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THE PREDICTIVE VALIDITY OF SECRETARIAL TESTS GIVEN BY THE 

I NSTITUTE OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH IN ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 

Ab s t r a c t 

The p u r p ose of t h e presen t s tu dy was to deter mine t h e 

predict i ve va l id it y o f G-[ I[ , G-I I and G- I Sec r e t aria l tests 

given b y Tes t and Me a surement Un i t ( TMU) of the I nstitute of 

Educational Researc h (IER) . The subjec ~were 102, 97, and 

58 G- I II , G-II and G- I secretar i es of AAU, respective l y. 

The predictors were secretarial tests for G-I I I, G-II and G-

exper i ence and Educational Status . The c r-it e rion 

measures were s uper v isor y ratings( last lat i ngs before 

testing and two ratings subsequent to piomotion). The 

predictors and criterion measures from the complete data of 

76 ,71, and 42 G- III , G- II and G- I secretar i al candidates, 

r espective l y were anal ysed b y the use of simple and stepwise 

r egression met h od . I tems of the objec ti ve tests, typing and 

shorthand tests were ana l ysed for 100 subjects. 

The study showed signif i cant (P(0.05) 

between G-11l Amh ari c t yping-revised manuscript and the last 

ratings befor-e tes t (r=0 . 28) , G- III Amharic 

t y pi n g-straight copy and the f irst superv i sory rat ings a fter 

p romoti o n (r=0.21), G-J1 English t y pi ng-s t raig h t cop y and 
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the last supervisor y ratings before test (r=0.26), G-IJ 

English typing-straight cop y and the first supervisory 

ratings after promotion (r=0.19) and G-I Shorthand-letter II 

and the first supervisory ratings after promotion (r=-0.32) . 

No other secretarial tests of G-III, G-II and G-I was found 

to be significant predictor at 0 . 05 level. 

i i i 
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I.INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background of tests 

Tests are generally used for the purpose of decision 

making. There are various types of decisions to be made 

with the use of tests. Some of the decisions are made at 

organizational levels and some are made at personal leve ls. 

The types of decisions to be made with the use o f tests can 

be cl assi fied into administrative decisions which incl ude: 

selection, screening, classification and placement; guidance 

dec isions; instructi ona l decisions and research deci s ions 

(Mehr ens and Lehmann, 1984 ) . 

In selection decisions one decides whether to accept o r 

reject an ind iv idual for a particular job, treatment or 

program. In the process of employee selection, personnel 

managers are aided b y testing and assessment cen ter - a 

program where applicants are engaged in specific indi v idual 

and group exercises and observed b y managers or trained 

obse r v ers who e v aluate their ability a n d potenti al for a 

particular job. Testing is a tool f or examlning human 

resources for qualities relevan t to performing 

jobs and thereby choosing a competent indi v idual. 

avail able 

Alth o ugh 

many different kinds of tests are a v ailable 

organizational use, the y generall y can be c lassi fi ed 

for 

into 

t 
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aptitude tests, achievement tests, vocationa l interest tests 

and personality tests (Certo and Appelbaum, 1985). 

If carefull y designed and professionally interpreted 

psychological tests can provide very reliable information 

about a prospective job candidate. According to 

(1980) an effective testing program can he lp to: 

( 1) reduce turno ver, improve organizational 

functioning and cut-down the need for training 

programs; 

( 2) identify unsuitable candidates; and 

Zippo 

(3) meet equal emplo yment opportunity requirements. 

In Ethiopia the use of specific tests for perso nnel 

se lec tion or promotion in the various job categories is very 

limited. Organizations mostly rely on high school grades, 

Ethiopian School Lea v ing Certificate E xam ination (ESLCE) and 

College and University grades for hiring e mplo yees . There 

are on l y few organizations which us e their own tests fo r 

initial selection. Special l y, the lac k o f testing serv i ce 

units in the nation inhibited the wide use of specific tests 
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in the various 

and selection. 

job categories for the purpose of promotion 

The Tests and measurement Unit (TMU) of the 

Institute of Educational Research ( I ER) i s 0 ne 0 f the 

testing centers of its kind in the nation which provides 

testing service to the various organizations and 

indi v iduals. 

Before its merger with the IER in 1987 the TMU was 

called the University Testing Center. As stated by Vusuf 

( 1989 ) the Universit y Testing Centre was established in 

Addis Ababa Universit y (AAU) in 1966 with the main aim to 

undertake research on t2St development, to o ffer testing 

services for personnel recruitment, placement and promotions 

and to develop appropriate standardised aptitude tests for 

AAU's use. 

The principal 

Testing Centre were 

services rendered by the Uni ver sit y 

the dev elopment and administration of 

t h e University Aptitude Tests, the c onsultation of the 

Facility of Educatio n and staff member of the AAU on 

problems of measurement and evaluation and the conduct of 

research and studies of an institutional nature (Jones , 

1973) . 

At present th e TMU renders testing services to v arious 
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institutions and individuals in the country. The main 

services include administrating local and foreign tests, 

developing the AAU Aptitude Test and conducting research to 

update the tests now in use by the unit. 

The local tests are basically administered to give 

professional assistance to the Personnel Department of the 

AAU on employment and promotion decisions. 8esides, 

currently the Unit offers testing services to 106 local 

institutions. Yearly, the unit gives local tests for about 

700-800 individuals. These local tests include: accounting, 

auditing, clerical, secretarial and other jobs category 

tests. The other job category tests are tests for retail 

inspectors, cash collectors, purchasers, record officers, 

house masters, cleaners, gardeners and guards. The 

secretarial tests now in use by the unit are executive 

secretary, senior secretary ( G- I ) , Secretary ( G- I I ) , 

secretary (G-III) and Copy Typist. 

The unit also ser ves as a r epresentati ve of foreign 

testing agencies. In this co nnection the unit administers 

foreign tests to students seeking admi ss ion to graduate and 

undergraduate programs in v arious foreign universities and 

to other individuals for certification purposes. Yearly the 

unit administers foreign tests for about 600-800 
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indi v iduals. The foreign tests administered by the unit 

include among others: the Graduate Record Exa mination (GRE) 

, Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL), Michigan 

English Language Assessment Battery (MELAB), the Chartered 

Association of Certified Accountants Examination and the 

Association of International Accountants Examination . 

1.2 Statement of the problem 

Tests are general l y used to provide information in 

making better decision. Although tests appear to be good in 

the; r use 

justi f y ing 

before the 

necessary 

for decision making a problem of empiricall y 

their 

tests 

to k now 

usabi I i t y 

are used 

if they 

is indi spe nsable. That is, 

in making decisions i t is 

provide useful information. To 

ma x imize the a cc uracy of the dec ision the test which leads 

to the best decision should be selected. Then, how should 

the best t e st be s el e cted ? The decision mainl y depends on 

the v alidit y, reliability and other test characteristics . 

Validity is one of the most important consideration 

in ju dgi n g the adequacy of the test fo r making better 

decision. Be f o re a test is read y for dec ision evidences of 

its v alidity must be determined. 
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Validation research are mainly dominated by criterion 

related validity (Anastasi, 1976; Mehrens and Lehmann, 1984; 

Shoenfeldt, 1984; Thorndike and Hagen, 1977). The criterion 

related va lidity, particularly predicti ve va lidity is the 

appropriate validit y to be determined in personnel 

selection. Shefritz ( 1985) stated that predictive va lidity 

is the type of validity most strongly advocated. A test 

needs to have high predictive va lidit y if it is used to 

predict persons who will be successful in a particular job 

because val id tests are excellent indi cators of future 

peT-formance. 

A test ma y be constructed by e xperts consulting and 

str i ct l y following test construction guidelines. Although 

the i tems of the test are perfectly constructed, in the 

sense of ps ychometric characteristics one cannot pass 

judgments on the adequ acy of the test for predicting a 

c ertain performance unless its predicti v e validity is 

empirically determined. In this regard, Lindeman and 

Merenda ( 1979) argued that one does not pr oc eed to construct 

a test with no guidelines whatsoever, but one should reserve 

judgme nt concern i ng the v alue of an inst rument for a 

p articular purpose unti 1 it has been determined a s much as 

poss ible quite objec ti v el y and accuratel y . 
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At present predicti ve validity evidences for the 

secretarial tests administered by TMU are not available. 

For over two decades the psychological, educational and 

occupational (vocational) tests that were offered by the 

unit to its prospective consumers were hardly evaluated 

scientifically (Yusuf, 1989). Consequently the role and 

rele v ance of these tests, their validity and reliability 

were questioned. Similarly Jones (1973-2) indicated the 

the absence of follow-up v alidation studies to determine 

effectiveness of the test batteries that were in use then in 

the Testing Centre of the AAU. 

Therefore , this study is aimed to answer the following 

research question: Are the secretarial tests f or the senior 

secre tary (G - ]), secretary (G-]]) and Junior Secretary (G -

III) administered by TMU for AAU's use va lid in predicting 

successful secretaries when va lidated against semi-annual 

supervisor's ratings. 

In connection to the above research question the study 

also deals with the item analysis of the secretarial tests 

administered by the Unit. 

i dentifying items that are 

or parts o f the tes t. 

This i tem analysis is aimed at 

inconsistent with the total test 
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1.3 The Need for the Study 

The use of validated tests is one of the requirements 

of effective testing. Thorndike (1949) argued that whenever 

a test is being used for personnel selection for some job 

speciality, 

empirically. 

it is most 

A number 

desirable that 

of authors 

i t be validated 

the field of 

measurement today still strongly advocate the need for test 

v alidation in personnel selection. (Brown, 1983; Cronbach, 

1984; Hopkins and Stanely, 1981; Shefri tz, 1985; Sussman, 

1986) . Unless there is sufficient e vidence on the 

predjctive val idit y of a given selection test, it may be 

misused in predicting future performance. 

Hence, the use of test results for the purpose of 

prediction without considering their predictive validit y may 

lead to serious errors. As indicated by Shoenfeldt ( 1984 ) 

in the absence of formal v alidation, one would never know 

the e.tent to which the testing program was success ful or 

superior to another ass essment procedure. A testing program 

that does not invol v e va lidation research is at best unknown 

and at worst ma y be an outrigh t f rau d (Shoenfeldt, 1984) . 

If a test whose validit y has not been demonstrated, 
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that is, test whose outcome does not empirically r elate t o 

its purpose, is being used it may be c onside r ed unsuitable 

for prediction. Tuckm an ( 197 5) mainta ined tha t such a tes t 

does a disser v ice to the test taker since conclusions based 

on it may reflect on some other characteristics of the test 

taker than the one that the test was intended to mea s ure. 
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The battery of secretary test given by TMU for the v arious 
secretarial pos ition s were as follows: 

Secretaria l 
Position Test Battery 

1 • Eng I i sh : Usage, Comprehension and Grammar 
Copy 2. Eng I ish Typing: Straight Copy and 

Revised Manuscripts 
Typist 3. Amharic Typing: Straight Copy 

1 • Arithmetic 
G-III 2. English: Usage, Comprehension and Gram mar 

3. Engl i sh Typing: Straight Copy, Re vised 
Secretary Manuscripts B. Tables 

4. Amharic Typing: Straight Cop y and 
Revised Manusc ripts 

1 • English Comprehension 
G- I J 2. English Typing: Straight Copy, Letters, 

Revised Manuscripts and 
Secretary Tables 

3. Amharic Ty ping: Straight Copy and 
Re v ised Manuscripts 

1 . Engl ish Comprehension 
G- I 2. Eng Ii sh Typing: Straight Copy, Letters, 

Revised Manuscripts 
and Tables 

Secretary 3. Amharic Ty ping: Straight Copy and 
Revised Manu scri pts 

4. Shorthand 70 W/M: Letter I and letter I I 

1 • Eng Ii sh Comprehension 
2 . Engl ish Typing: Straight Copy, Le tter s 

E x ecutive Revised Manuscripts 
and Tables 

Secretary 3. Amhal-ic Typi ng: Strai g ht Copy and 
Revi sed Manuscript s 

4. Shorthand 8 0 W/ M: Letter I and letter I I 
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these tests are used for the selection 

and promotion of secretaries by AAU and other 106 go vernment 

institutions such as: Commercial Bank of Ethiopia, Pub I ic 

Tr a nsport Corporation, Ethiopian Retail Trade Corporation, 

Foot wea~ and Leather Artic les Enterprises and Ethiopian 

AirLines . Howe v er, at present empirical justifications of 

the degree of inferenc es to be made from these test resu lts 

wer e hardl y p resen t (Yusuf, 1989 ) . Without validit y 

evidence no o n e knows whether the result o f these tests 

accurat el y predict or no t f or the positions of th e vari o u s 

secretari al jobs. Hence, the ne ed to determine the 

predictive v alidi ty b e comes the pu r pose of the present 

s tud y . 

In addition, predicti v e v alidit y evide nces could be 

practica ll y useful not only for the test users but also f or 

the test developers and takers. Fo r the test de v el oper s 

v alidity data provides evidences about the qua l i ty o f a test 

a nd its poten tial uses . The tes t t akers could benefit f r om 

t h e val idit y evidellces because th e test resu lt s are the 

bas is for the dec i sions that affect their li v es. 

In the item anal y si s, item difficult y , item 

d i s c r imi n ati o n, item c or r elation and item reI i ab iii t Y 
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indices are to be computed. The data from item analysis 

helps to provide sug- gestions to the test writer in case 

poor items are identified. 

1.4 The Scope of the Study 

The subjects of the study were office secretaries of 

AAU. The sec ret arial position at AAU include: Copy Typist, 

G-III Secretary, G-II secretary, G-I secretary and Executive 

secretary. Cop y Typist and E xecut i ve secretaries were not 

included in the study because the number of candidates 

sitting each year fo r these positions were few in number. In 

addition, G-III, G-II and G-I candidates from the colleges 

under AAU but outside Addis Ababa wer e not included for the 

same reason. 

Wi th respect to the crit erion measures, there are a 

number of them that cou ld be used in predictive va lidati o n 

research such as supervisor's ratings, peer ratings, se lf-

assessment, p roduc tion proportions of spoilage in pieces 

and the like. In this study, th e wr iter chose 

supervisory ratings as a crit e rion measure. Although each 

type of criterion measure has its own shortcomings , 

superviso ry ratings usually suf fer from common problems such 
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as halo-effect, and restriction in range (Meyer, 1987'. The 

supervisory ratings used in the present study as a criterion 

measure inevitabl y suffer from these common problems. 

1.5 Methods of the Study 

Subject 

The subjects of the study were all office secretaries 

in the AAU who took secretarial tests from September, 1982 

to Jul y , 1990 to be promoted or selected to the positions of 

G- I I I , G-I I and G-I secretaries. A I I in all, fr o m 

September, 1982 to July, 1990 there were 960, 818 and 464 G-

III, G-II and G-I AAU secretarial Candidates, respect i v el y 

who took secretarial tests at the TMU of the IER. Out of 

these c andidates 102, 97 and 58 were ei the,- selected or 

promoted to the positions of G-III, G-II and G-I secretarial 

positions, respecti vely. These were the subjects of the 

study. All the subjects were females except 3 males in G-II 

and a male In G-I. The item anal ys is of the objecti v e tests 

were based on 100 randomly selected candidates who took the 

secretarial tests from January, 1990 to December, 1990. 

Ma teria ls 

The materials were secretarial test scores obtained 
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the TMU of the IER and educational 

status, work experience, number of supervisory ratings from 

the test date to promotion, and supervisory ratings obtained 

from the personnel Department of the AAU (see appendices A, 

8, C). The test scores, educational status, work experience 

and number of supervisory ratings from test d ate to 

promotion formed the independent variables. The test scores 

G-III secretary included: four objective type tests 

(Arithmet ic, Engl ish Usage, Eng I ish Comprehension and 

English Grammar), three English typing tests (str aight copy, 

revised manuscript and tables> and two Amharic typing tests 

(strai ght copy and revised manu5cript)& The G-II and G-I 

test score materials contained: English Comprehension test 

scores, 

revised 

English typing test scores (Straight copy , letters, 

manuscript and tables) and Amharic t y ping test 

scores (straight copy and r evised manuscript) In addition 

the materials for G- I contained Shorthand test scores 

(Letter I and Letter II). 

