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ABSTRACT 

This study assessed the structural validity of the Employee Performance Scale among Filipino workers, a scale 

originally developed and validated by Pradhan and Jena (2017). Specifically, 546 Filipino workers, 

encompassing 236 males (43.22%) and 310 females (56.78%), participated from both government and private 

sectors. Additionally, their ages spanned from 18 to 63, with a mean of 38 and a standard deviation of 10.40. 

Consequently, convenience sampling was employed to select these participants, and a cross-sectional, 

explanatory nonexperimental design was utilized. Importantly, the resulting Employee Performance Scale for 

Filipino Workers (EPS-FW) exhibited robust psychometric properties, establishing its validity and reliability for 

measuring Filipino employee performance. Furthermore, within-network construct validation supported the 

refined 20-item scale, as opposed to the original 23-item version. Finally, confirmatory factor analysis confirmed 

a strong three-factor structure, providing further evidence of its construct validity. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Research on employee performance is diverse, with management focusing on maximizing productivity, 

occupational health on preventing health-related productivity loss, and work/organizational psychology 

examining the impact of factors like engagement and personality (Koopmans et al., 2011). 

Notably, in the Philippines, many studies on employee performance rely on researcher-developed instruments. 

For instance, Galvez (2019) measured employee performance within the Municipal Government of Catubig, and 

similarly, Alvarado and Padilla (2022) assessed job performance in a Local Government Unit. In contrast, some 

studies utilize existing company performance appraisal tools, such as the Performance Appraisal Evaluation used 

by Getz Pharma (Silvestre, 2022). Furthermore, Pacut (2024) adapted and revised Linda Koopmans's (2015) 

scale, but utilized only two dimensions of Employee Performance: task performance and contextual 

performance. 

In order to come up with a parsimonious scale to assess Filipino employee performance, this study aimed to 

evaluate the structural validity of the Employee Performance Scale among Filipino workers, addressing the 

suitability of psychological tests for use in new cultural contexts. The scale, originally developed and validated 

by Pradhan and Jena (2017) within Indian manufacturing and service industries, was identified by its authors as 

needing further refinement to enhance reliability and to better account for variance in measured constructs across 

diverse situations. This highlights the importance of validation when adapting scales for different cultural 

contexts.  

Validation's Role in Scale Adaptation 

For confident utilization, all tests, scales, and tools applied in clinical, educational, or research settings must 

possess essential measurement properties—including validity, reliability, utility, fairness, clinical utility, and 

responsiveness (Brown et al., 2019; Nieva, 2023; Nieva, 2024; Quilon & Kurniawan, 2023; Rada & Nieva, 

2024). Furthermore, they need to be developed with a high degree of scientific rigor to ensure adequate 

outcomes, support relevant conclusions about the instrument's measurement characteristics (Echevaria-Guanilo 
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et al., 2017; Nieva, 2024; Quilon & Kurniawan, 2023; Rada & Nieva, 2024), and maximize the research's overall 

usefulness. 

When an existing measure is adopted, evidence of its reliability and validity from previous research may be 

referenced for the current investigation; however, establishing proof of reliability within the new context remains 

necessary, even if new validity evidence is not the primary focus (Shodiya & Adekunle, 2022). 

The importance of evaluating the psychometric properties of adopted instruments prior to their use in diverse 

contexts is well-established in the literature. Indeed, Maneesriwongul and Dixon (2004) highlight the necessity 

of cross-cultural validation before applying measures to populations outside their original design, as scales may 

function differently across cultures (Clark & Watson, 2019; Fischer, 2004; Hambleton, 2001; Nieva, 2023). 

Moreover, utilizing foreign psychological measures without prior validation is not only premature (Bernardo, 

2011), but also potentially detrimental. Specifically, unvalidated instruments can yield unreliable results and, 

consequently, lead to flawed research findings (Clark & Watson, 2019; Flake, Pek, & Hehman, 2017; Goni et 

al., 2020; Nieva, 2023; Nieva, 2024; Rada & Nieva, 2024; Vazire, Schiavone, & Bottesini, 2022). Therefore, 

thorough validation is crucial to ensure the accuracy and applicability of psychological measures in new cultural 

settings. 

