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Although situational judgment tests have a long history in the psychological assessment literature and
continue to be frequently used in employment contexts, there has been virtually no summarization of this
literature. The purpose of this article is to review the history of such tests and present the results of a
meta-analysis on criterion-related and construct validity. On the basis of 102 coefficients and 10,640
people, situational judgment tests showed useful levels of validity (p = .34) that were generalizable. A
review of 79 correlations between situational judgment tests and general cognitive ability involv-
ing 16,984 people indicated that situational judgment tests typically evidence relationships with cognitive
ability (p = .46). On the basis of the literature review and meta-analytic findings, implications for the
continued use of situational judgment tests are discussed, particularly in terms of recent investigations

into tacit knowledge.

Tests assessing an individual’s judgment concerning work-
related situations have had a long history in the psychological
assessment literature. Despite this extensive use of such situational
judgment tests, however, there does not exist a thorough summary
of research, and few conclusions can be drawn concerning the
validity of such tests. This gap in the literature is all the more
striking given the increased use of such tests over the past 10 years
(e.g., Chan & Schmitt, 1997; Hanson & Borman, 1989; Motow-
idlo, Dunnette, & Carter, 1990; Olson-Buchanan et al., 1998;
Smith & McDaniel, 1998).

The present article endeavors to address the gaps in the situa-
tional judgment test literature in three ways. First, we examine the
situational judgment test literature to provide a more detailed
description of the nature of these tests, to understand their essential
elements, and to review the relevant findings. Second, we present
the results of a meta-analysis that statistically cumulates empirical
findings on situational judgment tests across studies. We examine
the criterion-related validity of these tests and their relationship
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with cognitive ability. Third, on the basis of the literature review
and meta-analytic findings, we discuss implications for the con-
tinued use of situational judgment tests, particularly in terms of
recent research into tacit knowledge (e.g., Sternberg, Wagner,
Williams, & Horvath, 1995).

In this study, we broadly defined situational judgment tests as
any paper-and-pencil test designed to measure judgment in work
settings. Some of these tests can be classified as situational, in that
a scenario is described and the respondent must identify an appro-
priate response from a list of alternatives. The following item from
an Army judgment test is illustrative:

A man on a very urgent mission during a battle finds he must cross a
stream about 40 feet wide. A blizzard has been blowing and the stream
has frozen over. However, because of the snow, he does not know
how thick the ice is. He sees two planks about 10 feet long near the
point where he wishes to cross. He also knows where there is a bridge
about 2 miles downstream. Under the circumstances he should:

A. Walk to the bridge and cross it.

B. Run rapidly across on the ice.

C. Break a hole in the ice near the edge of the stream to see how deep
the stream is.

D. Cross with the aid of the planks, pushing one ahead of the other
and walking on them.

E. Creep slowly across the ice. (Northrop, 1989, p. 190)

Other measures do not present situations but rather require the
respondents to indicate their level of agreement with statements
concerning the appropriateness of various work-related behaviors.
For example, a respondent might be asked to agree or disagree
with the following statement: “An effective supervisor will closely
monitor the work of a new employee.” Our definition of situational
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judgment tests did not include verbal or logical reasoning tests,
which are sometimes labeled judgment tests.

Review of Research on Situational Judgment Tests

The use of situational judgment tests dates back to the 1920s.
One of the first widely used and evaluated tests that attempted to
measure judgment was the George Washington Social Intelligence
Test. One of the subtests, called Judgment in Social Situations,
included many items in work situations. This subtest required
“keen judgment, and a deep appreciation of human motives, to
answer correctly” (Moss, 1926, p. 26). Several solutions to each
situation were offered in a multiple-choice format, only one of
which was correct. In an early review of empirical studies,
Thorndike and Stein (1937) criticized the test. They noted that
correlations between the test and other tests of presumed social
attributes were very low and that the test was highly correlated
with tests of abstract intelligence. They concluded that the test did
not tap a distinct social intelligence construct and that it was best
classified as a measure of general intelligence. In later reviews,
Thorndike (1941) and Taylor (1949a) came to similar conclusions.

During World War II, Army psychologists attempted to assess
the judgment of soldiers (Northrop, 1989). These judgment tests
consisted of scenarios with a number of alternative responses.
Solutions rested on the person’s ability to draw on his or her
common sense, experience, and general knowledge, rather than
logical reasoning. In reviewing such tests, Northrop stated that
although a judgment factor had originally been isolated by early
Army research, tests that attempted to measure judgment were
factorially complex. She concluded that judgment is a g-saturated
and multifaceted cognitive attribute that is not factorially pure and
does not consistently load on any specific cognitive factor.

Starting in the 1940s, a number of situational judgment tests
were developed to measure supervisory potential. These tests
included the Practical Judgment Test (Cardall, 1942), How Super-
vise? (File, 1945; File & Remmers, 1948), the Supervisory Prac-
tices Test (Bruce & Learner, 1958), the Business Judgment Test
(Bruce, 1965), the Supervisory Judgment Test (Greenberg, 1963),
and the Supervisory Inventory on Human Relations (Kirkpatrick &
Planty, 1960). Because these tests are quite similar in form, only a
few are discussed here.

