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Abstract
Purpose – This study aimed at shedding light on why situational interviews predict job
performance. We examined an explanation based upon the importance of interviewees’
Ability to Identify Criteria (i.e., to read the targeted interview dimensions) for situational
interview performance.
Design/methodology/approach –Data were obtained from 97 interviewees who participated
in a mock interview to train for future applications. This approach enabled us to conduct the
situational interviews under standardized conditions, to assess interviewees’ Ability to
Identify Criteria, and at the same time, to collect job performance data from interviewee’s
current supervisors.
Findings – We found that interviewees’ Ability to Identify Criteria scores were not only
positively related to their interview performance, but also predicted job performance as rated
by their supervisors. Furthermore, controlling for interviewees’ Ability to Identify Criteria
significantly lowered the relationship between performance in the situational interview and
job performance.
Implications – Better understanding of the mechanisms that underlie the criterion-related
validity of situational interviews is crucial for theoretical progress and improving personnel
selection procedures. This study highlights the relevance of interviewees’ Ability to Identify
Criteria for predicting job performance. It also underscores the importance of constructing
interviews to enable candidates to show their criterion-relevant abilities.
Originality/value – This study shows that interviewees’ Ability to Identify Criteria
contributes to a better understanding of why the situational interview predicts job
performance.
Keywords: Situational interviews, criterion-related validity, Ability to Identify Criteria, job
performance.
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Why do Situational Interviews Predict Job Performance?
The Role of Candidates’ Ability to Identify Criteria
Past research has shown that increasing the structure of selection interviews helps to
improve their psychometric properties (e.g., Huffcutt & Arthur, 1994; Latham & Sue-Chan,
1999; McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt, & Maurer, 1994; Taylor & Small, 2002). Structure has
been defined as “the degree of discretion that an interviewer is allowed in conducting the
interview” (Huffcutt & Arthur, 1994, p. 186) and can accordingly be characterized by the
degree of standardization of interview questions, interview administration and response
scoring.
Among the many types of structured interviews, the situational interview (SI, Latham,
Saari, Pursell, & Campion, 1980) has emerged as one of the most popular formats (e.g.,
Campion, Palmer, & Campion, 1997; Motowidlo, 1999). Based on goal-setting theory (Locke
& Latham, 1990), the SI relies on the assumption that intentions predict behavior (Latham et
al., 1980). The SI is composed of questions that outline hypothetical job-related situations and
asks interviewees how they would behave in those situations. Meta-analytic evidence has
shown that the criterion-related validity of SIs comes close to that of cognitive ability tests,
with mean-corrected correlations that range between .41 and .47 (e.g., Huffcutt & Arthur,
1994; Kepes, Banks, McDaniel, & Whetzel, 2012; Latham & Sue-Chan, 1999; McDaniel et
al., 1994; Taylor & Small, 2002).
Although evidence that the SI predicts job performance has existed for quite some
time, it is less evident why the SI predicts job performance. The extant research has
elaborated several possible explanations, including the standardization of the questions that
are asked, the manner in which interviewees’ answers are scored, and the potential overlap of
the SI with cognitive ability (Maurer, Sue-Chan, & Latham, 1999; Roth & Huffcutt, 2013).
This research has provided many valuable insights, but has not yet fully answered the
question of why SIs predict job performance.
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In the present study, we look at an additional explanation that shifts the focus onto the
interactive character of the interview situation. Specifically, it has been argued that
interviewees’ Ability to Identify Criteria (ATIC, Kleinmann et al., 2011; König, Melchers,
Kleinmann, Richter, & Klehe, 2007; Melchers et al., 2009), hence their ability to discern
which dimensions the interviewers seek to evaluate, can affect their performance in the
interview. Specifically, ATIC enables interviewees to provide more evaluation-relevant
answers, experiences, and behaviors, which in turn may lead to more successful performance
in the selection situation. Furthermore, it has been argued that this ability is important not
only in the interview and other selection procedures (e.g., assessment centers), but on the job
as well (Jansen et al., 2013; Kleinmann et al., 2011).
Taken together, we examine whether ATIC helps to account for the criterion-related
validity of SI ratings. Developing knowledge on this matter is important for research as well
as for practice because of several reasons. For research, the present study provides conceptual
insights into why SIs predict performance. Thereby, it adds to the recent research focus on the
interactive nature of interviews by contributing empirical evidence on whether individual
differences in reading situational demands are crucial for both interviewees’ performance in
the SI and on the job. For practice, this knowledge may enable organizations to design
selection interviews that better assess candidates’ job-relevant individual differences. The
present results also may provide guidance as to whether it may be useful to measure ATIC in
SIs or other selection procedures.
ATIC as an Additional Explanation for Why SIs Predict
Job Performance
Researchers have put forth various explanations for the relationship between interview
performance and job performance (see Harris, 1999; Macan, 2009, for an overview). These
explanations apply to structured interviews in general and situational interviews in particular
as a popular form of structured interviews. One explanation is that structured interview

