Online Supplement 1: 
Means, Standard deviations, and Intercorrelations between Criterion Ratings (Instructor Ratings)
	Variable
	n
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3

	1. Task performance
	95
	64.39
	24.63
	 
	 
	 

	2. Contextual performance
	95
	53.35
	26.29
	.46**
	 
	 

	3. Teamwork
	95
	58.47
	23.21
	.62**
	.72**
	 

	4. Communication
	95
	53.67
	24.50
	.59**
	.68**
	.74**


Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01.
Online Supplement 2: Test Motivation Scale and Criterion measures
Test Motivation Scale (adapted from Arvey, Strickland, Drauden, and Martin, 1990)
	
	Total disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Totally agree

	I wanted to do well on this exercise.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	While taking this exercise, I concentrated and tried to do well.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	I want to be among the top scorers on this exercise.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	I was extremely motivated to do well on this exercise.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5



Criterion measures: Instructor ratings
Please rate your students on in-role behavior. This refers to the adequate and timely execution of the assigned task consistently taking on an acceptable amount of work and carrying out duties thoroughly and to perfection with a minimum of mistakes and sloppiness.
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Please rate your students on extra-role performance. This refers to praising peers when they are successful, encouraging peers when they have a personal problem, saying things to make people feel good about themselves, helping peers without being asked.
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Please rate your students on communication skills. This refers to speaking in a clear organized way that is interesting, writing with precision and style, and organizing writing well.
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Please rate your students on teamwork. This refers to supporting the efforts of others, behaving in an open and friendly manner, working well in group settings, and giving criticism/feedback to others in a helpful way.
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Online Supplement 2: Generalizability Theory Analyses by Condition
Variance Component Estimates (%) for Performance Ratings, 3 Min Length of Observation, High Rater Standardization
	Variance Component
	Substantive Meaning
	Total Variance
	Between-participant variance
	Between-participant subtotal

	Reliable variance
	
	
	
	

	σ² participant
	Independent of assessors and role-plays, some participants receive higher ratings than others
	11.8
	14.1
	35.4

	σ² participant × role-play
	Independent of assessors, some participants receive higher ratings in some role-plays than others
	21.6
	25.6
	64.6

	Subtotal
	
	33.4
	39.7
	

	Unreliable variance
	
	
	
	

	σ² assessor
	Independent of participants or role-plays, some assessors give higher ratings than others
	3.5
	4.2
	7.0

	σ² assessor × participant
	Independent of role-plays, some assessors assign higher ratings to some participants than others
	6.4
	7.7
	12.7

	σ² assessor × role-play*
	Independent of participants, some assessors give higher ratings in some role-plays than others
	5.3
	6.3
	10.4

	σ² 3-way interaction + residual
	Depending on role-plays, some participants receive higher ratings from some assessors
	35.5
	42.2
	70.0

	Subtotal
	
	50.8
	60.3
	

	Other Components
	
	
	
	

	σ² role-play
	Independent of participants or assessors, ratings are higher in some role-plays than in others
	15.8
	
	

	Estimated G(q,1)
	
	
	0.40
	


Note. In line with prior studies (Jackson, Michaelides, Dewberry, & Kim et al., 2016; Putka & Hoffman, 2013), we intended to generalize performance ratings across assessors and defined reliability in relative terms (Brennan, 2001; Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda, & Rajaratnam, 1972). Therefore, we regarded sources of variance as reliable if they contributed to the similarity in participants’ relative position compared to other participants based upon performance ratings from different assessors. Conversely, sources of variance were considered as unreliable if they contributed to differences in participants’ relative position compared to other participants based upon performance ratings from different assessors (LeBreton & Senter, 2007; Putka & Sackett, 2010). Between-participant variance refers to the relative amount of variance that is explained in the total of reliable and unreliable variance by the respective variance component. Between-participant subtotal refers to the relative amount of variance that is explained in the total reliable or unreliable variance by the respective component. Estimated G(q,1) = reliable variance subtotal/(reliable variance subtotal + unreliable variance subtotal) = expected single-rater reliability for any performance ratings.


