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Emotional intelligence (EI) refers 1o an individual’s capacity to process emotional
informaticn in order to enhance cognitive activities and facilitate social functioning
(Mayer & Salovey, 1997; Salovey & Mayer, 1990). EI is defined as the perception, use,
understanding, and management of one’s own and others’ emotional states to solve prob-
lems and regulate behavior. In this chapter, we argue that EI is best described as a set
of abilities and therefore best measured by ability-based assessments. First, we present
an overview of EI theory. Second, we describe the Mayer-Salovey-Caruso Emotionat
Intelligence Test (MSCELIT; Mayer, Salovey, & Caruso, 2002a), a theoretically derived
and empirically validated assessment tool. In this section, we describe the psychometric
properties of the MSCEIT, focusing as well 'on what EI predicts about a person’s life.
Third, we review additional ability-based tools that assess 2 subset of the skills measured
by the MSCEIT. Finally, we describe two alternative measurement approaches to EI
assessment: self-judgment and information processing tasks. Throughout the chaptet,

we discuss strengths and limitations in both EI theory and measurement as well as

identify areas for future research,

Emotional Intelligence Theory

The initial conceptualization of EI was derived from early psychological research on the
three components of the mind: cognition (thought), affect {feeling), and conation (moti-
vation; Mayer & Salovey, 1997, Salovey & Mayer, 1990). Initial writings proposed that
EI comnnects the first two components: cognition and affect. Intelligence belongs to _the
cognitive component of the mind and refers to how well one engages in tasks pertaining_
to memory, reasoning, judgment, and abstract thought. Emotion betongs to the affective.
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component that involves emotions themselves (e.g., sadness, anger, and fear), moods,
evaluations or preferences, and feeling states (e.g., energy or fatigue). Thus, the theory
of EI links cogrition and affect by suggesting that emotions make cognitive processes
more intelligent aind that one can think intelligently about emotions.

In developing the model of EI, we reviewed the literatire on emotions and intel-
ligence to identify the abilities linking cognitive processes with emotions and emotions
with thinking, Four interrelated emotion abilities emerged: perceiving, using, under-
standing, and managing emotions. Based on this review, we formally proposed that four
dimensions of abilities comprise EL: “the ability to perceive accurately, appraise, and
express emotion [perceiving]; the ability to access and/or generate feelings when they
facititate thought [using]; the ability to understand emotion and emotional knowledge
[understanding]; and the ability to regulate emotions to promote emotional and intel-
lectual growth [managing]” (Mayer & Salovey, 1997, p. 10). These abilities can be mea-
sured and are not captured within conceptualizations or assessments of other constructs
such as social competence or temperament/personality.

The abilities constituting each dimension are outlined in Figure 9.1 and are de-
fined more fully elsewhere (Mayer & Salovey, 1997), The four abilities are arranged
hierarchically such that more basic psychological processes (i.e., perceiving emotions)
are at the base or foundation of the model, and more advanced psychological processes
(i.e., managing emotions) are at the tp of the model and are thought, to some extent,
to be dependent upon the lower level abilities. Abilities within each dimension are ex-
pected to develop with experience and age.

The first dimension, perceiving emotions, includes skills related to identifying and
differentiating eniotions in the self and others. The most basic aspects of this ability
are identifying and differentiating,emotions in one’s physical states (including bodily
expressions), feelings, and thoughts, At a more advanced fevel, this ability enables one
to identify emotions in other people, designs, or objects using cues such as soend, ap-
pearance, language, and behavior. Appropriately expressing emotions and related needs
also represents more complex perceiving abilities. The ability to discriminate hetween
honest and false emotional expressions in others, for example, is considered an espe-
cially sophisticated perceiving ability.

The second dimension, using emotions, refers to using or generating emotions to
facilitate cognitive activities. The most basic aspects of this ability are prioritizing think-
ing by directing astention to important information about the environment or others.
More advanced ability involves generating vivid emotions to aid judgment and memory
processes and generating moods to facilitate the consideration of multiple perspectives,
Producing emotional states to foster different thinking styles (e.g., inductive versus de-
ductive reasoning) constitutes an especially high level of ability in this dimension.

The third dimension is understanding the language and meaning of emotions. Basic
ability in this area includes labeling emotions with accurate language as well as recog-
nizing similarities and differences between emotion kxbels and the emotions themselves. -
Interpreting meanings of emotions (e.g., anger means that one’s goal has been blocked,
bappiness means that one's goal has been attained) and understanding complex feelings
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Figure 9.1. Mayer and Salavey’s (1997) model of emoticnal intelligence. Adapted from Mayer
and Salovey (1997, figure 1.1).

such as simultanecus moods or emotions (grief and joy), or blends of feelings (e.g., con-
tempt as a combination of disgust and anger) represent more advanced understanding emo-
tion ability. Recognizing transitions between emotions (e.g., frustration may lead to anger
which may lead (o rage) is an especially sophisticated ability within this dimension.

