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Abstract 

 

The study aimed to investigate the psychometric properties of a new computer-based work aptitude 

test, named Faxtor’s Endurance and Speed Test (F-EAST). Two phases of study were conducted to 

examine the reliability of the test and collect the validity evidence based on the relation to other 

variables. This study used quantitative research with repeated measures design for a total of 116 

participants who participated in two studies (1=63, 54.3% and 2=53, 45.7%). Reliability was evaluated 

through Cronbach's alpha and Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC) with 95% CI, mean-rating (k=2) 

and absolute agreement, while validity evidence was collected through correlation with other tests that 

assess well-known work aptitude: Kraepelin Test and Pauli Test. The results shown that F-EAST has 

adequate internal consistency (𝛂=0.751 - 0.987) and ICC (r=-0.220 - 0.925). The F-EAST also has 

satisfactory correlation with the Pauli test (r = 0.113 - 0.635) and the Kraepelin test (r=0.054 - 0.578) 

in similar or identical aspects of measurement. The current study concluded that F-EAST is a suitable 

test to measure work aptitude. 
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Introduction  

Work aptitude is one of psychological aspects widely used by psychologist (Pradipta & Hidayat, 2019) 

to describe an individual personality in educational (Borualogo & Rabayani, 2009), occupational 

(Hidayat, 2016a, 2016b; Prasetiya et al., 2017) and clinical settings (Li et al., 2004; Nagarubini 

Paramasivam, 2021; Sugimoto et al., 2009). In a person, the work aptitude describes the energy, 

persistence, adaptation speed, consistency and work accuracy in the routine tasks (Arnold, 1975; 

Mikicin et al., 2015). Psychologists use information about work aptitude for vocational counseling 

and clinical diagnosis (Mikicin et al., 2015). 
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In Indonesia, the work aptitude is commonly measured by continuous work tests or also known as 

“Work Curve Test” namely Kraepelin Test (Kraepelin, 1922) and Pauli Test (Arnold, 1975). Those 

tests are designed to measure a person's task performance accuracy, speed and effectiveness 

performance in work situations, and character of mental stress (Arnold, 1975; Kraepelin, 1922; 

Reuning, 1983; Thornton III & Kedharnath, 2013). Originally, the tests were administered using paper 

and pencil based tests, which presented participants with numerous numbers in large paper. The 

assessment is conducted face to face both in an individual or group setting.  The participants are 

required to perform additional calculations as fast and accurately as possible in several periods of 

time (Arnold, 1975; Kraepelin, 1922). Later, the administrator will score the test manually by 

calculating the number of complete and correct answers for every period of time representing the 

shape of the work curve or the work aptitude of the person. 

 

Even though the Kraepelin and Pauli test is popular in Central Europe, Japan and Indonesia, the tests 

showed several limitations. Reuning (1983) explained that this test lacks validity evidence because 

appropriate criteria for validation are hard to find. He also explained the paper and pencil-based test 

requires a high amount of time for both administration and scoring process. Sometimes this process 

cannot be tolerated by the administrator due the limited time of assessment to assess a number of 

participants.  That reason becomes one of the biggest disadvantages of using these tests. Recently, 

as technology develops, the obstacle can be overcome by applying computer based testing.   

 

The development of computer technology provides a lot of possibilities for creating  computer 

applications in psychological assessment (Naglieri et al., 2004). Furthermore, in the COVID-19 

pandemic, many face to face interactions have migrated to online platforms and assessments 

(Adedoyin & Soykan, 2020; Javaid et al., 2020). Recently, in Indonesia several researchers, consisting 

of information and technology practitioners, have created computer based tests to measure work 

aptitude by converting the procedure Kraepelin’s paper and pencil test into computer administration 

(Nada et al., 2022; Pane et al., 2020). The research reported that the development accelerated and 

increased the accuracy of scoring processes (Nada et al., 2022). Furthermore no different results in 

scoring were found between computer based assessment and the manual scoring process by 

administrators (Nada et al., 2022; Pane et al., 2020). However, that research did not report the 
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psychometric properties of the computer based test relating to reliability and validity evidence of 

the test mandatory for every computer based test  (ITC, 2006; Lievens, 2006). 

