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Construct Validity of Situational Judgment Tests:
An Examination of the Effects of Agreeableness,
Organizational Leadership Culture and Experience on SJT Responses
Jonathan Adam Shoemaker
ABSTRACT
Numerous factors are likely to influence response patterns to situational judgment tests,
including agreeableness, leadership style, impression management, and job and
organizational experience. Thisresearch presents background information and research
on situational judgment tests and several constructs hypothesized to influence situational
judgment test responses. A situational judgment test and manipulations to influence
response patterns were devel oped and piloted with a small sample of management
professionals and undergraduate students. Larger samples of management professionals
and undergraduate students participated in the experimental research. Participants were
asked to imagine that they are applying for ajob. Each participant was presented with
background information about a fictitious company, describing a company as either
highly Participative/Supportive or highly Directive/Achieving in its leadership culture. A
third description provided no information about leadership culture to serve as a control.
Participants responded to a situational judgment test consisting of some commercially
developed items and some new items. Then participants responded to an inventory
comprised of items that measure the factors hypothesized to influence response patterns,

Vv

www.manaraa.com



specifically Agreeableness and Experience. Significant differencesin response patterns
were determined to be attributabl e to the Agreeableness and Experience variables, and
the Leadership Culture manipulations, as well as the interaction between Experience and
the Leadership Culture manipulations. No significant differences were clearly
attributable to the Agreeableness by Leadership Culture interaction. The ramifications of

these findings are discussed and recommendations for future research are presented.

Vi
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Construct Validity of Situational Judgment Tests:
An Examination of the Effects of Agreeableness,
Organizational Leadership Culture and Experience on SJT Responses
The ultimate purpose of selection testing is to provide a prediction of performance
that is accurate and inexpensive. Accuracy isimportant because well-designed tests
should be scientifically developed and validated to fairly exclude unqualified candidates
and to select those that will perform best. Ideally, tests should be highly accurate in the
settings for which they were developed, and they should be easily transferable to new
settings. Affordability is desirable because for applied purposes, it is difficult to
implement a high-priced, cumbersome test that requires a major commitment of
resources. Situational judgment tests (SJTs) may fit both criteria. SJTs are face valid;
that is, the stimuli and responses required by these tests appear to be related to activities
that are performed on the job. High face validity coupled with good predictive validity
and the relatively inexpensive nature of such tests has made SJTs a popular selection
technique. However, the construct(s) being measured by situational judgment tests has
received very little attention, and our understanding of what the tests actually measureis
very shallow.
Thisresearch strives for better understanding the nature of the constructs that
affect responses to situational judgment tests. It was hypothesized that multiple factors

influence responses to situational judgment tests. Among these are: Agreeableness, as
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described by McCrae and Costa (1985) in their Five Factor Model, The Leadership
Culture of an organization, specifically in terms of manipulations based on Path-Goal
Theory, as proposed by House (1971), motives of the test-taker (intent to present a
favorable impression), and job experience. Thereisalready great deal of evidence that
situational judgment tests are related to cognitive ability, experience, and even
personality. However, it is still unclear what other constructs or variables may provide
incremental variance in relation to SJT responses, and how all these constructs work
together to affect response choices. This study proposed that a nomological
representation of responses to situational judgment items, specifically those that address
dealing with subordinates, should also include agreeableness on the part of the
respondent, impression management on the part of the respondent, the leadership
characteristics of the organization, and job experience, as well as interactions between
these constructs.

This paper begins by presenting background information and research on
situational judgment tests themselves, their reliability and validity, and how they are
used. Then the paper describes those constructs hypothesized to influence SJT responses
and the rationale for their inclusion in the current research. First, Agreeableness (and its
opposite, Antagonism) is described. Next, the concept of an organizational |eadership
culture will be discussed, with emphasis on Path-Goal Theory (House, 1974). Some
attention will be paid to the importance of impression management in the workplace —

specificaly, respondents’ attempts to display congruence between their own style of
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leadership and the organization’ s leadership culture. Finaly, the concept of experience
will be explored.

A rudimentary explanation of the study is described below so that the literature
review and hypotheses that follow can be placed in context. Participants from two
settings were included in the research: the professional or “Manager” sample included
management employees, while the novice or “ Student” sample included college students.
Participants were asked to imagine they are applying for ajob. Each participant was
presented with one of three sets of background information about a fictitious company.
One set of information clearly indicated that the company is highly Participative and
Supportivein its leadership culture. Another set of information clearly indicated that the
company is highly Directive and Achievement-Oriented in its leadership culture. The
third set of information contained no information about the leadership culture and acted
asacontrol. Participants then responded to a situational judgment test. Findly,
participants responded to an inventory that included items that address personality and
experience, as well as manipulation check items.

Simply put, participants were expected to respond to the situational judgment test
differently based on the variables mentioned above: notably, agreeableness on the part of
the respondent, impression management on the part of the respondent, the leadership
characteristics of the organization (as operationalized by the manipulations of

background information), and experience in the job of manager.
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Situational Judgment Tests
What isa* Stuational Judgment Test” ?

A situational judgment test is essentially awork sample test that presents job-
specific problems to which atest taker must choose from among several possible
solutions. The concept of using awork sample as an assessment tool has been around
since the beginnings of the field of personnel psychology. Work samples have actually
demonstrated the highest validity for any individual assessment method, even higher than
that of cognitive ability tests (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998).

Tests that present written situations to simulate actual work were first used in
selection in the 1920's (McDaniel & Nguyen, 2001). Thefirst instrument to be classified
asasituational judgment test was developed in the late 1950’ s to help select supervisors
(Mowry, 1957). Situational judgment tests are a natural progression from more elaborate
simulation techniques such as assessment centers and other work simulations. Because
the situational fidelity is compromised when the respondent is not physically in the
situation, SJTs have been referred to as “low-fidelity simulations,” aterm coined by
Motowidlo, Dunnette, and Carter (1990). Situational judgment tests have been criticized
as “arather extreme attempt to streamline assessment centers’ (Borman et al., 1997, p.
314). However, other authors suggest that situational approaches to selection techniques
are one of the most significant devel opments in selection research (Robertson & Smith,
1989).

Situational judgment tests continue to be popular because they appear to be highly

work-related, more so than many personality or cognitive ability tests. Therefore, they

www.manaraa.com



demonstrate better face validity and more favorable reactions from respondents (Ryers
& Connerly, 1993). SJTs have also been shown to have less adverse impact than tests of
cognitive ability (e.g. Oswald, et al., 2004; Callinan & Robertson, 2000; Chan &
Schmidt, 1997; Weekley & Jones, 1997; Motowidlo & Tippins, 1993).

SJTs are characterized by a stem/response format (McDaniel & Nguyen, 2001).
Each item begins with a stem that presents awork-related situation. Then, a series of
response options are presented. Stems and responses can vary in fidelity, length and
complexity (McDaniel & Nguyen, 2001). Typical SJTs are presented and completed in
paper and pencil format, although afew SJTs use avideo format in which respondents
watch videotaped scenarios and choose from a set of videotaped or written responses
(Weekley & Jones, 1997). Most situational judgment tests are developed for specific
companies or for specific jobs or job families (Hanson & Ramos, 1996). There are few
commercialy available SJTs. Two notable exceptions are “ The Provelt! Manager,”
published by Kenexa, Inc., and the “ Supervisory Skills Inventory” (SSI), published by
gNeil, Inc., though only portions of these two tests include situational judgment items.
Items from these tests were included in this research and information about them is
elaborated below.

SJTs often consist of a smaller number of items than are commonly seen on
cognitive ability or personality instruments. Many SJTs consist of asfew as 20 item
stems (Hanson & Ramos, 1996). Thisis primarily because every item requires the

respondent to read detailed situational stems before responding. Response choices
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usually occur along a continuum, ranging from behavior(s) considered most effective to
those considered |east effective.

SJTs are most often developed from critical incidents (McDaniel & Nguyen,
2001). Next, response options are created when subject matter experts and/or novices
unfamiliar with the job generate lists of effective and ineffective reactionsto the
described situation. Finally, scoring keys are developed, either rationally, by asking
experts to rate the effectiveness of each response, or empirically by having participants
take the test and comparing their scores to some external criterion, such as performance
(Hanson & Ramos, 1996).

A widely accepted technique for situational judgment test instructionsisto ask for
both an effective and ineffective response, as introduced by Motowidlo, Dunnette and
Carter (1990). This method provides information not only on effective performance, but
also on the ability to avoid those most severely ineffective behaviors (Hanson & Ramos,
1996). Instructionsfor situational judgment tests may also address arespondent’s
potential or actual behavior. For example, one of the most popular scoring formats, as
proposed by Motowidlo, Dunnette and Carter (1990) is for respondents to indicate which
response choices are the most effective and which the least effective. Motowidlo and
McDaniel (2005) referred to this scoring format as “knowledge instructions,” as
contrasted with “behavioral tendency instructions,” that ask respondents to indicate
which response choice is most like them and which isleast like them. Other researchers
have called these opposing instructional formats “should do” and “would do,”

respectively (Ployhart & Ehrhart, 2003). Findings suggest that “would do” or behavioral
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tendency instructions show better reliability and validity than “should do” or knowledge
instructions (Ployhart & Ehrhart, 2003). However, it isalso likely that “should do”
instructions are more appropriate for addressing maximal performance such as what
would be expected from job applicants (Ployhart & Ehrhart, 2003). “Should do” and
knowledge instructions appear to allow less dissimulation, and do not inflate scores when
respondents are motivated to fake (McDaniel & Nguyen, 2001), such as they might be
when applying for ajob. Theinstructional format used also has implications for how
much responses are influenced by cognitive ability vs. non-cognitivetraits. SJITswith
knowledge instructions tend to be more highly correlated with general cognitive ability;
SJTswith behavioral tendency instructions tend to be more highly correlated with non-
cognitive traits such as Conscientiousness and Agreeableness (McDaniel, Grubb &
Hartman, 2003).

Situational judgment tests can vary widely in length, instructions and
stem/response format. Regardless of the format, SJTs are intended to predict
performance; however it remains unclear exactly what construct(s) SJTstruly are
measuring.

There has been arift in the literature as some researchers suggest situational
judgment is atruly unique construct, also referred to as tacit knowledge (Sternberg et al.,
1995) or procedural knowledge. Other researchers consider situational judgment tests to
be merely another method of testing already well-established constructs such as job
knowledge, work experience, or even general cognitive ability (Stevens & Campion,

1999; Chan & Schmidt, 1997; Schmidt & Hunter, 1993).
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Sternberg and his associates (1995) suggested that SJT's measure a unique
construct that is not related to general cognitive ability, or even job knowledge, asitis
traditionally operationalized. Wagner (1987) called this construct tacit knowledge, a
practical intelligence that is never described formally or taught directly within an
organization. According to Sternberg’ striarchic theory of intelligence, practical
intelligence exists outside of the traditional sphere of general cognitive ability (Sternberg,
1985). Tacit knowledge istypically procedural and goal oriented (Sternberg & Wagner,
1993). Further, tacit knowledge is acquired without formal instruction from others
(Sternberg et al., 1995). Sternberg has equated practical or tacit knowledge with “ street
smarts,” “learning the ropes’ and “common sense” (Wagner & Sternberg, 1991, p. 1).

One major drawback to tacit knowledge is plain from its very name: unspoken,
unofficial information transfer is very difficult to measure. The result isthat researchers
still write about tacit knowledge as a theoretical construct while also describing it as
synthetic, intuitive, and not easy to operationalize (Styhre, 2004).

Chan and Schmidt (1997) argued that atest of situational judgment is simply a
method of measuring multiple job-relevant skills and abilities. Studies of biodata,
interviews and assessment centers have demonstrated that these are methods of
measuring common constructs, not constructs in and of themselves (Schmidt &
Rothstein, 1994). The sameisamost certainly true of SJTs.

The balance of opinion now suggests that whether tacit knowledge exists or not is
immaterial. Current theory considers the situational judgment test to be a style of

measurement that taps numerous constructs, not asingle, specific construct. However,
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little research has been performed to show how the constructs measured by SJTs are
affected by other constructs (Motowidlo & McDaniel, 2005).
Reliability of Stuational Judgment Tests

Several researchers have developed unigue situational judgment instruments.
Most report reliability coefficientsin the form of internal consistency. This statistic
estimates the correlation that would be observed if the examinees took another test ‘just
like thisone’ and the correlation between the (often hypothetical) alternate forms was
computed. Table 1 showsinternal consistency reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) for SITs
used inresearch. A few studies reported additional measures of reliability, in lieu of, or
in addition to, internal consistency. The additional reliability coefficientsincluded in the
table areinter-rater reliability, test-retest reliability, and alternate forms reliability.

Table 1. Reliability Estimates of Situational Judgment Tests in Various Studies

Study N N of SJT Items Reliability Coefficient(s)
Lee, Choi & Choe (2005) 498 16 a=.13-.64*
Oswald et al. (2004) 634 57 a=.85
Ployhart et al. (2003) 5325 10 o =.46-.62*
Ployhart & Ehrhart (2003) 84;23 5 a = .36; test-retest = .63
Chan & Schmidt (2002) 160 8 a =.73; dternateforms=.76
Clevenger et al. (2001) 412 39 a=.63-.82*
Motowidlo, Dunnette & 252 58 Mean inter-rater
Carter (1990) Reliability = .95
Weekly & Jones (1999) 1884 34 a=.73
Clause et al. (1998) 377 33 Alternateforms=.70-.77*

* Rangesof reliability are shown if more than one sample or form was used in the research

Asillustrated above, internal consistency reliability coefficients have ranged from
poor to acceptable, according to the current standard of acceptable reliability for usein
research (.70; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). The principles of test theory state that a

larger number of items will increase reliability. However, one of the tests with the fewest

9
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items and the smallest number of participants still demonstrated acceptable internal
consistency reliability (Chan & Schmidt, 2002). This may be because the items
addressed one specific construct instead of numerous situational judgment constructs. It
appears possible to construct a situational judgment test with acceptable internal
consistency with as few as 15 to 30 items, especialy if that test addresses asingle
construct of interest (e.g., dealing with subordinates).
Validity of Stuational Judgment Tests

The validity of atest shows the degree to which the test is useful in light of the
inferences that the test giver wishesto make. Simply put, a situational judgment test is
our best guess about actual situational judgment, or how respondents might respond in a
real life situation. While no test is a completely accurate reflection of behavior, tests can
be shown to be significant predictors of behavior and/or be related to important factors
that affect behavioral outcomes. Psychologists refer to test validity as being
demonstrated both externally and internally. Externa validity refersto what the test can
meaningfully predict in apractical sense. External validity is chiefly demonstrated
through criterion-related validity, where a criterion is some real world measure of
performance that can be shown to meaningfully relate to how a respondent performs on a
test. Interna validity refersto the nature of the test itself: which construct(s) the test
measures, what the content domain of the test is, and how respondents perceive the test.
Criterion-Related Validity

Most research investigating criterion-related validity has used highly subjective

criteria, such as multi-faceted performance ratings from supervisors. A meta-analysis by

10
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McDaniel, Morgeson, Finnegan, Campion, and Braverman (2001) showed that SJTs
have a mean uncorrected validity of .26 with performance. Numerous studies have
shown a moderate correlation between SJIT responses and supervisor performance ratings
(Chan & Schmidt, 2002; Clevenger et al., 2001; Weekley & Jones, 1997; Motowidlo &
Tippins, 1993; Motowidlo, Dunnette & Carter, 1990) and turnover (D’ Alessio, 1994).
Table 2 shows several studies that reported correlations between SJT scores and
subjectively rated job performance.

