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Abstract

Situational judgment tests (SJTs) are low-fidelity simulations that are often used in
personnel selection. Previous research has provided evidence that the ability to
identify criteria (ATIC)—individuals' capability to detect underlying constructs in
nontransparent personnel selection procedures—is relevant in simulations in
personnel selection, such as assessment centers and situational interviews. Building
on recent theorizing about response processes in SJTs as well as on previous
empirical results, we posit that ATIC predicts SJT performance. We tested this
hypothesis across two preregistered studies. In Study 1, a between-subjects
planned-missingness design (N =391 panelists) was employed and 55 selected
items from five different SJTs were administered. Mixed-effects-modeling revealed
a small effect for ATIC in predicting SJT responses. Results were replicated in Study
2 (N =491 panelists), in which a complete teamwork SJT was administered with a
high- or a low-stakes instruction and showed either no or a small correlation with
ATIC, respectively. We compare these findings with other studies, discuss
implications for our understanding of response processes in SJTs, and derive

avenues for future research.
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Practitioner points

e Not much is known about the relevance of ATIC for situational judgment
tests (SJTs).

e Two studies revealed a small or no effect for ATIC in predicting SJT responses.

e ATIC variance might be explained more by constructs that items tap into than by

individuals.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Situational judgment tests (SJTs) are personnel selection tools that have
surged in popularity in the past three decades (Motowidlo et al., 1990).
SJT items usually consist of a short text describing an—oftentimes work-
related—situation, several response options, and an instruction on how
to answer the items (Weekley et al., 2015). The recent popularity of
SJTs is not surprising considering that they are relatively cost-effective
and easy to administer, while offering substantial predictive validity for
job performance (Cabrera & Nguyen, 2001; Christian et al., 2010;
McDaniel et al., 2007; McDaniel et al., 2001) and positive applicant
reactions (Chan & Schmitt, 1997).

Conceptualized as (low-fidelity) simulations, some scholars
assume that responding to an SJT might follow similar principles
that apply to other simulations in personnel selection, such as
assessment center exercises or situational interviews (Motowidlo
et al., 1990; Weekley et al., 2015). Specifically, individuals need to
understand the simulated situation at hand and decide how they
would respond (e.g., Grand, 2020; Rockstuhl et al., 2015). Impor-
tantly, the decision on how to best respond may also be guided by an
individual's assumptions about the criteria they will be evaluated on.
Indeed, the ability to identify criteria (ATIC; Kleinmann, 1993),
defined as an individual's capability to see through nontransparent
selection procedures and identify the psychological construct that is
being assessed (e.g., Kleinmann et al.,, 2011), was found to be of
substantial relevance in assessment centers and situational inter-
views (Ingold et al., 2015; Jansen et al., 2013; Konig et al., 2007).
However, while the relevance of ATIC is fairly well established for the
aforementioned simulations, much less is known about the relevance
of ATIC in SJTs (for an exception, see Wang et al. [2023]). In the
current paper, we build on prior theorizing as well as on extant
empirical evidence (for details, see below) and examine whether ATIC
predicts SJT performance across two studies with two different
operationalizations of ATIC in SJTs.

In doing so, we make several contributions. First, we shed more
light on the processes underlying SJT responses and thereby add to
the ongoing debate on SJT functioning and their construct validity
(e.g., Lievens & Motowidlo, 2016). Second, we also contribute to a
deeper understanding of SJTs' criterion-related validity. Note that
ATIC has been identified as a contributor to the criterion-related
validity of assessment centers and situational interviews (e.g., Ingold
et al., 2015). Third, we transfer research that has proven insightful in
the realm of assessment centers and situational interviews to SJTs as
another simulation method. This will help identify common principles
in simulations and ultimately contribute to a more holistic view on

personnel selection methods (Lievens & Sackett, 2017).

2 | THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

The traditional view of how responses to SJTs are formed is that test-
takers visualize the situation described in the item, imagine
themselves acting in the situation, and choose a response option
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that aligns with their judgment on how to act in the given situation
(Motowidlo et al., 1990; Weekley et al., 2015). The processes of
interpreting the situation in SJTs has been addressed in several
studies. For instance, Rockstuhl et al. (2015) administered an SJT on
intercultural interactions in a constructed response format. In
addition to test-takers' responses on how they would act in a given
situation (response judgment), they were also asked to judge the
situations per se, which Rockstuhl et al. (2015) referred to as
situational judgment. Rockstuhl et al. (2015) revealed, across two
studies, that the quality of test-takers' situational judgment was
significantly correlated with the quality of their response judgment
(r=.48 and r = .49; Studies 2 and 4, respectively). Contrary evidence,
however, was presented by Krumm et al. (2015) as well as Schipers
et al. (2019, 2020). These authors presented findings suggesting that
situation descriptions in SJTs had little relevance for SJT perform-
ance. These insights were further differentiated by Freudenstein
et al. (2020), who addressed situation construal in SJTs, defined as an
individual's subjective perception of the situation. In a series of
studies, they asked participants to report their situation construal in
terms of the DIAMONDS framework (Rauthmann et al., 2014). In line
with Rockstuhl et al. (2015) these authors found that test-takers'
situation construal was relevant for their responses in an SJT item—
but that relevant situation construal was mostly driven by SJTs'
response options.

The situated reasoning and judgment framework (SiRJ;
Grand, 2020) offers further explanation of SJT functioning. Within
the SiRJ framework, the cognitive processes involved in SJT
responding are broken down into conditional reasoning, similarity
judgments, and preference accumulations. Conditional reasoning is said
to occur during the process of reading, understanding, and
interpreting the SJT item. So, conditional reasoning refers to test-
takers' perception of the situation and their decision about the
situational demands that should be acted upon. As such, this process
is thought to create a frame of reference for subsequent similarity
judgments. Similarity judgments refer to comparisons between test-
takers' self-generated behavior and behavior described in each of the
response options. Finally, preference accumulations denote the
process of deciding which response option best matches test-
takers' preferred choice of action. Grand (2020) applied a computa-
tional approach and found that the response processes of simulated
test-takers converged with the assumptions made in the SiRJ model.
Thus, several studies converge in that understanding the situation at
hand—referred to as either situational judgment (Rockstuhl
et al., 2015) or situation construal (Freudenstein et al., 2020) or
conditional reasoning (Grand, 2020)—is an important determinant of
SJT functioning. We hereinafter use the term ‘situational judgment’
to refer to the process of understanding situations in SJT items in
general. When referring to specific studies or models, we use the
terminology adopted by the respective authors.

Interestingly, research on other simulations (i.e., assessment
centers and situational interviews) took a somewhat different but
related route to examining the situational judgment that may be
relevant. Specifically, in the realm of assessment centers and

85U80|7 SUOWWOD 3AeaID 8|qeo!dde 8y} Aq pauseAob are S9(ole YO ‘88N JO S9N 10} A%eiq1 8uluO 8|1 UO (SUOTIPUOD-pUe-SWIBI W0 A8 1M ARe.q Ul |uo//:Sdny) SUORIPUOD pue slue 1 8y &8s *[7202/50/62] Uo AreigiTauliuo A8 ‘ullied 1eIseAluN 8lid Aq 8GyZT s TTTT 0T/I0p/W00 A8 iM Areiq 1 euluo//Sdny Woiy papeojumod ‘Z ‘202 ‘685289 T



REZNIK ET AL.

