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Abstract  

 

The Situational Judgment Test (SJT) is a popular selection tool used by employers to 

make hiring decisions due to their strong predictive validity. SJTs present job candidates with 

hypothetical scenarios, asking them to choose the responses that best fit those situations. SJTs 

have been used to measure a range of knowledge, skills, and abilities, but what they measure and 

why they predict performance remains unclear. Lievens and Motowidlo (2016) called for a 

reframing of the SJT as a measure of general domain knowledge. According to their theory, SJTs 

measure procedural knowledge, which is composed of general domain knowledge—

operationalized as implicit trait policies (ITPs)—and specific job knowledge. ITPs are beliefs 

about the effectiveness of expressing trait-related behaviors in various situations that 

theoretically mediate the relationship between personality and SJT performance.  

This study utilized archival data from two samples of firefighters (novice and incumbent) 

to test the hypothesized relationships within Lievens and Motowidlo’s (2016) model, which 

included personality, implicit trait policies, tenure, and situational judgment test (SJT) 

performance. The results supported several hypothesized relationships within the model, where 

ITPs were found to partially mediate the relationship between International Personality Item Pool 

(IPIP) traits and SJT performance, and ITPs were found to significantly predict SJT performance. 

Results failed to support the hypothesis that tenure, a proxy for specific job knowledge, 

moderated the relationship between ITPs and SJT performance. Overall, these findings support 

the call to reframe SJTs as measures of general domain knowledge, which has implications for 

both theory and practice. These implications are discussed along with proposed directions for 

future research.   



 viii 

Keywords: situational judgment test, general domain knowledge, personality, implicit 

trait policies, specific job knowledge  
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CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

 

Situational judgment tests (SJTs) are a type of psychological assessment that presents job 

candidates with simulated but realistic on-the-job situations and asks them to make judgments 

about the most effective course of action (Gatewood et al., 2016). The literature on SJTs dates 

back to the 1920s, when they were first used by the military to identify suitable candidates for 

various roles but were largely forgotten until Motowidlo et al. (1990) reintroduced them to the 

field of selection research in their quest to find more cost-effective selection instruments. SJTs 

are considered low-fidelity simulations that require fewer resources to develop and administer 

when compared to high-fidelity simulations such as assessment centers, role plays, or work 

samples, making them potentially more accessible and affordable to organizations. Low-fidelity 

simulations subject candidates to written or video-based descriptions of work situations (Lievens 

et al., 2020). While there were concerns that the lower fidelity of SJTs would compromise their 

predictive validity, Motowidlo et al. (1990) found that SJTs were as predictive as and cheaper 

than their high-fidelity counterparts. These findings have led to a flurry of new research on this 

selection tool.  

Motowidlo et al. (1990) saw their findings replicated and expanded upon in the years that 

followed, providing consistent support for the ability of SJTs to effectively predict job 

performance across organizational contexts (Christian et al., 2010; McDaniel et al., 2001; 

McDaniel et al., 2007; Sackett et al., 2021). Further, SJT performance was found to correlate 

with constructs that were already known to predict job performance, namely cognitive ability and 

personality dimensions, which are constructs of great value to selection practitioners because of 

their ability to predict a number of job-related outcomes (Arthur et al., 2014; McDaniel & 
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Nguyen, 2001; McDaniel et al., 2007). Given the strength of their predictive power and ability to 

measure a wide range of characteristics, SJTs have become preferred selection tools for 

organizations seeking to make critical hiring decisions. 

However, there is still a lack of consensus regarding what SJTs measure (Motowidlo et 

al., 2006a; Whetzel & McDaniel, 2009), leading some scholars to call the state of SJT construct 

validity “a hot mess, without much theoretical or empirical guidance” (McDaniel et al., 2016, p. 

50) and “psychometric alchemy” (Landy, 2007, p. 418). Without construct validity, test results 

may misrepresent candidates’ abilities or traits, leading to the hiring of candidates who are not 

suited for the job and consequently perform poorly, which can lead to several negative 

organizational outcomes, not the least of which is litigation (Gatewood et al., 2016).     

 The process of evaluating the construct validity of a measure starts with the creation of a 

clear theoretical framework that defines the constructs of interest and their theoretical 

relationships with one another (Shadish et al., 2006). To that end, Motowidlo et al. (2006a) 

proposed a theoretical model to explain SJT performance. In their model, they posited that SJTs 

capture a type of general procedural knowledge about which behaviors are most effective in 

work situations. According to their theory, the antecedents of this knowledge include general life 

experience and individual personality traits.    

In order to test the relationships within their theoretical model, Motowidlo et al. (2006b) 

operationalized general domain knowledge as implicit trait policies (ITPs), which are general 

beliefs about what type of behavior is most effective in particular situations. These beliefs (ITPs) 

are shaped by an individual’s personality and life experience, and ultimately mediate the 

relationship between personality and SJT performance. In the years that followed, several studies 

demonstrated initial support for several relationships within the model, specifically personality 
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(IPIP traits of conscientiousness, agreeableness, and extraversion) as an antecedent of ITPs, and 

ITPs as both antecedents of SJT performance and as overall predictors of job performance 

(Motowidlo et al., 2006b; Miller et al., 2008; Motowidlo & Beier, 2010; Oostrom et al., 2012). 

However, these studies did not include all IPIP traits (namely emotional stability), or a measure 

of specific job knowledge and were conducted on samples drawn from undergraduate students in 

academic settings, limiting the generalizability of the findings. The limitations of these initial 

findings suggest that further investigation into the relationships within the model is warranted. 

In 2016, Lievens and Motowidlo updated and expanded upon the Motowidlo et al. 

(2006a) model to include additional antecedents of SJT performance, including cognitive ability, 

emotional intelligence, values, and interests and added specific job knowledge as a component of 

general domain knowledge. This present study drew upon the expanded Lievens and Motowidlo 

(2016) model and evaluated the role of general domain knowledge (operationalized as ITPs), or 

the beliefs about what personality traits should be expressed in hypothetical scenarios, as a 

mediator of SJT performance within a previously untested population of firefighters. 

Additionally, it examined whether job tenure, a proxy for specific job knowledge, moderates the 

relationship between ITPs and SJT performance. In doing so, this study aimed to provide clarity 

about what SJTs measure and why they are predictive of job performance.  

Purpose of this Study 

This present study was a replication study and as such, it aimed to contribute to the 

viability of the Lievens and Motowidlo (2016) model by confirming the validity of previous 

findings. It attempted to test whether earlier findings are generalizable to different populations by 

analyzing components of the model on a previously untested population of firefighters. By 

refining the construct domains of the SJTs, evaluating the potential validity of ITPs as a 
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predictive construct, and providing a modified method for ITP calculation, this present study 

hopes to clarify the boundaries of SJTs, discern the applicability of previous findings, and inform 

practitioners on the design and development of more cost-effective SJTs for use in employee 

selection. This study also hoped to advance the understanding of the way ITPs enable some 

candidates to perform well on SJTs.   

 This study utilized archival data provided by the Company1, a public service testing 

agency, gathered from a proprietary assessment tool called the Firefighter Assessment2 (FA). The 

FA is used by fire departments across the country to select entry-level firefighter candidates. The 

FA consists of two sections: a video-based assessment with 60 items and a 260 item self-

assessment component that measures individual traits related to job performance. The video-

based assessment contains 40 situational judgment scenarios designed to measure interpersonal 

skills (see Appendix A for a sample SJT item). Two comprehensive datasets were used, which 

included scores from novice firefighters who took the FA during their application process, along 

with scores from incumbents gathered as part of the FA validation study.  

This paper begins with a review of the literature about SJTs and the related challenges of 

construct validity, including an overview of implicit trait policies (ITPs), the role they play in 

Lievens and Motowidlo’s (2016) theory of SJT knowledge determinants and how they are 

shaped by Five Factor Model (FFM) personality traits. Following a review of relevant literature, 

the methods used to evaluate the hypotheses are discussed, a description of the sample drawn 

from an archival dataset of entry-level firefighters is provided, and the SJT and IPIP FFM 

personality measures are defined. The procedures used to conduct the analyses are outlined, 

 
1 A pseudonym, Company, is used by request of the organization for confidentiality purposes.  
2 Firefighter Assessment is a pseudonym used in place of the instrument to protect confidentiality at the request of 

the Company.  
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concluding with a discussion of the results, limitations of the study, and implications for future 

research.  
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Literature Review 

Situational Judgment Tests 

The situational judgment test (SJT) is a simulation-based selection tool used to predict 

future job performance by assessing applicants’ responses to simulated work situations 

(Matthews et al., 2018). Selection tools that utilize simulations are developed on the foundation 

of behavioral consistency logic, expressed in the adage that the best predictor of future behavior 

is past behavior (Wernimont & Campbell, 1968). To capture relevant behavioral samples that can 

be used to predict job performance, candidates are evaluated based on how they behave in 

response to simulated work scenarios that mimic actual job conditions (Motowidlo et al., 1990). 

These behavioral samples are evaluated and used to make inferences about how a candidate will 

perform on the job (Lievens & De Soete, 2012).  

Selection tools vary in the fidelity to which their simulations approximate actual job 

conditions. According to Motowidlo et al. (1990), high-fidelity simulations, such as assessment 

centers and work samples, create realistic simulations using actual work materials and settings to 

create a situation in which candidates are asked to respond as if they were in the job situation. 

Low-fidelity simulations use hypothetical situations, typically presented verbally or in writing, 

and ask candidates to identify how they would respond to a series of response options (Lievens et 

al., 2020). Selection tools that utilize high-fidelity simulations have demonstrated strong 

predictive validity (Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Sacket et al., 2021) and tend to be received well by 

candidates because of their fidelity to the job, creating a sense of fairness in the measure 

(Weekley & Ployhart, 2006). However, developing and administering these high-fidelity 

simulations requires significant investment of time and resources.   
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SJTs were reintroduced to the field of selection as part of an effort to determine whether 

low-fidelity selection tools, which are cheaper to develop and administer, predict job 

performance as effectively as their high-fidelity counterparts (Motowidlo et al., 1990). Unlike 

assessment centers that assess actual candidate behavior in a simulated work environment, SJTs 

assess how candidates believe they would behave in a hypothetical situation (Weekley & 

Ployhart, 2006). If past behavior is the best predictor of future behavior and high-fidelity 

simulations produce better behavioral samples, then high-fidelity simulations should predict job 

performance better than low-fidelity simulations. However, Motowidlo et al. (1990) found that 

low-fidelity SJTs predicted supervisory ratings of job performance (r = .30), as well as their 

high-fidelity counterparts (r = .32). These findings have led to a renewed interest in SJTs by both 

researchers and practitioners.  

Since their resurgence in the early 1990s, research has consistently demonstrated that 

SJTs reliably predict job performance across organizational contexts (Christian et al., 2010; 

McDaniel et al., 2001; McDaniel & Nguyen, 2007; Sackett et al., 2021) and have smaller mean 

group score differences (d = .4) than cognitive ability tests (d = .8) (Motowidlo & Tippins, 1993; 

Sackett et al., 2021; Weekley & Jones, 1999). SJTs demonstrate similar validity to cognitive 

ability tests, with an estimated corrected mean validity of .26 (compared to .31 for cognitive 

ability tests) and provide incremental validity above and beyond cognitive ability and personality 

assessments, suggesting that SJTs measure something beyond conventional predictors of job 

performance (Clevenger et al., 2001; Weekley & Ployhart 2006).  

