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From mind to situation:
Application and development
of situation judgment test

in personnel selection and
psychological testing

Hawjeng Chiou
Tsung-Lin Ou

Abstract

The main purpose of the present article is to introduce the principles and formations
of the Situational Judgment Test (SJT). The advantages of situational judgment test are
scenario design of item and ecological validity. As a results, the nature of SJT differs from
self-report scale in terms of the process of personal judgment of testers on the specific situ-
ation risen by the test item, instead of the self-reported feeling or attitudes. In the recent
years, scholars devote to develop suitable approaches for SJIT construction. The scoring is-
sues along with the reliability and validity has been discussed in the article. An example of
SJT for measuring the competency of cabin crew was also introduced. Finally, the article
concluded the significance of SJT and provided practical and methodological suggestions

on the application.

Keywords: self-report scale, situational judgment test, scale development, competency testing



=i

il

( ]

— TR LB ?

HAj » £ — BN B R i 5
He > Eg A LRSI R [
Ao SCERY T ERST L 2 S ] DA HY
B A AMEF @ N AEFAS -
N AF B =5 B SR EUATR HE B B A B ] 22
% HE L EEREEEEEN
%JJ g —RER 0 EER TS

 FPERR BRI S Z B2 S
%zz BRI R B SRR R HIEE
T HEEM T LUMLAE SR - AL - 7
NSRELEREE PR S H aEaE
iﬁﬂ%ﬁ(integrity test) » AJ DL 2R EEAd i

2 WY RBE T B B I Ay B BLLE TE(E
e (FERETT ~ MRSl ~ A
2012; Sackett & Wanek, 1996 ) » {HIE3E
HRYE ~ IEEE N2 EREEN

BT BRER L OETREE  HEEE
& a2 HRE (R 2% -
SR A2 R B F A IR E B
R EE - HIEE A %82 (Muchin-
sky, 2006 ) » KL ELAE by B ATHEE -
BOERAKR T F e

By 114 B2 3 B ¢ v i A8 G AR
FTE 5 FIEHIES (situational judgment
test; SIT) ZKRHUA H Bz & HIEE (self-
#Eat & AT (social
desirability ) E2{HIEE{E{E (faking ) HIRY

/\/\‘?

reported test)

3 NS R Gl S R

BE ¥ B

o
i

A e BRI RS - (HESITS
T 88 ATy B =0 - S HRy
M~ B TR S B R R
SR AR o Btk o LSRRG A
H o XEFHRWEHEEE B M
T R AR ERERE
1 BUEREJTBLREMY - BZE A
i B ES o HR S REST R R B2k
DAGFAL - SR 28 SR BT 51k
i ELE A AR BLE TSR - AL
R SRR AR - Rl - 40
Al S Y I TR ~ B ATy
BT AR Al OB Y AR R B RE
RE - RIS

EHH

TiDiR B TIEE ) BUESLE

AT TE 2 T B BRI ) B
"R FIETHEE ) WaE g o IR

fliaziist - PTDARRAYLL T OB E B B
TIEEAIET o R RS B o PR
BEHBR - %F%HH%JQWEAE@%?E@Z
BB EEEEE H sy #EIE K
Js e A a2 i B0 R RY Likert-
type (ZFF ) AERER » HEH
iﬁﬁj%ﬂ'ﬂﬁj‘ sERCH T ERa o 2

B s AR ) - #H 2 A
E@Z/Uiﬁﬁ/ﬂlﬁﬂﬁ#ﬁm - {RBHEANY » 3EHH
RUR I 5 Fe A3 R RN LA

RIS A A BRSO A

EFs bWt RARA 111



112

HIFA B EUERE - RN ERE
NEFZERBOIRNERIRTEE 2 L - AR
| RE IR E N LERREm A
Frrsg 2 » KL m] AR Ry—7He T LAY
e |

FEEY - (BB HIET IS 2ok 2
EFFEMITEEERTTE N » BRAE AR Bk
RE AN EIREEE T AT - LR
FEEEFIA TIEEE = - EEEAR
[FIRTE SR - FEEDEHERRRY(E S
S TR EESEEPRE ~ UL -
AR EPAL 52 0 1Y B R B2 RE T R
& - 52 (BB S 1
BECRAYRIHOEEE » 2dE AZH LR
REAY 3= RS2 A = i B 1 e el )
0 LT - (B R R
WET o B B R - DR A
B~ AR~ FRERE TR SRR ES -
FREANLL - 5 R OK Ky (e
H B — R T - FIRERE %
BBEERNIETIT » T ARA T o B
ey EAIBS AR E I - B2 i A5 B
BHHRALHRR: - RIA SR =R
IR AT o

= BIRFIETRISRRY H e
T8 AT g (SIT) 23T 2KEE

ZHlE THRZEHBENTE THL
— » (Sackett & Lieven, 2008 ) * fE A
B 338 B S B b m R FH S B R -
2006 FFHVEE TG LA BT B - B
i ~ HIEELEM | (Situational Judgment
Tests: Theory, Measurement, and Applica-
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AEET S IENE - e BE A
[F 525 A RIS 52 - B4 Stem-
ler i Sternberg (2006 ) ArakaHY SITH[I
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B ARE » PRRIIEE Fy . 15 82 .07 » ARSH]
B Ry .07-.14 82 .08-.13 » ifii SIT JR3E .14

2

iz Ak g 3 e — B m R R
R T » BRI AEMZE IRTE
72 i 5 B i 25 S [R] 45 A 25 i Y g P A
A e Kt - 22k ERIIRES e & H P
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MIFRATEHY € 254 [# (Nonaka & Takeu-
chi, 1995) - [A| LR 22 ik B Bl #E Bk
RS - HEARSACNEEST R E s
Ayl T HEIRE e - HIE22 Ak 2RYANEE
HIFZEHE -

R 7 B EEEHL 22k B ABRE FIEHE
1SITEDR » B TIEEME&RIVE
B9~ RIEEL A, - HIRERENAE" A
PREFHREE o RIELEEE A (e AV IEEE
Ry NEERTERZ IR - A PR A B
HAE 2 SR RIERE R ~ A B2
BRI EERIFR - DURZEIR BB
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