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     Abstract  Since the implementation of the teacher performance 
evaluation programme in Jamaica, teachers have often complained about 
the subjectivity of the evaluation instrument used. There are several 
inferences and decisions that are made about teachers from the data 
gathered from the use of this instrument. The focus of the programme was 
to create an objective basis on which teacher performance was evaluated 
which would alleviate the concerns of teachers that their appraisal 
reflected preferences and discrimination (Jamaica Information Service 
(JIS), 2004).  Chan (2014), purports that, since the information gathered 
is not inconsequential, then the instrument that is used should be reliable 
and valid. The Ministry of Education, in realizing the invalidity of this 
instrument, has developed a new instrument which some schools have 
decided to implement in September 2016. In using the construct validity 
theory (1995), the focus of this research is to ascertain information on the 
reliability and validity of the new instrument. A study was carried out 
using 50 teachers from Mayberry High School (pseudonym) and teachers 
at the School of Education at the University of the West Indies. The 
research addresses 

concerns with the validity and reliability of the instrument. To ensure the 
accuracy of the decisions that are made to foster t
development, the Ministry of Education should ensure the validity and 
reliability of the instrument used. This study will inspire further research 
in this area within the context of the Caribbean. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Prior to 2004, there was no standardized system for evaluating the 
performance of teachers in Jamaica. In some schools, principals would create 
their own system of evaluation while others would use aspects of programmes 
adopted from textbooks that were written in the United States or United 
Kingdom (Campbell, 2014). As a result of lack of standardization, there were 
teachers who thought the evaluation results lacked objectivity, as they 

perception of the evaluation process found that many teachers level of 
satisfaction was based on how they were scored. Forty-eight percent were 
satisfied with the process while others felt that their evaluation was subjective 
(Campbell, 2006; Donaldson, 2012). The Ministry of Education, in trying to 
resolve this, decided to implement a standardized teacher evaluation 
programme. The focus of the programme was to create an objective basis on 
which teacher performance was evaluated, empower principals and boards in 
their management of teachers, use the results to make informed decisions 
about teachers and develop strategies to remedy deficient performance 
(Jamaica Information Service (JIS), 2004 & Ministry of Education, Youth 
and Culture, Teacher Performance Evaluation Policy and Procedure 
Handbook, 2004). However, the introduction of the standardized programme 
was met with disapproval by many teachers. One of the reasons was the 
perceived higher level of scrutiny. The then Minister of Education, Maxine 
Henry- Wilson, clarified that the evaluation programme was intended to 
determine what improvements and professional developments were needed 
as well as the best practices that could be adopted (Jamaica Information 
Service (JIS), 2004). Teachers are essential in the development of any 
society, therefore the need for an evaluation programme so that their strengths 
and weaknesses can be identified. This will result in the implementation of 
measures to provide support and assistance for these teachers with the view 
of improving the performance of the students. 

  The area of teacher performance evaluation is underexplored within 
 

perception of the evaluation process but not on the reliability and validity of 
the instrument used. This study is very important because it will add to the 
body of literature and may inspire further research on the topic. 
 
OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY  

The purpose of this study is to test the construct validity theory which 
relates the validity and reliability of the teacher appraisal instrument to 
teacher performance.  The independent variable validity is defined as 
construct validity since this would incorporate the other types of validities.  
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Reliability, as an independent variable, is the internal consistency reliability 
while the dependent variable teacher performance is considered the 
knowledge of subject content, pedagogy, commitment to students, interaction 
with parents and wider community and professionalism.  In order to ascertain 
information on the validity and reliability of the appraisal instrument used to 
evaluate teacher performance, the research focused on the following research 
questions: 

1. How valid is the appraisal instrument that is used in the evaluation of 
teacher performance? 
(a) Do the results from the new appraisal instrument yield a pattern 

of factors similar to the factor analysis results from the previous 
instrument?  

2. How reliable is the appraisal instrument that is used in the evaluation 
of teacher performance? 
(a) Is the new instrument a significant predictor of internal 

consistency as the old instrument? 
3. How different is the new appraisal instrument from the previous 

appraisal instrument? 
(a) Does the paired sample t-test show a difference between the new 

appraisal instrument and the previous appraisal instrument? 
H1O: There is no difference between the old appraisal instrument and the 

new appraisal instrument used to evaluate teachers. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY  

In exploring this topic, it was found that limited research has been done 
on teacher evaluation and the instrument used in such a process. Since teacher 
evaluation is crucial for accountability, growth and development (Nolan & 
Hoover, 2011), more research is needed in this area within the Caribbean. 
Additionally, the Ministry of Education will have vested interest in the 
findings as they are currently in the process of implementing the new 
instrument. It is hoped that the findings may inspire further research before 
the instrument is implemented in schools.