 Employee Performance 

While the terms employee performance and job performance are often used interchangeably, a subtle nuance 

distinguishes their meanings. Job performance, described as individual behavior, is something that people do 

and that is visible, adding value to the organization and advancing its objectives. It is the degree to which a 

person satisfies overall organizational performance standards and can also be viewed as an achievement-related 

behavior with an evaluation component (Lopez-Cabarcos, et al., 2022). While job performance focuses on 

individual tasks and outputs, employee performance encompasses a broader scope, being a key factor in 

achieving organizational goals. Productive and efficient employees can help companies increase output and 

quality of products or services produced, enhance customer and employee satisfaction, and build a positive 

reputation for the company (Triansyah, et al., 2023). Additionally, technology, internal and external boundaries, 

the structure of hierarchical tiers, and formalization all significantly improve employee performance (Shabbir, 

2017). Furthermore, transformational leadership methods have a favorable effect on job performance, while 

family-work conflict has a detrimental influence (Adil & Vapur, 2023). Lastly, numerous elements, such as the 

workplace’s human resource management system, leadership style, working conditions, opportunities for 

advancement and compensation, employee communication patterns, and job motivation, can affect an 

employee’s performance (Rokim & Tentama, 2020). 

In addition, employee performance is a measure of the extent to which an employee is able to fulfill their duties 

and responsibilities properly and effectively. Employee performance is assessed through output, efficiency, 

quality, initiative, and attitude. Effective employee performance helps companies achieve organizational goals 

more efficiently, while poor employee performance can cause losses for the company (Triansyah, et al., 2023). 

Consequently, the new definition of individual performance, according to Lopez-Cabarcos, et al. (2022), 

includes in-role performance, adaptive performance, proactive performance, and citizenship behaviors. This new 

conceptualization of job performance is explored through an integrative performance model that breaks down 

'the three levels at which role behaviors can contribute to effectiveness (individual, team, and organization) and 

the three forms of behavior (proficiency, adaptivity, and proactivity) into subdimensions of work role 

performance' (Lopez-Cabarcos, et al., 2022). 

Building upon the work of Pradhan & Jena (2017), numerous other measures of employee performance exist. 

For instance, Platania et al. (2023) highlight that the Individual Work Performance Questionnaire (IWPQ) 

assesses individual behavior that contributes to organizational value and competitive advantage. More 

specifically, the IWPQ, as adapted into Indonesian by Widyastuti and Hidayat, comprises three key indicators: 

Task Performance, Contextual Performance, and Counterproductive Work Behavior (Juariyah, et al., 2023). In 

particular, Task Performance encompasses behaviors directly related to the production of goods or services. This 

dimension includes completing work tasks, maintaining current knowledge, ensuring accuracy and neatness, 

planning, organizing, and problem-solving. Moreover, it aligns with behaviors prescribed by the role and 
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outlined in the job description, representing the individual's competence in performing core job tasks (Platania, 

et al., 2023). 

Furthermore, Caliskan & Koroglu (2022) developed and validated a Job Performance Scale that includes two 

sub-dimensions: Task Performance and Contextual Performance, measured across 11 items. Conversely, Rokim 

& Tentama (2020) proposed an Employee Performance scale with three aspects: work results, defined as the 

quantity and quality of completed work; discipline, which involves timely task completion; and employee 

responsibility, reflecting the ability to perform effectively under various conditions, with or without supervision. 

Conceptual Dimensions of Employee Performance 

Koopmans et al. (2011; 2014) systematically analyzed various conceptual frameworks related to individual work 

performance, ultimately concluding that certain dimensions were recurrent. Specifically, they highlighted task 

performance, contextual performance, counterproductive work behavior, and adaptive performance as frequently 

employed descriptors of employee effectiveness. This analysis not only consolidated existing knowledge but 

also provided a clear, operational framework for future empirical studies. Moreover, the findings underscored 

the necessity of employing multi-dimensional performance measures in organizational settings to achieve a more 

accurate and comprehensive understanding of employee contributions. 

