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Situational judgment tests (SJTs) are a measurement method that may
be designed to assess a variety of constructs. Nevertheless, many stud-
ies fail to report the constructs measured by the situational judgment
tests in the extant literature. Consequently, a construct-level focus in the
situational judgment test literature is lacking, and researchers and prac-
titioners know little about the specific constructs typically measured.
Our objective was to extend the efforts of previous researchers (e.g.,
McDaniel, Hartman, Whetzel, & Grubb, 2007; McDaniel & Ngyuen,
2001; Schmitt & Chan, 2006) by highlighting the need for a construct fo-
cus in situational judgment test research. We identified and classified the
construct domains assessed by situational judgment tests in the literature
into a content-based typology. We then conducted a meta-analysis to de-
termine the criterion-related validity of each construct domain and to
test for moderators. We found that situational judgment tests most often
assess leadership and interpersonal skills and those situational judgment
tests measuring teamwork skills and leadership have relatively high va-
lidities for overall job performance. Although based on a small number
of studies, we found evidence that (a) matching the predictor constructs
with criterion facets improved criterion-related validity; and (b) video-
based situational judgment tests tended to have stronger criterion-related
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validity than pencil-and-paper situational judgment tests, holding con-
structs constant. Implications for practice and research are discussed.

Situational judgment tests (SJTs) have a long history of use for em-
ployee selection (e.g., File, 1945; File & Remmers, 1971; Motowidlo,
Dunnette, & Carter, 1990; Weekley & Jones, 1997, 1999). An SJT is
a measurement method typically composed of job-related situations or
scenarios that describe a dilemma or problem requiring the application
of relevant knowledge, skills, abilities, or other characteristics (KSAOs)
to solve. SJT items may be presented in written, verbal, video-based, or
computer-based formats (e.g., Clevenger, Pereira, Wiechmann, Schmitt,
& Schmidt-Harvey, 2001; Motowidlo et al., 1990), and usually contain
options representing alternative courses of action from which the test taker
chooses the most appropriate response.

Despite the widespread use of SJTs, even a cursory review of the
literature reveals that test developers and researchers often give little at-
tention to the constructs measured by SJTs and instead tend to report
results based on overall (or composite) SJT scores. Nevertheless, because
SJTs are measurement methods, understanding the constructs a given SJT
measures is vitally important for interpreting its psychometric properties
such as reliability, validity, and subgroup differences (e.g., Arthur & Vil-
lado, 2008; Lievens & Sackett, 2007; McDaniel, Morgeson, Finnegan,
Campion, & Braverman 2001; Motowidlo et al., 1990; Schmitt & Chan,
2006; Smith & McDaniel, 1998). Hence, to understand how and why SJTs
work in a selection context, there is a critical need for the identification
of the constructs typically assessed using SJTs. This need has been high-
lighted recently by researchers who have called for an increased research
focus on the constructs being measured by predictors of job performance
(e.g., Arthur & Villado, 2008; Hough & Ones, 2001; McDaniel et al.,
2001; McDaniel, Hartman, Whetzel, & Grubb, 2007; Ployhart, 2006;
Roth, Bobko, McFarland, & Buster, 2008). Indeed, there has been “virtu-
ally no direct investigation of the relationships linking SJT scores and test
content” (Schmitt & Chan, 2006, p. 147). This is a critical oversight be-
cause test content is an important consideration in establishing construct
validity (AERA, APA, & NCME, 1999; Binning & Barrett, 1989; Schmitt
& Chan, 2006) and helps explain why constructs measured by SJTs are
related to performance.

Therefore, as noted by others (e.g., Lievens, Buyse, & Sackett, 2005;
Ployhart & Ryan, 2000a; Schmitt & Chan, 2006), we feel that SJT research
could benefit from developing a more theoretically driven construct-level
framework. Hence, the primary objectives of this research were to (a)
discuss the advantages of attending to and reporting SJT construct-level
versus method-level results; (b) develop a typology of constructs that



MICHAEL S. CHRISTIAN ET AL. 85

have been assessed by SJTs in the extant literature; and (c) undertake an
initial examination of the criterion-related and incremental validity of the
identified constructs and to investigate moderators of these validities.

Advantages of a Construct-Based Approach

The construct-based approach refers to the practice of evaluating and
describing properties of SJTs in terms of the constructs measured (i.e., test
content) rather than in terms of the method of measurement. The lack of
attention to SJT constructs is arguably the result of the way in which SJTs
are typically developed, applied, and reported in the literature (Arthur &
Villado, 2008; Schmitt & Chan, 2006). Many selection tests are construct
centered in that they are designed to measure a specific construct (e.g.,
cognitive ability, conscientiousness, integrity) and are therefore labeled
based on the constructs that they measure (e.g., cognitive ability test). In
contrast, predictors such as interviews, work samples, and SJTs are often
described in method-based terms and are frequently developed using a job-
centered approach in which the tests are designed to simulate aspects of the
work itself rather than measure a specific predictor construct (Roth et al.,
2008). In most selection contexts, simulation-based tests are developed
to closely match job performance, which is reflected in the “sample”
approach to measurement where tests are developed to have isomorphisim
with the performance domain (Binning & Barrett, 1989; Wernimont &
Campbell, 1968). Therefore, SJTs often are designed by collecting critical
incidents of job performance in a particular setting and in doing so tap
a number of predictor constructs simultaneously (e.g., Chan & Schmitt,
1997; McDaniel et al., 2001; McDaniel & Nguyen, 2001; Motowidlo
& Tippins, 1993). Furthermore, many studies either fail to report the
constructs measured by SJTs (e.g., Chan, 2002; Cucina, Vasilopoulos, &
Leaman, 2003; Dicken & Black, 1965; McDaniel, Yost, Ludwick, Hense,
& Hartman, 2004; Pereira & Harvey, 1999) or simply report composite
method-level scores rather than scores for the specific constructs (e.g.,
Chan & Schmitt, 2002; Motowidlo et al., 1990; Smith & McDaniel, 1998;
Swander, 2000; Weekley & Jones, 1997, 1999).

Reporting results at the construct level offers theoretical and practical
advantages. First, from a theoretical perspective, the goal should not just
be to show that a measure predicts job performance but also why that
measure or construct predicts job performance (Arthur & Villado, 2008;
Messick, 1995). Hence, identifying the constructs measured by selection
tests such as SJTs is important for theory testing and understanding why
a given test is or is not related to the criterion of interest. Second, a fo-
cus on reporting constructs also allows researchers to make more precise
comparisons between various selection methods. The lack of attention
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to constructs in the extant SJT literature leads to scores that are difficult
to compare to scores derived from other selection methods or constructs
(e.g., Arthur & Villado, 2008). For example, empirical investigations com-
paring the criterion-related validity, incremental validity (e.g., Clevenger
et al., 2001), and subgroup differences1 (e.g., Pulakos & Schmitt, 1996;
Sackett, Schmitt, Ellingson, & Kabin, 2001) of SJTs to other predictor
measures are difficult to interpret without specifying the construct(s) mea-
sured (Arthur, Day, McNelly, & Edens, 2003; Arthur & Villado, 2008).
Likewise, comparisons of predictive validity between different SJT for-
mats (e.g., pencil and paper, video-based) are more meaningful when
constructs are held constant, as we detail later.

