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We found that self-ratings on the Emotional Competence Inventory (ECI) had small
relationships with, but a distinct factor structure from, the Big-Five personality dimen-
sions. ECI self-ratings were unrelated to academic performance and general mental ability.
ECI self-ratings had significant, albeit small, correlations with EC-related behaviors and
peer nominations of influence during a leaderless group discussion, coworkers’ ratings of
managerial skills, and number of promotions received. However, with one exception, these
significant relationships disappeared after controlling for personality and age.

1. Introduction

Popular and academic interest in emotional intelli-
gence (El) has soared in recent years. Popular
interest has been fueled largely by Daniel Goleman’s
Emotional Intelligence (1995) as well as a growing num-
ber of books and articles that describe the purported
importance of El for work and leadership (Caruso &
Salovey, 2004; Cherniss & Goleman, 2001; Emmerling &
Cherniss, 2003; George, 2000; Goleman, 1998a; Gole-
man, 1998b; Goleman, 2000; Goleman, Boyatzis, &
McKee, 2002). At the same time, academic interest
has grown at an exponential rate. A search of PsycINFO
for the term ‘emotional intelligence’ from 1980 to 1989
yielded four citations, from 1990 to 1999 yielded 70
citations, and from 2000 through August 2006 yielded
937 citations. When the Harvard Business Review pub-
lished Goleman’s 1998 article on El, it attracted a
higher percentage of readers than any other article

published in that periodical for the previous 40 years
(Cherniss, 2000).

The interest in El is likely related to the claims of
some of its proponents. For example, Goleman (1995,
p. 36) stated that El provides one with ‘an advantage in
any domain in life, whether in romance and intimate
relationships or picking up the unspoken rules that
govern success in organizational politics. Unfortunately,
the explosion of interest in El was not accompanied by
any consensus about how it should be defined or
measured, or even whether the concept meets scien-
tific criteria for a meaningful psychological construct
(Matthews, Zeidner, & Roberts, 2003; Conte, 2005;
Landy, 2005; Locke, 2005).

In this paper, we note the need for empirical research
concerning the Emotional Competence Inventory
(ECI), especially because this measurement tool was
created primarily to reflect Goleman’s El model.
Although his model has had an enormous impact on
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popular conceptions of El, the ways in which it con-
tributes to a better understanding of El as a construct
have yet to be fully explored. For instance, as Conte
(2005) noted, ‘few independent, peer-reviewed assess-
ments of the reliability and validity of the ECI have been
undertaken and published! To this end, this paper
furthers existing research by presenting the results of
an empirical study that examines the extent of overlap
between self-ratings on the ECI and self-ratings of
personality as well as the convergent and criterion-
related validity of the ECI.

1.1. ECI based upon a mixed model

Proponents of mixed models of El (e.g., Bar-On, 1997;
Cooper, 1997; Cooper & Sawaf, 1998; Goleman, 1995,
1998a; Petrides, Pérez, & Furnham, 2003; Pérez, Petrides,
& Furnham, 2005) view El as a combination of abilities,
personality-like traits, motivation, and skills. For example,
Goleman (1998a) states that El ‘refers to the capacity for
recognizing our own feelings and those of others, for
motivating ourselves, and for managing emotions well in
ourselves and our relationships . . . abilities distinct from,
but complementary to academic intelligence.

Mixed-model proponents argue that El is distinct
from personality and general cognitive ability. But critics
argue that the scales used to measure mixed models of
El yield merely self-(or others’) perceptions rather than
an estimate of a person’s actual emotional ability (Daus
& Ashkanasy, 2003). They also point to evidence that
self-report scales (such as ECI) overlap with personality
measures (e.g., Brackett & Mayer, 2003; Ciarrochi,
Chan, Caputi, & Roberts, 2001; Davies, Stankov, &
Roberts, 1998; Dawda & Hart, 2000; MacCann, Mat-
thews, Zeidner, & Roberts, 2003; Saklofske, Austin, &
Minski, 2003; van der Zee, Thijs, & Schakel, 2002) and
argue that this overlap with personality means that
these El measures lack discriminant validity. In addition,
self- and other ratings of El tend to have very little
relationship with traditional measures of intelligence or
general mental ability (GMA) (e.g., Derksen, Kramer, &
Katzko, 2002; MacCann, Matthews, Zeidner, & Roberts,
2003; Saklofske, Austin, & Minski, 2003). Finally, critics
argue that proponents of mixed models have made
unsupported and sweeping claims (Matthews, Zeidner,
& Roberts, 2003; Thingujam, 2002) and that these
mixed models should not be called El (Caruso, 2003;
Ashkanasy & Daus, 2005).

In contrast, there are also El ability models, and pro-
ponents of such models (e.g., Mayer, Salovey, & Caruso,
2000; Law, Wong, & Song, 2004) define El as ‘a type of
social intelligence that involves the ability to monitor
one’s own and others’ emotions, to discriminate among
them, and to use the information to guide one’s thinking
and actions’ (Mayer & Salovey, 1993, p. 433).
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1.2. The ECI

The ECIl is a self-report and other-report El measure
designed to assess the emotional competencies identi-
fied by Goleman (1998a). He defines emotional com-
petence as ‘an ability to recognize, understand and use
emotional information about oneself or others that
leads to or causes effective or superior performance’
(Goleman, 1998a, p. 5). Its development was also
influenced by Hay/McBer’s Generic Competency Diction-
ary and an earlier questionnaire developed by Boyatzis
(e.g., Boyatzis, 1994; Boyatzis, Baker, Leonard, Rhee, &
Thompson, 1995; Boyatzis, Leonard, Rhee, & Wheeler,
1996). The ECI purports to assess 18 emotional
competencies organized into four clusters: self-aware-
ness, self-management, social awareness, and social
skills. Self-awareness refers to knowing one’s internal
states, preferences, resources, and intuitions. Self-man-
agement refers to managing one’s internal states, im-
pulses, and resources. Social awareness refers to how
people handle relationships and one’s awareness of
others’ feelings, needs, and concerns. Social skills refer
to adeptness at inducing desirable responses in others.
Boyatzis, Goleman, and Rhee (2000) outlined the
rationale for the clustering and organization of El
competencies.