Figure 1 illustrates Pradhan and Jena's (2017) Triarchy Model of Employee Performance. This model 

conceptualizes employee performance as being comprised of three distinct components: task performance, 

contextual performance, and adaptive performance. 

Task performance, a key aspect of employee effectiveness, involves job-specific actions aligned with official 

duties. This form of performance is significantly influenced by cognitive aptitude and is primarily supported by: 

technical expertise and the capacity to manage diverse tasks (task knowledge), the practical application of this 

expertise with minimal oversight (task skill), and inherent tendencies that either enhance or hinder task 

completion (task habits) (Pradhan & Jena, 2017). 

 

Figure 1. The Triarchy Model of Employee Performance (Pradhan & Jena, 2017). 

Adaptive performance refers to an individual's capacity to adjust and provide necessary support within a 

fluctuating professional context (Pradhan & Jena, 2017). As employees gain expertise in their assigned duties, 

they tend to modify their attitudes and behaviors to accommodate diverse job requirements. Effective adaptive 

performance necessitates the ability to manage unpredictable workplace circumstances. 
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Contextual performance encompasses prosocial behaviors exhibited by individuals within a professional 

environment (Pradhan & Jena, 2017). These behaviors, though anticipated, are not explicitly stipulated in formal 

job descriptions. Such unstated expectations are also designated as prosocial or extra-role behaviors. 

METHOD 

Participants 

This study included 546 Filipino workers from both government and private companies. Specifically, the 

participants were both male and female, comprising 236 males (43.22%) and 310 females (56.78%). 

Furthermore, their ages ranged from 18 to 63, with a mean age of 38 and a standard deviation of 10.40. To select 

these individuals, convenience sampling was used. In essence, this method, as described by Urdan (cited in 

Nieva, 2023), involves selecting readily available and willing individuals. 

Measures 

Employee Performance Scale.  Developed by Pradhan and Jena (2017), this assessment serves as a concise 

tool for evaluating employee performance. This 23-item scale covers three dimensions: task performance, 

adaptive performance, and contextual performance. Respondents indicate their agreement using a 7-point scale 

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

Some statements of the original scale were modified to ensure their suitability for Filipino participants. For 

instance, the original statement, 'I extend my sympathy and empathy to my co-workers when they are in trouble,' 

was revised to 'I empathize with my co-workers when they are in trouble.' Similarly, 'I used to extend help to my 

co-workers when asked or needed' was changed to 'I help my co-workers when asked or needed.' The need to 

alter survey questions, as highlighted by Nieva (2023, 2024), stems from the desire to guarantee participants' 

complete understanding and the validity of their responses. 

The scale's reliability, assessed through Cronbach's alpha (α) and McDonald's omega (ω) for its three 

dimensions, yielded the following results: task performance (α = 0.78, ω = 0.78), adaptive performance (α = 

0.68, ω = 0.68), and contextual performance (α = 0.86, ω = 0.86). Cronbach's alpha, a measure of internal 

consistency, is generally considered sufficient when it reaches .70 or higher, as suggested by Nunnally (1978). 

Nevertheless, some researchers propose that values between 0.6 and 0.8 can also be deemed acceptable 

(Raharjanti et al., 2022; Shi et al., 2012). 

Research Design and Procedure  

This study employed a quantitative approach, specifically a cross-sectional, explanatory nonexperimental design 

(Johnson, 2001; Nieva & Prudente, 2022). As Nieva (2024, p. 156) states, “Cross-sectional as a research 

dimension means that data were collected from participants only once, at a single point in time,” while the 

explanatory objective aimed to explore and explain relationships between variables in real-world settings where 

experimental manipulation is not feasible. 

Subsequently, the survey was administered online using Microsoft Forms. Prior to participation, participants 

were provided with a consent form, which outlined the study's purpose, emphasized the voluntary nature of their 

involvement, and guaranteed their rights as participants. Moreover, participant anonymity was ensured. 

Specifically, their consent was indicated by completing the entire survey. Following data collection, the data 

were processed using JASP 0.19.3. 