Table 2: Relationships Between SJT Scores and Supervisor Ratings of Performance

Study N Coefficient (r)
Chan & Schmidt (2002) 160 .30*
Clevenger et al. (2001) 412 21* (avg.)
Motowidlo & Tippins (1993) 165 31*
Motowidlo, Dunnette & "
Carter (1990) 252 30
Weekly & Jones (1997) 1471 35%*

*Significant at p < .05, **significant at p < .01

Oswald et al. (2004) similarly determined that SJT scores correlated with self-
ratings of college performance in a sample of college freshmen. Stevens and Campion
(1999) developed an SJT that addresses teamwork. They determined that their
instrument was moderately correlated with ratings of teamwork performance (r = .32)
and overall performance (r = .37), though their instrument was highly redundant with the
measure of general cognitive abilities that they used in the same study (r = .95). Weekley
and Jones (1999) determined that their situational judgment instrument was correl ated
only weakly (r = .19, n.s.) with performance ratings, despite the fact that their previous

research showed more predictive validity.

11
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Construct and Content Validity

Construct validity refersto an instrument’ s ability to measure an unobservable
idea or construct. Constructs must be defined through the characteristics of the variables
that are used to measure them. The most common way to demonstrate the construct
validity of an instrument isto compare it to other, well-established measures of the
construct. Content validity refersto how completely an instrument addresses the entire
realm of characteristics that make up a construct. The “realm of characteristics’ is more
appropriately called the content domain. A substantial portion of SJT research has
suggested that SJT responses are little more than measures of general cognitive ability
(9).

Cognitive Ability

Weekly and Jones (1999) showed that SJTs are significantly related to cognitive
ability with an average weighted correlation of .45, however, their sample of Yale
undergraduates and managerial employees certainly had a severe restriction of range on
the cognitive ability measure. McDaniel et al. (2001) provided meta-analytic evidence
that SJT responses have an average corrected correlation of .39 with general cognitive
ability. Thisfinding shows the clear import of cognitive ability in understanding SIT
responses; it also shows that there is more to SJT responses than just (g). For example,
McElreath and Vasilopoulos (2002) reported that “most likely” and “least likely”
responsesto SJT items have a different relationship with (g): least likely SJT scores had a
stronger relationship with cognitive ability than did most likely SJT scores. This may be

because what should not be done is typically very clear to respondents with higher

12
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cognitive abilities, although what should be done is not always as obvious. Further,
Motowidlo, Dunnette and Carter showed that SJT scores did not correlate with aptitude
test scores (1990). Numerous studies have shown that SJT's provide incremental validity
over and above cognitive ability tests (Chan & Schmidt, 2002; Clevenger et al., 2001,
McDaniel et al., 2001). The incremental validity provided by SJTs affords the notion
that there is more to the content domain of the SJT than just general cognitive ability.

The content domain of situational judgment response may be incompl ete because
too much emphasisis placed on (g). While cognitive ability is certainly an important
factor in understanding situational judgment response, considering only cognitive ability
ignores the possible influence of Agreeableness, multifaceted levels of experience, and
other variables.

Interpersonal Traitsand Skills

McDaniel and Nguyen (2001) performed a meta-analysisin which they
determined that Agreeableness correlated with SJT responses (mean r = .25 over 12
studies). SJT scores have also shown to be correlated with “interpersonal skills,”
“communication skills,” & “negotiation skills’ as rated by interviewers (Motowidlo,
Dunnette & Carter, 1990).

There has aso been some exploration of how responses to SJTs may be
influenced by personality, not by levels of agiven trait specifically, but by how effective
different levels of expression of that trait are perceived to be in agiven situation. For
example, Motowidlo and colleagues (2006) coined the term ITP or implicit trait policy,

suggesting that personal levels of Agreeableness could influence responses, but also that
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the amount of importance given to Agreeableness in decision- making would influence
how favorably participants viewed high Agreeableness versus low Agreeableness
response options in terms of effectiveness. Motowidlo and colleagues (2006) showed
that personality traits do have some influence on situational judgment; notably,
procedural knowledge scores were significantly correlated with agreeableness scoresr =
.25 (p<.01), and procedural knowledge scores were significantly correlated with
implicit trait policy for Agreeablenessr =.73 (p < .01).

Borman and his colleagues (1991) reported that job knowledge mediates the
relationship between cognitive ability and performance. Other researchers have agreed
that job knowledge (as operationalized by job experience) appears to have a positive
relationship with SITs (McDaniel & Nguyen, 2001). Weekly and Jones (1999) found
that SJTs are correlated with overall job experience (r = .23), but not necessarily with
company tenure (r = .02).

Face Validity

One of the main reasons that Situational judgment tests are highly valued is
because they typically show ahigh degree of face validity. Face validity may be the most
important kind of validity in terms of creating an instrument that encourages valid
responses from the test taker. Face validity is atheoretical term that refers to how the
instrument appears, especialy to the respondent. Situational judgment tests offer a high
degree of face validity because respondents perceive the items on the tests to be highly
related to the duties they will perform on the job. A test of general cognitive ability may

not be perceived in the same way, because the items on a cognitive ability test, though
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predictive of performance outcomes, may be perceived as being outside the context of
realistic job performance (Callinan & Robertson, 2000). Likewise, the perception that a
test is an opportunity to show how well they can perform on highly job-related tasks
leads to more applicant motivation and better engagement in the test (Callinan &
Robertson, 2000).

Generalizability of Research on SJTs

Situational judgment tests appear most valid for the jobs and organizations for
which they were originally developed. Even though similar situations may occur in
different organizations, differencesin organizational goals, culture or values may require
unique scoring keys (Hanson & Ramos, 1996). Research on the generalizability of SJTs
across organizations would be a great contribution to the literature (Hanson & Ramos,
1996). It iswidely accepted that a high level of cognitive ability is desirable for success
in every organization. However, it isthe basis of this research that SJTs cannot fairly be
generalized across organi zations because different organizations require different degrees
of characteristics such as Agreeableness and leadership style.

The body of empirical research offers numerous recommendations for future
research using situational judgment tests. Weekly and Jones (1999) and McDaniel and
colleagues (2001) suggested that a nomological net of the constructs that SJTs measure
should be devel oped, and recommended measuring specific constructs with SJITs by
developing items directly related to those constructs. These authors also suggested that
SJTsare most likely to have different nomological nets (thus, address different

constructs) if they are based on unique aspects of job content in different jobs; for

15

www.manaraa.com



example, dealing with subordinates would probably have a different nomological net
than closing the sale with new clients, even though both types of items may appear on the
same situational judgment test. McDaniel and Nguyen (2001), Clevenger and his
colleagues (2001), Chan and Schmidt (2002), and Motowidlo and his colleagues (2006)
echoed the recommendation that future research should devel op strategies to target
specific constructs within the context of situational judgment items. Ployhart and
Ehrhardt (2003) suggested that more research is needed on the psychological processes
that people employ to complete SJTs. It has aso been suggested that experience should
be measured more specificaly to better understand the role it playsin SJT response
(Chan & Schmidt, 2002; Clevenger et al., 2001). Finally, Oswald and colleagues (2004)
called for a better understanding of how impression management affects responses to
situational judgment items. The current research movesin these directionsfirst by
narrowing the focus of an SJT to issues of supervisors dealing with subordinates and
second by elaborating the nomological net. Specific variables to be included in the
nomological net are described next.
Agreeableness

What is Agreeableness?

Asearly asthe 1960’s, personality researchers had developed arudimentary “Five
Factor” model of human personality (Norman, 1963; cited in McCrae & Costa, 2003).
More than 20 years later, McCrae and Costa (1985) first proposed the “Big Five’” model

that iswidely accepted today. The five factors that Costa and McCrae hypothesized are:
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Extroversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Openness to
Experience.

Agreeablenessis described as selflessness, concern for others, trust and generosity
of sentiment (McCrae & Costa, 2003). The antithesis of Agreeablenessisreferred to as
Antagonism or tough mindedness (McCrae & Costa, 2003). It should be noted that a
high degree of Agreeablenessis not aways desirable; in some cases, |ess Agreeableness,
or even Antagonism is advantageous (e.g., for prosecuting attorneys, soldiersin combat
conditions, or smply committee members who do not wish to take on additional
responsibilities).

McCrae, Costa, and Busch (1986) described the Agreeable and Antagonistic
personality through comparison with a set of personality aspects called the California Q-
Set. They described a highly Agreeable individual as. sympathetic, considerate, warm,
compassionate, arousing, liking and behaving in agiving way. They described a highly
Antagonistic individual as: critical, skeptical, showing condescension, pushing limits and
expressing direct hostility. Both of these types may be advantageous in certain settings.
These type descriptions were used to aid in creating instructional manipulations for this
research.

Costa, McCrae and Dye (1991) specified six facets that fall under the factor of
Agreeableness. These six facets are: Trust, Straightforwardness, Altruism, Compliance,
Modesty, and Tender-mindedness. Each of these hasimplications for use in the

workplace, and were addressed specifically in measures used for this research.
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Agreeableness as Antecedent to Performance

For almost as long as the Five Factor Model of personality has been established,
researchers have explored personality variables as predictors of performance. Tett and
colleagues reported in their meta-analysis of confirmatory personality and performance
studies that the correlation between Agreeableness and performance was the highest of all
the Big 5 personality variables (averager = .326; Tett, Jackson & Rothstein, 1991). This
isin contrast to asimilar meta-analysis performed the same year that showed little
relationship between Agreeableness and performance, even in jobs that seem to require a
high degree of sociability (Barrick & Mount, 1991)*. Further research |ater conceded that
Agreeableness (among other personality variables) is a better predictor of job
performance in highly autonomous jobs, such as management, than in less autonomous
jobs, though the magnitude of the reported correlations remained small (Barrick, Mount
& Judge, 2001; Barrick & Mount, 1993).
Agreeableness and SJITs

Although evidence of a significant relationship between Agreeableness and
performance is slim, some research has supported the potential relationship between
Agreeableness and responses to situational judgment items.

McDaniel and Nguyen (2001) showed that SJTs are correlated on average with
measures of Agreeableness (r = .25), Neuroticism (r = .31), and Conscientiousness (r =

.27). Cucina, Vasilopoulos and L eaman (2003) suggested that “Best” SJT responses

! Tett et al., (1991) argued that this was because Barrick and Mount neglected to consider
absolute valuesin their analyses, effectively causing significant negative and positive
valuesto “cancel each other out.” Barrick, Mount and others continue to assert that Tett
et al.’s analytic methods were mathematically incorrect.
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reflect an individual’ s typical behavioral preferences (which should be a function of
personality) and are most likely to be relevant in highly autonomous situations.
Similarly, “Worst” responses would be most relevant to situations in which individuals
personalities have less influence on their behavior and they are not able to support the
behaviors they would consider “Best”. Cucina, Vasilopoulos and Leaman (2003) aso
found higher correlations between personality and situational judgment when using
measures of narrower constructs.

Clearly those personality factors that play arole in situational judgment response
require further empirical clarification. Another construct relevant to management that
callsfor additional research is leadership.

Leadership
Why Leadership?

Situational Judgment tests are tools that are most often used to select managers
and supervisors (Hanson & Ramos, 1996). It istherefore important to consider how
characteristics of leadership may affect SJT responses. Leadership is defined as the
process of influencing other group members to achieve organizational goals (Greenberg
& Baron, 1997). Organizations may or may not make a distinction between leaders and
managers. leaders are responsible for the vision of the company while managers are
responsible for the implementation of that vision (Greenberg & Baron, 1997). This
distinction seems somewhat arbitrary: although some management employees do not play
arolein setting organizational goals, amanager is often perceived as the leader of his or

her work group and must contribute as aleader on asmaller scale. Thisis especially true
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when the organization is so large that employees have little to no contact with the leader
of the company, when the organization is so small that leaders must also take on the
duties of management, or in organizations that encourage participation in goal-setting and
decision- making from all levels of the company.

Numerous theories of |eadership have been set forth over the last 100 years of
research (Y ukl, 1994). Leadership theory began with the ideathat great |eaders are born,
not made, called the “great man theory” — that particular traits set leaders apart from
ordinary people (Locke, 1991). Although most researchers have dismissed the “great
man theory,” support for asolely trait (or dispositional) theory of leadership continuesin
recent literature (e.g., House, Shane & Herold, 1996). Current trends suggest that |eader
traits are important, but that successful leadership is also influenced by situational
variables. Called contingency theories, these models suggest that |eaders must adapt their
behavior based on the organizational environment (Schriescheim, Tepper & Terault,
1994). Modern contingency leadership theories also typically address the relationship
between leaders and their subordinates (Y ukl, 1994). One of the more prominent modern
contingency theories of leadership is Path-Goal theory.

Path-Goal Theory of Leadership

The Path-Goal theory of |eadership addresses how formal supervisors affect the
motivation and satisfaction of their subordinates (House, 1996). It is adyadic theory,
meaning that it concernsitself with individual relationships between a supervisor and
each subordinate (House, 1996). When House first proposed Path-Goal theory (1971), he

was concerned only with establishing that supervisors served the needs of subordinatesin
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two different ways:. supervisors 1) helped subordinates to follow a course toward an
outcome (the “ path-goal” component), and 2) satisfied subordinate needs. He adopted
the constructs of Consideration and Initiating Structure that were originally advanced by
the Ohio State L eadership Studies (Stogdill & Coons, 1957). Consideration is defined as
the amount of concern and empathy a leader shows toward subordinates (Judge, Piccolo
& llies, 2004). Initiating Structure refers to how much aleader definesroles for self and
subordinates, sets goals, and is achievement-oriented (House, 1996). Not surprisingly,
Consideration has been consistently shown to correlate more strongly with subordinate
satisfaction, while Initiating Structure has been shown to correlate more strongly with
performance and effectiveness (Judge, Piccolo & llies, 2004). One major drawback of
this two- factor leadership theory is that Consideration and Initiating Structure were
initially supposed to be orthogonal, but numerous studies have shown that thereis a
significant correlation between them (Judge, Piccolo & Ilies, 2004; Fleishman, 1995;
Bass, 1990).

Later, House and Mitchell (1974) modified Path-Goal theory into the traditional
four-factor model that is known today. Directive leadership is described as providing
structure and expectations to subordinates; essentially, telling subordinates what they are
supposed to do. Participative leadership is described as consulting with subordinates and
taking their opinions and suggestions into account when making decisions; in effect, this
approach allows subordinates to help decide what is to be done. Both Directive and
Participative |eadership are components of path-goal clarifying behavior (Evans, 1996).

Supportive leadership is described as creating a supportive work environment and being
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concerned for the welfare of subordinates. Achievement-oriented leadershipis
described as setting challenging goals and emphasizing performance excellence. Both
Supportive and Achievement Oriented |eadership are components of satisfying
subordinate needs (Evans, 1996). It isimportant to stress that although these
characteristics would be demonstrated with marked behavioral contrasts, they are not
polar opposites and are not mutually exclusive — it is possible for aleader to be both
Supportive and Achievement-Oriented, for example (Greenberg & Baron, 1997).
Further, Path-Goal theory also statesthat it is up to the leader to motivate subordinates
through appropriate use of the components described above and that the effectiveness of
this motivation is contingent on the degree of structure present in the work being
performed (House, 1996).

House later reformulated his own theory again, using Path-Goal theory as a
springboard for Charismatic L eadership theory and most recently, the Path-Goal theory
of Work Unit Leadership (House, 1996).

Path-Goal Theory in Research

Path-Goal theory has enjoyed moderate support in empirical research. A meta-
analysis performed by Judge, Piccolo and Ilies (2004) cited numerous studies that found
little to no relationship between contingency theories of |eadership and outcome
variables. However, the same study analyzed several hundred correlations between
consideration/initiating structure factors (the bases for Path-Goal theory) and leadership

outcomes such as subordinate satisfaction and leader job performance, and reported
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moderate average correlations for both of the above factors with numerous leadership
outcomes (Consideration .48, Initiating Structure .29; Judge, Piccolo & llies, 2004).

A handful of recent studies have shown that specific elements of the Path-Goal
model (particularly participative |eadership) influence subordinate outcomes. Coleman
(2004) determined that managers with more cooperative beliefs and ideals about
organizational power relations were more likely to engage in participative leadership
behavior than those with more competitive beliefs and ideal s about organizational power
relations. This effect was enhanced by the use of subliminal priming (quickly showing
words related to competitive or cooperative beliefs on a computer screen) so that
competitive priming reduced the participative leadership behaviors of even those with
more cooperative beliefs about organizational power.

