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[bookmark: _Toc386801225]Abstract

Reported internal consistencies of SJTs are often low, and empirical examination of the structural properties of SJT scores are rarely examined. This paper addressed the need for an empirical investigation of factors that affect the validity evidence of SJT scores by examining the extent to which construct transparency influenced the internal structure of a multidimensional SJT. Methods for increasing construct transparency that have previously been applied in the assessment center literature were adapted for use in the present study. Two conditions—experimental versus control—were used to investigate the influence of construct transparency on a recently developed multidimensional SJT designed to measure multiple sensemaking skills important to leadership. Various psychometric properties were examined and compared for the two conditions using a sample of 383 participants. The study found that there were no significant differences between the two conditions for either estimates of scale intercorrelations or scale reliabilities, and the patterns of correlations with external scales were very similar. Participants in the construct transparency condition received higher scores on all scales compared to participants in the control condition, and evidence of structural validity slightly favored the scores of the construct transparency condition. However, half of the scales lacked supportive validity evidence. The results of this study are discussed in terms of the extent to which multidimensional SJTs of sensemaking skills may be dependent upon case-based knowledge and experience as well as the usefulness of making the content of multidimensional SJTs transparent to test takers.
iv
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[bookmark: _Toc386801227]Situational Judgment Test
Situational judgment tests (SJTs) are often used as low-fidelity simulations that present respondents with situations and possible courses of actions to handle those situations (Whetzel & McDaniel, 2009). SJTs have been established as valid predictors of job performance (Christian, Edwards, & Bradley, 2010). However, researchers are increasingly concerned with their features (i.e., item stems, response options, and response instructions) and with determining what constructs they measure that predict job performance (Christian et al., 2010; Sackett & Lievens, 2008). One explanation for why SJTs predict job performance is the theory of behavioral consistency (Motowidlo, Dunnette, & Carter, 1990). By obtaining an example of someone’s current behavior, one can predict how someone will behave in the future. However, despite evidence of predictive validity, reported estimates of internal consistency for SJT scores are frequently low and the structural validity of scores is rarely examined. Some researchers seem to downplay the importance of SJT internal structure, especially in terms of how low estimates of internal consistency are to be expected due to the influence of multiple constructs (Whetzel & McDaniel, 2009). However, similar to issues regarding the structure of assessment center (AC) scores (Arthur, Day, & Woehr, 2008; Howard, 2008; Lance, 2008), concerns regarding the internal structure of SJT scores are important for better understanding their psychometric properties and ultimately their validity. 
Building upon theory and empirical evidence in the AC literature, the purpose of the present study was to examine the extent to which construct transparency influenced the structural properties of a multidimensional SJT, particularly in terms of the internal consistency and factor structure of scale scores. Methods for increasing transparency that have been used in the AC literature were adapted in this study. Presently, few researchers have applied construct transparency outside of AC research. The present study used two conditions: (1) control and (2) construct transparency. The SJT was a revised version of a recently developed multidimensional SJT designed to measure multiple sensemaking skills important to leadership. This SJT was comprised of several independent scenarios each followed by several questions that were each designed to measure a different sensemaking skill. Thus, the same sensemaking skills were measured across different scenarios. Previous research (Cooper et al., 2013) with this SJT showed mixed support for its internal structure. Specifically, although confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) showed support for the multidimensional nature of the scores, support for the specific a priori scales was not found for every scale. Moreover, estimates of scale internal consistency were low, ranging from .32 to .68. 
This paper first discusses SJTs and the current need to examine the factors affecting the construct-related validity of SJT scores. Then, the literature on construct transparency is discussed as well as the logic for extending this research and applying it to SJTs. Next, the literature regarding leadership and sensemaking is reviewed as well as the constructs measured in the current SJT that were drawn from it, and the relevance of transparency for such constructs is discussed. Lastly, the methodology used to examine the influence of construct transparency applied to SJTs is presented. 
[bookmark: _Toc386801228]Situational Judgment Tests
SJTs can be defined as low fidelity simulations that present respondents with scenarios involving a challenge, problem, or dilemma that require respondents to answer questions related to what they think should be done to deal with the situation (Ployhart & MacKenzie, 2010). The formatting of SJTs may vary; however the basic content consists of item stems and response options. The item stems of SJTs present respondents with the challenging scenario while the response options present the respondents with options as to how they should deal with the scenario. 
Methods for choosing response options can vary. Respondents may be instructed to select one response option, to select the best and worst response options, to choose what they would most and least likely do, to rank order all response options, or to rate response options on a Likert scale (Motowidlo, Crook, Kell, & Naemi, 2009; Ployhart & MacKenzie, 2011). The different types of response instructions have been shown to affect the construct-related and criterion-related validity of test scores (McDaniel, Hartman, Whetzel, & Grubb, 2007; Ployhart & Ehrhart, 2003; Ployhart & MacKenzie, 2011). For example, behavioral tendency questions, which ask respondents to select response options that reflect what they would (or would not do) in a given situation, have been shown to have higher correlations than knowledge instructions with personality constructs, and to be more susceptible to “faking” (i.e., selection of response options that are more socially desirable; Whetzel & McDaniel, 2009). On the other hand, knowledge instructions, which ask respondents to select what they consider to be the most (or least) effective response for a given situation, have been shown to have higher correlations than behavioral tendency instructions with cognitive ability, and to be less susceptible to faking (Whetzel & McDaniel, 2009). SJTs that use knowledge instructions have also been shown to have stronger criterion-related validity than behavioral tendency instructions (Ployhart & MacKenzie, 2011).
Thus, it is commonly recommended that knowledge instructions be used when the focus of measurement is on cognitive or skill-based constructs (i.e., measures of maximal performance) (Ployhart & MacKenzie, 2011). Therefore, knowledge instructions were used in the present research given that this research was focused on the use of SJTs for the measurement of leadership sensemaking “skills” with real-world applications related to the assessment of skill proficiency in mind (e.g., training evaluation). Behavioral tendency instructions are more appropriate for the measurement of personality-based constructs and the prediction of typical performance (Ployhart & MacKenzie, 2011).
[bookmark: _Toc386801229]Situational Judgment Test: Method or Construct?
	Similar to the history of ACs and their exercises, researchers have debated issues related to method versus construct variance in SJT scores. In particular, researchers have debated whether SJTs measure a single construct of situational judgment or whether SJTs are a measurement method that can be used to measure a variety of constructs. Evidence suggests that SJTs are measurement method that can be used to measure a variety of constructs (Christian et al., 2010). In addition, many researchers have found that a single general factor accounts for little of the variance in SJT scores (Schmitt & Chan, 2006). However, high performance on SJTs may also be partly attributed to experience or other third variables such as education or motivation (Calfee, 1993; Jensen, 1993; McClelland, 1993).
	When viewed as a measurement method, SJTs have been shown to measure a number of constructs that are valid predictors of job performance (Christian et al., 2010). Applied social skills is one of the construct domains frequently measured with SJTs (Christian et al., 2010). Applied social skills encompass a broad category that includes interpersonal, teamwork, and leadership skills. The predominance of research on applied social skills is unsurprising due to the history between assessment and applied social skills that is reflected within the AC literature on managerial potential and leadership (Arthur & Day, 2011; Thornton & Byham, 1982). 
Christian et al. emphasized the importance of reporting construct-level scores (as opposed to overall SJT scores) in order to provide evidence as to what constructs reflected in SJT scores predict job performance. Although leadership skills appear to be measured frequently in the SJT literature, researchers often do not explicitly state the types of leadership skills being measured. Hence, the present study attempted to clearly examine specific leadership skills within a multidimensional SJT.
[bookmark: _Toc386801230]Reliability and Structural Validity of SJTs
	Although SJTs are commonly used because they are valid predictors of job performance and viable alternatives to high-fidelity behavioral simulations, they are not without their limitations. One major oversight in the SJT literature appears to be the lack of evidence supporting the internal psychometric properties. In this vein, a meta-analysis by McDaniel, Morgeson, Finnegan, Campion, and Braverman (2001) found that the reliability coefficients from 34 SJTs ranged from .43 to .94 (M = .77, SD = .11). However, the authors failed to indicate the type of reliability (e.g., internal consistency, test-retest, or parallel forms). This is something that is important to consider because different types of reliability estimates vary substantially for SJTs. For example, Clause, Mullins, Nee, Pulakos, and Schmitt (1998) conducted a study with parallel forms of SJTs. The different forms of the SJTs had internal consistency coefficients ranging from .56 to .60 while the coefficients of congruence for the same forms of the SJTs ranged from .78 to .94. Also, Ployhart and Ehrhart (2003) reported internal consistencies ranging from .32 to .73 with corresponding test-retest estimates ranging from .20 to .92 (across six different response option formats of the same SJT). 
