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noted about the standardisation of these tests.

The numbers used are substantial, usually ex-

ceeding 10,000 for each test, but they are drawn

from selected areas and usually from ages 10-2

to 11-5. No indication is given of the method

of selecting the areas, but it seems almost cer-

tain that these were the areas using the test

for allocating pupils to secondary schools. Many

of the pupils taking the tests were probably

highly motivated to obtain high scores and gain

admission to grammar schools. If the norms

obtained from these pupils are used for pupils

who are not so highly motivated, the resulting

scores may well be depressed by several points.

A factor operating in the opposite direction

is the steady improvement of scores in tests of

this type that has been shown over the years,’

so that the norms especially for the earlier tests

require adjustment. The norms for those aged

11-6 to 12-0 are obtained by extrapolation.

Finally, the norms are given for boys and girls

taken together, although the manual points out

that girls, on average, score about three points

higher than boys. The recommendation in the

manual is that in an allocation procedure the

two sexes be considered independently of each

other.
No validity coefficients are given, the reader

being referred to Yates and Pidgeon’s Admis-

sion to Grammar Schools for evidence to sup-

port the claim that the validity of verbal tests

as predictors of success in the grammar school

has been firmly established from empirical

evidence in follow-up studies. This was without

doubt a justifiable claim in the days when the

grammar school was the chosen method of

educating the abler children of England and

Wales. The position is constantly changing,

however, as the number of schools described

as comprehensive increases. What function

would be served by tests of this type if the

system became fully comprehensive? There is

evidence that in that situation tests of this kind

are still satisfactory predictors of success in the

examinations that must be passed before entry

is gained to academic courses in universities

and similar institutions. It may well be that

these tests will continue to be used by admin-

istrators and teachers to enable them to advise

pupils and their parents on the selection of

courses of study in the secondary school.

1 Prruiner, A. E. G.; SUTHERLAND, J.; AND TayYLor, E. G.

“Zero Error in Moray House Verbal Reasoning Tests.” Brit J

Ed Psychol 30:53-62 F ’60. *

For a review by Arthur B. Royse of earlier

tests, see O:511.
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*WLW Culture Fair Inventory. Job applicants;
1969; CFI; intelligence; 1 form (8 pages) ; prelimi-

nary manual (8 pages); reliability and validity data

based upon earlier experimental forms; preliminary

norms: $15 per set of 100 tests and manual, postpaid ;

specimen set not available; [30-45] minutes; Barbara

O. Murray (test), Lynde C. Steckle (test), and Robert

W. Henderson; William, Lynde & Williams. *

ArTHUR R. JENSEN, Professor of Educational

Psychology; and Research Psychologist, Instt-

tute of Human Learning; University of Cali-

fornia, Berkeley, Califorma.

The WLW Culture Fair Inventory (CFT)

is a nontimed, nonverbal test intended to elim-

inate verbal and other cultural effects. The 30

items comprising the test consist of figural

materials involving logical-spatial relationships.

There are five parts: (a) selection of the one

figure in a set of five that is most different,

(b) block counting, (c) selection of the fifth

figure in a series, (d) paper form board-type

items, (e) selection of a figure which completes

a pattern (matrices). Each of these parts is

preceded by printed instructions and two exam-

ples with the correct answers given.

Judging from inspection of the items and

this reviewer’s experience with a wide variety

of psychometric tests, it is inferred that the

CFI measures reasoning and spatial abilities,

much the same abilities as are assessed by

Cattell’s Culture Fair Intelligence Tests, Rav-

en’s Progressive Matrices, and Domino’s D4é

Test, although the CFI appears to be more

loaded on a spatial factor.

The test manual claims that the test should

“be suitable for minority groups or ‘hard-core’

individuals in hiring situations.” The test, how-

ever, appears to be too difficult for this popula-

tion. The soth percentile for college students

is only 18 items correct (out of 30), and the

median for Negro clerical workers is only 10

items correct ; the goth percentile for this group

is only 20 items correct. It is this reviewer's

prediction that culturally disadvantaged minor-

ity persons will average lower on this test, in

relation to middle class whites, than on most

other standard tests, especially verbal tests.

