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A B S T R A C T   

Situational judgment tests (SJTs) typically focus on candidates' judgment of various response options and ignore 
the process of arriving at that judgment. In three studies, we developed two situational construal measures (i.e., 
situation evaluation and the ability to identify criteria [ATIC]) based on a construct-driven SJT measuring 
cooperativeness. We tested their role in the response judgment process and examined their incremental validity 
in predicting work performance. Study 1 (N = 30) provided qualitative evidence that situation evaluation and 
ATIC shape response judgment. Study 2 (Nstudent = 136, Nemployee = 154) showed that situation evaluation 
predicts response judgment. Moreover, situation evaluation had incremental validity in predicting supervisor- 
rated task performance and peer-rated interpersonal performance over and above response judgment and 
ATIC. Furthermore, ATIC predicted response judgment and had incremental validity in predicting interpersonal 
performance but not task performance over and above response judgment. Finally, Study 3 (N = 266) replicated 
the findings of Study 2 using a new sample and yielded similar results regardless of the order in which situation 
evaluation and response judgment were measured.   

1. Introduction 

An individual's behavior is a function of the characteristics of the 
individual and the situation (e.g., Mischel, 1973; Tett & Burnett, 2003). 
However, it are not just objective characteristics of a situation that 
predict an individual's behavior; perceptions of a situation—which are 
in part idiosyncratic (Rauthmann et al., 2015)—also matter (Sherman 
et al., 2015; Ziegler et al., 2019). In fact, this so-called situational con
strual can reveal important and unique trait-relevant information 
(Golubovich et al., 2022; Lievens et al., 2021; Martin-Raugh & Kell, 
2021). Unfortunately, the development of personnel selection in
struments that can assess situational construal lags behind. In the pre
sent study, we argue that situational judgment tests (SJTs), which 
typically focus on candidates' perceptions of response options (i.e., 
response judgment; Lievens et al., 2021; Weekley et al., 2015), can be 
redesigned to measure situational construal as well. Specifically, by 
revealing the thought process leading up to response judgment (Rock
stuhl et al., 2015), SJTs would allow for a more thorough assessment of 
candidates' characteristics, which can increase their criterion-related 
validity (e.g., Freudenstein et al., 2020; Harris et al., 2016; Martin- 

Raugh & Kell, 2021). 
So far, researchers have proposed two approaches to measure situ

ational construal in SJTs (Freudenstein et al., 2020; Golubovich et al., 
2022; Rockstuhl et al., 2015). First, Rockstuhl et al. (2015) proposed an 
open-ended methodology (i.e., asking candidates to report their 
thoughts, feelings, and intentions of the people in each SJT situation) to 
measure candidates' sense-making of situations. Second, Freudenstein 
et al. (2020) proposed a selected-response methodology (i.e., asking 
candidates to rate broad dimensions of situation characteristics within 
each SJT item based on the DIAMONDS taxonomy; Rauthmann et al., 
2014) to measure candidates' psychological representations of situa
tions. These two situational construal approaches predicted response 
judgment (even when situation descriptions were absent; Freudenstein 
et al., 2020). Importantly, the two situational construal approaches also 
predicted relevant criteria over and above response judgment (Freu
denstein et al., 2020; Rockstuhl et al., 2015). Although these previous 
studies show the added value of adding a situational construal measure 
to an SJT, we still know relatively little about how candidates interpret 
specific stimuli in SJT situations (i.e., situational cues), how these in
terpretations influence candidates' response judgment, and how these 
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interpretations contribute to the criterion-related validity of SJTs (Fan 
et al., 2016). 

We build on trait activation theory (TAT) to examine the role of 
situational cues in SJTs (Lievens et al., 2021; Tett & Burnett, 2003), 
which postulates that individuals regard situational cues as hints for the 
traits or attributes that should be activated and guide their work be
haviors (Tett et al., 2021). Thus, when completing SJTs, candidates 
interpret situations by extracting cues they believe are meaningful 
(Golubovich et al., 2022) and infer what attributes are being assessed 
based on these cues (Fan et al., 2016; Harris et al., 2016). These in
terpretations are subjective and partly guided by candidates' traits 
(Lievens & Motowidlo, 2016; Ziegler et al., 2019) and should provide 
unique trait-relevant information. In the present research, we developed 
two situational construal measures that should help us understand how 
candidates interpret and utilize situational cues in SJTs: situation eval
uation and the ability to identify criteria (i.e., ATIC). These concepts 
refer to different types of situational construal; situation evaluation re
fers to the subjective interpretation of situational cues that are aimed to 
elicit specific traits (Freudenstein et al., 2020), whereas ATIC refers to a 
more general “ability to correctly perceive performance criteria when 
participating in an evaluative situation” (Kleinmann et al., 2011, p. 
129). 

Our study contributes to the SJT literature in three ways. First, by 
integrating the SJT (Freudenstein et al., 2020; Rockstuhl et al., 2015) 
and ATIC literature (Jansen et al., 2013; Kleinmann et al., 2011; Oos
trom et al., 2016) we advance current knowledge of the thought process 
leading up to response judgment by differentiating between situation 
evaluation and ATIC and examining how these two types of situational 
construal shape response judgment. Second, we improve the under
standing of how SJTs work and offer a means to increase their criterion- 
related validity by examining the extent to which situation evaluation 
and ATIC incrementally predict work performance over and above 
response judgment. Third, we extend TAT concerning the main effect of 
situational cues on individuals' behaviors by identifying which types of 
situational cues are more likely to activate relevant traits and elicit trait- 
expressive behaviors (Tett et al., 2021). 

1.1. Situational judgment tests 

SJTs typically consist of simulated work-related situations and a 
range of response options to deal with situations (Lievens et al., 2021; 
Murano et al., 2021; Weekley et al., 2015). Originally, SJTs were seen as 
low-fidelity simulations that were not explicitly developed to measure 
specific constructs (Lievens et al., 2021; Weekley et al., 2015). This 
traditional development approach caused their construct-related val
idity to be “a ‘hot mess’ without much theoretical or empirical guidance” 
(McDaniel et al., 2016, p. 50). Consequently, the adoption of a more 
construct-driven approach for developing SJTs has been pushed (e.g., 
Guenole et al., 2017; Oostrom et al., 2019) (see supplementary materials 
for details on the differences between the two approaches). 

