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RESEARCH QUESTION

What are the measurable qualities that define executive presence and how can we use these to tangibly assess
leaders?

INTRODUCTION

In order to best identify potential future leaders within the organization, a company needs to find a way to measure
the qualities of executive presence both to ensure that all of the company’s leadership values are being truly
expressed in everyday actions and to increase the effectiveness of succession planning among the organization’s
upper-tier executives.

DEFINING EXECUTIVE PRESENCE

A person exhibiting executive presence is someone who, by virtue of the effect he or she has on an audience,
exerts influence beyond that conferred by formal authority.! While several models defining qualities for
executive presence exist, a simple and practical model to encompass these qualities categorizes them into three
dimensions:

1. Character - Person-based qualities leaders develop that tend to build trust and foster goodwill. These
personal-based qualities include but are not limited to authenticity, emotional intelligence, curiosity,
courage, and perseverance.

2. Substance - Cultivated qualities of mature leadership that speak to credibility, temperament, and
having a vision that inspires people. Executive presence could be demonstrated by being responsive,
respectful, able to get others on board with their ideas and actions, and seeing the big picture.

3. Style - Overt aspects of presence, such as the way one shows up, the energy and assertiveness brought
forth, and the way one connects and interacts with others.? Examples are being confident while
speaking clearly and concisely. *

If other dimensions than these are used for evaluating executive presence, they must answer the question: ““Why
is this employee rated on this measure?”*

METHODS FOR IDENTIFYING QUALITIES OF EXECUTIVE PRESENCE

» Emotional Intelligence — The Bar-On Emotional Quotient Inventory (Bar-ON EQ-i) assesses the presence
and degree of emotional intelligence. This instrument diagnostically identifies emotional intelligence and
suggests how to improve it.>

» Authenticity —Taking an inventory of key factors for authentic leadership can assist in determining if an
individual possesses authenticity. These key factors are positive psychological capital, positive moral
perspective, self-awareness, self-regulation (self-control/restraint), processes/behaviors, and veritable and
sustained performance beyond expectations (see Appendix A for complete inventory diagnostic).®

» Credibility — Although observation and performance over time can identify credibility, a more formal
credibility assessment can be utilized (see Appendix B for an example).’

» Integrity — Though critical, it is often overlooked since the likelihood of employees getting caught when
misbehaving low and thus integrity is often estimated higher than it should be.® Therefore observation alone
may not be a good indicator of integrity and psychometric personality-based tests are a viable option for
assessment as they have consistently been proven valid in predicting employee behavior.?

» Communication and Interactivity — A variety of assessments can be used to identify competencies in
communication, conflict resolution ability, and effective workplace interactions (see Appendix D for a
comprehensive review of available assessments).!”



MEASURING EXECUTIVE PRESENCE FOR ASSESSMENT

One of the common challenges of measuring executive presence is that some aspects of executive presence can
be measured while some cannot. To successfully measure the identities of executive presence, qualitative and
quantitative measures should both be conducted.

Qualitative measurement such as 360-degree feedback is recommended. Subjective multi-perspective
evaluations that relies on the input of employees’ superiors, peers, subordinates, customers, suppliers and
families can make the measurement of executive presence more transparent, objective and participative.!! Other
qualitative methods include measuring qualitatively against person specific goals, collecting forced choice
responses for regarding observation of behavior which improves accuracy'?, and offering observable behavioral
examples to improve the use of rating system. The focus of qualitative methods will provide measurements about
how employees accomplished their goals and the steps can be taken for improvement.

Quantitative measurements include the actions of tracking tangible metrics, such as turnover and attendance of
people working for key leaders, and using metrics to observe any correlations with executive presence
competencies and tangible measurements. Quantified indicators need to be continually observed and rectified to
find the best fit to evaluate the executive presence. Evaluating executive presence separately from other
evaluations prevents executive presence from being disregarded when viewed alongside other factors that are
more heavily rewarded within an organization’s culture.

ACHIEVING EXECUTIVE PRESENCE

1. Link Intangible Executive Presence Competencies to Tangible Outcomes
e Measure activities or projects that require specific intangible qualities to be successful.
e Intangible qualities on their own not linked to specific outcomes tend to be ignored.

2. Measure Outcomes
e QOutcomes of all projects need to be measured in terms of competencies as well as results.
e Use feedback forms and surveys given to persons working with leaders during beginning,
middle, and end phases of projects.
e Executive presence has to be assessed continually not just on an annual or semi-annual basis.

3. Manage and Budget
e Management needs to commit to identifying, measuring, and developing executive
presence.
e Use appropriate reinforcement of desired competencies on an ongoing process.

e Executive presence management initiatives have to be budgeted for in order to ensure they
will be executed and not just discussed. '3

4. Analyze and Predict
e Link specific executive competencies and employee behaviors to performance and
potential.'*
e Use regression to determine which indicators are correlated to desired behavior.

CONCLUSION

Executive presence has to be defined, observed, and properly measured to identify future executive candidates
as well as improve the performance of current leaders. A proper system has to be put in place to specifically
address this issue that is consistent and reinforced by a culture that rewards and reinforces desired competencies.
The ideas outlined in this summary offer a good starting point on which to develop a solid program for improving
executive presence throughout an organization.
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Appendix A:

Inventory Diagnostic for Assessing Components of Authenticity for Executive Presence

Psychological Capital

Positive Moral Perspective

Self- Awareness/ Self-
Regulation

positive emotions to foster
the emotional and cognitive
development of other

organizational members?

persistent growth over a period of
time?

Does the employee Yes | No | Does the employee exclusively act Yes No | Does the employee Yes | No
effectively project in a moral manner? possess an awareness of
confidence? his or her unique talents,
strengths, and sense of
purpose?
Is the employee Yes | No | Does the employee have a Yes No | Does the employee have a Yes | No
consistently optimistic? transparent and ethical decision basic and fundamental
making process? awareness of one’s
knowledge, experience,
and capabilities?
Is the employee hopeful Yes | No | Isthe employee capable of Yes No | Isthe employee able to Yes | No
that situations will have addressing ethical issues in a demonstrate an
positive outcomes? courageous and resilient manner? understanding of his or her
identity, emotions, and
motives/goals?
Does the employee show Yes | No | Does the employee demonstrate an | Yes No | Can the employee show Yes | No
resiliency when faced with ability to further develop moral self-control/restraint by (a)
challenges? capacity, efficacy, courage, and setting internal standards,
resiliency? (b) assessing discrepancies
between these standards
and actual or expected
outcomes, and (c)
identifying intended
actions for reconciling
these discrepancies?
Leadership Processes/Behaviors Veritable and Sustained Performance Total Yes Count
Beyond Expectations
Does the employee lead by Yes | No | Does the employee use ethical Yes No Total No Count
example? values to attained sustained
performance? .
Does the employee Yes | No | Does the employee demonstrate an | Yes No Yes/No Ratio
demonstrate consistency understanding of how the
between their words and organization is fundamentally run? Notes:
actions?
Does the employee engage Yes | No | Isthe employee consistently Yes No
in positive social exchanges delivering performance above what
with others? is expected?
Can the employee leverage Yes | No | Does the employee demonstrate Yes No




Appendix B:

Example of a Credibility Assessment Process. Note that DM represents Decision Maker, the person
administrating the assessment.

Guide to Credibility Assessment — An Overview
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The Credibility Assessment — Purpose & Principles
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A Structured Approach to Credibility Assessment

International protection determinations ans conducied with a two-stage appmach. Stage one i the gathering of
redemiant information, the identification of the matenal facts of the: applcation and the delemination of whether and
which of the Applicant’s staferments and other evndence can be acoepied. Stage two & the analysks of the wel-
founded fear of persecution and real rk of seriows: ham.

