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This chapter offers insights and data concerning factors that can affect the
comstruct and criterion-related validity of situational judgment tests (S[Ts),
First, we review the history of the debates conceming the validity of S]Ts.
Mext, we review four characteristics of SIT items that are logically related
to issues of construct and criterion-related validity. Then, we summarize
evidence on construct validity, criterion-related validity, and incremental
validity of SITs. Mext, we present a model that integrates the findings,
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Finally, we offer topics for future research concerning the construct and
criterion-related validity of S Ts.

VALIDITY DEBATES CONCERNING 5JTs ARE AS OLD AS 5JTs

The development and use of 5]Ta have a long history in personnel selection,
Im fact, the use of 5] Ts dates back to the 1920s. For a detailed history of 5fTs,
the reader is referred to the first chapter of this book and McDaniel, Morge-
somn, Finnegan, Campion, and Braverman (2001). Despite the long history
of these tests, substantial attention to the construct and criterion-related va-
lidity has been a recent phenomenon. 5till, some early work foreshadows
recent debates about the validity of 5fTs, particularly their construct valid-
ity The first test known bo use situational judgment items was the George
Washington Social Intelligence Test. One of the subtests, called Judgment
in Social Situations, included many items in work situations. This subtest
required “keen judgment. and a deep appreciation of human motives, to
answer cormectly” (Moss, 1926, p. 26). Thorndike and Stein (1937) began the
construct validity debate in 5[Ts by arguing that the George Washington
Social Intelligence Test did not cormelate with other tests designed to mes-
sure social intelligence and was highly correlated with measures of gen-
eral intelligence. Cardall (1942) otfered the Practical Intelligence Test, but
somne researchers criticized it for its high correlations with messures of gen-
eral intelligence (Carrington, 1949; Taylor, 1949). Narthrop (1989) reviewed
World War [I-era 5Tz and made observations on their complex construct
domain. More recently, Sternberg et al. (2000) made bold claims about the
construct validity of practical intelligence measures that are composed of
situational judgment items. These claims have received substantial critique
(Gottfredson, 2003; McDaniel & Whetzel, 2005),

CHARACTERISTICS OF SITs THAT MIGHT AFFECT VALIDITY

There are several characteristics of $/Ts that may affect their validity. This
section draws on and expands the McDandel and Nguyen (2001) discussion
of the characteristics of 5JTs. These characteristics include the degree of
fidelity of the ST, the cognitive complexity of the jtems, the content of
the scenario, and the response instructions. A discussion of some of these
characteristics B8 also relevant to issues of development and scoring of
S]Ts and is addressed in chapter 8 of this volume. In our chapter, these
characteristics are presented as they relate to the construct and criterion-
related validity of S]Ts.
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Degree of Fidelity

SIT= vary in the degree of Adelity of presentation. Fidelity can be defined
as the extent to which the test resembles the work required on the job.
For example, work samples would have high fidelity and cognitive ability
tests would have low fdelity. Typically, video-based 5[Ts are considered
to have higher fidelity than written S[Te. However, within a given format,
one might expect fidelity to vary across ST

Video-based 5[Te consist of a series of siuations or scenarios in a video
media as well a5 some number of plausible response options, also on video
media. Several such measures have been developed o predict customer
service performance. For example, Alignmark's AccuVision Customer Ser-
vice System (Allpnmark, 2001 } s a video-based selectbon test that has been
developed to measure customer service skills and abilities. [ob-analysis in-
formation provided the basis for the design and content of the systern and
varying degrees of customer contact are represented by the different soe-
narios le.g., employee-to-customer, employee-to-employes, and telephone
interactions),