The supervisory ratings were the dependent v ariables. 

These were last super v isory ratings before the tests were 

administered, the first and the second supervisory ratings 

subsequent to promotion for each position. These ratings are 

sem i - annual performance e v aluations done b y var ious 

departments and collected form the files of each candidate 
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available in the Personnele Department of the AAU. 

The performance evaluation form was prepared b y the 

Central Personnel Agency (CPA) of the Ethiopian Government. 

The AAU government and the other government institutions use 

the form to evaluate, develop and promote government 

employees. So far, the researcher was not able to find a 

study conducted on the validity and reliability of the 

performance evaluation form. Howe v er, in the present stud y , 

the aver a ge performance ratings of supervisors by using the 

CPA performance evaluation form report ed tests 

WE're adml nistered and af ter promotion (to subsequent 

ratings) were used as the dependent variab les. 

J t was decided to use semi-annual performance 

because secretaries are rated b y different 

super v isors before and after promotion. This enables also 

to see the stabi I it y o f the raters a nd arrive at p ro per 

conclusio n. 

The 

re l ated 

general 

va l i dit y 

paradigm 

i nvo 1 \/e s 

for invest igating criterion 

establ ishing the relationship 

between scores on the test (predictors ) and the cr iterion. 
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The sco res on the secretarial tests administered to 

secretar ial candidates who were promoted or selected to the 

positions of G-III, G-II and G-I secretaries from September, 

1982 to Jul y , 1990 were collected from the r ecords of the 

TMU of the IER. Other potential predictors including 

educ ational 

experience 

status grade lev el of subjects, work 

- number of years served by the subjects being a 

sec retary and number of super v isor y ratings from the date of 

the test to the date of pr o mot ion or selec t ion were 

c o l lected from the records of the personnel Department of 

the AAU. The criterio n data was a lso collected from the 

r e co rds of the Personnel Department of the AAU. 

The data were analyzed by means of correlating the 

predictors with the criterion, and simple and multi ple 

1 i near regress ion. The best predictors of the criter i on 

were found using step -wise procedures. The statistical 

tests wer e carried out at 5% level of sig nificance. 

The items of the objective tests were analysed using 

item difficulty, item discrimination, the point biserial 

correlation and r eliability indi c es. For the subjec ti ve 

tests the difficult y and discrimination indices were 

estimated u si ng the formula proposed b y Whitney a nd Sabers 

<ci ted in Mehrens and Lehmann, 1984). 
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0 ~ <: <: <: <: .... <: d) <: >< .... d) 0 '" ... 0 u 0 ! >< 'tI 0 '" Z 101 101 101 101 til 101 0: 101 ..... til 0: ~ ~ 

.. .... ... ., ... 
101 Z 'tI '" r.. 0. til 0. • ,~ 

• 
~ 1. 68 45 48 60 63 76 63 68 71 04.4 1 1 4.00 2.55 4.33 

(, 

~ 
~ . 
i 
~ 
~ 

j' 
.~ 
.~ 
· . 

2. 4 4 45 50 60 63 68 56 59 70 10.5 1 1 - 4 .13 4.13 

3. 58 50 51 60 65 66 68 69 72 07.4 1 1 - 3.14 3.14 

4. 55 50 61 51 53 65 64 57 51 06.1 2 3 3. 63 4 . 22 4 .10 

5. 52 48 53 32 67 66 6 3 50 61 05.5 1 1 3.77 3.77 3.55 

6. 44 34 48 35 66 68 61 66 72 09. 3 1 1 4 .50 4 . 20 4 .67 

7. 56 49 55 57 75 74 70 64 60 07.6 3 1 - 3.13 2.75 

8. 47 35 28 39 57 63 53 66 71 05.4 1 1 - 4 . 00 3.88 , 
. . 

9. 52 62 50 74 52 54 54 45 45 09.4 3 1 - 2.12 4.75 
• 
~ 10. 56 65 68 70 69 72 50 51 68 08.3 1 1 - 3 . 35 2.63 
~ 

l 11. 59 43 43 35 49 56 64 6 6 69 09 .8 1 1 3. 89 4 . 44 3.66 
, 
~ 

j 
l 

12 . 52 43 38 44 66 67 63 59 70 09.9 1 1 3 . 54 3. 78 3. 6 7 

13. 63 69 55 67 51 61 54 4 7 50 0 7.5 1 1 - 4 . 50 4.25 

14 . 63 43 53 50 66 64 56 66 74 10.9 3 1 3. 6 7 3 . 6 7 4 .56 

15. 49 35 56 40 66 55 53 66 71 04.4 1 1 - 4 . 22 4.00 

16. 58 52 61 47 49 64 48 59 54 05.6 1 1 - 4 .00 3.75 

17. 49 50 56 45 59 56 35 65 58 10.5 1 1 4.00 3 . 6 7 3.70 

18. 73 62 58 69 62 54 68 59 60 11.9 3 1 3 . 88 3 . 63 3.63 
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No. X'J. 

19. 52 

20. 76 

21. 59 

22. 65 

23. 47 

24. 54 

25. 42 

26. 57 

27. 59 

28. 59 

29. 59 

30. 59 

31. 54 

32. 59 

33. 51 

34. 49 

35. 40 

36. 52 

37. 5' 
38. 50 

39. 56 

40. 52 

X2 X3 

53 53 

65 55 

43 56 

65 35 

47 61 

45 48 

52 53 

63 53 

51 62 

45 48 

45 43 

53 53 

54 

53 

51 

54 

41 

58 

55 

51 

43 

50 

58 

48 

53 

57 

53 

50 

58 

56 

58 

53 

X4 

54 

54 

60 

75 

60 

56 

56 

64 

64 

54 

52 

56 

64 

60 

52 

57 

40 

55 

54 

59 

57 

56 

X5 

47 
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63 
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52 
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66 

53 

49 

55 
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X6 

58 
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68 

35 
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65 

68 

63 

44 

67 

53 

55 

68 

58 

56 

53 

56 

63 

67 

59 

59 

56 
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53 

64 

64 

4 5 

60 

58 

63 

63 

112 

63 

53 

56 

64 

53 

55 

56 
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63 

63 

60 

56 

63 

Xa 

58 

68 

57 

58 

50 

63 

63 

50 

47 

57 
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57 

44 

50 

56 
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54 

58 

54 

X9 

62 

72 

68 

60 

55 

70 

62 

58 

60 

72 

63 

62 

71 

50 

50 

50 

64 

68 

72 

62 

61 

64 

X
l0 

03.9 

03.9 

05.4 

06.1 

08.4 

10.2 

08.5 

09.0 

03.0 

08.1 

07.1 

05.0 

04.3 

06.1 

·04.1 

,07.4 

09.1 

09.5 

08.7 

07.5 

04.1 

09.3 

X
ll 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
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1 

3 
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1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

X
12 
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1 

1 

2 

1 
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1 

1 
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1 

2 

3 

3 
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2 
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1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

Y
l 

Y
2 

Y
3 

4.44 4.33 3.92 

4 .44 4.44 4.44 

4.22 4.44 4.44 

3. 44 3.43 3.95 

4.22 4.66 4.66 

4.50 4.92 4.89 

3.00 3.88 

4.25 4.25 4.37 

3.50 3.50 

4 .77 4.55 3.33 

3.50 3.44 3.78 

4.44 4.22 4.11 

4.22 

3.66 

5.00 

4.00 

4.77 

3.89 

3.70 

3.75 

4.88 

3.55 

5.00 

3.90 

3.67 

2 .78 

4.55 

2.50 

4.33 

3.78 

4.44 

3.66 

5. 00 

2.67 

4.22 

4.00 

3.33 

3.75 

3.92 

4.00 
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41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47. 
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49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

54. 

55. 

56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 

61. 

62. 

63. 

64. 

65. 

Xl 

57 

50 

74 

57 

63 

57 

57 

50 

44 

61 

57 

54 

54 

57 

52 

57 

59 

52 

52 

61 

52 

47 

49 

50 

57 

X
2 

52 

55 

54 

48 

51 

60 

50 

54 

50 

46 

59 

53 

50 

58 

45 

63 

52 

56 

55 

50 

48 

45 

43 

54 

55 

X3 

56 

59 

67 

58 

38 

60 

48 

53 

53 

61 

46 

53 

53 

58 

38 

56 

49 

51 

50 

48 

50 

53 

50 

44 

50 

X
4 

56 

59 

60 

50 

50 

52 

47 

49 

54 

72 

50 

72 

56 

55 

56 

36 

67 

72 

73 

64 

50 

45 

50 

50 

52 

X5 

63 

49 

70 

59 

66 

53 

63 

49 

63 

66 

66 

63 

63 

53 

57 

53 

64 

65 

63 

44 

66 

57 

66 

59 

63 

X6 

65 

53 

66 

53 

64 

53 

65 

56 

64 

67 

64 

71 

64 

41 

55 

67 

67 

58 

71 

65 

70 

64 

72 

55 

65 

X
7 

53 

61 

69 

53 

61 

52 

61 

56 

60 

58 

60 

64 

53 

58 

58 

64 

67 

60 

69 

56 

64 

56 

64 

56 

46 

X8 

57 

50 

59 

50 

57 

54 

71 

57 

50 

57 

63 

63 

50 

54 

50 

48 

54 

59 

70 

68 

74 

68 

68 

57 

54 

X9 

68 

64 

71 

61 

71 

63 

73 

62 

58 

62 

63 

70 

63 

51 

54 

54 

62 

63 

74 

58 

62 

68 

68 

61 

62 

X
l0 

08.0 

05.6 

08.4 

11.4 

05.8 

04.4 

04.4 

12.3 

10.4 

07.6 

07.5 

07.0 

08.7 

09.1 

15.1 

10~1 

05.5 

02.4 

04.9 

04.4 

08.1 

12.4 

06.2 

09.0 

10.6 

X
ll 

1 

2 

3 

3 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

3 

1 

1 

2 

1 

3 

3 

3 

1 

3 

1 

1 

X
12 

Y
l 

Y
2 

1 4.37 4.11 

1 4.22 4.22 

1 4.33 4.22 

1 3.78 3.78 

1 4.56 4.44 

1 4.00 3.70 

2 3.40 3.50 

1 4.25 4.44 

4.25 

3.56 

3.75 

3.70 

4.00 

3.50 

Y3 

4.22 

3.77 

4. 22 

3.77 

4.43 

3.11 

3.50 

4.44 

4.14 

3.70 

4.38 

3.60 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

3 

1 

4.44 4.44 4.33 

4.00 4.44 4.67 

3.87 4.00 4.00 

3.60 4 .• 00 4.00 

4.00 4.00 4.22 

4.56 4.56 

4.00 4.44 4.22 

4.33 4.00 3.77 

4.33 

4.33 

4.44 

4.00 

4.33 

4.00 

4.67 

3.89 

4.6., 5.00 

4.44 

4.00 

4.44 

2.89 

5.00 
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8 0 . 

81. 
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8S. 

89. 

90. 
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50 

45 

50 

59 

59 

49 

26 

54 

59 

50 
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50 

44 

50 
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44 

56 

57 

54 
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54 

57 

5 2 

X
2 

45 

40 

61 

41 

53 

38 

30 

57 

52 

45 

53 

38 

66 

47 

50 

54 

48 

41 

37 

41 

51 

35 

50 

50 

51 

X3 

56 

45 

56 

50 

57 

35 

46 

64 

62 

50 

56 

53 

60 

50 

48 

53 

34 

28 

46 

38 

28 

65 

50 

46 

50 

X
4 

50 

40 

49 

56 

65 

56 

47 

50 

35 

73 

64 

49 

64 

50 

45 

60 

52 

40 

35 

60 

40 

56 

57 

56 

53 

X5 

63 
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45 

45 

50 

61 

57 

44 

63 

66 

63 

57 

53 

53 

66 

50 

53 

57 

53 

53 

57 

56 

5 2 

57 

55 

X6 

68 

63 

50 

60 

64 

46 

56 

50 

67 

66 

48 

56 

45 

58 

49 

53 

56 

56 

68 

58 

56 

54 

46 

71 

59 

X
7 

63 

64 

60 

46 

71 

63 

60 

51 

6 3 

64 

63 

6 3 

6 3 

58 

60 

6 0 

58 

53 

61 

6 0 

53 

86 

58 

64 

58 

Xs 

54 

48 

54 

63 

68 

45 

54 

36 

59 

66 

57 

54 

50 

54 

57 

50 

57 

63 

71 

54 

63 

36 

54 

50 

54 

X9 

64 

54 

62 

64 

50 

43 

56 

46 

70 

71 

64 

62 

61 

58 

64 

54 

63 

64 

74 

50 

64 

63 

54 

62 

51 

X
l0 

09.9 

13.0 

01.5 

08.6 

06.5 

07.4 

07.4 

07.4 

10.1 

02.6 

03.3 

0 7.7 

03. 2 

08.2 

07.7 

01.4 

08.9 

10.1 

04.4 

10.6 

06.1 

0 4 .4 

07.1 

04.1 

06.2 

X
ll 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 
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1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

1 

X
12 

Y
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2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 
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1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4.00 

4.02 

4 .80 

4 . 0 0 

4 .00 

4 .50 

3. 88 

3.90 

4 .11 

3 .89 

3.77 

3.56 

4 .75 

4 .87 

4 . 22 

4 .44 

3 .67 

Y
2 

3.11 

4.00 

4.00 

3.66 

2.89 

3.30 

3.70 

3.37 

4.44 

4.56 

4 .56 

4 .50 

4.44 

2 .67 

4.11 

3.73 

4.00 

4.88 

5. 0 0 

4.00 

4.75 

4 .63 

3 .5 5 

4 . 4 4 

3.77 

Y3 

3. 22 

3.67 

3.67 

3.44 

3. 44 

3.50 

3.70 

2.75 

4.66 

4.56 

4.50 

4.56 

3.67 

4.00 

4.33 

4.56 

3.89 

5.00 

3.78 

4.00 

3.32 

3 .56 

4 .67 

3.82 



No. Xl X
2 X3 X

4 X5 X6 X
7 X8 X9 X

l0 
X
ll 

X
12 Yl Y

2 
Y

3 

91. 52 50 50 62 50 52 60 58 60 09.8 1 1 4.44 4.44 4.49 

92. 59 47 51 63 5 7 56 56 57 63 05.1 3 1 4.63 4.50 4.53 

93. 57 57 54 68 52 44 46 63 63 0 7.6 1 2 4.20 4.25 4.50 

94. 57 50 50 51 50 58 56 54 50 11.1 1 2 3.13 3.40 3.85 

95. 74 52 64 63 42 48 58 68 51 08.8 1 1 3.54 3.68 3.78 

96. 57 51 53 64 67 42 50 70 49 10.5 1 1 3.89 4.00 4.12 

97. 68 53 46 66 53 56 42 50 51 09.9 1 1 4.00 4.33 4.56 

98. 54 56 46 63 53 63 53 59 62 06.1 1 1 3.88 4.00 4.06 

99. 64 53 43 74 62 50 48 50 54 05.2 3 1 4.25 4.26 4.30 

100. 61 57 56 73 74 53 53 58 58 06.6 1 1 3.90 3.80 4.00 

101. 57 57 61 60 54 56 60 50 55 05.4 1 1 2.40 3.00 

102. 57 58 58 54 64 69 50 68 58 04.4 1 2 3.78 4.56 4.78 
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Ne. xf x
2 

63. 57 55 

64. 48 58 

65. 57 54 

66. 44 54 

67. 51 52 

68. 50 50 

69. 54 52 

70. 45 52 

71. 34 50 

72. 55 52 

73. 41 46 

74. 31 55 

75. 57 46 

76. 55 54 

77. 57 58 

78. 41 66 

79. 57 52 

80. 57 48 

81. 47 58 

X3 

53 

57 

67 

53 

53 

55 

54 

60 

58 

45 

51 

55 

50 

45 

45 

56 

55 

43 

47 

X
4 

54 

42 

58 

56 

47 

57 

62 

59 

48 

45 

54 

57 

50 

58 

55 

57 

55 

57 

64 

X5 

52 

52 

74 

66 

52 
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66 

68 

66 

57 
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47 
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50 

79 

55 

57 
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49 
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55 
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57 

X
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59 

56 

51 
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56 

56 

56 

55 

56 

54 

56 

69 

46 

61 

49 

55 

53 

69 

66 

X8 x9 

08.2 1 

13.2 1 

07.5 2 

07.4 2 

10.0 1 , 

05.6 3 

06.1 1 

04.5 1 

13.0 1 

07.8 1 

07.7 2 

07.6 2 

1.3.7 !J. , 

10.2 2 

13.0 2 

23.7 3 

11.1 1 

13.2 2 

15.1 1 

X
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1 · 
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1 
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Y
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5.00 

4.2 2 
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4.00 
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4.77 

4.67 

Y
2 

5.00 

4.22 

3.11 

4.67 

4.44 

4.66 

3.88 

4.33 

4.33 

4.00 

4.44 

4.11 

3.33 

4.08 

4.30 

4.40 

4.55 

4.78 

4.67 

Y3 

5.00 

4.22 

3.22 

4.67 

4.33 

4.20 

4.22 

4.45 

4.22 

4.00 

4.33 

4.11 

3.46 

3.90 

4.20 

4.25 

4.44 

4.33 

3.00 
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j 
oi , .j No. Xl X

2 X3 X
4 X5 X6 X

7 X8 X9 X
l0 

Y Y2 Y
3 1 

:~ 

;1 82. 57 56 47 54 57 57 50 21.7 2 2 3.00 4.67 4.67 ,. 