212 WILEY International Journal of I

SELECTION AND ASSESSMENT

situational interviews, ATIC has been identified as a relevant driver of
performance (Ingold et al., 2015; Klehe et al., 2012; Kleinmann
et al., 2011). ATIC refers to test-takers' ability to understand cues in
personnel selection procedures (Kleinmann, 1993). Specifically, ATIC
addresses test-takers' ability to identify what a given selection
procedure demands of them, which then helps them to align their
responses to these demands. As such, ATIC builds on the premise
that participants try to present themselves positively in personnel
selection procedures (Melchers et al., 2009). To achieve this,
participants make assumptions about the criteria that will be used
to evaluate their performance. ATIC thus refers to the extent to
which these assumptions are correct (i.e., converge with the actually
relevant criteria).

The empirical relevance of ATIC in assessment center exercises
has been well established (for an overview see Kleinmann and Ingold
[2019], Kleinmann et al. [2011], Konig et al. [2007]). In multiple
studies, participants first completed an assessment center exercise.
Subsequently, they were asked what construct (i.e., dimension) they
believe was assessed in the exercise. Their answers were then rated
for correctness by trained coders. In such studies, ATIC has been
shown to significantly predict assessment center performance, with
correlations ranging from r = .23 to r = .49 (Jansen et al., 2013). Similar
results were reported for situational interviews (Ingold et al., 2015;
Oostrom et al., 2016). In these studies, a situational interview was
conducted first. Subsequently, interviewees were shown the exact
same interview questions and were then asked to name the targeted
constructs. Their ATIC performance (i.e., the correspondence
between the interviewees' assumption and the actual target
construct, as determined by trained coders) showed substantial
correlations with the actual interview performance as well as with
performance in a simulated work setting (Oostrom et al., 2016) and
with supervisory ratings of job performance over and above
interview performance (Ingold et al., 2015).

Importantly, the conceptualization of ATIC as the ability to
understand and identify relevant task-related information in an
assessment situation (Kleinmann, 1993) shares similarities with—but
is not identical to— situational judgment in SJT items. Note that
Rockstuhl et al. (2015, p. 465) defined situational judgment “as
individuals' sense-making of a situation, which enables them to
comprehend, explain, attribute, extrapolate, and predict situations.”
Similarly, conditional reasoning in the SiRJ model is defined as
perceiving a situation and deciding which of its demands should be
acted upon. Thus, ATIC is similar to the aforementioned concepts in
that it also refers to the identification and, respectively, under-
standing of situational demands. However, ATIC adopts a different
reference point. While the situational judgment in SJTs describes
how an individual perceives and categorizes a given situation, ATIC
describes whether an individual correctly recognizes on which criteria
they are evaluated in different situations (see also Wang et al., 2023).
That is, ATIC is conceptualized as an individual ability (Kleinmann
et al., 2011) whereas situational construal in SJTs and conditional
reasoning have so far not been discussed as stable interindividual

differences across several situations. It may thus be inferred that

ATIC might be a predictor of individuals' situation construal in an
assessment situation (along with other person characteristics and
determinants of the situation), which also aligns well with assump-
tions made by situation construal models (e.g., Funder, 2016).

The notable differences between ATIC and situational judgment
notwithstanding, SJTs are similar to assessment center exercises and
situational interviews in many ways (Jansen et al, 2013;
Lievens, 2006), thus suggesting that ATIC is also relevant in SJTs.
First, all of these methods are considered simulations (e.g.,
Motowidlo et al., 1990). As such, they ask participants to envision
themselves in and respond to simulated situations. If participants aim
at presenting themselves as positively as possible, that is, showing
maximum performance, a necessary requirement for them is to
identify the relevant criteria and act accordingly. Second, all of these
selection methods feature nontransparent situations, albeit to a
different degree (see below). Participants are usually not informed
which construct is being assessed. However, participants will be able
to present themselves more favorably in a selection procedure, if
they can correctly anticipate the construct being assessed—which is
referred to as ATIC—and respond accordingly (Kleinmann et al., 2011).
Third and relatedly, all of these methods build on the concept of
behavioral consistency. That is, behavior in a simulated workplace
situation is similar to and predictive for behavior in a real-life
workplace situation (Thornton & Cleveland, 1990). Thus, ATIC will
not only be a means to achieve good scores in an assessment but also
in real work situations outside the assessment context (Jansen
et al., 2013). These similarities suggest that ATIC may be a relevant—
but, of course, not the only—driver of performance, not only in
assessment centers and situational interviews (Ingold et al., 2015;
Kleinmann et al., 2011), but also in SJTs.

Only a few studies have so far provided empirical evidence on
the relationship between ATIC and SJT performance. Oostrom et al.
(2016) administered 24 video SJT items with a behavioral response
format (i.e., test-takers were asked to respond directly through a
web-cam to video-taped actors) and additionally gauged test-takers'
assumption about the measurement intention of the SJT items. The
correctness of these assumptions, rated by independent researchers,
served as an ATIC score. Average performance ratings for behavioral
responses to SJT items correlated around .43 with ATIC scores. In an
unpublished study, Melchers and Hupp (2017) applied SJTs in a more
common format (i.e., written scenarios and a closed response format).
Their study yielded a correlation of r=.38 between test-takers' SJT
scores (aggregated per test-taker as a single score across multiple
SJTs) and ATIC scores. Conversely, Wolcott et al. (2021) administered
an empathy SJT to a small sample and found no relationship between
ATIC and SJT performance. The most comprehensive research on the
relevance of ATIC in SJTs was presented by Wang et al. (2023).
Across three studies, these authors found that (a multiple-choice
measure of) ATIC was significantly related to performance in a
construct-driven SJT (standardized B=.29 and B=.31). Paralleling
findings from assessment centers and situational interviews, they also
revealed that ATIC provided an incremental prediction (above and

beyond SJT performance) of an interpersonal performance criterion.
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Hence, for the majority of previous studies, ATIC has shown a
medium-sized effect on SJT performance (according to established
effect size conventions, see Cohen [1992]). We thus propose
the following hypothesis (as preregistered; Study 1: https://osf.
io/b6e9s/?view_only=fbee70aed8434e169acb03eclbda736d and
Study 2: https://osf.io/2yter/?view_only=fd131aefb6984d97af4a53
a7elc4737e):

Hypothesis 1. ATIC will predict SJT performance. This

effect will be positive and of moderate size.

The current preregistered studies will test this hypothesis. In
doing so, we exceed previous research on the relevance of ATIC in
SJTs in several ways. First, we use prototypical traditional and
construct-driven SJTs. Second, we employ a broad set of items from
several SJTs. Third, we use the traditional and most common way of
assessing ATIC (as opposed to the multiple-choice ATIC measure
used by Wang et al. [2023]). Moreover, we analyze data on the SJT
item level (Study 1), thereby accounting for the multidimensionality
that is typically evident between and within SJTs (Tiffin et al., 2020;
Whetzel et al., 2020) as well as on the test level (Study 2), thereby
following the more typical approach of other studies on ATIC (Ingold
et al., 2015; Klehe et al., 2012; Kleinmann et al., 2011).