Situation Descriptions  

Traditional SJT theory views the situation description as the foundation of an effective 

SJT measure (Campion & Ployhart, 2013). Situation descriptions are designed to mimic the 



 8 

psychological, intellectual, and physical aspects of the target role in such a way that candidates 

can easily imagine themselves in the situation. Candidates are then asked to respond by 

indicating how they would handle the situation if they were in it. Their responses are then scored 

against a key created by subject matter experts (SMEs) who determine what course of action is 

most effective (Motowidlo & Beier, 2010). When a candidate’s judgment about the most 

effective course of action aligns with the SMEs’ judgments, the candidate is thought to possess 

specific job knowledge about effective behavior on the job, will consequently score higher on the 

SJTs, and determined to be more suitable for the role.  

Similar to simulation fidelity, situation descriptions exist on a spectrum, often described 

as “richness,” which can be affected by the testing medium (verbal, written, or video) (Lievens & 

DeSoete, 2012). Video-based SJTs, which allow for “rich” situation descriptions, have 

demonstrated the ability to predict interpersonal constructs over and above written versions that 

typically cannot provide a rich description of a situation (Lievens & Sackett, 2006). Candidates 

typically prefer SJTs with richer situation descriptions because of their fidelity to the job to 

which they are applying (Chan & Schmitt, 2002).  

 However, recent studies have challenged the importance of situation descriptions for SJT 

performance. Studies comparing candidate performance on SJTs with and without situation 

descriptions (see Appendix B for example SJT items with and without situation descriptions) 

found that situational information was not required to answer SJT items correctly. These studies 

revealed that the characteristics of the candidates played a more significant role in the predictive 

capabilities of SJTs than the characteristics of the SJTs themselves (Jackson et al., 2017; Krumm 

et al., 2015).  These findings, based on written SJTs, also extended to video-based SJTs, where 

the presence or absence of situation descriptions has been shown to have no significant effect on 
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the construct- and criterion-related validity of SJTs (Schaepers et al., 2020). The results of these 

studies (Krumm et al., 2015; Jackson et al., 2017) indicate that while SJTs are predictive of job 

performance, there continues to be lack of clarity about which constructs are actually being 

measured. 

If SJTs predict job performance with and without situational information, this suggests 

that SJTs may not measure situation-specific constructs but rather context-independent constructs 

such as personality (Freudenstein et al., 2023) or general knowledge about effective behavior in 

work settings (Lievens & Motowidlo, 2016). Both situation-specific and context-independent 

constructs have unique value as predictors; however, the greater question at hand is whether SJTs 

intentionally measure those constructs. By understanding the role of context-independent 

constructs such as personality and general knowledge, we can potentially develop more effective 

SJTs that do not include unnecessary detail or development costs.  

Personality and Situational Judgment Test Performance  

If situation-specific factors are not as important as once thought, context-independent 

constructs such as personality may play a bigger role in SJT performance than previously 

thought. Five Factor Model (FFM) traits and SJT performance have consistently been linked to 

one another (McDaniel et al., 2001; McDaniel & Nguyen, 2007; Lievens et al., 2020; Lievens & 

Motowidlo, 2016). This relationship is so strong that some researchers have argued that SJTs can 

be used as measures of personality (Judge et al., 2013; Lievens & Schaepers et al., 2020). FFM 

dimensions of emotional stability (r = .31), conscientiousness (r = .26), and agreeableness (r = 

.25) demonstrated positive relationships with SJT performance, while extraversion (r = .06) and 

openness (r = .09) demonstrated weak relationships (McDaniel & Nguyen, 2001).  
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Initial proposals to explain the relationship between personality and SJT performance 

argued that SJT performance is a product of the interaction between the trait characteristics of the 

respondent and the trait expressiveness of the SJT (Weekley & Ployhart, 2006). Social judgment 

research has provided evidence regarding how people judge the trait characteristics of others in 

accordance with their own standing on that characteristic (Dunning & Hayes, 1996; Hovland & 

Sherif, 1952; Lambert & Wedell, 1991). More recently, research has extended these findings to 

show that different personality traits influence candidate perceptions of situations and predict 

judgment of behaviors (Serfass & Shermann, 2013). Given that SJTs are typically used to 

measure constructs related to interpersonal relationships (Christian et al., 2010), this would 

explain why those who score higher on traits related to interpersonal skills would perform better 

on SJTs.  

Trait activation theory has also been proposed to explain the relationship between 

personality and SJT performance. FFM research has shown that even though personality traits 

are relatively stable across an individual’s lifespan and across situations (Saucier & Goldberg, 

2001), the expression of these traits is contingent on the situation. Variance in trait expression 

across contexts can be attributed to contextual cues that activate or deactivate the expression of 

particular traits (Tett et al., 2003). This explains why an individual who scores high on trait 

extraversion may appear very extraverted in one situation and less extraverted in another. When 

extraversion is important for success in a role (e.g., a job in sales), it is critical for organizations 

to find people whose extraversion is activated by their organizational context. 

SJTs seek to replicate this phenomenon by exposing candidates to hypothetical work 

situations designed to mimic job conditions. These job conditions present candidates with cues to 

activate traits that inform how they perceive and judge which response options are most 
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effective. Thus, attempts to explain the relationship between personality and SJT performance 

based on trait activation theory depend on the interaction between the personality of the 

respondent and trait expressiveness of the situation description. The viability of this theory is 

called into question by the aforementioned findings (Jackson et al., 2017; Krumm et al., 2015). 

Without a situation description with which to interact, there are no situationally activated traits, 

suggesting that the way personality impacts SJT performance is not through interaction with the 

situation itself.  

In contrast, Motowidlo et al. (2006a) explained the relationship between personality and 

SJT performance in terms of dispositional fit. According to dispositional fit, the more strongly an 

individual expressed a given personality trait, the more likely they were to believe that a 

behavior which aligns with that trait will be more effective. For example, when a candidate is 

presented with an SJT scenario and asked to select the response option they deem to be most 

effective, those who score higher on a trait will be more inclined to select the response option 

which most strongly expresses that trait, regardless of its effectiveness. What dispositional fit 

could not account for, however, were those who could select the correct response option when 

the response option strongly expressed a trait on which their standing was low. Motowidlo et al. 

(2006a) believed this indicated a distinction between one’s standing on a trait and one’s 

knowledge about when a behavior that expresses that trait is most effective. For example, 

someone might be highly extraverted, but lack the knowledge of when it is most effective to act 

in an extraverted manner. This knowledge is a type of procedural knowledge that, they argued, is 

captured by SJT scores.  
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SJTs as Measures of Procedural Knowledge  

In 2006, a theory of procedural knowledge was published to explain how personality 

traits influence STJ performance (Motowidlo et al., 2006a). According to this theory (see Figure 

2), personality shapes SJT performance through implicit trait policies (ITPs), which are “implicit 

beliefs about the effectiveness of different levels of trait expression” (Motowidlo et al. 2006a, p. 

57) and an individual’s experiences. According to this theory, both individual personality traits 

and experiences are causal antecedents of their related ITPs, and these beliefs (ITPs) mediate the 

relationship between personality and SJT performance. Consequently, those who scored higher 

on a trait were more likely to judge the behavior expressing the trait to be most effective. Implicit 

trait policies (ITPs), along with an individual’s experience, interact to create procedural 

knowledge, which is knowledge about effective and ineffective behavior for a given situation. 

They argue that procedural knowledge is measured by SJTs.  

Figure 1 

Theory of Procedural Knowledge (Motowidlo et al., 2006) 
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SJTs as Measures of General Domain Knowledge    

As evidence calling into question the importance of situation descriptions on SJT 

performance began to mount (Krumm et al., 2015; Jackson et al., 2017), Lievens and Motowidlo 

(2016) called for the reconceptualization of SJTs as measures of general domain knowledge and 

offered an updated model of the knowledge determinants underlying SJT performance (see 

Figure 2). This model was expanded in two significant ways from the Motowidlo et al. (2006a) 

model. First, additional trait constructs were added as antecedents of ITPs (i.e., emotional 

intelligence, interests, values, and ability). Second, they updated procedural knowledge to 

include a component of specific job knowledge alongside general domain knowledge 

(operationalized as ITPs).   

Figure 2  

Lievens and Motowidlo (2016) Expanded Model   
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Within this updated model, Lievens and Motowidlo (2016) defined general domain 

knowledge as “knowledge about the utility or importance of traits such as these for effectiveness 

in a job that actually requires expressions of those traits for effective performance” (Lievens & 

Motowidlo, 2016, p. 2). Candidates who know that conscientious behavior leads to better job 

performance than unconscientious behavior possess greater knowledge of the utility of 

conscientious behavior at work. General domain knowledge is in essence a broad, context-

independent knowledge about which personality trait-related behavior is most effective, whereas 

specific job knowledge is context-dependent knowledge of which trait-related behavior is most 

effective in a particular job. General domain knowledge can be learned through typical 

socialization processes that take place at school or in the home, while specific job knowledge 

must be gained from the experience of doing the job or through explicit training (Lievens & 

Motowidlo, 2016). According to conventional SJT theory, those with specific job knowledge will 

be better able to identify the most effective course of action in response to a highly 

contextualized SJT scenario. As such, SJTs have traditionally been designed to measure this 

specific job knowledge.   

Research has provided some evidence to support this updated model in which both 

general domain knowledge and specific job knowledge make unique contributions to SJT 

performance. One such study by Motowidlo and Beier (2010) parsed the unique contributions of 

specific job knowledge and general domain knowledge (ITPs) to SJT performance by comparing 

the validity of SJT scoring keys developed by two different groups: SMEs with specific job 

knowledge about effective behavior on the job and undergraduate students with no specific job 

knowledge. SJT scores produced by both SME and undergraduate student keys demonstrated 

significant correlations with job performance (r = .37 and r = .29, respectively). Another study 
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by Lievens and Patterson (2011) compared the incremental validity of assessment centers (high-

fidelity simulation) and SJTs (low-fidelity simulation), over job knowledge tests. They found 

that both assessment centers and SJTs explained additional variance in job performance above 

and beyond the knowledge test (5.9% and 5.7%, respectively). These studies introduce important 

findings about the distinction between general domain knowledge and specific job knowledge in 

SJTs that warrant further research. 

Despite both general and specific job knowledge making unique contributions, Lievens 

and Motowidlo (2016) argued that moving into the future, researchers should focus on the 

measurement of general domain knowledge. As previous research has demonstrated, SJTs can 

measure general domain knowledge without situation descriptions that are saturated with specific 

job knowledge, which means that test development can be more cost-effective and less labor-

intensive.  

The Five Factor Model of Personality  

The Five Factor Model of Personality (FFM), or the “Big Five,” is used in research and 

applied settings to describe individual personality in terms of five primary personality traits that 

exist along a spectrum: extraversion, agreeableness, openness, conscientiousness, and 

neuroticism (Neal et al., 2012). These traits are relatively stable across the lifespan and culture 

(Saucier & Goldberg, 2001) and predict a number of life outcomes, such as mental and physical 

health, life satisfaction, divorce, and many others (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Malouff et al., 2005; 

Bagby et al., 1997). Additionally, these traits are predictive of work outcomes relevant to 

selection researchers, including job performance (Barrick et al., 2001; Salgado, 2003; Judge et 

al., 2013; Sacket et al., 2021), job satisfaction (Judge, Heller, & Klinger, 2008), and leadership 

effectiveness (Judge & Piccolo, 2004). These predictive powers also hold true for SJT 
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performance. The FFM dimensions of emotional stability (r = .31), conscientiousness (r = .26), 

and agreeableness (r = .25) demonstrate positive relationships with SJT performance and are 

frequently considered in hiring decisions, while extraversion (r = .06) and openness (r = .09) 

demonstrate weak relationships and are typically only considered for specific roles (McDaniel & 

Nguyen, 2001).  