Oshagbemi (2004) demonstrated that older managers tend to use significantly
more participative leadership behaviors than younger mangers. However, differencesin
the amount of directive leadership behaviors between older and younger managers were
not statistically significant.

Somech (2003) studied demographic differences between leaders and
subordinates and showed that differencesin age, gender, and level of education between
the leaders and subordinates decreased the amount of participative leadership that was
exhibited. These effects diminished over time, with the exception of dissimilar genders,
which intensified over time. In other words, the longer a demographically dissimilar
leader and subordinate worked together, the more likely the leader would display

participative leadership, except in the case that the leader and subordinate were of
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opposite genders; in this case, the leader was less likely to display participative
|eadership after alonger relationship.

Kahai, Sosik and Avolio (1997) showed that participative and directive |eadership
provided diverse results from subordinates in an el ectronic meeting situation. Under
participative leadership conditions, subordinates provided more suggested solutions, were
more supportive, and were less critical of the situation, than under directive conditions.

There is no research that considers the effects of Path-Goal characteristics on
situational judgment responses. However, Somech (2003) suggested that the relationship
between participative leadership and organizational culture and structure should be
explored in future research. Path-Goal theory is auseful way to think about leadership
from the perspective of organizational culture. Path-Goal theory was not used in this
research to predict subordinate performance at different levels of task structure. Instead,
the four characteristics identified by Path-Goal theory were used to create fictitious
leadership cultures to demonstrate how organizational |eadership culture can affect
situational judgment responses. Specificaly, it islikely that respondents will attempt to
display congruence between their reported behavior (measured by responses to a
situational judgment test) and the fictitious organizational |eadership cultures that were
presented in this research. The desire to display such congruence is due to social

desirability, or more specifically, impression management, or the ability to “fake good.”
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Impression Management and Faking
What are Impression Management and Faking?

Impression Management is the attempt to present a positive impression of oneself
to someone else (Ones & Vishwesvaran, 1998). A “positive impression,” in the context
of selection, refersto the representation that best fits into organizational norms,
“someone else” refers to the person making the selection decision. There are numerous
studies that show how impression management is employed during selection interviews
(e.g., Kristof-Brown et al., 2002; Silvester et al., 2002; Vishwesvaran et al., 2001). It has
similarly been written that responses to personality assessments are self-presentations,
not self-reports (Hogan, 1998). That is, the response that a person providesto an
instrument, especially when the person is highly motivated to succeed on the instrument
(such as a candidate for employment), is likely to reflect how the person would like to be
seen, rather than how they truly are. Itislikely the inference can be extrapolated to
situational judgment tests: respondents are likely to choose the behavior that they
perceive is most acceptable to the organization, rather than the behavior they would truly
exhibit. Thistype of intentional distortion is better known as faking.

There is good evidence from past research that participants are motivated to “fake
good” even when they are asked to do so only for research purposes (e.g., McFarland &
Ryan, 2000). Likewise, individuals can fake selectively, that is, on only certain parts of
selection instruments (Dalen, Stanton & Roberts, 2001). The same research showed that
the amount of information presented to an individual has little influence on how much

they choose to fake (Daen, Stanton & Roberts, 2001).
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Situational judgment tests are about judgment; thus they appear to tap an ability
that is expected to be relatively enduring. As previously mentioned, such tests typically
correlate with measures of cognitive ability. The nature of the questions aso appears to
tap maximal rather than typical performance, especially when the stem is written to
address Best and Worst responses to the situation (Hooper, Cullen & Sackett, 2006).
However, many SJT's (including the one used in the current research) concern issues of
socia conflict. Therefore, there is good reason to believe that individual differences
outside of analytical judgment, such as beliefs regarding norms, customs, personal values
and experience, personality, and ideas about the testing organization’s values may all
influence the choice of the best and worst response to SJT items. In fact, thisresearch
expected that all motivated respondents would respond to a situational judgment test with
some degree of impression management or faking, limited in only two circumstances:
when extreme differences between respondents’ individual values and the organizational
values presented create cognitive dissonance, or when not enough information about
organizational valuesis presented for respondents to form any impression. These
circumstances were controlled in the study through the use of manipulation checks.

Experience
What is Experience?

When industrial and organizational psychologists refer to “experience,” they
usually mean a simple measure of time on the job, often the sum of all time spent on
similar jobs with different organizations. A semina meta-analysis performed by

Quinones, Ford and Teachout (1995), showed that out of 22 studies of experience
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completed in the previous 20 years, al but 2 used time on the job or time with the
company as their experience measures. Further, the analyses for 15 out of the 22 studies
were computed at the level of job tenure (7 were computed at the level of organizational
tenure).

The variable “experience” is acommon way to operationalize job knowledge.
More experienced workers are typically expected to perform at higher levels, make fewer
mistakes, and require less supervision (Greguras, 2005). Popular belief suggests that job
knowledge is directly related to time on the job, although it appears that experience may
be asymptotically related to job knowledge (McDaniel, Schmidt, & Hunter, 1988), or
even parabolically related to job knowledge (Sturman, 2003). That is, job knowledge
does not continue to increase with time on the job, but either reaches asymptote after a
certain amount of time (when little or no job knowledge and skills remain to be learned),
or begins to decrease after a certain amount of time (when job knowledge and skills are
no longer state of the art).

The word “experience” usually refersto job experience, and thus job knowledge;
however, there are different kinds of work-related experience that an individual can have.
For example, time with one particular organization, even across numerous and unrelated
jobs, could be an operationalization of organizational experience (or “organizational
socialization,” see Quinones, Ford and Teachout, 1995). Organizational experience may
be related to what Sternberg (1995) referred to as tacit knowledge: the individual
understands organizational rules, and formal and informal procedures, even if the “rules’

are never explicitly stated (Sturman, 2003). Management in companies that promote
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from within can be assumed to have a moderate to high level of organizationa
experience, since workers would be promoted to management after some years of service.
On the other hand, managers who are recruited externally will probably have alow level
of organizational experience when they are new to their management positions. These
externally recruited managers may have more trouble adjusting and performing than
those with more organizational experience.

Similarly, time in a particular type of organizational culture, even across
numerous and unrelated organizations, might be considered culture experience. That is,
the individual understands what broad goals, values, and ideals are emphasized, on both
formal and informal levels. It follows, as above, that when new management is sought,
managers with highly incongruous cultural experience in their previous organizations will
have more trouble performing and adjusting than those managers with more congruous
cultural experience. Although thereisvery little research on the af orementioned types of
experience, it was hypothesized that at least job experience may have important effects
on SJT responses.

Experience as Antecedent to Performance

Job experience (and thus job knowledge) is one of the most widely recognized
predictors of job performance (Kolz, McFarland, & Silverman, 1998). McDaniel,
Schmidt and Hunter (1988) found a mean correlation of .32 between job experience and

performance in their meta-analysis across multiple occupations.
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Experience and SJTs

SJTsare highly related to job knowledge (and thus experience), which presents a
problem in terms of testing inexperienced respondents who may have little or no
experience in the situations as presented (Weekley & Jones, 1999). Thisislikely more of
aconcern on a SJT of technical, or “hard” skills, which are typically very job-specific,
than with SJTs of “soft” skills (such as dealing with subordinates) that may be commonly
used across numerous jobs.
Quantifying Experience

It is difficult to assign value to experience in terms of months or yearsin a
position. Several theories of expertise do exist. Most commonly, experience is broken
down into three to five linear stages proceeding from novice to expert (e.g., Anderson, as
cited in Genberg, 1992; Dreyfus & Dreyfus, 1985). However, developing expertise may
not be alinear process. Although job experience and organizational experience are
highly correlated with time on the job, little research exists on how much time at work
separates “novices’ from “experts’ (Genberg, 1992). Daley (1999) states, “ competent
professionals have usually been in practice threeto five years’ (pp. 134-135). It must be
noted that this research is focused on expertise for nurses, and what Daley callsa
“competent professional” would fall about in the middle of the linear novice-to-expert
model proposed by Dreyfus and Dreyfus (1985). It isdifficult to find recommendations
on quantifying expertise for managers, in part because the duties of a manager can be

quite different across many different organizations. For the purposes of this research,
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both job and organizational experience were categorized into five distinct groups based
roughly on Dreyfus and Dreyfus (1985) model.
Research Hypotheses
The nomological network that followsin Figure 1 is presented for the purposes of
hypothesis testing only. The model isintended to illustrate overall hypothetical
rel ationships between the constructs described above and to show that they may affect
responses to situational judgment tests. It is not intended as a structural equation model.

Figure 1: A Nomological Network of Constructs Affecting SJT Response
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Thismodel suggests that Personality and Experiential constructs, in addition to attempts
to impression manage, affect responses to situational judgment tests. The model also
demonstrates the contribution of organizational leadership culture, and how it can
indirectly influence the effects of Agreeableness. The Experiential portion of the model
shows how job experience may be thought of as nested within organizational experience,
which is similarly nested within culture experience. Job experience is shaded to indicate
the dominance of this construct in the literature on experience. However, the model in
Figure 1 argues that both organizational and culture experience may also contribute
individually to SJT responses. Finally, it isredlistic to assume that there are other,
unexplored constructs that play arole (and that may affect the Personal and Experiential
constructs), either on an individual or an organizational level. For example, as stated
above, there is ample evidence that cognitive ability can influence responsesto SIT
items. Such constructs are beyond the scope of this research; their presence isincluded
only to demonstrate that the model is not a complete explication of what factors affect
situational judgment responses.

The following hypotheses are the central questions of thisresearch. More
complex hypotheses areillustrated graphically to clarify the expected effect.
The Effects of Agreeableness on SJIT Scores
Hypothesis 1. SJT scores will be affected by the personality variable of Agreeableness
regardless of |eadership culture manipulation. That is, respondents with arelatively

higher level of Agreeablenesswill choose different responses to situational judgment

31

www.manaraa.com



items than those with arelatively lower level of Agreeableness, regardless of which
organizational leadership cultureis presented.

The Effects of Organizational Leadership Culture Manipulations on SIT Responses
Hypothesis 2: Responses to situational judgment items are influenced by the target’s
perception of the leadership culture of the organization.

Corollary 2a: A motivated test taker who has knowledge of the testing organization’s
leadership culture will choose those responses that best reflect the test taker’s
understanding of the leadership culture so that scores will differ between strong
Participative/Supportive and strong Directive/Achieving cultures.

Corollary 2b: A motivated test taker who is presented with no information about the
leadership culture of the testing organization will choose responses without being
influenced by leadership culture so that scores will differ between a Neutral condition
and the strong conditions described above.

Corollary 2c: Item-level responses will differ across disparate |eadership cultures.

The Interaction of Agreeableness and Organizational Leadership Culture Manipulations
on SJT Scores

Hypothesis 3: The relationship between Agreeableness and SJT scores will be different in
discrete leadership culture conditions such that High Agreeableness shows a positive
relationship with SJT responses in some conditions (Participative/Supportive and
Control), and a negative relationship with SJT responses in other conditions

(Directive/Achieving), asindicated in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Agreeableness X Leadership Characteristics Interaction Effects on SJT Scores
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The Effects of Experience on SIT Scores

Hypothesis 4: SJT scores are influenced by Job Experience such that scores on an SIT
will be higher for experienced vs. inexperienced participants, regardless of organizational
manipulation.

Essentially, experienced managers likely have a deeper understanding of how to
respond to the different demands of discrete organizations and organizational cultures,
and will make judgments appropriately.

The Interaction of Job Experience and Organizational Leadership Culture Manipulations
on SJT Scores

Hypothesis 5: SJT scores under different organizational manipulations will be moderated
by job experience. That is, when arelatively low degree of job experienceis present,
information on organizational |eadership culture may have a smaller effect on judgment.

This hypothesis may hold especially true in the Directive/Achieving condition.
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Inexperienced participants will likely not attach as much significance to the cultural
information presented in the manipulation as experienced participants, and will thus score
lower in the Directive/Achieving condition. The same effect may also occur in the
Participative/Supportive condition, but it is not expected to be as pronounced (please

refer to Figure 3).

Figure 3: Experience X Leadership Characteristics Interaction on SJT Response
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Method

Participants

Two samples were recruited for the experimental study. The first sample
consisted of retail sales managers and assistant retail sales managers recruited from a
major national telecommunications company. Retail sales managers are line employees
who are responsible (within this company) for day-to-day operations of retail stores,
where cellular handsets and peripherals are sold, customer accounts are processed, and

customer service issues are handled on a person-to-person basis. Assistant retail sales
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managers have very similar duties and differ from “full” managers only in their level of
experience or tenure with the company. Retail stores usually have asingle retail sales
manager or asingle assistant retail sales manager; larger stores may have aretail sales
manager and an assistant retail sales manager. Retail sales managers are typically
responsible for an individual retail location of 8-10 employees (Jonathan Canger,
Associate Director of Staffing and Talent Acquisition, October 4, 2006, personal
communication). District Managers throughout the company (226) were asked to provide
the names of five retail sales managers or assistant retail sales managers within their
districts to participate in thisresearch. Approximately 149 District Managers responded
(response rate = 66%), resulting in alist of 745 potential participants. Study information
was emailed to the participants with alink to participate in the research online. A total of
386 managers and assistant managers responded to the request to participate, and 258
completed the entire research instrument (overall response rate = 35%). The sample
consisted predominantly of retail managers (N of Managers = 229, or 89%; N of
Assistant Managers = 23, or 9%, 6 employees, or 2% did not respond to this item).
Demographic data on experience for this sample is presented in Table 3.

The second sample in the main study consisted of 138 undergraduates from a
large southeastern university. Students from introductory psychology courses
volunteered to participate in the research in partial fulfillment of course experimental
participation requirements. Although data on major was not collected, because
introductory psychology courses are core requirements, the students within likely

represented a diverse mixture of backgrounds and potential majors (i.e., not all the
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students were psychology majors). Student data were controlled for any part- or full-

time management experience. Demographic data on experience for this sample are

presented in Table 3.

Table 3: Comparative Experience for Managers vs. Students

Management

Experience
Oyears
(None)

Lessthan 1

year total
1to 3years
total
3to5years
total

More than 5

yearstotal
Total N

Standard
Deviation

*1 professional participant did not respond to the experience items

Procedure

0

10

43

38

166

Managers
Frequency

257*
0.91

Percent

0%

3.9%

16.7%

14.8%

64.6%

Students
Frequency Percent
70 50.7%
22 15.9%
26 18.8%
10 7.2%
10 7.2%
138
1.28

Each participant responded to a series of situational judgment items as described

in the introduction to this research (see Appendix B). Three separate sets of instructions

were developed for both the student sample and the management sample. Each set of

instructions consisted of a description of a hypothetical organization and a fabricated

email about the organization from afictional acquaintance within that organization. All

participants responded to the same situational judgment items after being exposed to one

of the three conditions:

1) Theinformation provided in the “ Participative/Supportive’ condition suggested

that the primary goa of management in this particular organization isto be highly
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supportive of subordinates even at the expense of profitability (see Appendix A).

For example, subordinates are encouraged to contribute to and correct their

supervisors, while supervisors are expected to provide a high amount of job-

related and personal support to their subordinates.

2) Theinformation provided in the  Directive/Achieving” condition suggested that
the primary goal of management in this particular organization is to focus on
profitability even at the expense of subordinate support (see Appendix A). That
is, subordinates are discouraged from contributing to or correcting their
supervisors, while supervisors are instructed place organizational goals ahead of
the personal and professional needs of subordinates.

3) No information was provided in the “Control” condition so that respondents were
ableto draw their own conclusions without any kind of direct influence (see
Appendix A).

Participants were assigned to one of the three manipulation conditions based on
their date of birth. Thefirst item on the survey asked participants to report their date of
birth (day of the month only), and program logic took participants immediately to the
correct manipulation condition, then on to the main survey.