The test has at least three advantages: (a) it

is “nonverbal” and eliminates or minimizes the

influence of reading ability and formal edu-

cation; (b) it presents a variety of figural

subtests, so that its total score should not con-
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tain a factor specific to a particular form of

figural test material such as Matrices; (c) it
is untimed and is thus a powertest, but this
also may introduce personality factors into the
score variance. (The reviewer found a corre-

lation of —.45 between time taken on the
Progressive Matrices and the extraversion scale
of the Eysenck Personality Inventory when
subjects had no time limit. The more extra-
verted subjects tend to get through faster or
to give up sooner when the items increase in
difficulty.) Raven’s PM shares advantages a
and c; Cattell’s CFT shares advantages a and D.

Several criticisms can be made of the CFI:
(a) Some of the items depend as much upon
perceptual or visual acuity as much as upon
reasoning ability. (b) The figural materials are
not as clearly printed as those in the Cattell
and Raven tests. (c) The test is too difficult
for the general population, being more suited
to college level persons. (d) There are noreally
easy items at the beginning of each subtest to
permit the subject to catch on readily to what

is required and to gain practice before he is
confronted with the more difficult problems.
The Cattell and Raven tests are superior in this
respect.

Finally, the test manual is totally inadequate
and makes it obvious that the test has been
published and marketed much too prematurely.
The manual contains virtually no helpful infor-
mation. The “norms” of the CFI are based on
50 male and 50 female college students, and
24 Negro and 46 women applicants for clerical
jobs in an insurance company! The intercorre-
lations among the five subtests are remarkably
low, ranging from .29 to .55. No data are given
concerning the test’s reliability. Correlations
with other intelligence tests are so low as to
make one wonder what the CFI actually meas-
ures. Aside from these correlations suggesting
very low concurrent validity, the manual gives
no other evidence of the test’s validity or use-
fulness. |

In conclusion, there is no good reason to
recommend this test in its present inadequate
stage of development. Testers who are seeking
a good nonverbal “culture fair” test of general
intelligence are urged to consider Cattell’s Cul-
ture Fair Intelligence Tests or Raven’s Progres-
sive Matrices (these tests come in different
forms for various ages and populations). The
construction of these alternative tests, the ade-

quacy of their manuals, their normative data,

and the research behind them are totally un-

matched by the WLW Culture Fair Inventory.

JAMEs E. KENNEDY, Professor of Psychology,

The University of Wisconsin, Madison, W1s-
CONSIN.

This 30-item test, consisting of five varieties

of pictorial problems, requires no writing and

was designed for group administration with no
time limit. The test manual does not say what
the test purports to measure. Since most of the

items were adapted from or modeled after items

from standard intelligence tests, one can infer

that it was probably intended to measure one

or more aspects of nonverbal reasoning or

intelligence.
The test was developed to meet the expressed

need of industrial clients for “a culture fair
test that would largely discount the influence of
environment and education.” Toward this end,

the test is untimed and limited to nonverbal
items which “‘most people have not encountered

in their daily lives.” It is said to be suitable
for use with “minority groups or ‘hard-core’
individuals in hiring situations.”
The test manual offers only a vague and

clumsy description of how the test was devel-
oped. Using a sample of students in a small
women’s liberal arts college, some type of item
analysis was performed on the nonverbalsection
of the WLW Mental Alertness Inventory, the
Culture Fair Intelligence Test, and the Chicago
Non-Verbal Examination as a basis for the
selection of 70 items. In some fashion or other
these 70 items were reduced to the 30 items
comprising the current form of the test. Ref-
erence is made to adopting items from other
tests as well, but there is no explanation.
(The manual does not explain why the authors
thought it advisable to use an item-analysis
sample of college students to develop a test for
“minority groups or ‘hard-core’ individuals.’ )

Normsare available on 50 male and 50 female
college students and on 24 black and 46 white
female applicants for entry clerical jobs at an
insurance company. No further description of
these groups, such as educational level, age, or
socioeconomicstatus, is provided.
The manual also presents a hodgepodge of

correlations between part scores on the WLW
Culture Far Inventory and part or whole scores
on several other tests. Since the WLWscores
used were based on the preliminary 70-item
form of the test, these correlations have little