On one hand, research on the reliability of SJT scores demonstrates the necessity for researchers to indicate the type of reliability coefficient used within their study. On the other hand, some researchers have argued that representing the reliability of SJTs with estimates of internal consistency may not be appropriate due to the fact that many SJTs are multidimensional in nature (Whetzel & McDaniel, 2009). Likewise, if evidence suggests that a SJT is homogeneous (i.e., those developed with a construct-oriented approach), estimates of internal consistency should be calculated and reported. If a SJT is multidimensional in nature, then it is important to clearly identify what the different constructs are. Accordingly, it is incumbent upon test developers and researchers to examine the reliability of SJT scales as well as the structural validity of the test scores (i.e., factorial validities). Subsequent validation efforts could then focus on testing hypotheses regarding how different dimensions measured by a multidimensional SJT are differentially related to other variables of interest such as job performance.
[bookmark: _Toc386801231]Transparency
	Transparency can be defined as informing participants about the constructs measured by a test and informing them of the behaviors pertaining to the constructs (Kleinmann, Kuptsch, & Koller, 1996). In the AC literature, researchers have argued that transparency is an important issue because individuals differ in their ability to accurately recognize the constructs being assessed in each AC exercise, and in general participants’ recognition of the constructs is poor (Kleinmann, 1993). This lack of transparency partly explains why behavior may be inconsistent across AC exercises as participants may believe that each exercise targets different constructs that involve different behaviors (Kolk, Born, & van der Flier, 2003). Researchers find that informing participants of the constructs being targeted leads to stronger evidence of validity for ACs. Specifically, participants behave more consistently across exercises because of their knowledge of the constructs (Kleinmann et al., 1996), and correlations between construct ratings across different exercises (i.e., monotrait-hetromethod correlations) are stronger when participants realize that the exercises target the same constructs (Kleinmann, 1993). 
Outside the AC literature, research on construct transparency has primarily focused on the fakeablity of employment interviews (Allen, Facteau, & Facteau, 2004; Maurer, Solamon, & Lippstreu, 2008). Evidence from these studies suggests that informing participants of the constructs being measured does not result in higher scores due to faking or behaving in a socially desirable manner (Allen et al., 2004; Maurer et al., 2008). 
	Considering the similarities between SJTs and ACs as simulation-based assessment methods involving the measurement of a common set of constructs across multiple scenarios, it is plausible that transparency might have an influence on the psychometric quality of SJTs as it does with ACs. Similar to how transparency has influenced mono-trait correlations in ACs, one might expect that the correlations between items of the same SJT scale should increase because the participants are made aware that the same constructs are being measured in each of the scenarios (Kleinmann, 1993). Comparable to how transparency influences consistency in behavioral ratings of ACs, participants should be more consistent in how they respond across different scenarios if they are informed that the same constructs are measured in all of the SJT scenarios (Kolk et al., 2003). If the results previously found in transparency and ACs are further extended, it can be argued that informing participants of the constructs that are being measured will decrease the influence of extraneous factors on scores (Kolk et al., 2003; Smith-Jentsch, 2007). Transparency may be of particular importance for the constructs measured in the current multidimensional SJT given the nuanced, complex, and ambiguous circumstances in which these constructs are especially relevant. 
[bookmark: _Toc386801232]Leadership and Sensemaking
	Leadership can be defined as “the process of influencing others to understand and agree about what needs to be done and how to do it, and the process of facilitating individual and collective efforts to accomplish shared objectives” (Yukl, 2006, p. 8). Leadership is important to organizations because leaders can help build commitment, and the actions of leaders have important consequences for followers, organizations, and stakeholders (Yukl, 2006).
Situations and individual differences influence a person’s behavior (Vroom & Jago, 2007), and so they should both be considered when assessing a leader’s effectiveness. Leaders are frequently confronted with problems, including complex, multifaceted social situations. Thus, the construct of sensemaking seems directly relevant to leadership, because of the nuances and complexities within many social situations (Browning & McNamee, 2012).
Sensemaking can be defined as a “complex cognition that occurs when people are presented with ambiguous, high-stakes events” (Mumford et al., 2008, p. 317). When leaders are confronted with crisis situations, they resort to using mental models or complex cognitive structures that allow them to better handle and understand situations (Mumford et al., 2008; Weick, Sutcliffe, & Obstfeld, 2005). In models of sensemaking (Jensen, 2009; Mumford et al., 2008), the overarching idea is that different attributes of the situation affect the leader’s impression of and the approaches taken to deal with the situation (Rouleau & Balogun, 2011). 
The present research involved the application of SJTs as evaluation tools for new training and development programs for junior officers in the U.S. Army. The U.S. Army is increasingly concerned with meeting the new challenges faced by current Army leaders who must balance roles that include peace-keeping, humanitarian, and warfare operations, and which often involve collaborations among multiple branches of the U. S. military, military forces of foreign allies, as well as local forces and community leaders. To evaluate programs designed to train second lieutenants on building successful working relationships both within their Platoons as well as when involved in joint force operations, a low-fidelity multidimensional SJT was proposed as one potentially viable criterion measure. Consequently, six specific skills were drawn from the scientific literature on sensemaking and handling socially complex situations involving the interests of multiple constituencies in which ethical dilemmas are common: (1) cognitive reappraisal, (2) expressive suppression, (3) considering other perspectives, (4) identification of key causes, (5) forecasting, and (6) ethical decision making. These six skills overlap somewhat as each represents a different aspect of sensemaking.
[bookmark: _Toc386801233]Sensemaking Leadership Skills in the Current Study
	Emotion regulation refers to attempts to influence the experience and expression of emotions (Gross, 1998). Emotion regulation has been shown to affect leadership for team building, resolving conflicts, influencing others, and making decisions (Bono, Foldes, Vinson, & Muros, 2007; George & Zhou, 2007; Hauck et al., 2010). There are multiple types of emotion regulation strategies that can be used effectively with practice and training to influence emotions (Lopes et al., 2011). The current SJT measured the two specific strategies of cognitive reappraisal and expressive suppression. Cognitive reappraisal was defined as a preemptive cognitive strategy whereby one reevaluates an emotional situation to reduce the experience and emotional impact in order to accomplish goals (Gross, 1998, 2001; Memedovic, Grisham, Denson, & Moulds, 2010; Yurtsever, 2008). Cognitive reappraisal allows leaders to turn an emotionally laden event into something that is less emotion provoking so that they may continue to pursue their goals in a more “rational” manner. Expressive suppression was defined as preventing the expression of a felt emotion and behaving in such a way that others could not know what one is feeling in order to accomplish goals (Brown & Mitchell, 2010; Gooty, Connelly, Griffith, & Gupta, 2010; Gross, 1998, 2001; Heilman, Crişan, Houser, Miclea, & Miu, 2010; van’t Wout, Chang, & Sanfey, 2010). It is important to note that research has shown that when one must display emotions that are not congruent with what is truly felt, emotional labor may result (Diefendorff & Richard, 2008; Gosserand & Diefendorff, 2005). Although expressive suppression can help leaders who have been confronted with a disappointing situation prevent expressing that disappointment to their followers so that everyone can stay on task, suppressing emotions may also result in negative repercussions such as job dissatisfaction and emotional exhaustion (Hülsheger, Alberts, Feinholdt, & Lang, 2012; Pugh, Groth, & Hennig-Thurau, 2011). 
	Considering other perspectives was defined as considering the perceptions, concerns, goals, and responsibilities of others who are affected by a situation (Brown & Mitchell, 2010; Kligyte, Marcy, Sevier, Godfrey, & Mumford, 2008; Kligyte, Marcy, Waples, et al., 2008; McEntire, Dailey, Osburn, & Mumford, 2006; Mumford et al., 2006; Munro, Bore, & Powis, 2005; Watley & May, 2004). Considering other perspectives allows leaders to identify and consider a variety of relevant information when making sense of a situation (Hauck et al., 2010; Kligyte, Marcy, Sevier, et al., 2008; Kligyte, Marcy, Waples, et al., 2008). Furthermore, considering how one’s decisions impact others results in behavioral intentions that show greater ethicality (Watley & May, 2004). 
	Identification of key causes was defined as identifying causes or factors that influence important elements of a situation (Antes et al., 2010; Dutton & Duncan, 1987; Isenberg, 1986; Marcy & Mumford, 2007, 2010; Marta, Leritz, & Mumford, 2005; Osburn & Mumford, 2006; Van Der Linden, Sonnentag, Frese, & Van Dyck, 2001). Identifying the key causes of a situation helps leaders develop plans and solutions to problems (Dutton & Duncan, 1987; Isenberg, 1986; Marcy & Mumford, 2007; Osburn & Mumford, 2006; Van Der Linden et al., 2001), results in more effective planning (Isenberg, 1986; Marcy & Mumford, 2007), and influences group performance and behavior (Marta et al., 2005).