Third, specification of the KSAOs measured by SJTs helps to reduce
contamination in test scores resulting from the measurement of unin-
tended, non-job-relevant constructs. Fourth, in terms of job relevancy, a
compelling argument must be made that the validity evidence available
for the measure justifies its interpretation and use (Messick, 1995). Fifth,
when practitioners and researchers are uncertain of the reason a test pre-
dicts a particular outcome, their ability to generalize findings across time
and context is hindered. The construct-based approach allows for the de-
velopment of SJTs that can be used to predict performance across many
different jobs. In contrast, it would be difficult to transport SJTs across
contexts if validity data are reported only at the composite or method level.
Finally, by identifying the constructs measured by SJTs, practitioners can
enhance predictive validity by theoretically matching predictor and cri-
terion constructs (Bartram, 2005; Hogan & Holland, 2003; Mohammed,
Mathieu, & Bartlett, 2002; Moon, 2001; Paunonen, Rothstein, & Jackson,
1999).

The Current State of Knowledge About the Constructs Typically
Measured Using SJTs

In spite of (or perhaps because of) the lack of attention in many pri-
mary studies to constructs, some researchers have speculated about the
constructs measured by SJTs. For instance, Sternberg and Wagner (1993)
posited that SJTs measure tacit knowledge, whereas Schmidt and Hunter
(1993) argued that they primarily measure job knowledge, and McDaniel
and Nguyen (2001) suggested that some SJTs may predominantly

1A recent article by Whetzel, McDaniel, and Nguyen (2008) provides an interesting
alternative to examining the degree to which subgroup differences are affected by variance
attributed to cognitive ability. Using vector analysis, they show that as the correlation
with cognitive ability of an SJT increases, standardized mean race differences on the SJT
increase. However, this approach is still conducted at the method-level using composite
scores for SJTs, whereas we focused more on a construct-based approach.
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measure cognitive ability and personality. More recently, Schmitt and
Chan (2006) argued that SJTs measure constructs like adaptability and
contextual knowledge. Nevertheless, with the exception of the work by
McDaniel and colleagues, we found little compelling empirical evidence
for these suppositions. In a series of meta-analytic studies, McDaniel and
colleagues assessed the construct saturation of SJTs and indicated that
SJTs measure cognitive ability (Mρ = .33–.46), Agreeableness (Mρ =
.27–.31), Conscientiousness (Mρ = .25–.31), Emotional Stability (Mρ =
.26–.30), Extraversion (Mρ = .30), and Openness (Mρ = .13; McDaniel
et al., 2001, 2007; McDaniel & Nguyen, 2001). These studies provide
critical information by identifying a set of constructs typically associated
with SJTs from which to build a more comprehensive typology.

This research extends McDaniel and colleagues’ work by taking an al-
ternative methodological approach. Specifically, we broadened the list of
constructs generated by McDaniel and colleagues by using content anal-
ysis to investigate additional constructs such as leadership, social skills,
and job knowledge. As noted by Schmitt and Chan (2006), this approach
will help to reveal whether SJTs, as a measurement method, inherently tap
certain constructs or whether the SJT content can be modified to assess
these constructs to a greater or lesser extent. Further, this approach allows
for holding predictor constructs constant, which facilitates comparisons
of criterion-related validity between SJTs and other predictor methods.
Hence, as we explain, our approach was to identify primary studies that
do report construct or content information in order to develop a typology
of the constructs typically assessed by SJTs.

Identifying the Constructs Assessed by SJTs

Our approach to understanding which constructs are typically mea-
sured by SJTs is consistent with research investigating other job-centered
selection methods such as interviews (Huffcutt, Conway, Roth, & Stone,
2001), assessment centers (Arthur et al., 2003), and work samples (Roth
et al., 2008), which often share the same construct/method confound as
SJTs. We followed the suggested steps of Huffcutt et al. (2001), which
involved SJT construct identification, classification, and frequency as-
sessment in addition to collecting and reporting criterion-related validity
information for the constructs typically assessed by SJTs.

We reviewed the selection literature for existing typologies and found
the work of Huffcutt et al. (2001) to be the most suitable construct clas-
sification framework for SJTs. The construct categories in their typology
include mental capability, knowledge and skills, basic personality ten-
dencies, applied social skills, interests and preferences, organizational
fit, and physical attributes. We chose this framework for several reasons.
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First, Huffcutt et al.’s typology provided an adequate summary of the pri-
mary psychological characteristics that could be measured using SJTs. For
example, McDaniel and colleagues have shown that SJTs measure cog-
nitive ability and personality (McDaniel et al., 2001, 2007; McDaniel &
Nguyen, 2001; Whetzel, et al., 2008), indicating that these constructs are
often deliberately assessed using SJTs. Further, the SJT method enables
the presentation of complicated social situations rich in contextual details.
For this reason, we posited that SJTs would be frequently developed to
measure applied social skills such as interpersonal skills, teamwork skills,
and leadership. In addition, this typology has been used as a framework for
classifying the constructs assessed by other job-centered, method-based
predictors such as employment interviews (Huffcutt et al., 2001) and work
sample tests (Roth et al., 2008).

Adding to our rationale for the typology, SJTs share basic similarities
with interviews and work samples; in that they are methods that can be
designed to tap a variety of job-relevant constructs. Further, these methods
often measure constructs embedded within “clusters” of KSAOs designed
to sample particular work-related characteristics (Huffcutt et al., 2001;
Roth et al., 2008). Given that SJTs are typically composed of job-related
scenarios designed to simulate the job, the scenarios may often measure
multiple constructs because most job behaviors require multiple KSAOs.
Therefore, we followed the lead of Roth et al. (2008) and analyzed the SJT
content in terms of its saturation with predominant higher-order construct
domains.2

The idea of construct saturation is useful because job-centered methods
often do not “cleanly” assess one specific construct. Saturation refers to
the extent to which a given construct influences (or saturates) complex
measures like SJTs. Therefore, when the reported constructs for a given
SJT were homogeneous relative to a particular construct domain, we
considered the SJT “saturated” with this domain. For example, Weekley
and Jones (1999) developed an SJT measuring coworker interaction skills,
customer interaction skills, and loss-prevention behaviors in customer
service, which are constructs related to interpersonal skills. Although the
situational item content referenced incidental job-specific constructs, all
items described interpersonal interactions; therefore this SJT was clearly
saturated with the construct domain interpersonal skills.

Next, we conducted a comprehensive review of the SJT literature to
identify the constructs and construct domains researchers reported mea-
suring (see Table 1). We conceptualized construct categories as the highest

2Although Huffcutt et al. (2001) coded at the dimension level in their meta-analysis of
interviews, we followed the lead of Roth et al. (2008), and coded studies at the test level.
This was because virtually no studies of SJTs included scores at the dimension level.