Variance Component Estimates (%) for Performance Ratings, 3 Min Length of Observation, Low Rater Standardization
	Variance Component
	Substantive Meaning
	Total Variance
	Between-participant variance
	Between-participant subtotal

	Reliable variance
	
	
	
	

	σ² participant
	Independent of assessors and role-plays, some participants receive higher ratings than others
	13.0
	13.0
	49.1

	σ² participant × role-play
	Independent of assessors, some participants receive higher ratings in some role-plays than others
	13.4
	13.4
	50.9

	Subtotal
	
	26.4
	26.4
	

	Unreliable variance
	
	
	
	

	σ² assessor
	Independent of participants or role-plays, some assessors give higher ratings than others
	31.6
	31.6
	42.9

	σ² assessor × participant
	Independent of role-plays, some assessors assign higher ratings to some participants than others
	3.0
	3.0
	4.0

	σ² assessor × role-play*
	Independent of participants, some assessors give higher ratings in some role-plays than others
	3.1
	3.1
	4.2

	σ² 3-way interaction + residual
	Depending on role-plays, some participants receive higher ratings from some assessors
	36.0
	36.0
	48.9

	Subtotal
	
	73.6
	73.6
	

	Other Components
	
	
	
	

	σ² role-play
	Independent of participants or assessors, ratings are higher in some role-plays than in others
	0.0
	
	

	Estimated G(q,1)
	
	
	0.26
	


Note. In line with prior studies (Jackson, Michaelides, Dewberry, & Kim et al., 2016; Putka & Hoffman, 2013), we intended to generalize performance ratings across assessors and defined reliability in relative terms (Brennan, 2001; Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda, & Rajaratnam, 1972). Therefore, we regarded sources of variance as reliable if they contributed to the similarity in participants’ relative position compared to other participants based upon performance ratings from different assessors. Conversely, sources of variance were considered as unreliable if they contributed to differences in participants’ relative position compared to other participants based upon performance ratings from different assessors (LeBreton & Senter, 2007; Putka & Sackett, 2010). Between-participant variance refers to the relative amount of variance that is explained in the total of reliable and unreliable variance by the respective variance component. Between-participant subtotal refers to the relative amount of variance that is explained in the total reliable or unreliable variance by the respective component. Estimated G(q,1) = reliable variance subtotal/(reliable variance subtotal + unreliable variance subtotal) = expected single-rater reliability for any performance ratings.


Variance Component Estimates (%) for Performance Ratings, 1 Min Length of Observation, High Rater Standardization
	Variance Component
	Substantive Meaning
	Total Variance
	Between-participant variance
	Between-participant subtotal

	Reliable variance
	
	
	
	

	σ² participant
	Independent of assessors and role-plays, some participants receive higher ratings than others
	4.5
	5.0
	20.9

	σ² participant × role-play
	Independent of assessors, some participants receive higher ratings in some role-plays than others
	17.0
	19.0
	79.1

	Subtotal
	
	21.5
	24.0
	

	Unreliable variance
	
	
	
	

	σ² assessor
	Independent of participants or role-plays, some assessors give higher ratings than others
	30.0
	33.6
	44.3

	σ² assessor × participant
	Independent of role-plays, some assessors assign higher ratings to some participants than others
	0.9
	1.0
	1.3

	σ² assessor × role-play*
	Independent of participants, some assessors give higher ratings in some role-plays than others
	6.7
	7.5
	9.8

	σ² 3-way interaction + residual
	Depending on role-plays, some participants receive higher ratings from some assessors
	30.3
	33.9
	44.6

	Subtotal
	
	67.8
	76.0
	

	Other Components
	
	
	
	

	σ² role-play
	Independent of participants or assessors, ratings are higher in some role-plays than in others
	10.7
	
	

	Estimated G(q,1)
	
	
	0.24
	


Note. In line with prior studies (Jackson, Michaelides, Dewberry, & Kim et al., 2016; Putka & Hoffman, 2013), we intended to generalize performance ratings across assessors and defined reliability in relative terms (Brennan, 2001; Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda, & Rajaratnam, 1972). Therefore, we regarded sources of variance as reliable if they contributed to the similarity in participants’ relative position compared to other participants based upon performance ratings from different assessors. Conversely, sources of variance were considered as unreliable if they contributed to differences in participants’ relative position compared to other participants based upon performance ratings from different assessors (LeBreton & Senter, 2007; Putka & Sackett, 2010). Between-participant variance refers to the relative amount of variance that is explained in the total of reliable and unreliable variance by the respective variance component. Between-participant subtotal refers to the relative amount of variance that is explained in the total reliable or unreliable variance by the respective component. Estimated G(q,1) = reliable variance subtotal/(reliable variance subtotal + unreliable variance subtotal) = expected single-rater reliability for any performance ratings.