A study by Murensky (2000) examined the correla-
tion between ECI self-ratings and the five-factor
model of personality. ECI self-ratings were significantly
correlated with extraversion (r ranged from .24 to .49),
agreeableness (r ranged from .20 to .28), and conscien-
tiousness (.21-.39) but were unrelated to neuroticism
and agreeableness. Also, only three of the ECI clusters
were significantly related to scores on the Watson-
Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal, a measure of
cognitive ability. The three significant correlations
pointed to small, negative relationships between ECI
and critical thinking. Proponents of ECI argue that this
latter finding provides evidence for the discriminant
validity of ECI.

1.3. Meta-analysis of EI measures

Van Rooy and Viswesvaran (2004) state that ‘. .. there is
a serious lack of research examining the predictive
validity of existing measures of El; even less is known
about its predictive validity in work situations’ (p. 75).
Van Rooy and Viswesvaran’s (2004) meta-analysis found
that the mean correlation between El measures (of all
types) and work-related outcomes was .24. However,
this effect size is difficult to interpret because it is based
on different measures of El (including measures based
on both the ability and mixed models). Moreover, only
27% of the variance in observed correlations was due
to sampling error, thereby suggesting that validity is
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likely moderated by the type of El measure or other
factors (e.g., type of criterion, job, and work setting).

At the same time, however, a .24 correlation is within
the bounds of what has been reported for other
predictors of work-related outcomes. It is higher than
the meta-analytic validities reported by Barrick and
Mount (1991) in their investigation of the Big-Five
personality factors as predictors of work outcomes.
They reported that conscientiousness, the strongest
overall predictor, only had a correlation of .22. On the
other hand, the .24 correlation reported by Van Rooy
and Viswesvaran is considerably less than what is
typically reported for GMA. Schmidt and Hunter
(2004) reported that the correlation between GMA
and job performance was about .55 based on an average
of the results from 12 separate meta-analytic studies.

Van Rooy and Viswesvaran (2004) also reported a
mean predictive validity of .20 for six studies that used
the ECI but this effect size is also difficult to interpret
because it was apparently based on a mix of outcome
measures (including academic, work-related, and other
variables). Also, this meta-analysis did not describe the
incremental validity of ECI above and beyond person-
ality. Moreover, only 20% of the variance in observed
ECI correlations was due to sampling error, thereby
suggesting that the validity of ECl is likely moderated by
other factors (e.g., type of criterion).

Finally, Van Rooy and Viswesvaran (2004) found that
mixed-model El measures (such as ECI) were generally
unrelated to cognitive ability (mean correlation =.09).
The mean correlation between El measures (of all types)
and personality ranged from .23 (with agreeableness and
openness to experience) to .34 (with extraversion).

In a subsequent meta-analysis, Van Rooy, Viswes-
varan, and Pluta (2005) expanded upon the 2004 meta-
analytic findings. In this instance, they reported that
mixed-model El measures highly correlate among them-
selves (.71) and the ability El measures were found to
be relatively distinct (.14). Mixed-model measures also
demonstrated more overlap with personality when
compared with ability El measures. Further, ability-
based El measures had a higher correlation with
cognitive ability than mixed measures (.34 vs .13).

1.4. The current study

This study extends the emerging literature on El by
examining the extent of overlap between ECI self-
ratings and a well-established measure of the Big-Five
personality dimensions and by determining whether self-
ratings of EC and personality have distinct factor
structures. We also present evidence concerning the
convergent validity of ECl self-ratings by examining
whether such ratings are related to the extent to which
participants demonstrate EC-related behaviors during a
leaderless group discussion (LGD). Finally, we go beyond
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previous research by examining the criterion-related
validity of ECI self-ratings for predicting work-related
outcomes after controlling for personality.

Despite the widespread popularity of Goleman’s
writings and the growing attention to the ECI (an
August 2006 search on Google of the term ‘Emotional
Competence Inventory’ yielded 995 sites), there is a
dearth of research on its criterion-related validity. In its
discussion of criterion-related validity, the ECI technical
manual (Sala, 2002) describes only eight studies; none
of these were published in peer-reviewed journals or
presented at peer-reviewed conferences. (Four of these
studies were included in the Van Rooy and Viswesvaran
meta-analysis described above.) A search of the Psyc-
INFO database (August 20, 2004) for the term ‘Emo-
tional Competence Inventory’ also yielded no peer-
reviewed empirical studies concerning the ECI’s criter-
ion-related validity. In writing about his EI model,
Goleman often refers to studies showing the relation-
ship between El-related dispositions and competencies
(e.g., self-confidence, empathy, achievement orienta-
tion, conscientiousness) and work performance,
without presenting evidence concerning the criterion-
related validity of the ECI itself (Goleman, 2001). Mayer
(1999) argues that this amounts to ‘... using a catchy
new name to sell worthy, old-fashioned personality
research and prediction.