 

The aim of this study is to develop a computer based assessment to measure work aptitude, which 

will be called Faxtor’s Endurance and Speed Test (F-EAST). This article consists of two studies. The 

first study aims to report the item development processes and the reliability of F-EAST. Reliability 

index of F-EAST tested by internal consistency and intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC), while the 

second study reported the validity evidence based on the relation with other variable by the 

conducting the correlation analysis F-EAST with other test measuring same constructs namely 

Kraepelin and Pauli test as the standardized test to measure work attitude. 

 

 

Method  

Study 1 

Participants 

The subjects of first study were 63 students, who participated voluntarily, from universities in 

Bandung Indonesia. The majority of participants were females (n=54, 85%), and the age ranged from 

19 – 25 years (M = 21.43 years, SD =1.32).  

 

Instrument 

Faxtor Endurance and Speed Test (F-EAST) measures one’s work aptitude by performing continuous 

tasks requiring participants to evaluate simple addition of one-digit numbers in a particular time 

period as fast and accurately as possible. Every question is delivered in a multiple choice format 

requiring participants to determine whether the result of the addition is an odd, represented by ‘1’, 

or even, represented by ‘0’ number (see figure 1). The test contains 20 blocks with 100 questions 

in each block. The participants are given one minute to answer questions on every block, making 

the total time needed to complete this test is 20 minutes. In Addition, the test was developed and 

administered in a computer-based format that uses computers to score items automatically. Every 

correct answer scores as ‘1’ while incorrect answer scores as ‘0’. The total responses will be 

evaluated as work performance of the participants. 
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Figure 1. F-EAST Appearance on participant’s view 

 

 

F-EAST intended to portray how one’s work in a real work situation. Thus, with simulating 

monotonous tasks, F-EAST measures six constructs presented in table I. 

 

Procedure 

Researchers contacted the potential participants via students' social media groups to share the link. 

This study was voluntary participation; therefore, before commencing the study, researchers 

explained the procedures and processes of the study for gaining consent from every participant. 

Every participant received Rp.50.000 as a reward after they completed the process. F-EAST was 

administered online through Faxtor’s test platform in which the participants took the test two times 

within a 30 days interval. 
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Tabel 1 

Operationalization Aspects of F-EAST 

Aspects Operationalization 

Workload Capacity 

(Total Worked Out) 

Workload capacity was measured by the number of simple 

additions that individuals can be answered in 20 blocks. 

Thoroughness 

(Error rate %) 

Thoroughness was measured by the number of incorrect 

responses given over a period of 20 blocks. 

Emotional Stability 

(Deviation rate %) 

Emotional stability was measured by the percentage of the 

overall difference between the workmanship average graph and 

the graph created from the work completed on 20 blocks. 

Achievement Motive 

(Range) 

Achievement driving was measured by the difference between 

the highest and lowest score in 20 blocks. 

Ambition and Planning 

(Peak performance) 

We gauge ambition and planning by examining the block with 

the highest score. 

Working Style 

(Graph Types) 

An average workmanship graph for 20 blocks divided into 6 

categories was used to gauge working style. 

 

 

Analyses 

The F-EAST scores analyzed in this study were the total number of calculations, error rate, and 

percentage of deviation rate. Every score of the F-EAST is categorized into three levels: Poor when 

the score is lower than one standard deviation of the mean; Good when the score is higher than 

one standard deviation of the mean; Fair when the score is between minus and one standard 

deviation of the mean. For the graph of F-EAST was categorized using standardization of graphs in 

the Pauli Test (Arnold, 1975). 
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Figure 1. Categorization Graph Types of Pauli Test (Arnold, 1975) 

 

 