Variance Component Estimates (%) for Performance Ratings, 1 Min Length of Observation, Low Rater Standardization
	Variance Component
	Substantive Meaning
	Total Variance
	Between-participant variance
	Between-participant subtotal

	Reliable variance
	
	
	
	

	σ² participant
	Independent of assessors and role-plays, some participants receive higher ratings than others
	10.7
	11.2
	28.7

	σ² participant × role-play
	Independent of assessors, some participants receive higher ratings in some role-plays than others
	26.5
	27.7
	71.3

	Subtotal
	
	37.2
	38.9
	

	Unreliable variance
	
	
	
	

	σ² assessor
	Independent of participants or role-plays, some assessors give higher ratings than others
	15.5
	16.2
	26.6

	σ² assessor × participant
	Independent of role-plays, some assessors assign higher ratings to some participants than others
	2.2
	2.3
	3.8

	σ² assessor × role-play*
	Independent of participants, some assessors give higher ratings in some role-plays than others
	7.9
	8.3
	13.6

	σ² 3-way interaction + residual
	Depending on role-plays, some participants receive higher ratings from some assessors
	32.7
	34.3
	56.1

	Subtotal
	
	58.3
	61.1
	

	Other Components
	
	
	
	

	σ² role-play
	Independent of participants or assessors, ratings are higher in some role-plays than in others
	4.5
	
	

	Estimated G(q,1)
	
	
	0.39
	


Note. In line with prior studies (Jackson, Michaelides, Dewberry, & Kim et al., 2016; Putka & Hoffman, 2013), we intended to generalize performance ratings across assessors and defined reliability in relative terms (Brennan, 2001; Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda, & Rajaratnam, 1972). Therefore, we regarded sources of variance as reliable if they contributed to the similarity in participants’ relative position compared to other participants based upon performance ratings from different assessors. Conversely, sources of variance were considered as unreliable if they contributed to differences in participants’ relative position compared to other participants based upon performance ratings from different assessors (LeBreton & Senter, 2007; Putka & Sackett, 2010). Between-participant variance refers to the relative amount of variance that is explained in the total of reliable and unreliable variance by the respective variance component. Between-participant subtotal refers to the relative amount of variance that is explained in the total reliable or unreliable variance by the respective component. Estimated G(q,1) = reliable variance subtotal/(reliable variance subtotal + unreliable variance subtotal) = expected single-rater reliability for any performance ratings.
Online Supplement 3: Multiple Regression for Study 1 with Reversed Order for SJT and Overall Simulation Score 
Results of Multiple Regression Analysis to Predict Criterion Performance in Study 1 with Reversed Order of Inclusion of SJT and Overall Simulation Score
	Predictors
	b
	β
	R² (adj.)
	Δ R²
	F
	df
	p
	Sig. F change

	Model 1 
	
	
	.13 (.11)
	.13
	6.67
	2,91
	.002
	.002

	Gender
	-7.35
	-.18
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-3.84**
	-.34
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model 2
	
	
	.18 (.10)
	.05
	2.26
	8,85
	.031
	.558

	Gender
	-9.50*
	-.23
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-3.17*
	-.28
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GMA
	0.10
	.03
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraversion
	0.10
	.06
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agreeableness
	0.24
	.16
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Openness
	-0.03
	-.02
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conscientiousness
	-0.03
	-.01
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Emotional stability
	-0.37
	-0.22
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model 3
	
	
	.37 (.31)
	.19
	5.54
	9,84
	< .001
	< .001

	Gender
	-6.16
	-.15
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-1.50
	-.13
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GMA
	-0.16
	-.05
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraversion
	-0.28
	-.16
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agreeableness
	0.25
	.16
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Openness
	0.01
	.01
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conscientiousness
	0.04
	.02
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Emotional stability
	-0.20
	-.12
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Overall simulation score
	15.34**
	.53
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model 4
	
