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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Office of the Public Service Commissioner (OPSC) of New South Wales (NSW) engaged the Australia and New 

Zealand School of Government (ANZSOG) to undertake a thematic literature review of psychometric testing used 

in merit selection processes. A focus area for the review was on predictive validity and bias considerations in such 

tests. Application to the public sector was also investigated. 

The review is based on an iterative key word search and targeted searches of academic databases, journals, grey 

literature and government websites. It is informed by earlier work commissioned by OPSC in 2017, with the intention 

of providing an updated understanding of empirical evidence.  

Main findings 

The main findings of the review are organised by the 4 types of psychometric test used in the NSW public sector. 

The findings are presented below as practice points distilled from an analysis of the literature  

Cognitive ability 

• Recent research reaffirms the moderate predictive validity of cognitive ability testing for job performance; 

however, the correlation is lower than previously understood.   

• General cognitive ability tests should be part of a larger process that uses additional selection methods. 

• Testing specific mental abilities (and those relevant to jobs) can add predictive validity.  

• Recent evidence finds possible effects of linguistic and cultural proficiency on the predictive validity of 

(general) cognitive ability testing.  

• Predictive validity varies across occupations; selection based upon test scores should not aim to seek 

comparisons across objectively distinct job categories to establish practice norms (e.g., for test 

administration guidance or thresholds). 

Personality 

• Of the Big Five personality traits, conscientiousness is a moderate predictor of job performance. The other 

4 traits are weak predictors. The Big Five do not have incremental validity with each other, meaning testing 

combination of these constructs does not provide added or cumulative value. This suggests that testing for 

conscientiousness is more worthwhile than a full personality inventory. 

• By contrast, there is evidence that some personality traits, including conscientiousness, have incremental 

validity over cognitive ability. So, it is worthwhile to test for both. In general, personality testing is best used 

in conjunction with other test types.  

• Job characteristics moderate the predictiveness of personality traits for job performance in various ways, 

including the finding that personality traits are more important for less structured roles. But 

conscientiousness is the only trait found to predict performance widely across job roles (and then only 

moderately).  

• Personality testing for traits (like the Big Five) is more predictive for job performance than testing based on 

types (like the popular Myers-Briggs Type Indicator). Predictive validity can also be increased by 

contextualising the test within the occupational requirements.  
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• Culture has also been found to influence personality testing: while the underlying traits are generally 

consistent across people from different cultures, how they express those traits is influenced by culture and 

this bears on how tests are designed and ought to be interpreted.  

• Integrity tests measure personality traits associated with counterproductive behaviour and range from 

moderate-to-strong predictors of job performance and shown to be especially useful for selection in law 

enforcement and customer service roles. 

Emotional intelligence (EI) 

• Recent evidence supports the moderate predictive validity of both ability and trait EI for various work-

related outcomes, including job performance. Ability and trait EI based on self-reports are more predictive 

than ability EI testing based on performance.  

• There is some evidence that EI is predictive of at least some work-related outcomes over and above 

cognitive ability and personality testing. EI is most predictive of managers’ organisational commitment and 

may also increase their job performance. Importantly, managers’ EI has also been found to moderate the 

effect of employees’ EI on their performance. Manager EI supports overall effectiveness.  

• The literature supports the value of EI in public sector contexts, finding that it affects public sector 

motivation and work-related outcomes for public servants.   

• As with personality tests, EI testing across cultures has tended to find that while the underlying abilities and 

traits are consistent across cultures, their expression varies, meaning that caution is required in the 

interpretation of their results. 

Situational Judgement Tests (SJTs) 

• Recent research supports the use of SJTs in selection processes. While SJTs are highly heterogeneous, 

being developed for specific situations, they tend to be reliable and demonstrate moderate predictive 

validity for job performance.   

• Knowledge-based tests (that ask candidates what they should do in a given scenario) tend to correlate with 

cognitive ability, whereas behaviour-based tests (that ask candidates what they would do) tend to correlate 

with personality traits. But SJTs have been shown to have incremental validity over and above these other 

tests.  

• SJTs have been found to be useful for screening candidates, as they are about as predictive of job 

performance as structured interviews but discriminate better between average and low performers than 

between high performers.   

• SJTs have shown differential results across groups, tending to favour females and members of cultural 

majorities. Culture is a potential confounder of results and may be relevant to how tests are designed and 

conducted. 

Key themes 

Five key cross-cutting themes emerge from the findings: 

1. Psychometric tests are most useful as part of a larger, multi-stage selection process.  
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2. Psychometric testing shapes the candidate pool and so the potential effects of inherent biases and 

differential results across groups requires careful monitoring.  

3. The use case for non-cognitive psychometric tests is strongest for leadership and managerial roles.  

4. The development of artificial intelligence is changing the way that selection operates in practice.  

5. Recent literature supports the usefulness of psychometric testing for recruitment and selection – and 

largely support current NSW policy. 

Headline developments and future work 

In conclusion, there are 3 headline developments since OPSC last reviewed the evidence base in 2018: 

1. Cognitive ability testing remains the strongest psychometric tool for predicting job performance, but new 

evidence finds that this relationship is weaker than previously understood and supports the incremental 

validity of narrow cognitive abilities in some circumstances.  

2. Regarding non-cognitive psychometric testing, recent evidence confirms that conscientiousness is the main 

personality-trait predictor of job performance, while strengthening the importance of this trait and emotional 

intelligence for management roles and confirming the reliability and moderate predictiveness of SJTs.  

3. The academic literature identifies a range of possible biases and confounds affecting psychometric testing, 

especially how test results are interpreted and incorporated in selection processes, and emergent 

challenges around faking. Culture is usually demarcated between collectivist and individualist societies, or 

between black minority and white majority. Australia’s context has unique features. 

Regarding future research, there remains a lack of public sector specific research, especially for Australia. Given 

the need to match selection processes to specific job descriptions and noting unique aspects of public sector 

employment (e.g. integrity requirements, public sector motivation, and hierarchical organisation structures), 

ANZSOG identifies an opportunity for governments undertake further research on the direct use and utility of 

psychometric using internal HR and performance data.  