Construct-driven SJTs are designed to assess “inherent beliefs about 
the general effectiveness of actions that express traits to varying de
grees” (Lievens et al., 2021, p. 295), which partly reflect candidates' trait 
levels. Recent research has shown that the reliability and construct- 
related validity of construct-driven SJTs vary across studies and traits 
(Neubauer & Hofer, 2022). For example, Oostrom et al. (2019) found 
alphas from 0.22 to 0.66 and Mussel et al. (2018) from 0.55 to 0.73. 
Nevertheless, these SJTs have acceptable criterion-related validity in 
predicting work-related behaviors and life events (Koschmieder and 
Neubauer, 2021; Lievens et al., 2021; Mussel et al., 2018; Oostrom et al., 
2019). 

The criterion-related validity of SJTs is a function of individuals' 
characteristics and their situational construal. Individuals' characteris
tics are typically measured by response judgment, which reflects their 
ratings of trait-expressive behaviors in response to the situations (Mussel 
et al., 2018; Oostrom et al., 2019). In contrast, we know relatively little 

about the measurement of situational construal (Lievens et al., 2021). 
Besides, the existing findings about the role of situation descriptions in 
situational construal measures are inconsistent (Freudenstein et al., 
2020; Golubovich et al., 2022; Rockstuhl et al., 2015). For example, 
Rockstuhl et al. (2015) found that a situational construal measure (i.e., 
“situational judgment”) based on situation descriptions provides incre
mental validity over and above response judgment. In contrast, Freu
denstein et al. (2020) found that a situational construal measure based 
on only response options (i.e., situation descriptions were absent) can 
also contribute to SJT performance, indicating that situation de
scriptions are not crucial for individuals' situational construal. Recently, 
Golubovich et al. (2022) substantiated situation descriptions' small but 
important role in SJTs and suggested using situational cues to boost item 
validity. Thus, more research on the role of situation descriptions (i.e., 
focusing on how and to what extent situational cues can boost validity) 
is warranted to address this ongoing debate (Krumm et al., 2015; Lievens 
et al., 2021; Rockstuhl et al., 2015). 

1.2. Situational construal 

TAT posits three levels of situational cues in the workplace: task-, 
social-, and organizational-level cues (Tett et al., 2021). These cues or 
situational demands can “activate” specific traits and elicit valued work- 
related behaviors (e.g., work performance) (Tett & Burnett, 2003). Sit
uations vary in terms of the number and types of situational cues they 
provide and the opportunity to express certain traits (Tett & Burnett, 
2003; Tett & Guterman, 2000). A situation is relevant to a trait to the 
degree that it offers the opportunity to express that trait (Tett & 
Guterman, 2000). Trait-relevant situations have a main effect on in
dividuals' behavior but can also expose individual differences (Tett 
et al., 2021), including people's threshold and sensitivity to situational 
cues (Tett & Guterman, 2000). These individual differences in the 
interpretation of situational cues (i.e., situational construal) are an 
important driver of people's behavior and are (partly) guided by people's 
traits (Ziegler et al., 2019). For example, a person with a high level of 
cooperativeness is more likely to focus on situational cues that convey 
the demand for cooperation, attach importance to cues relevant to 
cooperativeness, and show cooperative behavior. As such, situational 
construal should reveal unique trait-relevant information. The present 
study aims to develop two types of situational construal based on these 
TAT principles: situation evaluation and ATIC. Specifically, we focus on 
the situational construal of situations that are aimed to elicit coopera
tiveness (i.e., an important aspect of agreeableness). 

1.2.1. Situation evaluation 
Drawing on TAT (Tett et al., 2021) and in line with recent process 

models (e.g., Grand, 2020; Martin-Raugh & Kell, 2021), we conceptu
alize situation evaluation as candidates' subjective interpretation of 
crucial situational cues that activate (implicit) traits and guide behav
iors. Thus, we believe that, by including a situation evaluation measure, 
SJTs can measure two trait aspects: 1) beliefs about the effectiveness of 
the expression of the intended traits (i.e., response judgment) and 2) the 
subjective interpretation of the cues relevant to traits activated (i.e., 
situation evaluation). 

1.2.1.1. Situation evaluation and response judgment. According to TAT, 
the subjective interpretation of situational cues guides trait-relevant 
behaviors (Tett & Burnett, 2003; Tett & Guterman, 2000). Recently, 
Brown et al. (2016) argued that this rationale applies to SJTs as well. In 
fact, they argued that individual differences in the perception of situa
tional cues might be pivotal in understanding candidates' response 
judgment. Therefore, the situational cues that candidates deem most 
meaningful should subsequently guide their response judgment (Golu
bovich et al., 2022). Furthermore, situation evaluation and response 
judgment capture trait aspects that are relevant within the SJT's 
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construct domain (Martin-Raugh & Kell, 2021). Indeed, although their 
operationalization of situation evaluation differed from ours, both 
Rockstuhl et al. (2015) and Freudenstein et al. (2020) found situation 
evaluation to predict response judgment. Accordingly, we postulated the 
following: 

Hypothesis 1. Situation evaluation predicts response judgment in a 
construct-driven SJT. 

1.2.1.2. Incremental validity of situation evaluation over and above 
response judgment. Although situation evaluation and response judg
ment are expected to be correlated, we argue that situation evaluation 
has incremental validity over and above response judgment in predict
ing work performance. Situation evaluation captures candidates' sub
jective interpretation of crucial situational cues (Grand, 2020), which is 
guided by candidates' traits (Ziegler et al., 2019) and activates the 
subsequent expression of these traits (Harris et al., 2016; Krumm et al., 
2015; Lievens & Motowidlo, 2016). However, it is likely that the 
expression of these traits is only partly captured by the response options 
presented to the candidate (Krumm et al., 2015; Lievens et al., 2021; 
Motowidlo et al., 1990). Thus, a more direct measure of the situation 
evaluation should reveal important and unique trait-relevant informa
tion (Rockstuhl et al., 2015). Therefore, situation evaluation is likely to 
explain incremental variance in work performance (i.e., task and 
interpersonal performance) over and above response judgment. 
Accordingly, we postulated the following: 

Hypothesis 2. Situation evaluation predicts task performance (H2a) 
and interpersonal performance (H2b) over and above response judg
ment in a construct-driven SJT. 