	
	.38 (.31)
	.01
	5.12
	10,83
	< .001
	.280

	Gender
	-7.12
	-.17
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-1.39
	-.12
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GMA
	-0.19
	-.06
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraversion
	-0.29
	-.17
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agreeableness
	0.26
	.17
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Openness
	0.00
	.00
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conscientiousness
	0.02
	.01
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Emotional stability
	-0.20
	-.12
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Overall simulation score
	14.54**
	.50
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SJT
	9.06
	.10
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note. N = 94. Gender: male = 1, female = 2; Overall simulation score was a composite of ratings provided by the designated role-player from all 18 role-plays. * p < .05, ** p < .01

Online Supplement 4: Multiple Regressions for Study 2 
Results of Multiple Regression Analysis to Predict Criterion Performance in Study 2 via 3 Min Observation High Rater Standardization
	Predictors
	b
	β
	R² (adj.)
	Δ R²
	F
	df
	p
	Sig. F change

	Model 1 
	
	
	.13 (.11)
	.13
	6.67
	2,91
	.002
	.002

	Gender
	-7.35
	-.18
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-3.84**
	-.34
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model 2
	
	
	.18 (.10)
	.05
	2.26
	8,85
	.031
	.558

	Gender
	-9.50*
	-.23
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-3.17*
	-.28
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GMA
	0.10
	.03
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraversion
	0.10
	.06
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agreeableness
	0.24
	.16
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Openness
	-0.03
	-.02
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conscientiousness
	-0.03
	-.01
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Emotional stability
	-0.37
	-0.22
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model 3
	
	
	.21 (.13)
	.03
	2.54
	9,84
	.012
	.045

	Gender
	-11.09*
	-.26
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-2.76*
	-.24
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GMA
	0.01
	.00
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraversion
	0.04
	.02
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agreeableness
	0.25
	.16
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Openness
	-0.04
	-.02
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conscientiousness
	-0.07
	-.03
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Emotional stability
	-0.35
	-.21
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SJT
	18.44*
	.21
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model 4
	
	
	.41 (.34)
	.20
	5.72
	10,83
	< .001
	< .001

	Gender
	-7.72*
	-.18
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-1.09
	-.10
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GMA test
	-0.34
	-.11
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraversion
	-0.28
	-.16
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agreeableness
	0.25
	.16
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Openness
	0.04
	.03
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conscientiousness
	0.01
	.01
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Emotional stability
	-0.28
	-.16
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SJT
	8.39
	.10
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Overall simulation score
	18.16**
	.56
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note. N = 94. Gender: male = 1, female = 2. The overall simulation score was computed by aggregating ratings from all assessors and role-plays in this condition. * p < .05, ** p < .01
Results of Multiple Regression Analysis to Predict Criterion Performance in Study 2 via 3 Min Observation Low Rater Standardization
	Predictors
	b
	β
	R² (adj.)
	Δ R²
	F
	df
	p
	Sig. F change

	Model 1 
	
	
	.13 (.11)
	.13
	6.67
	2,91
	.002
	.002

	Gender
	-7.35
	-.18
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-3.84**
	-.34
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model 2
	
	
	.18 (.10)
	.05
	2.26
	8,85
	.031
	.558

	Gender
	-9.50*
	-.23
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-3.17*
	-.28
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GMA
	0.10
	.03
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraversion
	0.10
	.06
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agreeableness
	0.24
	.16
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Openness
	-0.03
	-.02
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conscientiousness
	-0.03
	-.01
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Emotional stability
	-0.37
	-0.22
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model 3
	
	
	.21 (.13)
	.03
	2.54
	9,84
	.012
	.045

	Gender
	-11.09*
	-.26
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-2.76*
	-.24
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GMA
	0.01
	.00
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraversion
	0.04
	.02
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agreeableness
	0.25
	.16
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Openness
	-0.04
	-.02
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conscientiousness
	-0.07
	-.03
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Emotional stability
	-0.35
	-.21
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SJT
	18.44*
	.21
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model 4
	