We believe video-based S[Ts are popular for three reasons. First, video
simulations have stronger vissal and affective appeal than written 5] Ts.
Typically, video-based S]Ts ane more interesting to view than written tests
are to read. Thus, employers who use video-based S[Ts can speak of how
innovative and technologically sophisticated their selection systems are.
Likewize, applicants can be impressed by the sophistication of the selec-
tion system and be attracted to the organization. Second, high-fidelity sim-
ulations ane valued because of their philosophy of measurement. They
reflect the sample approach to measurement as opposed o sign measure-
ment (Wernimont & Campbell, 1968). In their review of inferential and
evidential bases of validity, Binning and Barrett (1989) discussed this mea-
surement approach as one seeking to demonstrate that the predictor is
somorphic with the performance domain. Based on this measurement
philosophy, many academics and practitioners shun low-fidelity instru-
ments such as cognitive ability tests and embrace higher fidelity meth-
ods (e.g. video 5[Ts, work sample tests, and assessment centers) because
they are considered samples of job content and are viewed as intrinsi-
cally better selection tools. Sometimes this belief & based on evidence and
sometimes it i not. Third, video-based based 5[Ts are popular because
they are perceived to have lower Black-White racial differences. (Nguyen,
McDaniel, & Wietel, 2005) The rationale is that video-based testing for-
mats reduce the cognitive variance in the test by reducing the
demands. Given the large mean differences between Blacks and Whites
in cognitive ability (Roth, BeVier, Bobko, Switzer, & Tyler, 2001), reducing
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ﬂmmﬂwmmllﬁtmly’ will reduce Black-White score differ-
ences on the test. Reducing the cognitive demands s a cofmon approach
to manipulating racial outcomes in test performance (Gottfredson, 1996).
Reducing Black-White differences in test scores is a common motivation for
developing video-based S[Ts. We have often seen them used by employers
facing race-based employment litigation, Developers of video-based 5]Ts
promote them as tests designed to minimize adverse impact.

Typically, however, 5Ts are presented in a written format, whether as
paper-and-pencil ar computer-administered tests. In written-format SfTs,
the scenario s described rather than shown via video, Written ST ane
developed mare frequently due to the cost differences in development be-
tween written and video formats and the need for expanded skills sets for
video production. Although both formats share the cost of developing the
scenarios and response options, video-based tests require costs associated
wiﬂlmpﬁng.m,andvﬂmpmdm.mhmnmk:vﬂm-
based 5T substantially more expensive to develop than paper-and-pencil
measures, Personnel psychologists typically have the skills needed to de-
velop SITs in written format. Video-based SJTs typically would require the
personnel psychologist to obtain assistance from those with video com-
petencles. Separate from the cost considerations, video-based 5[Ts require
the test-development project to involve more people and a longer time to
completion, Thus, simplicity of production likely makes written format
5] Ts more commuon than video-based 5[Ts.

In summary, the fidelity of the SIT might affect both construct and
criterion-related validity. A video-based S|T has a reasonable chance of
reducing the cognitive variance of the S[T primarily by reducing the read-
ing demands. Thus, in contrast to written SJTs, video-based 5fTs can be

to have a lower correlation with cognitive ability and yield lower
Black—White test score differences. If the construct validity of the SIT
changes with fidelity, one might observe criterion-related validity differ-
ences among S[Ts of varying fidelity. Cognitive ability & the best predictor
of job performance (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). If one remaves the cognd-
tive variance from a test, one runs the risk of reducing its prediction of
job ce, However, the remaining noncognitive variance may also
have useful levels of validity. We suggest that if one removes cognitive
variance from a SJT, the ST will be correlated with personality traits such
&5 conscientiousness, agresableness, and emotional stability as well as job
knowledge. All of these constructs can contribute to the prediction of job
performance. Also, the high fidelity of the video might contextualize the
measurement properties in a manner to enhance the validity of the test.
Wi recogmize that this assertion is speculative, but there is some evidence
to suggest that adding contestualization to personality tests can improve
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validity {(Robie, Born, & Schmit, 2001; Robie, Schmit, Ryan, & fickar, 2000;
Schmit, Ryan, Stierwall, & Powell, 1995). Thus, it is reasonable to suggest
that if high-fidelity SITs offér more work-related contextualization than
low-fidelity SfTs, the greater contextualization of high-fidelity 5Ts may
add to their validity. However, we know of no evidence that examines the
relationship between the fidelity of an SIT and its validity and find the
topic worthy of investigation.

Cognithve Complexity

S1Ts vary in the level of cognitive complexity of the scenarios. We offer this
exampie as a low-complexity situational judgment item:

Everyone in your workgroup but you has received a new compuer. Mobady
has said anvihing o you about the siuabion

a. Assume il was a mistake and tallk o your superyvisor

b. Take a compuier from a comarier's desk

E gﬁ-ﬁmmmmw-mmmmmw
h it

The Tacit Knowledge Inventory for Managers (TKIM; Wagner & Stern-
berg. 1991}, on the other hand, presents scenarios that are considerably
longer and more detailed than the typical SIT. The TKIM presents situa-
tions that are typically several paragraphs long and invalve fairly complex
interactions. Given the increased reading and reaseming requirements im-
posed by complex scenarios, they are likely to be mone highly correlated
with cognitive ability than other SITs composed of lower complexity sce-
narios. McDaniel and Nguyen (2000 suggested that the complexity of the
situation is related to the length of the soenario and that more words ane
typically required to describe complex situations than less complex sit-
uations. A related issue concerns the comprehensibility of the stems. It is
harder tounderstand the meaning and import of some situations than other
situations. Sacco et al. (2000) examined the comprehensibility of ibem stems
using readability formulas and found variability in the reading demands.
It iz reasonable assertion that the length, complexity. and
bility of the situation are inerrelated and may drive the cognitive loading
of the situational stems.