To assist NSW OPSC in practice, Appendix A maps the findings from this ANZSOG report onto the NSW Public 

Sector Capability Framework (2020), on which job descriptions are based, providing guidance for the composition 

of selection processes, and reinforcing the usefulness of these tests.
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INTRODUCTION 

The NSW Office of the Public Service Commissioner (OPSC) engaged ANZSOG to undertake a thematic literature 

review on the use of psychometric testing in recruitment and selection. This review also examines the predictive 

validity of different tests, their applicability across roles, their role in broader selection processes, and potential 

biases. The report provides an updated analysis of key findings from academic literature, building on earlier work 

(Griffin, 2018).  

Psychometric tests assess constructs like intelligence, personality, and competencies, offering an objective 

comparison of candidates. In recruitment and selection, psychometric testing is widely used to enhance objectivity 

and consistency (Carless, 2009). The human resource (HR) field generally supports its use, as it helps 

organisations meet legal obligations and is cost-effective (Potočnk et al, 2021). However, research also highlights 

challenges, including validity concerns and potential biases related to gender, ethnicity, culture, language, and 

disability (Rust et al, 2009; Bratton et al, 2022). Research has contested whether test results reflected stable traits 

or situational manifestations of those traits (Rust et al, 2009).  

NSW government agencies use various psychometric tests. As of 2021, 84 tests across 15 categories were 

approved by the NSW Government (according to supplied information). Selection processes are governed by the 

Government Sector Employment Act 2013, which mandates a merit-based, apolitical public service (s 6). Related 

regulations require at least two capability assessments, including an interview (Government Sector Employment 

(General) Rules 2014, ss 16-18). The NSW Government Recruitment and Selection Guide identifies 4 

psychometric test types: cognitive ability, personality, emotional intelligence, and situational judgment. It also 

prohibits using test results as the sole basis for hiring decisions (Public Service Commission, 2025). 
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METHOD 

The findings below are based on a rapid review of recent academic and grey literature over a two-month period in 

2025. In collaboration with NSW OPSC, a set of search terms was developed based on a broad scan of the field, 

an earlier paper written on this topic for OPSC (Griffin, 2018) and the agreed terms of the review. 

Table 1: Search terms – Theme 1: Psychometrics 

Table 2: Search terms – Theme 2: Practical challenges 

These terms were used in an iterative search process of academic literature, with a primary interest in meta-

analyses. First, via the University of Melbourne’s EBSCO search tool and Google Scholar published from 2015 up 

to and including 2025. Secondly, targeted searches were conducted: selected journals and government sites, 

‘forward citation mapping’ of meta-analyses cited in the earlier Griffin (2018) report, and by using the tools 

ChatGPT and Perplexity to address gaps and to search inside articles. The background sections were compiled 

from targeted searches of handbooks and reviews. 

Captured articles were sorted by relevance into the different types of tests and by theme. Empirical studies bearing 

on the question of predictive validity were separated from literature reviews and analyses. ChatGPT and Perplexity 

were used in the editing of the body of the report (excluding practice and discussion points) to suggest revisions for 

conciseness that were then checked and further revised by the authors.  

As with all methods, there are limitations. For this study, the rapid reporting requirement and, as the research 

revealed, a paucity of studies that identify the public service as a unique context. Studies in Australia are also not 

immediately apparent which is significant given the emphasis in testing and job context on culture and on societal 

meta-concepts (such as collectivist and individualist). Much of the literature focuses on refining known measures 

and building the evidence base. No evidence was available from psychometric test providers about their validity 

claims. Finally, note that predictive validity represents a set of correlations rather than causal relationships between 

the constructs and performance outcomes.  

Aspect Search terms 

Objects of study Psychometric test*, cognitive ability, general intelligence, personality, emotional 

intelligence, situational judgement 

Testing Assess*, interview, exam, situation 

Validity Valid*, predict*, perform*, sound*, outcome, confidence 

Challenge Search terms 

Confounds Bias, rac*, ethnic, indigenous, First Nations, Aboriginal, gender, sex, socioeconomic, 

class, education level, disability 

Processes Selection, recruit*, promotion, stage 

Applications Public service, public sector, civil service, government, position, job role, management, 

leadership 
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FINDINGS 

This section provides a thematic review of evidence and issues related to each of the 4 types of psychometric tests 

endorsed by NSW Government policy. To aid practitioners, each sub-section begins with practice points distilled 

from the research findings. 

1. Cognitive ability 

Practice points 

• Recent research reaffirms a moderate predictive validity of cognitive ability testing for job performance; 

however, the correlation is lower than previously understood.   

• General cognitive ability tests should be part of a larger process that uses additional selection methods. 

• Testing specific mental abilities (and those relevant to jobs) can add predictive validity.  

• Recent evidence finds possible effects of linguistic and cultural proficiency on the predictive validity of 

(general) cognitive ability testing.  

• Predictive validity for cognitive ability testing varies across occupations; selection based upon test scores 

should not aim to seek comparisons across objectively distinct job categories to establish practice norms 

(e.g., for test administration guidance or thresholds). 

Background 

General cognitive ability (GCA), sometimes called general intelligence or general mental ability, is broadly 

understood as the ability to learn and apply new information through a process of abstraction (Salgado, 2017). 

Cognitive ability testing assesses candidates’ general intelligence (‘g’) and related abilities like verbal and 

numerical reasoning (Beaujean & Benson, 2019; Deary, 2013). The construct g is generally accepted as picking 

out a real trait or personal attribute (Gottfredsson, 1994; Deary, 2012). Cognitive ability test results have for a long 

time been considered highly predictive of job performance and are widely used in recruitment and selection 

processes (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998; Salgado, 2017). 

Predictive validity 

Recent meta-analyses confirm a moderate predictive validity for GCA tests – but the relationship is weaker 

than previously understood. Sackett et al. (2024) analysed 153 studies (2000–2021) correlating GCA with overall 

job performance (ρ = 0.22) and task performance (ρ = 0.23). A prior study (Sackett et al., 2022) found that a refined 

methodology applied to older datasets reduced GCA validity from 0.51 to 0.31. Notably, objective performance 

measures (ρ = 0.38) correlated more strongly than supervisor ratings (ρ = 0.21). 