The Practical Judgment Test consisted of multiple-choice items
describing everyday business and social situations (Cardall, 1942).
Items tapping special knowledge or factual information were ex-
plicitly discarded during test construction. Respondents indicated
the best action to take in each situation. Cardall asserted that
practical judgment is a unique factor that is statistically indepen-
dent from factors such as intelligence and academic background.
Several researchers, however, offered evidence indicating that the
Practical Judgment Test correlated significantly with tests of gen-
eral intelligence (e.g., Carrington, 1949; Taylor, 1949b).

The Supervisory Practices Test was designed to measure the
ability of a supervisor to function effectively in situations that
required decisions involving people (Bruce, 1974; Oliverio, 1959).
The items required the respondent to make judgments on what to
do in typical work-related situations that a supervisor might face.
Scores on the test successfully distinguished between groups of
supervisors and nonsupervisors (Bruce & Learner, 1958). In addi-

tion, it was found that scores correlated with tests of mental
abilities (r = .18-.35).

Along with the Supervisory Judgment Test, another of the most
widely used and researched of these tests is How Supervise? It was
designed to measure a supervisor’s knowledge and insight con-
cerning human relations in industry (File & Remmers, 1948,
1971). The items were divided into sections. The supervisory
practices and the company policies sections concerned specific
situation-based actions that the supervisor endorsed as desirable to
initiate. The supervisory opinions section concerned problem sit-
uations that the supervisor must face when dealing with workers,
and each item consisted of a short phrase to which a respondent
indicated agreement, disagreement, or uncertainty. Criterion-
related validity has been mixed. For example, the 1971 revision of
the manual listed nine studies that found positive relationships
between How Supervise? scores and performance ratings. The
manual also reported seven studies that found no such relationship.
In narrative reviews, both Mandell (1953) and Rosen (1961) con-
cluded that the positive evidence outweighed the negative evi-
dence for the validity of the test.

It is interesting that File and Remmers (1971) reported a large
number of studies that found significant correlations between How
Supervise? and tests of general cognitive abilities. For example,
Millard (1952) examined the relationship between scores on How
Supervise? and scores on a test of intelligence. He found correla-
tions of .71 and .62 in two groups of supervisors and a nonsignif-
icant correlation in a third group. He found similar but smaller
relationships with educational level. From these findings, Millard
concluded that How Supervise? was essentially an intelligence
test.

In the late 1950s and the early 1960s, situational judgment tests
were also used by large organizations as part of selection test
batteries to predict managerial success. For example, the Standard
Oil Company of New Jersey designed a program of research called
the Early Identification of Management Potential to identify em-
ployees who had the potential to be successful in management
(Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick, 1970). One of the mea-
sures used in the test battery was the Management Judgment Test.
This particular measure contained items that described problem
situations and presented test takers with several possible choices of
action or decision. The respondent was required to indicate which
action he or she believed was the most appropriate.

There recently has been renewed interest in the use of situational
judgment measures for predicting job success. For example, the
U.S. Office of Personnel Management designed Test 905 to assess
the human relations capacity and potential of applicants for pro-
motion to first-line federal trades and labor supervisory positions
(Corts, 1980). The multiple-choice items on Test 905 consist of
problem situations that involve interaction with workers. Respon-
dents indicate which solutions, from a number of alternatives,
would best solve the problem. A small concurrent validity study
reported by Corts found small relationships (rs = .06-.21) be-
tween scores on Test 905 and various job performance criteria.

Motowidlo et al. (1990) examined the use of a situational
judgment test, which they referred to as a low-fidelity simulation,
for selecting entry-level managers. This measure, like other judg-
ment measures, presented applicants with verbal descriptions of
work situations and several alternative courses of action for each
situation. Examinees chose both the response they would most
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likely make and the response they would least likely make in each
situation. In validation studies with samples of managers from
seven different companies, correlations between the test and var-
ious job performance criteria ranged from the .20s to the .40s. The
test was generally independent of cognitive aptitude test scores
(r <.10), but low to moderate correlations were observed in some
samples for grade point average (r < .30) and class rank (r < .17).
Given that incumbents had been preselected partly on the basis of
their aptitude test scores and academic achievement, there was
likely restriction of range on these variables. Thus, any conclu-
sions that this measure was independent from general cognitive
ability should be viewed cautiously.