The cognitive complexity of the items in a ST can be expected to af-
fect both construct and criterion-related validity. Cognitively demanding
STs relative to less cognitively demanding S[Ts can be expected to have
relatively more of their variance driven by cognitive ability and less of their
variance associated with noncognitive traits. This difference in the relative



188 McDANIEL ET AL

degree of cognitive and noncognltive constructs assessed might impact the
eriterion-related validity. Whereas cognitive tests have higher validity than
personality tests, an average, for most job performance criteria, increasing
the cognitive loading of the S| T might increase its criterion-retated validity.
The Sacco et al. (2000 data supported this assertion. However, a ST may
not be the sole screening tool, If one increases the cognitive load of a 5[T,
the SIT may contribute little additional variance to a battery containing a
cognitive ability test. In contrast, a S|T with lower cognitive load, may have
a lower correlation with cognitive ability and provide better incremental
validity to a battery containing a cognitive ability test.

Content of the Scenario

There is variability in the content of scenarios of 5[Ts. Some scenarios use
1 situations that do not require any kind of job knowledge
Others invalve job knowledge that is fairly generic (e.g., decision making
or problem solving) and others may involve technical job knowledge (e.g.
knowledge of electronics or mechanics).

We suggest that the content of the scenario affects both construct and
criterion-related validity and offer the following observations. [t is difficult
to assess the correlates of situational judgment items by inspecting their
content. One’s response to an item concerning an interpersonal conflict
would certainly reflect one’s inberpersonal competencies but it may also
reflect other traits, In interpersonal conflicts some possible responses reflect
Some responses might reflect low or high levels of consdentiousness or
emational stability. In our sample itern concerning not receiving 4 new
computer, endorsement of the response of taking a new computer from a
co-worker's desk might simultaneously reflect low cognitive ability, low
conscientiouaness, and low emotional stability, However, it is reasonable
that content must drive constructs assessed. ST items that present inter-
personal scenarios should tap interpersonal constructs to a greater degres
than scenarics focused on resolving problems with automobile engines. It
is also reasonable that the content assessed must drive the criterion-nelated
validity. Some content is more pob-related than others and some content

will better predict job performance than other content.
Response Instructions
Two different kinds of response instructions are typically used for 5]Ts:

behavioral tendency and knowledge. Tests with behavioral tendency in-
structions ask respondents to identify how they would likely behave
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in a given situation. These instructions, asking people about their typa-
cal behavior, ook like personality measures that ask people to describe
their behavioral inclinations. A variant of this approach is to ask the re-
spondent to identify the response they would most likely perform and
those they would least likely perform (Dalessio, 1994; Smith & McDanied,
1598).

5Ts with knowledge instructions ask respondents to evaluate the effec-
tiveness of possible responses to a particular situation. These judgments
take the form of effectiveness ratings or rankings of best response and /or
worst response. Alternatively, an applicant might be asked to identify the
best response or the best and worst

MeDaniel and Nguyen (2001) suggested that knowledge instructions
make the S]T more faking resistant than behavioral tendency instructions.
Consider, as a metaphor, the distinction between a personality item and
a mathematical knowledge item. As with a ST with behavioral tendency
instructions, personality test instructions encourage respondents to de-
scribe their typical behavior, In the assessment of conscientiousness, an
itemn might ask if the respondent maintains an orderly work area. A dis-
orderly person could answer truthfully or could falsely indicate that he or
she maintains a neat work anea, As with a ST wsing knowledge instruc-
tions, a respandent on a mathematics knowledge item is asked to provide
the best answer. In the assessment of cube-root knowledge, a mathematics
test might ask the respondent for the cube-root of 4,913, A mathematically
deficient person cannot pick the cormect answer with certainty. The individ-
ual might correctly guess the answer (17) but he or she cannot knowingly
provide the correct answer as can the disorderly person who claims that
he or she is orderly. Thus, in a SIT with behavioral intention instructions
it is possible for an ill-suited applicant to answer in @ manner that mimics
an applicant with highty desirable behavioral tendencies. In a knowledge
instruction SIT, it is more difficult for an applicant who lacks knowledge
of the best responses to mimic a knowledgeable applicant. Nguyen, Bider-
man, and McDaniel (in press) provided preliminary evidence that faking
can raise scores om a S]T with behavioral tendency instructions to a much
greater extent than on a SJT with knowledge instructions.