Salgado & Moscoso (2019) similarly critiqued past methodologies in their meta-analysis (N = 630) of the General 

Aptitude Test Battery (12 cognitive tests) for medium-complexity jobs (62% of U.S. employment). GCA predicted 

job performance across supervisor ratings, production records, work sample tests, and training outcomes but at 

varying strengths. It was more predictive for complex jobs and training success than job performance, 

aligning with Sackett et al. (2024). While GCA remains a valid predictor, the authors advise using it alongside 

other selection methods for greater practical relevance. 
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On this last point, recent research suggests that assessing narrow cognitive abilities and tailoring tests to job-

specific mental skills can enhance predictive validity. Nye et al. (2022), a meta-analysis of studies from 1990–

2020, found that while GCA correlates with multiple job performance dimensions, the strength of these 

relationships varies. Findings demonstrate that narrow cognitive abilities can add incremental validity to GCA 

testing. The largest gains come from abilities weakly correlated with GCA, such as processing speed, auditory and 

visual processing, and reaction and decision speed. This suggests that cognitive testing should incorporate job-

relevant, lower g-loaded abilities where applicable. Grobelny (2018) also found that weighting specific mental 

abilities based on job requirements improves predictive accuracy, with occupation acting as a moderator of GCA’s 

validity. These findings support aligning assessments with the specific cognitive demands of different roles. 

Bias and confounds 

Cognitive ability tests raise concerns about bias, particularly the risk that cultural assumptions may affect their 

predictive validity across different groups. While Australian evidence is scant, international research highlights 

potential issues. In the US, evidence suggests that cognitive tests may overpredict job performance for African 

Americans (Berry & Zhao, 2015). Conversely, a UK meta-analysis (Te Nijenhuis, Pesta & Fuerst, 2024) found that 

white candidates outperformed non-whites on GCA tests, though this gap was smaller for younger cohorts born in 

the UK, suggesting possible influences of language proficiency and acculturation. Despite concluding that GCA 

testing is “valid and unbiased,” they acknowledge concerns about adverse effects on some groups. 

Combined with Sackett et al.’s (2022) findings, for the authors this suggests that GCA testing is best used within a 

broader selection process that carefully integrates multiple assessment methods. More research is needed to 

identify generalised cultural bias effects. 

2. Personality 

Practice points 

• Of the Big Five personality traits, conscientiousness is a moderate predictor of job performance. The other 

4 traits are weak predictors. The Big Five do not have incremental validity with each other, meaning testing 

combination of these constructs does not provide added or cumulative value. This suggests that testing for 

conscientiousness is more worthwhile than a full personality inventory. 

• By contrast, there is evidence that some personality traits, including conscientiousness, have incremental 

validity over cognitive ability. So, it is worthwhile to test for both. In general, personality testing is best used 

in conjunction with other test types.  

• Job characteristics moderate the predictiveness of personality traits for job performance in various ways, 

including the finding that personality traits are more important for less structured roles. But 

conscientiousness is the only trait found to predict performance widely across job roles (and then only 

moderately).  

• Personality testing for traits (like the Big Five) is more predictive for job performance than testing based on 

types (like the popular Myers-Briggs Type Indicator). Predictive validity can also be increased by 

contextualising the test within the occupational requirements.  

• Culture has also been found to influence personality testing: while the underlying traits are generally 

consistent across people from different cultures, how they express those traits is influenced by culture and 

this bears on how tests are designed and ought to be interpreted. 
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• Integrity tests measure personality traits associated with counterproductive behaviour and are moderate-to-

strong predictors of job performance and shown to be especially useful for selection in law enforcement 

and customer service roles. 

Background 

Personality in psychometrics refers to stable traits that shape thoughts, feelings, and behaviour (Hughes & Batey, 

2017). The Five Factor Model (“Big Five”)—openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and 

neuroticism—is widely accepted, though there are alternatives like HEXACO, which has 6 factors. These traits, 

while stable in adulthood, can shift with age and life events (Roberts, Walton & Viechtbauer, 2006). In recruitment, 

personality traits have been correlated with job satisfaction, performance, leadership, and counterproductive 

behaviour. Their predictive power improves when assessments target job-relevant traits. However, like other 

psychometric tools, personality tests are typically used within a broader selection process (Leyens, Ritz & 

Hofmans, 2024).  

Predictive validity 

Recent research finds that conscientiousness is a moderate predictor of job performance. But the other 4 of 

the Big Five traits correlate only weakly with job performance. 

Zell & Lesick (2022) conducted a second-order meta-analysis of 54 studies, confirming significant but weak-to-

moderate correlations. Conscientiousness is the strongest job performance predictor among the Big Five, but only 

shows a barely moderate relationship (ρ = 0.20). Additionally, as Table 2 shows, predictiveness for all traits varies 

across performance domains, with the relationships differing between job and academic performance.  

Table 3: Big 5 personality traits vs performance (extracted from Zell & Lesick, 2022) 

Another study of 4 different proposed interactions between the Big Five personality traits found no significant 

incremental predictive validity Bradburn et al. (2020). This finding suggests that these traits should be assessed as 

required based on job description, because there is no significant additive effect of using a full inventory. 

Conversely, some personality traits have incremental validity for job performance over and above cognitive ability. 

Iliescu et al. (2023) found significant incremental validity for conscientiousness, neuroticism, and agreeableness. 

For selection, these findings support testing these traits in addition to cognitive ability. 

Research shows job context moderates the personality-performance link in various ways (noting that this link 

ranges from weak-to-moderate anyway): 

• A meta-analysis of Big Five inventories specifically using a forced-choice format – found various 

relationships between personality traits and performance in different occupations (Salgado, Anderson & 

Tauriz, 2015). Conscientiousness was found to be a valid predictor for the 5 occupational groups tested 

(customer service, managerial, police, sales, and supervisor) with a highest value for sales (.27). Other 

traits were only weak predictors at best – and openness was not found to be a valid predictor at all.  

Domain Extraversion  Agreeableness  Conscientious-
ness  

Neuroticism  Openness  

Overall  0.10  0.10  0.19  -0.12  0.13  

Job (m=32)  0.14  0.11  0.20  -0.15  0.11  

Academic (m=7)  -0.01  0.07  0.28  -0.03  0.14  

Other (m=15)  0.08  0.09  0.12  -0.10  0.16  
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• Judge & Zapata (2015) found that all Big Five traits predict performance better in unstructured jobs 

requiring more agency, and that job context factors “activate” traits, making them more predictive.  