1.2.2. The ability to identify criteria 
Similar to situation evaluation, ATIC plays an important role in the 

thought process leading up to response judgment. However, situation 
evaluation and ATIC differ in three important ways. First, while situa
tion evaluation refers to candidates' psychological construal of the situ
ation and encompasses the interaction process between situational cues 
and noncognitive individual differences such as personality traits and 
states (Funder, 2016; Rauthmann et al., 2014; Ziegler et al., 2019), ATIC 
refers to candidates' cognitive construal of the situation and encompasses 
the interaction process between situational cues and cognitive individ
ual differences such as cognitive ability, skills, and knowledge (Klein
mann et al., 2011). Second, there is a difference in reference point: when 
evaluating the situation, candidates indicate the most important situa
tional cue for their response (Golubovich et al., 2022). In contrast, when 
identifying the criteria being measured, candidates consider which 
dimension others would use to evaluate their response (Kleinmann et al., 
2011). Third, while situation evaluation contributes to measuring spe
cific traits, ATIC refers to a more general ability to read relevant situa
tional cues (Kleinmann et al., 2011). Indeed, research has shown that 
ATIC correlates with cognitive ability (Jansen et al., 2013; Melchers 
et al., 2020) and that ATIC is consistent across predictor methods that 
measure different trait dimensions (e.g., Kleinmann et al., 2011; 
Melchers et al., 2020). Thus, by including an ATIC measure in a 
construct-driven SJT, the SJT can measure 1) response judgment, 2) 
situation evaluation, and 3) a general ability to correctly decipher 
situational demands (i.e., ATIC). 

1.2.2.1. The ability to identify criteria and response judgment. The theo
retical assumptions underlying ATIC posit that candidates better at 
perceiving the situational demands in simulation-based predictor 
methods manage to show more relevant behaviors (i.e., behaviors that 
reflect the constructs being assessed) and therefore receive better scores 
on the targeted constructs. In other words, ATIC helps candidates figure 
out what traits are being assessed in the SJT based on the situational 
cues, thereby facilitating the expression of these traits through their 

response judgment (Fan et al., 2016; Tett et al., 2021). Empirical evi
dence suggests that ATIC may indeed predict candidates' performance in 
simulation-based predictor methods (Ingold et al., 2015; Kleinmann 
et al., 2011). The present study extends the existing ATIC research by 
examining how ATIC relates to response judgment in SJTs, answering 
calls for research revealing the cognitive process of responding to situ
ational cues and how SJTs work (Fan et al., 2016; Harris et al., 2016). 
Accordingly, we postulated the following: 

Hypothesis 3. ATIC predicts response judgment in a construct-driven 
SJT. 

1.2.2.2. Incremental validity of the ability to identify criteria over and 
above response judgment. ATIC accounts for candidates' performance in 
simulation-based predictor methods (Ferris et al., 2002; Kleinmann 
et al., 2011) and on the job (Ingold et al., 2015; Jansen et al., 2013; 
Oostrom et al., 2016). Although ATIC and response judgment are ex
pected to be correlated, we argue that ATIC has incremental validity 
over and above response judgment in predicting work performance (i.e., 
task and interpersonal performance). Specifically, ATIC helps candi
dates discern evaluation criteria, which affects their response judgment 
(Fan et al., 2016), and helps improve their work performance (Klein
mann et al., 2011; Oostrom et al., 2016). Thus, ATIC predicts work 
performance because it increases candidates' social effectiveness, which 
refers to “the ability to effectively read, understand, and control social 
interactions” (Ferris et al., 2002, p. 49). This suggests that ATIC captures 
unique abilities and skills only partly captured by response judgment. 
Accordingly, we postulated the following: 

Hypothesis 4. ATIC predicts task performance (H4a) and interper
sonal performance (H4b) over and above response judgment in a 
construct-driven SJT. 

1.2.2.3. Incremental validity of situation evaluation over and above the 
ability to identify criteria. Given that situation evaluation and ATIC 
capture related yet distinct individual differences (Ingold et al., 2015; 
Krumm et al., 2015), we compared their criterion-related validity in 
predicting work performance. We argue that situation evaluation ex
plains additional variance in work performance over and above ATIC for 
the following two reasons. First, situation evaluation refers to candi
dates' psychological construal of the situation and is most likely to reflect 
noncognitive individual differences (Funder, 2016; Rauthmann et al., 
2014; Ziegler et al., 2019), while ATIC refers to candidates' cognitive 
construal of the situation and is most likely to reflect cognitive ability, 
skills, and knowledge. Generally, traits have incremental validity in 
predicting work performance over and above ability (e.g., Lee et al., 
2019). Second, construct-driven SJTs may be relatively transparent in 
terms of the targeted traits that are being assessed. Such transparency 
may limit the variance in the cognitive construal of the situation (i.e., 
ATIC; Ingold et al., 2015) but does not need to reduce variance in the 
psychological construal of the situation (i.e., situational judgment). 
Accordingly, we postulated the following: 

Hypothesis 5. Situation evaluation predicts task performance (H5a) 
and interpersonal performance (H5b) over and above ATIC in a 
construct-driven SJT. 

1.3. Overview studies 

We conducted three studies to show the value of revealing candi
dates' thought process leading up to response judgment in a construct- 
driven SJT measuring cooperativeness. In Study 1, we developed two 
situational construal measures (i.e., situation evaluation and ATIC) and 
conducted interviews to reveal participants' thoughts about situational 
cues. In Study 2, we examined the role of situation evaluation and ATIC 
in response judgment and tested their incremental validity over and 
above response judgment in predicting work performance (i.e., task and 
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interpersonal performance). We focused on task and interpersonal per
formance because cooperativeness is seen as one of the 21st century 
skills that can predict both types of valued organizational behaviors 
across many jobs (Sackett & Walmsley, 2014). Finally, in Study 3, we 
strengthened the internal validity of our findings in Study 2 by testing 
the order effects of measuring situation evaluation and response 
judgment. 

2. Study 1 

Study 1 aimed to develop a situational judgment and ATIC measure 
for a construct-driven SJT, which were used in subsequent studies. 
Following the development of the two situational construal measures, 
we conducted interviews to explore whether our two new measures 
reveal individual differences in situational construal and to reveal why 
participants consider certain situational cues to be crucial. 

2.1. Method 

We developed two situational construal measures (i.e., situation 
evaluation and ATIC) and conducted the interviews using a validated 
construct-driven SJT that measured cooperativeness (CO-SJT; Wang, 
2022). This CO-SJT consisted of eight items comprising rich situational 
cues (in the situation descriptions), which enabled us to investigate the 
validity of the situational construal measures. For each CO-SJT item, 
three possible response options were presented following each situation 
description. Participants were asked to indicate their behavioral ten
dency (i.e., indicate the likelihood that they would respond that way) for 
each response option on a 6-point Likert scale. Participants received 6 
points if they assessed the highly effective option as (very) likely and 1 
point if they assessed it as (very) unlikely. Similarly, participants 
received 6 points if they assessed the highly ineffective option as (very) 
unlikely and 1 point if they assessed it as (very) likely. Scores on 
response options were averaged to create an overall score for each item, 
ranging from 1 to 6. 