	Forecasting was defined as predicting likely outcomes or consequences of implementing an idea within a particular setting (Jones, 1991; Kligyte, Marcy, Waples, et al., 2008; Lonergan, Scott, & Mumford, 2004; Marcy & Mumford, 2007; Mumford et al., 2006, 2008; Mumford, Friedrich, Caughron, & Byrne, 2007; Shipman, Byrne, & Mumford, 2010). Forecasting allows leaders to explore a variety of decision options, each with its own consequence if implemented (Mumford et al., 2008). Forecasting has also been shown to share a positive relationship with ethical decision making (Mumford et al., 2006). Previous research with the present SJT (Cooper et al., 2013) operationalized forecasting in terms of thinking about downstream versus short-term consequences. However because the scale lacked supportive validity evidence, the literature on forecasting was carefully reconsidered. It was then decided to focus on extensiveness in forecasts in the present SJT. Extensiveness in forecasts refers to comprehensive and complete consideration of a situation and potential outcomes (Byrne, Shipman, & Mumford, 2010; Saffo, 2007; Shipman et al., 2010). 
	Ethical decision making was defined as a process by which an individual takes into consideration the situation, potential responses to the problem, and then chooses a course of action that minimizes harm yet is consistent with ethical guidelines by considering informal norms in addition to rules, policies, and guidelines (Antes et al., 2007; Brown & Mitchell, 2010; Carnevale, Inbar, & Lerner, 2011; Kligyte, Marcy, Sevier, et al., 2008; Mumford et al., 2008). Leaders must simultaneously consider a number of factors operating within a given situation and weighing the possible outcomes to make the most ethical and socially acceptable decision (Antes et al., 2007; Kligyte, Marcy, Sevier, et al., 2008). And because leaders are often placed in ambiguous situations, their actions and decisions have repercussions for their followers. 
[bookmark: _Toc386801234]Study Overview, Hypotheses, and Research Question
	As previously discussed, the sensemaking leadership skills measured in the current SJT are critical to ambiguous, social situations where no clear right or wrong course of action is apparent. Because of the nuances of these complex situations, individuals tend not to be aware of or understand the common features that underlie these situations. Consequently, there is inconsistency in how individuals respond to such situations because they approach each situation based more on the nuances of the situation rather than the important features that are common across the situations. The core supposition of the present research was that providing individuals with a basic understanding of the skills most needed to effectively address these complex situations would lead to more consistency in how individuals approached such situations. In other words, construct transparency is particularly relevant for simulation-based tests that involve socially complex situations and are designed to measure multiple constructs.
	Therefore, the purpose of the present study was to examine the influence of construct transparency on the structural properties of a multidimensional SJT by using two conditions: (1) a control and (2) a construct transparency. In the AC literature, construct transparency has been shown to increase behavioral consistency across exercises as evidenced by stronger monotrait-hetromethod correlations. And specifically, when evidence of structural validity is examined using CFA, there should be more support for a six-factor model in the construct transparency condition compared to the control condition. Therefore, the following hypotheses were examined.
Hypothesis 1: SJT scale estimates of internal consistency will be higher for the scores from the construct transparency condition compared to those from the control condition.
Hypothesis 2: Evidence of structural validity will be stronger for the scores from the construct transparency condition compared to those from the control condition.
	In a previous study with the original version of the present SJT (Cooper et al., 2013), correlations between the SJT scale scores and a wide variety of cognitive and non-cognitive measures were examined. The three external measures that yielded the most consistent or strongest relationships with SJT scales were (a) military background, (b) general intelligence, and (c) verbal reasoning. As such, measures for these variables were included in the present study to examine whether correlations with SJT scores differed as a function of the transparency manipulation. Thus, the following research question was examined.
Research Question: Will the correlations between the SJT scale scores and the external measures of military background, general intelligence, and verbal reasoning differ as a function of the transparency manipulation? 
[bookmark: _Toc386801235]Method
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	Participants were 402 undergraduate students from the University of Oklahoma (OU). All students received credit towards a research requirement in a psychology course. Because eight participants did not follow directions or had more than 10% of the SJT data missing, their data were removed from analyses. Data for an additional 11 participants were removed from analyses because their scores on a basic test of recall indicated that they were not paying attention. The recall test consisted of 10 items and was constructed to assess participants’ basic understanding of the military structure and content presented in the SJT. The items asked questions related to the role they played in the SJT and the types of leadership situations they were required to handle within the SJT scenarios. Participants were presented with three response options and they had to indicate which option was correct. Participants who scored a six or below were excluded from further analyses, leaving a final sample of 383 participants. Of the 383 participants, 60 had a military background which was defined as participating in a JROTC or ROTC program, serving in the military, or having at least one parent or guardian who served in the military. Participants were predominately female (74.4%), and the mean age was 18.58 years old (SD = 1.15). Sixty-eight percent of the participants self-reported their ethnicities as White, 9.7% as Asian, 7.0% as Black, and 4.2% as Latino.
[bookmark: _Toc386801237]Transparency Manipulation
	The transparency manipulation was a PowerPoint presentation with recorded audio information that provided participants with definitions of the six sensemaking leadership skills used in the current study along with effective and ineffective examples for each skill. Appendix B shows the content of the transparency manipulation presentation. One hundred ninety-one participants (i.e., those in the construct transparency condition) viewed this presentation while the other 192 participants (i.e., those in the control condition) did not receive any information regarding the skills of interest. Participants were randomly assigned to one of the two conditions. 
[bookmark: _Toc386801238]Procedures
	All participants were told that the study was designed to examine differences in how people make decisions in various leadership situations. Participants first completed an informed consent form followed by a presentation that provided them with some basic information about leading a Platoon and the role they would assume in the SJT as a second lieutenant in the U.S. Army. Following this presentation, the transparency manipulation occurred. Approximately half of the participants immediately completed the SJT while the other half of the participants viewed the transparency manipulation presentation before completing the SJT. After completing the SJT, all participants completed a packet containing various timed (i.e., verbal reasoning, a test of recall, and manipulation check) and untimed (i.e., demographic information and military background) measures. After completing the packet, participants were thanked for their participation, given a form that provided more details about the purpose of the study, and dismissed.
[bookmark: _Toc386801239]Measures
	SJT. The following provides a general description of the format of the SJT. Cooper et al. (2012) provides a more detailed review of the format and development process. The current SJT is a modified version of the SJT discussed in Cooper et al. (2012). The current SJT was comprised of eight self-contained scenarios. Each scenario contained an initial paragraph that presented a socially complex situation happening within the Platoon. To reduce confusion or response contamination between subsequent scenarios, no two initial paragraphs involved the same central issue or personnel. The issues for each scenario are listed below.
1. An increase in hostilities by and against the soldiers
2. An increase in complaints regarding the carelessness of a squad of soldiers
3. The news of an extended deployment for the Platoon
4. The effect of combat stress on the soldiers
5. Substance abuse issues within the Platoon
6. Escalating conflicts between a Sergeant and a soldier within the Platoon
7. Problems regarding the leadership decisions of a Sergeant for his squad
8. Redeployment issues affecting the readiness of the Platoon
A team of four graduate students and two professors in the Industrial/Organizational Psychology program at OU developed the content of the test, with feedback from Army stakeholders. Before beginning the content development process, the students were trained and gained knowledge of the targeted skills from reading the scientific literature on sensemaking, the Army leadership field manual, and other relevant literature published by the U.S. Army. The SJT scenarios were developed by collapsing ideas and situations into common themes by reviewing approximately 60 transcribed interviews with experienced Army officers, recently developed officer training materials, and the scientific literature related to deployment and pre- and post-deployment issues affecting soldiers.
Individual graduate students independently developed initial scenario content, then reviewed and revised each other’s content before receiving feedback from the professors. Based on feedback from the professors, further modifications were made. Finally, content was again presented to the professors and other graduate students for further review and modifications. This process was followed on a scenario-by-scenario basis with feedback from Army stakeholders before the entire test was finalized. In total, the Cooper et al. (2012) SJT contained 36 items with six items per scale and six response options per item. This SJT was modified for the current study by examining scale and item characteristics (e.g., response option discrimination values and substantive-content validity information) to reduce the response options from six to three and to identify response options in need of revision. Two additional scenarios, each with six items and three response options per item, were added to the modified SJT.
Each scenario consisted of six independent items, each item containing three response options, and each item targeting a different sensemaking skill. The response options for each item targeted a different level of effectiveness: low, medium, and high. The high response options generally focused on broader issues, picked up on nuances within the scenario, or reduced the potential negative effect of the given situation. Low responses generally focused on narrow or trivial issues, missed the nuances of the scenario, or increased or ignored the negative effects of the situation. The medium response options fell between the high and low options. To maintain independence, items and their response options were written such that responses to a particular item would not influence the responses made to later items within or following the scenario.