MICHAEL S. CHRISTIAN ET AL. 89

TABLE 1
Typology of SJT Construct Domains

Construct category and domain Construct k % of total

136 100.00
Knowledge and skills

Job knowledge and skills 4 2.94
Knowledge of the interrelatedness

of units
1

Pilot judgment (knowledge
content)

1

Managing tasks 1
Team role knowledge 1

Applied social skills
Interpersonal skills 17 12.50

Ability to size up personalities 1
Customer contact effectiveness 1
Customer service interactions 3
Guest relations 1
Interactions 2
Interpersonal skills 3
Negotiations 1
Service situations 1
Social intelligence 2
Working effectively with others 1
Not specified (interpersonal skills

content)
1

Teamwork skills 6 4.41
Teamwork 3
Teamwork KSAs 3

Leadership 51 37.50
Administrative judgment 1
Conflict resolution for managers 2
Directing the activities of others 2
Handling people 3
General management performance 2
Handling employee problems 2
Leadership/supervision 4
Managerial/supervisory skill or

judgment
5

Managerial situations 1
Supervisor actions dealing with

people
2

Supervisor job knowledge 1
Supervisor problems 1
Supervisor Profile Questionnaire 1
Managing others 5
Not specified (leadership content) 19
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TABLE 1 (continued)

Construct category and domain Construct k % of total

Basic personality tendencies 13 9.56
Personality composites Conscientiousness, Agreeableness,

Neuroticism
3

Adaptability, ownership,
self-initiative, teamwork,
integrity, work ethic

1

Conscientiousness Conscientiousness 7
Agreeableness Agreeableness 1
Neuroticism Neuroticism 1

Heterogeneous composites 45 33.09

Note. Frequencies represent the number of independent effects.

order classification with construct domains falling under the categories,
and constructs falling under construct domains. Following this concep-
tualization, we documented the extent to which researchers reported the
constructs assessed and how commonly SJTs in the literature measured
specific construct domains. Finally, we calculated initial meta-analytic
estimates of the criterion-related validity of each construct domain3 and
examined the impact of both a construct-level moderator (i.e., job perfor-
mance facets) and a method-level moderator (i.e., SJT format) on these
validities.

Moderator Analyses and Hypotheses

Job performance facets. Our critique of research that focuses on com-
posite predictor scores also applies to job performance criteria. The typ-
ical practice when conducting meta-analyses of predictors is to calculate
validities based on ratings of job performance, collapsing across spe-
cific performance dimensions (e.g., Arthur et al., 2003; McDaniel et al.
2001, 2007; Roth et al., 2008). Although the practice of meta-analyzing
criterion-related validity using a broad and inclusive criterion is useful in
some respects (e.g., Viswesvaran, 2001), partitioning the criterion domain
into specific aspects of job performance (e.g., facets) provides clarity of

3In order to estimate incremental validity using meta-analysis, one must obtain primary
studies that report correlations between (a) more than one SJT construct domain and the
criterion, and (b) the intercorrelations among the SJT construct domains. Unfortunately,
almost no studies in the extant literature provided the information necessary to perform
such analyses, so we were unable to accomplish this goal.



MICHAEL S. CHRISTIAN ET AL. 91

how and why predictor constructs relate to criteria (e.g., Bartram, 2005;
Campbell, 1990; Hogan & Holland, 2003; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Mo-
towidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; Rotundo & Sackett, 2002; Tett, Jackson,
Rothstein, & Reddon, 1999). For example, Lievens and colleagues (2005)
found that an SJT measuring interpersonal skills predicted an interpersonal
performance criterion, whereas it had no relationship with an academic
performance criterion. Indeed, evidence suggests that matching predic-
tor constructs with theoretically appropriate criterion facets may result in
stronger validities (Bartram, 2005; Hogan & Holland, 2003; Mohammed
et al., 2002; Moon, 2001; Paunonen et al., 1999). Therefore, we examined
specific performance facets as a moderator of the criterion-related validity
of the constructs measured by the SJTs in our dataset.

In order to partition the job performance criterion, we reviewed a
number of potential performance categorization models from the extant
literature (see Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000 for a review), and from these we
chose as a starting point the higher-order classification scheme suggested
by Borman and Motowidlo (1993) of task versus contextual performance.
Task performance is a measure of the degree to which individuals can per-
form the substantive tasks and duties that are central to the job. Contextual
performance is not task specific and relates to an individuals’ propensity
to behave in ways that facilitate the social and psychological context of
an organization (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). Contextual performance
consists of interpersonal and motivational components (e.g., Borman &
Motowidlo, 1997; Chan & Schmitt 2002; Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). In
addition, we included ratings of managerial performance as another job
performance facet. Many SJTs are developed to predict managerial or
supervisory performance, which arguably is distinct from task and con-
textual performance in that many elements of managerial performance
involving behaviors typically considered to be contextual (e.g., interper-
sonal facilitation) are actually core management duties (e.g., Borman &
Motowidlo, 1993; Conway, 1999; Scullen, Mount, & Judge, 2003; Witt
& Ferris, 2003). Therefore, we defined managerial performance as behav-
iors central to the job of a manager or leader, including administrative and
interpersonal behaviors. In sum, we divided the job performance criterion
into three facets4: (a) task performance, (b) contextual performance, and
(c) managerial performance.

Partitioning the performance criterion allowed a set of hypotheses to
be developed based on prior research for expected magnitudes of the

4Although it could have been informative to provide information for studies that assessed
supervisor ratings of overall global job performance (rather than assessing multiple dimen-
sions and collapsing across them to create composites ratings), we did not find appropriate
numbers of studies to facilitate such an analysis.
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relationships between SJT predictor construct domains and specific cri-
terion facets. As we detail next, we expected that the benefits of the
construct-based approach to classifying SJTs would be realized in terms
of stronger validities for construct domain-specific SJTs when appropri-
ately matched to criterion facets, compared with weaker validities for
heterogeneous composite SJTs correlated with the same facets.

Contextual performance includes a combination of social behaviors
(e.g., teamwork, helping, cooperation, and conflict resolution) and mo-
tivational behaviors (e.g., effort, initiative, drive; Borman & Motowidlo,
1997; Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). Applied social skills such as in-
terpersonal skills, teamwork skills, and leadership skills should relate to
contextual performance ratings to the degree that they reflect the ability to
perceive and interpret social dynamics in such a way that facilitates judg-
ments regarding the timing and appropriateness of contextual behaviors
(Ferris, Witt, & Hochwarter, 2001; Morgeson, Reider, & Campion, 2005;
Witt & Ferris, 2003). Interpersonal skills should predict contextual per-
formance because interpersonally oriented individuals will be more likely
to perform behaviors involving helping and social facilitation. Likewise,
the social awareness associated with teamwork skills should translate into
a propensity to perform behaviors that maintain the psychological and
social context of organizational teams (Morgeson et al., 2005; Stevens
& Campion 1999). Also, workers who are not managers but have strong
leadership skills should have the ability and the motivation (Chan & Dras-
gow, 2001) to exhibit socially facilitative behaviors such as helping and
motivating others. In addition, theoretical models and empirical evidence
support a relationship between contextual performance and interpersonal
skills (Ferris et al., 2001; Witt & Ferris, 2003), teamwork skills (Morgeson
et al., 2005; Stevens & Campion, 1999), and leadership skills (Conway,
1999; Mumford, Zaccaro, Connelly, & Marks, 2000). Hence, we hypoth-
esized:

Hypothesis 1: For contextual performance, SJTs measuring interper-
sonal skills will have stronger relationships than het-
erogeneous composite SJTs.

Hypothesis 2: For contextual performance, SJTs measuring teamwork
skills will have stronger relationships than heteroge-
neous composite SJTs.

Hypothesis 3: For contextual performance, SJTs measuring leader-
ship skills will have stronger relationships than hetero-
geneous composite SJTs.

To the extent that task performance requires an understanding of the
skills needed to perform job-specific tasks, it should be related to job
knowledge and skills (e.g., Borman, White, & Dorsey, 1995; Kanfer
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& Ackerman, 1989; Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). Indeed, empiri-
cal evidence supports a relationship between task performance and job
knowledge (Borman et al., 1995; Schmidt, Hunter, & Outerbridge, 1986).
Therefore, we hypothesized:

Hypothesis 4: For task performance, SJTs measuring job knowledge
and skills will have stronger relationships than hetero-
geneous composite SJTs.