STAGE ONE: Assassing the Craedibility of the Applicant’s Statermants & Other Evidence

MWiote: The opportunity to comment on potential adwerse credibility findings must be provided
up urtil a decision is made.

Al asformania and other ovidoraes: alrianbalng the caim musst ba galesd by

ko the applicant and the DR Bridenne miatod S e caim may be submitied

by e Appiican] o geinorad by e D up un@l e deckeion =made. Bomune D
the Applcant mmeay nod know e grouncs o nlamasona jprotection, tha

mramination of the kels of the deim should be boed.

Onen e DM M galnemd all the lecls n e cme, his or e delarmines: winich

may mieie o proiechon gounds:. Docisons onwieiner o gant saheswill o

miaiia o ha basts of e aseesrmion? of tha malanal ks ol the applesbon. D
Malnsgl fana oo o e hesrt of the applieabon and muet ba doery delonmined.

STEP 3= Ini EsrEEang ha ooy ol oach matonal aet e DM ghas due conacanalion o

the credbily mdcaions n e kghl ol the indvidual and conlhil croumaieroes: D
s e = b LR Sl ol tha Applcant and the clors el could afioct the DM insarpresation of $e
E&ACH MATERIAL FACT miomagon.

4

STEP 4:

=
4 + 4

@ Rejecied Malorial Facts 0 Uncortain Madorial Facts:
focie ek uficont dolmils Lincoriain laoizwiich am
il am ncomeiziont and Implasbic. unapporind by oo or D
othar eenoe, o & incle bl
which @n sment ol doub? nETans:.

+

Corgicder apphing the: bancif of tha doutlt for sserh semaining melenal loct

abeotr which @n ciamasnt ol doult romains winen Tha slalsmonta e on o whioio
obenan, plasin and corslan] with GO and ey eoianalions provided D
by Ehe: Appiican] o appsrent conbsdcbone, Inconsizionnics, omiesions: and
meraLstites: am reErorank

Outing all ecoepriand malmrel iaos Tedwill De leken nio accounl n Sege Wo -
i vl Anuniced Fear e senious e anoieds. Thesss will be ha malanl lecls

ARE ACCEPTED AND ectoplod of Sk 4 aewoll a2 thosn ot e sooapind ol Slap & afler heving D
ARE REJECTED, STATE besan given e bonelil of the doubl. Sioie e mosore ior eocapobng and mjering
REASONS WHY ok Ml fact




The Credibility Assessment 1/2
— Factors to Take Into Account

FACTORS AFFECTING THE APPLICANT
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The Credibility Assessment 22
— Factors to Take Into Account

RACTORS AFFECTING THE APPLICANT [CONTINLIED)
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Ly 120z T -l Ape, sorial sSahe, prolession, religon and beliefs, nrl or wban backgroond, sic.

RACTORS AFFECTING THE DECISION-MAKER

Thee obiescivity and mpardalily pancipal rquines an appesach fo he credbilly exsaseman hal minimie es aubjacb .
The DA shouid bo awere thal subjorb iy can malonakrs feougic

If thee O ha= decided oni a conchesion, his or her iz moee lely to befeve: the evidenoe that
supports: that conchesion, even if it & unsound, & conoept, known as the halo efedt, & a tendenoy
wherneby the DM nigks sifer believing or not beliewing everpthing. The halo eflect increases the:
weight of first impressions, and subzequent informmation may be treated a= imedearn.

The Db should ot approach credibiily asseesment from his or ber oarn background and e
expenences (Swhal would |, or someans | know do in this sthuation 77, The DM should be aaars
of the influ=nce of his or her own educational background. The DM should inot be influsnced by
his or her views of what & pluegbie or not. The DM should be aware of the: iendency 1o befiee
statements becawse they are inked by logic or assodaled o beliefs his or her holds.

The Db shouwld not star with scepiciem or a nefusal mind-set, which may peejedics and dision
the credibilily amsessment. The DM should not feel persorally annoyed or imialed when his or her
coreiders the Applicart haxs fed. Asarness i the antidote: to oubjectivity.

The Db showld be asare of e influence that societal, political, nstibhfional conlects that ans
peared iowands: preventing imeguir immigration may have on his or her mind-s=t and attiudes.
The Db should remember that the: obectve is protection and must wphaold fondamental rights.

&::..ue-ufﬂ':rqnetir\e n.Ihn:IH'i:'I:ld-r.,H'i: D!ﬂrlq'ﬁ'ldb:lqmn:ppi:ln‘unh

Fowgine soposune foacoounts of toruns, vidienoe, or i treatment can ke 2 i
toll. Dshefied i a coping strai=gy but may undermine objectivily and impartaly. Emotioral
detachment may transie into disbefiedf and a reluctanos to engage with the applicant’s acoount.




Appendix C:

Example of a performance rating system that incorporates examples of behavior for guidance of
executive presence qualities (note that these are not the same qualities suggested in the executive

summary but demonstrates a viable part of a measurement process).

High score {outer edge)

189 8|7|6(5|%|3(2(1

Low score (inmer circles)

CHTIOUS

Stories Positive - impressive - poor reputation - failure -
positive reputation - sirong embarrassing moments -
personal brand -

Politically Sensitive to other people’s Speaks without thinking - burns

E ATLATE self esteem - respectful - bridges - insensttive - bull in a
ﬁ works around the hierarchy - china shop - naive
= understands fie potwrer

siystems

Conrage Challenge - prepared to deal Wil avoud rather than confront
with difficult izsies - mmportant issues - tolerant of
confront unspoken problems - fatlure - lacks challenge - blames
accepts responsibility otfers

Professional Smart - sharp - well groomed Untidy - dresses down - late -

image - organised - on time - well smells of aleohol - il prepared -

E prepared smoker
£ | social skills Empatiny - listener - connects Oiet, reserved and nncomfortable
= with people - interested - i a crownd, Appears remote or -

anti-secial - poor soctal skills

Inspirational

Dimpressive - persnasive -

Uncomfortable - boring - dull -

EGO STATE

management

statesmanlike - respectful

presenter interesting - engaging apologehic

Future Thinks ahead - changes things Operational focus - resolving day

orientation for the better - shaping a new te day problems and issues - tied
reality up in the here and now

Corporate view | Big picture thinking - whole Departmental{local perspectroe -
company view - thinks loyal and defender of close
crstomer - thinks about the colleagues and local prionties
wide implications of
decisions

Clarity Simplifies things - Lacks focus - many priorities -
SHIMMATises - gets to the real [fights nunny battles - adds to the
tssues - brings order to chaes confusion

Passion Dirive - enthusinsm - positive Tired - lack energy - drained -
- can do negatioe

Gtate Calm - umflappable - Emotional - wears leart on sleee

- shows anger/frustration or
dizappointment

Self belief

Inmer and outer confidence -
resilience - positive self talk

Low confidence - worrted - self
donbt - negative self talk




Drmemnsiom Dreschpliom

Frfwure Thae rarre T - tire won sk resp ibilifty or take respronsTbilify for
ariesrfafiorn shrapriseg 'Ha'.e_iﬁ.rim of the organisation.
5 prle are ooer elhmed by oprerati '} - They go fo mectings, they

resaloe the Ems fhrat appear in fhe offfce or arrise :u'! FFredr mbar

The realify for execwtive leadersinp is fhatf fhe best people manage fo fTnd fimee, even
amidst day to day chaos, to work on strategies and challenges fhaf develop the Prsiness
it fiee fafnre. TWhat do won talk abont on a day by day basis. TWhat would preople
notice™

How weell do wou find time fo wvork writh yowr colleagnes fo shape, chrallenge armsd develop
yorr part of fhe orgamication info the frfure?™

Are yor able fo challenge soen the parts of the business yor heiped fo create?