Wagner and Sternberg (1991) published a test called the Tacit
Knowledge Inventory for Managers (TKIM). This measure is
based on their theory of tacit knowledge, or “practical know-how
that usually is not openly expressed or stated and which must be
acquired in the absence of direct instruction” (Wagner, 1987, p.
1236). The purpose of this measure is to identify individuals whose
tacit knowledge indicates the potential for successful performance
in managerial or executive careers (Wagner & Sternberg, 1991).
The TKIM presents scenarios that require respondents to choose a
course of action from a list of alternatives. These scenarios differ
from those of previously mentioned tests in that the TKIM sce-
narios are considerably longer and more detailed. Wagner and
Sternberg (1991) reported five studies examining the criterion-
related validity of tacit knowledge measures in academic and
business settings, although no validity was presented for the TKIM
itself. They found moderate correlations between their measure
and a variety of criteria, some of which would be considered job
performance measures. They also reported and claimed (e.g.,
Sternberg et al., 1995) that these measures were unrelated to
measures of general cognitive ability. However, this conclusion
should be tempered by the fact that their convenience samples
(e.g., Yale University undergraduate students) were likely to evi-
dence substantial range restriction on measures of general cogni-
tive ability, thus attenuating observed relationships on the re-
stricted predictor.

Finally, in investigating a situational judgment test, Smith and
McDaniel (1998) found the largest correlates were with age and
length of job experience. From this finding, they inferred that the
test measured job-related knowledge and skills gained through life
and work experiences. The test also was correlated with the per-
sonality dimensions of conscientiousness (r = .32) and emotional
stability (»r = .22) as well as with measures of general cognitive
ability (mean r = .22). Smith and McDaniel concluded that the
situational judgment test assessed multiple job-related constructs.

Summary of Research on Situational Judgment Tests

This prior research into situational judgment tests reveals sev-
eral important points. First, it appears that these tests reflect a
measurement method that can be used to assess a variety of
constructs. In this respect, situational judgment tests are similar to
other selection techniques such as employment interviews or as-
sessment centers, in that the tests are measurement methods that
may assess a variety of constructs.

Second, these tests tend to be quite similar in format. That is,
they are typically in a paper-and-pencil format, present hypothet-
ical problem situations that occur at work, and require the respon-

dent to exercise judgment in picking or evaluating alternative
courses of action. In this respect, they are what Wernimont and
Campbell (1968) referred to as samples of likely job performance
rather than signs of possible job performance. Third, these tests
have demonstrated at least moderate validity. Finally, these studies
evidence differing degrees of correlation with general cognitive
ability, supporting the contention that situational judgment tests
are a measurement method with different tests assessing different
constructs or the same construct to varying degrees. Some show
strong correlations with g, whereas others show correlations of
lower magnitude.

Meta-Analysis of Situational Judgment Tests

Although narrative reviews help convey the qualitative differ-
ences and similarities among studies, they are necessarily subjec-
tive in their conclusions. In addition, there is considerable variance
in the findings among studies that may be due to statistical artifacts
such as sampling variation. As a result, we conducted a meta-
analysis to provide a more objective and precise summary of the
literature. The meta-analysis attempted to answer three questions:
(a) What is the best estimate of the validity of situational work
judgment tests? (b) What is the best estimate of the correlation
with general cognitive ability? and (c) Are there any important
moderators of these correlations?

Four possible moderators of the relationship between situational
judgment tests and job performance and cognitive ability were
considered. Two of these moderators represent points of variability
in how the construct of situational judgment is operationalized in
the published literature and are commonly investigated in other
selection contexts. The third moderator directly assesses how the g
loading of a test affects validity. The fourth moderator concerns
the potential moderating effect of whether the validity study has a
predictive or a concurrent design.

The first moderator concerned whether a job analysis was used
to develop the test. That is, some tests appear to be based on a
detailed job analysis, whereas others appear to be based on the
intuition of the test developer or a small sample of subject matter
experts. For example, the items for the Supervisory Judgment Test
and How Supervise? were prepared by small groups of experts. In
contrast, the items for the Situational Judgment Test (Hanson &
Borman, 1989) and Motowidlo et al.’s (1990) low-fidelity simu-
lation were based on detailed critical-incident job analyses. Three
additional arguments support job analysis as a potential moderator.
First, job analysis is important to job relatedness; thus, the poten-
tial link to validity seems logical. Second, just because a commer-
cially available test is used in a study rather than a new test
developed, this does not mean a job analysis is irrelevant. A job
analysis should be conducted to pick the commercial test to use.
Third, previous meta-analyses have found job analysis to be an
important moderator of validity in such areas as personality tests
(Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991) and employment interviewing
(Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988). Thus, we anticipated that tests
developed from a job analysis would have higher correlations with
job performance.

The second moderator explored the amount of detail in the
work-related situational questions. Some tests use longer, more
detailed questions, whereas others use brief, nonspecific questions.
In our review of the tests, it appeared that longer and more detailed
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questions tended to be much more nuanced and to provide far more
work-specific information. Thus, the detail in the question may
enhance the importance of work-specific knowledge. Questions
with greater detail make it likely that individuals with greater
work-specific knowledge will perform better. In contrast, question
length may increase the g loading by increasing the reading-ability
requirements. In fact, increasing the latter may increase validity by
itself. Finally, examining different types of questions as a moder-
ator of validity has a substantial precedent. For example, several
authors have examined question type as a moderator of the validity
of interview questions (e.g., Campion, Campion, & Hudson, 1994,
Huffcutt & Roth, 1998; McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt, & Maurer,
1994). This evidence suggests that tests with detailed questions
will have higher correlations with job performance.

