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Appendix A
Primary Study Codes and Values
Double-click the Excel icon below to open the worksheet



Appendix B
Artifact Distributions for Main Meta-Analyses

Table B1

Job Knowledge Test Range Restriction Ratios for Job Applicant Samples

	u ratio
	Frequency

	.51
	1

	.64
	1

	.73
	1

	.87
	1

	.91
	1

	.92
	1

	.94
	1

	.95
	1

	.97
	1

	1.18
	1

	1.19
	1

	Total
	11




Table B2

Job Knowledge Test Range Restriction Ratios for Current Employee Samples Selected on Another Predictor

	u ratio
	Frequency

	.60
	1

	.62
	1

	.84
	1

	.92
	1

	.95
	2

	.97
	2

	.98
	1

	Total
	9




Table B3

Job Knowledge Test Range Restriction Ratios for Certification Examinee Samples

	u ratio
	Frequency

	.80
	1

	.83
	1

	.88
	1

	.90
	1

	1.20
	1

	Total
	5




Table B4

Interrater Reliability Estimates for Job Performance Ratings 

	Reliability
	Frequency

	.27
	1

	.30
	1

	.32
	1

	.34
	1

	.36
	2

	.38
	1

	.39
	1

	.40
	1

	.42
	3

	.43
	2

	.44
	1

	.45
	1

	.46
	3

	.47
	2

	.48
	1

	.50
	3

	.51
	2

	.52
	2

	.53
	2

	.54
	2

	.55
	5

	.56
	3

	.57
	2

	.58
	3

	.59
	4

	.60
	4

	.61
	4

	.62
	2

	.63
	3

	.64
	2

	.65
	2

	.66
	4

	.67
	3

	.68
	2

	.70
	1

	.71
	2

	.72
	2

	.73
	3

	.74
	3

	.75
	2

	.76
	3

	.77
	1

	.79
	3

	.80
	2

	.81
	5

	.82
	8

	.83
	3

	.84
	3

	.85
	1

	.86
	1

	.87
	1

	.89
	3

	.90
	2

	.91
	1

	.92
	2

	.94
	2

	.96
	1

	.97
	1

	Total
	132


Note. Distribution is from Zhou et al. (2024).


Table B5

Internal Consistency Reliability Estimates for Training Grades

	Reliability
	Frequency

	.53
	1

	.58
	1

	.71
	1

	.77
	1

	.86
	1

	.87
	1

	.90
	1

	Total
	7




Table B6

Interrater Reliability Estimates for Ratings of Training Performance

	Reliability
	Frequency

	.31
	1

	.46
	2

	.50
	3

	.52
	1

	.57
	2

	.61
	1

	.64
	1

	.65
	2

	.71
	1

	.73
	1

	Total
	15


Note. Distribution is from Salgado et al. (2003).


Table B7

Internal Consistency Reliability Estimates for Turnover Intentions

	Reliability
	Frequency

	.75
	1

	.80
	1

	.91
	2

	Total
	4



Appendix C
Artifact Distributions for Other Analyses

Table C1

Internal Consistency Reliability Estimates for Job Knowledge Tests

	Reliability
	Frequency

	.41
	1

	.57
	1

	.60
	1

	.64
	1

	.65
	1

	.67
	1

	.68
	1

	.70
	2

	.71
	2

	.72
	1

	.73
	1

	.76
	1

	.77
	1

	.79
	1

	.80
	4

	.81
	4

	.83
	1

	.84
	1

	.85
	1

	.86
	1

	.87
	2

	.88
	1

	.90
	3

	.92
	3

	.96
	1

	Total
	38


Note. This distribution was used in (a) the supplemental analyses that corrected for unreliability in job knowledge test scores as part of corrections for indirect range restriction and in (b) the analyses that tested job knowledge as a mediating construct.

Table C2

Range Restriction Ratios for Cognitive Ability Tests

	u ratio
	Frequency

	.45
	1

	.46
	1

	.57
	1

	.59
	1

	.6
	1

	.61
	1

	.63
	2

	.64
	1

	.65
	2

	.73
	1

	.81
	1

	.82
	1

	.83
	1

	.84
	1

	.85
	1

	.86
	1

	.87
	1

	.89
	1

	Total
	20


Note. This distribution was used in analyses that tested job knowledge as a mediating construct.


Table C3

Internal Consistency Reliability Estimates for Cognitive Ability Tests

	Reliability
	Frequency

	.72
	1

	.79
	1

	.83
	2

	.85
	1

	.90
	1

	.92
	1

	Total
	7


Note. This distribution was used in analyses that tested job knowledge as a mediating construct.

Table C4

Range Restriction Ratios for Conscientiousness Measures

	u ratio  
	Frequency

	.80
	0.04

	.804
	0.06

	.808
	0.08

	.812
	0.1

	.816
	0.14

	.82
	0.18

	.824
	0.22

	.828
	0.28

	.832
	0.36

	.836
	0.44

	.84
	0.54

	.844
	0.66

	.848
	0.79

	.852
	0.94

	.856
	1.11

	.86
	1.3

	.864
	1.5

	.868
	1.71

	.872
	1.94

	.876
	2.18

	.880
	2.42

	.884
	2.66

	.888
	2.9

	.892
	3.12

	.896
	3.33

	.900
	3.52

	.904
	3.68

	.908
	3.81

	.912
	3.91

	.916
	3.97

	.920
	3.99

	.924
	3.97

	.928
	3.91

	.932
	3.81

	.936
	3.68

	.940
	3.52

	.944
	3.33

	.948
	3.12

	.952
	2.9

	.956
	2.66

	.960
	2.42

	.964
	2.18

	.968
	1.94

	.972
	1.71

	.976
	1.5

	.980
	1.3

	.984
	1.11

	.988
	0.94

	.992
	0.79

	.996
	0.66

	1.00
	0.54

	1.004
	0.44

	1.008
	0.36

	1.012
	0.28

	1.016
	0.22

	1.020
	0.18

	1.024
	0.14

	1.028
	0.1

	1.032
	0.08

	1.036
	0.06

	1.040
	0.04


Note. This is a hypothetical distribution based on the parameters (M = .92 and SD = .04) provided in Schmidt et al. (2008). This distribution was used in analyses that tested job knowledge as a mediating construct.









Table C5

Internal Consistency Reliability Estimates for Conscientiousness Measures

	Reliability
	Frequency

	.79
	1

	.85
	1

	.86
	1

	.92
	1

	Total
	4


Note. This distribution was used in analyses that tested job knowledge as a mediating construct.


Appendix D

Meta-analytic Results that Include a Correction for Unreliability in Job Knowledge Test Scores 

Table D1

Meta-analytic Results for Job Knowledge Tests as a Predictor of Job Performance

	Outcome/Moderator 
	k 
	N 
	robs 
	roper 
	rho
	95% CI 
	SDr 
	80% CV 
	% Var 

	Overall
	84
	25,468
	.20
	.30
	.33
	.26, .33
	.12
	.15, .44
	46.30

	JKT focus
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Job-specific
	52
	15,729
	.24
	.36
	.40
	.32, .41
	.10
	.24, .49
	59.73

	     Not job-specific
	34
	10,804
	.14
	.20
	.22
	.16, .24
	.07
	.12, .28
	66.68

	JKT sample
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Employees
	49
	19,925
	.21
	.31
	.34
	.27, .35
	.11
	.17, .45
	48.30

	     Applicants
	9
	1,476
	.30
	.44
	.48
	.31, .56
	.08
	.33, .54
	77.53

	          Outlier removed
	8
	1,073
	.23
	.35
	.38
	.26, .43
	.00
	.35, .35
	100.00

	     Employees and applicants
	58
	21,401
	.21
	.32
	.35
	.28, .36
	.11
	.18, .46
	49.97

	     Certification examinees
	26
	4,067
	.15
	.21
	.23
	.14, .27
	.11
	.06, .35
	53.11

	JKT-criterion match
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Criterion includes job knowledge
	24
	4,118
	.30
	.43
	.47
	.34, .52
	.16
	.22, .64
	40.54

