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Abstract

Situational judgment tests are personnel selection instruments that present job applicants
with work-related situations and possible responses to the situations. The response
instructions are of two types: behavioral tendency and knowledge. Tests with behavioral
tendency instructions ask respondents to identify how they would likely behave in the
situation. Tests with knowledge instructions ask respondents to evaluate the effectiveness
of possible responses to the situation.  Results showed that the response instructions
influenced the constructs measured by the tests. Tests with knowledge instructions had
higher magnitude correlations with cognitive ability than tests with behavioral tendency
instructions.  Tests with behavioral tendency instructions showed higher correlations than
those with knowledge instructions for the personality constructs conscientiousness,
agreeableness and emotional stability.  Tests with knowledge instructions showed higher
criterion-related validity than tests with behavioral tendency instructions.
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Research on situational judgment tests for employee selection has increased
dramatically in recent years (e.g., Chan & Schmitt, 1997; Clevenger, Pereira,
Wiechmann, Schmitt, & Schmidt Harvey, 2001; McDaniel, Morgeson, Finnegan,
Campion, & Braverman, 2001; McDaniel & Nguyen, 2001; Motowidlo, Dunnette, &
Carter, 1990; Olson-Buchanan et al., 1998; Smith & McDaniel, 1998).  Situational
judgment tests present applicants with work-related situations and possible responses to
the situations.  Researchers contend that situational judgment tests predict performance
because they measure job knowledge (Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmit, 1997), practical
intelligence (Sternberg, Wagner, & Okagaki, 1993), or general cognitive ability
(McDaniel et al., 2001).

The criterion-related validity of situational judgment tests has been evaluated in
several primary studies (Chan & Schmitt, 1997; Hanson & Borman, 1989; Motowidlo et
al., 1990; Smith & McDaniel, 1998) and in a recent meta-analysis the typical criterion-
related validity was estimated at .34 (McDaniel et al., 2001). The construct validity of
situational judgment tests also has been assessed in several primary studies (Beaty Jr. &
Howard, 2001; Leaman & Vasilopoulos, 1997; Vasilopoulos, Reilly, & Leaman, 2000;
Weekly & Jones, 1997, 1999). Meta-analyses of the construct-validity data show that
situational judgment tests primarily assess conscientiousness, emotional stability,
agreeableness (McDaniel & Nguyen, 2001) and cognitive ability (McDaniel et al., 2001).

In a review of situational judgment tests, McDaniel and Nguyen (2001)
hypothesized that response instructions affect the test’s susceptibility to faking and the
constructs measured. An applicant is faking to the extent that the applicant is
intentionally presenting herself as being more qualified for the job than she actually is.
McDaniel and Nguyen (2001) proposed that situational judgment tests that use
knowledge instructions would be less fakable than situational judgment tests that use
behavioral tendency instructions.  Knowledge response instructions ask respondents to
select the correct or best possible answer or to rate the effectiveness of available answers.
Behavioral tendency response instructions ask the respondent to select the answer that
represents what the respondent would likely do or what they would most and least likely
do in a given situation.  McDaniel and Nguyen (2001) hypothesized that the knowledge
instructions would be resistant to faking because the correct answers would be the same
for honest and faking respondents.  They argued that tests with behavioral tendency
instructions are susceptible to faking because job applicants may be motivated to select
responses that appear desirable although they differ from their typical behaviors at work.
Faking-resistant tests can be important for test validity because it is difficult for a
motivated respondent to improve one’s test score. Consistent with this argument,
Reynolds, Sydell, Scott and Winter (2000) found higher validities for less fakable
situational judgment tests.

The variety of instructions in the existing situational judgment literature also drew
the interest of Ployhart and Ehrhart (in press). They used a grade-point criterion and
focused on the distinction between knowledge and behavioral tendency instructions.
Ployhart and Ehrhart found that tests with knowledge instructions have lower criterion-
related  and construct validity than tests with behavioral tendency instructions.
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The present study examined response instructions as moderators of the construct
and criterion-related validity of situational judgment tests. We evaluated several
hypotheses concerning the effects of response instructions on validity.