The third moderator explored was whether the g loading of a test
influences validity. The hypothesis was that the validity of situa-
tional judgment tests is due, in part, to their correlation with
general mental ability. From an operational viewpoint, if the
validity of a situational judgment test is primarily due to the test
measuring general cognitive ability, one could use an existing
mental ability test instead of investing considerable resources in
developing a situational judgment test. We expected that tests with
larger relationships with cognitive ability would also have higher
criterion-related validity.

The fourth moderator concerned whether the criterion-related
validity study was a predictive or a concurrent design. This mod-
erator was suggested for analysis by a reviewer. It was explored for
the criterion-related validity analyses but not for the analyses
concerning the relation between situational judgment test scores
and general cognitive ability because many of the correlations
between situational judgment tests and general cognitive ability
were not drawn from studies involving criterion-related validity
analyses.

Method
Sample of Studies

An extensive literature search identified data from 39 different situa-
tional judgment tests that were useful for these analyses. We searched
PsycLIT for the years 1887-2000. We also searched existing relevant
papers for references to papers presented or published earlier. Data were
obtained on measures that are, or have been, commercially marketed,
including the Business Judgment Test, How Supervise?, the Test of Prac-
tical Judgment, the Supervisory Index, the Supervisory Inventory on Hu-
man Relations, the Social Judgment Test for Supervisors, the Supervisor’s
Opinionaire, the Supervisory Practices Test, the Supervisory Problems
Test, the Supervisory Profile Record, the TKIM, the Teamwork-KSA Test,
and the Test of Supervisory Judgment. We also located data on four
measures used by the federal government. The remaining measures were
neither government-owned nor commercially marketed and primarily were
developed by consulting firms for specific clients.

We obtained 102 correlation coefficients between situational judgment
tests and job performance. These coefficients were based on data
from 10,640 participants. We obtained 80 correlation coefficients, based
on 22,580 individuals, between judgment tests and measures of general
cognitive ability. These two distributions of correlation coefficients were
meta-analyzed using procedures described by Hunter and Schmidt (1990).

Analysis Method

The Hunter—-Schmidt (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990) psychometric meta-
analytic method used in this study is based on the hypothesis that much of

the variation in results across studies may be due to statistical and meth-
odological artifacts rather than to substantive differences in underlying
population relationships. Many of these artifacts also reduce the correla-
tions below their true (i.e., population) values. This method determines the
variance attributable to sampling error and to differences between studies
in reliability and range restriction, subtracts that amount from the total
amount of variation, and yields estimates of the true variation across
studies and of the true average correlation (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990).
Artifact distribution meta-analysis, using the interactive method, was used
(Hunter & Schmidt, 1990, chap. 4). The mean observed correlation (r) was
used in the sampling error variance formula (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990, pp.
208-210; Schmidt et al., 1993). In our analyses, the estimated population
mean reflected corrections for measurement error in the criterion. No
corrections for measurement error in the test were made to the mean. The
estimated population variance resulted from correcting the observed vari-
ance for sampling error and for differences across studies in both the test
reliability and the criterion reliability. The computer program used was
described by McDaniel (1986a). Additional detail on the program is
presented in Appendix B of McDaniel, Schmidt, and Hunter (1988).

Reliability, Range Restriction, and g Loading Data

Table 1 shows the reliability artifact distribution for the situational
judgment tests. This distribution was empirically derived on the basis of a
review of all located studies using situational judgment tests. Scant infor-
mation was available on the criterion reliability for the reported coeffi-
cients. Therefore, for the analysis of correlations between situational judg-
ment measures and job performance, the job performance criterion
reliability from Pearlman (1979) was used. The use of a criterion reliability
distribution with a mean value of .60 may be conservative (i.e., underes-
timates the true validity of the predictors) because Rothstein (1990) found
that across 9,975 employees and across all time periods of supervisory
exposure to employees, the mean interrater reliability for one rater was .48.
Because data were not available concerning the amount of range restric-
tion, we did not use any corrections for range restriction. Notwithstanding
this lack of corrections for range restriction, it is highly likely that there
was at least some range restriction in these data. Thus, the results to be

Table 1
Reliability Artifact Distribution for Situational Judgment Tests

Reliability Frequency in distribution
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reported are likely conservative estimates (i.e., underestimates) of the true
validity of the tests.

The meta-analysis of the correlations between situational judgment tests
and measures of general cognitive ability also used artifact distribution
meta-analysis. The population distribution was estimated by correcting the
observed validities for measurement error in both the situational judgment
measures and the cognitive ability measures. Specifically, the mean was
corrected for measurement error in both the tests and the criteria. The
variance was corrected for sampling error and differences across studies in
measurement error in both the tests and the criterion. The reliability
distribution shown in Table 1 was used for the situational judgment
measures. The cognitive test reliability distribution offered by Pearlman
(1979) was used to correct for the measurement error in the general
cognitive ability measures (average criterion reliability of .80).