Corprorate To wwlrat extent are won able to retain a broad vicowr of these discussions or to what excternd
TieTr do yor airvr fo profect your owen back yard?
Those o p e wrill think crsformer, fhink orerall orgamisafion

FoQUs

armd prwd e orgamisafion as a mi‘n:li.e afreasd af local issues.

They would be able fo discuss thedr cwen prart of the organisation ebjectizely and opeecly
withowt appearing fo be overly profective or defernsive.

Clarity I organisational Tife woe are aften smnn:l;!e.d’ writh informmation. Reporfs can rum fo pages,
data carn app & stirrg, proe waan go o for hours.

Are yor able fo sifi fhrough the detail and gef fo the proint? Can you bring clarity fo
cormplexify.

D ywor ask for moers arnd rrore information befores you are able fo make a decision or cam
yor identifiy just the key fact you necd and mrooe fororard.

Drows wour inpwt elp peoprle see the light or add more layers of commprlexify™

FPassiom Howr mencl excifesmenwt, emergny and en:ﬁ‘z:usmsm ddo won bring fo wwork. Passion fends fo be
a?r_,ﬁer:l'ta;rs arad o caan d o ith ponr cormmritrent and drive. The
conTerse is also Dery true; e ne_gw:l.‘!i:le sloffr Iike Teader can sef a tore soliere wwork seemes
Frrgdsd

Stafe Howr do you react solien you are angry” Howw do you deal woith real pressure, acorsations,
raanagerment | les, mafair criticissn. TWE are only as good as onr wworst srorment and fhese woorst meosments
can fuel onr stories and our legend. To possess execntite presemnce, you nesd fo aDe mery
strong state managerment. ¥ou need fo be fire one wrhoe can rise abooe the drama of
situaticon and whe s abrle fo reenain calm amd stafesmanlilke

EGOSTATE

Self belicf TWhat gors on inside pour head ™ TWhat do you say fo pourself (yorr self ftalk ) aohen yrow
are abonut fo wralk fnfo a largs faportant meeetfing.

e of the cormerstones of Executive Presence is inner confidence amnd self belief The areas
isr #ris el aIT e mf eguity but o lack of confidence can fmpact srany of fhe
offaer areas.

This is notf about what wre say fo offeers. Whien asked - under comfTadent people 10ilT offemn
resprand posifively and writh wwonds that imply confldence. Those whoe lack self belief aoill
oftern disguise their iprer disguict.

FF

THmem si om TDhe scripTiom

Stories TWhat do peoprile say abouf you™ There are a r of perspectives to firis. Are yoae

= The prerson that everyomne can rely on fo deliver on firme?

= The omne with an amazing frack record?

= The mamager wrho never brys a drink at Christmas?

= The person wine bravesd ferrible woeather fo make swre they made if fo a customer on
trre?

= The prerson il is aluays late?

= The ome Raving an affair wwith someons in e offfce™

= The peamager that starfed off in & Dery fanior role here so is sl seem by some as the
‘ofiTce boy” f

These all muatter - srhaf are your stories amd avhat do they say about you?™

Folitically Yo maly not ke if buf most organisations are political. There Is offen a pecking order 7
AT people solro meed to be consulfesd, terrifories to relaid T fr e iffoe ab £
wnd repufafions fo preserDe.

Ohree o are in a senior leadershipr p dr] these carn be armpeliffed and can becorme
mrore significant. You dor’t meed to becore “political” in o Machriaoellian” woaly buf o
do rerd fo raise yorr auareness of howr politics work in your organisafion so thaf yon
wrork with this amd nwof againsE if

Y¥or can mainfain your infegrity, buf meed fo umdercsiand oo things gt done and wwho
the ‘poiver players” arel

' -

LEGEND

A o e Howwr prepared are wou fo confront Sifffcult issues? You wrill go £ smany smestings and ear
Tofs of id. awpaed g2 aficns. Are you fermpied woiff ‘grouptimnk’.

Howr preparced are wou fo challenge sehat wou rear? Sometitnes you will need conrage fo
redress performance issues writh peoprle in ygorr feam or to clrallenge your Poss and maakes
sure hefche doesn 't fripr wpr

Ortlrer tivtes you might reed fo raise JTerlf Quesficons or WoITies oF comcerns when it is
easier to say aothing. Dy yor Raoe the corrage fo accept responsibilify wven thiings o
wrromg or do yor seck fo bPlame offters™

FProfessional | Do ywou look e part? Care _for wour appearance is moef a trivial isswe. People do nofice

Trage o yor ook ansd fhe fTrst imprression you makes even on dress dowwrn days and days sofen

Dbusiness casual” Is oo nre ged.

Are won dressimg for ftle job wou srant or the job yor hawe? What do the saccessiwl and

senicor people wear in your orgamisation?

Im addition, pay attention fo how organised and professional ywor look. Do you scrabbls

amndﬁra el T c.?lemed bire and @ scrap of paper fo take mofes or do won give a sirong
T oif pre I org isafion and preparation?

IMPACT

Social skills Howwr wwell can you srork @ room? Social skills are clearly itnprortasnt in meany
circwrmstances but for the executive they are pat to the test in a room fwll of preople, maany
o meiror il not be Kz o o, H el can yor connect, listen and engaee with
people anthentically? Doy youd COME Across as genninely interested and curiows?

Imnspirafional | Yor will be judged by your presentafions af conferemoss; your nits o your feef at a
presenter planning conference and a myriad of otfer presentations. What impact do yow hase on
your ardicnce and what fmprression do wou create? It is mot good emongh fo be "ORK" at
executive level. ¥or need to wowwr preopile.







Appendix D:

Reviews of various workplace assessments centering on communication.

Table A-1. Reviews of assessments of commumication competency in terms of selected assessment characteristics and source
M - ati ‘
Name/Description Scores Definition Reliability feod | o igity Corelation | Strengths
and dfmgﬂ with measures | and Limitations
Presentation Skills Prafile Total score and six None reported. None Pilot tested with None reported. | Strengths
subscores: Reported. |business This instrument is a learning

24 items

Author
Ian MacDonald

Publisher

HRDQ

2002 Fenaissance Boulevard
#100

King of Prussia, PA 19406-
2756

(B00) 6334533

http-/www. hrdg.com

Date
1997

Testing Time
10 to 15 minutes scoring time
60 to 90 minutes interpretation
and discussion

Cost

$63.00 Participant guide.
feedback form. and facilitator
ouide

(1) Objectives

(2) Audience

(3) Structure

(4) Impact

(5) Visual aids

(6) Stage

Stating goals and
evaluating
presentation.

Analyzing your
audience.

Designing a clear
and logical structure.

Creating aural
impact and creating
visual impact

Effectively using
visual aids.

Preparing and
delivering high-
performance
presentations.

professionals and
business college
students.

tool rather than a formal
test.

In higher education. it could
be used in courses to help
students better understand
effective practices in
preparing and delivering
high ¢uality presentations.

Instrument is easy to
administer and score.

Limitations
Instrument has litfle
psychometric evidence.