Emotional Stability 

Previously labelled neuroticism, the term emotional stability, is now preferred by a 

growing number of researchers and clinicians as a framing that avoids the potential for 

pathologizing this trait (Costa & McCrae, 2008; Goldberg, 1990; Lamers et al., 2012). Emotional 

stability is defined as an individual’s ability to remain calm and balanced under stress (Judge et 

al., 2004), Individuals who score high on this trait are usually calm, composed, less likely to feel 

anxious or depressed, and more able to handle stress (Gardner & Dunkin, 2018). Those who 

score low in emotional stability tend to experience more mental and physical health problems, 

relationship difficulties, and impulsivity (Stasielowics, 2020; Takacs et al., 2022; Trull & 

Widiger, 2022). Emotional stability tends to increase with age, leveling out after age 40 (Debast 

et al., 2014; Lucas & Donnellan, 2009; McAdams & Olson, 2010; McCrae & Costa, 2003), and 

is positively related to several work-related outcomes, including job performance, job 

satisfaction, turnover intention, and leader effectiveness (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Judge et al., 

2014). Because firefighters experience periods of extreme stress, it is thought that those who 

score high in emotional stability will potentially manage stress more effectively and perform 

better on the job. Thus, this trait is included in the FA.  
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Conscientiousness  

Conscientiousness is defined as an individual’s tendency to be dependable, responsible, 

organized (Costa & McCrae, 1985), achievement-oriented (Motowidlo et al., 2018); self-

disciplined and competency-oriented (Takacs et al., 2022). Conscientious individuals are 

typically willing to conform to group norms and organizational rules (Smithikrai, 2008) and 

contribute to team functioning (Hofmann & Jones, 2005). Because of its ability to predict several 

job-related criteria, such as job performance, job satisfaction, and salary (Ng et al., 2005), 

employers frequently consider conscientiousness when selecting personnel (Gardner & Dunkin, 

2018). Among firefighters, who are expected to be thorough and adhere to group norms within a 

hierarchy, conscientiousness is a valuable trait; consequently, the FA was designed to measure 

this trait.   

Agreeableness  

Agreeableness is defined as an individual’s tendency to be cooperative, considerate, and 

understanding (Costa & McCrae, 1985). Individuals who score high on this trait are perceived as 

empathetic, kind, compassionate, pleasant, easy to get along with (Costa & McCrae, 2008) and 

tend to become increasingly agreeable with age (Debast et al., 2014; Lucas & Donnellan, 2009; 

McAdams & Olson, 2010; McCrae & Costa, 2003). Firefighters typically work 24-to-48-hour 

shifts during which they work and live alongside their team doing everything from routine tasks 

of daily living (e.g., eating, cleaning, etc.) to completing high stress job-specific tasks. The 

ability to effectively navigate interpersonal situations is critical to success on the job. Because of 

this, the Company included items for agreeableness in the FA.  
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Implicit Trait Policies  

Within the Lievens and Motowidlo (2016) model, general domain knowledge has been 

operationalized as implicit trait policies (ITPs). ITPs are the extent to which people know when it 

is most appropriate to express personality trait related behavior in work settings. Research into 

ITPs began to appear in the early 2000s (Hooper et al., 2004; Motowidlo et al., 2003), but lacked 

a cohesive theoretical model until Motowidlo et al. (2006a) published the theory of procedural 

knowledge to explain the causal antecedents of SJT performance (See Figures 1 and 2). Based on 

the foundational assumption that SJTs measure procedural knowledge, they introduced the 

concept of implicit trait policies to explain the relationship between personality traits and SJT 

performance. They defined ITPs as “implicit beliefs about the effectiveness of different levels of 

trait expression” (Motowidlo et al., 2006a; p. 57). According to their theory, both individual 

personality traits and experiences are causal antecedents of related ITPs, and these beliefs (ITPs) 

mediate the relationship between personality and SJT performance. They theorized that those 

who score higher on a trait, such as conscientiousness, will weigh it more heavily when judging 

the effectiveness of SJT response options.   

Later that year, Motowidlo et al. (2006b) expanded on the theoretical foundations of ITP 

theory, drawing from the vast field of social judgment research, which has consistently furnished 

evidence that the “self appears to play a pervasive role in people’s judgments of others” 

(Dunning & Hayes, 1996; p. 213). Motowidlo et al. (2006a, 2006b) drew upon well-established 

effects in social judgment research (such as contrast, assimilation, and accentuation) to derive the 

foundational principle of ITP theory, that “individual differences in personality traits affect 

judgments of the effectiveness of behavioral episodes that express those personality traits” 

(Motowidlo et al., 2006, p. 749). They introduced the concept of dispositional fit, which suggests 
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that people tend to evaluate behavior that expresses their own personality traits as more effective 

than behaviors that do not express their own traits (Motowidlo & Beier, 2010; Motowidlo, 2003). 

Applied to ITP theory and SJT research, this suggests that as respondents score higher on a given 

trait, such as agreeableness, they are more likely to judge the response options that express 

agreeableness as effective.  

ITPs are considered implicit measures because they are not directly measured. With 

implicit measures, the respondents are unaware of the constructs being evaluated. A candidate’s 

rating on an implicit construct is the byproduct of their responses to items that may appear to 

measure another construct (Fazio & Olson, 2003). Implicit measures are valued by selection 

practitioners, as respondents tend to be less governed by social desirability (Fazio & Olson, 

2003), faking, and self-presentation biases (Bornstein, 2002), which are documented issues in the 

use of self-report personality measures in selection contexts (Birkeland et al., 2006; Morgeson et 

al., 2007).  

Calculating Implicit Trait Policies 

Motowidlo et al. (2006b) offered four different methods for calculating ITPs. They used 

two of these methods in their study and provided two additional alternatives. The first three of 

the methods described utilized respondent ratings of the effectiveness of each SJT response 

option. In the first method, ITPs were then calculated by computing the correlation between 

these respondent effectiveness ratings with the intended level of the trait expressed (high or low). 

In the second method, Motowidlo et al. (2006b) subtracted the sum of the effectiveness ratings 

for options designed to express low levels of a trait from the sum of the effectiveness ratings for 

options designed to express high levels of a trait. These first two methods were found to correlate 

strongly with one another (r = .95, p < .01) and exhibited the same pattern of relationships with 
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the self-reported scores for each personality trait (Motowidlo et al., 2006b), indicating each as a 

viable method. These methods were utilized in the Motowidlo et al. (2006b) study.  

The third method offered, but not used, was to formally calculate ITPs as an effect size. 

Conceptually, ITPs are effect sizes, or the extent to which individual personality traits impact 

respondents’ judgments about the most effective response options (Freudenstein et al., 2023; 

Motowidlo et al., 2006a, 2006b; Motowidlo & Beier, 2010; Oostrom et al., 2012). Like the 

second method, this method would also utilize the respondents’ ratings for the effectiveness of 

each response option and subtract the sum of the effectiveness ratings for options designed to 

express low levels of a trait from the sum of the effectiveness ratings for options designed to 

express high levels of a trait. This difference would then be divided by the average standard 

deviation around each mean.  

The final method offered, and utilized in this current study, was a way of estimating the 

effect sizes of ITPs. In this method, these estimates would be calculated by computing the 

difference between the number of response options selected with low-trait expressiveness from 

the number of response options selected with high trait-expressiveness. In contrast to the first 

three methods, this final method did not depend on the respondent ratings of the effectiveness of 

each SJT response option. The current study utilized this final method in large part due to the 

nature of the archival data that did not include respondent ratings of effectiveness.   

Further support for use of this method comes from the concept of the accentuation effect 

from social judgment research, a theory relied upon heavily by Motowidlo et al.’s (2006a) ITP 

theory. The concept of the accentuation effect is a psychological phenomenon where contextual 

information exaggerates the perceived differences between options or stimuli, leading to more 

polarized judgments (Eiser & van der Plight; Hovland & Sherif, 1952; Tajfel, 1957). Lambert 
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and Wedell (1990) applied this to their research about how personality traits influence judgments 

of behavioral episodes. After having participants complete a self-report assessment of sociability, 

they were then asked to rate the level of sociability expressed by written descriptions of 

behavioral episodes. They computed an index of evaluative extremity by subtracting favorability 

rating that express low sociability from those statements that expressed high sociability and 

found this index to correlate with the self-report measure of personality (r = .44; Lambert & 

Wedell, 1991).  

ITP scores for this present study were calculated as estimates of ITP effect sizes in 

alignment with the method Lambert and Wedell (1991) used to calculate the index for evaluative 

extremity. This method was chosen, in part, due to the nature of the archival data provided by the 

Company which did not ask respondents to rate the effectiveness of each response option. It was 

also chosen as it aligns with the design of the SJTs in the FA. When developing an SJT, the 

developer must decide whether to create response options with only one correct response, or 

several response options which vary in their level of effectiveness. This decision is typically 

dependent upon whether there is one correct way to respond or if there are several reasonable 

responses (Weekley et al., 2006). The FA is designed with one correct response option for each 

SJT stem. Scoring ITPs in a similar dichotomous method aligns with the design of the SJT.      

This Study 

This study tested the components of the Lievens and Motowidlo (2016) model (see 

Figure 3 for dissertation model being tested) on a population of firefighters using archival data. 

The Company developed the Firefighter Assessment (FA) to identify candidates with the 

requisite knowledge, skills, and abilities to successfully perform the job of a firefighter. 

Firefighters are embedded in heavily regulated and scrutinized work environments, where there 
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are defined expectations for interpersonal interactions that are thought to be unique to the fire 

service (Fernandez et al., 2020). Given the importance of the ability to navigate interpersonal 

situations and the strength of SJTs in measuring interpersonal skills (Christian et al., 2010), the 

Company included 40 SJT scenarios in the FA. Each item provided candidates with a situation 

via a short video containing a brief but rich situation description of a common interpersonal 

situation faced by firefighters. Based on traditional SJT theory that underscores the importance 

of rich situation descriptions, candidates who possess firefighter-specific knowledge would be 

expected to perform better on the SJTs and ultimately better on the job.  

The Firefighter Assessment (FA) was also designed to measure personality traits that 

predict job success. According to their internal research and findings, the Company found 

emotional stability, conscientiousness, and agreeableness to predict job performance, and 

consequently included these three traits in the FA assessment. Because this study utilized the 

Company’s archival data, only these three traits were considered.  

Personality and Implicit Trait Policies    

Early ITP research has focused on the relationship between FFM personality traits and 

their associated ITPs. Several studies have found significant correlations between ITPs for 

agreeableness and NEO FFM personality scores (Miller et al., 2008; Motowidlo et al., 2003; 

Motowidlo et al., 2006a, 2006b). Additionally, ITPs for agreeableness were found to correlate 

with agreeableness scores calculated by assessors in role-play scenarios (Motowidlo et al. 

2006b). The consistent relationship between ITPs for agreeableness and NEO agreeableness 

scores may be explained by the majority of SJTs being designed to measure interpersonal skills 

(Christian et al., 2010), which are correlated with agreeableness (Judge et al., 2008). 

Additionally, multiple studies found significant correlations between ITPs for conscientiousness 
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and NEO personality scores (Freudenstein et al. 2023; Miller et al. 2008; Motowidlo et al. 2006a; 

Oostrom et al. 2012).  

As stated previously, the Company included conscientiousness, agreeableness, and 

emotional stability within the FA. The Company excluded extraversion and openness to 

experience as those personality traits did not demonstrate relevance to the job of a firefighter. 