Hypotheses

Consistent with McDaniel and Nguyen (2001), we contend that situational
judgment tests themselves are not constructs, but a method for measuring different
constructs.  The type of response instruction is expected to affect the degree to which
various constructs are assessed by the situational judgment test. Tests that ask
respondents to select the best possible answer are designed to assess knowledge
constructs.  Tests that ask respondents to select a response that represents what they
would likely do are designed to assess behavioral tendency constructs.  Tests with
behavior tendency instructions and tests with knowledge response instructions will
therefore assess constructs differentially.  Specifically, situational judgment tests that use
knowledge response instructions will have higher magnitude positive correlations with
general cognitive ability than tests with behavior tendency response instructions because
knowledge is a function of one’s cognitive ability and opportunity to learn (Schmidt,
Hunter, & Outerbridge, 1986).  In addition, Nguyen (2001) found a knowledge
instruction situational judgment test to be more correlated with cognitive ability than the
same situational judgment test with behavioral tendency instructions.  Conversely,
personality tests should have a stronger relationship with situational judgment tests using
behavioral tendency instructions because personality measures are typically self-reports
of behavioral tendencies. Based on this discussion, we offer two hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1:  Situational judgment tests with knowledge instructions will have
higher correlations with cognitive ability than situational judgment tests with behavioral
tendency instructions.

Hypothesis 2:  Situational judgment tests with knowledge instructions will have
lower correlations with personality tests than situational judgment tests with behavioral
tendency instructions.

The opportunity for individuals to learn is often a function of job experience.  On
average, individuals with more job experience have had more opportunities to acquire job
knowledge. McDaniel, Schmidt, and Hunter (1988) found that job experience has a
positive asymptotic relationship with job performance.  Thus, we expect length of job
experience to be more highly correlated with tests with knowledge instructions, than tests
with behavioral tendency instructions.  There, we offer:

Hypothesis 3:  Situational judgment tests with knowledge instructions will have
higher correlations with job experience than situational judgment tests with behavioral
tendency instructions.

Ployhart and Ehrhart (Ployhart & Ehrhart, in press) found situational judgment
tests using behavioral tendency response instructions to be better predictors of
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performance than knowledge response instructions.  This was consistent with Motowidlo
et. al. (1990) classic situational judgment test study where the seminal personnel selection
thesis was invoked: past performance is the best predictor of future performance.  Using
this logic, one would argue that situational judgment tests using behavioral tendency
response instructions would have a higher correlation with job performance than such
tests with a knowledge response instruction.

However, there are several reasons why situational judgment tests with
knowledge response instructions would yield higher validities for predicting job
performance than situational judgment tests with behavioral tendency response
instructions. First, knowledge measures are excellent predictors of job performance (Dye,
Reck, & McDaniel, 1993). Second, if our construct hypotheses are correct, a knowledge
instruction measure will be more highly correlated with cognitive ability. The validity of
measures that tap multiple constructs, such as interviews (Huffcutt & McDaniel, 1996),
are likely to increase as their cognitive load increases. Third, knowledge instruction
situational judgment tests are more faking resistant than behavioral tendency situational
judgment tests (Nguyen, 2001).  We therefore offer two opposing hypotheses:

Hypothesis 4a:  Situational judgment tests with behavioral tendency instructions
will have higher criterion-related validity than situational judgment tests with knowledge
instructions.

Hypothesis 4b:  Situational judgment tests with knowledge instructions will have
higher criterion-related validity than situational judgment tests with behavioral tendency
instructions.

Method
Literature search

The data set from the McDaniel et al. (2001) meta-analysis provided this study the
bulk of its criterion-related data, as well as its construct validity data concerning
cognitive ability. The McDaniel and Nguyen (2001) data set examining construct-related
validity of the Big 5 and job experience provided the majority of the data for the non-g
construct validity analysis.  The reference lists developed from these studies were
updated to represent the most comprehensive list of studies using situational judgment
tests.  In order to supplement our reference list, we contacted several researchers working
in this area and asked them to identify any journal articles, dissertations, conference
papers, or technical reports missing from our list of references.  Several of the contacted
researchers provided additional studies that were added to the data set used in this meta-
analysis. In addition, we reviewed recent journals and the programs of recent
conferences.

Analysis method

The psychometric artifact-distribution meta-analytic method was used in this
study (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990).  For the construct validity analyses, the estimated
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population mean correlation is corrected for measurement error in both the situational
judgment tests and the construct.  The estimated population variance is corrected for
sampling error and differences across studies in measurement error in both variables. No
range restriction corrections were conducted.

For the criterion-related validity analyses, the estimated population mean
correlation is corrected for measurement error in the criterion.  The estimated population
variance is corrected for sampling error and differences across studies in measurement
error in the situational judgment tests and in the criterion. No range restriction corrections
were conducted.