Table A-1. Reviews of assessments of communication competency in terms of selected assessment characteristics and source—Continued
. . , . - Method e Correlation Strengths
Name/Description Scores Definition Reliability and desien Validity with measures | and Limitations
Commumication Competency | Total score Designed to assess | Alpha coefficient None CCSR reflects the The CCSE. Strengths
Self-Repart Questionnaire college students’ of .87 was re+ported. | 19 functional correlated with | The 19 items provide
(CCSR) self-perceptions of | reported. communication the Personal information about the
their own competencies Report of stdents” perceptions of
19 items COmnmumcation approved by the Comnmmica- comnmmication abilities in
competence. National tion several situations. Could
Author Commumication Apprehension. | be used as a pre- and
E_B. Rubin Association. postmeasure for a course
Examines or major and may help to
Original Instrument abilities— identify changes in
Located In: (1) Public perceptions (Morreale and
R.B. Rubmn (1985). The speaking Backlund 1996).
Validity of the (2) Interaction
Commmmication Competency | (3) Listening Administration and
Assessment Instrument. scoring are highly
Commumication standardized (Morreale
Monographs, 52, 173-185. and Backlund 1996).
Testing Time Limitations
15 to 20 minutes Validity studies indicate
that self-perceptions may
not be accurate measure of
communication

competence (Morreale and
Backlund 1996).




Table A-1.

Reviews of assessments of communication competency in terms of selected assessment characteristics and source—Continued

MName/Description

Scores

Definition

Reliability

The Competent Speaker
Speech Evaluation Form

19 items

Authors
S P Morreale, £ P. Moore,
D.S. Tatum and R. Hulbert-
Johnson

Publisher

National Commumnication
Association

1765 N Street N'W
Washington. DC 20036

Testing Time

Length of assigned speech
plus an additional 10
mimites. Requires
approximately 2 hours of
training.

Cost

$17.50 for members of
National Comnmmication
Association

$22.50 for nonmembers

Eight competencies

are assessed:

(1) Topic

(2) Purpose

(3) Supporting
material

(4) Organization

(5) Language

(6) Voice

(7) Usage

(8) Physical
behaviors

Designed to assess
college students”
public speaking
performance

Training mamual
includes discussion
of each competency
and an explanation
of how each would
be demonstrated at
excellent.
satisfactory. and
unsatisfactory
levels. Instructions
are included for
preparing a video
tape to demonstrate
different levels of

student performance

along with
information about
how other speech
commumnication
educators evaluated
sample speeches.

High inter-rater
reliability was
reported after
training of
ASSESSOrS.

Method Validity Correlation Strengths
and design - with measures and Limitations
None Developers A positive Strengths
reported. conducted correlation Instrument has mmultiple
extensive literature was reported purposes, including
review fo with seven evaluate informative and
determine public persuasive speeches in
appropriate speaking class, testing-in or testing-
competencies and items on out placement purposes,
criteria. Panel of Communica- tool for instructing and
11 speech tion advising students, and
commumnication Competency generate assessment data
educators was Assessment for departmental or
involved in final instrument. institutional
Version. accountability
Limitatioms

Current instrument does
not link with higher order
skills, such as critical
thinking. because major
components of preparing
speeches and delivering
them.

Table A-1.

Reviews of assessments of communication competency in terms o

f selected

assessment characteristics and sowrce—Continued

Name/Description

Scores

Definition

Reliability

Method
and design

Wali

Correlation
with measures

Strengths
and Limitations

Basic Course
cation C Ty
Adeasure

24 items

Authors
W.S.Z. Ford and A D. Wolvin

Original Instrument
Located In:

W.S.Z. Ford and A D.
Wolvin. (1993). The
Differential Impact of a
Basic Communication
Course on Perceived
Commumication
Competencies in Class.
Work, and Social Contexts.
Commmicarion Educarion,
42 215-223

Testing Time
15 to 20 minutes

Total score

Self-perceptions
about:
{1} Public speaking
{2) Interpersonal
communication
(3) Interviewing
{4) Group
commminication
{5) Listening self-
confidence

Designed to assess
college students”
self-perceptions of
their owmn
comnmim cation
competence.

Cronbach alpha
coefficients ranged
from 93 to 95 on
the three context
subscales—class,
socialfamily. and
work.

MNone
reported.

Students who
completed the
instrument on a
pre- and
postcourse basis
demonstrated
significantly
higher scores after
completion of the
course.

MNone
reported.

Swrengths

This instrument is a good
indicator of perceived
change in commumication
abilities. It can be used
for the commumnication
course (Morreale and
Backlund 1996).

Limitations

Because instrument is self-
report, the outcomes may
not correspond with the
actual development of
these commmmication
abilities (Morreale and
Backlund 1296).

Correlation
with measures

All three

Strengths
and Linutations

Strengths

Table A-1. Reviews of assessments of communication competency in terms of selected assessment characteristics and source—Continued
Method
MName/Description Scores Definition Feliability Walidity
P : and design o
Communicative Competence Teotal score and Used to assess 96 coefficient None Evidence of
Seale (CCS) five subscores: dimensions of alpha (and .74 reported. | construct validity

36 stems

Aunthor
I MM Wiemann

Original Instrument
Located In:

IM Weimann. (19
Explication and Test of a
Model of Communicative

Competence. Human
Communication Research. 3
195-213.

Testing Time
Less than 5 minutes

(1) General
Competence

(2} Empathy

(3} Affiliation/
Support

(3) Behavioral
Flexibility

(4) Social
Relaxation

interpersonal
competence.

Instrument
assesses another
person’s
communicative
competence by
responding to
items using Likert
scales that range
from strongly
agree <57 to
strongly disagree
=1

Can also be used
as selfreport.

magnitade of
experimental
effect) (Wiemann
1977).

94 to .95 owverall
alpha with
subscale scores
ranging from .68 to
82 (Jones and
Brunner 1984).

_84 alpha (Street,
Mulac, and
Wiemann 1988)

On self-report
version, alpha of
90 (Cupach and
Spitzberg 1983}

Alpha of 91
(Hazleton and
Cupach 1986)

Alpha of 86
(Query. Parry. and
Flint 1292)

(McLaughlin and
Cody 1982; Street.
Mulac, and
Wiemana 1988).

dimensions of
Interaction
Iovolvement
Scale scores
positively
correlated with
CCS (Cegala et
al. 1982).

Strongly
correlated with

and trait self-

rated
competence
(Cupach and
Spitzberg
1983).

Scale used with college
students only.

Instrument can be
completed quickly.

Instrument can help college
smdents understand their
commumnication
competence.

It has strong reliability data.

Limitations

Perotti and DeWine
(1987) recommend that
instrument be nsed as
composite measure of
commmumnicative
competence rather than
breaking scores into the
five subareas. There are
some issues with the
factor structure




Tabls A-3 Reviews of assessments of interpersonal skills in terms of selected assessment characteristics and source
_ B . o Method i Correlation Strengths
MName/Description Scores Definition Reliability and design Walidity with menenres | and T imitations
Conflict Management Total score for each | 9/9 Synergistic; “Testing for internal | None Background of test | MNone reported. | Strengths
Appraisal (CMMA) —Assessment|of the five conflict |55 Compromise: consistency of reported developer affects This instrument is a learning

by Others
60 items

Author
Tay Hall

Publisher

Teleometrics International
1755 Woodstead Court
The Woodlands, T

Date
1986

Testing Time
30 minutes

Cost
$7.95 per instrument

management styles

Across the four
COMtexts raw SCores
are summed to
obtain total raw
scores on the five
styles.

Rate each item
regarding conflict
by using a 10-point
scale ranging from
completely
uncharacteristic
to completely
characteristic “10.7
Ratings may be
compared with self
ratings obtained on
the Conflict
Management
Survey (a
companion

1/9 YieldTose; 91
Win-Lose: 1/1 Lose-
Leave.