Response instructions are likely to affect construct validity. Responses
to behavior tendency items describe typical behavior when applicants are

without the intent of distorting. These responses are similar

to persanality jtems and are likely to assess or be correlated with per-
sonality dispositions. On the other hand, knowledge items assess one's
knowledge of the best way to behave. Assessments of knowledge gen-
erally have cognitive correlates. Job knowledge i gained as a result of
opportunities and ability to learn. The opportunity to leam and the ability
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to learn may be influsnced by personality dispositions. For example, ance-
tety may impede learning or cause one o avoid situations that offer the
opportunity to learn and introversion may impede one's knowledge ac-
quisition through an avoidance of active leamning situations (e.g., intro-
verts may have less knowledge gained through public speaking), However,
knowledge acquisition places large demands on cognitive skills. Thus, S[Ts
using behavioral tendency instructions may correlate higher with person-
ality traits and personality-loaded criteria {contextual performance] than
S[Ts using knowledge instructions that may correlate more highly with
cognitive ability tests and cognitively loaded criteria (task performance).

Response instructions likely influence criterion-related validity in two
ways. The first way relates to differential faking between response for-
mats. We made arguments and cited preliminary evidence that 5[Ts using
behavioral tendency instructions may be more readily faked than 5[Ts us-
ing knowledge instructions. If this is true, and to the extent that some re-
spondents fake and faking diminishes validity, one would expect S[Ts with
behavioral tendency instructions to have lower criterion-related validity
than S[Ts with knowledge instructions. This validity difference should be
maore pronounced in applicant samples than in incumbent samples because
incumbents typically have less motivation to fake.

The second way in which response formats might affect criterion-related
validity is through their effects on constructs assessed. Whereas cognitive
ability tests have substantially larger commelations with job performance
than personality tests i(Schmibdt & Hunter, 1998), 5]Te with knowledge in-
structions, with their associated larger cognitive load, may vield higher
validities than S[Ts with behavioral tendency instructions. On the other
hand, a ST with behavioral tendency instructions might provide a re-
liable measure of cognitive ability and supplement cognitive variance
with job-related personality varlance. Thus, an S|T with behavioral ten-
dency instructions may have similar levels of validity as a test battery
containing both a cognitive ability test and a set of personality measures.
Optimally weighted compoesites of cognitive and personality measures can
vield higher validities than cognitive tests alone (Schemidt & Hunter, 1998,

THE EVIDENCE FOR CONSTRUCT AND CRITERION-RELATED
VALIDITY

So far, we have offered speculation on factors that may be associated with
the construct and criterion-related validity of 5/Ts, There has been sub-
stantial research on the construct and criterion-related validity of S{Ts that
sddresses some but not all of the factors on which we have speculated.
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Here, we present 8 summary of empirical evidencr addressing the con-
struct and criterion-related validity of S[Ts.

Construct Validity Evidence

Geveral classic primary studies have been conducted documenting the va-
lidity of SITs fe.g. Chan & Schmitt, 1997; Motowidlo, Dunnette, & Carter,
1990; Olson-Buchanan et al., 1998; Smith & McDansel, 1996}, Given the at-
tention of 5/Ts in the recent psychological literature, meta-analyses have
been conducted on the construct validity of S[Ts (McDaniel, Hartman,

& Grubb, 2003; McDantel, Morgeson, Finnegan, Campion, & Braverman,
2001; McDhniel de Nguyen, 20011, McDanel et al. (2001) examined the
m@mm&smmmummm (2001} summarized
persanality and job-experience correlates of 5TTs. McDaniel et al. (2003)
extended the construct-validity analyses of McDanlel and Nguyen (3001)
and McDaniel et al, (2001) with more data and the inclusion of a response-
instruction moderator, The construct validity highlights of the McDamiel
et al. (2003} effort are shown in Table 9.1

SITs are shown to measurne cognitive ability and the Big Five personality
traits to varving degrees. The extent to which S[Ts measure these constructs