;~ 83. 51 69 60 69 79 57 66 06.4 3 1 4.50 4.75 

':-" 84. 54 57 59 61 70 57 56 09.4 1 1 4.75 4.50 3.80 
: ,:;" 85. 57 50 51 51 54 55 49 21.1 1 3 4.87 4.87 4.87 J; 
:{ . 

86. 62 50 ,,8 6~ 47 49 53 12.8 1 1 3.57 4.12 4.62 '" ,. , 
'I 

87. 45 44 46 53 47 51 56 12.3 2 1 4.40 2.75 3.66 
.:(', 

88. 55 46 43 58 64 60 62 12.3 2 2 4.00 4.90 3.00 
./~ 89. 60 "I 45 61 60 53 57 12.0 3 1 4.80 4.90 4.22 .. 
, 90. 54 55 56 61 50 49 53 13.4 2 1 4.30 4.56 4.78 
< " 

" " 91. 58 58 53 57 57 49 56 13.4 2 1 4.00 4.00 4.00 

;J 92. 41 50 50 53 68 55 49 11.1 1 1 3.90 4.11 4.56 

93. 54 51 50 51 46 55 52 11.5 1 1 4.38 4.12 4.78 

n 94. 57 44 36 56 76 59 57 12.0 3 3 4.11 4.44 4.78 

95. 45 50 52 54 66 59 65 13.9 1 1 3.89 3.67 3.44 
j I 

ij 96. 50 50 43 54 67 54 56 12.5 2 1 4.71 4.67 4.33 , 

: 1 
97. 57 49 62 54 68 55 69 12.3 2 3 4.00 4.66 4.66 

: 4 

" I 
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APPENDIX _El 

Predictors and Criterion Data for - G-II 

~ • til ..... 
>< III 
~ '0 

II) 
~ II) ~ ... ~ ..... .... QJ .... III '" '" >< .... >< QJ >< QJ 
~ .Q ~ >< ~ ..... ... 

III QJ ... QJ ..... f-< ~ ..... <l II) 8 ~ ... QJ .... 
0. lD 0. ..... :1 0 0 0 ..... 'H 

I .... I I >< I ..... ..... ... ,.. 'H .... III ... ~ ... QJ III 'H >< QJ III 
0- U "" 0- 0- U U ..... ~ .Q ~ '" ~ <l fI) <l <l >< C '" <l <fl '" '" N 0- '" ..... :1 ..... ..... 0. .... :1 <J) 0- <l '" 0- >< C >< 
0. <l 0. 0. 0 0. <l ..... .... <l 0 0- <l ~ .... ~ 
>< III >< >< U >< III ... III ..... .... <l ..... ..... 

f-< :.: f-< f-< f-< :.: <J) <l ..... ..... ..... ~ .... <l III <l ..... 0. 0 III 0 ..... ,.. III 0 ... 0 .c: '0 .c: u .c: u .. >< .... ... 8 III >< ... ..... . .... 
fI) <J) fI) .... 0- ..... QJ Ul .... 0 ... ~ ..... '0 ..... ..... '" .... ... ..... ... <Il III .... ... ..... 0 C 0 .... ..... .... .. III .. ..... '" ~ U 0 0. ..... ..... '" 8 0 8 
0- > ... .g ... .c: > ... <Xl " III '" ... 0 U 0 
<l <J) <l .... 8 ., 0 >< '0 0 0 III ., .... ... QJ ... 

Ul a: Ul 0( <fl 0( a: 3: " Ul Z .... o-l ..... Ii. '" Ul 0. >. , 
49 53 55 56 08.4 1 1 4.67 4.67 -
64 67 59 59 12.4 1 1 4.11 4.22 -
51 52 51 56 10.0 1 1 4.11 4.00 -
53 52 57 59 08.4 1 1 3.56 3.78 -
57 71 41 50 09.3 1 1 4.00 4.00 -
51 71 49 50 07.4 1 1 4.22 3.78 -
44 50 66 85 08.4 1 1 4.11 4.77 -
61 74 54 56 10. 2 1 1 4.44 4.78 -
64 50 58 52 07.5 1 1 3.77 4.33 -
59 69 47 56 05.5 1 1 4.11 4.00 -
58 67 53 54 06.2 2 1 4.40 4.44 -
57 50 49 58 09.9 1 1 4.44 4.33 -
51 47 44 58 10.9 3 1 4.89 4.89 4.89 

55 45 54 44 09.5 2 1 4.11 4.11 4.00 

58 51 50 59 03.1 1 1 3.88 4.00 -
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No. Xl X
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16. 47 56 

17. 55 51 

18. 47 50 

19. 54 54 

20. ,45 48 

21. 47 41 

22. 45 50 

23. 57 66 

24. 28 54 

25. 57 52 

26. 54 46 

27. 54 44 

28. 57 59 

29. 28 50 

30. 68 68 

31. 37 58 

32. 54 61 

33. 47 50 

34. 51 51 

35. 44 59 

36. 54 

37. 44 

38. 52 

58 

35 

58 

X3 

45 

36 

46 

44 

53 

52 

55 

56 

55 

40 

55 

40 

54 

43 

56 

50 

55 

35 

43 

56 

50 

44 

53 

X4 

61 

59 

60 

45 

56 

46 

57 

66 

39 

48 

59 

63 

44 

54 

93 

49 

62 

59 

59 

54 

58 

75 

66 

X5 

62 

78 

69 

68 

67 

46 

52 

50 

47 

54 

47 

76 

53 

52 

54 

67 

74 

52 

51 

50 

67 

76 

64 

X6 

53 

66 

51 

47 

43 

40 

37 

60 

51 

53 

51 

57 

55 

56 

53 

58 

51 

55 

64 

50 

59 

57 

54 

X
7 

54 

66 

58 

38 

50 

49 

44 

57 

56 

56 

56 

56 

54 

69 

56 

69 

56 

56 

67 

56 

55 

59 

60 

X8 X9 

07.6 1 

07.8 3 

09.3 1 

10.5 1 

12.3 1 

09.1 3 

10.1 1 

06.1 3 

05.8 3 

04.4 1 

07.1 2 

04.4 1 

08.8 2 

10.9 3 

~ . • 3 1 

07.5 2 

07.7 2 

11.1 2 

09.0 1 

07.5 1 

07.5 2 

06.6 1 

08.0 2 

X
l0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

3 

1 

3 

3 

3 

2 

3 

1 

2 

1 

2 

3 
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Je
l 

4.78 

4.78 

3.88 

3.56 

4.78 

3.78 

5.00 

4.6 ',7 

4.56 

4.17 

4.44 

4.77 

4.67 

4.85 

5.00 

4.56 

4.50 

4.11 

3.87 

4.56 

4.89 

3.55 

4.88 

Y
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4.78 

4.78 

4.22 

3.67 

4.67 

4.67 

4.58 

4.78 

4.89 

3.56 

4. 2 2 

4.88 

4.67 

4.56 

5.00 

4.56 

4.17 

4.00 

4.67 

4.67 

4.90 

4.11 

4.88 

Y3 

4.78 

4.78 

4.89 

3.74 

4.2 2 

4.89 

4.67 

4.44 

5.00 

4.55 

5.00 

4.89 

4.78 

4.76 

4.90 

4.14 

4.90 
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39. 47 44 

40. 25 56 

41. 57 50 

42. 50 59 

43. 54 64 

44. 57 54 

45. 54 58 

46. 45 55 

47. 57 51 

48. 54 54 

49. 45 46 

50. 48 46 

:)51. 57 '48 

52. 51 50 

53. 50 68 

54. 55 54 

55. 45 52 

56. 57 50 

57. 47 54 

58. 57 48 

59. 47 50 

60. 55 54 

61. 57 55 

62. 37 54 

X3 

36 

61 

43 

66 

53 

40 

50 

37 

50 

45 

50 

52 

37 

56 

50 

58 

54 

45 

56 

58 

53 

58 

52 

55 

X
4 

49 

66 

54 

37 

56 

46 

58 

54 

48 

59 

50 

57 

54 

58 

59 

45 

17 

59 

60 

53 

56 

45 

48 

51 

X5 

76 

68 

67 

52 

53 

53 

67 

76 

67 

71 

68 

52 

56 

51 

67 

66 

47 

52 

68 

68 

68 

66 

68 

70 

X6 

57 

61 

51 

41 

49 

51 

49 

56 

50 

51 

46 

51 

60 

59 

60 

53 

61 

55 

53 

49 

56 

53 

47 

55 

X7 

54 

69 

56 

56 

56 

56 

55 

52 

50 

55 

50 

56 

65 

49 

56 

56 

76 

56 

56 

52 

58 

56 

51 

61 

X8 X9 

07.5 1 

86.6 1 

09.5 2 

97.5 2 

06.8 2 

09.4 1 

07.6 2 

10.5 2 

09.0 1 

10.6 1 

06.1 1 

13.2 1 

21.5 1 

21.6 1 

09.2 1 

15.8., 1 

12.7 1 

13.2 1 

15.3 1 

25.0 1 

16.4 1 

07.0 1 

10.2 2 

08.0 1 

X'lO 

4 

1 

2 

4 

1 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

4 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

1 

4 

Y
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2.67 

4.67 

4.78 

4.00 

4.10 

4.55 

4.39 

3.89 

5.00 

4 .89 

3.89 

4.80 

3.56 

4.70 

4.50 

4.25 

.4.75 

3.90 

4.39 

4.60 

4.44 

4.77 

5.00 

4.22 

Y
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4.00 

4.2 2 

4.67 

3.33 

4.44 

3.66 

4.50 

3.78 

4.78 

4.89 

4.22 

4.67 

4.66 

4.80 

4.80 

4.63 

3.89 

4.44 

3.44 

4.22 

4.20 

4.33 

4.67 

4.33 

Y3 

4.00 

4.55 

4.55 

3.33 

4.56 

3.78 

4.11 

4.78 

4.78 

4.90 

4.56 

4.89 

3.78 

4.80 

4.56 

4.75 

4.44 

4.55 

3.39 

4.60 

4.66 

4.10 

4.67 

4.10 
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No. Xl 

17. 41 

18. 54 

19. 62 

20. 50 

21. 62 

22. 54 

23. 57 

24. 57 

25. 37 

26. 56 

27. 50 

28. 50 

29. 50 

30. 45 

31. 62 

32. 53 

33. 47 

34. 41 

35. 34 

36. 54 

37. 54 

38. 66 

39. 37 

40. 64 

X
2 

48 

50 

54 

44 

48 

63 

56 

52 

50 

49 

48 

50 

52 

59 

50 

54 

54 

56 

56 

56 

52 

56 

56 

65 

X3 

37 

57 

40 

43 

53 

40 

52 

48 

50 

55 

43 

56 

66 

66 

59 

50 

46 

51 

51 

53 

64 

53 

62 

52 

X
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47 

77 

74 

48 

79 

51 
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53 

56 
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56 

59 

77 
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61 

51 
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53 

58 

48 
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X5 

52 

68 

66 

41 

50 

50 

68 

67 

71 

65 

60 

73 

76 

67 

74 

55 

53 
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71 

71 

79 

70 

54 

76 

X6 

28 

62 

38 

36 

43 

38 

41 

43 

53 

64 

62 

51 

45 

66 

53 

55 

41 

48 

53 

53 

50 

55 

42 

41 

X
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44 

50 

43 

42 

51 

37 

51 

48 

60 

50 

66 

62 

56 

62 

56 

58 

47 

56 
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54 

59 

64 

46 

50 

X8 

34 

46 

34 

39 

44 

40 

28 

43 

50 

54 

51 

37 

47 

56 

50 

56 

38 

58 

38 

50 

51 

59 

38 

48 

X9 

47 

57 

45 

50 
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48 

47 

57 

44 

60 

56 

66 

44 

67 

61 

57 

44 

44 

61 

57 

57 

70 

44 

44 

X
l0 

10.2 

11.5 

07.4 

1 2 .0 

01.3 

11.1 

07.6 

19.9 

29.7 

21.3 

17.0 

1 4 .9 

21.5 

23.6 

20.8 

21.5 

21.3 

13.3 

06.8 

1 2 .1 

12.1 

09.3 

09.0 

06.5 

X
ll 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

2 

2. 

3 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

3 

1 

3 

1 

3 

X
12 
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1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4 

5 

3 

2 

2 

3 

1 

4 

2 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

3 

2 

1 

Y
l 

Y
2 

4.67 4 .67 

4.44 4 .33 

4.67 4.67 

4.44 4.38 

, 4.33 4.44 

4.44 4.44 

4.22 

4.29 

3.89 

Y3 

4.44 

4 .22 

4.22 

4.22 

4 .00 

4.39 

4.66 

5.00 

4 .60 

4 .50 

4 . 25 

4.00 4.22 

5.00 5.00 

4.00 3.56 

4.78 4 .78 

3.90 4 . 20 

4 .86 4 .88 4 . 89 

4 . 50 4.75 5. 00 

4.78 4.78 4.78 

4 .89 4.55 4.44 

4 .22 4 . 44 4.46 

4.11 4 .56 4.70 

4.6 7 5.00 4 .89 

4 .11 4.11 4.10 

3.67 3.78 3.89 

4.74 4 . 52 4 . 8 7 
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X
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48 

48 

58 

45 

55 

54 

45 

70 

60 

58 

46 

48 

58 

59 

64 

48 

60 

X5 

71 

52 

68 

76 

52 

50 

57 

48 

42 

50 

67 

68 

67 

54 

53 

73 

67 

50 

X6 

48 

41 

43 

41 

43 

41 

68 

59 

4 7 

51 

50 

51 

43 

44 

4" 
53 

48 

45 

X
7 

56 

50 

41 

50 

59 

45 

63 

55 

58 

59 

66 

55 

50 

45 

48 

62 

46 

55 

X8 

50 

51 

48 

48 

43 

53 

57 

50 

38 

62 

59 

37 

53 

33 

53 

43 

53 

53 

X9 

55 

59 

70 

44 

50 

70 

64 

51 

66 
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27.6 

14.3 

16.8 

19.1 
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2 

2 

3 

1 

1 

1 

3 

1 
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3 

2 

3 

1 

3 

1 

2 
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4 

3 

4 

1 

4 

2 

2 

4 

4 

3 

2 

4 

4 
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3 

3 
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4.55 

4.56 

4.89 
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4.61 
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2. BASIC THEORETICAL ASPECTS OF VALIDATION RESEARCH 

2.1 Types of Validity Analysis 

When Tests are used in making decisions it is necessary 

to know whether or not the y provide useful information. The 

decision partly depends on the validity of a test. 