The manipulations were evaluated in a brief pilot study to ensure that they were
being interpreted by participants in a manner consistent with Path-Goal Theory and the
intent of the research. Please refer to the section of this dissertation entitled “ Preliminary
Analyses: Pilot Testing the Manipulations of Organizational Leadership Culture” in the

“Results’ section for supporting information.
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Participants were asked to imagine they are applying for ajob that they are very
motivated to get, the idea being that they would therefore try their best to model response
sets that would be acceptabl e to the company to which they are applying. Upon
compl eting the situational judgment measure (Appendix B), participants were asked to
complete a secondary inventory (see Appendix C) consisting of personality items,
experience items, and manipulation checks (to determine whether they were
dissmulating asinstructed during the situational judgment portion of the research).
Participants were instructed that they should now answer honestly and no longer attempt
to fit their responses to the information they read at the beginning of the research.

All participants responded to the research measures electronically. Participants
were emailed aweb address (URL) to access an online “survey- hosting” website that
displayed one of the instructional manipulations followed by the research instruments
described. Datawas downloaded from the website' s database after collection, and coded
and analyzed using Microsoft Excel and SPSS 11.5.

Measures
Situational Judgment Inventory: The SJT-280

Although managers certainly have additional job responsibilities, it is argued that
one of the most important and characteristic duties of a manager isto supervise
subordinates. Therefore, the primary measure was a set of situational judgment items
that all address dealing with subordinates (see Appendix B). These items were derived
from several sources. A tota of 26 situational judgment items were included. This

author created nine items specifically for usein thisresearch. Eight items were taken
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from the Provelt® Manager by Kenexa, Inc. Two were taken from the Supervisory
Skills Inventory (SSI™) by gNeil, Inc. Seven were based on items from an inventory
created by the Personnel Decisions Research Institute for non-commissioned officersin
the U.S. Army [because this measure was specifically created for Army officers, wording
was edited to make the items more appropriate for a corporate setting. The nature of the
items was not changed] (Hanson & Borman, 1992). All items are used in this research
with the permission of the test devel opment companies (Kenexa, Inc., gNeil, Inc., and the
Personnel Decisions Research Institute). All three instruments are highly researched
selection instruments that include situational judgment items on humerous management-
related topics; with the exception of the PDRI measure, these tests are commercially
availablefor private use.

Effectiveness of a particular response was expected to be subjective and highly
culture-and experience- dependent. Therefore, six separate scoring keys were initially
created for each of the three conditions described above, with both an experienced and a
novice sample. Thiswas necessary because what constitutes effective performanceis
thought to be different in organizations with disparate |eadership cultures like those
described above. Further, level of experience was expected to contribute to interpreting
the effectiveness of responses.

Scoring keys were developed through a pilot study of novice and experienced
raters. Undergraduate students at a major southeastern university created the novice
scoring keys for the SJT Inventory by rating the Effectiveness of every response choice

on a 1-4 scale (Note that this rating procedure was more exhaustive than the Most/L east
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Effective rating procedure used in the main study). Upper-level management at a major
southeastern freight and shipping company created the experienced scoring keysin
similar fashion.

The experienced (Manager) and novice (Student) ratings were converted to
analogous scores and analyzed to demonstrate the item difficulty and reliability of the
instrument. Although alphas for the Manager items were acceptable (range of a = .80 -
.85), the alphas for two of the three Student keys were dightly lower than the standard of
.70 (Participative a = .78; Directive a = .66; Control a = .64). Further, all keys showed
numerous negativeitem-total correlations that were difficult to interpret. The finalized
scoring keys were created to evaluate the responses of participants in each condition;
however, due to potential reliability issues and other concerns described later, an
additional keying method was developed. For supporting information on the
development and abandonment of the initial scoring keys, please refer to the portion of
this dissertation entitled “ Preliminary Analyses: Pilot Data” in the “ Results” section.

Participants in the main research sample were asked to choose one Most Effective
and one L east Effective response choice for each item (see Appendix B). Thisresponse
format was chosen because it is more likely to address maximal performance (also
referred to as “should do” or “could do” performance), which is what would be expected
from ajob applicant (Ployhart & Ehrhart, 2003). Furthermore, it was expected that
responding with Most Effective and Least Effective would avoid any cognitive
dissonance that might result from asking participants to choose the responses that are

“Most Like” and “Least Like” them, due to the likelihood that participants are
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disssimulating. That is, since participants in some conditions were expected to
impression manage their responses, it was expected that separating the participant from
the response might lead to answers that were better tailored to fit the manipulation. The
revised key method assigned scores to participants based on frequency of response
endorsement. Each participant was assigned two scores for each item: one score for the
response endorsed as Most Effective and one score for the response endorsed as L east
Effective. The scoreswere equal to the proportion of al experimental participants (from
both Student and Manager samples) who endorsed those responses. The frequency-based
key method is described further in the section entitled, “ Preliminary Analysis. Creating a
New Frequency-Based Key Using Experimental Data’ in the Results. The frequency-
based method allowed for al three conditions and both levels of experience to be scored
on the same key while still retaining individual differencesin response patterns. Thisin
turn alowed for more sophisticated statistical analyses such as analyses of variance and
covariance to be performed on the whole dataset.
Secondary Inventory: The SPE-30

A secondary inventory was used to measure the Big 5 personality factor of
Agreeabl eness, which was expected to moderate responses to the Situational Judgment
Items. Ten items that measure agreeableness were taken from the 1PIP website of public
domain test items available for research purposes (http://www.ipip.ori.org). Theseitems
relate to Agreeableness, and address Costa, McCrae and Dye' s (1991) facets of Altruism
and Tender- mindedness. However, four additional items were written by this author to

address the other Agreeableness facets (Trust, Straightforwardness, Compliance, and
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Modesty) that appear be related to the experimental construct of dealing with
subordinates, but that did not appear to be addressed by the IPIP items.

The secondary inventory included demographic items about management interest
and experience, as well as a question about category of industry for the student sample.
Theindustry categories for this question were based on the U.S. Department of Labor
Bureau of Labor Statistics Standard Occupational Codes (SOC), taken from the BLS
website (http://mww.bls.gov). Categories that were not likely to include management
positions, and the category “Management Occupations’ were excluded. Theseitems
were used to control for management experience and interest, specifically in the
undergraduate sample. These items also included a categorical variable of management
experience for the incumbent manager sample. Based on the work of Dreyfus and
Dreyfus (1985) described earlier, the experience variable included five distinct
categories. Management experience on the part of the students was compared to
management experience for the professionals to ensure that there were significant
differences between the two experience conditions; this analysisis presented in the
“Results’ section of this research.

Finally, thisinventory included manipulation check items to ensure that
participants are responding within the provisions of the instructional manipulations of
organizational culture. Theitems on thisinventory were scored on a5-point Likert scale,
with response options ranging from “1 Very Much Disagree” to “1 Very Much Agree”.

The secondary inventory isincluded as Appendix C.
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Results

Preliminary Analysis. Pilot Testing the Manipulations of
Organizational Leadership Culture

Before the manipulations were ever presented to the pilot or experimental
samples, it was important to ensure that the participants would interpret the
manipulations as intended by the experimenter. A short scale was developed to measure
reactions to the manipulations. The Manipulation Pilot Inventory (see Appendix D)
included 9 items based on characteristics of |eadership styles as proposed by Path-Goal
Theory (House & Mitchell, 1974). A total of 14 undergraduate students were exposed to
one of the three manipulation conditions, and then asked to evaluate whether the
company in the description that they read matched important characteristics of
Participative or Directive leadership. It was expected that there would be significant
differences in how participants judged each manipulation condition based on leadership
characteristics. A one-way ANOV A with accompanying post-hoc Tukey tests were
computed, and results for individual |eadership characteristics appear in Table 4.

Table 4: Interpretations of Leadership Characteristics Between Manipulation Conditions

Employess... | Leaders...
Are qud ArePart Are Asked Are Are Have High
Condition E\/XS:&; Deci0; ons Sugg];ggti o || YgeseiEtl | CETEsE Eirggétrgt?gﬁg
Participative 4.20(a)  5.00(a) 480 |  4.60( 4.60(a) 4.60(a)
Directive 4.80(@  1.40(b) 1.80(b) |  1.60(b) 1.80(b) 4.80(a)
Neutral 3.25(0)  4.00(c) 400@ |  4.00@ 3.75(3) 3.00(b)

Conditions that were significantly different (p < .05) are designated by different letters (a, b, c); mean
response to each characteristic on a 1-5 scale is presented in boldface.

These data suggest that participants are likely to interpret the manipulation

conditions as different on numerous leadership characteristics proposed by Path-Goal
43

www.manaraa.com



Theory. Responses to two leadership characteristics items were not significantly
different, although the effects were in the expected direction: “...employees are told how
to perform...” and “...leaders set challenging goals...” suggesting that these two
characteristics were not interpreted as typical of one particular |leadership style, or that
this characteristic was not addressed strongly enough in the manipulation. However, the
significant differences observed are a close fit with the experimental purpose of the
manipulations. Finally, responses to the item on the inventory that addressed whether
participants would like to work in the environment described were not significantly
different across conditions. Thisis meaningful because it suggests that the environment
described in the Directive condition was not seen as objectionable, potentially decreasing
response bias from participants in that group.
Preliminary Analysis: Pilot Data

Upper-level managers from a major southeastern freight and shipping company
and undergraduate students from a major southeastern university were recruited to pilot
the situational judgment instrument and to develop a scoring key (see Appendix E).
These data were obtained chiefly to determine that the situational judgment items
included in this research had an acceptable level of reliability. A total of 118 participants
(30 across the three professional/manager conditions, 88 across the three novice/student
conditions) were used to create six unique keys. Each participant viewed one of the
instructional manipulations described previously before responding to the situational
judgment items. Participants were informed that their responses would be used to create

akey for anew situational judgment test, and asked to rate every response choice on a 1-
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4 scale (where 1 = A Very Effective Response, 2 = A Somewhat Effective Response, 3
= A Somewhat Ineffective Response and 4 = A Very Ineffective Response).

To create the keys and to measure reliability, scores for each response choice
were averaged across all participantsin that condition. These means were summed to
create an item-level score for each individual based on the response choices they
designated as Very Effective minus the response choices they indicated were Very
Ineffective (since participants could designate multiple response choices as Very

Effective or Very Ineffective, item-level scoreswere calculated based on the following
formula 2 means vey effeciive /N MeEANS— 2 MEANS very ineffective /N Means). This method

allowed for the creation of analogous scores across all three conditions and both levels of
experience. To avoid the likelihood that the range of responses and thus variance would
be different across the different levels of the independent variables, every participant was
scored on each of the six keys and those six scores were added together to create a
composite score from all six keys (referred to in this research as the Summed Six Key
Method). However, at this point, aminor setback in data collection occurred.
Preliminary Analysis. Creating a New Frequency-Based Key Using Experimental Data
The professional samplein the pilot study, taken from the freight and shipping
company became unavailable at the completion of pilot data collection, and was not
available to participate in the experimental research. Therefore, because of the small
sample size of the pilot group, because of an unusual number of negative item-total
correlations, and to ensure the appropriateness of keyed responses across organizations, a

new key was created based on the response frequencies of the experimental dataitself.
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Each participant was given two scores for each item: one score for the response he or

she endorsed as Most Effective and one score for the response he or she endorsed as
Least Effective. The scoreswere equal to the proportion of all experimental participants
(both Student and Manager samples) who endorsed those responses. For example, if
Participant X chose Response “a’ as Most Effective for Item 1, and Response “a’ was
chosen by 38.6% of all respondents, Participant X would receive a score of .386 for Most
Effective response for Item 1. Most Effective and L east Effective scores were summed
for each item and then item scores were added together to create a composite score for

each participant on the entire instrument. The following formulaillustrates how

composite scores were created using this method: Z(M ost Effectivere + Least

Effectivereg). This method allowed for all three conditions and both levels of experience
to be scored on the same key while still retaining individual differencesin response
patterns. Using the experimental datato create the Frequency-Based Key may be
expected to result in multicollinearity and artificial inflation of scores compared to anew
sample. However, use of this method of keying the datais justified because of the
relatively large N (396), and because any differences observed between experimental
conditions cannot be explained by intercorrelation. Although the maximum hypothetical
score using this key is 52, the maximum obtainable score using this key was 30.2, the
minimum obtainable score using this key was 2.9 (since every response choice that was
endorsed at |east once must have a non- zero score and no response choice was endorsed
at 100%). The alphafor the new, frequency-based key was .76. A singleitem had a

weak negative item-total correlation, which did not strongly affect the reliability.
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Therefore, al itemswere retained in the SIT. Finally, athough the Six Key Method
was not used in further analyses, it isinteresting to note that scores using the Frequency-
Based Key Method and the Summed Six Key Method were highly correlated [r(395) =
954, p < .05].
Experimental Results: Manipulation Check

Experimental participants responded to three items used as manipulation checks
in the secondary inventory. These items were included to address whether participants
answered differently than normal because they were asked to act as though they really
wanted the job, and whether the company description and email presented before the SIT
provided clues about how to answer in order to get the job (the verbatim items are
included in Appendix C). A composite score was created based on participants
responses to these threeitems. A two-way ANOV A demonstrated that while there was
no significant difference between managers and students’ responses to these items, the
responses from the Control condition were significantly different from the responses
from the Participative/Supportive and Directive/Achieving conditions [F(2) = 10.99,
p<.001]. The mean composites for the 3 manipulation check items are shown in Table 5.
Table 5: Manipulation Check Composite Scores Among 3 Conditions

Standard

Condition Mean o N
Deviation
Participative/Supportive 9.06 2.36 114
Directive/Achieving 941 2.77 141
Control 7.90 231 141

These data suggest that the manipulations of Organizational Leadership Culture

were working as intended; participantsin the Control Condition were not as highly
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influenced by the information presented as the other groups; that is, Control participants
were more likely to answer as they normally would (instead of impression managing to
get the job), and they were less influenced by the company description and email that was
presented.

Experimental Results: Hypothesis Testing

A General Linear Model was created that included main effect terms for
Agreeabl eness, the L eadership Culture manipulations, and Experience, as well as 2-way
interactions between Agreeableness and the Leadership Culture manipulations and
Experience and the L eadership Culture manipulations. For the convenience of the reader,
the research hypotheses are restated below as the data are presented.

Hypothesis 1 stated that scores on the situational judgment test would be affected
by the personality variable of Agreeableness regardless of leadership culture
manipulation. This hypothesis was tested by the significance of the main effect for
Agreeableness. A composite score was created for Agreeableness by summing responses
to the 14 Agreeableness items on the secondary inventory (please refer to Appendix C).
Reliability analyses of the Agreeableness scale were conducted first to ensure that the
Agreeableness items had acceptable internal consistency. Alphawas acceptable at .71 for
the Agreeableness measure. Analyses of Variance were conducted to determine whether
Agreeableness varied across Experience (Manager vs. Student) or Leadership
(Participative/Supportive vs. Directive/Achieving vs. Control) conditions. No significant
differences across conditions were found, suggesting that Agreeableness (as tested)

varied consistently throughout the experimental sample. Since participants were assigned
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to condition based on their date of birth, it isunlikely that any systematic variation
occurred based on Experience or Leadership Culture Condition.

Analysis of covariance (ANCOVA), using Experience Levels and the Leadership
Culture manipulations as fixed factors and the Agreeableness composite score as a
covariate indicated a significant main effect for Agreeableness [F(2, 387) = 4.162, p =
.042] in predicting SJT scores. This analysis demonstrates differences in Effectiveness of
responses. Means and standard deviations are shown in Table 6.

Table 6: Means, Standard Deviations and Score Ranges for Agreeableness

M ean Score Standard Dev. Observed Min—Max  Potential Min - Max
571 5.74 34-69 14-70

Discriminant analysis was also performed at aresponse level to determine if mean
Agreeableness composite scores were significantly predictive of the choice of item
response for each item. This analysis demonstrates differences in response choices
regardless of Effectiveness. A total of 7 out of 52 analyses were significant, or just over
13%. Hypothesis 1 was supported.