Previous research has demonstrated that extraversion and openness to experience are not 

effective predictors of job performance across occupations and are only useful predictors of job 

performance for a small number of jobs (Judge et al., 2008). This, in addition to the fact that they 

demonstrate weak relationships with SJT performance (r = .06 and r = .09, respectively) 

(McDaniel &Nguyen, 2001), is the rationale for their exclusion from this study.   

In contrast to extraversion and openness to experience, the personality trait of emotional 

stability does demonstrate significant correlations with SJT performance (r = .31; McDaniel & 

Nguyen, 2001). Given these previous findings, this study expected that the relationship between 

IPIP emotional stability and its corresponding ITP will mirror the significant relationships 

between agreeableness and conscientiousness, leading to the first hypothesis:    

Hypothesis 1:  Individual trait levels for conscientiousness, agreeableness, and emotional 

stability will be positively related to their associated ITPs, such that the greater the levels 

of these traits, the greater the associated ITPs.   

Implicit Trait Policies and Situational Judgment Test Performance  

Currently, SJTs and ITPs are inseparable because SJTs are the only known measurement 

tools capable of effectively assessing individual differences in ITPs (Freudenstein et al., 2023). 

As described above, several studies have found significant relationships between ITPs and SJT 

performance (Motowidlo & Beier, 2010; Oostrom et al., 2012). ITPs also demonstrate a stronger 
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relationship with SJT performance than either personality traits or experience alone (Oostrom et 

al., 2012), leading to the second hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2: ITPs for conscientiousness, agreeableness, and emotional stability will 

predict SJT performance.  

Implicit Trait Policies as Mediators 

ITP theory holds that personality traits have a direct effect on SJT performance and an 

indirect effect on SJT performance through ITPs (Lievens & Motowidlo, 2016; Motowidlo et al., 

2006a, 2006b). This means a portion of how personality traits impact SJT performance is 

determined by an individual’s general beliefs about what behavior will be most effective. An 

individual may score highly on a given trait but have learned through life experience that 

expressing that trait has negative consequences in certain situations. Consequently, scoring high 

on a personality trait and knowing when it is best to express that trait are two related, but distinct 

concepts (Lievens & Motowidlo, 2016). Despite the existence of this relationship in each ITP 

model, no study was found that has directly evaluated ITPs as mediators of the relationship 

between their associated personality traits and SJT performance. Oostrom et al. (2012) found that 

ITPs for conscientiousness and extraversion correlated more strongly with SJT performance (r = 

.29 and r = .22, respectively) than the traits alone (extraversion, r = .17; conscientiousness, r = 

.17), providing some support for partial mediation. This, along with findings that support the 

direct effect of personality on situational judgment test (SJT) performance (McDaniel et al., 

2007; McDaniel & Nguyen, 2001) and personality on ITPs (Freudenstein et al., 2023; Miller et 

al., 2008; Motowidlo et al., 2006a, 2006b; Oostrom et al., 2012), leads to the following 

hypothesis:  

Hypothesis 3: ITPs for conscientiousness, agreeableness, and emotional stability will  
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partially mediate the relationship between their associated traits and SJT performance.  

Specific Job Experience, Specific Job Knowledge, and Situational Judgment Tests 

 Lievens and Motowidlo’s (2016) model argues that SJTs capture procedural knowledge 

which includes components of both general domain knowledge and specific job knowledge. In 

this study, general domain knowledge was operationalized as ITPs. The archival dataset does not 

include a measure of specific job knowledge, but it does include job tenure, which was used as a 

proxy for specific job knowledge. Within their model, job experience (tenure) is a direct 

antecedent to specific job knowledge. Previous research provides support for the direct causal 

relationship between specific job experience and specific job knowledge, suggesting that tenure 

may be a reasonable proxy for specific job knowledge (Schmidt et al. 1986; Dokko et al. 2009; 

Wolcott et al. 2021). The type of specific job knowledge being considered in these studies 

(Schmidt et al. 1986; Dokko et al. 2009; Wolcott et al. 2021) is task or skill-related knowledge. 

Task or skill knowledge is related to one’s ability to complete a specific task, such as putting 

together a type of report (Dokko et al., 2009). Given that other types of job knowledge 

demonstrate a positive relationship with job experience, it is reasonable to believe that specific 

job experience (or tenure) is related to specific job knowledge in a similar way to task or skill 

knowledge. 

Additionally, previous research supports the relationship between SJT performance and 

prior job experience (Clevenger et al. 2001; McDaniel & Nguyen 2001; Motowidlo & Beier, 

2010). Motowidlo and Beier (2010) created an SJT with two scoring keys: one developed by 

experts with extensive job knowledge, and another created by novices with no job knowledge. 

After tabulating the scores according to each scoring key, they found that while both expert and 

novice knowledge correlated with SJT performance (r = .37 and r = .29, respectively), expert 
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knowledge demonstrated a stronger relationship. Thus, they concluded that both general and 

specific job knowledge contribute independently to the variance in ITPs and SJT performance, 

but that specific job knowledge predicted SJT performance above and beyond general knowledge 

(Motowidlo & Beier, 2010). This suggests that when confronted with a fictional situation, as 

described in an SJT item, novice respondents may lean more heavily on their ITPs, whereas 

experts may tend to rely on their specific job knowledge when assessing the effectiveness of 

response options (Freudenstein et al. 2023).  

The FA contains 40 video-based SJT items that are “saturated” with job-related 

information about firefighting. SJT theory has traditionally held that the more saturated a 

situation description is with job-specific information, the more candidates will rely upon their 

specific job knowledge to answer (Freudenstein et al., 2023), which should provide an advantage 

to those with more specific job knowledge. On SJTs that are saturated with job-specific 

information, candidates with greater specific job knowledge may increasingly rely on that 

knowledge when selecting SJT responses. With that in mind, this study anticipates that as 

reliance on specific job knowledge increases, dependency on general domain knowledge, or 

ITPs, will decrease. 

Hypothesis 4: Among incumbents, specific job knowledge (tenure) will moderate the 

relationship between ITPs and SJT performance such that at higher levels of tenure, the 

strength of the relationship between ITPs and SJT performance will be diminished.  
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CHAPTER II 

 

Method 

 

This study utilized archival data gathered by the Company that developed and owns the 

Firefighter Assessment (FA). In the following section, information on the sampling procedure, 

participant characteristics, data collection, research design, methods, and analyses used to 

evaluate the hypotheses for this study is presented.  

Sampling Procedure   

Archival data were provided by the Company, which developed and validated the FA for 

use in the selection of entry-level firefighters. Two separate datasets were provided by the 

Company for this study. The first dataset, consisting of approximately 42,000 cases, included 

information gathered from firefighter candidates (or novices) who took the FA as part of their 

initial testing process to become firefighters. The second dataset included information gathered 

from incumbents who took the FA as part of the validation study for the tool. The incumbent 

dataset included 198 cases.   

Participant Characteristics   

The data provided by the Company was de-identified prior to being released for this 

study. Demographic information such as race and gender were provided and are presented in 

Table 1 for the combined dataset and broken down by novice and incumbent samples.   
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Table 1 

 

Sample Demographics 

 

Variable 
Total Sample Incumbent Novice 
n % n % n % 

Total Participants 32,122 100.00 197 100.00 31,925 100.00 
       
Experience (Tenure)       
0 – 6 months 31,925 99.39 0 0.00 31,925 100.00 
6 months – 1 year 10 < 1.00 10 5.08 0 0.00 
1 – 3 years 32 < 1.00 32 16.24 0 0.00 
3 – 5 years 30 < 1.00 30 15.23 0 0.00 
5 – 10 years 42 < 1.00 42 21.32 0 0.00 
10 years or more  83 < 1.00 83 42.13 0 0.00 
       
Gender        
Female 3,100 9.58 15 7.60 3,085 9.66 
Male 28,456 88.58 168 85.30 28,288 88.60 
Did not disclose  568 1.82 15 7.61 553 1.74 
       
Race/Ethnicity        
White 21,218 66.05 156 79.18 21,062 65.97 
Hispanic 5,403 16.82 11 5.58 5,392 16.89 
Black / African American 1,924 5.98 3 1.53 1,921 6.02 
Other 1,763 5.49 18 9.14 1,745 5.47 
Asian 1459 4.54 6 3.05 1,453 3.47 
Native American 323 1.00 3 1.52 320 1.00 
Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander 

379 1.18 0 0 379 1.19 

 

Sample Size and Power  

Consideration of the required sample size is important in this quantitative study to avoid 

sampling errors. Therefore, four factors were considered in the power analysis: the significance 

level, effect size, test power, and statistical technique. The significance level, also known as 

Type I error, refers to the chance of rejecting a null hypothesis given that it is true (Field, 2018). 

Most quantitative studies use a 95% confidence level, because this provides adequate statistical 

evidence for testing (Field, 2012). The effect size refers to the estimated measurement of the 

relationship between the variables considered (Cohen, 2013). The power of a test refers to the 

probability of correctly rejecting the null hypothesis. In most quantitative studies, 80% power is 
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used (Shadish et al., 2002). This current study is a regression study that uses simple and 

hierarchical regressions to evaluate the hypotheses. In order to conduct hierarchical multiple 

regression that detects a medium effect size at the 5% level of significance with 80% power at 

least 92 participants were required for this study. 

This study utilized archival data and did not require Institutional Review Board (IRB) 

approval. Although informed consent was not obtained from the participants, all data were de-

identified. The Director of Research and Development employed by the Company provided the 

relevant de-identified data from the firm’s database.  

Measures 

IPIP Big Five  

The International Personality Item Pool (IPIP) is a public domain collection of 

personality items that can be used to develop personality assessment scales. The IPIP was 

developed as an alternative to proprietary personality measures with the goal of making 

personality assessment tools more accessible to researchers and practitioners. The IPIP contains 

a large number of items that measure various personality traits or dimensions.  

The Company’s Firefighter Assessment (FA) consists of two sections. The first section is 

comprised of 60 video-based items, 40 of which are SJTs. Candidates are required to complete 

all items in this section. The second section of the FA is a self-assessment comprised of 240 

items that measure traits related to integrity, a dimension they developed and validated. 180 of 

those items remain consistent for all candidates, while the other 60 items vary from candidate to 

candidate. The IPIP scales for conscientiousness, agreeableness, and emotional stability were 

included in the section of varied items, meaning that each candidate has only has one IPIP 

dimension score. This did impact the sample size (n) for the analyses of hypothesis 1 and 3 as 
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both tested the relationship between IPIP traits and their associated ITPs. To test hypothesis 1, 

that IPIP personality traits predict their associated ITPs, the sample size used to conduct the 

analyses for each (IPIP-conscientiousness and ITP-conscientiousness, IPIP-agreeableness and 

ITP-agreeableness, and IPIP-emotional stability and ITP-emotional stability) was n = 10,942. To 

test hypothesis 3, that ITPs mediated the relationship between their associated IPIP personality 

traits and SJT performance, the sample size was n = 10,942 for each trait. For the incumbent 

dataset, IPIP conscientiousness and emotional stability were the included traits, and each 

respondent was asked to complete items for both traits. 

These variables are based on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 

5 (strongly agree). Greater values on these measures correspond to greater levels of 

conscientiousness, agreeableness, and emotional stability. The scales for these three dimensions 

can be found in Appendix D. According to the validation report provided by the Company, the 

self-assessment integrity section of the FA demonstrated strong internal consistency (Cronbach’s 

α = .98). The incumbent dataset, used for the validation of the FA, only included scales for 

conscientiousness and emotional stability, as the agreeableness dimension was added after the 

validation. All three dimensions were included in the novice dataset. 