WHY SITUATIONAL INTERVIEWS PREDICT JOB PERFORMANCE

5

questions measure job-relevant performance dimensions (Huffcutt, 2011; Latham & SueChan, 1999). Accordingly, a potential reason for why SIs predict job performance is that the
dimensions that the interviews are designed to measure are linked to job performance because
of a prior job analysis (e.g., Huffcutt, 2011; Huffcutt, Weekley, Wiesner, Groot, & Jones,
2001; Motowidlo, 1999). Previous research that tested this approach has focused primarily on
the internal construct-related validity of the interview by using multitrait-multimethod
approaches (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). This research tested whether questions assessing the
same dimension correlate more strongly than questions assessing different dimensions (e.g.,
Conway & Peneno, 1999; Huffcutt, Conway, Roth, & Stone, 2001; Melchers et al., 2009; Van
Iddekinge, Raymark, Eidson, & Attenweiler, 2004). Results of these investigations, however,
have been mixed and provide less than conclusive evidence concerning the construct-related
validity of structured interviews.
Another explanation is that interview ratings are “saturated” with constructs such as
cognitive ability (Berry, Sackett, & Landers, 2007; Roth & Huffcutt, 2013) or personality
(Roth, Van Iddekinge, Huffcutt, Eidson, & Schmit, 2005). However, meta-analytic results
have shown that the relation between interview performance and cognitive ability is only
moderate, and that cognitive ability therefore can only account for a limited amount of the
SI’s criterion-related validity (Berry et al., 2007; Roth & Huffcutt, 2013). In a similar vein,
meta-analytic results indicate that the relation between structured interview performance and
personality is also moderate (Cortina, Goldstein, Payne, Davison, & Gilliland, 2000; Roth et
al., 2005; Salgado & Moscoso, 2002), and hence can only account for part of the SI’s
criterion-related validity.
Thus, although these and other explanatory approaches have contributed to our
understanding of structured interviews in general as well as to our understanding of the SI in
particular, they have not fully addressed the question of why SIs predict job performance.
Given that there is a recent emphasis on the interview as a social interaction (e.g., Bangerter,
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Roulin, & König, 2012; Huffcutt, Van Iddekinge, & Roth, 2011; Levashina, Hartwell,
Morgeson, & Campion, in press; Melchers, Ingold, Wilhelmy, & Kleinmann, in press), further
understanding can arise from explaining the criterion-related validity from a perspective that
acknowledges the content and the interactive nature of interviews. It thus seems beneficial to
test this emerging explanation for why SIs predict job performance.
The underlying rationale for this idea rests on the assumption that candidates in
selection interviews selectively attend to information that they think is relevant to perform
well (Leary & Kowalski, 1990). Specifically, interviewees often face a great deal of
uncertainty on how to behave in these interviews (Ferris & Judge, 1991), unless the targeted
interview dimensions are explicitly revealed to them (see Klehe, König, Richter, Kleinmann,
& Melchers, 2008). For this reason, candidates’ ATIC is relevant for their performance in the
interview (Kleinmann et al., 2011; Melchers et al., 2009; Melchers, Kleinmann, Richter,
König, & Klehe, 2004). ATIC refers to an individual’s ability to correctly identify the
dimensions that are measured in selection procedures. Kleinmann et al. (2011), for example,
proposed that individuals with higher ATIC can show more dimension-relevant behaviors in
selection procedures because they have a better understanding of what is evaluated in these
procedures.
ATIC has been conceptualized as a form of context-specific social effectiveness
(Kleinmann et al., 2011) and relates to interviewees’ social effectiveness in the interviewee
performance model by Huffcutt et al. (2011). Huffcutt et al.’s model adopts the emerging
perspective of the interview as an interaction of the interviewer and the interviewee. By doing
so, this model elaborates on the nomological network of factors that affect how applicants
perform in interviews, including the importance of skills related to social effectiveness. These
skills reflect how well individuals read and act in social interactions and can encompass many
constructs, among them ATIC.
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In line with these suggestions, ATIC has been shown to correlate with interviewees’
performance in structured interviews (Griffin, 2014; Melchers, Bosser, Hartstein, &
Kleinmann, 2012; Melchers et al., 2009), as well as with participants’ performance in
assessment centers (e.g., Jansen et al., 2013; Kleinmann, 1993; König et al., 2007; Speer,
Christiansen, König, Melchers, & Kleinmann, 2014). As a first step for testing the ATICbased explanation, we posit that this will also be true in the present study:
Hypothesis 1: Interviewees’ ATIC is positively related to performance in a SI.
Despite empirical findings that emphasize the relevance of ATIC for performance in
structured interviews, research concerning the role of ATIC as measured in interviews in
predicting job performance is lacking. SI and job situations are similar in that evaluation
criteria of performance are often not transparent. For example, there can be considerable
ambiguity in terms of how to successfully deal with a SI question and how to successfully
deal with a job situation (Seibert, Crant, & Kraimer, 1999).
Accordingly, individuals with a greater ATIC score are more likely to discern criteria