As noted above, a study by Murensky (2000) found
small correlations between the ECI measures and
several personality dimensions. Many studies have
shown that there is a consistent, albeit small, relation-
ship between personality and job performance (Barrick
& Mount, 1991; Mount, Barrick, & Stewart, 1998),
leadership (Judge, Bono, llies, & Gerhardt, 2002; Lord,
De Vader, & Alliger, 1986), and team effectiveness
(Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, & Mount, 1998). Taken
together, these findings point to the need to examine
whether the ECI can predict work-related outcomes
beyond what could be predicted by personality.

Based on the literature reviewed above, we exam-
ined five research questions.

1. What is the extent of overlap between ECI self-
ratings and the Big-Five personality dimensions
(neuroticism, extraversion, openness to experience,
agreeableness, and conscientiousness)?

2. Do ECI self-ratings and the Big-Five personality
dimensions have distinct factor structures (i.e., dis-
criminant validity)?

3. Are ECI self-ratings related to EC behaviors exhib-
ited during an LGD (i.e., convergent validity)?

4. Are ECI self-ratings related to measures of work-
related outcomes (peer nominations of influence
in an LGD, number of promotions received,
and coworker feedback concerning managerial
skills)?
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5. Are ECI self-ratings significantly related to work-
related outcomes dfter controlling for the Big-Five
personality dimensions?

2. Method

2.1. Overview

As part of their participation in a graduate course,
students from three universities completed self-ratings
on the ECI and the NEO Five-Factor Inventory. They
also received multi-rater feedback from coworkers
about their managerial skills and provided information
concerning their years of work experience, the number
of promotions they had received since completing their
undergraduate degree, their academic performance
(undergraduate grade point average), and their scores
on the Graduate Management Admission Test (GMAT —
a surrogate measure of GMA; see Frey & Detterman,
2004). They also participated in an LGD with six to 10
participants in each group. At the end of the LGD,
participants nominated the three peers who most con-
tributed to the group’s decision. The LGD sessions were
also videotaped and participants’ behaviors related to
emotional competence were rated by two trained
assessors using a codebook adapted from Boyatzis
(2002). We then examined the relationships between
three predictors (personality, academic performance,
and self-ratings of emotional competence) with four
criteria (emotional competence behaviors displayed dur-
ing the LGD, LGD peer nominations, promotions, and
coworkers’ ratings of managerial skills).

2.2. Participants

The age of participants ranged from 20 to 63
(M=31.23, SD=8.16, n=324). Forty percent were
female and 39.4% identified themselves as minority,
with 4.9% choosing not to identify their status. The
largest minority group (16.9%) consisted of non-Amer-
ican Asians (including the Indian subcontinent), and
African Americans comprised 6.8% of the participants.

On average, participants had 8.46 years of work
experience (SD =8.30) since completing their under-
graduate degree. The mean undergraduate grade point
average (GPA) was 3.23 (SD =.41, n=297). The mean
GMAT score was 540.23 (SD =60.02, n=149). For
comparison purposes, the mean GMAT score from six
other peer schools was 565 (n =1106) based upon data
obtained from AACSB for the years 2004-2005.

The participants were all enrolled in part-time
graduate management programs at one of three north-
eastern private institutions. All were working profes-
sionals. They were asked to volunteer while they
completed leadership development courses offered at
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each of the three institutions. They did not receive any
extra credit or compensation for their participation in
this study.

2.3. Measures

2.1.1. Personality

Participants (n=321) completed the NEO Five-Factor
Inventory (NEO-FFI) Form S, which consists of 60
items and yields scores for five personality factors:
neuroticism (N), extraversion (E), openness to experi-
ence (O), agreeableness (A), and conscientiousness (C).
Respondents use a five-point scale (strongly disagree to
strongly agree) to indicate the extent to which each
statement accurately describes them. Published internal
consistency coefficients for the NEO-FFI scales are .86,
.77, .73, .68, and .81 for N, E, O, A, and C, respectively
(Costa & McCrae, 1992). The corresponding internal
consistency coefficients for our sample were .84, .76,
.68, .71, and .81. Consistent with previous research
(e.g., Ackerman, Kanfer & Goff, 1995), correlations
among the five-factors in our sample were low to
moderate (see Table 2).

2.1.2. Emotional competence

Participants (n = 298) completed self-ratings on the ECI
— Version 2. The ECI is a 73-item inventory where
respondents indicate the degree to which each state-
ment accurately describes them on a 5-point scale
(1=never; 2=rarely; 3 =sometimes; 4= often;
5 = consistently). The ECI purports to assess 18 com-
petencies organized into four clusters (number of items
are in parentheses): self-awareness (SA) — emotional
self-awareness (3), accurate self-assessment (4), and
self-confidence (4); self-management (SM) — emotional
self-control (4), trustworthiness (4), adaptability (5),
achievement orientation (4), initiative (4), optimism (4);
social awareness (SocA) — organizational awareness (4),
service orientation (4), empathy (4); and social skills (SS)
— developing others (4), inspirational leadership (4),
influence (4), change catalyst (5), conflict management
(4), teamwork, and collaboration (4). Internal consis-
tency coefficients for self-ratings reported in the ECI
Technical Manual for self-awareness, self-management,
social awareness, and social skills were .61, .79, .71, and
.92, respectively. In the present study, the correspond-
ing values were .52, .83, .70, and .87.