TABLER]
Meta-Analytic Resulis of Cormelations B Situational Jud|
Tests and Cognitive Ahﬂu}' Agrevableniss, Conscientiousness, and
Emuotional Stabikity
Distriburion of correhations with STs N No.ofrs @
Cognitive ability 22553 &2 3%
Behavioral endency instructions 5263 A 23
Knowledge instructions 17,290 41 A3
Agreeableness 14,131 16 33
ﬂhmmm 5,618 11 53
Enowiedge instnsctions 8303 5 20
Conscientiousness 19,656 19 a7
Behavioral tendency instructions 5000 n 51
Knowledge instructions 13,754 -] i« |
Emational Stability 7718 4 E ]
Behavioral lendency instrections 5728 n L

Knowledge instractions 1,990 4 ail
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is maderated by the SJT response instructions, MeDaniel et al. (2003} found
that for the three most researched persomality constructs, STTs with behav-
ioral tendency instructions are more correlated with personality than 5/Ts
with knowledge instructions (Agreeableness 53 vs. 20; Conscientiousness
51 ws. ,33; Emotonal Stability 51 va. 111 5]Ts with knowledge instructions
are more correlated with cognitive ability than STTs with behawvioral ten-
dency instructions {43 va. 23). They noted that some of the distributions
had relatively small numbers of coefficients and that results should be
s more data cumlate,

As shown in Table 9.1, the primary correlates with 5[Ts are cognitive
ability, agreeableness, consclentiousness, and emotional stability. Given
the wide range of constructs correlated with 5[Ts, their multifaceted nature
does not make it easy to arget them to specific constructs o the exclusion
of other constructs. Efforts at such targeting have not been fully successful
(Ployhart & Ryan, 20000, Cur reading of this litersture is that 5fTs can be
targeted to assess specific constructs but that the targeted SJTs will continue
o measure multiple constructs.

In summary, S]Ts are typically correlated with cognitive ability, agree-
ableniss, conscientiousness, and emotional stability. SITs with behavioral
tendency instructions are more cormelated with personality than SJTs with
knowledge instrsctions. S[Ts with knowledge instructions are more cor-
related with cognitive ability than S[Ts with behavioral tendency instruc-
tions. These findings suggest that one can change the construct validity of
a situational judgment test by altering the response instructions. Further-
more, the finding that 5]Ta have moderate cornelates with personality and
cognitive ability suggests that the tests ane best viewed as methods and not
assessment of a judgment constrct.

Wi note that the construct-validity data are drawn almost entirely from
concurrent studies. This, for studies using incumbents, it is clear that 5]Ts
with behavioral tendency instructions appear fo assess more &
ity and less cognitive ability, whereas the opposite is found for S[Ts with
knowledge instructions, Applicant data, when they become available, may
show a less clear distinction betwesn behavioral tendency instructions and
knowledge instructions. We believe the cause of any potential difference
will be due to applicant faking. It is reasonable that some applicants will
respond In o manner to make themselves look better than they are and
other applicants will not. It is also reasonable that among those applicants
who choose fo fake, some will be better at faking than others. We argue
that applicants will have more difficulty faking the SITs using knowledge
instructions than the 5/Ts using behavioral tendency instructions. Deceit-
ful applicants may not provide a response indicative of their behavioral
tendency but rather a response consistent with their perception of what is
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the best response, As such, deceitful applicants will respond to a behay-
soral tendency ST as if it had the instructions of a knowledge SIT. To the
extent that this happens with some frequency among applicants, we antic-
ipate that the construct validity differences between behavioral tendency
and knowledge instruction SJTs will be smaller because the results for the
behavioral tendency SITs will become mone similar to the results for know)-
edge instruction SJTs. Thus, an SJT that is more personality loaded in an
Incumbent sample, may become maore cognitively loaded in an applicant
sample

Criterion-Related Validity Evidence

As a result of the large number of SIT instruments and studies conducted
to assese their validity, McDaniel et al. (2001} conducted a meta-analysis
to determine the criterion-related validity of these kinds of instruments.
MecDanbel et al. (2003) re-analyzed and updated the 2001 data and found
that knowledge-response instructions vielded higher validity (331 than
behavioral tendency instructions (.27). We note that this is not a large mag-
nitude moderator and is based primarily on concurrent studies with in-
cumbent data. Earlier, we speculated that the construct validity evidence
based on applicant samples may be somewhat different from the construct
valkdity data using incumbent samples. We hold the same caveat for the
criterion-related validity data. To the extent that some applicants fake when
completing SITs, faking respondents on S[Ts with behavioral tendency in-
structions may respond not with behavioral dispositions but with their

of the best answer. To the extent that this happens, the criterion-
related validity of behavioral tendency SJTs may approximate those of S[Ts
with knowledge instructions. We recognize that this argument may lead
to the concluskon that faking can enhance validity. This is not a position
with which we are comfortable or which we endorse and we encourage
research to evaluate this possibility.

