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Abstract: Situational judgment tests (SJTs) are popular instruments in selection and assessment. However, the application of SJTs to non-
Western cultural contexts remains scarce. In this study, we investigated whether an SJT on personal initiative, developed in Germany and
translated into Cuban Spanish, had similar psychometric properties in Cuba. Second, there is an ongoing debate about the extent to which the
situation description plays an important role for SJTs. We supposed that the impact of situation descriptions might depend on test takers’
familiarity with the culture in which the SJT was developed. Hence, we tested whether the omission of situation descriptions had larger effects
in a Cuban than in a German sample. We applied a 2 (with vs. without situation description in the item stem) × 2 (cultural background: Cuba vs.
Germany) between-subjects design (NCuba = 192, NGermany = 213). The results revealed similar psychometric properties between Cuban and
German test takers concerning measurement invariance, construct-related validity, and reliability. In addition, we examined whether samples
differ regarding applicant perceptions: Notably, for four of six applicant perception scales, the Cuban sample reported a more positive view of
the SJT. Furthermore, we found that the effect of situation availability on SJT performance did not substantially depend on the test takers’
cultural background. Implications for cross-cultural generalizability are discussed.
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Situational judgment tests (SJTs) are widely used as-
sessment tools that have been applied in various con-
texts (e.g., medical education and training, personnel
selection, or personality assessment; Mussel et al., 2018;
Patterson et al., 2016). This test format is commonly
conceptualized as a low-fidelity simulation and follows,
similar to simulative assessments, the principle of be-
havioral consistency and point-to-point correspon-
dence. That is, test takers are usually presented with a
variety of challenging (text or video) situation de-
scriptions and various response options on how to react
to these situations.

Although SJTs are popular in practice and research,
most SJTs have been developed in and, thus, might be
limited to a specific Western context. Thus, little is
known about whether established SJTs can be translated
and transferred to non-Western cultures (e.g., Herde
et al., 2019), as the interpretation of SJT situations may
be contingent on the test takers’ cultural background.
Furthermore, the context (in)dependence of SJTs has
been controversially discussed in recent years (e.g.,
Freudenstein et al., 2020; Lievens & Motowidlo, 2016):
That is, various research found that situation descrip-
tions (i.e., item stems) might play a less important role in
response behavior than previously thought (Krumm
et al., 2015).
The objectives of this cross-cultural study are twofold:

First, we investigated whether an SJT on personal ini-
tiative, developed and validated in Germany and
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translated into Cuban Spanish, had similar psycho-
metric properties in Cuba. Second, we tested whether
the omission of situation descriptions had larger effects
in a Cuban sample than in a German sample.

Study Background and Hypotheses

Situational Judgment Tests and Their Cross-Cultural
Generalizability
SJTs have been widely applied in various high-stakes
contexts of selection and assessment since the use of
SJTs results in favorable applicant perceptions (e.g.,
Kanning et al., 2006) and substantial criterion-related
validity (Christian et al., 2010). Furthermore, SJTs are
often preferred over self-ratings in high-stakes settings
because they are more difficult to fake (Kanning & Kuhne,
2006). As low-fidelity simulations, one might assume that
SJTs work in a similar way as other simulative selection
procedures (e.g., situational interview questions or role
plays). That is, “SJTs provide relevant context to applicants
so that they can imagine themselves in a particular sce-
nario and apply their context-dependent knowledge to
respond to it” (Lievens et al., 2021, p. 287). Thus, SJTs are
based on the principle of behavioral consistency by es-
tablishing a direct correspondence between the simulated
content (SJT items) and the target construct (e.g., future
job performance). Test takers put themselves in the sit-
uation presented and indicate how they would or should
behave in the presented situation with the help of the
response options. Hence, characteristics of the presented
situation description might be crucial as it determines how
participants react via the presented response options.

However, the application of SJTs to non-Western cultures
remains scarce. One reason for this is that SJTsmimic highly
contextualized situations, i.e., critical work situations that
are related to a very specialized scenario such as certain job
demands or company characteristics (Campion & Ployhart,
2013). Thus, applying an SJT in a different culture may lead
to different psychometric outcomes: First, the interpretation
of the situation descriptions could differ between cultures.
Thus, we argue that test takers might focus on other aspects
of the situation description; also, certain situationsmight not
be as relevant in another culture. Second, test takers might
use different strategies to react to the situations, as inter-
personal norms, interpretation of efficient behavior, and
relevance of the problem may vary across regions. Conse-
quently, third, the original scoring of the SJT may no longer
be adequate and could reflect a different target construct.
For instance, various interactions at work differ greatly
between different cultures, so one would expect differences
in interpretation and behavior here. Thus, changing the
cultural context might also change how an SJT works.