Reliability

The reliability artifact distributions for the situational judgment tests and the job
performance criterion were drawn from McDaniel et. al. (2001).  The reliability
distribution for the personality constructs were drawn from studies in the meta-analysis
and are presented in Table 1.  The reliability of the length of experience measure was
assumed to be one.

Response instruction taxonomy

 A taxonomy of response instruction types was developed and is presented in
Table 2.  The taxonomy is hierarchical.  At the highest level of the taxonomy, we
distinguish between knowledge and behavioral tendency instructions.  At the lowest level
of the taxonomy, we show variation in knowledge instructions and variations in
behavioral tendency instructions.

Insert Table 1 through 5 here

Decision rules

 Analysis of the criterion related validity data generally followed the four main
decision rules used in the original McDaniel et al. (2001) meta-analysis. First, only
studies whose participants were employees or applicants were used. Second, situational
judgment tests were required to be in the paper-and-pencil format.  Other formats such as
interview (e.g., Latham, Saari, Pursell, & Campion, 1980) and video-based situational
judgment tests (e.g., Dalessio, 1994; Jones & DeCotiis, 1986) were not included.  The
third rule gave priority to supervisor ratings of job performance over other available
measures. The fourth and final rule defined boundary conditions on the job performance
measure. Surrogate performance measures such as years of school completed,
hierarchical level in the organization, number of employees supervised, years of
management experience, ratings of potential, and salary were not used.  The rules
concerning construct-related data generally followed the decision rules used in McDaniel
and Nguyen (2001).
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To improve the current study, we made a few changes to the decision rules used
by McDaniel et al. (2001) and McDaniel & Nguyen (2001). First, we did not include
studies using the How Supervise? test (File, 1943) in either the criterion-related and
construct validity analysis. This was done because the items in How Supervise? were
substantially different than those found in other situational judgment tests. The How
Supervise? test presents respondents with single statements about supervisory practices
and asks whether they agree with the statement. As an example, we present a paraphrase
of an item: “Employees should be told about the financial status of the company.” Note
that this item lacks a stem containing a situation, and asks respondents only to rate a
single statement as desirable or undesirable. Thus, How Supervise? items lack both a
situation and a series of responses to the situations. Given these differences from other
tests, we chose not to include How Supervise? in the collection of situational judgment
tests examined. We also excluded studies where the situational judgment response
instructions could not be coded due to lack of information or due to the response
instructions not fitting into the taxonomy (Jones, Dwight, & Nouryan, 1999).

In contrast to the decision rules of McDaniel and Nguyen (2001), an additional
rule was added for studies containing data with multiple measures of the same construct
in a single sample. We reported one coefficient per construct, per sample. For example, if
a single study reported two correlations for conscientiousness from the same sample, we
only included one coefficient which was the mean of the two coefficients.  An exception
to this rule was made for the Thumin and Page (1966) study because their two
correlations for length of experience were from two separate situational judgment tests
administered in the same study.  Another exception was Weekly and Jones (1997).
Although, their two correlations for experience were from the same sample, the two
correlations were included because one coefficient was from the empirically-keyed
version of the test and the other coefficient was from the rationally-keyed version of the
test.  Because the correlation between the two tests was not very high (r = .53), we
considered the empirically and rationally keyed tests to be different.

Results
Construct-validity results

Tables 3 and 4 present the construct validities.  In both tables, the first column
identifies the distribution of validities analyzed.  Total sample size across studies, the
total number of correlation coefficients, and the mean and standard deviation of the
observed distribution are presented in columns 2 through 5. Columns 6 and 7 contain
estimates of the population mean correlations and standard deviations. The percentage of
variance in the observed distribution corrected for sampling error and reliability
differences across studies and the 80% credibility interval for the true validities are
presented in the remaining two columns.  Whereas no corrections for range restriction
were conducted, all reported populations correlations are likely to be downwardly biased
(underestimates of the actual population value).

Table 3 presents the results for the correlation between situational judgment tests
and general cognitive ability means. The estimated population correlation is (.39) which
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is consistent with the McDaniel et al. (2001) results.  However, the removal of one large
sample study (Pereira & Schmidt Harvey, 1999, study 2) raised the correlation to (.45).
Situational judgment tests with knowledge instructions had almost twice the correlation
with cognitive ability (.43) than situational judgment tests with behavioral tendency
instructions (.23).  Situational judgment tests with “pick the best” instructions had a
substantially higher correlation with cognitive ability (.71) than tests with “pick the best
and worst” instructions (.51).  Any interpretation of this difference should be tempered by
the knowledge that the “best and worst” distribution contained only five coefficients.