The fourth dimension, managing emotions, includes the ability to reduce, enhance,
or modify an emotional response, as well as the ability to experience a range of emotions
while also making decisions about the appropriateness or usefulness of the emotion in
a given situation. Indeed, basic emotion regulation ability involves attending and stay-
ing open to pleasant and unpleasant feelings, whereas more advanced ability involves
engaging or detaching from an emaotion depending on its perceived utility in a particular
situation. Monitoring and reflecting on the emotions in the self and others (e.g., pro-
cessing whether the emotion is typical, acceptable, or influential) also represents more
complex emotion regulation ability. At an especially advanced level, this dimension
involves managing emotions (e.g., reducing, enhancing, or maintaining) in the self and
others without compromising the information value of the emotion.

This model of EI is theoretically and empirically distinguishable from other models
of EI (trait or “mixed” models) that define and measure the construct as a set of person-
ality attributes and perceived competencies such as empathy, alexithymia, and stress tol-
erance (e.g'., Bar-On, 1997, 2000; Petrides & Furnham, 2001). A more thorough review
of the distinctions between these models can be found elsewhere (Brackett & Geher,
2006; Brackett & Mayer, 2003; Day, 2004; Matthews. Zeidner, & Roberts, 2002; Mayer,
Caruso, & Salovey, 2000).

s
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Measuring Emotional Intelligence

The ability model of emotional intelligence is operationalized by the Mayer-Salovey-
Carvso Emotional Intelligence Test Version 2.0 (MSCEIT; Mayer et al., 2002a). The
MSCEIT was designed to measurg the four emotion-related abilities delineated by the
maodel—perceiving, using, understanding, and managing emotions—using task-based
measures. The test is published commercially by Multi-Health Systems (MHS) and is
based on its predecessors, the MSCEIT RV. 1, a test of roughly twice the length contain-
ing several additional subscales (Mayer et al., 2002a), and the Multifactor Emotional
Intelligence Scale (MEIS; Mayer, Caruso, & Salovey, 1999). These instruments are con-
sidered performance tests because they rely on task performance and problem solving as
apposed to self-reports of ability. These instruments require individuals to use the four
EI abilities to solve emotion-related tasks. :

The MSCEIT 2.0 is comprised of 14 items that are divided among 8 tasks (2 for
each dimension). The test yields seven scores: one for each of the four dimensions,
two area scores, and a total EI score. The two area scores are termed: experiential EI
(combined scores from the perceiving and using dimensions) and strategic EI (com-
bined scores from the understanding and managing dimensicns). A summary of the
tasks for each dimension is provided below; more detailed information is provided in
the MSCEIT technical manual (Mayer et al., 2002b).

Perceiving Emotions

The ability to perceive emotions is assessed by asking respondents to identify and
differentiate emotions expressed in photographs of peopie’s faces (faces task) as wefl
as emotions represented in artistic designs and landscapes (pictures task), Respondents
first examine an image and then use a 5-point scale to indicate the extent to which each
of five emotions (e.g., happy, sad, fear) are expressed in the photograph, design, or
landscape.

Using Emotions

The ability to use emotions to facilitate thinking is assessed by asking respondenis
to generate an emotionh in order to compare it to other sensory modalities like taste,
color, and temperature (sensations task). By way of example, respondents are asked
to imagine feeling an emotion such as sadness and then use a 5-point scale {o rate how
much this feeling is similar to adjectives related to other sensory modalities, such as
“closed,” “dark,” and “numb.” Second, the ability to identify the feelings that assist
or interfere with performing various cognitive and behavioral tasks (facifitation task)

- i assessed. Yor example, respondents are asked, “What mood(s) might be helpful to
feel when composing an inspiring mititary march?” Respondents rate a list of possible

moods {e.g., anger, excitement) using a 5-point scale.
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Understanding Bmotions

The ability to understand emotions and employ emotional knowledge is assessed
first by one task asking respondents to decompose emotion blends and to construct
simple emotions to form complex feelings (blends task). A sample item from the blends
task is, “Sadness and satisfaction are both sometimes part of the feeling of...” The
second task asks respondents to identify transitions between emotions, such as identi-
fying an event that would have happened to make a woman fee] angry and then guilty
{changes task). For each task, respondents choose the most appropriate response from a
list of response alternatives.