Participants were instructed to choose the best and worst options for each item. Selecting the high option as “best” and the low option for “worst” yielded +1 point each, selecting the low option as “best” and the high option for “worst” yielded –1 point each, and selecting the medium option yielded zero points. Thus, item scores could range from –2 to +2 points, with scale scores potentially ranging from –16 to +16 points.
	Manipulation check. The manipulation check was designed to determine which participants were able to identify the six specific skills of interest in the SJT. Participants were presented with the correct skill set and three distractor sets. Participants were instructed to select the skill set that they believed the SJT was designed to measure. The purpose of this measure was to ensure that participants in the construct transparency condition were in fact better able to identify the constructs measured by the SJT. 
Military background. The military background measure consisted of five items and was constructed to assess participants’ connection to the military. The items asked demographic information related to the respondents’ and their parents’ involvement in military programs (i.e., JROTC and ROTC) and serving in the military. In total, 60 participants (45 females) denoted having some kind of military background.
General intelligence. General intelligence was measured by asking participants to self-report their ACT scores. 
Verbal reasoning. Verbal reasoning was measured using the verbal reasoning component of the Employee Aptitude Survey (EAS; Ruch & Ruch, 1983). In the test, a series of facts and five conclusions are presented for the participant. The participant must then indicate whether, based on the facts given, the conclusion is true, false, or uncertain. Coefficient alpha for the EAS was .74.
[bookmark: _Toc386801240]Results
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	To check if participants in the construct transparency condition were able to better identify the six specific skills of interest in the SJT, the selected skill sets for each condition were examined. Results showed a significant higher percentage of participants in the construct transparency condition (82.5%) selected the correct skill set compared to that of the control condition (13.4%), χ2(3, N = 375) = 180.31, p < .01.
[bookmark: _Toc386801242]Scale Descriptive Statistics
	Scale means, standard deviations, and ranges were examined for each of the six scales and are shown in Table 1. For both conditions, scale means and standard deviations differed across the six scales. The cognitive reappraisal and identification of key causes scales had the highest means and lowest standard deviations, while the other four scales varied in terms of their means, standard deviations, and ranges. Specifically, means were lower for considering other perspectives and forecasting, and expressive suppression yielded the largest standard deviation. For every scale, scores in the control condition were lower than those of the construct transparency condition with statistically significant differences for cognitive reappraisal, t(381) = -2.24, p < .05, d = -0.23, considering other perspectives, t(381) = -2.98, p < .01, d = -0.31, forecasting, t(381) = -2.06, p < .05, d = -0.21, and expressive suppression, t(381) = -3.37, p < .01, d = -0.35. Although scores were higher in the construct transparency condition, standard deviations were comparable between the two conditions for every scale. 
[bookmark: _Toc386801243]Scale Intercorrelations 
Scale intercorrelations were also examined and are shown in Table 2. For both conditions, most scale intercorrelations were weakly to moderately correlated. Specifically, for the control condition, all scales were significantly intercorrelated with the exception of identification of key causes when correlated with cognitive reappraisal, r = .08, p > .05, and considering other perspectives, r = .14, p > .05. The largest scale intercorrelations were between forecasting and ethical decision making, r = .48, p < .01, and between cognitive reappraisal and expressive suppression, r = .42, p < .01. For the construct transparency condition, all scales were significantly correlated with the exception of cognitive reappraisal correlated with identification of key causes, r = .10, p > .05, and forecasting, r = .14, p > .05. The largest scale intercorrelation was between the cognitive reappraisal and expressive suppression scales, r = .52, p < .01. Nevertheless, in general the pattern and magnitude of the correlations were similar between the two conditions. In order to determine if the correlations significantly differed between the two conditions, scale intercorrelations were compared. Across the 15 comparisons, there were no significant differences between the two conditions for any of the scale intercorrelations. 
[bookmark: _Toc386801244]Internal Consistencies
	Hypothesis 1 predicted that SJT scale estimates of internal consistency would be higher for the scores from the construct transparency condition compared to those from the control condition. Spearman-Brown odd-even split-half reliability coefficients for the six scales are shown in Table 3. The internal consistency reliabilities varied greatly across the six scales for both conditions (from .08 to .86). There seemed to be a pattern in that for both conditions, the considering other perspectives (reliability = .64 for both control and construct transparency conditions) and expressive suppression (control condition: reliability = .86; construct transparency condition: reliability = .80) scales yielded the highest internal consistencies than the other sensemaking scales. Only the expressive suppression scale yielded an internal consistency that would be considered acceptable (i.e., .70 for program evaluation or research purposes). In general, internal consistencies were comparable and the confidence intervals for every scale between the two conditions overlapped considerably. Thus, Hypothesis 1 was not supported. 
[bookmark: _Toc386801245]Scale Structural Validity
	Hypothesis 2 predicted that evidence of structural validity would be stronger for the scores from the construct transparency condition compared to those from the control condition. The SJT structure for both the control and construct transparency conditions were analyzed with structural equation modeling using SAS (SAS Institute Inc., 2008). Several possible models were tested using CFAs with maximum likelihood estimation and Proc CALIS. The fit indices of all models and relevant model comparisons are shown in Tables 4 and 5. Three models were examined a priori: (1) a one-factor model with all items loaded onto a single latent factor, (2) a two-factor correlated model with the cognitive reappraisal and expressive suppression items loaded onto an emotions latent factor and the considering other perspectives, identification of key causes, forecasting, and ethical decision making items loaded onto a sensemaking latent factor, and (3) a six-factor correlated model with items for each skill loaded onto their originally conceived latent factors. For the control condition, the six-factor model resulted in a non-positive definite matrix as the standardized correlation between the forecasting and ethical decision making factors was greater than one. Although the χ2 difference tests and the fit indices suggested a better fit for this model compared to both the one- and two- factor models, because of the non-positive definite matrix, accuracy of the fit indices are questionable. 
For the construct transparency condition the same three a priori models were compared and results revealed the six-factor model fit the data best compared to both the one-factor and two-factor models. However, the fit indices, the CFI specifically, suggested that the six-factor model was not a good fitting model, χ2(1065) = 11,485.62, p < .05, CFI = .67, RMSR = .07, RMSEA = .05. Given the poor fitting models for both the control and construct transparency conditions, a fourth model was additionally examined consisting of three correlated factors such that the items from the forecasting, identification of key causes, and ethical decision making scales were excluded due to their extremely low reliabilities (i.e., low item intercorrelations). The fit of the three-factor model was then compared to the fit of its corresponding one-factor model. 
As shown in Tables 4 and 5, fit indices as well as the χ2 difference test indicated that the three-factor model fit the data better than the one-factor model for both the control,  χ2(3) = 193.58, p < .01, and construct transparency,  χ2(3) = 128.39, p < .01, conditions. However, the CFI values for both conditions indicated that the three-factor model did not fit the data (i.e., CFI values < .90). Although the results from the CFAs indicated that the correlated three-factor model did not fit the data well, it is important to note that the fit of the three-factor correlated model for the transparency condition almost reached levels of acceptability (CFI = .89, RMSR = .07, RMSEA = .04) whereas the fit of the control condition was not as close (CFI = .81, RMSR = .08, RMSEA = .05). Thus, the data showed weak support for Hypothesis 2 which stated that evidence of structural validity would be stronger for the scores from the construct transparency condition compared to those from the control condition.
[bookmark: _Toc386801246]Correlations between SJT Scales and External Measures
	A research question was proposed to investigate if correlations between the SJT scale scores and the external measures of military background, general intelligence, and verbal reasoning differed as a function of the transparency manipulation. The correlations and corresponding comparisons between the two conditions are shown in Table 6. In the control condition, all scales except expressive suppression were significantly positively correlated with general intelligence, while the same was true in the construct transparency condition for all scales except cognitive reappraisal and considering other perspectives. Similarly for verbal reasoning, all scales in the control condition were significantly correlated while for the construct transparency condition, all scales except expressive suppression were positively correlated. Overall, the patterns were similar between conditions such that the SJT scales were positively correlated with general intelligence and verbal reasoning for both the control and construct transparency conditions while the pattern for military background indicated that it was not correlated with the SJT scales in either condition. A series of comparisons of correlations was conducted between the two groups, and out of 18 comparisons, only one significant difference was found. These results indicated that correlations between the SJT scales and external measures did not differ as a function of the transparency manipulation.