Table 4 presents the results for the correlations between situational judgment tests
with Big 5 measures and length of job experience. The estimated mean population
correlations between situational judgment tests and the Big 5 were (.33) for
agreeableness, (.37) for conscientiousness, (.41) for emotional stability, (.20) for
extroversion, and (.12) for openness to experience. For three of the Big 5, the correlations
between the situational judgment test and the personality trait were substantially higher
for the behavioral tendency than for the knowledge instruction set: agreeableness (.53 vs
.20), conscientiousness (.51 vs. 33), and emotional stability (.51 vs .11). The correlation
between situational judgment tests and length of job experience was (.04). Almost all the
data for the length of experience distribution were for situational judgment tests with
knowledge instructions and thus it is not surprising that for tests with knowledge
instructions, the correlation with job experience was .03. The correlation between
experience and situational judgment tests with behavioral tendency instructions was .17.
We note that some of the distributions have a relatively small number of coefficients.

 Table 5 presents the criterion-related validity results. The first column identifies
the distribution of validities analyzed.  Total sample size across studies, the total number
of correlation coefficients, and the mean and standard deviation of the observed
distribution are presented in columns 2 through 5. Columns 6 and 7 contain estimates of
the population mean correlations and standard deviations. The percentage of variance in
the observed distribution corrected for sampling error and reliability differences across
studies and the 80% credibility interval for the true validities are presented in the
remaining two columns. Whereas no corrections for range restriction were conducted, all
reported populations correlations are likely to be downwardly biased (underestimates of
the actual population value).

The estimated population correlation of .32 is comparable to the .34 coefficient
reported in McDaniel et al. (2001). Situational tests using behavioral tendency
instructions have lower validity than tests using knowledge instructions (.27 vs. .33). The
knowledge response instruction tests provided the bulk of the data and we were able to
examine the validity of two sub-category tests that varied by the type of knowledge
instructions. Tests that required the respondent to pick the best answer had an estimated
mean population correlation of .40. Twenty-one of the 32 correlation coefficients in this
distribution were from Greenberg (1963). If those tests are removed from the distribution,
the estimated population mean drops to .36.  Tests that required the respondent to pick
both the best and the worst response had an estimated mean population correlation of .27.
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The incremental validity of situational judgment tests over measures of general
mental ability has been a topic of several studies (Clevenger et al., 2001; Chan &
Schmitt, 2002; Weekly & Jones, 1997, 1999). McDaniel et al. (2001) used the results of
their meta-analysis to estimate the correlation among general cognitive ability, situational
judgment tests, and job performance and then provided an estimate of the incremental
validity of situational judgment tests over that of general cognitive ability. Based on the
data in Table 5, we replicated that analysis using .25 as the observed validity for
situational judgment tests with knowledge instructions and .21 as the observed validity
for situational judgment tests with behavioral tendency instructions. We need to identify
the correlation between situational judgment tests by instruction type and general
cognitive ability. For all samples, the estimated correlation between general mental
ability and situational judgment tests with knowledge instructions was (.34), and if we
drop the Pereira and Harvey (1999, Study 2) sample, the correlation rises to (.43). Given
this large disparity, we ran the incremental validity analysis twice for situational
judgment tests with knowledge. The correlation between general cognitive ability and
situational judgment tests with behavioral tendency instructions was (.18). The
correlations between general cognitive ability and job performance was assumed to be
.25.

 On the basis of these values, the estimated validity of a composite of a situational
judgment test with knowledge instructions and a general cognitive ability measure was
(.30) or (.31) depending on whether the correlation with general ability is set at (.43) or
(.34).  The resulting value for situational judgment tests with behavioral tendency
instructions is (.31).  Based on an assumed criterion reliability of .60, the estimated
population correlations would be .39 (for r = .30) and .40 (for r = .31).

Discussion

This study rests on the assumption that response instructions affect the construct
and criterion-related validity of situational judgment tests. We drew a distinction between
response instructions that asked for a knowledge response and instructions that asked for
a behavioral tendency response. We evaluated our assumption concerning the affect of
this response instruction distinction by conducting analyses to examine four hypotheses.