	
	.40 (.33)
	.19
	5.57
	10,83
	< .001
	< .001

	Gender
	-9.97*
	-.24
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-1.32
	-.12
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GMA test
	-0.19
	-.06
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraversion
	-0.30
	-.17
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agreeableness
	0.26
	.16
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Openness
	-0.04
	-.03
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conscientiousness
	-0.02
	-.01
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Emotional stability
	-0.21
	-.12
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SJT
	6.85
	.08
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Overall simulation score
	17.92**
	.54
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note. N = 94. Gender: male = 1, female = 2. The overall simulation score was computed by aggregating ratings from all assessors and role-plays in this condition. * p < .05, ** p < .01



Results of Multiple Regression Analysis to Predict Criterion Performance in Study 2 via 1 Min Observation High Rater Standardization
	Predictors
	b
	β
	R² (adj.)
	Δ R²
	F
	df
	p
	Sig. F change

	Model 1 
	
	
	.13 (.11)
	.13
	6.67
	2,91
	.002
	.002

	Gender
	-7.35
	-.18
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-3.84**
	-.34
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model 2
	
	
	.18 (.10)
	.05
	2.26
	8,85
	.031
	.558

	Gender
	-9.50*
	-.23
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-3.17*
	-.28
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GMA
	0.10
	.03
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraversion
	0.10
	.06
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agreeableness
	0.24
	.16
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Openness
	-0.03
	-.02
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conscientiousness
	-0.03
	-.01
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Emotional stability
	-0.37
	-0.22
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model 3
	
	
	.21 (.13)
	.03
	2.54
	9,84
	.012
	.045

	Gender
	-11.09*
	-.26
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-2.76*
	-.24
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GMA
	0.01
	.00
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraversion
	0.04
	.02
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agreeableness
	0.25
	.16
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Openness
	-0.04
	-.02
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conscientiousness
	-0.07
	-.03
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Emotional stability
	-0.35
	-.21
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SJT
	18.44*
	.21
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model 4
	
	
	.34 (.27)
	.13
	4.36
	10,83
	< .001
	< .001

	Gender
	-12.20**
	-.29
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-1.54
	-.14
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GMA test
	-0.15
	-.05
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraversion
	-0.12
	-.07
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agreeableness
	0.32
	.20
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Openness
	-0.01
	.00
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conscientiousness
	-0.10
	-.05
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Emotional stability
	-0.33
	-.20
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SJT
	15.74
	.18
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Overall simulation score
	16.68**
	.40
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note. N = 94. Gender: male = 1, female = 2. The overall simulation score was computed by aggregating ratings from all assessors and role-plays in this condition. * p < .05, ** p < .01


Results of Multiple Regression Analysis to Predict Criterion Performance in Study 2 via 1 Min Observation Low Rater Standardization
	Predictors
	b
	β
	R² (adj.)
	Δ R²
	F
	df
	p
	Sig. F change

	Model 1 
	
	
	.13 (.11)
	.13
	6.67
	2,91
	.002
	.002

	Gender
	-7.35
	-.18
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-3.84**
	-.34
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model 2
	
	
	.18 (.10)
	.05
	2.26
	8,85
	.031
	.558

	Gender
	-9.50*
	-.23
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-3.17*
	-.28
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GMA
	0.10
	.03
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraversion
	0.10
	.06
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agreeableness
	0.24
	.16
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Openness
	-0.03
	-.02
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conscientiousness
	-0.03
	-.01
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Emotional stability
	-0.37
	-0.22
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model 3
	
	
	.21 (.13)
	.03
	2.54
	9,84
	.012
	.045

	Gender
	-11.09*
	-.26
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-2.76*
	-.24
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GMA
	0.01
	.00
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraversion
	0.04
	.02
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agreeableness
	0.25
	.16
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Openness
	-0.04
	-.02
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conscientiousness
	-0.07
	-.03
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Emotional stability
	-0.35
	-.21
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SJT
	18.44*
	.21
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model 4
	