[bookmark: _Toc386801247]Discussion
Whereas previous studies have rarely examined the structural properties of SJTs (Ployhart & Weekley, 2006), this paper addressed the need for an empirical investigation of factors that affect the validity evidence of SJTs. The present study examined the extent to which construct transparency influenced the internal structure of a multidimensional SJT. Methods for increasing construct transparency that had previously been applied in the AC literature (Kleinmann et al., 1996) were adapted for use in the present study in order to address two hypotheses and one research question: (1) that scale estimates of internal consistency would be higher for scores from the construct transparency condition, (2) that evidence of structural validity would be stronger for scores from the construct transparency condition, and (3) whether correlations between SJT scale scores and external measures differed as a function of the transparency manipulation. 
The study found that there were no significant differences between the two conditions for either estimates of scale intercorrelations or scale reliabilities. It was also found that the patterns of correlations with external scales for the two conditions were very similar. One difference that emerged was that scores in the control condition were lower than those of the construct transparency condition for all scales. However, the standard deviations of the two conditions were similar, indicating that construct transparency did not restrict the variability of the scales. Although slightly more evidence of structural validity was found for scores from the construct transparency condition, some incremental fit indices (i.e., structural equation modeling fit indices that compare the target and null models) failed to reach values that are commonly viewed as acceptable. Despite the low values for incremental fit indices, the evidence of structural validity favored the scores from the construct transparency condition. Lastly, the results showed that scale correlations with external measures did not differ as a function of the construct transparency manipulation. The following sections review the findings with respect to the viability of (a) using a construct-oriented approach to develop SJTs, (b) making the content of SJTs transparent to test takers, and (c) developing multidimensional SJTs of sensemaking skills. The limitations of the present study and suggestions and implications for future research are also discussed.
[bookmark: _Toc386801248]Construct-Oriented SJTs
	Although current criterion-related evidence from the literature supports the use of SJTs as a measurement method, there is little construct-related evidence in support of SJTs (Christian et al., 2010). Therefore, a construct-oriented approach was taken in the present research. Past research suggests that the internal consistencies of SJTs are lacking as low estimates are often reported (Lievens & Patterson, 2011; Mcdaniel et al., 2001), and the structural validity of SJT scores are rarely examined. The present study attempted to use construct transparency as a means of increasing the estimates of internal consistency and improving the structural validity of a multidimensional SJT. 
	The construct-oriented approach used for the current SJT may be useful for other test developers in their research. This approach allowed for reporting of construct-level scores as opposed to an overall SJT score. Thus, from the data it was apparent that some constructs had different psychometric properties than others. For instance, the scales of cognitive reappraisal, considering other perspectives, and expressive suppression were found to be the scales that had higher internal consistencies compared to the other scales of the SJT. There was also more evidence of structural validity found for these scales. Specifically, the three-factor model that included the items for these three scales had fit indices that were much closer to levels of acceptability compared to the fit indices of the six-factor model that included items for all six scales.
As previously discussed, the reported internal consistencies of SJTs are generally low. Out of 17 published papers that I found that reported internal consistencies, the average number of SJT items was 21 (range = 5 to 58 items) with an average internal consistency estimate of .60 (SD = .18; range = .20 to .92). Increasing the number of items to this average of 21 would result in the two additional scales of cognitive reappraisal and considering other perspectives having an internal consistency of at least .70. Thus, by merely increasing the number of items per scale, the reliabilities of the scales would be greatly improved and further examination of evidence of validity could be conducted.
Other researchers have also developed SJTs targeted to measure particular constructs other than job knowledge. For instance, a study by de Meijer, Born, van Zielst, and van der Molen (2010) used a more traditional method of creating SJTs (i.e., using subject matter experts to collect critical incidents and create response options; Ployhart & MacKenzie, 2011) in order to create an 11-item video-based SJT focused on the construct of integrity. Although the resultant SJT scale had an internal consistency of .69, the researchers found evidence to support the convergent and discriminant validity as well as the structural validity of the scores. Thus, these results for a SJT designed to measure a single construct are encouraging. In general, more researchers should continue to investigate novel methods for developing construct-oriented SJTs, especially those designed to target multiple constructs, and likewise conduct construct-related validation studies. 
[bookmark: _Toc386801249]Transparency and SJTs
	Construct transparency has been examined in the AC and interview literatures as a means of minimizing the influence of extraneous factors on scores (Kolk et al., 2003; Smith-Jentsch, 2007). In the current study, the manipulation check showed that the methodology adapted from the AC literature to manipulate construct transparency was successfully extended in the context of a SJT study. However, the results were different than what has typically been found in the AC and interview literatures. For instance, in a study investigating the effect of transparency on structured interviews, Klehe, Konig, Ritchter, Kleinmann, and Melchers (2008) found that transparent interviews demonstrated improvement in construct validity compared to non-transparent interviews. Their results also showed that interviewees in transparent interviews received higher scores on all of the measured dimensions than interviewees in non-transparent interviews. Although the present study did not show much improvement in evidence of validity, this study did show that transparency resulted in higher participant scores. Despite the higher scores for the present study, the standard deviations of the scores were not different compared to those of the control condition, suggesting that increasing transparency did not produce uniformly high scores.
Also, considering that participants are informed what the test is measuring, construct transparency may increase reactions towards and acceptance of the test as well as increase perceptions of the fairness of the procedures (Schuler, 1993). Furthermore, in order to apply construct transparency methods, a test must be developed around the constructs of interest. This would mean that as a result of applying construct transparency methodology, the number of construct-oriented SJTs would rise which would increase the instance of reporting of construct-level scores. This information could then be used to help provide evidence as to what constructs reflected in SJT scores predict job performance (Christian et al., 2010). In general, although making test content more transparent may not necessarily improve validity, there may be other potential benefits without any detriment to validity. More research on the use of transparency techniques applied to SJTs while examining a range of outcomes is needed. 
[bookmark: _Toc386801250]SJTs and Sensemaking Leadership Skills
	The general goal of the present research was to provide evidence of validity for a multidimensional measure of sensemaking leadership skills. Some of the sensemaking leadership scales received more psychometric support than others. The scales of identification of key causes, forecasting, and ethical decision making lacked supportive evidence the most. The reliabilities of these three scales were very low, and they received little evidence of structural validity. The scales of cognitive reappraisal, considering other perspectives, and expressive suppression showed higher scale reliabilities as well as more evidence of structural validity. One interesting result from this study was that despite all of the scales being conceptually related as they each represent different aspects of sensemaking, the half of the scales that were comparatively more interpersonal (i.e., socio-emotional) in nature received more evidence of validity than the other half of the scales that were more cognitive in nature. This broad distinction between the scales offers a potential explanation for why it is that certain scales received more support than others. Research from the sensemaking literature suggests that case-based knowledge, which is knowledge gained from similar past experiences, is used substantially when engaging in sensemaking and when training others on how to use sensemaking strategies (Lundberg, 2000; Mumford et al., 2007, 2008). It may be that the more cognitive constructs of identification of key causes, forecasting, and ethical decision making require more case-based knowledge (Marcy & Mumford, 2010; Mumford et al., 2008; Shipman et al., 2010) than the sample of college students in the present study possessed, whereas the more interpersonal constructs may have been more easily relatable to the types of situations that college students often encounter (i.e., when they have to consider the viewpoints of others or regulate their emotions).
[bookmark: _Toc386801251]Limitations
Given the importance of case-based knowledge, and domain experience in general, to sensemaking, one salient limitation of this study was its use of participants with little military background. Although all participants were given some basic information about the military, without extensive case-based knowledge it is likely that the respondents would not be sensitive to the key themes and principles that are common across the ostensibly different situations described in the SJT. This may explain why there were particularly poor psychometric properties for the more cognitive scales. Therefore, it is recommended that in future studies the SJT be completed by a sample of participants who have the requisite mental models and are not influenced by preconceived notions (i.e., implicit theories) of military leadership. For instance, having a sample of military officers complete the measure and comparing the scores of that sample to the current study’s results would help to determine if various psychometric properties of the SJT are affected by domain expertise. 
As previously stated, certain scales lacked supportive validity evidence. This may be in part because the participants were not trained on the skills used in the present study. The skills used in the present study are highly complex and are especially useful in ambiguous situations. In order to facilitate better understanding of what the constructs are and how they are effectively and ineffectively used in various situations, a study that integrates training into the transparency manipulation may be worthwhile. Previous research that has trained participants on sensemaking skills (Mumford et al., 2008) could be adapted for a construct transparency manipulation specifically by using case-based examples and encouraging participants to compare cases in order to extract the common principles varying across the cases (Gentner, Loewenstein, & Thompson, 2003). For instance, participants in the construct transparency condition could first watch a PowerPoint presentation that introduced them to the skills of interest by providing definitions and behavioral examples, followed by illustrated use of the skills across a variety of cases. The participants could then role play a number of cases and receive feedback on their use of the sensemaking skills. Such a training paradigm would provide participants with case-based knowledge on how to use the various sensemaking strategies which would provide them with a deeper understanding of the skills of interest. By using such a paradigm, improved psychometric properties of the SJT scales could be observed. 
Another limitation was that the study used a SJT that was developed using a novel approach. Perhaps a more traditional approach for developing SJTs, while also ensuring that particular dimensions of the SJT were focused on certain constructs (de Meijer et al., 2010), would show more supportive psychometric characteristics and results that were more in line with those from previous transparency studies in the literature. 
[bookmark: _Toc386801252]Conclusion
	The extent to which construct transparency affected various psychometric properties of a multidimensional SJT was examined. The results suggested that, overall, construct transparency did not have a much of an effect on the reliability estimates and structural validity evidence. However, there were some differences found. Participants in the construct transparency condition received higher scores compared to participants in the control condition, and evidence of structural validity slightly favored the scores of the construct transparency condition. Furthermore, only half of the scales showed promise in terms of conventional psychometric properties. Although the results did not show strong support for the psychometric properties of the multidimensional SJT sensemaking skills overall, the results were encouraging for the more interpersonal dimensions.
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Appendix B: Transparency Manipulation Presentation
Slide 1