Incremental Validity Evidence

The incremental validity of SJTs over measures of cognitive ability has been
& torpic of several primary studies (Clevenger, Pereira, Wiechmann, Schimitt,
& Schmidt Harvey, 2001; Chan & Schmitl, 2002: OFConnell, McDaniel,
Grubb, Hartman, & Lawrence, 2002 Weekly & Jones, 1967, 1999) and two
mieta-anakyses (McDandel et al., 2001; McDaniel et al., 2003). All studies
showed that 5[Ts provide incremental validity over cognitive ability. The
incremental prediction i= reasonable in that S[Ts typically measure job-
related personality traits including conscientiousness, agresableness, and
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emotional stability. Whereas 5[Ts are measurement methods and can mea-
sure a variety of constructs in varying magnitudes, the incremental validity
of STs over cognitive ability can expect to vary with the cognitive satura-
tion of the SJT. SITs that are highly correlated with cognitive ability can not
be expected to have much incremental validity over cognitive ability. S]Ts
that measure noncognitive job-related constructs can be expected to have
useful levels of incremental validity over cognitive ability.

Data on incremental validity of S]Ts over both cognitive ability and per-
sonality are rare. O'Connel] et al. (2002) found incremental validity of the
SJT over cognitive ability but very little incremental valadity over both cog-
nitive ability and personality. They did not report incremental validity of
the SIT over personality alone. Whereas S[Ts typically measure both per-
sonality and cognitive ability, one might expect an SJT to have incremental
validity over cognitive ability or over personality. However, it is likely to
be more difficult for SJTs to have incremental validity over both cognitive
ability and personality, Stll, Weekley and Ployhart demonstrated that a
SIT provided incremental validity beyond cognitive ability, persomality.
and experience. Future research should examine whether this is a rare or
A COmImOn event,

A MODEL TO INTEGRATE CONSTRUCT AND CRITERION-RELATED
VALIDITY EVIDENCE FOR 5JTS

Figure 9.1 presents a model that integrates validity evidence for 5fTa. The
four personal traits that affect performance on S[Ts are cognitive ability,

, conscienticusness, and emotional stability, This assertion is
consistent with the correlations between measures of these constructs and
SJTs. The four personal traits also affect the extent to which job knowled ge
is gained through education and training, Por example, the smart and de-
pendable gain more job knowledge through education and training than
do the stupid and the slothful. The four personal traits also affect the extent
towhich one gains job knowledge through job experience. We have divided
job knowledge into general job knowledige and technical job knowledge.
We envision general job knowledge to be composed of basic knowledges
oommon to most jobs and might be viewed as work soclalization knowl-
edge. These knowledges would inchude the value of showing up to work,
being nice to co-workers, dressing appropriately, following the directions
of one’s supervisor, and refraining from employes theft and inappropri-
ate language. These are knowledges that one might gain in one's initial
job and might show more varianoe among applicants for entry-level posi-
tions than more senior positions. However, general job knowledge might
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also include some knowledges needed at supervisory levels, For example,
some supervisors have more knowledge related to dealing with subor-
dinates than others. Many 5[Ts are designed to tap general supervisory
knowledge. Technical job knowledge is knowledge specific to a job or an
industry and is gained through education, training, and experience. Some
SITs might tap technical knowledge such as techniques useful in cosing
a sale or knowledge related to managing a large project. There is little re-
search addressing knowledge correlates of 5Tk but SfTs ane often assumed
to measure knowled e, tacit or explicit (Schmibde & Hunter, 1993; Sternberg
et al., 20000

Chur model assumes that test performance on 5[ Ts is a function of cogni-
tive ability, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability, both
directly and through their effects on job knowledge as mediated by educa-
tion, training, and experience. Job knowledge, both general and technical,
is assumed to directly affect performance on S5/Ts.

Job performance is predicted by cognitive ability, agreeableness, con-
scientiousness, emotional stability, STTs, and job knowledge. Whereas dif-
ferent 5[Ts assess the four personal traits and job knowledge to varying
degrees, the incremental validity of a specific SIT will vary based on its
comelates. SfTs with substantial cognitive cormidates may have little incre-
miental validity over cognitive ability but substantial incremental validity
over personality. SJTs with substantial noncognitive cormelates may have
little incremental validity over personality but substantial incremental va-
lidity owver cognitive tests. 5/Ts with both high cognitive and noncognitive
saturation, may offer little incremental validity over a battery of cognitive
and noncognitive teits.