2.1.1. Development of situation evaluation measure 
Ten experts1 (five managers and five postgraduate students; three 

men and seven women; Mage = 26.90 years, SD = 3.60; Mwork experience =

3.30 years, SD = 2.58) independently read the situation descriptions of 
the CO-SJT (Wang, 2022). Then, together, they identified all situational 
cues that conveyed a unique piece of information that may elicit trait- 
expressive behaviors. These cues were labeled as A, B, C, and D (and if 
there were five situational cues also E) according to the order in which 
they were presented. Then, to generate the scoring key for the situation 
evaluation measure, nine experts (five male and four female; Mage =

30.22 years, SD = 3.15; Mwork experience = 4.67 years, SD = 2.74) rated 
the importance of each labeled situational cue on a 3-point Likert-type 
scale, with 1 = not crucial, 2 = somewhat crucial, and 3 = crucial (ICC 
= 0.84), which then served as scoring keys. To measure situation eval
uation, participants are asked after each SJT situation to indicate which 
situational cue they consider the most crucial for deriving their 
response. They receive 3 points if they choose a crucial cue, 2 points if 
they choose a somewhat crucial cue, and 1 point if they choose a cue that 
the experts did not deem crucial. The scoring keys for situation evalu
ation can be found in Table S1. 

2.1.2. Development of the ability to identify criteria measure 
ATIC is typically measured using an open-ended approach (e.g., 

Ingold et al., 2015; Kleinmann, 1993; Oostrom et al., 2016), in which 
participants are instructed to write down assumptions about targeted 
dimensions and example behaviors. Afterward, trained raters rate the fit 
with the targeted dimensions. However, Speer et al. (2014) introduced a 
multiple-choice approach in which participants are instructed to select 
the most and least important dimension from a larger list of dimensions. 
Following Speer et al.'s approach, we also developed a multiple-choice 
ATIC measure in which we compare participants' assumptions 
regarding the evaluated dimensions to experts' judgment of the di
mensions being measured in each item (e.g., Kleinmann et al., 2011). 
Nine experts (five men, four women; Mage = 25.33 years, SD = 0.50) 
created a list of evaluated dimensions for each item. Cooperativeness 
serves as the scoring key for each item because the CO-SJT was devel
oped to measure cooperativeness. Besides, the experts wrote down 
several distractors (e.g., leadership or responsibility) and discussed them 
to determine the final response options. To measure ATIC participants 
are asked, after their response judgment, to indicate which dimension is 
most likely to be evaluated with the item. They are presented with five 
options: a correct option, three distractors, and an “other skills or abil
ity” category. They receive 1 point for choosing the correct dimension (i. 
e., cooperativeness) and 0 points for choosing any of the other 
dimensions. 

2.1.3. Interviews 

2.1.3.1. Participants and procedure. Given that data saturation is 
generally expected after 20–30 interviews (Marshall et al., 2013), we 
interviewed 30 Ph.D. students (17 women, 13 men) from China major
ing in Business Administration. On average, they were 25.10 years old 
(SD = 1.00 years) and had 0.45 years (SD = 0.78) of work experience. 
Six experts (five women and one man, Mage = 26.17 years, SD = 2.93, 
Mwork experience = 2.83 years, SD = 2.64), including two personnel 
managers, two doctoral students, and two master students majoring in 
Business Administration, acted as interviewers. We obtained partici
pants' written informed consent before the interview. 

At the start of the interview, the experts presented participants with a 
short questionnaire to measure their demographic characteristics, fol
lowed by the eight items of the CO-SJT (i.e., without the situational cue 
labels nor our situation evaluation and ATIC measure). Then, the experts 
asked participants for each SJT item to indicate what they would do (i.e., 
If you were to solve the dilemma, what would you do in the situation?), 
why they would do it (e.g., perception of crucial situational cues and 
what is being assessed), and why they considered specific situational 
cues crucial (e.g., elaboration on the possible meaningful information 
that specific cues convey). The interviews lasted, on average, 18.72 min 
(SD = 8.61). Participants received a notebook and a ballpoint pen as a 
token of appreciation for their efforts. After each interview, the experts 
recorded and labeled participants' interview answers to each SJT item, 
resulting in 240 unique records of crucial situational cues, evaluated di
mensions, and elaborations on crucial situational cues (see supplementary 
materials for an explanation of the coding procedure). 

2.2. Results and discussion 

The coding of the interview answers (see Tables S2-S4) confirmed 
that participants' perceptions of crucial situational cues and evaluated 
dimensions vary from person to person. The number of participants 
believing a specific situational cue to be crucial in each situation ranged 
from 1 to 14 (see Table S2), and the number of participants considering a 
specific dimension to be measured in each item ranged from 1 to 19 (see 
Table S3). These initial findings indicate that our situational judgment 
and ATIC measure can capture individual differences in situational 
construal. 

We reviewed participants' elaboration on why they considered spe
cific cues crucial (see Table S4). Of the 240 recorded responses, 128 

1 Experts comprised human resources managers and postgraduate students. 
The human resources managers worked at different organizations and had more 
than two years of experience in personnel selection. The postgraduate students 
had majored in business administration, and, therefore, had good knowledge of 
personality traits, including cooperativeness. 
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times (53.3 %) participants indicated that they found a situational cue 
crucial because it conveyed information about specific problems and 
their causes and possible consequences. Furthermore, participants 
indicated 112 times (46.7 %) that the situational cue signified implicit 
principles for solving a problem. These findings suggest that participants 
concentrate on situational cues that offer hints about which traits to 
show to solve the presented dilemma. 

Thus, Study 1 suggests that participants differ in terms of their sit
uation evaluation and ATIC and that these two types of situational 
construal may shape response judgment. However, these insights de
mand a further empirical investigation. Accordingly, in Study 2, we 
examined the extent to which situation evaluation and ATIC predict 
response judgment and work performance. 

3. Study 2 

Study 2 aimed to examine the role of situation evaluation and ATIC 
in response judgment and to test the incremental validity of these two 
types of situational construal over and above response judgment in 
predicting work performance. 

3.1. Method 

3.1.1. Participants and procedure 
Study 2 comprised two samples: a student sample and an employee 

sample. The student sample comprised 136 Chinese master students (53 
men, 83 women; Mage = 28.10 years, SD = 9.70). The students volun
tarily participated in this study as an optional task for a Human Resource 
Management course. As study participation was rated and rewarded 
with extra study credits, the students were motivated to perform well. 
Indeed, all participants passed our attention check item (i.e., “Please 
choose the strongly disagree option for this question”), indicating they 
took the test seriously. We believe these students are a relevant sample 
because working in teams is a required part of this course and cooper
ativeness is an important predictor of team outcomes (e.g., Bradley 
et al., 2013). A total of 116 participants were part-time MBA students, 
and 20 were full-time students. The average work experience was 3.10 
years (SD = 3.66). The average grade point average (GPA) was 3.01 
points (SD = 0.83). Data were collected online at three time points. At 
the beginning of the course (Time 1), participants gave their informed 
consent, completed a personality inventory, and provided demographic 
information. One month later (Time 2), participants completed the SJT. 
Finally, at the end of the course (Time 3), participants' team leaders 
evaluated their task performance, and five team members rated their 
interpersonal performance. 