3 | STUDY 1
3.1 | Method

3.1.1 | Participants

A total of 450 participants (for sample size recommendations, see
Green [1991]) took part in the study. Participants were recruited via
the online panel provider prolific.co and incentivized with a payment
of £8 per hour. Fifty-nine participants were excluded for careless
responding (e.g., giving the same response to all ATIC questions) and/
or giving nonsense responses (e.g., entering random letters or
numbers as responses to ATIC questions, such as “aaaaaaaaaa” or
“123456"), resulting in 391 participants (f=171, other=1) being
included in the statistical analyses. On average, participants were
27.97 years old (SD = 8.83). A proportion of 54.8% held a university
degree, 58.8% were employed full-time, and an additional 35.1%

were currently studying and holding a part-time job.

3.1.2 | Study design and materials

Initial SJT item selection. As little research had yet been conducted on
ATIC in SJTs, we chose to include SJT items from multiple tests to
maximize the generalizability of our findings. Hence, we chose SJTs
based on their typicality and sought to cover the costruct domains of
applied social skills and personality (i.e., the construct domains that
cover the majority of SJTs; Christian et al.,, 2010). As a result, our
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initial item pool consisted of 78 items from five different SJTs: (1) the
personal initiative SJT (Bledow & Frese, 2009), (2) a translated
version of the SJT for teamwork (Gatzka & Volmer, 2017; translated
by Freudenstein et al. [2020]), (3) the team role test (Mumford
et al., 2008), (4) the SJT for employee integrity (Becker, 2005), and (5)
the HEXACO SJT (Oostrom et al., 2019). Note that while we chose
items from five different SJTs, the herein included items covered 10
different constructs (e.g., items from the HEXACO SJT covered
several personality constructs).

Items from these SJTs were inspected by subject matter experts
(SMEs; one author of this study as well as three research assistants
with at least 1 year of experience in the research field) to ensure that
they were suitable as ATIC assessments. SMEs received a briefing
and completed several training items before they were randomly
assigned to rate the following criteria. Two of the SMEs assessed
which construct was assessed by each item and whether an item
tapped into one singular construct. In other words, we made sure that
only one correct ATIC response existed. Notably, SMEs' judgment
concerning the targeted constructs converged with the constructs
that were intended by the test authors for all of the items, which
speaks to the construct validity of the items.! The remaining two
SMEs independently checked whether the item contained specific
and understandable information about a work-related situation (i.e.,
item clarity; adapted from Meyer et al. [2014]).

If items were not rated as tapping into one single construct and/
or as not being sufficiently clear, they were excluded.? This was the
case for 23 items (see Mussel et al. [2018], Tiffin et al. [2020] for
similar problems with SJT items), resulting in a final item pool of 55
items from five different SJTs (see Supporting Information:
Appendix B).

Study design. We implemented a planned missingness three-form
design (Rhemtulla & Hancock, 2016) to reduce participant burden.
That is, we divided items across four item sets: an X-set which all
participants completed, as well as A-, B-, and C-sets, to which
participants were randomly assigned. The X-set comprised two items
from each of the five SJTs, which were either chosen based on the
highest item-total correlations (if such data was available) or
randomly assigned. The remaining 45 items were randomly sorted
into A-, B-, and C-sets. Thus, each participant completed a total of 25
items (which is in line with the average length of typical SJTs; we
counted an average length of 23 items among an ad-hoc selection of
15 prominent SJTs).

First, participants were instructed to imagine that they were
currently applying for their dream job and to imagine that this survey
was part of their application process. Participants then completed all
SJT items of the X-set and of the randomly assigned A-, B-, or C-set.
All SJT items were presented using a behavioral tendency (“would-
do”) response instruction (McDaniel et al., 2007). Participants
responded to SJT items by rating each individual response option
on a 7-point rating scale (1=do not agree, 7 =fully agree). After
responding to 25 SJT items, we assessed ATIC by again presenting
the same SJT items participants had just completed (with no

indication on how they had responded to the item). This time,
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participants were asked to specify in an open response format and
for each SJT item, which construct they thought had been targeted
and to provide behaviors they associated with the construct
(following the typical routine of assessing ATIC; see Kleinmann
[1993], Kleinmann et al. [2011]). An example item for assessing in
ATIC in SJTs is presented in Supporting Information: Appendix A.
Scoring. To score SJT item responses, which were made on a
rating scale from 1 to 7, we employed a distance scoring method. We
deducted seven points from participants' ratings if the response
option was listed (by the test authors) as correct or as indicative of a
high standing on the targeted trait. This means that participants who
rated such a response as 7 (=“fully agree”) received a score of O,

In

indicating no deviation from the ‘“ideal” response. Conversely,
participants who rated such a response as 1 (=“do not agree”)
received a score of -6, indicating a maximum deviation from the ideal
response.

We deducted one point if the response option was listed as
incorrect or indicative of a low standing on the targeted trait. This
means that participants who rated an incorrect a response as 1 ( = “do
not agree”) received a score of O, indicating no deviation from the
ideal response. Conversely, participants who rated such a response as
7 (="“fully agree”) received a score of +6, again indicating a maximum
deviation from the ideal response.

We deducted four points (i.e., the midpoint of possible scores
on a scale from 1 to 7) if the response option was listed as neither
correct nor incorrect or neither indicative of a high nor low
standing on the targeted trait. In doing so, we followed the
recommendation of several authors of the herein included
SJTs (e.g., Becker, 2005; Bledow & Frese, 2009; Gatzka &
Volmer, 2017). This means that participants who indicated that a
response was neither correct nor incorrect (by choosing the
midpoint of our scale of 4) received a score of 0, thus indicating no
deviation from the ideal response.

Overall, the resulting values ranged from -6 to +6 and were then
converted into absolute values, thus ranging from O (best score) to 6
(worst score).® Thus, the final scores reflected the absolute distance
from the ideal response (Whetzel et al., 2020; Wolcott et al., 2019,
for a similar procedure, see Oostrom et al. [2012]).

As preregistered, ATIC responses were scored by two SMEs.
They independently rated whether participants' responses aligned
with the measurement intention of the SJTs' authors on a 4-point
scale ranging from O (“does not fit the construct at all”) to 3 (“fits the
construct perfectly”), which follows the established way of scoring
ATIC (e.g., Ingold et al., 2015).%

Interrater reliabilities for all ATIC response ratings were assessed
per item. Initially, 17 out of 55 items showed intraclass correlation
coefficients (ICCs) below .50 (i.e., below moderate agreement, see
LeBreton and Senter [2008]). In these instances, issues regarding
different understandings of the specific answers were discussed
among raters, thus following the current approach to ATIC ratings
(see Ingold et al, 2015; Kleinmann et al, 2011). After this
reassessment, ICCs for all items ranged from .53 to .97 with a mean
ICC of .76.

3.1.3 | Analytic strategy

To predict SJT item responses, we applied linear mixed-effects
regression with crossed random intercepts on Level 2 (Baayen
et al., 2008), as item responses were clustered both within persons
and within items. Specifically, we fitted a mixed-effects model with
random intercepts for the SJT item, the individual, and their interaction,
respectively, and random slopes for ATIC per individual and per SJT
item. We used R-packages Ime4 (Bates et al., 2015, Version 1.1.28.) and
lavaan (Rosseel, 2012, Version 0.6.10.) in RStudio (Version 4.1.2; R Core
Team, 2021). Missing data, as intended by our study design, was
estimated using full-informed maximum likelihood (Hox et al., 2010).
We emphasize that we sampled a plethora of SJT items across SJTs
and then carefully selected out items. The SJT items that survived this
selection were suitable for an ATIC assessment. As a result, the remaining
items did not represent complete SJTs and thus did not warrant being
aggregated to test scores. However, the herein adopted approach in
analyzing the relationship between ATIC and SJT response behavior
enabled us to account for variance that was due to participants' individual

differences and due to differences across SJT items.