for success both in the SI and on the job. This, in turn, should help candidates provide
evaluation-relevant answers in the interview, as well as demonstrate evaluation-relevant
behaviors on the job. For instance, someone who recognizes the importance of
cooperativeness as an evaluation criterion might focus on cooperation when describing how
they would approach situations asked about in the SI or make efforts to cooperate (rather than
compete) with coworkers on the job. Moreover, people scoring high on ATIC might also use
appropriate self-presentation tactics in the interview and on the job (cf. Barrick, Shaffer, &
DeGrassi, 2009). Hence, ATIC may represent a common cause of SI performance and job
performance and thereby provide an explanation for why performance in SIs predicts job
performance.
In support of this idea, a recent study by Jansen et al. (2013) revealed that participants
in an assessment center (AC) who were able to identify the targeted dimensions also received
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higher job performance ratings. Furthermore, AC scores did not remain a significant predictor
of job performance when ATIC scores were partialled out from the relationship between AC
and job performance.
Even though there are several differences between ACs and SIs in general, we assume
that ATIC has similar effects for SIs as for ACs. Thus, based on the conceptual reasoning
from above and Jansen et al.’s (2013) findings, we aim to test the following hypotheses based
on the assumption that interviewees’ ATIC contributes to the prediction of job performance.
Furthermore, and also in light of the results from Jansen et al. (2013), we suggest that
controlling for the criterion-relevant variance of ATIC in the relation of the SI and job
performance decreases shared variance of the predictor and criterion. Therefore, we make the
following predictions:
Hypotheses 2: Interviewees’ ATIC predicts job performance.
Hypothesis 3: The relation between SI performance and job performance will
decrease when controlling for interviewees’ ATIC.
Moreover, building on these assumptions of ATIC’s contribution to the prediction of
job performance, we examine the question of whether ATIC predicts variance in job
performance beyond the SI:
Research Question 1: Does interviewees’ ATIC predict incremental variance in job
performance above SI performance?
Method
Participants
Participants (N = 97, 42 males, 55 females, mean age = 29.48 years with a SD of 4.75)
were contacted with the help of the administrative departments of several universities and in
collaboration with the career services of these universities. E-mails and advertisements were
sent to current and prospective graduates who would soon be applying for jobs. Just over half
of participants (55%) already had a Master’s degree or a comparable degree. Participants were
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only allowed to participate if they were employed or very recently had been employed. Many
participants held part-time jobs, which are very common where the study was conducted due
to high living costs. The average work experience of participants was 2.77 years, and
participants worked an average of 29.82 hours per week. About 49% of participants worked in
the research and education sector, 10% in the banking and insurance sector, 10% in the
industrial sector, 9% in the service sector, 5% in the media and communication sector, 3% in
health services, and 2% in sales and distribution.
Setting
The present study relied on a research paradigm of a mock interview embedded in a
selection training program for individuals who were about to apply for a new job. Similar
approaches have been employed successfully in other studies (e.g., Barrick, Swider, &
Stewart, 2010; Jansen et al., 2013; Van Iddekinge, Raymark, & Roth, 2005). Even though the
mock interview was administered as part of a selection training program, participants
perceived the setting as realistic, reported nervousness, and tried to perform at their best. In
addition, participants had to pay a fee (approximately $30) to cover expenses, which also
helped to ensure that they took the study seriously. This setting enabled us to conduct the
interviews under standardized yet ecologically valid applicant conditions. Moreover, because
all participants were employed, we were able to collect job performance data from their
supervisors that served as criteria.
Procedure
In the beginning of the selection training, participants were told to imagine that they
were applying for a job as a management trainee, and a job advertisement was handed to
them. This job was chosen because it represented an attractive and plausible position for
candidates within diverse areas of study. Consistent with past research (e.g., Jansen et al.,
2013; Klehe et al., 2008; Van Iddekinge et al., 2005), participants were informed that they
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would receive extensive feedback about their interview performance and that the top scoring
participant on each day would win approximately $80.
After the SI, participants were asked to fill in the ATIC measure. Participants were
informed that this measure was not part of the simulated selection process and would be used
for research purposes only. Around the time of the selection simulation, participants’
supervisors were sent a link to an online questionnaire in which they were asked to assess
participants’ job performance. Supervisors were informed that their evaluations were
confidential (i.e., that these ratings would not be given to their subordinates) and would be
used for research purposes only. Interviewers had no access to participants’ job performance