The model also recognizes that job performance can be measured with
varying emphases on task and contextual performance. We anticipate that
knowledge-based S7Ts will be better predictors of task performance than
behavioral tendency ST If the job performance construct space were
weighted to be more contextually oriented. one would expect an increase
im the validity of behavioral tendency 5ITs.

Our madel is not rocket science, but it is meant as a heuristic for un-
derstanding the construct, criterion-related, and incremental validity of
S[Ts. The model’s separation of job knowledge into general and technical
is speculative. The model’s description of 5IT variance as a function of
only cognitive ability, three personality traits and knowledge may be foo
restrictive. The maodel also needs to be expanded to consider differential
Ioading of job performance on task and contextual factors. However, the
mudel is conaistent with available data, can aid in understanding the roles
of cognitive and personality constructs in 5Ts, and can facilitate under-
atanding of the differences across studies in incremental validity, Certainly,
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mare theory and better models of the nomonological net of S[Ts can be
developed,

FUTURE RESEARCH

Although we know much about the construct and eriterion-related validity
af 5ITs, we believe that research on S[Ts is in its infancy and that there are
a large number of issues that need further attention. We offer eight areas
in need of additional research.

Response Instructions and item Content

Ohr discussion of the effects of response instructions on criterion-related
and construct validity assumes that thene is nothing different in the content
of the items in knowledge-instruction versus behavioral tendency nstruc-
tion SfTs. It could be that all or part of the response instruction effect is
actually due to differences in item content, Mguyen et al, {in press), using
a single set of S]T items, found the expected effects with respect to faking
and correlations with cognitive ability. Specifically, a SIT with knowledge
instructions was less fakable and more cormelated with cognitive ability
than was the same ST with behavioral tendency instructions. However,
that study did not examine correlations with persomality or job perfor-
mance. The chapter authors have done a small sample study in which
aters wene asked to guess whether ST itemns were from a knowledge in-
struction or a behavioral tendency instruction SIT and found that raters
were not able to make accurate decisions. Thus, these results argue against
an item-content confound. Despite this prefiminary evidence against an
item-content confound, more study of item-content and other possible
confounds is warranted. We recognize that some will not find it credi-
bie that one can change the construct and criterion-related validity of a test
simply by changing the response instructions. More research is needed o
evaluate our assertions about the impact of response instruction effects on
S[Ts.

Job Knowledge

Mot SIT researchers assume that S/Ts measure knowledge and some ex-
plicitly assert this (Schmidt & Hunter, 1993; Sternbery et al, 2000). Yet
no rmesearch has adequately assessed job-knowledge correlates of 5[Ts.
MeDaniel and colleagues (McDandel & Nguyen, 2001; McDaniel et al., 2003)
have summarized the small literature that has related SITs to length of job
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ce s a remaote surmogate measure of job knowbedge, More research
Is clearly needed.

Constructs of a Moving Target

Maost researchers acknowledge that 5[Ts are measurement methods that
can and do measure multiple constructs. Different SITs can and do mea-
sure constructs differentially. The Stevens and Campion (1999) eamwork
SIT has substantial correlates with cognitive ability, whereas other S[Ts
have much lower correlations with cognitive ability. Likewise, some SfTs
have large correlations with some personality traits and others have lower
correlations. Thus, any attempt to draw conclusions about the constructs
assessed by SITs must recognize that these are “constrscts assessed on the
average” and that any given S]T can deviate from these typical correlations.
Much more work needs to be done to better target the constructs measured
by SJTs. Ployhart and Ryan (2000} offered a very reasonable method for con-
structing 5]Ts to measure specific constructs. Although the ST scales did
measure the intended constructs, the correlations with other measures of
the constructs were not large and the discriminant validiry of the measures
was low. Given that a reasonable approach to building STs to target spe-
cific constructs yielded less than satisfying results, we are not hopeful that
5JTs can be readily targeted to specific constructs to the exclusion of others.
However, research to refute our pessimism is encouraged.

Search for More Constructs

We have offered evidence that S[Ts in part assess cognitive ability, conseien-
tiousness, agreeableness, and emotional stability. We have also speculated
thl%uppbkmledgeﬂmgadmwwhﬁsrﬁuﬂph
knowledge. Sternberg and colleagues (2000} argued that one can measure
a general factor of practical intelligence with situational judgment items.
Although we agree with Gottfredson (20000 and McDaniel & Whetzel
(2005) that the available evidence finds no support for the existence of
a practical intefligence construct let alone a general factor of practical in-
tefligence, we do encourage more theory and research concerning other
constructs that are or can be assessed by S[Ts.