3.2 | Results
3.2.1 | Preliminary analyses

Across all SJT items and all individuals, mean ATIC performance was
0.62 (on a scale ranging from O to 3, SD =0.30). Note that this is
rather low for ATIC performances gauged in the context of
assessment centers or situational interviews (see values around
1.50 at Ingold et al. [2015]) but similar to ATIC performances
reported for SJTs (Melchers & Hupp, 2017; Oostrom et al., 2016).

We also observed that ATIC scores differed across SJT items.
That is, we found high ATIC mean scores (of up to 2.50) for some
items measuring  honesty-humility (HEXACO-SJT; Oostrom
et al, 2019) and employee integrity (Becker, 2005). Conversely,
items measuring team roles (team role test; Mumford et al., 2008) and
personal initiative (Bledow & Frese, 2009) showed low ATIC scores
(scores of 0.10 or even 0.03).

When inspecting bivariate correlations, we found significant
correlations between SJT item performance and ATIC performance
only for some of the items (see Table 1 for items of the X-set, see
Supporting Information: Appendix C for all remaining items). Notably,
all correlations were generally on the lower side, with an average of
r=-.01. Note that due to the distance scoring of SJT items, negative
correlation values reflected a positive relation between SJT item
performance and ATIC responses. However, we also revealed positive
correlation coefficients for some SJT items with ATIC responses. We
also observed significant correlations between SJT items with ATIC
scores from different SJT items (see Table 1, correlations above and
below the diagonal). Given the seemingly random pattern and the large
amount of correlations (cf. the risk of alpha inflation), we refrain from

interpreting these results in more detail.
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TABLE 1 Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations between ATIC scores and SJT item scores.

ATIC scores SJT item scores
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Employee integrity SJT (Item 2) 0.27 0.51 -.08 -.04 .07 .03 -.01 .03 -.00 .01 .05 -.06
2. Employee integrity SJT (Item 5) 0.41 0.61 .08 =17+ .01 .06 -.04 -.05 -.01 .09 -.09 -.03
3. HEXACO SJT (Item 7, H) 2.18 1.06 -.08 -.10 .00 -.03 -.09 -13* -.01 -.06 -.01 -11*
4. HEXACO SJT (Item 13, H) 2.13 1.08 -.02 -.16** .01 -.07 -.06 -.08 -.03 .01 .00 = A&
5. Personal initiative SJT (Item 6) 0.12 0.43 -.03 .04 .01 -.08 .04 -.05 -.01 -.06 -.02 -.01
6. Personal initiative SJT (Item 12) 0.03 0.21 -.02 -.05 .02 .07 .00 -.08 -.04 .10 .05 .02
7. Team role SJT (Item 6) 0.68 0.81 -.06 -.12* -.06 .02 -.01 -.01 -.07 .08 =12 -17*
8. Team role SJT (Item 8) 0.45 0.58 -.07 -.02 -.04 .09 .03 .05 -.02 .00 -.08 -.14**
9. Teamwork SJT (Item 2) 0.69 0.92 -.08 -.07 -.04 .02 -.14* -.05 .03 A1 -13 -4
10. Teamwork SJT (Item 5) 0.42 0.80 -.02 -.05 -.05 .02 .03 -.00 -.06 .04 -.08 -.10

Note: Item numbers are presented to reflect the number assigned in the original SJTs: teamwork SJT (Gatzka & Volmer [2017] translated by Freudenstein
et al. [2020]), personal initiative SJT (Bledow & Frese, 2009), team role SJT (Mumford et al., 2008), employee integrity SJT (Becker, 2005), HEXACO SJT
(Oostrom et al., 2019). Negative correlation coefficients reflect a positive relation between SJT item performance and ATIC responses.

Abbreviations: ATIC, ability to identify criteria; H, honesty/humility; SJT, situational judgment test.

*p <.05; **p <.01.

Since mean ATIC performance varied between SJT items measuring
different constructs, we also inspected bivariate correlations among SJT
items aggregated per each construct. We did this for subsets from the A-,
B-, and C-sets only since these sets contained more items than the X-set
that could be aggregated. Descriptively, the strongest correlations
between SJT and ATIC performance were observed for teamwork items
(r=-.25, r=-33, and r=-.14) and employee integrity items (r=-.26,
r=-.12, and r=-.21, for A-, B-, and C-sets, respectively). Correlations
among aggregated scores for all other constructs showed correlations at

or below |.10| and were on average around zero.

3.2.2 | Hypothesis test

To test our hypothesis—whether ATIC predicted SJT performance
with a moderate effect size—we applied linear mixed-effects
regression with crossed random intercepts on Level 2 (Baayen
et al., 2008) and used SJT item responses as dependent variables.
Model comparison revealed that the random-slope model fitted the
data better than the intercept-only model. However, the random
slopes did not explain substantial variance (see Table 2). The fixed-
effects estimate for ATIC on the individual level, that is, the overall
effect of ATIC on SJT responses across all items, was significant
(estimate = -0.15, [CI1=-0.24 to -0.06,
p =.001),> meaning that higher ATIC scores by one point (on a scale

confidence interval
ranging from O to 3) lead to SJT responses that were 0.15 closer to
the correct solution. With the standard deviation for the SJTs being
0.78, we consider this a small effect. The fixed-effects estimate for
ATIC on the item-level (i.e., the situation-specific deviation from the
individual effect) was not significant (estimate = -0.02, Cl = -0.05 to
0.00, p =.06). Thus, our hypothesis was partially supported, in that

TABLE 2 Results of mixed-effects model for ATIC predicting SJT
responses.

Predictors Estimates Cl p-Value
Fixed effects

(Intercept) 2.15 2.03-2.26 <.001

ATIC (item) -0.02 -0.05to 0.00 .06

ATIC (individual) -0.15* -0.23 to -0.05 .001
Random effects

a? 2.14

To0 Individual 0.03

T0O0 SJT item 0.13

T11 SIT item (ATIC) 0.00

Po1 SIT item -0.04

ICC 0.10

Marginal R?/conditional R  .001/.085

Note: N =391.

Abbreviations: ATIC, ability to identify criteria; Cl, confidence interval;
ICC, intraclass correlation coefficient; SJT, situational judgment test.

ATIC performance significantly predicted SJT performance, but with

a small instead of the hypothesized moderate effect.

3.2.3 | Ancillary analyses

Since we observed that ATIC scores varied substantially across SJT
items, we conducted an ancillary analysis to identify what
accounted for this variability. Using a G-theory-based approach
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(e.g., Woehr et al., 2012), we revealed that variance in ATIC was
largely due to the constructs (e.g., integrity, teamwork, honesty/
humility) measured by the SJT items (25.3% of variance), whereas
only 4.4% of variance in ATIC was due to individuals, and 10.3% of
variance was due to the interaction of individual and construct.
When we reran this analysis with the SJT test as a variance
component instead of SJT constructs, the amount of explained

variance by SJT tests was only 10.0%.

