measures the
individual's perceptions about the performance of the institution he / she works for and
allows the individual to evaluate the performance of the institution in general. In this
context, it is clear that the employee can be more objective about both his own work and
other studies and practices within the organization. In this way, it is predicted that it will
contribute to the determination of the institutional performance levels of universities and
their sub-units more objectively by the employees.

Eventually, it can be clearly observed that a multi-dimensional understanding should be
adopted in measuring academic performance. Today, it is possible to express that it
should be benefitted from an internationally recognized measure in order to determine
Turkey's academic performance and compare its performance with other countries. In
addition, Savasir (1994) emphasizes that thanks to the adaptation and use of a
measurement tool to other languages other than the language in which it was developed,
this measurement tool can be used in comparative studies between cultures, languages
and ethnic groups and the data on the relevant field can be expanded (Savasir, 1994). In
other words, scale adaptation studies have the potential to contribute to international
scientific integrity and knowledge production. In the light of the explanations, the main
purpose of this study was to test the Turkish validity and reliability of the Global Academic
Performance Scale by Abubakar et al. (2018) which includes research outputs,
internationalization, research scholarship, abundance of resources, community service,
infrastructure and facility indicators in addition to the issues that are ignored in
performance measurement, to determine the performance of universities and other
higher education institutions.
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2. METHOD
Research Model

This study is a quantitative study and the cross-sectional data acquisition technique was
used to reveal the situation of the cases at a particular moment.

Study Group

In determining the study group of this research, the convenience sampling method, which
is widely used in the field of social sciences and in which volunteers are included in the
sample, was used. In this direction, the working group comprised of 198 people working
in the academic staff of the Faculty of Sport Sciences. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) and
Hair et al. (2009), emphasizes that the appropriate sample size should be at least 5 to 10
times the number of items in the scale for performing statistical tests such as factor
analysis. Within the scope of this study, the sample size/number of items was 198/12 and
it was determined that the minimum criteria specified by the researchers could be met.
The participants whose average age is X= 40.53 # 8.24, 78.3% (n = 155) are male and
21.7% (n = 43) are female. In addition, it was determined that the participants had 2-32
years (X= 15.19 + 9.14) of work experience. Other characteristics of the participants are
summarized in Table 2.

Table 2

Descriptive Statistics of Study Group

Gender frequency %
Female 43 21.7
Male 155 78.3
Age Mean S.Deviation
25-54 40.53 8.24
Education Status frequency %
Graduate 45 22.7
Doctorate 126 63.6
Post-Doc 27 13.6
Academic Title frequency %
Res. Assit. 24 12.1
Res. Assit. Dr. 4 2.0
Lecturer 53 26.8
Lecturer Dr. 12 6.1
Dr. Lecturer 53 26.8
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Assoc. Prof. 40 20.2
Prof. Dr. 12 6.1
Process

The authors who brought the Global Academic Performance Scale into the relevant
literature were contacted and requested permission to adapt the scale into Turkish. As a
result of the positive response to this request by the authors, the adaptation process of
the scale started. First of all, in order to ensure the equivalence of the scale items, the
English scale items were translated into Turkish by those who have command of both
languages (Turkish and English) and who have previously taken part in scale adaptation
studies in the field of sports sciences. Expert opinion was sought to determine the
appropriateness of the items in the Turkish form of the measurement tool (Karasar,
2014). After the expert opinions, necessary arrangements were made, and in order to
determine whether the Turkish items created for the measurement tool adequately
represented the equivalents of the English items, a second opinion was taken from
academicians who have command of both languages. After these evaluations, a sample of
13 people with different academic titles working in the Faculty of Sport Sciences of the
Balikesir University, the scale items were pre-applied, the instant feedbacks were taken
into account and the necessary arrangements were made, and the final version of the scale
applicable to sampling was created. In obtaining data, online and face-to-face survey
methods were preferred in order to maximize the return rate and the number of
appropriate data. The study data were collected as a result of the approval obtained at the
meeting of Balikesir University Social and Human Sciences Ethics Committee dated
20.05.2020 and numbered 2020/05.

Raw data obtained after field studies were checked one by one in order to eliminate
potential errors and make them suitable for analysis, and 26 questionnaires with
incomplete and/or incorrect markings were excluded from the study.

Data Collection Tool

The original form of the Global Academic Performance Scale consists of 12 items and one
dimension. The Cronbach Alpha value of the scale was reported as .895. All of the items in
the scale have a 5-point Likert Type rating “Strongly disagree, .., Strongly agree”
measurement level. It was determined that the response time of the measurement tool
ranged from approximately 2-3 minutes.