Cronbach’s Alpha reliability was conducted to analyze the internal reliability aspects of workload 

capacity, error rate, and deviation rate based on the score on the 20 block of the F-EAST. Kaplan & 

Saccuzo (2017) suggest that a reliability value higher than 0.70 indicates good reliability. Due to the 

variability of population and the two-time points data collection, the test-retest reliability was also 

calculated using the Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC). The estimation used a 95% confidence 

interval based on mean-rating (k=2) and absolute agreement (Koo & Li, 2016). Koo & LI (2016) also 

described that an ICC’s value lower than 0.5 indicates poor reliability; a value between 0.5 and 0.75 

indicates moderate reliability, a value between 0.75 and 0.9 indicates good reliability, and values 

greater than 0.90 indicate excellent reliability. The reasons for a low ICC can reflect the low degree 

of measurement agreement, the lack of variability among the sampled subjects, and the small number 

of participants (Portney & Watkins, 2009; Lee et al., 2012). Characteristics of the sample were 

analyzed using descriptive statistics and frequency distribution. The analyses were performed using 

the statistical software program, SPSS version 25. 
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Study 2 

Participants 

The subjects used in this study 2 were fresh graduated students (n = 32, 60.4%) and workers (n = 

21, 39.6%) in Bandung, Indonesia. Before commencing the study II, informed consent was gained 

from all the participants, either autonomously or through their legal representatives. The sample 

consisted of 53 students (35 females and 18 males). The mean age of the participants in this study 

was 22.72 (1.42). 

 

Instrument 

Another work aptitude test was measured in this study 2 using the  “Work Curve Test” namely 

Kraepelin Test and Pauli Test. The Pauli test was created to measure the speed, effectiveness and 

accuracy of work (Arnold, 1975). The purpose of this test is to perform the calculation task as 

quickly and accurately as possible, within one hour. participant is asked to perform the task of adding 

two digits in adjacent columns and writing the results obtained on the right of the column. 

 

The Kraepelin test is a serial addition test, which requires takers to perform calculations as fast and 

accurately as possible within 45 min. This was achieved using printed paper containing 45 lines of 

random, single-digit, vertically aligned numbers. For each minute of the test, the subject was 

instructed to begin a new line regardless of their position on the current line. Each line contained 

an excess of calculations such that the subjects were not able to finish any line for a particular minute 

before being prompted to move on to the start of the next minute by the examiner's prompting.  

 

Procedure 

This study was voluntary participation; therefore, before commencing the study, researchers 

explained the procedures and processes of the study for gaining consent from every participant. 

Every participant received Rp100.000 as a reward after they completed the process. F-EAST, Pauli, 

and Kraepelin were administered to each participant in the same day test. Quantitative research 

with repeated measure design was used in this study with counterbalancing techniques to reduce 

bias effect. The participants were divided into three groups with different order of testing in each 

group. The tests’ sequence of  the Group I were Pauli, Kraepelin, and F-EAST. While the tests’ 
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sequence of the Group 2 were Kraepelin, F-EAST, and Pauli. Last, The tests’ sequence of the Group 

3 were F-EAST, Pauli, and Kraepelin.  

 

Analyses 

The correlation coefficient was used to determine the validity based on correlation with other 

variables of each aspect F-EAST, Pauli, and Kraepelin. Higher correlations were observed between 

similar or identical aspects, illustrating validity based on correlation with other variables for the F-

EAST, Pauli, and Kraepelin aspects. Correlation coefficient is a number between −1 and 1 that 

expresses the degree of linear dependence between two quantitative variables. If negative, it 

indicates that one variable decreases as the other increases; if positive, it indicates that one variable 

increases as the other increases (Johnson, 2007). The r values are distributed as follows: r = 0 – 

0.25, very low correlation; r = 0.26 – 0.49, low correlation; r = 0.5 – 0.69, moderate correlation; r 

= 0.7 – 0.89, high or strong correlation; r = 0.9 – 1.0, very high or very strong correlation (Kozak, 

2009). The statistical tool SPSS version 25 was used to conduct the analysis. 