3.3 | Discussion

Study 1 examined the relationship between ATIC and SJT
performance on the item level. Across 55 items that tapped into
10 different constructs and came from five different SJTs, we found
partial support for our hypothesis. We revealed that the herein
included items yielded only a small relationship between ATIC and
SJT performance. Mixed regression analysis attested that this was
true on the individual level and on the item level. That is, individuals
scoring higher on ATIC (across all SJT items) tended to show only
slightly better SJT item responses (and vice versa). Moreover, items
in which a better ATIC score was achieved did not yield better SJT
item responses (and vice versa). The latter is particularly surprising
considering that ATIC varied substantially across items—and much
less across individuals—but still did not significantly explain SJT
performance on the item level. So, a preliminary conclusion from
Study 1 is that—contrary to findings in the realm of assessment
centers and situational interviews (Ingold et al., 2015; Jansen
et al., 2013; Kleinmann et al., 2011; Konig et al.,, 2007)—ATIC may
be of little relevance in the herein applied set of SJT items.

However, several design choices may have influenced results of
Study 1 and call for further research. First, we examined the
relationship between ATIC and SJT performance on the item level (in
contrast to Melchers & Hupp [2017], Wang et al. [2023]). Admin-
istering a variety of SJT items across several constructs was beneficial
for the generalizability of our results across items and constructs. On
the other hand, these results may not generalize to typical SJTs in
which a series of similar items is presented consecutively. As a result
of the design choice to include items from several constructs, a
behavioral tendency response instruction was the only option that
worked for all SJT items (as knowledge response instructions were
not appropriate for SJTs tapping into the personality domain).
However, a behavioral tendency response instruction may pose a
disadvantage for ATIC to predict SJT performance since participants
were not specifically prompted to find responses that are most
effective in real settings. This may be especially true since Study 1 did
not include a performance incentive.®

To address these issues, we conducted Study 2. In line with
previous studies on ATIC in SJTs, Study 2 applied (i) an entire SJT (on
teamwork, which is a construct i.e., frequently targeted by SJTs;
Christian et al., 2010) with (ii) a knowledge instruction. To illuminate
whether the effects of ATIC on SJT performance may be prone
to (high- vs. low-incentive) framing effects, we furthermore

implemented (iii) a between-subjects condition in which we manipu-

lated the incentives that were available for good SJT performances.

4 | STUDY 2
41 | Method
41.1 | Participants

The data collection in the study (as preregistered; https://osf.io/
2yter/?view_only=fd131aefb6984d97af4a53a7e1c4737¢) followed
the recommendations of Schénbrodt and Perugini (2013) to collect
250 participants for stable correlations. A total of N=510 partici-
pants from the online panel prolific.co completed the online
questionnaire. Participants were incentivized with £4.45 for partici-
pating in the study, which took approximately 37 min to complete.
Nineteen participants were excluded since they either failed to
correctly answer two careless responding check items (Meade &
Craig, 2012) or indicated that their data should not be used for
further analyses, resulting in 491 participants (f=206, other/
diverse = 4; no gender indicated = 74) being included in the statistical
analyses. The final sample had a mean age of 29.63 years (SD = 8.92).
For analyses on the test level, we additionally excluded 57 and 36
participants who gave nonsense responses to one or more ATIC
questions (e.g., random letters or numbers) for the high- and low-

incentive sample, respectively.”

412 | Study design and materials

Situational judgment test. To expand on our findings from Study 1, we
administered a full SJT. We chose the translated version of the
Teamwork SJT (Gatzka & Volmer (2017); translated by Freudenstein
et al. [2020]), as its items showed the highest bivariate correlations
between ATIC and item performance in Study 1. The Teamwork SJT
consists of 12 items with a knowledge response instruction (“What
should your team do and not do in such a situation?”) as well as a
pick-the-best-and-the-worst response format. Reliability estimates
were low in both conditions (omegas =0.48 and 0.51 for low- and
high-incentive conditions, respectively), which is typical for many
SJTs (e.g., Kasten & Freund, 2016) and in line with other studies using
the teamwork SJT (Freudenstein et al., 2023).

Test motivation. To rule out that SJT and ATIC responses were
lowly correlated because of the insufficient motivation of partici-
pants, we administered three items tapping into the test motivation
factor of the Test Attitude Survey (Arvey et al., 1990, e.g., “Doing well
on this test was important to me”). Participants responded on a scale
from 1 to 5. Reliabilities were acceptable (omegas =0.73 and 0.71 in
the high- and low-incentive conditions).

Study design. To further expand the findings from Study 1, we
employed a between-subjects design. That is, we randomly assigned

participants to either a condition in which a similar instruction was
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given as in Study 1 (i.e., to imagine that this test was part of a
selection procedure) or a condition in which they were additionally
offered a bonus payment of £25 if their performance in the SJT was
among the best 10% (for a similar procedure see Oostrom et al.
[2016]). We hereinafter refer to these conditions as low- versus high-
incentive. Apart from the initial instruction, all other aspects were
identical in both conditions.

We first presented the 12 items of the teamwork SJT with the
original knowledge response instruction as well as the original
response format. After this part, we gauged ATIC in the same way
as done in Study 1 (i.e., participants saw with the same SJT items
again and were asked to specify which construct they believed was
being assessed by each item). Only when assessing ATIC, we added
three items from another SJT (measuring personal initiative; Bledow
& Frese, 2009)—to make the ATIC responses potentially less
repetitive and keep participants attentive. These items were not
scored and thus not included in the analyses. Finally, participants
answered three items measuring test motivation (Arvey et al., 1990),

and gave their consent to use their data.

4.1.3 | Scoring

We used the original scoring method as described by the test authors
to score SJT items: For each item, participants were asked to pick the
best and the worst answer from the response options. Correctly
identifying both the best and the worst response was scored with
one point each, while wrongly identifying the best and worst
response was scored with a negative point each. Thus, item scores
ranged from -2 to 2. Item scores were added across the entire
Teamwork SJT, resulting in test scores potentially ranging from -24
to 24 (Gatzka & Volmer, 2017).

To score ATIC, we followed the routine described in Study 1.
That is, we utilized the same 4-point-coding scheme (0 = does not fit
the construct at all to 3 = fits the construct perfectly). Four independent
raters coded all ATIC responses of 50 participants. The remaining
participants were then split between raters, resulting in two ratings
per ATIC response. Interrater reliabilities for all ATIC response ratings
were assessed per item. ICCs for all items ranged from .84 to .97,
with a mean ICC of .93.

4.2 | Results
421 | Preliminary analyses

We first examined mean differences in test motivation, SJT scores,
and ATIC scores across both study conditions. We found that test
motivation scores were significantly higher in the high-incentive
(M=4.59; SD=0.60) than in the low-incentive group (M=4.31;
SD =0.63), t(430.41)=6.08, p<.01, with a medium-sized effect
(d=0.56). Likewise, SJT scores were significantly higher in the high-
incentive (M =10.08; SD=4.14) than in the low-incentive group

|
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(M=8.67, SD=4.24), t(478.93)=3.79, p<.01, with a small effect
(d =0.34)—thus indicating that our high- versus low-incentive
manipulation had worked. ATIC scores, however, did not differ
significantly between high- (M =0.56; SD =0.46) and low-incentive
groups (M = 0.54; SD = 0.47), t(393,71) = 0.20, p =.79.8 Note that we
followed common approaches in ATIC research and only incentivized
performance in the actual assessment but not ATIC performance
(Ingold et al., 2015; Jansen et al., 2013; Melchers et al., 2009). Hence,
similar ATIC scores in the two study conditions are in line with this
design choice. As in Study 1, mean ATIC performance was rather low
but similar to ATIC performances reported for SJTs (Melchers &
Hupp, 2017; Oostrom et al., 2016).