	
	.38 (.30)
	.17
	5.01
	10,83
	< .001
	< .001

	Gender
	-9.84*
	-.23
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-1.51
	-.13
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GMA test
	-0.24
	-.08
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraversion
	-0.19
	-.11
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agreeableness
	0.29
	.19
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Openness
	0.05
	.03
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conscientiousness
	-0.09
	-.04
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Emotional stability
	-0.32
	-.19
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SJT
	12.83
	.15
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Overall simulation score
	14.70**
	.46
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note. N = 94. Gender: male = 1, female = 2. The overall simulation score was computed by aggregating ratings from all assessors and role-plays in this condition. * p < .05, ** p < .01


Online Supplement 5: Validities for Single Role-Plays and for Separate Criterion Components
Relations Between Role-play Ratings, Overall Score on Multiple, Speeded Simulations, and Criterion Ratings in Study 1 
	Role-play
	n
	M
	SD
	Task performance
	Contextual performance
	Teamwork
	Communication
	Overall criterion

	1
	95
	6.79
	1.40
	.17
	.17
	.14
	.18
	.20

	2
	94
	6.42
	1.65
	.09
	.21*
	.21*
	.29**
	.24*

	3
	96
	5.81
	1.42
	.19
	.09
	.03
	.13
	.13

	4
	92
	5.16
	1.55
	.27**
	.12
	.25*
	.24*
	.26*

	5
	96
	5.41
	1.84
	.36**
	.31**
	.41**
	.40**
	.43**

	6
	95
	4.89
	1.76
	.26*
	.25*
	.26*
	.33**
	.32**

	7
	92
	5.86
	1.50
	.12
	.00
	-.03
	.03
	.03

	8
	94
	6.21
	1.46
	.23*
	.27**
	.39**
	.38**
	.37**

	9
	94
	5.36
	1.33
	-.02
	.14
	.12
	.23*
	.14

	10
	67
	5.41
	1.55
	.05
	.13
	.24
	.27*
	.21

	11
	94
	5.68
	1.38
	.22*
	.26*
	.24*
	.32**
	.30**

	12
	94
	5.45
	1.35
	.23*
	.28**
	.26*
	.27*
	.30**

	13
	88
	4.12
	1.47
	.22*
	.12
	.15
	.23*
	.21

	14
	92
	4.91
	1.91
	.31**
	.23*
	.24*
	.24*
	.30**

	15
	91
	5.41
	1.35
	.26*
	.25*
	.34**
	.33**
	.34**

	16
	90
	5.47
	1.24
	.14
	.08
	.10
	.15
	.13

	17
	95
	5.02
	1.40
	.19
	.34**
	.26*
	.39**
	.35**

	18
	93
	5.72
	1.52
	.26*
	.21*
	.22*
	.28**
	.28**

	Overall
	96
	5.51
	0.73
	.42**
	.41**
	.44**
	.55**
	.53**


Note. Overall = overall score on the 18 speeded simulations (i.e., composite of ratings provided by the designated role-playing assessor across 18 role-plays). 
* p < .05, ** p < .01.


Relations Between Role-play Ratings, Overall Score on Multiple, Speeded Simulations, and Criterion Ratings in Study 2 
(Condition 3 Minutes Observation Time, High Standardization)
	Role-play
	n
	M
	SD
	Task performance
	Contextual performance
	Teamwork
	Communication
	Overall criterion

