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Abstract

Performance of employees of an organization is a key concern of
managers irrespective of their level and position. This is highly
relevant when an organization is experiencing a down word trend or a
standstill in their employees’ performance. Assessment of employees’
performance is required for effective performance management in
organizations. However, a relatively little attention has been paid by
researchers for the identification of an appropriate model of
performance for employees in Sri Lankan context particularly for the
public sector. The purpose of this reported study was to test the two
alternative models of performance on their goodness for assessing the
performance the employees of the selected public sector organizations
in Sri Lanka. A sample of 200 employees was selected representing 11
public sector organizations for the study. Standard questionnaire was
used for the data collection which assesses the performance on

dimensions of the two models and both exploratory and confirmatory
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factor analysis were applied for the analysis of data. It was found that
the role based model of performance recorded better model fit
statistics over two factor model. The study revealed that the
behavioral factors such as the job, career, team, innovator and
organization are important aspects to be concerned in assessment of
performance of employees. Both theoretical and practiocal
implications of the finding emphazising on performance management

were discussed.

Keywords: Employee performance, Task and contextual performance,

Role based performance.

1. Introduction

The concept of work performance in organization has been subjective
to the changes over the past years with the dynamism of the
organizational environment (Chen & Klimoski, 2003). Employee
performance or job performance in other words, is defined as
individuals’ behaviors regarding self-control and those affecting
achievement of organizational goals (Campbell, 1990). Rotundo and
Sackett (2002) define performance as those actions and behaviors that
are under the control of the individual and contribute to the goals of
the organization. Employee performance generaly refers to the amount
of output generated from job execution by an employee over a
particular period of time in an organization. The early conception of

employee performance largely backed by scientific management
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thought concerned only the quantity of output of doing a job.
However, the dimensions of both quantity and quality were added to
the employee performance later in assessing performance of
employees. Effciency, efficacy, and quality were identified as the
major dimensions of employee performance (Lee, Lian, & Chen,
1999), which received much acceptance among researchers. Efficiency
refers to the rate of output on job execution and also meeting the
deadlines for finishing job tasks. Efficacy, on the other hand,

represents the goal accomplishment rate by a particular employee.

Researchers have utilized various methods for measuring job
performance and found various dimensions of it (Luo, Shi, Li, &
Miao, 2008) since employee performance is said to be a
multidimensional construct (Befort & Hattrup, 2003). This has
induced both practitioner and researchers to identify the dimensions of
employee performance with the aim of managing employee
performance in organizations. Thought the constructs of employee
performance have been examined extensively in management
literature (Borman, et. al,1999), different ideas on the conceptions of
performance can be observable. One of the major concern is to
measurement of individual work performance in organizational
research (Bennett, Lance, & Wochr, 2014). They claimed that “the
criterion problem- the inherent difficulty associated with criterion
development, measurement and performance evaluation. Continue to
be mainstay of both the popular and academic literature” (Bennett,

Lance & Wocher, 2014, p.5). It is accepted that job performance is a
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multidimensional construct addressing number of dimensions
associated (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Campbell, Gasser, &
Oswald, 1996). The most common and accepted two dimensions
identified are task performance and contextual performance
dimensions (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994).Task performance
defined as behaviors associated with the transformational and
maintenance activities of the organization such as production, selling,

and purchasing etc. (Motowidlo & Schmit, 1999).

However, some models such as role based model of performance
(Welbourne, Johnson, & Erez, 1998) is also used for measuring the
employee performance in organization. The availability of different
approaches and models for assessing the employees’ performance has
led to the empirical vague of the concept of employee performance
(Adelle & Boris, 2014). However, Griffin, Neal, and Parker, (2007)
claimed that “there is no currently theoretical framework for
differentiating and integrating the various constructs that describe
individual performance and its link to effectiveness” (p.327).
Therefore it is required to test the validity of the model used in
assessing the performance in studies since employees performance is
highly contextual phenomena. The purpose of this paper is to test the
goodness of the two alternative model, namely task and contextual
performance of Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994) and the role based
model of performance of Welbourne, Johnson, and Erez (1998) and to
identify the most suitable model for the assessment of performance of

the public sector employees in Sri Lankan.
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2. Task and contextual Performance