Evaluation of hypotheses

Hypothesis 1 argued that situational judgment tests with knowledge instructions
would be more highly correlated with general cognitive ability than situational judgment
tests with behavioral tendency instructions. This hypothesis received strong support in
that tests with knowledge response instructions yielded higher validities than tests with
behavioral tendency response instructions (.43 vs. .23).

Hypothesis 2 held that situational judgment measurers with behavioral tendency
instructions would be more highly correlated with personality measures than situational
judgment tests with knowledge instructions. This hypothesis received strong support for
the constructs of agreeableness (.53 vs. .20), conscientiousness (.51 vs. .33), emotional
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stability (.51 vs .11). Hypothesis 2 was not supported for extroversion (.11 vs. .21) and
there were too little data to evaluate the hypothesis for openness to experience. We note
that many of the comparisons are based on a relatively small number of coefficients and
should be re-evaluated as more data are accumulated.

Hypothesis 3 posited that situational judgment tests with knowledge instructions
would be more highly correlated with length of job experience measures than situational
judgment measurers with behavioral tendency instructions. This hypothesis received no
support in that tests with knowledge instructions yielded lower-magnitude correlations
than situational judgment tests with behavioral tendency instructions (.03 vs .17). We do
not find that test of the hypothesis to be compelling because there were only four
coefficients in the distribution of correlations for behavioral tendency instruction tests
with job experience measures.  Thus, conclusions regarding this hypothesis should await
the accumulation of additional data.

Hypothesis 4a stated that the validity of situational judgment tests would be
higher for those with behavioral tendency instructions than for those with knowledge
instructions. Hypothesis 4b held the opposite. Hypothesis 4b was supported in that
situational judgment tests with knowledge instructions had greater validity (.33) than
situational judgment tests with behavioral tendency instructions (.27).

Some believe that our findings are provocative because it appears that one can
alter the construct and criterion-related validity of a situational judgment test simply by
changing the instructions. However, there is an alternative hypothesis. This hypothesis
asserts that there is something beyond response instructions that distinguishes tests with
knowledge instructions from tests with behavioral tendency instructions. This yet to be
discovered “something” might relate to the content of the scenarios in the items. We offer
six lines of evidence refuting this alternative hypothesis. First, we examined items from
tests with both types of instructions and discovered no systematic differences in the
content areas covered by the tests. Second, in our consulting work in this area, the items
are often developed before the client makes a decision concerning which type of
instructions to use. Third, when subject matter experts are used to generate critical
incidents as part of the question stem development process, they are not usually informed
of the instructions to be used with the final test. Fourth, Nguyen (2001) administered the
same situational judgment test to a sample of college students twice, once with
knowledge instructions and once with behavioral tendency instructions.  Nguyen (2001)
found the test with knowledge instructions was more highly correlated with general
cognitive ability than the same test administered with behavioral tendency instructions.
However, the correlations with personality scales did not show a clear distinction
between the two instruction sets. Fifth, Ployhart and Ehrhart (in press) administered the
same set of situational judgment items under various instruction sets that could be
classified as either knowledge or behavioral tendency. All analyses showed superior
results for the tests with behavioral tendency instructions. Although Ployhart and Erhart’s
study in the educational domain provided different results than our results in the
employment domain, they demonstrated that simply changing the instructions produced
large effects for the validity of the test.  Sixth, Griffith, Frei, Snell, Hamill, and Wheeler
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(1997) demonstrated that the factor structure of a non-cognitive test battery changed
substantially as a function of whether applicants were warned against faking. Based on
these six lines of evidence, we conclude that simply changing the instructions on a
situational judgment test can substantially alter its criterion-related and construct validity.
However, additional research on this issue is encouraged. Specifically, we encourage
additional studies similar to Nguyen (2001) and Ployhart and Erhart (in press) where the
same test items are administered under different response instructions.

Incremental validity

The incremental validity of a predictor is a function of the validity of each
predictor and the redundancy of the criterion space explained by the predictors. The
redundancy of the criterion space explained is influenced by the correlation among the
predictors. Our data show that tests with knowledge instructions have larger correlations
with general cognitive ability and larger criterion-related validity than do tests with
behavioral tendency instructions. If one’s aim is to maximize the criterion-related validity
of the composite of a situational judgment test and a cognitive ability test, the distinction
between knowledge and behavioral tendency instructions is not important because either
composite yields about the same level of validity (about .31).  We caution the reader
about and over interpretation of this result.  A given situational judgment test may have
difference correlations with general cognitive ability and job performance than the mean
values used in this analysis. Likewise, the validity of cognitive ability tests vary by job
complexity and will not always be .25 as assumed in our analysis. Future research should
examine whether the race differences in composite test scores vary as a function of the
response instructions for the situational judgment test. One might expect a composite
containing tests with behavioral tendency instructions to have smaller race differences
due to the lower correlation with cognitive ability and higher correlations with
personality variables.