Slide audio:
This presentation will describe several skills important to leadership as measured in the current leadership and decision-making exercise. These skills are called “sensemaking leadership skills”. Leaders are often presented with complex social problems that require the use of a certain set of sensemaking skills in order to find the best course of action. During this presentation you will learn about several skills essential to leadership in complex social situations.




Slide 2




Slide audio:
Sensemaking can be defined as a complex thought process that occurs when people are presented with important situations where it is unclear what needs to be done. 

Sensemaking is important because during these kinds of situations, leaders use complex thinking frameworks that allow them to better handle and understand the situation. 

The overarching idea of sensemaking is that multiple parts of situations influence how leaders think about the situations and influence the approaches leaders consider for how to deal with the situations.
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Slide audio:
Sensemaking can be broken down into several skills. In today’s presentation, we will discuss 6. These 6 skills are the specific skills measured in the exercise you will soon be doing. They are identification of key causes, cognitive reappraisal, expressive suppression, forecasting, considering other perspectives, and ethical decision making. 
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Slide audio:
The first skill we will cover is identification of key causes. Identification of key causes can be defined as identifying causes or factors that influence important elements of a situation. This means that when in a complex situation, you look for aspects of the situation that are influencing or ultimately causing what is happening. It is important to keep in mind that key causes are those that (1) have a significant influence on the situation and (2) have an effect on the outcomes of the situation. Identification of key causes can also be thought of as critical thinking. 

An effective example of identification of key causes would be critically thinking about and determining the underlying issues affecting a given situation. An ineffective example of identification of key causes would be focusing on a narrow, trivial, or irrelevant aspect of a situation and assuming that it is the cause of the situation.
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Slide audio:
Cognitive reappraisal can be defined as a defensive cognitive strategy where one reexamines an emotional situation to reduce the experience and emotional impact so that goals can be successfully accomplished. Cognitive reappraisal occurs before an emotion is fully felt or experienced. 

An effective example of cognitive reappraisal is when you turn an emotionally charged event into something that is less emotional. Doing this will allow you to better concentrate on your goal. 

An ineffective example of cognitive reappraisal is thinking of an already emotional event in a way that makes it even more emotionally powerful, and consequently magnifying the emotion felt. 
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Slide audio:
Expressive suppression can be defined in two ways: (1) as preventing the expression of a felt emotion and (2) as behaving in such a way that others could not know what you are feeling. Expressive suppression occurs after an emotion is felt. 

An effective example of expressive suppression is when you are confronted with an emotional situation, you hold back and do not express that emotion to other people so that you and others are able to stay on task and continue to accomplish goals. 

An ineffective example of expressive suppression would be when in an emotional situation, you overreact and express the felt emotion even more intensely than what you feel.
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Slide audio:
The next sensemaking skill that we will talk about is forecasting. Forecasting can be defined as predicting likely outcomes or consequences of carrying out an idea within a particular setting. When in complex situations, there are often a large number of decision options to choose from. Each of these decision options has its own consequence or outcome if the decision option is carried out. 

An effective example of forecasting is thinking about a particular decision and the full range of positive and negative outcomes that could result if that decision is implemented.

An ineffective example of forecasting is thinking about a particular decision and considering just one positive outcome that could result if that decision is implemented.
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Slide audio:
Next we will discuss considering other perspectives. Considering other perspectives can be defined as considering the perceptions, concerns, goals, and responsibilities of others who are affected by a situation. 

An effective example of considering other perspectives is when you attempt to look at the situation from a range or diverse set of perspectives.

An ineffective example of considering other perspectives is thinking of only one perspective, like an individual or a single group, or even thinking of only your own perspective.
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Slide audio:
Finally, we will talk about ethical decision making. Ethical decision making is used in situations where a “right” course of action is unclear as the situation can involve a conflict between what is morally right and what a set of rules dictates should be done. Ethical decision making can be defined as a process during which an individual takes into consideration the situation, potential responses to a problem, and then chooses a course of action that minimizes harm to others yet is consistent with ethical guidelines which includes norms in addition to rules, policies, and guidelines. 