ratings, and supervisors were not informed about participants’ performance ratings in the SI.
Interviewers
Interviewers were students in a social and industrial/organizational psychology
Master’s program who volunteered as part of a research internship. All interviewers took part
in a 5-hour frame-of-reference training session (FOR, Melchers, Lienhardt, Von Aarburg, &
Kleinmann, 2011; Roch, Woehr, Mishra, & Kieszczynska, 2012; Woehr & Huffcutt, 1994)
before the selection training. During the training, interviewers were introduced to the
selection training, structured interview formats, the SI questions used in the study, and the
interview scoring guide with its behavioral anchors. Afterwards, interviewers practiced rating
interview responses by watching example interviews and were provided with extensive
feedback from the trainers (one author of this study and two continuously supervised
industrial/organizational Master students). Interviewers were not informed about the purpose
of the study.
Measures
SI. The interview consisted of six situational questions with two questions for each of
three targeted dimensions. According to O*NET, general management positions define
leadership as a tendency to take charge and offer opinions and direction, persist in the face of
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obstacles and work activities that encompass organizing behaviors such as scheduling work
and activities, coordinate the work and activities of others, and information ordering. Based
upon the results from studying the requirements of management trainee positions, we thus
chose the three interview dimensions of Assertiveness, Perseverance, and Organizing
Behaviors. Furthermore, previous research had found support for the criterion-related validity
of these interview dimensions in similar samples. For example, questions from the dimension
Organizing Behaviors predicted job performance for a comparable sample in Jansen et al.
(2013), Perseverance predicted job performance of college students in a study by Oswald,
Schmitt, Kim, Ramsay, and Gillespie (2004). In addition, Assertiveness has been shown to be
relevant to managerial performance (Borman & Brush, 1993; Tett, Guterman, Bleier, &
Murphy, 2000), has been used in previous interview studies (Klehe et al., 2008; Melchers et
al., 2009), and can clearly be discriminated from the two other dimensions.
For the development of the interview, we contacted the authors of several previous
studies and were allowed to adapt several of their interview questions (Jansen et al., 2013;
Melchers et al., 2009; Peeters & Lievens, 2006). After translating and adapting these
questions to the management trainee position, three subject matter experts checked the
suitability of the interview questions for assessing the targeted dimensions. These experts also
checked whether the behavioral anchors fit to the question and covered the range of answers
that were to be expected for the respective question. Examples for questions related to the
different dimensions are shown in Appendix A.
All interviews were conducted by panels of two interviewers. For each question, both
interviewers rated interviewees’ answers on a 5-point scale and we then averaged their ratings
for each question. Behavioral anchors were provided for 1 = poor performance, 3 = average
performance, and 5 = excellent performance. One interviewer read the questions and both
interviewers independently rated the interviewee’s response after each question. Interviewers
were not allowed to probe. Across all interviews, the reliability of the average rating of the
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two interviewers across all questions was .82 (ICC 2, McGraw & Wong, 1996), and the
Pearson correlation between interviewers’ ratings was .70.1
ATIC. We assessed ATIC following procedures used in previous studies (e.g., Jansen,
Lievens, & Kleinmann, 2011). Following the SI, participants completed a questionnaire in
which each interview question was listed and space was provided underneath each question.
Participants were instructed to write the dimension that they believed was assessed with each
interview question, and to provide behavioral examples for this dimension (e.g., they wrote
down Assertiveness as the targeted dimension and provided an example that someone would
speak up for their rights as an employee). To ensure that participants understood this
procedure, they received a neutral example on Creativity. They were able to write down as
many dimensions and behavioral examples per interview question as they wished.
A pair of experienced raters (the first author of this study and a Master’s student of
social and industrial/organizational psychology) examined the assumptions and behavioral
examples and rated the fit with the targeted dimensions on a scale from 0 = no fit, 1 = limited
fit, 2 = moderate fit to 3 = fits completely. Raters discussed disagreements exceeding onepoint, which was observed in 2.97% of cases. The interrater reliability of the averaged ATIC
ratings from the two raters (ICC 2) was .95 before the discussion of their ratings and .97 after
the discussion. The Pearson correlation across all of these ATIC ratings by the two raters was
.90 before the discussion and .94 after the discussion of the ratings. The overall ATIC score
was calculated based on the average score of the two raters across the six questions after the
discussion of their ratings.
Job performance. We measured in-role performance using five items from Williams
and Anderson (1991) in their German translation from Staufenbiel and Hartz (2000), and five
items on task-based performance from Bott, Svyantek, Goodman, and Bernal (2003) in their