 Furthermore, the research can be a source of knowledge for individuals 
conducting a similar research as there is insufficient information on the topic. 
Finally, the information can provide knowledge for teachers on the reliability 
and validity of the instrument and support them in challenging the inferences 
and decisions that are made as these decisions have grave consequences 
(Chan, 2014).  

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

The theoretical framework for the study is centred on the construct validity 
theory.  From the beginning of the 20th century it was found, in the 
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development of modern scientific clinical psychology, that there was a 
challenge in developing valid measures (Strauss & Smith, 2009).  As time 
progressed, test validity was viewed in terms of criterion validity (Strauss & 
Smith, 2009). Overtime, other areas of validity were developed such as 
content validity. By the 1950s, the idea of construct validity was introduced 
as conventional methods of validation were inappropriate for the specific 
types of research required in the developing of tests (Cronbach & Meehl, 

astropieri, 2006, p.43).  The 
instrument should include all the facets or dimensions that adequately 
represent the construct of interest. This will facilitate an acceptable and 
adequate definition of what is to be measured.  The comprehension of validity 
has evolved over the years and has resulted in a unified definition of the 
concept which is construct validity. The traditional conception of validity was 
divided into three separate and substitutable types (Messick, 1995). These 
three types were content, criterion and construct validities. This fragmented 
view of the concept has been disregarded and the framework that has been 
developed is construct validity. This alludes to the fact that validity is not 
fragmented but all these three areas are aspects of the comprehensive theory 
of construct validity (Messick, 1995).  According to Messick (1995), this will 
allow for the addressing of the meaning of scores and the interpretation and 
consequences of these interpretations. As a result of this, there is a broader 
understanding of validity from just an instrument or test measuring what it 
purports to measure, to the understanding that what needs to be valid is the 
interpretation of the scores and the implications of these scores (Cronbach as 
cited in Messick, 1995). 

This theoretical framework was chosen as it allows for the integration of 
different types of validities - content validity, criterion and construct 
validities are all interwoven. Also, this framework provides a deeper and 
broader understanding of validity which facilitates a better understanding 
about the empirical testing of hypotheses about test scores and the theoretical 
relevant relationships (Messick, 1995).  The framework, not only allows for 
an explanation of the independent variable of the validity of the instrument in 
predicting teacher performance, but also that of the reliability of the 
instrument. Messick, Tenopyr, Guion, Embretson and Anastasi ( as cited in 

-validity model came to be seen, not as 
one kind of validity evidence, but as a general approach to validity that 
includes all evidence for validity, including content and criterion evidence, 

324). The theory includes the examination of both reliability and validity and 
result in the use of different types of evidence in validation. 

According to Brenan (2006), reliability is the accuracy or precision of a 
measurement procedure. It indicates the consistency of the scores and the 
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extent to which these scores can be reproduced. Brenan (2006), views 
reliability as a precondition for validity. The scores from a test should at least 
be moderately reliable before they can have any validity. The use of this 
framework offers a broadened scope that incorporates the theoretical 
perspectives on validity and reliability. Furthermore, the construct validity 
theory provides a foundation for the selecting of the methodology and 
methods that are plausible in obtaining information on the reliability and 
validity of the appraisal instrument.

 The evolution of the construct validity theory purports that all validities 
are unified to be construct validity (Kane, 2001).  There is concern with this 
notion as it can then be interpreted that all interpretations should be validated 
in the same way in terms of theoretical constructs (Loevinger & Messick as 
cited in Kane, 2001).  This is only possible if the assumption is made that all 
validations are to follow the same pattern of inferences and evidence.  For 
this research paper this would create a challenge as the focus will be on 
different aspects of validity.  Therefore, the need for a criterion as to what 
should be included in each validation (Kane, 2001).  

In using this theory there is also the challenge in the clarity of the research 

the traditional taxonomy of the types of validity without providing a new 
structure can make the choice of research questions less clear than it was 

distinguished between content, criterion and construct validities which would 
make it easier to choose research questions and associate them to the specific 
type of validity. The uniform understanding of validity makes it more 
onerous.  Although these challenges exist, this is the most appropriate 
framework as it takes into consideration different types of validities and also 
includes reliability. 

METHODOLOGY 

Research Design 

The research used a quantitative approach with a survey research design. 
The information was collected from teachers at Mayberry High School in St. 
Andrew and teachers studying at the School of Education at the University of 
the West Indies.  The sample for the research consisted of fifty (50) teachers. 
A convenience sampling technique was used to select the teachers who 
participated in the research.  