Thorndike and Hagen ( 1977) sta ted that vali dit y is among 

many cons iderations entering into the evaluation of a test. 

The fi rst and for emos t question to be asked with respect to 

any testing procedure is "How valid is it?" 

Validity refers to the degree to which the tes t 

pro v ides information that is relevant to dec is ions which are 

to be made. The definition of validity in the current 

standards of Educational and Ps yc hological Tests (Cited ln 

Lawshe, 1985) runs as follows "Validit y refers to the 

approp riateness of inferences fr om test scores or other 

for ms of 

v alidit y , 

assessment." 

Lawshe argued 

In 

that 

discussing the concept of 

a number of professional 

psychologists persistentl y refer to the validity of tests 

when, in fact, it is not tests which are valid or inv al id 

but rather inferences from test scores. On the other h and, 
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Cronbach (1984) used interchangeably the two concep ts: the 

v alidity of a test and interpretations from the test scores. 

He explained that whether it is called validity of a test or 

v alidity of inferences drawn from test scores researchers 

refer validity to the extent to which test results serve the 

particular uses for which they are intended. 

In summary, v alidity is the degree to which inferences 

from test scores or from the results of other assessments 

are justified on the basis of empirical evidence . Hence, 

validity analysis is a procedure whereby researchers collect 

data to determine the accuracy of inferences that can be 

made from test sco r es~ 

employment testing, to 

conduct research and to 

( Shefritz, 1985). 

In the techni c al v ocabular y 

v al idate is to inv estigate, 

determine the use of a 

of 

to 

test 

The majority of the psychological literatures discuss 

three types of validity (content, criterion - related and 

construct) . Ne vertheless, Lawshe (1985) argued that talking 

about t ypes of validit y is misleading and particularly 

troublesome in the field of emplo yee selection. When a 

candidate takes a personnel test for emplo y ment or 
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promotion, the result is a sample of that person's behaviour 

to the e~tent that the test satisfies psyc hometric standards 

and is used in accordance with professionally accepted 

proc e dures (Lawshe, 1985). 

In this regard, according to Lawshe (1985) most 

inferences made in the emplo y ment context fall into one of 

its o wn the three broad categories each o f which requires 

llnique analytical strategy to 

inference. 

d etermine the validit y of the 

First, if the purpose is to infer how well a candi date 

wi 11 perform on the job, i.e .• to predict futu re behav iour, 

a crit erion related strategy is i ndicated. Here the 

mathemati c al relationship between test s cores and some 

numerical inde x of job SlJccess is to be determined. Second, 

if the wish is to infer the extent to which a candidate 

currently possesses a relatively s imple proficiency, that 

i s , a component of the j ob or know ledge required to perform 

the job, thus to evaluate the present job competence, a 

content va lidit y analysis is indicated. Third, if the wi.sh 
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is to infer the degree to which the candidate currently 

possesses a 

psychological 

trait or other characteristic (usually a 

construct) critical to job performance, thus 

to assess an attribute, a construct validity analysis is 

indicated (Lawshe, 1985). 

Among the three categories of vali dit y inferences 

the criterion - related valid it y strategy has dominated 

v alidation research (Shoenfe ldt, 1984) . The criterion 

related validity strateg y refers to the empirical techniques 

of stud ying the relationship between the test scores or 

other measures (Predictors) and some independent e x ternal 

measures (Criteria) (Mehrens and Lehmann , 1984). Shoenfeldt 

( 1984 ) listed nine tenets of criterion - related validity 

rese a rc h which are summarized as follows: 

1. The purpose of va lidation r esea rch is to predict 

futu r e performance. 

2. Predicto rs and criterion should be selected on 

the basis of job analysis. 

3. Measu r ing instruments must be s tandardized. 

4. Test s sho uld be empirically validated. 

5. Validation is s ituation specific. 
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6. More than one test should be used. 

7. Only one criterion should be used. 

8. Tests are preferred over non-test assessments. 

9. Individual differences should be recognized in 

evaluating tests. 

Most writer s make a distinction between two kinds of 

criterion related validity: Predictive validity and 

concu r rent validit y (Anastasi, 1976; Brown, 1983; Mehrens 

and Lehmann, 1984; Tho r ndike and Hagen, 1977) . For 

instance, Mehrens and Lehmann (1984) discussed the logical 

and procedural distinction between predicti v e v alidit y and 

concurrent v al idity. The logical distinction between the 

two criterion related v alidity pertains to the purpose of 

testing or the inferences we wish to make In the aspec t 

of predictive validity the concern is with the usefulness of 

the test score in predicting some 

whereas in concurrent validity the 

substituting the s ore wi th s ome less 

future performance, 

concern 

efficient 

is with 

wa y of 

gathering criterion data. The procedural distinction is 

based on the time period when the c riterion data are 

gathe r ed. When the c riteri o n data are collected at the same 

time with the test data we speak of concurrent v alidit y and 

when the criter ion data are gathered at a later date, we 
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validity involves the assessment of individuals followed by 

the collection of criterion information at 

time (Shoenfeldt, 1984). 

some subsequent 

Decisions involving selection are predictive in nature. 

According to Gronlund (1976) predictive validity is of 

special significance in all types of aptitude testing, but 

i t is pertinent whenever test results are used to make 

specific predictions. In agreement with Gronlund, Anastasi 

(1976) contended that the information provided by predictive 

validity is almost relev ant to tests used in the selection 

and classification of personnel. For instance, hiring job 

applicants, selecting students for admission to colleges or 

professional 

o ccupational 

schools and a ssigning military personnel 

training programs represent 

to 

sort of decisions requiring knowledge of the predictive 

v alidity of tests. 

In the main, the v alue of tests has been judged by 

their power to predict (Shelley and Co h en, 1986). In 

personnel promotion and sel e ction tests are used as part of 

a decision making pr o ces s. Brown ( 1983) stated that 

imp li e i t in the concept of predictive validity is the idea 

that te s ts are u s ed as a part of a decisi o n making process. 

a test i s admin is t er ed to a j o b applicant the decision 
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is whether he or she should be hired. Such a decision is 

influenced by the indi v iduals test score . 

In conclusion, va lidation research is directed to 

investigation of inference form test results a bout 

the 

the 

success of the test taker at present or in the future. 

Predict i ve validity study is the investiga tion of inferences 

from test results about how well the candidate will perform 

on the future job. In the se lection decisions, the use of a 

particular test will lead to more correct decisions than 

s imply choosing the candidates by o ther means or at random 

(Nitka, 1983). 

2.2 Methods of Expressing Test Validation 

The common methods of e xpressing predictive validit y 

studies are the Pearson Product Moment Correlation, the 

simple a nd multiple regression anal ys is and the expectancy 

table (N itka, 1983) . Among these methods the Pearson Product 

Moment Correlation coefficient (r) is probably the most 

co mmon method used in reporting va lidit y studies ( Mehrens 

and Lehmann, 1984 Predictive v al i dity is expressed 

in terms of the correlation coefficient between the 

predicto r v ariable and the criter ion. Such a cae 

fficient is ca lled a v alidity coefficient ( Lindeman and 
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Mer e nda , 1979). A validity coefficient is represented b y 

the symbo 1 r MY' which stands for the c or relation between 

predictor ( x) and criterion (y ). The basic procedure in 

determining Validity c oefficient is to give a test to a 

group who are entering some job or training program, follow 

them up later, get for each one a specified criterion 

measure of success an the job or in the training program and 

then to compute the correlation between test score and 

criterion measure of suc cess. The higher the correlation 

the more effecti v e the test as a p r edi ct or ( Brown, 1983). 

The square of the v alidity coefficient , r2 xy is c alled 

coefficient of determinat ion. It is t he amount of variance 

accounted for (pred i c ted ) in the c riterion from knowledge of 

test scores ( Mehrens and Lehmann, 1984 ) . The 

standard error used to set confidence I imi ts about an 

estimated criterion sc or e is 

5, .• = g 

When Sy = criterion standard dev iat ion 

The equation commonly called a r egress ion equation, 

used to estimate the c r iter ion s c o r e (y) is 

( S y/ S x) ( ) X-X + Y 

Wh e re r " = Corre la t i.on be tween the p red icto r and 
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" the criterion 

s, = The cri ter ion standard deviation 

s, = The predictor standard deviation 

x = The predictor score 

y = The criterion score 

- Mean of the predictor x = score 

y = Mean of the criterion score 

In a traditional validity study the main tool of 

analysis is the calculation of the multiple regression 

equation. Multiple regression is a procedure for 

determining weights for each p redi c tor so that the standard 

deviation of the errors of p r ediction will be a minimum for 

the group studied (Schrader, 1971 ) . Multiple regression 

weights are commonly expressed by b-weights and B (beta) -

weights . The b- weights gi v e the actual numbers that would 

be used in calcuating predicted values from p redictor data. 

The B-weights give the weights that would be appropriate if 

e ach predictor were e xpressed in terms of standard scores 

with a mean of 0 and standard deviation of 1 for the gro u p 

s tudied (Schrader, 1971). 

Regression anal ys is also could y ield correlation 

coeff i c ients between each pair of v ariables. The 

coefficients relating each predictor to the criterion ar e 
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the familiar single-predictor validity coefficients. They 

are useful for evaluating predictors and for comparing 

results from one study to another (Schrader, 1977). 

In summary, the common methods for reporting validity 

studies are the Pearson Product Moment Correlation 

Coefficient and both simple and multiple regression 

analysis. 

2.3 Criteria in Predicti v e Validity Studies 

Dunnettee ( 1963 ) defined a criterion as a standard 

which c an be used as a yardstick for measuring emplo y ees 

success or fai lure. Theo r eti cal l y, for any job there is 

some ultimate or true c r iterion or job standard (Cro nbach, 

1984) . Shefritz ( 1985) defined a criterion as a measure of 

job pe r fo r mance or other work related beha v iour against 

which performance on a t est or 

co mp ared. 

other p redictor measure is 

A number of criteria have been used in v alidation 

studies. According to Lawshe and Solma (C ited in Nitko, 

1983) personnel clas sifi ca tion and s e lect ion research in 

go v er n ment and industry have tended to use the four gener al 

typ e s : production (quant it y and quality of goods , s ales), 
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personal data (accidents on the job, length of service, 

group memberships, training course grades), sample of job 

performance and judgements by others (checklists, 

supervisory ratings). 

Among the v arious types of criteria used in v alidation 

studies the supervisory ratings are the most frequentl y used 

measure for both research and personnel decision making 

purposes (Meyer, 1987; Orpern, 1973). 

p r edict performance or s uccess may be 

The criterion used to 

a representative for 

actual performance. Glueck (1982) argued that since good 

job performance is usually a combination of man y th i ngs 

(qua lit y of work, quantity of work, and so on), a criterion 

s uch as a s uper v i sor's ra t i ng is a the real 

measure job success or performance. In personnel work, in 

business and industry where specialized tests are used to 

select individuals for specific jobs it is possible, indeed 

essential, to use actual production record s or performance 

ratings as a cr iteria of a test v al i dit y . 

Although industrial predictors are v alidated against 

super visor y ratings, these ratings are not entirel y 

satisfactory as a criter ia (Cronbach, 1984) . Often a rating 

reflects the personal r elation between the worker and the 

super v isor rather than the qu a lit y of work. Cronbach (1984) 
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stated that when a test fails to predict it is hard to 

locate whether the fault lies with a criterion or with a 

test. It is a problem always to chose the most satisfactory 

criterion. Any way, as stated by Cronbach (1984) a measure 

is a criterion only when an audience accepts it as important 

and relevant. 

There are certain qualities desired in a criterion 

measure. These qualities are: relev ance, freedom from bias, 

reliability and a v ai labi I it y . (Annastasi, 197 6; 8rown, 

Lindeman and 1979, Thorndike and Hagen, 1982; 

1977) . Thorndike and Hagen (1977) wrote, we rely upon 

professional judgment to provide the appraisal of the degree 

to which some a v ailable cr iteri o n measure is r elev ant to the 

ultimate criterion of success in an educational program or 

in a job. 

By freedom from bias it means that the me asure should 

be one on which each person has the same opportunit y to make 

a good sc ore ( Th o rnd i ke a nd Hagen, 1977). Anastasi (1976) 

wr o te, v ariation in generosity of ra tings b y the super visor s 

resulted from the kno wl edg e of test s c ores ma y be an example 

of biasing factors. This source of error in test v alidation 

would obviously raise the cor r elation between test scores 

and criterion in a manner that is enti r el y superious or 



29 

artificial. 

To be reliable a criterion measure should be stable 

or consistent from day to day or from time to time (Lindeman 

and Merenda, 1979). If a criterion score is one that jumps 

around from day to da y so that 

high rating from one supervisor 

the person who receives a 

gets a low rating from 

another, then, there is no possibility of finding a test 

that wi 11 predict that rating (Thorndike and Hagen, 1977). 

Finally, in the choice of the criterion measure a 

I-esearcher encounters practical problems of co n venience and 

a vailabilit y (Thorndike and Hagen, 1977) . In choosing the 

criterion measure the researcher should consi der such 

factors as the time and the e x pense required to 

measure ( Lindeman and Merenda, 1979). 

obtain the 

2.4 Reliabilit y of Tests 

With respect to any test, one should rai s e at least two 

basic questions. The first is 

defined b y the test represen ts 

how accurately the domain 

the domain in which we are 
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really interested. This is the issue of validity which is 

absolutely central to any given use of a testing procedure 

(Thorndike, 1985). The second question is how accuratel y 

and precisely the test score assesses the domain from which 

the test does in fact draw a sample. This estimates of 

precision determines the tests reliability (Thorndike, 

1985) . 

Precision can 

Relati v e precision 

be seen in absolute or relative terms. 

asks the question: How accuratel y does 

the test reflect the indi viduals standing in t he group ' The 

answer is typically expressed as a corre ldtion coefficient. 

This statistic indi cate s the extent to which individlJals in 

a group maintain relative l y consistent positions (scores) 

when two sets of meaSlJreS are obtained and correlated, using 

the sa me test or its equivalent f orms ( Freeman, 1962 ) . In 

relative precision, Correlational indices of different 

precision are used fOl- comparjng different tests when scores 

are reported on scales that are not directly comparable, but 

data are a vai lable for the same 0,- comparable groups 

(Thorndike, 1985). 

Absolute precision asks the question: How much Can the 

indi v idual be expected to v ar y in terms of some meaningful 

score scale from one testing to another. The answer to this 

question is t ypicall y e xpressed as a standard error of 



31 

measurement (SEM), indicating the standard deviation of a 

person's hypothetical series of measures. 

This two - fold purpose of reliability coefficients is 

reflected in the several methods which have been developed 

for estimating reliability. Methods which provide 

reliability estimates based on a single testing 

evidence as to the precision of the test itself. 

include internal consistency estimates such as 

offer 

These 

those 

obtained by the use of the Kuder-Richardson when the test is 

gi ven only once (Harold, 1952). 

2.5 Item Analysis 

Item analysis is a procedure by which individual item 

performance by a group of test takers is compared to their 

performance on the total test (Tuckman, 1975). Analysis of 

the relationship between item scores and total test scores 

v er y often reveals items that are inconsistent with the 

to ta I test or parts of it. Therefore, the purpose of item 

analysis is to make each item consistent with the total test 

(Tuckman, 1975). 