The employee sample comprised 154 employees from a public or
ganization in eastern China (92 women, 62 men; Mage = 28.90 years, SD 
= 3.02; Mwork experience = 2.56 years, SD = 1.46). The employees were 
told that the test was part of an upcoming training program important 
for their career development. They voluntarily participated without 
payment. The results of the attention check indicated that all partici
pants took the test seriously. We reached these participants via the 
human resources manager of the organization. All employees in this 
organization work in teams. Participants provided their informed con
sent before completing a personality inventory, some basic demographic 
questions (Time 1), and CO-SJT (Time 2) over a one-month interval. One 
month later (Time 3), participants' supervisors evaluated their task 
performance, and three team members rated their interpersonal per
formance (i.e., their interactive behaviors in teamwork during a job 
rotation). Participants and raters were unaware of the SJT scores before 
the performance assessment. 

3.1.2. Measures 

3.1.2.1. SJT. We used the eight-item CO-SJT to measure situation 

evaluation, response judgment, and ATIC (see Appendix SA in supple
mentary materials). Each SJT situation description was followed by one 
item assessing situation evaluation, three response options assessing 
response judgment, and one item assessing ATIC (see Appendix A for a 
sample item). 

3.1.2.2. Situation evaluation. We measured situation evaluation 
(αstudent = 0.71, αemployee = 0.72) using the situation evaluation measure 
developed in Study 1. Following each SJT situation, participants were 
asked to indicate the most crucial situational cue as an indicator of their 
situation evaluation. We averaged the scores on the eight items to create 
an overall score ranging from 1 to 3. 

3.1.2.3. Response judgment. We assessed response judgment (αstudent =

0.70, αemployee = 0.62) by asking participants to indicate their behavioral 
tendency for each response option on a 6-point Likert-type scale. We 
averaged the scores on the eight items to create a response judgment 
score ranging from 1 to 6. 

3.1.2.4. ATIC. We tested ATIC (αstudent = 0.70, αemployee = 0.70) using 
the multiple-choice measure developed in Study 1. Following their 
response judgment, participants were asked to choose the dimension 
most likely to be evaluated with that item. We averaged the scores on the 
eight items to create an ATIC score ranging from 0 to 1. 

3.1.2.5. Work performance. We measured work performance via a three- 
item task performance scale and a three-item interpersonal performance 
scale (see Appendix SB in supplementary materials), adapted from the 
Work Role Performance scale by Griffin et al. (2007). Supervisors rated 
participants' task performance (e.g., “Carried out the core parts of the 
task assigned to him/her well,” αstudent = 0.83, αemployee = 0.76) on a 5- 
point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (very little) to 5 (great deal). Five of 
participants' team members in the student sample and three of partici
pants' team members in the employee sample rated participants' inter
personal performance (e.g., “Coordinated his or her work with team 
members,” student sample: α = 0.75, rWG(J) = 0.88; employee sample: α 
= 0.73, rWG(J) = 0.83) on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (very 
little) to 5 (great deal). 

3.2. Results 

3.2.1. Preliminary analyses 
The means, standard deviations, and correlations of all variables for 

both samples are reported in Tables S5–S6. In both samples, situation 
evaluation and ATIC were significantly related to response judgment. 
Moreover, situation evaluation, ATIC, and response judgment were 
significantly associated with task and interpersonal performance. 

3.2.2. Hypothesis testing 
We postulated that situation evaluation would predict response 

judgment (H1) and have incremental validity over and above response 
judgment in predicting task performance (H2a) and interpersonal per
formance (H2b). Table 1 shows that situation evaluation was a signifi
cant predictor of response judgment (βstudent = 0.31, p < .001; βemployee 
= 0.39, p < .001). Therefore, H1 was supported. 

Hypothesis 2 was tested via hierarchical regression analyses, with 
response judgment in the first step and situation evaluation in the sec
ond step. Table 2 shows that situation evaluation predicted task per
formance (βstudent = 0.18, p = .03; βemployee = 0.17, p = .04) and 
interpersonal performance (βstudent = 0.22, p < .01; βemployee = 0.26, p 
< .01) over and above response judgment. Moreover, situation evalu
ation explained additional variance in task performance (ΔR2

student =

0.03, p = .03; ΔR2
employee = 0.03, p = .04) and interpersonal performance 

(ΔR2
student = 0.05, p < .01; ΔR2

employee = 0.05, p < .01) over and above 
response judgment. Thus, H2a and H2b were supported. 
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We hypothesized that ATIC would predict response judgment (H3) 
and have incremental validity over and above response judgment in 
predicting task performance (H4a) and interpersonal performance 
(H4b). Table 1 shows that ATIC was significantly related to response 
judgment (βstudent = 0.29, p < .01; remployee = 0.31, p < .01), supporting 
H3. Table 2 shows the results of hierarchical regression analysis with 
response judgment in the first step and ATIC in the second step. In 
contrast with H4a, ATIC incrementally predicted task performance over 
and above response judgment in the employee sample (βemployee = 0.26, 
ΔR2

employee = 0.06, p < .01), but not in the student sample (βstudent =

0.16, ΔR2
student = 0.02, p = .06). However, ATIC incrementally predicted 

interpersonal performance (βstudent = 0.21, p = .01, ΔR2
student = 0.04; 

βemployee = 0.23, p < .01, ΔR2
employee = 0.05) over and above response 

judgment, thus supporting H4b. 
We posited that situation evaluation would have incremental val

idity over and above ATIC in predicting task performance (H5a) and 

interpersonal performance (H5b). Table 3 shows the results of hierar
chical regression analysis with ATIC in the first step and situation 
evaluation in the second step. As predicted, situation evaluation pre
dicted task performance (βstudent = 0.22, p = .01; βemployee = 0.21, p < 
.01) and interpersonal performance (βstudent = 0.25, p < .01; βemployee =

0.28, p < .01) and explained additional variance in task performance 
(ΔR2

student = 0.05, p = .01; ΔR2
employee = 0.04, p < .01) and interpersonal 

performance (ΔR2
student = 0.06, p < .01; ΔR2

employee = 0.08, p < .01) over 
and above ATIC. Thus, H5a and H5b were supported. 