• He, Donnellan & Mendoza (2019) showed openness and agreeableness predict customer service 

performance and found stronger than average correlations between extraversion and openness and 

manager job performance. But they found little support for broader job-specific correlations.  

• Bergner (2020) confirmed extraversion predicts leadership success (more strongly than cognitive ability). 

Integrity tests 

Integrity tests assess traits like honesty, reliability, and ethics, predicting workplace behaviour. There are two types: 

covert (or personality-based) tests, which assess personality traits indirectly and add validity beyond the Big Five, 

and overt tests, which directly ask about past behaviour and strongly correlate with HEXACO’s Honesty-Humility 

dimension (He & Gong 2010; Casillas et al, 2009; Marcus, Lee & Ashton, 2007). 

These tests predict counterproductive work behaviour (CWB) or workplace deviance (which includes rule-breaking 

intended to benefit the organisation) with moderate-to-strong effects. A meta-analysis on workplace deviance 

(Wing-Man Lau et al., 2023) found an overall validity of .29, rising to .43 when corrected, with the strongest effects 

in military, law enforcement (ρ = .50), and customer service roles (ρ = .47). The effect sizes across countries 

varied, but there were no significant differences between sub-groups within nations for which data was available. 

Integrity tests also correlate with job performance (Griffin, 2018). 

When used in combination with other tests, general cognitive ability has only a weak correlation with integrity test 

scores (Cunningham et al, 2018). 

Bias and confounds 

Personality testing raises several key considerations for selection and recruitment, four of which are outlined here. 

First, a longstanding finding is that trait-based models like the Big Five are more predictive than type-based models 

such as the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) (McCrae & Costa, Jr., 1989; Pittenger, 1993). A more recent 

review (Randall, Isaacson & Ciro, 2017) found evidence supporting MBTI’s construct validity and test-retest 

reliability, but did not compare MBTI with other instruments directly nor challenge the earlier consensus. 

Second, contextualised personality assessments that tailor questions to job roles improve predictive validity. 

A study on law enforcement recruitment (Fisher et al, 2017) found that a contextualised conscientiousness 

measure (r = .30) was far more predictive of job performance than a general version (r = -.01). That finding 

supports earlier meta-analysis showing contextualised personality scores nearly double the validity of generalised 

test scores for four of the Big Five traits (cited in Sosnowska et al, 2018). 

Third, test-taker faking is a concern. There is some evidence that faking sometimes works (Kasten, Freund & 

Staufenbiel, 2020). Instrument design can mitigate this (Lee, 2023). Situational Judgment Tests (SJTs) (see below) 

also resist faking better than personality inventories because faking an SJT correlates with cognitive ability, while 

faking a personality test aligns with personality traits (Kasten, Freund & Staufenbiel, 2020). 

Finally, cultural differences affect personality test results. While personality traits are comparable across 

cultures, cultural norms shape the value placed on different traits, influencing test responses and interpretation. A 

second-order meta-analysis (He, Donnellan & Mendoza, 2019) found conscientiousness and emotional stability 

showed little cross-cultural variation, but agreeableness, openness, and extraversion differed between collectivist 

(China, Taiwan, Singapore) and individualist (USA, Europe) cultures. These differences could affect the weighting 

of personality facets, particularly for global firms. A Turkish meta-analysis (Askun et al., 2024) found stronger 
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effects of agreeableness and openness in collectivist settings and a weaker effect for emotional stability when 

compared to studies in individualist countries. More narrowly, cross-cultural differences also impact faking. Lee’s 

(2023) study comparing US and South Korean test-takers found no significant difference in overall faking 

tendencies, though cultural norms influenced which traits were faked. These results suggest a need for care in the 

interpretation of personality testing in multicultural workforces. 

3. Emotional intelligence (EI) 

Practice points 

• Recent evidence supports the moderate predictive validity of both ability and trait EI for various work-

related outcomes, including job performance. Ability and trait EI based on self-reports are more predictive 

than ability EI testing based on performance.  

• There is some evidence that EI is predictive of at least some work-related outcomes over and above 

cognitive ability and personality testing. EI is most predictive of managers’ organisational commitment and 

may also increase their job performance. Importantly, managers’ EI has also been found to moderate the 

effect of employees’ EI on their performance. Manager EI supports overall effectiveness.  

• The literature supports the value of EI in public sector contexts, finding that it affects public sector 

motivation and work-related outcomes for public servants.   

• As with personality tests, EI testing across cultures has tended to find that while the underlying abilities and 

traits are consistent across cultures, their expression varies, meaning that caution is required in the 

interpretation of their results.  

Background 

Emotional intelligence (EI) gained prominence in the 1990s and is widely used in selection. Broadly, EI can be a 

test of ability focusing on skills like perceiving and managing emotions, or traits like those tested in personality 

testing, or both. Scholars generally favour ability EI conceptually as mixed models rely on self-reports, diverging 

from traditional intelligence measures (Rivers et al, 2020; Robinson, 2024; Lievens & Chan, 2017). Ability EI has a 

weak positive correlation with workplace performance, over and above cognitive ability and personality testing. 

Proposed mechanisms for the effect include teamwork, stress tolerance, and leadership. Some EI abilities may be 

malleable in adults, but debates persist about its relationship with general intelligence, personality, brain functions, 

and cross-cultural validity (Robinson, 2024). 

Predictive validity 

Two recent meta-analyses support the predictive validity of EI testing (of all types) for various work-related 

outcomes.  

Doǧru (2022) undertakes a meta-analysis of studies conducted between 1990-2020 linking EI with organisational 

commitment (acceptance of rules and values), organisational citizenship behaviour (meeting and exceeding 

duties), job performance, job satisfaction, and a relationship to (reduced) job stress. Overall, the meta-analysis 

finds moderate correlations between all 3 kinds of EI (ability, self-report, and mixed) and all 5 workplace outcomes. 