Ev er since Binet and Simon in 1966 plotted the 

pr op ortion of correct response 

a ge, item analysis has been an 

field of educational me a surement 

to an item as a function of 

important component in the 

(Baker, 197 7 ) . Sinc e then 
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two basic theoretical models, the classical psychometric and 

the item characteristic curve have been developed and a wide 

v ariety of item analysis procedures ha v e been created 

(Baker, 1977). 

However, most practioners of item analysis use the 

classical 

the item 

psychometric model in which item difficulty and 

criterion correlation are used to describe the 

item (Baker, 1977). 

In the clas sical 

commonly used 

psychometric model the simplest and 

the most measure of item diffi c ult y is 

proportion of correct ans wers on the item (P). The desired 

difficulty level of items depe nds on the purp o se of a test. 

For tests intended for selection, the bulk of the items must 

be at a difficulty level where selection will be made 

(Henrysson, 1970). The point 

an item discrimination inde x . It has the formula. 

Where: 

r pbl. = M R - Ml( 

5, 

~ = Mean crite r ion score for the subjec ts 

choo s ing the r ight ans we r 

~ = Mean criterion score for all subjec t s 

is used as 
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~ = Standard deviation of criterion scores for 

all subjects 

P = Proportion choosing the right answer 

q = 1 - P 

Guilford (c ited in Henrysson, 1970) argued that the 

point-biserial correlation tells more about the con tribution 

from the particular item to the predicti v e validity of the 

total test than does the biserial corre lation. This is true 

in the sense that the point biserial correlation wi 11 tend 

to favour items of a v e r age difficulty (Henrysson, 1970). 

Mo st people think of item ana l ysis only in terms of 

objec ti v e tests (Mehrens and Lehmann, 1984 ) . But it IS just 

as important, if not more important, for essay test to ha v e 

good questions, considering that they ha v e so few questions 

(Mehr ens and Lehamnn, 1984). Whitne y and Sabers (cited in 

Mehrens and Lehman, 1984) proposed the f o llowing approach to 

compute the difficult y and discrimination 

i tems. 

indices of essay 

1. Ident if y the upp er and l o wer 25% of the group 

tested 

2. Compute the sum of s cores for the "hi g hs" and 
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"lows U for each item 

3. Apply the formula 

L" ~L. 

disc = 

N (Score ... - Score .In 

+ (2N Score .In) 

diff = 

2N (Score ... - Score .In 

Where ~ = Sum of scores for upper 25% 

l:c = Sum of scores for lower 25% 

N = 25'l. o f numbers tested 

Score ... = Highest possible score on the question 

Score • In = Lowest possible scor e on the question . 

The size of N bias the results of the difficulty and 

discrimination 

difficulty and 

instance, if the 

va lue s . As the s ize of N increases the 

For di scrimina tion va lues dec rea ses . 

size of N is doubled the difficulty and 

discri mination va lues wOllld be decreased by half. Howe ver, 

Whitney and Saber s (cited in Mehrens and Lehmann, 1984) did 

not offer any information regard i ng the size of N. 

To conclude, item analysis is an important tool to 

impro v e the e ffec t i veness of test items. In order to have 

good quest i ons it e m analysis is equal l y important f or 
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objective and essay tests. 

As it has been already discussed val idit y, reliability 

and item analysis are closely linked. As stated b y Brown 

( 1983) item analysis helps to select items of appropriate 

difficulty and discrimination. 

correlate positively with the 

refers to the relationship 

Since discriminating items 

total test sco re and va lidity 

between test scores and some 

other variab les or constructs, consequently reliability of a 

test a necessary condition fo r validit y. 



36 

3. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Lord, Cowles and Cynamon (1950) designed a battery of 

seven objective tests (Pre-Engineering Inventory) to assist 

the selection of students who would succeed in engineering 

schools. The tests included: passages requiring 

interpretation, problems for solution, diagrams to 

comprehend and questions on specific information. The test 

was administered to random samples ranging from 98 to 181 

indi v iduals. Correlation between half test scores ga v e a 

coefficient of 0.75 - 0.94. The validity ,- eliability 

coefficient ranging from 0.14 0.68 were obtained by 

correlating the Pre-Eng ine ering Inventory scores with first 

te r m average grades. It was found that the P r e -Engineer ing 

Inv ento r y compos ite score was in general the most predicti v e 

of engineering college grades. 

Ghiselli & Barthol (1953) summarized the r esults of 

personality tests and inventories used as aids in the 

se lection of employees so that the usefulness of personality 

in v entories can be more easily assessed. He re v iewed 

related literatures fr o m 1919-1953 and found tha t the mean 

v alidit y coefficients of personality in v entories for various 

occ upational group s was between 0 .14 0 .36. He conc luded, 

personality inventories on the average did ha v e reasonabl y 

good predicti v e v alue in s elec t ing clerical work er s and 

sa l esmen. 
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Springer (1953) compared the ratings made by two 

supervisory personnels representing two levels of 

supervision over the 100 candidates and by three coworkers 

who work closely with the 100 leadsman jobs. Each candidate 

was evaluated on the basis of his work experience, 

education, work record, scores on mental ability and jo b 

knowledge tests. The Pearson Product Moment Correlation 

showed a reliability coefficient from 0.56 - 0.71 and 0.34 -

0.48 for the relationships between ratings of supervisors 

and coworkers respecti vel y _ It was concluded that there is 

a much higher degree of agreement among the ratings gi ven by 

members of supervision than among ratings made by coworkers. 

The correlations obtained indicated a fairl y high 

statistical reliabilit y for the supervisory ratings. 

Bra y and Campbell ( 1968) assessed the efficienc y of 

assessment centre method in personnel selection . Seventy-

eight newly hired candidates in 14 telephone companies for 

sales position were e v aluated by means of Assessment Centre 

consisting of paper and pencil test, an interview and 

individual and group stimulations. The assessment staff 

j ud gments, supervisor y ratings and trainers ratings were 

compared with job performance some months later as evaluated 

by specia l observational team. Assessment results were 

s t r ongly related to job performance criterion. Supervisors ' 
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and trainers' ratings were not significantly related to the 

job performance criterion nor to assessment results. It was 

concluded that Assessment Centre method was efficient in 

personnel selection. 

Grant and Bray (1970) were presented test val idation 

data for telephone compan y installation and repair 

occupations. The sample was 211 from minority and 219 from 

non-minority groups of fi ve geographically speared telephone 

companies. Five aptitude tests were administered at or 

immediately following employment. The scores from these 

tests were c orrelated with proficienc y measures obta ined 

from Learning Assessment Program. Correlation coefficients 

of 0 .16 -0.41, 0 . 17 - 0.50 and 0.19 - 0 .44 for minority, non 

minorit y and combined groups were obtained, r espectivel y . 

It was concluded that all the tests were significantly 

predict success in the Lear n ing Assessment Program. 

In the stud y, the effect of language and an x iety on 

test performance in Ethiopian situation Jones ( 1973-2 ) 

administered geography and intelligence tests of identical 

ability constructed in Amharic and Engl ish to a rando m 

sample of 474 postal clerk candidates. It was f ound that 

the mean scores on the geography test for Amharic and 

Eng I i sh forms were 20.84 and 20.88 r especti v ely. On the 
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intelligence tests, the mean scores for Amharic and English 

tests were 21.82 and 29.47, respectively. In the light of 

these findings it was concluded that a decision on whether 

to construct a test in Amharic or English depends on the use 

to which the test results are to be put. In this study, the 

English and Amharic geography tests were correlated with 

certain other measures of Amharic ability and English 

ability. The study revealed correlation coefficients of 

0.45 between geography (Amharic) 

0.45 between geography (Amharic) 

and Amharic ability tests, 

and English ability tests, 

0.30 between geography (English) and Amharic ability tests 

and 0.40 between geography (English) and English ability 

tests. On the basis of these results the author generalized 

that tests constructed in the same language. correlate more 

highl y with one another than in the case when tests in one 

language correlated with those in another. 

To determine the effect of anxiety on test performance 

Jones (1973-2) administered short form (21 items) Test 

Anxiety scale to 97 postal clerk and 82 s ecretarial Trainee 

Candidates. The test scores of these candidates on Test 

Anxiety Scale was correlated with Geography (Amharic), 

Geography (English), DAT-V, DAT-N, Ottis Intelligence Test, 

Cattel's Culture Fair Test and Amharic Reading Tests, From 

this study the author conc luded that test an x iet y did have a 
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deleterious effect upon test performance. It was suggested 

that study should be designed to reduce anxiety associated 

with test taking. 

Jones (1973-2) 

prospective users of 

appreciate the need 

local organization. 

Testing Centre to 

expressed his dissatisfactio n with the 

the AAU Testing Centre services not to 

to validate the test battery in the 

He wrote, 

develop 

most of the users want the 

and administer 

prospecti v e employees or students and to 

tests 

rank 

to 

the 

individuals according to their scores. The need for follow 

up validation studies to determine the effecti veness of the 

test battery and to revise it when appropriate, and the need 

to de velop sound criterion me asures ha v e not been 

appreciated. 

The use of tests in the selection of military in Africa 

was studied by McDonald (cited in Wober, 1975) who was 

working with British forces in East Africa. In this study 

s c ores from nearly 2,000 men on 14 tests were e~amined 

alongside ratings on the men's military performance. 

Although success in militar y performance is hard to define 

and express numerically, McDonald found a correlation of 

0.43 between his tests and the criterion ( Wo ber, 1975 ) . 
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Levine, Abram and Ash (1977) conducted two studies on 

the usefulness of self-assessment in personnel selection. 

In study I, it was hypothesized that self assessed levels of 

clerical ability would be significantly correlated with test 

measures and supervisory ratings of corresponding abilities. 

In this study, 73 clerical state government employees rated 

on S-point scale their current abilities in several areas 

including spelling, reading and comprehension, Grammar, word 

meaning, composing business letters, speed and accuracy of 

proof reading, speed and accuracy of simple arithmetic 

concentration on accuracy of details, speed and accuracy of 

alphabetizing, and speed and accuracy of comparing names and 

numbers of exac t likeness. Written test entitled 

Intergovernmental Clerical E~am designed to measure 

the 

the 

following cleri cal abilities: spelling, reading 

comprehension, English usage, word meaning, 

arithmetic and filing was administered. 

comparing copy, 

Concurrentl y in study I, superv isors were asked to fill 

performance ratings f or m on 14 performance dimensions of 

clerica l job s and two overall performance items on scales 

ranging from poor(l) to super io r(S) . The performance 

dimensions of clerical jobs included: Checking and sorting, 

typing final copy, composing letters, compu ting figures, 

filing, posting records, repetitive routine work and typing 
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statistics. The correlations between self-ratings and 

written tests were between 0.30 and 0.74, self-ratings and 

supervisory ratings were between -0.21 and 0.58 and written 

test and superviso r y ratings were between 0,28 and 0.67. 

Significant posi tive correlations, in study 1 (Levine, 

Abram and Ash, 1977), between self-assessments and written 

test scares were fou n d for spel ling, grammar, word meaning, 

reading 

reading, 

and arithmetic. 

grammar, speed 

Self-assessments of spelling, 

and accuracy of proof-reading, 

comparing names and numbers and concentration on accuracy of 

detai Is correlated significant l y with supervisory rating s on 

corresponding performance dimensions. Written tests of 

spe I ling, reading, English usage, word meaning, comparing 

names and numbers correlated significantly with super v isory 

rating of correspond ing job dimensions. 

In study 1 (Levine, Abra m and Ash, 1977) concluded that 

individua ls c an va lidl y assess themselves on abilities, 

skills and knowledge as measured both by written test scores 

and supervisory ratings. Self-assessments may provide as a 

va l id set of performance predictors similar to written test 

measures. 
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than the other tests. 

In the light of the absence of past studies on the 

predictive-validity of the secretarial tests given by TMU of 

the IER, the findings of the present study are highly 

tentative. From the wide use of these secretarial tests b y 

AAU and other go vernment organizations as a tool for the 

select ion of secretarial candidates the study could be a 

starting point . Further exploration could be made by using 

the same or different criterion measures such as 

inven tories, Co-workers ' ratings, self-rating 

ratings of different sort (for instance, 

personality 

supervisory 

pe r formance ratings prepared by a researcher and to be 

fil led by the super vi sor s) . 

In general, item anal ysis of the G-III, G-II and G-I 

tests showed that the tests are useful as an secretarial 

i n strument. The reason for obtaining not significant 

validity coefficients for most of the tests could be these 

tests were not dev eloped on the basis of job analysis. 

Mor eover, the validity and reliability of the perfo r mance 

evaluation form were not determined. Further investigation 

is necessary to impr ov e these tests through job anal y si s and 

det ermine the va l i d i t Y and rei i ab iIi t Y 0 f the performance 

e v aluation form. 
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nonplausible destructors . 

Naturally the v ariance of the items depends on 

difficulty values . Easy or Difficult items have low 

v ariances, whereas an item of average difficulty has high 

variances . Hence 76"1. of the items has variances between 

0.15 and 0 . 25 which could be referred as moderates. It was 

found that almost 81"1. of the items were with significant 

positi v e correlations at 0.05 (N=IOO, two-tailed test) . The 

reliabilit y of the items re v ealed that 24% of the items were 

with reliabilit y v alues of 0 .01 to 0.05. Thes e items 

con tributed little (onl y 0.14) to the t o tal tes t variance of 

7 .78. Henc e, these i t ems with low reli a bilit y v alue s 

ap pear s to n e e d r e v ision. 

The KR-20 for G-II and G-I Engl ish comprehens ion test 

wa s 0 .55 which indicates the test items had re l ati vel y low 

i n ternal consi s tency . 

The an a l y si s of the discrimi nation and diffi c u l t y 

i n di c es of the Engli s h and Amha r ic t yping a n d sh o rthand t e st 

f or G-III, G-I I a n d G-I sec retari e s by Whitney a nd S a bers 

me th o d sh owed (see Ap p endi x -I ) that the r elati vel y diffic u lt 

te s ts were G-III Amh a ri c t ypi n g s t raight cop y , G- II English 

t yp ing - letters, ta b le s and Amha r ic t y pi n g rev ised 
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manuscript, and G-l Eng Ii sh typ i ng letters and Amharic 

- rev ised manuscript. The diffi cu lt y v alues for typing 

these test were from 0.41 to 0.46. Th e relati v el y easy 

tests were G-lll English typing-letters, G-ll English t y ping 

revised manu sc ript , and G-l Engl ish t yping-tables and 

shorthand letter 1 with difficult y va lues form 0.60 to 0 . 66. 

G- lll Amharic t ypi ng-revised manuscript, G-ll Eng Ii sh 

typing-tables, G-l English t y ping-rev i sed manuscript and 

tables wer e with relatively high discrim ina tion power. The 

discrimina ti on i nd i ces f or t hese tests wer e between 0 . 62 to 

0 . 65 . Relati v e l y low discriminating tests from eac h gr oup 

were : G-l11 English typing - tables, G-ll English t yp i ng 

copy, letters and revised manuscript and G- I str aight 

Amhar i c typ ing revised manuscript with d i scrimination 

v alue s from 0 . 41 to 0 . 43. 

The obtained discr iminati o n and difficulty ind ices fo r 

the Engl ish and Am h ar ic typing and shorthand tests in 

genera l were not either very low or very high . The 

d i s c rimination ind i ces for these tests were f ound to be 

between 0 .41 to 0 . 65 wh i Ie the difficulty indices were 

between 0 .41 to 0 . 66. 
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5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

5. 1 . Discuss ion 

The findings from the pr esent study sugges t tha t the 

va lid ity coefficients between G-III secret arial tests and 

the sup er v isory ra ti n gs were ranging from -.32 to .28 (Table 

1 ) . Among the G-III typing tests Amharic Revised Ma nuscript 

s ig n ifi cantly wit h the last s upervisory ratings 

before and the fir st supervisory ratings a ft er promotion. 