3.2.3. Additional analyses 
We included control variables (i.e., work experience, several per

sonality traits, and cognitive ability; see supplementary materials for our 
argumentation) in our hypothesized models to test the robustness of our 
findings. These analyses showed similar results, except for H4a. Spe
cifically, ATIC explained additional variance in interpersonal perfor
mance but not in task performance over and above response judgment in 
the student sample (β = 0.13, p = .16, ΔR2 = 0.01) and employee sample 
(β = 0.15, p = .07, ΔR2 = 0.02) when the control variables were 
included. Besides, we found that cognitive ability (β = 0.26, p < .01) 
significantly predicted task performance in the employee sample. This 
finding suggests that the validity of cognitive construal in predicting 
task performance is partly because of its common variance with cogni
tive ability, confirming that “the identification of criteria is a cognitive 
construal” (Kleinmann et al., 2011, p.134). 

3.3. Discussion 

Study 2 shows that situation evaluation and ATIC are significantly 
and positively related to response judgment, providing empirical evi
dence for the findings in Study 1 that individuals' perceptions of crucial 

Table 1 
Hierarchical linear regression results of situation evaluation and ability to 
identify criteria on response judgment (Study 2).  

Variables Response judgment 

Student sample (N =
136) 

Employee sample (N =
154) 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Situation evaluation  0.31**   0.39**  
Ability to identify criteria   0.29**   0.31** 
F  14.29**  12.58**  27.71**  16.08** 
R2  0.10  0.09  0.15  0.10 
Adjusted R2  0.09  0.08  0.15  0.09 

Note. This table reports the standardized beta coefficients. *p < .05, **p < .01. 

Table 2 
Hierarchical linear regression results of situation evaluation and ability to identify criteria over response judgment in predicting task performance and interpersonal 
performance (Study 2).  

Variables Student sample (N = 136) Employee sample (N = 154) 

Task performance Interpersonal performance Task performance Interpersonal performance 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 

Response judgment  0.28**  0.29**  0.29**  0.30**  0.26**  0.25**  0.20*  0.23* 
Situation evaluation  0.18*   0.22**   0.17*   0.26**  
Ability to identify criteria   0.16† 0.21*   0.26**   0.23** 
F  11.33**  10.68**  14.07**  13.69**  11.92**  15.81**  13.31**  12.47** 
R2  0.15  0.14  0.17  0.17  0.14  0.17  0.15  0.14 
ΔR2  0.03*  0.02† 0.05**  0.04*  0.03*  0.06**  0.06**  0.05** 
Adjusted R2  0.13  0.13  0.16  0.16  0.12  0.16  0.14  0.13 

Note. This table reports the standardized beta coefficients. 
† p < .10. 
* p < .05. 
** p < .01. 

Table 3 
Hierarchical linear regression results of situation evaluation over the ability to identify criteria in predicting task performance and interpersonal performance (Study 
2).  

Variables Student sample (N = 136) Employee sample (N = 154) 

Task performance Interpersonal performance Task performance Interpersonal performance 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 

Ability to identify criteria  0.24**  0.19*  0.30**  0.23**  0.34**  0.29  0.30**  0.24** 
Situation evaluation   0.22*   0.25**   0.21**   0.28** 
F  8.41**  7.66**  13.29**  11.73**  19.94**  14.19**  15.40**  15.27** 
R2  0.06  0.10  0.09  0.15  0.12  0.16  0.09  0.17 
ΔR2  0.06**  0.05*  0.09**  0.06**  0.12**  0.04**  0.09**  0.08** 
Adjusted R2  0.05  0.09  0.08  0.14  0.11  0.15  0.09  0.16 

Note. This table reports the standardized beta coefficients. 
* p < .05. 
** p < .01. 
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situational cues and evaluated dimensions shape response judgment. 
Moreover, situation evaluation significantly predicts task performance 
and interpersonal performance over and above response judgment and 
ATIC, implying that situation evaluation taps into individual differences 
not captured by response judgment and ATIC. It is important to note that 
the criterion-related validity of our SJT measuring cooperativeness for 
predicting task performance was almost as high as for predicting inter
personal performance. One possible explanation is that cooperativeness 
is an important factor contributing to high task performance when 
working in teams, which is increasingly common in today's work envi
ronment (Griffin et al., 2007; Lee et al., 2019). 

4. Study 3 

Study 3 aimed to strengthen the internal validity of our findings by 
comparing the incremental validity of situation evaluation over and 
above response judgment and ATIC in predicting work performance 
with two different test orders of situation evaluation and response 
judgment. 

4.1. Method 

4.1.1. Participants and procedure 
Participants were 266 master students (101 men, 165 women; 123 

part-time MBA students, 143 full-time students), majoring in Business 
Administration. As in Study 2, students voluntarily participated in this 
study as an optional task (for extra study credits) for a Human Resource 
Management course. Consistent with Study 2, our attention check 
showed that participants took the test seriously. Working in teams was a 
required part of this course. Their mean age was 28.8 years (SD = 7.19), 
and they had an average of 5.18 years (SD = 3.79) of internship or work 
experience with an average GPA of 3.07 (SD = 0.77). We randomly 
divided the participants into two groups. The first group of participants 
(i.e., situation evaluation first; n = 133) completed the CO-SJT with the 
situation evaluation item presented before response judgments. In 
contrast, the second group of participants (i.e., response judgment first; 
n = 133) completed the CO-SJT with the response judgments presented 
before the situation evaluation item. Data were collected online at two 
time points. At Time 1, participants provided their informed consent and 
completed a personality inventory, demographic information items, and 
the SJT (i.e., situation evaluation, response judgment, and ATIC). One 
month later (Time 2), without being aware of the SJT scores, the par
ticipants' team leader evaluated their task performance. Three team 
members rated their interpersonal performance. The two groups did not 
differ in demographic and personality traits, except for Openness, t 
(264) = 2.57, p = .01, d = 0.32. 

4.1.2. Measures 

4.1.2.1. SJT. We used the same eight-item CO-SJT as in Study 2 and 
generated a new version of the CO-SJT by switching the order of 
response judgment and situation evaluation. 

4.1.2.2. Situation evaluation. We measured situation evaluation 
(αsituation evaluation first = 0.74, αresponse judgment first = 0.68) using the same 
measure as in Study 2. 

4.1.2.3. Response judgment. We assessed response judgment (αsituation 

evaluation first = 0.71, αresponse judgment first = 0.73) using the same measure 
as in Study 2. 

4.1.2.4. ATIC. We used the same ATIC measure (αsituation evaluation first =

0.74, αresponse judgment first = 0.72) as in Study 2. 

