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Gary P. Latham
University of Toronto

A predictive validation study of the situational interview (SI) and the patterned behavioral
description interview (PBDI) was conducted for the criterion of teamplaying behavior.
Both the SI and PBDI were valid predictors (r 5.41, .34, respectively). Only the SI,
however, had incremental validity. Reasons for this finding are explained in terms of the
development and scoring of SI items, conducting a pilot study, use of a panel who took
notes, and the method of including/excluding interview applicants and questions for a
validation study.

N umerous meta-analyses have shown that to the

extent that a selection interview is structured, it is

both reliable and valid (e.g., Huffcutt & Arthur, 1994;

McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt, & Maurer, 1994). Moreover,

Cortina, Goldstein, Payne, Davison, and Gilliland (2000),

in a series of meta-analyses, found that highly structured

interviews have incremental validity beyond cognitive

ability and conscientiousness combined.

Two such structured interviews are the situational

interview (SI) and the patterned behavioral description

interview (PBDI). Four distinguishing features of the SI are

the focus on intentions, the assessment of these intentions

through the dilemma presented in each SI question, the

development of a behavioral scoring guide, and a pilot test

to eliminate questions where there is no variance in

responses (Latham, 1989; Maurer, Sue-Chan, & Latham,

1999). With regard to the latter, Guion (1998, p. 614)

commented that the explicit provision of a pilot test for SI

questions is ‘‘noteworthy because people who would never

dream of developing written tests without pilot studies do

not hesitate to develop interview guides without them.

Building a psychometric device without pilot studies

displays unwarranted arrogance – or ignorance, of the

many things that can go wrong.’’

Among the distinguishing features of the PBDI are the

focus on past behavior, and the probing of interviewees to

enable the interviewer to understand the basis for each

response. Moreover, unlike the SI, the dimensions that the

questions are assessing are usually made transparent to the

interviewee. A scoring guide is not an essential aspect of

this technique (Janz, 1989). Nevertheless, most researchers

now include one (e.g., Pulakos & Schmitt, 1995).

Both interview techniques are based on a job analysis,

namely the critical incident technique. Meta-analyses of

one or both of these two interview techniques suggest that

the criterion-related validity coefficient hovers around .50

(e.g., Latham & Sue-Chan, 1999; Taylor & Small, 2002).

In an enumerative review of the literature, Landy and

Shankster (1994, p. 275) concluded that: ‘‘The ideal

interview for predicting job success would be situational

and structured.’’ Recent studies provide a basis for

questioning this conclusion.

In one of the first studies to compare the SI and PBDI,

Bradley, Wiesner, and Latham (1993) found that neither

the SI nor the PBDI were valid predictors of Canadian

Forces naval candidates’ performance. This was because of

severe restriction of range in the criterion. Two of the 10

criterion measures had no variance, and only four had ‘‘any

appreciable variance’’ (p. 14). Most candidates were rated

3 on a 5-point Likert type scale.

Wiesner and his colleagues (Huffcutt, Weekley, Wiesner,

Degroot, and Jones, 2001) reanalyzed the data. In doing so,

they reduced the sample size from 37 to 27 for the SI, and

28 for the PBDI, reporting that ‘‘37 (participants) were

eventually selected to attend officer training’’, and that:

‘‘A few candidates dropped out early in the training and did

not receive performance ratings.’’ (p. 627). Consequently,

the non-significant validity coefficient (r 5o.20) of the

PBDI obtained in the former study became significant (r 5

.40, po.05) while the non-significant validity coefficient
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for the SI (r 5.01) remained non-significant (r 5.10). In

addition, they subjectively chose 12 of the original 21

interview questions to create what they perceived to be

parallel SI and PBDI items. This led to an increase in the

validity of the PBDI (r 5.47) while the SI coefficient

remained non-significant (r 5.20). The decision rules for

including/excluding applicants and questions for the

reanalysis were not provided. This methodology, plus the

small sample size, was criticized by Cureton (1950) as

‘‘baloney’’ because it produces a spurious validity coeffi-

cient. A cross validation study is likely to yield validity

coefficients that are not significantly different from zero.