Comparing SJT Properties in Different Cultures: Cuba
and Germany
Most SJTs have been developed in Western cultures, e.g.,
the United States and Europe. In our study, we examine
how an established work-related SJT, originally developed
in Germany, can be transferred to a Caribbean/Latin
American culture. The Cuban culture differs from Ger-
many in various (test-related) aspects: First, it is influenced
by a history of Spanish colonization, slavery, and the so-
cialistic revolution in the 1950s. In classifications, Cuba is
seen as a collectivistic culture (e.g., Dı́az Bravo & Pañellas
Alvarez, 2019; Galati et al., 2004); i.e., “individuals ex-
perience themselves in relation to the social environment”
(Nohr et al., 2021, p. 4). Hence, this may result in different
perceptions and interpretations of the assessed construct
among the participants (see Van de Vijver & Tanzer, 2004).
Second, the official language in Cuba is Spanish, and most
inhabitants speak Cuban Spanish – a form of Caribbean
Spanish influenced by dialects from West Africa and
France. Language as one of the most salient aspects of
cultural differences might impact test takers on various
ways, e.g., on how attention is directed (Fausey et al., 2010;
Reali et al., 2006) or what aspects of the item will be
memorized (Geisinger, 2003). Third, Cuba has a state-
controlled economic system, although recent reforms
have allowed some forms of private businesses. In contrast,
Germany, with its social market economy, presents a very
different culture to employees: Private companies play a
much larger role, and former state businesses (e.g., postal
and train services) are now commercially driven compa-
nies. Also, Germany is seen as an individualistic society,
and German is the dominant language. According to
Hofstede’s five dimensions of cultural values (i.e., power
distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism, masculin-
ity, and long-term orientation), the Cuban culture is
characterized by collectivism, short-term orientation, a
high-power distance, and a high uncertainty avoidance
(e.g., Banai & Reisel, 2007), whereas Germany can be
described as more long-term oriented, with less power
distance and a higher focus on individualism (see Hofstede,
2001). Consequently, Cuba and Germany differ in cultural,
work-related, and language-related aspects. As SJTs can be
conceptualized as a simulative selection procedure that
presents specific working situations, one might assume that
test takers with another cultural background will react to
these situations differently. For instance, (potential) conflict
situations with colleagues or customers are a frequent issue
in SJT items (see, e.g., SJT ItemNo. 4 of the SJT on personal
initiative; Bledow & Frese, 2009). Expected behaviors and
rules of conduct vary significantly between different cul-
tures, so it can be expected that a participant might behave
in a way that is common for their culture, but this does not
correspond to the solution key that was developed for a
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samplewith another cultural background.Notably, thismay
change psychometric properties such as construct-related
validity, test performance, or reliability. Hence:

Research Question 1: Do the psychometric properties of
an SJT (that was developed and validated in Ger-
many) differ between Germany and Cuba?1

The Impact of Contextualization on SJTs
We are aware of no reports concerning the use of SJTs in
Cuban organizations and enterprises: Cuban participants
might not be as familiar with SJTs as a German sample.
Furthermore, one might argue that an SJT that was de-
veloped for German test takers includes situations that are
common for German workplaces that might be less typical
in Cuba. Hence, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 1: Applicants’ perceptions of situation typ-
icality, procedural fairness dimensions (face validity,
perceived predictive validity, opportunity to perform,
and perceived knowledge of results), positive affect
(enjoyment), and test-taking motivation will be higher
for German test takers than Cuban test takers.