	1
	96
	6.07
	0.68
	.25*
	.18
	.17
	.32**
	.27**

	2
	96
	5.29
	1.27
	.21*
	.38**
	.25*
	.30**
	.34**

	3
	96
	5.49
	1.32
	.43**
	.32**
	.40**
	.38**
	.45**

	4
	96
	4.94
	1.45
	.29**
	.07
	.18
	.28**
	.24*

	5
	96
	5.81
	1.45
	.30**
	.25*
	.30**
	.31**
	.34**

	6
	96
	4.32
	1.45
	.27**
	.14
	.18
	.33**
	.27**

	7
	95
	5.67
	1.31
	.19
	.18
	.25*
	.25*
	.25*

	8
	95
	6.55
	0.96
	.40**
	.31**
	.30**
	.34**
	.40**

	9
	95
	4.77
	1.30
	.05
	.10
	.10
	.12
	.11

	10
	95
	4.84
	1.35
	.24*
	.18
	.27**
	.27**
	.28**

	11
	95
	5.38
	1.35
	.22*
	.22*
	.24*
	.20
	.26*

	12
	95
	6.30
	0.72
	.30**
	.11
	.16
	.22*
	.23*

	13
	95
	3.86
	1.22
	.31**
	.14
	.23*
	.25*
	.27**

	14
	95
	5.31
	1.30
	.44**
	.42**
	.36**
	.32**
	.45**

	15
	96
	5.41
	1.10
	.44**
	.26*
	.26*
	.36**
	.39**

	16
	96
	3.56
	1.19
	.11
	.06
	.18
	.11
	.13

	17
	96
	4.91
	1.40
	.27**
	.35**
	.27**
	.41**
	.38**

	18
	96
	5.92
	1.39
	.11
	.17
	.12
	.20*
	.18

	Overall
	96
	5.25
	0.65
	.51**
	.41**
	.45**
	.53**
	.56**


Note. The role-play performance scores were computed by aggregating ratings from all available assessors per role-play. The overall simulation score was computed by aggregating ratings from all assessors and role-plays in this condition. * p < .05, ** p < .01.



Relations Between Role-play Ratings, Overall Score on Multiple, Speeded Simulations, and Criterion Ratings in Study 2 
(Condition 3 Minutes Observation Time, Low Standardization)
	Role-play
	n
	M
	SD
	Task performance
	Contextual performance
	Teamwork
	Communication
	Overall criterion

	1
	96
	6.76
	1.06
	.36**
	.33**
	.24*
	.31**
	.36**

	2
	96
	5.26
	1.02
	.27**
	.10
	.13
	.26*
	.22*

	3
	96
	6.21
	1.69
	.33**
	.24*
	.31**
	.32**
	.35**

	4
	96
	5.92
	1.09
	.28**
	.11
	.24*
	.28**
	.27**

	5
	96
	6.41
	1.46
	.46**
	.27**
	.31**
	.34**
	.40**

	6
	96
	5.90
	0.73
	.26**
	.24*
	.29**
	.31**
	.33**

	7
	95
	5.51
	0.89
	.32**
	.25*
	.29**
	.29**
	.34**

	8
	95
	6.52
	0.94
	.34**
	.34**
	.33**
	.32**
	.39**

	9
	95
	5.45
	0.81
	.20*
	.21*
	.24*
	.27**
	.27**

	10
	95
	5.78
	0.81
	.30**
	.19
	.29**
	.34**
	.33**

	11
	95
	5.31
	1.05
	.21*
	.32**
	.30**
	.31**
	.33**

	12
	95
	5.85
	0.77
	.31**
	.25*
	.30**
	.32**
	.35**

	13
	95
	5.22
	1.87
	.29**
	.16
	.21*
	.22*
	.26*

	14
	95
	5.96
	0.83
	.49**
	.42**
	.37**
	.42**
	.50**

	15
	95
	5.49
	1.02
	.49**
	.19
	.23*
	.34**
	.36**

	16
	96
	6.01
	1.04
	.23*
	.26*
	.30**
	.33**
	.33**

	17
	96
	5.34
	0.82
	.38**
	.26*
	.31**
	.39**
	.39**

	18
	96
	6.69
	0.65
	.26*
	.11
	.18
	.24*
	.23*

	Overall
	96
	5.87
	0.63
	.53**
	.38**
	.44**
	.51**
	.54**


Note. The role-play performance scores were computed by aggregating ratings from all available assessors per role-play. The overall simulation score was computed by aggregating ratings from all assessors and role-plays in this condition. * p < .05, ** p < .01.