Alt hough Eng Ii sh Typing -S traight Copy 

wi t h significant validit y c oeffici e nts 

supervisory ratings, i t was not se lected as a 

adds sign ifi cant l y to the prediction whe n 

p roc edure is applied. 

resulted l n 

the second 

var iable that 

the stepwise 

From these fi n d i ngs it appears tha t among the G-III 

secretaria l tests Amharic Typ i ng - Re v i sed Manuscript was 

relative l y an efficien t test in selecting G-I II 

candidates. 

The findings for G-II sec r e tarial tests 

promising than that of eit her G- I I I or G- I 

secretaria l 

were more 

secretarial 

te s t s . The va lidit y coefficients for G-II secretarial tests 
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were between -.11 to .26 (Table 2'. English typing-straight 

copy, Amharic typing-straight copy and English Comprehension 

were selected by the use of Stepwise procedure as variables 

which significantly contribute to the prediction of success 

in G-II secretarial work when the criterion measure was the 

first supervisory rating after promotion (Table 4'. Engl ish 

typing- straight copy was also found to add significantly to 

the predi c tion when the criterion measure was the last 

supervisory ratings before testing. From these evidences it 

English typing-straight seems that English Comprehension, 

c opy and Amharic typing straight copy could be of practical 

use for selecting applicants for G-II secretarial position. 

The G- I secretarial tests e~cept shorthand - Letter I I 

did not provide dependable results that cou ld predict 

success for G-I secretarial position. The val idit y 

coefficients for G- I secretarial tests with the supervisory 

ra tings ranged from -.32 to .27 ( Table 3'. Significant 

negative correlation was obtained between shorthand - letter 

II and first supervisory ratings after promotion (P < .05 ' . 

The remaining G-I secretarial tests co rre lated not 

significantly with each of the three supervisory ra tings. 

F ro m this it appears that the G-I secretarial tests e~cept 

shorthand - letter II were not useful for the prediction of 

success in G-1 secretarial wo rk . 
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From the item anal y sis of the objective tests it could 

be observed that most of the items of G-IJJ, G-JJ and G- J 

secretarial tests were found to have discrimination and 

diffi c ulty indices between .20 to .80, point bes erial 

co rrelations between 0.20 and 0.50 and reliabilit y indices 

between .15 to .25 which could be considered as r easonabl y 

good bec ause a good rule of thump would be 

be 0 .20 or higher (8rown , 1983). 

to require r to 

The internal consistencies of the objective tests using 

KR-20 were: . 69, .67 .. 26, .87, .55, for G-II1 Ar i thmetic , 

English usage, Engl ish Compreh ension , Eng li sh Grammar and G-

r J and G- J Engli s h Comprehension t est s, respec ti ve l y. 

Discrimination and diffi cu lt y ind ices r a ng i ng from 0 . 41 to 

0 . 66 were obtained for t he t yp ing and shorth and tests of G-

J I r, G- I I and G- 1. The e vi dence fr o m the item anal y sis of 

t he G-III, G-II and G-I sec r etarial tests s uggests that mo st 

of t he tests ha v e consistent items with the total t e st . The 

findings indi cated the nee d to r ev i s e f ew it~ms. Th e 

reJiabiJities of the o b jec t i v e tests were re l ati vely 

mod e rate for G-JII Arithmetic, English u s age and G- II and G­

I Engl ish comprehension tests , high for G- IJ English Grammar 

and low for G-III Eng 1 ish comprehens i on . Th i s lo w 

reliability for G-II I English comprehension seems to be 
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attributed to the length of the test which was short 

containing only 15 items. 

The results of the present study did not agree with 

past similar studies dea ling with validates of selection 

tests. For instance, Grant and Bray ( 1970) obtained 

significant correlations ranging f o,· m 0.16 to 0.50 between 

five aptitude tests and proficiency measures for telephone 

company installation and repair occupations. Levine, Abram 

and Ash (1977) found high correlations ranging from 0 .28 to 

0.67 between clerical ability test and supervisory ratings. 

Bo rman (1982) repo rt ed a va lid ity coefficient close to 0.50 

between assessment ratings and performance ratings far the 

selection of arm y recruiters. 

In the present study, however, correlation of - .32 to 

.28 were obtained between the secretarial tests and the 

supervisory ratings. Significant correlations were obtained 

on l y for few tests. From eac h group not more than two tests 

were correlated significantly with at least one of thE' 

criterion measures. As a result, most of the tests were not 

found to be va lid predictors of success in secretarial work. 

The probable reason fo r the differences between the past 

and the present studies cou ld be due to differences in the 
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de ve lopment and standardization of 

present study evidences were not 

de ve lopment and standardization of 

process of developing a test, if it 

the tests. In 

available about 

the tests. In 

the 

the 

the 

was desired to have a 

test that provides strong correlation with the criterion 

measures, as a result a highly valid test, those items which 

a re related strongl y with the e xterna l criterion measures 

should be constructed. Furthermore, the construction of 

each item should be based on job analysis. Important 

testing procedures such as adminstration, scoring and 

interpretation should be standardized to ha ve a v alid test. 

The findings of the present study rev ealed that there 

was not any test that was significantly correlated with the 

three cri terion measures. The study also showed that no 

test was significantly correlated to both the first and the 

seco nd supervisory ratings after promotion. One possible 

e xplantation for this is that the first ratings after 

promotion could be low because the secretarial works in the 

new position may be 

acqua intance and hence 

new demanding a longer 

the sup e rviso rs may 

t ime 

assign 

of 

low 

ratings to the new secretary . Another possible explanation 

is that the first ratings after promotion cou ld be high due 

to high dedication to work at the beginning after promotion 
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with subsequent decline in the amount of dedication to work 

which could lower the second ratings after promotion. 

The effect of taking the same test repeatedly b y the 

secretarial candidates on the validity of the secretarial 

tests was not investigated in the present study. A 

candidate with failing score could take secretarial tests 

repeatedl y for unlimited number of times, at 

three months, until the Personnel Department 

least every 

of the AAU 

declares that the candidate has scored a passing score in a 

gi ven t e st. The pr e sent study considered the best scores of 

the candidates available in the records kept by TMU of the 

IER. It is felt that the result could be different if 

scores form the first admi nstration of the tests were used 

in the validation of the secretarial tests instead of the 

best available scores obtained by taking the tests 

repeatedly . 

5.2. Conc lus ion 

The purpose of the present study was to determine the 

predictive validity of G- III, G-II and G-I secretarial tests 

given by TUM of the IER. Alo n g with this predictive study, 
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the items of the objective type tests for G-III, G-II and G-

1 were analysed using the criterion of internal consistenc y . 

The discrimination and difficultly values of the typing and 

shorthand tests were also estimated. 

With the use of simple and stepwise regression 

anal ys is, significant positive v alidity coefficients (P < 

.05) were obtained for G-III Amharic Typing Revised 

Manuscript, G-I I Engl ish and Amharic typing -straight 

copies and English Co mprehension and significant negati v e 

v alidit y coefficient for G-I shorthand - Let ter I I . No 

other s ignificant v al id ity coefficient was obta ined . From 

this it appears that the secretarial tes ts with significant 

valid it y coefficients cou ld be used for selecting 

secretarial candidates. 

Item analysis data for the objective tests indi c ated few 

items from each test that could be revised. Estimation of 

the r eliabilities of the secretarial tests with KR-20 

resulted with reliability indices of 0 .69, 0.67, 0.26, 0.87 

and 0.55 for G-III Arithmet i c, G-III English usage, G-III 

Engli s h comprehension, G-III Engli s h Grammar and G-II and G-

1 English comprehe ns ion tests, respec ti ve ly. The G-III 

Eng Ii s h Comprehension test has l ow internal cons istenc y 

which indi ca tes that t his test is relatively l ess dependable 
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For the tests of aptitude, administered to examinees 

who are unfamiliar with its content, items with difficulty 

v alues 0.80 and abo v e coul d be referred to as easy items 

while items with difficulty va lues of 0.20 and below could 

be referred to as difficult items (Popham, 1981). 

The item discrimination v alues for G-III arithmetic test 

(see Appendix-D) were all positive, Items 1,12 and 21 were 

poor discriminators with discrimination values of 0 .02, 0 . 08 

and 0.18, respectively. 

A close look at the items with low discrimif,ation values 

shows that item 1 is relatively easy demanding knowledge of 

simple multiplication and items 12 and 21 are word problems 

whi c h demand the candidates understanding and trans lati on to 

numerical values to arrive at the answers. 

Items 9 and 15 are margina l items with discrimination 

v alues of 0 .28 and 0.20, respectively. Six items with 

discrimination va lues between 0 .30-0 . 33 could be referred as 

reasonably good items while the remaining eleven (50%) items 

with discrimination v alues above 0.40 could 

v ery good items . 

be consider as 

The contribution of each items to the var iance of the 
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test as a whole seems to be satisfactory since the v ariances 

for most of the items were greater than 0.20 Eight-two 

percent of the point biserial correlations were 

statistically significant from 0 

t - test) at 0.05 level So, most 

related to scores on the test. 

(N=100,r~0.20, two tailed 

of the items are strongly 

A reliability index combines measures of difficult y and 

discrimination indices. It indicates the contribution of 

each item to the t ota l v ariance. Items, 12, 21 and 22 of 

the G-lll arithmetic test contributed only 0.13 to the total 

var iance of t he t est 

items need revision. 

The KR-20 is a 

(13.40) . 

measure of 

In the final anal ys is these 

internal consistency of a 

test. Since the objecti v e t ype t est s were dichotomously 

scored coefficient alpha gi ves the same result as KR-20. 

The KR-20 for the G-lll arithmetic test was 0.69 which is 

re lati ve l y moderate. 

Item anal ysis for G-lll Engl i s h usage test (see 

Appendi x-E) showed 14% of the items as poor discriminators 

with discrimination v alues ranging f rom 0 . 00 to 0.18. An 

investigation of these items revea led that the items 

e v aluate knowledge of proposition and vocabulary which are 
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usually difficult to be answered unless the candidate is 

absolutely sure of the answer. Th e remaining 17% of the 

items were marginal items, 17% were reasonab l y good items 

and 52% were very good items. About 18% of the items were 

with difficulty values below 0 .20 and about 5% of the items 

were with difficulty values above 0.70 . These figures 

indicate that most of the items were difficult . 

The correlation of 64% of the G-III English usage test 

with the total test scores s howed statistica ll y significant 

correlations at 0.05 le v el (N=100, r ~ 20 and two - tailed t-

test) . 

equal 

The reliability of 40% 

to 0.09 contributing 

of the items wer-e less or 

onl y 0.74 to the total test 

v ariance of 24.30. These items appear to need revision. The 

test has a moderate reliability inde x of KR- 20 = 0.67 which 

suggests that the test is useful. 

The G-III English Comprehension test ( s ee Appendix - F ) 

has items with disc rimination power of 0.25 to 0.82. Onl y 

items 2, 6 and 11 were marginal items. Acc ording to Ebel ' s 

( 1 9 7 9) c r iter i a the remainjng items are reasonabl y good or 

v er y good items. 27% o f the items were with difficult y 

v alues of 0.05 to O . 11 and almost for a I I items the 

difficult y v alues were below 0.50 indicating the items we r e 

difficult. Two-third of the it ems sh o we d signifi c ant 
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correlation at 0.05 level (N=100j two-tailed t-test). This 

indicates the e~istence of substantial relationship between 

most of the items and the total test scores. 27.6% of the 

items contributed only 0.14 to the total test variance of 

4.00. It appears that these items need revis ion. The 

internal consistency of the test was low (KR-20=0 .26) One 

reason for this is that the test contained on I y 15 items 

which is short. Usually tests with few items have low 

internal consistency. 

The item ana l ysis for G-III English Grammar test (see 

Appendi x-G) indicated 

perfect discriminators 

that 12 items (32%) were fOLlnd to be 

(discr iminati on va l ue = 1.00) . In 

general, most of the items were with discr imination v a l ues 

g reater than 0.40, which could be referred to as very good 

items . The maximum difficulty value was 0 . 72 and the 

minimum was 0.03. Further more, 24% of the items were with 

diffi culty values, below 0 .20 and these items appear to be 

difficult. One possible reason for this is that the test 

contains three sets of items demanding the candidates to 

provide the past tense of i.rregular verbs, plurals for 

singular names and feminine for masculines. These demand 

good c o mmand of past tense of English irregular v erbs, 

plurals of English nouns and masculines of English feminine 

which could not be expected from the subject of this study . 
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None of these items were with difficulty values greater that 

0.80 which indicates that the test did not contain easy 

items. 

Almost 95% of the English Grammar test of G-III showed 

significant positive correlation at 0.05 level (N=IOO, two-

tailed t-test). 5 items were found to be with reliability 

v alues of 0.03 to 0.09 which is very low. These items 

contributed only 0.35 tothe total variance of the test. At 

least these items seem to need revision. The test had a 

high reliability index of KR-20 = 0.87. 

The English comprehension test of G-II and G-I was 

anal y sed on the basis of the r esponse patterns of G-II and 

G- I gr o ups. separate item anal y sis for these group was not 

made because the number of available answer sheets was found 

to be small for each group . On the basis of G-II and G-I 

r e s ponse patterns, the item analysis of Eng 1 ish 

Comprehension test for G-II and G-I ( see Appendi x-H) showed 

low discriminations ( 33'l. of the items were with 

di s crimination values between 0.04 to 0.17). The diffi c ult y 

indicating that v alues of 33% of 

the items appear 

the items were abo v e 0.80 

to be eas y . It was obser ved t hat most of 

the s tems for th e Engli s h c omprehension te s t for G-II and G-

I were direct stateme nt s from fi v e pa s sages with 
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English typing-straight-copy results in a relatively high 

precision 

Amharic 

in the prediction. 

typing-straight-copy as 

However, the USe of G-II 

a predictor of first 

supervisory ratings after promotion results in a relatively 

low precision in the prediction (Table 2). 

In table 2, English comprehension , Engl ish typing-

straight copy Amharic typing-straight copy correlated 

significant l y with the first supervisory ratings and not 

correlated 

ratings . 

significantly 

This may be 

wi th 

due to 

the second super v isory 

the inconsistency of 

super v isors in e v aluating secretaries . In addition, as time 

increases the relationship between the s upervisors and the 

secretaries could be worsen or strengthen. As a resu lt 

super v isory ratings may depend on the persona l relations 

between the supervisors and the secretaries (Cronbach, 

1984) . 

The predicti ve validity coefficients of G- I I 

secretaria l tests relati v e to the second super v isory ratings 

after promotion (Table 2 ) were generally low and 

statistical l y not significant. 

Work e x perience cor r elated negati vely with all the 
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v ariables in Table 2. This indicates that supervisors tend 

to e va luate low those secretaries with long work e xp erience. 

One possible e xplanatio n for this could be secretaries at a 

lower position with long work experience, if left unprompted 

for a longer time, tend to fail to fulfil their duties. 

With regard to G-I secretar y , Table 3 presents means, 

standard 

standard 

v ariables. 

deviations, inter-correlations, 

errors of each o f the independent 

b-weights and 

and dependent 

The inter-c orrelations among the independent variables 

(Table 3 ) revealed the absence o f strong associations 

between English comprehension ( X I ) and each of the t yping 

and shorthand tests (x. t o x.) except f or shor thand let t er I 

(x ,) which showed significant correlation (P < 0.05). This 

is due to the fa c t that English comprehension is relatively 

a measure of understanding whereas typ i ng tests are 

relat i ve ly a measure of skills. Shorthand tests partly 

measure listening which cou ld be a fa ctor to resul t in 

rela tivel y closer a ssociation with English c o mprehension. 

In many insta nc e s o f Table 3 substantial positi v e 

asso ciations were o bt a i ned among the G-I typ ing tests. 

Table 3 also shows a considerab le overlap bet wee n shorthand -
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letter I and shorthand-letter II. Work experiences and 

Educational Status related not significantly with most of 

the secretaria l test scores of G-I. Substantial 

corre lations were obtained between work e x perience, and 

English-typing-revised manuscript and English typing-tables, 

Educational Status and English typing-revised manuscript 

<Table 3). 