Managing Emotions

The ability to manage emotions in the self and others s assessed first with the
emotion management task, which measures the ability to identify the effectiveness of
‘sirategies 10 manage emotions in various situations to achieve a specified intrapersonal
goal {e.g., preserving a positive mood). For example, respondents read a short vignette
about another person, and then evaluate the effectiveness of several different courses of
aclion to cope with emotions in the story using a 5-point scale. The second task, social
management, measures the ability to identify the effectiveness of strategies to manage
others’ emotions in various situations to achieve a specified interpersonal goal (e.g.,
maintaining a good relationship with a close friend).

Scoring the MSCEIT

The theory underlying the ability model of EI is that emotions convey information -
about both people and the environment, and that this information system has evolved
biologically and is modified and refined further by culture (Mayer, Salovey, Caruso, &
Sitarenios, 2001). The authors of the MSCEIT have argued that assessing the correct-
ness of an answer according to group consensus is one operationalization of EL. The
assumption underlying consensual SCOTINg or consensus based measurement (CBM)is -
that large samples of individuals converge on correct answers (Legree, 1995; Legree,
Psotka, Tremble, & Bourne, 2005). CBM relies on a representative sample of individu-
als to approximate how knowledge is used and applied. CBM is useful when a formal
information source is not readily available (Legree et al., 2005). Because the formaliza-
tion of knowledge related to the perceplion, use, understanding, and regulation of emo-
tions is emerging and viries according to cultural norms, wtilizing CBM is appropriate.
For this reason, one' way to score the MSCEIT is with consensus scoring (Mayer et al.,
2002b). Consensus scores reflect the proportion of people in 2 heterogeneous normative
sample (over 5,000 respondents) who endorsed each MSCEIT response. Thus, an indi-
vidual’s score is computed by comparing her responses to those of the normative sample.
For example, if .67 of the normative sample reports that there is 2 moderate amount of
sadness in a face (i.c., chose 3 on the 5-point scaie), the score of a respondent who also
chose that answer is incremented by .67.
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Criticisms of early versions of the MSCEIT (MEIS, MSCEIT research version LG)
raise the question of whether general consensus would agree with, for example, a
consensus among the emotions experts (e.g., Matthews et al., 2002). To test this
hypothesis, a second set of consensus scores were calculated, this time based on expert
responding. The expert scores reflect the proportion of 21 emotions experts from the
International Society Research on Emotions (ISRE) who endotsed each response. The
emolions experts were selected to judge the test item responses because they have spent
much of their careers investigating facial expressions of emotion, emotional language,
the subjective experience of emotion, and emotion regulation. Full-scale MSCEIT
scores based on both the consensus norms and expert norms correlate quite highly,
r> 90 (Mayer et al,, 2002a; Mayer, Salovey, Caruso, & Sitarenios, 2003; see also Palmer,
Gignac, Manocha, & Stough, 2005).' Generally, correlations with external criteria are
similar for the two scoting methods. For example, in one study both expert and consen-
sus scores on the MSCEIT predicted outcomes of social importance, including illegal
drug use and social deviance (Brackett & Mayer, 2003). There are a number of limita-
tions to scoring performance tests such as the MSCEIT with these methods: these will
be addressed later in the chapter.

Psychometric Properties of the MSCEIT

In this section, we present a brief overview of the evidence supporting the psychometric
properties of the MSCEIT (for more detailed reviews, sece Barchard & Russell, 2004;
Brackett & Salovey, 2004; Mayer, Salovey, & Caruso, 2004a; Mayer et al., 2003).

Reliability

The four MSCEIT dimension scores draw on heterogeneous tasks that include dif-
ferent item formats. For example, the ability to perceive emolions is measured by ask-
ing respondents to identify the emotions expressed in pictures, whereas the ability to
understand emotions is measured by asking respondents to select one response from a
list of alternatives. For these reasons, split-haif reliability coefficients are employed as
they involve the orderly allocation of different item types to the two different halves of
the test (Nunnally, 1967). .