2.1.3. Coworker ratings of managerial skills (CRMS)

Participants were asked to select three to 10 co-
workers (e.g., peers, supervisors, subordinates) to
provide ratings of their managerial skills. Coworkers’
ratings were anonymous and the data-collection pro-
cess did not allow us to separate raters into categories
(i.e., peers, subordinates, or supervisors). The ratings
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were returned to the researchers and participants who
were rated by three or more coworkers received a
feedback report that contained the average and stan-
dard deviation of the ratings they received on each
item. The feedback report was provided only to the
participant and the ratings did not affect course grades
in any way. Participants received their feedback after
completing the other measures (e.g., NEO, ECI) and
after participating in the LGD. The coworker feedback
instrument was initially developed to support manage-
ment skills development courses being taught at the
three universities that provided participants for this
study. These items were developed based on Whetten
and Cameron’s (2005) list of the most frequently cited
skills of effective managers and hence assessed a broad
range of skills including time management, seeking
feedback from others, problem solving, communication,
influence, motivating others, conducting meetings,
making presentations, empowering others, resolving
conflicts, and teamwork. Ratings were provided on 40
items using a 1 (not at all) to 5 (to a very great extent)
scale. Correlations among the 40 items were very high
(internal consistency =.89). Consistent with previous
research on multi-rater feedback (e.g., Walker &
Smither, 1999), we calculated r,,,, a measure of inter-
rater agreement (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1993; James,
Demaree, & Wolf, 1984; Kozlowski & Hattrup, 1992),
for each participant. Using the formula for estimating o2
for five-point scales for samples with a slight negative
skew, the average r,,, was found to be .89. Because of
the high level of coworker agreement, we calculated
each participant’s average rating across raters and
items. Hereafter, we refer to this score as CRMS.
Only participants who received feedback from three
or more coworkers were included in the analyses.
CRMS were available for 161 participants. Participants
did not seek coworker feedback if they had been
working at an employer for a short time, were self-
employed, or between jobs. We also tested for differ-
ences between participants who did and did not receive
coworker ratings. Independent group t-tests revealed
that the two groups differed (p <.05) on several vari-
ables. Relative to participants who were not rated by
coworkers, those who received coworker ratings were
older (28.27 vs 34.29, Cohen’s d = .80), had more work
experience (5.35 vs 11.72, d=.84), had higher self-
reported social awareness (3.97 vs 4.07, d=.27) and
social skills (3.64 vs 3.75, d=.26) on the ECI, had
received more promotions given their age (—.12 vs .15,
d=.29), and demonstrated more EC behaviors during
the LGD (3.42 vs 4.06, d=.83). There were no
significant differences between the two groups on the
other ECIl or criterion measures. In sum, there were
large differences between the two groups with respect
to age and work experience, whereas differences in the
other variables were generally small. According to
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Cohen (1988), small, medium, and large values of d
are about .20, .50, and .80, respectively. It is noteworthy
that the differences between the two groups with
respect to ECI social awareness, ECI social skills, and
promotions were no longer significant (all p >.15) after
controlling for age. Therefore, in a subsequent analysis,
we examine the relationship between ECI and CRMS
after controlling for age.

2.1.4. LGD peer nominations

Six to 10 participants were assigned to each group. Each
group was told they were the Board of Directors for an
aerospace company and their task was to select a new
CEO (because the current CEO would be retiring in 90
days) as well as a ‘second-in-command’ in case the
selected CEO was not able to fulfill the obligations of
the position. Each participant read a one-page overview
of the company’s business and a brief description of
seven candidates. Each group was asked to come to a
consensus decision. On average, groups completed the
task in 40-50 min. These group discussions were vi-
deotaped.

At the end of each group discussion, each member
voted anonymously for the three peers who most
contributed to the group’s decision (self-nominations
were permitted). These peer nominations were anon-
ymous and collected in writing. To adjust for group size,
the number of nominations each participant received
was divided by ‘LGD group size —1. To correct for
skewness, the resulting distributions were then normal-
ized. In total, LGD peer nominations were available for
269 participants. Peer nominations have been shown to
be reliable and valid measures of job performance and
potential (Kane & Lawler, 1978).

2.1.5. LGD behaviors

Two expert judges, each with greater than 20 years of
assessment experience, evaluated the videotapes of
LGD sessions using a codebook developed by Boyatzis
for analyzing behavior related to El (Boyatzis, 2002; see
also Boyatzis, 1998). The codebook presented exam-
ples of EC behaviors to guide the ratings of each
participant on each emotional competency. For exam-
ple, communication is operationalized as listening
openly and sending convincing messages. Conflict man-
agement includes negotiating and resolving disagree-
ments. Teamwork and collaboration implies working
with others and creating group cooperation toward
shared goals.

Sample tapes were reviewed and the codebook was
amended by a team of three doctoral-level industrial
and organizational psychologists. The amendments in-
volved eliminating behaviors that were not likely to be
observed in the videotapes. After reviewing the code-
book and rating forms, the judges observed five video-
tapes (to become familiar with target behaviors and the
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rating process). To determine the level of inter-rater
reliability, both judges evaluated 104 participants, with
each judge rating each participant on each of 14
competencies. Each of the two judges then indepen-
dently evaluated half of the remaining participants. In
total, LGD behavior ratings were available for 276
participants.

A principal components analysis of the judges’ ratings
yielded one large factor with an eigenvalue of 11.14 that
accounted for 80% of the variance. All other eigenva-
lues were <.61. We therefore created an overall EC
behavior score for each participant (the participant’s
average rating across the 14 competencies). As noted
above, there were ratings from two judges for 104
participants; the reliability (intraclass coefficient) for
two raters was .77. As there was only one rating for
many of the participants, we used the Spearman—Brown
formula to calculate the reliability for one rater (.62).

Because the content of these ratings (emotional
competencies) closely parallels the content of the
ECI, we considered the correlation between ECI self-
ratings and judges’ ratings of EC behaviors as a measure
of the convergent validity of the ECI.