We measured the g loading of the test by locating and cumulating
correlations between g measures and situational judgment tests. The
sample-size weighted mean correlation was the operational measure of the
g loading. For the purpose of the meta-analysis, we defined a high g
loading as those with mean correlations greater than .50, a medium g
loading as correlations between .35 and .50, and a low g loading as
correlations less than .35.

Decision Rules

We used five main decision rules. First, participants had to be employees
or applicants. Studies of students were excluded to avoid concerns over
generalizability to work-related settings. Second, the predictor had to be a
paper-and-pencil situational judgment test. Other test types using situa-
tional questions, such as interviews (e.g., Latham, Saari, Pursell, & Cam-
pion, 1980), were not included. We also did not include data from video-
based situational judgment tests (e.g., Dalessio, 1994; C. Jones & DeCotiis,
1986) because there were too few data to allow separate analyses. Third,
when possible, the immediate supervisor’s rating of job performance was
used. When use of this rating was not possible, we tried to use the rater
with the most contact with the employees. For example, if results included
supervisor ratings and ratings from others, we used the supervisor ratings
because they had the most contact with the employees.

Finally, if more than one criterion was reported and one was a perfor-
mance criterion, we used the performance criterion. Almost all of the
studies used supervisory ratings as criteria. We did not include criteria such
as years of school completed beyond high school, hierarchical level,
number of employees, years of management experience, percentage of time
spent in various duties, year of degree, conferences attended, sick leave or
vacation leave taken, salary, ratings of potential, or turnover because they
are not actual job performance measures.

Results

Interpretation of Tables

Table 2 presents meta-analytic results of the criterion-related
validities of situational judgment tests. The first column identifies
the distribution of validities analyzed. Columns 2 through 5
present information about the observed distribution, including the
total sample size across studies, the number of correlation coeffi-
cients, and the mean and standard deviation of the observed
distribution. The last four columns of Table 2 present an estimate
of the population distribution. We present the estimated population
mean (p), the estimated population standard deviation (o), the
percentage of variance in the observed distribution due to artifacts,
and the 90% credibility value for the distribution of true validities.
The estimated mean population validity was corrected solely for
measurement error in the criteria; it was not corrected for mea-

surement error in the predictors. The variance of the estimated
population distribution was corrected for sampling error and dif-
ferences across studies in predictor reliability and criterion reli-
ability. Because neither the mean nor the variance was corrected
for range restriction, the mean estimates are likely to underestimate
the population validity, and the validity variance estimates are
likely to be overestimated.

Table 3 presents the meta-analytic results of the correlations of
situational judgment tests with measures of general cognitive
ability. These reported statistics are similar to those outlined
above. The estimated population distribution was corrected for
measurement error. The estimated mean population validity was
corrected for measurement error in both the situational judgment
tests and the cognitive ability tests. The variance of the estimated
population distribution was corrected for sampling error and dif-
ferences across studies in the reliability of both tests. In addition,
the 10th and 90th percentile values of the credibility interval of the
population distribution are reported.

Validity of Situational Judgment Tests

The first row of Table 2 shows that the estimated population
validity of situational judgment tests was .34. In addition, the 90th
percentile credibility value was positive, which indicates that the
validities were likely to be positive in nearly all cases. Therefore,
although we encourage the replication of our analyses as new data
become available, we believe that the data collected to date pro-
vide evidence for the generalized validity of situational judgment
tests.

Part of the variation in validity across studies, however, appears
to have been due to differential test validity. That is, there was
nontrivial variability around the estimated population mean corre-
lation, which indicates that some tests demonstrated greater valid-
ity than others. When we examined the resuits for the three tests
that had enough coefficients to analyze separately (i.e., at least 10
coefficients), the estimated population means varied from .21 for
How Supervise? to .41 for the Supervisory Judgment Test (see
Table 2). Just as the content of the employment interview influ-
ences the validity of the interview (McDaniel et al., 1994), the
content of situational judgment tests may influence their validity.
Our moderator analyses attempted to discern the characteristics
that cause some situational judgment tests to have higher validity
than others.

We next examined the four moderators. Consistent with our
predictions, the results highlighted the importance of using job
analysis to develop tests, because those tests based on a job
analysis had higher validity (.38) than tests not based on a job
analysis (.29). Contrary to our predictions, tests with less detailed
questions had slightly higher validity (.35) than tests with more
detailed questions (.33). The g loading of a test did not linearly
affect the validity of the test. Finally, the mean validity from
studies with predictive designs (.18) was lower than the mean
validity from studies with concurrent designs (.35).