Finally, to the extent that managerial performance requires interper-
sonally oriented behaviors, it should be related to applied social skills
such as leadership and interpersonal skills. There is considerable con-
ceptual overlap for SJTs assessing leadership with managerial perfor-
mance ratings. Indeed, leadership skills such as motivating and managing
others, handling people, and directing and structuring subordinate activ-
ities are core aspects of management performance (Borman & Brush,
1993; Mumford et al., 2000). In addition, interpersonal skills that are
not specific to leadership per se should be related to managerial per-
formance. Effective management involves interpersonal interactions in-
cluding communication, conflict resolution, and negotiations (Borman &
Brush, 1993; Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, & Sager, 1993; Conway, 1999;
Katz, 1955; Mumford et al., 2000). As such, managers proficient in many
of the interpersonal skills assessed by SJTs will likely be rated favorably
on managerial performance. Consistently, empirical evidence supports
the relationship between managerial performance and leadership skills
(Connelly, et al., 2000; Conway, 1999) and interpersonal skills (Conway,
1999; Scullen et al., 2003). Hence we hypothesized:

Hypothesis 5: For managerial performance, SJTs measuring leader-
ship skills will have stronger relationships than hetero-
geneous composite SJTs.

Hypothesis 6: For managerial performance, SJTs measuring interper-
sonal skills will have stronger relationships than het-
erogeneous composite SJTs.

SJT format. Conceptually, SJTs can be developed to measure any
construct. Realistically however, some methods lend themselves to mea-
surement of certain constructs more readily than others. In addition, the
nature of our arguments for maintaining the method/construct distinction
in SJT research suggests that different SJT formats may be a potential
moderator of SJT construct–performance relationships. Indeed, adminis-
tration method can affect the equivalence of tests developed to measure
the same construct (Edwards & Arthur, 2007; Ployhart, Weekley, Holtz,
& Kemp, 2003; Sackett et al., 2001; Schmitt, Clause, & Pulakos, 1996).
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Therefore, important questions in the SJT literature concern whether dif-
ferent constructs are measured with different test delivery formats (e.g.,
video-based; paper-and-pencil) and whether test format moderates the
criterion-related validity of SJT construct domains (McDaniel, Whetzel,
Hartman, Nguyen, & Grubb, 2006; Weekley & Jones, 1997).

Our literature review revealed that SJTs are most commonly paper-
and-pencil and video-based formats. Video-based formats are arguably
higher in physical and psychological fidelity than paper-and-pencil for-
mats (cf. Bass & Barrett, 1972) because video-based SJTs are more
likely to depict ambient contextual details and hence should more realisti-
cally reproduce the job performance content domain. Therefore, because
higher-fidelity simulations more closely model actual work behaviors than
paper-and-pencil tests, video-based SJTs should be more strongly related
to actual job performance (McDaniel et al., 2006; Motowidlo et al., 1990;
Weekley & Jones, 1997). In addition, video-based SJTs should enhance
applicant test perceptions (e.g., face validity), which are positively related
to performance (e.g., Chan & Schmitt, 1997; Edwards & Arthur, 2007;
Smither, Reilly, Millsap, Pearlman, & Stoffey, 1993).

Further, a video-based format is likely to facilitate the measurement
of constructs that rely on subtle social cues and complex contextual in-
formation such as applied social skills. These cues can be replicated and
transmitted using a video-based SJT more easily than a paper-and-pencil
SJT. Therefore, we expect that validities for applied social skills con-
structs will be higher for video-based SJTs than for paper-and-pencil
SJTs. Conversely, constructs such as job knowledge and skills do not
typically require such a high level of contextual information, as they rely
more on the depiction of task elements rather than social elements. There-
fore, there is likely no difference in validities between video-based and
paper-and-pencil SJTs that measure job knowledge and skills. As such,
we hypothesized:

Hypothesis 7: For the domains of interpersonal skills, teamwork
skills, and leadership skills, video-based SJTs will have
stronger relationships with job performance than paper-
and-pencil SJTs.

Method

Literature Search

An extensive search of computerized databases (PsycINFO, Social
Sciences Citation Index, ABInform, and Google Scholar) along with the
reference lists of previous meta-analyses of SJTs was conducted to identify
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studies that reported the use of SJTs. In addition, unpublished manuscripts
were requested from researchers identified as having presented a relevant
paper at the annual conference of Academy of Management and the So-
ciety for Industrial and Organizational Psychology or having published
research on SJTs in 2005–2008. Finally, authors of articles in which the
descriptive statistics were not reported in the manuscript were contacted
to obtain these data. Based on our search, we obtained 161 manuscripts
and articles.

Inclusion Criteria

Studies were included if they used any format of delivery for the
SJT (e.g., video based, Web based, computer based, paper and pencil,
interview). We omitted studies that measured predictor or performance
constructs relevant only to students (e.g., study skills, GPA). After im-
plementing these criteria, we obtained 136 independent data points from
85 studies for the typology, of which 134 independent data points from
84 studies were useable (i.e., provided the data necessary) for the meta-
analysis of criterion-related validity.

Coding of Constructs

With respect to recording the information for both the typology and
meta-analysis (e.g., correlations, artifacts, construct information), articles
were independently coded by two of the study authors. In case of disagree-
ment, all three authors went back to the primary study to reach consensus.
Initial agreement for the predictor construct coding was 95%. Constructs
were recorded at the lowest level of specificity from studies reporting the
constructs assessed or providing enough content information for us to de-
termine constructs measured. Some studies provided lists of the KSAOs
measured in addition to broad constructs for which a score was provided
(e.g., giving advice and demonstrating empathy were KSAOs bundled
under the construct label working effectively with others in one study;
O’Connell, McDaniel, Grubb, Hartman, & Lawrence, 2007). We classi-
fied SJTs into our typology based on the lowest level construct for which
a score was provided (i.e., score-level constructs). The remainder of this
paper refers to the construct labels at the lowest level of specificity for
which a score was provided (i.e., score level) as constructs. For example,
although O’Connell et al. (2007) reported measuring giving advice and
demonstrating empathy, scores were not provided at this level. Instead,
a score was provided that was the composite of these two constructs.
O’Connell et al. labeled the composite working effectively with others,
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which was the construct we coded. In the absence of a label, we looked
for KSAOs or item-level content to determine the construct.

Construct Domains and Construct Typology

We sorted all of the SJT constructs into the construct domains in
Huffcutt et al.’s (2001) typology. Of the 136 independent effects in the
typology, 36 had different construct labels, which were sorted into the
eight domains shown in Table 1. These domains were subsumed under
the construct categories, knowledge and skills, applied social skills, and
basic personality tendencies from Huffcutt et al. (2001). We found no
studies measuring domains subsumed under Huffcutt et al.’s categories
of mental ability, interests and preferences, organizational fit, and phys-
ical attributes. Finally, we created a fourth category for SJTs that were
unclassifiable because they solely reported effect sizes based on com-
posite scores. We labeled the fourth category heterogeneous composites.
Although we argued that heterogeneous composites are not theoretically
meaningful in a construct-based approach, we reported these data to illus-
trate the frequency with which composites are used and to compare the
criterion-related validity of composites and specific construct domains
across the performance dimensions. Our typology and the results of our
construct sort are presented in Table 1.