Analysis of Data

SPSS and AMOS 20.0 package programs were used to perform statistical analysis.
Explanatory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) were used in
accordance with the approach to the development of original scales in order to examine
the factor structure of the scales formed by the scores obtained from the Turkish
population. In this context, the construct validity of the scales was examined using two
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different factor analysis. In determining how adequately the items in the scales are in
distinguishing individuals in terms of their measured characteristics, the corrected item-
total score correlations were first calculated. The t-test was used to determine whether
there was a significant difference between the scale scores and item scores of the upper
27% and lower 27% groups determined according to the total score obtained. Cronbach
alpha internal consistency coefficient was taken into account to determine the reliability
of the scales.

3. RESULTS

EFA was applied to 12 items in the Global Academic Performance Scale and the analysis
results are summarized in Table 3. When the results were examined, it was determined
that the scale was gathered under two factors with an eigenvalue greater than 1. It was
determined that the item “GAP11.” one of the scale items, has a load value close to each
other (1st Factor = .511, 2nd Factor = .452) under two different factors. Biiylikoztiirk
(2016) states that the difference between two factor load values for an item should be at
least 10%. In this context, the analysis was repeated by removing the relevant item and it
was seen that the scale was collected under a single factor with an eigenvalue greater than
1. The adequacy of the sample size for factor analysis was determined by Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity. The values obtained (KM0=.915, x2 =
953.83, df = 55, p< .01) show that the sample size is sufficient for factor analysis
(Biiyiikoztiirk, 2016). A solution with the lowest item load value of .598 and similar to the
factor structure in the original scale was reached. The total amount of variance explained
by this solution is 50%. Analysis results and Cronbach alpha internal consistency
coefficient are included in Table 3.

Table 3

EFA Results
[tems Factor 1
KAP5 .820
KAP7 .768
KAP4 .749
KAP2 731
KAP1 .705
KAP3 .684
KAP10 .683
KAP12 .666
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KAP6 .652

KAP8 .629

KAP9 .598

Total 5.609

%Varience 49.877

Cronbach’s Alfa .895

KMO Sample Adequacy 915

Bartlett'Test of Sphericity x2=953.83 df =55 p<.01

The original factor load structure obtained as a result of EFA was tested by CFA. Although
there are various differences of opinion on the application of EFA and DFA to the data
obtained from the same sample, Dogan et al. (2017) stated that doing EFA and CFA by
dividing the data in one-dimensional structures and small sample sizes may cause biased
results. In this context, CFA was carried out using data obtained from the same. Adhering
to the theoretical structure, the item “GAP11.” was included in the first model tested with
CFA, and it was seen that low fit index values were obtained as a result of the analysis
(x2/df (164.16/54)=3.04, RMSEA=.101, GFI=.84, AGFI=.77, CFI=.87, TLI=.84). It was
decided to exclude the item from the analysis by examining the obtained fit and
modification index values. When the fit indices of the repeated CFA result are examined,
the ratio y2/df is (133.242/44)=3.028. Other fit index values were determined as
RMSEA=.101, GFI=.88, AGFI=.82, CFI=.90, TLI=.88. When the modification index values
were examined, it was determined that there was a significant correlation between the
error covariances of the items “GAP9.” and “GAP10.”. In this context, the error correlations
observed between the relevant items were added to the model and the analysis was
repeated. Analysis result was %2/df (95.935/43) =2.231, RMSEA=.079, GF1=.91, AGFI=.86,
CFI=.94, TLI=.93 and the values obtained were in the range of good/acceptable fit index
values. As seen in Figure 1, the factor weights of the scale items take a value between .81
(item 5) and .50 (item 8) and all item weights are statistically significant (p <.01)(Dogan
vd., 2017).
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44

KAP1

KAPS 61
74 K_Akademik_Performans

KAP7

KAPS

KAP10

KAP12

PTTTTTTIT

Figure 1. Diagram Representation of Standardized Analysis Values

When the values obtained from CFA as a whole were examined, it is possible to state that
the model-data fit of the scale was at an acceptable level. It can also be said that the results
of the factor analysis provide evidence that confirms the construct validity of the Global
Academic Performance Scale. On the other hand, in order to determine the reliability of
the scale, the differences between the upper and lower 27% groups formed according to
the item-total score correlation values and the scale total scores were examined (Table 4).

Table 4

Independent t test Results Between Global Academic Performance Scale Corrected Item
Total Correlations and Top 27%-Bottom 27% Total Scores

Corrected Item t (top %27 - bottom %27)™

Total Correlations?