An effective example of ethical decision making is finding a balance between the rules and the concerns of individuals involved in the situation to reach a fair course of action. An ineffective example of ethical decision making is strictly applying rules when the situation may not fully apply or completely ignoring the rules when they should be followed.
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Slide audio:
To review this presentation, we have discussed sensemaking which is defined as a complex thought process that occurs when people are presented with important situations where it is unclear what needs to be done. We then discussed multiple sensemaking skills including identification of key causes, cognitive reappraisal, expressive suppression, forecasting, considering other perspectives, and ethical decision making. Remember these are the skills that are measured in the leadership and decision-making exercise that you will be doing. The exercise consists of several scenarios each of which has 6 questions. Each question is designed to measure one of these 6 skills. 
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Table 1  

 

D escriptive  S tatistics   and Comparison of Means for Control and Transparency Conditions  

          

  Control   Transparency   

 SJT scal e  Range a  M  SD   Range a  M  SD  t  d  

1.  Cognitive reappraisal  - 1 to 16  11.94  3.35     2 to 16  12.68  3.04    - 2.24*  - 0.23  

2.  Considering other perspectives  - 9   to 15    6.55  5.36   - 9   to 16    8.15  5.13  - 2.98**  - 0.31  

3.  Identification of key causes  - 2 to 16  10.97  2.98     4 to 16  11.46  2.84    - 1.64  - 0.17  

4.  Forecasting  - 4   to 16    6.81  3.82   - 8   to 15    7.57  3.38    - 2.06*  - 0.21  

5.  Ethical decision making  - 6   to 15    8.97  3.94   - 3   to 16    9.52  4.02    - 1.37  - 0.14  

6.  Expressive suppression  - 9   to 16    7.77  6.71   - 6   to 16    9.96  5.99  - 3 .37**  - 0.35  

           

Note.  a Pote ntial range for all scales =  - 16   to 1 6 .   For Control condition,   n  = 192. For Transparency condition,  n  = 191.  df   = 381. * p   < .05. ** p   < .01.  
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Table 2  

 

Correlations of SJT Scales   by Condition  

        

 SJT s cale  1  2  3  4  5  6  

1 .  Cognitive reappraisal  --  .19**  .10  .14  .32**  .52**  

2 .  Considering other perspectives  .21**  --  .17*  .15*  .28**  .24**  

3 .  Identification of key causes  .08  .14  --  .17*  .26**  .22**  

4 .  Forecasting  .23**  .30**  .29**  --  .37**  .14  

5 .  Ethical decision   making  .37**  .30**  .28**  .48**  --  .41**  

6 .  Expressive suppression  .42**  .18*  .20**  .22**  .24**  --  

        

Note.   Correlations for the control condition ( n  = 192) are presented below   the diagonal   while correlations for the transparency condition ( n  = 191 ) are presented above the  diagonal.  * p   < .05. ** p   < .01.  

 


image3.emf
Table 3  

 

Reliability Estimates for Control and Transparency Conditions  

       

  Control   Transparency  

 SJT scale  Odd - Even  Split - half  95% CI   Odd - Even  Split - half  95% CI  

1.  Cognitive  r eapprai sal  .57  [.43, .68]   .53  [.38, .65]  

2.  Considering  o ther  p erspectives  .64  [.52, .73]   .64  [.52, .73]  

3.  Identification   of  k ey  c auses  .28  [.04, .46]   .21  [.00, .41]  

4.  Forecasting  .37  [.16, .53]   .08  [.00, .31]  

5.  Ethical  d ecision   m aking  .39  [.19, .54]   .45  [.27, .59]  

6.  Expressive  s uppression  .86  [.81, .90]   .80  [.73, .85]  

       

 


image4.emf
Table 4  

 

Summary fo r Confirmatory Factor Analyses for  Control Condition  

        

     Model  χ 2  df  BIC  CFI  RMSR  RMSEA [90% CI]   χ 2  

       

Full 48 - item test  

 

1.  One - factor  1741.69  1080  2246.41  .45  .08  .06 [.05, .06]   

2.  Two - factor  1599.30  1079  2109.27  .57  .09  .05 [.05, .06]   

3.  Six - factor a  1533.84  1065  2112.1 7  .61  .09  .05 [.04, .05]   

        

Difference between  Model 1 and Model 2   1      142.39**  

        

     Difference between  Model 1 and Model 3   15      207.8 5**  

        

Modified  24 - item test b  

 

4 .   One - factor  576.1 2  252  828.4 8  .5 7  .09  .08 [.07, .09]   

5 .   Three - factor  382.54  24 9  650. 67  .81  .08  .05 [.04, .06 ]   

        

     Difference between  Model 4 and Model 5   3      193.58 **  

        

Note .  a The six - factor model yielded a non - positive definite matrix .   T herefore  accuracy of the fit indices  are questionable .  b Excluding the items from  the forecasting, identification of key causes, and ethical  decision making scales. ** p   < .01.  
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Table 5  

 

Summary for Confirmatory Factor Analyses  for  Transparency Condition  

        

     Model  χ 2  df  BIC  CFI  RMSR  RMSEA [90% CI]   χ 2  

       

Full 48 - item  test  

 

1.  One - factor  1689.03  1080  2193.25  .52  .08  .05   [.05, .06]   

2.  Two - factor  1595.60  1079  2105.08  .59  .08  .05 [.04 , .06]   

3.  Six - factor  1485.62  1065  2068.62  .67  .07  .05 [.04, .05]   

        

Difference between  Model 1 and Model 2   1      93.43 **  

        

     Difference between  Model 1 and Model 3   15      203.41**  

        

Modified  24 - item test a  

        

4 .   One - factor  461.03  252  713.14  .71  .10  .07 [.06, .08 ]   

5 .   Three - factor  332.64  24 9  600.51  .89  .07  .04 [.03, .05 ]   

        

     Difference bet ween  Model 4 and Model 5   3      128.39 **  

        

Note .  a Excluding the items from the forecasting, identification of key causes, and ethical decision making  scales. ** p   < .01.  
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Table 6  

 

Correlations between SJT Scales and Cognitive Scales  

              

  General intelligence   Verbal  r easoning    Military  b ackground a  

 SJT s cale  Contr  Trans  z   Contr  Trans  z    Contr  Trans  z  

1.  Cognitive reappraisal  .17 *  .13    0.40   .23 **  .17*    0.61      .02    .06  - 0.39  

2.  Considering other perspectives  .22 **  .10    1.20   . 25 **  .18 *    0.71    - .17 *    .08  - 2.45*  

3.  Identification of key causes  .18 *  .24 **  - 0.61   .23 **  .25 **  - 0.21      .04  - .03    0.68  

4.  Forecasting  .32 **  .27 **    0.53   .33 **  .22 **    1.16      .01    .02  - 0.10  

5.  Ethical decision making  .25 **  .28 **  - 0.31   .28 **  .30 **  - 0. 21    - .05  - .03  - 0.19  

6.  Expressive suppression  .11  .15*  - 0.40   .24 **  .13    1.11      .09    .15 *  - 0.59  

              

Note.   a Military  b ackground was dummy coded such that a “0” represented no military background and a “1” represented  having a military backgro und.   Contr   = Control condition. Trans =  Construct t ransparency condition.  Z - scores   represent   compar ison between  correlations  in  the control ( n  = 192) and the  construct  transparency condition s   ( n  = 191).   * p   < .05.  ** p   < .01.  
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This presentation will describe several skills important to leadership as measured in the current leadership and decision-making exercise. These skills are called “sensemaking leadership skills”. Leaders are often presented with complex social problems that require the use of a certain set of sensemaking skills in order to find the best course of action. During this presentation you will learn about several skills essential to leadership in complex social situations.
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Sensemaking



Definition



A complex thought process where people are 

presented with important, ambiguous situations



Importance



Helps leaders make sense of complex situations



A situation influences how leaders think and behave
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Sensemaking

Definition

A complex thought process where people are presented with important, ambiguous situations



Importance

Helps leaders make sense of complex situations

A situation influences how leaders think and behave













Sensemaking can be defined as a complex thought process that occurs when people are presented with important situations where it is unclear what needs to be done. 



Sensemaking is important because during these kinds of situations, leaders use complex thinking frameworks that allow them to better handle and understand the situation. 