 

 

 

Tabel 2 

Operationalization Aspects of Pauli and Kraepelin 

Aspects Pauli Kraepelin 

Workload Capacity 
The number of simple addition that 

individuals answered in 20 blocks. 

The average of calculations done in each 

line. 

Error Rate 
The percentage of erroneous answers 

given from time 13 to 15. 

The average of the error calculation in 

each line. 

Deviation rate (%) / 

Working Curve 

The percentage of the overall difference 

between the workmanship average graph 

and the graph created from the work 

completed on 20 blocks. 

The score difference between the highest 

and lowest score. 

Range 
The score difference between the highest 

and lowest score in 20 blocks. 
- 

Peak performance  

Peak performance can be determined by 

examining the period with the highest 

score. 

- 

Graph Typesa / 

Working Style 

An average workmanship graph for 20 

blocks divided into 6 categories. 

Workload capacity score divided by the 

working curve score. 



 

 

Journal of Educational, Health and Community 

Psychology Vol 12, No 1, 2022 E-ISSN 2460-8467 

Yudiana 

et al,. 

 

 

41 
 

Result  

Study 1 

A total of 63 students completed F-EAST twice in this study within a four week time interval. Table 

3 presents the F-EAST score categorization of every aspect from the first and second tests. Reliability 

of the F-EAST was calculated using the internal consistency coefficient and test-retest reliability. As 

can be seen in table 4, the internal consistency value measured by Cronbach's alpha for three aspects 

of  F-EAST show good results as they are higher than the standard of .70  (Kaplan & Saccuzo, 2017). 

Specifically,  the values were from 0.751 to 0.987 and from 0.768 to 0.989 in the first and second 

test, respectively. 

 

Table 5 shows the intraclass correlation for several aspects of the F-EAST. Due to interpretation 

concern, test-retest reliability F-EAST values were measured by using Intraclass correlation 

coefficients (ICCs) estimation calculated based on two types of data, namely raw and categorization 

data.  Based on the raw data,  the F-EAST has good reliability on the workload and error rate aspects 

since the ICC’s values are higher than 0.30, Specifically, the ICC values were between -0.220 (95% 

CI = -0.997 – 0.262) and 0.925 (95% CI = 0.876 – 0.955). While based on the categorization, the 

FEAST has also  good reliability on workload, error rate and deviation rate aspects since the ICC’s 

values are also higher than 0.30, between -0.145 (95% CI = -0.892 – 0.307) and 0.835 (95% CI = 

0.727 – 0.900). 

 

Study 2 

In this study, a total of 53 participants completed the F-EAST, Pauli and Kraepelin tests to obtain 

validity evidence based on correlation with other variables. Generally, this study expects high 

correlations between similar or identical constructs measured by F-EAST, Pauli, and Kraepelin. The 

results of Spearman’s rho correlations, descriptive statistics for aspects F-EAST, Pauli, and Krapelein 

are presented in Table 6.  
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Table 3 

Demographic Categorization of Aspects F-EAST 
   Score Categorization 

Aspects Categorization % Poor 

n (%) 

Fair 

n (%) 

Good 

n (%) 

Test I      

         Workload Capacity   26 (41.27%) 31 (49.21%) 6 (9.52 %) 

         Error Rate   34 (54.00%) 19 (30.20%) 10 (15.90%) 

         Deviation Rate   24 (38.10%) 30 (47.62%) 9 (14.29%) 

         Range   23 (36.50%) 25 (39.70%) 15 (23.80%) 

         Peak Performance   24 (38.10%) 20 (31.75%) 19 (30.16%) 

         Graph Type      

I 4 6.35%    

II A 8 12.7%    

II B 12 19.05%    

II C 7 11.11%    

III 1 1.59%    

IV 31 49.21%    

Test II      

         Workload Capacity   17 (27.00%) 30 (47.60%) 16 (25.40%) 

         Error Rate   23 (36.50%) 28 (44.50%) 12 (19.00%) 