4.1.2.5. Work performance. We measured task performance (αsituation 

evaluation first = 0.74, αsituation evaluation first = 0.71) and interpersonal 
performance (αsituation evaluation first = 0.87, rWG(J) = 0.88; αresponse judgment 

first = 0.88, rWG(J) = 0.89) using the same scales as in Study 2. 

4.2. Results and discussion 

4.2.1. Preliminary analyses 
The means, standard deviations, and correlations of all variables in 

the two groups are reported in Tables S7–S8. Situation evaluation was 
significantly related to response judgment and ATIC in both groups. 
Furthermore, situation evaluation, ATIC, and response judgment were 
significantly associated with both task and interpersonal performance in 
both groups. 

4.2.2. Hypothesis testing 
Following the same analysis strategy as in Study 2, we found a 

consistent pattern of results (see Tables S9-S12 in supplementary ma
terials) as in Study 2, supporting all the hypotheses. Moreover, we 
compared the regression coefficients using z-tests to test the order effect 
(Paternoster et al., 1998). Results showed no significant difference in 
incremental validity of situation evaluation over and above response 
judgment in predicting task performance (z = 0.72, p = .47) and inter
personal performance (z = − 0.07, p = .94) between the two groups. 
These results provide further support for H2a and H2b. Similarly, test 
order did not affect the incremental validity of situation evaluation over 
and above ATIC in predicting task (z = 0.46, p = .64) and interpersonal 
performance (z = − 0.17, p = .86). These results provide further support 
for H5a and H5b. 

4.3. Additional analyses 

As in Study 2, we included work experience, several personality 
traits, and cognitive ability as control variables in our hypothesized 
models to test the robustness of our findings. These analyses showed 
similar results, except for H4a. Specifically, ATIC explained additional 
variance in interpersonal performance but not in task performance over 
and above response judgment for the situation evaluation first group (β 
= 0.16, p = .06, ΔR2 = 0.02) and the response judgment first group (β =
0.11, p = .16, ΔR2 = 0.01) when the control variables were included. 
Furthermore, cognitive ability significantly predicted task performance 
(β = 0.31, p < .01) for the situation evaluation first group. 

4.4. Discussion 

Study 3 shows that situation evaluation and ATIC are significantly 
and positively related to response judgment, regardless of the order in 
which situation evaluation and response judgment are measured. 
Similarly, the criterion-related and incremental validity of situation 
evaluation, ATIC, and response judgment seems independent of the 
measurement order. Thus, adding construal measures does not seem to 
harm the criterion-related validity of response judgment but instead 
appears to increase the overall predictive power of a construct-driven 
SJT. 

5. General discussion 

We developed two types of situational construal: situation evaluation 
and ATIC based on the CO-SJT. This research shed light on the role of 
situational construal in arriving at a response judgment: situation 
evaluation and ATIC predicted response judgment and unique variance 
in work performance. Thus, by adding measures of situation evaluation 
and ATIC to an SJT, the validity of response judgment remains the same, 
whereas the overall criterion-related validity of the SJT increases. These 
findings offer several meaningful theoretical and practical implications. 
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5.1. Theoretical implications 

This research contributes to the SJT literature in several ways. First, 
by differentiating between psychological construal (i.e., situation eval
uation) and cognitive construal (i.e., ATIC) and showing that both types 
of situational construal shape response judgment, we integrate the SJT 
(Freudenstein et al., 2020; Rockstuhl et al., 2015) and the ATIC litera
ture (Jansen et al., 2013; Kleinmann et al., 2011; Oostrom et al., 2016), 
extend TAT (Tett et al., 2021), and advance current knowledge of the 
thought process leading up to response judgment (e.g., Grand, 2020; 
Martin-Raugh & Kell, 2021). A host of research building on TAT has 
established that situational cues activate traits and allow candidates to 
express these traits through response judgment (e.g., Harris et al., 2016; 
Krumm et al., 2015; Lievens et al., 2021). However, which specific 
situational cues are most likely to activate relevant traits expressed 
through response judgments remains unclear. Our study suggests that 
cues that convey information about specific problems and their causes 
and possible consequences or signify implicit principles for solving a 
problem play an important role in the above-mentioned trait activation 
effect. In line with TAT, these cues serve as stimuli and provide oppor
tunities for people to express their traits. For example, cues that signify 
implicit principles of cooperation (like inviting other members to join 
your team) serve as stimuli for cooperative activities of people with high 
cooperativeness because those people inherently tend to cooperate with 
others to solve a problem. Given that these cues seem to activate specific 
traits (in this case, cooperativeness), we advise SJT developers to 
include these situational cues in future construct-driven SJTs. Although 
our situational construal measures did not build on existing situational 
taxonomies, some of the identified situational cues showed significant 
overlap with the Situational Eight DIAMONDS (Rauthmann et al., 2014) 
and Reeder's (2013) framework (see Appendix SC in supplementary 
materials). 

Our findings align with previous studies (Freudenstein et al., 2020; 
Rockstuhl et al., 2015), demonstrating that situational construal affects 
response judgment. However, we also extend previous studies in two 
important ways. First, we provide two new multiple-response ap
proaches to measure situational construal in SJTs. These multiple- 
response approaches answer repeated calls for selected-response (or 
objective) approaches to assess situational construal (Lievens et al., 
2021; Rockstuhl et al., 2015). Second, we expand existing selected- 
response approaches to assess situational construal by focusing on 
how candidates value specific trait-relevant cues in a situation. Thus far, 
researchers have proposed approaches based on validated situational 
taxonomies. For example, Freudenstein et al. (2020) proposed a 
selected-response measurement based on the Situational Eight DI
AMONDS (e.g., duty and intellect; Rauthmann et al., 2014), and Golu
bovich et al. (2022) used Reeder's (2013) framework (e.g., task demands 
and competition/power). However, these taxonomies are rather broad 
and do not always apply to typical work-related SJTs (e.g., mating in the 
DIAMONDS taxonomy; Rauthmann et al., 2014). Furthermore, adopting 
Reeder's (2013) list of situational cues would mean that candidates need 
to complete a 43-item situational-cues inventory following each SJT 
item. Thus, Reeder's taxonomy seems more useful for SJT development 
(see Golubovich et al., 2022) than situational construal measurement. 
Thus, our situational construal measures provide a fine-grained under
standing of the thought process leading up to response judgment while 
being easily applicable. 