Hypothesis 2 stated that scores on the SJT and item level responses on the
situational judgment items are influenced by the target’ s knowledge of the leadership
culture of the organization, as demonstrated by the presentation of distinct leadership
culture manipulations (versus control). Thefirst part of the hypothesis was tested by the
significance of the main effect for the Leadership Culture manipulations[F(2, 387) =
4,53, p =.011]. Post-hoc Tukey tests were conducted on this result and demonstrated
significant differences only between the Directive/Achieving condition and the Control

condition. Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 7.
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Table 7: SJT Score Means and Standard Deviations by Manipulation

L eader ship Manipulation N Mean gtar_ldqrd
eviation
Participative/Supportive 114 2334 2.87
Directive/Achieving 141 2272 3.37
Control 141 2391 2.83

Therefore, knowledge of Organizational Leadership Culture, notably in a
Directive/Achieving culture may have a significant effect on SJT response. The
hypothesis was tested at a response level by comparison of response frequencies through
Chi-square analysis. Chi-sqguare coefficients and Phi values were computed for each item
to test whether the frequency distributions differed across the three culture manipulations
for each item. Chi-sguare coefficients were significant for 22 out of 52 analyses, or 42%,
suggesting that item-level responses differed between the culture conditions. Differences
initem-level responses among the manipulated conditions may suggest that participants
tend to answer differently across conditions, regardless of whether their behaviors would
be considered effective (e.g., different ineffective behaviors may be endorsed in different
conditions). Significant Chi-square and Phi values are presented in Appendix F.
Hypothesis 2 was supported.

Hypothesis 3 stated the relationship between Agreeableness and SJT scores are
different in discrete leadership culture conditions such that High Agreeableness shows a
positive correlation with SJT score in some conditions (Participative/Supportive and

Control), and negative correlation with SJT responses in other conditions
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(Directive/Achieving). This hypothesis was tested by examining the significance of the
interaction term between Agreeableness and Culture.

The ANCOVA showed no significant interaction between the Agreeableness
covariate and L eadership Culture Condition [F(2, 387) = 1.33, p = .266]. However,
correlational analyses between Agreeableness composite scores and SJT scores
demonstrated a small but significant positive correlation in the Participative/Supportive
Condition, and no correlation in the Directive/Achieving and Control Conditions. Means
and standard deviations as well as correlations between Agreeableness and L eadership
Culture Condition are shown in Table 8.

Table 8: Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations Between Agreeableness &

SJT Score by Condition
.. Agreeableness Agreeableness .
Condition N Mean Score  Standard Dev. Correlations
Participative/Supportive 114 57.51 5.03 191 (p =.041)
Directive/Achieving 141 56.27 6.26 .015 (n.s)
Control 141 57.59 5.69 .029 (n.s)

These small but potentially important differences in the relationship between
Agreeableness Scores and SJT scores in specific Leadership Culture conditions are

illustrated graphically below in Figure 4. However, Hypothesis 3 was not supported.
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Figure 4: Slopes of Agreeableness* SJT Score Relationships by Leadership Culture
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Hypothesis 4 stated that SJT scores are influenced by Job Experience such that
scores on an SJT would be higher for experienced vs. inexperienced participants,
regardless of organizational manipulation. This hypothesis was tested by the significance
of the main effect for Experience.

First, it was important to be sure that the Manager and Student groups clearly
differed in level of individual experience, based on the information presented in Table 3
above. An independent samplest-test was used to demonstrate that the experience level
of the Management group was statistically different from that of the Student group
[t(393) = 21.1, p<.001]. Theanalysisof covariance showed a significant main effect for
Experience[F(2, 387) = 102.22, p < .001]. Descriptive statistics for the Experience

variable are provided in Table 9. Hypothesis 4 was supported.

Table 9: Mean SJT Scores and Standard Deviations by Experience Status

Experience Status Mean SJT Score Standard Deviation
Student 21.35 2.98
M anager 24.39 2.58
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Hypothesis 5 stated that scores on the situational judgment test under different

organizationa manipulations would be moderated by job experience. This hypothesis

was tested by examining the significance of the interaction between Experience and the

three Leadership Culture manipulations. The ANCOVA showed a significant interaction

between Experience and L eadership Culture [F(2, 387) = 3.804, p < .023]. Mean SJT

scores and standard deviations are provided in Table 10. Boxplots provide a graphical

representation of the interaction in Figure 5.

Table 10: Mean SJT Scores and SDs by Experience and L eadership Condition

Status Condition Mean SJT Score
Parti cipative/Supportive 21.93
Student Control 21.27
Directive/Achieving 20.97
Parti cipative/Supportive 24.11
M anager Control 25.15
Directive/Achieving 23.79
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Figure 5: Student & Manager SJT Scores Across Conditions
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This hypothesis was also tested at a response level by comparison of response
frequenciesthrough Chi-square analysis. Chi-sguare coefficients and Phi values were
computed for each item within the Student and the Manager sample to test whether the
frequency distributions differed across the three culture manipulations for each item.
Chi-sguare coefficients were significant for 28 out of 104 analyses (52 Student items and
52 Manager items), or 27%, suggesting that item- level responses differed between the
culture conditions. Differencesinitem-level responses among experience status and the
manipulated conditions may suggest that participants tend to answer differently across
experience status and condition, regardless of whether their behaviors would be

considered effective (e.g., different ineffective behaviors may be endorsed in different
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conditions). The tables of response frequencies are presented in Appendix G; Chi-
sguare and Phi values are presented in AppendicesH and |. Hypothesis 5 was supported.

The analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) that was used to analyze the three main
effects and the two interactions isincluded for reference as Table 11.

Table 11: ANCOVA Model of Main Effects and I nteractions

Typelll
Sour ce Sum of DFergeredeeésnc])f SI\;L?:Pe F Sig.

Squares
Corrected Model 982.98(a) 8 12287 17.19 .000
Intercept 1409.07 1 1409.07 197.13 .000
Experience 730.67 1 730.67 102.22 .000
L eadership Culture 64.76 2 32.38 4.53 .011
Agreeableness 29.75 1 29.75 4.16 .042
Experience *
Legder ship Culture 54.38 2 27.19 3.80 .023
Agreeableness *
Lgader ship Culture 18.97 2 9.49 1.33 266
Error 2766.30 387 7.15
Totd 219200.62 396
Corrected Total 3749.28 395

a R Squared = .262 (Adjusted R Squared = .247)
Discussion

This research was intended to be a preliminary step in critically examining
unexplored constructs at both a personal and situational level that explain variancein
responses to situational judgment tests, as recommended by earlier research (Ployhart &
Weekley, 2006). There are limitless factors and constructs that may contribute to
explained variance for thistype of test, not only on a composite level, but also on an item
level or even aresponse level. The construct of Experience has been widely researched
in the past, Agreeableness has received some attention; both were considered deserving

of asecond look in the context of SJT response. The “new” construct of Organizational
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L eadership Culture was included in this research because of this author’s first hand
experience with commercial selection test publishers. It is not uncommon for
commercial test publishersto base passing scores on “off the shelf” or “canned”
situational judgment tests (and other kinds of tests) on norms that may or may not be
appropriate for every organization, especially due to differences in organizational
cultures.

This research suggests that Experience might play an important role in shaping
responses to situational judgment tests. The result must be interpreted with caution
because there are variables that are confounded with the operational definition of
Experience that were not controlled in this experiment (e.g., age, education, and the
organizational and cultural definitions of experience explained earlier in this research).

The Organizational Leadership Culture and Agreeableness constructs may also
provide a small contribution to SJT response. However, the constructs explored did not
fit the model as expected, and undeniably the contributions of Leadership Culture and
Agreeableness were small in comparison to the effect of Experience. One of the reasons
that Organizational Leadership Culture may not have shown arobust significant effect is
that participants may have seen the culture manipulations as transparent. Those
participants in the Control condition actually had the highest scores on the SJT,
suggesting that maybe the manipulations caused participants in those conditions to
carefully consider their way of thinking about the job. Alternatively, it is possible that

the Directive/Achieving condition was the most difficult of the three to interpret and
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impression- manage to fit, hence this condition showed lower mean scores than the other
conditions, as put forward in Hypothesis 5.

Agreeableness showed a small significant effect on SJT responses. Thisfinding
isin keeping with previous research and suggests that |earning more about how
personality traits are related to judgment will be useful in construct explication of
situational judgment (e.g., Motowidlo, Hooper & Jackson, 2006; McDaniel & Nguyen,
2001). This study suggests that high Agreeableness may be related to higher scores on
situational judgment tests. Again, this result must be interpreted with caution, asit isalso
likely that Agreeablenessis perceived as a universally desirable personality trait among
jobs that require considerable interpersonal interaction (Barrick & Mount, 2005).

Further, the main effect for Agreeableness just barely achieved significance; this may be
due to range restriction. Thereisa certain degree of confound between having an
agreeable personality and asking participants to behave in a certain way. Asking
participants to respond as though they are very interested in getting ajob with a company
described in a certain way may be easier for participants with a higher level of
Agreeableness, regardless of the description.

The ability of highly agreeable people to better impression manage regardless of
L eadership Culture could explain why there was such a small effect for Agreeableness, as
well as why there was no interaction effect between Agreeableness and the manipulations
of Leadership Culture when highly Agreeable participants were initially expected to have

lower SJT scores in the Directive/Achieving manipulation, for example.
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When the interaction between Experience and the manipulation of Leadership
Culture was explored, significant influence on SJT response was observed. Thisis
explained in part by the likelihood that job experience influences how well respondents
“fit” themselvesinto different aspects of organizational culture; those with more
experience are likely to do what they have done in the past, regardless of the leadership
culture of the organization, because they expect it to work. Alternatively, those with less
experience are more likely to see aneed to fit in with implicit organizational policiesto
succeed.

Limitations of this Research

Thisresearch isameaningful early step in construct explication, but it was not
without its problems. One of the most obvious concernsis that access to the origina
management sample was lost after a small amount of pilot data was obtained. Thisloss
was beyond the control of the experimenter and his colleagues at that organization, and is
likely all too common when utilizing applied samples. It was fortunate that another
Management sample became available, but it is clear that potential differences could exist
between the organization used in the pilot research and the organization used in the
experimental research, while the student sample was taken from the same undergraduate
population both times. While this change did not necessarily limit the validity of this
research, it resulted in arethinking of how to score participant responses after the study
had been planned.

Another concern was that the student experimental sample was small compared to

the management experimental sample. Thisisunusual, asit istypically easier to recruit
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students than professionals. However, having fewer students resulted in unequal cell
sizes, and may have adversely affected power. Thisisespecialy important in light of the
fact that several significant relationships barely met the [p < .05] convention. While the
size of the student sample was partially under the control of this experimenter, a decision
was made to limit student participation to a single semester to allow other researchers to
take advantage of the university’s undergraduate research pool.

Additionally, the management samples for both the pilot and experimental
research were convenience samples. Participants in the managerial sample of the pilot
study agreed to participate as a favor to this researcher and may therefore have been
unfairly biased toward the research. Participation in the managerial sample of the
experimental research was limited to those managers who deigned to respond to the
voluntary research request. It isvirtually impossible to report metrics for those managers
who chose not to participate.

Much of the data tested showed a lack of homogeneity of variance (according to
Levene' stest for Homogeneity of Variance). This presents some statistical concerns
when interpreting any significant relationships. However, where possible, results were
reported with unequal variances assumed in an attempt to correct for this finding.

An obvious drawback to this research was the finding that numerous items on the
SJT were answered consistently regardless of condition or experience. Psychometrically,
this may suggest these items were too simple, or that particular sets of responses
contained too many poor or transparent distracters. However, since many of these items

were taken from actual situational judgment inventories that have been validated and
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found to be reliable, this concern may be a detriment to the criterion validity of the
instruments themsel ves as much as the research methods. The additional step of editing
the instrument to remove or revise those items that were endorsed in the same way across
all conditions/experience levels should be considered in replications of this research.
Eliminating consistently endorsed items might show more significant effects within this
research. Elimination or revision of these items could also be beneficial from an applied
perspective; although it would seem that items that are consistent across conditions would
be useful to test developers, it is also possible that those items are not particularly
predictive of organizational fit, or even performance across different organizations.
Directions for Future Research

It isimportant that construct explication be continued to discover more about how
and why situational judgment worksin selection. This research could be advanced by
performing content analysis of the items that were sensitive to the effects of
Organizational Leadership Culture to determine if the items possess commonalities, and
what distinguishes them from the items that were not significantly sensitive (per
AppendicesF, H and I). Likewise, areplication of this study would benefit from a higher
degree of fidelity and realism if participants applying to actual organizations that clearly
differ in their Organizational Leadership Cultures could be tested instead of relying on
descriptions of fictitious organizations.

It would also be very interesting to perform similar research with different
manageria positions and/or different industries. Many of the SJT itemswere originally

written for staff management positions; that is, positions that have supervisory
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responsibilities over administrative personnel rather than those connected expressly to
the product or service of the organization. The managerial sample that participated in the
pilot research consisted entirely of staff managers, while the managerial sample that
participated in the experimental research consisted entirely of line managers. The
implication is that managers who are involved in these two different functions may have
very different perspectives about what to do in the same situation, based on distinct
differences in achievement and support orientations in staff vs. line managers (Church &
Waclawski, 2001). A straightforward step toward better understanding the constructs
behind SJT response would be to pilot an SIT on similar job titlesin different
organizations (or different divisions or even teams within the same organization) to
exploredifferential criterion-related validity. It is possible that observed differencesin
the utility of the same SJT could be explained by situational or personality variables that
are characteristically different in different organizations or micro-organizations.
Additionally, different aspects of leadership or management could be explored,
rather than limiting the instrument to addressing “dealing with subordinates.” There
continues to be a call for research on increased specificity in situational judgment tests;
that is, focusing SJT's toward specific job tasks and abilities (e.g., Ployhart & Weekley,
2006; McDaniel et al., 2001; Weekley & Jones, 1999). Although dealing with
subordinates was considered one of the most important job duties of managersin general,
there are numerous other job duties that are likely equally important and equally common
across al management jobs, for example conducting performance appraisals, handling

escalations (i.e., situations that are too demanding for subordinates to handle that are
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consequently passed up to a manager), and dealing with internal or external customers.
These and other job duties would likely show different effects in the context of Path-Goal
Theory; for example, the domain of conducting performance appraisals would be
expected to be profoundly influenced by the Participative or Directive nature of an
organization, while handling escalations might be more heavily influenced by the
Supportive or Achievement-oriented nature of an organization.

The use of Path-Goal Theory was oversimplified for the purpose of limiting the
manipulated conditions in this research. The combination of Participative with
Supportive, and Directive with Achievement-oriented characteristics were used to
illustrate stereotypes of an employee-friendly vs. an authoritarian, profit driven
organization. It was expected that these stereotypes would be simplest for participant
interpretation and impression formation. However, other combinations of the four Path-
Goal characteristics are entirely concelvable. Organizations might aternatively be
considered Participative and Achievement-oriented, or Directive and Supportive. These
characteristics could be combined in multiple ways in future research. It would be ideal
to recruit participants from organizations that have decidedly different Leadership
Cultures; thiswould render unnecessary the manipulations used in this study.

Likewise, future researchers should consider evaluating response choices on
continua other than “effectiveness’. For example, it would be useful and possibly
meaningful to have pilot raters eval uate response choices for agreeabl eness,

conscientiousness, or other personality variables to determine how important these
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variables might be in determining what courses of action are effective. Thisfollows
from the implicit trait policy research of Motowidlo and colleagues (2006).

Other ways that SJT's should be examined in the future include additional
psychometric research, such as a comparative study that can demonstrate the most
reliable and valid way to develop and score SJTs (Weekley, Ployhart & Holtz, 2006).
For example, alarger expert pilot sample could be obtained so that the Conditional Key
method could be effectively compared to the Frequency Key method.

The future of situational judgment is bright because of the method’ s low cost and
high validity, as described above. Asthe U.S. becomesincreasingly a service-industry
based nation, it islikely that SJTswill become even more useful in predicting
performance because of their relationship with procedural knowledge (Ployhart &
Weekley, 2006). That is, while work sample tests are highly predictive for jobs requiring
workers who are skilled in specific physical tasks (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998), many
service jobs require abilities less objective in nature (e.g., diagnosis, troubleshooting,
credtivity, etc.) that are difficult to test. This research found small, but significant
differences based on a minute aspect of cultural differences (leadership culture) within a
larger homogeneous culture (U.S. organizations). It follows that SJT research should
take a global perspective in the near future, comparing situational judgment across
regional and international cultures that are undoubtedly more diverse, possibly leading to
richer differencesin how judgment is engaged.