Despite the limitations of the above reanalysis, a meta-

analysis by Huffcutt, Conway, Roth, and Klehe (2004)

supported the conclusion by Huffcutt et al. (2001) that the

PBDI is more appropriate for predicting performance on

higher level tasks than is the SI. The authors acknowledged,

however, that the number of SI-validation studies of

complex positions on which they based their conclusion

was small (k 5 6). Moreover, they stated that the presence

of a pilot study was not reported in many instances, and

most importantly ‘‘a majority of the situational studies in

the current interview literature include questions that do

not have a dilemma’’ (Huffcutt et al., 2004, p. 269).

A meta-analysis by Taylor and Small (2002) found no

support for the conclusion that situational questions are

less valid for predicting complex performance than they are

for predicting performance on tasks of low or medium

complexity. Moreover, they found greater unexplained

variance across SI than PBDI studies.

. . . . We noticed rather heterogeneous approaches to how
questions and answer rating scales were developed among
primary studies. Examples of situational questions devel-
oped by Latham and colleagues . . . suggest that those
authors not only pose questions as hypothetical dilemmas,
but that these dilemmas typically involve choices between
two competing values . . . In contrast other researchers have
developed situational questions which neither present
dilemmas nor focus on values (p. 290).

Examples of the latter include studies by Campion,

Campion, and Hudson (1994), as well as the study by

Pulakos and Schmitt (1995). Both studies reported low

validity coefficients. The presence of a dilemma differenti-

ates the SI from what Campion et al. called future interview

questions (FI). An example of an FI question is as follows:

As you are crossing a busy street with your aging parent,
she calls out to you for assistance. What would you do?

A comparable SI question is:

As you are crossing a busy street with your aging parent,
she calls out to you for assistance. As you turn to help, a
gust of wind blows the winning lottery ticket worth a
million dollars out of your hands down the street. What
would you do?

To minimize a socially desirable response, a dilemma is

presented to minimize the transparency of the dimension

that is being assessed. A limitation of the Pulakos and

Schmitt (1995) study is that the interviewees were informed

of the dimension that was being assessed by each SI

question.

As Landy and Shankster (1994) argued, meta-analysis

and traditional empirical research are complementary

rather than competitors. Meta-analysis can help overcome

equivocation regarding extant research findings where a

traditional single study cannot, but the results of a meta-

analysis, as Landy and Shankster noted, depend heavily

on the designs used and operations chosen to study a

phenomenon, as well as the subsequent decision rules for

including/excluding studies.

Huffcutt et al.’s (2001, 2004) conclusion that the PBDI is

more appropriate than the SI for predicting performance on

higher level tasks is of considerable practical importance.

However, the small number of SI studies identified by

Huffcutt et al. (2004) that assessed the criterion-related

validity of the SI for complex tasks (k 5 6) and the variance

of these studies regarding the presence or absence of a pilot

test or a dilemma suggest the need for further empirical

research.

The purpose of the present study was to assess the

predictive validity of both the PBDI and the SI where the

questions contain a dilemma, and a pilot study was

conducted. As was the case with Huffcutt et al. (2001),

the present study (a) focused on an inter-personal criterion,

namely teamplaying behavior, (b) was conducted in

Canada, and (c) the participants were recent college

graduates. These graduates were applying to an MBA

program as opposed to a Canadian Naval training program

for officer candidates.

The present study was conducted consistent with the

Dean’s strategy for moving the school’s ratings to among

the top 10 in North America. Much of the work in the

MBA program is done in teams, making team playing a

crucial prerequisite for the student to receive an MBA

degree. This emphasis on working in teams by the school is

meant to reflect the same relative emphasis that exists in

industry. Teamplaying ability has been argued to be a core

managerial competency in the 21st century (Allred, Snow,

& Miles, 1996).

Based on Wood’s (1986) definition, teamwork behavior

is a complex task. There is component complexity in the

number of distinct acts and information cues that are

inputs to the task product; coordinative complexity

regarding the number and nature of the relationships

among task inputs; and dynamic complexity in terms of the

number and nature of the task inputs and relationships

among them over time.

Stevens and Campion (1994) found that the knowledge,

skills, and abilities (KSAs) for teamwork fall into two

overall categories, which can be further divided into five

subcategories and 14 specific KSAs. Hence teamplaying
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has a large number of inputs, is coordinatively complex as

it contains task inputs which require integrating cues in

judgment, and coordinating simultaneous information for

different sources. An example is the KSA ‘‘to maximize

consonance between non-verbal and verbal messages, and

to recognize and interpret the non-verbal messages of

others’’ (Stevens & Campion, 1994, p. 505). Teamplaying

behavior is dynamically complex because of the on-going

changes in the acts and information cues required to

perform the task.