Boundary conditions for validity generalization

This meta-analysis reviewed validity evidence for situational judgment tests, a
measurement method. The draft Principles for the Validation and Use of Personnel
Selection Procedures (SIOP, 2002) assert that meta-analyses of methods involve more
interpretational difficulties than meta-analyses of single construct measures. The
Principles use the example of a meta-analysis of an interview to illustrate issues and
conclude that “a cumulative database on interviews where content, structure, and scoring
are coded could support generalization to an interview meeting the same specification”
(page 47). Therefore, with respect to situational judgment tests, the Principles require
that the boundary conditions of the meta-analysis be specified with respect to the content,
structure, and scoring of the tests within the meta-analysis. For this meta-analysis, we
specify these boundary conditions as follows.

With respect to content, all situational judgment tests included in this meta-
analysis were designed to have job-related content. Further, the criterion-related validity
evidence was collected for the jobs for which the tests were developed. If a situational
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judgment test is designed by someone without knowledge of the job or who did not rely
on the knowledge of those familiar with the job (e.g., subject matter experts), the validity
of the test could not be inferred from the results of this meta-analysis. Likewise, if a
situational judgment test was built to be job-related for a given job or class of jobs (e.g.,
supervisors), but was administered to another job or class of jobs (e.g., non-supervisors),
the validity of the test could not be inferred from the results of this meta-analysis.

With respect to structure, all the situational judgment tests included in this meta-
analysis were written multiple choice tests where the stem of the item was a situation and
the respondents were given either knowledge or behavioral tendency response
instructions. Thus, the validity of a video-based situational judgment test could not
necessarily be inferred from this meta-analysis. If a test, such as How Supervise?, did not
include a situation in the stem, one could not infer its validity from the results of this
meta-analysis. If the response instruction could not be categorized as a knowledge or a
behavioral tendency instruction (Jones et al., 1999), one cannot infer the test’s validity
from this meta-analysis.

With respect to scoring, all situational judgment tests in this meta-analysis were
objectively scored (e.g., there are a limited number of response options and some are
more correct than others). Thus, one would not generalize these results to an open-ended
situational judgment test in which one is to generate a response to a given situation. Some
scoring keys were rationally-developed by individuals with job knowledge and others
were empirically-keyed. Thus, the validity of a test that is rationally-keyed by someone
without job knowledge could not be inferred from the results of this meta-analysis.

In brief, the validity of a situational judgment test could be inferred from this
meta-analysis if the test had job-related content, is used for the job or job family for
which it was designed, was a paper-and-pencil formatted test with either knowledge or
behavioral tendency instructions, contained items with a situation as the stem and
possible responses to the situation as item options, and where the test is scored
objectively using either a rationally-developed or an empirically-developed key.  If a test
falls within these boundaries, this meta-analysis would be a very useful source of
information for validity generalization.

Conclusion

The use of situational judgment tests in personnel selection has gained increasing
interest recently. This study builds upon earlier meta-analyses of this literature by
examining the moderating effect of response instructions. This response instruction
moderator is shown to explain differences across studies in both construct validity and
criterion-related validity.  Although these analyses should be repeated as additional data
cumulate, our results are currently the best estimates of the validity of situational
judgment tests.  These results can guide the development of future situational judgment
tests and provide evidence for the validity of tests that fall in the boundary of the studies
examined in this research.
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Table 1.
Reliability Distributions and Frequencies.