There is an ongoing controversy about the extent to which
the situation description plays an important role for the SJT
(e.g., Lievens & Motowidlo, 2016). Although the situation
description can be seen as the heart of any SJT (e.g.,
Campion & Ployhart, 2013), suggesting that SJT perfor-
mance depends on the presented context, Krumm et al.
(2015) found that a large proportion of SJT items (between
43%and 71%) could be correctly solved, evenwhen situation
descriptions were completely removed. Further studies
extended these findings: Key outcomes such as construct-
related validity, criterion-related validity, and applicant
perceptions were not (or only marginally) affected by re-
moving situation descriptions from SJTs (Schäpers, Mussel,
et al., 2020). Even fidelity (video vs. text-based SJTs;
Schäpers, Lievens, et al., 2020) or format of the SJT (tra-
ditional vs. construct-driven SJTs; Schäpers, Freudenstein,
et al., 2020) did not explain the reported findings. However,
all these findings were based on Western samples, namely
from the United States and Europe. We suppose that this
finding might depend on test takers’ familiarity with the
culture in which the SJT was developed: That is, German
participants might be more familiar with an SJT that was
developed for a German working context (here, an SJT on
personal initiative) than Cuban test takers. Hence, without
situation descriptions, German test takers might have

similar scores to their scores on the initial SJT version (with
situation descriptions), whereas Cuban test takers could
come to different conclusions about what kind of situation is
intended by the items. Thus, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2: Situation descriptions are more impor-
tant for Cuban participants to identify the correct
answer on an SJT on personal initiative than for a
German sample.

Method

Our hypotheses, study design, and analyses were pre-
registered; see https://aspredicted.org/9JX_8PL. Data
and analysis code are available in the Electronic Supple-
mentary (ES) at the Open Science Framework (https://bit.
ly/3gQRHIh).

Sample

Based on an a priori power analysis, we aimed to assess 360
participants (small–medium effects: f = 0.175, 1 � β = .80).
During data preparation, we excluded 46 Cuban and 31
German participants due to careless responding
(i.e., voluntary self-exclusion and failed instructed response
items; Meade & Craig, 2012) and missing data (listwise
deletion; 19 Cuban and 26 German test takers). Our final
sample consisted of 192Cuban and 213German participants.
Cuban participants (convenience sample) were on av-

erage 36.2 years old (SD = 12.3, range 19–75), 30.3%
identified as men, and 69.7% as women. On average,
Cuban participants worked 38.6 h a week (SD = 17.5, range
0–110) with 12.7 years of job experience (SD = 12.4, range
0–50). German participants (Prolific panel) were on av-
erage 31.1 years old (SD = 10.2, range 18–71), 49.3%
identified as men, 48.4% as women, and 2.3% as nonbi-
nary. German participants averaged 28.4 working hours a
week (SD = 16.2, range 0–105) with 7.3 years of job ex-
perience (SD = 8.5, range 0–43).

Procedure and Translation

First, following the suggested procedures by Brislin (1970)
and Jones et al. (2001), we translated the SJT and measures
into Cuban Spanish. For that purpose, two Cuban natives

1 Following a native speaker’s advice, we slightly changed the wording of the preregistered research question RQ1 for improved readability only.
Importantly, we have made no changes to the content.
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(subject matter experts: professors of psychology) inde-
pendently translated all measures into Cuban Spanish.
Then, a third, bilingual subject matter expert (fourth author
of this manuscript), who was blind to the original version,
compared these initial Spanish versions and back-
translated a reconciled version. We compared the origi-
nal and back-translated measures; minor variations were
solved together with the bilingual expert. A German version
of the SJT was provided by Bledow and Frese (2009). Then,
we applied a 2 (situation description: with vs. without sit-
uation description in the item stem) × 2 (culture: Cuba vs.
Germany) between-subjects design to test our hypotheses.
All data were collected online: After obtaining informed
consent, we asked participants to answer the SJT on per-
sonal initiative. Afterward, we assessed applicant percep-
tions, self-reported personal initiative, test-taking
motivation, and demographics. The data for the Cuban
sample were collected in May and June 2022, and the data
with German test takers were collected in July 2022. The
scientific committee at the Faculty of Psychology of the
Universidad de La Habana approved our procedure.

Measures

Personal Initiative: SJT
The 12-item SJT on personal initiative was developed and
validated by Bledow and Frese (2009). As suggested by
the authors, each SJT item had four or five response
options: We asked participants to indicate which of the
presented behaviors they would perform most likely and
least likely. If they selected a response option representing
high personal initiative as most likely, their answer was
coded as +1; if they selected an option with a medium

level of personal initiative, 0; and if they chose a response
option indicating low personal initiative, �1 (vice versa
for least likely ratings). The mean of all item scores rep-
resented the overall SJT score. Due to a technical ad-
mission error in the Cuban sample (repetition of a
response option), we had to exclude Item 2 from our
analyses, resulting in 11 SJT items.