Implicit Trait Policies  

As discussed in the literature review, there are several methods for measuring and 

calculating ITPs. Because this study operates within the confines of an archival dataset (i.e., 

there were no respondent effectiveness ratings), ITPs were estimated by calculating the 

difference between the number of response options chosen to express high levels of a trait and 

those chosen to express low levels of a trait (Motowidlo et al., 2006b).  
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To calculate the trait expressiveness of each response option, three test development 

SMEs from the Company rated all SJT response options according to their levels of trait 

expressiveness for conscientiousness, agreeableness, and emotional stability. The three raters 

received a brief frame of reference training (Melchers et al., 2011) where FFM personality traits 

were defined and examples of strong and weak trait expressiveness for each factor were 

provided. After viewing the situation description, the SMEs rated each response option for trait 

expression of conscientiousness, agreeableness, and emotional stability on a scale of -4 to 4, with 

-4 representing the lowest level of trait expression and 4 representing the highest level of trait 

expression. The reliability of the ratings was evaluated by calculating Intraclass Correlations 

(ICCs) using ICC(3, k), which is similar to Cronbach’s alpha (Schrout & Fleiss 1979). The ICC 

of the ratings was .85, demonstrating sufficient rater agreement.  

Only response options that exceeded | 2 |, demonstrating high or low trait expressiveness, 

were included in the ITP calculations. The trait with the highest rating was then assigned to the 

response option. To reduce ambiguity, response options with two or more trait expressiveness 

ratings exceeding | 2 | were excluded from the calculations. This method was applied in a manner 

consistent with how Lambert and Wedell (1991) calculated scores for evaluative extremity. In 

their study, response options were eliminated if they ambiguously expressed a targeted trait. In 

the present study, each response option included in the ITP calculations was coded as a high or 

low expression of one of the focal traits. These ratings were used to create a trait-scoring key for 

each FFM dimension. Overall, 31 response options were included for conscientiousness (16 

high, 15 low), 40 response options for agreeableness (19 high, 20 low), and 14 response options 

for emotional stability (7 high, 7 low). 85 response options were excluded for not clearly 

expressing a particular trait. The ITPs for each personality dimension were calculated as the 
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difference in the number of response choices that expressed high levels of a trait and the number 

of response options selected that expressed low levels of the same trait.  

Situational Judgment Test   

The dependent variable of the study was performance on 40 video SJT items from the 

Firefighters Assessment (FA). All SJT items provided short, videotaped vignettes of common 

interpersonal situations that firefighters encounter on the job (see Appendix A for an example 

video SJT). At the end of each video, candidates were asked how they would handle the 

hypothetical situation and were given four response options. Each response option provided a 

different course of action, with one correct answer for each situation. The scoring key was 

created by a panel of 66 subject matter experts (SMEs) who reviewed every question and 

response option for content validity, appropriateness of answers for applicants without 

experience, and the degree of good or poor judgment demonstrated by the answer. The video-

based section of the test was scored as a percentage of the total possible points. This variable was 

measured at the interval level. The FA has 20 subscales such as (a) adaptability, (b) supervisory 

skills, and (c) industriousness (see Appendix C for the full list).  

The FA was validated using a group of incumbent firefighters (n = 198) from four fire 

departments throughout the country. Demographics of the incumbents reasonably approximated 

the novice sample demographics (79% Caucasian, 85% male, 70% under the age of 40). The 

group was highly experienced, with 42% having more than 10 years of experience and 21% 

having between 5-10 years of experience. The measure demonstrated test/retest reliability (r = 

.70) and the video SJT portion demonstrated strong internal consistency (Cronbach’s α = .81). 

Performance on the video SJTs demonstrated a significant correlation with overall supervisory 

ratings (r = .36), suggesting strong criterion-related validity.  
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Tenure (Specific Job Knowledge)   

According to Lievens and Motowidlo’s (2016) model, procedural knowledge is 

composed of an element of general domain knowledge (ITPs) and a component of specific job 

knowledge. In this model, job experience is an antecedent of job knowledge, but a measure of 

specific job knowledge for firefighters at this point does not exist. For this study, job tenure, or 

the number of years of job experience, was used as a proxy for specific job knowledge. Data on 

job tenure were collected for each participant in the validation study. Incumbents were asked to 

provide their years of experience by selecting from the answer choices that included (a) six 

months to one year, (b) one year to three years, (c) three years to five years, (d) five to ten years, 

and e) ten + years. For the analysis, tenure was coded as a factor with five levels. See Table 1 for 

levels of tenure among incumbents. 

Research Design 

This study employed a non-experimental regression design because there was no 

treatment, and the independent variables were not manipulated to establish cause-and-effect. 

Archival data were used to evaluate the relationships between constructs within the Lievens and 

Motowidlo (2016) model, which includes (a) the strength and nature of the relationship between 

ITPs and their associated personality traits, (b) the relationship between ITPs and SJT 

performance, and (c) the relationship between ITPs, tenure, and SJT performance. As such, a 

regression design is an appropriate choice for evaluating the relationship between IV and DVs 

and the mediating and moderating variables (Field, 2018).  
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Statistical Analyses   

This study aimed to evaluate the relationships within the Lievens and Motowidlo (2016) 

model for knowledge determinants of procedural knowledge, including ITPs, personality traits, 

job tenure, and SJT scores. The Lavaan package in R Studio was used to conduct several 

regression analyses to evaluate the relationship between personality traits and their associated 

ITPs (Hypothesis 1) and the relationship between ITPs and SJT performance (Hypothesis 2). The 

Mediate package in R studio was used to evaluate ITPs as mediators of personality and SJT 

performance (Hypothesis 3). Finally, the Interactions package in R studio was used to evaluate 

tenure as a moderator of the relationship between ITPs and SJT performance (Hypothesis 4).  

Sample Combination 

 Prior to hypothesis testing, several statistical tests were conducted to determine if 

combining the two samples (novice and incumbent) would be appropriate. First, a comparison of 

descriptive statistics and correlations between study variables was conducted. This was followed 

by chi-squares and t-tests to compare measures across samples.   

 The two samples were comparable in terms of gender but differed significantly in race.  

The incumbent sample was comprised of more White/Caucasian and Other/Undisclosed 

participants, and fewer Hispanic, Black/African American, Asian, and Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 

participants than the novice sample χ2(4) = 50.80, p < .001. Significant differences existed on the 

following study variables (See Table 2 below): SJT scores, ITP-conscientiousness, ITP-

emotional stability, and ITP-agreeableness. The two samples were comparable in terms of IPIP-

conscientiousness and IPIP-emotional stability. The incumbent sample did not include IPIP-

agreeableness.     
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 Considering these differences between the samples, supplemental analyses were 

conducted to test hypotheses 1-3 on the novice and incumbent samples separately. The results 

were consistent with those obtained on the combined sample, indicating there was no significant 

impact on the results. Additionally, the diversity in demographics (race) may increase the 

generalizability of the findings.  Consequently, the samples were combined in order to test 

hypotheses 1-3. Testing for hypothesis 4 was conducted on only the incumbent sample as the 

novice dataset did not have a measure of tenure due to the fact that all novices have no tenure.  

Table 2 

Study Variable Differences 

Variable t-score p value 

SJT Scores -6.07 <0.000 

IPIP-conscientiousness 2.37 0.019 

ITP-conscientiousness  -8.88 <0.000 

IPIP-emotional stability  0.43 0.669 

ITP-emotional stability   -8.29 <0.000 

IPIP-agreeableness - - 

ITP-agreeableness  -30.77 <0.000 

  *Novice sample is reference  

Data Preparation  

 Two datasets were provided by the company for this study. One dataset contained a 

sample of incumbent firefighters (n = 198), gathered as part of the validation study for the 

Firefighter Assessment (FA). The other dataset contained a sample of novice firefighters (n = 

42,334) who took the FA as a component of their entry-level testing process. Before hypothesis 

testing commenced, preliminary analyses were conducted for each dataset to evaluate 

missingness, and parametric assumptions were tested to assess the normality of the data (e.g., 

identifying outliers, skewness, and kurtosis). ITP scales and descriptive statistics, such as means 

and standard deviations, were calculated. 
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Missingness   

The incumbent dataset contained 198 rows with 100% complete data. The novice dataset 

was evaluated for missingness in R Studio by using the Mice package to calculate the proportion 

of missingness at the item level. As expected, 100% of the rows in the novice dataset contained 

missing data for IPIP scales. 32,119 rows (75.25%) had missing agreeableness values, 31,935 

rows (74.82%) had missing conscientiousness values, 32,075 rows (75.14%) had missing 

emotional stability values, and 74.79% were missing all three dimensions. Cases missing all IPIP 

values were excluded from the novice dataset, with the final dataset at n = 31,926. 

Normality  

The datasets were assessed for outliers and for normality. Within the incumbent dataset, 

the skewness and kurtosis values fell outside the typical range for a normal distribution, 

highlighting the non-symmetry and differing peak characteristics of the data. Specifically, the 

Shapiro-Wilk test for normality was conducted for each variable, resulting in p-values less than 

0.05 for all variables. These findings collectively lead to the rejection of the null hypothesis of 

normality for all examined variables. Consequently, the non-normal distribution of these data 

warrants caution in the selection of subsequent statistical analyses and may necessitate the 

application of non-parametric methods or data transformation techniques to satisfy the 

assumptions of normality. 

For the novice dataset, the skewness and kurtosis values provided insights into the 

asymmetry and tail behavior of the distributions. Skewness ranged from -0.98 (ITP-C) to -0.49 

(ITP-A), indicating a tendency toward left-skewness in all variables. Kurtosis values varied from 

-0.10 (IPIP-ES) to 1.58 (ITP-C), with only IPIP-ES displaying a negative kurtosis. The Shapiro-

Wilk test, which was conducted to assess normality, revealed significant departures from 
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normality for all variables (p < 0.001). However, it should be noted that the size of the dataset (n 

= 42,685) exceeded the recommended threshold for the Shapiro-Wilk test, which may limit the 

accuracy of the p-values. Overall, these findings suggest that the variables may not strictly 

adhere to a normal distribution. However, because of the large sample size, normality at the item 

and scale levels is often not required to conduct parametric analyses (Field, 2012).  
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CHAPTER III 

 

Results  

 

The purpose of this study was to test some of the hypothesized relationships within 

Lieven and Motowidlo’s (2016) model of SJTs, which included personality, implicit trait 

policies, tenure, and situational judgment test (SJT) performance. This study employed 

regressions to test the hypothesized relationships within the model. The results of these analyses 

provided support for several relationships within the model.   

Correlations 

 Sample descriptives can be found in Table 3 and Table 4 presents the bivariate 

correlations among the study variables. Consistent with previous research (Motowidlo et al. 

2006a, 2006b), small and statistically significant relationships in the expected direction were 

found between personality traits (conscientiousness and emotional stability) and their associated 

ITPs (see Table 3). All IPIP dimensions demonstrated small and statistically significant 

relationship with SJT performance, which is consistent with previous findings (McDaniel et al. 