Reliability Frequency

0.63 2

0.66 2

0.67 1

0.69 1

0.70 1

0.72 1

0.73 1

0.74 2

0.76 5

0.77 3

0.78 3

0.79 2

0.80 3

0.81 2

0.82 2

0.84 2

0.87 1



Knowledge and Behavioral Tendency  20

Table 2.
Response Instruction Taxonomy

Response Instruction Illustrative Study

Behavioral Tendency Instructions

1. Would Do Bruce (1953a)

2. Most & Least Likely Pulakos & Schmitt (1996)

3. Rate and rank what you
would most likely do

Jagmin (1985)

Knowledge Instructions

4. Should Do Hanson (1994)

5. Best Response Greenberg (1963)

6. Best & Worst Clevenger & Haaland (2000)

7. Best & Second Best Richardson, Bellows, Henry & Co.
(undated)

8. Rate Effectiveness Chan & Schmitt (1997)

9. Best, Second, & Third Best Cardell (1942)

10. Level of Importance Corts (1980)
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Table 3
Meta-Analytic Results of Correlations Between Situational Judgment Tests and General
Cognitive Ability Measures

Observed distribution Population distribution

Distribution N
No.
of rs

Mean
r

σ ρ σp

% of
σp

 2 due
to
artifacts 80% CI

All coefficients 22,553 62 .30 .19 .39 .23   8 .08 to .59

      All coefficients
      Excluding Pereira &
      Harvey’s (1999) Study
      2

16,967 61 .35 .19 .45 .23 10 .16 to .74

Behavioral tendency
responses

5,263 21 .18 .13 .23 .15 20 .03 to .42

Knowledge responses 17,290 41 .34 .18 .43 .23  7 .14 to .72

Knowledge responses
All coefficients
      Excluding Pereira &
      Harvey’s (1999) Study
      2

11,704 40 .43 .15 .55 .17 16 .33 to .78

Knowledge responses –
Pick the best 4,568 21 .55 .12 .71 .13  29 .54 to .87

Knowledge responses-
Pick the best excluding
Greenberg (1963)

2,079 4 .47 .07 .60 .06 59 .53 to .68

Knowledge responses –
Pick the best and worst 3,017 5 .40 .04 .51 .00 100 .51 to .51



Knowledge and Behavioral Tendency  22

Table 4
Meta-Analytic Results of Correlations Between Situational Judgment Tests with Big 5
measures and Length of Job Experience

Observed distribution Population distribution

Distribution N No.
of rs

Mean
r

σ ρ σp % of σp
 2

due to
artifacts

80% CI

Agreeableness 14,131 16 .25 .18 .33 .23 5 -.04 to .62

      Knowledge 8,303 5 .15 .09 .20 .12 8 .04 to .35
      Behavioral tendency 5,828 11 .40 .16 .53 .20 11 .26 to .79

Conscientiousness 19,656 19 .28 .12 .37 .15 11 .18 to .56

      Knowledge 13,754 8 .25 .08 .33 .10 15 .21 to .46
      Behavioral tendency 5,902 11 .36 .15 .51 .19 11 .27 to .75

Emotional stability 7,718 14 .31 .19 .41 .24 6 .09 to .72

      Knowledge 1,990 4 .08 .07 .11 .07 40 .01 to .20
      Behavioral tendency 5,728 10 .39 .15 .51 .19 11 .27 to .75

Extroversion 12,607 10 .15 .07 .20 .08 20 .10 to .30

      Knowledge 11,867 5 .16 .05 .21 .06 23 .14 to .28
      Behavioral tendency 740 5 .08 .18 .11 .21 19 -.16 to .38

Openness to experience 874 5 .09 .08 .12 .02 97 .09 to .14

     Knowledge 160 1 .19      - .25 - - -
     Behavioral tendency 714 4 .07 .07 .09 .00 100 .09 to.09

Length of experience
correlations

12,742 21 .03 .12 .04 .13 11 -.13 to .21

     Knowledge 12,003 17 .02 .12 .03 .13 9 -.14 to .20

     Behavioral tendency 739 4 .15 .08 .17 .04 78 .11 to .23
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Table 5.
Meta-Analytic Results of Criterion-Related Validity of Situational Judgment Tests

Observed distribution Population distribution

Distribution N No.
of rs

Mean
r

σ ρ σp % of σ 2

due to
artifacts

90%
CV

All correlations 11,809 84 .24 .13 .32 .13 40 .15

Behavioral tendency
responses

2,610 21 .21 .13 .27 .13  42 .11

Knowledge responses 9,199 63 .25 .13 .33 .13  41 .16

Knowledge responses – Pick
the best

4,231 32 .30 .11 .40 .08  65 .29

Knowledge responses – Pick
the best without Greenberg
(1963)

1,248 11 .27 .15 .36 .16 34 .15

Knowledge responses – Pick
the best and worst

1,261 16 .21 .15 .27 .13  54 .10


