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The Research Trends of Situational Judgment Test

Chen Jing Che Hongsheng
Psychology Department of Beijing Normal University Beijing 100875

Abstract With the development of situational judgment test researchers pay more and more attention to it. This paper introduces the research
approaches in situational judgment test in recent years which can be summarized as validity research cross — cultural comparison and the im-
pact of the nature of the test including test characteristics information — processing and diverse situations’ impact. These trends are described
in detail in this paper.
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