	     Criterion excludes job knowledge
	26
	11,333
	.16
	.24
	.26
	.19, .28
	.07
	.14, .33
	60.23

	     Job knowledge ratings only
	20
	3,140
	.36
	.51
	.56
	.40, .62
	.19
	.27, .75
	35.70

	JKT study design
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Concurrent
	44
	18,858
	.21
	.31
	.34
	.27, .36
	.11
	.17, .45
	47.68

	     Predictive
	31
	4,908
	.20
	.29
	.32
	.22, .36
	.14
	.11, .47
	44.46

	Organizational setting
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Civilian
	65
	10,529
	.23
	.32
	.36
	.27, .37
	.14
	.14, .51
	45.60

	     Military
	19
	14,939
	.19
	.29
	.31
	.23, .34
	.09
	.17, .40
	50.28

	Performance ratings purpose
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Administration
	14
	2,768
	.16
	.24
	.26
	.16, .30
	.07
	.14, .33
	71.95

	     Research
	46
	19,266
	.20
	.29
	.32
	.24, .33
	.11
	.14, .43
	42.30

	Performance dimension
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Task performance
	6
	2,446
	.21
	.31
	.34
	.24, .38
	.00
	.31, .31
	100.00

	     Counterproductive work behavior
	7
	8,364
	-.11
	-.16
	-.17
	-.22, -.10
	.05
	-.22, -.09
	58.47

	Publication status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Published
	47
	17,906
	.19
	.28
	.30
	.24, .31
	.08
	.17, .38
	57.97

	     Unpublished
	37
	7,562
	.24
	.35
	.38
	.28, .41
	.16
	.15, .54
	39.28


Note. JKT = job knowledge test. k = number of validity coefficients from independent samples. robs = sample-size weighted mean observed validity for JKT scores. roper = mean operational validity for JKT scores, which is corrected for range restriction in JKT scores and measurement error in job performance. rho = mean true validity estimate for JKT scores, which is corrected for range restriction in JKT scores and for measurement error in both the JKT and job performance. 95% CI = lower and upper bounds of the 95% confidence interval for roper. SDr = standard deviation of roper. 80% CV = lower and upper bounds of the 80% credibility value for roper. % Var = percentage of variance in robs accounted for by sampling error, range restriction, and measurement error. 



Table D2

Meta-analytic Results for Job Knowledge Tests as a Predictor of Training Performance and Turnover
 
	Outcome/Moderator 
	k 
	N 
	robs 
	roper 
	rho
	95% CI 
	SDr 
	80% CV 
	% Var 

	Training performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Overall
	39
	123,845
	.27
	.38
	.42
	.36, .40
	.00
	.38, .38
	100.00

	     Performance measure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	          Grades in training
	28
	119,448
	.27
	.38
	.41
	.35, .40
	.00
	.38, .38
	100.00

	          Ratings of performance
	11
	3,484
	.22
	.34
	.38
	.23, .46
	.14
	.16, .52
	42.68

	          Completion of training
	6
	2,796
	.23
	.32
	.35
	.20, .44
	.10
	.19, .44
	51.99

	     JKT sample
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	          Employees
	17
	5,872
	.39
	.53
	.59
	.46, .61
	.07
	.44, .63
	73.00

	          Applicants
	18
	117,742
	.26
	.38
	.42
	.36, .40
	.00
	.38, .38
	100.00

	          Employees and applicants
	35
	123,614
	.27
	.39
	.42
	.36, .41
	.00
	.39, .39
	100.00

	     Phase of training
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	          Acquisition
	27
	120,733
	.27
	.38
	.42
	.39, .44
	.00
	.42, .42
	100.00

	          During
	14
	3,848
	.31
	.44
	.49
	.33, .55
	.15
	.26, .63
	43.04

	Turnover
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	     Actual turnover
	12
	18,349
	-.05
	-.06
	-.07
	-.09, -.03
	.04
	-.10, -.02
	52.39

	     Turnover intentions
	9
	10,929
	-.03
	-.04
	-.05
	-.08, -.01
	.04
	-.09, .04
	51.70


Note. JKT = job knowledge test. k = number of validity coefficients from independent samples. robs = sample-size weighted mean observed validity for JKT scores. roper = mean operational validity for JKT scores, which is corrected for range restriction in JKT scores and measurement error in training performance and turnover intentions and for deviation from a .50 base rate for actual turnover. rho = mean true validity for JKT scores, which is corrected for range restriction in JKT scores, for measurement error in JKT scores, for measurement error in training performance and turnover intentions, and for deviation from a .50 base rate for actual turnover. 95% CI = lower and upper bounds of the 95% confidence interval for roper. SDr = standard deviation of roper. 80% CV = lower and upper bounds of the 80% credibility value for roper. % Var = percentage of variance in robs accounted for by sampling error, range restriction, and measurement error. 

Appendix E

Adapted Range Restriction Correction for Primary Studies in which Selection 

was Based on a Cognitive Ability Test


Among primary studies that gave a job knowledge test (JKT) to current employees, nine reported information we could use to estimate u for the variable on which selection was based, as well as the correlation between that variable and JKT scores. All these studies used a cognitive ability test as the primary basis for selection.

Hunter et al.’s (2006) Equations 18a, 19a, 20a, and 21a focus on situations in which the range restriction (RR) on one variable results from RR in another variable. Thus, the RR ratio (u) of the former variable is a function of (a) the u of the latter variable and (b) the correlation between the two variables in the restricted sample. The four equations are conceptually the same but each represents a different pair of variables. Specifically, Equation 18a is about S and T, Equation 19a is about T and X, Equation 20a is about T and P, and Equation 21a is about P and Y. 

The correction we used can be seen as a combination of Equations 18a and 19a whereby: 

S = the variable on which selection occurred (e.g., a cognitive ability test)
T = the true score underlying JKT scores
X = the observed JKT scores
uS = range restriction ratio for the cognitive ability test
 = correlation between the cognitive test and JKT in the restricted sample. 

To estimate uX, the RR ratio for observed JKT scores, we took the following steps:

From Equation 18a, we have (after some algebraic transformations): 

     			(1)

Similarly, from Equation19a, we have: 

			(2)

Multiplying both sides of equations (1) and (2) (thereby combining Equations 18a and 19a) and simplifying the result, we have: 



Note that   , we then have: 
			(3)

Some algebraic transformations on equation (3) then give us: 

    	(4)

Equation (4) has the same format as Equations 18a and 19a and allows us to estimate the RR ratio for the JKT (uX) from the ratio on the cognitive ability test S (uS) and their correlation in the restricted sample ().

In sum, we combined Hunter et al.’s Equations 18a and 19a to estimate the RR on JKT scores based on the restriction due to selection on cognitive ability test scores and the observed r between cognitive ability test and JKT scores in the restricted sample. The resulting Equation 4 (above) has the same format as Equation 18a (as well as Equations 19a, 20a, and 21a) and thus can be considered an adaptation of Equation 18a. 