Personal Initiative: Self-Rating
We assessed a self-rating of personal initiative with the 7-
item scale by Frese et al. (1997), e.g., “I actively attack
problems” (5-point rating scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 5 =
strongly agree). Reliability was good, with McDonald’s ω
values ranging between .76 and .87 (see Table 1).

Applicant Perceptions
We assessed applicant perceptions by the following
measures: face validity (5 items, e.g., “I did not under-
stand what the examination had to do with the job”;
Smither et al., 1993), perceived predictive validity (5
items, e.g., “I am confident that the examination can
predict how well an applicant will perform on the job”;
Smither et al., 1993), perceived knowledge of results (3
items, e.g., “After I finished the examination it was clear
to me how well I performed”; Smither et al., 1993),
positive affect (2 items, e.g., “I enjoyed the examination
to a great degree”; Smither et al., 1993), chance to per-
form (4 general items, e.g., “I could really show my skills
and abilities through this test,” four specific items, e.g., “I
could really show my skills and abilities regarding per-
sonal initiative through this test”; Bauer et al., 2001), and
test-taking motivation (5 items, e.g., “I wanted to do well
on this test”; Arvey et al., 1990). All scales were rated on
5-point rating scales (from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 =

Table 1. Reliability estimates separated per group

Scale/factor

Cuban sample German sample

With situation
descriptions

Without situation
descriptions

With situation
descriptions

Without situation
descriptions

ω [95% CI] ω [95% CI] ω [95% CI] ω [95% CI]

SJT: personal initiative .61 [.50, .73] .67 [.56, .78] .66 [.54, .78] .74 [.66, .82]

Self-rating: personal initiative .76 [.68, .83] .82 [.75, .88] .87 [.82, .91] .84 [.78, .89]

Chance to perform (general) .87 [.81, .92] .89 [.85, .92] .72 [.61, .83] .79 [.71, .87]

Chance to perform (PI) .87 [.82, .92] .89 [.84, .93] .85 [.80, .91] .86 [.80, .91]

Test-taking motivation .76 [.69, .84] .56 [.30, .82] .82 [.75, .90] .81 [.74, .88]

Face validity .68 [.53, .84] .75 [.66, .83] .70 [.60, .80] .68 [.58, .78]

Perceived predictive validity .73 [.65, .82] .79 [.72, .86] .83 [.78, .89] .81 [.75, .87]

Perceived knowledge of results .40 [.18, .61] .71 [.60, .83] .55 [.36, .74] .62 [.49, .75]

Positive affect .83 [.74, .91] .82 [.75, .90] .82 [.75, .89] .78 [.70, .86]

Note. n = 100 (Cuban sample, with situation descriptions), n = 92 (Cuban sample, without situation descriptions), n = 110 (German sample, with situation
descriptions), n = 103 (German sample, without situation descriptions).
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strongly agree). Note that after completing the SJT, test
takers were provided with an explanation that they had
worked on an SJT focused on personal initiative for office
jobs. Furthermore, if necessary, we slightly adapted the
wording of some items to make sure that all items can be
answered in a meaningful way and were related to per-
sonal initiative. Reliability estimates were acceptable to
good, with ω values ranging between .56 and .89 (see
Table 1). The only exception was that in the Cuban sample
with the situation descriptions, the scale for perceived
knowledge of results had a rather low reliability of
McDonald’s ω = .40 (notably, reliability did not differ
substantially between conditions, with overlapping 95%
confidence intervals for McDonald’s ω).