Knowledge and skills. The knowledge and skills category was defined
as consisting of three potential construct domains by Huffcutt et al. (2001):
job knowledge and skills, education and training, and work experience.
We found one of these three construct domains, job knowledge and skills,
to be representative of the constructs that we sorted into this category.
The construct domain job knowledge and skills includes constructs that
assessed declarative or procedural knowledge. Included within this con-
struct domain, for example, are SJTs designed to assess knowledge of
military procedures, knowing how units are interrelated in the military, or
knowledge of how to prioritize job tasks.

Applied social skills. Applied social skills contains constructs related
to a respondent’s skills to function effectively in social situations and
interpersonal contexts (Huffcutt et al., 2001). We found three construct
domains to be subsumed within this category: interpersonal skills, team-
work skills, and leadership skills. Interpersonal skills were defined as
social skills that relate to an individual’s skill in interacting with oth-
ers. Within this construct domain, we included constructs that measured
customer service skills, interaction skills, and negotiations. The second
construct domain contained within the applied social skills category that
we identified was teamwork skills. Teamwork skills involve skills spe-
cific to team settings that may promote team effectiveness. For example,
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teamwork may involve a combination of collaborative problem solving,
coordination, and team planning (e.g., Ellis, Bell, Ployhart, Hollenbeck,
& Ilgen, 2005; Morgeson et al., 2005). Applied social skills constructs
such as “working effectively with others” were not classified into the team-
work skills category unless they specifically referenced team settings. The
third construct domain contained within the applied social skills category
we identified was leadership skills. This domain included SJT constructs
designed to assess general management skills, such as leadership, super-
vision, or administrative skills (e.g., Campbell et al. 1993), as well as
more specific leadership skills such as resolving conflicts among subordi-
nates, organizing and structuring work assignments, or handling employee
problems.

Basic personality tendencies. A number of SJTs identified in the lit-
erature measured personality constructs. Consistent with current research
on personality, we conceptualized personality as relatively enduring dis-
positional factors that relate to how employees act in the workplace. The
only personality construct domain for which there were a reasonable num-
ber of effects to perform a meta-analysis was Conscientiousness with a
k of seven data points. Four other SJTs that measured personality repre-
sented a combination of different personality construct domains, including
various composites of Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Emotional Sta-
bility, adaptability, and integrity. We included these in our meta-analysis
for illustrative purposes.

Heterogeneous composites. Many researchers provided detailed het-
erogeneous lists of the constructs measured by an SJT but did not provide
construct level scores. In many cases, a heterogeneous composite score
for each SJT was reported, making it impossible to sort them into the
three categories. For example, if an SJT appeared to measure communica-
tion skills Conscientiousness, and leadership ability but only a composite
score was reported, we considered the composite score uninterpretable
for the purposes of construct-level information. We identified 45 effects
that either did not specify the constructs measured by SJTs or collapsed
across several constructs and reported a composite score. We included
these in Table 1 to document the number of SJTs that did not identify the
constructs measured or presented method-level composite scores that for
comparative purposes were uninterpretable.

Criterion Types

Consistent with other meta-analyses of predictor methods, in our first
set of analyses we combined all performance criteria into an omnibus
analysis of the criterion-related validity for each SJT construct domain.
We also separated task, contextual, and managerial performance facets
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into distinct categories using two decision rules. First, we sorted the per-
formance facets using operationalizations consistent with definitions for
task and contextual performance provided by Motowidlo and Van Scot-
ter (1994), Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996), and Hurtz and Dono-
van (2000): (a) task performance, or the degree to which an individual
can perform tasks that are central to the job (e.g., technical skill, sales
performance, use of technical equipment, job duties, or core technical
proficiency); (b) contextual performance, or behaviors not formally re-
quired by the job, including interpersonal facilitation (e.g., building and
mending relationships, cooperation, helping, consideration, interpersonal
relations) and job dedication (e.g., motivation, effort, drive, initiative);
and (c) managerial performance, or ratings by peers or supervisors of
an individual’s behaviors related to leadership, interpersonal management
skills, management, or administrative duties that constitute core manage-
ment responsibilities (Borman and Brush, 1993; Conway, 1999; Scullen
et al., 2003).

For studies that did not report the specific performance label, we as-
sessed the extent to which the job description or job title indicated that
a particular facet of performance was a core task. As noted by others
(e.g., Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Conway, 1999; Witt and Ferris, 2003),
the distinction between facets of performance may be blurred depend-
ing on the job context. Therefore, in some cases we used the job title
to determine whether ratings were most appropriately labeled as task,
contextual, or managerial performance. For example, when an interper-
sonal criterion was rated in a customer service job (e.g., customer contact
skills), we classified it as task performance because we assumed that
customer contact skills are core technical requirements of this job. Con-
versely, an interpersonal criterion assessed in a manufacturing job (e.g.,
ratings of cooperativeness) was considered contextual performance be-
cause we assumed that interpersonal skills are not formally required in
many manufacturing jobs. Finally, when an interpersonal criterion that is
a core part of a managerial job was used for a management position (e.g.,
communication skills), we classified it as managerial performance. Initial
agreement in coding of the criterion facets (before reaching consensus)
was 92%.

Criterion-Related Validity Analyses

We used meta-analysis (e.g., Hunter & Schmidt, 2004; Raju, Burke,
Normand, & Langlios, 1991) to calculate corrected mean population-
level estimates of the criterion-related validity of each construct domain.
This procedure allows for the correction of effect sizes for measurement
error and other statistical artifacts, based on the idea that differences in
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TABLE 2
Mean Sample-Based Reliability Estimates Used for Analyses

Analysis k N Estimate of reliability

Job performance 22 2,169 .58
Task performance 6 819 .59
Contextual performance 5 642 .51
Managerial performance 5 288 .67

Note. Each artifact distribution was calculated as a sample-size weighted average for all
studies that reported interrater reliability information. Estimates of range restriction were
not available in the primary studies.

the results of primary studies are due to statistical artifacts rather than
actual differences within the population. For this analyses, we calculated
approximately defined artifact distributions using sample-size weighted
estimates taken from the sample of studies for each estimated effect, a
practice that generates slightly more accurate estimates of the mean and
variance of rho than population-level standard errors (Raju et al., 1991).
We corrected for unreliability in the criterion (i.e., operational validity)
using estimates of interrater reliability, which account for more sources
of measurement error than internal consistency (Schmidt, Viswesvaran,
and Ones, 2000). When a study reported an interrater reliability estimate,
this was used in our corrections for that study; however when a study did
not report interrater reliability, we corrected using the assumed reliability
estimate found in Table 2. These assumed values were computed using
a sample-weighted mean estimate from the distribution of studies for
each effect. No corrections for range restriction were made because these
estimates were not available from most studies.