2001; McDaniel & Nguyen, 2007). All ITPs demonstrated a moderate and statistically significant 

relationship with SJT performance. In both samples, all ITPs demonstrated stronger significant 

relationships with SJT performance than their associated personality traits. Experience (tenure) 

did not demonstrate significant relationships with any IPIP dimension but did demonstrate small 

but significant relationships with ITPs.   
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Table 3 

 

Sample Descriptives 

 
Variable Mean SD Min Max Skew Kurtosis S-W p value 

SJT Scores 82.51 8.45 22.78 100.00 -0.68 0.40 0.97 <0.000 

IPIP-conscientiousness 4.63 0.40 1.00 5.00 -0.96 0.84 0.86 <0.000 

ITP-conscientiousness  9.79 2.15 -7.00 14.00 -0.98 1.58 0.93 <0.000 

IPIP-emotional stability  4.49 0.43 1.00 5.00 -0.59 -0.10 0.92 <0.000 

ITP-emotional stability   6.40 1.25 -1.0 8.0 -0.74 0.45 0.90 <0.000 

IPIP-agreeableness 4.62 0.36 1.00 5.00 -0.94 1.49 0.89 <0.000 

ITP-agreeableness  5.48 1.30 3.0 10.0 -0.49    0.62 0.93 <0.000 

 
 

Table 4 

  

 Sample Correlations  

Note. * Indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. 

 

The Effect of Personality Traits on Implicit Trait Policies  

Overall, results supported Hypothesis 1 that personality traits (conscientiousness, 

agreeableness, and emotional stability) are positively related to their associated ITPs. ITPs for 

conscientiousness, emotional stability, and agreeableness were regressed on their associated IPIP 

dimensions using the base package in R Studio. The results are presented in Table 4. The results 

supported Hypothesis 1 that IPIP-conscientiousness predicted ITP-conscientiousness (= 0.50, 

SE = 0.05, t = 9.78, p < 0.001), IPIP-emotional stability predicted ITP-emotional stability (= 

0.22, SE = 0.03, t = 7.81, p < 0.001), and IPIP-agreeableness predicted ITP-agreeableness ( = 

0.28, SE = 0.03, t = 8.09, p = 0.01). These results replicate previous findings for the relationship 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. IPIP-conscientiousness             

2. IPIP-emotional stability  .29**           

3. IPIP-agreeableness .06** .04**      

4. ITP-conscientiousness .04** .04* .03**        

5. ITP-emotional stability   .02** .02 .02** .29**      

6. ITP-agreeableness .01 .02** .02** .17** .08**    

7. Experience (Tenure) -.02 .00 .00 .06** .04** .20**  

8. SJT Scores .13** .14** .12** .51** .31** .22** .03** 
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between ITPs for conscientiousness and agreeableness and extend the findings to include ITPs 

for emotional stability. Though significant, each of the IPIP dimensions explained a small 

amount of the variance in each of the associated ITPs (R2 = .01). According to the model, 

personality is one of the antecedents of ITPs in addition to others (such as experience and 

cognitive ability). These results support the model for the relationship between personality and 

ITPs and suggest that other antecedents, if added to the model, might account for additional 

variance in the criterion.  

Table 5 

Hypothesis 1: Main Effect of Personality Traits on Their Associated ITPs  

The Effect of Implicit Trait Policies on Situational Judgment Test Performance  

Overall results supported Hypothesis 2 that ITPs for conscientiousness, agreeableness, 

and emotional stability would predict SJT performance. SJT scores were regressed upon ITPs for 

conscientiousness, emotional stability, and agreeableness using the base package in R Studio. 

The results are presented in Table 5. The results supported Hypothesis 2 that ITP-

conscientiousness ( = 2.01, SE = .02, t = 123.1, p < 0.001), ITP-emotional stability ( = 2.06, 

SE = 0.03, t = 66.64, p < 0.001), and ITP-agreeableness ( = 1.40, SE = 0.03, t = 45.56, p < 

Predictor  SE t F R2 95% CI 

All     (1, 10941)    

(Intercept) 7.49*** 0.24 31.23   7.02 7.96 

conscientiousness 0.50*** 0.05 9.68 93.69*** 0.01 0.40 0.60 

        

(Intercept) 5.45*** 0.12 43.71   5.21 5.70 

emotional stability  0.22*** 0.03 7.81 60.98*** 0.01 0.16 0.27 

        

(Intercept) 4.17*** 0.16 26.35   3.86 4.48 

agreeableness  0.28*** 0.03 8.09 64.54*** 0.01 0.21 0.34 

Note. * Indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. *** indicates p < .001. 
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0.001) predicted SJT performance. The results replicated previous studies which found support 

for the relationship between ITP- conscientiousness and SJT performance and ITP-agreeableness 

and SJT performance. The same hypothesized relationship was found with ITP-emotional 

stability and SJT performance.  ITPs for emotional stability (R2 = .09) and agreeableness (R2 = 

.05) explained very little variance in SJT performance. However, ITP-conscientiousness (R2 = 

.26) did explain a greater amount of variance in SJT performance. There is evidence suggesting 

that conscientiousness is the easiest dimension to fake on self-report personality assessment, 

likely due to its well-known value to employers (Griffin et al., 2004).     

Table 6 

Hypothesis 2: Main Effect of ITPs on SJT Performance  

 

The Indirect Effect of Personality on Situational Judgment Test Performance through 

Implicit Trait Policies  

Overall results supported Hypothesis 3, predicting that ITPs for conscientiousness, 

agreeableness, and emotional stability would partially mediate the relationship between 

personality traits and SJT performance. Using the Mediate package in R Studio, a causal 

mediation analysis utilizing a quasi-Bayesian method was used to estimate the Average Causal 

Predictor  SE t F R2 95% CI 

All     (1, 42880)    

(Intercept) 62.84*** 0.16 384.1   62.57 63.31 

ITP-conscientiousness 2.01*** 0.02 123.1 15140.00*** 0.26 1.98 2.04 

        

(Intercept) 69.30*** 0.20 343.15   68.87 69.79 

ITP-emotional stability  2.06*** 0.03 66.64 4442.00*** 0.09 1.99 2.04 

        

(Intercept) 74.84*** 0.17 432.93   74.48 75.26 

ITP-agreeableness  1.40*** 0.03 45.56 2076.00*** 0.05 1.33 1.47 

        

Note. * Indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. *** indicates p < .001 
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Mediation Effects (ACME), Average Direct Effects (ADE), Total Effect, and the Proportion 

Mediated. The results are presented in Table 6. The results supported the hypothesis that ITP- 

conscientiousness ( = 0.93, p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.72, 1.14]), ITP-emotional stability ( = 0.40, 

p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.30, 0.52]), and ITP-agreeableness (= 0.36, p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.26, 

0.46]), partially mediate the relationship between their associated IPIP dimension and SJT 

performance. These findings support the relationships within the Lievens and Motowidlo (2016) 

model and suggest that personality does impact SJT through ITPs.   

Table 7 

Hypothesis 3: The Indirect Effect of Personality on SJT Performance Through ITPs 

The Moderating Effect of Tenure  

Overall results failed to support Hypothesis 4, predicting that among incumbents, job 

tenure moderates the relationship between ITPs and SJT performance, such that at greater levels 

of experience, the relationship between ITPs and SJT performance is weaker. Specifically, results 

failed to support Hypothesis 4 for ITP-conscientiousness, ITP-emotional stability, and ITP-

agreeableness (Table 7). There was one significant interaction found between ITP-

conscientiousness and 3-5 years of experience ( = 1.24, t =2.17, p = .05). This indicates that 

ITP-conscientiousness moderates the relationship between IPIP-conscientiousness and SJT 

Mediator 
Average Causal 

Mediation Effects 

Average Direct 

Effects 
Total Effect 

Proportion 

Mediated 

ITP-conscientiousness 0.93*** 7.40*** 8.32*** .11*** 

 [0.72, 1.14] [7.03, 7.81] [7.90, 8.80] [0.09, 0.13] 

ITP-emotional stability  0.40*** 7.80*** 8.20*** .0.05*** 

 [0.30, 0.52] [7.47, 8.13] [7.85, 8.56] [0.04, 0.06] 

ITP-agreeableness  0.36*** 10.18*** 10.54*** 0.03*** 

 [0.26, 0.46] [9.73, 10.67] [10.06, 11.04] [0.02, 0.04] 

Note. * Indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. *** indicates p < .001. 
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performance at 3-5 years of experience. This may be attributed to the larger number of 

respondents (n = 41) at that level of tenure.  

Table 8 

 

Hypothesis 4: The Moderating Effect of Tenure on SJT Performance 

Note: Significance Codes: * = .05, ** = .01, *** < .0001 

 

 

 

 

 
  

Predictor  SE t R2 F 

ITP-conscientiousness       .307 F(10, 184) = 9.58*** 

(Intercept) 74.31*** 5.76 12.89   

ITP-conscientiousness 1.11*** 0.25 4.50   

ITP-c * 6 months – 1 year 0.18 0.61 0.29   

ITP-c * Between 1 – 3 years 0.43 0.48 0.89   

ITP-c * Between 3 – 5 years 1.24* 0.57 2.17   

ITP-c * Between 5 – 10 years 0.81 0.46 1.74   

ITP-emotional stability      .108 F(10, 184) = 3.35*** 

(Intercept) 78.99*** 6.82 11.58   

ITP-emotional stability   1.23* 0.52 2.37   

ITP-es * 6 months – 1 year 2.94 2.27 1.29   

ITP-es * Between 1 – 3 years 0.70 1.25 0.56   

ITP-es * Between 3 – 5 years -0.86 1.51 -0.59   

ITP-es * Between 5 – 10 years 1.57 0.94 1.67   

ITP-agreeableness     .262 F(10, 184) = 6.55*** 

(Intercept) 75.26*** 7.39 10.17   

ITP-agreeableness  1.69* 0.67 2.51   

ITP-a * 6 months – 1 year 0.37 2.27 1.29   

ITP-a * Between 1 – 3 years 0.76 1.25 0.56   

ITP-a * Between 3 – 5 years 1.67 1.51 -0.59   
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Figure 4 

 

Moderating Effect of Tenure and ITP-conscientiousness 

 

 
  

Figure 5 

 

Moderating Effect of Tenure and ITP-emotional stability   

 

 

 



 46 

Figure 6 

 

Moderating Effect of Tenure and ITP-agreeableness  

 

 

Conditional Effects. A conditional effects analysis was conducted to further investigate 

the effect of ITPs on SJT performance at the six levels of tenure. SJT scores were regressed on 

ITPs for conscientiousness, emotional stability, and agreeableness at each level of the moderator 

(tenure) to evaluate the predictive power of ITPs at different levels of tenure. The results are 

presented in Table 8. Significant effects were found at each level of the moderator for ITP- 

conscientiousness and ITP-agreeableness that indicate a curvilinear relationship between ITPs 

and SJT performance. As tenure increased, ITP-conscientiousness increased in its predictive 

power, peaking at 3-5 years of experience ( = 2.35, t = 4.58, p < .05) and then diminishing. 

ITP-agreeableness followed a similar curvilinear pattern, peaking at 3-5 years of experience ( = 

3.36, t = 4.39, p < .001), and then diminishing. ITP-emotional stability did significantly predict 

SJT performance at 0-6 months of experience ( = 1.23, t = 2.37, p = .05), at 5-10 years of 

experience ( = 2.79, t = 3.56, p < .001), and at 10+ years of experience ( = 1.23, t = 2.37, p = 
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.05). These results indicate that general domain knowledge is most predictive of SJT 

performance during the middle years of a firefighter’s career.   