Results

We examined the SJT’s measurement invariance, reli-
ability, and construct-related validity. First, we grouped
the SJT items into three parcels of items, based on the
content domains that Bledow and Frese identified in
their factor analysis, namely (1) personal initiative di-
rected at improving organizational functioning, (2) per-
sonal initiative directed toward improving one’s working
conditions, and (3) personal initiative that required
overcoming the resistance of supervisors and colleagues.
The results from the 4-group CFA are presented in
Table 2, and for analyses with all items as indicators, we
refer to the electronic supplementary. As Mardia’s test
indicated no multivariate normality for all groups, we

used the robust MLR estimator for the CFA (see ES for
details). We note that to avoid a just-identified model and
biased estimates, SJT and self-rating on personal initia-
tive were tested at the same time. Then, we applied the
multigroup alignment procedure to evaluate measure-
ment invariance multigroup factor analysis alignment
(e.g., Marsh et al., 2018), as our goal was to make un-
biased mean comparisons. Alignment is an alternative
procedure to evaluate measurement invariance, without
exact invariance tests as in traditional invariance testing.
Similar to rotation algorithms in factor analysis, this
approach optimizes a factor model to be sufficient for
factor mean comparisons, i.e., it minimizes non-
invariance between loadings and intercepts. Thereby,
minor measurement differences across groups, which are
common in cross-cultural research, are assumed and
adjusted for, without fully rejecting a medium-fitting
CFA model. In sum, the alignment approach produces
estimates for the proportion of noninvariant parameters
to inform decisions about the adequacy of mean com-
parisons similar to traditional invariance testing (e.g.,
Fischer & Karl, 2019; Luong & Flake, 2023).
Following the recommendations by Luong and Flake

(2023), we started by testing a multigroup CFA model for
configural invariance. In this model, we tested SJT parcels
and self-ratings on personal initiative in a joint model to
avoid a just-identified model and biased fit estimates. We
achieved configural invariance, as suggested by a good fit
of the 4-group model with χ2(136) = 195.78, p = .001; CFI =
.944, RMSEA = .066 (90% CI [.045, .085]), SRMR = .062.
In the second step, we evaluated for metric (loadings) and
scalar (intercept) invariance of the SJT items via alignment

Table 2. Results from the CFA separated per group

Items

Cuban sample German sample

With situation descriptions Without situation descriptions With situation descriptions Without situation descriptions

λ (SD) λ (SD) λ (SD) λ (SD)

SJT: personal initiative

Parcel 1 .29 (.50) .39 (.51) .44 (.59) .43 (.53)

Parcel 2 .21 (.25) .27 (.38) .29 (.39) .42 (.55)

Parcel 3 .64 (.78) .79 (.95) .60 (.70) .78 (.85)

Self-rating: personal initiative

Item 1 .48 (.61) .45 (.72) .74 (.80) .66 (.74)

Item 2 .33 (.53) .48 (.77) .57 (.67) .38 (.48)

Item 3 .58 (.75) .68 (.82) .75 (.81) .73 (.76)

Item 4 .58 (.69) .74 (.83) .73 (.77) .81 (.86)

Item 5 .31 (.41) .35 (.42) .62 (.69) .65 (.69)

Item 6 .47 (.49) .35 (.37) .44 (.44) .47 (.45)

Item 7 .27 (.37) .32 (.47) .55 (.61) .47 (.51)

Note. n = 100 (Cuban sample, with situation descriptions), n = 92 (Cuban sample, without situation descriptions), n = 110 (German sample, with situation
descriptions), n = 103 (German sample, without situation descriptions). Standardized λ in brackets. All loadings were significant, p < .001.
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optimization. As suggested by Muthén and Asparouhov
(2014), we evaluated the R2 (in which 1 indicates complete
invariance and 0 indicates complete noninvariance) and a
threshold of ≤ 25% noninvariant parameters as indicators
for achieving invariance (see Luong & Flake, 2023). The
results suggested metric invariance, with R2 = .98 and 0%
noninvariant loadings, and scalar invariance with R2 = .68
and 25% noninvariant intercepts for the SJT items. Thus,
correlations and means could be compared across the four
groups.

Second, reliability estimates for the SJT were accept-
able (with McDonald’s ω values ranging between .61 and
.74) and in line with previous meta-analytic findings (e.g.,
Kasten & Freund, 2016). As 95% confidence intervals of
the McDonald’s ω estimates overlapped, reliability did
not significantly differ between the four groups (see
Table 1).