Wi th regard to the correlations among the criter ion 

measures table 3 indicated relatively strong positive 

relations which implies 

the .at i ngs. 

the existence of consis tenc y among 

Analysis of the validity coeffi c ients of G-I 

secretarial 

s y stematic 

tests (Table 3 ) revealed the abse nce of any 

positive relationships among the predictors and 

the criterion measures. The first supervisory ratings after 

promotion and shorthand-letter-II of G-I secretarial t est 

showed negatively significant correlations (P < 0.05). On 

the basis of this data it appears that G-J secretarial 

ca n didates with low scores in shorthand-letter II are to be 

p romoted or selected 

shorthand-letter II, 

rather than those with 

since G-1 secretaria l 

high scores in 

candidates with 

the low scores in shorthand-letter I I tend to get high 

ratings before and after promotion. 
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Table 3. Meana, Standard Deviations , Inter-corr elations, b-Weishta and Standard Errors ot the predictors and Criterion 

Data tor G-I" Secretary ("-=42) 

Last Ratin,s First Ratings Second Ratings 
Var1able. 

Baa. co.prebension (Xl) 

Inc.Typlac-Stralcbt Copy (X
2

) 

Ena. Typinc - Letter. (X 3) 

Inc. Typ1nc - a •• lsed ManuacrlPt(X4) 
Inc. Typinc - Table. (X

S
) 

~. Typ t nc-Stra1abt Copy (Ie) 

Aab. TJpiac-Revtaed Manuacrtpt (1
7

) 

Sbortband - Letter 

Sbortband - Letter 

I (X
8

) 

II (X
9

) 

Work IxperteDce (I
10

) 

Educational Statua (XII) 

Mu.ber of Ratina. fro. Teat Date to 
Prc.ottOD (1

12
) 

Yl 

Y. 
lIean 

S.D 

• 

Xl X. X3 X. X. 
- . 03 -.06 -.00 0.06 

• • .40 . :!8 -.02 

• . 47 . 18 

. 13 

X. 
. 17 

. 20 

• .3. 
• .41 

. 10 

X
7 

.07 

• .31 

• . 43 

• .49 

.17 

• .6' 

X8 X. XIO 

• .30 . 24 -.06 
• .28 . 19 -.03 

.04 . 10 .03 
• • .26 .19 .29 

• .04 - . 11 - . 31 

• • .42 . 38 . 20 

.23 . 1 • 

• .41 

. 03 

. 06 

.10 

XII X12 

Betore Teat 
(Yl) 

r b SE 

. 03 . 12 . 02 -.00 . 17 
• • .06 -.42 -.19 - . 44 . 20 

After promot­
ion. (':'2) 

r b SE 

. 00 . 11 . 18 

.01 .01 .22 

- . 13 -.12 -.09 . 03 . 20 -09 . 07 . 21 
• -.26 -.12 .03 -.08 .21 . 04 .08 .23 

.22 .01 .16 . 26 . 18 .09 .14 .19 

- . 19 -.20 . 09 -.11 .24 -.23 -.36 .25 

-.14 - .15 -.01 . 04 .22 - . 04 .10 .24 

.13 -.16 .18 .18 .20 -.01 . 15 . 21 
• 

-.10 -.00 .09 . 14 .18 -.32 -.30 .19 
• -.12 .19 .18 .38 .19 .04 .19 .20 

• .30 .01 .14 .19 .01 -.03 .21 

• -.21 -.50 .16 - . 12 -.18 .21 
• . 43 

51.5 53.253.955.964.349.4 55 . 1 48 . 5 53.6 17.2 1.762 . 81 

7.72 3.336.747.969.547 . 34 7 .57 7.40 10~ 5.97 .881.29 

4.48 

. 39 

4.49 

. 36 

.p~ -05 

After proaotton 
(V

3
) 

r b 

. 01 .05 

. 09 .06 

_ .07 -·00 

-.05-.13 

.01 .09 

-.11- . ?-5 

-.06 . 08 

.12 .21 

- . 14- . 16 

. 14 .30 

.11 .06 

- . 09- . 17 
• .46 

• . 78 

4 . 49 

.38 

SE 

. 1 • 

. 23 

.22 

.2 ' 

.20 

.27 

.24 

..3 

.20 

.., 
. 22 

.22 
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Shorthand-letter II is correlated significantly with 

Shorthand-letter I and the first supervisory ratings after 

promotion. But Shorthand-letter I is correlated near zero 

with the first supervisory ratings (r=-O.Ol). Wi th the use 

of partial correlation the removal of the effec t of 

Shorthand-letter I from the correlation between Shorthand-

letter II and the first supervisory ratings resulted in not 

s ignifi cant increase <increase in r=O .06) in the correlation 

between Shorthand-letter I I and 

rat ings after promotion. 

the 

Hence, 

first 

the 

supervisory 

significant 

relationship between shorthand-letter I and Shorthand-letter 

I I does not significantly affect the correlation between 

Shorthand- l etter II and the first supervisor y ratings after 

promotion . 

Stepwise regression procedure was applied to identify 

those variables whi c h could be greatl y attributed to the 

prediction ach ieved. Table 4 presents the result . 



Table 4 

Group 

G- 1 11 

Secretar y 

( N= 7 6) 

G- 1 I 

Secretar y 

(N=7 1 ) 

G- l 
Secr e tar y 

( N= 42 ) 
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Results of Stepwise Regression Anal ysis for 
G-lll, G-ll and G-l Secretaries 

Predictor Criterion 
step 

Vari a ble Variable 

Amh a ric Ty ping Last Rating 
1 Re v ised Be fore test 

Ma n usc r ipt ( X. ) ( Y,) 

Amh a ri c Typ ing First Rat ing 
1 Re v i. s ed Aft e r P r omo-

Manusc r i pt ( X.) ti o n ( Y J 

Eng Ii sh Ty ping La s t Rating 
I Straight c op y Be f o re 

( X. ) Tes t ( Y,) 

1 Engl i s h Typ ing 
Straigh t Co p y(X, ) Fir s t Ra t i n gs 

2 Amharic Typ i n g Afte r Pr o mo t -
St r a ight Co py(X .) i on ( V,) 

3 Eng 1 ish Co mpreh-
ens i on ( X, ) 

S h o ,- t h and Fi r st Ratings 
1 Letter I I After Pormo t -

( X. ) i o n ( Y,) 

·P (0 . 0 5 

b se R" F 

. 2 9 · 1 I . 0 6 7 . 12* 

. 24 .10 . 0 6 6 . 38* 

. 2 6 .1 2 . 07 4. 98* 

.29 · 1 1 

. 3 0 . 1 1 . IB 4. 96* 

. 22 .11 

. 3 2 · 15 . 10 4. 54 * 
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Appl ication of the stepwise procedure to G-I II 

secretarial test scores (Table 4) resulted in the selection 

of Amharic Typing- revised manuscript (x. ) as a sole 

predictor of success in secretarial jobs when the last 

supervisory ratings before testing and the first supervisory 

ratings after promotion were used as a criterion measures. 

The contribution made by the Amharic typing-revised 

manuscript to the predi c tion was about 6% in both criterion 

measures. It was found that the inc lusion of additiona l 

v ariables adds nothing of much significance to the multiple 

correlation coefficient. I t appears that the G-III 

secretarial tests e xc ept Amharic Typ ing-rev ised manuscript 

we re not va lid predi c tors of success in secretarial work. 

Thus, 

tests 

this finding indicants a I I 

s hould not be gi v en much 

the G-III secretarial 

importance in select ing 

appl icants . Instead, importance could be gi ven to Amharic 

Typing-revised manuscript which cou ld predict 

predicted by all the G-I II s e c retarial tests . 

that could be 

The stepwise procedure with G-I I seCl-etarial test 

scores <Table 4) showed En g! ish Typing straight cop y ( x .) as 

the sole signifi can t predi c tor of last super v isor y ratings 

before test. It a ccounted for 7·/, of the var iance in the 

la st supervisory r atings befo re testing. Wi t h the fi r st 
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supervisory ratings after promotion the stepwise procedure 

selected three secretarial test scores. It resulted in the 

initial selection of Engl ish Typing -Strai ght Copy (x. ) 

followed by the selection of Amharic Typing Straight Copy 

and in the final selection of English Comprehension 

These tests explain 18% of the v ariance in the first 

supervisory ratings after promotion. 

Table 4 also shows results of stepwise regression result 

for G-I secretarial test scores. The analysis selected 

Shorthand-Letter I I (X q ) as a va riable that e xplains 

signifi cant l y the fir st supervisory ratings after promotion. 

Tab 1 e 3 showed a negativE' strong relationship between 

Shorthand-Letter II and the first supervisory ratings after 

promotion. 

v ariance of 

Shorthand-Letter II attributed by 10% to the 

the fi rst supervisory ratings after promotion. 

The existence of negative relationship indicates that 

app li cants fo r G-I secretar ial position with low scores in 

shorthand-Letter II should be selected. From these findi ngs 

it appears that among G-I secretari al tests shorthand-Letter 

II is valid predictor of success in secretarial work. 

The comparison of Table 1, 2 and 3 in terms of the 

inter-correlations among the independent variab les indicates 

that, as a whole, the pattel- n of relationship is stronger 
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among each of the written a nd each of the typing tests than 

among the written and t y ping tests. Within the typing tests 

in all cases the English typing tests generally are more 

related 

shorthand 

to each 

tests . 

ot her 

On 

than to the Amharic typing or 

the whole, work e xperience and 

educatio nal status showed inappreciable assoc iation with the 

s e cre tarial tests. In the three tables the relationship 

between the number of sup er visor y rat ings from test date to 

promot ion and 

wel-e negat i v e. 

the last s upervisory ratings before testing 

In most o f th e ca ses in eac h s ecretarial group 

comparison of validit y coefficients across each criterion 

me a sures gener ally showed s imil ar resu lts. 

4.2. Ana l ysis and Interpr etation of Item Analysis. 

In the followi n g the find ings based on 

ana l ys is of 

presented. 

the objective, t yping and shorthand 

the item 

tests are 

In the item anal y sis s ection, the item discrimination 

and difficulty values of the objective tes ts o f G-III 

(Arithme tic-form 778, English usage Form 77A) , and G-III and 

G-I (Eng lish comprehension Pa r t VI I) were ana l y sed on the 
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basis of the criteria suggested b y Ebel (1979) and Popham 

( 1981 ) . 

Using the upper and lower 27% to calculate the 

discrimination inde x Ebel (1979) offered the following 

exper ience based guidelines to 

items. 

evaluate the quality of test 

Discrimination 

i nde)( 

0 .40 and up 

0.30 - 0.39 

0 . 20 - 0 . 29 

below 0.20 

Item Evaluation 

Ver y good items 

Reaso na bly good but possibl y 

subject to improvement. 

Marginal items, being subject to 

imp,~ovement 

Poor items, to be rejected or 

improved by revis ion. 
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In study 2 (Levine, Abram amd Ash, 1977) 569 applicants 

for c lerical jobs rated their typing speed and were later 

given a standardized typing test. Typing test scores 

correlated 0.62 or better with self assessments. From this 

study, it was concluded that applicants assessed themselves 

accurately and va lidl y on typing ability. 

Pearlman, Schmidt and Hunter (1980) applied the 

56 Bayesian va lidit y generalization procedure to 

distribution of validit y coefficients drawn f rom 698 

published and unpublished studies representing five clerical 

job families, 10 test types and two classes of criteria (job 

proficiency and training success). Results indicated that a 

serious doubt on the traditiona l belief 

test validates are situationaly specific . 

that employment 

It was concluded, 

in most cases generalization of validity to similar clerical 

jobs or new setting was justified. 

The article b y Bor mans (1982) described results from an 

eva luation exper i ment to determine the validit y of an 

assessment center designed to help the selection of US Army 

recruiters. Sixteen experienced and successful arm y 

recruiters assessed 57 soldiers e n tering the army recruiter 

schoo I . Validity of the assessment ratings was evaluated by 

corre lating the a ssessment ratings wi th subsequent 

j 
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performance in training. A composite of assessment ratings 

yielded correlated v alidates close to 0.50 which was 

significant at 0.05 level. It was concluded that the 

assessment program is reasonably successful in predicting 

recruiter training performance. 

Turnage and Muchinisky (1984) e~amined the ability of 

a s sessment center evaluations 

performance criteria. The 

to predict 

authors also 

actual 

compared 

job 

the 

predicability of an Assessment Center evaluations with 

traditional measures in fore casting job success. The 

subject were 799 (92%) males) employees who were promoted to 

supervisory position. The predictor variables were 

Assessment Center Data and tests of arithmetic and v erbal 

measures of general ability. The criterion data included: 

Standardized appraisal ratings for performance, promotions 

past the foreman level, transfers and reductions, quits and 

discharges and salary progress. The average correlation 

between the predictor variables and the criterion data was 

0.40. A I I of the correlations were positi v e and 

significant. The r esults revealed that both assessment 

cen ter e valuations and traditional predictors, p r edicated 

job performance criteria and success in promotion . 
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In this review of literature various research articles 

deal ing with the selection of personnel in various job 

categories such as telephone company installations and 

repair occupations clerical jobs, army recruiters were 

reviewed. The review also dealt with instruments used in 

personnel selection including personality inventories, self-

assessments, Assessment Center, written tests, supervisors 

and co-workers' ratings~ Over all the v arious research 

literatures indicate that personnel selection tests are 

valid in selecting emplo y ees for the v arious job categories. 

J 
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4. ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 

In this section analysis of the predictors and 

criterion, and item analysis data are presented. First 

descriptive data on the predictors and criterion variables, 

results of simple regression and 

the G-III, G-II 

stepwise 

and G-I 

regression 

secretarial analysis related to 

tests are presented. Second, data related to item analysis 

of the objective, typing and shorthand tests of the G-III, 

G-II and G-I secretaries are presented. 

In the analysis the three groups were treated 

individually. No attempt was made to compare the groups, 

because data from the predictor variables were different for 

each group. 

4.1 Descriptive Data, Simple and Stepwise Regression 

Analysis. 

Table 1 below presents the means, standard deviation 

errors of inter-correlations, b-weights and standard 

estimates of the predictor ( independent) va riables with 

respect to the criterion measures (dependent va riables) of 

G-III secretary. 
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Inspection of the inter-correlations among the 

independent variables <Tab Ie 1 ) reveals significant 

correlations (P < 0.05) among: 

1. Arithmetic test and each of the English usage, 

English Grammar and Educational Status, 

2. English usage and each of the English Grammar and 

English Comprehension, and 

3. The t y ping tests (English and Amharic) e xcept 

English-t y ping tables and Amharic-t yping straight 

copy whi c h were correlated not significantl y . 

The pattern of inter - correlation in Table 1 shows 

that the written tests are more associated with each other 

than with the typing tests and the t y ping tests are also 

more related with each other than with the written tests. 

The existence of such relationships seems due to the fact 

that the written tests which measure v erbal and mathematical 

abilities are more related to knowledge where as the t yping 

tests which measure speed, accurac y and finger dexterity are 

more related to skills. 
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Work experience is found to have weak relation with 

many of the G-III secretarial tests Table 1 ) and 

educational status is found to have strong relations with 

arithmetic, English Grammar and English typing - straight 

copy. The weak relation between work experience and G-III 

secretarial test implies that the G-III secretarial tests 

new knowledge and skills which ma y not be directly demand 

related to the experiences of the candidates in the 

secretarial field. The negative substantial correlation 

between the number of supervisory ratings from test date to 

promotion and last supervisory ratings before test indicates 

that the G-lll secretaries with lower supervisory rating 

wait for longer time 

sllpervisory ratings. 

to be promoted than those with higher 

The simple regression analysis for G-lll secretary 

<Table 1) indi c ated that Amharic typing-revised manuscript 

predicted individuall y abOIJt 8% o f the v ariances in the 

last supervisory ratings before testing with significant b-

weights, although its pr eci sion was relatively low . With 

second supervisory ratings after promotion English typing -

straight copy is found to be si gnificant predictor of 

success in G-III secretarial work explaining a little more 

the 4% of the vari ances of the second supervisory ratings 

after promotion. 
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Strong significant relationship (P < 0.05) was obtained 

among the three supervisory ratings. This indicates that 

the ratings were relatively consistent. 