422 | Hypothesis test

While the main goal of Study 2 was to examine correlations of ATIC
and SJT responses on the test level, we also inspected correlations on
the item level to enable a comparison with Study 1. Item-level results
are presented in Tables 3 and 4. For the low-incentive conditions,
item-level correlations were mostly around zero and ranged from
-.12 to .19. For the high-incentive condition, a similar pattern was
observed (range = -.20 to .14). On the test level, SJT test scores and
mean ATIC scores correlated at r=.20 (p <.01) and r=-.06 (p =.43)
in the low- and high-incentive conditions, respectively (these
correlations changed only marginally when we controlled for test
motivation). A comparison of both correlation coefficients revealed
that ATIC and SJT performance were significantly more strongly
related in the low-incentive condition than in the high-incentive
condition (z=2.53, p =.006). In sum, we again found partial support
for our hypothesis. While ATIC performance significantly predicted
SJT performance in one of the two conditions, it did so with a small

instead of the hypothesized moderate effect.

4.3 | Discussion

Study 2 sought to scrutinize the results from Study 1 while making
crucial changes to the study design. Therefore, we administered a full
SJT (on teamwork) with 12 items, employed a knowledge response
instruction, and added a condition in which we provided a
performance incentive. Correlations between ATIC and SJT scores
were largely similar to those obtained in Study 1: The average item-
level correlations were around zero in Study 1 as well as in both
conditions in Study 2. Interestingly, this is in contrast to our
assumptions and the logic behind the design changes made from
Study 1 to Study 2. Specifically, we presumed that the behavioral
tendency instruction and the absence of a performance incentive had
posed a disadvantage to ATIC becoming relevant when responding to
an SJT under said conditions (i.e., in Study 1). We speculate that
identifying the targeted construct is generally rather difficult in SJTs
and cannot be improved through higher incentives (see also the

similar ATIC levels in both conditions of Study 2). Moreover, the
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TABLE 3 Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations between ATIC scores and SJT item scores in the low-incentive condition.

ATIC scores SJT item scores
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

SJT Item 1 0.31 0.79 .14 16" -.06 .08 .03 .03 .00 -.03 .00 -.09 .06 -.06
SJT Item 2 0.90 111 -08 .05 .01 .15% .04 .07 A1 -.08 .02 A7* .15* .10
SJT Item 3 0.31 0.82 -.03 .03 -.00 .04 A1 .01 .04 -.07 -.00 .08 .13 -.01
SJT Item 4 0.60 0.89 .06 .04 .05 .03 -.01 .10 -.02 -.06 .03 .10 -.03 -.00
SJT Item 5 0.30 0.79 A1 -.01 .06 .13 .02 .08 .07 12 .08 -.04 .09 -.02
SJT Item 6 0.46 0.93 .19** .02 .00 .08 VA .09 -.09 .04 .02 -.02 .05 -.12
SJT Item 7 0.47 0.91 .10 .14 -.04 .07 .18** .10 .01 .06 .07 .03 .00 -.00
SJT Item 8 0.96 1.17 -.06 .02 -.13 .06 .08 -.03 -.01 .09 -.04 -.00 .00 .02
SJT Item 9 0.67 1.07 A1 12 -.04 .06 .18** 11 .01 -.06 -.01 .04 .04 -.03
SJT Item 10 0.46 0.90 .01 .09 -.05 .02 12 12 -.07 .00 -.05 .05 .02 -.10
SJT Item 11 0.58 090 -.01 .01 A1 .10 .03 .02 .02 .04 -.06 .04 -.01 -11
SJT Item 12 0.59 1.07 .06 .15% .03 12 -.05 .09 -.08 .08 -.00 .04 .02 .05

Note: Item numbers are presented to reflect the number assigned in the original teamwork SJT (Gatzka & Volmer, 2017; translated by Freudenstein

et al. [2020]).

Abbreviations: ATIC, ability to identify criteria; SJT, situational judgment test.

*p <.05; **p <.01.

TABLE 4 Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations between ATIC scores and SJT item scores in the high-incentive condition.

ATIC scores SJT item scores
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

SJT Item 1 0.3 0.74 .08 .00 .01 -.02 -.15* .04 .08 -.01 -.12 .02 .08 -.06
SJT Item 2 0.95 1.24 .03 -.02 .06 -.01 -.05 .08 A1 -.03 -.02 .07 -.00 -.08
SJT Item 3 0.27 076 -.01 -.06 .05 -.06 .06 .09 .00 .04 -.01 .05 .07 -.08
SJT Item 4 0.6 0.91 .03 -.10 -.02 -.06 -.15* .01 .05 -17**  -15* -.08 .03 -.01
SJT Item 5 0.31 082 -.05 .10 -.04 .08 -.04 .07 .06 13" -.02 13 -.01 .04
SJT Item 6 0.44 095 -.00 -.05 -.14* -.08 .01 A1 -.02 -.08 -.10 .07 -.05 .01
SJT Item 7 0.43 0.83 .06 .03 .05 -.10 -.15% -.12 .01 .09 -.20** .07 .08 -.03
SJT Item 8 0.95 1.2 -.08 .08 .04 -.11 -.04 .01 .03 .06 -.19** .08 -.04 -.07
SJT Item 9 0.85 1.2 -.12* -.00 -.04 .02 .01 -.01 -.14* 11 -.13* .04 .01 .04
SJT Item 10 0.35 082 -.04 .04 .06 .00 -.07 .03 -.03 .07 -.04 .13* .03 .05
SJT Item 11 0.61 0.87 .08 13" -.04 .14* -.03 -.03 .14* .09 -.00 .03 .03 -.04
SJT Item 12 0.45 0.95 A1 .02 .07 -.10 -.09 .00 .04 -11 -.12 -.04 -.05 -.10

Notes. Item numbers are presented to reflect the number assigned in the original teamwork SJT (Gatzka & Volmer, 2017; translated by Freudenstein

et al. [2020]).

Abbreviations: ATIC, ability to identify criteria; SJT, situational judgment test.

*p <.05; **p <.01.

applicant framing given in Study 1 may have sufficed for participants
to respond to SJT items in a should-do- instead of a would-do-
manner—thus potentially rendering the distinction between
knowledge- and behavioral-tendency instruction arbitrary. Finally,
we also conclude that the correlation between ATIC and SJT

performance was not contingent on the number of similar SJT items
that are administered (as this number was higher in Study 2 as
compared to Study 1). However, we obtained findings that, in part,
suggest that test-level analyses of the relationship between ATIC and
SJT performance may reduce some noise, which may be inherent in
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item-level analyses. This was evident when comparing the average
item-level correlation and the test-level correlation between ATIC
and SJT performance in the high-incentive condition in Study 2, but
not in the low-incentive condition.