First number in each
pair represents
degree of concem for|.
personal goals and
second aumber
represents the degree
of concern for
relationship.

Twelve stems for
each overall style
score are evenly
distributed across
four contexts:
personal orientation,
interpersonal
relationships, small
group relationships.
and mtergroup
relationships_

A rater evaluates an
assaciate (coworker.
a personal or social
acquaintance, or
family member) in
terms of how the
individual handles
conflict.

CMA . an item
analysis yielded a
mean Crenbach
Alpha of 81: the
median alpha was

P

857 (test manual.

20)

content validity_
Author has
significant
experience in the
field for developing
the instruments as
highlighted by two
books, The Executive
Trap (1992) and The
Competence Process

(1980).

tool rather than a formal
test. It could be used 1o
stimmlate discussion about
team building or improving
relations._

Limitations

It lacks a technical manual
that addresses important
issues. such as validity
studies, interscale
correlations. and inferrater
agreement.

instrument)
——

Table A-3. Rewviews of assessments of interpersonal skills in terms of selected assessment characteristics and source—Continued

S L . . Method . Correlation Strengths
MName/Dx s Drefinit Reliability Walidity =
erDescription cores on S and design | 7Y with measures | and Limitations
Conflict Management survey, | Lotal score for each | 9/9 Synergistics Split half cne Background of test | | Mone reported. | Strengths
Self-Assessment of the five conflict |5/5 Compromise; coefficients ranged |reported. |developer affects This instrument is a learning

60 items

Author
Tay Hall

Publisher

Telecmetrics International
1755 Woodstead Court

The Woodlands, T3

7 80-0964

hiip:/farwnw. teleometrics. com

Dates
1969-1986
Testing Time
30 minutes

Cost
$8 95 per instrument

management styles

Across the four
contexts. raw scores
are summed to
obtain total raw
scores on the five
styles.

Rate each item
regarding conflict
by using a 10-point
scale ranging from
completely
uncharacteristic
to completely
characteristic <107
Fatings may be
compared with self-
ratings obtained on

ey

1/ FieldTose; 941
Win-Lose: 1/1 Lose-
Leave.

First oumber in each
pair represents
degree of concern for
personal goals:
second number
represents the degree
of concern for
relationship

Twelve items for
each overall style
score are evenly
distributed across
four contexts:
personal orientation,
interpersonal
relationships, small
eroup relationships
and intergroup
relationships.

A rater evaluates an.
associate (coworker,
a personal or social
acquaintance, or
family member) in
terms of how the

from 70 to 87
r

styles.

eported for the five

comtent validity_
Author has
significant
experience in the
field for developing
the instruments as
highlighted by two
books. The Execufive
Trap (1992) and The
Comperence Process
(19807

tool rather than a formal
test. It could be used to
stimmuilate discussion about
team building or improving
relations.

Limitations

Instrument lacks a technical
manual that addresses
important issues such as
validity evidence, including
construct validity .

the Conflict individual handles

Management conflict.

Survey (a

companion

instruient).

Table A-3. Reviews of assessments of interpersonal skills m terms of selected assessment characteristics and souwrce— Continued
TMame/Description Scores Definition Feliability Method Falidity Cerrelation Strengths
and desion with measures and Limitations
Trorking . dcsossing Skl Tiine subscores Thstrument desigmed |Feliability for each  |MMone Trinial teview None reported. | Strengths
Habits, and Siyle for students” self- constmct ranged reported identified Instrument can be a
assessment. from .52 for systems competencies diagnostic measure to
S0 items thinking to 75 for through numerous identify areas in which
(1) Taking Taking personal persisting. resources, including students could benefit most

Authors responsibility |responsibility for SCANS. from educational

Curtis Miles and Phyllis
Grummon

Publisher

H and H Publishing Company.

Inc.

1231 Kapp Drive

Clearwater, FL 33765-2116
(B0OO0) 366-4079

http-fwwnw hhpublishine com

Date
1996

Testing Time
30 minutes

Cost

1-90 instruments=%4.00 per
instrument or 100+=%3.50 per
instrument

(2) Working in
teams

(3} Persisting

(43 A sense of
belonging

(5) Life-long
learning

(63 Adapting to
change

(7) Permanent
problem
solving

(8} Information
processing

(9) Systems
inking

assigned tasks

Paying attention to
soals of group and
social processes used
to accomplish goals.

Staying with a task
until completion

Taking pride in one”
wark

Leaming throughout
their lifetime

Level of comfort
with changes.

Interest and skill at
using systematic
problem solving
skills.

Using multiple
strate;
managing their own
leaming.

Understanding of
relationship among
parts in a system and
effects of actions
within a svstena,

— —

Instrument field
tested in 13 different
colleges.

Teachers returned
their assessment of
students (using same
mstrument), which
was matched with
individual stademnt”
perceptions
Significant
correlations with
student and teacher
perceptions on all
scales, except
adapting to change.

interventions (Maduschke
and Grummon 1998}

Results can help inform the
development of individual
plans to address perceived
weaknesses and build on
strengths.

It can be used by both
faculty and counselors to

help smdents become better
prepared for the werkplace.

Instrument has been field
tested and used with college
students in commumity
colleges, technical colleges,
and state universities.

Limitations
None




Table A-3.

Reviews of assessments of interpersonal skills i terms of selected

assessment characternistics and souwrce—Continued

Method

Cormelation

™ ame-']:)escnphcn Scores Definition Reliability and desicm alidity - tions
INSTGHT Inventory Eight profile scores |Consists of two lists |Coefficient alpha Began with | Author cites the Evidence of Stremgths
for each area work |of 32 adjectives ranged from 71 to imitial set of] work of Kurt Lewin |walidity for This inventory could be
32 items le and personal each, presented side |.85 with median of adjectives |(1936), Geordon msight 1s used to stimulate discussion
le by side. Individuals (.77 (Urbina 1998). from Allport and Odbert Limited to about interpersonal

Author complete instrument Allport and |(1936), and comparisons relationships especially in
Patnick Handley by indicating on a Stability over & Odbert’s Faymond Cattell between its the context of team building.

four-point scale weeks by means of |(1936) list |[(1971) as source scores and three
Publisher extent to which test-retest ranged After some |material for other well- Simplicity and direcimess of
WISEWORE. adjective describes from 54 to 82 with |imitial development of this |known self- measure likely to increase
(816) S87-3881 the way they are at  |median of 755 modifica- |inventory report its usefulness and appeal
Tt/ wisework.com work (or for students |(Urbina 1998}, tions, list inventories, (Urbina 1998).

the way they are at was self-directed

college) and in the adminis- search. the Limitations

second list of same tered to Sixteen This instrument is a leaming

adjectives indicate sample of Persomality tool rather than a formal
Dates the way they are at adults and Factor test
1988-1995 home then factor Qraestionnaire,

analyses and Myers—
Testing Time Getting one’s own | Direct versus conducted. Briggs Type
15 te 50 minutes WY indirect Based on Indicator.
these

Cost analyses.
$6_50 per inventory Responding to Onutgoing versus list was

$250.00 for comy
trainer’s guide, s
activities, overhead
transparencies. and technical
manmual

ehensive
ill-building

people
Pacing activity

Dealing with details

reserved
Steady wversus urgent

Precise versus
unstructured

school, and
college
students
Pesulting
factor
loadings
were used

to create
the four
scales, each
consisting

of eizht

Table A-3.