1

As pointed out by a reviewer, these values might overestimate interrater reliability because interviewers in
panel interviews observe the same random response errors (see Huffcutt, Culbertson, & Weyhrauch, 2013).
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German translation from Jansen et al. (2013). All items (see Appendix B) were rated on a 7point scale ranging from 1 = not at all to 7 = absolutely. Due to the fact that the two sets of
items were highly correlated (r = .85), we computed a composite score across all items.
Coefficient alpha of the combined scale was .94.
Other measures. After the SI, participants completed a questionnaire concerning the
authenticity of the interview situation on a scale from 1 = I fully agree to 4 = I fully disagree.
The items were “Did you perceive the interview to be realistic?”, “Did you feel like an
applicant?” and “Did you behave as if being in a real interview?” At the end of the selection
training, participants completed a questionnaire on socio-demographic variables.
Results
Preliminary Analyses
Results from the post-interview questionnaire showed that interviewees generally
reported that they acted as if they were participating in a real selection interview (M = 3.40,
SD = .64, on a scale from 1 = I fully disagree to 4 = I fully agree). Interviewees’ overall SI
performance correlated with supervisory ratings of their job performance, r = .24, p < .05
(Table 1). When one uses the mean interview interrater reliability estimate of .61 from
Huffcutt et al. (2013) and the average job performance single-rater reliability of .52 from
Rothstein (1990) to correct this correlation (which takes the correlation to a construct level),
the correlation rose to .43. When correcting for unreliability in the criterion only, the
corrected correlation was .33. Thus, in line with previous meta-analytic evidence on SIs (e.g.,
Huffcutt et al., 2004), the present SI predicted job performance as rated by supervisors.
Main Results
Hypothesis 1 predicted that interviewees’ ATIC scores would relate positively to
performance in the SI. Table 1 shows support for this: Interviewees’ ATIC scores correlated
positively with overall SI performance, r = .23, p < .05. When correcting for unreliability in
ATIC and SI scores, using the interrater reliabilities for these two measures (i.e., the interrater
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reliability from Huffcutt et al., 2013 and the ICC for ATIC), the correlation on the construct
level was .30. In addition, we tested whether interviewees who correctly discerned that a
certain dimension was targeted also performed better on the questions corresponding to this
dimension. Even though measurement error is higher for this dimension-level analysis (i.e.,
because there were only two items to assess ATIC for each dimension and two items to assess
each interview dimension), the correlations were all in the expected direction and two out of
three were significant. Specifically, Perseverance, r = .23, p < .05, Assertiveness, r = .11, p =
.27, and Organizing Behaviors, r = .30, p < .01 (see Table 1).
Hypothesis 2 stated that interviewees’ATIC would predict job performance. The
results supported this as ATIC scores correlated with job performance as rated by supervisors,
r = .29, p < .01 (Table 1). When correcting for unreliability in both measures (i.e., using the
reliability estimates from Huffcutt et al., 2013, and from Rothstein, 1990, that were mentioned
above), the correlation on the construct level was .41.
Hypothesis 3 predicted that the relationship between SI performance and job
performance would decrease when controlling for ATIC. To test this, we used two
approaches. First, we calculated the correlation between SI performance and job performance
partialling out ATIC. The SI-job performance correlation dropped to r = .19, ns, compared
with the prior zero-order correlation of r = .24, p = .02. This means that the relation between
SI performance and job performance was no longer significant when participants’ ATIC was
taken into account. Even though the difference between the correlations is not large, this
result provides some support for Hypothesis 3.
Second, as a formal test of Hypothesis 3, and because the difference of the two
relationships did not seem very large descriptively, we further tested the differences of the
relation of SI and job performance before and after controlling for ATIC. Specifically, we
followed suggestions by MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, and Sheets (2002) and used
Freedman and Schatzkin’s test (1992). According to Monte Carlo simulations by MacKinnon
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et al. (2002), this is a powerful test that can be used to evaluate whether a regression
coefficient significantly decreases once another variable is controlled in the regression
analysis (which is comparable to the comparison between a zero-order correlation and the
partial correlation described above). Thus, in the present situation, the Freedman-Schatzkin
test evaluated the difference between the regression coefficient of the SI as a predictor of job
performance and the regression coefficient of the SI when predicting job performance in a
model that controls for the impact of ATIC on job performance. The Freedman-Schatzkin test
achieves this by calculating the ratio of the difference between the unstandardized regression
coefficients and a standard error based upon the variance and covariance of the adjusted and
unadjusted regression coefficients (MacKinnon et al., 2002).
In line with the results from the correlation approach, the SI no longer predicted job
performance when ATIC was controlled, b = .42, ns, even though it was a significant