Data Analysis  

The analytical procedures employed in this study comprised the following: calculation of descriptive statistics, 

specifically means, standard deviations, zero-order correlations, and normality assessments (skewness and 

kurtosis); determination of scale reliability using Cronbach’s alpha and McDonald’s omega; and evaluation of 

the measurement model's construct validity through Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). The assessment of 
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CFA model fit was based on a variety of goodness-of-fit indices, as prescribed by Hu and Bentler (1999), 

including the Chi-square test statistic, Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker Lewis 

Index (TLI), Bentler-Bonett Normed Fit Index (NFI), and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 For the Employee Performance Scale, normality testing of its factors produced skewness values ranging from -

0.167 to -1.033 and kurtosis values ranging from 0.038 to 1.695. These values are within the acceptable range, 

as defined by George and Mallery (2010), where skewness and kurtosis values between -2 and +2 are indicative 

of a normal univariate distribution. 

Table 1 presents the means and standard deviations for the three dimensions of the Employee Performance Scale, 

as part of the preliminary data analyses. Employing a median split as the basis for score interpretation, the 

calculated mean scores were observed to be slightly above the midpoint. This suggests that the participants, on 

average, demonstrated a relatively high level of employee performance. Furthermore, the low standard 

deviations indicate that the participants' scores were highly consistent and similar, reflecting a high degree of 

uniformity and low variability. Consequently, these findings collectively indicate that a significant proportion 

of the participants exhibited high employee performance. 

Table 1. Mean and Standard Deviation of the Employee Performance Scale 

Variables Mean Std. Deviation 

Task Performance 6.322 0.568 

Adaptive Performance 5.993 0.568 

Contextual Performance 6.185 0.538 

 

To determine the relationships between the three dimensions of the scale, zero-order correlations were 

performed. The resulting correlation coefficients are presented in Table 2. Specifically, the results indicate that 

the three factors are significantly and positively correlated. Furthermore, these correlation coefficient values are 

within the acceptable limits for conducting Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). Indeed, the three dimensions 

did not exhibit high correlations with the four factors of the Online Student Engagement Scale, thus indicating 

the absence of multicollinearity (Nieva, 2022; Nieva et al., 2024). As Kline (2023) explains, 'High correlations 

between latent variables can lead to multicollinearity, which affects the stability and interpretability of CFA 

results. Correlations above 0.8 or 0.9 between latent variables are often considered problematic in CFA, as they 

suggest that the variables may not be distinct constructs. 

Table 2. Zero-Order Correlations of the Employee Performance Scale 

Dimensions 1 2 3 

1. Task Performance —     

2. Adaptive Performance 0.595 *** —   

3. Contextual Performance 0.556 *** 0.619 *** — 

Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to evaluate the within-network construct validity of the 

Employee Performance Scale. This involved testing a predefined model with three latent factors: task 

performance, adaptive performance, and contextual performance. The aim was to determine if the observed data 

fit the hypothesized three-factor structure derived from the theoretical framework. This analysis provides 

evidence for the scale's ability to accurately measure the intended constructs. 

The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) indicated a lack of adequate fit between the a priori three-factor model  



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH AND INNOVATION IN SOCIAL SCIENCE(IJRISS) 

ISSN No. 2454-6186 | DOI: 10.47772/IJRISS | Volume IX Issue XVII April 2025 | Special Issue on Psychology 

Page 252 
www.rsisinternational.org 

 
  

  

 

and the empirical data, as demonstrated by several items with factor loadings below .34 and standardized 

residuals exceeding 2.58 (Stevens, 2002). To enhance model fit, these items were removed. However, the desired 

fit indices were not achieved. Subsequently, modification indices were inspected, leading to the removal of 

redundant items with high modification indices (above 15, Awang, 2015) and low factor loadings. 

An improved model fit was observed after three poorly fitting items were identified and discarded. However, 

this did not result in a reduction of the number of factors; the three factors were retained. The summary of the 

CFA fit indices is presented in Table 2. To interpret the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), Comparative Fit Index 

(CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), and Bentler-Bonett Normed Fit Index (NFI), values greater than .90 are 

considered acceptable. Therefore, these results indicate an acceptable fit, with the exception of the NFI. 