Reviews of assessments of interpersonal skills in terms of selected

assessment characteristics and sowrce—Continued

IName/Description

Scores

Definition

Feliability Method

and design

ralidity

Correlation
with measures

Strengths
and Limitations

INSIGHI Inventory
(continued)

ting four
factors._

MNorms
presented
separately

and

drawn fro

setiings.

adjectives
represent-

for female.

a vamnety of

|

Table A-3.

Reviews of assessments of interpersonal skills in terms of selected assessment characteristics and sowrce—Continued

MName/Description

Scores

Drefinition

ralidity

Correlation
with measures

Strengths
and Limitations

Coaching Process
Ouestionnaire

40 itenmas

Author
McBer and Company

Publisher

MMcBer and Company

116 Huntington Ave.

Boston., MA 02116

(2B00) 7T2O_8074

(617) 425_4588

hrp -/ frzmeber haveroup comn

Date
1992

Testing Time
Admimstration time not
reported

Cost

$65.00 per package of 10
participant questionnaires and
interpretive notes

$25 .00 per package of 10
feedback questionnaires

subscores:
(1} Diagnostic
skills

(2) Coaching

qualities

(3) Coaching

techniques

(4) Coaching

model

Same framework,
items, and scale for
both the participant’
manager version
and the employee
version

Total score and four

Assess manager’s
ability to prepare for
coaching session.

Personal attitudes
and beliefs
supportive to the
coaching process.

Assess manager’s
ability to
communicate in a
meaningful way

Abality to structure
coaching session so
that developmental
opportunities will be
understood and
pursued.

Each individual
responds to
statement by
answering five point
Likert type scale.

participant Version
ware .68 to .78 and
for emploves version
ranged from 81 to
87. Twype of
reliability calculated
was not specified

. - Method
Reliability
S and design
Tlance of reliability | MMome
estimates for reported.

Some content
wvalidity—test
developers present
model of coaching
process and dewvelop
items rating each of
the four elements of
model

No data about
content. criterion.
and construct
wvalidity provided

MNone reported

Sirengihs

This instrument is a leamning
tool rather than a formal
test.

It could be useful to
stimulate a discussion of the
coaching process among
emplovees and their

In higher education, it could
be used in courses with
simulations where students
adopt different roles and
discuss the coaching
process.

Instrument is easy to
administer and score

Limitations
Instrument has little
psychometric evidence.




assessment characteristics and source—Continued

Cormrelation

Tabls A-3 Reviews of assessments of interpersonal skills in terms of selected
- . - R Method [
MName/Description Scores Definition Reliability s desien alidity
The Masterful Coaching Total score and For participants— None An observer measure
Feedback Tool five subscores: coefficient alphas Teported. was included to test

35 items

Author
Robert Hargrove

Publisher
Josscy-Bass/Pfeiffer

350 Sansome Street. Sth Floor
San Francisco, CA
24104-1342

(200) 274-4434

b — £

Date
2001

Testing Time
15 minutes

Self-Assessment

$5 00 Masterful Coaching,
Observer Assessment
Instrument

$15 00 Participant’s Workbook
$112.00 Facilitator s Package

(1) Plans goals
collaboratively

(2} Provides
feedback and
leaming

(3) Invests in
relationships

(4) Forwards the
action

(5) Develops a
coaching

muission

Engaging in joint
inquiry with
individuals and
sroups

Encourage attitude
of learning

Relating to others
across the
organization to help
them be successful

Generates successful
action for people

Develops a clear
sense of what they
want to accomplish
with others

ed from 68 to
83 Coefficient
alpha was high at 90
(Hargrove 2001)

rang;

For observer
ratings— reliability
estimates ranged
firomn

83 to 89 (Hargrove
2001).

the validity.

None reported.

wwith measures

Strengths
amnd Limitations
Strengths

It could be useful to
stimmulate a discussion of the
coaching process and key
interpersonal skills that are
important to be effective.

In higher education. it could
be used in courses with
simulations where students
adopt different roles and
discuss the coaching
process

Instrument is easy to
administer and score.

Limitations
This instrument is a leaming
tool rather than a formal

test

Table A-3 Revwviews of

assessments of interpersonal skills in terms of selected

assessment characteristics and source—Conrinued

MName/Description

Scores

Drefinition

Reliability

Method
and desizn

Falidity

Cormrelation
with measures

Coaching Skills Irventory
(CSD

50 items

Author
Denmis C. Kinlaw

Publisher
Jossey-Bass/Pfeiffer

350 Sansome Street, Sth Floor
San Francisco, CA
04104-1342

(2007) 274-4434
http. A fer.com
Date
1999

Testing Time
15 minutes

Cost

$7.00 CSI, Observer
$12.00CSL Self

$340.00 Facilitator's Package

Total score and
five subscores:

(1) Contact and
core
commumnication
skills

Counseling
skills

Mentoring
skills

(€]

Tutoring skills

(5) Confronting
and challenging
ills

sk

Setting clear
expectations.
establishing
objectives, probing.
reflecting

Changes in point of
wview , commitment to
self-sufficiency

Development of
political savny,
greater proactivity in
managing one’s
career

Increased knowledge
and skill, increased
confidence

Clarification of
performance
expectations,
identification of
performance
shortfalls

Coefficients of 81 or
higher were obtained
for test and retest
ratings on all
Coaching Skills
Inventory items

(Kinlaw 1999).

None
reported.

Builds on research
studies conducted by
Kinlaw (1989;

1990)

None reported.

Strengths
and Limitations
Strengths

It could be useful to
stimulate a discussion of the
coaching process and key
interpersonal skills that are
important to be effective.

In higher education, it could
e used in courses with
simulations where smdents
adopt different roles and
discuss the coaching
process

Instrument is easy to
administer and score.

Limitations
This instrument is a leamning
tool rather than a formal
test.

Table A-3 Reviews of

assessments of interpersonal skills in terms of selected

assessment characteristics a

nd source—Continued

Correlation
with measures

Strengths
and Limitations

Method
Name/Description Scores Definition Eeliability srod ralidity
and desizn
Communicative Adapiabilin. | Lotal score and o 10 samples. Tione FRescarch periaining
Seale (CAS) six subscores average alpha for reported  |to construct validity

30 items

Author
R L. Duran

Original Instrumenit
Located Im:

R L. Duran (1983}
Communicative Adaptability: Al
Measure of Social
Communicative Competence.
Communication Quarterly. 31,
320-326

Duran. R L. (1992}
Commmunicative adaptability: A
review of concepmalization and
measurement. Commumicarion
Ouarteriy, 40, 253_268.

Testing Time
Less than 6 minutes

(1) Social
composure

Social
experience

2

Social
confirmation

3

Appropriate
disclosure

3 Articulation

(6) Wit

Feeling relaxed in
social situations

Enjoying and
participating
socially.

Maintaining the
other’s social image.

Adapting ene"s
disclosures

appropriately

Using appropriate
syntax and grammar.

Using humor to
diffuse social
tension

subareas were social
experience, 80:
social confirmation.
84: social
composure. 82

appropriate
disclosure, .76:
articulation. 80: and
wit, T4 an

1992). Overall scale
alpha of .81 (Cupach
and Spitzberg 1983)
and overall alpha of
79 (Duran and
Zakahi 1984)

found a sigmificant
difference between
high and low
cognitively complex
persons on the social
experience and wit
dimensions

and Kelly 1985)
They also discovered
that women have
higher scores on
social experience
and appropniate
disclosure.

Walidity studies.
summanzed in
Druran (1992},

CAS 1s related
to Interaction
Involvement
Scale. Respon-
siveness was
related to social
confirmation
and appropriate
disclosure.
Perceptiveness
was related to
social
composure and
social
experience
Attentiveness
was related with
to social
experience

(Duran and
Kelly 1988).