Finally, supporting construct-related validity, the (la-
tent) correlation between the SJT and the self-rating of
personal initiative was strong in all groups, φCuban sample

with situation descriptions = .55, p < .001, φCuban sample without

situation descriptions = .50, p < .001; φGerman sample with situation

descriptions = .71, p < .001, and φGerman sample without situation

descriptions = .61, p < .001. To test for differences in
construct-related validity, we used robust Monte Carlo
confidence intervals: They indicated no significant dif-
ferences between the German and Cuban samples (with
situation description: Δφ = �.16, 95% CI [�0.48, 0.15];
without situation description: Δφ = �.12, 95% CI [�0.40,
0.17]) or due to situation availability (Cuban: Δφ = .06,
95% CI [�0.28, 0.38]; German: Δφ = .10, 95% CI [�0.17,
0.37]). In sum, we found similar psychometric properties in
both groups.

In H1, we proposed that face validity, perceived pre-
dictive validity, opportunity to perform, perceived

knowledge of results, positive affect, and test-taking
motivation were higher for German participants. To
test our hypothesis, we conducted a two-way MANOVA
[factors: culture (I): Cuba versus Germany; situation
description (II): with versus without]. The omnibus test
revealed a significant difference between the cultures,
Wilk’s λ = .82, F(7, 395) = 12.33, p < .001. However, neither
the availability of a situation description, Wilk’s λ = .99,
F(7, 395) = 0.62, p = .739, nor their interaction revealed
significant group differences, Wilk’s λ = .99, F(7, 395) =
0.80, p = .590. Specifically, Cuban participants rated the
face validity of the SJT higher than the German sample,
η2 = .08, F(1, 401) = 32.76, p < .001, attributed more
predictive validity to the SJT, η2 = .02, F(1, 401) = 7.68, p =
.006, and indicated a higher perceived knowledge of
results, η2 = .02, F(1, 401) = 7.21, p = .008. The Cuban
sample also showed higher test-taking motivation, η2 =
.03, F(1, 401) = 11.06, p < .001, which is why we controlled
for test-taking motivation in the following analyses. We
found no differences between Cuban and German par-
ticipants regarding positive affect, η2 = .003, F(1, 401) =
1.01, p = .315, and the perceived chance to perform, η2 =
.002, F(1, 401) = 0.64, p = .423 (for an overview, see
Table 3 and Figure 1).

In H2, we suggested that situation descriptions are more
important for SJT performance for Cuban participants than
for German test takers. To test this, we conducted a two-
way fixed-effects ANOVA with the factors culture (Cuba
vs. Germany) and availability of situation description (with
vs. without); we included test-taking motivation, weekly
working hours, and job experience as control variables. We
found that SJT scores were higher in the Cuban sample,
F(1, 398) = 17.74, p < .001, and the availability of situation
descriptions was positively related to SJT scores, F(1,
398) = 33.57, p < .001. Importantly, for H2, the interaction

Table 3. Two-way MANOVA for group differences between Cuba and Germany and the conditions with and without situation description

Applicant perceptions

Cuba
(n = 198)

Germany
(n = 213)

Situation
(n = 210)

No
situation
(n = 195)

M SD M SD F p M SD M SD F p Hypotheses df Error df

F. validity 3.50 0.58 3.23 0.35 32.76 *** 3.36 0.48 3.34 0.50 0.18 .670 1 401

Pos. affect 3.25 0.93 3.35 0.96 1.01 .315 3.37 0.97 3.23 0.91 2.17 .141 1 401

C. t. p. (General) 3.22 0.78 3.23 0.73 0.02 .883 3.29 0.73 3.16 0.77 3.10 .079 1 401

C. t. p. (PI) 3.21 0.69 3.27 0.80 0.64 .423 3.30 0.73 3.18 0.77 2.56 .111 1 401

Knowledge of results 3.20 0.55 3.03 0.70 7.21 .008** 3.13 0.60 3.09 0.68 0.35 .553 1 401

Predictive validity 3.10 0.60 2.90 0.79 7.68 .006** 3.03 0.70 2.96 0.72 0.82 .365 1 401

Test motivation 3.94 0.50 3.73 0.75 11.06 *** 3.84 0.66 3.81 0.65 0.27 .602 1 401

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and SD, respectively. C. t. p. represents participants’ perceived chance to perform in the SJT. F statistics and
degrees of freedom are reported.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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effect between the availability of situation descriptions and
culture was not significant, F(1, 398) = 0.12, p = .713 (for
details, see Table 4).
We also conducted analyses on the item level: We found

that for five of 11 items (i.e., 45%) it did not make a dif-
ference whether the situation description was available,
controlled for the effect of the culture (see Table 5). Fur-
thermore, the culture did not have a significant effect on the
item score for 64% (7 of 11) of the items, controlled for the
effect of the situation. Notably, we also found no interaction
effect between culture and situation availability on the item
level (see Table 5). To test item-level mean differences per
country, we conducted pairwise t tests (see Table 6), where
α levels were Bonferroni-corrected (p/number of tests =
.05/11 = .0045; Cabin & Mitchell, 2000). We found that
excluding the situation description did not make a differ-
ence for 55% of the items (36% on the uncorrected α-level
of .05) in the German sample and in the Cuban sample for
36% (36% on the uncorrected α-level).