This research demonstrates that the question of “why and how” situational

judgment tests work likely requires a multifaceted answer. It isvital that future research
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focus on additional personality and situational traits to learn more about what affects
situational judgment. A better understanding of the constructs that influence SIT
responses could ultimately lead to more effective tests that can better predict

performance, turnover, job fit and other outcomes central to the field of employment

testing.
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Appendix A: Instructional Manipulation Information

Instructions to Participants (Participative/Supportive Culture Condition):

Please carefully read the following information about the
company where you are applying and keep it in mind as you
respond to this assessment:

ABC Company has a well-known reputation for being employee friendly and
having strong family values. It is common knowledge that Joseph Meyers,
the CEO of ABC Company, worked his way up from the mailroom to make
ABC what it is today: a Fortune 500 company with one of the highest
employee satisfaction ratings in the business. At ABC, the philosophy is,
behind every good manager, there is a team of great people. The leadership
style at this company is Participative and Supportive. That means that
managers should allow their subordinates to contribute ideas and even
guestion management, if necessary. It also means that providing personal
and professional support to employees is very important. Managers at ABC
are expected to be highly supportive of their employees and to provide a
balance between the demands of work and family. Your employees are
encouraged to contribute to the planning and execution of tasks. ABC places
a lot of weight on feedback from subordinates when they evaluate
performance and award raises.

You received the following confidential email from a friend of a friend
(whom you’ve met a few times) who works at ABC Company:

Hey, excited you might be working with us at ABC! It is such a great company to
work for. The environment is so friendly, and supervisors are always supportive.
You really get the feeling that we're a team, from the very top to the newest
employee. Everyone looks out for everyone else, and everyone’s voice is heard
and acknowledged. Let me know if | can put in a good word for you!

Instructions to Participants (Directive/Achieving Culture Condition):

Please carefully read the following information about the
company where you are applying and keep it in mind as you
respond to this assessment:

XYZ Company has a well-known reputation for being aggressive and
competitive. At XYZ, the "bottom line" and profitability always come first. It
is common knowledge that Joseph Meyers, the CEO of XYZ Company,
doesn't like failure. He has had to lay off a lot of employees and step on a lot
of toes to make XYZ Company what it is today: a Fortune 500 company with
one of the highest profit margins in the business. At XYZ, the philosophy is,
managers are accountable; successful managers are well rewarded, and
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Appendix A: Instructional Manipulation Information (Continued)

unsuccessful managers are gone. The leadership style at this company is
Directive and Achievement-oriented. That means that getting results and
meeting goals is very important. When your performance evaluations come
around, the biggest question is ""How much did you increase profitability
this year?" Managers at XYZ are expected to delegate duties to their
employees and make sure they are doing what they are supposed to from
day to day, because at the end of the day, what gets done or doesn’'t get
done is management's responsibility.

You received the following confidential email from a friend of a friend
(whom you’ve met a few times) who works at XYZ Company:

Hey, excited you might be working with us at XYZ! It is such a great
company to work for. We're not one of those touchy-feely companies, but
everyone knows what they need to do and we always get the job done. No one
wastes a lot of time trying to get consensus. Management knows what they’re
doing and you can’t argue with their results. Let me know if | can put in a good
word for you!

Instructions to Participants (Neutral/Control Condition):

Please carefully read the following information about the
company where you are applying and keep it in mind as you
respond to this assessment:

NYT is a Fortune 500 company with over ten thousand employees
nationwide. Business is growing and NYT will soon expand into international
markets.

You received the following confidential email from a friend of a friend
(whom you’ve met a few times) who works at NYT Company:

Hey, excited you might be working with us at NYT! It is such a great company to
work for. Let me know if | can put in a good word for you!
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Appendix B: Situational Judgment Inventory (SJT-280) and Instructions
Welcomel!

This assessment involves the use of two measures: a
"situational judgment test” or SJT, and an opinion survey.

An SJT is a kind of test that presents you with questions about
how employees should react in realistic work situations.

An opinion survey asks you to provide your honest thoughts
and experiences. In this case, the opinion survey will ask some
guestions about what you thought of the SJT as well as some
guestions about you.

What to Expect

Imagine that you are applying for a job in management with a
real company. As part of your application, the company has
asked you to take the following situational judgment test, the
SJT-280.

As you take the SJT-280, please respond to the questions as
though you really want this management job and it is very
important to you that you get it. Remember, everything you
will see for the first part of this assessment is based on a real
company and a real employment test. So please try your best!

To help you do your best on this assessment, you will begin by
reading some information about the company where you are

applying.

During the SJT part of this assessment (26 questions), it will be
up to you to read each question carefully and choose

One Most Effective Response

and
One Least Effective Response

based on what you know about this company.
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Appendix B: Situational Judgment Inventory (SJT-280) and Instructions (Continued)

Remember to try your best, just as you would if you were really
applying for a job!

During the opinion survey part of this assessment (31
guestions) you will be asked to answer some questions about
yourself and about the SJT assessment that you just finished.

If you need to quit at any time, you can always exit and return
to this assessment later. When you click on the link to this site,
your computer will automatically return you to where you left
off (you must be using the same computer).

Before we begin the assessment, on what date (day of the month) were you
born?

1st_9th

10th_19th

20th_315t

(Note: Instructional Manipulation Information is presented here)

Choose one Most Effective Response and one Least Effective
Response, based on what you know about this company.”

1) You ask an experienced employee to do a particular task. The employee
responds curtly, “That's not my job.” What should you do?

Ask the employee if something is bothering him or her.

Do the task yourself but discipline the employee later.

Explain why the task is important and ask the employee to reconsider.
Get someone else to do it and talk with the employee later.

Insist that it is part of the employee's job and see that he/she does it.

2) Of the following, which one method would good managers use most often
for monitoring and controlling the work of employees?

Activity status reports by employees.

Feedback from others familiar with the employees' work.
Hands on inspection.

Impromptu telephone calls and meetings.

Time and action calendars.

* This instruction is repeated for the first 3 situational judgment items. It is presented in this Appendix only
once for the sake of brevity.
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Appendix B: Situational Judgment Inventory (SJT-280) and Instructions (Continued)

3) At the end of the day, an employee’'s car won't start. She is in a hurry to
pick up her children. You have not finished closing the office for the
evening. What should you do?

Allow the employee to use the phone while you finish closing the office.

Lend the employee cab fare so she can get her children.

Take the employee in your car to get her children, then come back and close the
office.

4) Of the following, which do you feel is the most effective way for a
Manager to improve communications with Employees?

Adopt an "open door" policy.

Ask employees a lot of questions.

Be very visible and accessible.

Schedule regular group meetings.

Schedule regular, one-on-one meetings with employees.

5) One of the Managers reporting to you is reluctant to hold his employees
accountable for results. He is too willing to accept reasons for why things
can't get done according to standard. What should you do?

Counsel the Manager regarding his performance.

Hold a meeting with the Manager and his employees regarding the importance of
meeting performance expectations.

Train the Manager on how to set performance standards and follow-up with
employees.

6) You are a new Manager. Just before you took over, one of the supervisors
working under you was promoted into greater responsibility. She is highly
intelligent, but not very experienced. You start to get lots of complaints
from the employees that she is inflexible and has a philosophy of "my way
or the highway." Employee turnover in her area has been rising since she
got there. What should you do?

Check it out with a few employees.

Consult with the prior Manager.

Do an employee survey and review the results with this supervisor.

Have a small meeting with this supervisor and some of the persons complaining.
Tell this supervisor what you've been hearing.

7) You are a Manager. An employee keeps showing up for work late. She is
otherwise a good Employee. However, the other employees are noticing that
she's coming in late, and it's setting a bad example. Since she started
coming in late, you've been trying to find out why. She hasn't been willing
to tell you until now: her husband has become a serious problem. She has
already been referred to counseling. What else should you do?
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Appendix B: Situational Judgment Inventory (SJT-280) and Instructions (Continued)

Ask her what help she needs.

Be empathetic but explain the need to be on time.
Consult with your boss.

Give her more time to work things out.

Offer to change her schedule.

8) You are informing the employees in your work unit that they have just
won an award for achieving the best quality record in the company. What
should you say?

"Great job team! Now that we have quality taken care of, let's strive to achieve the
same recognition for quantity.”

"Great job team! See how far a little hard work and dedication can take you?"

"This is a proud moment for all of us and clear evidence that your hard work has
been recognized in this company."

"This is a proud moment for all of us. At the same time | know we can achieve even
higher quality standards. Let's show them what we can really do."

9) A serious problem has arisen with a project that your work team is
currently working on. What should you say?

"For some reason we seem to be having a problem concerning this project. Here are
my thoughts."

"Let's analyze the project step by step and determine what caused the problem."
"The good news is that we can solve the problem. Now here's what we all need to
do."

"We seem to be having some problems with our current project. Does anyone have
any suggestions?"

10) One of your newer employees is not pulling her weight in the sales
department. For the second month in a row, she has not sold the required
amount of goods. What should you do?

Ask one of her experienced coworkers to coach her and help her develop better sales
skills.

Give her a month to improve; if she doesn’t do better by then, talk to her about
whether this company is the right fit for her.

Give her some “easy customers” that will make her sales numbers look better until
she can get in the swing of the job.

Ignore the problem; people usually do better after they get some experience.

11) A top performer in your department has just asked you for next week
off due to a death in the family. Your whole department will be needed next

week to prepare an important report for your company’s CEO, and usually
no one is given time off during that week. What should you say?
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Appendix B: Situational Judgment Inventory (SJT-280) and Instructions (Continued)

“I'm sorry | can’t spare you for a whole week. The best | can do is three days. We
really need you for this report.”

“Take the week off. But make sure you find someone to cover your portion of the
report that is due next week.”

“Take the week off. | wouldn’t do this for just anyone, but you are one of my top

performers and it is an emergency situation.”

12) Of the following, what should a manager do when introducing a new
policy that is likely to be unpopular?

Call a group meeting to introduce and discuss the policy.
Meet with each employee individually to discuss the policy.
Post the policy on a bulletin board and invite questions.
Send a memo to each employee explaining the policy.
Sound out employee opinions before announcing the policy.

13) In a staff meeting, you propose that a new project be handled in the
usual way, but one of your employees (that you don’t always get along
with) interrupts to say he doesn’t think that the “usual way” will work in
this case. What should you say?

“Do you have a better idea? If so, you should have mentioned it to me before this
meeting.”

“Okay, let's hear your plan out, and if it sounds good, I'll expect you to take the lead
on this project.”

“Please don’t interrupt. If you have a different idea, let’s talk about it in my office.”
“The usual way has worked for a long time, and I’'m going to make an executive
decision here to at least give it a try this time.”

14) Jill is one of your hardest workers, but she sometimes has trouble
getting along with others in the department. She recently came to you with
a complaint about Tom, one of your newest employees. Jill reports that Tom
is dragging down the rest of the department, taking frequent breaks and
generally not getting much work done. You decide to confront Tom with this
information. His immediate reply is, “I’'ll bet Jill was the one who came to
you about this. She’s been giving me a hard time ever since | started here.”
What should you say?

“I've spoken to several people in the department, and they are all giving me the
same story: you’re not getting your work done.”

“It doesn’t matter who it was. I’'m concerned to hear this kind of information about
you, Tom.”

“Matter of fact, it was Jill. You’d do better to be more like her, and complain less
about her, Tom.”

“Tom, it seems like you haven’t been happy here since you started. What can | do to
help you get established with us?”

“Why don’t you tell me your side of the story, Tom.”
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Appendix B: Situational Judgment Inventory (SJT-280) and Instructions (Continued)

15) Betsy has three children, and it seems like they are always getting sick.
The result is that Betsy has to take a lot of time off on short notice to be
with her children. It seems her work is suffering because of it, too. Some of
your other employees are getting upset about Betsy’s absences, though no
one has complained to you directly yet. What should you do?

Let Betsy know that her time off is almost used up, and that taking additional time
off could result in a written warning, leading up to termination.

Let Betsy know that her work is suffering and that if her work doesn’t improve, you
will have no choice but to give her a written warning, leading up to termination.

Let Betsy know you have set a meeting to discuss some possible changes she could
pursue to improve her commitment to work, such as using onsite child care, getting
a babysitter, or getting her significant other to watch the kids when they are sick.
Let Betsy know you have set a meeting to discuss some possible scheduling options
that will better fit her lifestyle, such as working part-time, working a 4 day week, or
changing to evening shifts.

Wait until someone approaches you about the problem. If no one has made an
official complaint, it probably isn’'t serious enough to worry about.

16) Mike is probably one of the most productive people in your department.
He is nearly always punctual, organized and diligent, and the work he does
is first rate. He has a reputation in the department for being sort of a loner
and not being too talkative with other employees. The other day in the
break room, you see Mike sitting by himself drinking coffee. What should
you do?

Go over and strike up a conversation with Mike about an interesting movie you saw
recently.

Go over and strike up a conversation with Mike about how things are going at work.
Go over and tell Mike, “I wish | had 10 other employees just like you.”

Say, “Hi Mike,” as you pass him on your way out.

Talk to one or two of your employees about helping Mike feel more included in the
company.

17) Pat, one of your employees, just shouted at a very important client over
the telephone, and everyone in the office heard it. You ask what’s going on,
and Pat says, “I'd rather not talk about it.” What should you say?

“Okay, but I can’t tolerate you talking like that in this office.”

“Okay, but I can’t tolerate you talking like that to one of our most important clients.”
“Okay, but I'm going to have to ask you to call back the client and apologize right
now.”

“Okay, but I'm going to have to ask you to leave the area until you settle down.”
“Okay, but if you tell me what’s going on, maybe | can help.”
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Appendix B: Situational Judgment Inventory (SJT-280) and Instructions (Continued)

18) The home office informed you that you must have a workplace seminar
next week to comply with company regulations. They will send a speaker on
one of the following topics, all of which have been well received by
employees in the past. You must make a decision right away so they can
schedule the speaker. What is your choice?

A Stitch in Time: Maximizing Workplace Efficiency

Balancing the Scales: How to Find a Happy Medium Between Work and Family
Brainstorming: Getting the Most Out of Everyone’s Ideas

Closing the Deal: Selling Yourself and Your Company

19) An employee who is supervised by one of your subordinates has asked
to talk with you. He says your subordinate is guilty of some possible
violations of company policy. This is the first you have heard of any problem
with the subordinate in question. In the company, employees are expected
to take all concerns to their immediate supervisor before going to anyone
else. The employee who wants to talk with you has not discussed this
matter with his supervisor (your subordinate) because of its sensitive
nature. What should you do?

Refuse to meet with this employee until he has first discussed this matter with his
supervisor (your subordinate).

Meet with this employee, but only with your subordinate present.

Meet with this employee to discuss the matter, and then decide whether you need to
meet with your subordinate.

Meet with your subordinate to discuss the matter, and then decide whether you need
to meet with this employee.

20) You are a manager, and you have an outstanding work team. Lately, you
have been getting complaints from your team. They say they seem to get
assigned every project that comes along. You feel that this is probably true.
What should you do?

Talk with your director and ask him if he thinks your team is getting more than their
fair share of new assignments.

Talk with your director’s supervisor and tell him that your team is getting more
assignments than any other team in the organization.

Talk with other managers in your department. Explain that new projects should be
divided up evenly.

Tell your team that because they are the best in the department, sometimes they
have to pick up the slack for other work teams.
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Appendix B: Situational Judgment Inventory (SJT-280) and Instructions (Continued)

21) You are a newly assigned manager. Your department director has given
you guidelines on how to run your work team. What input should you ask
from your team?

Ask your team what they think is the best way to handle projects, but keep in mind
that it is your decision to make.

Tell your team exactly how you want them to handle projects. Do not ask for their
input unless a problem comes up.