Second, by showing that situation evaluation and ATIC incremen
tally predict work performance over and above response judgment, we 
improve the understanding of how SJTs work and offer a potential 
means to increase their criterion-related validity. Although a range of 
factors can contribute to performance in work-related situations 
(Lievens & Motowidlo, 2016; Rockstuhl et al., 2015), this study zoomed 
in on an often neglected predictor: situational construal. We showed that 
situation evaluation and ATIC explain unique variances in work per
formance. Thus, adding a measure of these two types of situational 

construal to a construct-driven SJT allows for a more thorough assess
ment of job-relevant characteristics, which can increase the overall 
criterion-related validity of the SJT. As such, the present study also 
contributes to the current debate on the role of situation descriptions in 
construct-driven SJTs by providing further evidence on the importance 
of situational construal in SJTs (Krumm et al., 2015; Schäpers, Mussel, 
et al., 2020). Dropping situation descriptions to shorten items could 
seem appealing. However, the validity gains we observed for our SJT by 
adding situational construal measures suggest that capturing candidates' 
perceptions of situation descriptions might be a better way to improve 
SJTs than removing these descriptions. 

Finally, we contribute to the ATIC literature (Jansen et al., 2013; 
Kleinmann et al., 2011; Oostrom et al., 2016) by showing that ATIC has 
more incremental validity over and above response judgment in pre
dicting interpersonal than task performances. Considering that ATIC 
captures cognitive construal, it shares common variance with cognitive 
ability (Melchers et al., 2020), which may explain why the incremental 
validity of ATIC in predicting task performance was further reduced 
when controlling for a cognitive ability measure (Kleinmann et al., 
2011). It could also be that our construct-driven SJT was relatively 
transparent, which may have limited the variance in ATIC. Thus, 
replicating these findings using less transparent simulation-based pre
dictor methods is important. 

5.2. Practical implications 

This research offers several practical implications. First, we advise 
practitioners to incorporate situation evaluation and ATIC when using 
construct-driven SJTs in personnel selection contexts. Thus, the SJT 
incorporates the psychological interpretation of situational cues for 
specific traits and a general ability to identify evaluated dimensions and 
may therefore have higher validity for predicting work performance. 
Furthermore, incorporating situation evaluation items and ATIC items in 
an SJT requires candidates to report their feelings about situational cues, 
which could make candidates react more favorably to SJTs because they 
have more opportunities to demonstrate their skills (Rolland & Steiner, 
2007). However, some test-takers may dislike longer assessments, 
leading to higher attrition rates (Hardy et al., 2017). This implication 
should be tested in future research. 

Second, this research provides some evidence-based advice for 
practitioners on generating situational construal measures (see Study 1). 
Specifically, practitioners can develop situational construal measures for 
each item by asking experts to a) identify situational cues that convey 
unique information as possible response options for situation evalua
tion, b) determine targeted dimensions and distractors as possible 
response options for ATIC, and c) generate scoring keys for these op
tions. Such situational construal measures are easy to score and imple
ment in large-scale testing programs, making them attractive options for 
early recruitment and selection stages (Rockstuhl et al., 2015). We also 
recommend the application of situation evaluation and ATIC to other 
types of construct-driven SJTs (e.g., video-based SJTs) as well as other 
simulation-based predictors, such as assessment centers (Schollaert & 
Lievens, 2012) and situational interviews (Oostrom et al., 2016), to 
assess candidates' qualities better. However, this implication demands 
further investigation in future research because the validity of our 
situational construal measures may vary owing to differences between 
these simulated-based instruments (e.g., fidelity and test length). 

5.3. Limitations and suggestions for future research 

Despite the abovementioned implications, several limitations should 
be noted and addressed in future research. First, our research echoes 
Lievens et al.'s (2021) recommendation that “SJTs can be extended for 
use as a novel approach for assessing situation construal” (p. 298). 
However, we proposed situational construal measures for a construct- 
driven SJT measuring a single personality facet. We focused on a 

D. Wang et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   



Personality and Individual Differences 208 (2023) 112182

9

construct-driven SJT because these types of SJTs are often designed 
based on TAT (e.g., Golubovich et al., 2022; Oostrom et al., 2019). 
However, given that all SJTs, including traditional SJTs, contain situa
tional cues, we suggest that the two types of situational construal could 
predict response judgment and work performance in various SJTs. 
However, we expected that the validity of situational construal might be 
contingent on the extent to which the SJTs contain situational cues that 
activate individual differences. Other potential boundary conditions 
may be the number of situational cues and the format of the response 
options. Indeed, Krumm et al. (2015) argued that highly contextualized 
items might be more suited to measure situational construal than 
generic items. Future research is needed to test these predictions and 
strengthen our findings' generalizability to other SJTs. 

Second, we showed the value of measuring situation evaluation and 
ATIC in work-related and academic contexts but not in selection con
texts. Previous has research suggested that findings based on incumbent 
and academic samples provide theoretical and practical implications for 
personnel selection practices (e.g., Krumm et al., 2015; Rockstuhl et al., 
2015). However, just like would-do SJTs are answered by candidates as 
should-do SJTs in high-stakes settings (Weekley et al., 2015), cognitive 
construal (ATIC) and psychological construal (situation evaluation) may 
also show more overlap when candidates have a strong motivation to 
perform well (Ingold et al., 2015). Thus, to generalize our findings 
further, specifically concerning the incremental validity of situation 

evaluation and ATIC, we suggest that future research apply these situ
ational construal measures in real selection contexts. 
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Appendix A. Sample item measuring situation evaluation, response judgment, and ATIC  

Situational stem A) Your superior has assigned you an urgent task. B) You come up with a preliminary plan, but feel that the plan may have potential problems. C) However, you 
don't know where the problem is. D) You are worried that these potential problems may cause trouble. E) You can organize a meeting to discuss your plan, but 
that takes time. What would you do? 

Situation 
evaluation 

Which situational cue do you consider to be the most crucial in the above situation? 
A B C D E (1 2 2 3 1) 

Response 
judgment 

Please rate the following options to indicate the likelihood that you would respond that way in the above situation on a 6-point type scale (1 = very unlikely, 6 =
very likely). For all three options, we ask you to indicate the extent to which you would respond that way to the given situation.    

A. Carry out the task according to the preliminary plan and promptly deal with any problems found. (Reverse scored)  
B. Organize a meeting to discuss and eliminate potential problems of the preliminary plan before carrying out the task.  
C. Encourage any plans or suggestions from team members and carry out the task according to a fairly completed plan. 

ATIC Which dimension do you think is most likely to be evaluated in the above item?   

A. Cooperativeness (1)  
B. Leadership (0)  
C. Problem Solving Skills (0)  
D. Responsibility (0)  
E. Other Skills or Ability (0) 

Note. Scoring keys are in brackets and the response option in italic was reverse scored. 

Appendix B. Supplementary data 

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2023.112182. 
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