Discussion

In the current study, we examined whether an SJT that was
developed and validated in Germany could be transferred
to the culture of Cuba. Thereby, we tested the generaliz-
ability of this SJT across cultural boundaries. Furthermore,
we aimed to better understand the role of SJT item stems:
We examined whether the finding that situation descrip-
tions do not necessarily affect SJT item performance (e.g.,
Krumm et al., 2015; Schäpers, Mussel, et al., 2020)
translates to other cultures. First, regarding psychometric
properties, we found rather small differences betweenCuba
and Germany: Measurement invariance, construct-related
validity, and reliability did not substantially differ between
both cultures. Surprisingly though, test takers from Cuba
did not perceive the SJT situations as more unconventional;
they rated the face validity of the SJT higher than the
German participants, attributed more predictive validity to
the SJT, and indicated a higher perceived knowledge of

Figure 1. Comparison of applicant
perception scales. The length of the
boxplots depicts the middle 50% of
the scores in the respective de-
pendent variables between the
conditions. CtP = chance to per-
form, PI = personal initiative.

Table 4. Fixed-effects ANOVA results using SJT test scores as the criterion

Predictor Sum of squares df Mean square F p η2
partial

η2
partial

90% CI [LL, UL]

Test motivation 0.44 1 0.44 5.21 .023 .01

Job experience 0.85 1 0.85 9.99 .002** .02 [.01, .05]

Working hours 0.02 1 0.02 0.28 .595 .00 [.00, .01]

Culture 1.50 1 1.50 17.74 *** .04 [.02, .08]

Situation 2.85 1 2.85 33.57 *** .08 [.04, .12]

Culture × Situation 0.01 1 0.01 0.12 .731 .00 [.00, .01]

Error 33.75 398 0.08

Note. LL and UL represent the lower limit and upper limit of the partial η2 confidence interval, respectively.
**p < .01. ***p < .001.
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results. Second, regarding the impact of situation descrip-
tions, we found no interaction between situation availability
and culture; that is, the effect of situation availability on SJT
performance did not substantially depend on the test
takers’ cultural background.

These findings have various implications for our un-
derstanding of SJT psychometrics. First, we found evi-
dence that SJTs that were developed in Western cultures
might be successfully transferred to other cultures,
i.e., they can measure the intended construct validity.
Since SJTs are classified as highly contextual measure-
ments, applying them to another language and culture is a
major challenge (Herde et al., 2019; Lievens, 2006). Thus,
it is noteworthy that we report similar psychometric

properties for this SJT in Cuba and Germany. This extends
previous findings that reported satisfactory but mixed
evidence (e.g., Lievens et al., 2015). We suppose that this
could depend on the SJT in question: We applied a
construct-based SJT (Bledow & Frese, 2009), focusing on
a single construct (i.e., personal initiative) instead of as-
sessing a broad skill (e.g., teamwork competencies), as is
the case with many established SJTs (see Lievens et al.,
2021).

Second, we replicated the finding that situation de-
scriptions do not necessarily affect SJT item performance
or applicant perceptions, as we found that almost half of
the items were not significantly easier to solve when a
situation description was provided, although previous

Table 6. Item-level effects of the availability of situation descriptions per culture

