








Table 1: Original American version, original anglicized version and the most recent

anglicization of some items from the CPI.

American item

I think Lincoln was greater
than Washington

Only a fool would try fo change
our American way of life

| prefer a shower to a bathtub

We ought to let Europe get out
of its own mess; it made its bed,
let it lie in it

Original anglicization

| think Queen Elizabeth
was greater than Queen
Victoria

Only a fool would try to change
our British way of life

| prefer a shower to a bath

We ought to leave the African
countries to sort out their own
problems; there is no reason
for us to help them

Current revision
(309 item version)

In the long run, art, literature and
music are more important than
anything associated with political or
economic events

The old ways of doing things are
almost always the best

| enjoy vigorous, energetic, physical
activities, even if there is a risk of pain

We ought to let the poor countries of
the world sort out their own problems;
there is no reason for us to help them

item wording must raise concerns about whether
any of these items have changed their meaning as
a result of being anglicized. Clearly, the significance
of this potentially serious problem depends upon
how many test items have been anglicized. In the
case of the 16PF5, 17 out of 185 have been
anglicized, and in the case of the CPI, 31 out of 309
items have been anglicized. With approximately 10
per cent of these items having been changed, test
users can only wonder whether the American and
British versions of these tests are in fact assessing
the same personality traits.

The apparent arbitrariness of item anglicization
raises concerns about the reliability and validity of
these anglicized items (and scales) when used in
the UK. Therefore, when evaluating an anglicized
version of an American personality test it is
particularly important to review British data on
the item characteristics of those items that have
(or have not!) been anglicized. Moreover, it is also
important to review data on the validity of the
anglicized scales, when used in a British context.
However, this is often difficult as many test
manuals rely heavily on validity data collected on
American samples (using the non-anglicized form
of the test). For example, in the UK manual for the

CPJ, of the 40 criterion validity studies reported,
only three are based on UK samples.

The question of the cross-cultural validity of
American personality tests may be particularly
critical for criterion-referenced tests, such as the
California  Psychological Inventory. Unlike
traditional methods of test construction (e.g. item
analysis and factor analysis), which aim to construct
scales that measure discrete dimensions of
personality, criterion referenced tests aim to
construct scales that are keyed to ‘real world’
criteria. It has recently been argued (McHenry,
1997) that criterion referenced scales may be
particularly useful in an occupational context as
they measure broadly defined characteristics, rather
than measuring statistically distinct, and tightly
defined, personality traits (as do tests constructed
via traditional procedures). However, if the ‘real
world’ criteria that have been used to define these
scales are poor, then it will be difficult to know
exactly what personality characteristics these
scales assess. Moreover, if the criteria that have been
used to construct these scales are very culture
specific, then it may be difficult to define what
these scales measure in different cultural contexts.

For example, the criterion reference groups
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