The hypothesis of the study, based on the above

discussion, was that after correct development and pilot

testing of interview questions, both the PBDI and the SI

correlate significantly with teamplaying behavior. On the

basis of previous meta-analyses, we did not hypothesize a

significant difference between the validity coefficients of

the two interview-techniques.

Method

Participants

Seventy-nine (47%) of the 167 incoming MBA students in

a Canadian university were interviewed.1 Of these 79

students, 29 were female (37%), compared with 52 (31%)

in the total program. On average, the interviewees were 28

years old (SD 5 3.6), compared with 28 (SD 5 3.5) in the

entire cohort. All of them had an undergraduate degree

from a university. They had an average of 4.9 years of work

experience (SD 5 3), compared with 4.7 years (SD 5 3) for

the entire cohort. Examples of their previous work

experience included positions as marketing director, inter-

national marketing director, manager/chief engineer, assis-

tant professor, corporate commodity manager, etc. Their

high intelligence can be inferred from the GMAT scores.

The sample’s mean score (665.45, SD 5 48.37) falls within

the 88th percentile of total GMAT-takers in that time-

period (GMAC, 2004).

Procedure

Four 2nd-year MBA students served as subject matter

experts (SMEs). Using the critical incident technique

(Flanagan, 1954), and following the procedures described

by Latham (1989) and Janz (1989), these SMEs and the

first author collected 24 critical incidents and developed

parallel SI and PBDI questions. For each pair of questions,

the SMEs developed a scoring guide with behavioral

benchmarks that illustrated outstanding (score 5 5), ac-

ceptable (score 5 3), and unacceptable (score 5 1) answers.

Based on a pilot test that was conducted with 31

students who did not take part in the validation study, the

SMEs revised the questions and scoring guide. Questions

for which agreement on the scoring guide could not be

reached were eliminated, as well as questions that revealed

lack of variance in responses. This resulted in nine parallel

SI and PBDI questions. An example of an SI and parallel

PBDI question is shown in Table 1.

Administration of the Interviews. Students were in-

formed that they would be asked questions regarding

difficult situations that they are likely to encounter during

their 2-year MBA program. The sequence in which the SI and

PBDI questions were asked was randomly determined prior

to each interview session so as to minimize order effects.

Each participant was interviewed by the first author and

another Ph.D. student, who had been trained as an

interviewer. One interviewer read the questions, and both

interviewers independently recorded and scored the re-

sponses on the basis of the behavioral scoring guide. At

the end of each interview, the two interviewers briefly

discussed the scoring of each response, and reached

consensus for each item. At no point did the interviewees

see the scoring guide. Interviewees were admitted into the

program regardless of their interview scores.

Criterion. The criterion was teamplaying behavior

during the first term of the MBA program, as assessed by

peers. Teamplaying behavior was measured using behavior

observation scales (BOS) (Latham & Wexley, 1977, 1994).

BOS are algebraic Likert-type scales where the total score is

the sum of the observed frequency with which each

behavior has been demonstrated. BOS have been shown

to be content-valid, to correlate positively with hard

criteria, and to have high inter-observer reliability (e.g.,

Latham & Wexley, 1977; Latham & Skarlicki, 1995).

Furthermore, the use of BOS is associated with high clarity,

user acceptance (Tziner & Kopelman, 1988), subsequent

performance, and satisfaction with the appraisal process

(Tziner, Kopelman, & Livnech, 1993).

The BOS used in this study had been developed by Sue-

Chan and Latham (2004) for coaching purposes. The

original BOS consisted of 14 behavioral items derived from

a critical incident job analysis such as ‘‘motivates team-

mates to produce extremely high standards of work’’, each

followed by a 5-point Likert-type scale (0–4). In a study

involving 31 MBA students, Sue-Chan and Latham found

that the internal consistency of the BOS was satisfactory

(a5 .73). There was a significant correlation between BOS

scores and the students’ grade point average in the MBA

program (r 5.61, po.05). The current study used 13 of the

14 items, excluding the item ‘‘knows how to use software

necessary for completing an assignment’’.