Unfortunately, these moderator analyses are not overly infor-
mative. The results for the detail of question moderator are limited
by the availability of only 10 coefficients and a relatively small
sample size for tests with detailed questions. The results for the
study design are limited by the fact that there were only six
predictive studies with a total sample size of 346. Thus, these
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Table 2

735

Meta-Analytic Results of the Criterion-Related Validity of Situational Judgment Tests

Observed distribution

Population distribution

% of o* due
Distribution N No. of rs Mean r o p o, to artifacts 90% CV
All distributions 10,640 102 .26 .14 34 14 45 .16
Test distributions with at least 10 validity coefficients
How Supervise? 1,242 16 .16 .14 21 11 64 .07
RBH Test of Supervisory Judgment 945 11 25 13 .33 .09 70 21
Supervisory Judgment Test 2,983 21 32 .08 41 .00 100 41
Test distribution containing tests with fewer than 10 validity coefficients
Miscellaneous tests 5,470 54 25 .16 33 .16 37 A2
Analyses by job analysis category
Tests based on job analysis 5,959 36 29 .09 .38 .06 73 .29
Tests not based on job analysis 3,251 49 22 17 .29 16 46 .08
Unknown use of job analysis 1,430 17 .24 20 31 22 26 .03
Analyses by detail of question category
Detailed questions 2,218 10 25 A1 .33 .10 46 .20
Not detailed questions 6,747 71 .27 14 .35 12 53 19
Unknown level of detail 1,675 21 25 .19 33 21 29 .06
Analyses by g loading of test
High g loading (>.50) 3,269 25 31 09 41 .03 94 37
Medium g loading (.35-.50) 1,826 22 14 13 18 .10 66 05
Low g loading (<<.35) 3,443 42 26 15 34 14 49 16
Unknown g loading 2,102 13 29 14 .38 15 33 18
Analyses by study design

Predictive 346 6 .14 .14 18 .05 91 12
Concurrent 10,294 96 27 .14 .35 .14 45 17
Note. CV = credibility value; RBH = Richardson, Bellows, and Henry.

analyses did little to further elucidate the effects of the proposed
moderators.

In summary, situational judgment tests showed generalizable
validity for almost all the distributions examined. Despite the
generalization of the validity, the tests varied in their population
validities. Our moderator analyses showed that tests based on a job
analysis were substantially more valid (.38) than tests not based on
a job analysis (.29). The results for the question detail moderator,
the g loading, and the study design moderators are much less clear.
Conclusions on these moderators should await the accumulation of
more data and a replication with hierarchical extension of the
current meta-analyses.

Relationship Between Situational Judgment Tests and
General Cognitive Ability

This distribution of correlations between situational judgment
tests included a study (Pereira & Harvey, 1999, Study 2) with a
very large sample size (N = 5,586) and a coefficient much smaller
(.14) than the average of all the other studies (observed mean r =
.36). For all distributions that contained the coefficient, we report
the analysis with and without the coefficient. Although there is no

correct answer concerning which distribution is the “best” to
interpret and discuss, because of the differences produced by
Pereira and Harvey, we discuss the results that excluded this
coefficient.

The second row of Table 3 shows that situational judgment tests
had a mean correlation of .46 with general cognitive ability tests.
There was, however, variability around the mean correlation,
which indicates some situational judgment tests are more highly
correlated with general cognitive ability than others. This finding
suggests there are potential moderators of this relationship. As
shown in Table 3, situational judgment tests based on a job
analysis were more highly related to general cognitive ability (.50)
than measures not based on a job analysis (.38). In addition,
situational judgment tests with less detailed questions were more
highly related to general cognitive ability (.56) than those with
more detailed questions (.47).

Given this relationship with g, a reasonable question concerns
whether situational judgment measures have incremental validity
in predicting job performance beyond the contribution made by
general cognitive ability. One can estimate the incremental validity
on the basis of the correlations among these two tests and a



736 MCcDANIEL ET AL.

Table 3

Meta-Analytic Results of Correlations Benveen Situational Judgment Tests and General Cognitive Ability Measures

Observed distribution

Population distribution

% of @ due 10th and 90th
Distribution N No. of rs Mean r o p a, to artifacts percentile of CI
All coefficients 22,580 80 31 19 .39 23 9 .09-.69
All coefficients excluding Pereira & Harvey’s
(1999) Study 2 16,994 79 .36 .19 46 23 12 17-75
Analyses by job analysis category
Tests based on job analysis 18,817 49 31 .19 40 .24 6 .10-.71
Tests based on job analysis excluding Pereira &

Harvey’s (1999) Study 2 13,321 48 .39 .19 .50 .23 10 21-79
Tests not based on job analysis 3,154 24 .30 15 .38 .16 31 .18-.58
Not known if test is based on job analysis 609 7 10 .20 13 22 26 —.16-41

Analyses by detail of question category
Detailed questions 3,965 12 .37 .09 47 .09 38 .34-59
Not detailed questions 8,115 51 44 .20 .56 23 14 .26-.86
Not known if test has detailed questions 10,500 17 18 12 23 .14 12 .05-.41
Not known if test has detailed questions excluding