In addition, we utilized a random effects model, which results in more
accurate Type I error rates and more realistic confidence intervals than
does a fixed effects model (e.g., Erez, Bloom, & Wells, 1996; Overton,
1998). Therefore, we placed a 95% confidence interval around each mean-
corrected effect, which represents the extent to which the corrected effect
may vary if other studies from the population were included in the analysis
(for elaboration, see Burke & Landis, 2003). We also calculated credibil-
ity intervals, which indicate the extent to which correlations varied across
studies for a particular analysis distribution; that is, 80% of the values in
the population are contained within the bounds of the interval (Hunter &
Schmidt, 2004). Finally, in many cases studies provided multiple correla-
tions from the same sample and the same predictor construct or criterion
construct, which were nonindependent (e.g., Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). In
such cases, we created a single effect to represent the range of noninde-
pendent effects using sample size-weighted composite correlations.
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TABLE 3
Omnibus Analysis of Criterion-Related Validities of SJT Construct Domains for

Job Performance

95% CI 80% CV
Construct category

and domain k N Mr Mρ L U SEM ρ L U SDρ

Knowledge and skills
Job knowledge and skills 4 695 .15 .19 .07 .32 .06 .08 .30 .09

Applied social skills
Interpersonal skills 17 8,625 .19 .25 .20 .31 .03 .12 .39 .11
Teamwork skills 6 573 .29 .38 .26 .52 .07 .24 .53 .11
Leadership 51 7,589 .21 .28 .24 .32 .02 .15 .40 .10

Basic personality tendencies
Personality composites 4 423 .30 .43 .30 .57 .07 .35 .52 .14
Conscientiousness 7 908 .19 .24 .13 .34 .05 .12 .35 .14

Heterogeneous composites 45 9,681 .21 .28 .24 .31 .02 .19 .36 .07

Note. k = the number of independent effect sizes included in each analysis; N = sample
size; Mr = mean sample-weighted uncorrected correlation; Mρ = operational validity
(corrected for criterion unreliability); SEM ρ = standard error of Mρ ; SDρ = standard
deviation of rho.

Results

Classification Typology and Construct Frequency

The results of the construct classification are shown in Table 1. The
column on the left indicates the construct category and domains into which
the constructs were sorted. The middle column contains the construct
labels recorded from each study. The two columns on the right represent
the number of effects at the construct level and the percent of the SJTs that
measured a specific construct domain, respectively. Of these studies, the
majority measured leadership (37.50%), followed by interpersonal skills
(12.50%), basic personality tendencies (9.56%), teamwork skills (4.41%),
and job knowledge and skills (2.94%). SJTs that were unclassifiable (i.e.,
they reported method-level composite effects) constituted 33.09% of the
data points.

Validity of SJTs for Construct Domains

Table 2 presents the artifact distributions used in each analysis. Unless
reported otherwise, for all mean effects reported below, the 95% confi-
dence interval did not overlap zero. Specific information on the confidence
intervals and other meta-analytic findings are reported in Tables 3, 4 and 5.
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TABLE 4
Criterion-Related Validities of SJT Construct Domains for Job Performance

Facets

95% CI 80% CV
Construct category

and domain k N Mr Mρ L U SEM ρ L U SDρ

Contextual performance
Knowledge and skills

Job knowledge and skills 1 83 .27 - - - - - - -
Applied social skills

Interpersonal skills 3 1,364 .17 .21 .04 .39 .09 .02 .40 .15
Teamwork skills 6 573 .27 .35 .23 .47 .06 .24 .46 .09
Leadership 5 3,034 .19 .24 .18 .31 .03 .17 .32 .06

Heterogeneous composites 8 2,387 .14 .19 .12 .25 .03 .12 .25 .05

Task performance
Knowledge and skills

Job knowledge and skills 1 82 .39 - - - - - - -
Applied social skills

Interpersonal skills 6 1,818 .19 .25 .14 .36 .06 .10 .40 .12
Teamwork skills 3 232 .39 .50 .32 .68 .09 .36 .64 .11
Leadership 9 4,039 .17 .21 .15 .28 .03 .10 .33 .09

Basic personality tendencies
Personality composites 3 316 .33 .45 .31 .60 .07 .37 .53 .13
Conscientiousness 3 268 .30 .39 .28 .49 .05 - - .00

Heterogeneous composites 19 5,416 .21 .27 .21 .33 .03 .13 .41 .11

Managerial performance
Knowledge and skills

Job knowledge and skills 2 931 .19 .23 .13 .34 .06 .16 .31 .06
Applied social skills

Interpersonal skills 2 297 .29 .36 .21 .51 .08 .29 .43 .06
Leadership 17 3,769 .24 .29 .24 .35 .03 .17 .41 .09

Basic personality tendencies
Conscientiousness 2 174 .05 .06 .00 .12 .03 - - .00

Heterogeneous composites 5 1,282 .10 .12 .08 .16 .02 - - .00

Note. k = the number of independent effect sizes included in each analysis; N = sample
size; Mr = mean sample-weighted uncorrected correlation; Mρ = operational validity
(corrected for criterion unreliability); SEM ρ = standard error of Mρ ; SDρ = standard
deviation of rho. Credibility values were not computed for effects that had zero estimates
for SDρ. Job knowledge and skills estimates were not computed for task or contextual
performance due to lack of data, however single data points are presented.

We do caution the reader that in some cases the estimates are based on
low ks and should be interpreted with caution.

Table 3 presents the results of the omnibus analysis of criterion-related
validity for each of the SJT construct domains. As shown in Table 3, SJTs
that measured teamwork skills had a mean validity of .38. SJTs that
assessed leadership skills had a mean validity of .28. SJTs assessing
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TABLE 5
Effects of SJT Format on the Criterion-Related Validities of SJT Construct

Domains (Across Job Performance Facets)

95% CI 80% CV
Construct category

and domain k N Mr Mρ L U SEM ρ L U SDρ

Applied social skills
Interpersonal skills

Paper-and-pencil 15 8,182 .20 .27 .22 .32 .03 .16 .38 .08
Video-based 2 437 .36 .47 .39 .55 .04 - - .00

Leadership
Paper-and-pencil 47 6,938 .21 .27 .23 .31 .02 .14 .41 .10
Video-based 4 651 .25 .33 .25 .40 .04 - - .00

Heterogeneous Composites
Paper-and-pencil 40 7,316 .20 .25 .22 .29 .02 .17 .33 .06
Video-based 5 2,365 .28 .36 .30 .42 .03 .31 .41 .04

Note. k = the number of independent effect sizes included in each analysis; N = sample
size; Mr = mean sample-weighted uncorrected correlation; Mρ = operational validity
(corrected for criterion unreliability); SEM ρ = standard error of Mρ ; SDρ = standard
deviation of rho. Credibility values were not computed for effects that had zero estimates
for SDρ .

interpersonal skills had a mean validity of .25; and SJTs assessing
Conscientiousness had a mean validity of .24. Although based on only
four studies each, SJTs measuring job knowledge and skills had a mean
validity of .19, and personality composites had a mean validity of .43.
Finally, for heterogeneous composite SJTs, we obtained a mean validity
of .28.

Moderator Analyses

Criterion-related validity by criterion facet. Table 4 presents the re-
sults of the analyses of criterion-related validity for each construct domain,
broken down by task, contextual, and managerial performance. SJT con-
struct domains had criterion-related validities that were consistent with
our hypotheses for trends in their magnitudes within each criterion type,
although in many cases confidence intervals overlapped. First, for con-
textual performance, we predicted that SJTs assessing interpersonal skills
(Hypothesis 1), teamwork skills (Hypothesis 2), and leadership skills
(Hypothesis 3) would have higher validities than heterogeneous SJTs.
The validities were in the expected direction for SJTs assessing inter-
personal skills (Mρ = .21), teamwork skills (Mρ = .35), and leadership
skills (Mρ = .24) when compared with heterogeneous composites (Mρ =
.19), suggesting support for Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3; although the k for
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interpersonal skills was only 3. For task performance, we hypothesized
that SJTs assessing job knowledge and skills would have higher validities
than heterogeneous composite SJTs; unfortunately, we could not estimate
this relationship because there was only one primary study available for
analysis (r = .39). Finally, for managerial performance, we hypothesized
that SJTs assessing leadership (Hypothesis 5) and interpersonal skills
(Hypothesis 6) would have higher validities than heterogeneous compos-
ite SJTs. SJTs assessing leadership (Mρ = .29) and interpersonal skills
(Mρ = .36) were more strongly related to managerial performance than
were heterogeneous composites (Mρ = .12), suggesting support for Hy-
potheses 5 and 6, although the k for interpersonal skills was only 2.