Wi th regard to G-11 secretaries, descriptive data and 

simple regression 

below. 

analysis afforded the results in Table 2 

Fro m the inter-correlations of the predictor var iables 

(Table 2) it could be seen that English comprehension (~ ) 

was negatively correlated 

are significant (P 

with typing 

< 0.05). 

tests where two of 

them This indicates that 

candidates who performed better in English comprehension 

performed low in typing tests because English comprehension 

measures understanding whereas the typing tests measure 

skills. Among the English t yp ing tests Significant positive 

correlation ( P < 0.05) was obtained between straight copy 

letters (",,). The Amharic typing tests were also 

considerably associated with each other. 
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From the fact that at least speed and accuracy are 

c ommon to all the typing tests it would be strange 

significant 

letters and 

negative correlation between English 

to get 

t y ping-

Amharic Typing straight copy. One possible 

explanation for this negative result would be the v ariation 

in the amou nt of daily pract i ce attached to Engl ish and 

Amharic typing. 

In Tab le 2 , work experience was related s ubstantially 

to English comprehension and Engl ish t y ping-tables. The 

correlations between Educa tional Status and a I I t he G-ll 

secretaria l tests were found to be not significant. 

Significant int-correlations were observed among the 

supervisory ratings (P < 0 .05). 

With the last supervisory ratings before testing, among 

the G-ll secretarial test scores (Table 2), English Typ ing-

s traight copy was found t o be the only signifi c ant predictor 

contr ibuting indi v iduall y about 7% to the prediction. Wi th 

respect to t he first Sllpervisory ratings after promotion 

English and Amharic t ypin g s t ra ight copies were found to be 

signif i cant predictors of s uccess in G- l1 secretarial work, 

con tributing indi v iduall y 4% and 7% ,-especti vel y t o the 

prediction. Moreover, the standard errors showed the use of 

English typing-straight-copy results in a relati v el y high 



Table 2. Means, Standard OeviattonA, liiter -correlations . B-weights and Standard Errors of lhCJ Prelctors and 

Criteri on Data tor G-Il Secretary (N -= 11) 

_._--- ----
Last Ratings First Rallngs Second Ratings 

Before Test After PrOIllO- After Prollot-

Variablea (' 1 ) tion (Y
Z

) ion (Y
J

) 

Xl X
2 X3 X. X5 Xs X

7 X8 X9 X,0 r b SE r b SE r b SE 

.... C~pr.hen.lon (Xl) 
• • • . 13 . OS - . 14 . 11 . 21 - . 18 .3 ' . 20 . 12 . 1' . 12 . 06 ' . 14 . 19 . 2S .13 . 10 . 20 

• • • • • Ene. Typlnl St . Copy (X
2

) .3' .12 -.11 -.1.8 .05 .00 .}(\ - .20 .~6 .,8 . 14 . 2S .16 .13 . \S .31 .13 

Enl lhh Typlna: • Let ters (X
3

) . 1' . 02 - . 30 . 05 . OJ - . 16 - . 02 . 17 . 05 . 15- . 06 . 18 . I' . 01- . 06 . 14 
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5

) .20 .16-.26 . OS .IS -.01-.11 . 14 .0 1-.02 . 13 12 . 0' . 13 
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S
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~ 
Aabarlc Typinl Revised Manuacrlpt (X7) -.14 . 03 .13 .10-.11 .17 .08 .IS . 16 -.08-.01 .16 
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EducatiODal Statu. (X
9

) -.01 .05 .02 . 14 .10 .02 .13 .03 . 01 .13 

• "0. of Rating. fro. Te.t Date to pro •. (X
IO

) - . 22 .OS . 14 . 01- . 24 . 13 .05 . 05 . 13 

• . 
" .7 37 

• 
'2 

. S6 

"eaD 51.1 53.0 50.0 55.0 61 . 1 54.0 56.9 11.3 1.56 1.69 4 . 32 4 . 34 4.J4 

S.D 7 . 46 5.91 7.78 6.13 9.28 4 . 56 6.17 4.39 . S5 . 9' . 50 .4S . 50 

.p <- .05 



APPENDIX-D 

Discrimination, dlfficul ty, correlation and relaibill ty 
i ndices for G-III Arithmetic test 

It em Dis. Value DiU . Value Vat. Correlation Rellabi11 ty 
001 0.02 0 . 88 0.11 0 . 01 0.00 

002 0.46 0 . 78 0.17 0.54 0.22 

003 0.41 0.24 0.18 0.32 0.14 

004 0.57 0 . 57 0.25 0.42 0.21 

005 0.59 0 . . 57 0.25 0.48 0 . 24 

006 0.49 0.67 0.22 0 . 51 0.24 

007 0.66 0 . 51 0 . 25 0 . 52 0.26 

008 0.33 0.65 0.23 0.35 0 . 17 

009 0 . 28 0 . 66 0 . 22 0.35 0.16 

010 0 . 33 0.72 0.20 0 . 37 0.17 

01-1 0.64 0 . 36 0.23 0 . 43 0 . 21 

012 0.08 0.49 0.25 0 . 08 0 . 04 

013 0.30 0.76 0 . 18 0 . 46 0 . 20 

014 0 . 87 0 . 24 0 . 18 0.49 0 . 21 

015 0.20 0.71 0 . 21 0 . 29 0 . 13 

016 0 . 31 0 . 66 0 . 22 0.37 0 .1.7 

017 0 . 53 - - 0 . 25 0 . 19 0.40_ 0 . 17 

018 0.52 0.54 0 . 25 0.51 0 . 25 

019 0 . 67 0.47 0 . 25 0 . 56 0 . 28 

020 0 . 33 0.37 0.23 0 . 21 0 . 10 

021 " 0018 0.34 0.22 0 . 19 0.09 

022 0 . 33 0 . 11 0.10 0.01 0 . 00 

KR 0 . 69 

SX2 13 . 40 

J 
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Discrimination difficulty. correlation and re1ibi1ity indices 
for G-III English usage test 

Item Di",. Value 'Iliff . Value V!lr~ COr relation Reliabl1i·ty 

001 0.41 0 . 27 0.20 0 . 33 0.15 
002 0.45 0.42 0 . 24 0.33 0.16 
003 0 . 31 0.51 0.25 0.30 0.15 
004 0.53 0 . 28 0.20 0.30 0.13 
005 0.00 0.18 0 . 15 0.04 0 . 02 
006 0 . 40 0.35 0.23 0.23 0 . 11 
007 0 . 2jl. 0.34 0.22 0.20 0.09 
008 0 . 40 0.17 0 . 14 0.16 0.06 
009 0.43 0.51 0 . 25 0.30 0.15 
010 0.45 0.39 0 . 24 0 . 19 0.09 
011 0 . 38 0 . 29 0 . 21 0.11 0.05 
012 0.26 0.68 0 . 22 0.40 0 . 19 
013 0.78 O.~ 0 . 21 0.44 0 '.20 
014 0.21 0.75 0.19 0.35 0.15 
015 0 . 18 0.80 0.16 0.34 0.14 
011; 0.68 0.59 0.24 0.53 0.26 
017 0 . 59 0.56 0 . 25 0.47 0.23 
018 0.44 0.31 0 . 21 0.28 0.13 
019 0 .89 0.29 0 . 21 0.48 0.22 
020 0.45 0.53 0.25 0.35 0 . 17 
021 0 . 38 0 . 56 0.25 0.35 0.17 
022 0.67 0.20 0.16 0.30 0 . 12 
023 0 . 00 0 . 09 0.08 0.02 0.01 
024 0.63 0.27 0 . 20 0.26 0.12 
025 0 . 07 0 . 28 0 .20 0.06 0.03 
026 0.63 0 . 27 0 .20 0.41 0.18 
027 0.33 0 . 16 0 . 13 0.19 0 . 07 
028 0.44 0.38 0.24 0.34 0 . 17 
029 0.33 0.27 0.20 0.12 0.05 
030 0 . 22 0.35 0.23 0.13 0.06 
031 0.45 0.25 0 . 19 0.17 0.07 
032 0.09 0 . 20 0 . 16 0.08 0.03 
033 0 . 00 0 . 31 0 . 21 0.04 0.02 
034 0.39 0.62 0 . 24 0.47 0 . 23 
035 0 . 25 0.16 0.13 0 . 06 0.02 
036 0.25 0 . 15 0 . 13 0 . 07 0.03 
037 0.50 0 . 32 0 . 22 0.29 0.14 
038 0 . 45 0.25 0 . 19 0 . 16 0 . 07 
039 0 . 42 0.38 0.24 0 . 31 0 . 15 
040 0 . 37 0.37 0.23 0 . 26 0.12 
041 0.26 0.33 0.22 0.20 0 . 09 
042 0 .67 0.18 0.15 0.33 0.13 

KR 0 . 67 

SX2 24.30 



APPENDIX-F 

Discrimination', difficulty, correlation and reliability 
indices for G-II English Comprehension test 

He)ll Dis.Value DUf . Value Vart Correlation Relhbility 
001 0.42 0.47 0.25 0 . 34 0.17 

002 0.25 0.38 0.24 0 . 28 0.14 

003 0 . 35 0.60 0.24 0.29 0.14 

004 0 . 42 0 . 43 0.25 0.39 0 . 19 

005 0 . 50 0.05 0.05 0 . 03 0.01 

006 0.25 0 . 11 0.10 0.13 0.04 

001- 0.33 0.16 0.13 0.08 0.03 

008 0 . 56 0 . 50 0 . 25 0.37 0.18 

009 0.40 0.14 0.12 0.17 O.O, ~ 

010 0.60 0.42 0.24 0.49 0 . 24 

011 0.26 0.53 0.25 0.31 0.15 

012 0 . 50 0 . 38 0.24 0.33 0.16 

013 0 .58 0.44 0.25 0.40 0.20 

014 0.82 0.20 0.16 0.31 0.12 

015 0.47 0 . 55 0 . 25 0.44 0 .22 

KR 0.26 

8X2 4.00 

J 



APPENDIX-G 

Discrimination , difficulty, correlation and reliability 
indices for G-III English Grammar test 

!.tell) Dia , llilue DUt.Value "Vari COrrelation Reliability' 
001 0 . 40 0 . 55 0. 25 0 . 39 0.19 
002 0.64 0 .45 0 .25 0 . 52 0.26 
003 0.89 0 . 33 0.22 0.55 0.26 
004 0.63 0 . 63 0.23 0.63 0.30 
005 0 . 89 0.31 0.21 0.54 0.25 
006 1.00 0.15 0.13 0.46 0.17 
007 1.00 0.19 0.15 0 . 54 0.21 
008 0.54 0 . 43 0.25 0 .46 0.23 
009 1.00 0.32 0.22 0.55 0.26 
010 0.49 0.72 0.20 0.53 0 . 24 
011 1.00 0 . 35 0 . 23 0.65 0.31 
012 1.00 0.09 0.08 0.30 0.08 
013 0.73 0.44 0 . 25 0.48 0.24 
014 0 . 35 0.69 0.21 0.44 0.20 
015 1.00 0.10 0 . 09 0.37 0.11 
016 1.00 0 .22 0.17 0 .29 0 . 12 
017 1.00 0.10 0.09 0.43 0.13 
018 0.89 0 .42 0.24 0 . 50 0.24 
019 1 . 00 0.03 0.03 O. " 6 0 . 03 
020 0 . 63 0 .36 0.23 0.60 0.29 
021 1.00 0 . 21 0.17 0.61 0.25 
022 0 . 71 0 . 10 0.09 0 . 31 0.09 
023 0.41 0.38 0 . 24 0 . 38 0 . 19 
024 0.47 0 . 31 0.21 0.25 0 . 11 
025 0 . 82 0 . 16 0.13 0.37 0 . 13 
026 0 . 41 0.62 0 . 24 0 . 48 0.24 
027 0.18 0 . 69 0 .21 0 . 25 0.11 
028 0 .53 0 . 37 0.23 0.29 0 . 14 
029 0 . 48 0 . 40 0.24 0.32 0.16 
030 0.03 0.57 0.25 0 . 08 0.04 
031 0.22 0 . 26 0.19 0.20 0 . 09 
032 0.52 0.35 0.23 0 . 37 0 . 18 
033 0 . 65 0 .40 0.24 0 . 44 0 . 22 
034 1.00 0.21 0 .17 0 . 47 0.19 
035 0 .86 0 . 23 0.18 0.43 0.18 
036 1.00 0 .29 0.21 0 . 51 0.23 
037 0 .82 0.21 0.17 0 . 32 0.13 
038 0.69 0 . 18 0 . 15 0.38 0 . 15 

KR 0.87 

SX2 48.86 

J 



APPENDIX-H 

Discrimination. difficulty . correlation and reliability 
indices for G-II and G-I English Comprehension test 

Item Dis. Value DiU. Value Vari Correlation Reliability 

001 0 . 04 0.96 0.04 0 . 26 0 . 05 

002 0.29 0 . 82 0 . 15 0 . 44 0.17 

003 0.06 0.9S 0.07 0.14 0.04 

004 0.17 0.89 0.10 0.38 0.12 

005 0.30 0 . 78 0 . 17 0.43 0 . 18 

006 0.21 0.77 0.18 0.30 0 . 13 

007 0 . 41 0.68 0.22 0.41 0 . 19 

008 0.27 0.80 0.16 0.40 0.16 

009 ' 0.22 0.73 0.20 0.31 0.14 

010 0.21 0.76 0.18 0.29 0.12 

011 0.27 0.83 0.14 0 .45 0 . 17 

012 0.15 0.91 0.08 0 . 44 0.12 

013 0 . 08 0.27 0.20 0 . 01 0.00 

014 0.17 0 . 28 0 .20 0.08 0.04 

015 0.44 0.61 0 . 24 0.42 0.21 

016 0.21 0 . 77 0 . 18 0 . 31 0 . 13 

017 0 . 21 0.69 0 .21 0.25 0 . 11 

018 0 . 13 0.71 0 . 21 0 . 03 0 . 01 

019 0 .44 0.57 0 . 25 0 . 48 0.24 

020 0.56 0 . 47 0 . 25 0.38 0.19 

021 0.61 0.61 0 . 24 0 . 61 0 . 30 

KR 0.55 

SX2 7 . 78 

J 
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i 
manuscript , <'lnd G- [ Eng I ish t y ping lettec': and Amharic 

,. 
tyo i r.g - levised manusc, · ipt. The diffi c ulty values for 

t hese test were frorn 0 .41 to 0.46. The re l ati v e) '; easy 

te &ts were G-[II English typing-letters, G- II English t y ping 

revised manusc ript, and G-[ English t yping-tables and 

shorthand letter I with difficulty va lues form 0.60 to 0 .66. 

G-JIJ Amharic t y ping-rev ised manuscript, G-[[ English 

typing-tables, G-I English typing -r evi sed manusc ri pt and 

tables were with relati v ely high discri(nir!~tion power. The 

diSC 1-lmination i ndices f or these tes ts were between 0 .62 to 

0.65. Relat j~ el y l ow discrim i nating tests from each grou p 

G- I [ I English t v ring - table s , G-II English t y ping 

straight 1 et te :-s a n d ~evised ma 'i' .: sc : ipt dnd G- I 

Amha r ic t y ping ,"e v ised manuscript with di sc r i mination 

v alue s from 0.41 to 0 .43. 

The obtained discrimiration and di~fic ~J lt y indices for 

the Eng l,sh and Amharic t y ping and tests 1 n 

general were not ei ther ver y low GI v ery high. The 

disc rimination indi c e s for these tests were f oun,] to be 

betwee n 0.41 to 0.65 L<Jh i 1 e the difficult y indice s were 

between 0.4 J to 0 .66. 
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