Pereira & Harvey’s (1999) Study 2 4914 16 .23 16 29 19 13 .04-54
Note. Cl = credibility interval.
measure of job performance. Such an estimation process clearly Discussion

depends on the values chosen for the correlations. For our analysis,
we used the mean observed correlation for all situational judgment
tests with job performance (» = .26) and the mean observed
correlation between all g measures and all situational judgment
measures, excluding Pereira and Harvey’s (1999) Study 2 (r =
.36). Identifying the correct correlation between measures of gen-
eral cognitive ability and job performance is also a matter of
judgment because the validity of general cognitive ability mea-
sures is moderated by the cognitive complexity demands of the
jobs (Gutenberg, Arvey, Osburn, & Jeanneret, 1983; Hunter &
Hunter, 1984; McDaniel, 1986b). We chose a value of .25, which
was the value obtained in both Hunter’s (1983) classic validity
generalization study and Gandy’s (1986) reanalysis of a modified
version of the same data set. On the basis of these values, the
estimated validity of a composite of a situational judgment test and
a general cognitive ability test was .31, which was higher than
either the situational judgment test alone (r = .26) or the general
cognitive ability alone (r = .25). When one corrects the correla-
tions for attenuation due to measurement error in the criterion
(using an assumed reliability of .60 for the criterion), the validity
of the composite of the situational judgment test is .40, which is
higher than either the situational judgment test alone (.34) or the
general cognitive ability alone (r = .32).

Thus, situational judgment tests may have incremental validity
over and above tests of general cognitive ability. However, the
validity of both situational judgment tests and cognitive ability
tests is affected by moderators, and the intercorrelation of situa-
tional judgment tests and general cognitive ability varies across
situational judgment tests. Thus, decision makers should consider
what validities and test intercorrelations apply to their particular
situation.

These results provide insight into the nature of situational judg-
ment tests. It is clear that they are good predictors of job perfor-
mance. The estimated population validity of such measures is .34
across a wide range of measures and samples. This level of validity
is comparable to such commonly used selection measures as
assessment centers (Gaugler, Rosenthal, Thornton, & Benson,
1987), employment interviews (McDaniel et al., 1994), and bio-
graphical data measures (Rothstein, Schmidt, Erwin, Owens, &
Sparks, 1990). We argue that the estimated population mean
validities are conservative (downwardly biased) because no cor-
rections for range restriction were made. The results also reveal
that the validity of these tests is generalizable. As such, recent
attempts to predict job performance using situational judgment
questions rest on a solid empirical foundation. In addition, tests
based on a job analysis evidence higher validity than those not
based on a job analysis.

Furthermore, situational judgment tests as a whole show sub-
stantial correlations with general cognitive ability (p = .46). There
is, however, a nontrivial amount of population variance around this
mean value. That is, some tests have substantial correlations with
tests of general cognitive ability, whereas others have lower cor-
relations. Nevertheless, an examination of the range of credibility
values in Table 3 indicates that situational judgment tests typically
have moderate correlations with general cognitive ability. For
example, 9 of 10 situational judgment tests based on a job analysis
had a correlation with general cognitive ability of at least .21 (the
10th percentile point), and the expected value (the mean of the
distribution) would be .49. In short, it would be very unusual for
a situational judgment test to have a correlation of .00 with a
measure of general cognitive ability. Our g-loading moderator
analysis did not yield compelling results, and awaiting further data,
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we reserve judgment on the extent to which the validity of situa-
tional judgment tests is a function of the g loading of the tests.

Implications for Tacit Knowledge Research

This article was inspired, in part, by tacit knowledge research
and claims that measures of tacit knowledge predict job perfor-
mance while remaining largely unrelated to traditional measures of
general cognitive ability (Sternberg et al., 1995). As we noted, the
TKIM has been published to assess tacit knowledge (Wagner &
Sternberg, 1991).

Curiously, although tacit knowledge has been conceptualized as
“practical know-how that usually is not openly expressed or stated
and which must be acquired in the absence of direct instruction”
(Wagner, 1987, p. 1236), its operationalization in the Tacit Knowl-
edge Inventory bears less resemblance to its construct definition
and more to other situational judgment tests. An examination of
the measures themselves reveals many similarities. For example,
all of these tests present, in a paper-and-pencil format, situationally
based questions. They include items that present hypothetical
work-related scenarios that require either a judgment about the
appropriateness of an action or a choice of the best action from
among a range of options. In addition, they share a number of
similarities in content, such that the situations tend to involve
things such as teamwork, supervisory practices, and so on.

Comparing some of the test items reveals many of these simi-
larities. Although exact items cannot be presented because of their
proprietary nature, the similarities can be described. For example,
Item 2 of the Tacit Knowledge Inventory presents a situation that
assumes you are a second-level manager. An employee who re-
ports to one of your subordinates wants to talk with you about
some problems, but the employee has not talked to the immediate
supervisor because of the problem’s sensitive nature. You are
presented with 10 possible courses of action to judge, including
refusing to meet with the employee until he or she meets with the
immediate supervisor, meeting with the employee but only if the
supervisor is present, meeting with the employee and supervisor
separately, and so on. This item is very similar to Item 2 of the
Supervisory Practices Test (Bruce, 1974) and Item 23 of the
Teamwork—KSA Test (Stevens & Campion, 1999). The Supervi-
sory Practices Test asks what you would do if one of your most
competent employees continually complained to other personnel
about the lack of advancement. You are presented with three
courses of action, including explaining to the employee the harm-
ful effects of complaints on morale, asking the employee if a
transfer to another section is desired, or asking the employee to
discuss the matter with you. The Teamwork-KSA Test asks what
you would do if you were having a problem with another member
of your workteam and the problem was not just miscommunica-
tion. You are presented with four possible courses of action,
including negotiating a solution, using persuasion, and so on.