Strengths
Scale used with primarily
college students only

Instrument can be completed
quickly.

It has strong reliability
evidence.

Limitations

Scale has been used
primarily as a self report
mstrument and may not
indicate students’ actual
competencies




amnd Limitations

Scale used with college

Table A-3. Reviews of assessments of interpersonal skills in terms of selected assessment characteristics and source—Continued
Method L Lati St ths
MName/Description Scores Definition Reliability crhe Falidity errelanon sne
and desiom - with measures
Inreraction Involvement Scale Total score and Interaction Test-retest reliabality |INone Factor analysis All three Strengths
three subscores: involvement is the was .81 after 6 week |reported. confirmed the dimensions of
18 items degree to which delay (Cegala et al. original three Interaction

Awuthor
D.J. Cegala

Original Instrument

Located Im:

D.J. Cegala. (1981).
Interaction Inveolvement: A
Cognitive Dimension of
Communication Competence
Communication Education, 30,
109-121.

Testing Time
Less than 6 minutes

(1) Perceptiveness

(2) Attentiveness

(3) Responsive-
ness

people are enzaged.
cognitively and
‘behaviorally, in their
conversations with
others.

Being aware of
message meanings.
Hearing and
observing.

Person’s certainty
about how to
respond to others
during a
conversatiom.

19820,

Alphas for
Fesponsiveness
subscale ranged from
6% (Duran and Kelly
1988) to 86 (Cegala
1981.)

Alphas for the
perceptiveness
subscale ranged from
63 (Rubin and
Graham 1988) to 88
(Cegala 1981).

Alphas for
attentiveness
subscale ranged from
64 (Duran and Kelly
1988) to 87 (Cegala
19813

Owerall alphas
ranged from 83

(Chen 1929) to .90
(Cegala et al_ 1982}

dimensions (Cegala
etal _ 1982).

Involvennent
Scale scores
positively
correlated with
CCS (Cegala et
al 1982)

students only_

Instrument can be completed
quickly.

Inclusion of both cognitive
and behavioral items.

It can help college students
better understand their
interaction inveolvement

Instrument has strong
reliability evidence.

Limitations

Scale has been used
primarily as a selfreport
instrument and may not
indicate students” actual
competencies.

Correlation

Mone reported.

with measures

Strengths
and Limitations
Sirengihs

Table A-3 Reviews of assessments of interpersonal skills in terms of selected assessment characteristics and source—Continued
- . § L o Method e
Mame/Description Scores Definition Reliability and design alidity
Tndividualized Trust Scale Total score Individualized trust Split-half reliabi MNone Wheeless (197
(ITSH is “process of of .92 for ITS reported. |found stromg

15 items

Author
D J Cegala

Original Instrument
Located In:

L B Wheeless and J Grotz.
(1977). The Measurement of
Trust and its Relationship to
Self-Disclosure. Human
Communication Research, 3,
250-2

Testing Time
About 1 minute

holding certain
relevant. favorable
perceptions of
another person
which engender
certain types of
dependent behaviors
in a msky situation
where the expected
cutcomes that are
dependent upon that
other person is not
known with
certainty” (Wheeless
and Grotz 1977. p

2513

ITS focuses on
specific person
rather than trast in
other people in
general

(Wheeless and Grotz
1977). In research
studies, an alpha of
.95 reported by
Smavely (1981) and
.72 reported by
Buller, Strzyzewski,
and Comstock
1ee1)

relationship between
self-disclosure,
individualized trust,
and interpersonal
solidarity

Instrument can be completed
quickly

It could be used when
students are working in
groups to help them learn
about level of ttust for
members in their own group.

Limitations

Scale has been used
primarily as a self-report
mstrument and may not
indicate students” actual
competencies.

Table A-3

Reviews of assessments of interpersonal skills in terms of selected

assessment characteristics and source—Continued

Name/Description Scores Definition Reliability Method ralidity Correlation
= and desizn swith measures |
Trrerpersonal Trust Surveys | Total score Costhicient Tome Content analysis was | Mone reported
alpha= 981 Teported. performed using
£0 items Ten subscales Eroups of subjects in
a group interview
Author Five subscales Tnidividuals® process to determine

Guy L. DeFuria

Publisher
Jessey-Bass/Pleiffer

350 Sansome Street. Sth Floor
San Francisco, CA
0.4104-1342

Date
1996

Testing Time
20 to 30 minutes

Cost

$9 00 Imterpersonal Trust
Survey. Self-Assessment
$92.00 Imterpersonal Trust.
Observer Scoring

$40.00 Facilitator Book and
Instruments

measure the
respondent’s
propensity to
engage in tust-
enhancing
behaviors

Five subscales
measure the
respondent’s
expectations that
others will engage
in trust-enhancing
behaviors

behaviors of—
sharing relevant
information:
reducing controls;
allowing for mutual
influence; clarifying
mutaal expectations:
meeting others
expectations

Orthers behaviors
of—sharing relevant
mformation;
reducing controls:
allowing mutual
influence: clarifying
mutual expectations:
meeting my
expectations

that each item was
uniformly
interpreted.

Strengths
and Limitations

Stremgths

Instrument can be completed

quickly.

Tt could be used when
students are working in
groups to help them leam
about level of trust for
members in their own group.
Comparisons can be made
between individual’s level
of trust and his or her own
perceptions of others” levels
of trust along same
dimensions.

Limitations
Instrument lacks detailed
evidence of validity.




assessment characternistics and source—Coentinued

Table A-3. Rewviews of assessments of interpersonal skills i terms of selected
Method Lo lati Str ths
MName/Description Scores Definition Reliability srhed ralidity crrelanon smems
and desion with measures and Limitations
Conversational Total Coefficient alphas Mone Lacks full Canary and Sirengihs
Appropriateness and for the effectiveness |reported. imformation on Spitzhergs Instrument can be completed
Effectiveness Scale Subscores: scale ranzed from construct validity. (1989) found quickly.
(1) Effectiveness Goal 87 (Camary and that specific

40 itenas

Authors

B H. Spitzberg and LA Phelps
Original Instrument

Located Im:

D.J. Canary and B.H.
Spitzberg. (1987).
Appropriateness and
Effectiveness Perceptions of
Conflict Strategies. Fuman
Communicanon Research_ 14
©3-118.

B H. Spitzberg and L A
Phelps. (1982, November)
Conversational
Appropriateness and
Effectivensss: Validation of a
Criterion Measure o
Felational Competence. Paper
presented at the meeting of the
Speech Communication
Association

Testing Time
Less than 3 minutes

(2) Specific

Appropriateness

General
Appropriateness

3

were appropriate

accomplishment.

Specific aspects of
the conversation

Global suitability.

Spitzberg 1989) to
93 (Canary and
Spitzberg 1987
Alphas for specific
appropriateness scale
ranged from 74
(Canary and
Spitzberg 1990} to
.85 (Canary and
Spitzberg 1989) and
for gene:
appropriateness from
_80 (Canary and
Spitzberg 1989) to
.92 (Canary and
Spitzberg 1990}

was correlated
with aveidant

messages
General

was correlated

effectiveness

frust, intimacy.

appropriateness
and distributive

appropriateness
with integrative

tactics and with
mutuality.

correlated with

and satisfaction._

Instrument can help college
students better understand
conversational
appropriateness and
effectiveness. These are two
critical dimensions of
interpersomal
communication competence.