Appendix F
Publication Bias Analyses
To assess potential publication bias, we followed recent guidance (e.g., Kepes et al., 2022) and performed several analyses using the data for JKTs as a predictor of job performance. First, we compared JKT-job performance relations for published versus unpublished studies. Results revealed that the mean operational r for unpublished studies (.33) was larger than the mean validity for published studies (.26), although the difference between the two mean rs was nonsignificant (see Table 4 in manuscript).
Second, we created a contour-enhanced funnel plot using the R metafor package (Viechtbauer & Viechtbauer, 2015), where the observed rs are plotted on the x-axis and the inverse standard error on the y-axis. Publication bias is detected when less precise samples (i.e., inverse standard error) generate larger rs that are likely to be statistically significant. Figure B1 shows minimal evidence of publication bias given its general symmetrical appearance and horizontal dispersion around each level of precision. In addition, we ran Egger’s regression test (Egger et al., 1997; Sterne & Egger, 2005) to assess for funnel plot asymmetry. The results were not significant (z = 1.88, p = .06), indicating no substantial asymmetry.
Third, we conducted a trim and fill analysis (Duval & Tweedie, 2000), which imputes values to create a symmetrical funnel plot and reanalyzes the data to produce a bias-corrected estimate. The difference between the two estimates (uncorrected and corrected) denotes the sensitivity to publication bias. The trim and fill analysis imputed 24 studies on the left side of the mean observed r and produced a bias-corrected r of .17 (SE = .04, p < .001, 95% CI = .10 to .24). These results suggest that the mean observed r (.20) may be slightly inflated compared the bias-corrected r (.17). However, the difference is only about 15%, and the results still yield a positive r, indicating minimal evidence of publication bias.
Fourth, we conducted a cumulative meta-analysis using the “cumul” function in R metafor. This analysis is a “mechanism of display” that shows how our estimate shifts when adding one primary study at a time (Bornstein et al., 2009, p. 375). The mean estimate is recalculated each time an effect size is added, until all effect sizes are added. To detect for the impact and magnitude of publication bias, we sorted our primary studies from largest to smallest N. Figure B2 illustrates a positive drift in effect size as Ns decrease. Specifically, the two largest primary studies (Ns = 5,263 and 4,362) produced smaller observed rs of .12 and .14, respectively. The mean observed r increased to .16 by k = 13, .17 by k = 14, .18 by k = 17, .19 (or sometimes .20) by k = 20, and remained .20 from k = 38 onward.  
The overall results suggested that publication bias did not exert a strong influence on our findings. Thus, we proceeded to test our hypotheses and research questions using all available primary studies.



Figure F1
Contour-Enhanced Funnel Plot of JKT-Job Performance Correlations
[image: A graph showing the performance of a job

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
Note. The white area represents p values > .10, the dark shaded area represents p < .10 and > .05, and the light shaded area is p < .05. Dark circles represent observed estimates, and light circles represent estimates imputed by the trim and fill analysis. The blue vertical dashed line is the observed meta-analytic estimate of .20. The red vertical solid line is the re-estimate of .17 including studies imputed by the trim and fill analysis.









Figure F2

Plot of Cumulative Meta-analysis of JKT-Job Performance Correlations

[image: A table of data with numbers and a number of text

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]



Appendix G

Tests of Interdependence between Moderator Variables


Table G1

Contingency Coefficients for Each Pair of Moderators

	Moderator pair
	Coefficient

	JKT focus and
	

	     Organizational setting
	.30

	     Sample 1
	.58

	     Sample 2
	.64

	     Purpose of performance rating
	.25

	     Publication status
	.02

	     Job knowledge in criterion
	.04

	Organizational setting and
	

	     Sample 1
	.42

	     Sample 2
	.34

	     Purpose of performance rating
	.25

	     Publication status
	.04

	     Job knowledge in criterion
	.14

	Purpose of performance rating and
	

	     Sample 1
	.32

	     Sample 2
	.19

	     Publication status
	.00

	     Job knowledge in criterion
	.19

	Publication status and
	

	     Sample 1
	.12

	     Sample 2
	.08

	     Job knowledge in criterion
	.04

	Job knowledge in criterion and
	

	     Sample 1
	.04

	     Sample 2
	.03


Note. JKT = job knowledge test. JKT focus was coded 0 = not job-specific and 1 = job-specific test. Organizational setting was coded 0 = military and 1 = civilian. Sample 1 was coded 0 = applicants or examinees and 1 = employees. Sample 2 was coded 0 = applicants or employees and 1 = examinees. Performance ratings purpose was coded 0 = administration and 1 = research. Publication status was coded 0 = unpublished and 1 = published. Job knowledge in criterion was coded 0 = does not include job knowledge as a performance dimension and 1 = includes job knowledge as a dimension. Coefficients represent the correlation between each pair of categorical moderators. Bolded coefficients meet the > .40 criterion (Alfieri et al., 2013).
Table G2

Hierarchical Subgroup Analyses of Job Knowledge Test Focus and Study Sample Moderators

	Comparison
	k
	N
	robs
	roper
	95% CI
	SDr
	80% CV
	%Var

	JKT focus vs. study sample 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Job-specific
	Employees
	44
	13,819
	.24
	.34
	.29, .38
	.11
	.20, .47
	45.86

	
	Applicants
	7
	1,312
	.33
	.45
	.34, .56
	.05
	.39, .52
	85.92

	
	Examinees
	0
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Not job-specific
	Employees
	4
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	Applicants 
	2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	 
	Examinees
	26
	4,067
	.15
	.20
	.14, .26
	.11
	.06, .34
	50.29

	Setting vs. study sample
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Civilian
	Employees
	30
	4,986
	.27
	.37
	.31, .44
	.13
	.21, .54
	47.21

	
	Applicants
	9
	1,476
	.30
	.41
	.30, .53
	.11
	.27, .55
	59.98

	
	Examinees
	26
	4,067
	.14
	.20
	.14, .26
	.11
	.06, .34
	50.29

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Military
	Employees 
	19
	14,939
	.19
	.27
	.21, .32
	.09
	.15, .38
	37.30

	
	Applicants
	0
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	Examinees
	0
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Note. JKT = job knowledge test. k = number of validity coefficients from independent samples. robs = sample-size weighted mean observed validity for JKT scores. roper = mean operational validity for JKT scores, which is corrected for range restriction in JKT scores and measurement error in job performance. 95% CI = lower and upper bounds of the 95% confidence interval for roper. SDr = standard deviation of roper. 80% CV = lower and upper bounds of the 80% credibility value for roper. % Var = percentage of variance in robs accounted for by sampling error, range restriction, and measurement error. Results are not reported for cells with k < 5.
image1.emf

Microsoft_Excel_Worksheet.xlsx
Notes

		Tab		Description

		Job Performance		Job performance studies (for overall and moderator analyses). Blank cells indicate that study was not involved in the column analysis. For instance, a blank cell in the column "Use in overall analysis" means that study was not included in the overall job performance analysis.

		Training Performance		Training performance studies (for overall and moderator analyses). Blank cells indicate that study was not involved in the column analysis. For instance, a blank cell in the column "Sample" means that study was not included in the JKT sample moderator analysis.

		Turnover		Turnover studies (for overall and moderator analyses).

		JKT reliabilities and u		Predictor reliabilities and u ratios from relevant primary studies.

		Outcome reliabilities		Job performance, training performance, and turnover reliabilities from relevant studies.

		Mediation reliabilities and u		Antecedent (ability, experience, and conscientiousness) reliabilities and u ratios from relevant studies.





Job Performance

		Article num		Sample num		Authors		Year		Study or sample		Use in overall analysis		Publication status		Design		Sample		Study setting		Job		JKT measures		JKT category		Year JKT was administered		Time btwn JKT & criterion (in months)		Criterion		Criterion dimension		Criterion source		Report perf dimensions		Includes job knowledge?		r with job knowledge		Purpose of perf ratings		JKT-criterion r		N

		1		1		Bledsoe		1981		1		yes (job performance)		published		predictive		examinees		civilian		nurses		National Test Pool Exam		not job specific		1981		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		not reported		0.47		91

		2		2		Dubs		1975		1		yes (job performance)		published		predictive		examinees		civilian		nurses		Scores on state board exam		not job specific		1971		6		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		not reported		research		0.35		30

		3		3		Guyton and Farokhi		1987		1		yes (job performance)		published		not reported or unclear		examinees		civilian		teachers		Teacher Certification Test		not job specific		1984		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		admin		0.07		232

		4		4		Heller and Clay		1993		1		yes (job performance)		published		predictive		examinees		civilian		teachers		NTE (professional knowledge and specialty area subtests)		not job specific		1990		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		research		0.231		117

		5		5		Ford		1967		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		predictive		examinees		civilian		nurses		National League for Nursing (NLN) test		not job specific		1966		6		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		admin		0.128		46

		6		6		Moore		1991		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		predictive		examinees		civilian		teachers		NTE professional knowledge subtest		not job specific		1988		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		admin		0.08		661

		7		7		Singleton		1977		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		predictive		examinees		civilian		nurses		National Test Pool Exam		not job specific		1975		14		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		research		0.47		91

		8		8		Lievens		2013		1		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		examinees		civilian		physicians		Certification exam		not job specific		2002		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		admin		0.23		261