The strengths vary, as shown in Table 3, below, with the strongest effects being on organisational citizenship and 

job stress.  
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Table 4: Emotional intelligence vs workplace outcomes (extracted from Doǧru, 2022) 

Similarly, Grobelny, Radke & Paniotova-Macza (2021) analysed 116 studies on EI and found robust predictive 

validity for various EI test types and job performance (ρ = 0.33). The correlation ranged from 0.31 for performance-

based ability tests, to 0.38 for self-reported trait tests, to 0.48 for self-reported ability tests – these latter instruments 

show strong predictive validity, particularly for abilities over traits. Combined, the two studies suggest a robust 

relationship between EI and various work-related outcomes, testable by different instruments. 

Regarding incremental validity for job performance, Grobelny, Radke & Paniotova-Macza (2021) find previous 

studies on this to be flawed and cannot be assessed based on their datasets. But there is some evidence regarding 

incremental validity for other work-related outcomes. A meta-analysis by Miao, Humphrey & Qian (2017) found that 

self-report and mixed EI tests show incremental validity for organisational commitment over and above cognitive 

ability and the Big Five, with self-report EI also adding validity for turnover intentions. All types of EI testing are 

also correlated with job satisfaction. To the extent that these outcomes relate to job performance this study 

provides some indirect evidence for the usefulness of EI testing for that purpose. 

Moderating effects of occupations and industries 

Both Doǧru (2022) and Grobelny, Radke & Paniotova-Macza (2021) highlight ways that managerial roles 

moderate EI’s predictive validity. Doǧru (2022) finds that EI is more predictive for managers in organisational 

commitment and job performance but less so for other work outcomes. For non-managers, EI has stronger effects 

on organisational citizenship behaviour, job satisfaction, and job stress. Grobelny, Radke & Paniotova-Macza 

(2021) report a slightly weaker EI-job performance correlation for managers (ρ = .30) compared to their overall 

finding (.33). These results suggest recruiters should weigh EI differently based on whether a role involves 

management. 

Grobelny, Radke & Paniotova-Macza (2021) also examine EI’s predictive value by industry. In the context of their 

overall finding of good predictive validity, they also show that EI is most predictive in call centres (.60 – a strong 

predictor here), financial services (.44), uniformed services (.42), and manufacturing (.44). Its impact is weaker in 

healthcare (.16), telecommunications (.16), and retail .18). Government and public services tends towards 

good (.33) and ranks in the mid-range of these findings 

On this last point, other recent research indicates EI’s importance in public sector roles. Levitats et al. (2019) found 

that high EI among managers enhances employee engagement, while EI training improves engagement and social 

responsibility. Triyono & Tjahjono (2023) show that public service motivation mediates the positive relationship 

between EI and organisational commitment. Studies of public servants from Ethiopia (Wonda, 2024) and the 

Netherlands (Eshuis et al., 2023) further link EI dimensions – such as social awareness and emotion appraisal – to 

improved job performance and other work-related outcomes like efficiency, teamwork, and stress management. 

Overall, EI influences work outcomes across industries and hierarchies, with stronger effects in certain roles and 

sectors. This highlights the need for tailored approaches to EI assessment during recruitment and development 

programs. 

  Type Organisational 
commitment  

Organisational 
citizenship  

Job performance  Job satisfaction  Job stress  

Overall  0.26  0.36  0.30  0.29  -0.43  

Ability  0.22  0.29  0.28  0.24  -0.42  

Self-report  0.28  0.37  0.33  0.31  -0.45  

Mixed  0.27  0.35  0.31  0.30  -0.37  
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Bias and confounds 

As with personality tests, the evidence for the cross-cultural validity of EI tests is mixed. A study of Brazilian and 

Portuguese university students (Pereira Teques et al, 2023) finds that an EI instrument demonstrated similar 

psychometric properties (construct validity, reliability, and criterion validity) for both countries. However, a larger, 

older study (Karim & Weisz, 2010) comparing French (Western, individualist) participants with Pakistani (Eastern, 

collectivist) participants found significant group differences in scores. The study found that the test successfully 

measures the same construct across cultures, and that this construct is distinct from cognitive ability and 

personality – though not predictive over and above them. However, individualist cultural background correlates with 

higher scores in all branches of the test (perceiving, using, understanding, and managing emotions). The authors 

caution applying the test across cultures, especially where the scoring norms are non-local (in this case, 

based on American expert consensus). 

Genos Emotional Intelligence Inventory (used in NSW Public Service) 

The evidence is broadly supportive of the reliability and predictive validity of these tests used in NSW 

government. The Genos Emotional Intelligence Inventory (GEII), developed in Australia, is a 7-factor measure 

designed for workplace applications. A 2010 journal article by Genos’s Director Research (Gignac, 2010) shows 

that the test is reliable. However, the author notes that reliability is higher for the total score than for the subscale 

scores, implying that the former is suitable for use in selection and recruitment processes (along with predictive 

validity data) and the latter scores are only suitable for learning and development contexts. Previous peer-reviewed 

studies also correlate GEII with a range of workplace outcomes for pharmaceutical sales representatives’ job 

performance (revenue, days out on calls, short and long sales calls) (Palmer et al, 2009). For the EQi 2.0, a recent 

South African study (van Lill et al, 2023) finds that the model does reliably measure a single construct of EI 

(contrary to some earlier findings – van Zyl, 2014) and that this construct is moderately correlated with job 

performance. 

4. Situational Judgement Tests (SJTs) 

Practice points 

• Recent research supports the use of SJTs in selection processes. While SJTs are highly heterogeneous, 

being developed for specific situations, they tend to be reliable and demonstrate moderate predictive 

validity for job performance.   

• Knowledge-based tests (that ask candidates what they should do in a given scenario) tend to correlate with 

cognitive ability, whereas behaviour-based tests (that ask candidates what they would do) tend to correlate 

with personality traits. But SJTs have been shown to have incremental validity over and above these other 

tests.  

• SJTs have been found to be useful for screening candidates, as they are about as predictive of job 

performance as structured interviews but discriminate better between average and low performers than 

between high performers.   