Borman and Motowidlo, (1993) conceptualized employee
performance having two dimensions namely task and contextual
performance. The totality of performance of employees on their job
should be the aggregation of both task and contextual performance.
The task performance is related to the activities of the organizations
which are linked with the core transformation process of the
organization (Motowidlo & Schmit, 1999). According to this notation,
the task performance captures the core behaviors or expected
behaviors on the job by the formal authority of the firm (Befort &
Hattrup, 2003). On the other hand, contextual performance includes
the behavior exhibited by an employees which are related to the
culture and the context of the organization. Example for such
behaviors are helping core workers, following organizational rules and
regulations and be loyal to the organization (Motowidlo & Schmit,

1999).

This conceptualization of employee performance has received much
empirical supports from numerous studies (Luo, Shi, Li, & Miao,
2008). Later, this conception of employee performance expanded
further by identifying three constructs namely, task performance, job
dedication and interpersonal facilitation (Conway, 1996). The job
dedication and interpersonal facilitation are two dimensions of

contextual performance identified later. Job dedication includes self-
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disciplined, aggressive and following rules and regulations of the
organization which are formulated for achieving organizational goals.
On the other hand, interpersonal facilitation encompasses the
behaviors such as cooperating with others, understanding others and

helping colleagues (Luo, Shi, Li, & Miao, 2008).

3. The Role Based Performance Model

Another widely accepted method of conceptualization of employee
performance was the role-based model of performance (Welbourne,
Johnson, & Erez, 1998). A role is generally defined as the total set of
performance responsibilities associated with one’s employment
(Murphy & Jackson, 1999: p, 335). Role emplyees play on the job are
vital for the effectiveness of the organization and measument of
employee performance should considere it (Wallace, Edward, Arnorld,
& Frazier, 2009). It is said that the employee behavior on the job
determines the level of performance of them (Kappagoda, Othman,
Fithri, & Alwis, 2014). This notation highlights the fact that different
behaviors of employees on the job may create what is known as within
person differences in job performance. Katz and Kahn, (1978)
identified three types of behaviors leading to employees’ performance:
(1) joining and staying in the organization (2) independently meeting
or exceeding standard of performance based on the job role, (3) going
beyond the expected actions, which is later conceptualized as

organizational citizenship behavior (Organ, 1997).
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Given that the work role performance should include the aspects of
organizational context, the role theory provides an improtant approach
to describe the full set of work responsibilities (Griffin, Neal, &
Parker, 2007). Variuos type of role based model of performance has
been produced by researchers. Welbourne, Johnson, and Erez, (1998)
identified five roles of performance namely, the job role, carrer role,
innovator role, team role and organization role behavior. Expaning the
roel theory further, Podsdakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, and Bachrach,
(2000) 1identfied helping behaviors, sportmanship, organizational
loyalty, organizational complince, individual initiatives, civic status,
and self-development as job related behaviors. They were later termed
as organizational citizenship behavior. Individual task behavior, team
memebr behavior and organizational member behaviors were the
another role modle of performance tested (Griffin, Neal, & Parker,
2007). However, given that the five role model of performance of
Welbourne, Johnson, & Erez, (1998) is largely validitized, the present

study used it as the role based model of performance.

4. Hypotheses

Management of employee performance is central in effective
management of human resource in organizations. An effective
performance measurement system ought to cover all aspects of
performance that are relevant to the existence of an organization and

the means by which it achieves success and growth (O’Regan,
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Ghobadian, & Sims, 2005). Employee performance in organizations
has found to have significant implications for the overall performance
of the organization and its effectiveness irrespective of their nature.
Though performance is considered an aggregate concepts, researchers
have identified dimensions associated with it and considered it a
multidimensional construct (Shaw, Delery, & Abdulla, 2003). Number
of measurement models of employee performance have been
developed and tested in the field of management over the past decades
(Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994). However, the using an appropriate
model for measuring the performance depending of the context is a
need for effective performance management system. Keeping with this
background, the objective of this study was set to assess the
appropriateness of two models, namely task and contextual
performance model and role based model of performance for the
measuring the performance of the public sector employees in Sri

Lanka. Therefore, it was hypothesized here,

H;: The task and contextual performance model captures the
performance of employees significantly in the public sector in Sri

Lanka.