         Deviation Rate   32 (50.80%) 23 (36.50%) 8 (12.70%) 

         Range   25 (39.70%) 15 (23.80%) 23 (36.50%) 

         Peak Performance   12 (19.00%) 28 (44.40%) 23 (36.50%) 

         Graph Type      

I 5 7.95%    

II A 8 12.70%    

II B 14 22.20%    

II C 6 9.50%    

III 5 7.95%    

IV 25 39.70%    

 

 

 

 

Table 4 

Internal Consistency Cronbach’s Alpha aspects F-EAST 

F-EAST 
Ɑ 1 

(n = 63) 

Ɑ 2 

(n = 63) 
SEM 1 SEM 2 

Workload 

Capacity 
0.987 0.989 25.768 27.059 

Error rate 0.806 0.984 1.189 1.834 

Deviation rate 0.751 0.768 2.359 3.179 
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Table 5 

Intraclass correlation coefficients aspects F-EAST 

F-EAST 
Test 1 

M (SD) 

Test 2 

M (SD) 

Mean Diff (SD Diff),  

95% CI 
ICC (95% CI) 

Raw Data 

Workload 

Capacity 
653 (226) 729 (258) 76 (32), 68 – 84 0.925 (0.876 – 0.955) 

Error  

Rate (%) 
3.4 (2.7) 7.2 (14.5) 3.8 (11.8), 0.8 - 6.7  0.345 (-0.082 – 0.604) 

Deviation rate 

(%) 
9.9 (4.8) 10.3 (6.6) 4.0 (1.8), -0.1 - 0.8 0.270 (-0.207 – 0.558) 

Range 19.56 (12.43) 21.52 (12.30) 1.97 (-0.14), 2.00 - 1.93 0.086 (-0.511 – 0.447) 

Peak 

performance 
15.05 (3.946) 13.32 (5.88) -1.73 (1.93), -2.22 - -1.24 -0.220 (-0.997 – 0.262) 

Category 

(1 - 3) 

Poor-Good 

Workload 

Capacity 
1.68 (0.64) 1.98 (0.73) 0.3 (0.09), 0.28 - 0.32 0.778 (0.534 – 0.886) 

Error  

Rate (%) 
1.76 (0.69) 1.83 (0.73) 0.06 (0.04), 0.05 - 0.07 0.835 (0.727 – 0.900) 

Deviation rate 

(%) 
1.62 (0.75) 1.62 (0.71) 0 (-0.04), 0.01 - -0.01 0.425 (0.049 – 0.652) 

Range 2.1 (0.76) 1.97 (0.88) -0.13 (0.12), -0.16 - -0.1 -0.145 (-0.892 – 0.307) 

Peak 

performance 
1.92 (0.83) 2.17 (0.73) 0.25 (-0.1), 0.28 - 0.23 0.094 (-0.497 – 0.452) 

 

 

 

 

The results showed that four aspects of the FEAST, namely: workload capacity (r = 0.635), error 

rate (r = 0.301), deviation rate  (r = 0.339), and Graph Types (r = 0.557), correlated positively with 

Pauli. While, the other aspects, specifically: range (r = 0.156) and peak performance (r = 0.113), were 

not statistically significant. In addition, based on the graph type, F-EAST and Pauli were not statistically 

different (U = 1305.50, z = -0.643, p>0.05, d=0.116) indicating the similar pattern between those 

tests. Thus, the results indicate that the F-EAST has good validity evidence based on correlation with 

Pauli, specifically on Total worked out, error rate, deviation rate, and graph type of work aspects. 

 

Workload capacity F-EAST were statistically significant correlations with workload capacity in 

Kraepelin (r = 0.576). Error rate with wrong answer (r = 0.578). And graph type of work in F-EAST 

with working style in Kraepelin (r = 0.310). Deviation rate F-EAST and working curve Kraepelin 

theoretically have similar or identical aspects, but not statistically significant correlation. Working 
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curves were statistically significant with range in F-EAST (r = 0.369), this can be because the way to 

measure range in F-EAST is the same as the way to measure working curve in Kraepelin. Thus, the 

results indicate that the F-EAST has good validity, evidence based on correlation with Kraepelin on 

workload capacity, error rate, and graph type of work. 