Assuming the team has been performing well let them decide how they would like to
be run. Try to merge what they say with your director’s guidelines.

Determine how the team has been performing, combine that information with your
director’s guidelines, then run the team in the manner that you believe is best.

22) One of your employees, Bob, has always performed his work in an
excellent manner, and seemed to be happy working for you. Today he came
to you and said he wanted to transfer to a different work team and if
possible to a different department. What should you do?

Talk with Bob. If you find that he really wants to transfer, then help him to do so.
Agree to begin the transfer if that’'s what Bob really wants. Do not process the
transfer too quickly, and in the meantime, try to help Bob with whatever is leading
him to request the transfer.

Let Bob know very clearly how pleased you have been with his performance and how
much you’d like him to remain on your team. Then ask him if there are any problems
you might be able to help with.

Tell Bob you would like him to hold off on the transfer for 1 month to see if together
you can solve whatever problems are behind his request for transfer.

23) As a manager, you have noticed that one of your employees, Joan, has
been taking a lot of her own time to help out another employee. What
should you do?

Commend Joan and recommend her for special recognition.

Tell Joan that you appreciate her help, but also mention that you expect her not to
neglect her own duties.

Talk with Joan to find out if the other employee has some special problem that you
should know about. Let Joan know you appreciate her help.

Tell Joan that you appreciate her help, but that the other employee needs to learn to
do his/her own work.

24) One of your employees is performing an assigned task exactly the way
it is supposed to be done, but he is taking entirely too much time to get it
done. Your work team has several more tasks to do today, and you told the
employee to work faster so that the entire group will not have to stay late.
An hour later, when you came back to see what he had accomplished, you
found that he had not don anything since the last time you talked with him.
Because of this, you and your whole team will have to work late tonight to
meet a deadline. What should you do?
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Appendix B: Situational Judgment Inventory (SJT-280) and Instructions (Continued)

Talk to the employee and find out if anything is bothering him.

Assign another employee to assist him until the job is completed. Meet with him later
to find out why he was so slow.

Put this employee on a different task and have one of your better employees finish
up this task.

Tell the whole team that everyone is staying late because of one employee.
Hopefully, this will create peer pressure and speed up his performance.

25) You are a manager. Yesterday, your work team finished up a difficult
and exhausting 2-week project. This morning, your department director
overlooked several other teams and assigned an important “rush” project to
your team. Your employees have given you a lot of negative feedback about
this assignment. What do you do?

Advise your director that your employees have just finished a difficult project and
you do not feel they are capable of giving their best work on a new “rush” project at
this time. Persuade your director to select another team for the new project.
Determine why your team was selected (because of superior performance or just
necessity), then inform your team of the reason for their selection and the
importance of going forward with the new project.

Ask your director to consider giving your team a different project since they just
finished a difficult project and you do not feel they are capable of giving their best
work on this new "rush"” project. If your director won't reconsider, take the matter to
your director's supervisor.

26) You have a new director who has been the head of your department for
about 3 months. He just told you that he has recommended one of your
employees for a promotion. You told him that you have worked with this
employee for over a year and that you don’t think the employee is ready for
a promotion. Your director says he has already made up his mind, but you
are sure that the employee is not ready. What should you do?

Present your new director with all the documentation you have to support your views
of the employee in question.

Ask other managers in your department what they have done in similar
circumstances.

Present your documentation in an informational email to your director’s supervisor.
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Thank you for taking the time to complete the SJT-280. The
next part of this research will ask you some questions about
the instructions you read, the situational judgment test (SJT-
280) you just completed, and some additional questions about
you and your personality.

At this point, you DO NOT need to imagine you are trying to get
a job. Answer the following questionnaire about yourself and
your true opinions as honestly as you can.

Choose the response that best describes how much you agree
or disagree with each statement about how you responded to
the SJT.

[The following anchors are presented above each set of items:
1=1Very Much Disagree

2 =1 Somewhat Disagree

3=1am Neutra

4 =| Somewhat Agree

5=1Very Much Agree]

When answering thisinventory, | found myself focusing on

situations| have been in befor e, even though they did not happen 1 2 3 45
at work.

When answering thisinventory, | chosethe answersthat | did

because | have a pretty good idea of what will happen asaresultof 1 2 3 4 5
each choice.

When answering thisinventory, | chose the answersthat | did
because they seemed likethe“right thing to do.”

When answering thisinventory, | did not answer the way |
normally would, because | was asked to answer asthough | really 1 2 3 45
wanted thejob.
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Choose the response that best describes how much you agree
or disagree with each statement about your everyday life.

| base most of my decisionsin everyday life on how | have made
decisionsin the past.

| think | have a good idea of what a manager’sjob involves.

| think I am the kind of person who would enjoy a full-timejob in
management.

Most of my work experience has been with a company that isvery
similar to the company in the description that | read.

| expect that the values at most companies are similar to the values
at the company in the description that | read.

The description of the imaginary company provided some clues
about how I should answer the situational judgment itemsin order
to get thejob.

The email from the imaginary coworker provided some clues about
how | should answer the situational judgment itemsin order to get
thejob.

The company that | work for now isvery similar to the company in
the description that | read.

In my experience, most manager swould fit right in at the company
in the description that | read.

Most of my experience asa manager hasbeen in a company very
smilar to the description that I read. (if you have no management
experience, please answer this question as an employee).

1 2 3 45
1 2 3 45
1 2 3 45

Choose the response that best describes how much you agree
or disagree with each statement about your everyday life.

=

| feel little concern for others.

| am interested in people.

| never insult people.

| sympathizewith others feelings.

| have a soft heart.

| am not really interested in others.

| taketimeout for others.

| feel others emotions.

| make peoplefedl at ease.

| am not interested in other people's problems.
| tend to trust other people, for the most part.

| will listen to othersif | believe they can make a contribution.
| am the kind of person whom others can trust.
| seldom have all the answers.

RPRRPRPRRPRRPRPRPRRPRRRER
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Appendix C: Secondary Inventory (SPE-30) and Instructions (Continued)

Choose the answer that best describes your work experience:

I have worked part-time or full-time in a management job (with any
company) for:

0 years (never)

less than 1 year total

1 to 3 years total

3 to 5 years total

more than 5 years total

Choose the answer that best describes your experience with
your current company:

I have been with my current company (in any job) for:

0 years (I am not currently employed)
less than 1 year

1 to 3 years

3 to 5 years

more than 5 years

If you are currently employed, please select the industry that
best describes your current job, or select ""Other™ and describe
your current job in the box provided.

If you are not currently employed, please choose NOT
EMPLOYED.

NOT EMPLOYED
Communications
Energy

Finance
Government
Healthcare
Manufacturing
Retail

Social Services
Science/Technology
Transportation
Other (Please specify Below):
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Appendix D: Manipulation Pilot Inventory

For each statement below, indicate whether you
1 =Strongly Disagree
2=Moderately Disagree
3=Neither Disagreenor Agree
4=Moderately Agree
5=Strongly Agree

SO MD N MA SA
After reading the description of this company, it soundslike a 1 2 3 24 5
place where employees are told what is expected of them.
After reading the description of this company, it sounds like a
place where employees are part of the decision making 1 2 3 4 5
process.
After reading the description of this company, it sounds like a
place where employees are told how to perform their jobs.
After reading the description of this company, it soundslike a
place where employees are asked for suggestions.
After reading the description of this company, it soundslike a
place where leadership is friendly and approachable.
After reading the description of this company, it sounds like a

place where |eaders show concern for their employees’ well- 1 2 3 4 5
being.

After reading the description of this company, it sounds like a

place where employees are expected to perform at their 1 2 3 4 5
highest level.

After reading the description of this company, it sounds like a
place where leaders set challenging goals for their employees.
After reading the description of this company, it sounds like
the kind of place | would like to work.

90

www.manaraa.com



Appendix E: Situational Judgment Inventory Pilot Rating Instructions
Used to Create Conditional Response Keys and Measure Reliability

Imagine that you work as a manager at a company that is creating atest to help select
new managers. Y our company has asked you to help create akey for this new test. A
key isaset of correct or best responses to atest against which a candidate’ s responses can
be compared.

First, some information will be presented to help you understand how things work at your
company. This should help you understand how to create a key that will be specific to
your company.

Then, it will be up to you to read each question on the test and rate the response choices
for each question using the following scale:

A Very Effective Response

A Somewhat Effective Response
A Somewhat | neffective Response
A Very Ineffective Response

Y ou will find that the questions on the test have 3, 4, or 5 response choices for you to
rate. Therefore, you might not use every rating for each question, or you might use some
ratings more than once for each question.

Please try to rate every response choice for every question. Try to find at |east one
effective and one ineffective response for each question. Finally, do not over-think any

response choice or question; just go with your first impression using your best judgment.
Thank you for your participation!
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Appendix F: Significant SJT Item- level Chi-Square and Phi Vaues

M ost Effective [tem L east Effective
X2 p Phi R? X2 p Phi R?
39.17 0.000 0.315 0.10 1 28.5 0.000 0.268 0.07
32.63 0.000 0.387 0.15 2
3 11.44 0.022 0.17 0.03
4
5
6
7 16.44 0.036 0.204 0.04
8
28.7 0.000 0.269 0.07 9 13.67 0.034 0.186 0.03
10 15.55 0.016 0.198 0.04
11
12
13
22.49 0.004 0.238 0.06 14
16.75 0.033 0.206 0.04 15
18.78 0.016 0.218 0.05 16
35.27 0.000 0.298 0.09 17 16.45 0.036 0.204 0.04
2251 0.001 0.238 0.06 18 28.15 0.000 0.267 0.07
19 15.42 0.017 0.197 0.04
2791 0.000 0.265 0.07 20 15.44 0.017 0.197 0.04
14.43 0.025 0.191 0.04 21
22
23
17.55 0.007 0.211 0.04 24 18.9 0.004 0.218 0.05
10.47 0.033 0.163 0.03 25
26
Number
12 Significant 10
46.15% Sizmecr:m 38.46%
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Appendix G: Item- Level Frequency Tablesfor Managers and Students

MANAGERS (N = 258)

Most Effective | Least Effective
Response # Participative Directive Control |Participative Directive Control
N=74 N=88 N=96 | N=74 N=88 N=96

la 25.7% 9.1% 14.6%)| 6.8% 17.0% 10.4%
0.0% 0.0% 0.0%| 43.2% 52.3% 49.0%

c 66.2% 61.4% 72.9%)| 1.4% 0.0% 1.0%
d 4.1% 4.5% 1.0%| 18.9% 14.8% 21.9%
e 4.1% 25.0% 11.5%)| 29.7% 15.9% 17.7%
2a 18.9% 17.0% 10.4%)| 6.8% 12.5% 8.3%
b 5.4% 0.0% 1.0%)| 41.9% 38.6% 53.1%
74.3% 73.9% 82.3%) 4.1% 2.3% 0.0%

d 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%| 35.1% 33.0% 31.3%
e 1.4% 9.1% 6.3%]| 12.2% 13.6% 7.3%
3a 77.0% 90.9% 92.7%)| 14.9% 4.5% 2.1%
b 9.5% 2.3% 5.2%] 14.9% 34.1% 21.9%
c 13.5% 6.8% 2.1%] 70.3% 61.4% 76.0%
4a 10.8% 13.6% 11.5%)| 10.8% 13.6% 7.3%
b 0.0% 1.1% 0.0%] 64.9% 63.6% 62.5%
50.0% 40.9% 35.4%| 4.1% 1.1% 2.1%

d 1.4% 2.3% 1.0%| 20.3% 20.5% 28.1%
e 37.8% 42.0% 52.1%) 0.0% 1.1% 0.0%
5a 9.5% 14.8% 4.2%| 32.4% 33.0% 37.5%
b 0.0% 6.8% 7.3%] 64.9% 60.2% 59.4%
c 90.5% 78.4% 88.5%| 2.7% 6.8% 3.1%
6a 5.4% 4.5% 2.1%] 29.7% 19.3% 22.9%
b 14.9% 11.4% 7.3% 14.9% 19.3% 20.8%
44.6% 34.1% 34.4%| 9.5% 11.4% 10.4%

d 17.6% 22.7% 19.8%) 28.4% 27.3% 28.1%
e 17.6% 27.3% 36.5%) 17.6% 22.7% 17.7%
7a 29.7% 18.2% 18.8% 2.7% 2.3% 7.3%
b 50.0% 73.9% 72.9%)| 4.1% 2.3% 4.2%
c 1.4% 2.3% 0.0%] 21.6% 18.2% 11.5%
0.0% 0.0% 0.0%| 56.8% 62.5% 68.8%

e 20.3% 5.7% 8.3% 14.9% 14.8% 8.3%
8a 9.5% 17.0% 9.4%| 43.2% 33.0% 39.6%
b 2.7% 4.5% 7.3%) 33.8% 36.4% 39.6%
c 62.2% 44.3% 47.9%| 6.8% 6.8% 7.3%
d 25.7% 34.1% 35.4%] 16.2% 23.9% 13.5%
%a 1.4% 9.1% 0.0%] 40.5% 44.3% 45.8%
b 27.0% 48.9% 38.5%) 16.2% 19.3% 10.4%
c 14.9% 18.2% 19.8%) 32.4% 14.8% 31.3%
d 56.8% 23.9% 41.7%| 10.8% 21.6% 12.5%
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Appendix G: Item- Level Frequency Tables (Continued)

86.5%
10.8%
2.7%
0.0%
28.4%
55.4%
16.2%
71.6%
25.7%
0.0%
0.0%
2.7%
1.4%
79.7%
5.4%
13.5%
2.7%
14.9%
0.0%
40.5%
41.9%
10.8%
2.7%
33.8%
52.7%
0.0%
20.3%
51.4%
4.1%
5.4%
18.9%
6.8%
5.4%
4.1%
8.1%
75.7%
21.6%
25.7%
27.0%
27.0%

79.5%
18.2%
2.3%
0.0%
38.6%
45.5%
15.9%
61.4%
33.0%
0.0%
4.5%
1.1%
4.5%
71.6%
11.4%
12.5%
1.1%
21.6%
4.5%
20.5%
52.3%
12.5%
10.2%
50.0%
26.1%
1.1%
5.7%
70.5%
8.0%
8.0%
8.0%
10.2%
12.5%
8.0%
5.7%
63.6%
38.6%
13.6%
9.1%
38.6%

89.6%|
9.4%)
1.0%|
0.0%|
31.3%|
57.3%]|
11.5%|
60.4%|
36.5%]|
0.0%|
2.1%)
1.0%
3.1%)
80.2%|
9.4%)
7.3%]
0.0%|
26.0%|
0.0%|
24.0%)|
50.0%|
9.4%)
10.4%|
41.7%|
38.5%|
0.0%|
11.5%|
69.8%|
1.0%|
5.2%)
12.5%|
5.2%]|
1.0%|
3.1%)
10.4%|
80.2%)
27.1%|
11.5%|
20.8%|
40.6%|
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5.4%
12.2%
12.2%
70.3%
29.7%
13.5%
56.8%

1.4%

4.1%
58.1%
10.8%
25.7%
41.9%

4.1%
37.8%
16.2%
10.8%

6.8%
81.1%

1.4%

0.0%

9.5%

6.8%

1.4%

1.4%
81.1%

9.5%

0.0%
24.3%
41.9%
24.3%
23.0%

6.8%
39.2%
28.4%

2.7%
32.4%
23.0%
21.6%
23.0%

2.3%
2.3%
17.0%
78.4%
29.5%
12.5%
58.0%
3.4%
2.3%
42.0%
23.9%
28.4%
40.9%
4.5%
38.6%
15.9%
6.8%
3.4%
84.1%
4.5%
1.1%
6.8%
2.3%
1.1%
4.5%
85.2%
11.4%
1.1%
21.6%
35.2%
30.7%
18.2%
12.5%
35.2%
21.6%
12.5%
12.5%
56.8%
19.3%
11.4%