Notably, the obtained correlations differed significantly across
the two conditions that were realized in Study 2. Contrary to what
one might expect, ATIC was not more strongly related to SJT
performance in the high-incentive condition. This runs against the
notion that, with higher stakes, applicants will be more inclined to
look for clues about what is expected from them and adjust their
response behavior accordingly (Kleinmann et al., 2011). From the
differences in test motivation and SJT scores, we can infer that our
manipulation—to provide an additional incentive in one condition—
had generally worked. We can only speculate why ATIC was more
relevant for SJT performance in the low-incentive condition. While
we screened out careless responders, it might be that differences in
effort were slightly more influential in the low-incentive condition. In
fact, a visual inspection of the scatterplots revealed a slight
overrepresentation of individuals being low on the SJT and the ATIC
in the low-incentive condition as compared to the high-incentive
condition. However, excluding these participants did not substantially
change our results. As another potential explanation, differences in
the incentives given for SJT and ATIC performance may have led to a
lower correlation in the high-incentive condition. In line with prior
ATIC research (Ingold et al., 2015; Jansen et al., 2013; Melchers
et al., 2009), we incentivized SJT but not ATIC performance in the
high-stakes condition. While we also used an applicant framing in the
low-incentive condition, no incentive was given for either SJT nor
ATIC performance. This may have potentially created a higher
symmetry in the motivational characteristics in the low- as compared
to the high-incentive condition (i.e., low-SJT- and low-ATIC-incentive
in the low-incentive condition vs. high-SJT and low-ATIC-incentive in
the high-incentive condition). However, since we did not specifically
formulate a hypothesis about the differences between high- and low-
incentive conditions, we refrain from interpreting this finding in more
detail and instead call for further research to understand the effects
of incentives and simulated selection settings on correlates of SJT
performance in general and, specifically, on the relationship between
ATIC and SJT performance.

5 | GENERAL DISCUSSION

ATIC was found to be a relevant driver of performance in personnel
selection simulations (Ingold et al., 2015; Jansen et al., 2013; Koénig
et al., 2007). However, research on the relevance of ATIC in SJTs was
rare. The current research examined the relationship between ATIC
and SJT performance across two studies. In Study 1, we administered
items that tapped into 10 different constructs and came from five
different SJTs with a behavioral-tendency instruction. In Study 2, we
applied a full SJT on teamwork in a high- and low-incentive condition
with a knowledge-instruction. We hypothesized that ATIC would
predict SJT performance with a medium-sized positive effect. We

1=
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found that this hypothesis was partially supported; our data showed a
significant but small effect of ATIC responses on SJT performance
across items in Study 1 and in one of the two conditions in Study 2.
Additional not-preregistered analyses revealed that the main driver
behind differences in ATIC were due to the construct assessed in the
SJT, not the individual.

5.1 | Theoretical implications

As a first finding, our results suggest that ATIC performance in SJTs
depended substantially on the constructs that were addressed by the
SJT items. This was further corroborated by our G-theory-based
analysis (Woehr et al., 2012) showing that the largest proportion of
variance was due to the constructs the items addressed. Particularly,
the constructs of honesty/humility and employee integrity were
much better detected by test-takers than other constructs such as
teamwork, proactivity or specific team roles. This finding cannot be
easily attributed to specific design choices made by test authors,
since SJT tests accounted for much less variance in ATIC than did SJT
constructs. This is further underlined by differences in ATIC scores
within the HEXACO SJT (Oostrom et al., 2016), which were relatively
high for honesty/humility but low for other HEXACO dimensions.

We can only speculate that test-takers may be better able to pick
up cues in SJTs for some constructs and less so for other constructs.
Alternatively, some construct labels may be more familiar to test-
takers than others and, therefore, easier to name correctly. Clearly,
more research is needed to systematically identify relevant cues in
SJTs, or more generally, to uncover the drivers behind the differences
in ATIC performance across SJT items.

As a second finding and related to our hypothesis, we revealed
that the included items in Study 1 as well as the entire Teamwork SJT
in Study 2 yielded only a small relationship between ATIC and SJT
performance. Mixed regression analysis attested that this was true on
the individual level and on the item level. That is, individuals scoring
higher on ATIC tended to show only slightly better SJT item
responses (and vice versa). Moreover, items in which a better ATIC
score was achieved did not yield better SJT item responses (and vice
versa). The latter is particularly surprising considering that ATIC
varied substantially across items—and much less across individuals—
but still did not significantly explain SJT performance on the item
level. So, one implication is that—contrary to findings in the realm of
assessment centers and situational interviews (Ingold et al., 2015;
Jansen et al., 2013; Kleinmann et al., 2011; Konig et al., 2007)—ATIC
may be of little relevance in the herein applied set of SJT items (but
also see Melchers & Hupp, 2017; Oostrom et al., 2016). In fact, the
herein reported correlations were more similar to those found in
studies in which ATIC was correlated with personality assessments
(Barends & de Vries, 2023; Holtrop et al., 2021; Koénig et al., 2006),”
thus potentially challenging the view of SJTs as simulations (e.g.,
Krumm et al., 2015).

Our results are in contrast to three previous studies, which
revealed a stronger ATIC effect on SJT performance (Melchers &
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Hupp, 2017; Oostrom et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2023). So, further
and more detailed insights may be gained by comparing specifics of
these studies. One difference between the herein reported Study 1
and the study by Melchers and Hupp (2017) was that the latter
study used aggregated SJT responses and aggregated ATIC
performances to obtain a correlation between SJT and ATIC
performance. Aggregating scores across several constructs may
minimize unique (but relevant) variance components of SJTs and
instead increase shared ATIC variance. However, Study 2 used
aggregated scores across items that addressed the same construct,
but we still revealed lower correlations than the one reported by
Melchers and Hupp. So, responding to items from the same SJT in
direct sequence to each other may not help test-takers to gradually
grasp an understanding of the measurement intentions, which they
then potentially could have incorporated more and more into their
response behavior. However, little is known about the processes
that enable ATIC to unfold within simulations and further research
is needed.

A notable difference between the current studies and the study
by Oostrom et al. (2016) is that the latter used SJT items that came
with a higher stimulus and response fidelity. That is, they presented
video scenarios and had test-takers react directly to the actor in the
video (i.e., they applied a behavioral response format). In line with
previous findings from assessment center exercises or situational
interviews (Ingold et al., 2015; Kleinmann et al., 2011), this open-
ended SJT format showed a substantial relationship with ATIC.
However, the vast majority of SJTs come in a closed response format,
that is, they provide response options and are thus considered low-
fidelity simulations. The herein reported results may, therefore,
suggest that ATIC is more relevant in high(er)-fidelity simulations and
less so in low(er)-fidelity simulations. A higher stimulus fidelity (e.g.,
video situations as compared to text situations) may provide
test-takers with more cues on the situational demands (Naemi
et al,, 2016).

Furthermore, a higher response fidelity (e.g., constructed as
compared to closed response formats) will enable test-takers to
consider a lot of aspects when responding to assessments
(including their thoughts on what the measurement intention of
the assessment is). Closed response options in SJTs, on the other
hand, have been found to be somewhat unrelated to the presented
scenarios (Krumm et al.,, 2015; Schipers et al., 2019), to
elicit situation construal independently from the scenarios
(Freudenstein et al., 2020), and to differ in their trait-relatedness
(Schapers et al., 2019). In sum, these aspects may make it hard for
test-takers to apply ATIC. This is also in line with recent research
on situational interviews, which revealed that including a dilemma
resulted in an attenuated ATIC relevance on interview perform-
ance (Latham & ltzchakov, 2021). Potentially, response alterna-
tives in SJTs function as a dilemma since they typically present
contrary behavioral alternatives.