 

Pauli and Kraepelin are two speed tests that have been widely used around the world. There are 

several aspects that are measured in Pauli and Kraepelin theoretically: total worked out with 

workload capacity, error rate with wrong answer, deviation rate with working curve, and graph type 

with working style. Correlations coefficient between similar or identical aspects describe convergent 

validity for the Pauli and Kraepelin aspects. Total worked out Pauli were statistically significant 

correlations with workload capacity in Kraepelin (r = 0.820). Deviation rate Pauli and working curve 

Kraepelin also have theoretically similar or identical aspects, but not statistically significant correlation 

(r = 232). Working curves in Kraepelin were statistically significant with range in Pauli (r = 0.412) 

possibly because the way to measure range in Pauli is the same as the way to measure working curve 

in Kraepelin. 

 

 

Discussion  

Study 1 aims to examine the reliability of F-EAST using internal consistency and intraclass correlation 

coefficient (ICC). The results show that the F-EAST, based on the quality standards (Kaplan & 

Saccuzzo, 2017), has good internal reliability, especially on the aspects of total worked out, error 

rate, and deviation rate. The internal consistency results indicate that all the items in the F-EAST 

measure the same constructs. A good internal consistency also means that the  inter-relatedness is 

present within test items (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). In addition, the internal consistency values  of 

the F-EAST were higher than the 0.7, reflecting low standard error of measurements which is 

important in development of instruments. 

 

The ICC analyses were performed to evaluate the consistency of participants' test scores between 

first and second tests within a month interval based on the raw scores and categorized scores. The 

results varied from poor to excellent test-retest reliability indexes based on total workout score, 
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error rate, deviation rate, range, peak performance score, and the graph types. Excellent reliability 

values were found on the total workout and error rate scores especially when the raw scores were 

grouped into three categories, poor, average, and good. The result indicated that the F-EAST is 

consistent to measure a person's work capacity and thoroughness over time. Meanwhile, based on 

the emotional aspect scores (deviation rate, range and peak performance scores), the degree of ICC 

index ranged from medium to low, indicating that F-EAST is slightly less consistent in measuring a 

person’s emotional stability, achievement motive, and ambition. The finding is consistent with Peretti, 

P. O., & O'Connor's (1989) study, which found that a person's level of emotional stability tends to 

fluctuate and is influenced by his circumstances. In addition, the F-EAST’s graph type showed good 

reliability indicating that the working style of a persons’ are relatively stable over time. 

 

Study 2 reported the validity evidence based on the correlation with other variables namely Kraepelin 

and Pauli test as the standardized test to measure work attitude. Overall, the results demonstrated 

that the F-EAST has good validity based on the degree of correlations between similar or identical 

aspects measured by the Pauli test and the Kraepelin test.  First, the correlation between the F-EAST 

and Pauli test ranged between 0.113 and 0.635. Specifically, the moderate positive correlations were 

found on total workout score, error rate deviation rate and graph types indicating that the F-EAST 

can measure the same aspects as Pauli’s in workload capacity, thoroughness, emotional stability, and 

working style. The F-EAST is less effective in measuring achievement driving, and ambition planning 

in Pauli. The ineffectiveness might be due to the processing times for F-EAST and Pauli differing by 

20 minutes and 60 minutes, respectively.  Additionally, F-EAST and Pauli have a stronger correlation 

coefficient in regards to workload capacity and error rate than than other tests in another study with 

the same objective, namely Qutest (Febriawan et al., 2022). 