Criterion-related validity by test format. Table 5 presents the results
of the moderator analyses of test format. Consistent with Hypothesis 7,
video-based SJTs tended to have stronger relationships with job perfor-
mance than paper-and-pencil SJTs. Further, although the ks for video-
based SJTs were relatively small, for two out of the three dimension com-
parisons the confidence intervals for the video-based and paper-and-pencil
formats did not overlap. Our estimates for video-based SJTs measuring
interpersonal skills (Mρ = .47) were higher than those for paper-and-
pencil SJTs measuring interpersonal skills (Mρ = .27); however the k
for the video-based estimate was limited to 2. We also obtained higher
estimates for video-based tests measuring leadership (Mρ = .33) than
for paper-and-pencil tests measuring leadership (Mρ = .27), although
the confidence intervals overlapped and the video-based estimate was
based on only four studies. Finally, video-based heterogeneous composites
(Mρ = .36) had higher criterion-related validity than paper-and-pencil het-
erogeneous composites (Mρ = .25).

Discussion

Although SJTs are widely used in employee selection and commonly
researched in academe, little is known about the specific constructs as-
sessed by SJTs because researchers and authors typically report results and
frame their data more in method terms than in construct terms. Therefore,
the primary objectives of this study were to (a) discuss the advantages
of attending to and reporting SJT construct-level versus method-level re-
sults; (b) develop a typology of constructs that have been assessed by
SJTs in the extant literature; and (c) undertake an initial examination
of the criterion-related and incremental validity of the identified con-
structs and to investigate moderators of these validities. We view our
efforts as contributing to an initial classification and description of the
constructs assessed by the SJT method in the extant literature. We do,
however, recognize that as with any first attempt to provide structure to a
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nebulous body of literature (e.g., Arthur et al., 2003; Huffcutt et al., 2001),
our undertaking will likely be refined and expanded as future research is
conducted.

With regard to our first objective, we believe a fundamental issue
limiting advancements in understanding and using SJTs for selection is
the common failure to disentangle the effects of the measurement method
(i.e., the SJT) from the constructs measured by the test. This has significant
implications for the use of test scores. For instance, it limits the ability
to compare different predictors that are confounded by method and/or
construct variance (i.e., comparing apples and oranges). Understanding
why a given test predicts performance is important to both researchers
and practitioners for measurement, theory testing, or establishing the job-
relevancy of the selection tool. Further, the failure to attend to constructs
limits the generalizability of SJTs. For example, if one researcher reports a
criterion-related validity coefficient of .19 for an SJT in a textile company,
the only information gained is that the SJT predicts performance for
that job in that company. Without any information about the constructs
measured, it remains unclear why the particular test is valid or whether it
would be valid in another job or industry. Identification of the construct(s)
measured by the SJT, however, offers a point of comparison that would
enable practitioners to transport SJTs across contexts.

As part of our construct-based approach, we identified the constructs
measured by SJTs in the extant literature (relying on studies that reported
construct information). The underlying rationale behind this objective was
that a construct typology would provide a common and systematic frame-
work for understanding and applying SJT constructs. We found that a
substantial number (33%) of the SJTs in the literature did not report the
constructs measured, did not provide enough information to determine the
constructs measured, or provided only a composite score, which collapsed
across multiple constructs. Nevertheless, our analyses revealed that SJTs
are in some cases developed to assess specific constructs, most often lead-
ership skills (38%) and interpersonal skills (13%). Less frequently, SJT
studies reported assessing teamwork skills (4%), personality tendencies
(10%), and job knowledge (3%). Plausibly, SJTs are often used to measure
leadership skills and interpersonal skills because they offer a convenient
method for sampling applicants’ performance on complex tasks that are
otherwise expensive, time consuming, or difficult to assess. In particular,
SJTs are well suited to measure behaviors elicited by complex interper-
sonal and administrative situations, as they often contain ambient details
that create rich representations of contextual features. Moreover, although
other simulation-based predictor methods offer similar benefits (i.e., work-
samples, assessment centers, situational interviews), SJTs typically have
a much lower cost of administration and scoring (e.g., Motowidlo et al.,
1990; Weekley & Jones, 1999).
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Our final objective was to meta-analytically assess the criterion-related
validity of each construct domain. Teamwork skills, leadership skills, and
interpersonal skills all exhibited relatively high validities for job perfor-
mance. The criterion-related validities we obtained for Conscientiousness
and job knowledge were relatively lower. In addition, we performed two
sets of moderator analyses to highlight the benefits of taking a construct-
based approach in SJT research. Analyses of the relationships between
each predictor construct domain and narrow job performance facets pro-
vided support for our typological framework by demonstrating a pattern
of relationships (i.e., differential validities) that was consistent with ex-
pectations derived from content-based matching of predictor and criterion
constructs. Nevertheless, we offer two caveats. First, several of our es-
timates may be unstable because they were based on small k (e.g., the
relationship between teamwork skills and task performance was based on
k = 3). Second, and likely a result of the first caveat, a few results were
not in the direction that might be predicted from the literature. For exam-
ple, teamwork skills had higher validities for task performance than for
contextual performance, but teamwork skills logically seem to be more
important for contextual performance. Nevertheless, overall, our findings
are of practical significance in that appropriate matching between the con-
tent domains of predictors and criteria can strengthen the criterion-related
validity of SJTs. Hence, the construct-based approach also could be ad-
vantageously applied to the performance domain, in which researchers
historically report results using overall or composite job performance (cf.
Campbell, 1990).

We have argued that the construct-based approach is a powerful tool for
isolating variance due to constructs from method variance. Specifically,
the second set of moderator analyses were intended to illustrate the role of
method characteristics in determining which constructs might be measured
by different formats. We expected that the type of SJT format would
moderate SJT criterion-related validities, perhaps by influencing which
constructs were measured and how well they were measured. In line
with expectations, we found that for each construct domain, video-based
SJTs were more strongly correlated with performance than paper-and-
pencil SJTs. This information is a significant contribution to the literature
because we were able to cross methods and constructs in similar fashion to
the suggestions of Campbell and Fiske (1959) for multitrait, multi method
matrices.

Why SJT Research Has Been Method-focused Rather Than Construct
Focused

There are several possible explanations for why researchers have ne-
glected to specify the constructs measured by SJTs. First, although SJTs



106 PERSONNEL PSYCHOLOGY

are commonly considered methods, they are often treated as if they are
actually measuring a single construct (e.g., situational judgment, practical
intelligence). Indeed, even when researchers identified the KSAOs being
measured, many studies in our sample reported a single composite score
labeled “situational judgment” (e.g., Chan & Schmitt, 2002; Motowidlo
et al., 1990; Smith & McDaniel, 1998; Swander, 2000; Weekley & Jones,
1997, 1999). Second, it may simply be difficult to create SJTs that can
be scored at the construct level, given current developmental paradigms
(Ployhart & Ryan, 2000a). As Ployhart and Ryan suggested, refinements
to typical critical incident-based development procedures may be effec-
tive; specifically, researchers could delineate the constructs to be assessed
a priori, conceptualize how the constructs should manifest in work situa-
tions, and write response options that correspond to the range of a single
behavior (i.e., high or low on “demonstrating effort”) rather than multiple
types of behaviors.