Table 9 

 
Conditional Effects of ITPs on SJT Performance at Each Level of Experience  

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  SE t 

ITP-conscientiousness       

0 – 6 months 1.11*** 0.25 4.50 

6 months – 1 year 1.29* 0.56 2.33 

Between 1 – 3 years 1.54*** 0.41 3.73 

Between 3 – 5 years 2.35*** 0.51 4.58 

Between 5 – 10 years 1.92*** 0.39 4.91 

10 years or more 1.12*** 0.25 4.49 

ITP-emotional stability      

0 – 6 months 1.23* 0.52 2.37 

6 months – 1 year 4.17 2.21 1.88 

Between 1 – 3 years 1.93 1.13 1.70 

Between 3 – 5 years 0.33 1.41 0.23 

Between 5 – 10 years 2.79*** 0.78 3.56 

10 years or more 1.23* 0.52 2.37 

ITP-agreeableness     

0 – 6 months 1.69* 0.68 2.51 

6 months – 1 year 2.06* 0.93 2.21 

Between 1 – 3 years 2.45*** 0.64 3.84 

Between 3 – 5 years 3.36*** 0.76 4.39 

Between 5 – 10 years 1.69* 0.68 2.51 

10 years or more 1.33** 0.42 3.19 

Note: Significance Codes: * = .05, ** = .01, *** < .0001 
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CHAPTER IV 

 

Discussion  

 

 This study sought to examine the role of general domain knowledge (operationalized as 

ITPs), or the beliefs about what traits should be expressed in hypothetical scenarios, on SJT 

performance within a previously untested population of firefighters. Additionally, this study 

examined whether job tenure, a proxy for specific job knowledge, moderates the relationship 

between ITPs and SJT performance. This study also sought to expand on previous findings to 

evaluate the FFM trait of emotional stability and its associated ITP. Overall, the results from the 

study replicated previous findings that support the call to recast SJTs as a measure of general 

domain knowledge. General domain knowledge, operationalized as ITPs, for conscientiousness, 

emotional stability, and agreeableness each demonstrated significantly stronger relationships 

with SJT performance than any of their associated personality traits. This indicates that candidate 

personality traits may be less important to SJT performance than their knowledge of when it is 

most effective to express that trait. 

 According to ITP theory, personality is a direct antecedent of general domain knowledge. 

This study replicated previous findings supporting these relationships and found significant 

relationships between IPIP dimensions conscientiousness and agreeableness and their associated 

ITPs. Further, the study extended these findings to IPIP emotional stability and its associated 

ITP, providing additional support for one of the foundational relationships in ITP theory, that 

personality shapes our beliefs regarding effective workplace behavior. These findings align with 

previous research supporting the relationship between IPIP traits and their associated ITPs 

(Motowidlo et al., 2006a, 2006b; Oostrom et al., 2012).  
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Significant relationships were found in the expected direction between all ITPs and SJT 

performance aligning with previous research (Miller et al., 2008; Motowidlo et al., 2006a, 

2006b; Motowidlo & Beier, 2010). By extending the relationship to ITP-emotional stability, 

additional support is provided for the theoretical relationship between ITPs and SJT 

performance. ITP-conscientiousness explained more variance in SJT scores than the other ITPs. 

Conscientiousness is a valued construct within personnel selection and is frequently included in 

the design of SJT scenarios and response options. Consequently, those who possess greater 

knowledge about effective expressions of conscientious behavior are likely to perform better on 

SJTs.   

Additionally, this study found that ITPs for conscientiousness, emotional stability, and 

agreeableness partially mediated the relationship between their associated personality traits and 

SJT performance. Previous research has demonstrated the direct effects of personality and ITPs 

on SJT performance, but testing ITPs as mediators has not been done to the knowledge of the 

researcher. This supports the theoretical relationship in Lievens and Motowidlo’s (2016) model, 

in which personality impacts SJT performance through ITPs. ITP-conscientiousness mediates a 

larger proportion than ITP-agreeableness and ITP-emotional stability, mirroring the pattern we 

find in the results from other studies and reinforcing the importance of conscientiousness in SJT 

performance.   

The findings did not support tenure as a moderator in the relationship between ITPs and 

SJT performance among the incumbent sample. These findings may be the result of tenure being 

an ineffective proxy for job knowledge. However, the results of a conditional effects analysis 

indicated that ITPs for conscientiousness and agreeableness were found to increase in their 

predictive power as tenure increased, peaking at 3-5 years of experience, and then diminishing. 
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This suggests that general domain knowledge about effective expressions of conscientious and 

agreeable behavior plays a more significant role in predicting SJT performance as job experience 

increases, peaking during the midpoint of firefighter careers (i.e., when they are often promoted 

to frontline supervisors), and then diminishing in its predictive power during the latter part of a 

firefighter’s careers. Internal job analyses conducted by the Company indicated that the ability to 

navigate interpersonal relationships is key to early career success. Specific job knowledge about 

effective behavior for firefighters is likely to increase during the early years of their career. As 

firefighters are promoted, the interpersonal demands of the job decrease dramatically, and the 

acquisition of task knowledge and administrative skills become the focus of their attention; 

consequently, they may rely upon their general knowledge to a lesser degree when selecting SJT 

response options.   

  Lievens and Motowidlo (2016) called for recasting SJTs as measures of general domain 

knowledge or implicit trait policies (ITPs). In their model, personality has a direct causal effect 

on general beliefs about what constitutes effective behavior in the workplace. The partially 

supported hypothesis for this relationship indicates that ITPs are a viable construct that is related 

to but distinct from personality and provides a viable explanation for the way personality impacts 

SJT performance. However, ITPs for emotional stability significantly predicted SJT 

performance, suggesting that one can acquire general knowledge about effectively expressing 

emotional stability without a high standing on the trait itself. Future research on ITPs and the 

unique experiences that shape them may provide additional value for explaining SJT 

performance.    
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Implications for Theory 

The findings of this study make three contributions to SJT theory. First, the results 

provide support for relationships within the Lievens and Motowidlo (2016) model, finding 

significant relationships between personality, implicit trait policies, and SJT performance. The 

significant role that general domain knowledge plays in SJT performance supports their call for 

reframing SJTs as measures of general domain knowledge and indicates that further testing of 

their theoretical model is warranted.   

Second, the results provide some support for a distinction between personality traits and 

general domain knowledge, meaning that one’s standing on a personality trait and the knowledge 

of how to effectively express that trait are related but distinct. Personality traits were significant 

predictors of their related ITPs but did not explain a large amount of variance in ITPs. According 

to ITP theory, personality is one of several antecedents for ITPs and additional research may 

reveal that these other antecedents help explain additional variance in ITPs. This distinction may 

explain why ITPs demonstrate stronger relationships with SJT performance than do personality 

traits alone. For this reason, ITPs may actually measure something similar to emotional 

intelligence or adaptive behavior. The ability to adapt one’s behavior as circumstances evolve is 

of great value to organizations, where change is constant. The mixed model of emotional 

intelligence conceptualizes emotional intelligence as both a set of capabilities (such as decision 

making, problem solving, and interpersonal relationships) and individual differences in 

personality traits (specifically extraversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness) (Jun & Ryue, 

2023). Future research is needed to explore a possible convergence between the measures of 

emotional intelligence and ITPs.   



 52 

Third, the results of this study indicate that the relationship between ITPs and SJT 

performance may not depend on job tenure. Lievens and Motowidlo (2016) argued that SJTs 

capture respondents’ knowledge of effective work behavior, some of which is learned through 

general socialization processes as well as experience on the job. For this study, specific job 

knowledge was operationalized as tenure based on the assumption that as job tenure increases, so 

should the knowledge of what constitutes effective behavior on the job. The lack of significant 

results may be explained in several ways. First, it could be due to tenure being an ineffective 

proxy of specific job knowledge. In this study, tenure was measured as a categorical rather than 

continuous variable. When a continuous variable is transformed to a categorical variable it can 

lead to a loss of information, reduce statistical power, and there is a potential for misleading 

interpretations (Field, 2012). Second, it could be that the knowledge required to successfully 

navigate interpersonal situations as a firefighter may be closely aligned with the knowledge 

required to successfully navigate interpersonal situations in general. Further studies conducted 

within organizational contexts, where unique expectations for interpersonal interactions require 

more distinct procedural knowledge, may provide insight into this situation.  

And finally, the results may provide some insight into the way ITPs enable some 

candidates to perform better than others on SJTs. According to ITP theory, ITPs are general 

beliefs about effective behavior that reflect an individual’s underlying personality traits. When an 

individual's beliefs about effective trait-related behavior align with the trait-related behavior 

required for success on the job, the candidate is thought to possesses the general domain 

knowledge that is required for success on the job (Motowidlo et al., 2006a). If an SJT is designed 

to measure this general domain knowledge, SJT scores should reflect individual differences of 

that knowledge. In other words, when a candidate generally believes behavior which expresses 
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emotional stability to be most effective (ITP-emotional stability), and emotional stability is 

required for success on the job, that candidate is thought to possess general domain knowledge 

about the effective expression of emotional stability at work and thus perform better on SJTs 

(Lievens & Motowidlo, 2016). The significant relationships found between ITPs and SJT 

performance in this study provide support for this explanation of how ITPs affect SJT 

performance.  

Implications for Practice 

 This study has several implications for the practical use of SJTs for selection purposes. 

First, the findings of this study provide some support for Lievens and Motowidlo’s (2016) call to 

recast SJTs as measures of general domain knowledge. ITPs account for a significant amount of 

variance in SJT performance and by focusing SJTs to measure ITPs, the validity may be 

enhanced. Consequently, developing and administering SJTs could be less resource intensive. 

Although SJTs are typically valued as cost-effective measures of job performance, organizations 

still invest significant resources in their development and administration. SJTs are developed 

with the help of SMEs, who provide specific job knowledge that is used to create situation 

descriptions. If their knowledge is not necessary for the development of valid SJTs, the costs of 

development may be reduced. Further, previous research has shown that scoring keys developed 

by panels without any experience in the job are as predictive as those developed by SMEs 

(Motowidlo & Beier, 2010). Instead of developing SJTs that utilize customized scenarios and 

scoring keys developed by organizational SMEs, generic or “off-the-shelf” SJTs could provide a 

viable and cost-effective alternative for organizations seeking to make hiring decisions.  

Relatedly, by focusing SJTs on general domain knowledge, the lengths of selection 

assessments may be reduced. If ITPs predict SJT performance and do so more effectively than 
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personality traits alone, selection assessments may be designed with fewer self-report personality 

items or entire scales may be eliminated, thus reducing the length of the assessments. Shortened 

assessments can help reduce test-taker fatigue and the costs required for SJT development.    

Second, as ITPs are implicit measures, they may help reframe the conversation about 

faking, a common issue with self-report personality items on employment assessments. In 

selection processes, candidates may be motivated by social desirability and rate themselves 

higher on traits they believe to be of importance to the employer making the hiring decision. The 

ability to identify the traits of value to an employer and then to effectively adapt one’s responses 

to demonstrate higher levels of that trait, may be considered a type of faking. However, it may 

also be an indicator that a candidate has general domain knowledge about the effective 

expression of trait related behavior, reframing the faking conversation in positive terms. Novice 

firefighter scores were somewhat higher than incumbent firefighter scores on IPIP-

conscientiousness (M = 4.63 and M = 4.46, respectively) and IPIP-emotional stability (M = 4.50 

and M = 4.47, respectively), reflecting this pattern. However, only IPIP-conscientiousness (t = 

2.37, p = .02) was significantly different, which may be the result of faking. This is worth noting, 

keeping in mind that several studies suggest faking does not have a significant impact on the 

predictive validity of personality traits (McFarland & Ryan, 2000; McFarland et al., 2001; 

Griffin et al., 2004).    