H2: The role based model of performance captures the performance of

employees significantly in the public sector in Sri Lanka.
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5. Methods
5.1. Sample

The sample of this study includes 200 public sector employees using
simple ranodm sampling. All thses employee are from public sector
commercial organizations representing the cross sectional of
organizations. Two instruments were administered with the
respondents. The first questionare measures the employees
performance with the two factors model while the second questionare
measures it on five factors model. Questionares were distributed
among the resondents personaly and collected after a one week time.
Hundred and eighty nine (189) completed questionare were able to
collect back. Six (6) quetionares were found to be incomplte so they

were excluded from the analysis.

Fivety six percent (56%) of the sample is male while the rest (34%)
represents the male employees. Approximately fifty nine (59%)
percents of employees has a service period of more than 5 years and
41% of them have served in the current organization for more than 3
years. All of these employees represents the clearical and related

employees of the public sector.

5.2. Measurement

Employee performance measure was adapted from 20 items of the
self-rating instrument of Welbourne, Johnson and Erez (1998). It

includes four items designed to assess the perofrmance of employees

9
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on job, ( e.g. “The quantity of work I do on my job”), career ( e.g.
“Developing of skills needed for my future career”), innovator (e.g.
“Working to implement new ideas by me on my job”), team (e.g.
“Working of me as a part of the team”), and organization (e.g. “Doing
things by me to promote the organization”). Each item is rated using
five-point Likert scale ranging from1(Need much improvement) to 5
(Excellent). The reliability coeffcient (Conbrach’s Alpha) for each
dimensions of the measure recorded as .78, .76, .77, .81, and .71 for

the job, career, team, innovator and organization respectively.

The twenty item measure of task and contextual performance
instrument of (Befort & Hattrup, 2003) was adopted. Nive (09) items
of it assess the task performnce while the rest 11 items measure the
contextual performance based on five categories of contextaul
performance of (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). The itesm for task
performance (e.g. “ I complete all duties that are central to my job™)
and items for contextual performance (e.g. “I keep corporating with
other co-workers”) were on 5 point Likert sacle with anchors “ Not at
all Important” to “ Very Important”. The reliability coefficent for both

dimensions were found to be .78 and .77 respectively.

5.3. Data Analysis Procedure

First, the correlation beween the componants of the two model was
assesed to check whether significant correaltion exists between the

componants. Then the two models of performance was tested

10
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seperately by using the alternative model testing procedure of
structural equation modeling techniques (Byrne, 2010). As the last
procudere, the the model with the covariance between the two model
was tested. By doing so, it can be identfied the two models were

covarinaced each other.

6. The Results

The Table I depicts the results of the correlation analysis for each

dimensions of the two models.

Table I: Correlation among latent factor of the two construct models

Variable Mean s.d. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.Task 4.1 0.65 1

Performance

2.Contextual 33 0.87 .78 1

Performance

3.The job 3.6 0.82 .65 .67 1

4.The career 4.1 0.78 .76 .59 .61 1

5.Innovator 4.2 0.78 45 68 65 71 1

6.Team 35 0.67 .67 .77 71 .63 .62 1

7.0rganization 32 082 .78 .71 .64 .58 57 71 1
8. Performance I 4.2 08 72 59 56 .67 59 72 56 1
9.Performance 11 3.7 088 56 .72 45 70 64 .68 .67 .71

11
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The Table II contains the model fit statistics for each model tested

using alternative model testing procedure.

Table II: Model fit statistics of the two model

Models df X2 GFI CFI NNFI RMSEA
Two Factor Model (Task and 243 678.9 .49 42 44 33
Contextual Performance)

Two Factors Model (Job and 243 6452 .51 S1 .56 31
Career Performance )

aThree Factors Model (Job, 242 634.7 .52 .67 .59 23
Career and Innovator

Performance)

Four Factors Model (Job, 241 598.2 .67 g7 .69 21
Career, Innovator and Team

Performance)

Five Factors Model (Job, 240 5233 .87 .87 .76 15

Career, Innovator, Team, and

Organization Performance)

7. Findings

The potential relationship between the factors of the two performance
model was tested with the correlation analysis. The results of the
correlation analysis is depicted in the Table I. Accordingly, first, a
significant and strong association between the task and contextual
performance dimensions of the first model was observed (r =.78,

p<.05). The five components of the second model too recorded a

12
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significant relationship between each components (Job and Career (r =
.61, p<.05)), Job and Innovator (r = .65, p< .05), job and team (r =.71,
p<.05) and job and organization (r =.64, p<.05)). The overall measure
of performance using model I and II too recorded a significant
association between each other (r =.71, p<.05). This leads to the fact
that the two models seem to be satisfactorily suitable for measuring

the employees’ performance in the public sector.