Anonymous peer appraisals have been found to have

high validity (Love, 1981; Mumford, 1983). This is

because peers usually have frequent contacts with one

another, and thus have more data on which to make an

assessment than faculty members. In an MBA program that

relies heavily on teamwork behavior, students’ peers often

see the outcomes of one another’s work, and they also see

the daily behavior through which these outcomes are

achieved. Finally, peers are arguably the most appropriate

judges of a person’s teamwork behavior. Consequently,

peers (n 5 5–6) within study groups evaluated each other
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on the BOS at the end of the first term in the MBA program.

This occurred prior to them being informed of their first

term final grades. Study groups are constructed by the

Director of the MBA program prior to the first week of

classes. The students were assured that their peer assess-

ments would be anonymous, and would not affect anyone’s

grade or standing in the program.

Results

Reliability

The inter-rater reliability of the SI and PBDI was .83

(po.01) and .92 (po.01), respectively. These inter-rater

reliabilities are typical for panel interviews using structured

interview questions (Conway, Jako, & Goodman, 1995).

Cronbach’s a coefficient was .50 and .71 for the SI and

PBDI, respectively. This finding is consistent with that

reported by Huffcutt et al. (2001). Cronbach’s a coefficient

for the BOS was .96. The inter-rater agreement (single class

ICC) was .67.

Validity

Means, standard deviations, and correlations are reported

in Table 2. Consistent with the hypothesis, the predictive

validity coefficient of the PBDI (r 5.34, po.01) with

teamplaying behavior was significant. However, the pre-

dictive validity of the SI (r 5.41, po.01) was also

significant. The difference in the magnitude of these two

validity coefficients was not significant.

The correlation between the responses to the SI and the

PBDI were significant (r 5.48, po.01). Despite the

moderately high correlation in the present study between

these two interview techniques, Table 3 shows that when

performance was regressed on the SI and PBDI, the amount

of variance in peer assessments of teamplaying behavior

that was predicted by combining the SI and PBDI was

significant. The amount of variance predicted did not

increase significantly by adding the PBDI to the SI (step 2

in Table 3). But, when the order of the two interview

techniques was reversed, the SI had incremental validity

beyond the PBDI. The correlation between GMAT scores

and responses to the SI (r 5.07) and the PBDI (r 5.14) was

not significant despite a range of scores from the mid-500s

to high 600s.

Discussion

The present study supports earlier findings regarding the

criterion-related validity of the PBDI for predicting

Table 1. Example for a parallel SI and PBDI question

SI question Your group is working on a very important project. All of you want to achieve a good grade. You have a
tight deadline. One member of your group was especially successful in this area the last term.
Supported by two other group members, she takes the lead on your group project. She keeps the
minutes and controls the flow of information during the discussion. However, you have the strong
impression that she only records ideas supportive of her position, and makes decisions on issues
without consulting with others. What would you do?

BDI question Tell me about a time when someone took over the leadership of a group project, and ignored
contributions that were not in accordance with his or her own opinion. What were the circumstances?
What exactly did you do? What was the outcome?

Scoring guide
5 Involve the other group members; ask them their opinions on the topic of discussion; ask everyone to

take notes; ask the leader to send her notes for correction and supplementation by the others.
3 Or: ask someone to take the minutes and send them to the group for comment.

Or: confront the current leader only if I am not satisfied with the direction the project is taking. Do
nothing if I think that the solution achieved so far is actually good for the project.

1 Do nothing.

Rating 1 2 3 4 5

SI, situational interview; PBDI, patterned behavioral description interview.
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performance on a complex task (Pulakos & Schmitt, 1995;

Huffcutt et al., 2001, 2004). Moreover, the present study

supports previous findings that neither the PBDI nor the SI

correlate significantly with cognitive ability (e.g., Huffcutt

et al., 2001).

Hunter, Schmidt, and Judiesch (1990) developed a 3-level

classification system where unskilled or semiskilled jobs are

considered low in complexity; technicians, supervisors, and

administrators are considered medium complexity jobs;

managerial and professional jobs are considered relatively

highly complex. Performance criteria in previous SI studies

involving sales (Kleinmann & Deller, 1993), innovation and

leadership (Schuler, Funke, Moser, & Donat, 1995), serving

on a finance committee and mentoring others (Latham &

Skarlicki, 1995), analytical thinking and cultural sensitivity

(Gibb & Taylor, 2001) as well as teamplaying in an MBA

program (present study) suggest that the SI, consistent with

the Hunter et al. (1990) classification system, can be as

effective, if not more so than the PBDI for assessing

performance on highly complex tasks.