		9		9		Hough		1984		1		yes (job performance)		published		predictive		examinees		civilian		lawyers		Bar exam		not job specific		1984		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		not reported		research		0.13		270

		10		10		Truxillo et al.		1998		1		yes (job performance)		published		predictive		applicants		civilian		law enforcement officers		Written entrance exam		job specific		1982		120		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		0.25		admin		0.166		61

		11		10		Truxillo et al.		1998		1												law enforcement officers		Written entrance exam				1982		120		job performance		CWB		records		n/a		n/a		n/a		n/a		-0.428		61

		12		11		Van Iddekinge, Morgeson et al.		2011		1		yes (job performance)		published		predictive		applicants		civilian		government employees		50-item test		job specific		2005		3		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		0.507		research		0.48		403

		15		14		Borman et al.		1991		1		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		military		Army soldiers		150-200-item test		job specific		1991		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a		n/a		research		0.17		4362

		18		14		Borman et al.		1991		1												Army soldiers		150-200-item test				1991		0		job performance		CWB		self-reports		n/a		n/a		n/a		n/a		-0.09		4362

		21		15		Schmidt et al.		1986		1		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		military		Army soldiers (amor crewman)		not reported, but Vineburg and Taylor described the test as focusing on job knowledge		job specific		1969		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a		n/a		not reported		0.31		368

		22		16		Schmidt et al.		1986		2		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		military		Army soldiers (amor repairman)		not reported, but Vineburg and Taylor described the test as focusing on job knowledge		job specific		1969		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a		n/a		not reported		0.21		360

		23		17		Schmidt et al.		1986		3		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		military		Army soldiers (amor supply specialist)		not reported, but Vineburg and Taylor described the test as focusing on job knowledge		job specific		1969		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a		n/a		not reported		0.32		380

		24		18		Schmidt et al.		1986		4		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		military		Army soldiers (cook)		not reported, but Vineburg and Taylor described the test as focusing on job knowledge		job specific		1969		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a		n/a		not reported		0.35		366

		25		19		Van Iddekinge, Putka et al.		2011		1												Army soldiers		60-item test				2005		0		job performance		task performance		ratings										0.14		418

		27		19		Van Iddekinge, Putka et al.		2011		1		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		military		Army soldiers		60-item test		job specific		2005		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		research		0.134		418

		29		20		Lance and Bennett		2000		1												air force specialists		93-159-item test				1992		0		job performance		CWB		records		n/a		n/a		n/a		n/a		-0.05		838

		30		20		Lance and Bennett		2000		1		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		military		air force specialists		93-159-item test		job specific		1992		0		job performance		task performance		ratings		no		n/a		n/a		research		0.21		838

		31		21		Clevenger et al.		2001		1		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		civilian		investigative officers		117-item test		job specific		2001		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes (from Pulakos and Schmitt, 1996)		no		not reported		not reported		0.19		412

		32		22		Clevenger et al.		2001		2		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		civilian		customer service personnel		99-item test		job specific		2001		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a		n/a		not reported		0.25		207

		33		23		Wrigley		1968		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		predictive		examinees		civilian		nurse practitioners		National League for Nursing (NLN) test		not job specific		1968		15		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		-0.15		research		-0.09		107

		34		24		Kobland		1972		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		predictive		examinees		civilian		nurses		National League for Nursing (NLN) test		not job specific		1967		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		0.025		research		0.037		100

		36		25		Van Scotter and Motowidlo		1996		1												air force mechanisms		25-item test				1996		0		job performance		task performance		ratings										0.18		508

		39		25		Van Scotter and Motowidlo		1996		1		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		military		air force mechanisms		25-item test		job specific		1996		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		research		0.198		508

		40		26		Lievens and Patterson		2011		1		yes (job performance)		published		predictive		examinees		civilian		physicians		98-item test		not job specific		2007		12		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		not reported		research		0.36		195

		41		27		Lance et al.		2004		1 (Study 2)		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		applicants		civilian		law enforcement officers		100-item test		job specific		2002		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		research		0.23		199

		44		30		Friedland and Michaeal		1987		1		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		civilian		police officers		16-item test		job specific		1987		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		research		0.219		143

		46		31		Shores		1984		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		predictive		applicants		civilian		firefighters		150-item test		job specific		1984		6		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		not reported		0.229		33

		47		32		Kesselman and Lopez		1979		1												accountants		30-item test				1979		0		job performance		task performance		ratings										0.33		52

		48		32		Kesselman and Lopez		1979		1		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		civilian		accountants		30-item test		job specific		1979		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		0.33		not reported		0.27		52

		51		35		Manley and Benavidez		2008		1												correctional officers		43-item test				2001		not reported		job performance		task performance		ratings										0.29		529

		52		35		Manley and Benavidez		2008		1		yes (job performance)		published		predictive		applicants		civilian		correctional officers		43-item test		job specific		2001		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		admin		0.28		529

		53		36		schinnar et al.		1988		1						not reported or unclear						Army soldiers in various jobs		Army-wide job knowledge test		not job specific		1988		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings								not reported		0.178		467

		54		36		schinnar et al.		1988		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		not reported or unclear		employees		military		infantrymen		Job knowledge test of job-specific training		job specific		1988		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a		n/a		not reported		0.32		138

		57		37		schinnar et al.		1988		2		yes (job performance)		unpublished		not reported or unclear		employees		military		armor crewmen		Job knowledge test of job-specific tasks		job specific		1988		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a		n/a		not reported		0.348		96

		59		38		schinnar et al.		1988		3		yes (job performance)		unpublished		not reported or unclear		employees		military		wheel vehicle mechanics		Job knowledge test of job-specific tasks		job specific		1988		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a		n/a		not reported		0.15		137

		61		39		schinnar et al.		1988		4		yes (job performance)		unpublished		not reported or unclear		employees		civilian		medical specialists		Job knowledge test of job-specific tasks		job specific		1988		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a		n/a		not reported		0.108		142

		63		41		Savoy		2004		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		civilian		machinists		Wonderlic Technical Skills Test for Precision Machinists		job specific		2004		0		job performance		productivity		records		n/a		n/a		n/a		n/a		0.74		54

		64		42		Kirkendall et al.		2020		1		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		military		Army soldiers		Warrier Tasks and Battle Drills test		not job specific		2016		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		research		0.12		5263

		67		43		Ayers and Qualls		1979		1 (Elementary teachers sample)		yes (job performance)		published		predictive		examinees		civilian		teachers		NTE Elementary Education exam		not job specific		1977		12		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		-0.01		not reported		0.0125		83

		68		44		Delaney		1954		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		predictive		examinees		civilian		teachers		NTE Elementary Education exam		not job specific		1948		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		not reported		0.266		93

		69		45		Ryans		1951		1 (Elementary teachers sample)		yes (job performance)		published		not reported or unclear		examinees		civilian		teachers		NTE (composite of 3 relevant subtests)		not job specific		1949		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a		n/a		research		0.271		104

		70		46		Ryans		1951		2 (Secondary teachers sample)		yes (job performance)		published		not reported or unclear		examinees		civilian		teachers		NTE (composite of 3 relevant subtests)		not job specific		1949		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a		n/a		research		0.122		90

		71		47		Thacker		1964		1 (White sample)		yes (job performance)		unpublished		predictive		examinees		civilian		teachers		NTE professional information subtest		not job specific		1960		12		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a		n/a		research		0.18		100

		72		48		Thacker		1964		2 (Black sample)		yes (job performance)		unpublished		predictive		examinees		civilian		teachers		NTE professional information subtest		not job specific		1960		12		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a		n/a		research		0.11		26

		73		49		Carson		1969		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		not reported or unclear		examinees		civilian		teachers		NTE professional education subtests		not job specific		1968		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		admin		0.02		241

		74		50		Chiu		1989		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		not reported or unclear		examinees		civilian		teachers		NTE professional knowledge subtest		not job specific		1986		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		research		0.125		537

		75		51		Ayers		1988		1		yes (job performance)		published		predictive		examinees		civilian		teachers		NTE specialty area exam		not job specific		1985		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		0.27		research		0.26		44