Instrumentation 

The information for the study was collected using the current evaluation 
instrument and the drafted new appraisal instrument which will soon be 
implemented by the Ministry of Education. The current instrument consists 
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of 58 Likert scale questions (See Appendix A). The instrument measures the 
following constructs:   

 Planning for student learning
 Teaching for student learning
 Creating a classroom environment for student learning  
 Personal characteristics, professional development. 
  Interpersonal skills  
 Leadership and management.

The new instrument consists of 42 items with varying rating scales (See 
Appendix B) and is organized around the following guiding principles:  

 Teacher knows the subject content which he or she teaches. 
  Teacher knows how to teach the subject(s) for which he/she is 

responsible, 
 Teacher is committed to the children in his or her care, managing the 

learning process with due consideration to diversity and character 
development. 

 Teacher hones his or her professional skills. 
  Teacher interacts with parent and community. 
 Teacher conducts himself /herself in a manner that uplifts the 

profession. 
Both instruments were developed by the Ministry of Education in Jamaica. 

Data Collection Procedures 

Permission was acquired from the University of the West Indies, through 
the School of Education, to conduct the research in fulfillment of the 
requirements for the Education and Measurement Master Programme.  The 
data for the research was collected from March 23, 2016-April 26, 2016.  
Twenty- five of the current instrument were administered to the teachers at 
Mayberry High School on March 23, 2016. Copies of the existing instrument 
were handed to teachers in the morning and they were returned throughout 
the course of the day.  The remaining copies were administered from April 5, 
2016 -April 26, 2016.  Copies of the new instrument were handed out during 
this time period as well. They were administered to teachers at Mayberry 
High School and the School of Education at the University of the West Indies. 
The participants were able to return the current appraisal instrument within a 
day, but it took some of the participants at Mayberry an average of two weeks 
to complete the new instrument. The participants at the School of Education 
completed both instruments during class and returned them at the end of class. 

Ethical Considerations 

Ethical consideration is the evaluation whether any type of harm could 
occur as part of the research and the need to ensure that the mechanisms are 
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instituted to remove the potential harm (Ethical Considerations, 2002).  There 
are several ethical considerations that were maintained throughout the study. 
Permission to conduct the research was granted by the University of the West 
Indies through the School of Education. All participants consented to 
participating in the study and were informed about the study and its purpose. 
The information obtained was only used for this paper. All information 
gathered was confidential and anonymous.

Limitations 

Limitations are potential weaknesses in a study and are out of the 
were 

encountered in the conduct of the research.  The evaluation instrument was 
completed by the teachers themselves. Usually, the head of department 
completes the evaluation instrument and then discusses the information with 
the teacher. At times the teacher will be asked to fill out the instrument while 
the head of department fills out a separate instrument then information from 
both copies are compared and discrepancies resolved. Teachers doing self-
reporting have impacted the accuracy of the scores from the instruments. 

 Also, the reliability and the validity of the first instrument was not 
obtained; therefore, a comparison could not be made to the present findings 
from the research. Furthermore, one of the subscales from the first instrument 
was left out of the research. This subscale addresses leadership and 
management. Most of the participants were not senior teachers or held any 
management position in their schools; hence, most of them were unable to 
complete this section of the instrument.

In running the factor analysis, the KMO (Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin) and the 

correlation matrix was non-positive definite. This occurred as some of the 
eigenvalues of the component matrix were negative numbers (International 
Business Machines (IBM), n.d). In order to acquire the KMO and the 

signifies that one of the limitations of the research is that the sample size is 
too small. 

Data Analysis Procedures 

All the data collected was first extracted into an Excel spreadsheet. The 
data was then imported into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) version 21 for analysis. Several statistical computations were done to 
determine the validity and reliability of the instrument and any differences 
between the two instruments.  

To obtain the face and content validities of the instruments, they were 
given to an expert researcher at the University of the West Indies at the School 
of Education. In addition, the informal conversations with the participants 
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proved vital in obtaining information on the content validity of the 
instruments. To determine the construct validity of the instruments a principal 
component analysis was used with a varimax (orthogonal) rotation. Cronbach 
alpha was used to determine the internal reliability of the subscales of the 
instruments and the entire instruments. To obtain the difference between the 
instruments a paired sample-t test was used. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Fifty-five copies of both evaluation instruments were distributed, and the 
return rate was 99%.  Research question one focused on how valid the 
appraisal instrument is when used in the evaluation of teacher performance. 
The sub-question focused on whether the results from the new appraisal 
instrument yielded a pattern of factors like the factor analysis results from the 
previous instrument.  From this the following results were obtained: 

Validity 

Face and Content Validities. Based on informal conversations with some 
of the participants, the data suggested that it was easier to complete the first 
evaluation instrument as it had a 4-point Likert scale, the items were not 
lengthy and were unequivocally stated. The new instrument was too long, 
some of the terms used were not clearly understood such as QEC and there 
was no rubric outlining the meaning of the different scores that were acquired. 
There was only one rating for each item with no explanation of the meaning 
of the rating scale and both instruments lacked face validity. The new 
instrument was too long and wordy and some of the terms were ambiguous 
which would support the information gathered informally from some 
participants. 