SJT item number

Cuba

p

Germany

pCohen’s d t df Cohen’s d t df

1 0.56 3.73 170.27 * 0.61 4.46 210.75 *

3 0.27 1.99 166.77 .05 0.46 3.31 207.31 *

4 0.45 3.34 189.94 * 0.31 2.27 210.38 .02

5 0.52 3.53 185.27 * 0.09 0.67 210.82 .50

6 0.42 3.08 188.49 * 0.42 3.06 210.64 *

7 �0.07 �0.57 190.00 .57 �0.44 �3.21 206.08 *

8 �0.51 �3.33 186.26 * �0.05 �0.37 210.69 .71

9 1.05 7.24 189.47 * 1.10 7.91 178.58 *

10 0.58 4.09 184.17 * 0.22 1.62 206.58 .11

11 0.17 1.11 188.45 .27 0.30 2.19 205.24 .03

12 �0.14 �0.94 189.87 .35 0.23 1.71 211.00 .09

Note. One-sided t tests. Higher effect sizes reflect more correct answers on items with situation descriptions compared with items without situation
descriptions.
*p < .0045 (p level adjusted to account for α inflation: p/number of tests = .05/11 = .0045). Item 2 was removed due to a technical admission error in the Cuban
sample.

Table 5. Item-level main effects and interaction effect of culture and availability of situation description

SJT item number

Culture Situation Culture*Situation

F p η2
partial F p η2

partial F p η2
partial

1 39.49 ** .10 36.40 ** .08 0.00 .964 .00

3 0.01 .931 .00 14.63 ** .04 0.42 .520 .00

4 8.49 .003* .02 15.88 ** .04 0.94 .334 .00

5 16.81 ** .04 7.51 .006 .02 4.05 .045 .01

6 12.20 ** .03 20.52 ** .05 0.65 .421 .00

7 50.81 ** .11 5.99 .047 .01 4.89 .028 .01

8 0.25 .618 .00 3.07 .016 .01 3.07 .081 .01

9 6.40 .012 .01 115.02 ** .22 0.11 .740 .00

10 3.90 .049 .01 13.48 ** .03 2.32 .129 .01

11 1.11 .292 .00 6.28 .012 .02 0.17 .682 .00

12 0.08 .768 .00 0.36 .536 .00 3.41 .066 .01

Note. The results from two-way ANOVAs using SJT item scores as dependent variables. The results controlled for the effects of test motivation, job
experience, and weekly working hours. Effects of control variables are not shown in this table.
*p < .0045. **p < .001 (p level adjusted to account for α inflation: p/number of tests = .05/11 = .0045). Item 2 was removed due to a technical admission error in
the Cuban sample.
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studies showed even stronger indication of the context
independency of SJTs with up to 70% of the items not
changing in the results when the situation description was
omitted (e.g., Krumm et al., 2015). This is notable given
that Cuban test takers are not as familiar with typically
German work-related situations. Thus, we provide further
evidence that test takers do not always rely on the pre-
sented situation descriptions. One explanation might be
that the response options already provide enough context
information for test takers to infer the intended critical
incident; for first evidence, see Freudenstein et al. (2020).
On a different note, Lievens and Motowidlo (2016) ar-
gued that SJT performance represents a general domain
knowledge instead of a situational judgment. Following
this argument, context information is less relevant, and
test takers use more general solution strategies when
working on an SJT item. Third, we applied an experi-
mental test validation strategy (for an overview, see
Krumm et al., 2019): We showed that this strategy can
also be applied to cross-cultural research questions and is
a valuable extension of common correlative validation
approaches.

Limitations and Conclusion

Our study was solely based on one SJT. Thus, we call for
future cross-cultural research regarding SJT psychometrics
(for further examples, see Herde et al., 2019). Furthermore,
we only compared two cultures. To improve the general-
izability of our findings, it is necessary to compare original
and adapted versions between further cultures. Second, we
did not recruit participants in a high-stakes assessment
setting. Thus, one might argue that participants behave
differently in real job-selection situations. Third, as we used
parcels to test measurement invariance, investigations on
the item level need to be seen with caution (for additional
analyses, see the electronic supplementary). Nonetheless,
we would like to mention that our approach followed the
procedure of the test authors (see Bledow & Frese, 2009).
Finally, our manipulation consisted of removing the entire
situation from the SJT. We call for future research to use a
more fine-grained approach by manipulating individual
sections of the situation (e.g., location, acting persons, or the
problem statement). In the same vein, we also call for more
qualitative approaches (e.g., think-aloud technique) that
evaluate the response evaluation processes in more detail.
In the end, we found initial evidence that a construct-

driven SJT might be successfully transferred to other
cultures. Furthermore, we contributed to the question
about the role of situation description in SJTs by showing
that SJT performance did not substantially depend on the
test takers’ cultural background.
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