predictor without ATIC, b = .53, p < .05. The results from the corresponding t-test confirmed
that the difference was significant, t(95) = 2.38, p < .05. Hence, this provides further support
for Hypothesis 3.
Finally, Research Question 1 addressed whether ATIC would explain incremental
variance in job performance beyond the SI. This research question was assessed with a
hierarchical regression analysis (see Table 2). SI performance scores were entered in the first
step and interviewees’ ATIC scores in the second step. Results showed that ATIC explained
incremental variance beyond the SI, R2 = .05, p < .05.
Discussion
In the current study, we tested a conceptual explanation for why SIs predict job
performance that is based upon interviewees’ ability to discern evaluation criteria of the SI.
By doing so, this study mirrors a recent focus on the interviewee in structured interview
research (Huffcutt et al., 2011; Melchers et al., in press) and highlights the importance of
considering interviewees’ knowledge, skills and abilities (such as ATIC) for detecting the
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mechanisms underlying criterion-related validity. Results from this study lend support for this
explanation that focuses on interviewees’ ATIC: SI performance correlated with interviewees’
ATIC scores (Hypothesis 1), and interviewees’ ATIC scores predicted supervisor-rated job
performance (Hypothesis 2). In addition, we found that the relationship between SI
performance and job performance became non-significant when controlling for ATIC
(Hypothesis 3). Taken together, these findings support the relevance of ATIC as an additional
explanation of the relationship between SI and job performance.
A major contribution of this study is that it helped to continue opening the “black box“
of why SIs predict performance. At the same time, it illustrated what insights can be gained
from research that aims at understanding interviewee performance. Results from this study
underpin that interviewees that can decipher what the interview measures (i.e., ATIC) achieve
better ratings in the interview, and above that, that ATIC is also relevant for performing well
on the job. Thereby, the current study also provides empirical support for the fruitfulness of
research that centers on interviewee performance and conceptualizes interviews as an
interaction (Dipboye, Macan, & Shahani-Denning, 2012; Huffcutt et al., 2011; Levashina et
al., in press; Melchers et al., in press). As such, this study adds to recent research on how
candidates make a good impression in interviews, hence to research on candidates’ selfpresentation in interviews (see Barrick et al., 2009, for an overview) or on interviewer’s first
impressions (Barrick et al., 2012; Barrick et al., 2010).
A further contribution of this study is that it supports the idea that interviewees’ ability
to read situational demands in an interview is a job-relevant ability (Kleinmann et al., 2011).
Although previous research suggested that ATIC can influence interview performance ratings,
it was unclear whether identifying demands in the interview is good or bad for the criterionrelated validity of interviews. The present results are consistent with previous findings in the
AC domain (Jansen et al., 2013) in showing that candidates’ ability to identify situational
demands in selection procedures helps explains why the procedures predict job performance.
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In light of results from this study, several recommendations can be made for selection
practice. The first concerns the degree to which interviewees receive information about the
targeted dimensions (i.e., evaluation criteria) before the interview (Klehe et al., 2008). The
present results suggest, that when interview dimensions are made transparent to the
interviewee, this should reduce the extent to which interviewees’ ATIC is reflected in
interview performance scores and might therefore also reduce criterion-related validity. As a
consequence, it follows that organizations should refrain from making interview dimensions
transparent to interviewees.
A second recommendation relates to the relation of ATIC and job performance.
Specifically, we found that ATIC was a better predictor of job performance (r = .29) than was
the SI itself (r = .24). This finding parallels evidence from the study by Jansen et al. (2013) in
which ATIC scores from an AC were a somewhat better predictor of job performance than
was the AC. From an applied perspective, selecting candidates based on their ATIC scores
may be possible and a promising approach.
Concerning future research, the evidence for the job relevance of ATIC implies that it
is also relevant to conduct research on ATIC in actual work settings. In particular, we need to
dig deeper into the mechanisms through which ATIC relates to job performance. One
explanation from ATIC research is that employees scoring high on ATIC may show more
evaluation-relevant behaviors that are reflected in enhanced job performance (e.g., Jansen et
al., 2013). A complementary explanation for the positive relationship between ATIC and job
performance could also be drawn from goal-setting theory (Locke & Latham, 1990). A basic
assumption in goal setting theory is that the more specific a goal is, the higher is task
performance, and meta-analytic research has clearly supported this relationship (Mento, Steel,
& Karren, 1987; Tubbs, 1986). Linking both conceptual approaches to the job performance
context, ATIC on the job may enable employees to identify job performance criteria.
Accordingly, these insights might enable them to specify their goals from performing as well
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as possible to performing well with regard to specific criteria. Future studies might attempt to