		77		53		Campbell et al.		1973		1 (Black sample)		yes (job performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		civilian		medical technicians		147-item test		job specific		1973		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		0.58		research		0.548		166

		78		54		Campbell et al.		1973		1 (White sample)		yes (job performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		civilian		medical technicians		147-item test		job specific		1973		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		0.35		research		0.329		290

		79		55		Campbell et al.		1973		2 (Black sample)		yes (job performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		civilian		cartographic technicians		165-item test		job specific		1973		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		0.39		research		0.272		101

		80		56		Campbell et al.		1973		2 (Hispanic sample)		yes (job performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		civilian		cartographic technicians		165-item test		job specific		1973		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		0.37		research		0.459		101

		81		57		Campbell et al.		1973		2 (White sample)		yes (job performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		civilian		cartographic technicians		165-item test		job specific		1973		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		0.38		research		0.386		241

		91		60		Anderson		1974		1												firefighters		50-item test		job specific		1974		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		not reported		not reported		0.14		598

		94		60		Anderson		1974		1												firefighters		50-item test				1974		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		not reported		not reported		0.15		598

		97		60		Anderson		1974		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		civilian		firefighters		composite of JKT and CPR test		not job specific		1974		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		not reported		research		0.176		598

		99		61		Ispas		2010		1 (Sample 2)		yes (job performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		civilian		manufacturing		20-item test		job specific		2010		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a				research		0.34		300

		100		62		Stein et al.		1976		1												food service workers		112-item test				1976		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings								admin		0.107		81

		101		62		Stein et al.		1976		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		military		food service workers		112-item test		job specific		1976		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		research		0.359		163

		102		63		Oostrom et al. 		2010		1												staffing agency consultants		100-item test				2007		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings								admin		0.13		188

		103		63		Oostrom et al. 		2010		1		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		civilian		staffing agency consultants		100-item test		job specific		2007		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings and records		n/a		n/a				both		0.215		188

		104		64		Bennett		1974		1		yes (job performance)		published		predictive		examinees		civilian		nurses		National League of Nursing (NLN) exam		not job specific		1973		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		not reported		research		0.1355		98

		105		65		Muraida		1988		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		military		Army non-comissioned officers		MOS-specific job knowledge test		job specific		1988		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		research		0.156		434

		111		71		O'Leary and Trattner		1977		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		civilian		internal revenue officers		Job Information Test		job specific		1977		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		research		0.3		292

		113		73		Fattu et al.		1954		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		military		Air Force machinsts		Purdue Technical Information Tests for Machinsts and Machine Opperators		not job specific		1950		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a				research		0.37		46

		115		74		Mies et al.		1971		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		predictive		employees		civilian		air traffic controllers		ATC Occupational Knowledge Test		job specific		1976		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a				research		0.15		736

		122		79		Smith		1993		1		yes (job performance)		published		predictive		examinees		civilian		physicians		National Board of Medical Examinations		not job specific		1991		12		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a				research		0.019		202

		123		80		Busha		2021		1		yes (job performance)		published		predictive		examinees		civilian		physicians		American Board of Family Medicine exam		not job specific		2020		6		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		0.234		admin		0.213		106

		127		84		Wilson et al.		1954		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		military		electrician mates		Job knowledge test		job specific		1951		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		0.48		research		0.424		315

		128		85		Wilson et al.		1954		2		yes (job performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		military		enginemen		Job knowledge test		job specific		1951		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		0.51		research		0.435		403

		131		88		Marcus-Blank et al.		2018		1												medical residents		USMLE Step 1				2015		36		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		0.146				0.12		164

		132		88		Marcus-Blank et al.		2018		1												medical residents		USMLE Step 2				2016		12		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		0.197				0.115		112

		133		88		Marcus-Blank et al.		2018		1		yes (job performance)		published		predictive		examinees		civilian		medical residents		USMLE Steps 1 and 2		not job specific		2016		24		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		0.187		admin		0.128		112

		134		89		Whitla and Tirrell		1953		1		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		military		flight mechanics		Flight Mechanics Job Knowledge Test		job specific		1953		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		0.42		research		0.357		100

		153		93		Levy et al.		2024		1		yes (job performance)		published		predictive		examinees		civilian		spine surgery fellows		USMLE Steps 1 thru 3		not job specific		2015		92		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a				research		0.397		30

		155		95		Ovidiu		2015		1		yes (job performance)		published		predictive		applicants		civilian		entry level fiancial employees		In-house test		job specific		2015		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a				not reported		0.432		36

		156		96		Lefever et al.		1946		1		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		civilian		sheet metal workers		In-house test		job specific		1946		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a				not reported		0.42		48

		157		97		Lefever et al.		1946		2		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		civilian		sheet metal workers		In-house test		job specific		1946		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a				not reported		0.54		55

		158		98		Lefever et al.		1946		3		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		civilian		radio repairers		In-house test		job specific		1946		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		0.66		not reported		0.53		79

		159		99		Rodriguez and Lopez		2018		1		yes (job performance)		published		predictive		applicants		civilian		administrative assistants		In-house test		not job specific		2010		72		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		research		0.09		101

		160		99		Rodriguez and Lopez		2018		1												administrative assistants		In-house test				2010		72		job performance		task performance		ratings										0.08		101

		163		101		Pursell et al.		1980		1		yes (job performance)		published		both		employees		civilian		electricians		In-house test		job specific		1980		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a				research		0.335		47

		166		104		Knauft		1949		1		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		civilian		bakery managers		Baking Knowledge Test		job specific		1949		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings and records		no		n/a				both		0.16		79

		167		105		Knauft		1949		2		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		civilian		bakery managers		Baking Knowledge Test		job specific		1949		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings and records		no		n/a				both		-0.12		33

		168		106		Modern Hire		2017		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		civilian		service technician		In-house test		not job specific		2017		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a				admin		0.34		99

		169		107		Modern Hire		2017		2		yes (job performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		civilian		service technician		In-house test		not job specific		2017		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a				admin		0.3		100

		171		108		Bertram		1975		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		predictive		applicants		civilian		police officers		In-house test		job specific		1975		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		admin		0.245		51

		173		110		Sheddan and Witmer		1939		1		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		civilian		case workers		Test of Technical Information		job specific		1939		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a				not reported		-0.06		61

		174		111		Snyder		1955		1		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		civilian		investigators		Government and Citizenship Test		job specific		1955		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a				research		0.42		51

		175		113		Thayer et al.		1958		1						concurrent						insurance agents		Information Index				1953		0		job performance		overall performance		records		n/a		n/a				n/a		0.29		62

		176		112		Thayer et al.		1958		1						predictive						insurance agents		Information Index				1953		12		job performance		overall performance		records		n/a		n/a				n/a		0.27		49

		177		112		Thayer et al.		1958		1		yes (job performance)		published		both		employees		civilian		insurance agents		Information Index		job specific		1953		6		job performance		overall performance		records		n/a		n/a				n/a		0.28		49

		178		113		Prien		1970		1		yes (job performance)		published		concurrent		employees		civilian		bank tellers		Banking practices test		job specific		1970		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		research		0.291		45

		181		114		ETS		1977		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		civilian		diagnositic radiology technicians		In-house test		job specific		1974		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		research		0.429		128

		182		115		Sparks		1974		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		predictive		applicants		civilian		commercial drivers		Traffic and Driving Knowledge Test		not job specific		1974		not reported		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		yes		not reported		not reported		0.04		63

		183		116		Wexler et al.		1982		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		civilian		police officers		Police knowledge test		job specific		1982		0		job performance		overall performance		ratings		no		n/a				research		0.119		89

		185		117		Office of Personnel Management		1987		1		yes (job performance)		unpublished		predictive		employees		military		contract specialists		In-house test		job specific		1985		6		job performance		overall performance		ratings		yes		no		not reported		research		0.29		244

		186		118		Putka and Kirkendall		2022		1 (Infantry)												infantrymen		MOS-specific job knowledge tests				2021		0		job performance		CWB		ratings		n/a		n/a				n/a		-0.23		886