0.0%
4.2%
9.4%
86.5%
38.5%
9.4%
52.1%
1.0%
2.1%
47.9%
15.6%
33.3%
53.1%
0.0%
31.3%
15.6%
3.1%
1.0%
87.5%
6.3%
2.1%
3.1%
0.0%
3.1%
0.0%
93.8%
7.3%
0.0%
16.7%
54.2%
21.9%
18.8%
21.9%
34.4%
21.9%
3.1%
16.7%
41.7%
24.0%
17.7%
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Appendix G: Item- Level Frequency Tables (Continued)

19a 5.4% 3.4% 2.1%| 63.5% 76.1% 79.2%
6.8% 9.1% 6.3%)| 27.0% 9.1% 10.4%

81.1% 73.9% 80.2%] 2.7% 5.7% 2.1%

d 6.8% 13.6% 11.5%| 6.8% 9.1% 8.3%
20a 74.3% 48.9% 55.2%] 2.7% 11.4% 4.2%
1.4% 0.0% 0.0%| 43.2% 44.3% 54.2%

12.2% 27.3% 26.0%] 12.2% 9.1% 7.3%

d 12.2% 23.9% 18.8% 41.9% 35.2% 34.4%
21a 21.6% 13.6% 13.5%| 5.4% 9.1% 6.3%
1.4% 8.0% 1.0%)| 86.5% 78.4% 86.5%

31.1% 12.5% 21.9%] 6.8% 10.2% 6.3%

d 45.9% 65.9% 63.5%)| 1.4% 2.3% 1.0%
22a 20.3% 18.2% 24.0%] 13.5% 13.6% 8.3%
1.4% 2.3% 1.0%)| 50.0% 48.9% 54.2%

77.0% 76.1% 72.9%] 0.0% 2.3% 0.0%

d 1.4% 3.4% 2.1%| 36.5% 35.2% 37.5%
23a 14.9% 8.0% 9.4%| 4.1% 12.5% 10.4%
6.8% 20.5% 16.7%| 36.5% 25.0% 25.0%

74.3% 62.5% 68.8%] 8.1% 11.4% 6.3%

d 4.1% 9.1% 5.2%] 51.4% 51.1% 58.3%
24a 33.8% 28.4% 28.1%] 1.4% 5.7% 0.0%
60.8% 62.5% 70.8%| 1.4% 1.1% 0.0%

4.1% 3.4% 1.0%)| 4.1% 3.4% 3.1%

d 1.4% 5.7% 0.0%| 93.2% 89.8% 96.9%
25a 24.3% 12.5% 9.4%| 9.5% 22.7% 16.7%
b 74.3% 87.5% 89.6%| 8.1% 2.3% 1.0%
c 1.4% 0.0% 1.0%)| 82.4% 75.0% 82.3%
26a 97.3% 94.3% 95.8%]| 0.0% 3.4% 1.0%
b 1.4% 2.3% 3.1%| 27.0% 28.4% 21.9%
c 1.4% 3.4% 1.0%)| 73.0% 68.2% 77.1%

= Summed Six Keyed Responses

STUDENTS (N = 138)

Most Effective | Least Effective

Response # Participative Directive  Control | Participative Directive  Control

N=40 N=53 N=45 | N=40 N=53 N=45
la 15.0% 9.4% 25.0%) 15.0% 43.4% 18.2%
b 0.0% 1.9% 0.0%] 40.0% 43.4% 38.6%
c 65.0% 37.7% 47.7%| 2.5% 1.9% 0.0%
d 10.0% 3.8% 6.8%]| 10.0% 3.8% 15.9%
e 10.0% 47.2% 22.7%| 32.5% 7.5% 29.5%
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Appendix G: Item- Level Frequency Tables (Continued)

17.5%
20.0%
52.5%

5.0%

5.0%
52.5%
30.0%
17.5%
27.5%

0.0%
32.5%
10.0%
30.0%

7.5%
32.5%
60.0%
10.0%

7.5%
42.5%
20.0%
20.0%
12.5%
42.5%

5.0%

2.5%
37.5%

7.5%

7.5%
57.5%
27.5%

7.5%
32.5%
10.0%
50.0%
87.5%
12.5%

0.0%

0.0%
25.0%
45.0%
30.0%

26.4%
1.9%
50.9%
1.9%
18.9%
54.7%
30.2%
15.1%
20.8%
1.9%
34.0%
17.0%
26.4%
9.4%
35.8%
54.7%
1.9%
5.7%
45.3%
32.1%
15.1%
9.4%
50.9%
1.9%
5.7%
32.1%
0.0%
13.2%
49.1%
37.7%
3.8%
54.7%
18.9%
22.6%
69.8%
28.3%
1.9%
0.0%
30.2%
54.7%
15.1%

13.6%)

6.8%)
59.1%]
13.6%|

9.1%]
52.3%]
29.5%]
20.5%]
18.2%)

2.3%)
22.7%]
13.6%|
45.5%]
20.5%]
36.4%]
45.5%)

4.5%]
15.9%
43.2%]
27.3%]
11.4%)|
18.2%
34.1%]

6.8%

2.3%]
40.9%|
11.4%|

2.3%|
56.8%]
31.8%]

9.1%)
34.1%|
13.6%)
45.5%]
75.0%]
20.5%|

6.8%)

0.0%)
34.1%]
56.8%]|
11.4%)|
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15.0%
35.0%

7.5%
30.0%
12.5%
15.0%
12.5%
72.5%
12.5%
72.5%

0.0%
10.0%

5.0%
62.5%
27.5%
10.0%
35.0%
20.0%

2.5%
12.5%
30.0%
10.0%
15.0%
37.5%
30.0%

7.5%
30.0%
32.5%

7.5%
30.0%
42.5%
12.5%
32.5%
12.5%

0.0%

7.5%
10.0%
82.5%
47.5%
12.5%
40.0%

17.0%
39.6%

0.0%
20.8%
22.6%
11.3%
17.0%
71.7%

9.4%
64.2%

5.7%
17.0%

3.8%
64.2%
22.6%
13.2%
28.3%
17.0%

3.8%
18.9%
32.1%

9.4%
15.1%
26.4%
37.7%
11.3%
41.5%
34.0%

9.4%
15.1%
35.8%

5.7%
34.0%
26.4%

0.0%

1.9%
18.9%
79.2%
32.1%
15.1%
52.8%

25.0%
36.4%

2.3%
25.0%
13.6%
18.2%
18.2%
65.9%

9.1%
56.8%
18.2%
13.6%

4.5%
50.0%
36.4%
15.9%
22.7%
25.0%

6.8%
18.2%
29.5%
18.2%
13.6%
15.9%
50.0%

4.5%
38.6%
31.8%

9.1%
22.7%
52.3%
13.6%
31.8%

4.5%

0.0%

6.8%
22.7%
72.7%
38.6%

4.5%
59.1%
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Appendix G: Item- Level Frequency Tables (Continued)

67.5%
17.5%
7.5%
2.5%
5.0%
2.5%
67.5%
17.5%
12.5%
2.5%
20.0%
0.0%
42.5%
35.0%
5.0%
5.0%
50.0%
37.5%
2.5%
30.0%
40.0%
7.5%
7.5%
17.5%
2.5%
2.5%
17.5%
0.0%
77.5%
15.0%
22.5%
55.0%
7.5%
12.5%
20.0%
45.0%
22.5%
50.0%
22.5%
25.0%
2.5%

69.8%
18.9%
1.9%
3.8%
5.7%
5.7%
52.8%
24.5%
17.0%
7.5%
35.8%
1.9%
22.6%
32.1%
7.5%
26.4%
32.1%
34.0%
0.0%
22.6%
47.2%
13.2%
9.4%
7.5%
15.1%
15.1%
32.1%
5.7%
32.1%
34.0%
15.1%
32.1%
18.9%
7.5%
20.8%
52.8%
18.9%
43.4%
7.5%
28.3%
20.8%

70.5%]
18.2%
2.3%)
4.5%|
6.8%)
11.4%|
65.9%]
20.5%|
4.5%]
4.5%|
29.5%]
2.3%|
22.7%|
43.2%]
9.1%)
15.9%|
40.9%|
36.4%]
0.0%)
27.3%]
43.2%
15.9%
2.3%)
13.6%|
9.1%]
2.3%)
22.7%]
6.8%
61.4%)|
36.4%]
27.3%]
31.8%|
6.8%)
4.5%|
27.3%]
56.8%]|
13.6%)
27.3%]
9.1%)
56.8%]|
9.1%]
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2.5%
10.0%
40.0%
32.5%
15.0%
47.5%

5.0%
32.5%
15.0%

7.5%

2.5%
82.5%

5.0%

2.5%
10.0%

2.5%

0.0%

0.0%
87.5%

2.5%

5.0%
20.0%
47.5%
25.0%
22.5%
12.5%
27.5%
32.5%

5.0%
12.5%
27.5%

5.0%
55.0%
62.5%
20.0%
10.0%

7.5%

2.5%
20.0%

7.5%
70.0%

1.9%
5.7%
34.0%
22.6%
35.8%
47.2%
18.9%
22.6%
11.3%
3.8%
1.9%
83.0%
3.8%
7.5%
9.4%
9.4%
0.0%
3.8%
77.4%
5.7%
1.9%
18.9%
37.7%
35.8%
20.8%
9.4%
24.5%
26.4%
18.9%
11.3%
50.9%
5.7%
32.1%
56.6%
11.3%
18.9%
13.2%
17.0%
18.9%
13.2%
50.9%

4.5%
9.1%
38.6%
34.1%
15.9%
59.1%
6.8%
20.5%
15.9%
11.4%
4.5%
77.3%
6.8%
2.3%
15.9%
2.3%
4.5%
6.8%
72.7%
4.5%
6.8%
13.6%
50.0%
27.3%
20.5%
6.8%
31.8%
29.5%
13.6%
18.2%
27.3%
11.4%
45.5%
61.4%
25.0%
9.1%
6.8%
11.4%
25.0%
6.8%
59.1%
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Appendix G: Item- Level Frequency Tables (Continued)

25.0%

5.0%
17.5%
52.5%

7.5%
22.5%
57.5%
12.5%
12.5%
25.0%
52.5%
10.0%
27.5%
57.5%
10.0%

5.0%
40.0%
45.0%
15.0%
72.5%
17.5%
10.0%

26.4%
7.5%
17.0%
49.1%
15.1%
9.4%
66.0%
9.4%
1.9%
34.0%
54.7%
9.4%
9.4%
64.2%
15.1%
11.3%
43.4%
45.3%
11.3%
77.4%
9.4%
13.2%

22.7%)|

4.5%|
20.5%]
54.5%)

9.1%]

9.1%)
79.5%]

4.5%|
13.6%)
18.2%
56.8%]
13.6%|
22.7%|
68.2%]|
11.4%|

0.0%|
25.0%)
54.5%|
22.7%]
77.3%]
13.6%)
11.4%|

= Summed Six Keyed Responses
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2.5%
87.5%
7.5%
2.5%
12.5%
42.5%
7.5%
37.5%
45.0%
10.0%
7.5%
37.5%
5.0%
0.0%
10.0%
85.0%
17.5%
27.5%
55.0%
7.5%
32.5%
60.0%

7.5%
71.7%
17.0%

3.8%
20.8%
37.7%

5.7%
35.8%
32.1%
18.9%

5.7%
43.4%
20.8%

5.7%

7.5%
66.0%
18.9%
30.2%
50.9%

3.8%
49.1%
47.2%

9.1%
72.7%
11.4%

9.1%
29.5%
31.8%

0.0%
40.9%
22.7%
20.5%

6.8%
52.3%

6.8%

2.3%

2.3%
90.9%
38.6%
31.8%
31.8%

4.5%
50.0%
47.7%
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Appendix H: Student SJT Item Level Chi-Square and Phi Values

Student M ost Effective ltem Student L east Effective

X2 p Phi R? X2 p Phi R?
2198 0.005 0.39¢ 0.159 1 21.815 0005 0.398 0.158
20.686 0.008 0.387 0.150 2 8501 0.386 0.248 0.062
0414 0981 0.05t 0.003 3 1.392 0.846 0.1 0.010
6.448 0.597 0.21€ 0.047 4 1114 0194 0284 0.081
4375 0358 0.178 0.032 5 3.055 0549 0.14¢ 0.022
8.166 0.417 0243 0.059 6 3.494 09 0.15¢ 0.025
5849 0.664 0.20€ 0.042 7 9.029 034 0.25€ 0.066
10293 0.113 0.273 0.075 8 3328 0.767 015t 0.024
11448 0.075 0.288 0.083 9 10.036 0.123 027 0.073
7296 0.121 022 0.053 10 4064 0397 0.172 0.030
5665 0.226 0202 0.041 11 5491 0.241 0.19¢ 0.040
272 0951 0.14 0.020 12 8577 0379 0.24¢ 0.062
7359 0.289 0231 0.053 13 7635 0.266 023t 0.055
8765 0.362 0.252 0.064 14 5023 0.755 0.191 0.036
11.143 0194 0.284 0.081 15 11.612 0.169 0.2¢ 0.084
6.916 0546 0224 0.050 16 4443 0815 0.17¢ 0.032
24851 0.002 0.42¢ 0.184 17 4871 0771 0182 0.035
13416 0.037 0.312 0.097 18 10.184 0.117 0.272 0.074
3.774 0.707 0.6t 0.027 19 6.145 0407 0.211 0.045
21.862 0.001 0.398 0.158 20 7535 0274 0234 0.055
0.875 0.99 0.08 0.006 21 6.162 0405 0.211 0.045
8268 0.219 0.24t 0.060 22 6.659 0.354 0.22 0.048
7492 0.278 0232 0.054 23 5918 0432 0207 0.043
10.655 01 0.27¢ 0.077 24 12.874 0.045 0.30t 0.093
4903 0297 0.188 0.035 25 7971 0.093 0.24 0.058
1429 0.839 0.102 0.010 26 3.378 0497 0.15€ 0.024

5 Number Significant (bold) 2
19.2% Percent Significant 1.7%
99
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Appendix I: Manager SJT Item Level Chi-Square and Phi Vaues

Mgr Most tem Mgr Least

X2 p Phi R? X2 p Phi R?
2349 0.001 0302 0.091 1 11.21 0.19 0.208 0.043
13.742 0.033 0.231 0.053 2 962 0.293 0193 0.037
13.01 0.011 0225 0.051 3 19.124 0.001 0272 0.074
6.96 0541 0.164 0.027 4 6.816 0557 0.163 0.027
11.642 002 0212 0.045 5 2.693 061 0202 0.010
11.011 0201 0.207 0.043 6 3646 0.888 0.119 0.014
16.88 001 0256 0.066 7 9.65 029 0193 0.037
8776 0187 0.184 0.034 8 4474 0.613 0132 0.017
28.772 0.0001 0.334 0.112 9 13.017 0.043 0225 0.051
4335 0.363 0.13 0.017 10 16.264 0.012 0251 0.063
3669 0453 0119 0.014 11 2475 0.649 0.098 0.010
6.997 0321 0.165 0.027 12 9437 0307 0.191 0.036
5317 0504 0144 0.021 13 6.867 0.333 0.167 0.028
20.374 0009 0.281 0.079 14 11.816 0.16 0.214 0.046
16.024 0.042 0.249 0.062 15 16.942 0.031 0256 0.066
19641 0.012 0.276 0.076 16 9.324 0.316 0.19 0.036
16.843 0.032 0.256 0.066 17 17.357 0.027 0259 0.067
18.774  0.005 0.27 0.073 18 23598 0.001 0.302 0.091
4023 0674 0125 0.016 19 14377 0.026 0.236 0.056
15132 0.019 0.242 0.059 20 9.05 0171 0187 0.035
1949 0.003 0275 0.076 21 2893 0.822 0.106 0.011
2.109 0.909 0.09 0.008 22 5636 0465 0.148 0.022
9958 0.126 0.196 0.038 23 7741 0258 0.173 0.030
9.759 0135 0.194 0.038 24 836 0.213 0.18 0.032
9172 0.057 0.189 0.036 25 11.186 0.025 0.208 0.043
2116 0.714 0.091 0.008 26 4619 0329 0134 0.018

Number
13 Significant 8
50.0% percent 30.8%
Significant
100
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