The reliability of the MSCEIT is acceptable (MacCann, Matthews, Zeidner, &
Roberts, 2004). Mayer et al. (2003) reported full-test split-half reliabilities of ‘.93 and
-91 for consensus and expert scoring, respectively, using MSCEIT protocols from 2,000
individuals from the standardization sample. The reliability of the two area scores
(experiential and strategic EI} were both .90 for consensus scoring, and .88 and .86,
tespectively, for expert scoring. The reliabilities of the four dimension scores for both
methods of scoring ranged from .76 to 91 (see Mayer etal., 2003, Table 1. The reliabititics
of the eight individual tasks are somewhat low (.55 to0 .88) and are not recommended to
be used for most analyses, Finally, the test-retest reliability of the fuil-test MSCEIT over
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showing appropriate convergent validity. For example, MSCEIT scores correlate
moederately with verbal SAT scores (Brackett, Mayer, & Warner, 2004; David, 2005;
Gil-Olarte Marquez, Palomera Martin, & Brackett, 2006; Lopes et al., 2003), verbal
intelligence as measured by the WAIS-I1I (Lopes et al., 2003), ACT scores (O Connor &
Little, 2003}, reasoning (O"Connor & Little, 2(103), academic giftedness (Zeidner, Shani-
Zinovich, Matthews, & Roberts, 2005), and general intelligence measures (e.g., Facto-
rial General Intelligence; Gil-Olarte Marquez et al., 2006).2 In their meta-analysis of
18 studies that used the MEIS or the MSCEIT, Van Rooy, Viswesvaran, & Pluta (2005)
report a correlation of .34 (after correcting for unreliability in measurement) between
EI and assessments of verbal and spatial intelligence (see also Van Rooy & Viswes-
varan, 2004), '

There is evidence that MSCEIT scores predict the amount of cognitive effort em-
ployed to solve problems as well as performance on affectively laden social problems.
Specifically, individuals with higher MSCEIT scores used less cognitive effort while
problem solving, as assessed by patterns in theta and alpha frequency bands of electro-
encephalographic activity of the brain (Jausovec, Jausovec, & Gerlic, 2001). In addi-
tion, a recent study showed that individuals with higher MSCEIT scores solved social
problems that were affective in content more quickly than these with lower scores {Reis
et al., 2007). Importantly, there was no difference in reaction time to solving nonaffec-
tive social problems. It remaing an open question whether EI fosters all types of cogni-
tive processing, or primarily that which is focused on affective or social information.

Relation to Personality

" Personality accounts for only a small amount of the variance in MSCEIT scores
(Brackett & Mayer, 2003; Gil-Olarte Marquez et al., 2006; Mayer et al,, 2004a; Lopes
et al,, 2003; Van Rooy et al., 2005; Warwick & Nettlebeck, 2004). Across five stud-
ies (N = 1384) conducted in our lab and in others, EI (as measured by the MSCEIT or
MEIS) correlated positively with agreeableness (r = 21) and openness (r = .17; Mayer
et al., 2004a, Table 5). Each correlation reflects a weighted mean over the five studies, The
relationship between MSCEIT score and these personality constructs is not surprising.
Individuals who are open to experience are intellectually curious and have sensitivity 1o
aesthetics of the world; emotion-related abilities rely, to some extent, on such inclinations.
Individuals who are agreeable tend to conform to group norms; performance on the
MSCEIT is in part calculated by the extent to which respondents converge with respect
10 a consensus, though, as mentioned, MSCEIT scores do not correlate with social desir-
ability. The weighted mean corretation for BI with extraversion, neuroticism, and consci-
entiousness were significant, but lower (rs=.06,—-09,and .11, respectively).

Relation to Other Conceptualizations of EI

Numerous studies show that the MSCEIT does not overlap very much with self-
report assessments of El based on trait or mixed models (Brackett & Mayer, 2003;
Gohm & Clore, 2002: Livingstone & Day, 2005; Lopes et al., 2003; O’Connor & Little,
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2003). In a meta-analysis of 13 studies (combined sample size of 2,442) that employed
both the MSCEIT and one of the measures based on trait or mixed models (e.g., BQ-i;
Bar-On, 1997), Van Rooy and colleagues (2003) reported that MSCEIT scores are rela-
tively distinct from these measures (r = .14). Assessments of EI derived from trait or

mixed models appear to be'tapping into a construct separate from the abilities described
in Mayer and Salovey's (1997) model,

Relation'to Academic Performance

Emotion-related skills are hypothesized to prioritize thinking and enable one to
manage emotions in provoking situations such as the anxiety that occurs while taking a
test (Lopes & Salovey, 2004), Thus, one would expect MSCEIT scores to correlate posi-
tively with academic achievernent. The evidenice supporting the relationship between
EI and school achievement is mixed. Among college students, there is some evidence
for positive zero-order comelations between MSCEIT total scores and SAT scores as
well as MSCEIT total scores and course grades (Barchard, 2003; Brackett & Mayer,
2003). However, the correlation with grades typically becomes nonsignificant once ver-
bal intelligence (e.g., SAT scores) is statistically controlled (Barchard, 2003; Brackeut &
Mayer, 2003). Other studies 7eport no correlation between MSCEIT scores and grade
point average (O'Connor & Little, 2003),