Finally, perhaps one of the most important reasons that SJT research
has not focused on construct-level information is that I-O psycholo-
gists have only recently begun developing and implementing a construct-
oriented paradigm for selection research. As noted by Schmitt and Chan
(2006), it remains a problem that “Our field as a whole . . . is more apt to
discuss the validity of methods rather than the validity of measurement of
constructs” (p. 136). Indeed, although the idea of construct validity has
been around for decades (e.g., Campbell & Fiske, 1959), the emphasis on
constructs in much of the personnel selection research has only recently
gained in importance (e.g., Anastasi & Urbina, 1997; Arthur & Villado,
2008; Binning & Barrett, 1989; Huffcutt et al., 2001; Messick, 1995;
Roth et al., 2008). As a result, the importance of constructs may have
been less salient to researchers for much of the older SJT literature. On
the other hand, recent studies are not immune to the problem; we identified
several recently published studies that neglected to report construct-level
information.

Where Do We Go From Here? Recommendations for SJT
Research and Practice

Although other researchers have pointed out that SJTs are methods
of measurement and should therefore attend to construct-level informa-
tion (e.g., McDaniel et al., 2001; Schmitt & Chan, 2006), the results
of this study suggest a need for further development of a construct-
oriented paradigm in SJT research. Many of the limitations found in
our meta-analysis illustrate the state of the literature at present and there-
fore highlight gaps that could benefit from a construct-based approach.
As such, based on our observations, we next offer recommendations for
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research and for practice, with the recognition that the two are not mutually
exclusive.

Research recommendations. First, SJT researchers should report de-
tailed construct information. A relatively large number of studies (33%)
failed to report the constructs measured or reported composite method-
level information (in the heterogeneous category). As a result, one limi-
tation of this research was small sample sizes for a number of construct
domains. We urge researchers to maintain the distinction between methods
(e.g., SJTs) and constructs (e.g., leadership skills) by reporting informa-
tion about the specific constructs measured by SJTs as well as reliability
estimates, means, standard deviations, group differences, and intercorre-
lations with other constructs. Providing this information would allow for
more meaningful comparisons of subgroup differences (e.g., race, sex),
validity (e.g., construct, criterion-related, incremental validity), or test-
taker reactions to different measurement methods or different predictor
constructs. In this vein, we believe that the typology developed in this
study will facilitate the reporting of constructs by providing researchers
and practitioners with a common framework to communicate research
findings and validity evidence of constructs (cf. Fleishman & Quintance,
1984; Hough & Ones, 2001).

Furthermore, refinements to construct validation procedures typically
used for SJTs would be helpful. For instance, without evidence of con-
vergent or discriminant validity, we were unable to determine the full
extent to which the SJTs reported in the literature actually measured the
constructs they were purported to measure. Of course, this is a criticism
leveled at any meta-analysis of predictive validity in which meta-analysts
rely on the primary authors’ conclusion that the tests being analyzed ac-
tually measured the intended constructs. As primary researchers begin
to provide more information about both the constructs measured and the
extent to which the SJT displayed convergent or discriminant validity
with other measures, this criticism can be addressed. In particular, future
meta-analytic research could combine the approach taken in this study
(i.e., coding constructs based on labels and content) with the approach
taken by McDaniel and colleagues (i.e., correlating SJTs with measures
of constructs) to obtain multiple sources of construct validity evidence.

In addition, researchers should utilize SJT construct information to
hold constructs constant, in order to identify and investigate various fea-
tures of SJT methodology that impact relevant outcomes. For example,
one could compare different dimensions of stimulus material (e.g., paper-
and-pencil, computerized), different response modalities (e.g., written,
oral), or different scoring strategies (e.g., empirical keying, subject matter
experts). Such comparisons are only meaningful if the construct is held
constant across different methodological dimensions.
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Moreover, it is also the case that predictor methods could influence or
constrain the constructs measured (e.g., Arthur & Villado, 2008; Messick,
1995). For example, the measurement of applied social skills might be
more easily done with video-based testing than paper-and-pencil testing
because video-based tests provide more details and contextual information
(e.g., nonverbal behaviors; environmental cues) that are important to social
skills. Likewise, SJTs are well suited to measure dimensions of contextual
job knowledge, which would be applied to practical problems that are ill-
defined, contain incomplete information, or have different solutions. This
type of knowledge might be contrasted to job knowledge that relies on facts
and procedures that are well defined. In fact, Schmitt and Chan (2006) have
already posited that SJTs place some constraints on the range of constructs
measured and it would be helpful to identify such boundary conditions.
As part of this effort, we would encourage researchers to examine the
extent to which there is a strong method factor or higher-order construct
measured by SJTs (e.g., judgment or practical intelligence; Schmitt &
Chan, 2006).

In addition, whenever possible, SJT researchers should conduct pre-
dictive validation studies. Another limitation of this meta-analysis is that
we were unable to correct for range restriction because most studies in
our dataset were either conducted concurrently or failed to provide suffi-
cient information to make this correction. As a result, our estimates are
conservative. Furthermore, given that SJTs are job-centered tests often de-
veloped to assess job-relevant behaviors and validated by checking them
against the criteria of behaviors actually performed on the job, then the
concurrent validation studies we reviewed may be considered estimates
of convergent validity. Concurrent, cross-sectional studies are suggestive
but cannot adequately evaluate substantive theoretical links between SJT
and criterion constructs. Therefore, we would recommend the use of lon-
gitudinal, predictive criterion-validation designs.

Practice recommendations. Practitioners can benefit from the
construct-based approach by identifying the focal construct(s) of inter-
est before choosing a selection methodology with which to measure the
construct(s). In practice, job analysis determines which constructs are to
be measured, but practitioners have some latitude in determining which
method of measurement to use. Our meta-analytic validity estimates can
be useful for seeking methods to measure specific KSAOs. For a given
predictor construct, practitioners may consult our study to compare the
expected validity with other methods such as interviews (Huffcutt et al.,
2001) or higher fidelity simulations (e.g., assessment centers; Arthur et al.,
2003). For example, the results of this study indicated that the criterion-
related validity for SJTs measuring teamwork skills (Mρ = .38) was
slightly higher than the criterion-related validity for the consideration and
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awareness of others dimension of assessment centers (Mρ = .33) obtained
by Arthur et al. (2003).

In addition, practitioners should consider the criterion carefully when
choosing predictor construct(s) to measure using SJTs. Our results demon-
strated the potential for nontrivial increases in validity when SJT predic-
tor constructs were matched conceptually with narrowly defined relevant
criteria. Our data also suggested that one realm where SJTs often are
appropriately matched between predictor construct and criterion is for
the prediction of managerial performance. Our results showed that 17
of the 38 data points for managerial performance were SJTs measuring
leadership. In most cases SJTs measuring specific constructs had stronger
validities than heterogeneous composites. Therefore, in the interest of
maximizing predictive power, SJT test developers should consider the
criterion of interest when selecting a specific construct to measure using
a given SJT.

Conclusions

In conclusion, we have highlighted the importance of a construct-based
focus in SJT research. We urge researchers to present results at the con-
struct level when possible (Arthur & Villado, 2008). Such information, as
noted by Huffcutt et al. (2001), Arthur et al. (2003), and Roth et al. (2008)
in their similar request with regard to interviews, assessment centers, and
work samples, will provide future researchers and practitioners with better
conceptual, theoretical, and practical understanding of SJTs.
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