GAP1. .629 -12.528
GAP2. .650 -12.228
GAP3. .601 -11.751
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GAP4. .669 -13.585
GAPS. .755 -17.025
GAP6. .575 -10.345
GAP7. .698 -13.317
GAPS. 544 -9.324

GAPO. 525 -9.545

GAP10. 616 -11.811
GAP12. .589 -10.064

GAB: Global Academic Performance

“p<.01

[t was stated that the items with an item-total score correlation value of 2.30 distinguish
individuals well (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2016). The findings show that the corrected item-total
correlation values of the items in the Global Academic Performance Scale were between
.52 and .75 and above the minimum level. The results of the independent sample t test
performed between the total scores of the upper 27% and the lower 27% group show that
there was a significant difference for all items (p <.01).

4. CONCLUSION, DISCUSSION AND SUGGESTIONS

How to increase the productivity of employees has always been one of the mostimportant
issues for businesses since the emergence of the classical management approach.
Therefore, the aim of the employees to achieve success by using their experience, skills,
knowledge and other skills shows their performance. The high performance of the
employees is an indicator that the business goals will be achieved more easily and more
quickly (Asif et al.,, 2013). As a matter of fact, performance measurement is one of the
important issues for all organizations, including the academic environment (Dill & Soo,
2004). In this context, it is thought that scientific and general performance scales are
necessary to guide the decision-making processes of stakeholders (Abubakar et al., 2018).
In order to measure performance in the academic field, Abubakar et al. (2018) created a
global performance scale by benefiting from the academic knowledge and experience of
the top executives of the best universities in 2015 in the QS ranking. In this context, this
study was carried out in order to determine the validity and reliability of the Turkish form
of the Global Academic Performance Scale.

In order to reveal the factor load structure of the measurement tool, principal components
factor analysis was used. As a result of the factor analysis, it was determined that an item
was under two different factors, so the analysis was repeated, excluding the relevant item.
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As aresult of the two analyzes, it was determined that a solution with the lowest item load
value was .598 and similar to the factor structure in the original scale. The total amount
of variance explained by this solution is 50%. Cokluk et al. (2018) is considered sufficient
if the variance explained by 40% to 60%. In addition, it was determined that the Cronbach
Alpha internal consistency coefficient of the measurement tool was greater than the
expected value of .70 (Biiytikoztiirk, 2016)(a=.895). Accordingly, it was determined that
both the original study (a = .974) and the measurements obtained in this study had high
reliability values.

The original factor load structure obtained as a result of EFA was tested by CFA. As a result
of the application of the proposed modification was y2/df (95.935/43)=2.231,
RMSEA=.079, GFI=.91, AGFI=.86, CFI=.94, TLI=.93 and the values obtained were in the
range of good/acceptable fit index values. In addition, it was concluded that the factor
weights of the scale items ranged from .81 to .50 and that all item weights were
statistically significant (p<.01). Finally, in order to distinguish the individuals in the
measurement tool and to test this discrimination, the difference between the mean scores
given to each item by the individuals in the upper part of 27% and lower part of 27% in
the sample is independent samples t-test. The discrimination power of the items was
determined by comparing them with. Unlike the original measurement tool, the item
“GAP11.” was excluded from the analysis in this study and it was determined that the
Turkish form of the scale was one-dimensional and consists of 11 items. The sample of
this study consists of academicians working in the academic staff of sports science
faculties, in this context, it is thought that the relevant item may be perceived by the
participants as an item for the evaluation of sports facilities only. As a matter of fact,
university sports facilities in our country are opened for common use by sports sciences
faculties for education and training purposes and for the use of free time of other
faculty/department students. This situation may have caused the academic staff of sports
sciences to perceive the facilities as insufficient.

Performed analysis and in light of the findings obtained it can be stated that this form of
Global Academic Performance Scale gives valid and reliable measurement results to
determine the academic performance perceptions of employees of the Sports Science
Faculty in different ways and applications in Turkey sample. As a matter of fact, it is
predicted that the results obtained from this study can support the interpretation of
future research results. In this context, this scale, which can help to measure employee
performance in universities, can provide an opportunity to overcome the deficiencies by
revealing the current performance status of institutions and to encourage researchers. In
addition, it is an important issue that should not be overlooked by practitioners and
academicians that other internationally accepted performance evaluation criteria should
be taken into account in addition to determining the perceptions of academic staff.

The main limitation of this study is that the data used in the analysis are limited to the
perceptions of the academic staff of the Faculty of Sports Sciences and the cross-sectional
data acquisition technique was used. Therefore, it is not possible to make causal
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inferences from the study findings. On the other hand, the possibility of selection bias
should be taken into consideration in the interpretation of the research, since the
convenience sampling method was preferred in the sampling process and the data were
collected both face-to-face and by online survey technique. In this context, the inclusion
of other educational units of the universities in future studies and studies to be carried
out with the data obtained from the administrators of schools, faculties, institutes and
general universities, who play a key role in university administration, will make the
findings of the present study more meaningful. Longitudinal studies including different
evaluation criteria will provide useful information to practitioners and the field.
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