The overarching idea of sensemaking is that multiple parts of situations influence how leaders think about the situations and influence the approaches leaders consider for how to deal with the situations.
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List of Sensemaking Skills

1. Identification of Key Causes

2. Cognitive Reappraisal

3. Expressive Suppression

4. Forecasting

5. Considering Other Perspectives

6. Ethical Decision Making
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List of Sensemaking Skills

Identification of Key Causes

Cognitive Reappraisal

Expressive Suppression

Forecasting

Considering Other Perspectives

Ethical Decision Making













Sensemaking can be broken down into several skills. In today’s presentation, we will discuss 6. These 6 skills are the specific skills measured in the exercise you will soon be doing. They are identification of key causes, cognitive reappraisal, expressive suppression, forecasting, considering other perspectives, and ethical decision making. 
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1. Identification of Key Causes



Definition



Identifying causes or factors that influence important 

elements of a situation



Key causes have a significant influence on the outcomes 

of the situation



Examples:



Effective: Critically thinking about and determining the 

underlying issues affecting a situation



Ineffective: Focusing on a narrow, trivial, or irrelevant 

detail and assuming that it is the underlying cause of a 

situation
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1. Identification of Key Causes

Definition

Identifying causes or factors that influence important elements of a situation

Key causes have a significant influence on the outcomes of the situation



Examples:

Effective: Critically thinking about and determining the underlying issues affecting a situation

Ineffective: Focusing on a narrow, trivial, or irrelevant detail and assuming that it is the underlying cause of a situation













The first skill we will cover is identification of key causes. Identification of key causes can be defined as identifying causes or factors that influence important elements of a situation. This means that when in a complex situation, you look for aspects of the situation that are influencing or ultimately causing what is happening. 



It is important to keep in mind that key causes are those that (1) have a significant influence on the situation and (2) have an effect on the outcomes of the situation. Identification of key causes can also be thought of as critical thinking. 



An effective example of identification of key causes would be critically thinking about and determining the underlying issues affecting a given situation. 



An ineffective example of identification of key causes would be focusing on a narrow, trivial, or irrelevant aspect of a situation and assuming that it is the cause of the situation.
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2. Cognitive Reappraisal



Definition



A defensive cognitive strategy where one reexamines 

an emotional situation to reduce the experience and 

emotional impact of the situation so that one can better 

concentrate on a goal



Examples



Effective: Turning an emotionally charged event into 

something that is less emotional



Ineffective: Thinking of an emotional event in a way 

that makes it even more emotionally powerful
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2. Cognitive Reappraisal

Definition

A defensive cognitive strategy where one reexamines an emotional situation to reduce the experience and emotional impact of the situation so that one can better concentrate on a goal



Examples

Effective: Turning an emotionally charged event into something that is less emotional

Ineffective: Thinking of an emotional event in a way that makes it even more emotionally powerful













Cognitive reappraisal can be defined as a defensive cognitive strategy where one reexamines an emotional situation to reduce the experience and emotional impact so that goals can be successfully accomplished. Cognitive reappraisal occurs before an emotion is fully felt or experienced. 



An effective example of cognitive reappraisal is when you turn an emotionally charged event into something that is less emotional. Doing this will allow you to better concentrate on your goal. 



An ineffective example of cognitive reappraisal is thinking of an already emotional event in a way that makes it even more emotionally powerful, and consequently magnifying the emotion felt. 
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3. Expressive Suppression



Definition



Preventing the expression of a felt emotion



Behaving in such a way that others could not know what 

you are feeling



Examples



Effective: When confronted with an emotional situation, 

you hold back expressing that emotion to others so 

everyone can focus and stay on task



Ineffective: When in an emotional situation, you 

overreact and express the emotion even more intensely 

than it is truly felt
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3. Expressive Suppression

Definition

Preventing the expression of a felt emotion

Behaving in such a way that others could not know what you are feeling



Examples

Effective: When confronted with an emotional situation, you hold back expressing that emotion to others so everyone can focus and stay on task

Ineffective: When in an emotional situation, you overreact and express the emotion even more intensely than it is truly felt













Expressive suppression can be defined in two ways: (1) as preventing the expression of a felt emotion and (2) as behaving in such a way that others could not know what you are feeling. Expressive suppression occurs after an emotion is felt. 



An effective example of expressive suppression is when you are confronted with an emotional situation, you hold back and do not express that emotion to other people so that you and others are able to stay on task and continue to accomplish goals. 



An ineffective example of expressive suppression would be when in an emotional situation, you overreact and express the felt emotion even more intensely than what you feel.
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4. Forecasting



Definition 



Predicting likely outcomes or consequences of carrying 

out an idea or plan within a particular setting to ensure 

a broad, successful outcome



Examples



Effective: Thinking about a particular decision and the 

full range of positive and negative outcomes that could 

result if it is implemented



Ineffective: Thinking about a particular decision and 

considering just one positive outcome that could result
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4. Forecasting

Definition 

Predicting likely outcomes or consequences of carrying out an idea or plan within a particular setting to ensure a broad, successful outcome



Examples

Effective: Thinking about a particular decision and the full range of positive and negative outcomes that could result if it is implemented

Ineffective: Thinking about a particular decision and considering just one positive outcome that could result













The next sensemaking skill that we will talk about is forecasting. Forecasting can be defined as predicting likely outcomes or consequences of carrying out an idea within a particular setting. When in complex situations, there are often a large number of decision options to choose from. Each of these decision options has its own consequence or outcome if the decision option is carried out. 



An effective example of forecasting is thinking about a particular decision and the full range of positive and negative outcomes that could result if that decision is implemented.



An ineffective example of forecasting is thinking about a particular decision and considering just one positive outcome that could result if that decision is implemented.
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5. Considering Other Perspectives



Definition 



Considering the perceptions, concerns, goals, and 

responsibilities of others who are affected by a 

situation 



Examples



Effective: Looking at a situation from a range or diverse 

set of perspectives



Ineffective: Thinking of only one perspective or your 

own
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5. Considering Other Perspectives

Definition 

Considering the perceptions, concerns, goals, and responsibilities of others who are affected by a situation 



Examples

Effective: Looking at a situation from a range or diverse set of perspectives

Ineffective: Thinking of only one perspective or your own













Next we will discuss considering other perspectives. Considering other perspectives can be defined as considering the perceptions, concerns, goals, and responsibilities of others who are affected by a situation. 



An effective example of considering other perspectives is when you attempt to look at the situation from a range or diverse set of perspectives.



An ineffective example of considering other perspectives is thinking of only one perspective, like an individual or a single group, or even thinking of only your own perspective.
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6. Ethical Decision Making



Definition 



A process during which an individual takes into consideration 

the situation, potential responses to the problem, and then 

chooses a course of action that minimizes harm yet is 

consistent with ethical guidelines by considering informal 

norms in addition to rules, policies, and guidelines 



Examples



Effective: Balancing the rules with the concerns of all parties 

involved in a situation to reach a fair course of action



Ineffective: Strictly applying rules when the situation does 

not fully apply or completely ignoring rules when the 

situation does apply
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6. Ethical Decision Making

Definition 

A process during which an individual takes into consideration the situation, potential responses to the problem, and then chooses a course of action that minimizes harm yet is consistent with ethical guidelines by considering informal norms in addition to rules, policies, and guidelines 



Examples

Effective: Balancing the rules with the concerns of all parties involved in a situation to reach a fair course of action

Ineffective: Strictly applying rules when the situation does not fully apply or completely ignoring rules when the situation does apply













Finally, we will talk about ethical decision making. Ethical decision making is used in situations where a “right” course of action is unclear as the situation can involve a conflict between what is morally right and what a set of rules dictates should be done.



Ethical decision making can be defined as a process during which an individual takes into consideration the situation, potential responses to a problem, and then chooses a course of action that minimizes harm to others yet is consistent with ethical guidelines which includes norms in addition to rules, policies, and guidelines. 



An effective example of ethical decision making is finding a balance between the rules and the concerns of individuals involved in the situation to reach a fair course of action.



An ineffective example of ethical decision making is strictly applying rules when the situation may not fully apply or completely ignoring the rules when they should be followed.
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Summary



Sensemaking



Recap of the six sensemaking skills

1. Identification of Key Causes

2. Cognitive Reappraisal

3. Expressive Suppression

4. Forecasting

5. Considering Other Perspectives

6. Ethical Decision Making
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Summary

Sensemaking

Recap of the six sensemaking skills

Identification of Key Causes

Cognitive Reappraisal

Expressive Suppression

Forecasting

Considering Other Perspectives

Ethical Decision Making















To review this presentation, we have discussed sensemaking which is defined as a complex thought process that occurs when people are presented with important situations where it is unclear what needs to be done. We then discussed multiple sensemaking skills including identification of key causes, cognitive reappraisal, expressive suppression, forecasting, considering other perspectives, and ethical decision making. Remember these are the skills that are measured in the leadership and decision-making exercise that you will be doing. The exercise consists of several scenarios each of which has 6 questions. Each question is designed to measure one of these 6 skills. 
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