Kleinmann and Deller (1993) obtained a validity

coefficient of .45 (po.05) for the selection of international

sales managers of industry machinery where the criterion

was a supervisory-based performance appraisal. Schuler et

al., 1995) combined both the SI and behavioral questions

to predict innovation, leadership, and cooperation of

industrial researchers as assessed by supervisors. The

respective validity coefficients were .27 and .32. The

validity coefficients increased to .44 and .51 when the rater

and the ratee were acquainted for 2 or more years. The

behavioral questions, however, were not presented in the

form of a PBDI.

Latham and Skarlicki (1995) examined the criterion-

related validity of the SI and the PBDI in regard to peer

assessments of organizational citizenship behavior of

university professors toward the university in general

(e.g., serving on a finance committee) and toward

individuals with the organization (e.g., mentoring junior

faculty).2 Significant validity coefficients (.50, .30) were

obtained only for faculty responses to the SI. The two

validity coefficients for the PBDI were not significant (.16,

.02). The latter, however, did not include a scoring guide.

The necessity of a scoring guide was shown by Taylor and

Small (2002).

Gibb and Taylor (2001) compared the criterion-related

validity of SI and PBDI questions of social workers in New

Zealand using ‘‘questions designed to be as parallel as

possible’’. The criterion was a composite score of super-

visory ratings of analytical thinking, achieving the task,

cultural sensitivity and inter-personal skills. The validity

coefficients were .60 and .40 for the SI and the PBDI,

respectively.

Huffcutt et al.’s (2001) conclusion regarding the

inability of the SI to predict a higher level job criterion

Table 2. Correlation Matrix

n M SD Age Gender GMAT SI PBDI Perf.

Age 167 28.18 3.48 –
Gender a 167 .31 .46 � .03 –
GMAT 167 665.45 48.37 � .10 � .28** –
SI 79 3.00 .47 � .15 .07 .07 (.50)
PBDI 79 2.68 .59 � .18 .01 .14 .48** (.71)
Performance 162 3.18 .54 � .24** .12 .20** .41** .34** (.96)

Note: *po.05,**po.01, internal consistencies are reported in the diagonal.
a0 5 male, 1 5 female, correlations are point biserial, since the variable is dichotomous.
[SI, situational interview; PBDI, patterned behavioral description interview.]

Table 3. Performance Regressed on SI and PBDI

Variable F Adjusted R2 R2 change b

Step 1 SI 15.01** .16 .17 .41**

Step 2 SI 8.78** .17 .17 .33**

BDI .03 .18
Step 3 BDI 9.35** .10 .11 .34**

Step 4 BDI 8.78** .17 .11 .18
SI .08 .33**

Note: **po.01, *po.05, wpo.10, n 5 75.
[SI, situational interview; PBDI, patterned behavioral description interview.]
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was not supported in the present study despite the fact that

the performance criterion in this study and in their naval

officer study were similar (i.e., inter-personal skills), and

the applicants in both studies were similar, namely recent

university graduates. That the SI had incremental validity

relative to the PBDI, although not hypothesized, is never-

theless consistent with previous studies (Latham &

Skarlicki, 1995; Sue-Chan, Latham, & Evans, 1995; Little,

Shoenfelt, & Brown, 2000). This finding supports Huffcutt

et al.’s (2001) conclusion that the two interview techniques

may not be interchangeable.

We believe the primary reason for finding comparably

high validity for the SI for a complex task is the result of

pilot testing questions that contain a dilemma. As Gilmore,

Stevens, Harrell-Cook, and Ferris (1999) noted, a primary

objective of structured interviews is to minimize the

contaminating effect of impression management tactics

used by interviewees. It is the dilemma that ‘‘forces’’ people

to state their intentions (Maurer et al., 1999). Questions

producing little variance or confusion in scoring during the

pretest were eliminated. Pilot testing is necessary for

minimizing the use of interview questions that allow for

impression management (Latham & Sue-Chan, 1999).