test this or other possible mechanisms that might explain why ATIC influences job
performance.
Although we found that ATIC contributes to the SI’s prediction of job performance,
we do not assume that this explanation is exclusive. Other contributing factors need to be
tested in the future as the black box of why SIs predict job performance is not yet fully
cracked open. For example, future research might consider a recent theoretical model on
interviewee performance that focuses on interviewee and interviewer behaviors and
dispositions as well as situational characteristics of the interview (Huffcutt et al., 2011). This
may provide more insights about what interviewees do in the interview and how this affects
the prediction of job performance (Dipboye et al., 2012; Levashina et al., in press; Melchers et
al., in press).
Related to this future research avenue on complementary explanations, we recommend
that interview research continues adopting the perspective of the interaction of person and
situation, hence following interactionist approaches (Mischel & Shoda, 1995; Tett & Burnett,
2003). Research on assessment centers has already illustrated how interactionist theories can
contribute to a better understanding of personnel selection issues (e.g., Haaland &
Christiansen, 2002; Lievens, Chasteen, Day, & Christiansen, 2006), and we feel that interview
research might profit similarly. In fact, as suggested by Jansen et al. (2011, see also
Kleinmann et al., 2011) research on ATIC can also be framed in the context of the
interactionist cognitive-affective personality system (CAPS) theory (Mischel & Shoda, 1995).
This theory posits that behavior results from cognitive scripts are activated in a situation, and
that different behaviors can be shown depending on the respective script, which reflects the
individual’s perception of the situation. Applying this approach to ATIC, ATIC relates to
these interindividual differences of reading the situation that in turn influence interviewees’
performance (see also Jansen et al., 2013; Kleinmann et al., 2011). Future studies might
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examine how situational characteristics such as the degree of structure or rapport building
moderate the relation of ATIC and interview performance. This may allow for improving
interviews by optimizing situational characteristics such that they facilitate the expression of
interviewees’ job-relevant knowledge, skills, and abilities (such as ATIC) that influence
interview performance and explain variance in job performance.
Finally, very little is known about factors that may influence whether someone is good
or poor at identifying situational demands. Up to know, the limited available research has
shown that ATIC is related to cognitive ability and social skills (Griffin, 2014; Jansen et al.,
2013; Kleinmann et al., 2011). Future studies could explore other factors, such as selfpresentation (see Griffin, 2014 as first study on nonverbal self-presentation and ATIC).
Furthermore, we need to dig deeper into whether ATIC is a relatively stable individual
difference or whether it may change as a consequence of experience in selection contexts or
on the job as a result from feedback from others or training. Addressing these issues is also of
practical relevance, because if trainable, ATIC may increase chances to get a job.
Limitations
Some limitations should be considered with regard to this study. One limitation is that
participants were not interviewing for a real job. However, the post-interview questionnaire
suggested that participants approached the interview as they would for a real job opportunity.
Furthermore, the interview was related to supervisors’ ratings of job performance, and the
magnitude of the relationship was in line with meta-analytical findings on the criterion-related
validity of SIs (e.g., Huffcutt et al., 2004).
Second, as most interviewees were employed part-time, the results concerning the
criterion-related validity of the interview dimensions might be relatively conservative. For
example, our results indicated that Perseverance was the best predictor of job performance as
compared to Assertiveness and Organizing Behaviors. However, as suggested by a reviewer,
this might be due to the part-time nature of the jobs for which assertive behaviors or
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reorganization approaches may not be as important. As such, it is possible that the criterionrelated validity and ATIC’s capability to explain it may be stronger in full-time jobs.
Conclusion
In sum, the present study contributes to understanding the mechanisms by which the
SI predicts job performance and highlights the insights that can be gained from research that
focuses on factors contributing to interviewees’ performance and job performance. The results
support the idea that interviewees’Ability to Identify the Criteria measured in the SI predicts
job performance, and that ATIC also helps explain the criterion-related validity of the SI. We
look forward to future research on the nomological network of ATIC, interviewee-related
factors, and research that takes an interactionist perspective on interviews to extend our
understanding of the criterion-related validity of employment interviews and other selection
procedures.
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations of Study Variables
M
1 Job performance
Ability to Identify Criteria
2 Overall ATIC score
3 ATIC Persistence
4 ATIC Assertiveness
5 ATIC Organizing behaviors
Situational Interview Performance
6 Overall performance
7 Persistence
8 Assertiveness
9 Organizing behaviors
Note. N = 97.
**p < .01, *p < .05, † p <.10 (two-tailed).