		188		119		Putka and Kirkendall		2022		2 (Combat engineer)												combat engineer		MOS-specific job knowledge tests				2021		0		job performance		CWB		ratings		n/a		n/a				n/a		-0.08		706

		190		120		Putka and Kirkendall		2022		3 (Military police)												military police		MOS-specific job knowledge tests				2021		0		job performance		CWB		ratings		n/a		n/a				n/a		-0.11		1255

		192		121		Putka and Kirkendall		2022		4 (Military transport operator)												military transport operator		MOS-specific job knowlesge tests				2021		0		job performance		CWB		ratings		n/a		n/a				n/a		-0.19		256





Training Performance

		Article num		Sample num		Authors		Year		Sample		Use in overall analysis		Publication status		Design		Sample		Study setting		Job		JKT measure		JKT category		Year JKT was administered		Time btwn JKT & criterion (in months)		Criterion		Criterion dimension		Criterion source		Training performance stage		JKT-criterion r		N

		14		13		Ree et al.		1995		1		yes (training performance)		published		predictive		applicants		military		air force pilots		AFOQT Aviation Information and Instrument Comprehension tests		job specific		1993		13.25		training performance		overall performance		grades		acquisition		0.176		3428

		42		28		Wilson		1983		1		yes (training performance)		unpublished		predictive		applicants		civilian		physican assistants		Science and medical knowledge tests		not job-specific		1972		12		training performance		overall performance		grades		acquisition		0.035		207

		43		29		Berges et al.		2018		1		yes (training performance)		published		predictive		applicants		civilian		firefighters		110-item test		not reported or unclear		2018		6		training performance		overall performance		grades		acquisition		0.44		44

		45		31		Shores		1984		1		yes (training performance)		unpublished		predictive		applicants		civilian		firefighters		150-item test		job specific		1984		3		training performance		overall performance		grades		acquisition		0.376		45

		49		33		Olea and Ree		1994		1		yes (training performance)		published		predictive		applicants		military		navigators		AFOQT Aviation Information and Instrument Comprehension tests		job specific		1985		24		training performance		overall performance		grades		acquisition		0.205		957

		50		34		Olea and Ree		1994		2		yes (training performance)		published		predictive		applicants		military		pilots		AFOQT Aviation Information and Instrument Comprehension tests		job specific		1985		24		training performance		overall performance		grades		acquisition		0.282		1867

		55		36		schinnar et al.		1988		1		yes (training performance)		unpublished		not reported or unclear		employees		military		infantrymen		Job knowledge test of job-specific training		job specific		1988		not reported		training performance		overall performance		grades		acquisition		0.736		138

		56		37		schinnar et al.		1988		2		yes (training performance)		unpublished		not reported or unclear		employees		military		armor crewmen		Job knowledge test of job-specific training		job specific		1988		not reported		training performance		overall performance		grades		acquisition		0.623		96

		58		38		schinnar et al.		1988		3		yes (training performance)		unpublished		not reported or unclear		employees		military		wheel vehicle mechanics		Job knowledge test of job-specific training		job specific		1988		not reported		training performance		overall performance		grades		acquisition		0.639		137

		60		39		schinnar et al.		1988		4		yes (training performance)		unpublished		not reported or unclear		employees		civilian		medical specialists		Job knowledge test of job-specific training		job specific		1988		not reported		training performance		overall performance		grades		acquisition		0.412		142

		76		52		Carretta		2008		1		yes (training performance)		unpublished		predictive		applicants		military		Air Force battle managers		AFOQT Aviation Information and Instrument Comprehension tests		job specific		2007		9		training performance		overall performance		grades		during		0.233		680

		82		58		Trippe et al.		2016		1				unpublished		concurrent				military		information systems operator-analysts		Warrier Tasks and Battle Drills test		not job-specific		2014		0		training performance		overall performance		ratings		during		0.2		959

		83		58		Trippe et al.		2016		1				unpublished		concurrent				military		information systems operator-analysts		Warrier Tasks and Battle Drills test		not job-specific		2014		0		training performance		overall performance		grades		acquisition		0.46		527

		84		58		Trippe et al.		2016		1		yes (training performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		military		information systems operator-analysts		Warrier Tasks and Battle Drills test		not job-specific		2014		0		training performance		overall performance		ratings and grades		acquisition and during		0.394		527

		86		59		Trippe et al.		2016		2				unpublished		concurrent				military		nodal network systems operator-maintainer		Warrier Tasks and Battle Drills test		not job-specific		2014		0		training performance		overall performance		ratings		during		0.09		146

		87		59		Trippe et al.		2016		2				unpublished		concurrent				military		nodal network systems operator-maintainer		Warrier Tasks and Battle Drills test		not job-specific		2014		0		training performance		overall performance		grades		acquisition		0.27		146

		88		59		Trippe et al.		2016		2		yes (training performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		military		nodal network systems operator-maintainer		Warrier Tasks and Battle Drills test		not job-specific		2014		0		training performance		overall performance		ratings and grades		acquisition and during		0.214		146

		106		66		Arth et al.		1990		1		yes (training performance)		unpublished		predictive		applicants		military		Air Force pilots		AFOQT Aviation Information and Instrument Comprehension tests		job specific		1984		18		training performance		overall performance		completion		acquisition		0.356		695

		107		67		Arth et al.		1990		2		yes (training performance)		unpublished		predictive		applicants		military		Air Force navigators		AFOQT Aviation Information and Instrument Comprehension tests		job specific		1984		18		training performance		overall performance		completion		acquisition		0.07		632

		108		68		Lewis		1978		1 (Validation sample)		yes (training performance)		unpublished		predictive		employees		civilian		air traffic controllers		ATC Occupational Knowledge Test		job specific		1976		4		training performance		overall performance		completion		acquisition		0.25		784

		109		69		Lewis		1978		2 (Cross-validation sample)		yes (training performance)		unpublished		predictive		employees		civilian		air traffic controllers		ATC Occupational Knowledge Test		job specific		1977		4		training performance		overall performance		completion		acquisition		0.28		432

		110		70		Dailey et al.		1977		1		yes (training performance)		unpublished		not reported or unclear		employees		civilian		air traffic controllers		ATC Occupational Knowledge Test		job specific		1975		not reported		training performance		overall performance		grades		during		0.43		109

		114		74		Mies et al.		1971		1		yes (training performance)		unpublished		predictive		employees		civilian		air traffic controllers		ATC Occupational Knowledge Test		job specific		1976		not reported		training performance		overall performance		grades		unclear		0.4		419

		116		75		Manning et al.		1989		1 (VRF tower controllers)		yes (training performance)		unpublished		predictive		applicants		civilian		air traffic controllers		ATC Occupational Knowledge Test		job specific		1985		not reported		training performance		overall performance		ratings		acquisition		0.14		441

		117		76		Manning et al.		1989		2 (Tower cab training)		yes (training performance)		unpublished		predictive		applicants		civilian		air traffic controllers		ATC Occupational Knowledge Test		job specific		1985		not reported		training performance		overall performance		ratings		acquisition		0.2		663

		118		77		Manning et al.		1989		3 (Radar training)		yes (training performance)		unpublished		predictive		applicants		civilian		air traffic controllers		ATC Occupational Knowledge Test		job specific		1985		not reported		training performance		overall performance		ratings		acquisition		0.14		294

		119		78		Mackie et al.		1954		1				unpublished		predictive				military		Navy submarine personnel		Guilford-Zimmerman Mechanical Knowledge Test		not job-specific		1950		1.5		training performance		overall performance		grades				0.33		475

		120		59		Mackie et al.		1954		1				unpublished		predictive				military		Navy submarine personnel		Guilford-Zimmerman Mechanical Knowledge Test		not job-specific		1950		1.5		training performance		overall performance		ratings				0.3		475

		121		78		Mackie et al.		1954		1		yes (training performance)		unpublished		predictive		employees		military		Navy submarine personnel		Guilford-Zimmerman Mechanical Knowledge Test		not job-specific		1950		1.5		training performance		overall performance		ratings and grades		during		0.349		475