Construct Validity. The results from the principal component analysis 
yielded 13 factors for the first instrument. According to Factor Analysis-

These 13 factors accounted for 85.8 % of the variance. The factors chosen 
were based on a -+5 threshold as Matsunaga (2010) outlined that factor 
loadings of .5-6 should be retained. The data shows that factors 9, 11 and 12 
only loaded one item each while factors 7,8,10 and 13 loaded only two items 
each. For the other factors it is seen where there is a clustering of items based 
on subscales. From this clustering it shows that the current appraisal 
instrument is dominated by five core factors: Teaching for Student Learning 
(TSL), Personal Development (PD), Interpersonal Skills (IS), and Planning 
for Student Learning (PSL).   

The principal component analysis yielded 11 factors for the new appraisal 
instrument with a variance of 84%. Factor 11 loaded only one item while 
factors 6-10 loaded 2 items each. There was the clustering of several items 
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from subscales. Although there is a clustering of items for factor five the 
items were coming from different subscales. The differences between the 
items made it difficult to name the factor.  Based on the clustering of the 
items, the new instrument is dominated by 4 core factors: Commitment to 
Child Care (CCC), Knowledge and Application of Pedagogy (KAP) and 
Professional Conduct (PCD) and Knowledge of Subject Content (KSC).    

The second research question focused on how reliable the appraisal 
instrument in the evaluation of teacher performance was. The sub-question 
focussed on whether the new instrument was a significant predictor of 
internal consistency as the old instrument. From this the following results 
were obtained. 

Reliability 

Internal Consistency. The first appraisal instrument consisted of seven 
subscales but only six were used for this research. To obtain the internal 
consistency of the instrument Cronbach alpha was used. The subscales for 
the first appraisal instrument had values ranging from 0.684- 0.897 and the 
overall Cronbach alpha was 0.942. The reliability for the subscales was very 
good with most of them being over 0.8. According to Gliem & Gliem (2003), 
Cronbach alpha range from 0-1 and the nearer the value is to 1, the better. 
Values of 0.7 and above are deemed acceptable. For this instrument the 
Cronbach alpha for the subscale personal characteristics (0.684) is 
unacceptable. 

The new appraisal instrument had sub-scales ranging from 0.562- 0.777. 
The overall Cronbach alpha for the instrument is 0.738. Three of the subscales 
for this instrument are unacceptable. Demonstrated Continuous Professional 
Development (CPD) had a Cronbach alpha of 0.562, Demonstrated High 
Level of Professional Conduct (PCD) 0.685 and Engagement of Parents to 
Advance Students Learning Outcomes (EPCM) was 0 .544.  

Difference between the instruments. The third research question 
focused on how different the new appraisal instrument was from the previous 
appraisal instrument. The sub-question focussed on whether the paired 
sample t-test showed a difference between the new appraisal instrument and 
the previous appraisal instrument. The findings from the study found that 
there is a difference between the old and new appraisal instruments where (t 
= 8.944, df =49, p= 0.00). The null hypothesis indicates that there is no 
difference between the old appraisal instrument and new appraisal instrument 
was rejected. 
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DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS 

The findings showed that both instruments are lacking in face validity. 
Although this type of validity is subjective, thus the weakest type of validity, 
it is important that an examining the instruments that they appear to measure 
what they purport to measure (Laerd Dissertation, n.d). Also, there was the 
issue of content validity. The findings suggested that there are several of the 
teachers that had a challenge understanding the new instrument. There were 
terms that they were unaware of and they found it to be exhausting and 
difficult to complete. The use of an instrument where terms are unclear and 
is tiresome to complete will result in inaccurate information being obtained. 
Since the interpretations of these results are used to make decisions about the 
teachers, then one must ensure that the instrument is designed that 
information can be obtained accurately (Messick, 1995). The teachers found 
it easier to understand the content of the old instrument and the fact that it 
used a four point Likert scale made it easier to score in comparison to the new 
instrument that had rating scale with no instructions on the meanings of the 
scores. The fact that the old instrument has been in use since 2004 and 
teachers were familiar with the instrument would have contributed to it being 
easier for them to understand and complete.