• SJTs have shown differential results across groups, tending to favour females and members of cultural 

majorities. Culture is a potential confounder of results and may be relevant to how tests are designed and 

conducted. 
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Background 

Situational Judgment Tests (SJTs) evaluate judgment through job-related scenarios, correlating with job 

performance, leadership, and interpersonal skills (Whetzel et al, 2020). Their predictive validity depends on factors 

like response format, scenario design, and rating methods (Whetzel et al, 2020). High-fidelity SJTs, which simulate 

job scenarios, better predict performance but are less practical than low-fidelity questionnaire formats (Corstjens, 

Lievens & Krumm, 2017). A key debate is whether SJTs assess job-specific competencies or general traits like 

judgment. Contextualised SJTs outperform general measures, though single-factor SJTs also predict performance 

effectively (Corstjens, Lievens, Krumm, 2017; Chamorro-Premuzic & Furnham, 2010). Group differences in SJT 

outcomes arise from cultural influences, cognitive abilities, and personality traits, highlighting the need to consider 

these factors in test design and interpretation (Lievens, 2005; Whetzel et al, 2020). 

Predictive validity 

Recent research supports a moderate predictive validity of SJTs for job performance. Webster et al. (2020) 

conducted a meta-analysis of 30 studies on SJTs in medical school admissions, finding a moderate-to-good 

predictive validity for job performance (ρ = .32) and incremental validity beyond cognitive ability and personality. 

Despite sample heterogeneity, they conclude SJTs are valuable early in selection, given their low cost, ease of 

use, and ability to differentiate average from low performers - though they struggle to distinguish between top 

candidates. McDaniel et al. (2007) originally established that SJTs were moderately predictive of job performance 

(ρ = .26) and offering incremental validity beyond cognitive ability and personality. 

SJTs are highly heterogeneous, often designed for specific jobs and tracking different constructs, with flexibility 

considered a strength. While they show low internal consistency, SJTs demonstrate strong test-retest reliability, 

justifying their continued use (Kepes et al, 2024; Kasten & Freund, 2020; Harenbock, Forthmann & Holling, 2023). 

Consistent with this, Christian et al. (2010) found that SJTs' predictive validity improves when constructs align 

with job-specific performance facets. Tiffin et al. (2019) speculate that construct-driven SJTs that measure 

generic constructs like integrity might be more suitable for early-process screening, whereas more job-specific 

SJTs might be suited to later-stage training after exposure to work scenarios.  

Bias and confounds 

SJTs show differential results across groups, raising concerns about potential biases in their design. Bardach 

et al. (2021) examined SJTs in UK teacher education selection, finding that females consistently outscore males, 

with the gap larger among ethnic minorities. White candidates outperform non-whites across all domains, with the 

greatest disparity for non-white males; socioeconomic status had no significant effect. Whether these patterns hold 

in other job contexts remains unclear. In the US, Rosales, Conley & Norris (2024) also found an SJT in an 

anaesthesiology residency program favoured white applicants over Black and Hispanic applicants and those from 

US medical schools. In the UK, Lievens et al. (2016) found SJTs in medical and dentistry admissions also showed 

differences by socioeconomic status, sex, and ethnicity and recommend weighting SJTs equally with cognitive 

ability tests, which tend to favour white males, and could help diversify admissions.  

Evidence on inherent SJT cultural biases that may cause these group differentials is mixed. Schaepers et al. 

(2024) found a German SJT on personal initiative had similar psychometric properties when translated for Cuba, 

suggesting some SJTs can be adapted cross-culturally. However, Schmitt et al. (2019) analysed cultural content in 

an SJT for undergraduate admissions, comparing white Americans and Chinese international students. Responses 

correlated with cultural differences, indicating that cross-cultural – here collectivist and individualist - SJT use 

requires caution. Additionally, Lievens et al. (2019) found that response formats influence majority-minority results 
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differentials. Constructed response formats (written or audiovisual) reduce differences compared to multiple-choice 

formats, likely due to lower cognitive load. The authors note that with technological advances, audiovisual formats 

may now be an accessible way to minimise cultural biases in SJTs, a need that is increasing with migration flows. 

While some SJTs (construct-based, unidimensional) may adapt well across cultures, cultural norms can 

influence test construction and interpretation. 

A different potential confounder of SJTs is faking. Zhang, Cullen & Sackett (2021) found that SJTs are susceptible 

to "faking good", where individuals inflate their scores by guessing what assessors want. Their study compared 

SJT performance under low-stakes (946 medical residents) and high-stakes (275 medical residency applicants) 

conditions, using knowledge- and behaviour-based instructions. Scores were higher in high-stakes scenarios 

regardless of instruction type, with knowledge-based instructions yielding higher scores overall. However, 

behaviour-based instructions ("would do" vs "should do") showed greater susceptibility to faking in high-stakes 

settings. Recent research highlights how artificial intelligence tools like ChatGPT may amplify this issue. 

Harwood, Roulin & Iqbal (2024) observed that SJT scores increased after ChatGPT’s release, even in low-stakes 

mock settings. Detection software struggled to identify AI-generated content, and studies confirmed ChatGPT’s 

proficiency in answering SJTs. 

To mitigate faking risks, Xi et al. (2024) explored a "constructed response retest" format, where participants 

completed SJTs with open-ended responses first, followed by closed responses alongside standard anti-faking 

warnings. This approach reduced faking further when combined with warnings, likely by increasing the perceived 

risk of being caught. These findings suggest that adapting assessment methods can help address faking concerns 

in SJTs. 
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DISCUSSION 

In the findings section, key claims made in the literature were distilled into practice points that indicate the purposes 

for which each type of psychometric test might be useful. The findings also suggest some broader implications for 

practitioners in the NSW public sector, five of which are outlined here. 

1. Psychometric tests are most useful as part of a larger, multi-stage selection process.  

Psychometric tests measure various abilities and traits that candidates possess in differing degrees, many of which 

correlate with work-related outcomes. These abilities and traits are largely distinct but interact, meaning the 

predictive power of psychometric tests is often additive.  

There is limited evidence on the ideal composition or sequence for selection processes. However, given the 

diversity of constructs measured by psychometric tests, their varying predictive power across roles, and the 

benefits of contextualising tests within work contexts, their use should be informed by thorough job analysis and 

capability matching. Tests should align with job requirements, though some have shown moderate predictive power 

across roles and industries. 