2.1.6. Number of promotions

Because the number of promotions was positively
correlated with age (r=.21, p<.01), we adjusted the
number of promotions to account for age using the
formula (10 X ‘number of promotions’)/age, which was
then normalized. We hereafter refer to this variable as
age-adjusted number of promotions (AA promotions).
This variable was available for all participants.

3. Results

3.1. ECI confirmatory factor analysis

WVe first conducted a confirmatory factor analysis using
LISREL 8.54 to evaluate whether the 18 competencies
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loaded on the four ECI clusters as hypothesized.
Bentler (1990) recommended that the comparative fit
index (CFI) should exceed .90 to be considered a good
fit. Byrne (1998) and Steiger (1990) recommended that
the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)
should be <.08 or.10, respectively. The results showed
a good fit to the hypothesized loadings (RMSEA =.07,
CFI =.96). Correlations among the four ECI clusters
are presented in Table 2.

We also wanted to test whether an alternative model
offered a better fit. For this purpose, we ran a one-
factor model. For the one-factor model, the ;(2 value
was 352.96, (df =135). For the four-factor model, the
% value was 343.79, (df=129). As the ECl is concep-
tualized as a four-factor model, we felt that it was
necessary to look at the validity of each of the four ECI
clusters. However, the difference between the one-
factor and the four-factor model was not significant.
Therefore, we also examined the validity of an overall,
composite ECI score (i.e., the average rating across all
ECI items).

3.2. Gender differences

Tables 1a—1e summarize the separate results obtained
for males and females. Earlier, Ciarrochi, Chan, and
Caputi (2000, pp. 542-543) suggested that women
ought to score higher on El than men. As a result, we
ran independent sample t-tests comparing the differ-
ences between men and women on the ECI. The results
of this analysis indicate that women did not score
higher than men. The composite ECI score for men
was 3.83 and 3.77 for women. For two of the ECI
clusters, the differences between men and women were
significant. The self-management mean score for men
was 3.71 and 3.62 for women (t=2.2, p=.028,
df =296). For social skills, the mean for men was 3.74
and 3.61 for women (t=2.5, p =.012, df =296).

Table 1a. Descriptive statistics and correlations for white/Caucasian participants

Mean SD n SA SM SocA SS ECI AA LGD LGD CRMS
composite promotions nominations behaviors

SA 3.85 31 167 AGTE 4R 4R 9K .08 A2 A7 12
SM 3.70 35 167 667 TeE ggEE 21%% .03 A5 .09
SocA 4.03 36 167 66 B4k A5 .02 23%* 24%
SS 3.7 40 167 .90%* 21%% .05 .20 A5
ECI composite 382 30 167 20%* .06 23 .18
AA promotions .06 1.01 179 23k A3 —.03
LGD nominations .06 92 143 .08 .05
LGD behaviors 3.88 .85 148 —.03
CRMS 3.77 .39 103

Notes: **Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the .05 level (two-tailed). SA, Emotional Competence
Inventory (ECI) self-awareness; SM, ECI self-management; SocA, ECI social awareness; SS, ECI social skills; AA promotions, age-adjusted
promotions; LGD nominations, leaderless group discussion (LGD) peer nominations; LGD behaviors, EC behaviors demonstrated during LGD;
CRMS, coworker ratings of managerial skills.
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Table 1b. Descriptive statistics and correlations for Asian participants

Mean SD n SA SM SocA SS ECI AA LGD LGD CRMS
composite promotions nominations behaviors

SA 371 40 68 Sk Bk g3tk 78wk A2 35%* 24 .07
SM 3.65 .36 68 J2oRE 8o ggk .20 .38%* 21 A46*
SocA 397 41 68 82%  .89* .28%* A8 26%* S4%
SS 3.63 .48 68 95k 23 AT 29* 56*
ECI composite 374 36 68 24 A8 29% 56*
AA promotions -18 94 72 .01 .04 A1
LGD nominations —.06 .88 68 .58%% 42
LGD behaviors 348 87 69 43
CRMS 386 42 22

Notes: **Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the .05 level (two-tailed). SA, Emotional Competence
Inventory (ECI) self-awareness; SM, ECI self-management; SocA, ECI social awareness; SS, ECI social skills; AA promotions, age-adjusted
promotions; LGD nominations, leaderless group discussion (LGD) peer nominations; LGD behaviors, EC behaviors demonstrated during LGD;
CRMS, coworker ratings of managerial skills.

Table 1c. Descriptive statistics and correlations for African-American participants

Mean SD n SA SM SocA SS ECI AA LGD LGD CRMS

composite promotions nominations behaviors
SA 392 415 21 56t 54% 17 5% A3 -17 —.34 —.46
SM 356 30 21 59k GgEk 8ok .03 .02 -.02 —.40
SocA 402 38 21 50%  .85%* 25 -.03 .02 -.36
SS 365 33 21 69 16 .29 A7 .33
ECI composite 379 28 21 19 .02 —.07 —.25
AA promotions 28 74 2 —.24 —.25 .25
LGD nominations .20 .68 21 19 .56
LGD behaviors 356 83 21 .37
CRMS 354 45 10

Notes: **Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the .05 level (two-tailed). SA, Emotional Competence
Inventory (ECI) self-awareness; SM, ECI self-management; SocA, ECI social awareness; SS, ECI social skills; AA promotions, age-adjusted
promotions; LGD nominations, leaderless group discussion (LGD) peer nominations; LGD behaviors, EC behaviors demonstrated during LGD;
CRMS, coworker ratings of managerial skills.