A new study with a high school student sample reported that the Spanish version of
the MSCEIT, administered at the start of the academic year, predicted final grades after
controlling for personality and academic inteligence (Gil-Olarte Marquez et al., 2006),
It is possible that the findings from high school students are stronger due to a restricted
range of }Q scores in college student samples, which would attenuate associations. Gil-
Olarte Marquez's findings should be interpreted with caution until replicated. To test
the relationship between MSCEIT scores and academic performance more adequately,
studies should be conducted recruiting samples with a wide range of IQ scores (e.g.,

students from public elementary and high schools, students attending nonelite colleges,
and adults in the community),

Relation to Social Functioning

El is postulated to promote positive social functioning by (a) focusing attention on
important information in the environinent, (b) facilitating the ability to adopt others’
perspectives, which leads to increased empathy and provision of social support, (c) en-
bancing communication about emotions, which leads to fewer misanderstandings, and
(d) regulating behavior, which reduces the likelihood of irrational action (Mayer &
Salovey, 1997). In several studies with college students, EI wag associated with vari-
ous indicators of positive social relations, even after personality and traditional intel-
ligence were controlled for statistically, MSCEIT scores were positively related to -
self-perceived supportive relationships with friends and parents, and negatively asso-
ciated with antagonistic and conflictual relationships with close friends (Lopes et al.;
2003), although there is some evidence that this relationship may hold only for men
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(Brackett, Rivers, Shiffman, Lerner, & Salovey, 2006). Among male college students,
lower EI was associated with maladaptive outcomes, including illegal drug and alcohol
use, deviant behavior, and poor relations with friends (Brackett et al., 2004).

A limitation of the studies described above is that they used the MSCEIT primar-
ily to predict the self-reported quality of social relationships. Lopes, Brackett, Nezle-:k,
Schiitz, Sellin, and Salovey (2004), however, examined the relationship between in-
dividuals’ emotional intelligence and reports of their social attributes by their peers.
American college students took the MSCEIT and were asked to have their clos-e friends
rate their personal qualities. The students who scored higher on the managing emo-
tions dimension of the MSCEIT received more positive ratings from their friends of
the quality of their social interactions. Similarly, a follow-up stud)f revealed that col-
lege students who scored higher on the managing emotions dimension of .Lhe MSQEH
were viewed by their peers as more interpersonafly sensitive and prosocially inclined
(Lopes, Salovey, Cété, & Beers, 2005). In another study, German students were asked
to keep diaries of their daily social interactions (Lopes et al., 2004). Th(.wse stud.ents w.ho
scored higher on the MSCEIT reported greater success in their social interactions with
members of the opposite sex. For example, they were more likely to report that they
had come across in a competent or attractive manner and that their opposite-sex partner

-perceived them as having desirable qualities, such as intelligence and friendliness.

In a sample of dating couples, when both partners-had low MSCEIT sc:?rg;s, rela-
tionship quality was lower and conflict and maladaptive relationship behaviors were
higher than when both partners had high MSCEIT scores (Brackeit, Warner, & Bosco,
2003; see also Brackett, Cox, Gaines, & Salovey, 2007). Tn another study, total MSCEIT
scores correlated significantly with secure attachment styles, which reflect emotio.nal
closeness to others as well as feeting comfortable both depending on others and having
others dependent on oneself (Kafetsios, 2004). Finally, when real-time social interaf:-
tions were observed, male college students with higher MSCEIT scores engaged in
more successful soctal behaviors than those with Tower scores, as indicated by behav-
ioral measures and informant reports (Brackett et al., 2006). .

Importantly, a number of the studies reviewed in this section replicated earlier find-
ings with the MEIS and the MSCEIT research version 1.1 (see Mayer et ai.‘, 2000).
For example, Brackett et al.'s (2004) findings with drug use, alcohol consumption, an.d
social deviance replicated and extended an earlier study with comparable outcome vari-
ables (Formica, 1998). Children with higher scores on the youth version of the MEIS
were rated as being less aggressive by their peers and as more prosocial by teachers
than students with lower scores (Rubin, 1999), Finally, in one study with adolescents
in California, MEIS scores were associated negatively with tobacco and alcohol use
(Trinidad & Johnson, 2002).

Ré!an‘on to Psychological Well-Being

Because emotions provide information about one’s relationship to the environment
and others, interpreting and responding to that information can ditect action and Lhou_ghl