However, the aim of this study is to identify the best model for
assessing the employee performance in the public sector. For this, the
alternative model testing procedure with structural equation modeling
(Byrne, 2010) was used. The results of the alternative model testing

procedure is shown in the Table II.

According to the table II, the two factors model which measures the
performance alone task and contextual performance recorded an
adequate model fit statistics (y2 = 678.9, df. =243, p<.05, GFI=.49,
CFI=42, NNFI=.44, RMSEA=.33). This indicated that the employee
performance of the public sector employees is adequately captured by
the task and contextual performance model. Further, the two factor of
model including job and career performance was also tested. This
model too fit with the data adequately (y2 = 645, df. =243, p <.05,
CFI=.51, NNFI=51, RMSEA=.31 ). However, the second model
indicated a better model fit than the first model (Ayx2 = 23.09, p, <.01).

The second model expanded further by adding other dimensions i.e.

13
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innovator, and tested separately. It showed that the adding of
dimensions improved the model fit further (2 = 634.7, df. =242, p
<.05, GFI = .52 CFI=.67, NNFI=.59, RMSEA=.23). The final model
which included all five dimension fit with the data more adequately
(x2 = 523.3, df. =240, p <.05, GFI =.87,CFI=.87, NNFI=.76,
RMSEA=.15). Further the five factor model (Job, Career, Innovator,
Team, and Organization Performance) recorded the best model fit over
the all the model tested and it indicted higher model improvement
compared to the first mole of task and contextual performance (Ay2 =
155.6, p, <.01). This indicated the fact that the five factor model can
be used to assess the employees’ performance better than the other

model tested.

8. Discussion

Management of employee performance requires an accurate
measurement of employee performance in organizations. Though
number of model are available in human resource management for
assessing employee performance, the task and contextual performance
model (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994) and role based model of
performance (Welbourne, Johnson, & Erez, 1998) are recorded to be
highly accepted two model of performance. In keeping with the aim of
this study, the two models were tested to identify the best model for
measuring the performance of the employees in the public sector in Sri

Lanka. It was found that the five factors model (Job, Career,
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Innovator, Team, and Organization Performance) stand more suitable
for the assessing of employees’ performance in the public sector.
Similar findings have been reported in other studies too (Wallace,

Edward, Arnorld, & Frazier, 2009).

The five factor model captures the employee performance along with
five aspects of a job which are essential part of overall performance.
Each factor will covers each particular dimension of employee’s
performance so that it encompasses the totality of performance. The
job factor assess how well an employee does things specifically related
to one’s job description while career includes the level of necessary
skills to progress. Innovator factor cptures the creativity and
innovation in one’s job and team will cover the working with co-
workers and team members. The organization factor measures the
extra efforts of employees going above the call in one’s duty.
Therefore, the role based model is more for the assessment of
employeess performance since it takes full context of employee
performance. This multidimensional performance model is highly

appropriate as claimed by (Welbourne, Johnson, & Erez, 1998).

However, the present study found the task and contextual performance
model of Motowidlo & Van Scotter, (1994) was also usable for
assessing the employee performance in the pubic sector. the fitting of
the model adequstely (2 = 678.9,df. =243, p<.05, GFI = .49, CFI
=42, NNFI= .44, RMSEA =.33) hints that this model is also valid

15
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though it is compartaively less valid when compared with role based
model of performance. The interesting point to be noted is the fact that
the contextual performance dimension does not adequately covers the
performance. This is evendent with the fact that items of contextual
performance did not loaded with contextual performance. Anyway, the
inclusions of dimesions of contexual performance will increase the

validity of the model for which a further stduy is recommended.
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