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correlation of zero.
Having established a significant correlation between test scores and criterion,
f the uses to

however, we need to evaluate the size of the correlation in the light o
he made of the test. If we wish to predict an individual’s exact criterion score,

such as the grade-point average a student will receive in college, the validity coef-
ficient may be interpreted in terms of the standard error of estimate (SE.s), which

is analogous to the error of measurement discussed in connection with reliability.
It will be recalled that the error of measurement indicates the margin of error to
be expected in an individual’s score as a result of the unreliability of the test. Sim-

ilarly, the error of estimate shows the margin of error to be expected in the indi-
vidual’s predicted criterion score, as a result of the imperfect validity of the test.

The error of estimate is found by the following formula:

AL
SE.., = SD,V1 — 1, C

a1t ~nefficient and SD. is the standard de-
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in which r..% is the s alid: "y
hanee ﬁ]e quare of the validity coefficient and SD, is the standard de-

g 1 hCI'lteI'lOl'l scores. [t will be noted that if the validity were perfect
h?‘x},_- V) it e error of estimate would be zero. On the other hand, with a test
aving zero validity, the error of estimate is as large as the standard deviation

of the criterion distribution (SE.., = SD,V1 - 0=SD,). Under these conditions,
the prediction is no better than a guess; and the range of prediction error is as

wide as the entire distribution of criterion scores. Between these two ex-
tremes are to be found the errors of estimate corresponding to tests of varying
validity. |
Reference to the formula for SE., will show that term V1 —7x* serves to indi-
cate the size of the error relative to the error that would result from a mere guess (ie.
with zero validity). In other words, if V1 —7xy?* is equgl to 'l.OO,’the‘erri-:)r of esti-
mate is as large as it would be £ we were to guess the individual’s cigelﬁon scorﬁ.
The predictive improvement attributable to the use of the test would thus be nil.
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If the validity coefficient is .80, then V1 — 7?2 is equal to .60, and the v .
60% as large as it would be by chance. To put it differently, the use of suc}, . ...
enables us to predict the individual’s criterion performance with 2 margin of erroy
that is 40% smaller than it would be if we were to guess. B
It would thus appear that even with a validity of .80, which is unusually L.+

Fhe error of predicted scores is considerable. If the primary function of psych,
n;:al tests were to predict each individual’s exact position in the criterioﬁi distr 1’l%*a1
tion, the outlook would be quite discouraging. When examined in the lioht of the
v Of mtimate, ey Lo do not appear very efficient. In most test?nu S 1.rukap
however Rt ,-_.l?: Is not nmmt the specific criterion perfmrmlium of

= r,f..:_'; '._:3' -T"ﬁw‘iﬁi!.‘ i t:ln the criterion. What are the
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