Third, this study provides an alternative way to calculate ITPs utilizing SJTs that only 

have one correct response option and lack effectiveness ratings. This study calculated ITPs via a 

modified difference method. Though additional research is needed to further evaluate the validity 

of this method, the results of this study indicate this method may be a promising alternative for 

calculating ITPs.   
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Ultimately, Lievens and Motowidlo (2016) urged practitioners to be pragmatic and focus 

on designing SJTs specifically to measure general domain knowledge. They acknowledged the 

value of specific job knowledge, but argued that by focusing on general domain knowledge, the 

cost of development would decrease and potentially make for more valid SJTs. Decreased cost 

and increased SJT validity are of great value to organizations seeking to make hiring decisions in 

the most efficient manner possible. 

Limitations and Future Research 

 This study has several limitations related to internal validity, construct validity, 

generalizability, and sample size. First, a primary concern is internal validity, which is the 

accuracy of a causal inference between variables. This study is a correlational study; 

consequently, no causal inferences can be made as there may be other explanations for the 

significant relationships found between ITPs, IPIP personality, and SJT performance. In addition, 

concerns about internal validity extend to the unusually high alpha (α =.98) for the self-report 

portion of the FA. This high of a score may be an indication of candidates in the novice sample 

faking good, specifically on trait conscientiousness, as it is widely known to be of great value to 

employers (Tett & Simonet, 2021). However, the ability to discern the importance of 

conscientiousness, and then knowing how to fake it on an assessment may explain why this study 

found ITPs to demonstrate stronger relationships with SJT performance than personality alone. 

In light of these concerns with internal validity, caution should be exercised when interpreting 

the results. Future studies that aim to identify potential confounding variables are warranted.   

Second, there are issues with construct validity, which refers to the degree to which our 

measures accurately represent the concepts they are intended to capture. The focal construct of 

this study, general domain knowledge, operationalized as implicit trait policies, is very broad and 
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may not have fully encapsulated the construct it was meant to measure. ITPs are beliefs about 

effective behavior, and most studies calculate them as the correlation between candidates’ 

effectiveness ratings and SMEs’ effectiveness ratings. The SJTs used to calculate the ITPs did not 

ask respondents to rate the effectiveness of each response option and SMEs did not provide 

effectiveness ratings when developing the scoring key. In this study, ITPs were calculated as the 

difference between the number of response options selected that strongly expressed a trait from 

the number of response options selected that did not strongly express a trait. Although the 

difference method has been utilized previously and demonstrated more conservative ITP scores 

than those calculated via the correlation method (Motowidlo et al., 2006b), it may have 

negatively impacted the precision with which ITPs were measured.  

Similar issues may arise with the operationalization of job knowledge with job tenure.  

This simplistic measure likely neglected the multidimensional nature of job knowledge and the 

quality of the experience itself. These issues with construct validity suggest caution in 

interpreting the results and highlight the necessity of employing more robust and 

multidimensional measures in future research to better capture the constructs underlying ITPs 

and provide more accurate insights into the relationships explored in this study. 

A third limitation of this study pertains to the generalizability of the findings. The 

participants were drawn from a population of firefighters who were predominantly white and 

male, which does not reflect the broader population. These demographic constraints limit the 

extent to which the results can be generalized to other age groups or individuals outside the field 

of public safety. Furthermore, the cultural homogeneity of the sample, largely from a single 

racial background, raises concerns about the applicability of the findings to more diverse 

populations. These factors collectively suggest that caution should be exercised when attempting 
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to generalize the results of this study to a wider or more diverse population. Future research 

should replicate these findings within more diverse and representative samples to ascertain the 

broader applicability and generalizability of the observed relationships. 

Finally, while a large sample size is generally beneficial for increasing the statistical 

power and reducing the risk of Type I errors (failing to detect a true effect), it also poses certain 

challenges. In particular, a large sample size can sometimes lead to statistically significant 

findings of little practical significance. Furthermore, contrary to typical scenarios, there may be 

instances where a large sample size could obscure meaningful differences within subgroups by 

diluting effects when data are aggregated. The implications of the large sample size should be 

considered when interpreting the findings of this study and future research may benefit from a 

more focused approach with well-defined, smaller samples to ensure that meaningful differences 

are not overlooked. 

Conclusion 

 In the field of selection, the goal is to promote equal opportunities for applicants by 

creating assessment tools that accurately and fairly evaluate individuals’ capabilities, minimize 

bias, and ensure fairness for all candidates. For a tool to be effective, it is imperative to know 

what construct(s) it measures and how it measures them; otherwise, the tool may unintentionally 

benefit some over others and companies may use them with less than satisfactory results. 

Situational Judgment Tests (SJTs) are widely used selection tools because of their predictive 

validity and small sub-group differences; however, researchers have struggled to explain why 

these tests are predictive. This study sought to advance the recasting of SJTs as a measure of 

general procedural knowledge or implicit trait policies. The results of the study provide support 
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for ITPs as a construct that is distinct from but related to personality traits and hold promise for 

their use in hiring decisions.   

Personality profoundly shapes the way we experience and interpret the world. It may be 

tempting to think that these personality traits, for good and for ill, determine our destiny. 

However, the results of this study suggest that having a specific personality trait is less important 

to an individual’s success than the individual’s knowledge of how to effectively express that trait 

and when it is most appropriate to do so. It is not personality alone, but rather the ability to 

reflect, learn, and adapt, that determines one’s future. ITPs are an attempt to quantify this 

valuable ability and it is hope that the results of this study will inspire additional research on this 

important topic.   
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Appendix A 

 

Sample Video Situational Judgment Test Item – Video Script 

 

Scene: Two firefighters standing around. Supervisor walks up. 

 

Supervisor: Supervisor: Hey guys. I need one of you to head over to District 2 for the 

rest of your shift. They are dealing with staffing issues right now and I 

need you to help them by filling in.   

 

Firefighter 1: (uncertain) District 2? I’ve been there once and didn’t get along with the 

lieutenant at all. I bet he’s the reason for the staffing issues. No one 

wants to work with him.   

 

Supervisor: Listen, I don’t care about the lieutenant. They need help and given your 

knowledge of the crew, why don’t you go grab your gear and go. 

 

Firefighter 2: (a little sarcastic) Good luck….haha.  

 

 

Question: If you had a bad experience with the lieutenant at that station, and you were the one 

being told to go there, how would you respond?   

 

a. Say you can’t accept the assignment because you cannot work for that lieutenant. 

b. Suggest they send the other firefighter.  

c. Tell the supervisor you need more detailed information about what you will be doing 

and then decide whether to accept the assignment.  

d. Accept the assignment and do your best to maintain a positive attitude.  

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix B 

Sample SJT Items with and without Situation Descriptions  

 

  

Sample SJT Item with and without Situation Descriptions in the Item Stem 

SJT item with situation 

description 

A new computer 

program was installed 

in your department. No 
detailed training was 

provided to save time 
and money. Some of 

SJT item without 

situation description 

SJT item without situation 

description and situation- 

neutral responses 

Situation description your colleagues and 

you feel insecure in 
dealing with this new 

program. Errors 
frequently happen 

which leads to a loss of 

time. 

(omitted) (omitted) 

Response instructions What would you do? What would you do? What would you do? 

Response options a) I organize an internal 

training in which more 

experienced colleagues 
share their knowledge. 

(correct answer) 

b) I accept working 

overtime if I have to 

correct some of the 
errors 

c) I read books to 
understand the 

computer program in 

my free time to avoid 
time-consuming errors. 

a) I organize an internal 

training in which more 
experienced colleagues 

share their knowledge. 

 
b) I accept working 

overtime if I have to 
correct some of the 

errors 
 

c) I read books to 
understand the computer 

program in my free time 
to avoid time-consuming 

errors. 

a) I organize internal 

trainings in which more 
experienced colleagues 

share their knowledge. 

 
b) I accept working 

overtime if I have to 

correct errors. 

 
c) I read professional 
books in my free time to 

avoid time-consuming 

errors at work. 

 

d) I don't get upset 

about it because with 

d) I don't get upset about 

it because with more 

d) I am not overly 

worried about errors at 
more practice I will stop practice I will stop work because with more 

making errors. making errors. practice I will stop 

making errors. 
 

 

Note. Example item taken from an SJT on personal initiative (Bledow & Frese, 2009). 
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Appendix C 

 

Firefighter Assessment Subscales 

 

 

1. Considers Coworkers Before Self 

2. Congenial 

3. Leadership 

4. Industrious/Hardworking 

5. Adaptability 

6. Customer Relations 

7. Communication 

8. Compassion 

9. Dealing with Difficult Situations 

10. Integrity/Ethics 

11. Supervisory/Management Support 

12. Persistence in Ongoing Learning 

13. Safety Orientation 

14. Reading Comprehension 

15. Mechanical Reasoning 

16. Math 

17. Written Communication 

18. Emergency Medical Knowledge  

19. Physical Skill and Ability  

20. Overall Performance  

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

  



 79 

Appendix D 

IPIP Items by Dimension 

Conscientiousness  
1 I don't quit a work task before it is finished. 

2 I am a goal-oriented employee. 

3 I finish things at work, despite obstacles in the way. 

4 I am a hard worker. 

5 I don't finish what I start. 

6 I do not tend to stick with what I decide to do at work. 

7 I accomplish my work on time. 

8 I am careful to avoid making mistakes at work. 

9 I forget to put things back in their proper place at work. 

10 I neglect my duties at work. 

11 I leave my work undone. 

12 I put off unpleasant work tasks. 

13 I am often late to work. 

14 I like to organize things at work. 

15 I am exacting in my work. 

16 When my work shift begins, I start working right away. 

17 I waste time at work. 

18 I disregard work rules. 

19 I avoid responsibilities at work. 

20 I pay attention to details at work. 

21 I make plans at work and stick to them. 

22 I follow through with my work plans. 

23 I finish what I start at work. 

24 I have difficulty starting work tasks. 

Neuroticism (or Emotional Stability)  
1 I seldom get mad at work. 

2 I am not easily bothered by things at work. 

3 I am not easily frustrated at work. 

4 I get stressed out easily at work. 

5 I get upset easily at work. 

6 I am easily disturbed at work. 

7 I rarely get irritated at work. 

8 I am not easily annoyed at work. 

9 I remain calm under pressure at work. 

10 At work, I do things I later regret. 

11 I am calm at work, even in tense situations. 
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12 I panic easily at work. 

13 At work, my feelings are easily hurt. 

14 I feel crushed by setbacks at work. 

15 I become overwhelmed by events at work. 

16 I keep my emotions under control at work. 

17 I react intensely to things at work. 

18 I say whatever comes into my mind at work. 

19 I can't stand being contradicted at work. 

20 I adjust easily to what is happening at work. 

21 I get upset if others change the way that I have arranged things at work. 

22 I am annoyed by others' mistakes at work. 

23 I am hard to reason with at work. 

 

Agreeableness  
1 I respect authority at work. 

2 I do not believe that I am better than others I work with. 

3 At work, I find it best to focus on my own personal gain. 

4 When I'm at work, I want people to finish what they have to say before I reply.  

5 I try to refrain from behavior that might disturb my coworkers' concentration. 

6 I try to refrain from behavior that is annoying to coworkers. 

7 I try to refrain from behavior that is offensive to coworkers. 

8 I am concerned about how my behavior impacts coworkers. 

9 I am concerned about my coworkers' welfare. 

10 When a coworker is offended by my behavior, I apologize and try to change. 

11 I behave how I want at work, whether people like it or not. 

12 I appreciate good manners at work. 

13 I keep my promises at work. 

14 I am good at taking advice on how to do things at work. 

15 When interacting with a group of coworkers, I am often annoyed by at least one of them.  

16 I am hard to convince at work. 

17 I like to participate in group activities at work. 

18 I seldom take offense at work. 

19 I cannot stand criticism at work. 
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