W note that our findings that STTs typically are correlated with cognitive
ability, consclentiousness, agreeableness. and emaotional stability may bea
function of the jobs examined to date and might differ for other jobs. For ex-
ample, 5{Ts designed for sales jobs could reasonably have large magnitude
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cormelations with extroversion. It i worthwhile to examine the extent to
which job content moderates the cormelates of SITs

Fidelity and Validity

Al validity evidence cumulsted by McDaniel and colleagues (McCraniel
et al., 2001; McDaniel & Nguyen, 2001; McDaniel et al,, 2003) has been re-
stricted to written 5[Te. As more validity data on video-based S[Ts become
available, cumulative evidenoe on their construct and criterion-related va-
lidity should be summarized. In this chapber, we have also restricted fidelity
to disseribe the difference between video and writhen formats, This is & con-
strained definition of fidelity. We have also considened fidelity fior its effec
om the cognitive load of 5]Ts, We suspect fidelity has more import than
its effect on cognitive load. We also speculated on the contextualization of
iterns as an aspect of fidelity that might affect validity. The notion of Adelity
and its relation to validity needs further examination,

Applicant Data

Almeost the entire knowledge base concerning the construct and criterion-
related validity of STTs is based on concurrent data, Concurment studies wse
incumbents as respondents and the task of completing the ST is typically
explained as a research effort that does not affect the carcer of the respan-
dents. Applicants complete 57T under much different situations that serve
to manipulate the motivation of the respondents, Compared to incumbents,
applicants are much more likely to be concerned about the evaluations of
their responses. Motivational and other differences betweem applicants and
incumbents may affect the construct and eriterion-related validity of S[Ts.
In this chapter, we speculated that the differences between behavioral ten-
dency and knowledge instruction 5] Ts may be bess pronounced in applicant
data than the nesults wie described.

Cognitive Loading

W have speculated about cognitive loading of SIT items and its effect on
Black-White score differences, construct validity, and criterion-related va-
lidity. There is very little research (Sacco et al., 2000; Nguyen et al. 2005) that
has directly assessed cognitive loading of items on their racial differences
and validity. Clearty, more research is needed.
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Publication Blas

in meta-analytic methods in industrial brganizational {1,/0)
has largely stalled. However, meta-analysis in medical research
is a hot-bed of methodological developments. Foremost among these de-
velopments are statistical techniques to evalwate publication bias in litera-
tures {Dickerson, in press; Halpern & Berlin, in press). Fail-safe Ns, the most
common approach to publication bias assessment in /0 psychology has
been shown to be a very poor procedure bo assess publication bias (Becker,
in press) and a number of more accurate and powerful approaches have
been offered {Duval, in press; Hedges & Vevea, in press; Sterne & Egger, in
press; Sutton & Pigott, in press). Personnel psychologists may ignore this
research to their eventual detriment. Authors who have results counter to
the typical results may be discouraged from submitting them for publi-
cation because the results do not fit the “known facts.” Likewise, editors
who receive small sample, low-validity studies are likely to reject them as
flawed due to sample size and other factors because they are counter to
“known facts.” This is not a situation that is conducive to the advance-
ment of cumulatetive live knowledge. Consistent with many publication
bias investigations, one might expect small sample, low-validity studies to
be suppressed. If this were the case, thene would be an upward bias in the
reported validity of S/Ts and possibly some effect on the correlations with
other mensures relevant to construct validity, Current validity data on 5[Ts
should be evaluated for potential publication bias and efforts to evaluate
and prevent publication bias (Berlin & Ghersi, in pressl in this and other
1/ 0} literatures is warranted.

SUMMARY

This examination of SJT construct validity has focused primarily on cog-
nitive ability, conscientiousness, emotional stability, and agreeablencss,
We suggest that job knowledge is also an important correlate of SJT

The criterion-related validity of 5[Ts is well established,
which is reasonable given that the constructs associated with STs also
tend to be useful predictors of job performance. We offer evidence that
the instructions used with 5/Ts can moderate the construct and criterion-
related validity of the measures. We also provide a heuristic model that
helps to integrate the relations between other constrscts, S1Ts, and job per-
formance. Finally, we note several areas of research that will help advance
our knowledges of S/Ta
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