Instrument has strong
reliability evidence

Limitations
Lacks information on
construct validity.

assessment characteristics and souwrce—Continued

Table A-3. Reviews of assessments of interpersonal skills in terms of selected
_ . L MMethod ~ ] Correlation Strengths
MName/Description Scores Definition Reliability et desicn alidity o e | e tioms
Affinity-Secking Instrument Total Feported alphas Original Significant positive |MNone reported. | Strengths
(AST) ranged from 85 to authors relationship between Instrument can be completed
Two subscores: 89 for the ASC found AST and affini quickly

13 itemas

Authors

F A Bell SW. Tremblay, and
N L. Buerkel-Rothfuss
Original Tnstroment

Located In:

F._A. Bell, S'W. Tremblay. and
MN.L. Buerkel-Fothfuss. (1987).
Interpersonal Attraction as a
Communication
Accomplishment:
Development of a Measure of
Affinity Seeking Competence.
Western Journal of Speech
Communication, 31, 1-18.

Testing Time
Less than 5 minutes

(1) Affinity-
sesking
competence

{2} Strategic
performance

what is necessary to
be seen as

Ability to say and do
interpersonally
attractive

Ability to play Toles
to be liked by others.

subscale and from
.80 to .87 for the SP
subscale (Bell,
Trembly and
Buerkel-Rothfuss
1987)

stabality
two-factor
solution.

Later research
reported ASC alpha
of .21 and SP alpha
of .83 (Buerkel-
Fothfuss and Bell
1987)

seeking outcomes
and negative
relaticnships
between ASI and
nonrelated measures
{such as public
communication
apprehension.

Can help college students
understand their social-
communicative competence

Limitations

Has been used primarily as a
self-report instrument and
may not indicate students
actual competencies.

assessment characteristics and souwrce—Continued

Table A4-3. Reviews of assessments of interpersonal skills in terms of selected
- . Method Correlation
Name/Description Scores Definition Feliabality . Jalidaty -
and desisn - with measures
Relational Communication Total Relathonal Burgoon and Hale MNone Critenon-related None reported Strengths
Scale (RCS) commumication (1987) reported reported validity studies Instrument can be completed

41 items

Authors
J K. Burgoon and J 1 Hale

Original Instrument
Located In:

J K. Burgeon and J.L. Hale.
(1987). Validation and
Measurement of the
Fundamental Themes of
Relational Communication
Communication Monographs.
54, 19-41.

Testing Time
10 minmutes

Eight subscore:
R >

5 Immediacy/ |and nonwverbal
affection themes present in
(2) Similarity commmumication that
depth define an
(3) Receptivity/ |interpersonal
trust relationship
(4) Composure
{5) Formality RCS captures “the
(6) Deominance |relational meanings
(7) Equality that are embedded in
(8) Task all communication
orientation  |imterchanges™
(Burgoomn and Hale
1987, p. 40}

consists of the verbal

coefficient alphas for
the eight dimensions
that range from .42
to .88. Other
researchers report
similar results
{(Buller et al. 1992
Kelley and Burgoon
19013,

indicated that R.CS is
capable of
discriminating for
example., “immediate
from nonimmediate
behaviors.” “pleasant
from hostile voices,”
“high from low
reward
communicators”
(Burgoon and Hale
1987).

WWalther and Burgoon|
(1992) reported that
computer-mediated
groups mirror face-
to-face groups in that
both experience an
increase in relational
communication owver
time. Subseqguent
research studies have
elaborated on these

Buller and Burgoon
1986; Burgoon.
Coker. and Coker
1986: Burgoon and
Hale 1988; Burgoon.

and Coker
Burgeon.
“Walther. and Baesler
19927

quickly

F.CS can be used as another-
report {e.g.. Burgoon.
Olney, and Coker 1987) and
observer-report measure
(Burgoon and Newton

19013,

Extensive research studies
contribute to construct
walidity evidence of RCS.

Limitations

Instrument is primarily
designed as a self report
measure.




Table A-3.

Reviews of assessments of interpersonal skills m terms of selected

assessment characteristics and sowrce—Continued

MName/Description

Scores

Definition

Reliability

Method
and desion

Communicarion Flexibility
AMeasure

Authors
ML.M. Martin and F.B. Rubin

Original Instrument
Located In:

WM. Martin and R B. Rubin
(1994). Development of a
Communication Flexibility
Measure. Southern
Communication Journal, 59
171-178.

Testing Time
15 to 20 minutes

Total score

Students respond to
14 different
scenarios by
indicating on five-
point scale how
closely the
behaviors described
in the scenario
resemble their own.
The scenarios focus
on acquaintances
and frends or
family in formal
and informal
interpersomal.
eroup. and public
settings.

Designed to assess
flexibility in
adapting
commumication
behaviors to
different simiations.

Coefficient alpha of
70 and a split-half
correlation of .71
were reported.

Walidity

Cormrelation
with measures

Nene
Teported

Content validity-
focusing on different
situations and
circumstances.

Instrument is
related to
commumication
adaptability,
rhetorical
sensitivity, and
social
desirability.

Strengths

The scenarios in this
measure are interesting and
waried. They serve as good
mitiators for discussion
(Morreale and Backhind
1996)

Students are encouraged to
think about the contexmal
nature of commumnication
(Morreale and Backlhand
1906)

Limitations

Usefulness of instmunent
will be further enhanced
when a relationship is
established with

communic ation competence
(MMorreale and Backhand
1906).

nd source—Continued

Table A-3. Rewviews of assessments of interpersonal skills i terms of selected assessment characteristics a:
. - Method - Comelation
Name/Description Scores Definition Reliability . Falidity
and desion - i
Interpersonal Communication | Lotal score Designed to assess  |Cronbach alpha TNone Students who MNone reported
Satisfaction Inventory college students coefficients tanged  |reported  |completed the

19 items

Author
ML Hecht

Original Instrument
Located In:

M1 Hecht (1978) The
Conceptualization and

Measurement of Interpersonal

Commumnication Satisfaction.
Human Communicaiion
Research. 4:253-264.

Testing Time
15 te 20 minutes

Self perceptions

about:

1) Public
speaking

(2) Interpersomal

3

&)

Interviewing
Group

(5) Listening
o)

communication

communication

self-confidence

self perceptions of
their own
communication
competence.

form 93 fo 95 on
the three context
subscales—class
social/family. and
work

instrument on a pre-
and postcourse basis
demonstrated
significantly higher
scores after
completion of the
course.

with measures

Strengths

and Limitations
Strengths
This instrument is a good
indicator of perceived
change in communication
abilities. It can be used for
the communication course
(Fubin. Palmgreen. and
Sypher 1994}

Limitations

Because instrument is self-
report. the outcomes may
not comespond with the
actual development of these
communication abilities.




Appendix E:

Research study identifying the most important characteristics to executive presence as defined by organizational
leaders and executives. (Courtesy of Executive Presence, 2013)

Charactenstics that contnbute to “executive presence.”

Charactenstc Mumber of %oageof  Bnef descniptors
conunents total
comments

values-in-action 129 2% courage, infegnty, lack of “ego”

inferpersonal behaviour patterns o9 17% genumeness, respect, valung of
others

demeanonr 30 14% confident, composed,
authontative

commumcations 35 9% articulate, vocal quahty, making
oneself heard

intellect and expertize 34 9% analyiical skall, vision, domain
knowledge

interpersomal skill 32 9% connects easily with people

outcome delivery abality 3B 6% energy, takes responsibility,
achieves outcomes

status and reputation 35 6% role, networks, achievements,
reputation

physical charactenistics il 5% grooming and dress, stature,
MANDETISIS

POWer use 16 1% the extent the person uses fear and
enforcement

389 100%