		124		81		Earles and Ree		1992		1		yes (training performance)		published		predictive		applicants		military		air force personnel		ASVAB autoshop and electrical info tests		not job-specific		1988		not reported		training performance		overall performance		grades		acquisition		0.276		88724

		125		82		Thomas		1970		1		yes (training performance)		unpublished		predictive		applicants		military		Navy trainees		ASVAB autoshop, tool knowledge, shop information, and electrical info tests		not job-specific		1968				training performance		overall performance		grades		acquisition		0.237		18313

		126		83		Caretta and King		2008		1		yes (training performance)		published		predictive		applicants		military		air traffic controllers		ASVAB autoshop and electrical info tests		not job-specific		2008		1		training performance		overall performance		grades		acquisition		0.27		448

		129		86		Trippe et al.		2014		1		yes (training performance)		published		predictive		employees		military		IT jobs		Cyber Test		not job-specific		2010		not reported		training performance		overall performance		grades		acquisition		0.384		883

		130		87		Trippe et al.		2014		2		yes (training performance)		published		predictive		employees		military		IT jobs		Cyber Test		not job-specific		2010		not reported		training performance		overall performance		grades		acquisition		0.364		362

		138		90		Stark		1994		1 (En route controllers)		yes (training performance)		unpublished		predictive		applicants		civilian		air traffic controllers		ATC Occupational Knowledge Test		job specific		1991		12		training performance		overall performance		ratings		during		0.13		161

		142		90		Stark		1994		1 (En route controllers)				unpublished		predictive				civilian		air traffic controllers		ATC Occupational Knowledge Test		job specific		1991		12		training performance		overall performance		completion				0.07		161

		146		91		Stark		1994		2 (Terminal controllers)		yes (training performance)		unpublished		predictive		applicants		civilian		air traffic controllers		ATC Occupational Knowledge Test		job specific		1991		12		training performance		overall performance		ratings		during		0.117		92

		150		91		Stark		1994		2 (Terminal controllers)				unpublished		predictive				civilian		air traffic controllers		ATC Occupational Knowledge Test		job specific		1991		12		training performance		overall performance		completion				0.18		92

		151		70		Shiroma and Alarcon		2010		1				published		predictive		examinees		civilian		psychiatric residents		USMLE Steps 1 and 2		not job-specific		2000		66		training performance		overall performance		ratings		acquisition		0.283		50

		152		92		Shiroma and Alarcon		2010		1		yes (training performance)		published		predictive		examinees		civilian		psychiatric residents		USMLE Steps 1 and 2		not job-specific		2000		66		training performance		overall performance		ratings and grades		acquisition and during		0.334		50

		152		92		Shiroma and Alarcon		2010		1				published		predictive		examinees		civilian		psychiatric residents		USMLE Steps 1 and 2		not job-specific		2000		66		training performance		overall performance		grades		during		0.385		50

		154		94		Khodadadi et al.		2024		1		yes (training performance)		published		predictive		examinees		civilian		infectious disease physicians		USMLE Steps 1 thru 3		not job-specific		2013		not reported		training performance		overall performance		grades		during		0.599		30

		162		100		Patzkowski et al.		2023		1		yes (training performance)		published		predictive		examinees		military		anesthesiology residents		USMLE Step 2		not job-specific		2023		not reported		training performance		overall performance		grades		during		0.548		76

		164		102		Glickman		1956		1		yes (training performance)		published		predictive		employees		military		Navy officers		Naval Knowledge Test		not job-specific		1954		1		training performance		overall performance		grades		during		0.457		459

		165		103		Glickman		1956		2		yes (training performance)		published		predictive		employees		military		Navy officers		Naval Knowledge Test		not job-specific		1954		1		training performance		overall performance		grades		during		0.422		408

		170		108		Bertram		1975		1		yes (training performance)		unpublished		predictive		applicants		civilian		police officers		In-house test		job specific		1975		not reported		training performance		overall performance		ratings		during		0.297		51

		172		109		Carpenter et al.		1954		1		yes (training performance)		published		concurrent		employees		military		vehicle repairers		In-house test		job specific		1954		0		training performance		overall performance		ratings		during		0.73		152

		184		116		Wexler et al.		1982		1		yes (training performance)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		civilian		police officers		Police knowledge test		job specific		1982		0		training performance		overall performance		grades		acquisition		0.339		203

		197		122		Tamakuwala et al.		2021		1		yes (training performance)		published		predictive		examinees		civilian		medical residents		USMLE Steps 1 thru 3		not job-specific		2018		12 months		training performance		overall performance		grades		acquisition		0.67		75





Turnover

		Article num		Sample num		Authors		Year		Sample		Use in overall analysis		Publication status		Design		Sample		Study setting		Job		JKT measures		JKT category		Year JKT was administered		Time btwn JKT & criterion (in months)		Criterion		Criterion dimension		Criterion source		Turnover baserate		JKT-criterion r		rs adjusted for baserate		N

		13		12		Ward		1989		1		yes (turnover)		published		concurrent		employees		military		military police		30-item test		job specific		1989		0		turnover		turnover intentions		self-reports		n/a		0.27		0.27		47

		28		19		Van Iddekinge, Putka et al.		2011		1		yes (turnover)		published		concurrent		employees		military		Army soldiers		60-item test		job specific		2005		0		turnover		turnover intentions		self-reports		n/a		0.03		0.03		408

		62		40		Distefano and Pryer		1982		1		yes (turnover)		published		predictive		employees		civilian		psychiatric aides		60-item test		job specific		1982		12		turnover		turnover		records		0.4375		-0.01		-0.01		240

		65		42		Kirkendall et al.		2020		1		yes (turnover)		published		concurrent		employees		military		Army soldiers		Warrier Tasks and Battle Drills test		not job-specific		2016		0		turnover		turnover intentions		self-reports		n/a		-0.04		-0.04		6452

		66		42		Kirkendall et al.		2020		1		yes (turnover)		published		predictive		employees		military		Army soldiers		Warrier Tasks and Battle Drills test		not job-specific		2016		24		turnover		turnover		records		0.194		-0.05		-0.0574		6452

		85		58		Trippe et al.		2016		1		yes (turnover)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		military		information systems operator-analysts		Warrier Tasks and Battle Drills test		not job-specific		2014		0		turnover		turnover intentions		self-reports		n/a		-0.12		-0.12		959

		89		59		Trippe et al.		2016		2		yes (turnover)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		military		information systems operator-analysts		Warrier Tasks and Battle Drills test		not job-specific		2014		0		turnover		turnover intentions		self-reports		n/a		0.01		0.01		146

		112		72		Allen et al.		2016		1		yes (turnover)		unpublished		predictive		employees		military		Army soldiers		Army job knowledge tests		job specific		2008		not reported		turnover		turnover		records		0.385		-0.13		-0.132		728

		187		118		Putka and Kirkendall		2022		1 (Infantry)		yes (turnover)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		military		infantrymen		MOS-specific job knowledge tests		job specific		2021		0		turnover		turnover intentions		self-reports		n/a		-0.04		-0.04		862

		189		119		Putka and Kirkendall		2022		2 (Combat engineer)		yes (turnover)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		military		infantrymen		MOS-specific job knowledge tests		job specific		2021		0		turnover		turnover intentions		self-reports		n/a		0		0		605

		191		120		Putka and Kirkendall		2022		3 (Military police)		yes (turnover)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		military		infantrymen		MOS-specific job knowledge tests		job specific		2021		0		turnover		turnover intentions		self-reports		n/a		0		0		1199

		193		121		Putka and Kirkendall		2022		4 (Military transport operator)		yes (turnover)		unpublished		concurrent		employees		military		infantrymen		MOS-specific job knowledge tests		job specific		2021		0		turnover		turnover intentions		self-reports		n/a		0.08		0.08		251