Regarding the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), a value less than .08 indicates a close fit 

(Matsunaga, 2010). Consequently, the RMSEA result suggests a close fit. Finally, because chi-square fit 

statistics are sensitive to large sample sizes, and as West, Taylor, and Wu (2012, p. 211) state, the chi-square test 

is 'not always the final word in assessing fit,' the ratio of the chi-square statistic to its degrees of freedom was 

chosen as an additional measure. Ideally, this ratio should be close to 1.0. However, achieving perfect fit is rare 

in real-world data. Hu and Bentler (1999) suggest a chi-square/df ratio of less than 5 as a sign of reasonable fit, 

with adjustments for model complexity and sample size. Bentler (1990) supports this, indicating that ratios 

between 2 and 5 are acceptable, with lower values preferred. 

Table 3. Summary of Goodness of Fit Indices of the CFA 

Chi-Square 

Test  

(Χ²/df)  

Goodness of 

Fit Index 

(GFI)  

Comparative 

Fit Index 

(CFI)  

Tucker-

Lewis Index  

(TLI)  

Bentler-Bonett 

Normed Fit 

Index (NFI)  

Root Mean Square 

Error of Approximation 

(RMSEA)  

3.18 0.909    0.914 0.901 0.879 0.063 

 

 

Figure 1. CFA model plot, illustrating the three latent factors of the Employee Performance Scale for Filipino 

Workers (EPS-FW) 

The model plot of the three factors of the Employee Performance Scale is shown in Figure 1, along with the 

standardized factor loadings and error terms. Factor 1 (Task Performance) includes 5 items, Factor 2 (Adaptive 

Performance) includes 6 items, and Factor 3 (Contextual Performance) includes 9 items. For a complete list of 

item questions per factor, refer to Appendix A. 
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CONCLUSION 

The Employee Performance Scale for Filipino Workers (EPS-FW) demonstrates strong psychometric properties, 

thus establishing its validity and reliability for measuring Filipino employee performance. Furthermore, within-

network construct validation supports the use of the refined 20-item scale, rather than the original 23-item 

version (see Appendix for the final scale details). Moreover, confirmatory factor analysis confirms a robust three-

factor structure, further validating its construct.  

However, this study has limitations. Firstly, the reliance on self-report data introduces the potential for common 

method variance, as described by Tehseen, Ramayah, and Sajilan (2017), whereby relationships between 

variables may be inflated or deflated due to the shared data source. Secondly, while English is widely understood 

in the Philippines, translating the scale into Filipino, the participants' native language, could enhance accuracy 

and cultural relevance. 
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Appendix A: Items of the Employee Performance Scale for Filipino Workers (EPS-FW) 

Task Performance 

1. I maintain a high standard of work. 

2. "I am very passionate about my work." 

3. "I know I can handle multiple assignments to achieve organizational goals." 

4. "I complete my assignments on time." 

5. "My colleagues believe I am a high performer in my organization" 

Adaptive Performance 

6. I perform well in mobilizing collective intelligence for effective teamwork. 

7. I can manage change in my job very well whenever the situation demands. 

8. "I can handle effectively my work team in the face of change." 

9. "I always believe that mutual understanding can lead to a viable solution in an organization." 

10. "I am very comfortable with job flexibility." 

11. I cope well with organizational changes from time to time 

Contextual Performance 

12. I help my co-workers when asked or needed. 
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13. "I love to handle extra responsibilities." 

14. I empathize with my co-workers when they are in trouble. 

15. "I actively participate in group discussions and work meetings." 

16. "I derive great satisfaction from nurturing others in the organization." 

17. I share knowledge and ideas among my team members. 

18. I maintain good coordination among fellow workers. 

19. I help new colleagues learn and grow, even if it's not part of my job. 

20. "I communicate effectively with my colleagues for problem-solving and decision-making." 

 

N.B.: Test scoring and interpretation instructions are available by email request to the first author at  

 