Table 1d. Descriptive statistics and correlations for female participants

Mean SD n SA SM SocA SS ECI AA LGD LGD CRMS
composite promotions nominations behaviors

SA 385 36 119 53k 4ok SR 7ok NN A2 .00 -.02
SM 362 37 119 b4F YK BYHE 25%* .05 .20%* .01
SocA 397 39 119 67FE 83k 27 A3 27 A2
SS 362 46 119 92k 22% 16 21% 26
ECI composite 377 33 119 25%* 14 20 A3
AA promotions  —.09 .94 127 26%* .01 16
LGD nominations —.02 .85 112 18 34
LGD behaviors 370 86 113 22
CRMS 376 37 58

Notes: **Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the .05 level (two-tailed). SA, Emotional Competence
Inventory (ECI) self-awareness; SM, ECI self-management; SocA, ECI social awareness; SS, ECI social skills; AA promotions, age-adjusted
promotions; LGD nominations, leaderless group discussion (LGD) peer nominations; LGD behaviors, EC behaviors demonstrated during LGD;
CRMS, coworker ratings of managerial skills.

3.3. Discriminant validity ratings for all four clusters were negatively related to

neuroticism. ECI self-ratings were positively correlated
We next sought to examine whether the NEO and ECI with the other four NEO factors. The strongest
measure distinct constructs. Correlations between the correlation was between extraversion and ECI social
NEO five factors and the four ECI clusters (as well as  skills (r=.57), with most of the remaining correlations
the ECI composite) are presented in Table 2. ECI self- ranging between .20 and .40. Note that these correla-

© 2007 The Authors International Journal of Selection and Assessment
Journal compilation © 2007 Blackwell Publishing Ltd Volume 15 Number 3 September 2007



348 John C. Byrne, Peter G. Dominick, James W. Smither and Richard R. Reilly

Table 1e. Descriptive statistics and correlations for male participants

Mean SD n SA SM SocA SS ECI AA LGD LGD CRMS
composite promotions nominations behaviors
SA 382 35 179 Sk Bk Bgiek 75k 8% 23 287k A7
SM 371 35 179 67 TeTE BT A7 A5 8% 27
SocA 405 .37 179 TR 8K 14 6% 23 37
SS 3.74 40 179 .90%+* 23%% 23%k .28%* 29%%
ECI composite 383 31 179 22 23 297 33
AA promotions .09 95 190 .03 A2 —.05
LGD nominations .09 .92 157 .30%* .05
LGD behaviors 372 .87 162 .01

CRMS 379 43 103

Notes: **Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the .05 level (two-tailed). SA, Emotional Competence
Inventory (ECI) self-awareness; SM, ECI self-management; SocA, ECI social awareness; SS, ECI social skills; AA promotions, age-adjusted
promotions; LGD nominations, leaderless group discussion (LGD) peer nominations; LGD behaviors, EC behaviors demonstrated during LGD;

CRMS, coworker ratings of managerial skills.

tions are similar in magnitude to the meta-analytic
correlations between El and personality reported by
Van Rooy and Viswesvaran (2004).

One method of assessing the discriminant validity of
a measure is to show that the measure has a latent
structure that is distinct from the latent structure of
relevant but conceptually distinct variables. Ve there-
fore used LISREL 8.54 to conduct a confirmatory factor
analysis of the NEO and ECI. To do so, we first
randomly grouped NEO items to form three indicators
(each consisting of 4 items) for each NEO factor and
used these indicators as an input to the confirmatory
factor analyses. This practice is quite common in the
literature (e.g., Drasgow & Kanfer, 1985; Law, Wong,
& Song, 2004; Lynn, Reilly, & Akgiin, 2000; Mathieu &
Farr, 1991; Mathieu, Hofmann, & Farr, 1993). We also
included the 18 ECI competency scores. Our CFA
tested whether these 33 variables fit the hypothesized
latent structure of five NEO factors and four ECI
clusters. The results indicated a good fit (CFl=.94,
RMSEA =.07). These results indicate that NEO and
ECI, while moderately correlated, appear to measure
distinct constructs.

We also examined the correlation of the four ECI
clusters with undergraduate GPA and GMAT scores.
These correlations ranged from —.08 to +.08 and
none reached statistical significance (all p values >.29),
thereby indicating that ECI self-ratings were indepen-
dent of academic performance and GMA.

3.4. Convergent validity

Table 2 presents the correlations between self-ratings
on all four ECI clusters and LGD behaviors. These
correlations were positive for self-awareness, self-man-
agement, social awareness, and social skills (r=.17, .18,
.25. .25, all p<.01, respectively).

LGD behaviors were also related to neuroticism
(r=—.13, p<.05), extraversion (r=.15, p <.05), agree-
ableness (r=.13, p<.05), and conscientiousness

International Journal of Selection and Assessment
Volume 15 Number 3 September 2007

(r=.20, p <.05). The relationship between LGD beha-
viors and openness to experience approached signifi-
cance (r=.11, p=.07). As we obtained an inter-rater
agreement correlation of .77, we were also able to
correct for unreliability in this outcome measure. These
corrected correlations are also reported in Table 2 in
parentheses.

3.5. Criterion-related validity

We next examined whether ECI self-ratings were
related to work-related outcome measures (LGD
nominations, AA-Promotions, and CRMS). We also
examined the relationship between personality and
these measures of work-related outcome measures.
Table 2 presents these correlations.

3.1.1. LGD nominations

LGD nominations were positively related to ECI self-
awareness (r=.18, p<.01), social awareness (r=.16,
p <.05), and social skills (r=.20, p <.01). The correla-
tion between LGD nominations and self-management
was not significant (r=.11, p =.08).

LGD nominations were positively related to extra-
version (r=.12, p<.05) and openness to experience
(r=.15, p<.05) but were not significantly related to
neuroticism (r= —.05, p =.40), agreeableness (r=.03,
p =.66), or conscientiousness (r=.06, p =.31).

