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A Review of Validity for Situational Judgment Test

Liu Runxiang"?,Dai Haiqi' , Wang Peng'
(1. School of Psychology,Jiangxi Normal University, Nanchang 330022

2. Center of Psychology and Education, Nanchang University, Nanchang 330031)

Abstract: We summarized the research of criterion—related validity, construct—related validity,incremental validity and the af-
fecting factors of the situational judgment test on the basis of reviewing the advance of studying situational judgment test for re-
cent years,which showed the situational judgment test had high criterion—related validity,it could become a superior personnel
selection tool;the situational judgment test was a method for measurement that could be used to measure the specific structure;
the situational judgment test had the incremental validity for the variables such as cognitive ability, personality,job knowledge
etc. ; Besides, the affecting factors of the situational judgment test’s validity mainly included the characteristics of items,the de-
veloping model of tests,the research design,and scoring method and so on.

Key words: situational judgment test;criterion—related validity; construct—related validity;incremental validity
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