This suggests a complex selection process, potentially increasing costs for organisations and candidates. For 

example, while (structured) interviews and assessment centres are strong predictors of job performance, their 

costs and scalability challenges make psychometric testing appealing (Griffin, 2018). Conversely, candidates often 

prefer (unstructured) interviews or open-ended formats, so the use of psychometric tests may attract some 

candidates but deter others (Schroeder et al, 2025; Van Iddekinge, Lievens & Sackett, 2022). 

2. Psychometric testing shapes the candidate pool and so the potential effects of inherent biases and 

differential results across groups requires careful monitoring.  

The findings show that overall, the different types of psychometric testing have differential results across societal 

groups. All else equal, then, increasing the weighting of these tests within a process will influence the composition 

of the candidate pool (e.g., Woods & Patterson, 2024). In other words, it can amplify actual bias. 

Various possibilities for increasing access to candidate pools are available. One approach is to have multiple 

assessments used in a process (Van Iddekinge, Lievens & Sackett, 2022). Subgroup differences found in cognitive 

ability testing can be mitigated by adding assessments with smaller subgroup differences. Additionally, pre-test 

explanations and sample tests can help mitigate racial and socioeconomic disparities in access to coaching. 

Opportunity for culturally-aware design, adaptation and use of SJTs for specific roles needs care and deliberate 

effort, noting the Australian diversity context is unique. The findings from the one study on the UK teaching 

profession and gender raise a few possible lines of inquiry: teaching is a female-dominated profession in many 

Anglo-western countries at least. SJTs used to attract women to male dominated areas may not, however, 

necessarily yield a result if SJTs are shaped by job norms rather than diverse perspectives. Gamification tends to 

be more attractive to males. Depending on job requirements, considerations like these will be relevant to how 

psychometric tests are used within larger selection processes. 

Some findings indicate that rather than the test, the work or job environment, or other factors, may discriminate 

based upon race. In other words, a good test result was achievable by minority cohorts but did not match job 

performance. Strategies to ensure elimination of discrimination in a workplace remain necessary. A challenge with 

the research is a lack of studies about or on Australia and any unique cultural dynamics. This is relevant especially 

for First Nations candidates. 

The findings from some narrow studies of SJTs also highlight a performance differential depending upon race and 

culture, favouring white (majority) candidates. These studies, like the tests, are highly occupation specific with two 

studies on postgraduate student admissions. SJT tests themselves are not uniform. 

3. The use case for non-cognitive psychometric tests is strongest for leadership and managerial roles.  
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Non-cognitive psychometric constructs have clear and important implications for predicting work-related outcomes 

for managerial roles. The Big Five, although generally weak predictors, have also been found to be more predictive 

for relatively less structured roles, a category that overlaps with management.  

Broadly, personality predictive validity is only weak-towards-moderate. The implication is sparing use of personality 

testing as a main selection tool, and preference among these for conscientiousness testing in general, and integrity 

tests for specific roles (i.e., customer service and law enforcement). 

Overall, predictive validity is generally stronger for EI and SJTs than personality testing, especially traits other than 

conscientiousness, and these tests should be preferred wherever possible – albeit with caution around the potential 

biases noted above. Data on key demographics collected at time of testing could be helpful to monitor for gender 

and culture bias (with usual caveats around a sufficient sample size). 

4. The development of artificial intelligence is changing the way that selection operates in practice.  

The rapid development of generative artificial intelligence (AI) tools is an emerging issue in selection and 

recruitment. As noted, AI tools have shown some potential for enabling faking. Additionally, there is early evidence 

that AI-written answers may improve overall performance in interviews (Canagasuriam & Lukacik, 2025). ChatGPT 

has shown some ability to perform well on some cognitive ability tests, possibly enabling cheating in unsupervised 

settings (Hickman, Dunlop & Wolf, 2024). Against this, generative AI might help candidates prepare and, if they are 

going to be using such tools in their jobs, using them in tests might not reduce validity (Lievens & Dunlop 2024). 

For organisations, AI tools are increasingly used to scan resumes and develop position descriptions, among other 

HR tasks. The broader issues this raises are beyond the scope of this report. However, there are concerns that 

using AI tools throughout the selection process might reinforce biases. Conversely, AI tools themselves might help 

address potential biases in selection processes. For example, one recent study found that women candidates’ 

preferred interacting with an AI evaluator than a man, which might be relevant to attracting women to male-

dominated fields (Steinberg & Hohenberger, 2023).   

Generative AI is a continuation of a trend of technology enabling increased access to and speed in selection 

processes, traded off with risks around automated reinforcement of bias and destabilisation of performance and 

behaviour norms by which to assess candidates.  

5. Recent literature supports the usefulness of psychometric testing for recruitment and selection – and 

largely supports current NSW policy.  

Current guidance in the NSW public sector supports the use of these 4 types of psychometric testing, which can be 

chosen to fulfil legal requirements for merit selection processes. This report broadly acknowledges the utility of 

these tests – especially when used with careful job analysis (provided for in the NSW guide) and in appropriate 

combinations (NSW Public Service Commission, 2025). The NSW guide also provides advice about the order of 

the selection process as Table 4 below shows. 

Table 5: Order of assessments (from NSW Public Service Commission, 2025) 

This ANZSOG report offers some support for SJTs, which often have a personality loading, to be used in screening 

candidates. In addition, emotional intelligence testing may be useful to inform selection for management positions. 

 Assessments As part of pre-screening Earlier in process Later in process 

Cognitive ability tests  Yes Yes - 

Interviews  - - Yes 

Personality 
questionnaires  

- - Yes 

Work sample exercises  - Yes Yes 
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If a test is administered earlier, steps could be taken to separate or conceal a test ranking where there is a concern 

about relative test performance influencing selectors in a subsequent selection step. 

Finally, Appendix A maps the findings from this ANZSOG report onto the NSW Public Sector Capability Framework 

(2020), on which job descriptions are based, providing guidance for the composition of selection processes, and 

reinforcing the utility of these tests. 
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CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK 

In conclusion, based on a thematic analysis of empirical evidence to date and noting methodological limitations, the 

findings are representative of the latest evidence in the field of psychometric testing for selection. On this basis, 

there are three headline developments since NSW OPSC last reviewed the evidence base in 2018:  

1. Cognitive ability testing remains the strongest psychometric tool for predicting job performance, but new 

evidence finds that this relationship is weaker than previously understood and supports the incremental validity 

of narrow cognitive abilities in some circumstances. 