Another factor differentiating the use of the SI in this

study from Huffcutt et al. (2001) is the panel interview

taking notes of the interviewee’s responses. Interviewers

reached consensus on the evaluation of each answer

through arguments based on the similarity between the

content of one’s notes and the scoring guide. Note taking of

applicant responses is not only relevant for post-interview

discussion among interviewers, it is necessary for ensuring

that in their discussion the interview panel sufficiently

processes the applicant’s answers to each question to ensure

their thorough understanding of it. In contrast, Huffcutt et

al. (2001) used a single interviewer. The interviewer ‘‘read

each question exactly as written and then circled the

appropriate rating based on the applicant’s response’’

(p. 626). A second person scored an interviewee’s responses

that had been audio taped. The failure to use a panel, which

took behavioral notes for subsequent discussion, may

explain the non-significant validity coefficients that they

obtained for the SI. Burnett, Fan, Motowidlo, and DeGroot

(1998) found that note-takers who recorded the candi-

date’s actual responses made more valid interview ratings

than those who did not do so.

The scoring procedure used in this study may also

explain the present results. Each SI item was evaluated. A

limitation of the Pulakos and Schmitt (1995) study is that

the individual’s overall interview scores did not reflect the

evaluation of responses to each interview question. That is,

the interviewers did not base their decision on their

evaluation of a person’s responses to each SI question.

Instead, they evaluated an interview on the eight dimen-

sions the interview was supposed to assess (p. 292, p. 296).

Interviewers were unconstrained in the extent to which

they allowed the answers to each question to influence the

rating on the respective dimension (p. 296). Similarly,

Latham and Saari (1984) obtained a non-significant

validity coefficient when the interviewers scored an

interviewee’s performance in the interview as a whole

rather than on each SI item.

The practical significance of the present study is that it

shows that the SI, when properly developed and scored, has

predictive validity for highly intelligent, highly educated

college graduates performing a complex task. This finding

is consistent with previous studies of university faculty

(Latham & Skarlicki, 1995), industrial researchers and

engineers (Moser & Schuler, 2001), sales managers

(Kleinmann & Deller, 1993), and social workers (Gibb &

Taylor, 2001).

Limitations of the present study include the context and

the relatively small sample size. The generalizability of the

present results obtained in a university requires examina-

tion in other organizational settings. A small sample size

typical of many predictive validation studies, are suscep-

tible to methodological artifacts. Hence the complemen-

tary nature between a single empirical study and a future

meta-analysis was noted earlier in this paper.

Future empirical studies should focus on the construct

validity of the PBDI and the SI. Empirical support for the

assertion that past behavior is a predictor of future

behavior adds little to the understanding of the mechan-

isms that are being assessed. If carefully developed and

pilot tested, the SI allegedly assesses intentions. A rival

hypothesis is that the SI assesses job experience/knowledge

(Taylor & Small, 2002). Yet, neither hypothesis has been

systematically tested. Future research on the underlying

constructs of these two interview techniques, as well as the

importance of the dilemma for the SI are clearly needed.
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Notes

1. The number of participants would have been higher if

not for two events: (a) In the request of incoming MBA

students to sign up for the interviews, students were told

to contact the first author via her email address.

Unfortunately, the School switched its email systems

at the time of the interviews. This caused unexpected

difficulties and an unknown percentage of incoming as

well as outgoing emails never reached their destination

without signaling an error message. (b) The last

interviews were to be conducted in the week of the

10th and 14th of September, 2001. Because of the
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catastrophe on September 11th, only six of the

remaining 12 interviews could be conducted before

the beginning of the term.

2. Huffcutt et al. might argue that a validity study of OCB

or contextual performance is not comparable with a

criterion measure of overall job performance. The

distinction between OCB and (job) performance,

however, is less apparent in practice than it has been

proposed in theory. Van Dyne and LePine (1998) found

a correlation of .75 between a measure of helping and

task performance. In a meta-analysis, Podsakoff,

MacKenzie, Paine, and Bachrach (2000) found that

OCB has considerable influence on supervisory evalua-

tions of (content) performance. Moreover, Morrison

(1994) found that employees view OCB as an expected

part of their job. The role of OCB may be especially

important in higher-level jobs. Rather than argue that

OCB falls outside a person’s job description, Borman

and Brush (1993) argued that contextual performance is

simply a different kind of performance (i.e., without

respect to the in-, extra-role distinction).
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