3.1.2. Age-adjusted number of promotions received
Self-ratings on all four ECI clusters were positively
related to AA-Promotions (r=.15, .21, .20, and .24,
all p<.01, for self-awareness, self-management, social
awareness, and social skills, respectively).

AA-Promotions was also related to neuroticism
(r=-.17, p<.01) and openness to experience
(r=.14, p<.05) but was unrelated to extraversion
(r=.09, p=.10), agreeableness (r=.03, p=.59), and
conscientiousness (r=.11, p =.06).
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LGD AA CRMS

LGD

SM SocA  SS ECI

SA

SD E

Mean

Table 2. Correlations between NEO factors, ECI clusters and work-related outcomes

promotions

nominations

behaviors

composite

AT 0% (—.21)

—.05

— 3% (—.15)

—.08 —33WE 3T 3T 47k 3@k 4k 48k

— A

18.50 8.05
31.01

.08 (—.09)

—11 (—12)

.09

2%
5%
.03

15% (—.17)

4k 7wk 3@k 47wk 3gwk G7wk B3k
.06

10%

28%*

6.23

A4
.03

3 g7k 34k 37 A1 (—.13)
A3% (—.15)

.30%*

2840 6.13
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26wk gk ok Q7w

24

31.38 5.95

14 (—.15)
20% (—.21)

A1

.06

26%F 37FE e%F 34k

25%%

36.02 6.24

20% (—.23)
A7 (—.19)
A8k (—21)
25%F (—29)
25% (—29)
26% (—30)

5%

.18%*

A1

S0%F S4wE 74wk

51k

.352
.36
.38
43

3.83
3.68
4.02
3.69
3.81
3.71

A1 (—.12)
A7 (—16)
29 (= 31)

21%%

TR 8T

667F

20

6%

84

J0**

24
— A7

20%*

.90%*

28% (— 30)

14
.02

275 (—.29)
06

.07
12

22
25%%

32
.86
.89
95

.04
.02
3.78

AA promotions

ECI composite
LGD nominations
CRMS

LGD behaviors

A1

Notes: **p <.01, *p<.05. Corrected validities are reported in parentheses. N, neuroticism; E, extraversion; O, openness to experience; A, agreeableness; C, conscientiousness; SA, Emotional Competence
Inventory (ECI) self-awareness; SM, ECI self-management; SocA, ECI social awareness; SS, ECl social skills; LGD nominations, leaderless group discussion (LGD) peer nominations; LGD-behaviors, EC behaviors

demonstrated during LGD; AA promotions, age-adjusted promotions; CRMS, coworker ratings of managerial skills.
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3.1.3. CRMS

Self-ratings on three ECI clusters were positively re-
lated to CRMS (r=.17, p<.05; r=.29, p<.01; r=.28,
p<.01, for self-management, social awareness, social
skills, respectively). The correlation between ECI self-
awareness and CRMS was not significant (r=.11,
p=.19).

CRMS was also related to neuroticism (r=—.20,
p=.01) and conscientiousness (r=.20, p=.01), but
was unrelated to extraversion (r= —.08, p =.34), open-
ness to experience (r=—.11, p=.16), and agreeable-
ness (r=.14, p =.08).

Having obtained an r,,, of .89 for the CRMS, we were
able to correct these correlations for unreliability in
this criterion measure. The corrected correlations are
reported in parentheses in Table 2.

Taken together, these correlations provide some
evidence concerning the criterion-related validity of
ECI self-ratings for predicting work-related outcomes.
That is, ECI self-ratings are positively related to several
work-related outcomes including peer nominations
following an LGD, promotions received, and co-
workers’ evaluations of participants’ managerial skills.
However, the correlations between ECI self-ratings and
these work-related outcomes were generally small and
it is noteworthy that each of these work-related out-
comes was also significantly related to at least two
personality factors (see Table 2). There were also small
to moderate correlations between ECI self-ratings and
self-ratings of personality. Hence, we conducted a
series of hierarchical regression analyses to determine
whether ECI self-ratings explained the unique variance
in these work-related outcomes above and beyond any
variance accounted for by personality.

In each of these hierarchical regression analyses, we
entered age and personality (i.e., the NEO five-factor
scores) in the first two steps of the analysis and then
entered the four ECI clusters in the third step. We
controlled for age because, consistent with Carson,
Carson, and Birkenmeier (2000) and Goleman (1998c),
we found significant positive correlations between age
and all four ECI clusters (r=.17, .22, .22, and .23, all
p<.01, for self-awareness, self-management, social
awareness, and social skills, respectively). We did not
control for undergraduate GPA or GMAT scores
because, as noted above, ECI self-ratings were unre-
lated to these measures of academic performance and
GMA. The results of these hierarchical regression
analyses are presented in Table 3. After controlling
for age and personality, the relationship between ECI
self-ratings and LGD nominations approached but did
not reach significance (AR®>=.03, p<.10). ECI self-
ratings were unrelated to AA-Promotions after con-
trolling for age and personality. ECl self-ratings ex-
plained 12% of the variance in CRMS after controlling
for age and personality (AR*=.12, p<.01).
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Table 3. Results of hierarchical regression analyses: combined Big-Five factors

LGD nominations AA promotions CRMS LGD behaviors

R? AR? R? AR? R? AR? R? AR?
1. Age .018 .018* .045 .0457%% .022 .022% .073 .073
2. NEO five factors .045 .027 .082 .037% 122 .100* .089 016
3. ECl clusters .076 .031% 100 .018 241 119%* .097 .008

Notes: *¥p<.01, *p<.05, *p<.10. ECI, Emotional Competence Inventory; AA promotions, age-adjusted promotions; LGD nominations,
leaderless group discussion (LGD) peer nominations; LGD behaviors, EC behaviors demonstrated during LGD; CRMS, coworker ratings of

managerial skills.