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

.21*
.47**

.13

5.90 0.95
1.46
1.21
1.91
1.26

0.61
0.89
0.90
0.83

.29**
.27**
.17†
.15

.72**
.66**
.71**

.17
.33**

.18

3.89
4.02
3.86
3.80

0.44
0.60
0.56
0.68

.24*
.32**
.09
.11

.23*
.09
.13
.25*

.24*
.23*
.10
.19

.06
-.01
.11
.04

.16
-.03 .78**
.05 .59**
.30** .78**
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Table 2
Hierarchical Regression Analyses Predicting Job Performance From Situational
Interview Performance and the Ability to Identify Criteria
Variable

β

R2

Step 1

SI performance

.25*

.06*

Step 2

SI performance

.19†

.11*

ATIC

.23*

Note. N = 97. ATIC = Ability to Identify Criteria. SI = Situational Interview.
**p < .01, *p < .05, † p <.10

ΔR2

.05*
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Appendix A
Situational Interview Instruction
In the following, we will interview you with 6 questions that relate to situations on your future
job. Your task is to put yourself in different situations that an employee might experience in his
or her on a work day and to tell the interviewers, how you would behave in the respective
situation. Please listen attentively to each interview question and afterwards take your time to
answer each question. I will read out the questions and write down your answers. Do you
have any questions before we start?
Sample Situational Interview Question for each dimension:
Perseverance
Imagine you’re finding the first months at your new job very difficult. The tasks you’re
assigned are very demanding and you think your boss isn’t entirely satisfied with your
work. Please describe briefly how you would behave in this situation.
Performance assessment: Perseverance



1


2


3


4


5



Anchors:

5.

Speaks/interacts with his or her superiors and colleagues. Inquires about initiatives
for further training, asks for tips on completing tasks efficiently. Is determined to
improve himself/ herself and to catch up in terms of performance.

3.

Works hard, tries to do his or her best and tries not to worry.

1.

Is content with mediocre performance.

Assertiveness
Please imagine the following situation. You are presenting your newest idea for a project
to your boss and other work colleagues. You’ve invested a lot of time in generating and
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elaborating on the ideas. One colleague immediately questions the potential execution of
the project and starts having private conversations. Please describe briefly how you would
behave in this situation.
Performance assessment: Assertiveness



1


2


3


4


5



Anchors:
5.

Firmly asks the colleague to refrain from his or her conversations, addresses
skeptical arguments and continues with the presentation.

3.

Bides his or her time, tries to ignore the conversations and asks the colleague to stop
after quite some time using a moderate tone or gives him or her disapproving looks.

1.

Ignores the conversations or gives in and breaks off the presentation.

Organizing Behaviors
Please imagine the following situation. You return to your workplace after your holidays.
You discover a stack of unopened letters on your desk and there are over 100 unread
emails in your email inbox. There are already some meetings with clients planned for
today. These meetings will take about an hour each. Furthermore, your boss wants to speak
to you urgently about an issue. He has sent you details about it via email. Please describe
briefly how you would behave in this situation.
Performance assessment: Organizing Behaviors



1


2


3


4


5



Anchors:
5.

Proceeds in a systematic and structured manner, e.g. reads the e-mail from the boss
first and only skims the most important messages, arranges and prepares for the
meeting with the boss; asks less busy colleagues to take over tasks, etc.
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Tries to deal with everything on the first day and works overtime, reads messages in
the breaks between the meetings or accepts that he or she will be unprepared when he
or she meets with the boss.

1.

No systematic approach evident, e.g., reads through the entire inbox first, cancels
client meetings.
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Appendix B
Job performance measure
Job performance was rated on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 = not at all to 7 = absolutely
with the following two measures: First, task-based job performance with the following items
from Bott et al. (2003) in the German translation from Jansen et al. (2013):


Demonstrates expertise in all job related tasks.



Fulfills all the requirements of the job.



Could manage more responsibility than typically assigned.



Is competent in all areas of the job, handles task with proficiency.



Plans and organizes to achieve objectives of the job and meet deadlines.

Second, in-role behavior was measured with the following items from Williams and Anderson
(1991) in the German translation from Staufenbiel and Hartz (2000):


Adequately completes assigned duties.



Fulfills responsibilities specified in job description.



Performs tasks that are expected of him/her.



Meets formal performance requirements of the job.



Neglects aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform.