Relations Between Role-play Ratings, Overall Score on Multiple, Speeded Simulations, and Criterion Ratings in Study 2 
(Condition 1 Minute Observation Time, High Standardization)
	Role-play
	n
	M
	SD
	Task performance
	Contextual performance
	Teamwork
	Communication
	Overall criterion

	1
	96
	4.86
	1.01
	.30**
	.08
	.21*
	.29**
	.26*

	2
	96
	5.66
	0.96
	-.01
	.05
	.00
	.09
	.04

	3
	96
	5.75
	0.94
	.20*
	.26*
	.17
	.25*
	.26*

	4
	96
	3.29
	1.24
	.12
	-.01
	.04
	.12
	.08

	5
	96
	4.51
	1.56
	.18
	.23*
	.29**
	.34**
	.31**

	6
	96
	2.76
	1.41
	.16
	.18
	.14
	.12
	.18

	7
	95
	2.87
	1.66
	-.05
	.01
	.07
	.09
	.04

	8
	95
	4.51
	1.50
	.25*
	.30**
	.23*
	.32**
	.32**

	9
	95
	2.29
	0.71
	.12
	.11
	.16
	.14
	.16

	10
	95
	2.93
	0.86
	.22*
	.07
	.16
	.21*
	.19

	11
	95
	5.28
	1.46
	.15
	.15
	.08
	.15
	.16

	12
	95
	5.08
	1.12
	.09
	.14
	.09
	.11
	.13

	13
	95
	2.35
	1.28
	.19
	.14
	.09
	.17
	.17

	14
	95
	2.96
	1.24
	.18
	.25*
	.22*
	.18
	.24*

	15
	95
	3.15
	0.93
	.24*
	.13
	.16
	.09
	.18

	16
	96
	2.70
	0.98
	.11
	.23*
	.14
	.20
	.20*

	17
	96
	4.39
	1.06
	.23*
	.10
	.17
	.27**
	.22*

	18
	96
	2.55
	1.21
	.09
	.14
	.20
	.20
	.18

	Overall
	96
	3.78
	0.51
	.36**
	.34**
	.34**
	.44**
	.43**


Note. The role-play performance scores were computed by aggregating ratings from all available assessors per role-play. The overall simulation score was computed by aggregating ratings from all assessors and role-plays in this condition. * p < .05, ** p < .01.



Relations Between Role-play Ratings, Overall Score on Multiple, Speeded Simulations, and Criterion Ratings in Study 2 
(Condition 1 Minute Observation Time, Low Standardization)
	Role-play
	n
	M
	SD
	Task performance
	Contextual performance
	Teamwork
	Communication
	Overall criterion

	1
	96
	4.64
	1.23
	.36**
	.14
	.24*
	.29**
	.30**

	2
	96
	4.71
	1.44
	.01
	.16
	.11
	.20
	.14

	3
	96
	4.64
	1.33
	.32**
	.25*
	.32**
	.34**
	.36**

	4
	96
	4.14
	1.30
	.15
	.11
	.12
	.18
	.16

	5
	96
	4.44
	1.57
	.18
	.27**
	.31**
	.36**
	.33**

	6
	96
	3.36
	0.91
	.21*
	.11
	.12
	.16
	.18

	7
	95
	3.35
	1.49
	-.13
	-.01
	.02
	-.06
	-.05

	8
	95
	5.09
	1.11
	.50**
	.40**
	.45**
	.49**
	.54**

	9
	95
	5.51
	1.59
	.32**
	.23*
	.25*
	.29**
	.32**

	10
	95
	4.12
	1.29
	.24*
	.08
	.15
	.25*
	.21*

	11
	95
	3.85
	1.66
	.14
	.20
	.13
	.23*
	.21*

	12
	95
	5.08
	1.17
	.12
	.03
	.13
	.15
	.13

	13
	95
	4.43
	1.48
	.36**
	.22*
	.22*
	.30**
	.32**

	14
	95
	4.90
	1.69
	.26*
	.32**
	.28**
	.26*
	.33**

	15
	94
	4.26
	1.11
	.19
	.17
	.15
	.15
	.20

	16
	96
	5.90
	1.24
	.24*
	.26*
	.28**
	.34**
	.33**

	17
	96
	5.22
	1.20
	.20*
	.27**
	.21*
	.37**
	.31**

	18
	96
	4.16
	1.00
	.23*
	.09
	.16
	.25*
	.21*

	Overall
	96
	4.54
	0.66
	.43**
	.38**
	.41**
	.51**
	.50**


Note. The role-play performance scores were computed by aggregating ratings from all available assessors per role-play. The overall simulation score was computed by aggregating ratings from all assessors and role-plays in this condition. * p < .05, ** p < .01.