JKT reliabilities and u

		JTK u ratios for applicants								JKT reliability

		Study		u ratio		Frequency				Study		Reliability		Frequency

		Rodriguez and Lopez (2018)		0.51		1				Friedland and Michael (1987)		0.41		1

		Caretta and King (2008)		0.64		1				Kirkendall et al. (2020)		0.57		1

		Kesselman and Lopez (1979)		0.73		1				Clevenger et al. (2001)		0.60		1

		Berges et al. (2018)		0.87		1				O'Leary and Trattner (2017)		0.64		1

		Arth et al. (1990; Study 1)		0.91		1				Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996)		0.65		1

		Caretta (2008)		0.92		1				Muraida (1988)		0.67		1

		Thomas (1970)		0.94		1				Wilson et al. (1954)		0.68		1

		Arth et al. (1990; Study 2)		0.95		1				Clevenger et al. (2001); Lance and Bennett (2000)		0.70		2

		Ree et al. (1995)		0.97		1				Putka and Kirkendall (2022); Van Iddekinge, Putka et al. (2011)		0.71		2

		Manning et al. (1989; En route sample)		1.18		1				Trippe et al. (2016)		0.72		1

		Manning et al. (1989; Radar sample)		1.19		1				Kesselman and Lopez (1979)		0.73		1

										Schmidt et al. (1986)		0.76		1

										Earles and Ree (1992)		0.77		1

		JTK u ratios for employees								Trippe et al. (2014)		0.79		1

		Study		u ratio		Frequency				Berges et al. (2018); Manley and Benavidez (2008); Putka and Kirkendall (2022; Samples 3 and 4)		0.80		4

		Trippe et al. (2014; AF sample)		0.60		1				Putka and Kirkendall (2022; Sample 2); Savoy (2004);  Schmidt et al. (1986); Rodriguez and Lopez (2018)		0.81		4

		Trippe et al. (2014; Navy sample)		0.62		1				Van Iddekinge, Morgeson et al. (2011)		0.83		1

		Van Iddekinge, Putka et al. (2011)		0.84		1				Schmidt et al. (1986)		0.84		1

		Trippe et al. (2016; Sample 1)		0.92		1				Stein et al. (1976)		0.85		1

		Lance and Bennett (2000); Mackie et al. (1954)		0.95		2				Wilson et al. (1954)		0.86		1

		Kirkendall et al.; Trippie et al. (2016; Sample 2)		0.97		2				Borman et al. (1991); Lefever et al. (1946)		0.87		2

		Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996)		0.98		1				Lievens and Patterson (2011)		0.88		1

										Bertram (1975); Fattu et al. (1954); Ispas (2010)		0.90		3

										Lance et al. (2004); Schmidt et al. (1986); Sheddan and Witmer (1939)		0.92		3

		JTK u ratios for examinees								Carpenter et al. (1954)		0.96		1

		Study		u ratio		Frequency

		Lievens and Patterson (2011)		0.80		1

		Ryans (1951; elementary teachers)		0.83		1

		Ryans (1951; secondary teachers)		0.88		1

		Chiu (1989)		0.90		1

		Singleton (1977)		1.20		1

































Outcome reliabilities

		Job Performance Reliability						Training Ratings Reliability						Training grades reliability								Turnover intentions reliability

		Interrater Reliability 		Frequency				Interrater Reliability 		Frequency				Study		Reliability		Frequency				Study		Reliability		Frequency

		0.27		1				0.31		1				Mackie et al. (1954)		0.53		1				Trippe et al. (2016)		0.75		1

		0.30		1				0.46		2				Olea and Ree (1994)		0.58		1				Kirkendall et al. (2020)		0.80		1

		0.32		1				0.5		3				Ree et al. (1995)		0.71		1				Putka and Kirkendall (2022); Van Iddekinge, Putka et al. (2011)		0.91		2

		0.34		1				0.52		1				Berges et al. (2018)		0.77		1

		0.36		2				0.57		2				Olea and Ree (1994)		0.86		1

		0.38		1				0.61		1				Khodadadi et al. (2024)		0.87		1

		0.39		1				0.64		1				Wilson (1983)		0.90		1

		0.40		1				0.65		2

		0.42		3				0.71		1

		0.43		2				0.73		1

		0.44		1				Based on Salgado et al. (2003)

		0.45		1

		0.46		3

		0.47		2

		0.48		1

		0.50		3

		0.51		2

		0.52		2

		0.53		2

		0.54		2

		0.55		5

		0.56		3

		0.57		2

		0.58		3

		0.59		4

		0.60		4

		0.61		4

		0.62		2

		0.63		3

		0.64		2

		0.65		2

		0.66		4

		0.67		3

		0.68		2

		0.70		1

		0.71		2

		0.72		2

		0.73		3

		0.74		3

		0.75		2

		0.76		3

		0.77		1

		0.79		3

		0.80		2

		0.81		5

		0.82		8

		0.83		3

		0.84		3

		0.85		1

		0.86		1

		0.87		1

		0.89		3

		0.90		2

		0.91		1

		0.92		2

		0.94		2

		0.96		1

		0.97		1

		Based on Zhou et al. (2024)





Mediation reliabilities and u

		Ability u values								Experience u value						Conscientiousness u values						Conscientiousness reliability

		Study		u ratio		Frequency				u ratio		Frequency				u ratio		Frequency				Study		Reliability		Frequency

		Trippe et al. (2014)		0.45		1				1		1				0.8		0.0004				Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996)		0.79		1

		Trippe et al. (2014)		0.46		1				Estimated reliability (no data available)						0.804		0.0006				Clevenger et al. (2001)		0.85		1

		Trippe et al. (2016)		0.57		1										0.808		0.0008				Savoy (2004)		0.86		1

		Mackie et al. (1954)		0.59		1				Experience reliability						0.812		0.001				Clevenger et al. (2001)		0.92		1

		Lance and Bennett (2000)		0.6		1				Reliability		Frequency				0.816		0.0014

		Manning et al. (1989)		0.61		1				0.9		1				0.82		0.0018

		Van Iddekinge, Putka et al. (2011); Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996)		0.63		2				Based on Van Iddekinge et al. (2019)						0.824		0.0022

		Carretta and King (2008)		0.64		1										0.828		0.0028

		Manning et al. (1989)		0.65		2										0.832		0.0036

		Trippe et al. (2016)		0.73		1										0.836		0.0044

		Thomas (1970)		0.81		1										0.84		0.0054

		Arth et al. (1990)		0.82		1										0.844		0.0066

		Arth et al. (1990)		0.83		1										0.848		0.0079

		Savoy (2004)		0.84		1										0.852		0.0094

		Berges et al. (2018)		0.85		1										0.856		0.0111

		Ree et al. (1995)		0.86		1										0.86		0.013

		Kirkendall et al. (2020)		0.87		1										0.864		0.015

		Carretta (2008)		0.89		1										0.868		0.0171

																0.872		0.0194

																0.876		0.0218

		Ability reliability														0.88		0.0242

		Study		Reliability		Frequency										0.884		0.0266

		Clevenger et al. (2001)		0.72		1										0.888		0.029

		O'Leary and Trattner (1977)		0.79		1										0.892		0.0312

		Campbell et al. (1973); Manley and Benavidez (2008)		0.83		2										0.896		0.0333

		Knauft (1949)		0.85		1										0.9		0.0352

		Clevenger et al. (2001)		0.9		1										0.904		0.0368

		Berges et al. (2018)		0.92		1										0.908		0.0381

																0.912		0.0391

																0.916		0.0397

																0.92		0.0399

																0.924		0.0397

																0.928		0.0391

																0.932		0.0381

																0.936		0.0368

																0.94		0.0352

																0.944		0.0333

																0.948		0.0312

																0.952		0.029

																0.956		0.0266

																0.96		0.0242

																0.964		0.0218

																0.968		0.0194

																0.972		0.0171

																0.976		0.015

																0.98		0.013

																0.984		0.0111

																0.988		0.0094

																0.992		0.0079

																0.996		0.0066

																1		0.0054

																1.004		0.0044

																1.008		0.0036

																1.012		0.0028

																1.016		0.0022

																1.02		0.0018

																1.024		0.0014

																1.028		0.001

																1.032		0.0008

																1.036		0.0006

																1.04		0.0004

																Hypothetical distribution based on
the paramenters (M = .92 and SD = .04) provided in Schmidt et al. (2008)
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