We also wanted to consider the incremental validity
of the ECl in relation to each of the Big-Five personality
factors independent of the others. For these hierarch-
ical regression analyses, we entered age in the first step
and then one of the NEO five-factor scores (e.g.
agreeableness) in the second step. The four ECI clus-
ters were then entered in the third step. A total of
twenty separate regressions were run, one for each of
the Big-Five in relation to each of the four outcome
measures. For each of the Big-Five factors, the ECI
provided an increased contribution to prediction of one
or more outcome measures. The results of these
analyses are reported in Table 4.

4. Discussion

The ECI was developed principally to capture Gole-
man’s (1998a) widely known, mixed-model view of El.
Consistent with other research on mixed models and
self-report measures of El, we found that ECI self-
ratings had small to moderate correlations (.22-.57)
with the Big-Five dimensions of personality. However,
our confirmatory factor analysis showed that the factor
structure of ECI was distinct from the factor structure
of the Big-Five personality dimensions, thereby provid-
ing some evidence concerning the discriminant validity
of ECI self-ratings. Also consistent with previous re-
search, we found no relationship between ECI self-
ratings and academic performance or GMA.

We also found some evidence for the convergent
validity of ECI self-ratings. That is, ECI self-ratings were
significantly related to judges’ ratings of EC behaviors
demonstrated during a LGD. However, because the
magnitude of these correlations was quite small (17—
.25), the data provide only weak evidence of convergent
validity.

With respect to criterion-related validity, we found
that ECI self-ratings had positive, albeit small (.11-.29),
correlations with several measures of work-related
outcomes. It is noteworthy that these correlations
did not suffer from same-source bias (as would be the
case when a self-report ECl measure is correlated with
self-reports of life satisfaction, e.g., Law, Wong, & Song,

International Journal of Selection and Assessment
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2004). Although ECI self-ratings did not predict two of
the three criteria dfter controlling for personality and
age, they did explain significant variance (12%) in co-
workers’ ratings of managerial skills after controlling for
personality and age.

Taken together, these results are unlikely to satisfy
either proponents or critics of Goleman’s view of El.
First, although the factor structure of ECI appears to be
distinct from the factor structure of the Big-Five
personality dimensions, there is nonetheless a good
deal of overlap between ECI self-ratings and personality.
Second, correlations examining convergent validity
were statistically significant but quite small in magni-
tude. Third, although ECI self-ratings had small, positive
relationships with several criteria of work-related out-
comes, these relationships (with one exception) dis-
appeared after controlling for personality and age.

4.1. Limitations and directions for future research

Matthews, Zeidner, and Roberts (2003) noted that it is
likely that ECI will have some utility because it assesses
so many disparate concepts. Indeed, this may explain
the relatively strong correlation between ECI self-
ratings and coworkers’ ratings of managerial skills
(which included ratings of influence, motivating others,
resolving conflicts, and teamwork) in the present study.
But Matthews, Zeidner, and Roberts (2003) also point
out that more sophisticated techniques exist for asses-
sing many of the competencies comprising ECI. Future
research should examine the relationship between ECI
and other measures of these constructs, as well as
whether ECI is a better predictor of work-related
criteria than these other measures.

This study examined only self-ratings on ECI. Van
Rooy and Viswesvaran’s (2004) meta-analysis found the
validity of others’ rating of El (.24) to be nearly identical
to the validity of self-report El measures (.23). Still, to
the extent that people are poor judges of their own
emotional competencies, self-ratings may be poor
indicators of El and related competencies. It would be
helpful for future research to examine 360° ratings on
ECI to determine whether such ratings are independent
of personality and GMA. It will also be important for
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at each step of the analysis. For example, age explained 3.9% of the variance in promotions, neuroticism explained an

2

clusters were entered on the third step. Values in the table represent the increase in R

additional 1.9% of the variance in promotions, and the four ECI clusters explained an additional 2.5% of the variance. *p <.05. N, neuroticism; E, extraversion; O, openness to experience; A, agreeableness; C,

conscientiousness; AA promotions, age-adjusted promotions; LGD nominations, leaderless group discussion (LGD) peer nominations; LGD behaviors, EC behaviors demonstrated during LGD; CRMS,

coworker ratings of managerial skills.

any ECI studies based on 360° ratings to examine the
extent of overlap between ECI and other 360° rating
instruments. It is noteworthy that ECl assesses a
number of competencies (e.g., adaptability, initiative,
service orientation, developing others, leadership, in-
fluence, conflict management, teamwork and collabora-
tion) that are very similar to skills assessed by other
360° rating instruments. Stated differently, proponents
of ECl must demonstrate that ECI 360° ratings are
reasonably independent of ratings from other well-
known 360° rating instruments (Leslie & Fleenor, 1998).

Also, the validity of El might differ depending on the
type of job (Van Rooy & Viswesvaran, 2004). Future
research can examine the predictive validity of ECI and
other El measures for jobs that differ in terms of
intellectual and interpersonal demands. For example,
El measures might be more related to jobs that require
interpersonal skill and empathy (e.g., sales and other
customer contact jobs, team leadership) than jobs that
do not (e.g., software development, engineering).

Finally, we believe that future research needs to
compare the criterion-related validity of mixed-model
measures of El (such as ECI) and ability-model mea-
sures of El (such as MSCEIT). Only then will we
understand the relative value of these measures for
predicting work-related criteria.
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