 

Second, the F-EAST also has good validity evidence based on correlation with Kraepelin. The 

correlation between F-EAST and Kraepelin was between 0.054 and 0.578 in similar or identical 

aspects. The F-EAST also showed moderate positive correlation workload capacity, wrong answer, 

and working style indicating the same construct with Kraepelin test. Meanwhile, Emotional stability 

F-EAST is less effective in measuring kraepelin’s working curve even though it measures the same 

about stability. The ineffectiveness in the emotional stability measurement might be due to the 
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differences of evaluation between Kraepelin's working curve and the F-EAST deviation rate. The F-

EAST workmanship average graph based on the participants who are overly steady will be labeled as 

poor; however, this is not the case with Kraepelin.  
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Tabel 6 

Intercorrelation matrix aspects F-EAST, Pauli, and Kraepelin 

Aspects 

F-EAST  Pauli  Kraepelin 

1 2 3 4 5 6  7 8 9 10 11 12  13 14 15 16 

F-EAST                   

1. Workload capacity 1                  

2. Error rate (%) -0.039 1                 

3. Deviation rate (%) -0.627** 0.108 1                

4. Range 0.068 -0.026 0.338 1               

5. Peak performance 0.107 0.041 -0.273 -0.041 1              

6. Graph Type -0.064 -0.218 -0.072 0.098 0.192 1             

Pauli                   

7. Workload capacity 0.635** -0.179 -0.628** -0.109 0.121 0.034  1           

8. Error rate (%) 0.011 0.301* -0.011 -0.039 0.114 -0.076  -0.076 1          

9. Deviation rate (%) -0.159 0.175 0.330* 0.342* -0.182 -0.367*  -0.367* 0.065 1         

10. Range 0.209 -0.064 -0.187 0.156 -0.130 0.222  0.222 0.121 0.468** 1        

11. Peak performance -0.070 0.057 -0.017 0.073 0.113 -0.100  -0.100 -0.075 -0.111 -0.018 1       

12. Graph Type -0.104 0.009 0.021 0.203 0.108 0.557**  -0.028 0.003 0.012 0.171 0.367* 1      

Kraepelin                   

13. Workload capacity 0.576** -0.049 -0.556** 0.019 -0.140 0.047  0.820** 0.083 -0.173 0.414** 0.051 0.041  1    

14. Wrong Answer  -0.098 0.578** 0.037 -0.134 -0.325 -0.043  0.020 0.188 -0.072 0.025 -0.063 -0.143  0.041 1   

15. Working Curve 0.229 -0.087 0.054 0.369* -0.232 -0.041  0.085 -0.010 0.232 0.412** 0.091 0.066  0.197 -0.010 1  
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Aspects 

F-EAST  Pauli  Kraepelin 

1 2 3 4 5 6  7 8 9 10 11 12  13 14 15 16 

16. Working Style 0.000 -0.344* 0.024 0.094 0.240 0.310*  -0.014 -0.077 0.112 -0.100 -0.003 -0.017  -0.167 -0.300* -0.015 1 

 Mean 884 2.00 6.3 1.92 1.60 3.34  2716 0.20 4.50 1.53 1.57 3.51  22.75 14.24 12.06 -1.49 

 SD 205 1.40 2.3 0.27 0.82 1.36  650 0.40 1.70 0.77 0.82 1.42  5.21 16.63 2.88 27.87 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01
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Regarding the limitation, this study reveals that there are two similar aspects between F-EAST and 

Pauli that are not correlated, namely Range and Peak Performance. The length of the two test 

administrations is their primary distinction (20 minutes for F-EAST and one hour for Pauli). This 

enables Range and Peak Performance of each test to address different constructs. In contrast, neither 

of these aspects are measured by the Kraeplin test, which has the same administration length as F-

EAST. Another potential limitation is the small number of samples which may affect the generalization 

of this study. 

 

Conclusion  

To conclude, the current study provides that the F-EAST are valid and reliable for computer based 

tests as general and to measure work aptitude by converting the procedure Pauli’s and Kraepelin’s 

paper and pencil test into computer administration. F-EAST also has good report psychometric 

properties of the computer-based test relating to reliability and validity evidence. 
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