As another example, Item 4 of the Tacit Knowledge Inventory
asks the respondent to rate 10 different strategies for handling the
day-to-day work of a business manager. These strategies include
thinking in terms of tasks instead of hours worked, being in charge
of all phases of every task or project, spending time planning the
best way to do a task, and so on. This item is very similar to
Item 41 of the Supervisory Practices Test (Bruce, 1974) and
Item 21 of the Teamwork—KSA Test (Stevens & Campion, 1999).

The Supervisory Practices Test asks how you would do your daily
work. Your response options include taking care of the details
while asking for planning from your boss, delegating details but
planning with your boss, or handling the planning and details by
yourself. The Teamwork—-KSA Test asks you to indicate which of
four response options would most likely help the team do its
planning and coordinating. These options include examining past
practices as a guide, considering priorities, pacing, sequencing of
tasks and activities, and so on.

As these two examples illustrate, there are some obvious simi-
larities between these purportedly different measures. This is not to
suggest that all items are isomorphic between different tests, nor
that these highlighted items are identical, but rather to show that
these different tests are measuring similar subject matter by using
a similar methodology. It is clear that, in the absence of compar-
ative data, it is impossible to directly assess how the tacit knowl-
edge measure relates to other situational judgment measures (ai-
though conducting the meta-analysis without the tacit knowledge
data yielded virtually identical results). There are, however, a
number of qualitative similarities that should not be overlooked.
Given the prima facie similarities, it is useful to examine the
implications of the present research for tacit knowledge.

As the present research demonstrates, the large literature on
similar situational judgment tests has shown good criterion-related
validity. Thus, the findings of validity for such measures in the
tacit knowledge research are hardly a new finding. In contrast to
the tacit knowledge research, the large literature on situational
judgment tests has found moderate relationships with general
cognitive ability. These results, coupled with a critical examination
of tacit knowledge research, suggest a number of potential reasons
why this is the case. First, tacit knowledge tests are not based on
a job analysis and contain detailed questions (Wagner & Sternberg,
1991). The results of the present study suggest that these test
characteristics serve to minimize observed relationships with cog-
nitive ability (see Table 3).

Second, many of the validation studies of tacit knowledge tests
have used samples with a restricted range of mental ability, such as
undergraduate students at elite universities, business graduate stu-
dents, and academic psychologists (Wagner, 1987; Wagner &
Sternberg, 1985, 1991). Samples such as Yale University under-
graduates are highly preselected on cognitive ability (through
standardized college entrance tests) but may vary on “tacit knowl-
edge.” This preselection will attenuate the relationship between
tacit knowledge and general cognitive ability and decrease the
validity of general cognitive ability when compared with an unre-
stricted predictor (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).

Third, the two field studies reported by Wagner and Sternberg
(1991) appear to be composed of small convenience samples (54
and 29 participants). Consequently, the observed results have
uncertain stability and generalizability. In addition, tacit knowl-
edge research has typically used unusual performance indices
when compared with most validation research in industrial and
organizational psychology. Criteria such as the quality of the
psychology program, percentage of time spent on research, and
whether a manager’s organization was a top Fortune 500 company
are not valid surrogates for job performance measures.

Finally, attempting to specify the constructs measured by the
Tacit Knowledge Inventory (Wagner & Sternberg, 1991) is par-
ticularly difficult because of the way in which the test is scored.
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That is, the test is keyed by having an “expert group” in the
organization take the inventory. Scores are then based on differ-
ences from these expert answers. As a result, there is no uniform
or standardized answer key. Although the constructs measured by
any given key are restricted somewhat by the content of the
questions, some expert groups might develop a key that is highly
g loaded. Another expert group might give more points to re-
sponses that demonstrate teamwork. A third expert key might
primarily reflect knowledge gained through work and life experi-
ences. Because there is little research correlating measures of tacit
knowledge with other measures commonly assessed in the wider
industrial and organizational psychology literature, such as job
knowledge and personality factors, it is difficult to integrate tacit
knowledge research into a broader nomological network of
constructs.

Conclusion

It is clear that situational judgment tests are good predictors of
job performance. Our data suggest that general cognitive ability is
a construct partly reflected in such measures, although general
cognitive ability does not typicaily account for all the variance. By
investigating four possible moderators, we attempted to clarify the
mechanisms through which situational judgment tests predict job
performance. Future research should repeat our moderator analy-
ses on larger data sets and attempt to identify other possible
moderators to allow a more complete understanding of the nomo-
logical network within which these situational judgment measures
reside.
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