2. Regarding non-cognitive psychometric testing, recent evidence confirms that conscientiousness is the main 

personality-trait predictor of job performance, while strengthening the importance of this trait and emotional 

intelligence for management roles and confirming the reliability and moderate predictiveness of SJTs. 

3. The academic literature identifies a range of possible biases and confounds affecting psychometric testing, 

especially how test results are interpreted and incorporated in selection processes, and emergent challenges 

around faking. Culture is usually demarcated between collectivist and individualist societies, or between black 

minority and white majority. Australia’s context has unique features. 

Regarding future research, an important gap identified is the relative lack of public sector specific research, 

especially relevant to Australia. Future work in this area, then, might include governments undertaking studies of 

their own use of these tests and how they track job performance. Given key findings around the importance of 

matching selection processes to job descriptions, and unique aspects of public sector employment like integrity 

requirements, public sector motivation, and hierarchical organisation structures, this research would help confirm 

fairer and more accurate selection in the public sector, while also contributing to the broader literature.  
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APPENDIX A 

Table 6: Mapping key findings to the NSW Public Sector Capability Framework 

Capability Relevant findings Reference 

Display resilience and 
courage 

Openness and extraversion as measured by Big Five 
personality tests are somewhat predictive of job 
performance. The effect is stronger for customer service 
jobs. 

Emotional intelligence is correlated with lower likelihood of 
experiencing job stress. 

Zell & Lesick, 2022; 
He, Donnellan & 
Mendoza, 2019; 
Doǧru, 2022. 

Act with integrity General cognitive ability is correlated with organisational 
citizenship behaviours, as is emotional intelligence. This 
latter effect is stronger for non-managerial employees. 

Integrity tests predict counterproductive behaviours and are 
moderate to strong predictors of job performance. 

Nye et al, 2022; 
Doǧru, 2022; Wing-
Man Lau et al, 2023; 
Ones et al, 1993.  

Manage self Conscientiousness is the personality trait most strongly 
predictive of job performance – and adds validity over and 
above cognitive ability. 

Zell & Lesick, 2022; 
Iliescu et al, 2023. 

Value diversity and 
inclusion 

Agreeableness is somewhat predictive of job performance 
and adds incremental validity over and above cognitive 
ability. 

Zell & Lesick, 2022; 
Iliescu et al, 2023. 

Communicate 
effectively 

General intelligence includes verbal reasoning and is a 
predictor of job performance. 

Extraversion and openness are also both correlated with 
job performance. 

Sackett et al, 2024; 
Zell & Lesick, 2022. 

Commit to customer 
service 

Emotional intelligence is most strongly correlated with job 
performance in call centres, and it is correlated with job 
performance for street-level bureaucrats. 

Grobelny, Radke & 
Paniotova-Macza, 
2021; Eshuis, de 
Boer & Klijn, 2021. 

Work collaboratively Situational judgement tests have been found to be 
moderately predictive of teamwork. 

Christian et al, 2010. 

Influence and negotiate Emotional intelligence includes recognising emotions in 
others and is predictive of job performance. 

Bergner, 2020 

Deliver results General cognitive ability is a moderate-to-strong predictor of 
job performance across occupations and outcomes. 

Sackett et al, 2024; 
Salgado & Moscoso, 
2019; Nye et al, 
2022. 

Plan and prioritise Situational judgement tests are moderate predictors of job 
performance and add validity over and above cognitive 
ability and personality. 

Webster et al, 2020; 
McDaniel et al, 2007. 

Think and solve 
problems 

General cognitive ability includes the ability to apply 
learning. Behaviour-based situational judgement tests 
measure how people respond to scenarios and have 
incremental validity over general cognitive ability. 

Sackett et al, 2024; 
McDaniel et al, 2007. 

Demonstrate 
accountability 

Emotional intelligence is correlated with organisational 
commitment and organisational citizenship behaviours. 

Doǧru, 2022 

Finance Cognitive ability, including verbal and numerical reasoning, 
may be relevant here as a moderate predictor of job 
performance. 

Sackett et al, 2024. 
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Based on NSW Public Sector Capability Framework 2020, available via: 

https://www.psc.nsw.gov.au/assets/psc/documents/capability_framework_v2_2020.pdf 

Capability Relevant findings Reference 

Technology Narrow cognitive abilities, including visual-spatial 
reasoning, can add predictive validity over and above 
general intelligence. 

Nye et al, 2022. 

Procurement and 
contract management 

Knowledge-based situational judgement tests measure how 
people apply rules in different scenarios and are moderate 
predictors of job performance. 

McDaniel et al, 2007. 

Project management Conscientiousness is correlated with task performance. Zell & Lesick, 2022. 

Manage and develop 
people 

Cognitive ability is correlated with leadership success, 
moderated by openness and emotional stability.  

Cognitive ability is slightly less predictive of managers’ job 
performance than non-managers; whereas the relationship 
is possibly reversed for emotional intelligence. 

Bergner, 2020; 
Sackett et al, 2024; 
Doǧru, 2022 (but cf 
Grobelny, Radke & 
Paniotova-Macza, 
2021). 

Inspire direction and 
purpose 

Extraversion is correlated with leadership success, as are, 
to a lesser degree, openness and emotional stability. 

Bergner, 2022. 

Optimise business 
outcomes 

Managers’ emotional intelligence influences the connection 
between staff emotional intelligence and job performance. 

Levitats, 2019. 

Manage reform and 
change 

Emotional intelligence is correlated with managers’ 
organisational commitment. 

Dogru, 2022; 
Grobelny, Radke & 
Paniotova-Macza, 
2021. 

Specialised capabilities Narrow cognitive abilities can add predictive validity over 
and above general intelligence. 

Contextualising personality tests in the work context can 
increase their predictiveness. 

Nye et al, 2022; 
Fisher et al, 2017. 

https://www.psc.nsw.gov.au/assets/psc/documents/capability_framework_v2_2020.pdf
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