The closed response format may also explain differing results in
the current studies and those reported by Wang et al. (2023).
Notably, Wang et al. (2023) used a different way of assessing ATIC.

That is, they applied a closed-ended (multiple-choice) instrument to
gauge ATIC scores. While scores obtained from closed-ended ATIC
instruments were shown to be substantially related to assessment-
center performance (Speer et al., 2014), their relation with SJT
performance may be additionally driven by shared method variance
due to the closed response formats. In the current studies, ATIC
assessments and SJTs did not share the same response format and
may therefore have resulted in lower correlations, as reported by
Wang et al. (2023).

The current study followed prior ATIC research (e.g., Ingold
et al., 2015; Kleinmann et al., 2011) and examined the relevance of
ATIC in simulated personnel selection settings. That is, we provided a
framing for the current studies by asking participants to imagine the
questionnaire as being part of a selection process for their dream job.
Contrary to prior studies, however, participants were acquired via a
professional panel (prolific.co). Even though research suggests that (i)
such panels generally provide good data quality (Peer et al., 2022), (ii)
we checked for test motivation, and (iii) screened out careless
responders, one might speculate that the personnel selection framing
may have been less convincing (lower external validity in our study as
compared to other (laboratory) studies), which might explain small
relationships between ATIC and SJT responses. However, we also
found that implementing a stronger performance incentive did not
increase the relationship between ATIC and SJT performance.
Ultimately, differences in study designs and in results between the
currently available studies on ATIC in SJTs call for further research,

which we suggest below.

5.2 | Practical implications

ATIC has been identified as an incremental predictor of job
performance in prior research—above and beyond performance in
a given selection method (Ingold et al., 2015; Jansen et al., 2013).
Hence, SJT developers may be tempted to increase the predictive
validity of SJTs by finding ways to design SJTs in a way that requires
ATIC. However, the current results suggest that ATIC may not be a
key driver of criterion-related validity in the herein applied SJTs.
Moreover, our results suggest that particular choices made by test
authors in developing low-fidelity SJTs will not necessarily translate
into better or worse ATIC performances. That is, our results were
relatively stable across different response instructions, traditional
versus construct-oriented SJTs, and for SJT items versus entire
SJTs. Comparing the current with a previous study by Oostrom et al.
(2016) suggests that a higher ATIC saturation in SJTs might be
achieved by increasing the fidelity of SJTs. In fact, a more realistic
presentation of situations (e.g., in a video-based format) may
provide test-takers with more cues about the measurement
intentions, which can then be used to respond accordingly.
However, we also like to emphasize that we employed several SJTs
that yielded satisfactory construct validity and any attempt to
increase the relevance of ATIC in such SJTs may be detrimental for

their construct validity.
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5.3 | Limitations and directions for future research

Several limitations must be addressed. First, although we selected typical
representatives of the most common types of SJTs, our findings may not
generalize to all SJTs, such as video SJTs or SJTs with a ranking format
(Christian et al., 2010). Second, we relied on correlational designs. Thus,
no causal inferences can be drawn from our results. Moreover, underlying
third variables could have led to spurious correlations. For instance, one
might speculate whether reading comprehension or social skills including
the ability to grasp social situations might represent underlying drivers of
the ATIC-SJT relationship. Given the generally low correlations in our
studies, we are confident that our corresponding conclusions are not
inflated due to spurious correlations.

We repeatedly pointed out that several notable differences exist
between the currently available studies on the relevance of ATIC in
SJTs (Melchers & Hupp, 2017; Oostrom et al., 2019; Wang
et al., 2023). A final limitation of the current study thus is that we
did not systematically incorporate these differences (e.g., in SJT item
administration) and where thus not able to attest more firmly, how
such differences affect ATIC responses and their relevance for SJT
performance. Future studies should therefore (i) include SJT items
that are presented in different fidelity (e.g., in a constructed as well as
a closed response format) and (ii) present SJT items of the same
construct consecutively as well as randomly mixed with other SJT
items. Future research may also delve more deeply into the process
of how ATIC unfolds over time within assessments. This might be
done by examining the number of cues that need to be consistently
available in an assessment until a hypothesis about the measurement
intentions is formed, which is then applied to response behavior in

the very same assessment.

6 | CONCLUSION

Across two consecutive studies, we sought to investigate the
relevance of ATIC for SJT performance. On the one hand, we found
a significant but small effect of ATIC responses on SJT performance
across items in Study 1 and in one of the two conditions in Study 2.
On the other hand, we also revealed that ATIC performance varied
substantially across SJT items and constructs. We call for more
research on the SJT design features that determine how well ATIC
can be applied to SJT response behavior.
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ENDNOTES

1 Our a-priori expectation was that situational judgment test (SJT) items
could be seen by subject matter experts (SMEs) as possibly measuring
constructs differing from the ones intended by the test authors. We
thus preregistered to also use SMEs' alternative item construct ratings
as another way of scoring ability to identify criteria (ATIC). However,
SMEs identified the same constructs as intended by the test authors for
all of the items.

For two of the criteria (item clarity and content domain), initial
interrater-reliabilities  were insufficient (intraclass  correlation
coefficient (ICCeiarity = .59, Kdomain =0.48). In response to this, raters
were asked to discuss disagreements and reassess their ratings
individually, which then resulted in sufficient to excellent interrater-
reliabilities. ICC > .90, k > 0.70).

w

We deviated slightly from this scoring logic for the HEXACO SJT,
which consists of four response options that all present trait-related
behavior but vary in the indicated standing on the trait. Also, no
ineffective responses exist. We thus subtracted 7 points from the
response reflective of the highest standing on the targeted trait. We
subtracted 6, 5, or 4 points, respectively, for responses with gradually
lower standing on the trait.

We preregistered two additional ways of scoring ATIC in SJTs. First, we
were not sure in advance whether ATIC in SJTs could be differentially
coded on a 4-point rating scale. Therefore, we also preregistered a
binary rating scheme (0=does not fit the construct, 1=fits the
construct). Second, we planned to apply an empirical scoring key,
meaning that the most frequently given response is seen as the correct
one (Bergmann et al., 2006). However, participant responses did not
converge sufficiently to justify such a way of scoring; for most items,
less than 20% of participant responses found the same (but different
from the intended) construct.

5}

Notably, this negative estimate is due to the distance scoring utilized in
the SJT item scoring. Thus, this should be understood as a higher ATIC
score entailing an SJT score that is less distant to the correct item
solution.

o

We thank the editor and two anonymous reviewers for highlighting
these issues.

~N

Results remained stable when we imputed data points for these
participants.
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8 As a robustness check, we did the same analyses after eliminating the
N =93 participants with careless responses in the ATIC-part of the
questionnaire. Results remained very similar, with test motivation still
being higher in the high-incentive group (M =4.66, SD = 0.49) than in
the low-incentive group (M=4.29, SD=0.69, t(350.55)=6.2118,
p <.01), with a medium-sized effect (d =0.63), and SJT performance
also being significantly higher in the high-incentive group (M =10.31,
SD =3.95) than in the low-incentive group (M=8.95 SD=4.29,
t(390.32) = 3.2909, p < .01), with a small effect (d = 0.33).

? We thank an anonymous reviewer for making us aware of this.
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