The instruments did not yield the same pattern of factors. The old 
instrument yielded thirteen factors while the new instrument yielded eleven 
factors. On closer examination it was found that the old instrument was 
dominated by five core factors: Teaching for Student Learning (TSL), 
Personal Development (PD), Interpersonal Skills (IS), and Planning for 
Student Learning (PSL).  Factor five had items loading from TSL; however, 
the factor was named Differentiated Learning for Students. These factors 
were in line with the five subscales of the instrument. The new instrument 
was dominated by four factors:  Commitment to Child Care (CCC), 
Knowledge and Application of Pedagogy (KAP) and Professional Conduct 
(PCD) and Knowledge of Subject Content (KSC).  Although factor 5 had a 
clustering of three items they were from different subscales. The items looked 
at student behaviour, attending professional development and relating 
national and curriculum goals. Based on the differences in what the items 
addressed it was difficult to name this factor which affects construct validity. 
This would further impact other types of validities as they are interwoven into 
construct validity (Messick, 1995). Using a larger sample may bring clarity 
in defining this factor. 

Both instruments were found to be reliable. However, the subscale 
Professional Skills must be revisited or taken out of the old instrument as the 
Cronbach alpha for this subscale was below 0.7.  Additionally, the subscales 
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Development of High Level of Professional Conduct and Engagement of 
Parents and Community Members to Advance Student Outcomes have to be 
revisited to improve the reliability of these three subscales as they too are 
below the Cronbach alpha of 0.7(Gliem & Gliem,2003). The adjusting or 
removal of these subscales will increase the overall reliability of the 
instrument. It was seen where both instruments were reliable despite there are 
concerns of validity; hence, an instrument can be reliable though it lacks 
validity (Brenan, 2006). 

Besides, there is a difference between the new and the old instrument. This 
difference can be seen in the pattern of factors that were yielded by both 
instruments. The new instrument yielded a different pattern of factors than 
the old instrument. Although both instruments were valid, to some extent, it 
was seen where the old instrument was more valid as the terms were clearer 
and it was easier to complete because of the use of the four-point Likert scale.  
Furthermore, though both instruments are reliable the old instrument had a 
higher reliability (0.9 42) than the new instrument (0.738).  

The Ministry of Education plans on removing the old appraisal instrument 
and replacing it with the new instrument. However, it is seen where the old 
instrument is more valid and reliable than the new instrument. Therefore, it 
brings to consideration that adjustments must be made to the new instrument 
to improve reliability and validity. 

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE RESEARCH 

To ensure that teachers are accountable and are of the best quality a valid 
and reliable evaluation system must be put in place by the Ministry of 
Education. The findings show that there are concerns with the reliability and 
validity of the new appraisal instrument; consequently, the Ministry should 
look back at the instrument and the items to ensure that there is face validity, 
content validity and above all construct validity (Messick, 1995). If construct 
validity is obtained, then the instrument will have all the types of validities; 
therefore, will be reliable. Furthermore, the findings give teachers the 
opportunity to challenge the decisions that are made about them if the 
instrument is used as is. They can challenge the validity and reliability of the 
interpretations made from the data gathered and any decisions that are made. 
The information must valid for the inferences and decisions that are made to 
be valid (Messick, 1995). 

Subsequently, the Ministry needs to explore redesigning the paper to 
ensure that it has face validity. In addition, a Likert scale is recommended for 
use instead of the present rating scale to make it easier to score. Instructions 
or guidelines should be included to explain the meanings of the scores. 
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Furthermore, the subscales that are unacceptable must be revisited to improve 
them or remove them from the instrument to improve the reliability. The 
instrument also should be shortened to reduce the frustration in its 
completion. 

Finally, teachers should be educated about the instrument and unfamiliar 
terms be explained. Also, the senior teachers who will be using the instrument 
to evaluate the teachers should be trained appropriately  

Despite the limitations in the sample size for this research, information 
gathered has provided insight into the need for a more advance research to be 
undertaken by the Ministry of Education.

CONCLUSION  

The evaluation of teachers is very important in facilitating accountability, 

development. However, it is imperative that the instrument used to evaluate 
teachers be valid and, in so doing, it will also be reliable. The current 
instrument used in teacher evaluation, as well as the new instrument, that will 
be brought on stream have issues of validity and reliability.  However, since 
the current instrument will be replaced by the new instrument the issues of 
reliability and validity must be addressed before its implementation. The 
findings of this study propel the need for further research in this area.  
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